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There are two Charter Revision Commissions that have been formed 

• The Mayor and the City Council have formed their own Charter Revision Commissions

• The City Charter defines the rules for how the City operates

• The Uniform Land Use Review Procedure (ULURP) is detailed in the Charter

• A Charter Review Commission is formed to develop recommendations for changes to the Charter, 
which will appear on the November 2025 ballot

 Why? 

• Real estate and housing interests want to streamline the land use process to make it faster and more 
predictable

• There is concern that the current land use process emphasizes local goals over citywide needs

 When?

• Right now.  Preliminary reports have been released



Both Commissions have held public hearings and released preliminary 
reports: here and here 

• Under state law, if the Mayor’s 
Commission proposes changes to 
the Charter, the Council’s 
Commission cannot propose 
changes on the same ballot

• As a result, this review focuses on 
the Mayor’s Commission

https://www.thecommission.nyc/publications
https://www.nyc.gov/assets/charter/downloads/pdf/2025/2025-Charter-Revision-Commission-Preliminary-Report-DIGITAL.pdf


Charter Revision is about more than land use

The Mayor’s preliminary report discusses:

1. Housing and Land Use

2. Elections and Voter Turnout

3. Procurement and Payments

4. Climate and Infrastructure

5. The City Map



Commission hearings involved invited speakers, as well as the public 

• Several experts were invited to testify 

• They went first and were given more time to 
testify

• Citizens Housing and Planning Council (CHPC) 
testified early and often

• CHPC testimony was supported by their report: 
The Elephant in the Room: How ULURP’s Skewed 
Political Incentives Prevent Housing , which is a 
detailed assessment of ULURP’s shortcomings

• Most of CHPC’s recommendations are discussed 
in some form in the preliminary report

https://chpcny.org/publication/the-elephant-in-the-room/
https://chpcny.org/publication/the-elephant-in-the-room/


Additional hearings have been 
scheduled 

• The next Manhattan hearing is 
scheduled for July 7

• Ballot recommendations are likely 
to be produced in the month after 
the July hearing



To remind everyone, this is ULURP (Uniform Land Use Review Procedure):



The Preliminary Report is a summary of concerns they’ve heard during the 
process and possible solutions; it doesn’t have specific recommendations

Land use and ULURP items can be grouped into the following: 

1. Fast-tracking ULURP

2. Roles within the land use review process

3. Categories of projects requiring ULURP

4. A “zoning administrator”

5. Comprehensive Planning, Fair Housing and the 10-year Capital Plan

6. Member Deference

7. Modernizing the City Map



1) Fast-tracking ULURP

Mayor’s Commission discusses possible changes to ULURP to reduce “process costs” 
and to facilitate certain types of development

• It introduces the idea of different levels of review: large projects take one path, 
small projects take another

• There have been only a few “small” residential rezonings (R1-R5 rezonings or <40% increase in 
density), which the Commission blames on the cost of ULURP

• If small rezonings had another path, we might see more of them

• Also suggests streamlining the review of “categorically beneficial projects,” like 
100% affordable housing

• What makes a project “categorically beneficial? Is it just affordable housing?  Unclear

• Can local review and ULURP make even “categorically beneficial” projects better?  



1) Fast-tracking ULURP

• As a part of fast-tracking, it introduces the concept of a “zoning administrator” office 
as the mechanism to review projects that qualify for “fast-track” treatment.  Projects 
that are: 
• Small, 
• Crucial, or
• Categorially beneficial 

• Suggests a different review procedure for housing 
developments in districts that fail to meet Fair 
Housing targets

• The City will set housing development goals as a part Fair 
Housing efforts 

• The Fair Housing Framework will set housing targets by 
Community District and will likely justify future upzonings



2) Roles within land use review

The Commissions are looking at amending the roles played within the ULURP process, 
including: 

• Enhancing and/or otherwise changing the role of officials, like Borough Presidents and 
the Speaker of the City Council

• Consolidating the advisory portions of ULURP (from 90 days to 60 days)

• Moving City Office Space Acquisition applications from CPC to Comptroller’s Office 
(Council recommendation)

• The new Zoning Administrator role (discussed later) 

• It does NOT suggest changing the CB’s role in project’s that still qualify for ULURP



3) Categories of projects requiring ULURP

• Projects that qualify for ULURP is where we’re most likely to see  significant changes

• The report suggests a new process for zoning changes related to Climate/Infrastructure 
and another process for public land 

“ULURP’s “one-size-fits-all” procedure forces the City to spend scarce time and 
resources on exceedingly modest changes”

• Some City properties are tiny, inches wide.  To dispose of them, the City needs to go 
through ULURP

• There is a recommendation to streamline disposition to activate public land for 
affordable housing and other uses



The City has not taken property for back taxes since 1997, but it still owns 
hundreds of parcels that were taken previously

The tiny red dots are mostly scraps that would require ULURP to dispose of

11



4) A Zoning Administrator Office

• A Zoning Administrator was a part of the 1961 zoning recommendations, but were never 
adopted 

• They are commonly found in other jurisdictions, but their powers vary widely

Technical article from the 
APA’s archives on the 
Zoning Administrator role 
and powers

A zoning administrator is an 
old concept



4) A Zoning Administrator

• The Commission described the idea that certain zoning changes would not have a full 
ULURP but would instead go to the Zoning Administrator office 

• These actions might include: 

• Smaller developments (up to six units and 35 feet in height)

• Other small changes or variances (perhaps like commercial overlays or parking requirements)

• A Zoning Administrator would be an entirely new mechanism replacing some land use 
and/or Board of Standards and Appeals actions

• The report has no detail on how this role would impact public input on these actions

• Would CBs still see these applications?  

• Would the Zoning Administrator hold hearings?  



5) Comprehensive Planning, Fair Housing, & the 10-year Capital Plan

Mayor’s Commission includes language on “elevating citywide needs” in land use 
processes, which suggests a City plan

• It discusses the possibility of a Comprehensive Plan introduced by Lander and 
Reynoso.  Doesn’t dismiss it, but couches it in careful language

• Examines imposing “Fair Share” housing requirements using models from other 
jurisdictions, such as California, Oregon, and New Jersey

• Suggests that the Charter’s capital planning processes may need to change to ensure 
investments in infrastructure, transportation, and neighborhood amenities are made 
in concert with new housing



5) The Council’s report had some interesting ideas regarding 
Comprehensive Planning, Fair Housing, & the 10-year Capital Plan

• City Council Commission Recommendations build upon the new Fair Housing 
Framework

• Explore new 197-a community planning rules

• Require DCP to create or assist CBs with 197-a plans

• Require agencies, including CBs, to incorporate fair housing and housing targets into their planning 
processes

• Explore Charter amendment to increase the number of votes the CPC needs to approve 
applications disapproved by the CB and the BP

• While none of these will be on the November ballot, they may appear in 2026



6) Member Deference

• Mayor’s Commission identifies “Member Deference” as a barrier to development in 
certain areas and to balancing citywide versus local priorities

• As member deference is a City Council convention and not a Charter-mandated process, 
there are no specific recommendations for a Charter amendment 

• Nevertheless, there are vague suggestions as to changing the role of the City Council 
Speaker and Borough President, both of which may impact Member Deference



7) Modernizing the City Map 

This is a part of the City Map: 



7) Modernizing the City Map 

• Suggests centralizing its management from the Borough Presidents to DCP

• Considers citywide digitization of the City Map

• City Map changes, including changing curb elevations, are ULURP actions.  Should they 
be?



Commentary

• There is a focus on ULURP time, but ULURP time is small compared to “pre-ULURP” time

• ULURP is a set 7.5 months

• Pre-ULURP often takes years before ULURP starts

• But pre-ULURP is not dictated by the Charter

• The Commission acknowledges pre-ULURP as an issue, but focuses on ULURP because that’s in its 
control

• ULURP changes cannot have a major impact on timelines because ULURP doesn’t take the most time

• Planning sometimes takes time

• Further, some comments are so general that they are inaccurate. For instance:
“Today, ULURP frequently requires the same costly multi-year process of environmental and land use 
review for a new eight-unit apartment building as for an 800-unit apartment building. As such, ULURP 
applications tend to be for big changes rather than small ones, . . .”



Commentary
Small actions have small application requirements, and there are many tiny land use 
actions.  The report suggests they cost applicants as much as large actions.  They don’t

Here are a few small actions that had small application requirements

I wrote this one. Cost was low, but 
pre-ULURP time was years long



Commentary

• There is no discussion of increasing review time for very large projects

• Neighborhood rezonings get the same amount of time as an extension of a commercial overlay

• COYHO was non-ULURP, but followed ULURP’s timeline.  The 1,386 pages of zoning text could have 
used a longer review time

• The Commission’s focus is on speeding up the process, especially small projects.  But what about large 
projects?  

• The Mayor’s report shows little appreciation for how projects can improve because of 
local input during the process



Commentary

• There is a long discussion of Member Deference, even though it is a custom, unrelated to 
the Charter.  A final recommendation may involve process changes that attempt to 
weaken Member Deference

• There is a focus on impediments to “small projects.” COYHO largely eliminates this issue 
in the R1-R5 districts.  Is the focus on “small projects” still necessary?

• Understanding the Zoning Administrator role, its powers, and if applications to the Zoning 
Administrator will also go to the CB will be critical in understanding that role



Community Board considerations
• What changes could help Community Boards do their job better?

• This is not a topic of discussion in the Mayor’s report 

• Should it be? 

• Do you have opinions regarding projects that qualify for Community Board review?  

• What do you want to see?

• What don’t you need to see?

• Would it be OK for some ULURP actions to skip the CB?  What about the City Council?

• What about timelines?

• Do you have enough time to do your job now?



Community Board considerations

• What about the roles within the ULURP process?  

• If the Borough President had a bigger or smaller role, would that be OK? 

• What about concurrent reviews? (BP and CB having the same sixty days)

• Some changes could diminish the role of Council.  Is that OK?

• The Mayor’s Commission focuses on zoning and over planning.  The Council’s 
Commission suggests the reworking of 197-a plans and recommends Comprehensive 
Planning

• Should comprehensive planning be a part of the Charter?

• Does the 197-a process need to be re-worked?



What’s Next 

• Participate in public hearings

• Consider written testimony on both Mayor and Council Commissions

• Consider developing Board resolutions on your thoughts and concerns

• Consider community education for ballot proposals (once they’ve been formed) 



Discussion
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