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DEAR NEW YORKERS:

When the New York City Council started conversations about comprehensive planning, the City al-
ready faced significant challenges. From climate change and affordable housing and homelessness
to economic and racial inequality and segregation, hunger and food insecurity, aging infrastruc-
ture, and disparate health outcomes—the City had its fair share of crises to tackle.

Today, COVID-19 has further exacerbated those urgent issues and disparities. Staggering death rates
among Black and brown New Yorkers from COVID-19 are not the result of the City’s density or subway
ridership, as so many eagerly asserted at the outset of this crisis—they are the result of socioeconom-
ic inequality and a complex web of racist and exclusionary policies that we have failed to sufficiently
correct over the course of the last century. We have done much to outlaw policies like redlining and
housing discrimination, but the legacy of those racist and exclusionary policies persists and harms New
Yorkers each and every day. We—as a City—have collectively failed to acknowledge, let alone reform,
the ways in which our planning processes have worsened inequality by serving the status quo.

This report explores why and how New York City’s planning framework, or lack thereof, is inherently
flawed. It is not a condemnation of planning—or the civil servants working hard to advance goals of
equity and inclusion in their day-to-day work. Nor is it a condemnation of growth or new develop-
ment. It is, however, a recognition that our land use processes are predominately reactive and as a
result, New Yorkers with access, resources, and privilege will continue to have the upper hand in how
decisions are made unless we work together to dismantle and rebuild the planning process.

The comprehensive planning proposal outlined in this report has been resisted by New York City offi-
cials for decades in favor of maintaining a piecemeal approach to planning that has largely neglected
brown and Black neighborhoods, immigrants, people with disabilities, and low-income New Yorkers. |
believe New York City is ready for change.

Comprehensive planning can uniquely center racial and economic justice within a full range of

land use, budgeting, and policy tools towards the central goal of supporting equitable, inclusive
growth. Instead of planning one neighborhood or site at a time, comprehensive planning will bring
real, proactive land use and capital planning to every neighborhood. | believe that only this kind of
integrated, citywide process is capable of peeling away the structural inequalities plaguing our City
and confronting the challenges that lay ahead.

Comprehensive planning is by Nno means a panacea—it is, however, a strategy that experts across
the globe agree best situates cities to correct historical inequities, apply lessons learned, and cre-
ate new and innovative tools to tackle the issues of tomorrow. By engaging in proactive land use
planning in every neighborhood, the City would develop a shared vision for long-term growth and
infrastructure in partnership with communities to prioritize citywide needs, while simultaneously
addressing neighborhood-specific ones.

COVID-19 provides just the most recent example of what happens when governments do not suffi-
ciently plan ahead or address the underlying systems that perpetuate inequality in our City. We must
learn from our past mistakes—in this crisis and beyond—to plan for a better future. The collaborative,
integrative process laid out here will set us on a path toward a more just, inclusive, and resilient City.

Sincerely,

G5 —

Speaker Corey Johnson
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ACRONYM LIST

AIMS Asset Information Management System

AMI Area Median Income

APA American Planning Association

BCAS The School Construction Authority's Building Condition Assessment Survey

CEQGR City Environmental Quality Review

CPC City Planning Commission

DCP Department of City Planning

DOE Department of Education

DSNY Department of Sanitation

EDC Economic Development Corporation

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

GEIS Generic Environmental Impact Statement

HPD Department of Housing Preservation & Development
MIH Mandatory Inclusionary Housing

NYCHA  New York City Housing Authority

OLTPS Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability
OMB Mayor's Office of Management and Budget

SCA School Construction Authority

TYCS Ten-Year Capital Strategy

ULURP Uniform Land Use Review Process

VIH Voluntary Inclusionary Housing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION

For over 100 years, New York City has taken a piecemeal approach to development and
capital spending. As a result, our City has fundamentally failed to plan for its current

and future challenges. Underlying inequities in the City’s economy, housing market, and
environment have produced disparate health outcomes for Black and brown communities
who are suffering and dying at double the rates of white New Yorkers as a result of the
coronavirus.” Our housing and homelessness crisis will only continue to worsen as we
confront the highest rates of unemployment in this country’s history since the Great
Depression.? As the City faces a period of significant budget constraints as a result of
COVID-19, a backlog of capital needs continues to grow by billions of dollars as our 19th
and 20th century infrastructure degrades.? And by 2100, many neighborhoods including
Coney Island, Jamaica Bay, the Rockaway Peninsula, the South Shore of Staten Island,
Red Hook, and parts of Lower Manhattan, are expected to flood every day at high tide
due to sea level rise.

These challenges are big and extremely complex—but we did not get here overnight.

It has become increasingly clear that the process by which the City makes its land use,
policy, and budget decisions is ill equipped to address the existential threats that face our
City today and over the next several decades.

New York City is now faced with a choice. We can continue to ignore how our increasingly
contentious and insufficient planning regime undermines New York City’s ability to
equitably respond to crises, adapt, and grow. Or we can adopt a new approach—a
cyclical, integrated comprehensive planning process that cities all across the globe use

to center equity and inclusion as they balance citywide and community needs to confront
challenges together.

This report reviews the history of planning in New York City, explores the failures of

our current planning framework, and identifies trends and national best practices in
comprehensive planning. The report concludes with a proposal for a new comprehensive
planning framework for New York City designed specifically to help correct neighborhood
disparities and decades of disinvestment in communities of color and support equitable
growth to create a more resilient and inclusive City.
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KEY ISSUES SUMMARY

Fragmented and insufficient
planning mandates

While the New York City Charter requires many
reports and processes related to planning, the City
has no requirement to actually plan —to holistically
examine the existing conditions of our city, identify
challenges, opportunities, and goals, and propose
policies to address and achieve them. Instead, New
York City’s goal-setting documents are scattered
across several disconnected Charter mandates,
raising issues of public transparency and account-
ability. The long-term planning mandates that do
exist—such as PlaNYC/OneNYC—insufficiently
assess the City’s needs and fail to effectively coor-
dinate citywide goals with the City’s land use and
budget planning processes.

This lack of coordination makes it difficult to in-
tegrate goals pertaining to equity and inclusion
into our land use and budget planning pro-
cesses—which arguably have the most tangible
impact on New Yorkers' built environment and
lived experiences—and leaves us without any
meaningful mechanism to track the complete-
ness or efficacy of those goals.

Lack of coordination across agencies

Increased coordination across City agencies is
critically important as the City faces significant
budget constraints as a result of the COVID-19
crisis—we cannot afford the inefficiencies and
redundancies across City agencies that under-
mine our ability to achieve citywide goals. At
present, there is no regularly occurring opportu-
nity or mandate for City agencies to coordinate
or collaborate. As a result, our current citywide
planning framework—or lack thereof—creates in-
efficiencies in how the City operates, limits inno-
vative multi-disciplinary policymaking, and under-
mines New York City’s ability to achieve broader
citywide goals of sustainability and equity.

Insufficient proactive planning
for our neighborhoods

The City's approach to updating the Zoning
Resolution on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood

basis without a clear citywide vision or process
rooted in equity also contributes to a growing
distrust of government and a sense among
community stakeholders that the City is unfairly
targeting certain neighborhoods to bear the
burdens of growth in exchange for long overdue
investments in schools, child care centers, street
safety improvements, parks, and playgrounds.

There are few broader conversations about where
growth should or should not go to undo the harms
of the City’s historically piecemeal approach to
planning and zoning, citywide. Only this year, with
the City's “Where We Live” report on fair housing,
have City agencies begun to publicly consider
how better planning might help rectify decades

of neglect, insufficient tenant protections, and
disinvestment in communities of color. For Black,
indigenous, and people of color, there are rarely

if ever conversations about what people actually
want to see in their neighborhoods—there are only
conversations about how much to mitigate future
harms. Without structural mechanisms to proac-
tively plan for growth or development, commu-
nities are pushed into reactionary and defensive
positions, contributing to a contentious land use
review process that fails to foster equitable growth
or sufficiently invest in our neighborhoods.

Uneven zoning landscape that exac-
erbates socio-economic inequality

The City's piecemeal approach to planning responds
best to the neighborhoods with resources to agitate
for change, which has resulted in an uneven, un-
equal, and unfair distribution of zoning policy—and
the de-prioritization of the needs of low-income
people, immigrants, and people of color. Over the
last several decades, many of New York's well-re-
sourced neighborhoods have successfully advocated
for restrictive and exclusionary zoning that prevents
the development of critically needed affordable
housing in transit-rich neighborhoods.

Meanwhile, less privileged communities with
fewer resources to organize have often either
been left with outdated zoning that encourages
car-centric urban design and includes no housing
affordability requirements whatsoeve—or targeted

10 PLANNING TOGETHER ¢ A New Comprehensive Planning Framework for New York City



for increased density with little explanation or city-
wide rationale for why their neighborhood must
bear the burdens of growth over other neighbor-
hoods.® These restrictive, exclusionary rezonings
and uneven applications of zoning policy across
diverse neighborhoods have exacerbated racial
and socio-economic inequality in New York City.

Uncoordinated long-term
budget and capital
infrastructure planning

While the de Blasio Administration has made an
effort to better integrate rezonings with com-
munity investments, the City’s long-term budget
planning still bears very little meaningful rela-
tionship to the City’s priorities. Our long-term
budget planning remains uncoordinated with
broader policy and land use goals, undermining
the City’s ability to achieve them.

Unrealistic Ten-Year
Capital Strategy

The long-term planning that the City does
complete with respect to capital infrastructure
through the completion of the Ten-Year Capital
Strategy (“TYCS") is unrealistic and does not
align with the City’s demonstrated ability to
execute capital projects. The document front-
loads spending toward short-term priorities and
neglects longer-term infrastructure needs, mak-
ing it difficult to accurately track performance

in completing capital projects, prevent excess
appropriations, or effectively prioritize the City’s
short- and long-term spending.

Insufficient assessments
of capital needs

The City's budget decisions remain divorced
from assessments of capital needs, which are
often insufficient. As a result, the budget process
fails to sufficiently maintain existing infrastructure,
enhance infrastructure to reduce neighborhood
disparities, improve the climate resiliency of the
infrastructure we fund, or fund the infrastructure
needed to accommodate projected growth.

RECOMMENDATION
SUMMARY

This report proposes a ten-year comprehensive
planning cycle designed to encourage equitable,
just, and sustainable growth by meaningfully con-
necting the City’s budget, land use, and strategic
planning processes to build a proactive vision for
the future of New York City. This citywide compre-
hensive planning framework would streamline and
integrate more than a dozen planning and bud-
get-related documents, reports, and plans already
required by local law, to dramatically improve coor-
dination across City agencies. The Mayor’s Office
of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability (OLTPS)
would oversee the new planning cycle and pro-
duce all related planning documents in partnership
with relevant City agencies and informed by a ro-
bust and continuous public engagement process.

First, the City would review and report on our
population and economy in a new Conditions of
the City report which would include an analysis of
racial and socio-economic disparities, access to
opportunity, displacement risk, short- and long-
term risks to the City and its vulnerable com-
munities, the impacts of prior development and
budget decisions, and current and projected infra-
structure needs, among other areas of analyses.

Informed by the Conditions of the City report,
OLTPS would then work with a new representative
Long-Term Planning Steering Committee to develop
a Citywide Goals Statement that would be required
by the Charter to reduce and eliminate disparities
in access to opportunity and the distribution of
resources and development across race, geogra-
phy, and socioeconomic status. The Citywide Goals
Statement would include Measurable Citywide
Targets for housing, jobs, open space, resiliency
infrastructure, City facilities, schools, transportation,
public utilities, and other infrastructure and would
be informed by public input and engagement.

Following the production of the Citywide Goals
Statement, the City would engage all neighbor-

i Currently known as the Mayor's Office of Sustainability, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/sustainability
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hoods in a proactive land use planning process
in order to prepare a Draft Long-Term Plan,
which would consist of five major elements:

1. Strategic policies for all issue areas
traditionally covered in a comprehensive
plan including but not limited to hous-
ing, transportation, open space, public
health, arts and culture, sustainability and
resilience. This would also include cap-
ital and expense budget needs for each
agency to implement each policy within
a clearly articulated timeline.

2. An analysis of the City’s Zoning
Resolution, recommendations for city-
wide zoning changes, and policies for
managing the City’s waterfront.¢

3. District Level Targets, developed
and adopted by the Long-Term Plan-
ning Steering Committee, that would
distribute growth, infrastructure, ameni-
ties, and services equitably throughout
the City. These targets would be re-
quired to correct historic disinvestment
and prioritize growth in areas identified
with low displacement risk and high
access to opportunity.

4. Community District land use sce-
narios to accommodate the measurable
District Level Targets described above,
including indications of relative height
and density.

5. Community District Budget Needs
which would include the capital and
expense budget needs of the district un-
der current conditions; existing budget
commitments, where applicable; and ad-
ditional funds needed to accommodate
the District Level Targets over ten years.

Through requirements for on-going public
engagement and the creation of new diverse
and representative decision-making bodies to
develop, review, and adopt key elements of
the plan, the ten-year planning cycle would
integrate and balance citywide comprehensive

planning with community-based planning at the
neighborhood level. This proposal requires City
Council adoption of the comprehensive plan.
With Council adoption, the comprehensive
plan would represent a shared vision for New
York City across the Council, Mayoral agencies
and the New Yorkers that Council Members
represent to fulfil our citywide and neighbor-
hood-specific needs for housing, open space,
schools, and other infrastructure.

The final adopted Long-Term Plan would then
serve as the foundation for both public and
private development decisions. Future land use
applications that are consistent with the compre-
hensive plan would only be subject to a Council
vote if the Council voluntarily “calls up” the ap-
plication, thereby incentivizing land use actions
that further the implementation of the plan, while
maintaining mechanisms for review.

A mandate that the City complete a Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) for the
Long-Term Plan will both further incentivize
development consistent with the plan by re-
ducing project costs, which can be redirected
into community benefits, while ensuring the
City evaluates the impacts of the comprehen-
sive plan’s planning and zoning policies. Future
development that is deemed consistent with the
plan would then only be required to complete
supplemental environmental review on the im-
pacts specific to that project.

Finally, the Mayor would be required to pro-
duce an updated Conditions of the City Report
and would have an opportunity to amend the
Long-Term Plan halfway through the ten-year
planning cycle. The new Long-Term Planning
Steering Committee would play an ongoing role
in both the development of the plan and the
implementation of its recommendations, con-
vening annual public hearings to help ensure
that every Mayor is held accountable to its com-
mitments and priorities. This robust and inclu-
sive planning process would support equitable
growth while strengthening critical checks and
balances in the City’s planning process. ¢
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TACKLING 21ST CENTURY CHALLENGES

New York's failure to plan is not just an esoteric concern about process—it has profound
and lasting consequences for the daily lives of all New Yorkers and restricts the City's ca-
pacity to address the fundamental challenges of our time.

We are not delivering enough overall housing supply to effectively reduce demand for
market rate housing—nor are we creating enough deeply affordable housing for the

New Yorkers that need it most. The City's housing goals are not rooted in assessments of
existing infrastructure or access to opportunity—nor are they meaningfully tied to citywide
goals like furthering fair housing, desegregating the City’s neighborhoods and schools, or
preventing residential and business displacement. Instead, we mainly focus on counting
the total number of affordable housing units, rezoning individual sites or neighborhoods,
and rarely apply lessons learned or revisit the restrictive, exclusionary rezoning decisions
that limit supply. We cannot continue to tackle the housing crisis one building or neigh-
borhood at a time.

Similarly, a fragmentary approach to climate adaptation poses dangers for equity

and affordability far beyond the City’s 520-mile coastline. Over the next several

decades, the City will need to make difficult and critical decisions about our infrastructure
that will determine the future viability of our City on the whole. In the absence of an inte-
grated process for making such decisions—a process that centers equity, inclusion, and
public transparency—we run the risk of repeating past failures of neglect and exclusion.

Our collective failure to reverse the impact of decades of segregationist, racist, and
classist policies in our neighborhoods has resulted in Black and brown New Yorkers dying
at double the rate of white New Yorkers from coronavirus. Overcrowding in apartments,
inadequate access to health care and health disparities, and poor air quality are all direct
consequences of our land use, budget, and policy decisions. Twentieth century urban
planning has actively contributed to a destructive legacy that we are still fighting to over-
come today.

And as we face record unemployment and economic decline, we have no clear path for
creating the kinds of accessible, high-quality jobs that will give all New Yorkers the stability
they need to make ends meet or support their families. Our planners and civil servants
know that a diversity of businesses, jobs, and community facilities make our neighbor-
hoods livable and requires different kinds of urban space and uses available at a variety of
price points. But supporting diversity and truly mixed-use and mixed-income neighbor-
hoods without fundamentally reforming the way we make decisions about land use and
capital planning is an intractable task.

While the recommendations outlined in this report focus exclusively on reforms to the
process by which our land use and budget decisions are made, we cannot lose sight of the
concrete outcomes that planning process is specifically designed to produce.

Breakout sections throughout this report describe just some of the concrete ways that a
comprehensive planning process can and should be leveraged to produce forward-think-
ing and inter-disciplinary policies to increase our housing supply, integrate our neighbor-
hoods, support a diverse mix of jobs and small businesses, prepare for climate change,
and equitably distribute resources and infrastructure to address and correct historical
neighborhood disparities.

A New Comprehensive Planning Framework for New York City ® PLANNING TOGETHER
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HISTORY & BACK-
GROUND: CITYWIDE
PLANNING IN NEW
YORK CITY

Comprehensive long-term planning has never
truly gained credence in New York City. For over
100 years, City officials and agencies have resist-
ed attempts to implement more robust planning
practices in favor of a piecemeal approach to
development and infrastructure decisions and
the perpetuation of the status quo.

1910s: THE CITY’S FIRST
ZONING RESOLUTION

New York City enacted the nation’s first ever
citywide Zoning Resolution in 1916 in response
to the development of crowded tenement slums
and concern among officials over unsanitary
conditions and conflicts with industrial uses.”
Most of these early zoning laws were designed
to protect and increase the values of properties
owned by white wealthy people largely through
the exclusion of immigrants and people of color
from those very same neighborhoods.®

To this day, New York City’s Zoning Resolution
dictates what can be built without discretionary
approvals—also known as “as-of-right” de-
velopment. Over 80 percent of development

in New York City is as-of-right, which means it
does not require a rezoning.’ The authors of the
original 1916 Zoning Resolution intended it to
be accompanied by a broader planning regime
that integrated infrastructure spending.’ The
Board of Estimate formed a “Committee on
the City Plan,” which it envisioned as a perma-
nent body to advise the Board in the further
development of zoning and planning policy
such as coordinating long-term infrastructure
investments with development.” But political
support for the expansion of city bureaucracy
into new progressive fields like planning and
public health ended when City Hall turned over
to Democratic control in 1917, and the Board

Board of Estimate abolished the Committee,
leaving the 1916 Zoning Resolution isolated
from broader planning policy.™

1930s-1940s: THE CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
AND THE DEPARTMENT
OF CITY PLANNING

By the 1930s, City leaders recognized that

the absence of a plan was resulting in ad-hoc in-
frastructure and development decisions without
a long-range vision to meet citywide needs."
The 1936 Charter Revision Commission pro-
posed the creation of a City Planning Commis-
sion (CPC) and a Department of City Planning
(DCP), that would create a long-term Capital
Budget and craft a “master plan:” a vision for
New York City’s growth that would coordinate
private development with public infrastructure
and amenities.™

The 1936 New York City Charter Revision

Commission wrote:
‘ ‘ The growth and
development of a mod-
ern city depends upon the
wisdom and foresight with
which capital improvements
are undertaken and the extent
to which the integrity of zon-
ing regulations and the city
map is maintained. Unfortu-
nately, such expenditures too
often have been undertaken
because of local and special
pressures and without relation
to the interests of the city as a
whole. Great waste has result-
ed and a species of log-rolling
has developed...”"

A New Comprehensive Planning Framework for New York City ¢ PLANNING TOGETHER
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After voters adopted the Commission’s
proposals and established the CPC and the
DCP, Rexford Tugwell—Mayor LaGuardia’s
appointee as City Planning Chair—held
hearings and released a “Master Plan” that
identified broad swathes of substandard
tenement housing for future redevelopment
and investment, proposed numerous outer
borough commercial centers to reduce the
distance between work and home, and called
for a vast expansion of open space.’

However, Tugwell’s Master Plan threatened
Robert Moses, who was steadily gaining power
in New York City and strongly favored an ad-
hoc project-by-project approach to redevelop-
ment.”” Moses and the City’'s major developers
and property owners attacked Tugwell as a
“menace” and his plan as a “collective assault
that would “impinge individual freedoms.”
Tugwell was no match for Robert Moses's
political influence and resigned from the
Commission in 1941.%

"

Mayor LaGuardia then appointed Robert Moses
himself to the CPC, where he quickly gained

de facto control.?* Moses continued to both
privately and publicly denounce the Charter
requirement for a master plan.?” Under Moses'
influence, the CPC became chiefly a zoning
administrator and a rubber stamp for Moses-di-
rected initiatives.?? Development proceeded on
an ad-hoc basis driven primarily by “horse-trad-
ing on the Board of Estimate” and the “privat-
ization of public decisions.”#

1950s-1961: ROBERT MOSES,
URBAN RENEWAL, AND THE
1961 ZONING RESOLUTION

During Moses's tenure, the CPC generally
ignored the Charter requirement for a master
plan. Instead, it approved documents called
“master plans” in name to comply with the
Federal Housing Act of 1949’'s “urban renewal”
policies, which offered cities significant funding
to demolish “blighted” urban neighborhoods
to develop public housing and other infrastruc-

ture.? These “master plans” were highly limit-
ed catalogues of Moses's projects and did not
reflect the intent of the 1936 Charter Revision
Commission.? Over 150 urban renewal plans
were reportedly adopted in New York City,
many of which resulted in the destruction and
displacement of low-income immigrants and
people of color.?

In the late 1950s, the CPC began to overhaul
the 1916 Zoning Resolution, which was de-
signed primarily to address Manhattan’s built
environment in the early 20th century and
therefore lacked detailed regulations on bulk
and density.” The City formally adopted a new
Zoning Resolution in 1961.2¢ Though thousands
of amendments have been layered on since,
the 1961 Zoning Resolution remains the basis
of New York City zoning today, leaving as-of-
right development governed by decades-old
regulations across huge swaths of the City.
According to the DCP, the development
incentivized by the 1961 Zoning Resolution is
viewed today “as isolating and contrary to

the goal of creating vibrant streetscapes”
producing buildings that often “overwhelm
their surroundings.”#

1960s-1970s: THE PLAN
FOR NEW YORK AND

THE UNIFORM LAND USE
REVIEW PROCESS (ULURP)

When Mayor John Lindsay took office in
1966, the Charter still technically required
the creation of a master plan. In response

to that mandate, City Planning Chair Donald
Elliot released the 1969 “Plan for New York,”
which was designed by a team of external
consultants without meaningful opportunities
for public or stakeholder input. The plan

was panned by professional planners and
New Yorkers alike for its failure to provide
opportunities for public participation.® City
Planning Commissioner Beverly Moss Spatt
went so far as to publish a dissent deriding
the plan for its lack of rigor, specificity, and
public engagement:
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‘ A real Plan offers an

alternative to mud-
dling through by proposing
options to influence future
development...There is a need
for early continuous informed
citizen participation whereby
the community people work-
ing with the professional City
planners can formulate the
problems, sort out the alter-
natives, and come up with
solutions...Only by the City
and community people work-
ing together from the very
beginning shall polarization
be minimized and reconcilia-
tion achieved.”

Lindsay’s Master Plan was never revised or
officially adopted by the Board of Estimate and
in 1975, Charter revisions eliminated the CPC'’s
comprehensive planning mandate altogether.
Framed around “local self-government” and re-
treating from the responsibility to plan for every
neighborhood, the 1975 Charter reforms im-
plemented a system of local community-based
engagement in land use and zoning processes,
established 59 Community Boards, and codified
the first version of the Uniform Land Use Review
Process (ULURP), a set procedure by which plan-
ning and development proposals are subject to
public input.?

In addition, the changes allowed the new Com-
munity Boards to engage in local planning stud-
ies—also known as 197-a plans, in reference to
section 197-a of the City Charter—that could
receive official City recognition.®* The Charter’s
master planning mandate was replaced with a
more flexible notion of “plans for the develop-
ment and improvement of the city” that could

A New Comprehensive Planning Framework for New York City ¢ PLANNING TOGETHER <17

be initiated by the Mayor, CPC, or Community
Boards.** The changes also impacted the Capi-
tal Budget process, reassigning the responsibili-
ty of its planning solely from DCP to the Mayor’s
Office of Management and Budget (OMB).*
This move, which intended to save costs during
a severe economic downturn, signaled a com-
plete reversal from the 1936 Charter Revision
Commission’s position that the City’s Capital
Budget decisions had to be better integrated
with DCP’s population projections and imple-
mentation of land use and zoning policy.

1980s-1990s: 1989 CHARTER
REVISION COMMISSION
AND SHAPING THE CITY

In 1989, a Charter Revision Commission distrib-
uted many of the responsibilities of the Board of
Estimate to the Mayor and a newly empowered
and enlarged City Council, which gained the au-
thority to modify and adopt the city budget and
cast the final determining vote in ULURP.:* In ad-
dition, the changes required DCP to complete

a new “Zoning and Planning Report” every four
years, "stating the planning policy of the com-
mission, reporting on the planning efforts of the
commission, and analyzing the portions of the
Zoning Resolution that merit reconsideration in
light of the planning policy.”*” And for the first
time, CPC would be required to develop Fair
Share criteria to prioritize fair distribution of city
facilities across communities.*

Under the new direction of Mayor Dinkins, DCP
and CPC began to undertake major citywide
planning studies for the first time since the
Lindsay Administration’s “Plan for New York.”

In 1992, CPC and DCP released the City’s first
Comprehensive Waterfront Plan and the first
and only Charter-mandated Zoning and Plan-
ning Report in 1993, titled “Shaping the City."*

The 1993 “Shaping the City” report includ-
ed many recommendations that previously

appeared in mayoral agendas and the 1969
“Plan for New York,” such as expanding the



ADDRESSING THE CITY’S HOUSING CRISIS

Most planning and housing policy experts agree that restrictive and outdated zoning codes
are a major contributing factor to our affordable housing crisis.’* Yet for decades, the City has
continued to siphon off housing plans from its broader strategic and land use planning efforts,
creating very few avenues to address the City’s housing and homelessness crisis holistically.

In the 1980s, Mayor Koch'’s Ten-Year Housing Plan set a national precedent for using municipal
and state resources for affordable housing programs focused on diverse incomes."” The Koch
Administration initiated a $4.2 billion, Ten-Year Housing Plan with a goal of building and pre-
serving 250,000 units of affordable housing in 1986.7#¢ For the first time, City capital dollars were
deployed to fund affordable housing.™?

Koch's Housing Plan set the template for five- to ten-year affordable housing plans that were
continued by Mayors Dinkins, Giuliani, Bloomberg, and de Blasio. These plans include a com-
bination of funding mechanisms, such as City capital dollars, tax abatements, tax credits, and
the provision of city-owned land to private sector affordable housing development entities.’°
These plans have helped cultivate New York City’s critical ecosystem of private and not-for-profit
affordable housing development—Dbut they have all maintained the flawed practice of severing
housing policy from other aspects of planning.’"

Mayor de Blasio broke new ground with “Housing New York” which doubled the HPD Capital
Budget, shifted focus to creating housing for people with lower incomes, and implemented
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing (MIH), a much stronger version of the inclusionary housing tools
enacted by Mayors Koch and Bloomberg."?

“"Housing New York” laid out a new approach to planning, which appeared to reflect Mayor

de Blasio’s interest in shifting away from Bloomberg’s rezoning tactics. The neighborhood
planning strategy described in “Housing New York” aligns with many best practices for
comprehensive planning—particularly in its commitment to coordinate government agencies
to identify infrastructure needs and development opportunities in consultation with local
communities.”* DCP coined the new approach "PLACES”—Planning for Livability,
Affordability, Community, Economic Opportunity, and Sustainability—and HPD published

the “Neighborhood Planning Playbook” to establish a shared neighborhood planning process
across all City agencies to increase transparency and predictability for community members.
The Administration announced that 15 neighborhoods would receive this new and improved
form of neighborhood planning and rezoning.”*® However, Mayor de Blasio’s plan only commit-
ted to applying the MIH policy to a limited set of areas subject to upzonings, without a commit-
ment to expand the application of such policies down the road. Further, the new housing plan
primarily identified low-income communities of color for potential rezonings."® Nearly seven
years into this Administration, only six neighborhoods have completed the MIH rezoning and
planning process.

Today, more than 80 percent of New York's very low and extremely low-income households
(those with incomes below 50 percent of AMI) remain rent-burdened, spending more than 30
percent of household income on rent. Over half of these households are severely-rent burdened,
meaning they are at high risk of homelessness.”” In the absence of a comprehensive planning
process, the implementation of MIH has manifested as a piecemeal neighborhood-by-neighbor-
hood or even lot-by-lot bargain on individual land use applications.

Continued on page 19 »
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Comprehensive planning processes in
other cities comparable to New York
have proven to be an “antidote” to the
regulatory and process barriers stran-
gling our housing supply.’® Planning
scholars have found that even when
neighbors and legislators acknowl-
edge the overall need for more hous-
ing, they often oppose one-off devel-
opment in their own districts “for fear
of getting more than their fair share of
housing growth.”? Proactive citywide
comprehensive planning, on the other
hand, “offers a way out of this prison-
er's dilemma by allowing legislators

to create ‘contracts’ across electoral
districts, aided by mayors, who, as a
result of their citywide constituencies,
are usually the most pro-development
figures in local governments.”'¢° This
approach has been found to be partic-
ularly effective in cities like New York—
in which legislative structures are not
wholly defined by two-party partisan
politics—where legislative leaders

can more easily broker such citywide
contracts and agreements across elec-
toral districts.’®" @

City's central business districts and revitalizing
stretches of the formerly industrial waterfront for
housing and recreation.* It also included new,
more specific proposals, such as developing a
comprehensive Voluntary Inclusionary Housing
(VIH) program to incentivize developers to build
affordable housing in exchange for additional
density, reducing parking requirements for se-
nior and affordable housing, reforming outdat-
ed industrial and commercial zoning districts,
fixing the problem of out-of-context buildings
allowed by the Zoning Resolution, and a strat-
egy to create new parkland in underserved ar-
eas.*" Unfortunately, however, the “Shaping the
City” report went largely ignored during Mayor
Rudy Giuliani's Administration.
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2000S-2010sS:

MAYOR BLOOMBERG’S
PLANYC AND

MAYOR DE BLASIO’S
REBRANDED ONENYC

The City did not embark on any citywide plan-
ning efforts until 2006, when in response to
accelerating growth, the City’s Economic De-
velopment Corporation (EDC) retained Alexan-
der Garvin Associates to undertake a strategic
opportunity analysis on how the City should
grow, improve the public realm, and prevent
direct displacement.** The study identified
locations where railyards or highway cuts could
be decked over, where underutilized waterfronts
could be developed, and recommended that
the City double down on redesigning streets for
pedestrian and bicyclist safety.** Garvin's report
was leaked to Streetsblog prior to publication,
but the Bloomberg Administration never offi-
cially released the plan to the public.*

The City did, however, integrate elements of
the Garvin study with the work undertaken for
the City's ultimately unsuccessful 2012 Olym-
pic bid to produce a new citywide long-term
plan with an overarching goal of sustainability.**
In 2007, Bloomberg unveiled this initiative as
PlaNYC 2030.%

PlaNYC 2030 brought together 127 initiatives

in many of the areas traditionally covered by
comprehensive planning—housing, transporta-
tion, open space, environmental remediation,
air and water quality, and climate change. The
plan included many important proposals such as
congestion pricing, expansion of bus rapid tran-
sit and protected bicycle lanes, opening school-
yard playgrounds to the public in off-hours, and
measures to incentivize green building.*”

Although the plan was billed as New York’s

first citywide long-term plan, the model set by
PlaNYC 2030 and memorialized through legis-
lation in Section 20 of the New York City Char-



ter is more accurately described as a strategic
growth framework than a comprehensive plan
due to its lack of specificity with respect to land
use, zoning, and capital planning.

In 2012, the Bloomberg Administration con-
vened the “Report and Advisory Board Review
Commission,” a body tasked with eliminating
outdated and redundant government reporting
requirements.** DCP recommended the elimina-
tion of the Zoning and Planning Report, the only
Charter-mandated document requiring DCP to
review the City's Zoning Resolution to identify
pertinent policy issues every four years—a stan-
dard best practice in planning.*

As noted, DCP completed this report just once
in 1993 under the leadership of Mayor Dinkins.*
The document identified specific longstanding
issues with respect to the City’s outdated Zon-
ing Resolution, many of which have yet to be
resolved, including excessive parking minimums
and outdated restrictions on commercial and
industrial uses.>* However, in 2012, DCP argued
that the requirement was duplicative of the
PlaNYC /OneNYC Charter mandates, despite
the fact that the Charter does not require those
plans to include any contemplation or analysis
of the Zoning Resolution.*

DCP’s comments to the Commission did not
include a cost estimate for the production of the
report, but cited recent budget cuts as a major
limitation for the agency.>®* DCP stated that “the
costs are primarily staff time who work on a mul-
titude of project simultaneously” which would
“diminish the Department’s ability to perform
core functions of zoning studies and project
review, while offering no additional public
informational benefit.”s* The Report and Advi-
sory Board Review Commission accepted DCP’s

arguments and waived the Zoning and Planning
Report in 2012.%

To comply with Charter Section 20, de Blasio
was required to produce an updated PlaNYC
document in 2015.5¢ Rebranded as "OneNYC,”
the report focused on cataloging Mayoral ini-
tiatives in myriad policy areas relating to resil-
ience and sustainability, but notably omitted

a detailed contemplation of land use policies
or specific infrastructure priorities.” For exam-
ple, OneNYC now only maps existing rezoning
initiatives rather than making any attempt to
identify future “areas of opportunity.”=

MOVING FORWARD

Over the course of the last century, New York City
has repeatedly abandoned attempts to mandate
holistic citywide planning. In the 1930s, Rob-

ert Moses vilified the discipline of city planning
altogether to advance his personal agenda and
pet projects which largely prioritized property
interests and wealthy elites over the needs of
New Yorkers. A half-hearted attempt to produce
a comprehensive plan in the 1960s failed to
meaningfully engage communities in the process,
undermining comprehensive planning efforts for
decades to come. And a severe fiscal crisis in the
1970s justified draconian cuts to the budget and
significantly diminished the role of City govern-
ment with respect to citywide land use and capi-
tal planning, which remains true to this day.

As we enter into another era of fiscal stress and
budget challenges, we cannot afford to repeat
these mistakes. We must prioritize upfront
investments in citywide planning to ensure the
City’s policy, land use, and infrastructure deci-
sions will meet the needs of all New Yorkers to
better position us to recover from this crisis in a
just and equitable way. &
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COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING
PRECEDENTS

& CASE STUDIES

NATIONAL PRECEDENTS
FOR COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING

In the United States, cities and states began

to adopt comprehensive planning frameworks
when Congress attempted to establish a
national standard for coordinated comprehen-
sive planning in the early 1970s.5? Despite

the federal government’s failure to mandate
state and local comprehensive plans, several
states established strong planning and growth
management requirements.® In the late 1980s
and early 1990s, New Jersey, Delaware, Rhode
Island, Washington, and several other states fol-
lowed suit, establishing requirements for munic-
ipalities to engage in comprehensive planning
largely in reaction to the negative impacts of
unregulated suburban sprawl.¢’

Since the early 2000s, there has been a further
resurgence of comprehensive planning to
address the rising threat of climate change.®
Faced with growing concerns about the impacts
of climate change as well as unprecedented
growth and housing shortages, many cities have
revived comprehensive planning to help ad-
dress both sustainability and equity.¢* Today,

15 states mandate comprehensive plans and
many cities all across the nation from Boston

to Dallas to Denver voluntarily engage in
comprehensive planning.*

In addition to the many municipalities and
states that have adopted comprehensive plan-
ning frameworks, most professional planning
and development associations have endorsed
comprehensive planning as a best practice. The
American Planning Association (APA) recently
completed a four-year effort to update the best
practices for comprehensive planning with a

renewed emphasis on sustainability and equity
as the overarching goals.** The APA's updated
standards now propose comprehensive plan-
ning as the ideal mechanism to integrate sus-
tainability into urban governance.

COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING PRECEDENTS
IN NEW YORK STATE

New York City is something of an outlier in its
lack of comprehensive plan, even within New
York State. As of 1993, New York State law
strongly encourages municipalities to adopt
comprehensive plans, stating “the development
and enactment by the city government of a

city comprehensive plan which can be readily
identified, and is available for use by the pub-
lic, is in the best interest of the people of each
city.” Only three of 13 cities in New York State
with populations over 50,000 have not adopted
a comprehensive plan in the last 15 years—New
York City, Yonkers, and Mount Vernon.*”

In New York State, when a municipality adopts

a comprehensive plan, development is required
to comply with the plan and the municipality is
required to complete a Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (GEIS) to assess and mitigate
its impacts.®® Though New York State law artic-
ulates a number of scenarios where the prepa-
ration of a GEIS is appropriate, New York City
rarely uses them despite their many benefits and
agreement among planning professionals that
the City should expand their use. Most recently,
the Guarini Center on Environmental, Energy and
Land Use Law at New York University called on
the City to improve the GEIS process and ex-
pand its use for the purpose of assessing cumula-
tive impacts and reducing project costs.*

GEISs help avoid the issue of “segmentation,”
which occurs when multiple project-level EISs
fail to sufficiently capture the cumulative im-
pacts that result from similarly situated projects
and projects that are phased over time.” The
GEIS allows for more meaningful consideration
of cumulative impacts of development and
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also serves to streamline the environmental
review procedures, thereby reducing devel-
opment costs. The use of “tiered” GEISs—in
which a first-level review for a citywide policy
or program is conducted at the citywide level
and a second-tier site-specific environmental
document is prepared for a later, specific proj-
ect that is consistent with the program, plan,
policy, or ordinance—has also been found to be
particularly effective in streamlining regulatory
procedures in jurisdictions outside of New York
State.”" If the first-tier review adequately ad-
dresses a cumulative impact, that impact is not
considered significant for the second-tier docu-
ment and need not be discussed in detail.”?

CASE STUDY: SEATTLE,
WASHINGTON

Seattle has one of the most rigorous compre-
hensive planning policies of any major city

in the country. The plan’s designated “urban
growth areas” are required to be zoned for den-
sity sufficient to accommodate twenty years of
projected population growth. Seattle’s planning
process runs in tandem with the City’s environ-
mental review process for the comprehensive
plan. Seattle’s most recent environmental review
statement assesses the impact of adding 70,000
new housing units and 115,000 new jobs in
Seattle through 2035.7

In recent years, comprehensive citywide plan-
ning has helped Seattle maintain a housing
construction pipeline of over 7,500 new housing
units a year in a city that had just over 300,000
total housing units in 2010 (approximately a 2.5
percent annual increase in the City’s available
housing stock).” In contrast, New York City has
produced approximately 20,000 new housing
units annually in recent years within an overall
housing stock of over 3.4 million units (approxi-
mately a 0.6 percent annual increase in the City’s
available housing stock).”

Seattle has also adapted its planning practices
to more closely consider potential future dis-
placement impacts on the City's populations.
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The 2016 update of the comprehensive plan
included for the first time a “Growth and Equity
Analysis” with a mapped “Displacement Risk
Index” and “Access to Opportunity Index” to
help inform potential impacts of the growth
strategy on vulnerable populations.” The Com-
prehensive Plan also clearly states the goal to
“[u]se zoning and other planning tools to shape
the amount and pace of growth in ways that will
limit displacement of marginalized populations,
and that will accommodate and preserve com-
munity services, and culturally relevant institu-
tions and businesses.”

State law also requires that investments in
transportation infrastructure be made con-
currently with new development, which has
contributed significantly to the City's embrace
of public transit on a scale beyond any other
comparable city.”” In 2016, voters approved
the third in a series of referenda to support
the $50 billion buildout of a citywide light rail
network and the City continues to support the
expansion of its bus rapid transit and bike lane
networks.” This has allowed the City to keep
congestion under control while simultaneously
supporting equitable and sustainable growth
in the neighborhoods that have the necessary
infrastructure capacity to accept it.

CASE STUDY:
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA

Minneapolis is another city drawing attention
for its comprehensive planning practices and its
role in facilitating a remarkable recent achieve-
ment—the elimination of single-family zoning
and minimum parking requirements citywide.
Minnesota was one of the few states that adopt-
ed strong regional growth management systems
in the 1970s.7

Minnesota’s Metropolitan Land Planning Act
creates a ten-year planning cycle that begins
with the new population data from the decen-
nial Census, followed by a Regional Develop-
ment Guide published by the Metropolitan
Council. Then, each local government within



the Metropolitan Urban Service Area produce
comprehensive plans, including the Twin Cities
of Minneapolis and St. Paul.?> Comprehensive
plans are then reviewed and adopted by both
the local City Council and the Metropolitan
Council.

After over two years of public engagement, the
Minneapolis City Council voted to approve and
adopt the plan, called “Minneapolis 2040."#
Sustainability and equity are the pillars of the
plan, and policies are organized by fourteen
overarching goals spanning from the produc-
tion of affordable and accessible housing to
creating living wage jobs to supporting equi-
table civic participation.® Minneapolis 2040's
groundbreaking proposal to completely elim-
inate single-family residential zoning citywide
is projected to effectively triple Minneapolis’
housing stock in the long-term by allowing up
to three units within neighborhoods where they
were formerly prohibited.

Set forth within a larger context of planning for
growth to accommodate demand—including
eliminating minimum parking requirements,
increasing density near transit stops, and a
new inclusionary housing policy—Minneapolis
policy-makers built support for the elimination

of single-family zoning by successfully framing
these measures as necessary to redress historic
inequities of racial and economic exclusion and
encourage sustainable development by allow-
ing more housing in areas with access to walk-
able environments and transit.®

Without Minneapolis’ citywide comprehensive
planning process to establish the means and
mechanism by which to advance these
big-picture policy conversations, it is unlikely
the city would have been able to overcome
inherent local opposition and inertia. With the
approval of Minneapolis’ City Council needed
to adopt the comprehensive plan, no singular
elected official or district needed to volunteer
to test such significant changes in policy—in-
stead, the Minneapolis City Council adopted
the policy together as a legislative body for
the City as a whole.

Minneapolis’ experience also points to the impor-
tance of bringing historically marginalized com-
munities into the planning process. According to
one organizer, community engagement was the
City's “secret ingredient,” bringing a wide variety
of new and diverse voices into the process to add
to the chorus of property-owners that typically
attend local government meetings.** ¢
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KEY ISSUES

FRAGMENTED
AND INSUFFICIENT
PLANNING MANDATES

In other major cities around the country and the
world, a “comprehensive plan”—a document
establishing a strategic framework and vision for
growth and development—serves as the basis
for policy, land use, and capital planning deci-
sions.® While the New York City Charter requires
many reports and processes related to planning,
the City has no requirement to actually plan—to
holistically examine the City’s existing conditions,
identify challenges, opportunities, and goals, and
propose policies to address and achieve them.

The 2019 Charter Revision Commission’s Prelimi-
nary Staff Report identified a dozen or more plans
and similar documents that could fairly be con-
sidered part of a “strategic” or “comprehensive”
plan.® However, the report notes that “the Char-
ter does not always make clear how (or whether)
these plans are intended to fit together, what they
must address, how they relate to one another,
how progress (or lack thereof) toward their goals is
measured and assessed, and how the public can
affect the content of these plans (if at all).”*” Public
testimony on the topic of comprehensive planning
spoke to a general level of disillusionment with
and confusion about the types of planning already
required among participating stakeholders.=

The planning mandates that do exist in the
Charter fall short of best practices and do not
enable the City to properly plan for change

or growth. For instance, the current PlaNYC/
OneNYC framework, prepared by the Mayor’s
Office of Long-term Planning and Sustainability
(OLTPS)," is intended to serve as the City's “com-
prehensive, long-term sustainability plan.”#
However, the Charter does not actually require
PlaNYC/OneNYC to consider how land use, zon-
ing, or economic development policy relate to

the plan’s goals of sustainable development.

The first iteration of Bloomberg's PlaNYC was
criticized by grassroots advocates, planning
experts, and real estate interests alike for its lack
of specificity with respect to land use policy and
budget decisions.” Mayor de Blasio’s OneNYC
plan relates even less to the City’s built envi-
ronment, excluding recommendations relating
to land use and zoning altogether, aside from
documenting agencies’ existing work and previ-
ously announced Mayoral initiatives.”

Further, the data included in PlaNYC/OneNYC
is often incomplete, excluding important com-
ponents such as the state of repair of the City’s
infrastructure, school capacity, housing units
and vacancies, and economic data. Instead, that
data is scattered among various agency reports,
the Mayor's Management Report, and the NYC
Open Data portal. This fragmented system
leaves New York without a full analysis of city-
wide trends and challenges.

LACK OF COORDINATION
ACROSS CITY AGENCIES

The Charter does not require PlaNYC/OneNYC to
be integrated with other documents required by
local law, such as the strategic policy statements,
the Ten-Year Capital Strategy (TYCS), Social
Indicators Report, or the Citywide Statement of
Needs. Under this framework, the City's long-
term budget planning documents bear almost no
meaningful relationship to our policy or land use
planning. Mayor Bloomberg’s failure to adequate-
ly coordinate infrastructure with its rezoning efforts
had significant consequences on many neighbor-
hoods, including the school capacity shortfall in
Downtown Brooklyn and the drastic inflation of
land costs for City acquisition of the properties to
become Bushwick Inlet Park in Williamsburg.?

Under Mayor de Blasio, there is better coordina-
tion of infrastructure investments with City-led
neighborhood rezonings. This improved coordi-

ii Currently known as the Mayor's Office of Sustainability, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/sustainability
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nation is, in part, due to the City Council’s advo-
cacy for packages of neighborhood investments
and policy commitments to meet particular
neighborhoods’ needs. These commitments are
required by local law to be posted online in a
public tracker, which helps improve transparency
in the City’s budget process and accountability in
ensuring those commitments are fulfilled.*

However, these budget commitments are only
currently required to be publicly listed for the
handful of neighborhood-wide rezonings com-
pleted by the de Blasio Administration to date
and do not include prior rezonings or those
initiated by private actors, once again leaving
New Yorkers with an incomplete picture of how
the City’s land use and zoning decisions have
impacted their neighborhoods over the years.

The lack of coordination between planning
mandates and land use policy has also resulted
in decisions that directly contradict or

even undermine broader citywide goals. For
instance, Mayor Bloomberg's 2007 PlaNYC
identified “encouraging transit-oriented
growth” as a core strategic policy.** Transit-ori-
ented growth seeks to coordinate neighbor-
hood growth with public transit access or
transit improvements in order to reduce green-
house gas emissions, improve public health,
and strengthen local economies among other
benefits.” However, a 2010 report from the
Furman Center identified that the majority of
the residential neighborhoods that were “down-
zoned” (i.e. reducing permitted density and
limiting opportunities for development) by the
Bloomberg Administration were actually well-
served by transit.” PlaNYC/OneNYC's failure to
integrate specific land use and zoning recom-
mendations allowed the City to signal support
for “transit-oriented growth,” while in reality,
DCP actively worked against that goal as it
significantly reduced opportunities for housing
development and density in transit-rich neigh-
borhoods.”” When DCP did increase opportu-
nities for development near transit, they con-
tinued to include significant minimum parking
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requirements, further undercutting the goal of
“transit-oriented growth.”?

City agencies rarely have the opportunity or man-
date to coordinate strategies to achieve broader
citywide goals of sustainability and equity. Com-
prehensive planning is widely recognized as an ef-
fective means to foster collaboration between City
agencies—that might otherwise act in siloes—to
produce innovative, coordinated, and effective
policy interventions. Increased coordination across
City agencies will become increasingly important
as the City faces significant budget constraints—
we cannot afford the inefficiencies and redundan-
cies across agencies that undermine the City’s
ability to achieve citywide goals.

INSUFFICIENT PROACTIVE
PLANNING FOR OUR
NEIGHBORHOODS

As a result of these insufficient mandates, plan-
ning in New York City is forced to put significant
emphasis on reacting to individual rezoning
proposals and trading concessions for com-
munity benefits. Without a coherent citywide
framework or shared understanding of citywide
challenges and goals, proceeding with neigh-
borhood-by-neighborhood and lot-by-lot rezon-
ings has become increasingly contentious.

That contention is, in part, due to a growing
distrust of the process and a sense among
some community stakeholders that the City
and private developers are often unfairly
targeting neighborhoods—particularly low-in-
come communities of color—to bear the bur-
dens of growth in exchange for long-overdue
investments like affordable housing, schools,
child care centers, street safety improvements,
parks, and playgrounds.

New Yorkers' lack of confidence in our planning
processes is partly attributable to the City's
failure to provide meaningful opportunities for
communities to proactively plan for their neigh-
borhoods—a failure that dates back to the early



20th century. As noted by Elena Conte,
Deputy Director of the Pratt Center for

Community Development:
‘ Much of the contention
in local land use battles
can be traced to longstand-
ing unmet needs and the lack
of genuine engagement in
the process, where instead
of being asked to co-cre-
ate the plans, communities
are pushed into reactionary
positions. There are also in
some cases exclusionary ob-
stacles...the current ad hoc
land use system is dominat-
ed by as-of-right land use
actions and review that are
ineffective, polarizing and
disempowering to most com-
munities, even those whose
wealth and privilege afford
them disproportionally more
power than low income com-
munities of color.””

To this day, 197-a plans remain one of the only
formal mechanisms for communities to proactive-
ly plan. 197-a plans, unfortunately, have largely
failed to create a meaningful avenue for com-
munities to plan for their futures and are rarely
produced due to lack of funding, support, and
encouragement from DCP. Where they have been
produced, they are rarely—if ever—implemented
and are often ignored in future planning efforts.’®
For example, 197-a plans approved by CPC and
City Council in Greenpoint-Williamsburg and
West Harlem were largely disregarded by the
Bloomberg administration’s 2005 rezoning and
Columbia University’s campus expansion.

At the citywide level, the PlaNYC planning
mandate fails to offer a defined process for
public and stakeholder input or comment.

The Charter simply states “[t]he director shall
seek public input.”"? Unlike the New York City
budget, zoning proposals, 197-a plans, or com-
prehensive plans in most municipalities, there
is no formal review or approval process involv-
ing engagement with the local community or
elected officials.”* The lack of proactive public
engagement or buy-in from elected officials and
communities has allowed the significance and
utility of PlaNYC/OneNYC to fade over time.

Without a framework to proactively and equi-
tably plan together, opposition to the critical
growth this City needs will only gain more trac-
tion. As noted by Maulin Mehta of the Regional

Planning Association:
‘ We’ve reached a
situation where wealthy
communities with power and
marginalized communities with
decades of neglect are united
in blocking investments in
their neighborhoods because
they no longer trust the objec-
tivity of the process.”™

Under our current planning regime, negotiating
community benefits in response to individual
ULURP applications is the only path forward. But
given the scale of our City's challenges, from
unemployment to homelessness, it has become
increasingly clear that negotiating benefits par-
cel-by-parcel, neighborhood-by-neighborhood
is often an unsustainable model for proactively
supporting equitable and inclusive neighbor-
hood investments and citywide growth. To help
provide all New Yorkers with opportunities for

a stable and prosperous future, New York City
needs a clear and proactive vision for the kinds
of investments and growth we will support in
our neighborhoods.
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UNEVEN ZONING LANDSCAPE
THAT EXACERBATES
SOCIO-ECONOMIC
INEQUALITY

Unlike most other cities, New York City does not
have any mechanism or requirement to regularly
review or update zoning policy in response to
the successes, failures, or unintended conse-
quences of the City’s rezoning decisions. Instead,
the City’s planning processes have historically
responded only to the neighborhoods with the
resources to agitate for change, which are both
whiter and wealthier than the City at large. This
dynamic has resulted in an uneven zoning land-
scape across the city that exacerbates racial and
socio-economic segregation and inequality.

While the Zoning Resolution has not been com-
prehensively updated since 1961, the City has
implemented many neighborhood-specific Spe-
cial Districts and individual private rezonings to
facilitate individual developments over the last
several decades. These special districts were
layered onto the framework of the 1961 Zoning
Resolution, creating a situation that Norman
Marcus, the former counsel to City Planning

from 1963 to 1985, described as:
‘ A collage of ad hoc,
jerry-built and thought-
ful inspirations, grafted onto
a long-disowned armature.
There is increasing local
frustration over [the Zoning
Resolution’s] excessive girth,
complexity, obsolescence
and above all, its failure to
reflect a plan for the City’s
future. All of this suggests
that the City's present system
may have come about as

far as it can as a credible
regulatory mechanism.”
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Mayor Bloomberg famously rezoned roughly

40 percent of the City’s land mass but failed to
address the City’s historical neglect of people
of color and lower-income neighborhoods. %
Instead, DCP downzoned dozens of neighbor-
hoods in majority-white middle-income commu-
nities in Queens, Staten Island, the outer Bronx,
and Brooklyn, where local civic organizations
pressured the City to restrict development.

The Bloomberg Administration introduced new
lower density districts in those whiter, wealthi-
er neighborhoods with strict limits on building
height and bulk to “protect neighborhood char-
acter” against “overdevelopment.” 107

A 2010 study by the Furman Center identified

a glaring racial disparity in noting that upzoned
areas were disproportionately home to lower-in-
come Black and Latinx renters when compared

to the more heavily white, homeowner-occupied
downzoned neighborhoods.’*® Mayor de Blasio
has made an effort to shift away from prior Admin-
istrations’ approaches to neighborhood rezonings,
committing to better coordinate across agencies
to identify infrastructure needs and development
opportunities in consultation with local communi-
ties, and refusing to support further exclusionary
downzonings."” Despite these efforts, however,
the de Blasio Administration has struggled to
equitably identify neighborhoods to proactively
engage in planning and is frequently criticized for
targeting lower-income communities of color to
meet his affordable housing production goals.™®

In 2014, the de Blasio Administration commit-
ted to upzone and implement Mandatory Inclu-
sionary Housing ("MIH") in 15 neighborhoods.™"
Nearly seven years into his Administration, only
six neighborhoods—East New York, Downtown
Far Rockaway, East Harlem, Inwood, the Jerome
Avenue corridor in the Bronx, and Bay Street
corridor in Staten Island—have completed the
MIH rezoning and planning process.""?

Mayor de Blasio’s approach has raised con-

cerns among community stakeholders that this
Administration’s application of MIH places the
burden of growth on neighborhoods that were



in dire need of investment and home to many
residents at risk of displacement.” In response
to criticism that all six neighborhoods are
lower-income communities of color, DCP notes
that it selects neighborhoods based on transit
accessibility and the willingness of the local
community and Council Member to invite the
Department to undertake the process."

The City’s investments in rezoned neighbor-
hoods represented a critical step towards
producing a more equitable framework for
the City’s land use decisions, however the de
Blasio Administration’s slow-moving neighbor-
hood-by-neighborhood approach to these up-
zonings has failed to actually distribute growth
more equitably.

Moreover, a recent report by the Manhattan
Institute pointed out that the Administration’s
strategy of increasing density and applying
MIH almost exclusively in low-income outer
borough neighborhoods untouched by earlier
rezonings, rather than the areas with stronger
real estate markets, is inefficient and ineffective
in achieving the program’s goal of generating
affordable housing cross-subsidized by mar-
ket-rate housing."

UNCOORDINATED
LONG-TERM BUDGET
AND CAPITAL
INFRASTRUCTURE
PLANNING

Communities’ increasing aversion to rezonings
and growth is also rooted in deep skepticism
that the City will adequately invest in the critical
infrastructure needed to meet neighborhoods’
existing budget needs, let alone the invest-
ments needed to support significant growth.

With the release of “Housing New York,” Mayor
de Blasio made a concerted effort to better co-
ordinate infrastructure spending with the City’s
long-term budget and neighborhood planning
processes. “Housing New York” announced

the restoration of DCP’s role in planning for the
Capital Budget, which was removed from DCP’s
purview by the 1975 Charter Revision Commis-
sion."¢ The de Blasio Administration also allo-
cated a $1 billion “Neighborhood Development
Fund” in the Capital Budget for capital projects
in the neighborhoods that are rezoned.”” And
since the launch of the plan, DCP has more
proactively shared relevant planning information
with the public through newly created web tools
that offer extensive access to zoning, land use,
and demographic data."®

Despite these efforts, the City's various Char-
ter-mandated documents and reports related
to budget planning continue to have very little
connection to the City’s land use and policy pri-
orities, which has had significant consequences
on neighborhoods and undermines our ability
to achieve citywide goals.

The Ten-Year Capital Strategy (“TYCS”) is one
of the City's only tools for long-term budget
planning and is intended to reflect each City
agency'’s long-term capital spending goals.""”
The Charter requires the TYCS to include a
“strategic narrative” to consider “the factors
underlying such strategy including goals,
policies, constraints and assumptions and the
criteria for assessment of capital needs; [and]
the anticipated sources of financing for such
strategy and the implication of the strategy,
including possible economic, social, and
environmental effects.”2°

DCP recently assumed a stronger role in the
preparation of the strategic narrative, which is
now also presented as an interactive website."'
DCP’s more robust approach to the strategic
narrative certainly represents an improvement
from previously prepared strategies, using de-
mographic data to make a strong case for the
strategy’s guiding principles and priorities and
connecting them to existing plans and Mayoral
initiatives. However, DCP’s new online portal
does not incorporate agency budget details.
Instead, it links to separate budget documents
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without providing any indication as to how each
agency is working, if at all, to fulfill the princi-
ples or priorities identified in the first half of the
document.’?? The TYCS also does not assess
what portion of the budget will be spent on
each priority making it impossible to hold the
Administration accountable to its stated goals.

The budget commitments made in the TYCS's
“investment priority” sections include a hand-
ful of case-study examples and sum totals that
are difficult to parse. This is particularly true of
priorities that do not cleanly fit within one agen-
cy's purview (e.g. “maintenance” or “resilience”),
as the rest of the document is organized by City
agency without any reference to those broader
investment priorities. Overall, the TYCS fails to
meaningfully connect its “guiding principles”
and “investment priorities” with what is actually
funded by the plan. For instance, in the most
recent preliminary TYCS, the document identi-
fies advancing “a more equitable New York City
through Capital Investment” as one of its four
guiding principles.’? The narrative strategy lays
out a few examples of capital investments that
advance equity, but the strategy’s examples are
more like carefully selected anecdotes—they do
not come from any citywide assessment or fo-
cused effort to correct the underfunding of infra-
structure and essential services that has persisted
in communities of color for over a century.'?

UNREALISTIC TEN-YEAR
CAPITAL STRATEGY

In addition to the TYCS's failure to connect the
dots between citywide policy priorities and

its itemized budget commitment, the TYCS is
unrealistic and does not align with the City’s
demonstrated ability to actually execute capital
projects. This leads to a front-loaded TYCS and
capital commitment plans, with most spending
forecast in the first one or two years.

In fact, historically, the first five years of the
TYCS is essentially a repetition of the most
recent capital commitment plan, demonstrat-
ing that no meaningful planning occurred for
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the full ten-year period. For example, in the
TYCS for Fiscal 2020-2029, most agencies had
a dramatic decline in planned spending in the
second five years of the document, with some
agencies barely spending at all."?

The Council placed a renewed focus on ad-
dressing these issues through Speaker Johnson's
creation of the Subcommittee on Capital Budget
and, as a result, the de Blasio Administration
moved the needle on smoothing out the capital
commitment plan into the out-years.™ But, even
so, these improvements do not translate into a
comprehensive planning effort. Ending the cycle
of front-loaded capital commitment plans would
not only increase transparency, it would also
allow the Council and the Administration to more
accurately track performance in completing cap-
ital projects and prevent excess appropriations
for the succeeding year's budget.

INSUFFICIENT CAPITAL
NEEDS ASSESSMENTS

The City's assessments of capital needs are
widely regarded to be insufficient. The only
Charter-mandated document that attempts to
assess the state of City infrastructure is the
Asset Information Management System

(AIMS) report, which includes an estimate of
the capital and expense costs of maintaining
facilities and buildings with a replacement cost
of at least $10 million and a useful life of at
least ten years.'”

While the AIMS report itemizes an agency's
planned spending at the asset and project-level,
the actual budget needs for those assets are only
presented in aggregate.’?® The report identifies
each agency'’s total needs, unconstrained by the
City’s available budget to maintain its existing
infrastructure in a state of good repair, and with-
out any indication of the urgency of each repair
need. In addition, the report fails to identify infra-
structure needs at the neighborhood or Commu-
nity Board level, producing an incomplete pic-
ture of neighborhood needs. And as outlined in
Speaker Johnson's 2020 State of the City Report,



Securing our Future, the AIMS report also fails to
assess the state of infrastructure with respect to
energy efficiency, green building, and vulnerabil-
ity to climate risks including sea level rise, severe
storms, and extreme heat.'?

Today, the AIMS report serves the purpose

of reconciling an agency’s planned capital
spending with its actual needs with respect to
large-scale, City-owned assets. However, as a
result of the replacement cost threshold of $10
million, the list does not include any small-scale
infrastructure, which means that those aggre-
gate needs are omitted completely. NYCHA's
Physical Needs Assessment, which is produced
every five years pursuant to federal law, though
imperfect, is far more thorough than the AIMS
report, itemizing needs for doors, ceilings, clos-
ets, radiators, shower heads, and wall finishes.
In 2017, those small-scale needs accounted

for nearly 40 percent of NYCHA's maintenance
budget. If assessed under AIMS, those budget
needs would have been omitted completely
due to the $10 million threshold.

Similarly, the School Construction Authority
(SCA) evaluates the conditions of its building
systems through the BCAS."* The BCAS is an
annual survey conducted by architects, elec-
trical engineers, and mechanical engineers to
determine the baseline condition of all of the
DOE'’s facilities. Buildings’ main systems and
components are rated on a scale of 1-5 (good
to poor). The SCA uses the BCAS ratings to
prioritize funding in its capital improvement
program, which addresses infrastructure needs
in existing buildings, with building elements
rated a “5” (poor) or “4” (fair to poor) being pri-
oritized along with a small number of elements
rated “3" (fair), but which have deficiencies that
may adversely impact safety or the structure of
the building.®" While the BCAS is limited with
respect to the types of building elements that

are evaluated—for example plumbing systems
are evaluated but the state of repair of bath-
room interiors are not—it still represents a good
example of a comprehensive, annual state of
good repair assessment effort that could serve
as a citywide model.

Opportunities for communities to participate

in budget planning are also hampered by the
City’s failure to thoroughly assess the state of
our existing infrastructure. For instance, Com-
munity Boards’ District Needs Statements and
Annual Budget Requests are intended to pro-
vide opportunities for communities to proac-
tively plan and according to DCP “aim to assess
the district's most pressing needs and prioritize
capital project and service expenses in the City’s
budget.”"*? Both documents are prepared each
year by Community Boards and are submitted
to the City as part of the annual budget pro-
cess, but these requests are not informed by
any City data or analysis of City infrastructure
needs in the District.” As a result, they have
rarely if ever meaningfully informed the City’s
annual budget priorities or long-term capital
planning; annual requests are frequently denied
altogether or referred to the City Council for
discretionary funds.

By the de Blasio Administration’s own conces-
sion, its assessment of capital needs is incon-
sistent and incomplete—the TYCS for Fiscal
Years 2020-2029 identifies consistency in capital
need assessment approaches as one of its core
goals.”®* The AIMS report plays an important
role with respect to budget reconciliation, but
its usefulness for long-term planning would be
improved significantly if informed and accom-
panied by a more thorough state of good
repair report that includes neighborhood-level
analyses, prioritizes infrastructure based on the
urgency of repair needs, and centers the City’s
preparedness for climate change. &

il The District Needs Statement provides an overview of the Community District and identifies the top three pressing issues affecting
the district, while the Annual Budget Requests describe and request from the City the specific capital and expense budget needs of the
district (e.g. to renovate a library, build a new comfort station in a park, or improve street conditions).
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RECOMMENDATIONS

OVERVIEW: A NEW
COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING FRAMEWORK
FOR NEW YORK CITY

The ten-year comprehensive planning cycle
proposed in the following sections of this report
is designed to encourage equitable, just, sus-
tainable growth by meaningfully connecting the
City's budget, land use, and strategic planning
processes to build a proactive vision for the
future of New York City. This citywide compre-
hensive planning framework would streamline
and integrate more than a dozen planning and
budget-related documents, reports, and plans
already required by local law, to dramatically
improve coordination across City agencies.

The Mayor’s Office of Long-Term Planning and
Sustainability (OLTPS)™ would first complete a
robust Conditions of the City report to identify
the major challenges and opportunities facing
the City. Informed by the Conditions of the
City report, OLTPS would then work with a new
representative Long-Term Planning Steering
Committee to develop a Citywide Goals State-
ment, which would be required by the Charter
to reduce and eliminate disparities in access to
opportunity and the distribution of resources
and development across race, geography, and
socioeconomic status.

The Citywide Goals Statement would include
Measurable Citywide Targets for housing, jobs,
open space, resiliency infrastructure, City facili-
ties, schools, transportation, public utilities, and
other infrastructure. OLTPS and the new Long-
Term Planning Steering Committee would then
develop District Level Targets which would seek
to correct segregationist policies and the histor-
ical neglect of brown and Black neighborhoods
and prioritize any projected housing and job
growth in areas of the City that will help reduce

the risk of displacement and increase New York-
ers' access to opportunity.

An ongoing participatory planning process
would provide opportunities for New Yorkers to
help decide where and how the City will distrib-
ute that critical infrastructure in their neighbor-
hoods over the next ten years. This participatory
planning process will engage the public at all
stages and promote leadership and participa-
tion among communities and people historically
underrepresented in or explicitly excluded from
planning and land use decisions.

After the initial public engagement phase,
OLTPS would then create and publish the
Draft Long-Term Plan, which would include
multiple potential Land Use Scenarios for
each neighborhood, giving the public and
stakeholders an opportunity to envision
different possibilities. In producing those
scenarios, OLTPS would consider public input
and prioritize any projected growth in neighbor-
hoods that have high access to opportunity
and low risk for displacement, a model that
Seattle has used to accommodate enormous
growth pressures through the lens of equity
and sustainability.

The Draft Long-Term Plan would also identify
critical investment needs citywide and for each
Community District, irrespective of expected
population changes. The inclusion of specific
budget needs in the Long-Term Plan will help
ensure that all neighborhoods’ capital invest-
ment needs are identified and assessed. Those
needs will not necessarily be funded in full,
but the Long-Term Plan would improve trans-
parency and accountability in the City’s future
budget decisions.

Community Boards, Borough Presidents, and
members of the public would then have the op-
portunity to provide comments on which land use
scenario they prefer, and the Council would adopt
a final preferred land use scenario in year four of

V Currently known as the Mayor's Office of Sustainability, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/sustainability
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the ten-year planning process. Directly engaging
the Council and local communities proactively
through the adoption of a citywide comprehen-
sive plan—rather than individual piecemeal land
use applications—is intended to facilitate a great-
er understanding of citywide needs among New
Yorkers and increase confidence among legislators
that the costs and benefits of development will be
fairly distributed throughout the City."** The Coun-
cil's adoption process would also allow greater
opportunities to “bundle” together community
benefits with growth up-front, such as open space
and transit improvements.'*

The Final Long-Term Plan would include the
Council’s adopted preferred land use scenarios
for every Community District, which would ac-
commodate the District Level Targets for growth
and infrastructure investments. The plan would
also include citywide policies (including budget
estimates and specific timelines for implemen-
tation), proposed changes to the Zoning Reso-
lution, and budget needs for each Community
District, regardless of whether or not the neigh-
borhood will be rezoned.

The City would also be required to complete

a GEIS along with the Final Long-Term Plan to
ensure that the City evaluates the impacts of the
plan and reduce development costs for land use
applications that are consistent with the plan.
Future budget planning documents including the
TYCS would cross-reference the goals, policies,
and land use scenarios in the Final Long-Term
Plan, to identify what is and is not in the budget
and explain any deviations.

Any and all future land use applications sub-
ject to ULURP would need to describe how

the action aligns, conflicts, or is not applicable
to the Final Long-Term Plan. The CPC would
determine whether or not individual applica-
tions are consistent and the Council would only
be required to review and vote on individual
land use applications that conflict with the Final
Long-Term Plan. Aligned applications would

only be subject to a Council vote if the Council
voluntarily “calls up” the application.

This “call-up” option would be critical in cases
where the Council disagrees with the CPC's deter-
mination of alignment or the terms laid out in the
Final Long-Term Plan due to a change in under-
lying community conditions, giving the land use
process and the comprehensive plan the flexibility
it needs to be responsive to an ever-changing
City. This streamlined Council review process
would incentivize development that aligns with
the plan to more effectively support equitable
growth and infrastructure, while maintaining criti-
cal checks in the City’s land use process.

PLANNING PROCESS
& KEY STAKLEHOLDERS

Key stakeholders will help the City make deci-
sions throughout the planning process to main-
tain and strengthen critical checks and balances
in how the City governs and plans growth,
development, and neighborhood resources.

In addition to the key stakeholders described
below, Community Boards and Borough Presi-
dents would continue to play an important role
in the planning process, participating early and
often in public charettes and public meetings. In
year three of the planning process, Community
Boards and Borough Presidents would have a
formal opportunity to vote in an advisory ca-
pacity on the land use scenarios proposed in
the Draft Long-Term Plan. Those advisory votes
would then inform the Council’s deliberations
and ultimate adoption of the Final Long-Term
Plan in year four of the ten-year planning cycle,
as described in greater detail later in this report.

Mayor’s Office of Long-Term Plan-
ning and Sustainability

As the City's Executive, the Mayor would have
the strongest role in producing the Long-Term
Plan. Under this proposal, the duties and respon-
sibilities of OLTPS," a mayoral office, would be
expanded, positioning it to coordinate the ten

V Currently known as the Mayor’s Office of Sustainability, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/sustainability
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year planning process and develop the Long-Term
Plan. The Long-Term Plan would build on OLTPS’s
existing PlaNYC/OneNYC mandates to include
traditional areas of comprehensive planning such
as land use, zoning, and Capital Budget planning,
as well as other areas of analysis such as arts and
culture, fair housing, public health, and economic
development. As a Mayoral office, OLTPS is well
positioned to coordinate across City agencies—
including but not limited to DCP, HPD and EDC,
which all currently manage neighborhood-wide
rezonings—to complete necessary analyses,
develop potential land use scenarios, and conduct
public outreach and engagement.

Long-Term Planning
Steering Committee and
Borough Committees

In addition to the public meeting requirements
described later in this report, the Charter would
require the City to form a Long-Term Planning
Steering Committee (the Steering Committee).’?”
The Steering Committee would be appointed at
the very start of the ten-year planning cycle, and
would be required to include people historically
underrepresented in planning and land use deci-
sion-making processes who have expertise in the
fields of planning, transportation, sustainability,
resilience, housing, public utilities, social services,
and economic development.

The Steering Committee would advise on issues
related to the Long-Term Plan and adopt City-
wide and District Level Targets for housing,
commercial and industrial space to support a
diverse mix of jobs, open space, resiliency infra-
structure, City facilities, schools, transportation,
public utilities, and other infrastructure, includ-
ing the criteria and methodology for determin-
ing them in the Citywide Goals Statement.

The criteria and methodology for determining
District Level Targets will be required to include
the prioritization of growth in areas identified in
the Conditions of the City Report as having high
access to opportunity and low risk for displace-
ment. The Steering Committee’s adoption of
these targets would be binding. The Steering
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Committee would also adopt an advisory Pre-
ferred Land Use Scenario for each Community
District to inform the Council's deliberations and
final adoption of the Long-Term Plan.

During the first three years, the Steering Com-
mittee would also convene Borough Steering
Committees to inform the planning process
and the Steering Committee’s recommenda-
tions. Borough Steering Committees will be
required to reflect the diversity of the borough
with respect to race, ethnicity, earnings, age,
gender, ability, homeownership rates, and
immigration status, among other factors. Those
recommendations would be made available to
the public and sent to the Borough President,
City Council Members, and Community Boards
upon publication.

Finally, the Steering Committee would play an
ongoing oversight role throughout the duration
of the ten-year period, holding at least one an-
nual public hearing on the planning process and
implementation of the Long-Term Plan.

Participatory Planning Milestones

Integrating citywide comprehensive planning
with community-based planning will require
the design of a thoughtful and inclusive public
engagement process that is responsive to com-
munities’ needs. To begin to achieve this goal,
the Charter will include milestones and formal
mechanisms for stakeholder engagement at
every stage of the process. The milestones are
intended to provide flexible but clearly commu-
nicated opportunities for public engagement
that each Administration can design and im-
prove upon over the course of many decades.

These benchmarks are intended to ensure the
planning process includes early and continuous
opportunities for public participation, to encour-
age communities to work together with planners
to formulate the problems, sort out the alterna-
tives, and identify solutions—a glaring omission
among prior comprehensive planning efforts in
New York City. The process is also designed to
position individual New Yorkers to participate in
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District
Needs

Statement

Year One

Conditions
of the City
report

Preliminary
Citywide
Goals
Statement

Year Two

Citywide
Goadl

Statement

Draft Long-
Term Plan

Year Three

Adopted
Preferred
Land Use
Scenario

Year Four

Final Long-
Term Plan

STEERING COMMITTEE APPOINTED

COMMUNITY BOARDS

prepare and submit District Needs
Statements once every two years

PUBLIC CHARRETTES

in every borough would inform the
Conditions of the City report

PUBLIC CHARRETTES

in every borough would inform the
preliminary Citywide Goals Statement

PUBLIC CHARRETTES

in every borough would inform the
final Citywide Goals Statement

STEERING COMMITTEE

adopts the Citywide Goals Statement

COMMUNITY BOARDS

at least one public meeting in each
Community District would inform the

development of the Draft Long-Term Plan

STEERING COMMITTEE
would adopt the District Level Targets for
inclusion in the Draft Long-Term Plan

PUBLIC INPUT

OLTPS would provide opportunities to
the public to comment on the Draft

CITY COUNCIL

would adopt preferred land use
scenarios for all Community Districts for
inclusion in the final Long-Term Plan

OLTPS produces a final

Long-Term Plan

Participatory
Planning
Milestones

A successful planning process
will require the design of a
thoughtful and inclusive public
engagement process that is
responsive to specific
communities' needs. The
Charter will set minimum
participatory planning
milestones to increase public
transparency, while giving the
administration sufficient
flexibility to adapt that process
over time.

The milestones depicted here
would be completed over the
course of a 4 year period.

Community Boards,
Borough Presidents
and Steering
Committee

would adopt relevant
preferred land use
scenarios which would be
advisory only to inform the
Council's deliberations
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a citywide conversation about what all our neigh-
borhoods must do to achieve our shared goals:

to produce more affordable housing; to invest in
communities in dire need of new infrastructure,
services, and city facilities; to prevent the displace-
ment of vulnerable people; and to increase access
to opportunity for all New Yorkers citywide.

COMPREHENSIVE
PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The ten-year planning cycle will produce sev-
eral key planning documents, many of which
are already required by the Charter. In line with
best practices for comprehensive planning,
these reforms will ensure that each document
produced has a clear relationship to the others
in order to define a consistent and measurable
set of goals and policies to inform the City’s
future development and budget decisions.

Community Board Statements
of District Needs

Starting in September of year one of the ten-
year planning cycle, Community Boards would
submit their Statements of District Needs, which
would consist of a standard survey that includes
both qualitative and quantitative data to better
direct Community Boards” prioritization process
and to inform future planning and budget docu-
ments produced throughout the planning cycle.
This would codify the good work that the City
has already initiated to standardize and digitize
this process.”*®* Community Boards’ would still
submit annual budget requests, but they would
be required to be tied directly to the District
Needs Statement. In cases where annual bud-
get requests include new or different priorities
than the District Needs Statements, Community
Boards would need to provide a rationale for
those new needs or its reprioritization.

The Community Board Statement of District needs
would be produced on a biennial basis, starting
in September of the first year of the planning
process. These statements would be required
once every two years, rather than annually as
currently required by the New York City Charter.

IMPROVING THE CITY’S ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES

Without a comprehensive, integrated plan-
ning cycle, the important role of zoning
and land use policy in economic develop-
ment has been overlooked for decades,
especially in the outer boroughs where
extensive areas of 1961 manufacturing
zones remain in place. Economic devel-
opment and workforce plans like “New
York Works,” “FreightNYC"” and “Career
Pathways” are produced without consider-
ation of land use or budget priorities and
generally fail to include measurable bench-
marks to hold government accountable or
evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies
that were implemented.'¢?

The City's failure to address land use and
budget planning in its economic develop-
ment strategies has hampered its ability
to foster an inclusive local economy or
prepare for the future of work. At the
urging of the Council, planning experts,
and advocates, the City has taken limited
steps to protect the industrial sector by
restricting hotels and self-storage facil-
ities in Manufacturing (M) Zones, which
cover over 14 percent of the City. But still,
M zones do not provide sufficient pro-
tections for essential industry and infra-
structure, fail to provide a framework for
the growth of new job centers, and miss
opportunities to integrate housing op-
tions with artists’ studios, maker spaces,
or other light industrial uses.™®*

Similarly, the types of businesses allowed
on neighborhood commercial corridors
have not been reexamined in decades,
with zoning often still prohibiting uses
such as light manufacturing or a small live
music venue. Although DCP has recog-
nized these failures, without comprehen-
sive planning there is no mechanism to
initiate citywide reforms or prepare suf-
ficiently for the challenges our local and
global economy currently face. @
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Conditions of the City Report
(COC Report)

The first new milestone in the ten-year
planning cycle would be the completion of a

new “Conditions of the City Report" (the COC

Report) in February of year two by OLTPS, in
coordination with DCP and other agencies.

The COC Report would be rooted in objective,

measurable data that City agencies regularly

collect and would be updated once every five

years. The document will include:

1.

A summary of the most significant
long-term issues with respect to long-
term planning and sustainability includ-
ing housing, open space, transportation,
education, facilities and infrastructure,
resiliency, energy, climate change, public
health, arts and culture, economic devel-
opment, zoning, and land use;

An analysis of overall changes in
demographic, housing, and eco-
nomic data over the prior 20 years and
projections for the subsequent 20 years,
including population, race, ethnicity,
age, and household family structures;
housing market and production data;
and changes in employment, the num-
ber and size of businesses, and industry
sectors and wages, as available;

An assessment of existing and
projected affordable housing
needs, with respect to the number and
size of units, depth of affordability, and
unit habitability, including projected
needs for maintenance, repairs, capital
improvements, and expiring regulatory
tools for existing affordable housing
stock;

An “Access to Opportunity Index”
that identifies disparities among popu-
lations with respect to social, economic,
and physical determinants including
access to civic infrastructure like schools,
libraries, health care facilities, child care,
parks, open space, transportation and

10.

climate resiliency infrastructure, the
quality of schools, and proximity to
employment among other factors;

A “Displacement Risk Index”
designed to predict areas with popula-
tions that are at risk for physical displace-
ment based on indicators of population
vulnerability, including but not limited
to development potential, construction
activity, median rents, rates of rent bur-
den, housing market changes, share of
rent-stabilized units, eviction rates, em-
ployment and wage data, poverty rates,
and projected climate change impacts
among other factors;

An assessment of segregation,
including but not limited to housing
and school segregation by race,
ethnicity, and income;

A Climate Change Adaptation
Analysis, including short-, medi-

um- and long-term threats to the city,
integrating the information currently
produced by the New York City Panel
on Climate Change, such as ranges of
projected sea level rise, temperature in-
crease, and changes in precipitation;’**

An assessment of waterfront
resources for the natural waterfront,
the public waterfront, the working
waterfront, and the developing wa-
terfront, as currently required by the
Charter-mandated Comprehensive
Waterfront Plan;4°

A consideration of the distribution and
concentration of City facilities;

A summary of the City’s annual
Report on Social Indicators and
Equity which identifies gender, racial,
and income disparities in addition to
disparities relating to sexual orientation
and articulates the Mayor’s short- and
long-term plans for responding to
those disparities; "’

40> PLANNING TOGETHER © A New Comprehensive Planning Framework for New York City



NYC's Current Planning Framework

ZONING &
PLANNING

REPORT STATEMENTS

Waived e ML OF DISTRICT

§ 192(f) ZONING PEAN NEEDS
RESOLUTION § 205 § 2800

§ 200 CITYWIDE
FOUR YEAR STATEMENT
CAPITAL OF NEEDS
MAYOR'S PROGRAM
§ 204
MANAGEMENT § 214

REPORT T SUSTAINABILITY
§12 POVERTY TEN YEAR INDICATORS
REPORT CAPITAL § 20
§16 STRATEGY ).

§ 215

BOROUGH AIMS REPORT
STRATEGIC § 1110
POLICY
STATEMENTS cITY LONG-TERM
§ 82 . STRATEGIC SUSTAINABILITY
S e POLICY PLAN
— T~ STATEMENTS
§ 20

§17 . -=< - — S

Proposed Ten-Year
Comprehensive
Planning Cycle

District
Statements leer‘:lcs

of Alignment Statements

Ten ‘(eclr Conditions of
Capital the City
Strategy report

A new ten-year
Comprehensive
Planning Cycle would
Final Long- Citywide connect the disjointed
Term Plan Goals documents, processes,
Statement and reports already
required by the NYC
ﬁ:?g_‘;‘il Draft Long- Charter to create one
Land Use Term Plan citywide strategic
Scenario framework and vision for
the City's future growth
and development

A New Comprehensive Planning Framework for New York City « PLANNING TOGETHER <41

e



11. A Physical Needs Assessment (PNA)
that would consist of an examination,
evaluation, and conditions assessment of
the City’s existing buildings and infra-
structure including an assessment of the
asset’s vulnerability to climate impacts,
such as flooding and severe storms,
as well as an assessment of the asset’s
energy efficiency, on-site energy storage,
and renewable energy generation. The
PNA would also contain a recommen-
dation of whether to repair, replace, or
maintain each capital asset in a state of
good repair (or take no action), and an
assessment of the urgency and purpose
of the needed action. The PNA findings
would be presented without regard to
whether funds are available to do the
repair and replacement work projected
by the PNA to assist in prioritizing future
capital expenditures and maintenance;

12. An analysis of all major rezonings
adopted between 10 and 15 years prior,
including a review of resultant changes
in land use, housing production, com-
mercial and industrial space, median
rents, project area population and key
demographic characteristics, project area
businesses, employment, and industry
sectors and an evaluation of these chang-
es in comparison to the stated policy
goals of the rezoning; and

13. A summary of DCP’s significant
plans and studies and any 197-a Plans
completed or undertaken in the preced-
ing ten years."#?

Citywide Goals Statement

By June of year two, OLTPS would produce
a Citywide Goals Statement in partnership
with the Long-Term Planning Steering
Committee. The document would be
comprised of three parts:

1. Policy Goals: A statement of the policy
goals related to the most significant
long-term issues identified in the COC

Report."* The goals themselves will be in-
formed by analyses of segregation, racial
disparities, and the historical impact of
land use and capital spending decisions.
The goals would also be required to ad-
dress and reduce disparities across race,
geography, and socioeconomic status in
access to opportunity and the distribu-
tion of resources and development.

2. Measurable Citywide Targets:
Quantifiable targets for housing,
employment, open space, resiliency
infrastructure, City facilities, schools,
transportation, public utilities, and other
infrastructure deemed necessary to
meet the City's long-term needs.

3. Criteria and Methodology for Dis-
trict Level Targets: Criteria and a
methodology for determining District
Level Targets that would support the City
in equitably distributing the Measurable
Citywide Targets identified in this docu-
ment. The Criteria and Methodology for
District Level Targets would be required
to prioritize growth in neighborhoods
with high access to opportunity and low
risk for displacement.

The Measurable Citywide Targets and Criteria
and Methodology for District Level Targets
would be informed by the COC Report and
public input and adopted by the Long-Term
Planning Steering Committee.

Draft Long-Term Plan

Informed by public input and in furtherance of
the goals set forth in the Citywide Goals State-
ment, OLTPS would then produce a Draft Long-
Term Plan in June of year three. The Draft Long-
Term Plan would be comprised of five parts:

1. Citywide Strategic Policies:
Specific strategies for achieving the
goals set forth in the Citywide Goals
Statement. These strategies would in-
clude consideration of the City’s plan-
ning and policy concerns—including
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those already required by Charter § 17,
in addition to economic development,
land use, public health, and arts and
culture—and will identify the capital and
expense budget needs for each agency
to implement each policy within a clear-
ly articulated timeline, in line with best
practices for comprehensive plans.

2. Consideration of the Zoning
Resolution: An analysis of the portions
of the Zoning Resolution that merit
reconsideration of the planning policy
of the Commission* and policies for
managing the waterfront."

3. District Level Targets: For each
Community District, District Level Tar-
gets would be established for housing,
employment, City facilities, schools,
and infrastructure pursuant to the
methodologies set forth by the City-
wide Goals Statement. These targets
would prioritize growth, where applica-
ble, in areas with high access to oppor-
tunity and low risk for displacement, as
adopted by the Long-Term Planning
Steering Committee.

4. Community District Land Use
Scenarios: Three potential land use
scenarios would be developed and
included for each Community District.
All three potential scenarios for growth
would accommodate the District Level
Targets, described above, prioritizing
areas for population growth that have
high access to opportunity and low
risk for displacement and any other
priorities identified through the public
engagement process. The Land Use
Scenarios would be required to depict
specific proposed future land uses, in-

cluding residential, commercial, mixed,
industrial, institutions, open space,
transportation, and utilities, among any
other land uses proposed for the dis-
trict, with indications of relative height
and density.

5. Community District Budget
Needs: Budget implications for each
Community District including: the
capital and expense budget needs of
the district under current conditions;
existing budget commitments, where
applicable; and additional funds need-
ed to accommodate the District Level
Targets over ten years.

Adopted Preferred Land
Use Scenarios

In September of year three, Community
Boards, Borough Presidents, and the Long-
Term Planning Steering Committee will each
recommend one Preferred Land Use Scenario
for each relevant Community District. These
opinions would be advisory only, informing the
Council’s deliberations. In February of Year 4,
the Council would adopt one Preferred Land
Use Scenario for each Community District in
the form of one resolution, tethering togeth-
er agreements for growth and development
across electoral districts.

Ten-Year Capital Strategy (TYCS)

In November of year three, OMB, in close
consultation with OLTPS and DCP, would re-
lease the Draft TYCS, which would be produced
just once every five years." The new proposed
TYCS would also be divided into two sections.
The first would estimate the costs of the assess-
ments and proposed actions contained in the
PNA for existing buildings and infrastructure.
The second section would contain a narrative

vi As previously required by the New York City Charter's Zoning and Planning Report requirement.

vii As currently required by the New York City Charter's Comprehensive Waterfront Plan requirement.

viit Currently, the TYCS is released every other year and includes a narrative description of the Mayor's strategy for development of capital
facilities for the ensuing ten fiscal years, along with a section detailing the capital commitments estimated to be made each year. In prac-
tice, the narrative section bears no described relationship to the capital commitments section set forth in the TYCS.
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strategy, aligned with the Citywide
Strategic Policies, District Level Tar-
gets, and Community District Budget
Needs identified in the Long-Term
Plan, for the enhancement, expansion,
and construction of new buildings
and infrastructure, along with cost
estimates. Similar to the PNA, the
information contained in the TYCS
would be presented without regard to
the availability of funds, representing
a "wish list” of capital needs. These
reforms will complement the Council’s
efforts to improve the resiliency of all
City infrastructure through improved
capital planning and transparency and
accountability in the budget process.

Following the adoption of the Coun-
cil's Preferred Land Use Scenarios in
February of year four, a Final TYCS
would be produced by April of the
same year, incorporating any changes
necessary to align with the Adopted
Preferred Scenarios.

Final Long-Term Plan

OLTPS would then revise the Draft
Long-Term Plan in response to public
comment to produce a Final Long-
Term Plan in June of year four, which
would include all of the elements
proposed in the Draft Long-Term Plan
in addition to the Council’s Adopted
Preferred Land Use Scenario for each
Community District. If the Council
failed to adopt a preferred scenario,
OLTPS would choose a scenario

and describe of how such selection
was made.

Generic Environmental
Review Statement

The City would also be required to
complete a Generic Environmental
Impact Statement (GEIS) along with
the Final Long-Term Plan by year four

PREPARING FOR CLIMATE CHANGE

Without comprehensive planning, it is very unlike-
ly that New York City will be able to adapt to the
consequences of climate change in a rational and
equitable way. As highlighted in Speaker Johnson’s
2020 State of the City report, Securing our Future,
cities like New York are particularly vulnerable to cli-
mate change, as their populations are directly con-
fronted by rising sea levels, intensifying storms, and
extreme heat. Within cities, frontline communities
have historically suffered disproportionately nega-
tive health and environmental effects and face even
greater harmful impacts from climate change.’®*

As outlined in Securing our Future, building re-
silience demands a variety of strategies: policy
change; incentives and regulation (building codes,
zoning); and physical investments (green infrastruc-
ture, flood protection, housing). In some places,
large infrastructure projects such as sea walls,
levees, and dunes could be built to protect com-
munities. In other places, a process of “managed
retreat,” including limiting density, home buyout
programs, or restoring natural areas like wetlands,
could be conceivable. Planning for climate change
in a "resiliency” policy silo or in a scattered neigh-
borhood-by-neighborhood fashion limits our ability
to understand the impacts of our policy choices and
advance an integrated citywide strategy.

Perhaps more importantly, a piecemeal approach
to this adaptation could be a disaster for equity
and affordability, far beyond the City’s coasts. As
the COVID-19 crisis has highlighted, the underly-
ing inequities in our City will only be exacerbated
by the existential threats that climate change
poses to our City. Without a holistic approach

that centers community engagement and issues
of equity, the City will fail to sufficiently plan for
and mitigate the impacts of sea level rise, poor air
quality, extreme heat, and severe storms — and the
City's vulnerable, low-income, and communities of
color will be the ones who suffer for it. Compre-
hensive planning has been identified by planning
experts and leaders all across the globe as the
strategy that best situates cities to tackle these
issues equitably and to integrate sustainability into
all aspects of city governance.® ¢
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DOING OUR FAIR SHARE,
GETTING OUR FAIR SHARE

The siting of new City facilities—or
significant expansion of facilities—also
raises issues of equity, transparency,
and accountability in the City’s planning
processes. The 1989 Charter Revision
Commission process led to the devel-
opment of New York City's Fair Share
rules and established a process for
considering fairness in siting municipal
facilities through land use actions, leas-
es, or contracts. In 2017 under Speaker
Mark-Viverito, the Council released a
report, Doing our Fair Share, Getting
Our Fair Share: Reforming NYC's System
for Achieving Fairness in Siting Municipal
Facilities. The report identified several
major issues with respect to the city’s
Fair Share processes and found that
overall, Fair Share has not worked as
the 1989 Charter Revision Commission
intended."¢¢

In some cases, the Council found that
facility sitings and services have actually
become less fair since 1989, but in most
cases, DCP does not even release enough
data for the public or Community Boards
to evaluate the fairness of a proposed
siting or make objective comparisons be-
tween communities. Even where capacity
information is provided, that data needs
to be combined with other census data-
sets to analyze distributional fairness with
respect to geography and population.

The Citywide Statement of Needs (SON)
is required by Charter Section 204 and
was intended by the 1989 Charter Revi-
sion Commission to be a thoughtful and
forward-looking planning document.¢”
Unfortunately, the SON is not a very
useful planning document—the Coun-
cil has introduced a legislative package
intended to increase transparency in the
City's siting decisions and to improve
the usefulness of the SON for long-term
planning purposes. ¢

of the ten-year planning process. The GEIS
would identify the cumulative impacts and
infrastructure needs triggered by the devel-
opment, growth, or change proposed by
the Long-Term Plan. The completion of this
document would ensure that the vast major-
ity of the environmental review procedures
are already completed by the City, reducing
developers’ CEQR compliance obligations for
subsequent proposed actions carried out in
conformance with the conditions and thresh-
olds established by the actions covered by
the GEIS.

Following the City's completion of the GEIS,
a developer that brings forth a consistent
ULURP application would only need to
produce supplemental materials to assess
the particular impacts of the project at hand
(e.g. construction and shadows). Given the
significant cost of environmental review, this
provision would not only ensure that the City
performs its due diligence with respect to
analyzing the impacts of the Long-Term Plan,
but would also incentivize developers to bring
forth applications that are consistent with the
plan and covered by the analyses of the GEIS
to reduce overall project costs."*

Capital Commitment Plan

Finally, the Capital Commitment Plan (Com-
mitment Plan), which is currently produced
three times per year and covers the current
fiscal year and the ensuing three fiscal years,
would remain on the same reporting sched-
ule, but would be extended to cover a ten-
year period.

In contrast to the PNA and the TYCS, which
are intended under this proposal to be com-
prehensive lists of all needed and desired
capital projects, the Commitment Plan would
be constrained by the City’s available budget
and other capacity and implementation issues
to demonstrate the priorities of the current
Administration in a limited budget and re-
source environment. It would consider existing
funding availability to show which projects the
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Administration plans to fund within the ten-year
reporting period. The chosen projects would ei-
ther be derived from the PNA and the TYCS or
would provide an explanation of why an includ-
ed project deviates from the need previously
assessed in those documents.

To connect the TYCS and annual budgets, each
Executive Budget would be required to include
in its message from the Mayor an itemized list
of the of the needs outlined in the TYCS that
are included in that year's appropriations.

LAND USE REVIEW PROCESS

For the Long-Term Plan to fulfil its role as a
strategic vision for citywide growth and devel-
opment, public and private actors would be
encouraged to submit rezoning applications
that effectuate the plan. As such, all land use
applications would include a Statement of
Alignment to demonstrate how the application
aligns, conflicts, or is not relevant to the Final
Long-Term Plan.

The Statement of Alignment would include a
discussion of the application’s alignment with
the Adopted Preferred Land Use Scenario and
District Level Targets for the applicable Com-
munity District. The CPC would consider and as-
sess Statements of Alignment and, in the event
an application conflicts with the plan, provide a
statement of rationale before approving it. Such
Statement of Alignment would be included in
public ULURP application materials and provid-
ed to Community Boards, Borough Presidents,
and Council Members to inform their decisions
on discretionary actions.

The Council would then only be required to
vote on ULURP applications that are deemed
by the CPC to conflict with the comprehensive
plan. All ULURP applications that the CPC certi-
fies as aligned with the comprehensive

plan would only be subject to a Council vote

if it is “called-up” by the Council.* Thus, devel-
opment that builds on the adopted outcomes
of this robust process will be incentivized to
develop equitable growth and infrastructure,
while maintaining critical checks in the land use
review process.

UPDATES & AMENDMENTS TO
THE FINAL LONG-TERM PLAN

In February of year seven of the planning cycle,
OLTPS would update and publish a new COC
Report. Informed by the updated COC report,
Community Board District Needs Statements,
and public meetings, OLTPS would release an
updated Citywide Goals Statement by Novem-
ber of year seven.

If OLTPS adds, eliminates, or substantially
changes the District Level Targets (i.e. increases
or decreases the quantifiable targets by more
than 10 percent), OLTPS would be required to
produce a formal Draft Long-Term Plan Amend-
ment by June of year eight, which would be
subject to Council review and adoption in year
nine of the ten-year planning cycle.

The TYCS would also be prepared in year
eight of this planning cycle and finalized in
year nine, along with any amendments. In the
case of an amendment, regardless of whether
or not the amendment triggers a requirement
for Council adoption, the TYCS would be
required to cross-reference any new goals or
budget priorities set forth in the amendment
to the Long-Term Plan. Consistent with best
practices, this amendment process would
require the City to regularly update the plan
in light of emerging trends and new economic
conditions, to ensure the plan can effectively
inform and direct private and public develop-
ment and budget decisions.

X Section 197-d(b)(3) of the New York City Charter and section 20-225 or 20-226 of the Administrative Code describe the types of and
process by which certain land use actions may be called-up for Council Review. The Council’s process for land use review call-up resolu-
tions are specified in the Rules of the Council. At present, a call-up resolution can be introduced provided that the resolution is spon-
sored by (i) the Speaker; (i) seven Council Members; or (iii) by the chair of the Land Use Committee.
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ANNUAL REPORTING
& ACCOUNTABILITY

OLTPS'’s annual reporting requirement will be
expanded to include all aspects of the new
Long-Term plan, including each strategic poli-
cy set forth in the plan and proposed rezoning
actions such as citywide text amendments and
neighborhood-wide rezonings—including an
identification of the responsible agency and
projected timeline for completion.™

The annual AIMS report would be amended to
eliminate the $10 million threshold and would
instead only require an assessment of assets
identified to be in poor condition in the PNS or
to require action with a certain level of urgen-
cy, along with the associated cost estimate

for the needed action. In addition, the AIMS
report would include geographic information
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(i.e. address, Council District, and Community
District) and be posted online in machine-read-
able format. These reforms to the AIMS report
would make it a more useful planning document
for the purpose of informing the annual budget
process and increasing transparency in how the
City prioritizes and maintains its assets.

The new Long-Term Planning Steering Com-
mittee would play an ongoing role in the
development of the Long-Term Plan, the
implementation of its recommendations, and
any proposed amendments. The Long-Term
Planning Steering Committee will be required
to convene no less than one public hearing a
year, to help ensure that every Mayor is held
accountable to the commitments and priorities
developed through this robust and inclusive
public planning process. &
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CONCLUSION

The City’s piecemeal approach to planning and capital infrastructure spending significantly con-
strains its ability to reduce inequality, support equitable growth, or adapt to the projected impacts
of climate change. Stakeholders on all sides are unhappy with our land use processes and the
opposition to development—equitable or not—has grown more fervent than ever before. We must
come together as a City to share the responsibility of supporting growth and centering recovery for
all—in a way that confronts our problematic past and prioritizes the principles of sustainability and
equity for our future.

This report proposes that we try a new approach specifically designed to help us overcome our
housing shortage to support sustainable, equitable growth that will stand up to the threats of a
changing world. City agencies, elected leaders, community organizers, small businesses, tenants,
landlords, Community Boards, and technical experts alike will need to work together toward our
shared goals. If implemented, the proposal set forth in this report will lay the groundwork for inte-
grating citywide planning with community-based planning for the first time in the City’s history to
create a shared vision for equitable, inclusive growth in New York City. @

ABOUT THIS REPORT

This report was produced by Annie Levers and Louis Cholden-Brown of the New York City Council's
Office of Strategic Initiatives in partnership with the Land Use and Finance Divisions of the Council.
Supporting and historical research was completed by Brian Paul of the Council's Land Use Division.
The report was designed by Antonio Rodriguez and Yolainny Reyes from the Events and Production
Services unit of the Council's Community Engagement Division. 4
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