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I.  Executive Summary 

Both the national and local economies are expected to continue to grow in 2018 and for the 
remainder of the April 2018 Financial Plan period, fueled by a strong labor market and modest 
increases in wages. Recent Federal fiscal policy actions, including the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 
2017 (TCJA), provided a boost to an already healthy economy. However, expansionary federal 
fiscal policy will create higher budget deficits and rising interest rates. As such, the Comptroller’s 
Office expects growth to peak in 2018 and taper off in the latter years of the Plan period. Although 
the Comptroller’s Office is not projecting a recession, the course of the economy over the next two 
to three years will depend in no small measure on the ability of the Federal Reserve to respond 
appropriately to economic dynamics. 

The Mayor has proposed an $89.1 billion budget for FY 2019, which is balanced by using a budget 
surplus of $3.7 billion estimated for the current fiscal year. The surplus increased by $1.1 billion in 
the Plan largely on the strength of a $973 million increase in FY 2018 tax revenues, but remains 
below the FY 2017 surplus of $4 billion. The boost to FY 2018 tax revenues is related to several 
factors, including changes in federal tax law, the repatriation of overseas hedge fund earnings, and 
a booming stock market – nearly all of which are one-time or likely to be transitory.   

Overall, FY 2018 City-funds revenues in the current Plan are $1.03 billion more than projected in 
February. With the exception of FY 2022, the increases do not extend into the outyears, with City-
funds revenues remaining relatively unchanged in FY 2019 through FY 2021, showing modest 
increases of $87 million and $3 million in FY 2019 and FY 2020 and a small decline of $68 million 
in FY 2021.  

In contrast, City-funds expenditures have been revised upwards by more than $1 billion in each of 
FY 2019 through FY 2022. FY 2019 remains balanced because of an increase in the planned 
prepayment of FY 2019 debt service, funded primarily by the largely one-time increase in FY 2018 
tax revenues. Without any offsetting increase in revenues in the outyears, however, the gaps have 
increased by $1.03 billion in FY 2020, $1.39 billion in FY 2021 and $509 million in FY 2022. The 
outyear gaps are now projected to be $3.22 billon, $2.86 billion, and $2.25 billion in FY 2020 
through FY 2022, respectively. While these are not unmanageable gaps under current projections, 
any sharp or sustained slowdown in revenue growth could make them more difficult to manage 
without imposing difficult choices. 

The Comptroller’s Office’s analysis of the Financial Plan projects additional budget surpluses of 
$636 million in FY 2018 and $213 million in FY 2019, followed by larger gaps of $3.5 billion in 
FY 2020 and $3.0 billion in FY 2021, and a smaller gap of $2.20 billion in FY 2022. The 
Comptroller’s Office’s revenue forecast is consistently higher than the City’s, driven primarily by a 
higher tax revenue forecast, which is $706 million above the City’s in FY 2018, and ranging from 
$201 million to $882 million higher in FY 2019 through FY 2022. The Comptroller’s Office also 
estimates higher non-tax revenues of $29 million in FY 2019 and $27 million in each of the outyears 
of the Plan.  

Tempering the budget relief from potential higher revenues is the Comptroller’s expenditure 
estimates, which, on net, are consistently higher than the Plan projections, resulting in net risks to 
expenditure estimates in every year of the Plan. The expenditure risks begin at $70 million in 
FY 2018 and grow each year, reaching $857 million by FY 2022. The growth in expenditure risks 
in the outyears is driven principally by the absence of funding for additional charter school tuition 
expenses. Despite a change in State legislation which allows charter school tuition to grow at the 
same rate as public school spending, the Financial Plan does not fund the cost of this growth.  
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In FY 2018 and FY 2019, the difference between the Comptroller’s Office’s revenue forecast and 
the City’s outweighs the expenditure risks, leading to the projection of net surpluses. In FY 2020 
and FY 2021, the additional revenues forecasted by the Comptroller’s Office are insufficient to 
offset expenditure risks, resulting in higher projected gaps by the Comptroller’s Office. In the last 
fiscal year of the Plan, the additional revenues forecasted by the Comptroller’s Office are slightly 
higher than the expenditure risk, resulting in a modest reduction in the gap.  

Despite the generally positive outlook, the Comptroller urges that any additional revenues in 
FY 2018 be treated as non-recurring and be set aside to bolster the surplus available to the City in 
future years. The Comptroller also continues to urge the City to undertake a rigorous review of 
agency budgets to find recurring savings in the form of efficiency and productivity enhancements. 
Additionally, the rapid growth of spending in several agencies, highlighted in the Comptroller’s 
Agency Watch List for the Departments of Correction and Education and for citywide homeless 
services, calls for careful evaluation to determine whether City funds are being used as effectively 
and efficiently as possible to achieve stated objectives. As it stands, the information necessary for 
such an evaluation is often incomplete and not publically available (if it is collected). The path to a 
sustainable fiscal future must begin with a careful examination of current spending. Any savings 
realized should be set aside to enhance the City’s budget cushion to allow the City to better weather 
a future slowdown, or downturn, without unnecessary drastic actions. 
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Table 1.  FY 2018 – FY 2022 Financial Plan  

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Change 
FYs 2018 –2022 

Dollar        Percent 

Revenues        

Taxes:        
General Property Tax $26,383  $27,974  $29,477  $30,891  $31,880  $5,497  20.8%  
Other Taxes 30,585  31,046  32,151  33,150  33,894  3,309  10.8%  
Tax Audit Revenues 1,299  1,056  721  721  721  (578) (44.5%) 

Subtotal: Taxes $58,267  $60,076  $62,349  $64,762  $66,495  $8,228  14.1%  

Miscellaneous Revenues 7,128  6,789  6,830  6,735  6,714  (414) (5.8%) 
Less: Intra-City Revenues (2,208) (1,824) (1,770) (1,774) (1,774) 434  (19.7%) 
Disallowances Against Categorical Grants 85  (15) (15) (15) (15) (100) (117.6%) 

Subtotal: City-Funds $63,272  $65,026  $67,394  $69,708  $71,420  $8,148  12.9%  

Other Categorical Grants 1,088  879  871  866  861  (227) (20.9%) 
Inter-Fund Revenues 646  682  641  638  638  (8) (1.2%) 
Federal Categorical Grants 8,799  7,507  7,127  7,106  7,089  (1,710) (19.4%) 
State Categorical Grants 14,865  14,969  15,299  15,760  16,243  1,378  9.3%  

Total Revenues $88,670  $89,063  $91,332  $94,078  $96,251  $7,581  8.5%  

        
Expenditures        

Personal Service        
Salaries and Wages $27,146  $28,717  $29,611  $30,359  $30,060  $2,914  10.7%  
Pensions 9,632  9,852  9,903  10,162  10,367  735  7.6%  
Fringe Benefits 9,989  10,733  11,647  12,418  13,098  3,109  31.1%  

Subtotal-PS $46,767  $49,302  $51,161  $52,939  $53,525  $6,758  14.5%  

Other Than Personal Service        
Medical Assistance $5,915  $5,915  $5,915  $5,915  $5,915  $0  0.0%  
Public Assistance 1,583  1,605  1,617  1,617  1,617  34  2.1%  
All Other 30,860  29,505  28,864  29,085  29,364  (1,496) (4.8%) 

Subtotal-OTPS $38,358  $37,025  $36,396  $36,617  $36,896  ($1,462) (3.8%) 

Debt Service        
Principal $3,023  $3,056  $3,591  $3,517  $3,658  $634  21.0%  
Interest & Offsets 3,207  3,906  3,920  4,386  4,951  1,743  54.4%  

Subtotal Debt Service $6,231  $6,962  $7,511  $7,903  $8,608  $2,378  38.2%  

FY 2017 BSA and Discretionary Transfers ($4,180) $0  $0  $0  $0  $4,180  (100.0%) 
FY 2018 BSA $3,652  ($3,652) $0  $0  $0  ($3,652) (100.0%) 
Capital Stabilization Reserve $0  $250  $250  $250  $250  $250  NA 
General Reserve $50  $1,000  $1,000  $1,000  $1,000  $950  1,900.0%  

Subtotal $90,878  $90,887  $96,318  $98,709  $100,279  $9,402  10.3%  

Less: Intra-City Expenses (2,208) (1,824) (1,770) (1,774) (1,774) 434  (19.7%) 

Total Expenditures $88,670  $89,063  $94,548  $96,935  $98,505  $9,836  11.1%  
        
Gap To Be Closed $0  $0  ($3,216) ($2,857) ($2,254) ($2,254) NA 

NOTE: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 2.  Plan-to-Plan Changes 

April 2018 Plan vs. February 2018 Plan  

 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Revenues       

Taxes:       
General Property Tax $114  $115  $141  $273  $981  
Other Taxes 859  (38) (15) (93) (109) 
Tax Audit Revenues 0  0  0  0  0  
Subtotal: Taxes $973  $77  $126  $180  $872  

Miscellaneous Revenues 133  77  (102) (229) (79) 
Less: Intra-City Revenues (76) (67) (21) (20) (20) 
Disallowances Against Categorical Grants 0  0  0  0  0  

Subtotal: City-Funds $1,030  $87  $3  ($69) $773  

Other Categorical Grants (10) 9  11  11  6  
Inter-Fund Revenues (28) 12  35  33  33  
Federal Categorical Grants 149  288  154  151  150  
State Categorical Grants 89  1  (164) (78) (8) 
Total Revenues $1,230  $397  $39  $48  $954  

      
Expenditures      
Personal Service      

Salaries and Wages ($127) $146  $217  $322  $383  
Pensions 42  50  140  484  485  
Fringe Benefits 17  55  90 100  99  
Subtotal-PS ($68) $251  $447  $906  $967  

Other Than Personal Service      
Medical Assistance $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  
Public Assistance (11) 0  0  0  0  
All Other 748  1,408  797  775  723  
Subtotal-OTPS $737  $1,408  $797  $775  $723  

Debt Service      
Principal ($151) ($373) ($4) ($73) ($59) 
Interest & Offsets (30) 245  (148) (151) (147) 
Subtotal Debt Service ($181) ($127) ($153) ($224) ($207) 

FY 2017 BSA and Discretionary Transfers $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  
FY 2018 BSA $1,068  ($1,068) $0  $0  $0  
Capital Stabilization Reserve $0  $0  $0  $0  $0  
General Reserve ($250) $0  $0  $0  $0  

Subtotal $1,306  $464  $1,091  $1,457  $1,483  

Less: Intra-City Expenses (76) (67) (21) (20) (20) 
Total Expenditures $1,230  $397  $1,070  $1,437  $1,463  

      
Gap To Be Closed $0  $0  ($1,031) ($1,389) ($509) 

NOTE: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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Table 3.  Plan-to-Plan Changes 

April 2018 Plan vs. June 2017 Plan  

 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 

Revenues      

Taxes:      
General Property Tax $369  $235  $374  $667 
Other Taxes 649  0  (110) (342) 
Tax Audit Revenues 449  335  0  0  
Subtotal: Taxes $1,467  $570  $264  $325  

Miscellaneous Revenues 640  141  (33) (115) 
Less: Intra-City Revenues (393) (87) (31) (30) 
Disallowances Against Categorical Grants 100  0  0  0  

Subtotal: City-Funds $1,814  $624  $200  $180  

Other Categorical Grants 208  11  12  10  
Inter-Fund Revenues (25) 18  39  36  
Federal Categorical Grants 988  493  212  205  
State Categorical Grants 446  97  (72) 33  
Total Revenues $3,431  $1,243  $391  $464  
     
Expenditures     
Personal Service     

Salaries and Wages ($104) $92  $185  $294  
Pensions 60  (19) (40) 157  
Fringe Benefits (122) (83) (68) (87) 
Subtotal-PS ($166) ($10) $77  $364  

Other Than Personal Service     
Medical Assistance $0  $0  $0  $0  
Public Assistance (11) 0  0  0  
All Other 2,057  1,782  1,104  1,085  
Subtotal-OTPS $2,046  $1,782  $1,104  $1,085  

Debt Service     
Principal ($151) ($436) ($7)  ($74) 
Interest & Offsets (147) 173 (344) (354) 
Subtotal Debt Service ($297) ($263)  ($350)  ($428)  

FY 2017 BSA and Discretionary Transfers ($11) $0  $0  $0  
FY 2018 BSA $3,652  ($3,652) $0  $0  
Capital Stabilization Reserve ($250) $0  $0  $0  
General Reserve ($1,150) $0  $0  $0  

Subtotal $3,824  ($2,143) $831  $1,021  

Less: Intra-City Expenses (393) (87) (31) (30) 
Total Expenditures $3,431  ($2,230) $800  $991  
     
Gap To Be Closed $0  $3,473  ($409) ($527) 

NOTE: Numbers may not add due to rounding.  
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Table 4.  Risks and Offsets to the April 2018 Financial Plan 
($ in millions, positive numbers decrease the gap and negative numbers increase the gap) 

 

 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

City Stated Gap $0  $0  ($3,216) ($2,857) ($2,254) 

      
Tax Revenues       
Property Tax $0  $76  $303  $785  $883  
Personal Income Tax 730  182  (117) (190) (260) 
Business Taxes 0  169  20  44  53  
Sales Tax 0  91  179  149  85  
Real Estate Transaction Taxes 26  (23) (384) (483) (79) 
Audit (50) 100 200 200 200 

Subtotal Tax Revenues $706  $595  $201  $505  $882  

      
Non-Tax Revenues      
ECB Fines $0  $20  $20  $20  $20  
Late Filing/No Permit Penalties 0  4  4  4  4  
Motor Vehicle Fines 0  5  3  3  3  

Subtotal Non-Tax Revenues $0  $29  $27  $27  $27  
      
Total Revenues $706  $624  $228  $532  $909  

      
Expenditures       

Overtime ($100) ($153) ($150) ($150) ($150) 
Charter School Tuition 0  0  (119) (281) (478) 
DOE Medicaid Reimbursement (50) (50) (50) (50) (50) 
Carter Cases 0  (60) (60) (60) (60) 
CEP School Food Revenue 0  0  38  38  38  
Homeless Shelters 0  (33) (42) (42) (42) 
NYC Health + Hospitals 0  (165) (165) (165) (165) 
VRDB Interest Savings 30  50  50  50  50  
General Reserve 50  0  0  0  0  

Subtotal ($70) ($411) ($498) ($660) ($857) 

      
Total (Risks)/Offsets $636  $213  ($270) ($128) $52  

      
Restated (Gap)/Surplus $636  $213  ($3,486) ($2,985) ($2,202) 
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II.  The City’s Economy Outlook 

A.  COMPTROLLER’S ECONOMIC FORECAST FOR NYC, 2018-2022 

Economic growth is expected to continue in both the U.S. and New York City in 2018, and for the 
remainder of the April 2018 Financial Plan period. We expect growth to be more robust in the 
current and next calendar years, before tapering off in the outyears. An already healthy national 
economy, as reflected in the labor market, has received a boost from three major federal fiscal 
policy actions: the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 (TCJA), the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018, and 
the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018. While these fiscal stimuli are expected to have a 
positive impact on real GDP in the short term, the projected $1.5 trillion decline in government 
revenues as a result of TCJA, combined with higher government expenditures, will lead to higher 
federal deficits, rising interest rates, and ultimately to slower GDP growth. Additional risks that 
would affect this economic forecast are a rise in inflation due to a multilateral trade war, geopolitical 
risks such as an escalation of tensions in the Middle East, or overly aggressive Federal Reserve 
interest rate increases.  

Until recently in this cyclical expansion, New York City’s economy has been outperforming the 
nation. New York City is still the nation’s leading financial center and banks and financial institutions 
have been the major beneficiaries of corporate tax cuts, deregulation, and even the rise in interest 
rates. To the extent that these favorable factors are turned into wages, bonuses, or an increase in 
hiring, the City’s economy should prosper. Outside of the financial services sector, the City’s 
continuing strong job market along with modest growth in earnings are expected to fuel consumer 
spending and allow for moderate growth. The City’s other economic indicators are mixed, but point 
in the direction of moderate continued growth.  

Table 5 shows the Comptroller’s and the Mayor’s forecast of selected economic indicators for 2018 
to 2022.  
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Table 5.  Selected Economic Indicators, Annual Averages 

Comptroller’s and Mayor’s Forecasts 

  2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

SELECTED U.S. ECONOMIC INDICATORS ANNUAL AVERAGES 

Real GDP (2009 $, % Change) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

2.6 
2.7 

2.2 
2.9 

1.9 
2.3 

1.5 
1.9 

0.8 
1.7 

Payroll Jobs (Change In Millions) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

2.3 
2.4 

2.1 
2.7 

1.7 
2.0 

1.4 
1.2 

0.6 
0.8 

CPI Inflation Rate (Percent) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

2.1 
2.2 

2.3 
1.7 

2.2 
2.7 

2.2 
2.5 

2.1 
2.4 

Fed Funds Rate (Percent) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

1.7 
1.8 

2.5 
2.8 

3.2 
3.3 

3.7 
3.4 

3.2 
3.5 

SELECTED NYC ECONOMIC INDICATORS ANNUAL AVERAGES 

Real GCP (2009 $, % Change) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

2.9 
2.8 

2.7 
1.7 

2.4 
1.3 

1.9 
0.7 

1.3 
0.4 

Payroll Jobs (Change In Thousands) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

64 
60 

46 
54 

43 
52 

37 
50 

10 
35 

CPI Inflation Rate (Percent) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

2.1 
1.9 

2.5 
2.0 

2.4 
2.7 

2.4 
2.5 

2.3 
2.4 

Wage-Rate Growth (Percent) 
Comptroller 
Mayor 

3.5 
3.2 

3.6 
3.0 

2.8 
2.8 

2.3 
2.9 

2.0 
2.8 

NOTE: Comptroller=forecast by the NYC Comptroller’s Office. GCP=Gross City Product. Mayor= forecast by the NYC Office 
of Management and Budget in the Executive Budget Fiscal Year 2019 Message of the Mayor. NA=not available. 

B.  FACTORS AFFECTING THE FORECAST 

The National Economy 

The state of the nation’s economy is solid as reflected in real GDP growth and the tight labor market. 
The U.S. economy’s upward trend continued in the first quarter of 2018, albeit at a slower pace. 
Real GDP grew at a seasonally adjusted annual rate (SAAR) of 2.3 percent in the first quarter of 
2018, after growing 2.9 percent in the fourth quarter of 2017. A strong labor market, modest 
increase in wages, and the latest fiscal stimuli suggest that this economic growth will continue and 
likely peak in 2018. However, expansionary fiscal policy will create higher budget deficits and rising 
interest rates. As a result, we project that economic growth will begin to taper off in the later years 
of the Financial Plan period, but fall short of a recession.  

Half of the GDP gain was from private investment, which grew 7.3 percent. Most of the gains in 
private investment were in nonresidential fixed investment, which was almost equally divided 
between structures and equipment.  

The surprise in the latest GDP report was the weakness of consumer spending, which grew only 
1.1 percent. Consumer spending growth was the lowest in almost five years. Consumer sector has 
been the driver of the expansion thus far, and we don’t see this as the beginning of a trend. Three 
indicators — continuing job growth, rising wages, and lower tax rates — show that this sector is 
poised to contribute more growth. When we consider that American household balance sheets are 
strong and debt burdens are manageable, consumer spending should rebound to keep the 
expansion going. 

Net exports contributed positively to GDP growth in first-quarter 2018. Higher growth in exports 
than in imports are an indication of the improvement in the global economy, while import growth is 
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partially due to a stronger dollar vis-à-vis our trading partners. The dollar has been strengthening 
recently as a result of higher interest rates in the U.S. than in other places around the globe. A 
strong dollar helps imports but not exports and thus can be a drag on the future GDP growth. 

Government expenditures rose 1.2 percent. Defense spending growth led non-defense spending 
growth 1.8 percent to 1.6 percent. State and local government expenditures rose 0.8 percent in 
first-quarter 2018 after growing 2.9 percent in fourth-quarter 2017. The Bipartisan Budget Act of 
2018, and the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018 are expected to increase discretionary 
government expenditure and thus raise economic growth. 

Jobs in the U.S. grew at a seasonally adjusted annual rate of 1.7 percent in the first quarter of 2018, 
the highest increase in over a year, and the unemployment rate fell to 4.1 percent in the first quarter 
of 2018 (and to 3.9 percent in April), the lowest since 2000. A tight labor market led to a rise in 
wages. Wages, as measured by the average hourly earnings rose 2.4 percent in the first quarter of 
2018. 

The TCJA also lowered the corporate tax rate from 35 percent to 21 percent, making it the biggest 
one-time drop in business tax rates ever. This bodes well for corporate profits outlook. Private 
investment, specifically, real nonresidential investment, is expected to increase. Repatriation of 
corporate profits from abroad will provide a one-time bonus and a continuing flow as there will be 
no tax incentive to keep those earnings off-shore. In addition, investment in residential structures 
will be stronger, as evidenced by an increase in the number of building permits issued by local 
authorities. 

Interest rates are expected to increase due to a rise in inflation caused by stronger economic 
growth, tight labor markets, and price increases as a result of higher wages.  

So while the economy is expected to grow over the Plan period, it is expected to peak in 2018 and 
then begin to subside.  

In general, our outlook for the US economy is slightly more pessimistic than that of the City. We 
expect growth to decelerate in 2021 and 2022, falling below the rates observed thus far in the 
recovery.  

The New York City Economy 

The City’s economy outperformed the nation for the second consecutive quarter in the first quarter 
of 2018 and it is expected to continue to do so for the remainder of 2018. The City’s relatively strong 
economic fundamentals and the fiscal stimulus, especially the corporate tax cuts that were signed 
into law in December of 2017, should fuel the City’s future economic growth. 

The City’s economy, as measured by the gross city product (GCP), grew 2.7 percent in the first 
quarter of 2018, less than the 3.4 percent in the previous quarter, but higher than the 2.3 percent 
in the nation. Over the forecast horizon through 2022, the Comptroller’s Office is forecasting more 
robust growth than is being forecast by the Mayor. From 2018 to 2022, the Comptroller is 
forecasting GCP to grow 8.5 percent compared to the Mayor’s assumption of 4.2 percent, despite 
the fact that we are forecasting weakening growth rates in 2021 and 2022. 

The private sector added 11,300 jobs, or 1.2 percent in the first quarter of 2018, about half of the 
25,800 jobs created in the fourth quarter of 2017. U.S. private sector jobs grew 2.0 percent in the 
first quarter of 2018, faster than the 1.8 percent in the fourth quarter of 2017 (Chart 1). Through 
2022, the Comptroller is forecasting 200,000 new total payroll jobs compared to the Mayor’s 
forecast of 251,000. This may seem as a contradiction to the forecasts of GCP, but recent statistics 
suggest that New York, and the entire northeastern United States, can’t fill all jobs that are 
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available. This supply constraint can keep employment constrained even though the GCP 
continues to grow at healthy rates.  

Chart 1.  Jobs Growth (SAAR) in NYC and the Nation  

First-Quarter 2018 over Fourth-Quarter 2017 

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and NYS Department of Labor. 

NYC’s unemployment rate, adjusted for seasonality, fell to 4.3 percent in first-quarter 2018, the 
lowest rate on record. The unemployment rate can fall either as a result of a decline in the number 
of unemployed workers, an increase in the labor force, or a combination of both. The decrease in 
the City’s unemployment rate was due to a decrease in the number of unemployed, which declined 
by 6,700 in first-quarter 2018. The number of employed City residents increased by 6,000 in first-
quarter 2018. As a result, the City’s employment-to-population ratio rose to 58.3 percent in first-
quarter 2018, the highest ever. Despite the record percentage of New York City residents who are 
working, the percent of New Yorkers in the labor force still lags the nation by 2 percentage points, 
62.9 percent to 60.9 percent. 
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Average hourly earnings (AHE) of all private NYC employees, a component of personal income, 
rose 2.3 percent on a year-over-year basis to $35.84 per hour in first-quarter 2018, less than the 
3.3 percent increase in first-quarter 2017. U.S. average hourly earnings increased 2.4 percent in 
first-quarter 2018, also lower than the 2.8 percent increase in first-quarter 2017. This could partially 
be explained by the increase in the minimum wage, which grew either 14.3 percent or 18.2 percent 
(depending on the size of the employer) in 2017 from 2016.1 The Comptroller’s wage growth 
forecast of 3.5 percent and 3.6 percent in 2018 and 2019, respectively, is higher than that of the 
Mayor at 3.2 percent and 3.0 percent. In the out years of the planning horizon the Comptroller’s 
forecast weakens considerably in line with our view that the economy weakens in those years as 
well.  

The relatively strong labor market, the increase in earnings, and the continuation of U.S. expansion, 
in general, are expected to lift consumer spending in the City. In addition, private investment in the 
City is expected to get a lift from the new tax cuts. New York City is the nation’s leading financial 
center. As such, fiscal and monetary policies impacting the financial sector directly impact the City’s 
economy. The robust first-quarter 2018 banks’ earnings report bodes well for robust financial sector 
bonuses which will positively impact 2019 PIT.  

The strong business environment and evidence that NYC is still a place where entrepreneurs can 
start and grow business is also reflected in venture capital investment. According to PwC Money 
Tree, venture capital (VC) investment in the New York metro area rose 61.2 percent on a year-
over-year basis to $2.6 billion in the first quarter of 2018, its second highest first-quarter level on 
record.  

Finally, the City’s latest leading economic indicators may be mixed, but they continue to signal 
growth.2  

 

  

                                                      

1 https://labor.ny.gov/workerprotection/laborstandards/workprot/minwage.shtm 

2 https://comptroller.nyc.gov/reports/new-york-city-quarterly-economic-update/ 

https://labor.ny.gov/workerprotection/laborstandards/workprot/minwage.shtm
https://comptroller.nyc.gov/reports/new-york-city-quarterly-economic-update/
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III.  The FY 2019 Executive Budget 

Overview: Changes to FY 2018 and 2019 

FY 2018 Budget  

The FY 2018 Budget in the April Plan totals $88.67 billion, an increase of $1.23 billion from the 
February Plan. The increase is primarily in the City-funds portion of the budget which has been 
increased by $1.03 billion to $63.27 billion. The non-City funds portion of the budget, which is 
funded by Federal, State and other categorical grants as well as funds from the capital budget, 
shows a net increase of $200 million. 

As shown in Table 6, revisions to tax revenues account for $973 million of the increase in City-
funds revenue, driven by an increase of $801 million in the estimate for personal income tax (PIT) 
revenues. As discussed in “Tax Revenues” beginning on page 26, the boost to the PIT revenue 
forecast stems from factors related to the Federal tax reform and the reform of the State PIT school 
tax relief (STAR) program.  

Table 6.  Changes to FY 2018 City-Funds Estimates from the 

Preliminary Budget 

($ in millions) 

REVENUES  EXPENDITURES  

Property Tax Revenues $114 Agency Expenses $474 
Personal Income Tax Revenues  801 Miscellaneous Budget 63 
Business Tax Revenues (29) Pensions 42 
Sales Tax 59 General Reserve (250) 
Real Estate Transaction 28 State Budget Impact (1) 
All Other Tax 1 Citywide Savings Program (366) 

Subtotal $973 Subtotal ($38) 

Non-Tax Revenues $55 BSA  $1,068 
City Savings Program $2   
Total $1,030 Total $1,030 

*Expenses exclude collective bargaining transfers. 

The increase in City-funds expenditures is due entirely to an increase of $1.068 billion in the Budget 
Stabilization Account (BSA) as shown in Table 6. Net of the increase in the BSA, City-funds 
spending is $38 million less than estimated in the Preliminary Budget. Agency spending is 
increased by $474 million. More than $250 million of this increase is in the Department of Homeless 
Services (DHS), with additional funding for shelter operations accounting for $213 million of the 
increase. Additions to the Department of Education (DOE) budget account for another $118 million 
of the increase, due primarily to an additional $80 million to fund special education Carter cases, 
and a $20 million increase in student transportation costs. The remaining increase reflects 
budgetary adjustments across various agencies. Other increases in the City-funds budget include 
$63 million in the miscellaneous budget and $42 million in pension contributions. Offsetting these 
increases are a $250 million takedown in the General Reserve and a new round of the Citywide 
Savings Program containing spending reductions of $366 million, including $181 million in debt 
service savings.  

The increase in the BSA brings the total FY 2018 BSA to $3.65 billion. Since the Adopted Budget 
in June, the City has identified $4.62 billion of additional resources in the FY 2018 budget. About 
$970 million of the additional resources are used to fund additional spending. The remaining 
$3.65 billion are used to fund the BSA, which is earmarked to prepay FY 2019 debt service. 
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As Chart 2 shows, higher revenue forecasts and projected savings from the FY 2018 round of the 
Citywide Savings Program account for $2.72 billion of the additional resources. The takedown of 
reserves and adjustments to prior-year accruals account for the remaining $1.9 billion. 

Chart 2.  Funding the BSA and Discretionary Transfers 

($ in millions) 

 

FY 2019 Budget 

The FY 2019 Budget in the April Financial Plan totals $89.06 billion, an increase of $397 million 
from the February Plan. The increase reflects primarily an additional $288 million in Federal 
categorical grants, discussed in greater detail in “Federal and State Aid” beginning on page 32. In 
contrast to the modified FY 2018 budget, the City-funds portion of the FY 2019 budget shows only 
a modest increase of $87 million. 

As shown in Table 7, the increase in City-funds revenues is due primarily to an upward revision of 
$77 million in tax revenues. Property tax and PIT revenue estimates have been revised upward by 
$115 million and $194 million, respectively. Downward revisions of $115 million and $144 million, 
respectively, to business and sales tax revenues partially offset the increase in property tax and 
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PIT revenues. The net reduction in sales tax revenues reflect the recognition of the State intercept 

of $150 million of the City’s sales tax revenues in FY 2019. 3 

Table 7.  Changes to FY 2019 City-Funds Estimates from the 

Preliminary Budget 

($ in millions) 

REVENUES  EXPENDITURES*  

Property Tax Revenues $115  Agency Expenses $791 
Personal Income Tax Revenues  194 Miscellaneous Budget 155 
Business Tax Revenues (115)  Pensions 55 
Sales Tax (144) State Budget Impact 531 
All Other Tax 27  Citywide Savings Program (377) 
Subtotal $77 Subtotal $1,155 

Non-Tax Revenues $1 BSA  ($1,068) 
City Savings Program $9   
Total $87 Total $87 

*Expenditures exclude collective bargaining transfers. 

As discussed in “FY 2018 Budget” on page 19, the FY 2018 BSA grew by $1.068 billion resulting 
in an attendant reduction in FY 2019 debt service. Net of the prepayment of debt service out of the 
FY 2018 BSA, FY 2019 City-funds expenditures are $1.155 billion above the Preliminary Budget 
estimates. The increase is driven by additional agency spending of $791 million and a State budget 
impact of $531 million. Similar to the changes in the FY 2018 budget, the largest increase in agency 
spending in FY 2019 is in the DHS. The additional spending for homeless shelter operations in 
FY 2018 is extended to the outyears, but at a lower amount of $160 million annually. The 
Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) also saw a significant increase of $140 million for 
FY 2019, driven by a $136 million increase in child care services spending.4 Spending for child care 
services is also increased in the outyears but at a lesser amount of $122 million annually. The 
remaining agency spending increases are distributed across various agencies, with individual 
agency increases significantly below $100 million.  

In addition to increased agency spending for new needs and budgetary adjustments, the enacted 
State budget resulted in additional City-funds spending in FY 2019 and the outyears through new 
spending requirements and reduced State support. As Table 8 below shows, the State budget 
impact will increase City-funds spending by $531 million in FY 2019 and more than $290 million in 
each of the outyears.  

  

                                                      

3 In FY 2016, the State began to intercept the City’s sale tax revenues to recoup savings associated with the Sales Tax 

Asset Receivable Corporation (STARC) bonds refinancing, from which the City generated $650 million in savings. The State 
intercepted $50 million in FY 2016, $200 million in FY 2017, and is expected to collect another $200 million in FY 2018 and 
$150 million in FY 2019. The City’s April Plan recognizes the remaining $150 million payment in FY 2019. 

4 In addition to the $140 million increase, the enacted State budget resulted in additional City-funds spending of $77 million 

in ACS for a total increase of $217 million in City-funds spending in the agency. The phase in of the implementation of the 
State raise the age law in ACS will require an additional $46.4 million City-funds support. The withdrawal of State funding 
for the Close to Home initiative results in another $30.5 million in City-funds spending in the agency. 
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Table 8.  State Budget Impact 

 
($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

MTA Subway Action Plan  $0  $254  $0  $0  $0  
Raise the Age Implementation 0  108  131  132  129  
Private Bus Subsidy (1) (3) (3) (3) (3) 
Education Aid Shortfall Backfill 0  136  136  136  136  
State Budget Impact on Building Aid 0  4  0  0  0  
Close to Home 0  30  30  30  30  
Total ($1) $531  $295  $296  $292  

 

Citywide Savings Program (CSP) 

The April 2018 Financial Plan includes another round of the Citywide Savings Plan (CSP) that is 
expected to provide budget relief totaling $368 million in FY 2018, $386 million in FY 2019, 
$158 million in FY 2020, $228 million in FY 2021, and $218 million in FY 2022. With the exception 
of a procurement initiative in the Department of City Planning which is expected to save the agency 
$200,000 in FY 2020 and $130,000 in each of the remaining outyears of the Plan, all outyear 
savings are the result of recurring savings from FY 2018 and FY  2019 initiatives. Of the 138 new 
savings initiatives in the April Plan, 84 are scheduled to begin in FY 2018 with estimated savings 
of $368 million in FY 2018, $143 million in FY 2019, $103 million in FY 2020, $153 million in 
FY 2021, and $140 million in FY 2022.5 Another 53 initiatives are scheduled to begin in FY 2019 
with estimated savings of $243 million in FY 2019, $55 million in FY 2020, $75 million in FY 2021, 
and $78 million in FY 2022.  

With the current round of CSP, estimated budget relief over the Plan period now totals $4.7 billion. 
The combined savings in FY 2018 and FY 2019 is $2.13 billon. As Chart 3 shows, debt service and 
re-estimates together account for 61 percent of the savings. Efficiency initiatives account for 
14 percent of the total savings, an improvement from the last fiscal year’s CSP, where efficiency 
initiatives account for only 7 percent of total savings.6  

  

                                                      

5 The City’s Citywide Savings Program list 145 initiatives added in the April Plan. However, seven of these initiatives are 

related to the elimination of vacant positions for which accrual savings had been recognized in prior savings plan. As 
such, there are no savings associated with the elimination of these position in the current Plan.  
 
6 The City’s categorization of efficiency initiatives include some initiatives that are categorized under funding shift, re-

estimate, and new revenues in our categorization. Thus, under OMB’s accounting, efficiencies in FY 2018 and FY 2019 
total more than $380 million. 
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Chart 3.  Combined FY 2018 and FY 2019 Citywide Savings Program 

($ in millions) 

 

The Outyear Gaps 

While FY 2018 and FY 2019 are balanced, the outyear gaps have increased by $1.03 billion in 
FY 2020, $1.39 billion in FY 2021, and $509 million in FY 2022. Outyear gaps are now projected 
to be $3.22 billion in FY 2020, $2.86 billion in FY 2021, and $2.25 billion in FY 2022. The increase 
in the gaps results from additional outyear expenditures which are not supported by additional 
recurring revenues. As Chart 4 shows, FY 2018 City-funds revenues are increased by $1.03 billion 
while expenditures are reduced by $38 million, resulting in additional resources of $1.06 billion. 
Beginning in FY 2019, City-funds expenditures have been increased by more than $1 billion in each 
year of the Plan. However, the revenue increase in FY 2018 does not extend into the outyears. 
FY 2019 is balanced because, as discussed above, the additional FY 2018 resources are 
earmarked to prepay FY 2019 expenses. 
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Chart 4.  Change in the Outyear Gaps since February 

($ in millions) 

 

Risks and Offsets 

As Table 9 shows, the Comptroller’s Office analysis of the April Plan shows net additional resources 
of $636 million and $213 million in FY 2018 and FY 2019, respectively, driven by the Comptroller’s 
Office’s tax revenue forecast, which is higher than the City’s projections in each year of the Plan. 
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Table 9.  Risks and Offsets to the April 2018 Financial Plan 
($ in millions, positive numbers decrease the gap and negative numbers increase the gap) 

  
 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

City Stated Gap $0  $0  ($3,216) ($2,857) ($2,254) 

      
Tax Revenues       
Property Tax $0  $76  $303  $785  $883  
Personal Income Tax 730  182  (117) (190) (260) 
Business Taxes 0  169  20  44  53  
Sales Tax 0  91  179  149  85  
Real Estate Transaction Taxes 26  (23) (384) (483) (79) 
Audit (50) 100 200 200 200 

Subtotal Tax Revenues $706  $595  $201  $505  $882  

      
Non-Tax Revenues      
ECB Fines $0  $20  $20  $20  $20  
Late Filing/No Permit Penalties 0  4  4  4  4  
Motor Vehicle Fines 0  5  3  3  3  

Subtotal Non-Tax Revenues $0  $29  $27  $27  $27  
      
Total Revenues $706  $624  $228  $532  $909  

      
Expenditures       

Overtime ($100) ($153) ($150) ($150) ($150) 
Charter School Tuition 0  0  (119) (281) (478) 
DOE Medicaid Reimbursement (50) (50) (50) (50) (50) 
Carter Cases 0  (60) (60) (60) (60) 
CEP School Food Revenue 0  0  38  38  38  
Homeless Shelters 0  (33) (42) (42) (42) 
NYC Health + Hospitals 0  (165) (165) (165) (165) 
VRDB Interest Savings 30  50  50  50  50  
General Reserve 50  0  0  0  0  

Subtotal ($70) ($411) ($498) ($660) ($857) 

      
Total (Risks)/Offsets $636  $213  ($270) ($128) $52  

      
Restated (Gap)/Surplus $636  $213  ($3,486) ($2,985) ($2,202) 

 

In the latter years of the Plan, the Comptroller’s Office projects net risks of $270 million in FY 2020, 
$128 million in FY 2021, and a modest offset against spending of $52 million in FY 2022. The net 
risks for FY 2020 and FY 2021 reflect both smaller divergences between our PIT forecast and the 
Plan, and higher expenditure risks. The higher expenditure risks beginning in FY 2020 are due to 
the lack of funding for charter school tuition increases. Despite a change in State legislation which 
allows charter school tuition to grow at the same rate as public school spending, the Plan does not 
include funding for the cost of this growth. The lack of funding poses a risk to the City’s expenditure 
assumptions. 

Overall, the Comptroller’s Office’s analysis of the Plan indicates that the City could end FY 2018 
and FY 2019 with budget surpluses of $636 million and $213 million, respectively. In the outyears, 
the Comptroller’s Office analysis shows larger gaps of $3.49 billion and $2.99 billion in FY 2020 
and FY 2021, respectively, and a slightly smaller gap of $2.20 billion in FY 2022.  
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Revenue Analysis 

The April 2018 Financial Plan increases total projected revenues by $1.23 billion in FY 2018 to 
$88.67 billion. The bulk of this increase reflects higher estimated tax revenues from the personal 
income tax (PIT). The April Plan also raises total revenue projections for FY 2019 by $397 million 
to $89.06 billion. This revision includes increases to State and Federal grants and City-fund 
revenues. Total revenues are forecasted to increase by 9 percent over the Plan period, from 
$88.67 billion in FY 2018 to $96.25 billion in FY 2022. Estimated tax revenues average 68 percent 
of total revenues over the Plan period. Property tax revenues are forecasted to rise 21 percent from 
$26.38 billion in FY 2018 to $31.88 billion in FY 2022, while non property tax revenues are expected 
to increase by 8.6 percent during the same period, from $31.88 billion in FY 2018 to $34.62 billion in 

FY 2022.7 

Miscellaneous (non-tax) revenue estimates, excluding private grants and intra-City revenues, 
increased slightly for FY 2018 and FY 2019 in the April Plan to $4.92 billion and $4.96 billion 
respectively. The forecast for the outyears declined by a combined $461 million. The downward 
revision is mainly driven by the removal of revenues from taxi medallion sales assumed in the 
previous Plan. The current forecast assumes miscellaneous revenue will remain stable averaging 
$4.97 billion annually. 

The April Plan projects total Federal and State aid of $23.66 billion for FY 2018, an increase of 
$238 million over the February Plan. Similarly, the City has recognized net additional grants 
of $289 million, almost entirely in Federal aid, in FY 2019. The additional Federal support is 
predominantly in the areas of social services, education and, to a lesser degree, Homeland Security 
funding and Community Development Block Grants. Federal and State aid are projected to grow 
from $22.48 billion in FY 2019 to $23.33 billion in FY 2022 driven mainly by the City’s expectation 
of State education aid growth. 

Tax Revenues 

Changes to the City Forecast 

The City increased its tax revenue projections by $973 million in FY 2018 and by a combined 
$1.26 billion in FY 2019 through FY 2022. The increase in FY 2018 largely reflects stronger than 
anticipated PIT collections in the current fiscal year due to one-time factors related to tax reform. 
As Table 10 shows, projected PIT revenues increased by $801 million in FY 2018. Estimated 
property tax revenues increased by $114 million reflecting a decrease in current year reserves, 
while smaller revisions to other non-property tax revenue projections mainly reflect year-to-date 
collections through March. In the outyears, revisions to the tax revenue forecast result in net 
increases ranging from $77 million in FY 2019 to $872 million in FY 2022. The upturn in tax revenue 
projections results for the most part from increases in PIT and property tax revenue forecasts. 
Outyear revisions to property tax revenue are mostly driven by a higher than anticipated property 
tax levy, while forecast increases in PIT revenues result from higher projections for non-withholding 
PIT collections. Partially offsetting these increases are downward revisions to business, sales, and 
real estate transaction tax revenues in FY 2019 – FY 2022. 

 

  

                                                      

7 If not specifically indicated otherwise, throughout this section property tax revenues include the School Tax Relief 

(STAR) reimbursement. 
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Table 10.  Revisions to the City’s Tax Revenue Assumptions 

February 2018 vs. April 2018 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

February 2018 Financial Plan Total $57,294 $59,999 $62,223 $64,582 $65,623 
Revisions:      
  Property 114 115 141 273 981 
  Personal Income (PIT) 801 194 213 120 16 
  Business (29) (115) (121) (118) (196) 
  Sales 59 (144) (60) (86) 67 
  Real Estate Transactions 28 0 (72) (28) (10) 
  All Other 0 27 25 19 14 
  Tax Audit 0 0 0 0 0 

Revisions-Total  $973 $77 $126 $180 $872 
      
April 2018 Financial Plan - Total $58,267 $60,076 $62,349 $64,762 $66,495 

Comparison of Projected Tax Revenue Growth 

The City and the Comptroller’s Office project tax revenue growth to accelerate in FY 2018 and then 
taper off for the remainder of the Plan period. As shown in Table 11, the Comptroller’s Office 
expects total tax revenue growth to accelerate to 7.9 percent in FY 2018, 1.3 percentage points 
above the City’s 6.6 percent growth projection. This is largely due to the Comptroller’s higher 
growth projection for PIT revenues in the current year compared to the City’s forecast. In the 
outyears, both the City and the Comptroller’s Office expect tax revenue growth to slow down to 
moderate rates as some of the tax revenue sources driving the FY 2018 growth are not expected 
to recur. The Comptroller’s tax revenue growth projection slows to 2.9 percent in FY 2019 and 
3.1 percent in FY 2020 before picking up pace slightly in the latter years of the Plan period. The 
City and the Comptroller’s Office project overall tax revenue growth to average 3.4 percent annually 
over the Five Year Plan. A more detailed discussion of our projections and differences from the 
City’s forecast follows. 

Table 11.  Tax Revenue Forecast, Growth Rates  

 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

FYs 2018 – 22 
Average Annual 

Growth 

Property       
Mayor 6.9% 6.0% 5.4% 4.8% 3.2% 4.8% 
Comptroller 6.9% 6.3% 6.2% 6.4% 3.4% 5.6% 
PIT       
Mayor 12.7% (2.2%) 4.8% 3.2% 2.5% 2.0% 
Comptroller 19.2% (6.2%) 2.3% 2.7% 2.0% 0.1% 
Business       
Mayor 1.0% 6.6% 1.9% 2.2% (0.2%) 2.6% 
Comptroller 1.0% 9.6% (0.6%) 2.6% (0.1%) 2.8% 
Sales        
Mayor 5.4% 4.9% 5.2% 4.0% 3.4% 4.4% 
Comptroller 5.4% 6.1% 6.3% 3.5% 2.6% 4.6% 
Real Estate Transactions       
Mayor (5.6%) 0.2% (1.6%) 3.3% 3.0% 1.2% 
Comptroller (4.6%) (1.8%) (16.8%) (1.1%) 24.5% 0.1% 
All Other       
Mayor 7.2% 0.5% 1.2% 1.7% 2.3% 1.4% 
Comptroller 7.2% 0.5% 1.2% 1.7% 2.3% 1.4% 
Total Tax with Audit       
Mayor 6.6% 3.1% 3.8% 3.9% 2.7% 3.4% 
Comptroller 7.9% 2.9% 3.1% 4.3% 3.2% 3.4% 
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Summary of Revenue Risks and Offsets 

As shown in Table 12, the Comptroller’s Office projections show net offsets of $706 million in 
FY 2018, $595 million in FY 2019, $201 million in FY 2020, $505 million in FY 2021 and $882 million 
in FY 2022. In the current fiscal year the offset is driven by the Comptroller’s significantly higher 
PIT revenue projection. In FY 2019, the Comptroller’s Office projects most major tax revenues as 
well as audit revenues to be higher than the City’s estimates, producing a net offset of $595 million. 
In the last three years of the Financial Plan, the Comptroller’s Office anticipates shortfalls in most 
non-property tax revenues. However, the Comptroller’s Office’s higher projection for property tax 
revenues and audit revenues in the outyears will more than offset projected shortfalls in non-
property taxes, leading to a combined $1.59 billion in tax revenues above the April Plan projections 
in FY 2020 – FY 2022. 

Table 12.  Risks and Offsets to the City’s Tax Revenue Projections  

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Property $0 $76 $303 $785 $883 
PIT 730 182 (117) (190) (260) 
Business 0 169 20 44 53 
Sales 0 91 179 149 85 
Real Estate Transaction 26 (23) (384) (483) (79) 
Audit (50) 100 200 200 200 
Total  $706 $595 $201 $505 $882 

Property Taxes 

The Comptroller’s Office projects property tax offsets of $76 million in FY 2019 resulting from a 
reduction in total assessments between the tentative and final property tax rolls that are smaller 
than those anticipated by the City. Neither the Comptroller’s Office nor the City incorporate data 
from the final property tax roll for FY 2019, which will not be available until the end of May, in the 
forecast.   

Although both the City and the Comptroller’s Office project slowing property tax growth, the 
Comptroller’s Office projects this growth will taper off more gradually, resulting in widening offsets 
in the outyears of $303 million in FY 2020, $785 million in FY 2021 and $883 million in FY 2022. 
These property tax offsets are smaller than in our February forecast, primarily as a result of the 
City increasing its own property tax revenue forecasts.  

Personal Income Taxes 

The Comptroller’s Office expects FY 2018 personal income tax revenues to grow by almost 
20 percent. We concur with the City’s assessment that the boost to PIT revenues to date is driven 
in large part by non–recurring factors related to Federal tax reform – Public Law 115-97 the Tax 
Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA). These include the shifting of income into FY 2018 due to the anticipation 
and enactment of the TCJA and the limitation of SALT deductibility, and two specific tax provisions: 
the Repatriation of Non-Qualified Deferred Compensation and the Transition Tax on Foreign 
Earnings.8 Finally, a restructuring of the reimbursement of STAR caused withholding revenue to 
jump in FY 2018.  

                                                      

8 The Repatriation of Non-Qualified Deferred Compensation was enacted as part of the Emergency Economic Stabilization 

Act of 2008 and allowed certain taxpayers to defer income and taxes until December 31, 2017. Among the primary 
beneficiaries of this provision were employees and principals at hedge funds. The Transition Tax on Foreign Earnings was 
enacted as part of the TCJA and similarly requires taxpayers with foreign business income to pay taxes as of 
December 31, 2017. 



 

Office of the New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer  

 

29 

While these results are boosted by one-time tax related events, at the same time the underlying 
fundamentals of the City’s economy and Wall Street profitability are also strong. Assessing and 
distinguishing the impact of non-recurring and recurring factors on revenue is particularly 
challenging given the complexity of the provisions regarding the repatriation of foreign earnings 
and the scarcity of data available to assess these. The enactment of these complex provisions so 
late in the year meant that even tax filers and tax professionals had little time to determine their 
impact on tax year 2017 liability. Recognizing this, the New York State Department of Taxation and 
Finance circulated a notice on April 2018, indicating that it would weigh granting waivers for late 
payments.9 This underscores the high degree of uncertainty that still surrounds this year’s filing 
season, which could have a large impact on PIT revenues in the remainder of the tax year. A 
detailed assessment of these factors and key differences with the City PIT forecast follows. 

FY 2018: Based on collections data through the month of April, the Comptroller’s Office estimates 
that PIT revenue will exceed the City’s projections by $730 million. The City did not have full 
collections data for April and the month’s final tally was significantly higher ($650 million) than the 
City’s results indicate. All categories of non-withheld income, including offsets, were much higher 
than those indicated by the City in the Plan. The remaining months of the fiscal year are expected 
to build on this strength and upside, although there is considerable uncertainty regarding the 
second installment payment due June 15th. 

FY 2019: As noted, the Comptroller’s Office concurs with the City’s assessment that FY 2018 are 
boosted by one-time nonrecurring revenues and our projection is that overall PIT will decline by 
6 percent in FY 2019, driven by a 23 percent decline in non-withheld income. Even with this decline, 
non-withheld income is projected to be more than 8 percent higher than in FY 2017. Volatility and 
trading in the stock markets have picked up recently, suggesting that investors are seeking to 
realize gains accumulated with the run up in major indices over recent years.  

Compared to the City, the Comptroller’s Office’s projected decline in PIT in FY 2019 is higher, but 
starts from a significantly higher base amount in 2018. Overall revenues therefore could be almost 
$182 million higher than the City estimates.    

FY 2020 – FY 2022: Both the City’s and the Comptroller’s Office’s outyear forecast for PIT are 
predicated on continued but moderate economic growth with the economy approaching full 
employment. The Comptroller’s Office expects slightly lower growth in employment, 52,000 fewer 
jobs by FY 2022, and a marginally lower wage rate. As a result overall PIT revenue could be 
$260 million lower than the City projects in 2022. 

In addition to the usual uncertainty regarding the long term forecast, out-year PIT results should be 
closely monitored to see if the limitation of SALT deductibility causes taxpayer flight. City PIT 
revenues could also be adversely impacted if employers opt into the State’s payroll tax, which 
would take effect starting in tax year 2019. A recent proposal by the Connecticut Department of 
Revenue Services to craft a tax credit for New York State payroll tax payments suggests that the 
possibility of opt-ins to the new payroll tax is being taken seriously. 

Business Income Taxes 

The TCJA also impacted the timing patterns of revenues from the City’s two business taxes, the 
general corporation tax (GCT) and unincorporated business tax (UBT). The projected decline in 
federal corporate business income tax rates and the incentive this provided to businesses to defer 
income into the current tax year was likely a factor explaining a projected FY 2018 decline of almost 

                                                      

9 https://tax.ny.gov/pdf/notices/n18_4.pdf  

https://tax.ny.gov/pdf/notices/n18_4.pdf
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6 percent. Conversely, UBT income, which is passed through to individuals, was likely boosted by 
the limitation imposed on SALT deductions by the TCJA. 

Based on collections data through April, the Comptroller’s Office’s forecast for FY 2018 is similar 
to the City’s. In FY 2019 the difference is due to assumptions regarding the effects of income shifts 
due to the TCJA. The Comptroller’s Office assumes that the bounce back in GCT from FY 2018’s 
decline will be higher with growth of 13 percent compared to 9 percent assumed by the City. 
Similarly, for UBT the forecast growth of 4.2 percent following FY 2018 double digit growth is also 
marginally higher compared to the City’s forecast. Overall revenues from business taxes combined 
could therefore be $169 million higher than those shown by the City in FY 2019. In the outyears, 
the Comptroller’s Office and the City both expect growth in business taxes to moderate along with 
overall growth in the economy. The overall difference in the business tax forecast is minor in the 
outyears.  

Sales Tax  

Collections from the sales tax are projected to strengthen in FY 2018, supported by higher 
consumer confidence, low unemployment and steady wage and employment growth. The City and 
the Comptroller’s Office project sales tax revenue growth of 5.4 percent in FY 2018, the fastest 
growth since FY 2014. In FY 2019, the City forecasts growth in sales tax revenue to slow to 
4.9 percent and reach $7.76 billion. This projection is net of the final $150 million in State intercept 
of sales tax revenues recognized in the April Plan. Over the Plan period, the City projects growth 
in sales tax revenue to average 4.4 percent annually, slightly below the Comptroller’s Office’s 
4.6 percent growth forecast over the same period. The Comptroller’s Office forecasts sales tax 
revenues will grow by 6.1 percent in FY 2019 and 6.3 percent in FY 2020, producing offsets of 
$91 million and $179 million respectively. Although the Comptroller’s Office projects sales tax 
revenue growth to slow towards the end of the Plan, the Office anticipates that continued job and 
wage growth and strength in tourism will generate sales tax revenue in excess of the City’s forecast, 
producing offsets of $149 million in FY 2021 and $85 million in FY 2022. 

The outyear forecast for Sales tax revenues could be impacted by a current case pending before 
the U.S. Supreme Court, South Dakota v. Wayfair, Inc., which could overturn the physical presence 
rule for taxing online sales. The outcome of that decision is unknown but New York City could 
potentially receive a windfall in sales revenue tax revenue from this decision.    

Real Estate Transaction Taxes 

The City projects a decline of 5.6 percent to $2.39 billion in the combined revenues from the real 
estate transaction taxes in FY 2018, following a decline of 15.8 percent in FY 2017. In FY 2018, 
the City projects revenues from the real property transfer tax (RPTT) and mortgage recording tax 
(MRT) to decline by 0.8 percent and 11.6 percent respectively. Higher interest rates are expected 
to lower refinancing as well as overall sales in this period. The City projects real estate transaction 
taxes to average 1.2 percent growth annually over the rest of the forecast period. 

The Comptroller’s Office projects a more moderate decline of 4.6 percent in the combined revenues 
from the real estate transaction taxes in FY 2018, to $2.42 billion, resulting in an offset of 
$26 million. However, in subsequent years, the Comptroller’s Office projects risks of $23 million in 
FY 2019, $384 million in FY 2020, $483 million in FY 2021 and $79 million in FY 2022. The 
Comptroller’s Office projects real estate transaction taxes to average 0.1 percent growth annually 
over the forecast period. The Comptroller’s Office’s projections of offsets in FY 2018 and risks in 
outer years are based on the correction in the residential as well as commercial markets after 
record sales, as well as projected increases in interest rates, slowing growth in Gross City Product, 
New York City employment and financial markets. 
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Audit Revenues  

The Comptroller’s Office estimates that current year audit revenues could be $50 million less than 
indicated by the City in FY 2018. Although audit collections so far seem to be on pace, the last 
quarter of the current fiscal year anticipates a fairly aggressive tally to reach a record high of almost 
$1.3 billion in revenues. In contrast in the outyears, the City’s forecast of audit revenues assumes 
a very sharp fall off from current levels of $1.3 billion to just over $700 million in FY 2022. This 
decline would be unprecedented. Audit revenues are more likely to remain in a range around 
$1 billion. We recognize offsets of $100 million in FY 2019 and $200 million annually in subsequent 
years. 

Miscellaneous Revenues 

In the April 2018 Financial Plan, the City raised its FY 2018 miscellaneous revenue projection by a 

net $57 million, to $4.92 billion.10 The revision includes approximately $2 million in revenue 

initiatives included in the Citywide Savings Plan. The current year projection is $103 million lower 
than the total miscellaneous receipts collected in FY 2017. The decline in FY 2018 reflects lower 
non-recurring revenues such as asset sales and other one-time payments in the current fiscal year. 
For FY 2019, the Executive Budget forecasts miscellaneous revenue to grow only slightly to 
$4.97 billion, a net increase of $10 million from the February forecast.  

The current miscellaneous revenue projection removes from the Financial Plan $929 million in 
revenues from the sale of taxi medallions previously anticipated over FY 2019 – FY 2022, which 
the Comptroller’s Office considered a risk to the City’s Financial Plan. The City last sold taxi 
medallions in FY 2014, when medallion prices were at their highest level. Since then, the 
proliferation of ride-sharing services has put downward pressure on medallion prices. According to 
data from the Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC), average medallion prices fell below 
$200,000. The City’s previous Plan assumed an average price of $728,000 per medallion. 

Table 13  Changes in FY 2019 Estimates 

February 2018 vs. April 2018 

($ in millions) February April Change 

Licenses, Franchises, Etc. $679 $689 $10 
Interest Income 179 190 11 
Charges for Services 985 1,005 20 
Water and Sewer Charges 1,393 1,450 57 
Rental Income 254 254 0 
Fines and Forfeitures 930 943 13 
Other Miscellaneous 535 434  (101) 
Total $4,955 $4,965 $10 

*Water and sewer revenues collected by the Water Board from dedicated water and 
sewer charges represent reimbursements for operation and maintenance of the water 
delivery and sewer systems and therefore are not available for general operating 
purposes. 

The FY 2019 miscellaneous revenue budget reflects revisions to nearly all categories of 
miscellaneous revenue. As Table 13 shows, the largest revisions were in the categories “other 
miscellaneous”, water and sewer charges, charges for services and fines and forfeitures. Revenue 
projection for “other miscellaneous” which comprises asset sales, cash recoveries, refunds of prior 
year expenditure and other non-recurring revenues decreased by a net $101 million. The revision 
reflects primarily the removal of $107 million in revenues from taxi medallion sales previously 
assumed in FY 2019. Projections for charges for services and fines and forfeitures increased by 

                                                      

10 Miscellaneous revenue analysis excludes private grants and intra-City revenues. 
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$20 million and $13 million respectively. These changes mostly reflect planned increases in 
passenger and commercial parking meter rates, additional fee revenue from the Affordable Housing 
Program and higher estimated parking violation fines. Projected revenues from licenses, franchises 
and permits increased by $10 million to account for higher expected revenues from construction 
permits and Wi-Fi franchise revenues. Finally, the Plan raised the forecast for interest income by 
$11 million in FY 2019 to reflect the City’s anticipation of a steady increase in the federal funds 
rate.  

Although the April Plan increased projections for most of the miscellaneous revenue categories in 
the outyears of the Plan period, the removal from the Plan of revenues from taxi medallion sales 
results in net declines of $123 million in FY 2020, $249 million in FY 2021, and $99 million in 
FY 2022 compared to the February Plan. Overall, miscellaneous revenues are expected to remain 
steady averaging $4.97 billion annually in FY 2019 – FY 2022. 

Based on recent collection trend, the Comptroller’s Office expects revenues from fines to be above 
the City’s forecast by $29 million in FY 2019, and $27 million annually in each of FY 2020 – 
FY 2022. The Comptroller’s Office believes revenues from Environmental Control Board (ECB) 
fines could generate an additional $20 million annually in each of FY’s 2019 through 2022. Motor 
vehicle fines could be higher by $5 million in FY 2019 and $3 million in each of FY’s 2020 – 2022, 
while penalties from the Department of Buildings (DOB) are likely to exceed the City’s current 
forecast by $4 million annually in FY 2019 through FY 2022. 

Federal and State Aid 

The FY 2019 Executive Budget assumes $22.48 billion in Federal and State assistance, reflecting 
an increase of $289 million since the February Plan. About 82 percent of this total is expected to 
support education and social services spending. On a year-over-year basis, the FY 2019 
assumptions represent a decline of nearly $1.2 billion from projected Federal and State support in 
the current year, largely attributable to the rapid decline in Sandy-related reimbursement and more 
conservative estimates of certain Federal grants in FY 2019. 

Changes since the February Plan is almost entirely reflected in Federal grants, rising by a net 
$288 million. Net of Sandy-related funding, the City anticipates $7.3 billion in Federal assistance 
for FY 2019. Excluding an inter-agency transfer of $150 million for the EarlyLearn program between 
DOE and ACS, education grants has increased by $56 million from expanded participation in the 
Federal school food program ($38 million) and revised special education support ($18 million). The 
Executive Budget also reflects additional funding of $113 million in social services mainly for DHS, 
including $88 million for family and adult shelters and $17 million for hotel security. Other major 
changes in the Federal aid projections include increases of $44 million in Homeland Security 
grants, $37 million in Sandy-related reimbursement and $37 million in Community Development 
Block Grants mainly for New York City Housing Authority repairs. 

In FY 2019, the City anticipates State grants to total nearly $15 billion, including $11.1 billion for 
education. While the City managed to avoid deep cuts in charter schools, special education and 
child welfare services totaling $338 million, the Executive Budget still reflects a significant negative 
impact of $531 million from the enacted State budget. The impact largely stems from unfunded 
mandates that the State has imposed on the City, which include City payment of $254 million to 
the MTA for subway improvement and implementation costs of $108 million for the Raise the Age 
program for adolescent offenders. In addition, the State enacted school aid appropriations that fell 
short of the City’s expectation by $140 million and eliminated reimbursement for the City’s Close to 
Home youth residential placement program of $31 million. These reductions in aid have been offset 
by additional State grants recognized by the DOE for charter schools and preschool special 
education, as well as additional asset forfeitures, leaving State aid projections virtually unchanged 
since the February Plan.  
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However, the City still has not yet reflected a modified formula for tuition payments to charter 
schools that, without additional State reimbursement or a change in the formula, could pose risks 
of $119 million in FY 2020, $281 million in FY 2021 and $478 million in FY 2022. The City could 
also face additional State aid reductions under the extension and expansion of executive budgetary 
powers adopted last year that provides the State Division of Budget with broad authority to respond 
to Federal budget cuts. If federal Medicaid receipts to New York State are reduced by $850 million, 
or if all other federal receipts are reduced by $850 million, in state fiscal years 2018 – 19 through 
2019-20, the Division of Budget could present a plan to the Legislature to uniformly reduce related 
local aid disbursements. If the Legislature fails to adopt an alternative plan within 90 days, the 
budget director’s proposal would become law.  

Over the remainder of the Plan, Federal and State grants are projected to range between 
$22.43 billion in FY 2020 and $23.33 billion in FY 2022. These projections represent average 
annual growth of about 1.25 percent from the FY 2019 projections, driven primarily by the City’s 
expectation of State education aid increases of more than 3 percent annually. Assuming these 
assumptions hold, the level of Federal and State support for the City’s expense budget would 
decline from about 25 percent in FY 2019 to less than 24 percent by FY 2022. 

Expenditures Analysis 

Total-funds FY 2019 expenditures in the April Financial Plan are projected to remain relatively 
unchanged from FY 2018, growing by a modest $393 million, or less than half a percentage point. 
However, both the FY 2018 and FY 2019 expenditures include prepayments which lower debt 
service expenditures in these fiscal years. In addition, expenditures in FY 2018 are further reduced 
by the take-down of the general reserve and the re-estimates of prior-year accruals. After adjusting 
for prepayments, and excluding re-estimates of prior-year accruals and reserves, expenditures are 
projected to grow from $89.55 billion in FY 2018 to $91.47 billion in 2019, a growth of 2.1 percent, 
as shown in Table 14. 

Expenditure growth over the Plan period is driven by spending on wages and salaries, debt service, 
health insurance, and other fringe benefits excluding pensions. The combined spending in these 
areas is projected to grow by 19.6 percent over the Plan period, averaging 4.6 percent annually. 
All other expenditures, net of the General Reserve, Capital Stabilization reserve, and prior-year re-
estimates, are projected to decline slightly by 1.5 percent over the same period, with a projected 
annual average decline of 0.4 percent. 

 

  



 

Comments on New York City's Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget 
34 

Table 14.  FY 2018 – FY 2022 Expenditure Growth 

Adjusted for Prepayments and Prior-Year Actions 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 
Growth 
FYs 18-22 

Annual 
Growth 

Salaries and Wages $26,739  $28,345  $29,239  $29,987  $29,688  11.0% 2.7% 
Debt Service $6,231  6,963  7,511  7,903  8,608  38.1% 8.4% 
Health Insurance $6,186  6,787  7,353  8,014  8,603  39.1% 8.6% 
Other Fringe Benefits $3,708  3,847  4,187  4,292  4,383  18.2% 4.3% 

Subtotal $42,864  $45,941  $48,289  $50,196  $51,282  19.6% 4.6% 

        
Pensions $9,520  $9,740  $9,791  $10,050  $10,255  7.7% 1.9% 
Medicaid $5,915  $5,915  $5,915  $5,915  $5,915  0.0% 0.0% 
Public Assistance $1,583  $1,605  $1,617  $1,617  $1,617  2.1% 0.5% 
Judgments and Claims $712  $697  $712  $727  $742  4.3% 1.1% 
Contractual Services $17,288  $16,059  $15,553  $15,690  $15,804  (8.6%) (2.2%) 
Other OTPS $11,668  $11,508  $11,422  $11,491  $11,641  (0.2%) (0.1%) 

Subtotal $46,685  $45,524  $45,009  $45,489  $45,973  (1.5%) (0.4%) 

        
Expenditures Before Reserves 
and Prior-Year Re-estimates $89,548  $91,465  $93,298  $95,685  $97,255  8.6% 2.1% 
        
Prior-Year Accruals Re-
estimate ($400) $0  $0  $0  $0    
General Reserve $50  $1,000  $1,000  $1,000  $1,000    
Capital Stabilization Reserve $0  $250  $250  $250  $250    
        
Total $89,198  $92,715  $94,548  $96,935  $98,505  10.4% 2.5% 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

Headcount 

The Executive 2019 Financial Plan projects total-funded full-time headcount of 303,862 for fiscal 
year-end 2018, an increase of 31 from the February Preliminary Plan. Planned headcount remains 
relatively stable for FY 2019 and FY 2020, with increases in FY 2021 and FY 2022 to 308,124 and 
310,903, respectively, as shown in Table 15.  
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Table 15.  Total Funded Full-Time Year-End Headcount Projections 

April 2018 Financial Plan 

 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Pedagogical      

Dept. of Education 119,613 120,720 120,968 122,410 125,095 
City University 4,441 4,441 4,441 4,441 4,441 
  Subtotal 124,054 125,161 125,409 126,851 129,536 
Uniformed      

Police 36,078 36,105 36,110 36,110 36,110 
Fire 10,914 10,946 10,946 10,946 10,946 
Correction 10,427 10,226 10,242 10,242 10,083 
Sanitation 7,543 7,657 7,670 7,670 7,670 
  Subtotal 64,962 64,934 64,968 64,968 64,809 

      
Civilian      
Dept. Of Education 12,271 12,358 12,444 13,111 13,387 
City University 1,927 1,942 1,946 1,946 1,946 
Police 15,858 15,407 15,607 15,606 15,606 
Fire 6,228 6,291 6,316 6,315 6,315 
Correction 2,195 2,273 2,273 2,273 2,273 
Sanitation 2,268 2,302 2,302 2,302 2,302 
Admin. For Children’s Services 7,157 7,016 7,450 7,664 7,664 
Social Services 14,713 14,670 14,725 14,725 14,725 
Homeless Services 2,613 2,577 2,577 2,577 2,577 
Health And Mental Hygiene 5,726 5,466 5,520 5,520 5,520 
Finance 2,230 2,198 2,263 2,263 2,263 
Transportation 5,395 5,384 5,505 5,502 5,501 
Parks And Recreation 4,401 4,292 4,335 4,332 4,332 
All Other Civilians 31,864 32,177 32,104 32,169 32,147 
  Subtotal 114,846 114,353 115,367 116,305 116,558 

      
Total 303,862 304,448 305,744 308,124 310,903 

 

As shown in Table 16,  FY 2018 year-end headcount shows a net increase of 31 as compared to 
the February 2018 Financial Plan, with more significant increases, of 1,042 in FY 2019, 2,220 in 
FY 2020, 2,470 in FY 2021 and 2,293 in FY 2022. The change in headcount in FY 2018 mainly 
reflects budgetary adjustments, while the increases in FY 2019 through FY 2022 are driven 
primarily by new staffing needs of ranging from 1,114 to 1,195. 
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Table 16.  Full-time Headcount Plan-to-Plan Comparison 

April 2018 Financial Plan vs. February 2018 Financial Plan  

 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Pedagogical      

Dept. of Education 0 94 42 42 42 
City University 0    0    0    0          0 
  Subtotal 0 94 42 42 42 

       
Uniformed       
Police 160 164 169 169 169 
Fire 0 0 0 0 0 
Correction 0 259 259 259 100 
Sanitation     0   23   23   23   23 
  Subtotal 160 446 451 451 292 

       
Civilian       
Dept. of Education 12 (37) 31 31 31 
City University 0 0 0 0 0 
Police (207) (408) (220) (221) (221) 
Fire (2) 67 92 92 92 
Correction 0 71 71 71 71 
Sanitation 0 0 0 0 0 
Admin. for Children’s Services 0 44 479 693 693 
Social Services 0 (44) 2 2 2 
Homeless Services 0 0 0 0 0 
Health and Mental Hygiene 5 (27) 40 40 40 
Finance 0 (44) 9 9 9 
Transportation 37 179 303 303 302 
Parks and Recreation 0 (29) 25 25 25 
All Other Civilians      26   730    895    932    915 
  Subtotal (129) 502 1,727 1,977 1,959 

      
Total 31 1,042 2,220 2,470 2,293 

 

Table 17 compares actual headcount on March 31, 2018 to the planned FY 2018 year-end 
headcount. The current headcount plan shows an expected net increase of 8,407 full-time 
employees Citywide, from actual total headcount on June 30, 2017 of 295,455. As of 
March 31, 2017, three-quarters into the fiscal year, Citywide headcount has shown a net increase 
of only 2,532, a little over 30 percent of the planned increase. This pace of increase suggests that 
headcount may not meet its target for the current fiscal year.  
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Table 17. March 31, 2018 Headcount vs. Planned June 30, 2018 

Headcount 

 

6/30/2017 
Actuals 

3/31/2018 
Actuals 

Change 
6/30/2017 
Actuals to 
3/31/2018 
Actuals 

6/30/2018 
Executive 
2019 Plan 

Planned 
Change 

6/30/2017 
to 

6/30/2018 

Percent of 
Planned 
Change 

Achieved 

Pedagogical       

Dept. of Education 118,671 119,654 983  119,613 942  104.35% 
City University     4,449     4,536      87      4,441   (8) (1,087.50%) 
  Subtotal 123,120 124,190 1,070  124,054 934  114.56% 

        

Uniformed        
Police 36,254 36,764 510  36,078 (176) (289.77%) 
Fire 11,090 11,067 (23) 10,914 (176) 13.07% 
Correction 10,862 10,873 11  10,427 (435) (2.53%) 
Sanitation   7,544  7,641    97   7,543 (1) (9,700.00%) 
  Subtotal 65,750 66,345 595  64,962 (788) (75.51%) 

        
Civilian        
Dept. of Education 12,528 12,735 207  12,271 (257) (80.54%) 
City University 1,904 1,860 (44) 1,927 23  (191.30%) 
Police 14,802 14,999 197  15,858 1,056  18.66% 
Fire 6,289 6,074 (215) 6,228 (61) 352.46% 
Correction 1,729 1,772 43  2,195 466  9.23% 
Sanitation 2,137 2,115 (22) 2,268 131  (16.79%) 
Admin. for Children’s Services 6,343 6,474 131  7,157 814  16.09% 
Social Services 13,244 12,929 (315) 14,713 1,469  (21.44%) 
Homeless Services 2,341 2,369 28  2,613 272  10.29% 
Health and Mental Hygiene 5,176 5,443 267  5,726 550  48.55% 
Finance 1,931 1,910 (21) 2,230 299  (7.02%) 
Transportation 4,773 4,852 79  5,395 622  12.70% 
Parks and Recreation 4,124 4,128 4  4,401 277  1.44% 
All Other Civilians   29,264 29,792 528  31,864 2,600  20.31% 
  Subtotal 106,585 107,452 867  114,846 8,261  10.50% 

        
Total 295,455 297,987 2,532 303,862 8,407 30.12% 

 

Overtime (OT) 

The FY 2019 Executive Budget includes $1.350 billion for overtime expenditures, almost 14 percent 
lower than the current FY 2018 overtime projection of $1.568 billion. While the Comptroller’s Office 
projects that overtime spending will be lower than FY 2018, the estimated decline is less than the 
City’s projection. The Comptroller’s Office estimates that FY 2019 overtime spending will total 
$1.503 billion, $153 million more than the City’s estimate, as shown in Table 18. 
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Table 18.  Projected Overtime Spending, FY 2019  

($ in millions) 

City 
Planned 
Overtime 
FY 2019 

Comptroller’s 
Office Projected 

Overtime  
FY 2019 

FY 
2019 
Risk 

Uniformed    
  Police $548  $560  ($12) 
  Fire 212  212  0 
  Correction 150  190  (40) 
  Sanitation     111      111         0  
Total Uniformed $1,021  $1,073 ($52) 

    
Civilians    
  Police-Civilian $82  $100   ($18) 
  Admin for Child Svcs 17  30  (13) 
  Environmental Protection 21  40  (19) 
  Transportation 49 60 (11) 
  All Other Agencies   160   200      (40) 
Total Civilians $329 $430  ($101) 

    
Total City $1,350 $1,503 ($153) 

 

Beginning in FY 2018, the City initiated cost-saving initiatives at several agencies to curb the 
continued growth in civilian overtime. These initiatives are expected to generate savings of at least 
$138 million over FY 2018-FY 2022. Civilian overtime cost has increased at an annual rate of 
11.8 percent from $366 million in FY 2013 to $572 million in FY 2017. When compared to the 
adopted budget projections for these fiscal years, FY 2013 to FY 2017, actual civilian overtime 
averaged $466 million annually, 65 percent more than an average of $282 million at budget 
adoption. The Comptroller’s Office estimates that civilian overtime will cost the City about 
$430 million in FY 2019, $101 million higher than the City’s projection.  

Annual spending for uniformed overtime averaged $1.099 billion for FY 2013 to FY 2017, an 
increase of 35 percent over the average budgeted amount at adoption. Over that period, uniformed 
overtime cost increased at an average annual rate of 6.9 percent, from $926 million in FY 2013 to 
$1.2 billion in FY 2017. Unlike civilian overtime cost, the cost for uniformed overtime appears to 
have stabilized over recent fiscal years. Uniformed agencies, mainly the Police Department 
(NYPD), the Fire Department (FDNY), and the Department of Corrections (DOC) have seen 
increases in headcount levels resulting in reductions of overtime hours being used to meet day to 
day operations. Both the Comptroller’s Office and the City project a drop in uniformed overtime for 
FY 2019. The Comptroller’s Office projects a drop to $1.07 billion compared to a drop to 
$1.02 billion projected by the City. As shown in Table 18, this represents a risk of $52 million to the 
City’s uniformed overtime spending projection.  

Health Insurance 

The FY 2019 Executive Budget projects health insurance spending for employees and retirees of 
$6.787 billion. As shown in Table 19, this is an increase of almost 10 percent or $601 million from 
the current estimate for FY 2018, adjusted for a prepayment of $400 million of retiree health benefits 
in FY 2017. Health insurance costs are then projected to increase at an average rate of 8.2 percent 
to $8.603 billion by FY 2022. Reflected in these projections are $1.3 billion in health insurance cost 
savings resulting from the Healthcare Reform Agreement negotiated between the City and the 
Municipal Labor Committee (MLC) in May of 2014. 

The current projections reflect increases to the premium rates for active employees’ health 
insurance of 7.6 percent in FY 2018, 6.8 percent in FY 2019, 6.5 percent in FY 2020, 6.0 percent 



 

Office of the New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer  

 

39 

in FY 2021, and 5.5 percent in FY 2022. Medicare-eligible retirees’ health insurance premium rate 
increased by 2.4 percent in FY 2018, and are projected to increase by 5 percent annually in 
FY 2019 through FY 2022. These rates are higher than the increases in recent years which 
averaged 3.0 percent over FY 2015 to FY 2017 for active employees’ health insurance and 
1.7 percent for Medicare-eligible retirees’ health insurance. The projected rates, however, are 

consistent with the projections of the Health Care Cost Trend Rate (HCCTR).11 The City will realize 

budgetary savings should the rates be lower than projected. 

Table 19.  Pay-As-You-Go Health Expenditures 

 ($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Department of Education $2,331 $2,491 $2,736 $3,060 $3,329 
CUNY 96 106 116 126 156 
All Other 3,359 4,190 4,501 4,828 5,119 

Subtotal  $5,786 $6,787 $7,353 $8,014 $8,603 

FY 2017 Prepayment 400 0 0 0 0 
Adjusted Pay-As-You-Go 
Health Insurance Costs $6,186 $6,787 $7,353 $8,014 $8,603 

 

FY 2018 health insurance estimate is lower by $39 million than the February Plan, due mainly to 
lower headcount levels than previously projected. However, cost re-estimates and revisions to the 
estimates of planned headcount levels in the outyears result in net increases of $38 million in 
FY 2019, $64 million in FY 2020, and approximately $71 million in each of FY 2021 and FY 2022. 
The FY 2019 increase reflects a partial offset of about $14 million from an elimination of the need 
to fill 855 vacant positions across several City agencies. 

Pensions 

The FY 2019 Executive Budget projects pension contributions of $9.740 billion, an increase of 
2 percent over the estimated FY 2018 contribution of $9.520 billion. Thereafter, pension 
contributions are projected to remain relatively stable over the Financial Plan period, increasing to 
$9.791 billion in FY 2020, $10.050 billion in FY 2021, and $10.255 billion in FY 2022. 

As shown in Table 20, pension contributions increased by $42 million in FY 2018, $50 million in 
FY 2019, $140 million in FY 2020, and approximately $485 million in each of FY 2021 and FY 2022 
when compared to the February Plan.12 The net increases for FY 2019 to FY 2022 resulted mainly 
from funds reserved in the Financial Plan for potential costs that may result after the completion of 
the current actuarial audit of the five actuarial systems, as detailed further below in the discussion 
on actuarial audits and reports. 

  

                                                      

11 Source: Comprehensive Annual Financial Report of the Comptroller for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2017. 

12 Includes the transfer of custodial pension contributions of $5 million in FY 2019 and $6 million in each of the outyears, 
from the pension budget to DOE. 
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Table 20.  FY 2018 – FY 2022 City Pension Contributions 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Five Actuarial Systems $9,538  $9,765  $9,680  $9,600  $9,816 
Reserve for Expected Adjustments* 0 (9) 125  461 448  
Non-Actuarial Systems 0  0  0  0  0  
Non-City Systems 94  96  98  101  103  
Less: Intra City-Expense (112)  (112) (112)  (112) (112)  
Net Pension Expense April Plan $9,520  $9,740  $9,791  $10,050  $10,255  
Net Pension Expense February Plan $9,478  $9,690   $9,651  $9,566  $9,770  
Net Change $42 $50 $140  $484 $485  

*The reserve is being held to accommodate expected changes in headcount, valuation refinements, and salary adjustments. 
**Totals may not add up due to rounding. 
 

Pursuant to Chapter 96 of the New York City Charter, the Comptroller’s Office has engaged Bolton, 
Inc. to conduct two consecutive biennial independent actuarial audits. Bolton has recently 

completed their first audit and issued the following reports:13 

The Independent Actuary’s Statement which certifies that the City’s pension systems are being 
funded appropriately and accurately, on sound actuarial principles, and in accordance with 
applicable statutes. 

The Audit Report on Employer Pension Contribution Calculations for FY 2016 which verifies 
the accuracy of the pension systems’ assets, liabilities and employer pension contribution 
calculations. 

The Administrative Review Report which validates the quality and completeness of the actuarial 
data used in valuations by reviewing the actuarial data gathering, transmission, and maintenance 
processes. 

The Experience Study Report which reviews actual experience through June 30, 2015 and 
comments on the actuarial assumptions used by the Office of the Actuary (OA) to calculate 
contributions to the city pension funds.  

Overall, the independent actuarial auditor concluded that the City funded the five actuarial pension 
systems appropriately for FY 2016 and that assumptions used to calculate pension contributions 
are reasonable. Bolton did, however, advise the City to review (1) the funding of the tax-deferred 
annuity (TDA) fixed fund for certain members of the Teachers Retirement System (TRS) and Board 
of Education Retirement System (BERS) and (2) the lag methodology utilized by the Office of the 
Actuary (OA) to determine annual employer contributions for the five actuarial systems. 

 The TDA (403)(b) plan for employees belonging to TRS and BERS. 

Employees belonging to TRS and BERS may contribute to a tax-deferred annuity plan with 
an investment option of a fixed rate fund with a guaranteed interest rate of either 7 percent 
or 8.25 percent, depending on the member’s union affiliations. About 15 percent of the TRS 
TDA fixed fund balance and 67 percent of the BERS TDA fixed fund balance earn 
8.25 percent. Since this rate is higher than the actuarial interest rate assumption (AIRA) of 
7 percent, the employer contributions for these pension systems reflect an actuarial loss 
that was previously amortized to account for the difference. The City will now recognize 

                                                      

13 Bolton’s reports are available on the Comptroller’s website: http://comptroller.nyc.gov/reports/policy-n-other 

http://comptroller.nyc.gov/reports/policy-n-other
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the full cost annually and the current pension projections include $50 million each year for 

this cost.14 

 One-Year Lag methodology (OYLM) used to determine employer contributions. 

Returns above or below the AIRA for a given fiscal year are phased-in over a six-year 
period beginning one year after the end of the given fiscal year. Under the OYLM, pension 
contributions for a given fiscal year are determined based on the fiscal year-end actuarial 
valuation date as of the second preceding year. For example, FY 2018 Employers’ pension 
contributions were calculated based on the June 30, 2016 actuarial valuation date. While 
using a lag method is very common in public sector valuations, Bolton has proposed that 
the Office of the Actuary consider technical refinements to the method currently being used. 
In the April Plan, the City has reserved $100 million beginning in FY 2019 for additional 
cost that may result from any changes or refinements to the lag methodology. 

Bolton also highlighted certain trends that may result in recommendations to modify the underlying 
assumptions after the completion of the second audit. These areas include retiree mortality, 
overtime, and salary increase assumptions. The April Plan adds a reserve of $300 million in each 
of FY 2021 and FY 2022 for any additional costs that may arise from changes to the underlying 
assumptions. 

Additional changes to the pension projections resulted from an update to the actuarial valuations 
of the systems and headcount changes. The updated valuations increase projected costs by 
$42 million in FY 2018, $44 million in FY 2020, more than $83 million in each of FY 2021 and 
FY 2022, and reduce costs by $45 million in FY 2019. 

Pension contributions are based on the assumption that pension investments will earn the actuarial 
interest rate assumption (AIRA) of 7 percent. Each percentage point in investment return above or 
below the AIRA as of June 30, FY 2018 will, respectively, lower or increase pension contributions 
by approximately $23 million in FY 2020, $46 million in FY 2021, and $69 million in FY 2022.   

Public Assistance 

Through April, the City’s public assistance caseload has averaged 365,905 recipients per month, 
representing a decline of about one percent, or 3,880 recipients from the monthly average over the 
same period in FY 2017. The number of public assistance recipients continues to be range-bound 
between 360,000 and 368,000 over the past twelve months, well below the historic peak of 
1,160,593 in March 1995. While there have been no major caseload movements in FY 2018, public 
assistance grants spending has increased steadily in recent months. Compared with the monthly 
average of $117 million in FY 2017, the FY 2018 monthly average spending has thus far jumped 
by more than five percent to about $123 million. The City indicates that rent arrears payments are 
among the main factors contributing to the rise in spending. 

The City maintains its public assistance caseload projection at a monthly average of 367,000 over 
the current Plan period. Net baseline grants expenditures are projected at about $1.51 billion to 
$1.55 billion in each year of the Plan. While actual caseloads are currently below projections in 
FY 2018, baseline grants spending appears to be in line with the City’s expectation. 

                                                      

14 This amount was included in the reserve in the 2018 February Financial Plan for this cost. 
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Department of Education 

The April Modification shows a net increase of $621 million in the Department of Education’s (DOE) 
FY 2018 budget, which now totals $24.97 billion and represents an increase of 6.4 percent or 
$1.51 billion above actual FY 2017 spending of $23.46 billion. The budget increase in the current 
year is largely attributable to transfers from the miscellaneous budget that total about $500 million. 
The transfers include $447 million in scheduled lump-sum collective bargaining payment mainly for 
teachers, $29 million in health savings adjustment and $21 million in salary schedule adjustments 
for school safety agents. In addition, the DOE budget recognizes new needs of $80 million for 
special education Carter cases spending and $20 million for transportation costs.15 

The FY 2019 Executive Budget projects DOE funding at $25.52 billion, an increase of $554 million 
or 2.2 percent from the FY 2018 budget. As mentioned above, the FY 2018 budget has risen 
significantly because of collective bargaining payments from the prior teachers’ contract. Compared 
to previous estimates, the Executive Budget shows a net decline of $62 million mainly as a result 
of the partial reversal of a prior transfer between the ACS and the DOE due to timing of the 
EarlyLearn program. Excluding the EarlyLearn transfer of $298 million, the DOE budget has 
actually increased by $236 million over the Preliminary Budget. In addition, the City has opted to 
backfill the shortfall in its education aid projection for FY 2019. Compared to previous education 
aid assumptions, the enacted State budget provided about $140 million less than the City 
anticipated. The DOE portion of this impact is $136 million, with the remainder taken against 
Building Aid assumption in the debt service budget. 

The Executive Budget reflects new needs of $191 million that mainly stems from an increase in 
Fair Student Funding (FSF) allocations to schools. The City has provided an additional $125 million 
in FSF allocation that will raise the minimum funding threshold to 90 percent and the system funding 
average to almost 93 percent in FY 2019, compared with 87 percent and 91 percent, respectively, 
in FY 2018. Other major new needs in the Executive Budget include $31 million for Universal 
Literacy enhancements, $12 million for students in shelters and $9 million for new schools 
maintenance and operations. In addition, the DOE budget also reflects a $57 million increase in 
charter school supplemental tuition revenue from the State. 

These funding increases are partly offset by additional CSP savings reflected in the DOE budget 
for FY 2019. Including the portion of citywide initiatives credited to DOE, the additional savings total 
about $164 million, reducing the DOE budget by a net $42 million since a significant portion of the 
new initiatives involve funding shifts that include $84 million from the recognition of Federal and 
State prior year payments for special education services claims and $38 million from expanded 
participation in the Federal Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) school food program. The 
remainder of the new savings include reductions in OTPS allocation of $20 million and 
administrative vacancies of $9 million. 

Over the remainder of the Plan, funding for the Department is anticipated to rise to $26.47 billion 
in FY 2020 and $27.27 billion in FY 2021 before reaching $27.97 billion in FY 2022, reflecting an 
average increase of $817 million annually. State aid would comprise about $1.18 billion or 
48 percent of the projected DOE budget growth of $2.45 billion between FY 2019 and FY 2022, 
while City funds would provide a similar $1.17 billion boost in the outyears. The remainder of the 
increase is comprised of $101 million in Federal funds. 

The Department will likely continue to face risks from its assumptions of Federal Medicaid 
reimbursement in the April Plan. The DOE anticipates $97 million annually in Medicaid 
reimbursement for special education related services costs. While collections has steadily improved 

                                                      

15 Carter cases represent payments that the Department makes to parents legally seeking reimbursement for placing their 

special needs children in non-public schools. 
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over the past three years, the current revenue targets still appear well out of reach, likely resulting 
in risks of at least $50 million in each year of the current plan. The DOE budget also has not 
reflected the potential costs from increased charter school tuition rates approved by the State in 
the outyears. Unless the State provides additional reimbursement in future legislative sessions or 
change the formula, the City indicates that DOE could face risks of $119 million in FY 2020, 
$281 million in FY 2021 and $478 million in FY 2022. Further, the DOE could face risks of at least 
$60 million annually from under-budgeting the costs of special education Carter cases beginning 
in FY 2019. While the City has increased funding in this area for FY 2018, no additional funding 
has been provided in the remaining years of the Plan. Finally, the DOE will likely generate revenue 
of $38 million annually that can potentially continue to be reflected as CSP savings in the outyears 
of the Plan, from expanded participation in the Federal CEP school food program. The current CSP 
program has thus far only reflected these savings in FY 2018 and FY 2019. 

Homeless Services 

Spending on adult and family shelter in the Department of Homeless Services is the primary driver 
of the City’s homelessness expenses. However, funding for homeless assistance is also, and 
increasingly, drawn from the budgets of other agencies, including the Department of Social 
Services, the Department of Youth and Community Development, the Department of Health and 
Mental Hygiene and the Department of Veterans Services. The table below details funding for 
seven major categories of homeless services across these agencies. 

Table 21.  Citywide Homeless Services Expenditures 

($ in millions) FY 2014 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Adult Shelter Operations $326 $685 $645 $636 $636 $636 
Family Shelter Operations 505 1,134 1,126 1,141 1,141 1,141 
Rental Assistance 23 268 369 413 406 397 
Prevention, Diversion, Anti-Eviction & 
Aftercare 82 287 346 340 339 339 
Domestic Violence, Youth & Emergency 
Shelters 88 420 153 153 153 153 
Homeless Administration & Support 151 134 266 278 284 283 
Total Citywide Homeless Spending $1,175 $2,928 $2,905 $2,961 $2,959 $2,949 

 

The FY 2019 Executive Budget calls for $303 million in additional citywide homeless spending 
since the Preliminary Budget. The FY 2019 Executive Budget represents a 147 percent increase 
in citywide homeless spending since FY 2014. However, the Executive Budget only calls for 
incremental changes in the outyears and aspires to hold spending in FY 2022 to just 151 percent 
more than in FY 2014.   

The City’s homeless spending increases are driven by a mix of controllable policies and 
uncontrollable societal forces that have elevated the City’s shelter population to remarkable levels.  
As of April 24, 2018, there were 59,546 individuals living in City shelter spaces, a total that is 
15 percent larger than the FY 2014 average of 51,770 individuals. The April 24th shelter census 
represents a decrease of more than 1,500 individuals from an all-time high of more than 61,000 
individuals in shelter which was recorded in early February. 

The City has increased its current FY 2018 spending for adult and family shelter operations since 
adoption by $254 million or 59 percent and $227 million or 25 percent, respectively, and increases 
FY 2019 spending by $110 million for adult shelter operations and $141 million for family shelter 
operations. These shelter operations thresholds are anticipated to remain roughly flat in the out-
years. Other notable changes since the Preliminary Budget are a $26 million reduction in shelter 
security spending by DHS for FY 2019 – FY 2022 and a $26 million increase to rental assistance 
expenditures in FY 2019 – FY 2022 which result from recent savings in reimbursements from the 
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New York State Office of Children and Family Services that are now being channeled towards 
rental assistance spending.  

Although the Executive Budget raises planned allocations for adult shelter operations in FY 2019 
and beyond, budgeted expenditures in forthcoming fiscal years still lag behind currently budgeted 
spending for FY 2018. In FY 2019, the City projects an adult shelter operations decrease of more 
than $40 million from current FY 2018 levels despite unyielding growth in the single adult shelter 
population, which has risen by 11.7 percent since the start of FY 2018. Based on an estimated 
average annual cost of approximately $34,000 per single adult in shelter, the average adult shelter 
census would have to be lowered by approximately 1,185 single adults in order to achieve this 
$40 million reduction in FY 2019. Considering the steady upward trajectory of the single adult 
shelter census in recent years and barring any major shifts in homelessness policy that could 
reduce the single adult shelter census, the Executive FY 2019 Budget for adult shelter operations 
appears to be insufficient. If the City is able to keep its adult shelter census flat in FY 2019, it is 
anticipated that an additional $33 million in City funds will be necessary to meet the needs of the 
adult shelter population. 

Debt Service 

As shown in Table 22, debt service, net of prepayments, in the April 2018 Financial Plan totals 
$6.30 billion in FY 2018, $7.03 billion in FY 2019, $7.59 billion in FY 2020, $7.99 billion in FY 2021 
and $8.68 billion in FY 2022. These amounts represent decreases from the February 2018 
Financial Plan of $181 million in FY 2018, $126 million in FY 2019, $153 million in FY 2020, 
$224 million in FY 2021, and $207 million in FY 2022. Between FY 2018 and FY 2022, total debt 
service is expected to increase by $2.38 billion, or by 37.7 percent. These projections do not include 
debt service of the New York Water Finance Authority (NYW), which is backed by water and sewer 
user fees, and that of the Transitional Finance Authority Building Aid Revenue Bond (TFA BARB) 
debt, which is supported by New York State building aid. 

Table 22.  April 2018 Financial Plan Debt Service Estimates 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 
Change 

FYs 2018 – 22 
Percentage 

Change 

GOa $3,857  $4,012   $4,346   $4,506  $4,852 $995 25.8% 
TFAb 2,135  2,802   3,015   3,247  3,607 1,472 68.9% 
Lease-Purchase 
Debt 239 148  150  150  149 (90) (37.6%) 
TSASC, Inc.       73  72   82   82  76 3 4.1% 
Total $6,304 $7,034 $7,593 $7,985 $8,684 $2,380 37.7% 

Source: April 2018 Financial Plan. 
Note: Debt service is adjusted for prepayments. 
a Includes long-term GO debt service. b Amounts do not include TFA BARBs. 
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As shown on Table 23, the reduction in FY 2018 debt service is due primarily to downward revisions 
in General Obligations (GO) and Transitional Finance Authority Future Tax Secured (TFA) debt 
service. Letter of credit savings and excess building aid retention savings account for most of the 
reduction in GO and TFA debt service, respectively. In FY 2019 through FY 2022, GO debt service 
shows a net increase ranging from $23 million to $48 million, due primarily to accelerated and 
increased GO borrowing of $1.1 billion. Some of the increase in FY 2019 debt service is offset by 
a transfer of $89 million of Hudson Yards Infrastructure Corporation (HYIC) Tax Equivalency 
Payments (TEP) from the debt service budget to the miscellaneous budget because the TEPs are 
not debt service payments.16 

Table 23.  Changes from the February 2018 Financial Plan-Debt 

Service Estimates 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

GO Baseline ($89) $23  $48   $25  $27 
TFA Baseline (89) (63) (115)   (163)  (148) 
Lease-Purchase Debt –Other (3) 3 3 3 3 
HYIC TEP Transfer to Misc. Budget 0 (89) (89) (89) (89) 
Total ($181) ($126) ($153) ($224) ($207) 

Source: April 2018 Financial Plan and NYC Comptroller. 
 

In recent years, interest rates on the City’s variable-rate debt have been lower than initially 
projected. The Comptroller’s Office estimates additional variable-rate savings of $30 million in 
FY 2018 and an estimated $50 million in each of FY 2019 – FY 2022. 

Debt Affordability 

The affordability of debt service is a measure which varies with each municipality, but a threshold 
of 15 percent of local tax revenues has been a benchmark of affordability as it puts debt service in 
the context of its own local resources. In FY 2017, the City’s debt service was 11.1 percent of local 
tax revenues. The April 2018 Plan projects debt service will comprise 10.8 percent of local tax 
revenues in FY 2018, 11.7 percent in FY 2019, 12.1 percent in FY 2020, 12.3 percent in FY 2021, 
and 13.0 percent in FY 2022, as shown in Chart 5. 

  

                                                      

16 Tax Equivalency Payments (TEP) are made by the City under the terms of the Support and Development Agreement for 

Hudson Yards Development that obligates the City to pay to HYIC, subject to annual appropriation, the amount of real 
property taxes collected by the City on new development (including substantial rehabilitation of existing buildings) in the 
development area. 
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Chart 5.  NYC Debt Service as a Percent of Tax Revenues 

Source:  Office of the NYC Comptroller, Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports, FY 1992 – FY 2017, and NYC Office of  
 Management and Budget, April 2018 Financial Plan. 

 

The upward trend in the debt service to tax revenue ratio reflects the disparity between debt service 
and tax revenue growths over the Plan period. Debt service is projected to grow at an average 
annual rate of 8.4 percent from FY 2018 to FY 2022 while tax revenue during this period is projected 
to grow 3.4 percent annually. 
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IV.  Capital Budget and Financing 

Program 

The April 2018 Capital Plan authorizes commitments totaling $82.0 billion over FY 2018 – FY 2022, 
$74.49 billion of which are City-funded. After adjusting for the reserve for unattained commitments, 
all-funds planned commitments drop to $74.92 billion, as shown in Table 24 below. The City-funds 
commitments after adjusting for the reserve for unattained commitments drop to $67.41 billion.  

Table 24.  April 2018 Capital Commitment Plan 

All-Funds FY 2018 – FY 2022 

($ in millions) 

April 2018 
 Plan 

Change from 
February  

2018 

Percent of 
April Plan 

Total 

Education & CUNY $14,761 $215 18.0% 
Environmental Protection 14,292 533 17.4% 
Dept. of Transportation & NYC Transit 14,618 600 17.8% 
Housing and Economic Development 12,181 458 14.9% 
Administration of Justice 5,332 (1) 6.5% 
Technology and Citywide Equipment 4,341 112 5.3% 
Parks Department  4,596 521 5.6% 
NYC Health + Hospitals 2,817 (233) 3.4% 
Other City Operations and Facilities     9,062 178 11.1% 

Total $82,000 $2,384 100.0% 

    
Reserve for Unattained Commitments ($7,082) ($1,576) N/A 
Adjusted Total $74,918 $808 N/A 

Source: Office of Management and Budget, FY 2019 Executive Capital Commitment Plan, also known as April 2018 
Capital Commitment Plan. 

 

The April 2018 Capital Commitment Plan shows an increase from the February 2018 Capital Plan 
of $2.38 billion in all-funds authorized commitments over FY 2018 – FY 2022. City-funds 
commitments over this period are $2.55 billion more than in February.17 Non-City commitments 
dropped by $163 million over the period.  

Estimated commitments for capital projects in DOE and the City University of New York (CUNY) 
account for $14.76 billion or 18.0 percent of planned all-funds commitments, with DOE accounting 
for $14.16 billion of the commitments. Other major capital commitments of the Plan are for capital 
projects in the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) which comprise 17.4 percent of the 
planned all-funds commitments, Department of Transportation (DOT) and New York City Transit 
projects, which account for 17.8 percent, and Housing and Economic Development projects, which 

account for 14.9 percent of the Plan.18 As with prior plans, these four major program areas 

constitute a majority of the Commitment Plan, accounting for $55.85 billion, or 68.1 percent of the 
Plan. 

 

 

                                                      

17 After netting out the reserve for unattained commitments, the increase in all-funds commitments drops to $808 million. 

18 DEP capital commitments are primarily funded through the issuance of NY Water Finance Authority debt.  
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As shown on Table 25 below, major changes from the February 2018 Plan include: 

 An increase of $521 million in the Parks Department, including an increased allocation of 
$77 million for state of good repair projects and $50 million for the Hudson River Park Trust.  

 An increase of $339 million for Economic Development projects, $299 million of which is 
for the purchase of ferries and landing infrastructure improvements. 

 An increase of $313 million for Highways related projects in DOT, $104 million of which is 
for increased sidewalk and pedestrian ramp reconstruction.  

 An increase of $250 million for water main projects in DEP, primarily for watershed related 
infrastructure projects and water main extensions citywide.  

 An increase of $204 million in the Dept. of Education, $73 million of which are Borough 
President additions. 

 An increase of $164 million for New York City Transit for the Subway Action Plan (SAP). 

 An increase of $129 million related to Water Pollution Control projects, $98 million of which 
is for combined sewer overflow abatement projects. 

 A decrease of $233 million to the H + H capital plan; due primarily to a delay in a portion 
of the new Coney Island Hospital Campus (Sandy related) project to FY 2023. 

Compared to the previous Plan, FY 2018 and 2019 commitments in the April Commitment Plan are 
reduced by $4.83 billion and $1.59 billion, respectively, while outyear commitments are increased 
by $1.75 billion in FY 2020, $3.87 billion in FY 2021, and $3.19 billion in FY 2022. The redistribution 
of commitments into the outyears is an attempt to provide a more realistic forecast of future 
commitments. As a result, the April 2018 Plan is less front-loaded than the February Plan, with 
44 percent of estimated commitments contained in FY 2018 and FY 2019, compared to 53 percent 
in February.  
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Table 25.  April 2018 Capital Commitment Plan 

Change from Februay Plan by Project Type  

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

 Cumulative Change 
    FYs 2018 – 2022 
    Dollars       Percent 

Dept. for the Aging ($5) ($1) $2 $0 $3 ($0) 0.0% 
Waterway Bridges ($99) $35 $65 $1 $1 $4 0.3% 
Correction ($1,364) $310 $939 $46 $70 $0 0.0% 
Courts ($60) ($166) $44 $106 $74 ($1) (0.1%) 
Admin. for Children Services ($227) $96 $101 $17 $18 $6 1.1% 
D.O.I.T.T ($50) $32 $0 $9 $9 $0 0.0% 
Education ($23) $227 $0 $0 $0 $204 1.5% 
Economic Development ($450) ($254) $154 $525 $363 $339 8.3% 
DEP Equipment ($8) ($6) $19 ($52) $96 $48 10.0% 
Fire Dept. ($94) ($37) $38 $57 $37 $0 0.0% 
Ferries  ($9) ($22) ($48) $73 $27 $21 5.3% 
Housing Authority ($0) $159 ($19) ($39) $0 $100 7.3% 
Highway Bridges ($11) ($317) ($29) $199 $162 $4 0.1% 
Housing Preservation & Dev. ($41) ($39) ($50) $75 $75 $20 0.3% 
Homeless Services ($16) $41 ($7) ($21) $3 $0 0.0% 
Health ($40) ($47) $42 $21 $23 ($1) (0.2%) 
City University of New York ($91) ($41) $55 $51 $37 $12 2.0% 
NYC Health + Hospitals ($89) ($275) $88 $93 ($49) ($233) (7.6%) 
Human Resources Administration ($38) $27 $29 ($1) $10 $26 11.7% 
Highways ($64) ($441) $18 $169 $631 $313 6.4% 
NY Research Libraries ($1) $1 $0 $0 $0 ($0) (0.2%) 
Brooklyn Public Library ($10) ($90) $79 $24 ($2) $2 0.6% 
New York Public Library ($54) $43 $23 $2 ($13) $2 0.4% 
Queens Public Library ($44) ($35) $11 $37 $31 $0 0.1% 
MTA Bus Company $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0% 
Parks & Recreation ($547) ($4) $115 $819 $139 $521 12.8% 
Police Dept. ($107) ($161) ($83) $332 $18 $0 0.0% 
Citywide Equipment ($591) ($126) $180 $385 $264 $112 3.0% 
Cultural Affairs ($145) ($80) $13 $100 $113 $2 0.2% 
Public Buildings ($190) $48 $66 $134 $30 $88 5.6% 
Real Property ($25) ($25) ($25) $75 $0 ($0) 0.0% 
Sanitation ($67) $81 ($219) $259 $0 $54 2.5% 
Sewers $36 ($337) $63 ($0) $346 $108 3.3% 
S.I. Rapid Transit $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0% 
Transit Authority $170 $79 ($85) $0 $0 $164 25.6% 
Transportation, Equipment ($2) ($14) $12 $12 $5 $13 8.5% 
Traffic ($7) ($26) $9 $30 $76 $81 16.7% 
Water Supply ($216) $206 $5 $2 $0 ($3) (0.1%) 
Water Mains, Sources, & Treatment ($49) ($239) $64 $205 $268 $250 8.2% 
Water Pollution Control ($202) ($198) $83 $120 $326 $129 2.6% 
Total ($4,829) ($1,594) $1,750 $3,866 $3,190 $2,384 3.0% 

NOTE: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

Financing Program 

The April 2018 Financial Plan for FY 2018 – FY 2022 contains $52.23 billion of planned borrowing 
in FY 2018 – FY 2022 as shown below in Table 26. The borrowing is comprised of $21.49 billion of 
GO bonds, $20.53 billion of TFA borrowing, $8.58 billion of NYW borrowing, and $1.63 billion of 
TFA BARBs borrowing, which are supported by State building aid revenues. 
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Table 26.  April 2018 Financial Plan - Financing Program  

 ($ in millions) 

Estimated Borrowing 
and Funding Sources 

FYs 2018 – 2022 
Percent of 

Total 

GO Bonds $21,490 41.2% 
TFA – PIT Bonds 20,530 39.3% 
NYC Water Finance Authority 8,578 16.4% 
TFA – BARBs     1,633     3.1% 
Total $52,231 100.0% 

SOURCE: NYC Office of Management and Budget, April 2018 Financial Plan. 

Total projected borrowing in the April Plan for FY 2018 through FY 2022 is $632 million less than 
the February 2018 Plan estimate for the same period. This is due to a reduction in planned NYW 
borrowing of $892 million offset by a net increase of $260 million in GO/TFA borrowing over the 
period. 

More specifically, FY 2018 borrowing increased by $1.1 billion due to the acceleration of GO 
borrowing into FY 2018. In FY 2019, TFA borrowing was dropped by $1.2 billion as a result. In 
FY 2020 both GO and TFA decreased by $500 million each. In FY 2021 GO and TFA combined 
for a modest increase of $100 million, followed by an increase of $1.26 billion in FY 2022. 
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V.  Appendix 

 

Table A1.  April 2018 Financial Plan Revenue Detail 

 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Change  
FYs 2018 – 2022 

Dollars          Percent 

Annual 
Percent 
Change 

Taxes:         
Real Property $26,383  $27,974  $29,477  $30,891  $31,880  $5,497  20.8%  4.8%  

Personal Income Tax $12,658 $12,378 $12,969 $13,390 $13,722 $1,064  8.4%  2.0% 

General Corporation Tax $3,298  $3,593  $3,606  $3,640  $3,604  $306  9.3%  2.2%  

Unincorporated Business Tax $2,205  $2,271  $2,372  $2,468  $2,490  $285  12.9%  3.1%  

Sale and Use Tax $7,399  $7,762  $8,167  $8,491  $8,779  $1,380  18.7%  4.4%  

Real Property Transfer $1,404  $1,459  $1,435  $1,485  $1,532  $128  9.1%  2.2%  

Mortgage Recording Tax $988  $938  $924  $952  $979  ($9) (0.9%) (0.2%) 

Commercial Rent $848  $867  $893  $916  $949  $101  11.9%  2.9%  

Utility $382  $387  $396  $410  $421  $39  10.2%  2.5%  

Hotel $589  $606  $605  $615  $630  $41  7.0%  1.7%  

Cigarette $36  $35  $34  $33  $32  ($4) (11.1%) (2.9%) 

All Other $778  $750  $750  $750  $756  ($22) (2.8%) (0.7%) 

Tax Audit Revenue $1,299  $1,056  $721  $721  $721  ($578) (44.5%) (13.7%) 

Total Taxes $58,266 $60,076  $62,349  $64,762  $66,495  $8,229  14.1%  3.4%  

         

Miscellaneous Revenue:         

Licenses, Franchises, Etc. $740  $689  $719  $716  $725  ($15) (2.0%) (0.5%) 

Interest Income $110  $190  $252  $282  $284  $174  158.2%  26.8%  

Charges for Services $1,023  $1,005  $1,007  $1,006  $1,006  ($17) (1.7%) (0.4%) 

Water and Sewer Charges $1,423  $1,450  $1,449  $1,436  $1,416  ($7) (0.5%) (0.1%) 

Rental Income $263  $254  $251  $250  $250  ($13) (4.9%) (1.3%) 

Fines and Forfeitures $975  $943  $938  $928  $917  ($58) (5.9%) (1.5%) 

Miscellaneous $386  $434  $444  $343  $342  ($44) (11.4%) (3.0%) 

Intra-City Revenue $2,208  $1,824  $1,770  $1,774  $1,774  ($434) (19.7%) (5.3%) 

Total Miscellaneous Revenue $7,128  $6,789  $6,830  $6,735  $6,714  ($414) (5.8%) (1.5%) 

         

Reserve for Disallowance of 
Categorical Grants 

$85  ($15) ($15) ($15) ($15) ($100) (117.6%) NA 

         

Less: Intra-City Revenue ($2,208) ($1,824) ($1,770) ($1,774) ($1,774) $434  (19.7%) (5.3%) 

         

TOTAL CITY-FUNDS $63,271  $65,026  $67,394  $69,708  $71,420  $8,149  12.9%  3.1%  
         

Other Categorical Grants $1,088  $879  $871  $866  $861  ($227) (20.9%) (5.7%) 

Inter-Fund Agreements $646  $682  $641  $638  $638  ($8) (1.2%) (0.3%) 
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Table A1 (Con’t).  April 2018 Financial Plan Revenue Detail 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Change 
FYs 2018 – 2022 

Dollars      Percent 

Annual 
Percent 
Change 

Federal Categorical Grants:         
     Community Development $1,353  $506  $302  $278  $272  ($1,081) (79.9%) (33.0%) 

     Welfare $3,734  $3,605  $3,473  $3,481  $3,481  ($253) (6.8%) (1.7%) 

     Education $1,825  $1,944  $2,042  $2,044  $2,044  $219  12.0%  2.9%  

     Other $1,887  $1,452  $1,310  $1,303  $1,292  ($595) (31.5%) (9.0%) 

Total Federal Grants $8,799  $7,507  $7,127  $7,106  $7,089  ($1,710) (19.4%) (5.3%) 

           
State Categorical Grants          
     Social Services $1,815  $1,781  $1,796  $1,803  $1,795  ($20) (1.1%) (0.3%) 

     Education $10,759  $11,108  $11,419  $11,851  $12,291  $1,532  14.2%  3.4%  

     Higher Education $297  $297  $297  $297  $297  $0  0.0%  0.0%  

     Department of Health and Mental Hygiene $616  $543  $543  $527  $527  ($89) (14.4%) (3.8%) 

     Other $1,378  $1,240  $1,244  $1,282  $1,333  ($45) (3.3%) (0.8%) 

Total State Grants $14,865  $14,969  $15,299  $15,760  $16,243  $1,378  9.3%  2.2%  

           

TOTAL REVENUES $88,669  $89,063  $91,332  $94,078  $96,251  $7,582  8.6%  2.1%  

 

 

 
  



 

Office of the New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer  

 

53 

Table A2.  April 2018 Financial Plan Expenditure Detail  

 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Change 
FYs 2018 – 2022 
Dollars   Percent 

Annual  
Percent 
Change 

Mayoralty $133  $133  $129  $127  $127  ($6) (4.5%) (1.2%) 
Board of Elections $143  $122  $98  $96  $96  ($47) (32.9%) (9.5%) 
Campaign Finance Board $44  $21  $14  $14  $14  ($30) (67.9%) (24.7%) 
Office of the Actuary $8  $7  $7  $7  $7  ($0) (5.2%) (1.3%) 
President, Borough of Manhattan $5  $5  $5  $5  $5  ($0) (8.6%) (2.2%) 
President, Borough of Bronx $6  $6  $5  $5  $5  ($1) (9.3%) (2.4%) 
President, Borough of Brooklyn $7  $7  $6  $6  $6  ($1) (14.8%) (3.9%) 
President, Borough of Queens $6  $6  $5  $5  $5  ($1) (15.1%) (4.0%) 
President, Borough of Staten Island $5  $5  $4  $4  $4  ($0) (6.8%) (1.7%) 
Office of the Comptroller $106  $106  $106  $106  $106  $0  0.4%  0.1%  
Dept. of Emergency Management $64  $57  $28  $29  $29  ($35) (55.3%) (18.2%) 
Office of Administrative Tax Appeals $5  $5  $5  $5  $5  $0  7.0%  1.7%  
Law Dept. $222  $231  $240  $239  $239  $17  7.8%  1.9%  
Dept. of City Planning $41  $52  $42  $42  $40  ($1) (2.1%) (0.5%) 
Dept. of Investigation $48  $34  $33  $33  $33  ($15) (31.6%) (9.1%) 
NY Public Library — Research $28  $28  $28  $28  $28  ($0) (0.2%) (0.0%) 
New York Public Library $138  $137  $137  $137  $137  ($1) (0.5%) (0.1%) 
Brooklyn Public Library $103  $102  $102  $102  $102  ($1) (0.8%) (0.2%) 
Queens Borough Public Library $106  $105  $105  $105  $105  ($1) (0.7%) (0.2%) 
Dept. of Education $24,969  $25,524  $26,469  $27,274  $27,974  $3,005  12.0%  2.9%  
City University $1,156  $1,160  $1,168  $1,184  $1,199  $44  3.8%  0.9%  
Civilian Complaint Review Board $16  $17  $17  $17  $17  $1  6.2%  1.5%  
Police Dept. $5,524  $5,324  $5,265  $5,230  $5,230  ($293) (5.3%) (1.4%) 
Fire Dept. $2,152  $2,020  $2,040  $2,037  $2,031  ($121) (5.6%) (1.4%) 
Dept. of Veterans’ Services $4  $5  $5  $5  $5  $0  10.2%  2.4%  
Admin. for Children Services $3,075  $2,894  $2,651  $2,673  $2,666  ($409) (13.3%) (3.5%) 
Dept. of Social Services $9,893  $9,909  $9,950  $9,960  $9,951  $58  0.6%  0.1%  
Dept. of Homeless Services $2,148  $2,059  $2,079  $2,085  $2,084  ($64) (3.0%) (0.8%) 
Dept. of Correction $1,420  $1,402  $1,441  $1,442  $1,439  $19  1.3%  0.3%  
Board of Correction $3  $3  $3  $3  $3  $0  11.9%  2.9%  
Citywide Pension Contribution $9,520  $9,739  $9,791  $10,049  $10,255  $735  7.7%  1.9%  
Miscellaneous $9,118  $11,714  $12,305  $13,265  $13,174  $4,056  44.5%  9.6%  
Debt Service $4,096  $4,161  $4,495  $4,656  $5,000  $904  22.1%  5.1%  
T.F.A. Debt Service $2,135  $2,802  $3,015  $3,247  $3,607  $1,472  68.9%  14.0%  
FY 2017 BSA and Discretionary Transfers ($4,180) $0  $0  $0  $0  $4,180  (100.0%) (100.0%) 
FY 2018 BSA  $3,652  ($3,652) $0 $0 $0 ($3,652) (100.0%) (100.0%) 
Public Advocate $4  $4  $4  $4  $4  ($0) (0.1%) (0.0%) 
City Council $65  $81  $54  $54  $54  ($11) (16.7%) (4.5%) 
City Clerk $5  $5  $6  $6  $6  $0  3.6%  0.9% 
Dept. for the Aging $373  $345  $351  $352  $352  ($20) (5.4%) (1.4%) 
Dept. of Cultural Affairs $188  $147  $145  $145  $145  ($44) (23.2%) (6.4%) 
Financial Info. Serv. Agency $106  $113  $115  $112  $112  $6  6.0%  1.5%  
Office of Payroll Admin. $17  $17  $17  $17  $17  $0  2.5%  0.6%  
Independent Budget Office $6  $5  $6  $5  $5  ($0) (5.8%) (1.5%) 
Equal Employment Practices $1  $1  $1  $1  $1  $0  7.2%  1.8%  

 



 

Comments on New York City's Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget 
54 

Table A2 (Con’t). April 2018 Financial Plan Expenditure Detail 

($ in millions) FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 

Change 
FYs 2018 – 2022 
Dollars   Percent 

Annual 
Percent 
Change 

Civil Service Commission $1  $1  $1  $1  $1  $0  10.4%  2.5%  
Landmarks Preservation Commission $6  $7  $7  $7  $7  $0  6.3%  1.5%  
Taxi & Limousine Commission $49  $52  $60  $60  $52  $2  4.3%  1.0%  
Commission on Human Rights $15  $13  $13  $13  $13  ($1) (9.9%) (2.6%) 
Youth & Community Development $673  $552  $539  $542  $542  ($131) (19.5%) (5.3%) 
Conflicts of Interest Board $3  $3  $3  $3  $3  $0  0.0%  0.0%  
Office of Collective Bargaining $2  $2  $2  $2  $2  ($0) (5.5%) (1.4%) 
Community Boards (All) $18  $18  $18  $18  $18  ($0) (2.5%) (0.6%) 
Dept. of Probation $96  $113  $111  $111  $111  $15  15.8%  3.7%  
Dept. Small Business Services $294  $255  $171  $156  $135  ($159) (53.9%) (17.6%) 
Housing Preservation & Development $1,350  $922  $831  $815  $825  ($525) (38.9%) (11.6%) 
Dept. of Buildings $168  $203  $190  $179  $179  $11  6.8%  1.7%  
Dept. of Health & Mental Hygiene $1,718  $1,611  $1,643  $1,644  $1,644  ($74) (4.3%) (1.1%) 
NYC Health + Hospitals $844  $828  $930  $831  $831  ($13) (1.5%) (0.4%) 
Office of Administrative Trials & Hearings $46  $50  $51  $51  $51  $5  9.9%  2.4%  
Dept. of Environmental  Protection $1,480  $1,385  $1,294  $1,277  $1,256  ($224) (15.2%) (4.0%) 
Dept. of Sanitation $1,730  $1,721  $1,746  $1,748  $1,750  $19  1.1%  0.3%  
Business Integrity Commission $9  $9  $9  $9  $9  ($0) (3.7%) (0.9%) 
Dept. of Finance $294  $299  $302  $300  $300  $6  1.9%  0.5%  
Dept. of Transportation $994  $1,039  $995  $986  $987  ($7) (0.7%) (0.2%) 
Dept. of Parks and Recreation $519  $454  $454  $452  $453  ($66) (12.8%) (3.4%) 
Dept. of Design & Construction $501  $160  $162  $149  $149  ($351) (70.2%) (26.1%) 
Dept. of Citywide Admin. Services $484  $452  $440  $439  $438  ($45) (9.3%) (2.4%) 
D.O.I.T.T. $591  $515  $527  $567  $564  ($27) (4.6%) (1.2%) 
Dept. of Record & Info. Services $8  $10  $11  $11  $11  $3  33.7%  7.5%  
Dept. of Consumer Affairs $40  $41  $40  $40  $40  ($0) (0.1%) (0.0%) 
District Attorney - N.Y. $124  $104  $104  $104  $104  ($20) (16.0%) (4.3%) 
District Attorney – Bronx $75  $74  $74  $74  $74  ($0) (0.3%) (0.1%) 
District Attorney – Kings $101  $101  $101  $101  $101  $0  0.4%  0.1%  
District Attorney –Queens $66  $64  $64  $64  $64  ($2) (2.9%) (0.7%) 
District Attorney - Richmond $15  $15  $15  $15  $15  ($1) (4.1%) (1.0%) 
Office of Prosec. & Special Narc. $22  $23  $23  $23  $23  $0  1.1%  0.3%  
Public Administrator - N.Y. $3  $3  $3  $3  $3  $0  1.9%  0.5%  
Public Administrator - Bronx $1  $1  $1  $1  $1  ($0) (2.9%) (0.7%) 
Public Administrator - Brooklyn $1  $1  $1  $1  $1  $0  0.5%  0.1%  
Public Administrator - Queens $1  $1  $1  $1  $1  $0  1.9%  0.5%  
Public Administrator - Richmond $1  $1  $1  $1  $1  $0  2.1%  0.5%  
Prior Payable Adjustment ($400) $0  $0  $0  $0  $400  (100.0%) (100.0%) 
General Reserve $50  $1,000  $1,000  $1,000  $1,000  $950  1900.0%  111.5%  
Citywide Savings Initiatives $0  $0  ($43) ($65) ($74) ($74) NA NA 
Energy Adjustment $0  $0  $17  $46  $67  $67  NA NA 
Lease Adjustment $0  $0  $36  $72  $110  $110  NA NA 
OTPS Inflation Adjustment $0  $0  $111  $167  $222  $222  NA NA 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $88,670  $89,063  $94,548  $96,935  $98,505  $9,835  11.1%  2.7%  

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 
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NYC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TESTIMONY 

PRELIMINARY BUDGET HEARING BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTE ON FINANCE 

May 16, 2018 

 
 

Good afternoon Chair Rodriguez, Chair Dromm, Chair Gibson, and members of the 

Transportation and Finance Committees and the Subcommittee on Capital Budget. I am Polly 

Trottenberg, Commissioner of the New York City Department of Transportation. With me today 

are Elisabeth Franklin, Associate Commissioner for Budget and Capital Program Management, 

and Benjamin Smith, Director of City Legislative Affairs. I am pleased to be here on behalf of 

Mayor Bill de Blasio to testify on DOT’s Fiscal Year 2019 $1 billion Executive Expense Budget 

and 5-year $13.8 billion Capital Plan.  

Introduction 

As I said back in March, this budget will support DOT in its mission to provide for the safe, 

efficient, and environmentally sustainable movement of people and goods in New York City at a 

time when we are responding to a number of major transportation challenges and opportunities. 

Those include our continued work on Vision Zero, preparing for the impending L Train closure, 

the BQE triple-cantilever project, addressing increasing congestion, and keeping our buses 

moving.   

Today I will share updates on those topics and detail some other major DOT needs that are 

addressed in this Executive Budget.  

Pedestrian ramps 

First, I would like to start with the most significant new item in DOT’s budget: a major 

commitment of resources and personnel to upgrade and install more pedestrian ramps. As you 

know, DOT already works to make streets safer, more accessible, and easier to cross for all 

users.  With this enhanced commitment to ped ramps, our goal is to make accessible paths of 

travel a reality for more New Yorkers, every day.   

This budget includes approximately $20 million in new expense funds for the ped ramp program 

in FY19, rising to close to $34 million in FY22 and provides 252 full time positions across the 

agency, in addition to 112 seasonal positions, for 24 new in-house construction crews, 

administration and  management. Building on this administration’s previous investments, in total 

the budget now proposes $36 million and 332 positions in FY19 for ped ramps, rising to $52 

million and 488 positions in FY20 and then base-lined at that number of positions. 

With these robust resources, we will assess over 300,000 ped ramp locations at our street corners 

as well as mid-block crossings and medians, and upgrade or install ped ramps at those locations 
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as needed.  This long-term undertaking  presents tremendous challenges that many other 

American cities are also grappling with, although none on the same scale that we face.  

New York City has one of the largest and most complex street networks in the world with widely 

varying topography and conditions, and no two corners are alike.   So in our ped ramp program 

we must design and construct around numerous obstacles, including utility lines, catch basins, 

hydrants, street lights, elevated and below ground transit structures, vaults under the sidewalk, 

distinctive materials in landmarked historic districts, and narrow sidewalks.   

And to make it even more challenging, the city streetscape is also ever-changing, with private 

developers, utilities, and other agencies working on our streets and sidewalks every day and 

installing ped ramps as well.  

So even getting a complete picture of the current condition of all our ped ramp locations has 

proven difficult, but we will do so by taking a big leap forward with our technology.  Under a 

contract procured by the Department of Finance, DOT has engaged Cyclomedia Technology to 

conduct a survey that leverages up-to-date, high definition, street level imagery and LIDAR 

(Light Detection and Ranging) data to extract measurements of each ramp.  We will supplement 

this data with visual inspections to further identify obstacles and site constraints.  

As part of our efforts, DOT will also launch a website that will provide the public with an 

accurate, transparent picture of data based on the most recent survey, inspection and construction 

updates for each ped ramp, and we will work to ensure that the site is clear, user-friendly, and 

accessible to all. 

This major new effort will become a big part of what this agency does, even as we exercise 

heightened fiscal prudence and belt-tightening in our budget. This is because this Administration 

believes in full accessibilty and I would like to acknowledge the Mayor’s leadership on this 

effort. 

Budget Overview 
Now, before turning to some other highlights of this budget, an overview. DOT’s proposed 

capital plan for FY18-FY22 is $13.8 billion and includes:  

 $7.5 billion for bridge reconstruction and rehabilitation;  

 $4.1 billion for street reconstruction and resurfacing;  

 $878 million for sidewalk and pedestrian ramp repair and reconstruction;  

 $417 million for the Staten Island Ferry;  

 $508 million for streetlights and signals; and 

 $411 million for the facilities and equipment needed to support DOT’s operations. 
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For DOT’s $1.04 billion FY19 Executive Budget the Mayor proposes: 

 $289 million for traffic operations, including signals, streetlights, and parking; 

 $210 million for roadway maintenance; 

 $108 million for bridge maintenance and inspection; 

 $102 million for transportation planning and management, including installation of street 

signs and roadway markings;  

 $103 million for ferry operations and maintenance; and 

 $230 million for other DOT operations and administration, including sidewalk 

management and inspection. 

 

 

 $7,451M  

 $3,139.1M  

 $968.8M  

 $878.3M  

 $507.7M  

 $416.6M  
 $410.5M  

FY18-FY22 Capital Commitment Plan, 
$13.8B  

Bridges, 54%

Street Reconstruction, 23%

Resurfacing, 7%

Sidewalks, 6%

Traffic, 4%

Ferries, 3%

Vehicles, Facilities, IT&T, 3%
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Congestion 

When it comes to addressing congestion, this Executive Budget provides funding for the 

Mayor’s Congestion Action Plan, about which I testified a little over a month ago. Overall, the 

budget provides $2.3 million in FY18 and $7.2 million in FY19, with $4.7 million added to our 

baseline budget.  

Significantly, in addition to supporting aspects of the Clear Intersections and Clear Zones 

initiatives, this funding will strengthen DOT’s ability to address congestion in several important 

ways. 

First, it will allow us to expand our Midtown-in-Motion network of traffic cameras and sensors 

to Lower Manhattan.  

Second, we will purchase INRIX GPS-based transportation data for the entire City and 

surrounding counties.  With this tool, DOT will be able to produce faster and more accurate 

analyses of roadway use and congestion citywide.  

Third, we will increase support for our Off-Hour Deliveries Program to offer technical assistance 

to businesses that opt to shift deliveries to less busy times. 

 

 

 $288.7M  

 $230.1M  
 $210.4M  

 $107.9M  

 $102.7M  

 $102.2M  

DOT FY 19 Expense Budget, $1.04B 

Traffic Operations Division, 28%

Sidewalks, Street Management,
and Other, 22%

Roadways Division, 20%

Bridges Division, 10%

Ferries Division, 10%

Transportation Planning &
Management Division, 10%
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Parking Rates 

Parking policy can be another tool to manage congestion and this budget reflects parking rate 

changes. New York City’s parking rates are low compared to other large U.S. or global cities, 

and we are now seeing cities like San Francisco move to more dynamic pricing models. 

Currently, 60 percent of our 14,500 meters are set at $1 an hour.  The meters in heavily 

congested, transit-rich Downtown Brooklyn are priced the same as those in less dense East New 

York. We think modest rate increases will promote turnover in commercial areas and have a 

positive effect on congestion as well. 

Our goal is to begin these rate changes later this year and we will be in touch with your offices 

with more detailed information in the coming months. The current system of three rate zones will 

evolve into a new system of more zones to more closely match land use and parking demand in 

both Manhattan and the outer boroughs.  We will also introduce a new, progressively-priced 

second hour below 96
th

 Street in Manhattan to give folks who need it a little extra time, while 

still encouraging curb availability. 

And on the topic of parking, as we have been implementing the Mayor’s Congestion Action Plan 

one thing we certainly heard was the need to reform the stipulated fine program, and I am proud 

to say we have been working closely with DOF on proposed changes. Since the program was 

implemented 15 years ago with a goal of reducing the administrative burden of the adjudication 

process on both the City and industry, the City’s needs, priorities, and enforcement technologies 

have changed.  

Reforms to these programs are now needed to manage congestion while addressing growing 

consumer delivery demands and as many of you may be aware, Commissioner Jiha testified last 

week about changes to this program which will reduce discounts for several violations that 

contribute to traffic congestion. 

Vision Zero 

When it comes to Vision Zero, this budget adds capital funding for several important street 

reconstruction projects:  

 $38 million for Vision Zero improvements to the East Midtown Rezoning area, including 

$15 million for the capital construction of a plaza on Pershing Square East and an 

additional $6.25 million for security infrastructure in the 43
rd

 Street Shared Street capital 

build-out;   

 $8.2 million to the Long Island City-Hunter’s Point project, funding, that will supplement 

$38 million in existing funding for significant improvements to pedestrian safety and 

connectivity; and 

 $36.3 million in additional funding for the full reconstruction of Beach Channel Drive 

from Beach 145th Street to Beach 124th Street and from Beach 116th Street to Beach 

108th Street, including a highly needed protected bike lane. 
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L Train 

Moving to the L train tunnel closure, we are actively continuing our dialogue with affected 

communities about next year’s plans. As you know, DOT, MTA, and NYPD had a spirited 

townhall with Manhattanites last week, and we will be having another one with Brooklynites 

tonight.  

We are continuing to refine our plan, with a focus on buses, bikes and overall mobility during 

this unprecedented 15-month closure and we will be coming back to stakeholders and the 

affected Community Boards in June with another update. 

 

Keeping Buses Moving 

Another major priority for DOT continues to be improving bus speeds and we are looking 

forward to partnering with NYCT President Andy Byford on his Bus Action Plan. We are 

already meeting with the NYCT to discuss next steps. Here are some of the steps we have been 

taking at DOT. 

First, we have quadrupled our pace of transit signal priority installation and will expand our 

network from 500 intersections currently to 1,000 by 2020. In addition, we are looking at key 

intersections where we might employ the use of signalized queue jumps or other bus priority 

signal systems. 

This year we are excited to implement an off-set double bus lane serving 75,000 riders on 5
th

 

Avenue from 34
th

 to 61
st
 Streets, as well as an extension of peak hour bus lanes on Fulton Street 

in Brooklyn, serving 20,000 riders.   

We are making dramatic changes to improve bus service by adding concrete bus boarding 

islands, curb-extended bus stops, and pedestrian connections as part of over 30 separate street 

improvement projects throughout the City.  These changes not only improve bus speeds, they 

will make it safer for customers to get on and off the bus. 

On the capital side this year, we will begin design on the M79, Bx6, and B82 SBS capital 

projects and will break ground on the Flushing-Jamaica-Main Street project. 

And finally, when the L train tunnel shuts down in April, our improvements along Grand Street 

in Brooklyn and the approaches to the Williamsburg Bridge will provide better bus priority 

service for tens of thousands of riders.  And of course, along 14
th

 Street, we will make dramatic 

street-design changes to serve the new M14 SBS, which we anticipate will become America’s 

busiest bus line during the closure. 

Bollards and other physical security measures 

Turning to bollards, unfortunately, the recent attacks in New York and Toronto underscore the 

continued need for additional physical security measures in our public spaces. This DOT budget 

includes $70 million in new capital funding for perimeter security infrastructure, bringing the 
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Mayor’s total proposed commitment across all agencies to approximately $150 million. DOT 

will continue its ongoing partnership with NYPD Counterterrorism, and other sister agencies, to 

identify sites where bollards and other measures can best protect New Yorkers. 

Authorized Parking 

Our Authorized Parking unit issues approximately 160,000 parking permits each year, including 

New York City and New York State Disability parking permits. We currently manage this 

system with ePermits, a 10-year-old web-based system with limited workflow capabilities.  

This budget provides funding to improve customer service and efficiency through the creation of 

a new, web-based New York City Authorized Parking Application that will promote 

transparency, accessibility and accountability. The expense budget provides $4.5 million from 

FY19–FY22, which will supplement over $5 million in capital funds previously received.  

NYCWiN Replacement 

And to replace NYCWiN, a vital but outdated system for traffic signals control, this budget adds 

$75 million in capital funding, supplemented by $35 million in expense funds in FY19 for build-

out and startup costs, and $15 million in FY20 and annually thereafter for cellular 

communication fees and system maintenance.  

Over the last decade, we used NYCWiN to connect nearly all DOT’s 13,000 traffic signals and 

300 traffic management cameras but it is now past its useful life.  

Efficiencies 
Now I would like to turn to efficiencies.  As we heard in the Mayor’s budget address, although 

the City’s economy is strong, new obligations from the State and continued uncertainty at the 

Federal level make it prudent for us to continue to find operational savings. As in the Preliminary 

and the November financial plans, DOT has worked closely with OMB to identify efficiencies in 

our operations while limiting impacts to programs that serve the public.  

In this plan we were able to find savings of $12.6 million in FY18 and $9.2 million in FY19, 

including $7.5 million in recurring annual savings.  Together with initiatives from the November 

and January budgets, we have delivered $48.4 million in City funds savings in our FY18 and 

FY19 budgets.  

As a couple examples, we identified $1.9 million in savings to our personal services budget in 

FY18 and FY19, including $1.5 million in FY18 and FY19 from 20 vacant positions and 

$342,000 in overtime savings in our administrative areas.   

 We will also realize additional revenues through reimbursements from the State Consolidated 

Highway Improvement Program (CHIPS) for new speed humps, saving slightly over $1 million 
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in FY18 and FY19.  And delays in the City’s takeover of the Gowanus Expressway High 

Occupancy Vehicle Lane allow us to give back $1.4 million in FY18 and $700,000 in FY19.  

Design-Build 

And we recently had a major victory with big implications for savings in our budget and an 

important step for streamlining our procurement process. After years of rallies, letter writing, and 

trips to Albany to lobby legislators, we are happy to report that in late March, New York State 

granted New York City design-build authority for the BQE Atlantic to Sands reconstruction 

project.   

We are grateful for the ability to use design-build for one of the largest and most complex bridge 

rehabilitation projects we have ever undertaken.  Using design-build for the $1.9 billion BQE 

project will save time and taxpayer dollars.  

Along with the Mayor and my fellow commissioners who worked with us on this, I would like to 

say a big thank you to Speaker Johnson and the many Council Members who voiced their 

support.  And we are so grateful to the bill’s original sponsors—Assembly Members Benedetto 

and Rodriguez, Senators Golden and Lanza—and acknowledge the hard work of Senator 

Kavanagh and Assembly Member Simon. 

We also thank our many business, labor, and industry partners and local advocates.  We are 

eager to demonstrate how the City can successfully implement design-build. 

Speed Cameras 

Now that we have secured this victory, our next urgent priority in Albany is our speed camera 

program, which will expire on July 25
th

 of this year. I was in Albany last week with NYPD Chief 

of Transportation Thomas Chan, Families for Safe Streets, and a broad coalition of advocates 

and elected officials to urgently lobby for the re-authorization and expansion of this vital, life-

saving program.  

Since the speed camera program began over four years ago, we have seen speeding violations 

reduced by an average of 63 percent where cameras are deployed. And at a time when roadway 

fatalities have increased 15 percent nationwide, here in New York City we have seen a 23 

percent reduction under Vision Zero.  We think speed cameras have played a key role in saving 

lives and we look forward to continuing to work with the Council to support this critical 

reauthorization and expansion.    

 

Conclusion 

In closing, DOT faces important challenges and opportunities as we work to keep New Yorkers 

moving safely, equitably, and sustainably while supporting our City’s economic growth and 

prosperity.  We look forward to working with the Council. Thank you for the opportunity to 

testify today and I will now be happy to answer any questions. 



Subject: Testimony: disconnected youth 
 
To: 
Finance Testimony 
 
Name 
Erica 
 
Email 
egonzalez@council.nyc.gov 
 
Subject 
disconnected youth 
 
Testimony 
The Council must fund services that bridge out of school, out of work youth into skills and job 
opportunities, with close and long term mentorship and structured but customized support. 
 

mailto:egonzalez@council.nyc.gov
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TESTIMONY OF  

THE NEW YORK PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP 

SUBMITTED TO  

THE FINANCE COMMITTEE 

OF THE NEW YORK CITY COUNCIL 

ON THE NEW YORK CITY HIGHER EDUCATION BUDGET 

New York, New York 

June 8, 2016 

 

The New York Public Interest Research Group (NYPIRG) is New York State’s largest student-

directed non-partisan research and advocacy organization.  Through NYPIRG, CUNY students 

learn about policymaking and how to impact policy decisions, including decisions about funding 

for public higher education and financial aid.  Interns and other students involved with 

NYPIRG’s nine CUNY chapters learn to become effective advocates by working hand-in-hand 

with full-time campus organizers, issue experts and attorneys to educate their peers, spur civic 

engagement on campus, conduct research, generate media coverage and meet directly with 

policymakers.  

 

I write today to urge you to continue to make the City University of New York a priority in the 

final 2016-2017 budget.  CUNY graduates work and pay taxes here, and 275,000 degree-seeking 

students are enrolled at CUNY.  Among the many CUNY success stories are Jonas Salk and 

Colin Powell, both City College graduates and children of immigrants. Without a doubt, CUNY 

is part of what makes New York City so vibrant and successful. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide NYPIRG’s perspective on higher education in regards 

to the New York City budget for fiscal year 2016-2017. 
 

Immigration Opportunity Initiative – Citizenship NOW!  

CUNY’s Citizenship NOW! program provides much needed immigration legal services—not 

only to CUNY students, but throughout New York City.  Through CUNY’s Citizenship NOW!, 

attorneys conduct legal services and immigration events in neighborhoods with large immigrant 

populations.  This past year, nearly 4,000 students and community members have been assisted 

by this initiative.  We urge the Council to support CUNY’s request of $1.5 million: $1 million to 

keep this service going strong, and an additional $500,000 to meet the growing demand from 

communities throughout New York City.  

 

New York City Council Merit Scholarship 

The City Council Merit Scholarship is a critical resource for students, which was created to help 

New York City high school who maintain at least a B average and apply to CUNY pay for 

books, transportation and other expenses that are not covered by state’s Tuition Assistance 



 

Program (TAP).  Currently, 16,000 students receive this scholarship and it is the only public 

funding available to undocumented youth.  To continue and expand the New York City Council 

Merit Scholarship, we urge the City Council to restore $17.5 million to cover current and 

incoming students.  

 

Other Council Supported Programs 

CUNY’s research centers and many great opportunity programs have earned national recognition 

for their proven track records helping students overcome the financial and academic obstacles to 

completing a college education.  The programs listed below offer social, academic, and financial 

assistance to students who need it most.  All of these programs require continued support in 

order to serve as many students as possible.  

 

We strongly urge you to reinvest in all CUNY opportunity programs and research centers by 

restoring funding to the following programs: The Dominican Studies Institute at City College 

($970,000); The Center for Puerto Rican Studies at Hunter College ($970,000); Creative Arts 

Team ($372,000); New York City Food Policy Center at Hunter College ($200,000); and Joseph 

S. Murphy Institute for Worker Education and Labor Studies ($100,000).  We also strongly urge 

the Council to include these programs, along with Citizenship NOW! and other Council-

supported initiatives in CUNY’s baseline budget.  This would help protect these critical 

programs from future budget cuts. 

 

Accelerated Study in Associate Programs 

Hailed by many, including the President Obama and The American Federation of Teachers, 

CUNY’s Accelerated Study in Associate Programs (ASAP) has become a model of success for 

colleges throughout the country.   ASAP is designed to provide academic, financial and personal 

support necessary to help remove barriers to obtaining an associate’s degree.  We support the 

additional $1 million in ASAP included in the Executive Budget (in additional to $3 million 

already added in the Mayor’s preliminary budget).  With the $7 million in capital investments, 

New York City’s total investment of $61.6 million in ASAP is to be supported and applauded.  

 

Capital Budget Request 

Recognizing the need to maintain, modernize and expand CUNY’s facilities, the City Council 

has appropriately provided funding for critical capital and maintenance needs for CUNY’s 

community colleges.  Funding capital projects such as replacing the roof of the Technology 

Building at Queensborough Community College are essential for maintaining and upgrading 

CUNY’s infrastructure.  We urge you to support CUNY capital budget request of $29.7 million. 

 

In closing, we would like to thank you for providing this opportunity for us to share our thoughts 

on higher education in New York.  The above recommendations will help to ensure an 

affordable, accessible, high quality public higher education for the students of New York City. 

 

Thank you. 

 



New York City Council  
Cultural Affairs, Libraries & International Intergroup Relations Committee 
Council Chambers – City Hall 
Executive Budget Hearing Testimony FY19 
Thursday, May 24, 2018 
 
My name is David Johnston and I am the Executive Director of Exploring 
the Metropolis. At this time, I would like very much to thank 
Councilmember Jimmy Van Bramer and the entire Cultural Affairs 
Committee for their strong leadership and advocacy for this field.   
 
Since 1982, Exploring the Metropolis (EtM) has focused on solving the 
workspace needs of New York City’s performing artists.  Currently, we 
administer the EtM Con Edison Composer Residencies, the 
Choreographer + Composer Residency in partnership with the Jamaica 
Center for Arts & Learning, and the EtM Ridgewood Bushwick Composer 
Residency.  
 
Since 2009, EtM has supported more than 80 composers, choreographers 
and performing artists.  
 
EtM has provided more than $130,000 worth of support to NYC’s nonprofit 
cultural and community centers to maximize their space usage, and 
supported more than 70 free public programs for New York City 
audiences, ranging from new music premieres to work-in-progress dance 
showings, composition workshops for visually impaired students, and even 
a new children’s opera.  
 
By mid-2019, EtM will have provided more than one million dollars’ worth 
of no-cost rehearsal space and cash awards to New York City artists.   
 
In the past nine years, previous EtM Artists-in-Residence have gone on to 
win recognition from the Pulitzers, the Jerome Foundation, the Kleban 
Foundation, the Guggenheim Foundation, Baryshnikov Arts Center Cage 
Cunningham Award, American Composers Orchestra, New Music/USA, 
MacDowell Colony, Larson Foundation and the Doris Duke Charitable 
Foundation.  
 
For the second year, EtM is joining #NYCInspires and New Yorkers for 
Culture & Arts to advocate for increased funding for arts and culture 
across all New York City communities. An increase in funding would allow 
the Department of Culture Affairs to bolster financial support for currently 
funded organizations, grow funding for arts councils to offer re-grants to 
individual artists, and add new funding that would increase cultural equity 
by supporting a wider array of arts and culture groups across all five 
boroughs.   
 



 
 
 

We are asking for a $30 million increase in the City's funding for the 
Department of Cultural Affairs to be equally divided between the Cultural 
Institutions Group and the Cultural Development Fund: 
 
Cultural organizations and artists are essential to our economy, and they 
contribute to our city’s cultural vibrancy, which serves all our citizens. It is 
vital that the city continue to support the full scope of nonprofit culture.  
 
David Johnston 
Executive Director 
Exploring the Metropolis 
david@exploringthemetropolis.org  
 

mailto:david@exploringthemetropolis.org


Testimony to the New York City Council Committee on Finance - May 24th, 2018. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee and staff, 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide this testimony to the committee today. 

My name is Tanya Bley. and I have been affiliated with the Red Hook Compost Project at Red 
Hook Community Farm since 2010. The site has been funded by the New York City Department 
of Sanitation through Brooklyn Botanical Gardens since 2012. 

The Red Hook Compost Project is and has been, since its inception. the premier model in the US 
of local. no carbon footprint and sustainable solution to New York City's nearly 1,000,000 tons 
of organic materials in the City· s residential waste stream misdirected to landfill. 

Through the commitment and involvement of 2,000 volunteers annually and dedicated staff, the 
Red Hook Compost Project processes over 200 tons of organic materials from New York City 
each year on less than one acre of land. Organic materials that otherwise would have had to be 
trucked out of New York City, exacerbating not only congestion and resulting emissions, but 
also nuisance odors and attracting pests in the process. Potentially, the ultimate destination of 
this material would be a landfill, where it would break down slowly over time, contributing to 
greenhouse gas emissions-- primarily methane, for decades. 

This processing of organic materials into the components of valuable and sustainable soil 
amendments is accomplished at this site entirely on renewable sources: 

Human labor, solar and wind power. 

Since its inception this has been the method of operation of the Reed Hook site. 

Recently, as is well known, I am sure, to this committee and its members as well as to the 
composting community in New York City (and, sadly now, to many New Yorkers) the New 
York Compost Community and has suffered a tragic loss. This loss was particularly felt by staff 
and community engaged at the Red Hook Community Farm Compost Operation. The director of 
that site [David Buckel] recently and tragically decided to take his own life in a very public 
manner. 



He has left behind the site, its staff and the compost community he was devoted to. 

Since David's passing there have been some concerns raised by the compost community. regular 
visitors to the Red Hook site, and those who depend upon that site as an important organics 
processing hub that this site's mission will be changed. Specifically that the method of 
processing the organics will be changed from the low carbon footprint of human, wind and solar 
power to that based on fossil fuels and machines. 

There is a concern that the Department of Sanitation is considering mechanizing the site to 
obviate and, eventually eliminate the community volunteer component. It has been suggest by 
some members of the composting community that the Red Hook Compost Project could in fact 
become a demonstration site for machinery. This would add insult to the injury of David's loss, 
as one of the greatest assets of this site was in its ability to make the issue of sustainability and 
resiliency tangible and practical, and served as a venue for sharing the knowledge and skill of the 
craft of composting. Most importantly, however, the site serves as a refuge for those seeking to 
take care of the great mother, our Earth, and all of its children - you and I. 

If the course of this site is changed, the social, cultural, and spiritual capital built up over time by 
thousands of volunteers and David as well as some of the physical capital obtained through 
corporate and private donations will have been lost to the residents of this city. The value to the 
city and its residents of a working site that involves the community in the physical process of 
learning and doing while engaged solving one the city's most vexing solid waste management 
problems will have been lost. 

The Chair on the Committee on Waste Management has requested, this year for the second year, 
that the Department of Sanitation allocate $10M of its over $2B budget to outreach and education 
to help the city achieve its zero waste goals by 2030. As further expansion of the curbside 
organics collection program is stalled for the foreseeable future, and given the low participation 
rates and high levels of contamination that plague the program, now is not the time to change one 
of the most renowned, engaging and educational composting sites in the US. The site processes 
over 200,000 tons of organics on a single acre, with no inputs beyond he carting to get the 
organics to the site. Given that NYC's ~13,000 ton/day waste stream is close to 1/3 organics, this 
material can be processed without sophisticated and costly equipment on the available inventory 
of marginal and submarginal municipally-owned real estate. The portion of the budget that NYC 
Department of Sanitation allocates to long haul contracts (about 2/3 of its over $2B budget) can 
be invested in local communities that are actively engaged in reducing and minimizing its waste 
and carbon footprint.

On behalf, therefore, of the Composting Community of New York City, I urge the members of 
this committee to call on the Department to allocate an appropriate level of funding in order that 
the site is staffed at adequate levels. Further, we call on the committee to preserve and protect 
not only the spirit of the legacy of the Red Hook Compost Project, but to protect the interests of 
those in the community who serve the public good in its operation, as well as those in the 
community who are served by it, by making sure the site remains true to its original intent and 
spirit as a non-mechanized organics site powered by sun, wind and human labor. 
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Testimony of Anita Gundanna and Vanessa Leung 
Co-Executive Directors, Coalition for Asian American Children and Families 

 
We are Anita Gundanna and Vanessa Leung, the Co-Executive Directors at the Coalition for Asian American 
Children and Families (CACF).  We would like to thank Speaker Johnson, Chair Dromm and members of the 
Finance Committee for holding this public hearing on the city fiscal year (FY) 2019 Executive Plan. 
 
Since 1986, the Coalition for Asian American Children and Families (CACF) is the nation’s only pan-Asian                
children and families’ advocacy organization and leads the fight for improved and equitable policies, systems,               
funding, and services to support those in need. The Asian Pacific American (APA) population, over 1.3 million                 
people, comprises over 15% of New York City – the same size of the entire population of Dallas. Yet, the                    
needs of the APA community are often overlooked, misunderstood, and uncounted. This means our              
communities and the organizations that serve them lack resources to provide critical services for those in need.                 
We work with almost 50 member organizations to identify and speak out on common challenges and needs                 
across the APA community. 
 
CACF also co-leads the 15% and Growing Campaign, a group of over 45 Asian led and serving 
organizations that work together to ensure that New York City’s budget protects Asian Pacific 
American New Yorkers who have the most need for vital services. Members employ thousands of New 
Yorkers and serve hundreds of thousands of New Yorkers. Currently, the Asian Pacific American community is 
by percentage the fastest growing group in New York City, nearly doubling every decade since 1970, and is 
over 15% of the population. Unfortunately, current levels of public funding for the Asian Pacific American 
community remain disproportionate to our community’s needs.  
 
CHALLENGES  
During budget deliberations, we ask the City Council to protect the most vulnerable members of New York 
during these tough financial times. Any budget cuts should not be detrimental to New Yorkers with the greatest 
needs. The City must especially preserve services to recently arrived immigrants, low-income, limited English 
proficient, children, and seniors.  
 
Despite the “model minority” stereotype, the Asian Pacific American community must also overcome many 
challenges.  
 

● 1 out 2 APA children are born into poverty.  
● 40% of NYC APA youth are not college ready upon graduation from high school 
● Nearly 25% of Asian Americans live in poverty in New York City, the highest poverty rate across all 

ethnic groups in the City 
● Asian Americans have the highest poverty gap – or intensity of poverty - indicating the cost to bring 

those in poverty out of poverty 
● Asian Americans have the highest poverty rate in the City among full-time, year-round workers 

 



● Asian Americans are heavily immigrant with 78% foreign-born; APAs also have the highest rate 
(42%) of linguistic isolation, meaning that no one over the age of 14 in a household speaks English 
well. 

● 75% of the APA senior population are linguistically isolated. 
● Almost 15% of Asian Americans (AA) ages 18 and over remain uninsured in New York City;  
● A majority (89%) of AA uninsured in NYC are foreign-born 
● Over 38% of Asian Americans receive Medicaid, the highest rate of Medicaid usage within 

racial/ethnic groups in NYC 
 
Many CACF members continue to provide culturally competent and language accessible vital services that are               
not already provided by City agencies. These organizations rely on City Council discretionary dollars to bridge                
funding gaps and to continue to provide services in APA children and families in Council districts city-wide.                 
CACF’s analysis of Schedule C from the FY 2018 Adopted Budget revealed that APA led and serving                 
organizations received only 4% of City Council discretionary dollars. Consider that APA led and serving               
organizations receive less than 1.5% in public social service contract dollars. While City Council discretionary               
funding provides us the opportunity to be flexible, innovative, and responsive to community needs, city               
agencies must improve their policies and approaches in contracting out health and human service funding. 
 
There remain significant gaps and a relative shortage of almost all types of services in lower income and 
disenfranchised communities of color. The lack of resources available to those with the highest need creates 
barriers to education, health care, employment, civic participation, and other factors critical for APA community 
members to become fully contributing members of New York City. 
 
Below are recommendations for new and existing initiatives and programs that we urge the City 
Council to support.  
 
Nonprofits of Color 
Enhance the Communities of Color Nonprofit Stabilization Fund (NSF) to $5 Million. Nonprofits in 
communities of color in New York City serve a critical social and economic function, especially in times of 
economic hardships and diminishing social safety nets. Leadership development, financial management, 
management information systems improvements, and outcomes system development supported through the 
NSF will allow more community groups to strengthen their ability to serve New York City’s most vulnerable 
communities. 
 
Children and Youth Services  
Children and youth services not only support working families, but also provide early education and support for 
youth, helping to lay the foundation for future school and life success. 
Restore $9.8+ to Discretionary Child Care supports child care programs that do not have an EarlyLearn 
contract, and adds additional child care slots to certain programs.  
Enhance COMPASS funding to increase the number of elementary schools in high needs areas can provide 
free, quality after school.  
 
Older Adult Services 
In NYC, 23% of APA seniors live in poverty. More than 2 in 3 APA seniors are limited English Proficient. 
Supporting these programs would ensure the good health and well-being of our seniors.  
Restore $1.5 Million to Senior Centers for Immigrant Populations that provides operational support to 
culturally competent and linguistically accessible non-DFTA senior centers and programmatic support for 
DFTA senior centers that predominantly serve immigrant seniors.  
Restore $3.06 Million to Support Our Seniors that provides funding for senior services citywide. 
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Restore $1,905,540 to Geriatric Mental Health that supports organizations that provide a range of mental 
health services to older adults in non-clinical settings. 
 
Immigrant Services 
The APA community is a highly immigrant population with 78% foreign-born. APAs have the highest rate of 
linguistic isolation of any group in NYC at 42% (no one over the age of 14 in the households speaks English 
well or at all). 
Restore $6 Million to Adult Literacy Initiative that creates basic literacy, English for Speakers of Other 
Languages and Graduate Equivalency Degree classes for adults who cannot read, write or speak English. We 
acknowledge and support the Council’s request to the Administration to baseline $6 million into its funding for 
the Initiative.  
Restore $2.6 Million to Immigrant Opportunities Initiative that provides legal services for recent immigrants 
to assist with application for citizenship or permanent residency.  
Restore $5.865 Million to Cultural Immigrant Initiative that supports cultural organizations to provide 
programming focused on the cultural history of an immigrant community in NYC. 
 
Health and Well-Being 
Almost 15% of APAs ages 18 and over remain uninsured in NYC and a vast majority (89%) of APAs uninsured 
is foreign-born. Health care access problems are exacerbated in the APA community by immigration 
status-related challenges, language barriers, cultural stigmas, and low utilization of primary and preventive 
care. 
Enhance the Access Health NYC initiative to $2.5 Million that equips organizations to conduct education 
and outreach among hard-to-reach populations, many of whom remain uninsured in NYC. 
Restore $1,423,658 to Viral Hepatitis Prevention that stops the spread of Hepatitis B and C through services 
like care coordination, testing, sterile syringe access, addiction treatment. 
Restore $1.81 Million to Healthy Aging Initiative that promotes healthy behavior, detection of a chronic 
disease, training to prevent injuries through exercise and education, and education to teach practical 
pain/stress/fatigue management for seniors. 
Restore $1.5 Million to Immigrant Health Initiative that decreases health disparities among foreign and 
native New Yorkers by improving access to healthcare, addressing cultural and language barriers, and 
targeting resources and interventions. 
 
Housing and Economic Security 
Contrary to the model minority myth, almost 25% of Asian Americans live in poverty in NYC. APAs have the 
HIGHEST poverty rate in the City among full-time, year-round workers.  
Restore $3.055 Million to Legal services for the Working Poor that prevents eviction and foreclosure, 
assists individuals attain disability benefits, immigration assistance, protection from workplace abuses, and 
representation of domestic violence and abusive housing practices. 
Restore $3.651 Million to Community Housing Preservation Strategies that combats the loss of affordable 
housing through tenant organization, code enforcement advocacy, housing court assistance, apartment 
repossession, and other housing-related public education. 
Restore $2.5 Million to Stabilizing NYC that prevents the loss of affordable housing and defends low-income 
tenants in predatory equity buildings through legal representation and organizing. 
 
Violence Prevention and Intervention 
According to the NYC Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, in a 15 year time frame, female homicides 
rates declined in all race/ethnicity groups except in Asian/other women. 
Restore $335,000 to Elder Abuse Enhancement that provides elder abuse services, especially for 
immigrants. 
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Restore $7.805 Million to Domestic Violence and Empowerment Initiative (DoVE) supports prevention, 
empowerment workshops, comprehensive service referrals and legal advocacy to survivors of domestic 
violence. 
Restore $1 Million to Support for Victims of Human Trafficking supports services to survivors in human 
trafficking intervention courts that includes counseling and assistance. 
Restore $250,000 to Initiative for Immigrant Survivors of Domestic Violence provides resources for 
immigrant survivors of domestic violence with services that may include interpretation, referrals, counseling, 
and legal representation. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony, we look forward to working with the City Council to ensure 
that all New Yorkers have access to the services and support they need to thrive. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the Mayor’s FY ’19 Executive Budget. I appreciate the leadership 

of Chair Dromm and Members of the Committee on Finance, as well as the Members of the Committees for Public Housing, 

Aging, Youth Services and General Welfare, for their commitment to the human services sector.  

As a Member of the Human Services Council, LiveOn NY, and United Neighborhood Houses networks, we stand with our 

colleagues in thanking both the Administration and the City Council for initial strides made in securing the programmatic, 

financial, and operational resources needed to fully cover costs and meet the contractual obligations of provider 

organizations holding City human services contracts. We are disappointed to know that the FY ’19 Executive Budget does 

not contain further sector-wide investment in the areas of indirect cost reimbursement, fringe benefits for provider staff, 

insurance, occupancy costs, and critical investments historically made through City Council initiatives, including funding 

for after-school programs, adult literacy and aging services. We’d like to thank the City Council for calling upon the 

Administration to “review current human services contracts and include provisions that allow providers to request 

additional funding for rent increases and related insurance costs” and recognizing “human services vendors and their 

employees [as] a vital arm of the City’s government” in its Response to the Fiscal 2019 Preliminary Budget and Fiscal 

2018 Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report.  

As the operator of a multi-service non-profit organization that is physically embedded within two public housing 

developments in Manhattan, and as part of a network of neighborhood based agencies that provide programs in support of 

56 public housing developments in New York City, I will focus my testimony on the unique and challenging nature of the 

relationship between non-profit service providers with leased agreements to operate services within City-owned buildings, 

and the New York City Public Housing Authority (NYCHA). Specifically, these comments will focus on the value and 

impact of our current Council-supported service provision to NYCHA residents at these sites, barriers to the general upkeep 

and maintenance, and the possibility of improved quality of life of residents that would result from increased investments 

in the “on the ground” operators of these sites.  

In close partnership with the City Council, the Stanley M. Isaacs Neighborhood Center provides access to critical programs 

and services on NYCHA property that include senior services, after school, career readiness and job placement services, 

mental health services, case management, and legal advocacy. We are located at the Isaacs Houses-Holmes Towers 

development in upper Manhattan and the James Weldon Johnson Houses in East Harlem.  Between the two sites we serve 

more than 6,000 New Yorkers - the vast majority of whom are residents of public housing.  

Similar to other operators at NYCHA developments, the Isaacs Center does not receive targeted funding from NYCHA to 

operate these sites on an annual basis.1  Any expectations related to general upkeep and maintenance on the facilities 

including general repair, extermination, etc., are the responsibility of the operator. Similar to any resident, when the 

operator requires a repair, it must submit a work order, which is entered into a queue. As noted in the Council Finance 

Division’s Briefing Paper and Report to the Committee on Finance, dated May 16, 2018, “…Aging infrastructure and total 

estimated capital repair backlog of $25 billion contribute to NYCHA’s many issues.” The report further notes, “As of 

March 2018, there are over 150,000 open work orders across NYCHA’s portfolio; this is larger than the Authority’s 

manageable workload of about 90,000 work orders.” 

                                                           
1 The Isaacs Center does receive support to operate in the late evening and on weekends during the summer as part of The Mayor’s Action 

Plan for Neighborhood Safety.   



It is clear that a designated funding stream for non-profit organizations with whom NYCHA has existing lease 

agreement(s), to provide for the general upkeep and maintenance of their sites, is critical to both the betterment of the lives 

of public housing residents who access services, as well as the health and sustainability of the sector. Investments will 

reduce the length of time needed to resolve emergency and non-emergency repairs, ensure that community facilities that 

are used by residents are accessible and well-maintained, and increase the amount of resources that NYCHA will be able 

to direct to resolve residents’ emergency and non-emergency repairs. 

Similarly, capital funds for improvements to sites operated by non-profit organizations with whom NYCHA has existing 

lease agreement(s) to provide critical repair and/or upgrades to the structures of their facilities (e.g. roofs, HVAC systems, 

etc.) remains an unaddressed need throughout the network of CBOs, embedded within public housing developments.  

I implore Chair Dromm, Chair Ampry-Samuel, and the Members of the Committee on Finance and Public Housing to 

work with the Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget, as well as organizations like ours, to address critical 

infrastructure deficiencies, through the FY ’19 Adopted Budget. The Isaacs Center strongly supports the Council’s call 

to the Administration to provide $2.45 billion in capital funds to NYCHA to address ongoing critical capital needs 

and invest in housing development on NYCHA land, as noted in the Council’s Response to the Fiscal 2019 Preliminary 

Budget and Fiscal 2018 Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report.  

Multi-service non-profit organizations physically embedded public housing developments play an extraordinary role in the 

lives of public housing residents.  Our services are available at free or significantly reduced cost and are focused on the 

long-term success of vulnerable New Yorkers - children and families, young adults, immigrants, veterans, and seniors.  

The future of public housing will hinge on the Authority’s ability to improve its infrastructure while responding to the 

urgent and emergent needs of its tenants.  By strengthening the investment in non-profit organizations with whom NYCHA 

has existing relationships, the Authority will improve its capacity to create significant and tangible results for its tenants.   

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide testimony.  

 

 



Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget Meeting 5/24/18 – Accessibility of NYC Schools 
 
Our son, Joshua, is 14 years old. He is completing his Freshman year at Beacon, a 
competitive high school in New York City. He has a medical diagnosis of Cerebral 
Palsy. He cannot stand or walk independently and uses a wheelchair as his mobility 
device. 
 
When you meet our son, you may first see he is in a wheelchair, but once he speaks 
you will notice immediately that Joshua is very articulate and knowledgeable (he enjoys 
reading the New York Times and “surfing” Wikipedia). He creates stories with science 
fiction or historically based fiction themes and uses Dragon Dictation to record his work. 
There is humor in his stories. He has plans for college and a future career (as a writer, 
policitian or financier.) He has come a very long way since his premature birth with 
complications of bleeding and scarring on both sides of his brain.  
 
When Joshua started speaking at the age of 18 months, we knew that no matter the 
severity of his physical disability, he belonged in an inclusive environment with “typically 
developing” children. We found a modified Montessori preschool with a supportive 
principal who opened up her school to Joshua, their first pupil with physical special 
needs: he flourished there. We were then fortunate to be accepted into the program at 
Manhattan School for Children where Joshua was a student from Kindergarten to 8th 
grade. With a supportive school administration, dedicated teachers and resourceful 
therapists, Joshua continued to make academic gains. With educational supports he 
was able to perform academically at, and sometimes above, his grade level. He was 
inducted into the Junior Honor Society in 7th grade, and was a member in 8th grade. 
 
During his 8th grade year, the Department of Education assisted Joshua and other 
students with special needs in their search for high schools. There were very few 
schools to choose from that were without any physical barriers, and even fewer that 
offered the level of academic challenge Joshua needs. We hope the information 
gathered and the DOE’s first hand observation of the process parents and students 
experience will help future families and help schools to understand the need to create 
and improve accessibility, both by physical means and academic supports. In March of 
last year we were thrilled when Joshua received his acceptance letter to Beacon, his 
first choice of schools! He has had a productive and enjoyable year which has boosted 
his self confidence and self esteem to new heights.  
 
NONE of this could have happened had the three schools not had functioning elevators 
or ramps where appropriate. Joshua would not have been able to develop into the 



confident student and empowered individual he is today had he not had physical access 
to these three human resource-rich schools. We thank the City Council for recognizing 
this need and we hope they will continue to support accessibility and enable inclusion in 
our schools.  
 
We urge you to stand steadfast and negotiate a final budget that includes at least 
an additional $125 million for school accessibility. 
 
Thank you for considering my testimony. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact me, Amy Wong Stern at amyjwong@gmail.com or 212-866-3659 
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Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Accessibility of NYC Schools 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 

Executive Budget.  My name is Jasmine Tay and I am a parent of a child with a physical 

disability.  I am also a member of the ARISE Coalition.  I am writing to ask you to ensure that 

the final FY 19 budget includes at least $125 million to make more schools accessible to 

students, parents, and teachers with physical disabilities. 

 

I would like to share some of the challenges we have experienced in finding appropriate 

schooling for my son, Harry, who has cerebral palsy and uses a walker to move around his 

environment. Harry requires a fully accessible school.  

 

We live in the E90s in District 2 and the closest accessible school he could attend Pre-K in was 

at E35th – a 60 block commute, taking up to an hour each way, everyday. As a 4 year old with a 

physical disability, this was unacceptable yet this was our only option. The social impact also 

needs to be acknowledged. Our distance from the school neighborhood made it difficult to 

participate in social activities, and become part of a local community, which I believe would 

have been the case if he were able to attend one of the schools in our neighborhood. 

 

My son now attends P.S. 333 in District 3, which is recognized as a great school for including 

children with physical disabilities. Despite this, the building is only partially accessible and we 

are still seeing structural barriers to access. For the first few months of the school year, two 

elevators were out of service – a violation of Section 504 of the ADA. Additionally, children 

requiring stair free access to the building need to use a different entry/exit to their peers. Not 

only is this entrance further to the elevators than the main entrance, but this segregated access 

can exacerbate the sense of difference between children with and without disabilities.  

 

Due to the significant lack of accessible public schools in NYC, we have had limited choice in 

schools our son could attend, and have had to make decisions based on accessibility, rather than 

what might be in his best interest. Furthermore, the constant barriers which our family has faced 

and the time, effort and stress involved in trying to do what’s right by our child has taken a 

significant emotional toll.  

 

It is unfair and unjust that the social and academic development of my son, and others with 

disabilities, can be directly impacted by the lack of funding towards accessibility initiatives.  

 

I urge you to negotiate a final budget that includes at least an additional $125 million for 

school accessibility and create equal opportunity for children with disabilities.  

 

Thank you for considering my testimony.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 

me at 646 671 0927 or jaz.tay@gmail.com. 

mailto:jaz.tay@gmail.com


 
 

BARBARA PACA, PH.D., AMERICAN SOCIETY OF LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS  
PRESERVATION GREEN OF NEW YORK & MARYLAND LLC 

MAILING: 431 EAST 12TH STREET SUITE #3-B NY, NY 10009 
STOREFRONT LOCATED AT 437 EAST 12TH STREET 

(BETWEEN 1ST AVENUE AND AVENUE A) 

MAILING: PO BOX #543, OXFORD, MD 21654  
STUDIO OXFORD THINK TANK 

103 MILL STREET, OXFORD, MD  21654 
 

                          TEL  (917)282 7102          EMAIL barbara@preservationgreenllc.com 

 
 
 

22 May, 2018 
 

REGARDING 2019 ACCESSIBILITY AT NYC SCHOOLS 
 

Dear Sir/Madame, 
 
My name is Barbara Paca, and I am a parent of Philip Tilghman Paca-Logan, who is a child with 
disabilities. I am also pleased to be a member of the Arise Coalition. I am writing to you now in hopes that 
you will confirm the $125 million budget to improve the environment for persons with disabilities at NYC 
schools. 
 
Our family has expressed concern over the years about the lack of accessible features in our son’s school, 
and we have seen slow progress. The rest of the world seems decades ahead of us, and it is time to change 
this for the better. I am very concerned about the significant lack of funding for much needed 
improvements. Three of the City’s 32 community school districts have no fully accessible elementary 
school. 
 
Quite simply, accessibility is a civil right, and we hope that you and your colleagues will take steps to 
initiate change to bring our schools up to speed with other public schools. Difficult to believe that more 
than 27 years after the enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act, and two years after the US Dept. 
of Justice issued findings regarding the shortage of accessible schools in New York City, the City must 
provide individuals with disabilities access to additional public schools. This work must begin with a 
sufficient allocation of funds for renovation and construction to increase the number of accessible schools. 
 
Thank you for reading my testimony and for your service in leveling the playing field for our youth who 
attend public schools in NYC. 
 
I may be reached at barbara@preservationgreenllc.com or on +1 917 282 7102. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Dr. Barbara Paca. 
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Chairman Dromm and members of the Finance Committee, my name is Chris 

Widelo and I am the Associate State Director for AARP New York. On behalf of 

our 800,000 members age 50 and older in New York City, I want to thank you for 

the opportunity to talk about some important provisions in the Mayor’s FY19 

executive budget. 

 

New York City’s population is aging.  Nearly one-third of residents in the five 

boroughs are over the age of 50 and that group is expected to grow by nearly 20 

percent by 2040. The growth for the 65-plus age group is projected to be even 

more dramatic, with a whopping 40 percent increase. 

 

And, our city is not just aging, we are becoming more diverse.  African 

Americans, Blacks, Hispanics, Latinos, Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders 

account for 62 percent of New York City residents 50-plus, and half of all those 

65-plus living here were born in a foreign country. 

 

We know from our recent report, Disrupting Racial and Ethnic Disparities: 

Solutions for New Yorkers Age 50+, developed in partnership with New York 

Urban League, NAACP, Hispanic Federation and Asian American Federation, 

that people of color over the age of 50 experience stark disparities in the areas of 

health, economic security, and the ability to live and remain in their communities. 

 

All this means we must make meeting the needs of older New Yorkers a bigger 

priority. We are grateful to the increased and baselined funding increases made 

to the DFTA budget last year, but there is still work to be done. 

 

Meeting the needs of aging residents and helping them to stay in their 

neighborhoods is critical to retaining their tremendous economic, social, cultural 

and family contributions. And, it is also the right thing to do. 

 

 



Model Senior Center Budget 

AARP appreciates the effort by DFTA, OMB and the Administration to create a 

model budget for NYC senior centers. As proposed, the city will allocate $10 

million in FY18 for senior center direct staffing and programming, and an 

additional $10 million by 2021. While this is a positive first step, we need to be 

mindful of the other costs that were not included in the model budget process 

such as meals, rent, OTPS and other related costs. 

 

AARP is asking that the City Council expedites the timeline for the 3-year model 

budget rollout and move up the date for the additional $10 million in funding to 

FY20. In addition we must make sure that our senior centers are adequately 

funded beyond personnel and programs so that our providers are fully 

reimbursed for the services they provide. 

 

NORCs 

In a rapidly aging city, the NORC program is a proven model of successful aging-

in-place through the coordination of health and other social services that keep 

our older adults thriving in their community.  AARP believes that investments in 

the NORC model are a sound investment for the City and we would like the City 

Council to increase their $3.8 million dollar allocation in FY18 to $6 million in 

FY19. These additional funds will help meet the increased demand in NYC and 

support the current unfunded mandate for nursing hours. 

 



Senior Centers for Emerging and Special Needs Populations 

Given the large and growing number of immigrant seniors within the New York 

City population, it is not surprising that many encounter language and cultural 

issues which can lead to isolation, lack of access to services and benefits, and 

related barriers to reaching a strong state of health and well-being. For example, 

320,117 New Yorkers aged 60 and over report not speaking English well 

(American Community Survey, 2010-2014), and their languages of origin reflect 

the wide range of cultures that they represent. Lack of facilities in English can 

have a host of deleterious effects, which extend from limitations in accessing 

governmental and other supports and services to increased risk for social 

isolation. 

 

The poverty rate for those US born over the age of 60 in New York City is 10.7%, 

which is one-half the poverty rate experienced by foreign born seniors (20.3%). 

Reasons for this poverty gap include education, literacy, lack of healthcare, 

language, work history and the resulting ability to receive social security and/or 

access to benefits. 

 

Another change in the New York City older population is the increased demand 

for aging services to support those populations with special needs. These 

populations include those with vision, hearing and/or physical impairments, 

people with intellectual deficits due to dementia and autism, and LGBT seniors. 

 



While many organizations try to fill the gaps, funding is needed for additional 

senior centers to serve these populations. AARP is requesting $15 million in city 

funding for these specialized senior centers. 

 

Homecare and Case Management 

Working together, Case Management and Home Care ensure that our city’s non-

Medicaid eligible homebound seniors receive the care necessary to age in place. 

The care they receive in their homes is far less costly when compared to care in 

a nursing home. Across the city there are over 1,000 seniors on a waitlist for a 

case manager and over 200 are on a waitlist for home care. 

 

AARP thanks the Mayor and City Council for baselining and increasing funding 

for these programs in FY18. However, the need continues to grow as the 

population ages and we must keep pace so those in need don’t languish on a 

waitlist. In FY19, AARP is requesting $1 million in baselined funding for the 

Home Care Program and $2 million for Case Management. 

 

Congregate and Home Delivered Meals 

Without congregate and home delivered meals, thousands of NYC residents 

would go hungry every day. It is crucial that the city keeps pace with the 

increased costs associated with providing this essential service. Additionally, we 

need to make sure that that the meals we are serving are culturally appropriate. 

 



AARP requests $12.1 million in new, baselined funding to increase the 

reimbursement rate for congregate and home-delivered meals. This increased 

reimbursement is particularly important for DFTA-mandated culturally appropriate 

meals that exceed the current reimbursement rate and put a further strain on the 

non-profits providing this service. 

 

Social Adult Day Care 

Family caregivers provide an invaluable resource in caring for their loved ones at 

home – many on call 24 hours a day, seven days a week. This labor of love is 

worth more than $30 billion in unpaid care each year statewide. Thanks to family 

caregivers’ commitment, millions of older people are able to live at home rather 

than in costly institutions, like nursing homes.  While family caregivers wouldn’t 

have it any other way, it’s a big job – and once in a while, they need a break. 

That’s why respite care programs are so important. 

 

Social adult day care is one such program that provides a supportive 

environment for older adults with Alzheimer’s/dementia or physical disabilities.  It 

gives that much needed break to family caregivers.  Many of these family 

caregivers are working and raising families of their own.   

 

Last year this program was funded at $950,000.  This funding was not baselined. 

AARP is requesting $2 million of baselined funding for Social Adult Day Services 



in the FY 2019 City Budget to stabilize funding for this program and expand 

support for SADCs that serve as model programs in NYC. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Chairman Dromm and members of the Finance Committee, thank you for the 

opportunity to highlight a few of the many needs for NYC residents as they age.  

We strongly urge the Mayor and the City Council to continue their commitment to 

older NYC residents through increased funding for aging-related programs and 

services. 

 



Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Accessibility of NYC Schools 

 

To Whom It May Concern:  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget.  My name is 

Jennifer Whisenhunt and I am writing to ask you to ensure that the final FY 19 budget includes increased funding to 

make more schools accessible to students, parents, and teachers with physical disabilities. 

 

I am very concerned about the significant lack of accessible public schools in New York City, severely limiting the choices 

available to students, families, and teachers with physical disabilities. The NYC Department of Education has 3066 

sites.  There are nearly 1800 schools in about 1300 buildings.  We have about 1240 schools which are not fully 

accessible, which translates into about 900 buildings that need to be made accessible.  At the current rate of 17 schools 

every 5 years, we will reach fully accessibility in 262 years, in the year 2280. This is appalling. We need full accessibility 

during our lifetime.  I propose that we increase the capital budget for accessibility to $1 billion over 5 years. At that rate, 

we will achieve full accessibility in 26 years. 

 

This is not just an education issue. The ADA, passed in 1990, guarantees that people with disabilities have the same 

opportunities as everyone else to participate in the mainstream of American life – to be employed, to purchase goods 

and services, and to participate in State and local government programs and services. Our schools are public buildings 

where teachers, administrators and staff make their living, community members vote, and families attend conferences 

and events.  28 years later, we have not complied with the spirit or the letter of the ADA in our school buildings. 

 

It is easy to focus on the Department of Education when we discuss the lack of accessibility.  But the money needed to 

achieve compliance with the ADA has to come from you, our legislators. I strongly urge you to support increased funding 

for making schools accessible. 

 

Thank you, 

Jennifer Whisenhunt 

2903 Broadway 

Astoria, NY 11106 

 

--  

Jennifer Whisenhunt 

PBDW Architects 

  

http://www.pbdw.com/


Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Accessibility of NYC Schools 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 Executive 

Budget.  My name is Rachel Paster, and I am a parent in the NYC School District.   I am writing to ask you 

to ensure that the final FY 19 budget includes at least $125 million to make more schools accessible to students, 

parents, and teachers with physical disabilities. 

I am very concerned about the significant lack of accessible public schools in New York City, severely limiting 

the choices available to students, families, and teachers with physical disabilities.  Three of the City’s 32 

community school districts have no fully accessible elementary schools (Districts 12, 16, and 21), four school 

districts have no fully accessible middle schools (Districts 7, 14, 16, and 32), and six districts have no fully 

accessible high schools (Districts 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, and 32). 
 

While many parents have written to you with their own stories about the difficulties their children have faced, I 

would like to make a different point.  The lack of accessibility is a problem not only for disabled people but for 

all of our students. How are students supposed to meet, get to know, and become friends with students who 

simply cannot get into the building? How are are students supposed to learn the importance of caring for others, 

including those with disabilities, when their own schools seem not to care enough to ensure accessibility? 

Denying all students the ability to share classrooms with students who are different from them hurts 

everyone.  It limits the ability of the NYC Schools to execute on a true diversity and inclusion program.  
 

My sons are friends with a NYC student, Abey Weitzman, who uses a wheelchair to get around.  They were all 

zoned for the same school, PS 122. Unfortunately, Abey could not attend PS 122 even though it is literally 

across the street from him.  We met Abey because he is our neighbor, but it is shameful that they could not 

attend the same school, that they could not share clubs and afterschool programs, and that other students 

couldn’t get to know Abey as well.   
 

I frankly think $125 million is not nearly enough -- how many elevators, how many retrofitted bathrooms will 

that be? How many paras? Not enough. But it’s a start, and it’s imperative that NYC Schools start there.  
 

We urge you to stand steadfast and negotiate a final budget that includes at least an additional $125 

million for school accessibility.  
 

Thank you for considering my testimony.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 

rpaster@gmail.com 
 

Rachel Paster 

Astoria NY 11105 

(718)683-1857 
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Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Accessibility of NYC Schools 

 Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 

Executive Budget.  My name is Jessica VanScoy and I am a teacher from Bard High School Early 

College Queens. I am also a member of the ARISE Coalition.  I am writing to ask you to ensure that 

the final FY 19 budget includes at least $125 million to make more schools accessible to students, 

parents, and teachers with physical disabilities. 

 I am very concerned about the significant lack of accessible public schools in New York City, 

severely limiting the choices available to students, families, and teachers with physical 

disabilities.  Three of the City’s 32 community school districts have no fully accessible elementary 

schools (Districts 12, 16, and 21), four school districts have no fully accessible middle schools 

(Districts 7, 14, 16, and 32), and six districts have no fully accessible high schools (Districts 14, 16, 

18, 20, 21, and 32). 

 Due to this shortage, in a school system that prides itself on providing students with choices 

when applying to high school, enabling them to explore specific interests and talents, there is no 

equity in the admissions process for students with physical disabilities.  Every time a student with 

physical differences applies to high school, the accessibility of school buildings becomes a primary 

concern in their decision-making process, often over and above the student’s interests and 

talents.  

 While the Department of Education has categorized a number of schools across the City as 

“partially” accessible, individuals using wheelchairs often cannot access key spaces in many of 

these schools.  We know of partially accessible schools with no accessible bathrooms.  We know 

of others where students who use wheelchairs or walkers must enter the building through a 

separate entrance from their peers. At other partially accessible schools, students who use 

wheelchairs cannot access key rooms in the school, such as libraries, science rooms, cafeterias, 

and music studios—denying those students the ability to be fully included in the school’s program 

and to learn alongside their peers. 

 More than twenty-seven years after the enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) 

and two years after the U.S. Department of Justice issued findings regarding the shortage of 

accessible schools in New York City, the City must provide individuals with disabilities access to 

additional public schools.  This work needs to start with a sufficient allocation of funds for 

renovation and construction to increase the number of accessible schools.   

 Unfortunately, the 2015-2019 Capital Plan allocates only $100 million over five years for 

improving school accessibility and $28 million for ensuring that a number of schools can serve as 

accessible emergency shelters.  Together, that represents less than one percent of the total 



funding in the Plan.  Furthermore, the City has already spent the vast majority of this funding, 

leaving little, if any, funding for accessibility projects in the coming year.   

 We are very pleased that the City Council’s Response to the FY 2019 Preliminary Budget 

recommends an allocation of an additional $125 million for school accessibility projects. If 

adopted, this funding would allow the City to make another 15-17 schools fully accessible and to 

improve the accessibility of additional schools throughout the City through minor renovation 

projects.  Unfortunately, the Executive Budget, once again, omits this critical funding.  

 We urge you to stand steadfast and negotiate a final budget that includes at least an additional 

$125 million for school accessibility.  

  

Thank you for considering my testimony.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me 

at jvanscoy@bhsec.bard.edu 

 Sincerely,  

   

  

Jessica VanScoy  

Jessica VanScoy  

Student Support Liaison  

Bard High School Early College, Queens  

Phone: 718-361-6743, ext. 7371 

Fax: 718-361-6742 
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Testimony to NYC Council Committee on Finance re: FY2019 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee and staff, 

 Thank you for this opportunity to provide this testimony to the committee today.  

My name is Tanya Bley, and I have been affiliated with the Red Hook Compost Project at Red Hook 

Community Farm since 2010. The site has been funded by the New York City Department of Sanitation 

through Brooklyn Botanical Garden since 2012.  

The Red Hook Compost Project is and has been, since its inception. the premier model in the US of local, no 

carbon footprint and sustainable solution to New York City's nearly 1,000,000 tons of organic materials in the 

City's residential waste stream misdirected to landfill.  

Through the commitment and involvement of 2,000 volunteers annually and dedicated staff, the Red Hook 

Compost Project processes over 200 tons of organic materials from New York City each year on less than one 

acre of land. Organic materials that otherwise would have had to be trucked out of New York City, 

exacerbating not only congestion and resulting emissions, but also nuisance odors and attracting pests in the 

process. Potentially, the ultimate destination of this material would be a landfill, where it would break down 

slowly over time, contributing to greenhouse gas emissions-- primarily methane, for decades.  

This processing of organic materials into the components of valuable and sustainable soil amendments is 

accomplished at this site entirely on renewable sources:  

Human labor, solar and wind power.  

Since its inception this has been the method of operation of the Reed Hook site.  

Recently, as is well known, I am sure, to this committee and its members as well as to the composting 

community in New York City (and, sadly now, to many New Yorkers) the New York Compost Community and 

has suffered a tragic loss. This loss was particularly felt by staff and community engaged at the Red Hook 

Community Farm Compost Operation. The director of that site David Buckel recently and tragically decided to 

take his own life in a very public manner.  

He has left behind the site, its staff and the compost community he was devoted to.  

Since David's passing there have been some concerns raised by the compost community, regular visitors to 

the Red Hook site, and those who depend upon that site as an important organics processing hub that this 

site's mission will be changed. Specifically that the method of processing the organics will be changed from the 

low carbon footprint of human, wind and solar power to that based on fossil fuels and machines.  

There is a concern that the Department of Sanitation is considering mechanizing the site to obviate and, 

eventually eliminate the community volunteer component. It has been suggest by some members of the 

composting community that the Red Hook Compost Project could in fact become a demonstration site for 

machinery. This would add insult to the injury of David's loss, as one of the greatest assets of this site was in 

its ability to make the issue of sustainability and resiliency tangible and practical, and served as a venue for 

sharing the knowledge and skill of the craft of composting. Most importantly, however, the site serves as a site 

that fosters care and compassion for and between communities and the natural environment.  

 



If the course of this site is changed, the social, cultural, and spiritual capital built up over time by thousands of 

volunteers and David as well as some of the physical capital obtained through corporate and private donations 

will have been lost to the residents of this city. The value to the city and its residents of a working site that 

involves the community in the physical process of learning and doing while engaged solving one the city's 

most vexing solid waste management problems will have been lost.  

The Chair on the Committee on Waste Management has requested (this year for the second consecutive year) 

that the Department of Sanitation allocate $10M of its over $2B budget to outreach and education to help the 

city achieve its zero waste goals by 2030. As further expansion of the curbside organics collection program is 

stalled for the foreseeable future, and given the low participation rates and high levels of contamination that 

plague the program, now is not the time to change one of the most renowned, engaging and educational 

composting sites in the US. The site processes over 200,000 tons of organics on a single acre, with no inputs 

beyond he carting to get the organics to the site. Given that NYC's ~13,000 ton/day waste stream is close to 

1/3 organics, this material can be processed without sophisticated and costly equipment on the available 

inventory of marginal and submarginal municipally-owned real estate. The portion of the budget that NYC 

Department of Sanitation allocates to long haul contracts (about 2/3 of its over $2B budget) can be invested in 

local communities that are actively engaged in reducing and minimizing its waste and carbon footprint. 

On behalf, therefore, of the Composting Community of New York City, I urge the members of this committee 

to call on the Department to allocate an appropriate level of funding in order that the site is staffed at 

adequate levels. Further, we call on the committee to preserve and protect not only the spirit of the legacy of 

the Red Hook Compost Project, but to protect the interests of those in the community who serve the public 

good in its operation, as well as those in the community who are served by it, by making sure the site remains 

true to its original intent and spirit as a non-mechanized organics site powered by sun, wind and human labor.  

 

  



Funding for 132 Street/Lincoln Street South Ozone Park, NY 

Dear Councilmembers, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit email testimony regarding funding allocations in 

FY2019 Capital Budget for the repair of 132 street and Lincoln Street in South Ozone Park, 

New York.  Your concern about the issues affecting our community is readily apparent and 

greatly appreciated. 

I respectfully request your support in securing dedicated funding to remedy the ongoing 

dangerous road conditions along the section of Lincoln Street, between 132nd Street and 

116th Avenue, in South Ozone Park, NY. 

In 2008, a house was built on a vacant, triangular shaped lot bounded by 132nd Street westerly, 

Lincoln Street easterly, and 116th Avenue northerly. This construction left the southerly area of 

said lot unpaved, and without adequate drainage; sidewalks; curbs; pedestrian curb cuts; and a 

crosswalk. The construction also left a utility pole dangerously positioned at the apex of 

the merge at Lincoln Street and 132nd Street. 

The sidewalks that were installed around the house force pedestrians to cross unsafely 

into traffic coming from four directions at this merge. In addition, cars and trucks make 

frequent, illegal U-turns across the lot.  Missing crosswalk markings provide no conspicuous 

right-of-way for motorists, or pedestrians. It is appalling that parents pushing strollers; children 

heading to school; individuals getting around in wheelchairs; and seniors using walkers are put 

in constant jeopardy by simply trying to get across either street. 

There are no curbs or catch basins to effectively channel rainwater, and that creates more 

layered concerns. The portion of the lot along Lincoln Street has gradually deteriorated into a 

trench several feet long causing ponding water.  As a result, loose asphalt, gravel, mud and 

other assorted debris are strewn across this busy thoroughfare continuously. Drivers veering to 

avoid this trench can be put in the path of oncoming traffic, causing a potentially 

dangerous situation at times. In the summer, the ponding water is a breeding ground for 

mosquitoes, and it produces a dreadful stench. In the winter, the ponding water turns 

into a slick, icy patch that significantly covers the adjacent road surface, whenever the 

temperature is below freezing. 

 These deplorable conditions have existed for ten years, and they warrant immediate attention 

and a permanent fix. 

I have submitted numerous 311 complaints regarding these conditions. In addition, I have 

worked with representatives from Community District 28, NYPD, New York City Sanitation, 

and New York City Department of Health over the last several years to try and mitigate these 

conditions. Further, I have contacted Commissioner Trottenberg and her staff at NYC 

Department of Transportation repeatedly raised these concerns and seek remedy. Karyn 

Petersen, Community Board 10 District Manager, has worked diligently for many years to help 



in these endeavors. However, despite all of our collective efforts, these conditions have 

persisted. 

On behalf of the surrounding community, I would greatly appreciate your support in finally 

eradicating a critical situation that has existed for far too long. And I remain 

committed to continuing my efforts to obtain a successful resolution for our neighborhood. So, 

please let me know what I can do to assist further in this regard. Please feel free to contact me at 

(718) 659-1319, if you require further information. 

And finally, thank you for your time and consideration. 

Respectfully, 

Michelle Roberts 

Lincoln Street 

South Ozone Park, New York 11420-2616 

 

  



Testimony in support of funding for adult literacy programs 

Honorable Members of the Finance Committee,  

My name is Hannah Marcus and I am an Adult Education Instructor at CAMBA, a community organization in 
Flatbush. 

I am writing in support of continued funding for Adult Literacy programs in New York City, including ESOL 
(English as a Second Language), ABE (Adult Basic Education) and HSE (High School Equivalency) prep classes. 

I am currently teaching two beginner-level  ESOL classes for adults. Many of my students come from Haiti, 
where only 64% of adult men and 57% of adult women are literate. I have students from several countries 
who stopped going to school before they were 10 years old. A couple of my beginner-level students have been 
in the United States for as long as 25 years. 

Taking ESOL classes has an impact on my students' lives that is often immediately visible. Since the beginning 
of the current class cycle, two months ago, I have seen about 10 students in my classes (between one third 
and one half of my roster) enter the workforce. Other students have told me that they called a clinic and made 
a doctor's appointment in English for the first time.  Others have begun to read to their children in English. Still 
others have started using language that helps them ask for clarification and advocate for themselves. 

These students, whose lives have changed so much in just two months of classes, are just a fraction of the 
thousands of immigrant New Yorkers who will lose their current classes if $12 million for adult literacy is not 
restored to the budget.  

2.2 million adult New Yorkers lack either a high school diploma or basic English skills. That's a quarter of our 
city's population. Across the country, only 10% of adults who need literacy classes are receiving these services. 
Now is the time for more services, not less.  

I suggest that the Committee restore $12 million to the budget for adult literacy. It's time for us to continue 
our city's tradition of welcoming immigrants with open arms. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Hannah Marcus 

 

  



Funding libraries adequately. 42nd Street Master Plan 

To the Members of the City Council, 

 

          This message comes to urge you to fund libraries adequately. They are not frills. Apart from the obvious fact that 

they are repositories of necessary knowledge and tools of citizenship, they are places of refuge for latchkey children, for 

elderly people who are increasingly numerous in the city, for immigrants needing English lessons and information, 

for  public discussion where good ideas are presented that Council members may not yet have thought of, sources of 

knowledge, for lectures and concerts, and even sources of ethnic pride, as well as other things that benefit the city. 

 

           Libraries need professional librarians to aid citizens.   Please see that the libraries are properly staffed, maintained, 

and that the personnel know enough to answer citizens' questions.  Clerks are not the same as professional librarians 

with M.L.S. degrees. It puts the city in a bad light to have inadequately educated  people answering questions. 

 

           The City Council needs to give careful scrutiny to the NY Public Library's master plans, since the NYPL has not make 

its plans available yet to the citizens.  Much money is being spent on redoing the second floor of the Research Library at 

42nd Street, but no plans have been shown to the public, and the purposes for which the rooms are being rehabilitated 

is unclear.  For instance, if the Library trustees plan to reopen special collections rooms there, such as the former 

Slavonic Division, citizens would like to know that.  The public needs to know why a new staircase is essential; perhaps it 

is to aid caterers, but not to aid readers. 

             Not a word has been uttered to the public about improving the climate control and fire safety mechanisms of the 

seven floors of iron stacks that hold up the main reading room.  If the stacks were improved, between 2.5 and 3 million 

books could be brought back to Manhattan from the repository in New Jersey where they are located inconveniently for 

readers in Manhattan and where the NYPL pays to store them..  Shipping and handling of these books has the potential 

to cause injury to them, something that would be avoided if the books returned to the city and the readers. 

             The valuable Map Division is to be closed and replaced by a cafe in an area where there are already plenty of 

cafes that pay taxes to the City.  This is wholly unnecessary in a library intended for research.  Another cafe is planned 

for the roof of the Mid-Manhattan Library, also unnecessary and also competitive with private businesses that pay taxes 

to the City.   

 

               For these and other reasons, careful oversight by the CIty Council  of the Library's various plans is essential for 

the proper operation of the branch and research libraries.  

                                                                                                   Respectfully, 

                                                                                                       (Dr.) Carol H Krinsky, Professor, New York University 

 

  



TEACHER PAY PARITY 

 

Teachers work hard in classrooms and at night going to school. In order to do both WELL 
BETTER salaries are immediate solutions to their future. Give children a better start! 
 
 
Cynthia Stenson 

 

 

  



Testimony re: Lack of Prek Salary Equality in NYC 

As the Education Director of a CBO preschool in the Bronx that has been serving the community for over 60 
years, the lack of pay parity in NYC's prek system is a real "thorn in my side." It is heartbreaking and unfair to 
see my hardworking, dedicated, and equally (or more highly qualified) staff making so much less than those in 
DOE prek when they teach MORE of the city's DOE "Prek For All" students than even DOE staff 
does!! CBO/NYCEEC preks have 60% of the Prek children in the city, and staff is being paid up to 60% LESS. 
Those numbers just do not add up! It is insanity. Even worse than that, it is discrimination and sexism at its 
ugliest, as most of the educators, directors, and support staff in CBOs are women of color.  

These staff members even work year round - that's right, NO summers off, like in the DOE. They also work 
extended days, have fewer vacations and paid holidays, and PAY into their insurance (which is horrendous, by 
the way). Institutional racism such as that in the NYC prek system is unacceptable and truly shameful. It is an 
embarrassment. We can do better, and we MUST! 

In addition to huge disparities in pay, benefits, time off, etc., there is also a lack of funding and resources 
allotted to CBO preks for safety and security. There are no "school safety" officers, and at many sites, no 
cameras or any other basic safety measures. These preschools are located in the city's roughest 
neighborhoods, serving the poorest in our city. Many are located in NYCHA developments and buildings. 
Recently, bullets sprayed through the front door of a CBO prek in Brooklyn. The children were inside. This also 
occurred, several years back, at our preschool. How can you justify gambling with our students, parents and 
staff members' lives in this way? Because they are black and brown? Disturbing, to say the least.  

Moreover, since there is no funding for CBO preks to have full time nurses, God forbid, something did happen, 
there would most likely be no one on site to help! What if a child has an allergic reaction? An accident? A 
suspicious rash? When these incidents inevitably happen in an Early Childhood setting, who can we turn to? In 
a DOE prek or a private setting, they can ask their school nurse. Our parents are concerned about the lack of a 
full time school nurse, as they should be. Multiply those parents by all of the CBO prek sites across the 5 
boroughs, and that is a pretty large group of folks. Why doesn't the health of their children matter? Why 
should white children on the Upper East Side of Manhattan have a school nurse, but not our black and brown 
students in the Central Bronx? Right, there is no valid reason.  

Below are heart wrenching, yet very real quotes from three CBO prek staff members. One works in a Head 
Start setting in Manhattan, and the other two at a CBO Early Learn/Prek For All preschool in the Bronx. I'll let 
them speak for themselves... 

1.) "I have been a Family Assistant in a Head Start program for years. I've seen great teachers leave due to low 
salaries. Our programs are training grounds for most and then they leave. Many work hard and most 
important, are devoted and provide quality services to our children, families, and community. They deserve to 
be paid the same as in the DOE. I remember two great quotes I read once and have kept in my soul: 

"Children are like colors. They brighten up the place!"  

"Children are our best investment for the future." 

 



2.) "I'm a preschool teacher who's a single mom with one special needs child who requires my financial 
support. The cost of living in NYC keeps rising but our salaries still remain lower than teachers from the Dept 
of Education. Why?  

 

3.) "I am currently 25 and have been working at the same preschool since I was 20. I love what I do and I love 
that I am helping to shape the kids of our future, but it is disheartening that I can't afford to take care of my 
OWN child, who is only 1 year old. We need to have pay equal to DOE teachers. If not, we are going to lose a 
lot because we can't afford the cost of living in NYC on our current salaries." 

 

Changes MUST be made! ALL preks matter!  

Chloe Pashman  

 

  



Early Childhood Education Pay Parity and Other Concerns... 

 



New York City Council Committee on Finance/Health & Hospitals Joint Hearing Testimony 

Annette Gaudino, HCV/HIV Project Co-Director, Treatment Action Group 

May 24, 2018 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on the City budget to the City Council 
Committee on Finance, and Health and Hospitals. I submit this testimony as a member of a 
citywide coalition that includes Housing Works, VOCAL NY, Harm Reduction Coalition, Hepatitis 
C Mentor and Support Group, Coalition on Positive Health Empowerment (COPE), and my 
organization, Treatment Action Group. We speak on behalf of the almost 150,000 people in 
New York City living with hepatitis C, the 100,000 people living with hepatitis B; and to call 
attention to the approximately 14,000 new viral hepatitis cases reported each year. We request 
City Council support to maintain and expand our response to this serious public health threat, 
and to advance towards elimination of hepatitis C, as called for by the World Health 
Organization, and in alignment with New York State’s commitment to hepatitis C elimination as 
stated by Governor Cuomo in March of this year.  

As you may know, the City Council established the “Viral Hepatitis Initiative” in FY2015 to 
improve health care access for the estimated 250,000 people living with viral hepatitis in NYC. 
We ask the Council to expand this program to fully staff peer outreach and patient navigation 
services for all those at risk of infection, especially at harm reduction sites serving people who 
inject drugs and community based organizations serving immigrants.  

The NYC Health Department works collaboratively with funded community health organizations 
to develop and implement the citywide Hepatitis Navigation Program, and Hepatitis Clinical 
Provider and Navigator Training Program. Together, these programs provide culturally sensitive, 
cost effective services in neighborhoods throughout the city. This includes support for 30 
community health organizations that reached over 10,000 New Yorkers at risk of viral hepatitis 
in 2017, with 3500 people infected with hepatitis B or C linked to medical care under the 
Navigation Program. To date, the Clinical Provider and Navigator Training Program has trained 
1,244 clinical providers, 79 Hep C Peer Navigators and 56 Hep B and C Patient Navigators. New 
York’s efforts have been highlighted in national and international conferences and publications 
– we have the know how to meet this challenge, we need the resources to scale up our efforts. 

The participating organizations are committed to continuing their life saving work, and more 
community based health centers are eager to hire peer outreach workers and patient 
navigators. Additional funding would allow expansion to 7 programs requesting to join the 
effort. Infectious disease prevention is a also essential to addressing all the harms caused by 
the opioid misuse epidemic. The hepatitis C, HIV and overdose epidemics cannot be separated, 
and dollars put towards the hepatitis C response will have multiple impacts.  

I grew up and live in the Bronx, where 2% of all residents have chronic hepatitis C, twice the 
national rate and over 4.5 times as many new infections as HIV. New York City can be the first 
US city to eliminate hepatitis C as a public health threat. We ask you to help us reach this goal.  



  

 
40  WEST 77 T H  STREET •  APARTMENT 7 E •  NY,   NY 10024  

 May 21, 2018 

Dear Elected Officials: 

 
Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Accessibility of NYC Schools 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget.  My name is Iriss Shimony, and I am a parent 

of a young teen with physical disabilities, who has been a student in the NYC public school system since entering Kindergarten and he just started high 

school this year.  I am also a member of Parents for Inclusive Education (P.I.E.) and the ARISE Coalition and a disability rights advocate.  I am writing to 
ask you to do your part to ensure that the final FY 19 budget includes at least $125 million to make more of our NYC public schools physically 
accessible to students, parents, and teachers with physical disabilities.  All of our city officials should and can help remove barriers to access 
to public schools for our families. 

 

In our own search for physically accessible schools for our son over the years, my spouse and I went to nearly every information session and panel on 

the middle school and high schools process.  In our high school search alone, we attended over twenty-four (24) high schools open houses, only to 

discover in fact that of the many schools listed as “accessible” in the school directories, only a handful were actually accessible. We widened our search 

and spoke with nearly fifty high schools.   Pounding our feet to pavement was the only way to determine true access. Few NYC families have this luxury 

of time from work and a two-person parent partnership to tour schools in order to leave no stone unturned to try to find a match that enables our son to 

physically enter and access all classes and common spaces in the far too few physically accessible NYC public schools.   

 

More needs to be done so in fact more NYC public schools can be made accessible so that families have as many choices as those without physical 

disabilities for every admission cycle, but especially the critical years of high school (ensuring accessibility ensures even students and staff with 

temporary accidental injuries can also access all classrooms in a school too!).  It should be noted that not all students with motor disabilities apply to high 

school as a student with disabilities, they may just require an accessible school or accommodations under ADA or have a 504 plan rather than an IEP, so 

the city needs to be mindful that it captures and provides the right match for these students in the first round of the admissions process.   Also, if a family 

member has a disability and requires an accessible school to attend parent teacher conferences or the auditorium for events, this must somehow be able 

to be coded in the application and receive priority in the match process for accessible sites.  There after admission, accessible and inclusive education 

training and sensitivity needs to be given to the whole school staff who may not know how to truly welcome a student with mobility differences in order to 

create a school culture that is accepting of differences and provides a place where all students are held to high expectations and standards. 

 
While the Department of Education continues to categorize a number of schools across the City as “partially” accessible, we experienced 
firsthand how this is a misleading label – as the “partially accessible” should be translated into “not yet accessible” (or the less jazzy, “only 
for ambulatory folks not using mobility aids”).  The following are some of our firsthand experiences at DOE coded “partially accessible 

schools”: the single elevator may not reach all school floors – you may not be able to get to all instructional classrooms, or gym, or cafeteria!  Each of 

these experiences was true in different schools, or in fact the elevator was too narrow to permit a wheelchair to fit inside!).  Or you can access the 

auditorium but can’t get on stage.  We know of “partially accessible schools” with no accessible bathrooms.   We know of other situations where students 

feel like second class citizens because a solution was not found for those who use mobility aids, they must enter the building through a separate 

entrance from their ambulatory peers.  Metal detectors at schools also can lead to an embarrassing daily prolonged entry for these students.   At other 

partially accessible schools, students who use wheelchairs cannot access key rooms in the school, such as libraries, science rooms, cafeterias, and 

music studios — de facto denying those students the ability to be fully integrated students in the school’s program and to learn alongside their peers.  

Accessibility can be made at many school sites with minimal capital investments - some minor renovations such as removing door frames to requisite 

width, adding ramps or lifts, or automatic door openers can make the world of difference to so many people – those who need those aids for access. 
Many of these can be addressed with very quick, minor renovations or a reasonable accommodation fix, all via a modest budgetary boost for 
a reasonable yet impactful increase in ADA compliance and most importantly access for many students, families and staff! 

 

Currently, there is a severe shortage of physically accessible school sites which adversely biases students with physical disabilities.  The high school 

buildings, in particular must be discussed and targeted for remediation.  In a school system that prides itself on providing students with choices when 

applying to high school, enabling students to explore specific interests and talents, there is no equity in the admissions process for students with physical 

disabilities.  Every time a student with physical differences applies to high school in NYC, the physical accessibility of the school buildings becomes the 

primary limiting factor - or “the physical funnel” as we called it in our family - that greatly limits choices, decision-making process, often over and above 

the student’s interests and talents and friendships.   While our son’s friends were picking schools to apply to together, we were much more limited in our 

choices given physical access to buildings.  Given logistical challenges families of student’s with physical disabilities cannot even consider other 

programs due to solely to these primary logistics concerns which we are asking for your help to address urgently.   This process is extremely high stakes 

to families as the student may have to go to a lower performing school to accommodate a student’s accessibility needs than would be a better match 

academically, socially, emotionally to help these students ready for their future post school plans, including college admissions. Given bullying stats for 

kids with disabilities, this is another layer of worry parents have for our kids as their choices are exponentially narrower than those of their non-disabled 

peers. 

I R I S S  S H I M O N Y  
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I am writing today, along with many friends whose children grew up with my son who do not have disabilities, and we are very concerned about the 

significant lack of accessible public schools in New York City, severely limiting the choices available to students, families, and teachers with physical 

disabilities.  In fact, the state of our City schools is one that must be addressed boldly as the current situation is unacceptable: 

 Three of our City’s 32 community school districts have zero fully accessible elementary schools (NYC School Districts 12, 16, and 21),  

 Four school districts have zero fully accessible middle schools (NYC School Districts 7, 14, 16, and 32), and  

 Six districts have zero fully accessible high schools (NYC School Districts 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, and 32) 

 URGENT ATTENTION  NYC School District Awards of Distinction = “The ZERO Access Club”  
1. NYC School District 16 has the trifecta NOT award – currently offers ZERO fully accessible schools for any age category: 

 (i) not any elementary school accessibility, (ii) not any middle school accessibility, and (iii) not any high school 
accessibility for students, teachers or families in its district 

2. NYC School District 21 has the dual NOT award - currently offers ZERO fully accessible elementary schools and zero fully 
accessible high schools for its students, teachers or families  

 Further, when reviewing and analyzing all our NYC high schools in the NYC DOE’s High School Directory, in actuality, only 15% 
(FIFTEEN PERCENT!!) of all high schools are in fact, fully accessible – a vexing statistic that we urge you to act to help improve! 

  
URGENT ACTION PLAN RECOMMENDATION: Today, this work is urgent.  It is over twenty-seven years after the enactment of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) and two years after the U.S. Department of Justice issued findings regarding the shortage of accessible 
elementary schools in New York City.   Our City must provide individuals with disabilities access to additional public schools and we need 
your help.   This work needs to start with a sufficient allocation of budgetary funds for renovation and new construction to increase the 
number of accessible schools in all our boroughs however we point out those in most urgent need above.   As new construction has long 

lead time and is not always possible, we must convert more of these “partially accessible” sites to FULLY accessible with targeted funding.   
We hope the elected officials throughout our City will act to increase funding on this important school accessibility equity issue for all our 
school districts at all grade levels but especially those above.  

 

Unfortunately, the rolled out 2015-2019 Capital Plan allocated only $100 million over five years for improving school accessibility and $28 million for 

ensuring that a number of schools can serve as accessible emergency shelters.  Together, this represents less than one percent of the total funding in 

the Plan.  Furthermore, the City already spent the vast majority of that funding, leaving little, if any, funding for accessibility projects in the coming year.    

 
We are hopeful that with the City Council’s Response to the FY 2019 Preliminary Budget recommends an allocation of an additional $125MM 
for school accessibility projects and encourage its unanimous support.  If adopted, this funding would allow the City to make another 15 - 17 
schools fully accessible and to improve the accessibility of additional schools throughout the City through minor renovation projects.  Yet, 
unfortunately, the Executive Budget, once again, omits this critical funding.  This is unacceptable.   We urge you to stand steadfast and to 
negotiate a final budget that includes at least an additional $125MM for urgently needed to impact and improve greater accessibility to NYC 

Public Schools.   

 
Disability can befall anyone at any time.   This is why we have to plan universally for access for all.  It is that important.  On behalf of my 
family and others similarly situated with a family member who we love deeply who has a disability who is such a positive person, as well as 
on behalf of our friends, neighbors and the many communities within communities with whom we are deeply connected in NYC, you have a 
very important role to play – the budget you help decide will impact and create opportunity and positive impact for many in our communities 
by making jobs accessible to more people who could not enter these school buildings, creating construction and repair jobs, and our initial 
mission - providing impactful educational access and therefore opportunities for students with physical disabilities and choice for their 

futures in creating more accessible schools.  We thank you for your advocacy efforts on this key issue.  Thank you for considering my testimony.  

I can be contacted at iriss.shimony@gmail.com or (917) 841-3466.    
 

Sincerely,  

Iriss Shimony  

Parent Advocate 

mailto:iriss.shimony@gmail.com


 

 

 

Testimony to be delivered to the NYC Council Finance Committee on the 2018 Budget 
May 24, 2018 
 
Thank you so much for your strong support and commitment to make more NYC public schools 

accessible. My name is Kim Madden and my 15 year son, Owen, has a complex neuromuscular 

disability and uses a wheelchair.  He also loves math, sports, and, inexplicably, Pink Floyd.  

We were very lucky when my son started Kindergarten so many years ago because we live next 

to a wonderful K-8 school, Manhattan School for Children.  Although it’s not fully accessible, 

they have an expertise in and commitment to including students like my son. I’ll never forget 

my tour there in preschool.  The students rushed up to Owen and commented on all the 

stickers on his walker but were completely unfazed by the fact that he used a walker and later a 

wheelchair because so many other students there did too. It was completely normal. 

That’s not to say that it was perfect.  One time an announcement went out about a new policy 

that all the side doors to the school would be locked during the day and “all” students had to 

exit the school down the flight of steps to the front door. I had to take my son to a doctor’s 

appointment before school dismissal. As I pushed him down the ramp to the accessible side 

door, he went berserk. He kept telling me “ALL students needed to exit by the front.”  

It was a moment I won’t ever forget because I realized my son assumed that “all” included him.  

Since that time, he went through the high school application process and he definitely learned 

that in NYC public schools “all” doesn’t mean him.  Given my son’s health issues we first looked 

at high schools that were close to us. In our district, there is one fully accessible high school. It’s 

a transfer school, and it is only open to students who are 17 and older without credits.  We 

went to look at a school in the partially accessible school closest to us and discovered that there 

was no buzzer at the wheelchair entrance which was on a different street than the main 

entrance. Someone was kind enough to walk around the block and tell the security officers who 

let us in. On the way out of the building we got locked in the ramp outside the building and 

banged on the door for a good 15 minutes until a janitor came and found a key.   

We didn’t fare much better at the Manhattan High School fair.  It was at the MLK building, a 

gigantic building that takes up an entire city block and houses the other partially accessible high 

school programs in our district. The front entrance has a steep set of steps.  To get in we walked 

around almost the entire building to the back where we saw the garbage piled up by the 

accessible entrance. (A good tip for the inexperienced: look for the garbage to find the 

accessible entrance. It’s easier to wheel it out that carry it down stairs).  

Although there was a buzzer and there were hundreds of people inside, no one answered the 

buzzer or picked up the phone number listed by the buzzer to call. I called a friend who I knew 
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was in the building and she found a guard who eventually found the entrance, but it took 

almost 30 minutes of waiting to get in. 

Next, I thought I would look at the fully accessible schools that I could get to quickly from my 

job in west midtown in case my son had a health emergency. The fully accessible schools were 

Stuyvesant, Beacon and Clinton. As you may know, there are a many other barriers to getting 

into those highly selective schools. Maybe Stephen Hawking could have gone to them. My son 

shouldn’t have to be Stephen Hawking to get into high school.   

Chancellor Carranza recently commented that all schools should be available to all students. I 

think he said that in the context of discussing specialized and selective schools’ admission 

policies, but I think it’s equally true for my son.  All schools should be for all students. Please 

stand by your commitment to add at an additional $125 million for school accessibility in the 

budget.  

Thank you for your time. 

Kim Madden 

kimamadden@gmail.com 
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The Committee for Hispanic Children and Families (CHCF) is a non-profit organization with a 35-year history of 
combining education, capacity-building, and advocacy to strengthen the support system and continuum of 
learning for children and youth.  Our direct service experience with providers, parents, and children and youth in 
the early childcare and preK-12 sectors allows us to gather direct feedback that informs our policy and advocacy 
work.  We are positioned to move communication between our communities and policy makers, while 
simultaneously supporting the empowerment of our parents and students to carry their own truth directly to 
their legislative leaders, which is an essential part of CHCF’s identity. 
 
One branch of CHCF’s direct service is Youth Development.  We currently have two elementary after-school 
programs and one SONYC program at PS 59 and PS/MS 279 in the Bronx, engaging a total of 450 youth in high-
quality extended learning time programming, and providing a positive environment that mentors and supports 
our youth for three additional hours every day after school.  Through these programs, we bring much needed 
academic enrichment for our youth and parents and build a strong rapport and connection with our families and 
community.   
 
With such a close connection to our families and youth, we work to engage them in conversations that allow 
their voices to be heard surrounding issues that directly impact their education and lives.  One area of growing 
concern is the students and families living in temporary housing.  PS/MS 279 has had a growing percentage over 
the past year, with the percentage of the total student body living in temporary housing rising from 28.7 to 34.4 
percent. 
 
We commend the Mayor on restoring $10.3 million for DOE support for students living in shelters; and adding 
$1.6 million to fund additional Bridging the Gap social workers, Students in Temporary Housing Content Experts, 
and increased enrollment support.  However, this funding is currently only for FY 19, and not base-lined as it 
should be, given the 50% growth of students in temporary housing over the past five years.1  These increases are 
also not enough to address the magnitude of issues faced by so many families and students with housing 
insecurity across New York City.   
 
While the Executive Budget did add funding to double the after-school reading programs in shelters, the 
experiences of our families show that there are other ways to ensure academic and economic support for 
families that may not be in the shelter system.  Having access to high-quality after-school and extended learning 
time programs provides a safe space for children to stay for an additional 3 hours after day-school ends, which is 
beneficial to all working parents, especially if they are facing housing insecurity as well.  Although there has been 
an investment in universal middle school after-school through SONYC, there is still a significant deficit of 
available seats in after-school for elementary students across the city.  The 2014 America After 3PM survey 
conducted in New York City found that 89% of parents in the city supported public funding for after-school, with 
only 26% receiving government assistance for the cost of after-school.  Only 28% of children participated in 
after-school programming, but 67% of children not enrolled in after-school would be enrolled in a program if 

                                                 
1 Advocates for Children budgetary ask, 2018. 



 
 
made available to them.2  Our program at PS/MS 279, for example, which we know is serving a community that 
is facing increasing housing issues, only has 140 elementary seats available through State funding and an on-
going waitlist of at least 100 students.  While we recognize that after-school falls under the Committee on Youth 
Services, we would like the City Council to more openly recognize the value of this extended learning time 
programming and begin to push for universal after-school for all families and students that need and want it.   
 
CHCF believes that schools, and the community-based organizations that partner with schools to provide 
supplemental programming for students and families, play a pivotal role in ensuring families have access to 
needed supports and services.  They hold a significant potential to ensure that all families are receiving 
wraparound services, which ultimately work to protect every child’s right to their education and enable each to 
thrive and access opportunity, regardless of the hardships they might be facing.  Schools and partnering CBOs 
also have an inherent obligation to ensure that the spaces students are stepping into are culturally responsive 
and sensitive to their identities and realities.  We commend the Mayor for allocating $23 million for anti-bias 
training across the DOE.  We are eager to see the outcomes of the DOE’s implementation plan for this training, 
understanding the value of ever-creating culturally responsive, safe and supportive spaces for our students and 
families – especially those that are vulnerable within the current economic and political climate.  We do 
however, see a limit in only addressing individual implicit bias and classroom/school based culturally responsive 
pedagogy.  While addressing individual-based prejudice and practice is valuable to the experiences that are 
children and families have in schools, they do nothing to address the systemic racism that has historically 
marginalized and oppressed specific populations and communities throughout this city.  We urge the Mayor’s 
office and the DOE to consider further investment in meaningful best practices that address systemic racism and 
barriers, as well as the opportunity gap.   
 
CHCF is also highly concerned that while this $23 million investment in anti-bias training is reaching all DOE staff, 
the school safety and resource officers will not be required to participate in the same training.  While the NYPD 
has ownership over the trainings that their school officers receive, there should absolutely be an investment in 
the collaboration between the DOE and NYPD to ensure that all school safety and resource officers are given the 
same training as all DOE staff.  Nationally, there has been a rising trend of disproportionate investment in SROs 
rather than school counselors or social workers – in NYC there are 5.28 security staff per 1,000 students and 
only 2.9 counselors per 1,000 students.  School safety and resource officers’ presence is clearly significant in 
these schools, with continual calls to increase their presence at the federal, state, and city level.  A study 
conducted by the ACLU and published in 2017, found that in 2013 90% of school arrests involved Black or Latinx 
students; in 2016 100% of incidents where police handcuffed students who were ultimately released without 
charges were Black or Latinx students.3 School safety and resource officers should clearly be going through 
training tailored to their role and mirrored to the anti-bias and cultural responsiveness training that DOE staff 
will be participating in.  This should also be ongoing training for all, and not just a onetime occurrence.  This 
investment should be baselined to allow for ongoing, tiered training for all. 
 
In addition to our after-school programs, CHCF is the CBO partner at the Bronx High School of Business, where 
we have spent the past three years building a strong relationship with our students and families and have 
developed a true partnership with the school administration to deliver high-quality, holistic supports and 
produce tremendous gains with our students.  As part of the Coalition for Community School Excellence, we are 

                                                 
2 America After 3 PM. (2014) After School Alliance.  Retrieved from http://afterschoolalliance.org/AA3PM on May 21, 

2018. 
3 Bullies in Blue: The Origins and Consequences in School Policing (2017). ACLU. 

http://afterschoolalliance.org/AA3PM%20on%20May%2021


 
 
engaged in the advocacy for equitable funding to support the community school model across New York City 
and State.  We know that our school faces difficult funding circumstances, even with the additional support it 
gets as a Community School in New York City.  Staffing shortages and the ability to effectively implement all 
elements of the model, including social emotional and mental health supports and services, are just a few of the 
ongoing challenges we face in our community school.  We can imagine the hardship endured by schools and 
community-based organizations that are severely underfunded and constantly face funding insecurity. CHCF 
continues to advocate for reliable, appropriate, sustainable, and equitable funding that allows for best practices 
to be implemented across all Community Schools.  
 
CHCF also works with and advocates for home-based Family Child Care providers.  We have been involved in the 
DOE Advisory Group looking at the expansion of Pre-K and the transition of Early Learn from ACS to DOE and are 
increasingly concerned with a seemingly continual underinvestment in a valuable resource in the early care 
sector: home-based Family Child Care providers (FCC). 
 
FCC providers can give more individualized care to meet the needs of working families.  In addition, family child 
care helps foster emotionally secure interpersonal relationships for everyone involved.  We know that FCC 
providers are best positioned to ensure vulnerable communities gain equitable access to supports and services 
across the city.  However, a consistent inability of the City to invest in this work force, and the additional threat 
posed to these local business owners with the expansion of universal pre-K, which prioritizes center-based 
programs, could have a devastating impact on some of our most valuable community and economic supports.  
We encourage the DOE to not only invest in CBOs that could help to implement the growth of Universal 3K, but 
also the Family Child Care providers that have been serving this age group already and now risk losing significant 
business if these seats are moved to DOE spaces that prioritize other parts of the sector.  We additionally ask 
that the DOE begin to invest in the professional development and licensing of this valuable community resource 
and move towards pay parity for Family Child Care Providers and CBOs who could provide services for the 
growing demand under the Universal PreK initiative. 
 
I want to thank you for your consideration of our testimony submitted today. 
 
If you have any questions about our work or what we have presented in this testimony, please do not hesitate to 
reach out to Danielle Demeuse, Policy Analyst for CHCF, at ddemeuse@chcfinc.org or 212-206-1090. 
 

The Committee for Hispanic Children & Families, Inc. 
 
Vision 
CHCF envisions a future where Latino children, youth, and families have equitable access to opportunities to succeed, are 
empowered to realize their full potential, and are affirmed in their culture. 
 
Mission 
CHCF combines education, capacity-building and advocacy to strengthen the support system and continuum of learning for 
children and youth. 
 
Program Statements  
Early Care & Education 
The Early Care and Education Institute (EC&EI) provides culturally-informed, bilingual professional development to Family 
Child Care educators, to strengthen the quality of early care and learning to children in New York City. 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Interpersonal_relationship


 
 
 
Youth Development 
We partners with schools to promote youth leadership, provide academic enrichment through extended learning time, 
create safe spaces for mentoring and counseling, foster positive peer relationships and connections with adult role models, 
encourage healthy lifestyle choices, and link with the school day to complement and enhance academic priorities. 
 
Policy & Advocacy 
We advocate for improved policies and legislation around access to education from birth to adulthood, heightened public 
awareness of the social and institutional frameworks that hinder opportunity for underrepresented and underserved 
communities, and the empowerment of these communities to directly mobilize for change. 
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The New York City Coalition for Adult Literacy (NYCCAL) is comprised of 

adult literacy teachers, managers, students, and allies from over 40 

community-based organizations, CUNY campuses, and library programs 

across New York City.  NYCCAL advocates for an adult literacy system 

that provides quality, comprehensive and accessible educational services 

to all New Yorkers who need them. We believe that the ability to read 

and write, learn English, obtain a High School Equivalency, and enter 

training and post-secondary education is the right of every New Yorker, 

and the cornerstone to an equitable and just society. 

 

With 2.2 million New Yorkers—immigrants and native-born alike—

lacking English proficiency, a high school diploma or both, our City has a 

long way to go in fostering opportunities for all to truly succeed. 

Fortunately, in FY2017 the City began to address this crisis of 1/3 of the 

adult population lacking basic literacy skills with an investment of $12m 

for community based adult literacy classes including English for Speakers 

of Other Languages (ESOL), Adult Basic Education (ABE) and High School 

Equivalency (HSE) preparation. However, this funding, evenly split 

between the Administration and City Council, was only committed for 

one year, throwing thousands of students and teachers into jeopardy in 

FY2018 when the Mayor proposed eliminating the funding. 

 

While the $12m was ultimately restored last year, the Mayor has again 

omitted the funding from his FY2019 Executive Budget. If the Council 

does not fight to restore and baseline this funding, over 7,400 students 

enrolled in adult literacy programs will see their classes close. In 

addition to renewing this $12m, the investment must be baselined so 

that a new Department of Youth and Community Development (DYCD) 

adult literacy procurement can be developed with fair reimbursement 

rates. DYCD currently pays nonprofit providers between $850- $1,000 

per student, while a 2017 DYCD-commissioned report found the true 

cost of a high-quality programs to be closer to $3,700 per student. 
 

NYCCAL further recommends that City Council work with the 

Administration to develop a Task Force on Adult Literacy. One of the 

long-standing impediments to NYC having a comprehensive strategy and 

system of adult literacy is the fact that services are provided by so many 

entities with no coordinated oversight or vision. No less than a half 

dozen City entities provide some form of adult literacy programs, either 

directly or through contracts, including DYCD, HRA, DOE, CUNY, MOIA, 



 

 

 

WKDEV and others. In addition, dozens of community based organizations, library branches, and unions also 

provide services with a combination of city, state, federal and philanthropic dollars. Much as the City has plans 

to support its young children (UPK, 3K), and its older adults (Age-Friendly NYC), it should have a 

comprehensive vision for the City’s 2.2 million immigrants and other adults lacking English proficiency and/or 

high school diploma. Such a taskforce would also be responsible for designing the City’s response to changing 

federal policies that will make it harder to serve undocumented adult learners, as well as establishing a unified 

user-friendly referral system for New Yorkers seeing adult literacy services. 

Now, more than ever, as the federal administration continues to attack immigrant families and economic 

forces displace low-income New Yorkers from their communities, NYC must make a meaningful and lasting 

investment in adult literacy programs that support immigrant empowerment and integration, as well as the 

educational development and economic mobility for adult New Yorkers at large.  On behalf of NYCCAL and 

our community of learners, we thank you for your leadership and continuing the fight.  

 

Because many adult literacy students are working multiple jobs to make ends meet as well as caring for their 

families, they could not be here today. However, their words are reflected on the following pages where they 

explain what adult literacy means to them—we sincerely hope you’ll look through these pictures to hear their 

voices. You can also follow #LiteracyLiftsNYC for more of these stories. 

 

 

We also invite you to stand in unity with hundreds of adult literacy students on Wednesday, 

June 6th at 10:30am outside of City Hall Park for a rally and press conference. 
 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify and I am happy to take any questions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student reflections continued on following pages:  

 

“My Adult Literacy Class Means…” 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 



 





 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

More student voices available at #LiteracyLiftsNYC on twitter 

@NYCCAL 
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Thank	   you	   Chairperson	   Dromm	   and	   members	   of	   the	   committee	   for	   this	  
opportunity	   to	   testify.	   	   Opportunities	   for	   a	   Better	   Tomorrow	   (OBT)	   is	   one	   of	  
NYC’s	   leading	   workforce	   training	   organizations,	   connecting	   nearly	   4,000	   youth	  
and	   adults	   with	   education	   and	   job	   training	   and	   providing	   access	   to	   improved	  
employment	  opportunities.	   	  As	  part	  of	  our	  mission	  over	   the	  past	  35	   years,	  we	  
understand	  that	  literacy	  skills	  remain	  a	  significant	  barrier	  for	  many	  of	  the	  adults	  
we	  serve,	  and	  ESOL	  classes	  and	  a	  high	  school	  equivalency	  are	  necessities	  when	  
working	  to	  obtain	  family-‐sustaining	  employment.	  
	  
As	  a	  city	  committed	  to	  dismantling	  inequities	  and	  providing	  access	  to	  economic	  
opportunities,	  there	  is	  a	  long	  road	  ahead	  to	  make	  this	  a	  reality.	  	  In	  NYC,	  there	  are	  
2.2	   million	   New	   Yorkers	   lacking	   English	   proficiency,	   a	   high	   school	   diploma	   or	  
both.	  In	  FY2017,	  the	  City	  began	  to	  address	  this	  crisis	  with	  an	  investment	  of	  $12m	  
for	   community	   based	   adult	   literacy	   classes	   including	   English	   for	   Speakers	   of	  
Other	   Languages	   (ESOL),	   Adult	   Basic	   Education	   (ABE)	   and	   High	   School	  
Equivalency	   (HSE)	   preparation.	   However,	   this	   funding	   was	   only	   committed	   for	  
one	  year,	  throwing	  thousands	  of	  students	  and	  teachers	  into	  jeopardy.	  	  Last	  year,	  
and	   again	   for	   FY19,	   programs	   like	   OBT	   (as	   part	   of	   NYCCAL)	   have	   found	  
themselves	  mobilizing	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  funding	  is	  restored.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  $12m	  was	  ultimately	  restored	  last	  year,	  the	  Mayor	  has	  again	  omitted	  
the	   funding	   from	  his	   FY2019	   Executive	  Budget.	  There	   are	  over	   7,400	   students	  
enrolled	  in	  adult	  literacy	  programs,	  who	  will	  see	  their	  classes	  close.	  In	  addition	  
to	   renewing	   this	   $12m,	   the	   investment	  must	  be	   baselined	   so	   that	   a	   new	  
Department	   of	   Youth	   and	   Community	   Development	   (DYCD)	   adult	   literacy	  
procurement	   can	  be	  developed	  with	   fair	   reimbursement	   rates.	  DYCD	   currently	  
pays	  nonprofit	  providers	  between	  $850-‐	  $1,000	  per	  student,	  while	  a	  2017	  DYCD-‐
commissioned	  report	  found	  the	  true	  cost	  of	  a	  high-‐quality	  programs	  to	  be	  closer	  
to	  $3,700	  per	  student.	  
	  
OBT	   is	   part	   of	   a	   broader	   coalition	   of	   organizations	   (NYCCAL)	   who	   are	   also	  
advocating	  for	  a	  more	  intentional	  strategy	  for	  adult	  literacy	  in	  NYC.	  	  This	  includes	  
a	   task	   force	   to	   address	   current	   needs	   and	   challenges,	   as	   well	   as	   engage	   in	   a	  
proactive	  strategy	   in	  response	  to	  changes	  at	  the	  federal	   level.	   	  These	  shifts	  will	  
undoubtedly	   make	   it	   more	   challenging	   to	   serve	   individuals	   already	   facing	  



significant	  barriers	   to	  education	  and	  employment.	   	  We	  have	  a	   responsibility	   to	  
ensure	   that	  doors	   continue	   to	  open	   for	   those	  who	  are	   seeking	   to	   further	   their	  
education,	  not	  close.	  	  	  
	  
Each	  individual	  story	  is	  different	  and	  each	  one	  matters.	  	  Last	  year,	  one	  of	  OBT’s	  
students,	  Juan	  Mangano,	  testified	  and	  presented	  his	  story	  of	  taking	  ESOL	  classes	  
while	   he	  was	   a	   bus	   driver	   for	   the	  MTA,	   and	   continuing	   into	   a	   basic	   computer	  
skills	  class.	  	  He	  did	  all	  of	  this	  with	  a	  greater	  purpose	  of	  obtaining	  a	  management	  
level	   job	   at	   the	   MTA	   and	   better	   support	   his	   family.	   	   There	   are	   thousands	   of	  
individuals	   like	   Juan,	   seeking	   to	   improve	   their	   quality	   of	   life	   and	   fulfill	   the	  
promise	  of	  “the	  fairest	  city”	  in	  the	  country.	  	  	  
	  
The	  need	  for	  continued	  investment	  is	  significant,	  and	  thousands	  of	  New	  Yorkers	  
are	  relying	  on	  you	  to	  ensure	  these	  services	  continue.	  	  On	  behalf	  of	  OBT	  and	  our	  
community	   of	   learners,	   we	   thank	   you	   for	   your	   leadership	   and	   continuing	   the	  
fight.	  	  
	  
Thank	   you	   for	   the	   opportunity	   to	   testify.	   	   	   You	   can	   reach	   me	   at	  
lpolo@obtjobs.org	  or	  718-‐369-‐0303.	  	  
	  



 
 
Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Accessibility of NYC Schools 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 
Executive Budget.  My name is Rachel Paster, and I am a parent in the NYC School District. 
I am writing to ask you to ensure that the final FY 19 budget includes at least $125 million to 
make more schools accessible to students, parents, and teachers with physical disabilities. 
  
I am very concerned about the significant lack of accessible public schools in New York City, 
severely limiting the choices available to students, families, and teachers with physical 
disabilities.  Three of the City’s 32 community school districts have no fully accessible 
elementary schools (Districts 12, 16, and 21), four school districts have no fully accessible 
middle schools (Districts 7, 14, 16, and 32), and six districts have no fully accessible high 
schools (Districts 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, and 32). 
 
While many parents have written to you with their own stories about the difficulties their 
children have faced, I would like to make a different point.  The lack of accessibility is a problem 
not only for disabled people but for all of our students.  How are students supposed to meet, get 
to know, and become friends with students who simply cannot get into the building? How are are 
students supposed to learn the importance of caring for others, including those with disabilities, 
when their own schools seem not to care enough to ensure accessibility? Denying all students the 
ability to share classrooms with students who are different from them hurts everyone.  It limits 
the ability of the NYC Schools to execute on a true diversity and inclusion program.  
 
My sons are friends with a NYC student, Abey Weitzman, who uses a wheelchair to get around. 
They were all zoned for the same school, PS 122.  Unfortunately, Abey could not attend PS 122 
even though it is literally across the street from him.  We met Abey because he is our neighbor, 
but it is shameful that they could not attend the same school, that they could not share clubs and 
afterschool programs, and that other students couldn’t get to know Abey as well.  
 
I frankly think $125 million is not nearly enough -- how many elevators, how many retrofitted 
bathrooms will that be? How many paras? Not enough. But it’s a start, and it’s imperative that 
NYC Schools start there.  
 
We urge you to stand steadfast and negotiate a final budget that includes at least an 
additional $125 million for school accessibility.  
 
Thank you for considering my testimony.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me at rpaster@gmail.com 
 
Rachel Paster 
21-22 23rd Street 
Astoria NY 11105 
(718)683-1857 
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131 West 33rd Street 
Suite 610 

New York, NY 10001 
(212) 627-2227 
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Good afternoon.  My name is Claudia Calhoon, and I am the Health Policy Director at the 

New York Immigration Coalition. 

Thank you to Finance Committee Chair Daniel Dromm for calling this hearing and for the 

opportunity to testify on important immigrant health programs in the FY 2019 budget.  

The NYIC is an advocacy and policy umbrella organization for more than 200 multi-ethnic, 

multi-racial, and multi-sector groups across the state working with immigrants and refugees. Our 

members serve communities that speak more than 65 languages and dialects.  

Access Health NYC and Immigrant Health Initiative 

I’m here today to impress upon the council the critical importance of sustaining council 

initiatives that support and efforts to keep immigrant communities healthy. Both Access Health 

NYC and the Immigrant Health Initiative provide critical funding and capacity to community-

based, health care, and service providers to push out simple, clear, and accessible versions of 

complex, rapidly-changing, highly technical information to communities that are deeply affected by 

fear and instability. 

We hear stories from our members on a daily basis about the urgent need for funding for 

immigrant groups to conduct outreach and education about health access in their communities. The 

NYIC is responsible for the training of all awardee organizations funded through the Access Health 

NYC initiative. The majority of organizations that receive Immigrant Health Initiative funding are 

either our members or collaborators.  In this way we have had direct contact and know of the value 

of these resources for all of the organizations that benefit from these initiatives.  

As we approach their fourth year, these initiatives have become more important than ever. 

Immigrants in New York are continue to face an ever-deepening period of stress and vulnerability 

from changes and threats at the federal level. We hear regular reports of decreases in service 

utilization and benefit enrollments related to the impending changes to public charge consideration 

by US Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS). Even when patients seek care, they must 



 

negotiate complex bureaucracies, long wait times, poor customer service, and care that lacks 

cultural competence and humility.  We know from our members that immigrant communities 

depend on community-based organizations and health centers to navigate complex systems. 

In this time of heightened fear and rampant rumor, it is critical to regularly reinforce 

messages about the safety of using the health care system. As changes to health insurance and 

public benefits go into effect, communities urgently need updated information on what federal 

changes mean for them and where they can turn for health coverage and services.  

Access Health NYC provides critical funding to get complex, rapidly-changing, highly 

technical information to communities that are deeply affected by fear and instability. Over the last 3 

years, funded organizations have hosted more than 800 workshops on health access and coverage.  

In addition, they've made at least 3,680 referrals to Navigator/Certified Application 

Counselor/Facilitated Enrollers, 1,160 referrals to Health and Hospitals Corporation, 947 referrals 

to community health centers, 1,674 referrals to into SNAP enrollment, and 2,107 additional 

referrals to other social service providers.1 These numbers come from a subset of awardees that 

voluntarily shared their data with us, meaning that the overall impact of the initiative is even 

greater.  

Through trusted community-based organizations (CBOs) and health centers, many of the 

Access Health NYC awardees reach LGBTQ, homeless, women, individuals with disabilities, and 

formerly incarcerated individuals. Many New York City populations are vulnerable to changes 

emerging from the federal administration’s vicious agenda. While Washington has made 

particularly destructive attacks on immigrants, the administration seems to have all low-income and 

vulnerable groups in its sights. The current situation calls for growth in the Access Health NYC 

initiative to fund more CBOs and extend the reach to a broader range of communities.  

Given the threats to health access and equity imposed on us by federal changes, and the 

strong track record that the initiative has demonstrated in its first three years, we believe enhancing 

the initiative and increasing the number of organizations that receive funding is critical for New 

York’s hard-to-reach communities.  We are very grateful for the Council’s commitment of $1 

million in the past three fiscal years. We request an enhancement to $2.5 million in order to ensure 

that more organizations in more council districts and more communities have assistance in 

navigating the health care system.  Access Health NYC has been an unequivocal success in the 

thirteen Council districts it has served. It is time to ambitiously expand the initiative in order to 

confront the unique moment we live in across New York City. 

Also critically important is the Immigrant Health Initiative, which funds legal and health 

                                                 
1 Based on data collected by FPWA in 2018 through their work as an Access Health NYC awardee.  



 

service providers to improve immigrant health access and culturally competent care through a host 

of different activities.  Many of our members and partners benefit from these resources, and we 

hope the Council will sustain this initiative in FY19. To our knowledge, there has not been a 

concerted effort to bring the awardees from both initiatives together to share approaches, strategies, 

or best practices. 

The Need for an Uninsured Care Program  

As you know, the ActionHealth NYC pilot was the major initiative to emerge from the 

2014-15 Mayor’s Taskforce on Immigrant Health Access.2 ActionHealth NYC tested important 

innovations in improving health access and continuity for immigrants excluded from federally 

funded insurance programs, including enrolling individuals in a branded program designed to link 

patients to a primary care provider, linking services at H+H to federally-qualified health centers, 

and ensuring that care coordination prevents patients from dropping through the cracks. The NYIC 

served on the Community Advisory Panel of the pilot, and several of our member organizations 

conducted community outreach to participants. We were heartened to see positive participant 

satisfaction data that the city shared with the Community Advisory Panel and are eager to learn 

more about other findings that emerge from the pilot.  We are deeply disappointed that the 

ActionHealth NYC pilot was discontinued without a concrete plan to incorporate lessons learned 

and grow an uninsured care program that reaches a broader number of New Yorkers.  We look 

forward to working with NYC agencies and with the Council to ensure that lessons of ActionHealth 

NYC can be incorporated into H+H’s fee-scale Options program or to some other initiative that 

improves care coordination, linkages with other providers and primary care access for the 

uninsured.  

Tuberculosis control 

I also want to emphasize the importance of adequately funding the TB response at $14.89M. 

This funding is necessary to restore persistent cuts to TB funding that led to the largest increase in 

TB since 1993, when an outbreak of drug-resistant TB cost over $1 billion to rectify. Investing a 

few million dollars more to end TB now will save New Yorkers billions of dollars down the line. 

Despite being preventable and curable, tuberculosis is on the rise in New York City for the 

first time in over 25 years, with a particularly devastating effect in our immigrant communities. 

Also increasing at a rapid pace are cases of drug-resistant TB, which are more difficult and costly to 

treat. A single average case of drug-resistant TB costs $294,000. This resurgence of TB is a direct 

result of years of underinvestment in New York City’s TB response. While in recent years the City 

has steadily funded TB, a history of cuts since 2007 have reduced the City’s TB funding from 

                                                 
2 http://www1.nyc.gov/nyc-resources/task-force-on-immigrant-health.page 



 

$16.43M in 2007 (adjusted for inflation) to just $8.59 million in the current year. Ongoing 

reductions at the state and federal levels over the past decade, and dramatic cuts in recent years, 

have exacerbated this situation. Total funding for the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 

(DOHMH) Bureau of TB Control (BTBC) has been reduced by half in the last ten years. Several of 

the City’s TB clinics have closed, and the few that are still open suffer limited hours and staffing.  

Adequate funding for the TB response would lift a heavy burden off of New Yorkers. 

Increased funding would allow for active outreach by community organizations to raise awareness 

about TB, and provide services to identify and prevent it. It would make it possible to restore clinic 

facilities that meet patient needs, so people can seek care in chest clinics instead of having to be 

hospitalized. These efforts could save the city billions of dollars. Similar to what we’re seeing 

today, budget cuts in the 1970s and 1980s dismantled the public health response to TB and led to a 

massive outbreak of drug-resistant TB in New York City. This outbreak cost over $1 billion to 

control in the 1990s. This is the first time since then that TB is on the rise. We are in danger of 

repeating history and allowing an entirely preventable epidemic to haunt us again. We are putting 

our already vulnerable communities, especially immigrants, at great risk. For these reasons, the 

NYIC joins a broad coalition appealing for a restoration of New York City funding to the DOHMH 

BTBC to $14.89 million, a $6.3 million dollar increase over the current year. We are making 

similar—though proportionally higher—requests at the state and federal levels. We look forward to 

your leadership on the city portion. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share this testimony today. 



Testimony to the New York City Council Committee on Finance - May 24th, 2018. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee and staff, 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide this testimony to the committee today. 

My name is Tanya Bley. and I have been affiliated with the Red Hook Compost Project at Red 
Hook Community Farm since 2010. The site has been funded by the New York City Department 
of Sanitation through Brooklyn Botanical Gardens since 2012. 

The Red Hook Compost Project is and has been, since its inception. the premier model in the US 
of local. no carbon footprint and sustainable solution to New York City's nearly 1,000,000 tons 
of organic materials in the City· s residential waste stream misdirected to landfill. 

Through the commitment and involvement of 2,000 volunteers annually and dedicated staff, the 
Red Hook Compost Project processes over 200 tons of organic materials from New York City 
each year on less than one acre of land. Organic materials that otherwise would have had to be 
trucked out of New York City, exacerbating not only congestion and resulting emissions, but 
also nuisance odors and attracting pests in the process. Potentially, the ultimate destination of 
this material would be a landfill, where it would break down slowly over time, contributing to 
greenhouse gas emissions-- primarily methane, for decades. 

This processing of organic materials into the components of valuable and sustainable soil 
amendments is accomplished at this site entirely on renewable sources: 

Human labor, solar and wind power. 

Since its inception this has been the method of operation of the Reed Hook site. 

Recently, as is well known, I am sure, to this committee and its members as well as to the 
composting community in New York City (and, sadly now, to many New Yorkers) the New 
York Compost Community and has suffered a tragic loss. This loss was particularly felt by staff 
and community engaged at the Red Hook Community Farm Compost Operation. The director of 
that site [David Buckel] recently and tragically decided to take his own life in a very public 
manner. 



He has left behind the site, its staff and the compost community he was devoted to. 

Since David's passing there have been some concerns raised by the compost community. regular 
visitors to the Red Hook site, and those who depend upon that site as an important organics 
processing hub that this site's mission will be changed. Specifically that the method of 
processing the organics will be changed from the low carbon footprint of human, wind and solar 
power to that based on fossil fuels and machines. 

There is a concern that the Department of Sanitation is considering mechanizing the site to 
obviate and, eventually eliminate the community volunteer component. It has been suggest by 
some members of the composting community that the Red Hook Compost Project could in fact 
become a demonstration site for machinery. This would add insult to the injury of David's loss, 
as one of the greatest assets of this site was in its ability to make the issue of sustainability and 
resiliency tangible and practical, and served as a venue for sharing the knowledge and skill of the 
craft of composting. Most importantly, however, the site serves as a refuge for those seeking to 
take care of the great mother, our Earth, and all of its children - you and I. 

If the course of this site is changed, the social, cultural, and spiritual capital built up over time by 
thousands of volunteers and David as well as some of the physical capital obtained through 
corporate and private donations will have been lost to the residents of this city. The value to the 
city and its residents of a working site that involves the community in the physical process of 
learning and doing while engaged solving one the city's most vexing solid waste management 
problems will have been lost. 

The Chair on the Committee on Waste Management has requested, this year for the second year, 
that the Department of Sanitation allocate $10M of its over $2B budget to outreach and education 
to help the city achieve its zero waste goals by 2030. As further expansion of the curbside 
organics collection program is stalled for the foreseeable future, and given the low participation 
rates and high levels of contamination that plague the program, now is not the time to change one 
of the most renowned, engaging and educational composting sites in the US. The site processes 
over 200,000 tons of organics on a single acre, with no inputs beyond he carting to get the 
organics to the site. Given that NYC's ~13,000 ton/day waste stream is close to 1/3 organics, this 
material can be processed without sophisticated and costly equipment on the available inventory 
of marginal and submarginal municipally-owned real estate. The portion of the budget that NYC 
Department of Sanitation allocates to long haul contracts (about 2/3 of its over $2B budget) can 
be invested in local communities that are actively engaged in reducing and minimizing its waste 
and carbon footprint.

On behalf, therefore, of the Composting Community of New York City, I urge the members of 
this committee to call on the Department to allocate an appropriate level of funding in order that 
the site is staffed at adequate levels. Further, we call on the committee to preserve and protect 
not only the spirit of the legacy of the Red Hook Compost Project, but to protect the interests of 
those in the community who serve the public good in its operation, as well as those in the 
community who are served by it, by making sure the site remains true to its original intent and 
spirit as a non-mechanized organics site powered by sun, wind and human labor. 
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New York City Council Committee on Finance, May 24, 2018 

Testimony of Peter Gee, Director of Strategic Initiatives and Partnerships 

 

Good afternoon, my name is Peter Gee and I work at University Settlement, America’s first social 

settlement house. We opened our doors on the Lower East Side of Manhattan in 1886, and have 

since grown to serve 40,000 low-income individuals annually at 32 sites in Manhattan and 

Brooklyn. We were founded on the core settlement belief that each individual can be an asset 

to the community’s wellbeing and quality of life, which was particularly groundbreaking within 

the indigent and immigrant neighborhoods we have long served. Through direct services, 

innovative program models, and active advocacy, we are committed to developing 

progressive solutions to alleviate poverty and inequality, serving as an anchor in the low-income 

and immigrant communities where we work. Our holistic programs span across early childhood 

care and education, youth development, literacy, performing and visual arts, senior services, 

mental health, and housing services. 

Early Childhood Salary Parity: In neighborhoods across the City, early childhood programs have 

been struggling mightily since the advent of “Pre-K For All,” because of the separate salary 

structure for teachers in each system. Pre-K is wonderful, and having seats in the DOE is also fine, 

but the salary disparity is appalling. With good reason, teachers are leaving our and many other 

centers for opportunities in DOE settings. This has had an impact in University Settlement’s early 

childhood centers as well. We need you to stand up to the Mayor for Equal Pay for Equal Work. 

We fully support CM Cumbo and Treyger’s Resolution 0358! 

Importance of Adult Literacy Programs: University Settlement’s Adult Literacy Program provides a 

bridge to workforce and post-secondary education for 450 immigrant adults annually. Our 

record of educational achievement and exceeding State standards (Rated “highly Proficient” 

NYSED’s highest grade the last 5 years) is evidence of our ability and performance in helping 



participants achieve their goals. Unfortunately, the Mayor did not include adult literacy in his 

budget – we need the $12M restored to the City’s budget. 

Mental Health Initiatives: The Mayor did not include two important mental health funding 

streams in his FY 2019 budget. The Council needs to continue to support these two initiatives. 

*Children Under 5: For the past 12 years, University Settlement’s Butterflies Program has provided 

unique, innovative services designed to meet the specific social-emotional needs of children 

under 5, particularly in LES and East New York with low wage working immigrant families where 

the stress and trauma is high. Butterflies has helped over 800 children annually to develop 

positive coping skills and resiliency to face the stressors in their challenging lives. In addition, 

extensive consultation and community and staff education with over 100 adults annually has 

resulted in thousands of encounters directly related to the critical and innumerable mental 

health needs of children under 5.   

*Autism Awareness Initiative: University Settlement’s EXCEL program at the Houston Street Center 

originated in 2012 as a response to the community-voiced need for affordable, linguistically- and 

culturally-capable enrichment programming available for youth and young adults with Autistic 

Spectrum Disorder. In 2018, the need for affordable, linguistically-suitable recreational activities still 

remains in this community. One in 88 Asian Pacific American children are identified with autism in 

the United States, but language barriers, limited community infrastructure, and social stigma 

create significant barriers for this special population. Funding from the Autism Awareness Initiative 

supports 100 youth and young people with autism, ages 4 to 30; over 50 caregivers; and other 

Chinese-speaking families impacted by autism.  

Summer Camp: The Mayor’s FY 2019 budget again did not include funding for summer programs 

for over 34,000 middle school students. University Settlement relies on this funding each year to 

provide 425 slots in free, quality summer school programs. We need the Mayor to commit to 

permanently supporting summer school! 



Written Testimony from Raquel Cepeda-Llapa (resident of City Council District 9) 
 
Re: Fiscal Year 2019 Executive Budget – Need to Provide Funding for Increased Accessibility in NYC 
Schools 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 2019 Executive 
Budget.  My name is Raquel Cepeda-Llapa, and I am a parent of a student with a physical disability 
who is currently in high school. I am writing to ask you to ensure that the final FY 19 budget includes 
at least $125 million to make more schools accessible to students, parents, and teachers with physical 
disabilities. 
  
My son has a physical disability that makes it difficult for him to walk, carry books and climb stairs. 
Although he can do all these things, he needs to be very careful and limit his time with each of them. 
When my son was looking at high schools, he had very few options to choose from. My son is a 
talented musician and dreamed of going to high school to pursue this talent. Despite the multiple high 
schools in the public system that allows students to hone their musical abilities, there was only one 
school in the system that was fully accessible and would enable him to focus on his music.  We are 
extremely fortunate and thankful that my son was accepted to this one school.  
 
The choices for high school for my son were extremely slim. Even if he agreed to put aside his musical 
ambitions, because of his physical needs there were still only a few choices of schools of which my 
son could apply. Unlike his peers who were able to list 12 schools on their high school application, my 
son had only 4 schools to list. This was not fair to my son. 
  
Like my son, other students with physical disabilities have similarly limited choices of schools. It is 
my understanding that three  of  the  City’s  32  community  school  districts  have  no  fully  accessible  
elementary schools (Districts 12, 16, and 21), four school districts have no fully accessible middle 
schools (Districts 7, 14, 16, and 32), and six districts have no fully accessible high schools (Districts 
14, 16, 18, 20, 21, and 32). 
 
The City needs to do better in ensuring that there are more schools in the system that can be accessed 
by individuals with physical disabilities. This is not just an issue that affects students, it also affects 
parents, caregivers, siblings, teachers, or administrators who have physical issues.  More than twenty-
seven  years  after  the  enactment  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (“ADA”)  the state of 
accessibility in NYC public schools is unacceptable.  Changes need to be made and this work needs to 
start with a sufficient allocation of funds for renovation and construction to increase the number of 
accessible schools.   
 
I was pleased to learn that  the  City  Council’s  Response to the FY 2019 Preliminary Budget 
recommends an allocation of an additional $125 million for school accessibility projects.  If adopted, I 
understand this funding would allow the City to make another 15-17 schools fully accessible and to 
improve the accessibility of additional schools throughout the City through minor renovation projects.  
However, I was saddened to see that the Executive Budget, once again, omits this critical funding.  
 
I urge you to stand steadfast and negotiate a final budget that includes at least an additional $125 
million for school accessibility.  
 
Thank you for considering my testimony.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 
rcllapa@gmail.com 



Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today about the upcoming Capital Budget.  

First, I want to thank the City Council, especially the Committee on Education chaired by Mark 

Treyger and the Committee on Finance, chaired by Daniel Dromm, for their ongoing support on 

improving accessibility in New York City Public Schools.  We need their efforts and support to 

translate into an increased budget allocation this year. 

The NYC Department of Education has 3066 sites.  There are nearly 1800 schools in about 

1300 buildings.  We have about 1240 schools which are not fully accessible, which translates 

into about 900 buildings that need to be made accessible.  At the current rate of 17 schools 

every 5 years, we will reach fully accessibility in 262 years, in the year 2280.  This is appalling.  

We need full accessibility during our lifetime.  I propose that we increase the capital budget for 

accessibility to $1 billion over 5 years.  At that rate, we will achieve full accessibility in 26 years, 

just in time for my grandchildren to go to high school. 

We dodge our legal requirements and our moral imperative, when we twist IDEA’s mandate for 

“a Free and Appropriate Education” to mean an education anywhere the Department of 

Education sends you.  An appropriate education is not one where people with disabilities are 

segregated into schools that they can access.  An appropriate education means equal 

opportunities to attend your neighborhood elementary school, to have a full range of middle and 

high school choices, and to have your parents involved in your education.  

We have seen the difference having an accessible school has made for our son, Abey, first 

hand this year.  The change from the Henry Viscardi School, a segregated special education 

school, located 19 miles from our home in Albertson, Long Island, and Bard High School Early 

College Queens, a competitive high school 2 miles from our home, has been extraordinary.   My 

son is finally getting the challenging education he has been missing for the last 9 years.  He is a 

member of the vinyl club, which meets after school – something he could not do at Viscardi 

because there was no transportation home.  My son has friends, who come over to our house, 

and recently attended the performance of a play he wrote.  And his commute has gone from one 

hour each way to 20 minutes each way.  This is what he was entitled to all along. 

This is not just an education issue. The ADA, passed in 1990, guarantees that people with 

disabilities have the same opportunities as everyone else to participate in the mainstream of 

American life – to be employed, to purchase goods and services, and to participate in State and 

local government programs and services. Our schools are public buildings where teachers, 

administrators and staff make their living, community members vote, and families attend 

conferences and events.  28 years later, we have not complied with the spirit or the letter of the 

ADA in our school buildings. 

It is easy to focus on the Department of Education when we discuss the lack of accessibility.  

But the money needed to achieve compliance with the ADA has to come from you, our 

legislators.  We need you to make the allocations that will support fully accessibility for my son, 

Abey, to get a job, vote, participate in his community, and one day bring my grandchildren to 

school. 

 

Michelle Noris, PE 

21-37 23rd Street 

Astoria, NY 11105 

718-267-8881 



Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today about the upcoming Capital Budget.  

First, I want to thank the City Council, especially the Committee on Education chaired by Mark 

Treyger and the Committee on Finance, chaired by Daniel Dromm, for their ongoing support on 

improving accessibility in New York City Public Schools.  We need their efforts and support to 

translate into an increased budget allocation this year. 

The NYC Department of Education has 3066 sites.  There are nearly 1800 schools in about 

1300 buildings.  We have about 1240 schools which are not fully accessible, which translates 

into about 900 buildings that need to be made accessible.  At the current rate of 17 schools 

every 5 years, we will reach fully accessibility in 262 years, in the year 2280.  This is appalling.  

We need full accessibility during our lifetime.  I propose that we increase the capital budget for 

accessibility to $1 billion over 5 years.  At that rate, we will achieve full accessibility in 26 years, 

just in time for my grandchildren to go to high school. 

We dodge our legal requirements and our moral imperative, when we twist IDEA’s mandate for 

“a Free and Appropriate Education” to mean an education anywhere the Department of 

Education sends you.  An appropriate education is not one where people with disabilities are 

segregated into schools that they can access.  An appropriate education means equal 

opportunities to attend your neighborhood elementary school, to have a full range of middle and 

high school choices, and to have your parents involved in your education. 

I have seen the difference having an accessible school has made for my grandson, Abey, first 

hand this year.  The change from the Henry Viscardi School, a segregated special education 

school, located 19 miles from his home in Albertson, Long Island, and Bard High School Early 

College Queens, a competitive high school 2 miles from his home, has been extraordinary.   My 

grandson is finally getting the challenging education he has been missing for the last 9 years.  

He is a member of the vinyl club, which meets after school – something he could not do at 

Viscardi because there was no transportation home.  My grandson has friends, who come over 

to his house, and recently attended the performance of a play he wrote.  And his commute has 

gone from one hour each way to 20 minutes each way.  This is what he was entitled to all along. 

This is not just an education issue. The ADA, passed in 1990, guarantees that people with 

disabilities have the same opportunities as everyone else to participate in the mainstream of 

American life – to be employed, to purchase goods and services, and to participate in State and 

local government programs and services. Our schools are public buildings where teachers, 

administrators and staff make their living, community members vote, and families attend 

conferences and events.  28 years later, we have not complied with the spirit or the letter of the 

ADA in our school buildings. 

It is easy to focus on the Department of Education when we discuss the lack of accessibility.  

But the money needed to achieve compliance with the ADA has to come from you, our 

legislators.  We need you to make the allocations that will support fully accessibility for my 

grandson, Abey, to get a job, vote, participate in his community, and one day bring my great 

grandchildren to school. 

 

Dan Fast 
33-68 21st Street 
Long Island City, NY 11106 
718-721-5426 



Esteemed Members of the City Council, 
 Thank you very much for granting me a moment of your time so that I can 
discuss something very dear to me, accessibility in the schools. My earliest memory of 
New York City public schools comes during the interview process at my elementary 
school, Manhattan School for Children (P.S. 333). The school is housed in the old Joan 
of Arc Junior High School complex. Because the school building is older, there is a set 
of stairs leading up to the lobby, and the only way in for people who utilize mobility 
devices is via a side door leading into the auditorium. This door was supposedly 
unlocked using an intercom system. When I first arrived, and for the first four years of 
my educational experience, the intercom was broken, so we had to hope that there was 
someone entering the building who we could ask to notify the security guards so that 
they could unlock the door. If this wasn’t the case, then I would have to be left alone on 
the sidewalk while my caregiver ran inside to ask the security guards to open the door. I 
have been doing this from my earliest memory of the school up until around my third or 
fourth grade year. This experience frightened me, and I did not feel comfortable waiting 
outside. Eventually, we received a replacement intercom, and the problem was solved. 
However, the problem has just now resurfaced as I prepare to exit my freshman year of 
high school. Because I am lucky enough to have a motorized wheelchair, I am no longer 
depended upon paraprofessionals or other school officials to take me off the school bus 
to school every day. However, as of right now, I cannot open doors independently, so 
I’m often left sitting in front of the front doors of the school waiting for the next student to 
come along to assist me by opening the door. As I attempt to strive for more 
independence in life, I feel that this is a major setback. Here I am being dependent upon 
other people when I could be doing things completely independently with the aid of a 
little bit of mechanical technology. The technology of which I am speaking is 
push-button automatic doors. In a facility which has automatic doors, all I would have to 
do would be to come up to the button and press it, and the door would swing open to 
admit me and close behind me. This would complete the process of independently 
traveling to and from the school bus in the mornings, and would be beneficial for 
everyone, especially those who lack sufficient strength to push open heavy front doors 
(e.g. a person utilizing crutches). I hope money will be put into the final budget that can 
be earmarked to improve accessibility in the front entrances of schools, both in terms of 
automating doors and creating integrated school entrances. 
 
I thank you again for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Stern 
 



Subject: Let Red Hook Compost Project help NYC continue to reach its goals! 

 
Hello, 
 
An email recently crossed my desk regarding the compost project at the Red Hook Community Farm, 
submitted as testimony to the Finance hearing last week. It painted a beautiful picture of the progress that this 
project has been able to accomplish (an estimated 1,000 TONS diverted from NYC landfills with a small team 
and without the use of any non-renewable resources; 2,000 yearly volunteers...) and there is little that I can add 
about the operational and practical aspects of the program that Tanya Bley's May 24th letter didn't cover, but 
as there have been concerns about the future of that compost site (mostly revolving around funding - see an 
excerpt from Tanya's letter below regarding this concern*), I just wanted to add my voice to the choir of why 
this program is so important to the Red Hook community and the city-at-large - and how it can help NYC reach 
its goals for 2019 and beyond. 
 
My name is Gina Leggett and I have been a volunteer - first on the agriculture side with Added Value in 
October 2011 and then volunteering on compost after Hurricane Sandy. I became a New York Cares team 
leader under David Buckel in the beginning of 2014. As a woman who works in banking during the week and 
runs an educational event series in my spare time, you can imagine what a reprieve it is to know that I have the 
ability to make a healthy difference for NYC's landscape. Encouraged by David Buckel's contributions to the 
community after seguing from a career as a civil rights attorney, I took all of my 2016 vacation time to volunteer 
on-site under David and farmer, Corey Blant, in order to build a platform for my own, still impending, career 
change to the urban agriculture movement. 
 
A quick perusal of the proposed Mayor's budget led me to zero-in on how the compost project at Red 
Hook Farm is currently and, hopefully, will continue to help NYC reach its goals with the proper 
resources: 
 

 Zero Waste by 2030 - the output from this compost site is the most obvious benefit to continuing 
operations, but when you also consider the education that our orientation provides to 2,000 
volunteers/year and shows how their home compost gets integrated into the cycle - the impact is 
much, much larger. 

 $3M+ allocated to Parks betterment and protection - using this NYC parkland as the venue for an 
operating farm and compost site requires extreme safety and cleanliness of the area. In fact, that 
space where the Farm lies, across from IKEA in Red Hook was overrun with vermin until, ironically, 
the food scraps started coming in - the work done there creates far improved conditions for New 
Yorkers to come by and enjoy this tract of NYC Parks-owned land.  

 Increased access to healthy foods -  Additionally, the majority of the compost from that site is used 
on the Added Value Farm, which improves its growing conditions, increases output, and helps fund 
the project further (through the student-run farmer's market and CSA). This organization provides 
healthy, affordable locally-grown vegetables to neighbors. As our compost is hand-sifted, we can 
ensure the quality that gets added to the soil for better, healthier crops. 

There are three other aspects that I think the city should hone in on here:  
 

 How cool is it that we have the LARGEST compost site in the COUNTRY run solely on renewable 
resources? We should be bragging about that to everyone. Many US cities are years ahead of us 
in terms of environmental conservation, but that title goes to us! 

 The staff member that David Buckel left behind, Domingo Morales, is currently running that site single-
handedly and doing an amazing job. Domingo was hired directly out of Green City Force, a 
branch of Americorps that engages low-income youth in the city to work on greening 
projects. Domingo was hand-selected because of his dedication and work ethic and should be 
celebrated - his story, which I feel is not mine to tell, is truly noteworthy. He has shown time and 



time again that he is a born leader and he is rapidly becoming a figure-head in the community. In 
this current climate of bad news, we should be celebrating these NYC successes and I'm 
sure you all became politicians because you love the city and want to create opportunities 
that lead to far more of these successes.  

 Many of our volunteers have  been with us for 4+ years. There is a community built into this site 
and we're all extraordinarily proud to be a part of it.  

Thank you for your time, I am available to speak further on these matters. I love this city and I love this project 
and I just wanted to make sure that the value of it is known. I'd love to arrange a visit for you all to see the 
site in action if anyone is interested and we can always use an extra set of hands on Saturdays! 
 
Best regards, 
Gina Leggett 
 
 

* Excerpt from Tanya Bley's email: The Chair on the Committee on Waste Management has requested (this 

year for the second consecutive year) that the Department of Sanitation allocate $10M of its over $2B budget 

to outreach and education to help the city achieve its zero waste goals by 2030. As further expansion of the 
curbside organics collection program is stalled for the foreseeable future, and given the low participation rates 

and high levels of contamination that plague the program, now is not the time to change one of the most 
renowned, engaging and educational composting sites in the US. The site processes over 200,000 tons of 

organics on a single acre, with no inputs beyond he carting to get the organics to the site. Given that NYC's 

~13,000 ton/day waste stream is close to 1/3 organics, this material can be processed without sophisticated 
and costly equipment on the available inventory of marginal and submarginal municipally-owned real estate. 

The portion of the budget that NYC Department of Sanitation allocates to long haul contracts (about 2/3 of its 
over $2B budget) can be invested in local communities that are actively engaged in reducing and minimizing its 

waste and carbon footprint. 
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Good afternoon.  My name is Adriana Espinoza and I am Director of the New York City Program at the New York 
League of Conservation Voters (NYLCV).  NYLCV represents over 31,000 members in New York City and we are 
committed to advancing a sustainability agenda that will make our people, our neighborhoods, and our economy healthier 
and more resilient. NYLCV would like to thank Chair Dromm and members of the Finance Committee for the opportunity 
to testify on budget priorities that we believe will advance New York City’s sustainability agenda. 
 
NYLCV supports a thriving and sustainable local foodshed and efforts to ensure every New Yorker has access to fresh, 
healthy, local food. In the FY19 budget, the City should support programs that incentivize both the sale and purchase of 
healthy food. NYLCV suggests focus on the following areas: 
 
Food Financing Initiative 

New York State has had success in expanding the sale of healthy food through the Healthy Food, Healthy 
Communities Fund, an initiative that garnered private investment and provided loans and grants for the 
establishment of neighborhood grocery stores in underserved communities. The program resulted in 20 new food 
markets across the state, and 441 permanent employees, but is no longer being funded in the State’s budget.  
 
We believe the City should implement a similar healthy food financing initiative with a $10 million 
investment in the budget to expand food retail establishments in neighborhoods with insufficient access to 
fresh produce. An investment of this size on the state level leveraged over $150 million in investments, and we 
believe that success could be replicated in New York City. 

 
Snap Incentive Programs and Healthy Corner Store Initiatives 

Addressing affordability is a pivotal component to expanding access to healthy food. With 1 in 5 New Yorkers 
enrolled in SNAP, the City should continue to explore ways these benefits can be used to promote the purchase of 
fruits and vegetables while also reducing food insecurity. SNAP programs in the form of coupons or point of sale 
discounts have demonstrated success in incentivizing the purchase of healthy foods. NYLCV supports an 
investment of $15 million to expand SNAP incentive programs to serve more New Yorkers. 
 
To date, the Health Bucks program has led to the purchase of more than $2 million in fresh produce, a figure we 
believe could grow exponentially if such programs were expanded beyond farmers markets to places closer to where 
families shop.  
 
To that end, NYLCV supports Healthy Corner Store Initiatives, including Shop Healthy NYC and other programs 
led by local community-based organizations. These programs educate New Yorkers about the availability of healthy 
options through public engagement and provide incentives to bodega owners to follow through on commitments to 
provide healthier foods. In FY19, the Council and Administration should support healthy corner store 
initiatives with an additional $3 million to increase the amount of healthy food offered in corner stores in low- 
and moderate- income neighborhoods around the City. 

 
I would like to thank Chair Dromm and the entire Committee on Finance for your leadership, and I look forward to 
working with you all on advancing a healthy New York and healthy New Yorkers.  
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My name is Rachel Sherrow and I am the Associate Executive 

Director at Citymeals on Wheels. I would like to begin by thanking 

the Council for their continued support of aging services and 

Citymeals on Wheels which will help to deliver over 2 million meals to 

nearly 18,400 homebound elderly citywide this year.  

 

Today I’m here to talk about supporting the overall ask for $22.1 

million for FY 19 that the aging coalition is requesting. Citymeals, in 

collaboration with advocates for aging services who together 

represent hundreds of organizations, realize the current need in the 

sector and what is necessary to build an infrastructure to support the 

growing obligation for services for older New Yorkers and we must 

start supporting them today and continue with an investment for the 

future. 

 

 



The city made a great start with an investment in FY 18 helping move 

DFTA funded contracts toward being more fully funded, but the 

system needs more. We need to continue to close the deep gaps in 

existing services. The proportion of Council initiative funding within 

DFTA is almost 10% of their budget. Our greatest fear is if this funding 

is not reinvested next year, aging services will not be able to 

continue to serve the most frail and at risk population in the city 

which includes the oldest old (those 90 to over 100), older 

immigrants who never paid into the social security system and rely 

upon city services, those who never married or had children and 

have little to no supports. Because of this over dependence on 

Council funding, if it were cut it could damage the already fragile 

infrastructure of aging services and leave our older adults without 

services. This money is crucial in providing the everyday services for 

this population throughout our city.  

 

Part of the funding request is an investment in funding for food, 

including meals on wheels, so that providers can actually pay for the 

cost of nutritious meals which help our homebound elderly remain in 

their homes, a savings the city would otherwise incur in emergency 

rooms and hospitalizations. The model budget which DFTA has been 

working on with the city does not include food costs which is a huge 

component of senior center funding. We want to ensure these costs 

are supported and increased in order to provide the services 

community based organizations are contracted to do.  



We would also like to emphasize the need to expedite the model 

budget senior center funding in FY 19 instead of waiting until FY 21 in 

order to continue to safeguard the infrastructure of our supportive 

services network. NYC wants fair funding which we wholly support, 

but without the continued funding of Council initiatives and an 

investment in current services and infrastructure, we will be a fair city 

only for those under 60. 

 

Throughout the country and here in NYC, our population is aging, 

with 17% of our city over the age of 60. Living longer on fixed 

incomes means more struggle over access to food. Because income 

for older adults remains fixed, or worse, declines, many experience 

increased difficulty affording healthy food.  

 

In addition, since 2012, New York City’s older adults experienced an 

increase in poverty from 16.5% to19.1%. According to the NYC 

Center for Economic Opportunity, 1 in 3 New Yorkers over the age of 

65 live in poverty. 

 

In-home services such as meals on wheels, is one less struggle for 

the homebound to worry about financially. In addition, this food 

delivery is one way to prevent them from slipping into more 

expensive kinds of care. Evidence does support the fact that 

programs like meals on wheels which allows older adults to age in 

place, may help save costs for families, government and our health 



systems.  Meals on Wheels for an entire year is the equivalent cost of 

the older person being hospitalized for a day, or in a nursing home 

for over a week! It is in their interest and ours to keep them with us, 

right here in the communities where they have lived for so long.  

Meals on wheels is also a benefit to the growing population of 

caregivers whose emotional, physical and financial efforts can be 

unburdened by knowing a meal is being delivered to their loved 

ones allowing for respite and relief on so many levels. 

 

Together with the Department for the Aging, and The New York City 

Council, Citymeals is determined to keep 18,400 elderly New Yorkers 

and growing, fed 365 days a year plus some extra. We hope you, our 

partners in city government, will help us to continue to advocate on 

behalf of those who are often forgotten and marginalized.                              

 

As we move through our 36th year, we thank you for consistently 

working with us and I hope we can count on all of your support once 

again this year as we seek continued funding to keep up with the 

growing need and make sure no one goes without food. In addition 

to ensuring that core services funded through Council initiatives will 

not lose your support. 



Baseline Budget
From: Yessenia Rosario <yrosario@nc-dcc.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 10:43 AM
To: financetestimony
Subject: Baseline Budget

Currently the DOE reimburses program per children enrolled without taking into
account the fact
that salaries, rent, insurance, and day to day expenses required for 100% funding.

ACS funds for staff to be in the classroom for 6.5 hours but the programs run for 10
hours a
day. Funding needs to be allocated to cover for the extended part of the day after
the morning
staff leaves.

--
Dr. Yessenia Rosario
Program Director

84 Vermilyea Ave
New York, NY 10034
Tel: 212-942-6757/58
Fax: 212-942-6792
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BioBus, Inc. would like to thank the members of the New York City Council for your support over                  
the past two years. Discretionary allocations from Council Members Levine, Rosenthal, Perkins,            
Rodriguez, and Salamanca as well as former Speaker Mark-Viverito and former Council            
Members Ferreras-Copeland and Palma allowed thousands of students at public schools and in             
public parks to discover the excitement of science aboard BioBus mobile labs. Your support              
ensures our students, especially students of color, girls, and students from low-income families,             
have the opportunity to discover, explore, and pursue science on mobile labs parked at their               
schools and during outside of school programs in their communities. BioBus sparks each child's              
natural curiosity and gives them the critical thinking, problem-solving, and STEM skills that will              
prepare the next generation to solve society's biggest challenges. 

Introduction and Need 
DISCOVER 
Four years ago, Naomi, age 12, saw the beating heart of Daphnia magna. She proceeded to                
turn the knobs and throw the switches on a research microscope, guided by biologist and               
BioBus Chief Scientist Dr. Latasha Wright. Using the microscope, Naomi discovered that this             
small crustacean is full of a hidden, living anatomy. Fascinated, she spent the next 45 minutes                
asking question after question and answering many of those questions herself using the             
microscope. It was her first time boarding a BioBus Mobile Lab, her first time experiencing the                
excitement of discovering the microscopic world around her. 
 
EXPLORE 
The next month, Naomi joined a weekly Saturday Science course at a BioBus community lab on                
Manhattan’s Lower East Side. Now, Naomi could work in a research-grade lab guided by              
Masters and Ph.D. scientists every week to explore a science project in-depth. She developed              
her scientific skills through participation in the scientific process: asking questions, contributing            
her opinion, and helping other students during hands-on experiment time. When she made a              
mistake, BioBus scientist-mentors helped Naomi understand that mistakes are a valued part of             
the scientific discovery process.  
 
PURSUE 
Now a high school student, Naomi is interested in physics and astronomy and continues to               
pursue science as a paid BioBus-Regeneron intern, conducting her own project and serving as              
a role model for younger students. Naomi and another BioBus-Regeneron intern, Zoe, designed             

 



 

and built a fully functional fluorescence microscope starting with a DIY microscope kit created by               
BioBus scientists. They used the microscope to explore the brain, looking at samples from              
mouse brains and the fruit fly larva nervous system. When asked what science project she               
would do with unlimited money and resources, Naomi explained that she would take inspiration              
from the way plants use solar energy to make a new, more efficient solar panel for use in parts                   
of the world where electricity is scarce but sunlight is abundant. Naomi wants to “increase               
access to science for everyone, especially other girls because we need more women in              
science.” 
 
Naomi is right; however, opportunities for students to develop science skills through research             
experiences continue to be rare and inaccessible to many students, despite evidence that             
students who have hands-on science and research experiences are more likely to pursue             
science paths. In recent years, workers with STEM (science, technology, engineering, and            
math) education have had lower unemployment and higher wages in both STEM and             
traditionally non-STEM careers. At the same time, STEM jobs increased 16% in 10 years              
(2002-2011), yet women, African Americans, and Hispanics continue to be underrepresented in            
STEM fields.  
 
BioBus works everyday to increase access to science, focusing on populations historically            
excluded from the scientific conversation. We envision a world where all people have the              
opportunity to reach their full scientific potential. Beginning with the initial discovery that sparks              
science excitement, through the in-depth explorations that hone scientific skills and           
understanding, to the long-term science pursuits that can both transform the individual and the              
world, BioBus connects students, educators, and scientists to make this vision a reality.  

Pathways to Discovery, Exploration, and Pursuit of Science 
The mission of BioBus, Inc. (“BioBus”), founded in 2008 and based in New York City, is to help                  
minority, female, and low-income students reach their full scientific potential by providing            
opportunities to discover, explore, and pursue science. In our introductory “Discover”           
programs, students begin by discovering the excitement of hands-on science on a mobile lab - a                
research lab built on a bus or trailer, equipped with over $100,000 of microscopes, and staffed                
by scientists. We park our mobile labs outside schools every day of the school year, bringing                
entire classes of pre-K through grade 12 students aboard. With 15:1 or better student to               
scientist ratios, hands-on lessons, complementary classroom teacher lesson-plans, alignment         
with mandated standards, and scheduling that fits seamlessly with the rest of the school day,               
mobile lab programs are easily accessible to schools and students. Over the next five years, at                
least 300,000 students will board our mobile labs and feel the excitement of scientific discovery. 
 
After a single 45-minute “Discover” style program aboard a BioBus Mobile Lab, many students              
have more positive attitudes towards science and will explore science more in-depth during             
after-school, weekend, and school-break science programs. BioBus offers these in-depth          
“Explore” programs both on-site at existing schools and community centers and at our             



 

community labs: research labs equipped with the same advanced microscopes found on our             
mobile labs and staffed by scientists trained to mentor students in 15-hour guided-inquiry lab              
courses. With a 6:1 or better student to scientist ratio, community labs give students space for                
creative scientific exploration. Explore programs are offered in the same underserved           
neighborhoods where students regularly board a BioBus mobile lab at their school for a              
“Discover” program, making it easy for students to then join an Explore course as part of their                 
school’s after-school program or at a nearby community lab. 
 
As BioBus students begin to realize their scientific interest and potential, they begin to apply               
scientific discovery and exploration to many areas of their lives. Our most excited students              
begin to pursue a goal of making a difference in the world by becoming tomorrow’s leaders in                 
science research and education. BioBus facilitates this through our “Pursue” paid internships            
for high school and college students. Interns take on their own science project for independent               
exploration, while learning to be science communicators, presenting their work and teaching            
younger students. Many of our interns stay with BioBus for multiple semesters, and all interns               
receive support in taking the next step along their science path, whether it’s an internship in a                 
research lab at NYU or Columbia, a college science or education major, or a job working at a                  
science museum. BioBus students are better prepared to use science skills and scientific             
thinking to further their goals in both scientific and traditionally non-scientific fields. 
 
The pathway to science for BioBus students relies on our innovative curriculum and lab designs               
and our highly committed, innovative, and experienced staff. Ben Dubin-Thaler, Executive           
Director, created BioBus after finishing his Ph.D. in Biology at Columbia and is now a dedicated                
nonprofit leader and expert in science education. Sarah Weisberg, Chief Scientist, is President             
of the Mobile Lab Coalition, designed many of our organizational processes, and spearheaded             
BioBus partnerships with schools on the Lower East Side and the Department of Youth and               
Community Development (DYCD). Latasha Wright, Chief Scientist, led the creation of our first             
community lab and is currently leading our Harlem expansion. Our teaching staff is a team of                
masters and Ph.D. scientists, educated at Columbia, Harvard, Rutgers, CUNY, Memorial Sloan            
Kettering Cancer Center, Cold Spring Harbor Labs, and Cornell. We have a group of staff with                
education, nonprofit, and science experience that make up our program operations team and             
facilities management team. BioBus has two development staff engaged in raising funds from             
foundation, corporate, individual, and government sources to ensure our sustainability and           
long-term growth. Together, we are leaders in a growing, global science outreach movement             
establishing best-practices and fostering the growth of new mobile labs. We have consulted             
extensively to establish new mobile labs, including in Egypt and Jordan via contracts with the               
U.S. government.  

BioBus: Evidence for Success 
Over the past ten years, 250,000 students at more than 500 schools have discovered the thrill                
of scientific discovery aboard our mobile labs. Mobile lab programs are booked six months in               
advance with one hundred schools waitlisted in the 2016-17 school year. Similarly, we are only               



 

able to accept 20-25% of applicants into our community lab courses. In response to this               
demand, BioBus is at the end of a three year effort to double our program capacity. Our new                  
community lab at Columbia’s Zuckerman Institute in Harlem is open and our new mobile lab,               
built on an Airstream trailer, went into service in September 2017. We continue to operate the                
original mobile lab and out-of-school time programs on the Lower East Side and in Long Island                
City. Our mobile labs visits schools in all five boroughs, primarily public schools in low-income               
and minority communities. The majority of our students are New York City residents.  
 
A recent external evaluation based on a framework pinpointing twelve indicators of STEM             
program quality in out-of-school time settings, reflected positively on many aspects of the             
BioBus model. Most students (90%) find BioBus scientists approachable for questions or            
discussion. In focus groups, students emphasized that BioBus activities are different than those             
in a regular classroom, because students have a more active role and use equipment, like               
microscopes, that is not available in their classrooms. Students found it exciting to investigate              
something alive and to be engaged in hands-on activities. 
 
This external evaluation also validated the first stages of our Discover-Explore-Pursue pathway            
to science. On the Lower East Side, out of 4,500 students who boarded a mobile lab at their                  
school, five percent (five times what we predicted based on similar programs) signed up for               
in-depth community lab programs. Of those who enrolled in a typical in-depth course at our               
Lower East Side community lab, 73% had never before done science outside of school. Student               
attendance rate at course sessions was over 90% and all students stated they wanted to sign                
up for more after the final session. The evaluator attributed the high attendance and ongoing               
interest to our adherence to a broad-spectrum of pedagogical best practices in research-based             
science education. She observed students viewing activities as purposeful; students being           
highly engaged with science, inquiry, and reflection; and students using their own voice to              
describe their activities.  
 
Moreover, BioBus facilitates the growth of tomorrow’s science leaders and researchers through            
our Pursue program of paid internships at both high school and college levels. Interns take on                
their own science project for independent exploration, while learning to be science            
communicators by presenting their own work at national conferences and teaching younger            
students. Since the beginning of “Pursue” programs in the fall of 2015, we have had               
approximately 44 interns. Many of them have continued science in their college endeavors as              
science majors or engaging in independent research at the university level, and research has              
shown that Pursue-style programs lead to increased undergraduate “persistence” and          
ultimately, college completion. Our interns benefit from the ongoing interaction and mentorship            
our scientists provide, while engaging in student-directed research projects. Students have           
developed a homemade 3D printed microscope for fluorescent neuron imaging, a new animal             
behavior experiment to study phototaxis in small crustaceans, and studied long-term, cross            
generational effects of alcohol exposure on fruit flies. 



 

Hands-On Science for All 
We aim to give every person the opportunity to reach their full scientific potential. Over two                
hundred thousand people have discovered the excitement science aboard BioBus mobile labs.            
Thousands of students, many for the first time, let their curiosity lead them on an in-depth                
exploration through the natural world. Hundreds have worked side-by-side with our           
scientist-educators as interns, finding magic in the pursuit of nature’s secrets, sharing those             
secrets with the next generation, and nurturing academic and career goals. While we are not the                
first, nor the only, organization to operate a mobile lab, our unique features are an exclusive                
focus on the pedagogy of laboratory-based scientific inquiry paired with scientists whose life             
work is to practice scientific inquiry and spread its wonders and opportunities with as many               
people as possible. BioBus is not a museum. BioBus is not a classroom. BioBus is not a                 
fairground ride. BioBus is not even (always) a bus. BioBus is the research science lab that is in                  
front of your school, at your block party, in front of your neighborhood park, in your summer                 
camp, and at the college you want to attend. From the time you are four years old until college                   
and beyond, BioBus supports your journey to make science part of your life, wherever that               
journey leads. 
 
BioBus programs are ready to scale and, with your support, we can grow rapidly to meet the                 
great demand for our programs both in New York City. Our new mobile lab, building on our                 
almost ten years of experience and using custom design features, is ready to replicate and               
deploy with eight months to build. Our community labs are built around height-adjustable,             
battery powered microscope stations on wheels that can be quickly deployed in most spaces of               
at least 700 square feet. We have strong partnerships with many schools in New York City,                
nonprofit and community organizations who we collaborate with, and universities who provide            
academic support and space for our programs. With these tools, and a staff hired from a                
scientific community energized to overcome the opportunity gap in science, we will create a              
world where everyone reaches their scientific potential. 

Our Request 
For Fiscal Year 2019, BioBus respectfully requests $300,000 capital funding from the New York              
City Council. Our capital request will support new microscopes for our BioBus II mobile science               
laboratory to provide school day and school break science laboratory classes and public             
science events.  
 
With this support, students will learn to use the research microscope equipment to perform              
science experiments. Working alongside and mentored by BioBus research scientists, students           
will image their own DNA, make textbook images of the organelles inside of cells, image the                
bacteria that live in our mouths and on our skin, record a movie of an ant's mandibles slicing                  
apart a leaf, observe the biodiversity and bioluminescence of the animals and plants living in the                
New York Harbor, measure the carbon, calcium, and phosphorous content of an oyster's shell,              
and be limited only by what they can imagine to put under the microscope. Ultimately, students                



 

in these BioBus programs are more interested in science class and science careers, and many               
will go on to enroll in our outside of school programs. 
 
Each year, approximately 60,000 New York City public school students and members of the              
public will visit a BioBus lab and increase their excitement for science. The wide-range of               
microscope types, magnifications, illumination techniques, specimen holders, and digital         
imaging tools purchased in this project will allow our scientists to help students and members of                
the general public at public events engage interactively with the natural world in a way few have                 
imagined and none will forget. By providing students with a touchstone positive science             
experience aboard the BioBus, students become more interested in science class, more likely to              
enroll in outside of school science programs, and more likely to become scientists. Training the               
next generation of New Yorkers to get the next generation of jobs will help New York become a                  
more just, fair, and equitable place for all. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request and your dedication to New York City.  
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Dr. Kevin Cromar is an Associate Professor of Environmental Medicine and Population Health at NYU 
School of Medicine and the Director of the Air Quality Program at NYU's Marron Institute of Urban 
Management.  He currently serves on the Utah Air Quality Board, which is the primary air quality 
policymaker for the state, and is the vice chair of the Environmental Health Policy Committee for the 
American Thoracic Society.  While his experience serving in government and professional societies 
provide insight into these issues, his comments represent his own professional opinion. 

 
 
"Conversion of the heavy-duty diesel fleet in New York to cleaner alternatives is the lowest 
hanging fruit available to the city council in reducing the adverse health risks from air pollution 
in our city, particularly for those most vulnerable to its impacts." -Kevin Cromar, PhD 

 
 
Maintaining a Health Focus: Transitioning away from Heavy-Duty Diesel Fleets in New York 
 
Like many other east coast U.S. cities, New York struggles to reconcile efforts to improve local air quality 
with limited jurisdiction over some of the largest contributors to ambient pollution levels, including 
interstate pollution and exempted emission types (e.g., new motor vehicles).  Even in the face of these 
challenges, substantial improvements in air quality attributable to reductions in local emissions have 
been realized, most notably through the reductions in sulfur content and phasing out of high sulfur 
content heating oil for commercial and residential buildings.   
 
Despite the fact that heating oil emissions from buildings represented a relatively small fraction of total 
pollution in New York, the move towards cleaner fuel and the replacement of boilers with available, 
less-polluting alternatives (not immediately, but as part of the natural turnover of equipment) resulted 
in New York experiencing the lowest wintertime levels of air pollution in the last 40 years.  The New York 
City Council and the Mayor's Office deserve special recognition for the tremendous reduction in public 
health risks that resulted from this cost-effective policy solution. 
 
Similar to heating oil in buildings, emissions from heavy-duty diesel vehicles represent a relatively small 
fraction of the total pollution burden in the city but make up a relatively large portion of the controllable 
air pollution emissions that fall under the jurisdiction of the city.  Perhaps most importantly, it is one of 
the largest contributors to the inequity of air pollution health risks experienced by the most vulnerable 
populations in New York.   
 
Transitioning away from heavy-duty diesel engines will result in immediate and sustained improvements 
in public health outcomes experienced by New Yorkers, including the reduction of cardiovascular health 



  

risks among adults and respiratory health outcomes among children.  These benefits not only include 
improvements in the anecdotal (sub-clinical) experiences of patients that report difficulty breathing 
when getting on and off of city buses and when walking by garbage trucks, but will make a large enough 
difference in daily pollution exposures to mitigate clinical health outcomes associated with short-term 
(e.g., emergency department visits and hospital admissions for respiratory disease) and long-term 
exposures (e.g., development of lung function in children and disease progression in children and 
adults). 
 
Proposed policies to transition away from heavy-duty diesel vehicles in New York City fleets is 
particularly appealing, not only due to the cumulative emission reductions that would occur from fleet 
conversion, but also due to the current availability of alternative heavy-duty vehicles of comparable 
price and capability to diesel vehicles (i.e., natural gas powered engines). In fact, the conversion of the 
heavy-duty diesel fleet in New York to cleaner alternatives is the lowest hanging fruit available to the 
city council in reducing the adverse health risks from air pollution in our city, particularly for those most 
vulnerable to its impacts. 
 
The change in air pollution exposures that would result from conversion away from heavy-duty diesel 
vehicles is of sufficient magnitude to reduce public health burdens of city residents.  Additionally, as 
fleet conversion occurs, the prioritization of neighborhoods experiencing the highest rates of air 
pollution-related health impacts is the best available option to address environmental health disparities 
in the city. 
 
I urge the city council and the finance committee to adopt policies that prevent the purchasing of heavy-
duty diesel vehicles, particularly for use by the Department of Sanitation and MTA, when lower emission 
alternatives (i.e., natural gas vehicles) are available.  
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Re:  
 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the Fiscal Year 

2019 Executive Budget.  I am here on behalf of the Center for Independence of the 

Disabled, NY (CIDNY). My name is Lourdes I. Rosa-Carrasquillo, Esq., the Director of 

Advocacy. CIDNY is a member of the ARISE Coalition.  

 

CIDNY has a Youth Program that goes into the City high schools to teach soft skills 

and offer peer counseling. Our youth counselor has noted that many of the schools 

where she teaches are not accessible.  In addition, through the last 15 years, CIDNY 

has conducted surveys of polling sites and emergency shelters at many of the City’s 

1,700 public schools.. The City’s public schools serve as voting sites, public meeting 

places, and emergency shelters during disasters. Through our surveying, CIDNY found 

a high percentage to be inaccessible.  

 

CIDNY is submitting this testimony to inform the you that the inaccessibility of public 

schools for students with disabilities severely limits their school choice.  New York City 

is failing to afford students with disabilities the same rights and opportunities as 

students without disabilities. It is failing to comply with the Americans with Disabilities 

Act (ADA).  

 

CIDNY is writing to request that the New York City show that it intends to abide by the 

ADA by including at least $125 million to make more schools accessible to students, 

parents, and teachers with physical disabilities. 

  

There are three of the City’s 32 community school districts that fail to have fully 

accessible elementary schools (Districts 12, 16, and 21), four school districts have no 

fully accessible middle schools (Districts 7, 14, 16, and 32), and six districts have no 

fully accessible high schools (Districts 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, and 32). 

 

Due to this shortage of accessible schools in a school system that prides itself on 

giving students choices when applying to high school enabling them to explore specific 

interests and talents, there is no equity in the admissions process for students with 
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physical disabilities.  Every time a student with physical disabilities applies to high 

school, the accessibility of school buildings becomes a primary concern in their 

decision-making process, often over and above the student’s interests and talents.  

 

The Department of Education has categorized a number of schools across the City as 

“partially” accessible. To characterize a school as “partially accessible” is a per se 

admission of inaccessibility. If students with disabilities cannot access key spaces for 

education and to participate in the school community, then the school is inaccessible. 

We know of “partially accessible” schools with no accessible bathrooms.  We know of 

others where students who use wheelchairs or walkers must enter the building 

through a separate entrance from their peers, often along a ramp that is literally piled 

with garbage and which may not be compliant with law with respect to slope, 

landings, railings, etc.  At other partially accessible schools, students who use 

wheelchairs cannot access libraries, science rooms, cafeterias, and music 

studios—denying those students the ability to be fully included in the school’s program 

and to learn alongside their peers. 

 

It should be obvious that the inaccessibility of schools denies career opportunities to 

teachers with disabilities and denies students the opportunity to have people with 

disabilities be role models. It also denies parents with disabilities the opportunity to 

support their student in school, take part in school activities, etc. 

 

Two years after the ADA, the U.S. Department of Justice issued findings regarding the 

shortage of accessible schools in New York City.  It stated that the City must provide 

individuals with disabilities access to additional public schools.  This work needs to 

start with a sufficient allocation of funds for renovation and construction to increase 

the number of accessible schools.  

 

Unfortunately, the 2015-2019 Capital Plan allocates only $100 million over five years 

for improving school accessibility and $28 million for ensuring that a number of 

schools can serve as accessible emergency shelters.  Together, that represents less 
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than one percent of the total funding in the Plan.  Furthermore, the City has already 

spent the vast majority of this funding, leaving little, if any, funding for accessibility 

projects in the coming year.  

 

We are very pleased that the City Council’s Response to the FY 2019 Preliminary 

Budget recommends an allocation of an additional $125 million for school accessibility 

projects.  If adopted, this funding would allow the City to make another 15-17 schools 

fully accessible and to improve the accessibility of additional schools throughout the 

City through minor renovation projects.  Unfortunately, the mayor’s Executive Budget 

omits this critical funding.  

 

CIDNY supports the City Council’s response to the mayor’s budget. We urge that the 

City Council not to compromise on its budget proposal.  

 

Thank you for considering my testimony.  If you have any questions, please feel free 

to contact me at 646-442-4153 or lrosacarrasquillo@cidny.org 
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+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

  

Amount funded current year (FY 2018):  $2.1 million 

Amount requested for FY 2019:   $2.45 million 

 

The member programs of the YouthBuild NYC Collaborative operate eight YouthBuild 

projects distributed among the five boroughs of New York City, implementing the 

comprehensive, nationally acclaimed YouthBuild training and youth development 

model.  In YouthBuild, out-of-school and out-of work youth, who in many cases have 

been court-involved or drifting toward unproductive lives, find paths to positive 

educational achievement and careers that help themselves and at the same time, 

raise up their communities.  That is the effective YouthBuild bonus.  Through the 

comprehensive, multi-year YouthBuild approach, in the past fivnt e years close to one 

thousand NYC youth (16-24) have gained the remedial education they need for their 

High School Equivalency (HSE) certifications, while also producing affordable housing, 

providing community service, and building careers.  

  

After YouthBuild originated in New York City 40 years ago, it spread across the country 

and by 1992 was picked up for Federal funding.  The US Department of Labor 

YouthBuild initiative is currently funded at $89.5 million per year and supports 150 of 

the 260 US-based YouthBuild programs.1  In recent years these DOL/YouthBuild grants 

have become increasingly difficult to obtain, and many YouthBuild programs must 

operate without them, and are at risk of being lost.  In NYC, of the eight YouthBuild 

sites, usually two or three enjoy DOL funding in any given year.  To remedy that 

scarcity of funding, and to ensure YouthBuild opportunities for out of school and out of 

work youth, the City Council has allocated $2.1 million of NYC Discretionary funds 

through a Citywide Speaker Initiative each of the past four years. The grants are 

                                                        
1 This year, the four key leaders for YouthBuild in the House of Representatives and US Senate -- Rep. 

John Lewis (D-GA) and Rep. Scott Perry (R-PA), and Sen. Kirsten Gillibrand (D-NY) and Sen. Dean Heller 
(R-NV), respectively -- collected support from more than a third of their colleagues for “robust” YouthBuild 
funding, which led to the second $5 million increase in the past three years for YouthBuild opportunities 
nationwide. 



designated to the nonprofit sponsors and weighted with preference to the sites lacking 

the Federal YouthBuild grant, thereby ensuring that services can go forward at every 

site.  The eight YouthBuild sites in NYC, and the hundreds of youth served, join in 

thanking the Council for this historic and smart allocation of public resources since 

2014. 

  

For FY2019, we have requested a Discretionary Funds allocation of $2.45 million for 

the citywide Speaker Initiative for YouthBuild, which would ensure a continuity of 

services, and that YouthBuild sites can be fully operative.  In the current year, eight 

sites are working with 431 youth.  About half of those YouthBuild students will get 

their High School Equivalency, about 70% will find work or go on to college studies, 

about 80% will receive Vocational Certifications, and virtually every one of them will 

find value in the life-transforming YouthBuild experience.  Five percent of the grant 

funds support coaches and technical assistance for each of the sites, to help ensure 

great programming and outcomes, and to promote productive aligned activities and 

sharing. The technical assistance is provided by YouthBuild USA, the award-winning 

agency that already provides training and support to 250 YouthBuild programs across 

the nation.  Mid-year and five-year data is attached. 

  

The requested increase to $2.45 million for the Speaker Initiative reflects that only 

one of the current eight sites has a US/DOL YouthBuild grant in place for the coming 

year, which is fewer than usual.  The NYC YouthBuild operators will be preparing their 

formal applications this Spring, and the US Congress has added an additional $5.5 

million to the national YouthBuild program for the coming year, so we are optimistic 

that several new federal YouthBuild grants can be obtained for FY 2020.  Our request 

for $2.45 million would help assure continuing services as we shift into FY2019. 

 

YouthBuild programs provide comprehensive life-transforming services and stipends to 

out-of-school, out-of-work youth aged 16-24, and ongoing placement services and 

support for thousands of YouthBuild alumni. Considering the high costs of criminal 

adjudication and By that calculus, long-term public assistance, providing this 

transformative opportunity for youth who are at risk and marginalized is smart public 

policy.  Investing in YouthBuild generates future gains, and not only because of the 

lives and futures transformed; every $1 invested in YouthBuild saves at least $7.80 of 

future public sector spending.2 
 

  

The YouthBuild movement originated in New York City, before expanding nationally 

and internationally.  YouthBuild is in effect, a New York “best practice” that now 

serves 20,000 youth a year in 21 countries; 8,000 of them are US-based, distributed 

among 46 states.  Since 1994, 41,000 units of affordable housing have been produced 

                                                        
2 As shown in studies.  For example, Costs and Benefits of a Targeted Intervention Program for Youthful 

Offenders: The Offender Project.  Mark Cohen, PhD, and Alex Piquero, PhD, Vanderbilt university, 2008 



or upgraded by 150,000 YouthBuild students across the US.  Over 5,000 of those 

students have been New Yorkers.   

  

For two decades the federal government has funded comprehensive YouthBuild 

services; since 2007 it has been through the US Department of Labor (US/DOL).  Each 

year NYC-based programs receive some portion of the $84 million allocated for 

YouthBuild, but due to scarcity of funds, many strong programs are left out. 

  

  

ABOUT YOUTHBUILD 

  

YouthBuild is a successful, comprehensive education, training, service, and leadership 

development program that gives young adults who have left high school without a 

diploma, the opportunity to transform their life’s direction and become responsible, 

contributing adults.  It engages low-income, out-of-school youth for a two-year, all-

inclusive process to earn high school equivalency (HSE), acquire job skills, 

certifications, and leadership competencies, and deliver hundreds of hours of 

community service while producing and preserving affordable housing in their 

communities.  After participating in the comprehensive Program Year (usually nine 

months), YouthBuild students graduate and then move on to the Placement stage, at 

which point they may matriculate into college and/or find employment.  YouthBuild 

students receive direct benefits, including stipends for the work they perform, while 

also giving back to the community in tangible, visible ways. Post-secondary studies are 

encouraged as the first option in placement, but YouthBuild students also receive 

vocational training and certifications, including construction, green industry training, 

OSHA, CPR, building maintenance, IT, healthcare, security, barista (Starbucks), food-

handlers certification, retail and hospitality, etc.  They are supported in this transition 

by program staff and mentors.  At many YouthBuild programs, the students are also 

AmeriCorps members and earn education awards for providing service to their 

communities.  Through YouthBuild, the students get the support they need for a life 

transformation, while providing needed services to their communities, and the 

economy is augmented by positive new youth participation.  

  

Components 

YouthBuild is the only national program for disconnected (“Opportunity”) youth that 

includes equal measures of education and on-the-job training experience, and that has 

an emphasis on service and leadership development.  In many communities across 

NYS, YouthBuild is the only viable option for out of school youth.  Participating youth 

spend between nine months (actually ranges from six to 24 months) in a full-time 

program dividing their time equally between a construction site and a YouthBuild 

alternative school.  YouthBuild’s comprehensive approach combines opportunities for 

young people to learn and develop in many ways concurrently through alternative 

education towards a diploma or HSE, on-site job training and apprenticeships, 

community service, leadership development and civic engagement, youth 



development and counseling, community development, and a long-term community of 

supportive peers and mentors.  Programs provide a minimum of nine months of follow-

up services that include counseling, education and job placement, mentoring, and 

alumni activities. While the basic model is consistent statewide, each program has the 

flexibility to adapt its components to address local circumstances and workforce 

priorities.  

  

Sponsoring Organizations (YouthBuild sites in NYC): 

 

The eight active YouthBuild programs citywide are housed in a variety of youth 

services and community development organizations.  Here is a list of the current sites: 

  

●      Bronx, NY:  New Settlement Apartments / “NSA YouthBuild”, 1512 Townsend 

Avenue, Bronx, NY 10452 

●      Bronx, NY:  South Bronx Overall Economic Development Organization  / 

“YouthBuild SoBRO”, 555 Bergen Avenue, Bronx, NY 10455 

●      Brooklyn, NY:  Settlement Housing Fund / “DREAMS YouthBuild”, 1615 St. 

John’s Place, Brooklyn, NY 11233 

●      East Harlem, NY:  Youth Action Programs and Homes / “YouthBuild East 

Harlem”, 206 E 118 Street, New York, NY 10035 

●      Harlem, NY:  South Bronx Overall Economic Development Organization  / 

“YouthBuild Harlem”, 669 Lenox Avenue, New York, NY 10039  

●      Jamaica, Queens, NY:  YMCA of Greater NY / “Y-Roads YouthBuild” , 161-4 

Jamaica Avenue, Jamaica, NY 11432 

●      Staten Island, NY: Historic Tappen Park Partnership / “YouthBuild Staten 

Island”, 53 Broad Street, Staten Island, NY 10304 

●      Washington Heights, NY:  Northern Manhattan Improvement Corporation / 

“YouthBuild NMIC”, 45 Wadsworth Avenue, New York, NY 10033 

 

 
 
YouthBuild  -- July 2017-May 2018 

 

In the four YouthBuild years impacted by the advocacy grants from the Fund and 
that the City Council has offered this strategic support for YouthBuild, beautiful 
things have been occurring:     
 

 The number of YouthBuild sites citywide has expanded from five to eight, 
now covering all five boroughs. 

 The YouthBuild NYC Collaborative has engaged the NYC site leadership 
teams in monthly meetings to coordinate activities and YouthBuild 
operations, share insights and experience, and improve outcomes. 

 The number of YouthBuild students served has increased substantially, from 
209 three years ago to 451 this year. 



 Technical assistance and coaching, which is traditionally offered by 
YouthBuild USA mostly to the DOL-funded sites, was supported by the City 
Council monies and was available to all NYC sites. 

 YouthBuild USA’s new data collection system, Data YouthBuild (DYB), has 
been fully integrated. 

 For each of the past two years, the NYC sites have been bolstered by an 
overnight, out-of-city retreat, for shared training and planning, in Tarrytown, 
NY. 

 

Even after 40 years of YouthBuild in NYC, these are fantastic signs of continued 
growth and reinforcement that help us to serve youth better than ever before.  More 
information about YouthBuild successes and strong program outcomes can be 
reviewed in the attached report sent to the City Council on April 30, 2018. 
 

City, State, and Federal Funds: 
 

NY City:  The centerpiece of the work supported by the Fund for the City of New 
York is to ensure that our NYC government knows what YouthBuild is offering to 
our city, and that it continues to value and fund it.  In this we have been entirely 
successful, so that $8.4 million has been allocated for YouthBuild in the past four 
budget cycles.  These funds have provided needed support for each NYC site, but for 
the majority of the NYC sites, they were nothing less than essential, enabling funds 
in the absence of the increasingly elusive federal grants.   
 
To illustrate the content and impact of the YouthBuild opportunities that the Fund is 
helping create, here is a section extracted from the report submitted April 30 to the 
NY City Council: 
 
 

YouthBuild Stories and Highlights - 2017-18 

 

** Coordinated YouthBuild Staff Training -- As a direct follow-up to the highly 
successful 2-day Spring Retreat for YouthBuild Directors and key program staff held 
in June 2017, the YouthBuild NYC Collaborative coordinated a successful daylong 
citywide training session designed for all program staff held Sept 12, 2017 at the 
SoBRO YouthBuild site, coordinated to precede the kick-off for the new program 
year.  The next YouthBuild NYC Spring Retreat is scheduled to take place during 
the month of May 2018 

 

As an example, this reflection from YouthBuild-NMIC:  “Three YouthBuild-NMIC staff 
attended the training session on September 12 at SoBRO. It was a wonderful occasion 
to meet other staff from the sites and discuss best practices to meet individual and 
programmatic challenges. Staff were able to attend trainings to address micro, mezzo 
and macro levels of program issues. One of the more impactful trainings for staff was 
the case management overview training, which provided staff a space to process work 
with participant and develop meaningful interventions to address each need. 
YouthBuild staff were taught how to develop a culture of client-focused services that 
is integrated into every level of service.  



 

“YouthBuild-NMIC staff have used the information provided from the training to 
develop individual intervention plans for all students that incorporates staff and 
teachers from all levels. YouthBuild-NMIC has seen an increase in attendance, family 
engagement, and student motivation since employing the intervention strategy. For 
instance, YouthBuild-NMIC has began a group with four TASC-bound students who 
have been in programming since September called “Motivation Mondays”. The aim of 
the group is to have students motivate each other through constant communication 
and a weekly check-in to discuss any barriers or facilitators to retaining in school and 
passing the TASC. Case managers have engaged teachers in the group to ensure that 
there is a unified voice around student success.”  
 

And this reflection from YouthBuild DREAMS: “The DREAMS YouthBuild program has 
worked diligently to support the learning and development of our participants 
throughout the school year. The students are each placed onto a 3-phase 
academic/vocational goal setting track upon their enrollment into our program. Since 
the implementation of this 3-phase track, we have seen marked success and 
improvements in the areas of HSE attainment and college and career enrollment/ 
placement. One of our greatest highlights this year has been through one of our 
participants who has gone through all three phases of our program. Student MN, is a 
20- year old African American male, who is also a parent of a 1-year old son.  MN 
came to DREAMS as a Phase 1 student who was unsure of what his career/ educational 
plans were for the future.  
 

“MN had already taken the TASC exam and passed 4 of 5 sub-sections. He had an 
aversion to mathematics and had marked troubled focusing in the math classroom. 
DREAMS was able to provide MN with 1-1 tutoring, provided by our full-time 
AmeriCorps participant. With the stern help and support of the DREAMS program, MN 
was able to sit for a new TASC exam and pass the previously missed section (Phase 2).  
 

“Upon his completion of the TASC component, MN transitioned into Phase 3 of the 
program where he received resume writing and employment placement services. He 
also met with the College and Career coordinator to receive enrollment services. We 
are pleased to report that MN is now employed with WIN NYC as an Administrative 
Receptionist, at a salary of $17.00 per hour. In the fall MN will attend a Carpentry 
trade school where he will complete his carpentry studies.” 

 

**  Shared Mental Toughness -- On October 11-12-13, seven YouthBuild programs, 
including YouthBuild Long Island busing it in from Deer Park, LI, converged on the 
Boys Club of New York in East Harlem for three extraordinary days of a ground-
breaking Shared Mental Toughness (MT) event that opened eyes and horizons 
through a unique combination of rigor and challenge mixed with heart and positive 
values. None of the 200 participating youth and staff will ever forget this upbeat 
vibe, and program directors were content for the favorable cost savings obtained 
by sharing the MT costs seven ways, instead of each program going it 
independently. 

 

A counselor from the YouthBuild-NMIC adds these thoughts, reflecting back on the 
Shared Mental Toughness exercise and aftermath:  “Each youth involved exhibited 
great strength and resilience in the face of mentally, physically and emotionally 
challenging exercises. One participant from YouthBuild-NMIC stood out, in particular, 



because of his ability to actively participate, meet challenges, and be vulnerable in 
all individual and group activities. The young man began at YouthBuild-NMIC only 
three weeks prior to attending Mental Toughness. The participant came to 
YouthBuild-NMIC having just been released from Rikers Island Prison Complex and 
entering an inpatient facility within the month.  
 

“The participant reported feelings of shame and guilt for having been incarcerated, 
entering a drug treatment program, and not completing school. He stated that 
because of his past actions, he did not feel like he had a community of caring 
individuals that were rooting for his success. During the first month in programming, 
he was often withdrawn and would limit interactions with peers and staff. He stated 
that if people “knew the real him” they would not accept him. As a result of these 
feelings, he feared sharing thoughts, feelings, concerns or comments about himself 
and his past.  
 

“On the first day of Mental Toughness, participants from each site were lined up in a 
circle and asked to count off their respective numbers. The activity was intended to 
facilitate teamwork and active listening. Many of the participant’s peers became 
agitated and expressed hostility toward each other for not listening and counting off 
correctly. YouthBuild-NMIC staff observed the participant calmly working with his 
peers to develop ways to listen more effectively, as well as providing support to his 
frustrated peers through acknowledging their feelings. As a result of the participant’s 
leadership abilities, the group of participants that he was surrounded by managed to 
successfully count off and work together while doing so, creating a system through 
handshake to signify when they had been done counting. The participant exhibited 
newfound confidence after that activity, which guided him throughout the two-
weeks. The participant went on to successfully complete individual and group 
challenging activities, but was still reporting that he felt somewhat disconnected 
from his peers.  
 
“On the third and last day of Mental Toughness, the participant was asked to write 
about a time in his life when he faced a major challenge and how he met it. 
Participants were asked to share their papers in an assigned group of their peers the 
next day. The participant immediately knew what he would write about:  his 
experience in prison. He was concerned, however, how his peers would perceive him 
and how it would impact him in his day to day in programming. The participant wrote 
three drafts of his paper, sharing them with staff before committing to sharing it 
with his peers. Because of some of the skills he learned from his facilitators during 
mental toughness, he felt comfortable sharing his concerns with staff. The 
participant decided he was ready to share his paper on the day of the group work. 
Staff observed participant nervously reading his paper, sprinkling each line with a 
deflective joke. When he was done, two of his peers leaned over to hug him. For the 
first time since the beginning of programming, staff and his peers observed 
participant smiling from ‘ear to ear.’ The participant reported that he had not felt 
that included in a peer group since leaving school and knowing that he could be 
accepted by his peers was very meaningful to him.  
 

“Since Mental Toughness, the participant has gone on to intern at Association for 
Energy Affordability (AEA) and receive his high school diploma. Participant has been 
pursuing his dream of one day attending college by working full time. The participant 
remains engaged in his inpatient program and is slated to move into his own 



apartment at the end of May. Participant has been observed to be much more open 
with staff and peers about his feelings, needs, and thoughts. He has also been 
observed smiling frequently.”  
 

** Most Students Served Ever -- With 431 YouthBuild students served in the course 
of the year, YouthBuild sites around five boroughs had the most productive year 
yet in this, the 40th year since the establishment of the YouthBuild in NYC.  As of 
mid-March (2018), already 47 YouthBuild students had obtained their HSE (high 
school equivalency) and 237 had secured vocational certifications.  Over the past 
five years, 45.8% of all YouthBuild students in NYC were placed into jobs or 
continuing education in the second quarter after exit, which is the placement data 
set favored by the US/DOL.  For the coming year, we have determined to include a 
new placement category:  Ever Placed, so that students placed in other quarters 
may be counted as well.  Data sheets are attached. 

 

This comment from one of the sites:  “YouthBuild-NMIC has enrolled 35 students for 
the 2017-2018 school year, which began on October 2, 2017.16 out of the 35 students 
were placed into ‘pre-HSE’ to improve reading and math scores, while the remaining 
were placed into the ‘HSE’ course. Youth-Build NMIC has secured 5 high school 
equivalency diplomas and intends to send 10-14 more students within the school year 
for the test. At the present time, YouthBuild-NMIC has produced the following rates 
for the 2017-2018 school year: 100 % voter registration, 51 % Building Principles 
Science Certificate, and 74 % CPR attainment. 10 of the 35 students have been 
‘positively exited’, meaning they have met program benchmark(s). 50 % of all 
students positively exited are working part or full time.  YouthBuild-NMIC has been 
working closely with the Pathways to Graduation College and Career Counselor to 
identify, refer, and serve students who are interested in post secondary education.”  
 

  
** Structured Citywide Collaboration -- To help maintain continuity, cohesion, and 
to share best practices in a fluid and effective way, the YouthBuild NYC 
Collaborative convenes monthly meetings for program leadership, either in person 
or by conference call, every month. 

 

Again, a reflection from NMIC:  “YouthBuild-NMIC benefits tremendously from being a 
part of the Citywide Collaboration. YouthBuild-NMIC is able to identify shared 
challenges and develop multi-tiered approaches to meeting the challenges.  
 

“Through the YouthBuild NYC Collaborative, YouthBuild-NMIC has been able to access 
program supports, like speakers, who have presented best practice ideas and 
challenging staff to develop meaningful interventions to support programming. For 
example, YouthBuild-NMIC was able to welcome Charles Modiano, an accomplished 
coach assigned by the Collaborative, who spoke to staff from all levels within the 
program about the importance of cohesion, identifying and tracking 
benchmarks/outcomes, and developing strategies for meeting the individual and 
challenging needs of our youth.  
 

“Charles spent a significant amount of time working with staff to strengthen and 
align the program ethos with that of the mission and work of YouthBuild. For 
example, he spoke about the importance of youth observing program staff acting as a 



cohesive unit in individual and group decision making, as well as carving out time as a 
team to meet to voice concerns and raise meaningful questions.”  
 

** City Hall YouthBuild Award Ceremony -- Close to a hundred YouthBuild students 
proudly wore their construction gear to the steps of City Hall on November 3, 
2017, to honor some stand-out supporters of YouthBuild.  Students spoke and read 
original poems, speeches were delivered, and beautiful plaques were presented to 
three NY City Councilmembers: Melissa Mark Viverito, Julissa Ferreiras, and 
Mathieu Eugene; as well as to three others:  Carlos Velazquez of the Boys Club of 
New York, Mary McCormick of the The Fund for the City of New York, and Dorothy 
Stoneman, Founder and longtime CEO of YouthBuild USA, now retired.   A great 
day, and some photos are attached. 

 

** Citi Field National Service Event -- Staff and students from the Youth Action 
YouthBuild (East Harlem) joined hundreds more as part of an on-field tribute to 
national service and AmeriCorps, followed by a free tickets to watch the baseball 
game as guests of the NY Mets. 

 

** YouthBuild Graduations -- Local City Councilmembers and the Council leadership 
would be welcome guests at the YouthBuild graduations this June.  For example, 
come to the Silberman School of Social Work (E 119 Street/Third Avenue) on 
Thursday, June 28 for the East Harlem-based graduation of the Youth Action 
YouthBuild cohort.  These are always emotional and heartwarming events, and we 
welcome the participation of our public officials and members of the press. 

 

YouthBuild-NMIC:  “YouthBuild-NMIC recognizes the great importance of celebrating 
accomplishments among our students, as well as involving key stakeholders in the 
youths’ lives. As a result, YouthBuild-NMIC holds a graduation ceremony on the last 
day of class every year. The event involves music, food, and awards. The ceremony is 
open to families, friends, and other important individuals to our students. One of the 
most exciting things to see as a staff is when students bring their children to the 
event. The students often remark that they want to show the importance of 
education and resiliency to their children, as well as their younger siblings.  
 
YouthBuild-NMIC also attends the annual Pathways to Graduation ceremony, which 
features keynote speakers and diploma distribution. The graduation is organized as a 
typical high school graduation, which allows students the opportunity to experience a 
significant milestone in their adult lives and development. The event is a truly one in 
which families, friends, and students come together to celebrate their dedication to 
self-betterment and growth.  
 

‘Almost as significant to students as graduation, YouthBuild-NMIC students attend the 
Pathways to Graduation (P2G) field day and graduation, which marks the nearing end 
of the school year. NMIC staff volunteer for both events ensuring that they provided 
needed planning and coordination. These events are open to all P2G sites across 
Manhattan.”  
 

** Conference of Young Leaders (COYL) -- Every year 8-10 YouthBuild students and 
alumni attend the national COYL conference in Washington DC, for leadership 
development, civics lessons, confidence building, and peer support with hundreds 
of other youth leaders from across the US. 



 

** Love and Basketball -- On May 12, a YouthBuild NYC All-Stars basketball team 
will travel to Philadelphia to face off in a fun tournament against the YouthBuild 
Philadelphia Charter School of Philadelphia, PA and the Crispus Attucks YouthBuild 
program of York, PA.   Events like this will be remembered long after this year is 
over, and enhance the YouthBuild experience for the Class of 2018. 

 

 
Meanwhile, at the City Council, the budget decisions governing FY2019 are still in 
flux, but we believe the Council will endorse YouthBuild again.  It is a complex year 
due to term limits and a new Speaker.  The ramifications are big for the YB site that 
has a US/DOL grant in place for the upcoming fiscal year; it will receive highly useful 
grant assistance.  And it is vital for the rest of the sites, which will be designated for 
the larger grants.  They must have these funds to enter the new fiscal year with the 
capacity and the confidence that they can retain their staff and maintain strong 
operations for the coming year. 
 

 

Federal:  Our Collaborative membership and leadership has been active in sending 
out messages to our State and Federal officials, and we have made gains there this 
year as well.  At the Federal level, our NY Senator Kirsten Gillibrand played the lead 
role this spring in the Senate to secure 40 co-signers for her Dear Colleague budget 
letter requesting “robust” funding for YouthBuild.  And many of our NY 
Representatives were among the 144 congressional signers of the parallel Dear 
Colleague letter in the House.  We actively engaged in sharing information with our 
representatives, inviting them to visit our sites, responding to their questions, and 
were pleased to have the largest number of signers ever for YouthBuild letter in 
both the Senate and House.  A delegation of NYC and NYS YouthBuild directors were 
at Capital Hill May 24 for meetings with eight key Congressmembers (and their 
staffs), and got warm receptions from both Democrats and Republicans. 
 

As a result, it appears that good things are occurring for YouthBuild in Washington, 
as the President’s budget proposal distributed last week carried YouthBuild forward 
at $84 million, with no cuts.  This was in stark contrast to the numerous proposed 
cuts in that budget message, and we considered it a substantial victory for the youth 
population that we serve. 
 

NY State:  Despite strong efforts year to year, and our ritual YouthBuild Albany Day 
each year in February with about 200 YouthBuild students in attendance,  it has 
been difficult to get substantial State funding for YouthBuild, but we had a bit of a 
breakthrough last year and this year.  A year ago, members of our NYS YouthBuild 
Coalition approached NYS officials to see if there were options for the State to 
contribute $10.1 million to expand and enhance YouthBuild statewide, including in 
NYC.  In the end, $350,000 of new funds were allocated, and assigned in $50,000 
grants to support nine mostly upstate YouthBuild programs.  There are 18 
YouthBuild sites in the State, of which eight are in NYC. 
 



Building on last year’s modest success, our NYS Coalition held a statewide 
conference in Troy, NY in September 2016, and decided to ask for $900,000 this 
year, hoping that each of the 18 sites in NYS could receive $50,000 of NYS funds to 
enhance, and expand their services.  The YouthBuild Albany Day on March 2 had a 
great turnout (200), assembling 13 of the 18 YouthBuild programs together in The 
Well at the Legislative Office Building of the State Capital.  That day, approximately 
30 state legislators had the opportunity to meet with teams of focused, impressive 
YouthBuild students, to learn about YouthBuild, ask questions, and to educate their 
youthful constituents about how government works. 
 

When the dust settled in April 2017 and a new State budget was in place, a 
combination of new allocations and re-appropriations had been made, and new 
YouthBuild funding was listed at $400,000… $50,000 more than the previous 
year.  We still do not have specifics on how those funds will be divided up, and we 
do not have the same kind of relationship there that we have developed in the City, 
where we are partners in deciding who gets what grants, based on the DOL 
allocations and other factors.  But we know that the State is demonstrating greater 
warmth and concern for YouthBuild and our youth, which is a good result.  For 
FY2019, we will propose to the Governor that YouthBuild be expanded and 
enhanced in his Executive Budget. 
 

 

For more information: 

  

●          The Bronx:  Johanna DeJesus-Cortes, Chair, YouthBuild NYC Collaborative;  

(718) 292-3113, or jdejesus@sobro.org 

●   East Harlem:  Robert Taylor, Vice-Chair, YouthBuild NYC Collaborative;  (212) 

860-8170, Ext. 31, or rtaylor@yayb.org 

●   Citywide: David Calvert, Director of Strategic Partnerships, YouthBuild NYC 

Collaborative, 206 E 118 Street, New York, NY 10035;  (646) 351-2433 or 

dcalvert@yayb.org 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



YouthBuild NYC Collaborative -- FY 2018 Mid-year Data 

           

           

 In-program Outcomes Demographics 

Current 

Active 

Students 

HSE / 

HSD 

obtained 

(at mid-

year) 

2 yrs 

Literacy & 

Numeracy 

gains (at 

mid-year) 

Voc 

Certs 

(at 

mid-

year) 

White Black or 

African 

America

n 

Hisp., 

Latino, 

or 

Span. 

origin 

America

n Indian 

or Native 

Alaskan 

Asian 

or 

South 

Asian 

Native 

Hawaiia

n or 

other 

Pacific 

Islander 

Other 

race 

or 

origin 

148 11% 1% 50% <1% 86% 11% 0% <1% 0% <1% 

35 3% 0% 71% 6% 31% 63% 0% 0% 0% 3% 

39 3% 11% 74% 0% 49% 46% 0% 0% 0% 3% 

36 4% 0% 83% 11% 72% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

53 25% 16% 32% 2% 47% 53% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

58 18% 32% 57% 2% 64% 31% 0% 0% 0% 5% 

43 9% 13% 58% 0% 63% 37% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

19 0% 11% 26% 0% 58% 37% 0% 5% 0% 0% 

431 11% 9% 55% 2% 66% 31% 0% <1% 0% 2% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

NYC YouthBuild Collaborative 2013-2017 Cohort Year Outcomes*  

5-year Outcomes New York State  All NYC YouthBuild 

Collaborative sites 

 

       

Total # of Sites Reporting 18 8  

Total # of Students 1977 941  

Avg Attendance % 71% 69.2%  

Program Completion 74% 70.5%  

% Rec'g Certificates (of all) 64% 58.5%  

HSE-TASC or HSD Attainment 41% 38.0%  

+   Placement of All (At Exit/1Q)** 51% 45.8%  

- Placement of All (Job) 44% 37.2%  

- Placement of All (Edu) 11% 10.1%  

Retention of Placement 74% 66.5%  

Average Wage $10.19 $9.81  

Recidivism 8% 8.5%  



Registered to Vote 59% 67.0%  

       

Demographics      

Female 37% 36.0%  

Male 63% 64.0%  

African-American 64% 62.1%  

Asian-American 2% 1.5%  

Latin-American 27% 34.4%  

Native-American 1% 0.0%  

Caucasian 13% 3.2%  

Pacific Islander  0% 0.6%  

Other 3% 0.7%  

Avg Age At Entry 19.10 19.8  

Are Parents 10% 16.1%  

Without GED at Entry 90% 93.0%  

On Public Assistance at Entry 67% 64.4%  

In Public Housing at Entry 39% 45.9%  

Adjudicated 23% 23.9%  



Low Income Housing      

 Units Built 143 83  

 Total # of Units Rehabbed 544 301  

 Total # of Energy Star units 66 6  

Total # of LEED Units 36 0  

Total # of Weatherized Units 323 170  

Length of Stay 9.1 9  

*2017 data is not finalized.  Term measures such as placement and retention are still in the process of 

being documented. 

** # of individuals placed  in the first quarter after Exit  

 

 



 

Urban Librarians Unite - Executive Budget Testimony 
May 18, 2018 

 
As representatives of Urban LIbrarians Unite, we would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony 
today.  
 
Over the last year libraries have continued to open  the doors to everyone in our community. Continued to provide access 
to learning and recreational opportunities, continued to help with social services, immigration issues, NYC continues to be 
a center for library innovation. As an outside group let us tell you that having three of the finest library systems in the world 
in the same city in constant friendly competition with one another has wonderful benefits for all of our patrons and the 
residents of New York City.  
 
An increase of 16 million dollars will allow us to continue that work.   With no funding increase in 3 years, it is difficult to 
maintain the same services, much less expand services. Costs have gone up, but the funding level hasn’t. It is disruptive 
and inefficient to have this constant worry and concern, sure it is not the budget dance but in some ways it feels like the 
same old shuffle. Library administration, leadership, and the individual managers of branches all have to devote huge 
amounts of time trying to compensate for unstable budgets. We thank you for the gains that we have made but if those 
gains are not built into long term planning than we are just setting the Tri-Li up for more deep issues in years to come.  
 
As an organization made up of front line library staff here at ULU it's the little thing that that will make the most difference. 
The minimum wage has increased, but the amount of money available for part time salaries has not. Usually we would be 
hiring hiring seniors helping them to continue to contribute to their community and to continue to make a wage after 
retirement. Yes, we would also be hiring the classic teen aged pages who put books on the shelves and it should come as 
no surprise to you that those pages are the seeds of our profession in the future. We have on our own board a librarian 
who started off as a teen mentor in the Queens Far Rockaway Library and now provides leadership on library issues at a 
national level, that’s not hyperbole, we work with the guy, he’s on our board. We can't do this if we don't have increased 
funding at the basic level we need people to shelve the books, teach the classes, run the programs, so that we can do the 
amazing things that the library presidents have told you about today. You are sitting on a furnace of innovation, why stifle 
it?  
 
As we navigate what it means to be an inclusive city, libraries are perfectly poised to play a major role. They are one of 
our most trusted public institutions and they are that way because YOU have made them that way. It’s due to the hard 
work of supporters like Councilmember Jimmy Van Bramer and Speaker Cory Johnson that our libraries are able to be 
cost effective, high impact, neighborhood-level embedded catalysts for social good. (speaking of cost effective, do you 
know what to do if you need copper wire in a library? Throw a penny between two children’s librarians).  
 
If the three library systems which serve Our Fair City have to start making tough decisions, they just won’t be able to 
contribute the same way. We are growing, we are innovating, we are staffed and we are ready, let us work, let us serve, 
let us be agents of change, joy and growth in our communities. We will work so hard for you, but you know that, Thank 
you for what you have done and what you WILL do to support libraries in New York City.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Urban Librarians Unite - 48-46 45th Street, Woodside, NY 11377 
urbanlibrariansunite.org 

@ulunyc 
 



 

 

 

New York City Council 
Committee on Finance, Chair, Council Member Dromm 

May 24, 2018 
Executive Budget Hearing - Public Hearing 

 

Good afternoon, Chairperson Dromm, and good afternoon to the members of the New York City               
Council Finance Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify at today’s FY19 Budget              
Hearing. 

JASA is a not-for-profit agency serving the needs of older adults in the greater New York area.                 
Its mission is to sustain and enrich the lives of the aging in the New York metropolitan area so                   
that they can remain in the community with dignity and autonomy. JASA has developed a               
comprehensive, integrated network of services that provides a continuum of community care.            
Programming promotes independence, safety, wellness, community participation, and an         
enhanced quality of life for New York City's older adults. These programs reach over 40,000               
clients and include home care, case management services, senior centers, NORC supportive            
services, home delivered meals, caregiver support, continuing education, licensed mental          
health, senior housing, advocacy, legal services, adult protective services, and guardianship           
services. We welcome today's hearing as an opportunity to share our priorities for FY19, and               
voice concerns about the FY19 budget. 

Investment in the Human Services Sector 

We’d like to thank the City Council for its support of the investments made in the human                 
services sector for the FY18 budget and for your leadership this year in response to the Mayor’s                 
Preliminary Budget.  

At a time when the safety net is at risk of significant cuts in Federal benefits, we are increasingly                   
relying on the City to ensure the safety for the most vulnerable New Yorkers. JASA joins with                 
others in the human services sector in calling for the further investment in human services               
contracts. Without this crucial investment, organizations like ours will have to re-evaluate how             
we can engage with the City; we simply can no longer carry the deficit of our City contracts. 

We ask that the City Council help nonprofit provider organizations to cover the cost of delivering                
essential services to New Yorkers. We are asking the City to provide $200 million in additional                
baseline funding to address implementation of the following allowable rates on all HHS contracts              
and all new procurements: setting the floor for indirect at 15%, and a 10% increase in                
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occupancy, casualty and liability insurance to cover escalating costs. We are also requesting             
funding that covers a 37% fringe rate, a generally accepted industry standard. Finally, trend              
factor/cost escalation formulas should be implemented for all new procurements for the duration             
of the contract. 

This investment would go a long way to solving issues relating to staff salaries and the cost of                  
doing business. Until the City resolves the issue with underfunding of contracts, additional gaps              
need to be filled.  

Issues of primary concern in FY19: 

Salary Parity Across DFTA Contracts:  

As was stated, government contracts do not fund the full cost of direct service delivery nor the                 
indirect expenses associated with contracts’ management. Community based organizations, like          
JASA, cannot be expected to raise philanthropic dollars in order to resolve the funding gap.               
Inadequate funding prevents agencies from paying appropriate salaries for staff who are tasked             
with helping the most vulnerable older adults in New York. As a result, turnover rates are high                 
and vacancies are difficult to fill.  

In FY17, the budget included a much needed increase for salaries of professional staff in Case                
Management programs. This is alleviating the problem of vacancies, high turnover rates, and             
high caseloads. Most staff in senior centers will receive raises once the senior center model               
budget moves forward, however, social workers in other DFTA contracts will see no increases,              
and are left with low morale. We already have staff leaving other programs (NORCs,              
Caregivers, etc.) in order to work in case management and senior centers. This burdens JASA               
and other multi-contract programs with very serious salary inequity issues.  

The FY18 budget included a model budget process for APS, to rightsize salaries for staff               
working with New York City’s most vulnerable populations. Although this process started in July,              
2018, here we are continuing to advocate for the funding to be released. This process has                
created an unacceptable delay in receiving the funding; we ask the Council to push for this                
funding to be expedited.  

The Administration talks about wage discrimination and the wage gap, but it is contributing to               
the problem by failing to pay a livable wage to contracted workers, most of whom are women,                 
and minorities, and unnecessarily delaying funding to human services contracts.  

New York City Council Initiatives: 

JASA is very appreciative of the generous support provided to senior programming through the              
City Council Initiatives each year. Schedule C funding provides essential support, which allows             
programs to flourish and serve older adults throughout the City. Without the Council’s support,              
many programs would cease to exist. I’d like to highlight a few of these Initiatives: 
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● The NORC Initiative provides 10 NORC programs with the funding necessary to help             
older adults remain in their homes with support from a partnership of management, social              
workers and a nurse. JASA provides social services through the NORC Initiative at             
Rochdale Village, Queens; 1199 Plaza, Manhattan; and in Far Rockaway, via a            
Neighborhood NORC program. Without continued funding of the NORC Initiative, these           
programs will close.  

● The Support Our Seniors and Healthy Aging Initiatives are integral to many of JASA’s              
senior centers and NORC programs. The funding supports programs that promote           
healthy behaviors such as: physical activity, smoking cessation, nutrition and infectious           
diseases; programs that detect the onset of chronic disease such as diabetes and             
hypertension; strength training to prevent falls and other injuries through education or            
exercise; and daily living skills instruction to help older adults manage the pain of arthritis               
or deal with fatigue and stress. 

● Senior Centers for Immigrant Populations provides operation support to culturally          
competent and linguistically accessible senior centers that predominantly serve         
immigrant seniors. This population is the fastest growing, and is in need of culturally              
appropriate food, programming and bilingual staff. 

● DOVE Funding supports victims of domestic violence, and elder abuse. There is a             
significant under-reporting of elder abuse by older victims, and this funding is essential to              
helping address the unique needs of the community.  

City Council Initiatives are unique in their flexibility and the degree to which they impact               
programs and services in community. While we recognize and share the City Council’s concern              
about the rising cost of transportation and its impact on low-income New Yorkers, it is               
unacceptable that the funding necessary to pay for the fair fare many leave critical programs for                
older adults throughout the City without sufficient funds to continue operating.  

Senior Center Model Budgets and the Lack of funding for Food: 

Senior Centers serve a vital role in helping older adults continue to engage in community life                
and remain socially connected. Recent research demonstrates the importance of these factors            
in overall well-being. Senior Centers offer hot, nutritious meals, fitness, health, and wellness             
activities; classes, lectures, and trips; and meaningful volunteer, and intergenerational          
opportunities.  

For years, senior centers have operated with bare bones funding without sufficient funds to              
cover increasing rent and utilities, competitive salaries in all categories, quality food and             
programs at the government funded sites. Generous City Council members have kept senior             
centers alive through discretionary funds, and Council Initiatives. After years of advocating for             
greater investment in senior centers, the FY18 budget baselined $10 million for “model senior              
center” budgets, with additional funds in FY19 and FY20. Despite nearly a year passing, the               
FY18 funding has not been distributed. What’s more, the model budget will only allow funding to                
be spent on direct staffing and consultants. It does not include funding for rent, utilities or food                 
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expenses (which includes meals related staff), all of which are at the core of whether or not a                  
senior center thrives.  

DFTA has stated confidence in the process that was put in place for the model budget and their                  
budget analysis. However, JASA is concerned about the senior centers that were left out of the                
model budget process.  
 

There are 223 Centers receiving increases through the model budget, however, there were 38              
senior centers left out of the process altogether. These centers were not included because they               
are either: formerly City Council discretionary funded sites (11), former NYCHA senior centers             
(4), are considered NYCHA Social Clubs (17), or are called Social Service Programs (6). JASA               
has four of these centers; JASA Club 76 (Manhattan, formerly funded by City Council- Council               
Member Rosenthal), Sue Ginsburg (Bronx, former NYCHA - Council Member Gonaj), Einstein            
Loop (Bronx, formerly funded by City Council - Council Member King), and Cooper Park              
(Brooklyn, considered a NYCHA Social Club- Council Member Reynoso). These senior centers            
are held to the same standards as other DFTA senior centers, and yet, are being excluded from                 
a process that is meant to rightsize their budgets; they were not even included in the budget                 
analysis completed by DFTA and OMB. This needs to be rectified. We will be testifying at an                 
upcoming Aging Committee hearing on June 11th focused on the Model Budget, but want to be                
sure that the City Council is aware of this problem. 

Add $12.1 Million in Baselined New Funding for Congregate and Home Delivered Meals: 

Every year, JASA testifies about the need for additional investment in food expenses for both               
congregate and home delivered meals. We are very appreciative that the City Council’s             
response to the Executive Budget included the need to address senior hunger.  

Senior centers provided 7.6 million meals last year, and distributed nearly 4.5 million home              
delivered meals. However, as with all other City contracts, the funding does not adequately              
cover the expense of providing the meals. New York City spends 20% below the national               
average on congregate meals - this means that nonprofit providers are paying the balance to               
provide 5 days of meals to older adults. There is no relief in the senior center model budget,                  
which will not provide funding for food expenses or staff involved with food preparation.  

City contracts also fail to address the need for culturally appropriate food. Given New York’s               
diversity, the City must provide meals that reflect the needs of the aging population. In fact,                
DFTA already requires providers to offer culturally appropriate meals, but does not pay for the               
cost of doing so. JASA serves 762,000 meals annually, thirty eight percent are kosher meals.               
Providing kosher meals continues to cost an additional $0.40-$0.70 more per meal. As a result,               
JASA projects a deficit of $107,460 for FY18.  

In order to continue serving the community, providers need a long-term, stable funding solution.              
JASA urges the City to revisit the reimbursement rates for culturally appropriate home delivered              
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meals, which have remained steady since FY15, and cover their full cost. Relying on the Council                
discretionary funding and philanthropy to annually patch the gap, does not adequately address             
the challenge across City contracts in providing culturally appropriate meals. 

Adding $12.1 million in baselined funds will help fill the shortfall in current City contracts and                
allow providers to offer the necessary and appropriate meals to New York’s diverse older adult               
population. 

In summary, we ask the Administration to:  

● fully fund all New York City contracts with the human services nonprofits; continue             
funding essential City Council Initiatives;  

● right-size the salaries of social workers in all DFTA programs to match the increases for               
Case Management Social Workers;  

● revisit the senior center model budget process to ensure that all senior centers are              
included in the analysis and,  

● invest in the congregate and home delivered meals to adequately cover the expense of              
providing culturally appropriate, nutritious meals to older New Yorkers. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer this testimony on issues relevant to supporting New York                
City's aging population. JASA looks forward to working with the City Council, and the              
Administration toward a senior-friendly budget in FY19. 

 

 

Molly Krakowski 
Director, Legislative Affairs 
JASA 
mkrakowski@jasa.org 
212 273-5260 
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Stabilizing NYC (SNYC) is a coalition comprised of 
fifteen grassroots neighborhood-based organizations, 
a citywide legal service provider and a citywide hous-
ing advocacy organization who have come together to 
combat tenant harassment and preserve affordable 
housing for the New Yorkers who need it most. The 
coalition combines legal, advocacy and organizing 
resources into a citywide network to help tenants take 
their predatory equity landlords to task for patch-
work repairs, baseless eviction cases, and affirmative 
harassment.

The Community Development 
Project at the Urban Justice  
Center (CDP) partnered with 
SNYC to conduct this research. 
CDP provides legal, participatory 
research and policy support to 
strengthen the work of grassroots 
and community-based groups in 
New York City to dismantle racial, 
economic and social oppression. 
CDP’s Research and Policy Initiative 
partners with and provides 
strategic support to grassroots 
community organizations to build 
the power of their organizing 
and advocacy work. We utilize a 
“participatory action research” 
model in which low-income and 
excluded communities are central 
to the design and development  
of research and policy.
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Our work has shown that landlords across New York 
City engage in various harassment tactics to push rent 
stabilized tenants out of their homes and maximize  
the number of market rate units in buildings. Organiza-
tions within Stabilizing NYC (SNYC) have been working 
with tenant associations and thousands of tenants 
across the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan and Queens  
in order to get repairs, combat rent manipulation, and 
fight evictions, with the understanding that all of these 
issues are manifestations of the underlying problem 
of predatory equity. We characterize predatory equity 
as speculative real estate transactions that threaten 
building conditions and housing affordability (a more 
extensive definition of predatory equity can be found 
on p. 3). In order to illustrate how predatory equity 
affects tenants on the ground, SNYC partnered with 
the Community Development Project (CDP) to conduct 
a participatory action research project to explore  
how predatory equity impacts the lives of tenants.   
  
This report is based on ten focus groups, 877 sur-
veys, secondary research on buildings, and a literature 
review. Overall, the data tells the story of predatory 
equity on the ground, where landlords are using various 
forms of harassment to push out long-term rent reg-
ulated tenants and to maximize the number of market 
rate tenants in buildings. 

Our research shows: 
_ Predatory equity landlords are neglecting the  

repair needs of long-term tenants, allowing build-
ings to fall into disrepair and subjecting tenants  
to unsafe and unsanitary conditions.  Many ten-
ants have trouble getting repairs, and if landlords 
eventually do the repairs, they are poor quality.  
Very low income tenants are forced to pay out  
of pocket for repairs. 

_ Despite laws in place to protect rent stabilized 
tenants, predatory equity landlords are also 
manipulating rents in various ways to increase the 
rent burden on tenants.  

_ Harassment tactics, coupled with the stress of 
unstable housing and the dangers of substandard 
conditions, cause tenants physical, emotional  
and financial distress.  

_ Tenants combat the harassment by organizing  
with each other and with community organiza-
tions, even though landlords attempt to disrupt 
and intimidate organizing efforts. 

Given the widespread tactics that predatory equity 
landlords use to push tenants out of rent stabilized 
housing, we argue that City Council should support and 
pass legislation that would protect tenants from harass-
ment and force landlords to prioritize tenant safety. 

ABOUT

THIS PROJECT

Providing Tenant’s 
Perspective on 
Predatory Equity
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BACKGROUND ON PREDATORY EQUITY, TENANT  
HARASSMENT AND THE STABILIZING NYC COALITION

 
 
Predatory Equity: The Root of the Issue

Over the past decade New York City’s affordable 
housing market has been severely destabilized by 
predatory private equity companies. Before the 2008 
market crash, these companies purchased a large 
number of rent-stabilized buildings at inflated prices, 
often utilizing mortgage loans to finance the deals.1  
For advocates and tenants, this was an extreme 
shift from the typical locally-based landlord to large 
corporations who approached the affordable housing 
stock as an investment opportunity. The opportunity 
for profit for these new corporate landlords was 
predicated on greatly increasing revenue for the 
building by increasing rents and/or decreasing 
maintenance.2  This pattern of behavior was termed  
by advocates as “predatory equity,” (PE) which can  
be described as speculative and risky financial 
investment in buildings, with the expectation of  
quick, tremendous profits at the expense of tenant 
quality of life and building conditions.   

Many of these companies, such as Vantage, Ocelot, 
Pinnacle, and Dawney Day were unable to execute  
their financial plans, leading many of their buildings  
into foreclosure.3 These foreclosure proceedings  
took years to resolve, leaving rent-stabilized tenants  
to languish in limbo without repairs.4

  
The financial crash and foreclosure crisis caused  
a brief downward trend in the over-inflated housing 
market.5 However, rather than leading to long term  
stability, new private equity firms saw the downturn  
as a new opportunity and once again began speculating 
on buildings using the same logic that had only recently 
failed.6 This speculation coupled with the continuing 
impact of gentrification and ever-rising rents across 
New York City, has created a new bubble, where pri-
vate equity backed owners are betting on the afford-
able housing in our neighborhoods. 

The first step for these companies when they purchase 
an affordable building with the intention of greatly 
increasing the revenue is to aggressively push rent- 
stabilized tenants out, using a wide range of harass-

ment techniques, including frivolous lawsuits, failing 
to provide heat and other basic services, and manip-
ulating or raising rent.7 While rent stabilization laws 
protect tenants from sharp rent increases and allow 
them a right to renew their leases, every time a rent 
stabilized tenant leaves their apartment, landlords are 
legally allowed to increase rents by at least 18%. Other 
loopholes in the laws allow landlords to raise rents by 
passing off the costs of repairs and renovations made 
to the apartment during its vacancy, making the legally 
allowed rent increases significantly higher.8 

Formation of the SNYC Coalition and  
the SNYC Definition of Predatory Equity

For years, community-based groups have been orga-
nizing low-income tenants in neighborhoods across 
New York City, fighting against unjust evictions, rent 
manipulation and other forms of tenant harassment 
(see p. 4 for legal definition of tenant harassment). 
Many of these groups have worked together in various 
coalitions to build power of tenants and improve  
conditions in rent-stabilized buildings. 

Stabilizing NYC was formed in 2014 in order to organize 
against predatory equity’s threat to affordable housing 
and to build on the collective experiences of New York 
City tenants. As the coalition began to work togeth-
er, they came to understand that while the tactics of 
predatory equity landlords may look different in differ-
ent neighborhoods, it was all part of the same over-
arching strategy to displace long-term rent-stabilized 
tenants. Since its inception, the coalition has come  
together to identify predatory equity landlords across 
the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan and Queens and to 
organize tenants in these landlord’s buildings to build 
power, prevent displacement and fight harassment 
through organizing and litigation strategies. Through 
research, outreach and organizing, the coalition iden-
tifies an annual list of “target landlords” who employ 
predatory equity tactics in buildings across different 
New York City neighborhoods. Members of the coa-
lition concentrate their organizing efforts on these 
shared targets. By focusing work across New York City 
on a limited number of predatory equity landlords, 
SNYC hopes to protect tenants, increase tenant and 
public knowledge of predatory equity and identify  
larger scale strategies to fight back against this trend.
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  High levels of turnover 

as tenants are pushed out of their 
homes in order to deregulate units  
and raise the rent
 

  A high purchase price  
and/or debt-to-income ratio
meaning that the building was 
purchased and/or financed for a higher 
price than what it is actually worth 
based on the current rental income
 

  Poor physical conditions  

caused by neglecting building 
maintenance and/or shoddy repair work
 
 
  Significant percentage  

of tenants complaining  
of harassment 
Includes but not limited to repeatedly 
being taken to housing court and 
repeated interruptions of basic 
services such as heat and hot water
 

  Affordable housing 
becomes unaffordable 
as landlords tack on illegal fees  
and tenants experience a loss  
of rent stabilization

Buildings that meet the threshold 
of predatory equity must meet at 
least 1 of the 5 following factors:

$#!@*!
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NYC Local Law 7 and the Legal 
Definition of Tenant Harassment

In 2008, New York City passed Local Law 7 in order to codify 
landlord harassment as a violation of the City’s Housing Code.9  
Surveys were designed to capture tenants’ experiences with 
harassment based on the legal definition, and the term is 
cited throughout the report. Below is a summary of New York 
City’s legal definition of tenant harassment (find the link to 
the full statute in endnote 9):

_ Causing a tenant to vacate their unit or surrender  
their right to it; 

_ Using force, threatening to use force, or implying  
that force will be used against a tenant;

_ Repeated interruptions or discontinuances of essential 
services, or an interruption or discontinuance of an 
essential service for an extended duration that makes 
the apartment uninhabitable;

_ Commencing repeated baseless or frivolous  
court proceedings against tenants; 

_ Removing possessions from the apartment; 

_ Removing the door at the entrance to an occupied 
dwelling unit; removing, plugging or otherwise rendering 
the lock on such entrance door inoperable; or changing 
the lock on such entrance door without supplying  
a key to the new lock to the persons lawfully entitled  
to occupancy of such dwelling unit; 

_ Unlawfully contacting any person entitled to occupy 
the dwelling unit to offer money or other valuable 
consideration to induce such person to vacate such 
dwelling unit or to surrender or waive any rights in 
relation to such occupancy; or

_ Other repeated acts or omissions of such significance 
that substantially interfere with or disturb the comfort, 
repose, peace or quiet of tenants and that cause or are 
intended to cause tenant displacement. 
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METHODOLOGY

In order to document the practices of predatory 
equity landlords and create a definition of predatory 
equity rooted in tenant experiences, SNYC partnered 
with the Community Development Project at the 
Urban Justice Center (CDP) to conduct a participatory 
action research project. We collected data about the 
experiences of rent-stabilized tenants living in buildings 
that are identified by the coalition as predatory equity 
through the following methods:  

10 FOCUS GROUPS
The qualitative data in this report is based on 
10 focus groups with a total of 62 participants. 
Focus groups were conducted from January to 
March of 2017 in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens 
and Manhattan by the Stabilizing NYC coalition. 
All of the focus group questions were developed 
by members of the Stabilizing NYC research team 
utilizing a participatory action research approach. 
Focus group guides were translated into Spanish, 
Chinese, and Bangla. Members of the coalition 
were trained to facilitate the focus groups, and 
four focus groups were conducted in Spanish, 
four in English, one in Bangla, and one in Chinese. 
Demographic data on focus group participants  
was collected through questionnaires that 
participants filled out at focus group meetings.  

877 SURVEYS
Stabilizing NYC staff and members collected 
877 surveys in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens and 
Manhattan.  Surveys were collected in 158 buildings 
of 35 landlords that were defined by the coalition 

as predatory equity. These buildings include 
landlords on Stabilizing NYC’s 2016 target landlord 
list, and those landlords being considered for the 
2017 target landlord list. Surveys were collected 
from March to May of 2017 through door-to-door 
outreach and at tenant association meetings.   
All of the survey questions were developed by 
members of the Stabilizing NYC research team 
utilizing a participatory action research approach. 
The survey aims to measure tenant harassment  
in PE buildings, using the legal definition of tenant 
harassment. Members of the coalition were also 
trained on administering the survey. Surveys  
were translated into Spanish, Bangla, and Chinese,  
and administered in all of those languages as well 
as English.  

SECONDARY RESEARCH ON TARGET 
PREDATORY EQUITY BUILDINGS
CDP researchers reviewed secondary data on  
158 buildings surveyed. Data from the Department 
of Buildings (DOB), Housing and Preservation 
Department (HPD), and eCourts system was 
analyzed to document how many DOB, HPD, and 
active Housing Part (HP) cases were in  
each building.

LITERATURE/LEGAL REVIEW
CDP researchers reviewed previous studies 
and current housing policies to inform the 
primary research as well as the coalition’s 
recommendations and policy platform on 
combatting predatory equity.  

GEOGRAPHIC AND LANDLORD DISTRIBUTION  
OF SURVEYED PREDATORY EQUITY BUILDINGS 

The coalition identified predatory equity buildings through the SNYC landlord watch 
list as well as discussions with tenant members and group tenant association meet-
ings. Survey outreach was designed to collect surveys frowm buildings owned by each 
of the landlords identified. Brooklyn has the highest portion of surveyed buildings 
(43%) while the Bronx has the lowest portion (12%).10
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THE BRONX

MANHATTAN

BROOKLYN

QUEENS

Bronx

Brooklyn

Queens

Manhattan

TOTAL

19

43

68

28

158

12%

27%

43%

18%

100%

BOROUGH NUMBER OF 
BUILDINGS

PERCENT OF 
BUILDINGS

BOROUGH DISTRIBUTION  
OF SURVEYED BUILDINGS
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DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEYS ACROSS LANDLORDS

60%

57%

46%

More than half of respondents have lived 
in their current apartment for 11 or 
more years.

The vast majority of respondents were  

people of color with over half identifying as 
LATINO/A (51%) and 22% AFRICAN AMERICAN 

and 18% WHITE. 

44% of respondents report SPANISH as a 
language they are most comfortable speaking; 
63% speak ENGLISH; 3% speak CHINESE;  
and 4% speak BANGLA.

Women make up the majority of respondents

About two-thirds of respondents are 
receiving some type of safety  
net benefit.

Almost half of respondents report an annual 
household income of $24,999 or less.

Predatory 
equity is 
impacting the 
most vulnerable 
residents of 
New York City.

Ved Parkash
David David
Isaac Herskovitz
Silvershore
Slate Property Management
BCB Property Management
Coltown Properties
Shamco Management Corp
Jonas Equities
Coney Realty
All Year Management
ICON
Madison Realty Capital/Silverstone Property Group
Other
RA Cohen
Brookhill Properties/Toledano
Croman
Citi-Urban
Black Spruce
Abacus Clinton LLC/Wilder Realty LLC
Sugarhill
A&E Real Estate
BRG Management
Zara Realty Holding Corp
TOTAL

94
73
25
22
2
14
10
20
18
9
51
35
42
61
12
14
72
6
5
9
3
75
39
166
877

11%
8%
3%
3%
<1%
2%
1%
2%
2%
1%
6%
4%
5%
7%
1%
2%
8%
<1%
<1%
1%
<1%
9%
4%
19%
100%

Bronx

Brooklyn

Buildings in Brooklyn 
and Manhattan

Manhattan

Queens

LANDLORDS NUMBER OF 
SURVEYS

PERCENTAGE 
OF SURVEYS

BOROUGHS
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF RESEARCH SAMPLE

Borough 

Rent regulated status

Length of Time in Current 
Apartment 

Total Rent Amount 

Gender**

Race/Ethnicity**
 

Language**

Safety Net Benefits

Yearly Household income

Household size

Bronx

Brooklyn

Queens

Manhattan

Rent Stabilized 

Rent Controlled 

I don’t know

0-5 Years

6-10 Years

11+ Years

Less than $700

$701 to $1,100

$1,101 to $1,500

$1,501 to $1,700

$1,701 to $2,000

$2,001 to $2,500

$2,501 to $2,700

$2,701 or more

Female 

Male

Transgender

Other gender identity

Latino/a

Black

Asian or Pacific Islander

Native American

White

Other

English

Spanish

Chinese

Haitian Creole

Bangla

Punjabi

Urdu

Other

Receiving Benefits  

Not receiving benefits

$24,999 or less

$25,000 - $49,999

$50,000 and up

Median household size

17%

21%

24%

38%

85%

7%

3%

14%

7%

79%

10%

36%

24%

14%

5%

3%

2%

2%

68%

32%

0%

0%

34%

19%

16%

0%

23%

8%

61%

26%

12%

0%

2%

0%

0%

0%

52%

48%

53%

29%

18%

2

22%

26%

32%

20%

85%

4%

10%

27%

16%

57%

9%

24%

34%

13%

10%

6%

1%

2%

60%

40%

<1%

<1%

51%

22%

10%

1%

18%

3%

63%

44%

3%

2%

4%

1%

2%

3%

56%

44%

46%

31%

23%

2

Focus Group 
Data, N = 59

Survey Data,
N = 877*

* Although the coalition collected 945 surveys, the surveys of 60 respondents who 
indicated that their apartments were not rent regulated were excluded from our analysis.
**These percentages add up to more than 100% because respondents selected all 
options that applied to them.
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This report is based on ten focus groups, 877 surveys, secondary research on 
buildings, and a literature review. Overall, the findings tell the story of predatory 
equity on the ground, where landlords are using various forms of harassment to 
push out long-term rent regulated tenants and to maximize the number of market 
rate tenants in buildings. Landlords are neglecting the repair needs of long-term 
tenants, and if they eventually do the repairs, they are poor quality, creating 
unsafe conditions for tenants. Landlords are also manipulating rents, while 
employing emotional harassment tactics to drive tenants away. Tenants combat 
the harassment by organizing with each other and with community organizations, 
even though landlords attempt to disrupt and intimidate organizing efforts.

For the past decade, landlords across the city 
have been purchasing overleveraged buildings, 
leaving them with inflated debt payments that 
cannot be covered by the revenue generat-
ed by current rental payments. As a result, 
these landlords use various tactics to push out 
rent-stabilized tenants in the hopes of gaining 
market rate tenants to whom they can charge 
higher rents.  These tactics will be described  
in detail in the following sections of this report.

RESEARCH FINDINGS: 

THE PREDATORY EQUITY STORY

Predatory equity 
landlords are 
pushing rent-
stabilized tenants 
out of their 
homes to make 
way for market 
rate tenants.
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Focus group participants describe how their 
buildings have changed over the years, with newer 
landlords cutting services and pushing long-term 
residents out: 

“I’ve been in my been in my building since like ‘97, 
but [landlord] bought the building four years ago 
and the whole building was rent stabilized; there 
was…22 units and now there’s only nine of us left, 
and they renovated all the apartments all at once, 
which as soon as [they] bought the building, we 
didn’t have any heat or hot water for the first two 
winters, and as soon as they bought it the heat 
stopped.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

“When I moved to my building it was magnificent, 
impeccable. But after the owner sold it to this 
company, it’s been like three or four companies 
that have taken over the building; they show the 
beautiful apartments to rent; they give you the 
lease for one year, and after that it’s no longer 
agreeable.”  QUEENS FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, 
TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Predatory equity 
landlords engage in 
aggressive tactics in 
an attempt to displace 
tenants. These tactics 
are detailed in the 
findings below.
Our survey data show that almost 1 in 5 respondents 
report being verbally or otherwise harassed by their 
landlord, or by agents or employees of the landlord.  

Legally, harassment includes repeated interruptions 
and discontinuances of essential services, repeated 
baseless or frivolous court proceedings, and other 
repeated acts that substantially interfere with the 
tenants’ comfort or causes them to be displaced (see 
p. 7 for legal definition of harassment). Survey and 
focus group data show that landlords use a variety of 
such tactics to harass tenants. Over half of survey re-
spondents (58%) report that they have had problems 
getting repairs, and the majority of these respondents 
are people of color (62%) and speak a language other 

“It was a great building; we had 

great landlords; the person who owned 

the building died, and his son took over 

and then he started this chain of sales 

to slumlord after slumlord.  

The buildings haven’t had heat, haven’t 

had gas. The building is almost 
empty now. There’s like five of us 
left in a twenty-unit apartment building; 

and it’s kind of horrible because it  

feels so barren and desolate.” 

MANHATTAN FOCUS 
GROUP PARTICIPANT
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than English (60%). One-fifth (20%) of survey respon-
dents report that they have been taken to court by 
their landlord and respondents of color are more than 
twice as likely (22%) to report being taken to court 
than White respondents (9%).  A 2013 study by CDP 
and Community Action for Safe Apartments (CASA) 
found that housing court was confusing and difficult 
to navigate for most tenants and recommended that 

A focus group 
participant 
describes being 
threatened  
and harassed  
by their  
new landlord:  

the quality of language access for non-English speak-
ers should improve. Over half of respondents (53%) 
report living without basic services such as gas, hot 
water, and heat, and many focus group participants 
reported such stories. Almost one-fifth (17%) of  
respondents report receiving notices in a language 
they do not understand, which hinders their ability  
to communicate with the landlord.

53%
lived without basic 
services

17%
received notices in  
a language they don’t 
understand

20%
have been taken to court by landlord

58%
had problems getting repairs

19%
were verbally or otherwise 
harassed by landlord or  
agents/employees of the landlord

Survey respondents report 
the following types of tactics:

** Note that percentages add 
to more than 100% because 
respondents could select more 
than one answer. 

“It was a great building; Since [the new landlord] purchased 

the building, I can’t tell you how many times they have brought 
me to court.  Even if I am as little as one week late to pay my 

rent bill, they post written notices on my door, threatening  

to evict me if I do not pay the rent within 5 days.  They then begin to 

harass me, constantly calling me and sending me written 
notices demanding that I pay the rent.  There have been major 

changes for tenants since [the new landlord] purchased the building; 

I no longer sleep peacefully because of all of this.” 

MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT
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Another participant describes how they were 
harassed by an agent of their landlord:  

“As soon as they bought the building they started kicking 
people out, arresting people. There was this time 
where they had this guy…he put his foot in the door, 
he walked into the apartment. With the manager at 
the time, they just walked in. The guy started asking 
for ID from everybody. I thought he was a police offi-
cer.” MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

Another participant describes how they were 
denied repair services after forming a tenant 
association in their building:  

“Harassment?  Well if you wanna consider not getting 
any work done in your apartment because you’re 
forming a tenants’ association in your building [as] 
harassment then I guess maybe that might be con-
sidered harassment; cause I do feel in some way that 
that’s harassment to me because they started paint-
ing my apartment and then they didn’t finish and  
I never saw them again.  This has been like two  
to three months and because I’ve been going around 
informing my neighbors that we’re having a tenants’ 
meeting in the building and I feel that could be a part 
of why I’m not getting the adequate services that  
I deserve.” BRONX FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

Another participant describes how they were 
taken to court repeatedly by their new landlord:  

“The new owner came and told us that we had to leave. 
We offered him rent and they wouldn’t charge us. 
Then, they took us to court many [times] and we told 
them that we were going to pay rent and they said no, 
because we had to leave… I think it was two years that 
we didn’t pay rent. Well, we, thank god, saved all that 
money. There were three other families that didn’t 
pay and they had to leave.” BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH
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At least 9 out of 10 landlords of target 
buildings have an active HP or harassment 
case against them

Stabilizing NYC member organizations and tenant associations 
have been working with attorneys at the Community Devel-
opment Project to bring Housing Part (HP) and harassment 
cases against landlords of target buildings. Often the only way 
to compel landlords to do repairs is to seek relief through HP 
cases, which are proceedings against the landlord to force 
them to make repairs and correct building violations. The  
Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) 
can also file HP cases against landlords. Harassment cases  
can be filed against landlords who try to force tenants to leave 
their apartment or surrender the rights to their apartment 
(the legal definition of harassment can be found on p. 4). 

Cases listed in eCourts and cases being litigated by CDP 
were analyzed, documenting cases against any landlord 
associated with the surveyed buildings. Because resolved 
cases are removed from eCourts and many cases are not 
available online, this analysis shows the minimum number  
of cases against these landlords.   
 
This analysis revealed that at least 89% of the  
surveyed buildings have a landlord who has an  
active HP or harassment case open against them.11
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Predatory equity 
landlords neglect their 
buildings, causing  
the building to fall into 
disrepair and tenants to 
experience unsafe and 
unsanitary conditions. 

Focus group and survey data show that tenants are 
living in unsafe and unsanitary conditions. Tenants 
report leaks, construction debris, mold, and 
vermin, amongst other conditions. Almost half of 
respondents (47%) report that their building isn’t 
cleaned, and 41% report leaks. Over two-thirds 
report mice, roaches, and bed bugs in the building, 
while almost a quarter (24%) of respondents 
report mold, and 39% report construction debris 
in the hallway, all of which are health hazards 
and are considered asthma triggers. Over half of 
respondents report that the doors to their building 
are left open or unlocked, which compromises 
tenant safety. As detailed above, this neglect  
of the building can be considered harassment.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

Types of 
Repair Issues

 % of Tenants 
Reporting

(41%)  Leaks

(46%) Peeling paint 
or cracked walls 

(58%) Doors to 
building left  
open or unlocked 

(18%) Other 

(68%) Mice, roaches, 
or bed bugs  

(14%) Facilities 
are out of order    

(24%) Mold

(47%) Building  
is not cleaned   

(39%) Construction 
debris in the  
hallway
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super refusing to take care of the rats  
in their apartment:  

“I called the super and said, “Look, there are a lot  
of rats here. Look, they ate my fruit. Now, what 
are my kids going to eat? I can’t be buying all  
the time.” And he said to me, “No…but those are  
vegetarian rats.” And, I showed him the photo  
and he said, “Like I said, it’s pretty because it  
is vegetarian. Look at how the fur is.” I told him, 
‘Because of all the fruit it ate…” But imagine it…
Me, in the morning...I went to give the fruit to my 
kids and I didn’t have confidence to let my kids 
grab a banana because maybe a rat had chewed 
it.”  BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT,  
TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Another participant describes the emotional 
toll of living in such unsafe conditions:  

“What’s scary is falling asleep at night because you 
don’t know if the building is going to blow up  
because there’s been chronic gas leaks. I’m 
always afraid of a fire, because we had a hor-
rendous fire in 2003 in the next building – newly 
renovated apartments, that they used substan-
dard work, some substandard workers, and it 
went on fire; and a young girl got burnt over 80%  
of her body. So, that’s scary.” MANHATTAN FOCUS 
GROUP PARTICIPANT

More than a third of the buildings 
surveyed have more violations than 
they do apartment units

In addition to our survey and focus group data, tenants 
have also been documenting their unsafe and unsanitary 
conditions by reporting to New York City’s Department of 
Buildings (DOB) and the Department of Housing Preserva-
tion and Developments (HPD). Violations can range from 
minor leaks, chipping or peeling paint, public area doors not 
self-closing, inadequate lighting in public areas, and vermin 
to immediately hazardous conditions such as inadequate fire 
exits, rodents, lead-based paint, and lack of heat, hot water, 
electricity, or gas.  
 
For each of the surveyed buildings, the number of violations 
were analyzed.  Because there can be more than one viola-
tion for a single apartment unit, the data is represented as 
the ratio of the number of violations in each building to the 
total apartment units in the building.  
 
Overall, out of the 158 target buildings, more than half (58%) 
had a number of violations equal to half the number of units 
in the building or higher, including more than a third 
of buildings (39%) that had more violations than 
there are total units in the building.
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Predatory equity 
landlords neglect 
repair and safety 
issues in buildings,  
and repairs that  
they do supply are  
often substandard.
 
 
Predatory equity landlords and management 
companies also harass long-term tenants by neglecting 
neglect their repair needs, and if they do eventually  
do repairs, they are poor quality. While two-thirds 
(67%) of respondents report that their landlord has 
sent someone to complete repairs in their apartment, 
focus group and survey data both show that repairs 
happen slowly, and are often poor quality. In fact,  
60% of those who had trouble getting repairs were  
not satisfied with the quality of the work, and two-
thirds were not satisfied with the timing in which 
repairs were completed. Respondents whose primary 
language was not English are overrepresented (60%) 
among those who had trouble getting repairs, and 
respondents of color are less likely to be satisfied with 
the quality of repairs than White respondents. Often 
the only way to compel landlords to do repairs is to 
complain to the City through HPD or DOB. Tenants  
also seek relief through Housing Part (HP) cases, which 
are proceedings against the landlord to force them  
to make repairs and correct building violations.12

A focus group participant explains that 
renovations happen but don’t actually 
address the repair needs of tenants:  

“The renovations they did didn’t improve our lives. 
When the ceiling [dropped], nobody came to take 
care of it. They say they did renovations. For us, 
the building is worse and worse. One thing is that 
they say they did renovations but we can’t real-
ly see any improvement. The other is that they 
don’t take care of things in our daily life, such as 
clogging, leaking and not enough heat. They did 
nothing. Now they want to add rent.”
MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT,  
TRANSLATED FROM CHINESE

Participants describe the poor quality of the 
repair work they have received:  

“[Repairs are] usually not done well.  There’s usually 
a mess left behind afterwards…We had leaking 
in the bathroom from upstairs.  We had an open 
ceiling for a week and then, you know, they need 
to…retile the bathroom but [they] just…chip 
away…the broken tiles and patch over it and…
leave the rest of it the way that it was before.   
So everything’s just sort of…half-done, cheaply 
done fast as possible, leave a mess.”  BROOKLYN 
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

“In my apartment, they have fixed the bathroom, 
which always has a leak, four times.  One of the 
workers actually told me: “This leak will continue 
if it is not fixed properly, because it is not coming 
from above, it is coming from under the bathtub.” 
The building has ten floors and the things that  
get done there, we do them ourselves. If we need  
a new floor, we put it in. Anything like the elec-
tricity or the water, we fix it, because if we call 
them, they never respond”  QUEENS FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

58%
of respondents 

have had problems 
getting repairs
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health hazards caused by poor quality  
and unprofessional repair work:  

“They found a lot of lead in my apartment. For a long 
time, I wasn’t aware that a licensed professional 
was necessary to clean up lead, and I have a three 
year old.  The workers who came to address this 
issue worked on it for about one month, and we 
stayed in the apartment while they were working 
on it, breathing in the dust from the repair.   
We weren’t even able to cook for a period of  
time during this repair.  They did not end up doing 
a good job, but stated that they had done exact-
ly what the company/ owner had arranged for 
them to do.”  QUEENS FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, 
TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Another participant illustrates how the 
quality of repairs is so bad, they have  
to resort to doing their own repair work:  

“I don’t call anymore… I just live with. Because  
I know the minute I get involved with them, 
nothing good comes as a result. They either  
send their people that do really bad work, 
almost damage… So, I patch things up with 
masking tape. I don’t call, I am terrified of ever 
contacting them. There was something leaking  
in the basement, so they got to my apartment.  
I had a toilet that broke in three pieces and  
I had to patch [it up], because I am terrified. 
I’d rather have no toilet than call them. Nothing 
good comes from it.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP  
PARTICIPANT

The landlord or management company 
also tries to push out rent-regulated 
tenants by manipulating rent or offering 
other financial incentives.
Despite rent stabilization laws established by New York City to protect tenants, landlords try 
to manipulate and raise rents in various ways in order to make rent unaffordable.13 Landlords 
are illegally raising rents, adding non-rent fees to monthly rent bills, tacking on Major Capital 
Improvements (see definition of Major Capital Improvements on p. 19), and offering preferential 
rents. These tactics are used to confuse and intimidate tenants, particularly in buildings where 
tenants have limited English proficiency and may be less likely to question these practices.

PREDATORY EQUITY LANDLORDS TRY TO PUSH  
LONG TERM TENANTS OUT BY RAISING RENTS.

Rent increases in rent-stabilized units are regulated by the 
Rent Guidelines Board, which is appointed by the Mayor.14  
This board has implemented a rent freeze for rent-stabilized 
tenants for the past two years. Despite this, more than half  
of survey respondents have had their rent increase in the past 
two years. Over a quarter of respondents (27%) report being 
confused about how much rent they are supposed to pay.
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Focus group participants describe the non-rent fees their landlords 
tacks onto their rent:  

“Actually, in my building, my landlord… uses a trick. You send your rent the first or 
the second [of the month] and he knows that after the 15th they charge you late 
charges. So, what he does is, you send him the rent, and he holds it; he doesn’t 
cash the check, he doesn’t do anything, until after the past due, and then he 
just tacks on the late fees. And when you go to court with him, the judge says 
“Ok, take these charges off.” And his attorney says, “Ok, don’t worry, we’ll take 
it out.” You leave, and then you get the same thing the next month; over and 
over again.”  QUEENS FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

Focus group participants describe how rents 
are raised and become unaffordable:  

“They often raised the rent to kick you out of there. 
Oftentimes there is no heat. They don’t help  
repair. They make it hard to live there. Many  
of these are just ways to kick you out of there.  
They just want to turn these housing into  
high-rent housing.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM CHINESE

“We’ve discussed that if the rent continues to 
increase like this, we won’t be able to live here 
anymore.”  QUEENS FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, 
TRANSLATED FROM BANGLA

“The rent in our building is already the most expen-
sive. They still ask to raise. I don’t know how  
is this going to work.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP  
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM CHINESE

PREDATORY EQUITY LANDLORDS TRY TO PUSH  
TENANTS OUT BY ADDING NON-RENT FEES  
TO MONTHLY RENT BILLS. 

A study by the Fees are Fraud Coalition and CDP in 
2015 found that non-rent fees such as air conditioning 
fees, MCIs, and late fees were pervasive throughout 
the city, and that tenants were often confused about 
whether they were actually supposed to pay these 
fees.15 These fees significantly increased the rent 
burden for these tenants. The findings in our study 
show that non-rent fees continue to be an issue for 
tenants, as 38% of respondents report being charged 
late fees, almost a quarter report being charged for 
Major Capital Improvements and almost one-fifth  
report being charged for installing air conditioners.

Our survey finds the following rent 
manipulation and rent fees:

100%
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50%

25%
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57%
More than half  of rent-stabilized 
respondents have had their rent 
increase in the past two years, despite 
 a City-wide rent freeze for rent 
stabilized tenants during that time

27%
of respondents report 
that they have been 
confused about how 
much rent they are 
supposed to pay.

23%
of respondents report 
being charged for Major 
Capital Improvements

17%
of respondents report 
being charged air 
conditioning fees

38%
of respondents 
report being 
charged late fees
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it looked extremely high to me and I looked at  
it in detail and I realized there was a $200 charge 
on top of a late fee and I inquired about it and 
when I finally got a hold of the landlord’s office, 
what took me several…tries to get a hold of 
them, like several weeks… to find out why did 
my bill increase so much.  Then, they told me 
it was because they put in the AC brackets and 
installed the AC for me and that’s why… So,  
I did further investigation and I found out that 
I did not have to pay that $200 because it’s the 
landlord’s responsibility to make sure that the  
AC is in securely and they took that $200 off  
of my rent bill”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP  
PARTICIPANT

LANDLORDS ALSO TACK ON “MAJOR  
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS” OR “MCIS”  
TO FURTHER INCREASE THE RENT.

Landlords often use Major Capital Improvements 
(MCIs) in order to increase rents. MCIs are permanent 
rent increases that landlords can tack on when they 
spend money on building-wide improvements. The 
cost of new windows, boilers, roofs, and other such 
projects can be passed off to tenants as a result.16 
Landlords abuse the MCI system because despite 
being prohibited from imposing annual MCI increases 
that exceed 6% of a tenant’s rent, they still tack on 
charges because enforcement of this rule depends  
on tenants reporting the violation.17 Tenants are often 
unaware of their rights regarding MCI increase or  
they are afraid to challenge the landlord.  Nearly a 
quarter of survey respondents (23%) report being 
charged for MCIs.  

This focus group participant explains how 
MCIs aren’t improving the quality of life  
for tenants but tenants still have to pay  
the costs:  

“ The landlord is raising rent for renovations of 
things that have nothing to do with our daily life. 
It’s endless... For us, the clogging is still there. 
The heat is still not enough. The ceiling is still 
leaking. Now he wants to raise the rent. It doesn’t 
raise our living standard at all.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS 
GROUP PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM CHINESE

“It seems like every time every time [the landlord] 
needs an increase in rent, he uses a little trick 
“Oh, MCI [major capital improvement], legal 
rental increase.” So that’s one way he is jack-
ing up our rents legally, you see. and as long as 
people don’t get involved, nobody wants to fight 
MCI, guess what, the MCI goes in. QUEENS FOCUS 
GROUP PARTICIPANT

PREDATORY EQUITY LANDLORDS ALSO OFFER 
“PREFERENTIAL RENTS” AND THEN SUDDENLY 
REVOKE IT, EXPOSING TENANTS TO STEEP 
RENT INCREASES.

While rent-stabilized apartments have a maximum 
legal rent that landlords can charge, landlords often 
offer renters a lower amount of rent to pay, which  
is referred to as a preferential rent. Preferential rents 
work in various ways, but often, preferential rents 
can be revoked when leases are renewed, exposing 
tenants to the shock of the much higher legal rent, 
exerting pressure for them to move.18 About one-fifth 
of respondents (21%) report that they are paying  
a preferential rent. 

Focus group participants describe the 
experience of having their preferential rent 
taken away:  

“I had what is called preferential rent, and they 
raised it $1000, in just one shot. And I tried to 
go to court and I tried to get help through the 
HCR and different places and I was told “No, you 
can’t do anything because it’s the landlord, he 
can do whatever he wants.” …How do you pay 
$1000 extra, I don’t know where. And if it wasn’t 
because we managed to get the money and ev-
erything, we would have been out of the apart-
ment.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT 

“In my building, what has changed is economic. 
They want to get the old tenants out to repair 
the apartments and raise the rent. That is what  
I have seen in the building where I live. And it  
is in an extraordinary manner. Now I pay $2,200. 
And before, I had preferential rent. And sud- 
denly, he sent a letter - he said, “You lost ...  
you have no preference,” and they raise your 
rent as they wish.” – BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH
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LANDLORDS ALSO OFFER BUYOUTS TO 
RENT STABILIZED TENANTS AND PUT UNDUE 
PRESSURE ON THEM TO ACCEPT THE OFFER.

Landlords utilize buyouts as a method to drive rent 
stabilized tenants out of their apartments. Often 
these offers are accompanied with threats and ha-
rassment, such as excessive calls and text messages 
from the landlord, in order to pressure the tenant  
to take the buyout deal.19 Once the apartment is  
vacated, landlords renovate the unit and increase  
the rent exorbitantly in efforts to deregulate the unit. 
Focus group participants talk about the pressures  
of this type of harassment and the potential implica-
tions of taking on such a deal.  

Focus group participants report that buyouts 
are often used to compel low-income 
tenants to leave their apartments:

“The old owner came one day and told us that we 
had to leave. He offered us money and put out 
his checkbook. He asked me if I wanted cash or 
if I wanted a bank card. Whatever I wanted, he 
was going to give it to me so we would leave the 
building. So then, I told him, “No. My kids were 
born here. I don’t want to go. I like this area.  
I like my apartment.”…So then, time passed 
and then they called and said, “You know what 
– you have to move from the apartment. You 
have to find a new apartment. You only have 
one month.” So then, I couldn’t…I didn’t want 

to answer the phone because I knew it was him. 
Sometimes he called me from a number I didn’t 
know. Sometimes he called me from private 
numbers to get me to answer. He came to the 
house and knocked really loud. And then my 
daughter… she said, “[The owner] is coming. 
[The owner] scares me. Mami, don’t open the 
door, don’t open it.”  BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Another participant discusses why they 
would not take the buyout offer despite 
living in substandard conditions: 

We suffered…there wasn’t any heating. My kids 
were born there…the owners came and offered 
us money to leave…I always wanted to stay  
there, for my kids. BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP  
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Another participant explains that buyouts 
wouldn’t help as they had no place else  
to live:

“They used to say if you move out they can give  
you some money. I had nowhere to go. The  
money won’t help.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM CHINESE
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management company 
also attempts to 
disrupt and intimidate 
organizing efforts  
by tenants.
Focus group participants report that landlords and, 
often their employees, attempt to disrupt tenant 
organizing efforts. 41% of survey respondents report 
feeling unsafe because they participated in their 
building’s tenant association, participated in a legal 
action against their landlord, reported a problem  
with their landlord, or some other reason. 
 
 

Focus group participants describe how 
supers, acting as agents of the landlord, 
attempt to disrupt the tenant association 
meetings in their buildings:  

“During one of our meetings, we thought we weren’t 
being watched/filmed, but apparently, they had 
put in a video camera at the site of our meeting.  
In the middle of our meeting, our super came 
out like a crazy person and yelled “What are you 
doing?”  We responded, “None of your business!”  
He then put flyers up everywhere announcing  
that he would be arranging a meeting in the loca-
tion and during the time we had agreed to meet.   
So we ended up cancelling our meeting.”  QUEENS 
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM 
SPANISH

“[The super] shows up at the meeting and walks 
around and shouts at people and takes down the 
pamphlets that are put up on the walls. And then 
I tell him that I have rights, that we have rights 
to organize and have the meeting and he starts 
saying that he’ll take it away…he wants to inter-
rupt it and disrupt the peace when we are all in 
the meeting. People get nervous and sometimes 
they leave early, because they are afraid of him, 
because he interrupts the order. That’s what he 
does to us.”  BRONX FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, 
TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

41%
report that they have 
felt unsafe because 
they participated 
in their building’s 

tenant association, 
participated in a legal 

action against their 
landlord, reported 

a problem with their 
landlord, or some 

other reason.
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37%
of respondents have spent 

money out of their own 
pocket to complete repairs 

in their apartment. 

Tenants must make 
tradeoffs and pay 
money out of pocket 
in order to survive and 
stay in their homes.
Focus group and survey data show that tenants are 
spending money out of their own pockets in order  
to stay in their apartments. Although landlords are 
legally obligated to provide and pay for repair work, 
over a third of respondents have paid for repairs out 
of their own pockets. Landlords also take tenants 
 to court, where they may have to cover attorney 
and court fees. Focus group participants report that 
while rent is more affordable, there are many “hidden 
costs” to living in rent stabilized housing: court fees, 
cutting off of services, and many other inconveniences.

Focus group participants describe the 
“hidden costs” of being rent stabilized:  

“The hidden costs of being a rent stabilized tenant 
that people don’t seem to factor in, you’ve got 
reasonable rent, but then you have to factor 
in the inconveniences, the money you need to 
spend on extra heating, the court costs, constant 
disruptions and lost work, all of this is very ex-
pensive, but the problem is and I realize this after 
the fact, it would have been much better for me 
to get out in the beginning and pay a lot more for 
rent... at this point in time there’s nowhere  
to go.”  MANHATTAN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

“My rent is a little over $1,200 and with those 
increases, I’ve had to make some great adjust-
ments in my life, such as cut back a little bit  
on food…I can’t afford to buy clothes like  
I normally would in order to try to look for a job, 
to go on job interviews where you need…up to 
date clothes.  I can’t afford to do that…  I have 
to cut back on a lot of things just to keep a roof 
over my head.  Rent has gotten very, very high 
and I am not seeing why I’m paying this amount 
of money.  Where is that money going?  Why are 
my conditions so poor?.”  BRONX FOCUS GROUP 
PARTICIPANT

Predatory equity 
takes a substantial 
emotional toll  
on tenants.
Focus group findings show that the emotional toll  
of predatory equity on tenants and their families  
can leave them feeling powerless and in a state of 
emotional and physical distress. Participants report 
depression, fear, as well as physical and mental 
health impacts as communities are ripped apart. 
 
A focus group participant describes that 
living in this way and trying to communicate 
with the landlord is extremely stressful:

“Well, I am sick as well, so this is very stressful  
for me.  They want us to understand and comply 
with exactly what they are telling us, but they  
refuse to listen to us!  It doesn’t make a differ-
ence how much you try to express your concerns 
to them...they treat you like you are nothing,  
and like they can take advantage of you.  The 
individuals who work at the [landlord’s] office  
are so disrespectful, and ultimately, the land-
lords will believe their own employees over us, 
the tenants.  It is very, very stressful.” QUEENS 
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED  
FROM SPANISH
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landlord’s harassment tactics affected  
their family’s emotional health:  

“The owner sent me an eviction notice to leave  
the apartment.  For my daughter, it put her in  
a depression, because she thought we were going 
to a shelter. And yes, it affected me emotionally. 
Not just me, but my kids were suffering, they were 
depressed. It affected me…my emotions and my 
health. They called me, like she said, but from  
a private telephone and I answered and they said, 
“You have to go,” that I had to go… that the  
police were coming.”  BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP  
PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Another participant describes  
feeling degraded:  

“It’s the microaggressions that they’re doing, it’s the 
little things, like little bits of papercuts. It’s like 
that death by a thousand cuts where you don’t 
feel welcome, you don’t feel that they value you 
as a tenant, even if you pay your rent on time, 
you’re not creating a fuss…”  BROOKLYN FOCUS 
GROUP PARTICIPANT

Another participant describes how having 
limited English language abilities and being 
harassed makes them feel powerless against 
institutions that back the landlord:  

“Harassment is something terrible. You feel so  
powerless to fight against something so power-
ful that you get filled with rage. Or also, that you 
don’t know the language well and you see how  
the authorities form alliances with the owners  
and turn their backs on the community. That’s 
how I see it – that they give priority to them, they 
are not right, and they throw you to the floor…”   
BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, TRANS-
LATED FROM SPANISH

However, organizing with 
others allows tenants to  
make real changes to their 
building and quality of life.
Over half of respondents (60%) report that they are members of their 
building’s tenant association. Focus group participants also describe  
how being in a tenant association and working with community  
organizations helps them fight for better conditions in their buildings.
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Another participant describes how they stood their 
ground to organize when the super tried to interfere 
during a tenant association meeting:  

“I remember once, we organized and the super tried to inter-
fere, telling us that we couldn’t organize in the building and we 
couldn’t have a meeting in the building...So, I actually had to 
step into his face and tell him, “…In the US we have the right 
to organize, it is our right and we are going to organize and if 
you don’t let us organize and speak amongst ourselves here, 
this is what we’re going to do: we’re going to organize against 
you, and guess what, you’re not going to have a job. Your man-
ager is not going to back you up if all of us say, we don’t want 
you here. There’s nothing you can do about that...”  BROOKLYN 
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

Another participant describes the positive impact 
that working and organizing with a community based 
organization has improved conditions in their building: 

“[Organizer from community organization] came to my building 
and asked, “Who is the leader here that wants this building to 
start working and do things as they should be done?” “That’s 
me, I’m the leader,” I said. And when this man arrived, I 
thought, here is my guardian angel, let’s get to work! And 
we began the work, brother. Then you saw how they began 
fixing everything…and I just laughed inside because I have 
always said, when you do things by the law, and you are firmly 
stepping on the grounds of what is just, you need to fight.”  
BRONX FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT

Our survey finds that:

A focus group 
participant 
describes how 
attending tenant 
association 
helps combat 
feelings of fear:

BROOKLYN FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT, 
TRANSLATED FROM SPANISH

“There were times when I wanted to cry, because there were 

times when I didn’t even want to go out onto the street 

because sometimes he [the super] was there walking. I said, if  

he finds me out there, he’ll grab me and do something. So… 

I was afraid to go outside. But, like I said, I got strong. I got 

to know the association and now I feel like I have that strength, 

I don’t feel powerless anymore. I feel strong because, 

thank God, I have someone who helps us, who supports us, 

because they make us strong.”

60%
of respondents 

report that they are 
members of their 
building’s tenant 

association



Our research has shown that predatory 
landlords across the city attempt to 
push out rent stabilized tenants by 
employing a variety of harassment tactics, 
raising rent burdens, offering buyouts, 
and suppressing organizing.  Their goal 
is to displace these tenants, destabilize 
apartment units, and maximize  
the number of market rate units. 

In order to address these findings, 
Stabilizing NYC has been working with 
the Coalition Against Predatory Equity 
(CAPE), a group of elected officials,  
to draft legislation that would increase 
scrutiny on predatory equity landlords, 
as well as lenders who finance predatory 
equity purchases. City Council should 
support and pass the following bills,  
and continue to fund Stabilizing NYC’s 
work towards ending predatory equity 
and protecting tenants.

THE

STABILIZING 

LEGISLATIVE 

SOLUTION: 

NYC 

PROPOSALS

City Council should 
support and pass  
Intro 1210 – 
OWNER WATCH LISTS. 

This bill would require the Department of Housing 
Preservation & Development (HPD) to create a watch 
list on their website for owners of multiple dwelling 
buildings (6 or more units) who are engaged in preda-
tory equity practices. Owners would be categorized  
on “Moderate risk” or “High Risk” lists based on several 
factors:

_ Capitalization Rate (CAP Rate);20 
_ Number of open HPD/DOB violations per dwelling 

unit in the building; 
_ Number of open orders to correct underlying  

conditions;21 
_ Number of actions for harassment commenced  

(in housing court, Division of Homes and Commu-
nity Renewal or other tribunal) within the past five 
years which have not been dismissed as frivolous;

_ Number of times the building has been “flipped”  
in the past five years.22

HPD would maintain the watch list by tracking capital-
ization rates of rent stabilized buildings sold quarterly. 
Additionally, HPD would establish a mechanism for 
members of the public to submit buildings they believe 
should be put on the watch list for HPD to review per 
the above factors. They would also establish proce-
dures for removing landlords who no longer belong  
on the watch list, as well as for landlords applying to  
be taken off the watch list. 
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City Council should 
support and pass  
Intro 1212 – 
LENDER WATCH LIST.  
 
This bill would require the Department of Housing 
Preservation & Development (HPD) to create and 
maintain a watch list on their website of lenders 
who provide financial support to owners engaged 
in predatory equity practices. The criteria for the 
watch list would be determined by a task force 
appointed by the Mayor that would include tenant 
advocates, lending institutions and public members. 
This task force would meet and hold annual hearings, 
then present their findings to HPD to create and 
implement the watch list.  The lender watch list 
would contain information about which landlords 
and buildings the lender was financing, and this 
information would be shared with federal and state 
agencies overseeing banking rules and regulations.

City Council should 
support and pass  
Intro 1211 – 
CONSPIRACY  
TO HARASS.  
 
This bill would create a rebuttable presumption 
(believed to be true until proven otherwise) regarding 
tenant harassment for certain buildings that meet the 
CAP Rate threshold defined in Intro 1210. The following 
allegations will be believed to be true and used to 
cause a tenant to vacate their apartment unless the 
landlord can prove otherwise:

_ Use of force and/or making threats that force will 
be used against a tenant;

_ Repeated and/or extended disruptions of essential 
services;

_ Repeated (usually three or more) frivolous court 
proceedings against a tenant;

_ Removal of a tenant’s personal belongings from  
the apartment;

_ Removal of the door to the tenant’s apartment;
_ The landlord unlawfully “offered” the tenant  

a buyout.

2
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In addition to the above legislative 
proposals, previous reports by  
New York City housing organizations 
and coalitions, many of which 
are members of SNYC, have put 
forward various recommendations 
to combat tenant harassment 
and prevent displacement of rent 
stabilized tenants. The following 
recommendations have been 
compiled from The Burden of Fees 
(2013), Tipping the Scales (2013), 
NYC Tenants Call for the Prohibition 
of all Non-Rent Fees (2015), Stand 
for Tenant Safety (2015), Bronx 
Coalition for a Community Vision 
Policy Platform (2015), and Resisting 
Displacement in the Southwest 
Bronx (2017). The full reports 
can be found on the Community 
Development Project at the Urban 
Justice Center website. Several 
organizations within SNYC coalition 
are also part of the Real Rent 
Reform Coalition and the Alliance 
for Tenant Power; we have included 
some recommendations from the 
joint legislative platform of these 
coalitions.23 SNYC also recently 
came out in support of Attorney 
General Eric Schneiderman’s Tenant 
Protection Act of 2017, and this is 
also included as a recommendation.24

POLICY 

RECOMMENDATIONS
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The Burden of Fees: How 
Affordable Housing is Made 
Unaffordable (2013)

Tipping the Scales: A Report 
of Tenant Experiences in 
Bronx Housing Court (2013)

NYC Tenants Call for the 
Prohibition of all Non-Rent 
Fees: Addendum to The Burden 
of Fees: How Affordable 
Housing is Made Unaffordable 
(2015)

Stand for Tenant Safety: 
Construction as Harassment 
in Rent Stabilized Buildings 
and the STS Legislative 
Solution (2015)

Bronx Coalition for a 
Community Vision Policy 
Platform (2015)

Resisting Displacement 
in the Southwest Bronx: 
Lessons from CASA’s Tenant 
Organizing (2017)

R3 and Alliance for Tenant 
Power: Legislative Program 
(2015)

Tenant Protection Act  
of 2017

CASA1 
 

CASA3 
 

CASA2 
 
 
 
 

STS 
 
 
 

BXC 
 

CASA4 
 
 

R3 
 

AG

PREVIOUS HOUSING REPORTS 
AND POLICY PLATFORMS

RECOMMENDATIONS KEY
More details of each 

recommendation can be found in 
the full reports they came from:

CODE

https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/sites/default/files/The%20Burden%20of%20Fees_FINAL.pdf
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/sites/default/files/The%20Burden%20of%20Fees_FINAL.pdf
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/sites/default/files/The%20Burden%20of%20Fees_FINAL.pdf
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/sites/default/files/CDP.WEB.doc_Report_CASA-TippingScales-full_201303.pdf
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/sites/default/files/CDP.WEB.doc_Report_CASA-TippingScales-full_201303.pdf
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/sites/default/files/CDP.WEB.doc_Report_CASA-TippingScales-full_201303.pdf
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/rentfees-addendum
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/rentfees-addendum
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/rentfees-addendum
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/rentfees-addendum
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/rentfees-addendum
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/rentfees-addendum
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/sts
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/sts
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/sts
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/sts
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/sts
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/BXvision
https://cdp.urbanjustice.org/cdp-reports/BXvision
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
ADDRESSING PHYSICAL CONDITIONS
 
Across New York City, landlords are conducting 
renovations in buildings where people continue  
to live. At the same time, they are neglecting repair 
needs and endangering the health and safety of 
tenants. For instance, in 2015, a gas explosion in the 
East Village due to substandard and unsafely installed 
gas systems resulted in the death of 2 people and  
the injury of 19 others.25 The Stand for Tenant Safety 
(STS) coalition, of which many SNYC groups are a part, 
has been working to pass a package of legislation 
 to address reckless construction. Recently, the New 
York City Council passed several of STS’s legislative 
bills, an important victory for tenants, organizers, 
and City Council members who supported the bills. 
Other organizations have also developed policy 
recommendations to combat landlord neglect.  
The following recommendations would help keep 
tenants and communities safe: 

1. Require building inspectors to respond 
to calls within 24 hours. The City should 
implement policy that requires building 
inspectors to respond to tenant calls within 
24 hours. (BXC)

2. Implement stronger emergency repair 
protocol. The City and HPD should do this  
to ensure serious violations are handled in  
a timely manner. (BXC)

3. Create an Anti-Displacement Task 
Force with regular meetings between local 
community organizations and HPD to discuss 
strategies for housing preservation. The 
task force should be able to utilize all of 
HPD’s available tools, such as the Alternative 
Enforcement Program (AEP), and collaborate 
to maximize impact. This task force should 
also create a live map of distressed buildings 
to help community stakeholders and City 
officials identify buildings in distress. (CASA4) 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
ADDRESSING ISSUES WITH RENT

Rent manipulation and non-rent fees continue to be a 
pervasive issue across boroughs. Much of this is due to 
the systematic weakening of the New York State Rent 
Laws. Predatory equity landlords exploit loopholes in 
the laws to increase rents. Below are recommendations 
for how the New York State Senate and Assembly could 
protect tenants in rent regulated buildings:

1. Eliminate the eviction bonus. Currently  
the laws allow an automatic 20% rent 
increase when apartments turn over, which 
is a huge incentive for landlords to push 
residents out of their apartment. The State 
should immediately revoke this “bonus.”(R3)

2. Make MCI’s temporary surcharges.  
MCI’s or Major Capital Improvements are a 
significant contributor to rent increases for 
rent regulated tenants. These increases are 
justified by extensive repairs in a building,  
but are assumed into a tenant’s rent 
permanently. The State should make these 
charges temporary, separate from rent, until 
they pay off the cost of the repairs. (R3)

3. Protect tenants who have preferential 
rents. Preferential rents occur when  
a landlord offers a rent less than the legal 
regulated rent , which may be higher than 
the market will bear due to MCI’s and other 
rent increases. In 2003, the State changed 
the laws regarding preferential rents, allowing 
landlords the ability to revoke preferential 
rents on any lease renewal. This has created  
a crisis where hundreds of thousands of 
tenants are at risk of huge rent increases on 
renewal. The State should revert the law to  
its pre-2003 form where if a tenant is offered 
a preferential rent, that rent is the base rent 
for their tenancy, and can only be revoked  
on vacating the apartment. (R3)
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C RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 

ADDRESSING ISSUES WITH RENT FEES

Previous research from Community Action for Safe 
Apartments, as well as this report, suggest that 
fees are used as a harassment tactic to make rent 
unaffordable and contribute to pushing tenants out of 
their homes. The New York State Division of Homes and 
Community Renewal (DHCR) oversees rent stabilized 
housing and administered some non-rent fees, while 
DHCR and the Office of Court Administration (OCA) 
have joint jurisdiction to enforce regulations on non-
rent fees. The following policies address non-rent fees:  

1. Prohibit all non-rent fees. HCR should 
eliminate all non-rent fees on rent bills, such 
as fees for installing air conditioners, washing 
machine, or dishwashers. Tenants should 
also be able to continue to install washing 
machines, dryers, or dishwashers, and have 
air conditioners in their apartments. (CASA2)

2. Prohibit landlords from including legal 
or late fees on a rent bill. Landlords 
should be required to bill for legal or 
late fees separately, and should provide 
documentation of their basis for applying 
such fees. (CASA2)

3. Mandate the Tenant Protection Unit 
(TPU) to enforce fee regulations and 
proactively investigate all landlords charging 
unauthorized fees. TPU should work with 
tenants who are charged unauthorized  
fees by notifying them of their rights 
and assisting them in making overcharge 
complaints. (CASA2)   

4. Work with officials in housing court 
to eliminate the negotiation of non-rent 
fees. OCA should educate all housing court 
officials, as well as court attorneys, clerks, 
and judges, on HCR laws and regulations 
regarding non-rent fees, and also require 
housing court staff to inform tenants about 
their right to object to these fees. (CASA1)   

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COMBATTING 
HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION 

The findings in this report show that tenants are being 
harassed and intimidated by predatory equity landlords, 
and the emotional toll on tenants is substantial.  
The City should work to protect tenants from landlords 
with a demonstrated history of harassment through  
the following recommendations: 

1. Create a Real Time Enforcement Unit to 
target buildings where landlords harass tenants. 
This would address the lag time between when 
tenants report issues in the building and when 
DOB inspectors address those issues. (STS)

2. Pass and implement citywide “Certificate 
of No Harassment” legislation. As landlords 
continue to utilize renovations to raise rents 
and drive out tenants with disruptive and 
health hazardous construction work, the 
City should work to implement a Certificate 
of No Harassment (CONH) law, which would 
discourage tenant harassment by preventing 
landlords with a history of harassment from 
accessing permits required for construction 
from the Department of Buildings. (CASA4) 

3. New York State Senate and Assembly 
should pass the “Tenant Protection Act of 
2017” introduced by Attorney General Eric 
Schneiderman.26  This legislation would expand 
and strengthen existing tenant harassment 
laws, making it easier to criminally prosecute 
landlords who harass and displace rent 
regulated tenants.(AG)

4. Pass, Implement and Monitor Intro 214-B, 
the Right to Counsel. In August of 2017, Mayor 
DeBlasio signed Intro 214-B into law, making 
New York City the first city in the county  
to establish a right to counsel. Guaranteeing 
counsel for tenants facing housing court 
proceedings has the potential to reduce 
evictions by as much as 77%. However, as plans 
for implementation move forward, careful 
monitoring and feedback from tenants  
is important in ensuring that access to counsel 
in housing court is a right, and not a program. 
(CASA4)
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STABILIZING NYC MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS:

Stabilizing NYC (SNYC) is a coalition comprised of  
fifteen grassroots neighborhood-based organi-
zations, a citywide legal service provider and a 
citywide housing advocacy organization who have 
come together to combat tenant harassment and 
preserve affordable housing for the New Yorkers 
who need it most. The coalition combines legal, 
advocacy and organizing resources into a citywide 
network to help tenants take their predatory equity 
landlords to task for patchwork repairs, baseless 
eviction cases, and affirmative harassment.

The Community Development  
Project at the Urban Justice  
Center (CDP) partnered with SNYC 
to conduct this research. CDP pro-
vides legal, participatory research 
and policy support to strengthen 
the work of grassroots and commu-
nity-based groups in New York City 
to dismantle racial, economic and 
social oppression. CDP’s Research 
and Policy Initiative partners with 
and provides strategic support  

to grassroots community organizations to build the 
power of their organizing and advocacy work. We uti-
lize a “participatory action research” model in which 
low-income and excluded communities are central  
to the design and development of research and policy.
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 MISSION: The Bureau of Tuberculosis Control (BTBC) aims to 
prevent the spread of tuberculosis (TB) and eliminate it as a public 
health problem in New York City (NYC)

GOALS

Identify all individuals with suspected 
and confirmed TB disease and ensure  
their appropriate treatment, ideally on 
directly observed therapy (DOT)

•   Maintain a surveillance system for all TB cases and their contacts, all people suspected of having TB 
disease and children younger than 5 years of age with latent TB infection

•   Ensure that providers and laboratories report suspected and confirmed TB cases to the New York City 
Health Department

•   Conduct intensive case management to ensure that TB patients remain under medical supervision until 
treatment completion, with DOT as the standard of care

•   Conduct contact investigations to identify individuals with TB disease or latent TB infection and ensure 
appropriate treatment

•   Detect and respond to outbreaks to prevent the spread of TB

•     Set standards and guidelines and consult on all aspects of TB control, including prevention, diagnosis 
and treatment of TB disease and latent TB infection

•       Provide medical consultation and perform timely reviews of discharge plans submitted by hospitals 
and providers

•   Operate state-of-the-art chest clinics for TB screening, diagnosis and treatment at no cost to 
the patient 

•   Ensure that all positive cultures for Mycobacterium tuberculosis are sent to the NYC Public Health 
Laboratory for drug susceptibility testing and genotyping analysis 

•       Use data to monitor trends, inform programmatic decision-making and conduct research and evaluation

•   Align funding allocations with program priorities

•   Collaborate with community-based organizations and health care providers to improve TB prevention 
and management

•   Support advocacy to maintain and improve the TB public health infrastructure

•   Ensure data confidentiality

1 Ensure that individuals at high risk  
for progression from latent TB  
infection to TB disease complete  
treatment and do not develop disease2
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March 24, 2018

Dear Colleagues,

This year, we are reminded of the challenges we face in controlling tuberculosis (TB). In last year’s report, the Health 
Department highlighted the slowing decline of TB cases and incidence rates in New York City (NYC).  In 2017, the  
number of new TB cases in NYC rose 10%, from 556 to 613, with incidence rates increasing from 6.8 per 100,000 to 
7.5 per 100,000. This is the first increase in NYC since 2003* and the largest increase in the last 25 years. 

TB cases were identified in almost every neighborhood in NYC in 2017 and the disease continues to affect patients 
across races, nationalities, ages and income levels. Fourteen patients had multidrug-resistant (MDR) TB, including 
one patient who had extensively drug-resistant (XDR) TB and five patients who had a resistance pattern only one drug 
away from XDR TB. These patients come from countries around the world—including the United States—reminding us 
that TB is not just a global crisis but a local one.

As local, national and global conversations turn to the possibility of TB elimination, we must remain fully committed  
to combatting this curable and preventable disease. To do so, we must continue to work alongside communities to  
increase access to quality care, maintain our critical public health infrastructure in the face of funding challenges, 
invest in research and strengthen our collaborations with key partners including health care providers, laboratories 
and patients. 

We have innovative tools at our disposal that can help us make further headway against TB. The Health Department's 
TB chest clinics offer state-of-the-art diagnostic, treatment and care modalities regardless of patient immigration 
status or ability to pay. Our efforts to diagnose, treat and prevent TB have been improved with new rapid diagnostics, 
shortened preventive therapies and remote video-enabled directly observed therapy. Our dedicated staff and partners 
work tirelessly to ensure that patients and their contacts receive high-quality care and successfully complete treatment. 

United, we can continue to reduce TB transmission and infection, cut rates of disease and deliver compassionate, 
high-quality care to our patients and communities. Thank you for joining our efforts and for your ongoing commitment 
to fighting TB. 

Sincerely,

Joseph N. Burzynski, MD, MPH
Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Tuberculosis Control

* NYC reported a 5.7% increase in the number of TB cases from 2002-2003, partially attributable to a change in surveillance practices.
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CORE ACTIVITIES



REPORTING AND SURVEILLANCE
Health care providers and laboratories are required to report to the New York City Health Department:

1. All patients with confirmed TB disease

2. Anyone suspected of having TB disease 

3.   Children younger than 5 years of age with a positive test for TB infection

Staff of the Health Department's Bureau of TB Control (BTBC) review all submitted reports for completeness and  
timeliness and determine whether patients are eligible for case management. The Health Department maintains an  
electronic registry and case management system (Maven version 5.4.3.1, Conduent Public Health Solutions, Florham 
Park, NJ) that includes information for all reported patients and people exposed to infectious TB patients (contacts). 
This data is used to conduct case management activities, ensure TB treatment completion, monitor epidemiologic 
trends, detect and respond to TB outbreaks, prepare surveillance reports, report aggregated data to the State health 
department and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and identify data quality and reporting issues. 
BTBC also coordinates with health departments in other jurisdictions to ensure continuity of care for TB patients  
working or living outside of NYC.

 For additional information about NYC TB reporting requirements, see pages 28-29.

REPORTING AND SURVEILLANCE HIGHLIGHTS, 2017:

•    613 cases of confirmed TB disease were verified by the Health Department.

•    3,449 individuals with suspected TB disease and 72 children younger than 5 years of age with latent TB infection 
were reported to the Health Department.

•    106 facilities reported at least one TB case; nearly half (49%) of all cases were reported by 14 facilities.

CLINICAL SERVICES
The Health Department is the leading provider of TB care in NYC. TB-related services are provided at four chest clinics 
located in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan and Queens. Health Department physicians working at the chest clinics 
are specialists in internal medicine, preventive medicine, pulmonary medicine, infectious diseases, pediatrics and  

7   New York City Bureau of Tuberculosis Control Annual Report, 2017

FIGURE 1: Initial reporter of confirmed tuberculosis cases verified in 2017 by reporter type, New York City (NYC)

51% 27% 8% 7% 3% 3%

Non-public hospital Public hospital Health Department chest clinic Community provider Non-NYC reporter Non-public lab Other (1%)

 HEALTH CODE CHANGE: CHILDREN YOUNGER THAN 5 WITH A POSITIVE TEST FOR TB INFECTION: The NYC Health Code 
now requires health care providers to report the following for any child younger than 5 years of age with a positive 
test for TB infection (e.g., tuberculin skin test [TST] or blood- based interferon-gamma release assay [IGRA]):

•    Quantitative and qualitative test results     
•    Chest radiograph results
•    Name and dose of any medication that has been initiated for the treatment of latent TB infection
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occupational health. Anyone with symptoms of TB disease or a positive test for latent TB infection is eligible for medical 
evaluation and treatment at a Health Department chest clinic at no cost to the individual.

The Health Department provides TB diagnostic services, including testing for latent TB infection (using blood-based 
QuantiFERON®-TB Gold In-Tube [QFT] test and TST), sputum induction, chest radiographs, medical evaluation,  
treatment for TB disease and latent TB infection, and DOT services.

The majority of patients evaluated and treated at Health Department chest clinics are referred by NYC health care 
providers, other health departments and social service providers. Chest clinic staff also refer patients to other medical 
professionals for further evaluation and treatment of non-TB related conditions as indicated.

EVALUATION OF NEWLY ARRIVED IMMIGRANTS AND REFUGEES: People applying for permanent U.S. immigration status and 
refugee status are screened for TB as part of their overseas medical examination. If the pre-immigration examination 
finds clinical suspicion of TB, a Class A designation is given and the applicant is not allowed to travel until treatment is  
completed or the patient is no longer infectious. If findings suggest non-infectious TB (i.e., latent TB infection or old TB), 
the applicant is given a Class B designation and travel clearance, and the applicant's destination is notified by the CDC.  
The destination city must notify the individual of the need for TB re-evaluation. BTBC follows up with all immigrants and 
refugees arriving in NYC with Class A or B status. The majority come to a Health Department chest clinic for re-evaluation. 

HIV TESTING AND COUNSELING SERVICES: BTBC staff provide rapid HIV testing and HIV counseling services at Health
Department chest clinics and refer patients with HIV infection to health care providers who specialize in HIV treatment. 
Anonymous HIV testing and counseling are also available at chest clinics independent of need for TB services.

 For additional information about chest clinic locations and services, see page 33.

CLINICAL SERVICES HIGHLIGHTS, 2017:

•    Health Department chest clinics provided TB-related services to 8,653 unique patients during 34,665 encounters.

•    337 (55%) patients with TB disease received some or all of their TB care at a Health Department chest clinic.

•    3,631 individuals were referred to Health Department chest clinics for TB evaluation (i.e., TB testing, chest radiograph 
and medical exam) by community health care providers, social service providers, hospitals and other jurisdictions. 

•    BTBC was notified of 1,942 Class A and B immigrants arriving in NYC; of those, 1,735 were eligible for TB evaluation. 
As of January 22, 2018, 1,082 (62%) had received initial evaluation for TB disease or latent TB infection.

CASE MANAGEMENT
TB case management activities include patient education, comprehensive patient interviews, medical chart reviews, 
contact identification, contact evaluation and DOT. BTBC staff conduct home assessments to determine whether 
infectious TB patients can be isolated at home, provide general patient support, transfer patient care between NYC 
and other jurisdictions and work with community providers and City, State and federal programs. Case managers 
also perform monthly monitoring for adherence to medical appointments and treatment and locate patients who are 
non-adherent to treatment and help them return to medical supervision. The Health Department provides TB case  
management for NYC residents diagnosed with or suspected of having TB disease and their associated contacts,  
regardless of where they are receiving their TB care. 

CONTACT INVESTIGATION: The Health Department routinely conducts contact investigations among household and social 
contacts and in congregate settings (e.g., worksites, schools, health care-associated settings). The Health Department  
identifies and evaluates individuals exposed to infectious TB patients, ensures appropriate treatment among contacts 
diagnosed with TB disease or latent TB infection, and determines if transmission has occurred to assess whether  
further testing is needed.

 BUREAU OF TUBERCULOSIS CONTROL CORE ACTIVITIES
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DIRECTLY OBSERVED THERAPY (DOT): DOT is the standard of care for managing patients with suspected or confirmed TB 
disease in NYC, regardless of where they are treated. During DOT, a patient is observed by a health care worker while  
ingesting anti-TB medications. The Health Department provides DOT services at all chest clinics and at homes,  
worksites and other locations as requested by the patient. The Health Department also provides video DOT (vDOT) for 
many patients. VDOT is convenient for patients and enables continuity of DOT services outside of traditional business 
hours and when patients travel. DOT is also available through three NYC Health+Hospitals facilities: Elmhurst Hospital, 
Kings County Hospital and Bellevue Hospital Center. 

 To learn more about the DOT program or to enroll a patient, call 311. 

REGULATORY ACTION: For patients with infectious TB who may pose a danger to the public’s health, the Health Department 
has the authority under the NYC Health Code to legally mandate compliance with TB treatment. This may include 
compulsory evaluation, mandatory DOT and/or involuntary hospitalization to complete TB therapy.

MEDICAL CONSULTATION: Health Department physicians conduct reviews for all patients with suspected or confirmed TB 
disease and consult with community providers on TB treatment and patient management. This includes consultation for 
patients with drug-resistant TB and review of hospital discharge plans.

 To obtain expert medical consultation regarding TB, call the TB hotline at 844-713-0559 or call 311. 

CASE MANAGEMENT HIGHLIGHTS, 2017:

•    Case management was initiated for 613 newly confirmed TB cases and 1,455 patients suspected of having TB 
disease. Case management activities were continued for 414 previously diagnosed cases and were also conducted 
for 99 patients with TB verified outside of NYC.

•    3,294 contacts were identified for 447 potentially infectious TB cases; 2,380 (72%) contacts were evaluated as of 
January 22, 2018, and 539 (23%) had a new positive TB test result.

•    400 eligible patients with confirmed TB disease were enrolled in DOT through the Health Department or another 
health care provider. 179 were enrolled exclusively in face-to-face DOT; 221 received some or all of their DOT through 
vDOT. Health Department staff provided approximately 39,237 DOT observations for 753 patients with 
suspected or confirmed TB disease or latent TB infection.

DRUG SUSCEPTIBILITY TESTING AND GENOTYPING
The NYC Health Code mandates that a portion of the initial isolate from all culture-positive TB patients be sent to the 
NYC Public Health Laboratory for drug susceptibility testing (DST) and genotyping. 

DST results identify drug resistance profiles for TB strains and inform treatment regimens and the clinical management 
of patients with TB disease. Molecular-based laboratory diagnostics (e.g., nucleic-acid amplification tests) are now 
being routinely used in acute care hospitals, commercial laboratories and public health reference laboratories. These 
tests can rapidly confirm the presence of M. tuberculosis and provide information on the presence of mutations in 
specific genes that are known to predict drug resistance. Though results from these tests do not replace phenotypic data  
obtained through conventional methods, mutation results from tests obtained on the specimen are typically available  
first and should be used by the patient’s provider to customize empirical TB treatment. When there is discordance between 
phenotypic and mutation results, providers should consult with the Health Department.

Genotype results identify whether TB strains are genetically related (i.e., clustered), which helps the Health Department 
identify false positive laboratory results, detect outbreaks and identify where TB transmission may be occurring.  
Potential false positive culture results and possible instances of contamination are promptly investigated to ensure that 
patients are not placed on anti-TB medications unnecessarily.
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In 2017, BTBC changed its cluster definition from "cases having isolates with matching restriction fragment length  
polymorphism analysis (RFLP) and spacer oligonucleotide typing (spoligotype) results" to "cases with matching  
spoligotype and 24-loci mycobacterial interspersed repetitive unit–variable number tandem repeat (MIRU) results." 

DRUG SUSCEPTIBILITY TESTING AND GENOTYPING HIGHLIGHTS, 2017:

•    Isolates were submitted to NYC and NYS public health laboratories for 496 (98%) of 506 culture-confirmed TB 
cases; of these, phenotypic DST results were available for 496 (100%) cases and molecular DST results were 
available for 487 (98%) cases.

•    Genotype results were available for 486 (96%) culture-positive TB cases; WGS results were available for 467 (92%) 
culture-positive TB cases.

•    45 false positive investigations were initiated, of which 9 investigations confirmed a false positive result. 21 were 
closed as unlikely false positive and 12 were inconclusive. 3 investigations were ongoing as of January 22, 2018.

TRAINING, OUTREACH AND COLLABORATION
BTBC engages various stakeholders to advance efforts to detect, treat and prevent TB throughout NYC. 

BTBC STAFF support patients through treatment completion, provide guidance to physicians based on BTBC guidelines 
and educate communities about TB. Educational materials developed by the CDC and BTBC are used to supplement 
staff training, which is delivered by experts from BTBC and the Northeastern TB Center of Excellence for Training,  
Education and Medical Consultation. All staff are trained on the basics of TB and TB control. Supplemental training, 
job aids and electronic resources support the development of skills in case management, infection control, cultural  
competency, health equity and other topics.

COMMUNITIES WITH HIGH TB BURDEN are engaged as partners in efforts to increase TB knowledge and encourage
community members to seek care when needed. Community-based organizations, elected representatives and other 
partners help deliver culturally and linguistically appropriate educational messaging though community events and via 
print and electronic media. They also support TB screening efforts at health fairs and mobile van-based testing events. 

INDIVIDUALS AT HIGH RISK FOR TB are the focus of targeted community-based testing events and efforts to increase TB 
screening and reduce barriers to accessing health care services. BTBC staff link individuals with latent TB infection 
who are identified at community events to medical evaluation and treatment. Educational materials developed for  
individuals at high risk for TB are used in the community and in Health Department chest clinics.

HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS collaborate with BTBC in many capacities and are offered opportunities to discuss and learn 
about TB testing, diagnosis, and treatment. BTBC experts provide TB presentations, case management conferences, 
and clinical consultation at hospitals and outpatient facilities throughout the city. BTBC also co-sponsors an annual 
medical conference in honor of World TB Day to discuss best practices and update providers on the latest TB care 
guidelines and recommendations. For updated TB care guidelines, visit nyc.gov/health and search for "tuberculosis."

 To order educational materials (see page 30), call 311 or visit nyc.gov/health and search "tuberculosis." To request a lecture or 

Grand Rounds presentation, or for more information about TB conferences, please email TBtraining@health.nyc.gov.

 UNIVERSAL WHOLE GENOME SEQUENCING: In 2017, BTBC collaborated with New York State (NYS) Wadsworth
Center and the NYC public health laboratory to conduct whole genome sequencing (WGS) for all patients 
with culture-positive M. tuberculosis. WGS detects mutations associated with drug resistance and allows staff to 
characterize and compare TB strains to inform outbreak detection and investigation activities. 

 BUREAU OF TUBERCULOSIS CONTROL CORE ACTIVITIES
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OUTREACH AND TRAINING HIGHLIGHTS, 2017:

•    BTBC staff presented 12 medical talks at various hospitals and outpatient facilities throughout the city.

•    BTBC hosted 11 community-based events in collaboration with community partners, including the Office of 
Assemblyman Felix Ortiz, Charles B. Wang Community Health Center, Academy of Medical and Public Health  
Services, Mixteca, YWCA Flushing, Philippine Nurses Association, MetroPlus, Chinese Planning Council,  
Ascension Church in Queens and St. Sebastian Church in Queens.

•    BTBC tested 313 individuals during community-based events, mobile van testing sessions and community health 
fairs; 89 (28%) had a positive result and were referred for follow-up medical evaluation and care.

PROGRAM EVALUATION
The Health Department uses a series of performance indicators to compare BTBC’s performance to national standards 
and ensure that program objectives are being met. These indicators help identify programmatic issues and areas for  
improvement in case management and contact investigation and inform program planning and policy decisions. Indicators  
include goals for culture conversion, contact evaluation and treatment completion. Performance indicators and targets 
are developed in coordination with Health Department partners and funders, including the NYS Department of Health 
(NYS DOH) and the CDC. Certain performance indicators must be reported to the NYS DOH and the CDC.

COHORT REVIEW: One of the Health Department’s primary tools for evaluating its TB control program is the quarterly 
cohort review process. Four to six months after a patient's TB diagnosis, BTBC's Assistant Commissioner and other 
BTBC staff review case management activities, treatment status and data quality for all NYC patients with confirmed TB  
disease and their contacts. Successes and challenges in patient care and case management are used to inform  
programmatic changes and identify training needs. (For the most recent performance indicators, see page 26.)

RESEARCH
The Health Department actively participates in TB research, including observational studies on TB epidemiology in NYC 
and clinical research through the CDC TB Trials Consortium (TBTC), which conducts national and international studies 
to develop new treatment regimens for TB disease and latent TB infection. NYC TB data are presented at meetings 
and conferences locally, nationally and internationally. 

NYC TB RESEARCH CONSORTIUM: The Health Department leads the NYC TB Research Consortium, which brings together 
health department, academic, laboratory and other researchers to collaborate on projects focusing on TB in NYC. The 
group’s activities include research to inform TB prevention, care and management policy and practice; epidemiologic 
and clinical studies; pursuing funding opportunities; and mentoring researchers and students to develop research 
skills for future public health careers. To date, NYC TB Research Consortium participants have included Albert Einstein 
College of Medicine, Columbia University, Drexel University, Johns Hopkins University, Public Health Research Institute 
at Rutgers University, the Treatment Action Group (TAG) and Yale University. 

 BTBC PARTICIPATION IN ADVISORY GROUPS AND CONSORTIA IN 2017:  Advisory Council for the Elimination of TB • CDC/Infectious 
Disease Society of America/American Thoracic Society National Multidrug Resistant TB Guidelines Writing Committee • CDC 
RVCT Revision Workgroup • CDC TB Education and Training Network • CDC TB Epidemiologic Studies Consortium Board of
Advisors • CDC TB Program Evaluation Network • CDC TB Outbreak Detection Workgroup • CDC TB Trials Consortium • 
National TB Controllers Association (Board of Directors, Latent TB Infection Reporting Workgroup, National Society of TB  
Clinicians, Survey Committee, Society for Epidemiology in TB Control) • Northeastern TB Center of Excellence for Training, 
Education and Medical Consultation Training and Medical Consultation Center Medical Advisory Board
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FUNDING AND ADMINISTRATION
BTBC receives City, State and federal funding. The operating budget for the fiscal period of July 1, 2017, through 
June 30, 2018 was approximately $14.8 million. Of this budget, 13% supported other-than-personnel services (OTPS),  
84% supported personnel services and 3% went toward indirect costs. These funds support all TB prevention and  
control activities, from hiring staff to operating Health Department chest clinics. BTBC staff work to ensure that funds 
are allocated, monitored and utilized efficiently. 

BTBC FUNDING AND STAFFING, JULY 1, 2017 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2018

Medications/supplies 

Patient support services

Laboratory testing services

Electronic medical records

Chest radiograph services 

Other 

FIGURE 2: Bureau of Tuberculosis Control (BTBC) funding distribution 
for other-than-personnel services (OTPS) by type
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Other 

Nurse
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FIGURE 3: Bureau of Tuberculosis Control (BTBC) staff1 
by job function (n=174)
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1. Excludes 36 non-Health Department personnel assigned to BTBC

BTBC STAFF PUBLICATIONS IN PEER-REVIEWED JOURNALS, 2017:

•    Burzynski J. The Use of Modeling to Compare Tuberculosis Dynamics in Four U.S. States. Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 
2017 Oct 15;196(8):953-954.

•    Fojo AT, Stennis N, Azman A, Kendall EA, Shrestha S, Ahuja SD, Dowdy DW. Current and future trends of 
tuberculosis in New York City: a dynamic model. Lancet Public Health. 2017 Jul 2: e323–30

•    Fox GJ, Benedetti A, Cox H, Koh WJ, Viiklepp P, Ahuja S, Pasvol G, Menzies D; Collaborative Group for Meta-Analysis 
of Individual Patient Data in MDR-TB. Group 5 drugs for multidrug-resistant tuberculosis: individual patient data 
meta-analysis. Eur Respir J. 2017 Jan 3;49(1)

•    Levanon Seligson A, Parvez FM, Lim SW, Singh T, Mavinkurve M, Harris TG, Kerker B. Public Health and Vulnerable 
Populations: Morbidity and mortality among people ever-incarcerated in NYC jails, 2001–2005. J Correct Health 
Care. 2017 Oct;23(4):421-436.

•    Macaraig M, Lobato MN, McGinnis Pilote K, Wegener D. A National Survey on the Use of Electronic Directly 
Observed Therapy for Treatment of Tuberculosis. J Public Health Manag Pract. 2017 Jul 7. [Epub ahead of print]

•    Slutsker JS, Trieu L, Crossa A, Ahuja SD. Using Reports of Latent Tuberculosis Infection among Young Children to 
Identify Tuberculosis Transmission in New York City, 2006—2012. Am J Epidemiol. 2017 Nov 8. [Epub ahead 
of print]

•    Smith SE, Pratt R, Trieu L, Barry PM, Thai DT, Ahuja SD, Shah S. Epidemiology of Pediatric Multidrug-Resistant 
Tuberculosis in the United States, 1993-2014. Clin Infect Dis. 2017 Oct 16;65(9):1437-1443..

•    Stennis NL, Sullivan Meissner J, Bhavnani D, Kreiswirth B, Ahuja SD, Tuberculosis disease among Mexico-born 
individuals living in New York City, 2001-2014. Int J Tuberc Lung Dis 21(6):657–663.

 For more information about research at BTBC or to join the NYC TB Research Consortium, contact TB-epi@health.nyc.gov
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FIGURE 4: Tuberculosis cases and rates,1 New York City, 1983-2017

In 2017, the number of confirmed tuberculosis (TB) cases 

in New York City increased to 613, a 10% increase from 

2016. This is the largest increase in the number of TB  

cases since 1992. 

613 cases

7.5 per 100,0000

2003-2017:
Overall decrease: 46%
Average annual decrease, 2004-2016: 5%
One-year increase, 2016-2017: 10%

1992-2003:
Overall decrease: 70%
Average annual decrease, 1992-2002: 10%
One-year increase, 2002-2003: 6%

1983-1992:
Overall increase: 134%
Average annual increase: 11%



TB EPIDEMIOLOGY IN NYC, 1983-2017
1983-1992: From 1983 to the peak of the NYC TB epidemic in 1992, the number of TB cases increased 134%, from 
1,603 to 3,755 cases. This drastic increase was attributed to multiple factors including the emergence of the HIV/AIDS 
epidemic, poor infection control practices in health care facilities, increases in poverty and homelessness, increases in 
immigration from TB-endemic countries and the reduction in public health infrastructure to control TB. 

1992-2003: With renewed investment in TB control and the advent of anti-retroviral therapies, TB cases declined 72%
overall between 1992 and 2002, with an average annual decrease of 10%. In 2003, NYC experienced a 6% increase in  
cases, which was attributed to a change in case counting methods and increased transmission of TB among homeless 
individuals. 

2003-2017: From 2003 to 2016, the decline in cases slowed, with an average 5% decrease each year. Overall, the 
number of cases fell 51%, from 1,132 in 2003 to a record low of 556 cases in 2016. Resources for TB control also 
decreased during this period. In 2017, NYC again saw growth in the number of cases to 613. This 10% increase is the 
largest increase in the number of TB cases in NYC since 1992.

FIGURE 5: Percent change in proportion for select characteristics among tuberculosis cases, 2016 to 2017, New York City

 A CLOSER LOOK AT THE INCREASE, 2017
In 2017, there were no changes in surveillance definitions or TB case counting criteria and there were no 
large outbreaks identified. Analyses of demographic characteristics indicate increases among patients 65 
and older, males, non-U.S. born patients, U.S.-born Hispanic patients and patients residing in the Bronx and 
Brooklyn. Analyses of clinical and social characteristics show an increase in patients with culture-positive 
TB disease, patients with both pulmonary and extrapulmonary disease sites, and patients experiencing  
homelessness. The number of multidrug-resistant TB cases also increased from 11 in 2016 to 14 in 2017.
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1.  There was no change between 2016 and 2017 in the proportion of cases among patients 45-64 years of age, patients living in Staten Island at time of  
TB diagnosis or patients with HIV infection. Change in clustering proportion could not be assessed due to a change in genotyping and clustering methods.  
2. Race/ethnicity is among patients born in the U.S. 3. MDR TB is defined as resistance to at least isoniazid and rifampin. 4. In the 12 months before  
TB diagnosis. 

RACE/ETHNICITY2

 TUBERCULOSIS EPIDEMIOLOGY IN NEW YORK CITY, 1983-2017
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Every year, the highest rates of TB in NYC are seen among 
patients 65 years of age and older. In 2017, there were 150 
TB cases in this age group for an incidence rate of 13.0 per 
100,000, which is more than twice the TB rate among those 
under 65 years of age (6.3 per 100,000). 

This also represents a 25% increase in the number of cases 
among patients 65 of age and older compared to 2016, 
which may be attributable to growth in this segment of the 
NYC population. Within this group, people 75-84 years of 
age experienced a 51% increase in the number of TB cases 
between 2016 and 2017 and had the highest rate of TB in 
2017 (15.6 per 100,000) when compared to those 65-74 
years of age (11.6 per 100,000) and those older than 85 
(13.0 per 100,000).

 TB AMONG PEOPLE OLDER THAN 65 YEARS OF AGE IN NYC

1.  Rates are based on New York City Health Department population estimates, modified from U.S. Census Bureau interpolated intercensal population estimates, 2000-
2016. Updated September 2017.

FIGURE 6: Tuberculosis rates1 by age group in years, New York City, 2008-2017
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FIGURE 8: Tuberculosis rates1 among adults older 
than 65 by age group in years, New York City, 
2013-2017
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1.   Rates are based on New York City Health Department  
population estimates, modified from U.S. Census Bureau  
interpolated intercensal population estimates, 2000-2016. 
Updated September 2017.

FIGURE 7: Tuberculosis cases by sex, New York City, 2017
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FIGURE 9: Tuberculosis cases and rates1 by birth in the United States (U.S.),2,3 New York City, 1992-2017
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FIGURE 10: Tuberculosis rates1 by race/ethnicity2 among patients born in the United States (U.S.),3,4 New York City, 2008-2017
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1. Rates prior to 2000 are based on 1990 U.S. Census data. Rates for 2000-2005 are based on 2000 U.S. Census data. Rates after 2005 are based on one-year  
American Community Survey data for the given year or the most recent available data. 2. U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories.  
3. Excludes cases with unknown country of birth.
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2. Data shown does not include patients with multiple, other, or unknown race/ethnicity. 3. U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories.  
4. Excludes cases with unknown country of birth. 
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FIGURE 11: Tuberculosis cases, rates1 and select characteristics by patient country of birth,2-6 New York City, 2017

COUNTRY OF BIRTH
NYC TB incidence, TB burden, patient characteristics and TB risk factors differ substantially across patient country 
of birth. As a result, addressing TB in NYC requires identifying and understanding these differences and designing 
tailored, sustainable interventions in partnership with the communities most affected by TB.  
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1.6 TB rate per 100,000  
among people born  
in the U.S. 75 Number of countries of birth 

represented among patients 
with TB disease in 201715.9 TB rate per 100,000  

among people born in a 
country other than the U.S.

NYC TB rate per 100,000: 1.6
Median age (years): 41
Median years in the U.S.: N/A
HIV infection: 10%
Immunosuppression (not HIV): 6%

83 cases

UNITED STATES

NYC TB rate per 100,000: 22.9
Median age (years): 39
Median years in the U.S.: 12
HIV infection: 7%
Immunosuppression (not HIV): 7%

42 cases

MEXICO

NYC TB rate per 100,000: 28.8
Median age (years): 51
Median years in the U.S.: 11
HIV infection: 3%
Immunosuppression (not HIV): 6%

36 cases

ECUADOR

1.   Rates are based on 2016 American  
Community Survey one-year sample data. 

2.   Two cases in 2017 were among patients  
with unknown country of birth.

3.   There were 16 countries for which rate  
could not be calculated due to insufficient 
population data

4.   China includes individuals born in mainland 
China, Hong Kong, Taiwan and Macau. 

5.   U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. 
and U.S. territories. 

6.   Immunosuppression due to having a medical 
condition, not including HIV/AIDS, or use of  
immunosuppressive therapy 

7.   MDR TB is defined as resistance to at least 
isoniazid and rifampin.

 TOP 10 COUNTRIES OF BIRTH BY TB BURDEN AND INCIDENCE1 IN NEW YORK CITY,2-5  2017

NYC TB rate per 100,000: 28.9
Median age (years): 56
Median years in the U.S.: 11
HIV infection: 3%
Immunosuppression (not HIV): 6%

116 cases

CHINA

NYC TB rate per 100,000: 49.5
Median age (years): 54
Median years in the U.S.: 10
HIV infection: 0%
Immunosuppression (not HIV): 8%

38 cases

INDIA

Country of birth #NYC cases
China4........................................ 116
United States (U.S.)5 ................... 83
Mexico ......................................... 42
India ............................................ 38
Ecuador ....................................... 36
Dominican Republic ................... 31
Bangladesh ................................. 27
Philippines .................................. 25
Haiti ............................................. 19
Nigeria ......................................... 15

Country of birth NYC TB rate per 100,000
Eritrea (1 case) ...........................................360
Sierra Leone (4 cases) ...............................225
Bolivia (3 cases) .........................................130
Burma (8 cases) .........................................118
Indonesia (4 cases)....................................112
Ethiopia (3 cases) ........................................ 93
Nepal (10 cases) .......................................... 86
Liberia (3 cases) ........................................... 78
Afghanistan (3 cases) .................................. 66
Nigeria (15 cases) ........................................ 57

19
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FIGURE 12: Tuberculosis rates1 by United Hospital Fund 
neighborhood, New York City, 2017

Queens continued to have the highest TB burden in 2017 with 247 cases and a rate of 10.6 per 100,000. The United Hospital 

Fund (UHF) neighborhood with the highest TB rate was Sunset Park, Brooklyn, with a rate of 23.2 per 100,000, more than 

triple the citywide rate. Twelve (29%) UHF neighborhoods had TB rates that exceeded the overall NYC rate and 35 (83%)  

exceeded the national rate. Fifty-one percent of TB patients lived in a neighborhood with high or very high area-based poverty.

1.   Rates are based on New York City Health Department 
population estimates, modified from U.S. Census Bureau 
interpolated intercensal population estimates, 2000-2016. 
Updated September 2017.

At or below provisional national rate (0.0 to 2.8)

Above citywide rate (7.6 to 23.2)
At or below citywide rate (2.9 to 7.5)

Rate per 100,000

No NYC TB cases

12 Number of UHF neighborhoods 
with TB rates higher than the 
2017 citywide rate

TB IN NYC NEIGHBORHOODS

FIGURE 13: Proportion of tuberculosis (TB) cases and TB rates1 by area-based poverty level2-3 and birth in the United States 
(U.S.),4-5 New York City, 2017

Area-based  
poverty level2

U.S.-born  
rate

Non-U.S.- 
born rate

Total 
NYC rate

Very high (30 to 100%) 2.1 18.7 8.2

High (20 to < 30%) 2.1 16.3 8.3

Medium (10 to < 20%) 1.6 17.4 8.3

Low (< 10%) 0.5 8.4 2.8

1.   Rates are based on 2012-2016 American Community Survey data. 2. Area-based poverty level is based on 2011-2015 American Community Survey data on 
the proportion of ZIP code residents living below the federal poverty level. 3. Cases were assigned to a ZIP code based on their residence at TB diagnosis.  
4. U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories. 5. Two cases in 2017 were among patients wth unknown country of birth.

U.S.-bornNon-U.S.-born

 Very high

High

Medium

Low

TB rate per 100,000: 23.2

Median age (years): 36

Most common country of birth among patients: 
China (19), Mexico (5), U.S. (2)

31 cases 

SUNSET PARK

TB rate per 100,000: 19.2

Median age (years): 43.5

Most common country of  
birth among patients: 
Ecuador (17), Philippines (14),  
China (11)

92 cases 

WEST QUEENS
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Upper East Side (2)

Greenwich Village-Soho (0)

Queens (247)

West Queens (92)

Flushing (43)

Fresh Meadows (11)

Southwest Queens (26)

Bayside-Little Neck (8)

Southeast Queens (16)

Jamaica (20)

Long Island City-Astoria (13)

Ridgewood (13)

Rockaway (4)

Staten Island (12)

Stapleton-St. George (6)

Port Richmond (2)

South Beach-Tottenville (3)

Willowbrook (1)
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FIGURE 14: Tuberculosis cases1 and rates2 by borough and United Hospital Fund (UHF) neighborhood, New York City, 2017

1.   Parentheses indicate the number of TB cases residing in each 
neighborhood at time of TB diagnosis. 2. Rates are based on 
New York City Health Department population estimates, modified 
from U.S. Census Bureau interpolated intercensal population 
estimates, 2000-2016. Updated September 2017.

Healthy People 2020 goal (1.0 per 100,000)

2017 provisional national rate (2.8 per 100,000)

2017 citywide rate (7.5 per 100,000)

Rate per 100,000
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TABLE 1: Select demographic, social and geographic characteristics of tuberculosis cases by birth in the United States (U.S.),1,2 
New York City, 2016-2017

Characteristics
2016 2017

U.S.-born1 Non-U.S.-born Total U.S.-born1 Non-U.S.-born Total
n % n % n % n % n % n %

Age group

    0-17 12 15 8 2 20 4 16 19 3 1 19 3

   18-44 30 37 211 45 241 43 28 34 224 42 253 41

   45-64 28 34 147 31 175 31 22 27 169 32 191 31

   65+ 12 15 108 23 120 22 17 20 132 25 150 24

Sex

   Female 28 34 189 40 217 39 27 33 197 37 225 37

   Male 54 66 285 60 339 61 56 67 331 63 388 63

Race/ethnicity

   White non-Hispanic 16 20 31 7 47 8 16 19 31 6 47 8

   Black non-Hispanic 37 45 70 15 107 19 36 43 81 15 117 19

   Hispanic 18 22 104 22 122 22 23 28 132 25 157 26

   Asian non-Hispanic 9 11 248 52 257 46 4 5 259 49 263 43

   Multiple/other 2 2 21 4 23 4 4 5 23 4 27 4

Time in the U.S. (at reporting)

   < 1 year n/a n/a 60 13 60 13 n/a n/a 68 13 68 13

   1-5 years n/a n/a 109 23 109 23 n/a n/a 121 23 121 23

    > 5 years n/a n/a 304 64 304 64 n/a n/a 326 63 326 63

Borough of residence 14 17 225 47 239 43 16 19 231 44 247 40
   Manhattan 16 20 51 11 67 12 9 11 55 10 64 10

   Bronx 20 24 59 12 79 14 21 25 84 16 106 17

   Brooklyn 30 37 132 28 162 29 35 42 148 28 184 30

   Queens 14 17 225 47 239 43 16 19 231 44 247 40

   Staten Island 2 2 7 1 9 2 2 2 10 2 12 2

Homeless3 10 12 6 1 16 3 9 11 14 3 23 4

Employed3,4 25 36 233 50 258 48 31 46 223 42 254 43

     Health care worker3,4 0 0 22 9 22 9 2 6 14 6 16 6

Drug use3,4 18 22 17 4 35 6 16 19 12 2 28 5

Excessive alcohol use3,4 4 5 13 3 17 3 2 2 23 4 25 4

Neighborhood poverty5

Very high (30 to 100%) 36 44 95 20 131 24 26 31 127 24 155 25

High (20 to < 30%) 11 13 121 26 132 24 22 27 134 25 156 25

Medium (10 to < 20%) 25 30 226 48 251 45 29 35 225 43 254 41

Low (< 10%) 10 12 32 7 42 8 6 7 40 8 46 8

Total 82 15 474 85 556 - 83 14 528 86 613 -

1.  U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories. 2. Column sums may not equal applicable totals due to missing country of birth data. 3. In the 
12 months before TB diagnosis. 4. Among patients 18 years of age and older. 5. Area-based poverty level is based on 2011-2015 American Community Survey data 
on the proportion of ZIP code residents living below the federal poverty level. Cases were assigned to a ZIP code based on their residence at TB diagnosis. 
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CLINICAL CHARACTERISTICS

FIGURE 15: Tuberculosis cases by disease site, New York City, 2017
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1. Excludes cases with unknown country of birth. 2. U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories. 3. 110 patients in 2017 had an unknown HIV status.
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FIGURE 17: HIV infection among tuberculosis cases1 by birth in the United States (U.S.),2,3 New York City, 2008-2017

Number of cases

Non-U.S.-bornU.S.-born U.S.-born

Proportion of cases

Non-U.S.-born

Proportion of cases

Year

TABLE 2: Disease site among tuberculosis cases with 
extrapulmonary disease,1 New York City, 2017 (n=224)

64%

20%

16%

FIGURE 16: Proportion of culture-confirmed 
tuberculosis cases among all tuberculosis  
cases, New York City, 2017

83%
of all cases had a 
positive culture

Pulmonary disease only Extrapulmonary disease only

Both pulmonary and extrapulmonary disease sites

Culture-positive (506) Clinically confirmed (107)

80% Proportion of cases 
with a pulmonary  
site of disease 8 Number of patients who previously  

had at least one other documented 
episode of TB disease in NYC 5% Proportion of TB cases 

among patients known  
to have HIV infection

83%

17%

Disease site
Number  
of cases

Percent

Any extrapulmonary site 224

Lymphatic 88 39

Pleural 58 26

Bone/Joint 25 11

Meningeal 15 7

Genitourinary 11 5

Peritoneal 17 8

Laryngeal 2 1

Other 45 20
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FIGURE 18: Multidrug resistance1 among tuberculosis cases, New York City, 1992-2017

1. MDR TB is defined as resistance to at least isoniazid and rifampin. 2. XDR TB is defined as resistance to at least isoniazid and rifampin plus a fluoroquinolone and a 
second-line injectable anti-TB medication.

Multidrug-resistant TB (MDR TB)1

Extensively drug-resistant TB (XDR TB)2

INSET: MDR1 and XDR2 TB, New York City, 2008-2017
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DRUG RESISTANCE
Drug resistance continues to be a challenge to TB prevention and care efforts. Fourteen patients diagnosed in 2017 had MDR TB, 

defined as a TB strain resistant to isoniazid and rifampin, the two most important and effective drugs in the TB treatment regimen. 

Of these, one patient had an XDR TB strain, characterized by additional resistance to a second-line injectable medication and a 

fluoroquinolone. Five patients had a resistance pattern only one drug away from XDR TB. 

Molecular-based tests (e.g. pyrosequencing, 

WGS, Hain Lifescience GenoType MTBDRplus) 

are now being used routinely in acute care 

hospitals, commercial laboratories and public 

health reference laboratories. These tests can 

rapidly detect mutations associated with drug  

resistance, which helps health care providers 

ensure that patients are placed on effective 

regimens sooner. In 2017, the median time in 

days from TB case verification to identification 

of an MDR TB strain was 26 (range: 0 to 102). 

 USING MOLECULAR-BASED TESTING TO DETECT DRUG RESISTANCE
FIGURE 19: Laboratory method used to first identify resistance to both 
isoniazid and rifampin among cases with a multidrug-resistant  
tuberculosis strain, New York City, 2017 (n=14)

14%     Hain Lifescience GenoType MTBDRplus

14%     Pyrosequencing

21%     Whole genome sequencing

50%    Liquid/broth-based (MGIT) phenotypic testing 
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Characteristics
2016 2017

U.S.-born1 Non-U.S.-born Total U.S.-born1 Non-U.S.-born Total

n % n % n % n % n % n %

Ever respiratory smear positive 36 52 194 52 230 52 29 46 239 56 269 55

   Sputum smear positive 29 81 196 99 225 96 26 90 225 93 251 93

Nucleic amplification assay positive3 3 60 3 14 6 23 2 20 4 27 6 24

Culture positive 62 76 386 81 448 81 58 70 446 84 506 83

Pulmonary only site of disease 53 65 308 65 361 65 53 64 334 63 389 63

Extra-pulmonary only site of disease 13 16 103 22 116 21 20 24 103 20 123 20

Both pulmonary and extra-pulmonary 16 20 63 13 79 14 10 12 91 17 101 16

Cavities present on chest x-ray ever4 23 33 81 22 104 24 17 27 92 22 109 22

Multidrug (MDR) resistance5 1 2 10 3 11 2 2 4 12 3 14 3

   Extensive drug resistance (XDR)6 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 1 0

Non-MDR isoniazid resistance5 3 5 32 8 35 8 3 5 36 8 39 8

Non-MDR rifampin resistance5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 0

History of TB disease 7 9 33 7 40 7 4 5 29 5 33 5

HIV status

     Infected 13 16 14 3 27 5 8 10 22 4 31 5

     Not infected 50 61 400 84 450 81 58 70 414 78 472 77

     Refused testing 16 20 52 11 68 12 9 11 62 12 71 12

     Not offered/done or unknown 3 4 8 2 11 2 8 10 30 6 39 6

Non-HIV related immunosuppression 5 6 25 5 30 5 5 6 30 6 35 6

TNF-alpha antagonist therapy7 2 2 9 2 11 2 2 2 8 2 10 2

Diabetes 10 12 94 20 104 19 9 11 107 20 116 19

Total 82 15 474 85 556 - 83 14 528 86 613 -
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TABLE 4: Select clinical characteristics of tuberculosis cases by birth in the United States (U.S.),1,2 New York City, 2016-2017

1. U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories. 2. Column sums may not equal applicable totals due to missing country of birth data.  
3. Among patients with negative culture and nucleic amplification assay performed. 4. Percent is among patients with a pulmonary site of disease. 5. MDR TB is defined as  
resistance to at least isoniazid and rifampin. Percent is among patients with susceptibility testing performed for isoniazid and rifampin. 6. XDR TB is defined as resistance 
to at least isoniazid and rifampin plus a flouroquinilone and a second-line injectable anti-TB medication. Percent is among patients with susceptibility testing performed for 
isoniazid, rifampin, any fluoroquinolone and any second-line injectable anti-TB medication. 7. Use within 24 months before TB diagnosis

Characteristics

Median age (range) 41 (19-80)

Number born outside of the United States (U.S.) (%) 12 (86%)

Years in the U.S. among non-U.S.-born patients (%)

< 5 years 5 (42%)

5-10 years 4 (33%)

> 10 years 3 (25%)

Pulmonary site of disease (%) 12 (86%)

Median number of drugs to which there was known  
resistance among MDR TB cases2 (range)

7 (3-12)

Median number of contacts identified around 
patients with MDR TB (range)

3 (0-155)

TABLE 3: Select characteristics among patients diagnosed with 
multidrug-resistant (MDR) tuberculosis,1 New York City, 2017 (n=14)

1. MDR TB is defined as resistance to at least isoniazid and rifampin.
2. Resistance to any fluoroquinolone was counted once 

FIGURE 20: Region of birth1 among patients diagnosed with 
multidrug-resistant tuberculosis, New York City, 2017 (n=14)

Americas South-East Asia Africa Europe
Eastern MediterraneanWestern Pacific

29%
of all patients with  
MDR TB were born  

in the Americas

14%

29%

21%

14%

14%

7%

1. Based on World Health Organization regional definitions 
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1. Includes clusters with five or more cases identified in three years and evidence of recent, local TB transmission 2. Clusters include cases whose isolate has exact-match 
or similar spacer oligonucleotide typing and 24-loci mycobacterial interspersed repetitive unit–variable number tandem repeat results. 3. Includes one case counted 
outside of NYC with matching genotype results and epidemiologic links to other patients in the cluster. 4. Among cluster cases identified between January 1, 2015 and 
December 31, 2017. 5. U.S.-born includes individuals born in the U.S. and U.S. territories. 6. In the 12 months before TB diagnosis. 7. Within a 10-block radius or less

 PROFILE OF TUBERCULOSIS CASES, 2017

GENOTYPING AND NYC CLUSTERS
The Health Department changed its TB genotyping methods in 2017 and now uses spacer oligonucleotide typing analysis and  

24-loci mycobacterial interspersed repetitive unit–variable number tandem repeat analysis to characterize TB strains and define 

TB clusters. Clustered cases are reviewed, prioritized and assigned for epidemiologic investigation based on factors including 

cluster growth, patient characteristics and evidence of recent, local TB transmission. The availability of whole genome sequencing 

(WGS) has enabled further differentiation of strains and informs cluster detection, prioritization and investigation activities.

26

Cluster A Cluster B3 Cluster C Cluster D Cluster E Cluster F

Number of cases identified from January 1, 2015 to  
December 31, 2017 11 8 7 6 6 5

Proportion of cases among males4 64% 75% 71% 83% 83% 80%

Proportion of patients born in the United States (U.S.)4,5 27% 88% 14% 17% 100% 60%

Median patient age in years (range)4 30 (20-70) 31 (16-59) 27 (17-40) 29 (19-38) 35 (24-65) 40 (18-53)

Most common borough of residence at time of  
TB diagnosis (%)4

Queens  
(55%)

Manhattan 
(63%)

Brooklyn 
(86%)

Brooklyn 
(100%)

Bronx  
(100%)

Manhattan (40%)  
Brooklyn (40%)

Proportion of patients reporting history of homelessness4,6 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 20%

Proportion of patients reporting history of drug use or  
excessive alcohol use4,6 18% 50% 14% 17% 83% 20%

Proportion of patients with pulmonary disease4 82% 88% 100% 83% 100% 60%

Clusters in which patients reported history of  
transient work4,6 ✓ ✓ ✓

Clusters in which social network links were identified  
among patients4  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Clusters in which patients were linked to the same  
geographically-concentrated area4,7 ✓ ✓ ✓

FIGURE 21: Proportion clustered1 among tuberculosis cases with a complete genotype2 by select patient characteristics, New York City, 
2017 (n=440)

1. Defined as a case with an isolate that 
has exact-matching 24-loci mycobacterial  
interspersed repetitive unit–variable number 
tandem repeat (MIRU) results and spacer 
oligonucleotide typing (spoligotyping) results 
to another NYC case verified since January 1, 
2009. 2. Having both spoligotype and MIRU 
results; 440 (87%) cases verified in 2017 
had a complete genotype as of January 22, 
2018.  3. U.S.-born includes individuals born 
in the U.S. and U.S. territories; two cases had 
unknown country of birth. 4. Among patients 
born in the U.S. 5. Excludes four patients with 
unknown or multiple race/ethnicity. 6. Among 
patients born outside the U.S. 7. Time 
in the U.S. is not available for all patients. 
8. In the 12 months before TB diagnosis.
 

TABLE 5: Characteristics of select high-priority1 tuberculosis (TB) clusters,2 New York City, 2017

Clustered
Not clustered

AGE GROUP:

0-17 years

18-44 years

45-64 years

65 and older

U.S.-born

BIRTH IN THE UNITED STATES (U.S.):3

Non-U.S.-born

32% 68%

34% 66%

34% 66%

70% 30% 51% 49%

TIME IN THE U.S.:6,7RACE/ETHNICITY:4,5

< 1 year

> 5 years

1-5 yearsNon-Hispanic White
20% 80%

Non-Hispanic Black
57% 43%

Hispanic
63% 37%

Asian
25% 75%

20% 80%

37% 63%

29% 71%

31% 69%

OTHER:

Extrapulmonary 
disease only

Any pulmonary disease
35% 65%

27% 73%

History of  
homelessness8

47% 53%

Drug or excessive 
alcohol use8

44% 56%

34% Proportion of culture 
positive cases with a 
clustered isolate 47% Proportion of cases among  

patients younger than 18  
with no obtainable genotype 92% Proportion of culture 

positive cases with  
WGS results available

34% 

66% 

OVERALL:
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TABLE 6: Select performance measures, national targets1 and New York City performance outcomes, 2015-20162

1. Definitions for performance measures and national indicators are established by the CDC. The 2020 targets were set in 2015. For additional 
information, visit: cdc.gov. 2. Performance measures are not reported for the current year to allow sufficient time for follow-up. 3. Of TB patients with 
positive acid-fast bacilli (AFB) sputum-smear results who are alive at diagnosis. 4. Of TB patients with positive sputum culture results who were alive 
at diagnosis and have initiated treatment. Excludes patients who died within 60 days of initiating treatment. 5. Excludes patients who never started 
on anti-TB medications, those who died or moved outside of the U.S. within 365 days of treatment initiation, those with any rifampin resistance, those 
with meningeal TB and children 14 years of age or younger with disseminated TB. 6. Of AFB sputum smear-positive TB cases. 7. Of contacts to AFB 
sputum smear-positive TB cases counted in the year of interest. 8. Of contacts to AFB sputum smear-positive TB cases who have newly diagnosed TB 
infection. 9. Of contacts to sputum AFB smear-positive TB cases with newly diagnosed TB infection and started treatment.

Indicator 2015 2016 2020 target

Treatment and case management for persons with active tuberculosis (TB)

Initiated TB treatment within seven days of specimen collection3 89% 91% 97%

Sputum culture conversion within 60 days of treatment initiation4 77% 75% 73%

Completed treatment within 365 days of initiation5 94% 93% 95%

Contact investigation

Eligible cases with contacts elicited6 94% 96% 100%

Eligible contacts evaluated7 81% 81% 93%

Eligible contacts who initiated treatment for TB infection8 82% 83% 91%

Eligible contacts who completed treatment for TB infection9 78% 66% 81%

MORTALITY AND TREATMENT COMPLETION

FIGURE 23: Treatment outcomes for tuberculosis (TB) cases counted in 2016,1 New York City (n=556)

FIGURE 22: Number and proportion of patients with tuberculosis (TB) who died1 before or during treatment, New York City (NYC), 2008-2017
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Number who died prior to TB treatment completionNumber who died prior to TB treatment initiation

Proportion of all NYC TB patients who died

1.   A death is defined as any patient who died prior to or during TB treatment, regardless of the cause of death. This excludes any patient who died after the 
completion of TB treatment.

Year

Proportion of cases

Completed treatment (86%) Died (7%) Currently on treatment (3%) Moved outside of U.S. (2%) Lost to follow-up (1%) Refused (1%)

1.   Treatment outcomes are not reported for the current year to allow sufficient time for follow-up. 
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FIGURE 25: Contact investigations in health care-associated settings by 
site type, New York City, 2017 (n=153)

TB exposures in health care-associated 

settings remain an important concern in 

NYC, as most individuals with TB disease 

are diagnosed in acute care facilities. In 

2017, the Health Department conducted 

contact investigations around exposures 

in 153 health care-associated sites for 

125 patients with infectious TB disease. 

Of these, 71% of investigations occurred 

in a hospital or acute care clinic.

 TB EXPOSURES IN HEALTH CARE-ASSOCIATED SETTINGS IN NYC, 2017
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FIGURE 24: Contact investigations in non-household settings1 by site type, New York City, 2017 (n=69)

1. Excludes health care-associated investigations (n=153) 
2. Proportion calculated among investigations where transmission could be assessed
3.  Contacts eligible for testing are defined as contacts without a known history of TB disease or documented positive test for TB infection who were alive 

subsequent to the diagnosis of the infectious TB case to whom they were exposed

Workplace 74% 

School/ 
day care 14%

Senior center  7%
Other  1%

≥ 15 
exposed  
contacts

< 15 
exposed 
contacts

Total

n (%) n (%) n (%)

Number of sites 28 41 69

Likely transmission2 8 (31%) 7 (19%) 15 (24%)

Transmission could not be assessed 2 (7%) 5 (12%) 7 (10%)

Total number of contacts 849 249 1,098

Median contacts per site (range) 25 (15-89) 6 (1-14) 10 (1-89)

Contacts eligible for testing3 810 (95%) 233 (94%) 1,043 (95%)

Contacts tested 709 (88%) 207 (89%) 916 (88%)

Contacts with a positive TB test result 75 (11%) 28 (14%) 103 (11%)

TABLE 7: Contact investigation outcomes in non-household settings1 by 
number of exposed contacts, New York City, 2017 (n=69)

74%
of contact investigations in 

non-household settings  
were conducted around  
exposures in workplaces 

Homeless shelter  3%

CONTACT INVESTIGATION IN NON-HOUSEHOLD SETTINGS
The Health Department uses multiple methods to identify and interrupt TB transmission, including contact investigations in  

non-household settings (e.g., worksites, schools and health care facilities). The Health Department investigates TB exposures at 

these sites to identify and evaluate contacts, to ensure appropriate treatment for contacts with TB disease or latent TB infection 

and to determine if transmission has occurred and assess whether testing of additional contacts may be warranted. 

5%     Other outpatient health care facilities

9%     Nursing homes/long-term care facilities

16%     Home health care service agencies

71%     Acute care facilities1

1. Includes hospitals and acute care clinics
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TB REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
Medical, dental, osteopathic and other health care providers and administrators of hospitals or other institutions providing care 
and treatment─or their designees, including infection control practitioners─are required by the NYC Health Code §§11.03 and 
11.05 to report all patients, alive or deceased, with suspected or confirmed TB disease to the New York City Health Department 
within 24 hours of diagnosis or clinical suspicion. Medical providers must report these patients even though microbiologists 
and pathologists are also required to report findings consistent with TB. Note that the reports must be submitted using the  
Universal Reporting Form (URF) and must be received by the Health Department within 24 hours of diagnosis or clinical suspicion,  
whether sent electronically, by express or overnight mail, by fax or by telephone.

HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS
Health care providers in NYC are encouraged to submit reports electronically through a NYCMED account. Alternatively, providers 
may fax a completed URF to BTBC at 844-713-0557. Information reported on the URF should be as complete as possible. 
The following essential information must be included when the report is submitted to the Health Department:

•      Information needed to identify and locate the individual (e.g., name, telephone, address, date of birth)

•      Provider information (e.g., physician’s name, reporting facility, phone number, email)

•    Results of acid-fast bacilli (AFB) smear (including specimen source, date specimen obtained and accession number)

•    Results of radiologic exams (X-ray or imaging)

•    Any treatment information

•    Quantitative and qualitative results from tuberculin skin test (TST) or blood-based test (IGRA) for children younger 
than 5 years of age with latent TB infection

►      Reporting should never be delayed pending identification of M. tuberculosis with an NAA test or culture. Patients 
should be reported whenever TB is suspected, even if bacteriologic evidence of disease is lacking or treatment has  
not been initiated. If TB treatment is initiated after submitting the initial disease report, the provider is required to 
submit a corrected report.

►      For more information and to download related forms, call 311 and ask for the BTBC Surveillance Unit or go to nyc.gov 
and search "TB reporting requirements." To download a URF, go to nyc.gov and search "URF." To create a NYCMED  

account, go to nyc.gov and search for "NYCMED."

 IT IS MANDATORY TO REPORT PATIENTS WHO MEET ANY OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA:

•    Positive NAA test result (e.g., Roche’s COBRAS® 
AMPLICOR, Gen-Probe® Amplified™ Mycobacterium 
Tuberculosis [MTD] test, GeneXPert®, Hain 
Lifescience GenoType MTBDRplus) for  
M. tuberculosis complex

•    Positive culture for M. tuberculosis complex, 
including: M. tuberculosis, M. africanum, M. bovis-
BCG, M. caprae, M. canetti, M. microti, M. pinnipedii, 
M. bovis, M. dassie, M. mungi, M. orygis

•      Biopsy, pathology or autopsy findings consistent 
with TB disease, including caseating or necrotizing 
granulomas in biopsy of lung, lymph nodes or  
other specimens

•    Positive smear (from any anatomical site) for AFB

•    Clinical suspicion of pulmonary or extrapulmonary 
TB such that the health care provider has initiated 
or intends to initiate isolation or treatment for TB 
disease with two or more anti-TB medications

•    Any child younger than 5 years of age (on the day 
of specimen collection up to the day of the fifth  
birthday), with a positive TST or IGRA result,  
regardless of whether the child has received a 
bacille Calmette-Guerin (BCG) vaccination. For these 
patients, providers must also report chest imaging 
results and any preventive medication initiated for 
latent TB infection

 TUBERCULOSIS REPORTING REQUIREMENTS



 TUBERCULOSIS REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

MICROBIOLOGY AND PATHOLOGY LABORATORIES
Laboratories are required to report via the NYS Electronic Clinical Laboratory Reporting System (ECLRS). Per the NYC Health 
Code sections §§13.03 and 13.05, the following results must be reported to the Health Department, whether confirmed or 
presumptive, for patients alive or deceased, within 24 hours of obtaining test results:

•    AFB-positive smears (regardless of anatomic site)

•      NAA test results and cultures positive for M. tuberculosis complex

•    Results of susceptibility tests performed on M. tuberculosis complex cultures

•      Biopsy, pathology or autopsy findings consistent with TB disease, including but not limited to presence of AFB 
on smear and caseating and/or necrotizing granulomas that are consistent with TB in the lung, lymph nodes or  
other specimens

•      Any culture or NAA result associated with an AFB-positive smear (even if negative for M. tuberculosis complex)

•      For patients with a positive TB diagnostic laboratory result, all subsequent TB diagnostic laboratory results (negative 
or positive) from specimens collected within one year of the most recent positive result

 Health Code §13.05(a) also mandates that a portion of the initial culture be sent for DNA analysis to the NYC Pub-
lic Health Laboratory (455 First Avenue, Room 236; New York, NY 10016) within 24 hours of observing growth of  
M. tuberculosis complex in a culture from any specimen. A specimen submitted to the Health Department for drug 
susceptibility testing meets this requirement unless the Health Department notifies otherwise.

REPORTING PATIENT FOLLOW-UP AND SUBMITTING HOSPITAL DISCHARGE AND TREATMENT PLANS
Health Code §11.21(a)(3) requires the treating physician to report whether the patient completed treatment and the outcome 
of the patient’s treatment (i.e., cured, failed, relapsed, lost, moved, refused), or whether treatment was discontinued if the 
patient was found not to have TB or for another reason. 

Physicians must assist the Health Department to evaluate persons suspected of having TB and to follow up with patients. Case 
managers will contact the treating physicians to request updates and ensure that appropriate treatment and  monitoring is 
being conducted. Health care providers must provide access to necessary paper and electronic medical records to authorized 
Health Department staff as requested. [Health Code §11.03(e)]

Additionally, as per Health Code §11.21(a)(1), the treating physicians or persons in charge of facilities must submit monthly 
clinical status reports for patients with TB disease, which must include at least:

•    Name, address and telephone number(s) of the patient

•    Whether treatment is still ongoing

•    The clinical status and treatment being provided

•    Dates and results of sputum and X-ray exams

•    Any other information required by the Health Department

To facilitate mandatory monthly patient status reports, the Health Department created the “Report of Patient Services” form 
(TB 65). This form, or a report containing the same information, must be submitted to the patient’s case manager. 

Per Health Code §11.21(b), when requested by the Health Department, medical providers are also required to report all  
information on the evaluation, testing and treatment of individuals who have been in contact with a person with TB disease.

Health Code §11.21(a)(4) requires health care providers to submit a discharge plan to the Health Department for review and ap-
proval prior to discharging infectious TB patients from the hospital. The Hospital Discharge Approval Request Form (TB354) must 
be submitted 72 hours before the planned discharge date and must be approved by the Health Department prior to discharge. 

31   New York City Bureau of Tuberculosis Control Annual Report, 2017

►      To download forms related to hospital discharge 
plans and reporting patient services, go to nyc.gov 
and search for "TB reporting requirements."



CLINICAL POLICIES AND PROTOCOLS

4th Edition. 

Describes policies,  

protocols and  

recommendations  

for the prevention,  

treatment and  

management of  

TB. The 5th Edition 

will be available  

in 2018.

 NEW YORK CITY INTERACTIVE HEALTH DATA IS AVAILABLE ONLINE
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EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES FOR PROVIDERS AND THE PUBLIC
The Health Department has a selection of culturally, technically and linguistically tailored TB education materials that 
are available to patients, the general public and health care providers. To access materials, visit nyc.gov and search 
for "tuberculosis" or call 311. 

PATIENT BROCHURE 

Taking Control of Your 

Tuberculosis (TB): 

What to Expect and 

How to Stay Healthy

General information 

for patients starting 

treatment for latent TB 

infection or active TB 

disease. Available in 

18 languages.

POCKET-SIZED REFERENCE GUIDE 
FOR PROVIDERS 

Treatment and 

monitoring  

of drug- 

susceptible  

pulmonary  

tuberculosis 

Provides concise information 

about treatment and  

monitoring for pulmonary TB.

Treatment and 
monitoring of
drug-susceptible
pulmonary
tuberculosis

Call 311 during business hours to 
obtain additional treatment information, 
expert medical consultation and 
drug susceptibility results

The New York City Department of Health
and Mental Hygiene Bureau of Tuberculosis 
Control Clinical Policies and Protocols, 
4th Edition is available online:
http://www.nyc.gov/html/doh/downloads/pdf/tb/tb-protocol.pdf

TUBERCULOSIS

(TB)

TAKING CONTROL OF YOUR 

What to Expect and How to Stay Healthy

EPIQUERY is an interactive, user-friendly 

system designed to guide users through  

basic data analyses. Reported TB cases  

and case rates are available by select  

demographic and geographic characteristics. 

On a citywide level, select characteristics  

that are important to TB epidemiology are  

also available, including country of birth  

and HIV infection. To access TB EpiQuery,  

go to: https://a816-healthpsi.nyc.gov/epiquery/

 "GET TESTED"/"GET TREATED" POSTERS 

These 11x17 posters  

highlight the benefits  

of TB testing and  

encourage evaluation  

and treatment for  

symptoms of TB disease. 

These posters are only 

available in Chinese. 

NYC HEALTH EPI DATA BRIEFS

Epi Data  

Briefs are 

short  

publications  

that highlight

data from 

Health 

Department programs and 

projects. For more information 

and to access recently published 

reports, go to nyc.gov and search 

for "epi data."

"YOU CAN STOP TB" EDUCATIONAL POSTERS 

Provides basic  

TB information  

and includes  

illustrations with 

captions. Available 

in English,  

Spanish, French,

Haitian Creole, Hindu, Urdu, Bengali, 

Tibetan, Tagalog and Chinese; available 

in hard copy or digital formats.

NEW YORK CITY NEIGHBORHOOD HEALTH ATLAS 

provides data on about 100 measures  

related to social factors and health, including 

TB, for 188 neighborhoods. The data provide 

a comprehensive and granular view of  

neighborhood health and its potential  

determinants, serving as a useful resource  

for the promotion of health and health equity 

in our neighborhoods, visit nyc.gov and search 

for "health atlas."

  HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS AND OTHERS CAN CALL THE TB PROVIDER HOTLINE AT 844-713-0559 
FOR EXPERT MEDICAL CONSULTATION AND TO REPORT AND REFER TB CASES 

 EDUCATIONAL  RESOURCES



Year
Number of  
TB cases

Rate per 
100,000

Cases 
with positive 

culture

Cases with 
positive  

sputum smear

Sputum smear 
positive rate  
per 100,000

Multidrug- 
resistant cases2

Deaths 
attributable  

to TB3
Death rate  

per 100,000

1900 11997 349.0 9630 280.2
1910 32065 672.7 10074 211.3
1920 14035 249.7 7915 140.8
1930 11821 170.6 4574 66.0
1940 9005 120.8 3680 49.4
1950 7717 97.8 2173 27.5
1960 4699 60.4 824 10.6
1970 2590 32.8 432 5.5
1971 2572 32.6 316 4.0
1972 2275 28.8 335 4.2
1973 2101 26.6 259 3.3
1974 2022 25.6 215 2.7
1975 2151 27.2 208 2.6
1976 2151 27.2 187 2.4
1977 1605 20.3 175 2.2
1978 1307 16.6 188 2.4
1979 1530 19.4 121 1.5
1980 1514 21.4 143 2.0
1981 1582 22.4 155 2.2
1982 1583 22.4 168 2.4
1983 1603 22.7 151 2.1
1984 1573 22.2 1485 168 2.4
1985 1811 25.6 1756 155 2.2
1986 2197 31.1 2156 186 2.6
1987 2166 30.6 2129 219 3.1
1988 2281 32.3 2205 246 3.5
1989 2535 35.8 2404 236 3.3
1990 3506 47.9 3384 256 3.5
1991 3653 49.9 3462 1826 24.9 385 245 3.3
1992 3755 51.3 3401 1855 25.3 437 200 2.7
1993 3151 43.0 2784 1529 20.9 287 166 2.3
1994 2941 40.2 2433 1280 17.5 183 133 1.8
1995 2408 32.9 1996 1001 13.7 114 94 1.3
1996 2013 27.5 1693 873 11.9 84 67 0.9
1997 1705 23.3 1383 708 9.7 57 55 0.8
1998 1528 20.9 1232 611 8.3 38 52 0.7
1999 1436 19.6 1124 571 7.8 31 49 0.7
2000 1311 16.4 1043 516 6.4 24 44 0.5
2001 1232 15.4 938 454 5.7 24 33 0.4
2002 1071 13.4 819 436 5.4 29 30 0.4
2003 1132 14.1 865 428 5.3 22 34 0.4
2004 1036 12.9 793 395 4.9 19 31 0.4
2005 983 12.3 745 378 4.7 24 21 0.3
2006 947 11.8 705 354 4.4 23 18 0.2
2007 909 11.4 707 379 4.7 9 16 0.2
2008 886 11.1 685 339 4.2 11 18 0.2
2009 757 9.5 539 281 3.5 9 25 0.3
2010 705 8.6 511 265 3.2 11 26 0.3
2011 684 8.4 501 264 3.2 16 32 0.4
2012 652 8.0 495 271 3.3 19 15 0.2
2013 650 8.0 473 258 3.2 7 17 0.2
2014 582 7.1 454 243 3.0 10 31 0.4
2015 575 7.0 444 240 2.9 5 20 0.2
2016 556 6.8 447 225 2.8 11 Not available Not available
2017 613 7.5 506 251 3.1 14 Not available Not available

TABLE 8: Tuberculosis cases and rates1 by select characteristics, New York City, 1900-2017

1. Rates are based on decennial census data. 2. Multidrug-resistant (MDR) TB is defined as resistance to at least isoniazid and rifampin. 3. Data on TB deaths 
are obtained from the Health Department's Office of Vital Statistics. Deaths recorded in a given year may include cases diagnosed in a previous year. 
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TECHNICAL NOTES

•    Data for 2017 are preliminary and reflect the most complete information available as of January 22, 2018. 

•    Data prior to 2017 have been updated since the release of the 2016 report. Data for these years reflect the final numbers 
and may differ from official estimates presented in previous reports.

•    TB became a reportable disease on January 19, 1897. From 1920-1940, only cases of pulmonary TB were reportable. 
Beginning in 1978 the TB case definition was amended to consider people who had verified TB disease 12 or more 
months before their current diagnosis as incident cases of TB disease.

•    Age groupings have been changed from previous reports; as a result, count data for earlier years may differ from 
previous reports.

•    In all tables presenting data by birth in the U.S, column sums may not equal applicable totals due to missing or 
unknown data.

•    In all tables where data is presented by geography, column sums may not equal applicable totals due to missing or 
unknown data.

•    Reported rates for earlier years may differ from previous reports due to corrected data and changes in the denominators 
used to calculate rates. The sources of denominator data are indicated throughout the report.

•    The Health Department calculates population estimates based on modified U.S. Census Bureau interpolated intercensal 
estimates. Data are modified to account for population undercounts in northwest Queens and southern Brooklyn because 
of erroneously deleted housing units and housing units mislabeled as vacant. Population estimates are updated as new 
data become available. Therefore, rates may differ from previously reported rates.

•    U.S.-born refers to patients born in the 50 states, District of Columbia or other U.S. territories and outlying areas, including 
American Samoa, Baker Island, Guam, Howland Island, Jarvis Island, Johnston Atoll, Kingman Reef, Midway Island,  
Navassa Island, Northern Mariana Islands, Palmyra Atoll, Puerto Rico, U.S. Minor Outlying Islands, U.S. Pacific Islands, 
Virgin Islands and Wake Island. All others with a known country of birth are considered non-U.S.-born.

•    Area-based poverty is defined using patients’ ZIP code of residence at the time of TB diagnosis. Poverty level by ZIP code 
is based on the most recent American Community Survey five-year sample data on the proportion of census tract residents 
living below the federal poverty level. Patients with addresses outside of NYC, addresses unable to be geocoded to a ZIP 
code or located in ZIP codes where poverty level could not be determined were not assigned to a poverty level.

•    The definition of excessive alcohol use has been changed from previous reports. The current definition of excessive 
alcohol use, used in this report, is based on national definitions of binge drinking and heavy alcohol use from the  
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration.

•    The geographic distribution of cases is presented by the 42 United Hospital Fund neighborhoods. These neighborhoods 
consist of adjoining ZIP codes that approximate NYC Community Planning Districts and contain an average of  
200,000 individuals.

•    Data presented on HIV status reflect information as collected by BTBC. Misclassification of HIV status may occur if a 
patient refused to disclose known status and/or refused to be tested for HIV while under care for TB disease.

•    The definition of a genotype cluster has been changed from previous reports due to a change in genotyping methods used 
by BTBC. The current definition of a clustered case, used in this report, is a case whose isolate has exact-matching spacer 
oligonucleotide typing (spoligotyping) and 24-loci mycobacterial interspersed repetitive unit–variable number tandem repeat 
(MIRU) results.

•    Data on TB deaths are obtained from the NYC Office of Vital Statistics. Deaths recorded in a given year may include cases 
diagnosed in a previous year.

•    Product names are provided for identification purposes only; their use does not imply endorsement by the 
Health Department.
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THE HEALTH DEPARTMENT PROVIDES A VARIETY OF  
TB DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES, INCLUDING:

•      Testing for latent TB infection using the latest 
generation blood-based QuantiFERON®-TB Gold test 
and tuberculin skin tests

•      Sputum induction 
•      Chest radiographs
•      Medical evaluation
•      Treatment for TB disease and latent TB infection
•      DOT services, including vDOT

ADDITIONAL CLINICAL SERVICES PROVIDED AT EACH CHEST 
CLINIC INCLUDE:

•      Outpatient medical and nursing care
•      Phlebotomy services
•      Social services referrals
•      HIV education and testing regardless of person’s 

need for TB care
•      TB evaluation for newly arrived immigrants and 

refugees referred by the CDC 

 TO MAKE AN APPOINTMENT OR TO REFER A PATIENT, CALL THE INDIVIDUAL CHEST CLINIC OR CALL 311

Eligible patients can be referred to one of four Health Department chest clinics located throughout NYC for TB  
testing, radiography, sputum induction and treatment as needed. All chest clinic services, including medication, are 
provided at no cost to the patient and regardless of immigration status or insurance status. 

295 Flatbush Ave. Ext., 
Fourth Floor 
Brooklyn, NY 11201

718-643-8357 or 
718-643-6551/4808

FORT GREENE

600 W. 168th St., 
Third Floor 
New York, NY 10032

212-368-4500 or 212-690-1348

WASHINGTON HEIGHTS

34-33 Junction Blvd., 
Second Floor 
Queens, NY 11372

718-476-7635 or 
718-476-7636

CORONA

NEW YORK CITY HEALTH DEPARTMENT CHEST CLINICS

1309 Fulton Ave.,  
First Floor
Bronx, NY 10456

718-579-4157

MORRISANIA




















































































