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Good moming Chair Sanchez and members of the Committee on Housing and Buildings. [ am JoAnn
Kamuf Ward, Deputy Commissioner of Policy and External Affairs at the New York City Commission
on Human Rights (Commission or CCHR), and I will be delivering joint agency testimony. With me
today from CCHR is Hillary Scrivani, Director of Policy and Adjudications. I am also joined by Lucy
Joffe, the Deputy Commissioner for Policy & Strategy and Neil Reilly, Assistant Commissioner for
Housing Equity at the New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD).

The City is committed to ensuring that every New Yorker has an opportunity address discrimination
they experience. In 2020, and again in 2025, the City released Where We Live NYC (WWL). Where We
Live 2025 (WWL2025) is a five-year fair housing plan that sets out goals, strategies, and commitments
to combat housing discrimination and expand housing opportunity across New York City. Goal 1 in
WWL2025 is to “Fight discrimination and ensure equal access to housing.” This includes commitments

for multiple agencies to work together in order to:

e Expand capacity to address allegations of housing discrimination, with particular attention to
source-of-income discrimination, and reasonable accommodation requests, including through
community partnerships;

e Create and implement a strategic education campaign to inform housing providers and housing
seekers about the New York City Fair Chance Housing Law;

e Educate New Yorkers about their right to be free from discrimination in housing sales, educate
housing providers about their obligations under fair housing laws, and specifically recognizes the
issue of coop discrimination.

Although CCHR and HPD have limited roles in private market transactions such as co-op purchases, our
agencies welcome the opportunity to speak with you today about the City’s housing market and ongoing
work to prevent and address housing discrimination.

As HPD has discussed with this Committee, the City’s rental market has long been in a state of housing
emergency and across all housing types is experiencing extremely low vacancy rates. WWL2025 notes
that limited vacancy can intensify discriminatory practices.

Cooperatives or “co-ops” are one of multiple types of homeownership in New York City. Owners buy
shares in the co-op, which functions much like a corporation, and become shareholders in the
corporation. The New York State Attorney General regulates the formation and many of the processes
involved in operating co-ops.
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Co-op members generally elect a board of directors who are charged with ensuring the co-op remains
financially stable, resolving conflicts, and overseeing operations. The process of buying into a co-op is
unique from other types of housing and increasing transparency in decision-making has long been a
policy focus to address a range of concerns, including but not limited to, rooting out discrimination.

When a prospective co-op purchaser believes they have experienced discrimination in the buying
process, they have multiple potential avenues for pursuing a remedy. New York City and state laws
prohibit discrimination in rental and sales. And individuals who believe they have experienced
discrimination can seek redress for discrimination through anti-discrimination agencies, such as the
Commission on Human Rights and the NY State Division of Human Rights, as well as in courts.

The Commission has actively worked to raise awareness about the wide range of protections in housing,
including the newly enacted Fair Chance Housing Act, as well as disability protections through
innovative collaborations and partnerships to reach New Yorkers outside of traditional media channels.

Turning to the bills, I will focus on Intro 407-A.

Intro 407-A amends Title 8 of the Administrative Code, which houses civil rights protections. This bill
would add a new chapter, which regulates how and when housing cooperatives communicate with
prospective purchasers when they are denying a sale. This includes mandating a statement of all of the
reasons that an applicant’s offer is not accepted. The bill also creates a private right of action for failing
to comply with these requirements and authorizes the Commission to address claims related to timelines,
disclosures, and other procedural requirements related to sales, and to evaluate all of the potential
reasons a sale may have been denied.

Intro 438 and 1120-A amend Title 26. The former would require cooperative housing corporations to
provide approved purchasers with financial information within 14 days of the request. The latter
establishes standardized procedures for cooperative apartment boards, requiring co-op boards to provide
a complete application package upon request to applicants, and setting timeframes to acknowledge
receipt of submitted materials, identify deficiencies, and issue a final decision.

The City supports Council’s goals of tackling discrimination, and strengthening transparency and
predictability in the co-op application process.

While neither agency plays a direct role in regulating these transactions, we look forward to sharing our
collective expertise in discrimination enforcement and the housing market to help inform how these

pieces of legislation can best achieve our collective policy goals.

Our agencies look forward to hearing stakeholder input in order to ensure that the pieces of legislation
balance stakeholder interests and achieve Council’s objectives of eliminating discrimination.

The City welcomes the opportunity to work with Council on these important matters.
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Tuesday, December 2, 2025

Good moming, Chair Sanchez and members of the New York City Council Committee on
Housing and Buildings. My name is Michael Sandler, the Associate Commissioner for
Neighborhood Strategies at HPD, and I am joined by my colleague, Lucy Joffe, Deputy
Commissioner of Policy and Strategy. We are also joined by Elizabeth Suarez, Director of
Architecture at DOB, for questions. Thank you for the opportunity to testify here today.

" In 2020, and again this-year, HPD affirmed its commitment to fair housing through Where We
Live NYC, a plan to expand housing opportunity and choice for all New Yorkers. In order to
advance this commitment, we are looking both to innovative ideas and to draw on lessons from
the past. Shared housing represents an opportunity to reimagine a historic housing model for the
21% century. ‘

Shared housing — two or more privately leased bedrooms with shared kitchens, bathrooms, and
living spaces — has a long history in New York City. By the first half of the 20™ century, shared
models, such as boarding houses and single room occupancy hotels, constituted a substantial and
affordable part of New York City’s housing stock. They served a wide range of households from
immigrants newly arrived on the city’s shores and young people flocking to the city for factory
jobs to New Yorkers looking for a short-term place to stay as they navigated life changes.
However, policieé implemented in the mid-20" century — intended to improve housing quality —
led to a prohibition on the construction of new shared housing and a sharp reduction in the
existing stock. The loss of this stock coincided with the rise of street homelessness. In the 1980s,
realizing the role the model played in housing New Yorkers, the City tried to reverse course and
stop the wholesale conversion of shared housing, but the damage was already done, and the SRO
stock was significantly diminished.



The 1mpacts of these policies reverberate across the city today. Per the American Community
Survey, between 2013 and 2023, the numbet of small households increased T1.1%, while the
growth in the city’s small unit-sized stock failed to keep pace, growing only 7.5% during the
same period. While it is clear that New York City needs housing across all types and household
sizes, a growing number of single adults are taking on roommates to mitigate high housing costs
and the lack of affordable housing for single persons. This trend puts additional pressure on the
city’s existing stock of larger homes, as single persons pooling multiple incomes outcompete
one- or two-income families. Increasingly, roommate shares have been commercialized, and
landlords are renting individual rooms in illegally converted apartments, compromising tenant
safety by violating fire safety and egress rules and blocking access to light and air. A burgeoning
unregulated market of co-living shows that there is demand for this type of housing in New York
City at a variety of price points.

Reintroducing purpose-built shared housing models provides a new set of tools to expand
housing opportunity and choice to the growing population of single New Yorkers. Intro 1475
will establish clear design, occupancy, and safety standards to promote harmonious living, with
more kitchens and bathrooms than historically required for SROs to mitigate conflict and
increase privacy and fire safety standards that meet or exceed those of traditional apartment
buildings. New shared housing will be built based on new regulations which enspre effective
tenant protections and high quality and safety standards.

On November 25", HPD released New York City’s Shared Housing Roadmap, which lays out a
path for reintroducing shared housing. The Roadmap builds on lessons learned from past shared
housing models and recent efforts to expand housing options and opportunities for New Yorkers.
In 2018, HPD launched the ShareNYC pilot program to explore potential shared housing models
on three sites across the city. In the course of developing these projects, we encountered myriad
zoning, code and policy challenges that slowed development and raised costs without improving
quality of life. Where We Live NYC’s commitment to facilitate equitable housing development
bolstered HPD’s efforts to overcome barriers to shared housing. The passage of City of Yes for
Housing Opportunity in December 2024 removed zoning barriers identified in the Roadmap.
Today, Intro 1475, sponsored by Councilmember Erik Bottcher, advances the Roadmap's
legislative strategies, to allow as-of-right construction of new shared housing and introduces
code changes governing its design, occupancy, and safety.

The Shared Housing Roadmap and the strategies it lays out are the result of careful research,
analysis, and testing over nearly a decade. Research into the legislative history of shared housing
provided a strong foundation for understanding the strengths of historic models and the
operational pitfalls to avoid. Conversations with shared housing tenants, nonprofit and for-profit
co-living operators, policy expetts, and other municipalities implementing shared housing
models provided context on modern-day operations and best practices. Collaboration with other
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agencies, including the Department of Buildings, the Department of City Planning, and the Fire
Department, as well as partners like the Administration for Children’s Services and the Mayor’s
Office of Criminal Justice ensured a comprehensive, multi-sectoral approach that examined the
model from a variety of perspectives. Lessons learned from the implementation of other new
housing typologies, like Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), informed our legislative approach.
Taken together, these efforts chart a path to enable shared housing that ensures robust design,
management, and tenant protections.

As New York City continues to grapple with growing housing demand, rising rents, and high
construction costs, shared housing opens up new opportunities. In central areas where office-to-
residential conversion opportunities are abundant, shared housing offers the potential to not only
create more units within a large office floorplate, but to also develop less costly conversions by
clustering bathrooms and kitchens around pre-existing, centrally located plumbing networks.
Shared housing can also increase tenant protections for thousands of renters by providing them a
housing option with separate and independent relationship with their landlords through
individual leases and Good Cause Eviction protections. Shared models can also create
opportunities for communal caregiving, shared responsibilities, and light-touch services for
households who may be isolated or vulnerable in traditional housing, but who do not need the
depth of care provided by supportive housing.

Existing shared housing programs in New York City demonstrate that the model can serve New
Yorkers who are secking a communal lifestyle or who are navigating a transitory phase of life as
well. The Ascendant/Ali Forney Center Share NYC project, which was approved by the City
Council in 2023, provides an opportunity for formerly homeless young adults to learn life skills
for independent living, while sharing costs and responsibilities with fellow residents and
maintaining a support system through communal living arrangements. The Neighborhood
Coalition for Shelter’s Scholars Program provides unhoused CUNY students with stable,
year-round housing and educational supports to see them through to graduation. The New York
Foundling’s Mother and Child Program supports caregiving by providing shared housing for
new mothers, who are themselves young adults in foster care, where they can finish school, find
employment, and learn how to care for their children. The International House in Harlem
provides a first home for students and young professionals from abroad who do not have credit
scores or other resources necessary to access housing on the private market and offers
opportunities for new arrivals to settle into a purpose-built community.

While these models demonstrate the possibilities that shared housing can offer, we want to be
clear that this model is not the right fit for everyone. Heeding the expertise from the supportive
housing community, HPD has determined that shared housing is not the right fit for most
supportive housing residents, and, as with all our programs, no one will be forced to live in
shared housing that does not meet their needs. Additionally, shared housing is not transitional or



short-term housing; it is class A, permanent housing that is not a substitute or supplement to the
shelter system and it will not be permitted to host short-term rentals.

Intro 1475, a collaboration between the City Council, HPD, the Department of Buildings, and the
Fire Department, brings the vision for shared housing articulated in the Shared Housing
Roadmap into reality by proposing amendments to the Housing Maintenance Code, Building
Code, and Fire Code. '

At a time when vacancy rates are at an all-time low, especially among New York City’s lowest-
cost apartments, we need to take a multi-pronged approach to the housing crisis. Shared housing
is one of many tools HPD is deploying to tackle the crisis. While not the appropriate model for
all New Yorkers, shared housing offers a new option for single New Yorkers seeking communal
living at an affordable price.

We are grateful for our continued partnership with the Council and our collective efforts to
address the shortage of low-cost housing and meet the needs of our diverse residents. We
welcome the opportunity to work with the Council to advance this historic legislation and look
forward to your questions.
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Good morning,

My name is Jumaane D. Williams, the Public Advocate for the City of New York. I thank
Chair Sanchez and the members of the Committee on Housing and Buildings for holding
this hearing today.

Cooperative developments offer an opportunity for homeownership which would
otherwise be inaccessible to many New Yorkers. However, a long history of
discriminatory practices in this industry, both overt and implicit, have left a gaping
loophole in fair housing enforcement. As co-ops are considered businesses, they are
bound by corporate law which requires them to act in the best interests of shareholders.
The extent of discrimination is difficult to quantify but it is estimated to be a factor in
almost a fifth of board decisions with broker agents reporting common code words like
“NOK” or “NQ” to indicate “not our kind” or “not quite”.! Because a potential buyer can
wait lengthy periods only to be denied with no explanation, it can be difficult to improve
a subsequent application to access co-op ownership after a denial.

To that end I submitted legislation, Intro 407, which would require cooperatives to
disclose to rejected applicants the specific reasons their application was denied. If the
co-op board turns down an applicant, the applicant should be told the specific reasons for
that denial. This transparency would allow applicants to better understand and address
any genuine application deficiencies and it would further mitigate discrimination as
secrecy surrounding these decisions fosters an environment in which discrimination
thrives. Furthermore, with more than 6,800 co-op buildings in New York City, more than
any other municipality in the country, eliminating this closed-door system would have a
tremendous impact on efforts to make homeownership more equitable and accessible,
setting an important precedent.” Besides the benefits to individual buyers, this

' Solomont, E.B.; O’Regan, Sylvia Varnham. “Inside New York City Co-Op Discrimination.” The Real Deal. May 17, 2021.

https://therealdeal.com/magazine/national-may-202 1/not-our-kind/
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transparency also makes it harder to discriminate against a candidate whose financial
records are good on paper. It cannot prevent every potential instance of discrimination by
genuine bad faith actors, but a written explanation requires a more legitimate or at least
specific and actionable rationale for denial.

I also want to emphasize and uplift Chair Sanchez’ bill, Intro 438, which would require
cooperatives to provide financial information to prospective purchasers of cooperative
apartments. Together, these bills would equip prospective buyers with crucial
information, moving us one step closer to eliminating a longstanding asymmetry of
information. Creating more transparency to the entire application process is critical as we
encourage homeownership in our city.

I want to thank Chair Sanchez’ team, as well as members of my own Policy team, for
working together on getting these bills to this point. I also want to thank Craig Gurian,
who has worked tirelessly with my team to build a coalition around this legislation. I
hope to see them both pass this session. Thank you.
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Good morning Chair Sanchez and members of the committee and thank you for holding this
hearing today. | am here representing Brooklyn Borough President Antonio Reynoso.

Our office’s 2025 Comprehensive Plan for Brooklyn focuses one of its four frameworks on
“Housing Growth and Housing Choice,” with strategies outlined to further fair housing,
support growth in priority areas, and increase housing options for individuals and families of
various sizes, incomes, and preferences. The Plan states: “where Brooklynites live shapes
their access to opportunity; their connection to community anchors, employment and
transit options (including time spent commuting); their health outcomes and risks; and
distance to everyday needs such as schools, parks, and grocery stores.”

Unfortunately, discrimination remains one of the major barriers to housing choice, and the
city’s co-op apartments are no exception. There are about 450,000 occupied units in co-op
buildings in NYC, according to the NYC Comptroller. They are inhabited by a mix of owners
and renters, with all owners and some renters needing board approval to live there. The law
prevents these boards from discriminating against protected classes; however, because
boards are not required to give applicants a reason for rejection, proving discrimination
generally requires an expensive and time-consuming lawsuit, meaning boards are rarely
held accountable. As The Guardian putitin 2022, “the secrecy allows for discrimination with
impunity.”

As the federal government threatens to roll back fair housing protections and scales back
enforcement, we must step up our efforts in the city. Intro 407-a does this by requiring
boards to share theirreasons for rejecting applicants, ensuring that they will issue decisions
based on legal reasons only, or be subject to penalties for non-disclosure.

We also need to ensure that the City Commission on Human Rights (CCHR) is sufficiently
funded to enforce discrimination claims when they do arise. According to the latest Mayor’s
Management Report (MMR), inquires to CCHR describing potential violations of all types
increased 14% in the last year (the largest increase on record), and the average age of their
complaint caseload is 614 days — over a year-and-a-half —yet staffing levels have not
increased accordingly. The City Council must address this in the FY 2027 budget.

Brooklyn Borough Hall ¢ 209 Joralemon Street e Brooklyn, NY 11201 e (718) 802 3700 e Fax (718) 802 3616 e brooklynbp.nyc.gov
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Thank you again for this hearing today, and to Public Advocate Jumaane Williams for
proposing Intro 407-a. Borough President Reynoso encourages the Council to move quickly
to pass this bill before the end of the term.
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RE: AIA New York Chapter Testimony to the City Council Committee on Housing and Buildings
on Int 1475-2025

Dear Chair Sanchez and Members of the Housing and Buildings Committee,

American Institute of Architects New York Chapter (AIANY) writes to express our support for
Intro 1475-2025, a bill to permit the creation of shared housing rooming units in new or
converted class A multiple dwellings. AIANY represents more than 5,000 architects and design
professionals committed to positively impacting the physical and social qualities of our city.

The housing and affordability crises in New York City demand bold action and reimagined
solutions. A thoughtful, managed legalization of smaller housing units with shared kitchens and
bathrooms create opportunities to build a suite of diverse housing typologies to meet the
evolving demands of our society.

Several studies have identified the direct correlation between an increase in homelessness and
a decrease in shared housing, or SROs. This housing typology serves as a useful piece of the
puzzle to solve the City’s housing crisis.

Additionally, this bill will unlock an important tool for office-to-residential conversion projects,
providing more flexibility for the number of housing units able to be delivered within the limits
of the building envelope.

It is important for the regulations of our city to adapt to the changing demands of our society to
accommodate a variety of spatial needs. The changing demographics and affordability crisis call
for a more flexible, collaborative, and collective approach to housing development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Y

Jesse Lazar
Executive Director
American Institute of Architects New York Chapter

AIA New York Chapter T(212) 683-0023
536 LaGuardia Place F(212) 696-5022
New York, NY 10012

www.aiany.org



Hello Council Members. Thank you for including my testimony in support of shared housing
solutions

My name is Lara Gerstein and | am the mother of a 19 year old with an Intellectual Disability. |
have banded together with other parents of young adults with disabilities from Queens, The
Bronx, Brooklyn and Manhattan to create a not-for-profit called CHInyc. The Collaborative for
Housing Independence. Our goal is to create a pilot project — a replicable model of a supportive
inclusive community where our adult children can live and thrive as neighbors of other New
Yorkers, as we all do. Safe, affordable and accessible shared housing would allow them to live
with dignity and independence with on site support and a community who cares.

At CHinyc, we have spent the last year and a half talking to everyone who will listen about our
needs in order to formulate a plan. We’ve spoken to agencies that serve disabled New Yorkers,
we’ve spoken to people in some of your offices, real estate specialists and some who work in
affordable housing. The first 10 people we spoke to said, “great idea, do it upstate”, but we said
no. NYC is our home. Our kids are city kids. They will never drive cars, but can use public
transportation. They navigate city streets, know their neighbors and business people in their
neighborhoods. And those people know them. Our young people with disabilities are natural
creators of community. And being known in a community, rather than living apart from it (in an
isolated group home), can keep them safe.

But including people with disabilities in their communities is new. This population was kept in the
shadows for generations. It is only in recent years that there has been an effort to integrate
them back into our families and into our communities where they naturally belong. For adults
with disabilities, that effort seems to be solely focused on people with very minimal support
needs. Our kids attended public schools and have Self Direction services and are currently well
supported in their schools and in the community their families provide for them. But when they
turn 21, their support depends solely on family members.

Family support works for a while but parents age and eventually die. And even disabled people
with support needs want increased independence as they mature. Group homes in NYC are
closing and are frankly often unsafe. Many are not wheelchair accessible and the only options
for people with medical needs (called ICFs) are very restrictive and are also closing.
Supportive, inclusive housing exists for many populations but not yet for ours. It’s time to make
this possible.

| am here to represent families from all over New York City who have, or will soon have adult
children with disabilities who need creative housing solutions in order to continue to live in NYC.
People with disabilities make up a large portion of the homeless population in NYC. They are
much more likely to become homeless at an older age when they have spent their lives in the
care of a parent who dies without a solution for their adult child who may be in their 50’s or 60’s.



My grandparents were original residents of Penn South, where | grew up and where family and
friends still live. In the 1970’s, my parents bought a building with other artists to form a coop in
the garment district, where | have lived for the past 25 years. | have deep roots in NYC and
have seen first hand how creative, people-centered housing solutions can create stable
communities. As a parent of a disabled child, | want nothing more than a safe, stable housing
situation for my child, especially once | am no longer around.

The current housing and support systems for adults with disabilities in NYC are not working and
it is time to explore new options. We believe that safe, affordable, accessible and plentiful
shared housing can offer solutions to people in many groups, including those with disabilities.

Thank you for your time.

Lara Gerstein
Executive Director
CHinyc

Chinyc.org
lara@chinyc.org




MANHATTAN | 1010 Avenue of the Americas, Suite 301, New York, NY 10018
tel: 212.674.2300 fax: 212.254.5953 vp: 646.350.2681
QUEENS | 80-02 Kew Gardens Road, Suite 400, Kew Gardens, NY 11415
CENTER FOR INDEPENDENCE OF tel: 646.442.1520 fax: 357.561.4883

THE DISABLED, NY www.cidny.org

Testimony on Co-op Transparency
12/2/2025

My name is Mbacke Thiam. I am the Housing and Health Community Organizer at

Center for the Independence of the Disabled, New York (CIDNY). We are a nonprofit
organization founded in 1978. We are part of the Independent Living Centers
movement, a national network of grassroots and community-based organizations that
enhance opportunities for people with disabilities to direct their own lives. CIDNY
advocates for people with disabilities in the five boroughs of New York City. CIDNY
supports the “"Coop Transparency Legislation” which includes Intro 407, Intro 438,
and Intro 1120 all of 2024.

People with disabilities face some of the most severe housing challenges in our city.
They have the largest share of fair housing complaints: about 52 and 54% of
complaints, according to the National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA). Among the
complaints that are received we have learnt that numerous complaints are related to
the lack of transparency in the decisions of co-op Boards.

With Respect to Intro 438

Very often left out in bills like this, which promote greater transparency, is a requirement
that documents be presented to potential buyers who have reading disabilities, or who are
blind, in @ manner which allows review. With today’s technology, documents, when
needed, can be converted into formats which allow people who are blind, or who have
other visual impairments, to read a document. That should be included in the Bill.

Transparency in Application Decision- Intro 407

CIDNY strongly supports Intro 407 of 2024: This bill would require cooperative
corporations to provide prospective purchasers with a written statement of each and all
of its reasons for withholding consent to a sale within five days after deciding to withhold
such consent.

Coop Boards are not currently required to provide written explanations when they
reject an applicant. This lack of transparency has created an environment where
implicit and intentional bias can go unchecked. Applicants are often left confused,
financially harmed and unable to appeal or challenge unfair determinations.

Although much concern is expressed about race and national origin
considerations, disability discrimination in housing is, according to the NYC
Commission on Human Rights, the most frequently complained about form of



housing discrimination. Although often the focus is accessibility, we believe
that co-op boards are likely looking at disabled applicants as a source of future
expense to address access issues. That is why our foundation, which serviced over
70,000 people with disabilities over the past year, strongly support transparency in
the selection of coop applications to ensure a fair housing system in NYC.

Thank you,

Mbacke Thiam He/Him/His

Housing, Health & CAN Community Organizer
Center for Independence of the Disabled, NY (CIDNY
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Intro 1475-2025

A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, the
New York city building code, and the New York city fire code, in relation to
shared housing

December 2, 2025

Good morning, Chair and members of the Committee. I'm Grace Rauh, Executive Director of
Citizens Union, which is now home to the 5BORO Institute, our policy think tank focused on
solving New York City’s affordability crisis.

I’'m here today to speak in support of Council Member Erik Bottcher’s legislation and HPD’s
Shared Housing Roadmap. Together, they represent one of the smartest and most cost-effective
strategies we have to expand housing options for New Yorkers.

We all know the problem: New York does not have enough housing or enough affordable
housing. Additionally, we are simply not building the kinds of homes people actually need.

With millions of square feet of office space sitting empty and hundreds of thousands of new
residences needed, now is the time to innovate and embrace new approaches to housing.

At 5BORO, we’ve been calling for this shift. Two years ago, we released our Flexible Co-Living
report, urging the City to legalize modern dorm-style units with shared kitchens and baths, and
make office-to-residential conversions affordable by embracing shared layouts. These ideas are
now reflected in HPD’s roadmap, and Council Member Bottcher’s bill is the essential step to
bring them to life.

Due to the design and layout flexibility, this model has the potential to add twice as many
housing units to the market compared to a traditional residential conversion of an office. This
housing model also lowers construction costs by maximizing adherence with the original office
layout and plumbing infrastructure. The conversion of offices to Flexible Co-Living is estimated
to cost approximately half of the $300-$500 per square foot typically spent to convert offices to
traditional apartments.

Flexible Co-Living can provide an ideal housing alternative to the many New Yorkers and
newcomers who split multi-bedroom units with roommates to keep housing costs affordable.
This could reduce the competition for multi-bedroom homes and leave them open to the families
who need them.



Shared housing directly responds to the housing challenges facing our city. HPD’s Roadmap
makes the case clearly: when done right, shared housing is safe, well-regulated, cost-efficient,
and deeply aligned with how people are already living.

This legislation will create clear, modern standards for shared housing. It also promises to
unlock conversion opportunities in vacant or underutilized office buildings that simply will not
pencil out as traditional apartments or only at a very steep cost.

We are in a historic housing shortage. We need every tool available. Shared housing is one of
the most immediately actionable and cost-effective solutions we have.

I urge the Council to pass this legislation quickly so New Yorkers can start benefiting from this
new supply.

Thank you.
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Thank you to Chairperson Sanchez and the New York City Council’s
Committee on Housing and Buildings for the opportunity to testify today. My
name is Yvonne Pefia, and | am a policy analyst at the Community Service
Society of New York (CSS), a nonprofit organization that promotes
economic opportunity for all New Yorkers. CSS has worked with and for

New Yorkers since 1843 to promote economic opportunity and champion

an equitable city and state.

As you know, housing is top of mind for New Yorkers. While our city is often
described as a city of renters, many New Yorkers also aspire to
homeownership. And for some, co-ops are a crucial pathway to achieving

that goal.

There are a wide range of co-ops throughout the city, with about half
outside Manhattan; many house middle-class New Yorkers; and some

assisted co-ops are designed to be affordable for working-class



households. For people who are often priced out of New York City’s
expensive real estate market, co-ops can offer a meaningful opportunity to

build equity and establish long-term roots in their communities.

We also know that housing segregation in New York has been driven both
by structural factors—such as where New York has historically built
subsidized housing—and by acts of discrimination throughout the housing
market. According to Comptroller Lander’s 2023 report, The Racial Wealth
Gap in New York, “Black New York City residents are 30 percent less likely
to own a home than white New York City residents.”! In 2022, NYU Furman
Center’s analysis of homeownership across New York City found that while
there was a slight uptick in homeownership rates, Black and Hispanic

households still had the lowest rates of homeownership.?

An equitable city can have no room for discrimination, including in
neighborhoods and buildings that have traditionally been privileged and
exclusionary. Intro 407 helps address this by ensuring that co-op boards

provide prospective buyers with the reason for any denial—giving

! Office of the New York City Comptroller Brad Lander (2023). The Racial Wealth Gap in New York. Available at:
https://comptroller.nyc.gov/wp-content/uploads/documents/The-Racial-Wealth-Gap-in-New-York.pdf, page 9.
2NYU Furman Center (2022). State of Homeowners and Their Homes. Available at:
https://furmancenter.org/stateofthecity/view/state-of-homeowners-and-their-homes.




applicants assurance that decisions are being made lawfully and not

because of discrimination.

Three of our suburban neighbors—Westchester, Nassau, and Suffolk
counties—have already adopted versions of co-op disclosure. New York
City, a city that prides itself on progressive values, should have been at the

forefront of co-op disclosure.

Intro 407—which public opinion polls show is overwhelmingly supported by
New Yorkers—is a truly “light touch” measure. It requires no reporting to
any government agency; makes no changes to co-op procedures; and
does not alter the legal reasons a co-op may lawfully deny an applicant. As
prospective buyers must be transparent about their financial and personal
histories, co-op boards should be required to do the same when denying
someone the chance at homeownership. If a co-op rejects my application, |

should be entitled to know why.

For decades, the Equal Credit Reporting Act and implementing regulations?

have required credit providers to give specific reasons to anyone denied

3 See 15 U.S.C. § 1691(d) and 12 C.F.R. § 1002.9(b).



credit. That is, credit denials—regardless of importance—have long come
with disclosure, yet co-op boards can block the sale of a home that both a
shareholder has agreed to sell to you and a lending institution has agreed

to lend you money for, without providing any explanation.

Like many industries that resist effective civil rights protections, the co-op
industry wants to keep their denial reasons secret. Their preference for
opacity should not outweigh New Yorkers’ right to fair and transparent
access to homeownership. Central to CSS’s mission is promoting
economic security for everyday New Yorkers. Ensuring fair access to co-
ops gives more working- and middle-class New Yorkers a meaningful
chance to build wealth and stability. The Community Service Society

strongly urges City Council to pass Intro 407.
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Good morning Council Members Sanchez and members of the Committee.
Thank you for this opportunity to testify in opposition to Intros 407, 438 and 1120.

My name is Mary Ann Rothman and | am the Executive Director of the Council of
New York Cooperatives & Condominiums, a membership organization which has
for 50 years provided information, education and advocacy to and for New York
housing cooperatives and condominiums.

When a house is sold, the seller leaves and the new home owner has the privacy
of and the responsibility for their own home. When a cooperative is sold, the
seller leaves but the remaining shareholders in the cooperative become the
business partners, the neighbors and the colleagues of the in-coming home
owner. Protecting the safety and the financial health of the cooperative and its
compliance with all applicable laws is the shared responsibility of all the
cooperators and specifically that of the Cooperative Board.

In very small buildings literally everyone may have a daily role in maintaining the
building. In larger cooperatives much of the actual work is delegated to
management, employees, contractors, but the responsibility still remains with the
Board to oversee all project. These board members are volunteers, elected by
their fellow shareholders. One major responsibility that the board cannot
delegate is ensuring to the best of its ability that all incoming shareholders can
carry their financial share of cooperative living AND that they will follow the rules
and be active participates in the cooperative Community.

We urge you this committee to oppose passage of Intros 407, 430 and 1120-A
that seek to control the Admissions process in New York City cooperatives.
Cooperatives are an affordable form of home ownership in our very expensive
city. Rejections are few — with boards trying their best to accommodate
prospective neighbors. Please read my full testimony and the testimony of all
those here today in opposition to these bills and ensure that they do not advance.

phone: (212) 496-7400 » e-mail: info@CNYC.coop * website: www.CNYC.coop



Int 407 threatens the very heart of cooperative living, whereby volunteer board
members assume the responsibility of protecting the safety, finances and the
quality of life of all shareholders in part through a careful, thoughtful admissions
process. The bill menaces board members with the threat of perjury for carrying
out their fiduciary responsibility and exposes them to unnecessary liability and

- frivolous lawstuits, undermining their ability to act in the best interest of the
cooperative and all its shareholders. It will discourage shareholders from
considering board service.

Int 438 requires cooperatives to provide potential purchasers with unverified

financial information regarding operating expenses and potential and ongoing
capital expenses, attempting to protect potential purchasers at the expense of
exposing the cooperative and its current shareholders to unnecessary liability.

And Int 1120-A seeks to impose a one-size fits-all structure on the vast diversity
of housing cooperatives in our city. it also asks the impossible, in requiring the
cooperative to state that an application is complete before there is time for the
Admissions Committee or the board to fully review the submitted material. Very
frequently questions arise during the review process, where supplementary
information from the applicant can clarify. A further impossible provision would
have the applicant ‘deemed’ admitted if for some miscalculation of timing the
allotted days for response elapse. For all the reasons that we have just stated
and the many more that you will hear today, it is vital that boards be allowed to
continue to give careful consideration to each and every proposed purchaser,
receive answers to all questions they raise, and deliberate without threat of
lawsuit.

None of these bills will produce the intended result of more transparent admissions and
fewer rejections. Quite the contrary. Their passage would add to the cost of
cooperative living, would discourage service on the board, thereby eroding cooperative
home ownership, and is more likely to inspire admissions rigidity than flexibitity, causing
boards to reject borderline candidates whom they now try hard to help gain admittance.
Please vote down these three dangerous bills.
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NYSAFAH Testimony
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Thank you, Chairperson Sanchez and Members of the Committee. On behalf of the New York
State Association for Affordable Housing (NYSAFAH), we are pleased to offer testimony on
Introduction 1475, which would amend the administrative code of the city of New York in
relation to shared housing.

For over 25 years, NYSAFAH has represented the for-profit and non-profit developers,
organizations and professionals who build, preserve, and finance affordable housing across New
York. We come before you today in support of this bill.

Intro 1475 tackles a longstanding and critical shortfall in New York City’s available housing types.
The decades long decline of legal single room occupancy and shared housing options has
exacerbated the affordability crisis, reduced overall supply, and failed to meet the needs of our
changing population. This bill represents a necessary and overdue step toward legalizing a safe,
modern form of housing that is both efficient and responsive to how many New Yorkers live.

Our support is rooted in what this bill can achieve: it will quickly add to our housing supply by
using space more efficiently. It provides a responsible pathway to preserve existing buildings
that already operate as shared housing but lack clear legal standing. And it directly serves single
adults, young workers, and others who are currently priced out of the studio and one bedroom
market and often co-share in larger sized unit types that could better serve families.

We urge the Council to pass this important bill and to work with the development community,
city agencies and organizations with experience in this work during the implementation phase.
The goal must be to ensure the final rules are workable, financeable, and scalable. By getting
the details right, we can unlock a new and necessary form of housing that meets a proven need
and helps build a more diverse, equitable, and resilient New York.

Thank you for your leadership on this critical issue.

Respectfully submitted,
k k%
Irak D. Cehonski-Rivas

Director of Policy — New York City
NYSAFAH

Contact: irak@nysafah.org -
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NYSAR Testimony in Support of Int. 1120-A

Good morning, Chair Sanchez and members of the New York City Council Committee on
Housing & Buildings. My name is Zoila Alonzo, and | am REALTOR® and licensed real
estate broker based in Jackson Heights, Queens. | am here to speak on behalf of the
New York State Association of REALTORS®, a 60,000-member, statewide real estate
trade organization. NYSAR is fully supportive of Intro Number 1120-A by Councilmember
Farias, and of the three bills on today’s hearing calendar, we believe Intro 1120-A offers
the clearest path forward to address the lack of transparency in the process to purchase
a coop apartment in New York city.

Countless stories have been told regarding how the lack of a response, and injurious
nature of practices by some cooperative housing boards, have harmed potential buyers
and sellers in our great city. As a REALTOR®, | have witnessed firsthand how the lack of a
requirement for boards to respond to an applicant has harmed New Yorkers. This
loophole allows co-op boards that don’t want certain people in their building to simply
not consider an application, leaving otherwise qualified applicants in the dark
indefinitely.

Intro 1120 also better serves consumers, who if lawfully declined, can move on with
their housing search. Having a co-op board sit on an application for several months puts
homebuyers at a distinct disadvantage as they face potential mortgage rate expiration
and loss of application fees.

While NYSAR also supports Intro 407, we are concerned that the lack of a timeline
component within, or in conjunction with that legislation, would simply permit
unscrupulous boards that wish to illegally discriminate against an applicant, to simply sit
on an application. We are supportive of requiring boards to provide a written reason for
denial, although we believe Intro 407 is flawed in its current form. And while we agree
with Intro 407’s intent to combat illegal discrimination, we hope you recognize that
imposing fines on coop boards does nothing to provide access to housing.

In conclusion, NYSAR encourages this committee to advance Int. 1120 and seek its
passage before the full City Council. | appreciate the opportunity to testify and thank
you for holding this important hearing.
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New York City Council

Committee on Housing & Buildings
City Hall

New York, New York 10007

Testimony re: Int. No. 1120 (Farias)

The New York State Association of REALTORS®, Inc. NYSAR) welcomes the opportunity to submit
testimony on Int. No. 1120, which would bring much needed transparency and fairness to the cooperative
housing purchase process in New York City. Co-op transparency legislation is sorely needed. Int. 1120
represents the best path forward for addressing the loopholes in the co-op sale and purchase process which
currently harm buyers and sellers, permit illegal discrimination and unfairly deny housing opportunities
to otherwise qualified applicants.

Rationale for Int. 1120

Int. 1120 would add uniformity to the co-op housing purchase process by requiring every co-op board to
keep and make available a standardized application and list of requirements. This provision would not
require all co-op boards to have the same set of requirements or application throughout New York City,
but rather, ensure that applicants for a unit within a given cooperative would be evaluated according to
the same set of requirements. Bringing transparency to the at times secretive nature of cooperatives should
reduce the time spent by buyers applying to a co-op, while also reducing the time spent by boards
reviewing applications from unqualified applicants.

Int. 1120 would also establish reasonable timelines that will bring predictability to the sale and purchase
process. In establishing a 45-day window to respond to applications deemed complete, plus a 14-day
extension, the bill would rectify the loophole in current law that allows co-op boards to effectively deny
applicants by never responding to their applications.

Five counties surrounding New York City currently have timelines for co-op boards to respond to
applicants: Suffolk, Nassau, Westchester, Rockland and Dutchess. Suffolk county established the first of
these in 2009. While there are differences in these laws, including different remedies for when a co-op
board fails to respond to an applicant, they all require that boards adhere to specific deadlines for
responding to applicants. For a co-op transparency law to be effective, it is imperative to include a
timeline for responding to applicants.

Int. 1120 also includes a provision designed to compel co-op boards to respond. If a co-op board does not
respond within the allotted 45-day window plus any applicable extensions, the applicant can initiate a
process to notify the board that if there is no response within 10 business days, the co-op board will be
deemed to have consented to the sale of the unit. The experience of countless REALTORS® and their
clients in New York City indicate that absent this provision, co-op boards would not review many
applications, either in a timely manner or at all.

Ron Garafalo
President-Elect

Jacqlene Rose
President

Dan Staley
Treasurer

Joe Rivellino Duncan R. MacKenzie
Immediate Past President| Chief Executive Officer
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Importantly, Int. 1120 preserves the ability of a co-op board to deny applicants, so long as they are not
engaging in illegal discrimination or violating other laws (i.e. — fair housing laws) in doing so. NYSAR’s
long standing support of and advocacy for co-op transparency laws has never sought to eliminate the
discretion of a co-op board to admit or reject applicants. Nor have we sought to subject boards to a flood
of litigation. It is a testament to the success of the 5 co-op county laws in New York State that not a single
lawsuit has been filed on the basis of a co-op violating those local laws. Those local laws have reformed
the co-op purchase process to better serve buyers and sellers, without placing unnecessary or onerous
burdens on co-op boards.

Smaller co-op boards — those with less than 10 units — would be exempt from Int. 1120, thus eliminating
any potential burden those boards may experience. The bill also exempts those co-ops where the sale of a
unit must be approved by a state or city agency, such as Mitchell Lama co-ops or those funded by the
Housing Development Finance Corporation. These more affordable co-ops are designed to serve low-
moderate income New Yorkers and would not be impacted by this legislation.

Addressing Illegal Discrimination

While not a panacea to illegal discrimination in the co-op housing market, Int. 1120 would prevent boards
from discriminating by not responding to an applicant. Over the last few decades, countless articles have
been published asserting that some co-op boards discriminate against qualified applicants using this tactic.
Int. 1120 is designed to deter these bad actors from engaging in illegal discrimination via the loophole that
enables them to not respond to applicants. The combination of transparency in disclosing a board’s
requirements for determination, along with a requirement to responding within the 45-day window, will
add much needed accountability to the sale and purchase process. This accountability will help buyers,
who if denied can move on with their lives, and also help sellers, who at times are placed in situations
where a board can deny the sale of a unit despite a buyer being financially qualified. When the latter
happens, sellers are sometimes placed in financially challenging situations, where they may have an extra
mortgage and monthly maintenance costs indefinitely, or be unable to move into a different property.

Constitutionality of Int. 1120
In June 2019, NYSAR had an outside legal firm (Davis Wright Tremaine) examine the constitutionality
of proposed legislation that would:
e require co-ops to approve or deny new shareholders seeking to purchase apartments within a set
timeframe, and
e construe the failure of a co-op to approve or deny such applications within that timeframe as
consent by the co-op to the purchase.

The legal analysis found that such a law should withstand judicial scrutiny and not violate the takings
clause of the fifth amendment of the U.S. Constitution. On the latter, the analysis specifically found that
the aforementioned provision in Int. 1120 would not be an unconstitutional physical or regulatory taking.
Case law, including U.S. Supreme Court rulings, support this finding.

NYSAR has included a copy of this legal analysis with our testimony.

Ron Garafalo
President-Elect

Jacqlene Rose
President

Dan Staley
Treasurer

Joe Rivellino Duncan R. MacKenzie
Immediate Past President| Chief Executive Officer
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Conclusion

Int. 1120 would greatly improve the process for buyers and sellers of cooperative housing. The flexibility
and exemptions within the legislation are designed to make this a workable law that will help individuals
and families more expeditiously access housing within New York City, at a time when housing inventory
and vacancies remain incredibly low. Evidence from 5 counties outside of New York City point to a
process that has worked well without burdening cooperative boards either financially or legally. The time
to enact Int. 1120 is now, and NYSAR appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. We look
forward to working with the City Council on the passage of legislation that would enhance transparency
and fairness within the cooperative purchase process.

Ron Garafalo
President-Elect

Joe Rivellino Duncan R. MacKenzie
Immediate Past President| Chief Executive Officer

Jacqlene Rose
President

Dan Staley
Treasurer




MEMORANDUM

To: New York City Council

From: New York State Association of Realtors (NYSAR)

Date: June 26, 2019

Re: Constitutional Validity of Measure to Improve the Co-Op Purchasing Process

This memo briefly addresses the constitutional validity of a proposed regulation that: (i) would
require co-ops to approve or deny new shareholders seeking to purchase apartments within a set
timeframe, and (i1) would construe the failure of a co-op to approve or deny such applications
within that timeframe as consent by the co-op to the purchase. As set forth below, we believe
that such a measure would withstand judicial scrutiny and not be an unconstitutional physical or
regulatory taking.

The Proposal Would Not Constitute a Physical Taking.

As an initial matter, before one even gets to the question of whether the regulation would impose
a “physical taking,” we believe there is a strong argument that, if enacted, the regulation would
not be construed as affecting any property rights at all. The requirement that a co-op approve
sales or transfers of shares is normally set forth in a proprietary lease between the co-op and
shareholders — in short, in a contract. The co-op’s consent is simply a precondition for the
transfer of shares. Construed consent would not cause a transaction to happen (or create any
possessory interest), it would only clear a hurdle to a potential sale.

Most importantly, under the relevant caselaw, the proposed regulation would not constitute a
physical taking because it would not impose any new use of the property.' Itis a
well-recognized basic principle that property rights in a physical thing include the right to
“possess, use and dispose” of property, and the U.S. Supreme Court has stated that the “right to
exclude” is “one of the most essential sticks in the bundle of rights that are commonly
characterized as property.”* Accordingly, the issue here is whether construing undue delay as

! “The Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment provides that private property shall not ‘be taken
for public use, without just compensation.’” Murr v. Wisconsin, 137 S.Ct. 1933, 1942 (2017)
(quoting U.S. Const. amend. V). This clause applies to states through the Fourteenth
Amendment. Id. “Moreover, to constitute a physical taking, the occupation need not be by the
government itself, but may be by third parties under its authority.” Seawall Assoc. v. City of New
York, 74 N.Y.2d 92, 103 (1989) (citing Loretto v. Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp., 458 U.S.
419,432,433 n 9 (1982).

2 Loretto, 458 U.S. at 433.



consent to the transfer of co-op shares would be an unconstitutional deprivation of the co-op’s
right to exclude new shareholders.’

The Supreme Court has observed that the takings clause “preserves governmental power to
regulate, subject only to the dictates of justice and fairness.” While a “landowner’s right to
exclude” is an important aspect of property ownership, “the denial of one traditional property
right does not always amount to a taking.” Thus, in the real estate context, courts have found
that interference with a property owner’s “right to exclude” constitutes a physical taking only if
the regulation also imposes on the owner a new use of their property.°

For example, in Seawall Assoc. v. City of New York, the Court of Appeals overturned a City law
requiring owners of single residence occupancy (SRO) properties “to restore all units to
habitable condition and lease them at controlled rents for an indefinite period.”” The Court held
this to be a physical taking because it not only forced property owners to “accept the occupation
of their properties by persons not already in residence,” but also subjected them “to a use which
they neither planned nor desired,” since the owners had acquired the buildings for more
profitable, commercial development.® In contrast, the court explained in Seawall, laws like rent
regulations are not constitutionally problematic because they “merely involve[] restrictions
imposed on existing tenancies where the landlords had voluntarily put their properties to use for
residential housing.” For example, in another case, the Court of Appeals held that, unlike
forcing owners to operate SROs, expanding the definition of “family member” for purposes of
rent control and rent stabilization was not a physical taking because no new use of the property
was imposed.'® “The difference--dispositive here--between requiring an owner to accept a
purported stranger as a tenant and compelling the owner to rent out single room occupancy
accommodations is in the owner's voluntary acquiescence in the use of its property for rental
housing.”"!

? As noted above, the proposal does not raise a taking issue as to shareholders or potential
purchasers, because consent to a sale by the co-op does not deprive either the seller or potential
purchaser of any property right.

* Andrus v. Allard, 444 U.S. 51, 65 (1979).

> Id. at 65-66 (“At least where an owner possesses a full ‘bundle’ of property rights, the
destruction of one ‘strand’ of the bundle is not a taking, because the aggregate must be viewed in
its entirety.”).

6 See, e.g., Seawall, 74 N.Y.2d at 103; Rent Stabilization Ass’n of New York City, Inc. v. Higgins,
83 N.Y.2d 156 (1993); Fed. Home Loan Mortg. Corp. v. N.Y. State Div. of Housing, 87 N.Y.2d
325,335 (1995).

" Seawall, 74 N.Y.2d at 99.

81d. at 105.

’Id.

10 Rent Stabilization Ass’'n, 83 N.Y.2d at 156. See also Fed. Home Loan Mortg. Corp., 87 N.Y.2d
at 335 (Under rent stabilization law, a co-op exempt from rent regulated status can revert to
rent-regulated status after foreclosure without imposing a physical taking, because property
owner “voluntarily purchased the occupied building and acquiesced in its use as rental
housing.”).

' Rent Stabilization Ass’'n, 83 N.Y.2d at 172 (citing Seawall, 74 NY2d at 106).

2



Under these precedents, the statutory proposal at issue here would not constitute a physical
taking because the fundamental use of the affected properties as residential co-ops would remain
unchanged. It is also substantially less harsh than the regulations discussed above because
co-ops would retain all of their current rights, so long as they exercised their discretion to
approve or deny a prospective shareholder within a reasonable amount of time. By enhancing
transparency and certainty for buyers and sellers of co-ops, the proposed regulation strikes a
balance that falls squarely within the “dictates of justice and fairness.”"?

The Proposal Would Also Not Constitute a “Regulatory” Taking.

Even where a law does not amount to a physical taking of personal property, the Supreme Court
has found that “if regulation goes too far it will be recognized as a taking.”"* This normally
arises in one of two contexts. First, a “regulation which ‘denies all economically beneficial or
productive use of land’ will require compensation under the Takings Clause.”'* “Second, when a
regulation impedes the use of property without depriving the owner of all economically
beneficial use, a taking still may be found based on a complex of factors, including (1) the
economic impact of the regulation on the claimant; (2) the extent to which the regulation has
interfered with distinct investment-backed expectations; and (3) the character of the
governmental action.”’® Unlike the stringent standard applied to physical takings, regulatory
takings are subject to a “more flexible and forgiving standard.”"®

The proposal at issue here is unlikely to be invalidated as a regulatory taking. Clearly, it would
not deprive co-ops of all economic benefit from their property. Nor would it impose any
economic impact, or interfere with the investment purpose of the affected properties — use as a
cooperative residential building. Perhaps most significantly, the measure is not a regulatory
taking because co-ops would be “free to avoid the government condition” by simply exercising
their discretion to approve or reject a putative purchaser within the provided timeframe.’

For the foregoing reasons, we believe the proposed regulation is constitutionally sound.

2 Andrus, 444 U.S. at 65.

B Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Mahon, 260 U.S. 393, 415 (1922).

" Palazzolo v. Rhode Island, 533 U.S. 606, 617 (2001) (quoting Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal
Council, 505 U.S. 1003, 1014 (1992)).

> Murr, 137 S.Ct. at 1943.

' Horne v. Dep 't of Agriculture, 135 S.Ct. 2419, 2425 (2015). See also Penn. Cent. Transp. Co.
v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 104, 124 (1978) (“A ‘taking’ may more readily be found when the
interference with property can be characterized as a physical invasion by government, than when
interference arises from some public program adjusting the benefits and burdens of economic life

to promote the common good.”).
7 Id. at 2437.
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Council Member Erik Bottcher
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New York, NY 10007

Dear Council Member Bottcher,

On behalf of Project Renewal, thank you for the opportunity to share our support for Intro 1475. We appreciate
your leadership in advancing policies that expand the range of safe, affordable housing options available to
New Yorkers.

For more than 55 years, Project Renewal has provided shelter, housing, health care, and employment services
to individuals experiencing homelessness, with particular focus on those navigating acute challenges including
mental illness and substance use disorder. Across our programs, we continue to see how the city’s housing
shortage limits pathways to stability.

Addressing this crisis requires a mix of complementary approaches. Your legislation reflects this by opening
the door to more flexible, well-managed housing options so we can meet the needs of New Yorkers who need
an affordable place to call home. This flexibility is critical for reducing pressure on the shelter system and
creating opportunities for people to move forward.

We are grateful for your commitment to thoughtful housing solutions and are pleased to support of this bill.
Project Renewal looks forward to continued partnership as the Council advances policies that promote access,
safety, and long-term stability for all New Yorkers.

Sincerely,
Eric Rosenbaum

President & CEO
Project Renewal

200 Varick Street, 9th Floor, New York, NY 10014 | 212.620.0340 | f212.243.4868 | www.projectrenewal.org
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New York City Council
City Hall
New York, NY 10007

Council Member Pierina Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings

Attention:

Dear Members of the Housing Committee:

I am the co-chairperson of the Queens County Bar Association Cooperative and
Condominium Law Committee and a member of the law firm of Hankin Mazel.
Our firm’s practice is almost exclusively devoted to the representation of
cooperatives and condominiums in the City of New York, with over 25,000
units represented by our client base.

I submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons
Bill.” Intro 407 is, in our view, one of the most severe and punitive anti—co-op-
board-member legislative proposals ever introduced before this esteemed body.
The bill purports to offer a solution where no demonstrated or pervasive
problem exists in the operations of New York City’s cooperatives.

The problems with this bill are manifold, including but not limited to the
following:

The bill mandates burdensome written explanations for board decisions, turning
ordinary business judgments into legalistic disclosures that invite conflict,
misinterpretation, and litigation.

New York courts have long upheld the Business Judgment Rule, which protects
boards acting in good faith and in the best interests of the cooperative. Intro 407
directly conflicts with this well-established legal standard, weakening a
foundational protection for volunteer board members.

Co-op boards rely on unpaid volunteers. By exposing them to heightened
scrutiny, potential liability, and mandatory justification of routine decisions, the
bill will discourage qualified residents from serving, harming building
governance.

OVER 149 YEARS OF DEDICATED SERVICE



By requiring detailed “reasons” for board decisions, the bill creates a litigation roadmap for disgruntled
applicants or shareholders seeking to challenge denials, thereby raising legal costs for buildings — costs
ultimately borne by residents.

Co-op boards evaluate applications holistically, considering sensitive financial and interpersonal factors.
Forced written reasoning risks exposing confidential information and undermines the ability to make
candid, responsible decisions.

Despite its sweeping impact, the bill is not supported by data showing systemic abuse by cooperative
boards. Legislation should address real, demonstrated issues — not impose broad mandates based on
isolated anecdotes.

Boards — many of which operate with limited resources — would face increased paperwork, legal review
requirements, and governance strain, all without improving fairness or efficiency in the admissions

process.

It is for these reasons that we respectfully request that Intro 407 be withdrawn or allowed to die a quick
and quiet death, and that any future proposals aimed at addressing concerns in co-op admissions take a
more reasonable, balanced, and evidence-based approach.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

-

Sincé;;ly, B
>,
MHank Fankin

Mark Hankin
Co-Chairperson, Queens County Bar Association
Cooperative & Condominium Law Committee
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The Real Estate Board of New York to

The City Council Committees on Housing and
Buildings on Intros 407, 438, and 1120 on
Coop Transparency

The Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) is the City’s leading real estate trade association representing
commercial, residential, and institutional property owners, builders, managers, investors, brokers,
salespeople, and other organizations and individuals active in New York City real estate. REBNY appreciates
this opportunity to provide comments on the above-referenced legislation

BILL: Intro 0407-A-2024

SUBIJECT: This bill would require coop boards to disclose in writing all reasons for denying the purchase of a
coop unit within 5 days of deciding to deny such a purchase

SPONSORS: The Public Advocate (Mr. Williams) and Council Members Sanchez, Restler, Won, Krishnan,
Narcisse, Ayala, Abreu, Williams, Avilés, Marte, Bottcher, Hanif, Caban, Feliz, Farias, Ossé, Nurse, Hudson,
Brooks-Powers, Gutiérrez, Salaam, Stevens, Joseph, De La Rosa, Louis, Hanks, Banks, Moya and Brannan (in
conjunction with the Brooklyn Borough President)

This bill would require coop boards to provide in writing all specific reasons a prospective purchaser of a
coop unit is turned down within 5 days of such a decision. The bill would also hold board members
personally liable for failure to disclose all reasons for denying a purchase and would establish a process to
legally challenge a board’s decision regarding denying the purchase of a coop unit.

REBNY appreciates that many parties to co-op transactions would like to see more transparency regarding
when proposed purchasers are denied. This bill seeks to shed light on whether discrimination plays a role in
co-op board decision making. However, for several reasons outlined below, this legislation will make it
harder for New Yorkers to purchase cooperatives units.

Discrimination in housing decisions is already prohibited by a significant body of federal, state, and local law.
City and State law clearly prohibits discrimination in housing based on a wide range of protected classes and
those who believe they have been denied the ability to purchase a cooperative unit due to discrimination
can file claims at both City and State agencies and in court. It should be noted that, in spite of all the forums
for complaints, there have been virtually no discrimination claims related to purchasing cooperative
apartments in recent years.

Real Estate Board of New York | rebny.com 1
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In addition, co-op board members serve as unpaid volunteers who agree to help manage their co-op
buildings. The potential assignment of personal liability would deter many residents from volunteering to
serve on boards. In addition, the bill would further raise high insurance premiums and could lead to
significant legal fees that could prevent co-ops from meeting many other fiduciary responsibilities.

Unfortunately, the unintended consequence of this bill will be to make it harder for New Yorkers to
purchase cooperative units. This is the case not just because it will make operating costs of buildings more
expensive but also because it will likely result in co-op boards raising the financial requirements needed to
purchase shares to avoid any potential legal risks.

Bill: Intro 0438-2024

Subject: This bill would require co-op boards to disclose their finances to an accepted co-op perspective
purchaser within 14 days of a request from such a potential purchaser.

Sponsors: Council Members Sanchez, the Public Advocate (Mr. Williams), Restler, Won, Farias, Caban, Ayala,
Louis, Salaam, Hudson, Avilés, Nurse, Stevens, Gutiérrez and Williams

This bill would require a co-op to disclose, upon request of a perspective purchaser, its assets and liabilities;
capital projects planned or underway; the amount of any reserve fund; and its most recent budget or similar
document. The bill also sets a penalty for failure to disclose such information.

REBNY believes that, in most cases, this information is already shared with perspective purchases. However,
if the intent is to codify best practices, then the drafted language needs to be clarified. For example, it is not
clear what “planned” nor “underway” capital projects means as some capital projects may be “planned” or
in various stages of execution for many years before they are ever commenced. “Financial information”
should be clearly defined as well by specifying the required fiscal year or allowing a current budget in lieu of
audited statements.

Bill: Intro 1120-2024
Subject: This bill would establish timeframes for decisions regarding co-op transactions.

Sponsors: Council Members Amanda C. Farias, Nantasha M. Williams, Farah N. Louis, Chris Banks, Mercedes
Narcisse, Robert F. Holden, Oswald J. Feliz, Rita C. Joseph, Rafael Salamanca, Jr., Susan Zhuang, Alexa Avilés,
Diana I. Ayala, Selvena N. Brooks-Powers, Tiffany L. Caban

This bill would require co-op boards to meet certain timeframes when making decisions about whether or
not to accept prospective purchasers. In general, there would be a 10-day period for acknowledging receipt
of offers and a 45-day period from the receipt of a complete application to disclose any decision about
accepting or rejecting an application. There are certain extensions granted for these timeframes. A failure of
a co-op board to meet the timeframe and fail to respond to the applicant within 10 days of a request for a
response following 45 days (and any extensions granted) would result in the application being granted.

Real Estate Board of New York | rebny.com 2
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REBNY understands that many parties to co-op transactions would value a timeframe for decision making
and that surrounding jurisdictions have standards similar to Intro 1120. To make this operational, the
legislation should clarify who communicates what to whom—for instance, whether the board notifies the
managing agent, who then informs the buyer’s attorney or broker. This is especially important for self-
managed buildings or those with limited broker involvement. Additionally, for all the above, timeline
requirements should also allow for legitimate extensions and clarity (e.g., holidays or board schedules) to
minimize administrative strain and confusion.

Any timeframe must be mindful of the fact that co-op board members serve on a voluntary basis. To that
end, we would request 15 days for the acknowledgement of an application, with reasonable extensions as
needed. In addition, acknowledgement of receipt of summer applications should be required by September
30, not September 10, again with reasonable extensions as needed. In addition, automatic approval of
applications is not appropriate except in the most extreme cases, especially if applications are incomplete.

Thank you once again for allowing REBNY to submit testimony on these important proposed bills. We look
forward to working with the Councill on these matters.

CONTACT:

Dev Awasthi

Vice President of Government Affairs
Real Estate Board of New York
dawasthi@rebny.com
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Breaking the Cycle of Homelessness
for Women and their Children

Testimony of Win (Formerly Women in Need, Inc.) for the New York City Council
Committee on Housing and Buildings Hearing on Intro 1475
December 2, 2025

Thank you, Chair Sanchez and the esteemed members of the Committee on Housing and Buildings for
holding this hearing and for the opportunity to submit testimony.

My name is Chris Mann, and I am the AVP of Policy and Advocacy at Win. Win is the City and nation’s
largest provider of shelter and supportive housing to families with children. We operate 16 shelters and
nearly 500 supportive housing units across the five boroughs. Each night, nearly 7,000 people call Win
“home,” including 3,800 children.

Win strongly supports Intro 1475, which would permit the creation of shared housing rooming units in
new and converted class A multiple dwellings. We believe that the only real solution to homelessness is
housing, and Win strongly supports efforts to increase the housing supply, specifically options that
alleviate pressure on the units most needed by homeless families.

New York City is in the midst of a profound housing crisis. According to the 2023 New York City
Housing and Vacancy Survey (NYCHVYS), the citywide net rental vacancy rate has plummeted to 1.41%,
one of the lowest on record. For the lowest-cost units, those renting for less than $1,100, the vacancy rate
is virtually non-existent at 0.39%. This scarcity drives homelessness and traps families in shelter simply
because they cannot find an apartment they can afford.

Intro 1475 addresses a critical structural mismatch in our housing stock that disproportionately harms
families. Currently, there is a severe shortage of housing designed for single adults. The 2023 NYCHVS
found that 37% of all renter households in New York City are single-person households. However,
studios make up only 6% of the city's total housing stock.

Without Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units or shared housing options, many single adults are forced to
rent rooms in multi-bedroom apartments that are better suited to families. As a result, homeless families
have less access to the two- and three-bedroom apartments they desperately need to move out of shelter.
By legalizing and regulating shared housing rooming units, Intro 1475 would help create a dedicated
supply of housing for single adults. This, in turn, frees up the limited supply of multi-bedroom units for
the families who need them most.

The data is clear: we have too many single people competing for too few small units, creating a ripple
effect that displaces families. Increasing the supply of shared housing is a common-sense solution that
helps single adults find appropriate housing while preserving family-sized apartments for families.

To break the cycle of homelessness, we must use every tool at our disposal to expand our housing stock.
Win urges the Council to swiftly pass Intro 1475 to help ensure that every New Yorker—single or
family—has access to the safe, stable housing they deserve.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

One State Street Plaza, 18th Floor, New York, New York 10004 T: 212.695.4758 F:212.736.1649
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Honorable Chair Sanchez, Public Advocate Williams, and members of the Committee,

Thank you for holding today’s hearing and for the opportunity to testify. My name is Arielle Hersh and |
am the Director of Policy and New Projects at UHAB. For 50 years, UHAB has empowered low- and
moderate-income residents to take control of their housing and become homeowners in the buildings
where they already live. We turn distressed rental housing into lasting affordable co-ops, and provide
comprehensive training and technical assistance to keep these homes healthy and stable for the long
term. UHAB has created over 25,000 cooperative homes across the five boroughs, predominantly in
formerly redlined neighborhoods of color.

We appreciate the Council’s initiative in holding this hearing today encouraging transparency in co-op
decision-making and share many of the same goals. In our role as a technical assistance provider to
nearly 1,200 HDFC co-ops across New York City, we help boards make transparent, consistent, and
equitable decisions in compliance with local, state, and federal laws regarding the sales of apartments to
prospective purchasers. HDFC co-ops are a critical stock of affordable cooperative homeownership which
provide an essential foothold for working New Yorkers to be able to become owners when so much
homeownership is out of reach.

That said, the stock of HDFC co-ops is fundamentally different from the market-rate co-ops which Int.
407, Int. 438, and Int. 1120 are directed. Most HDFC co-ops operate with volunteer boards and are led
by working people of color, often including elders. Many are currently experiencing difficulty complying
with new local laws around gas piping inspections and climate upgrades among others. HDFC co-ops also
tend to house more people of color, immigrants, and other marginalized groups with lower incomes than
market rate co-ops. Recent research also indicates that HDFC co-ops are also more likely to accept
voucher-holders compared with other kinds of housing, subsidized and market-rate. While we share the
same goals as the Council, these bills would create an undue administrative burden on affordable HDFC
co-ops already doing their part to ensure everyone has a fair shot at homeownership. For these reasons,
UHAB recommends that all HDFC co-ops be carved out of Int. 407, Int. 438, and Int. 1120.

Most HDFC co-op boards meet monthly, making the timeline for compliance here prohibitive for a
volunteer board. With regard to Int. 407, 5 days is overly-punitive even for the most high-functioning
co-op board. The additional documentation included here may also be very difficult to compile and
gather on the timeline outlined, and appears to be a mismatch in the requirement that individual co-op
board members sign off on a certification, but the party responsible for discrimination remains the co-op
corporation.



Moreover, the financial compliance package included in Int. 438 is substantial and would be very difficult
for an HDFC co-op board to provide on the timeline requested. Particularly, a full accounting of cash flow,
debt, and operating expenses and budgets for planned capital projects is a substantial amount of
information to have available in 14 days, even with professional management. A significant portion of
HDFC co-ops are self-managed and would have an even more difficulty compiling these records. UHAB
acts as a bookkeeper for many HDFC co-ops and we see everything from hand-written budgets compiled
by elders who have a difficult time using basic technology to automated monthly budgets and operating
reports generated by professional management. This is setting up the most vulnerable buildings to hefty
fines for noncompliance.

Furthermore, Int. 1120 raises particular concerns for HDFC co-ops, which have specific income
restrictions and guidelines for incoming purchasers that must be adhered to based on a co-op’s
corporate documents. Int. 1120 would require co-ops to consider applications complete if they fail to
respond within 10 days, and consider co-ops to consent to a sale where they have failed to acknowledge
notice of receipt within 45 days. This sets up significant legal conflict with an HDFC co-op’s corporate
documents which specify specific income (and sometimes asset) criteria for prospective purchasers.
Effectively, the law could push an HDFC co-op to accept prospective purchasers who have submitted
incomplete applications, are not income-qualified for the unit they are applying to, or may need
additional information to confirm assets or other kinds of compliance before approving a sale.

To truly address compliance and transparency around unit sales in HDFC co-ops, we need a
comprehensive approach closely coordinated with supervising agencies like HPD and HCR, as well as
contracted technical assistance providers. Over 80% of HDFC co-ops will face a financial and regulatory
cliff in 2029 when the current property tax benefit for HDFC co-ops (the DAMP Tax Cap) expires. At that
point, those HDFC co-ops will need a new regulatory and tax benefit structure to maintain affordability
and compliance. There may be meaningful opportunities to encourage HDFC co-ops to comply with
some of these goals at that juncture in close coordination with relevant stakeholders.

We would also encourage the Council to consider the following regarding this package of legislation:

e |t appears unclear what happens to sales of units owned by the co-op corporation across all
three pieces of legislation.

® The carve outs and exemptions should be as uniform as possible across all three pieces of
legislation to ensure clarity for compliance.

e Int. 438 could be amended to improve clarity regarding the time frame of financial documents
requested. For many of the named categories like operating costs, preserve amounts, and
budget, the last calendar year’s documents on file could streamline compliance.

e Int. 407 may create liability concerns for individual board members and with disclosure
requirements.

e All three bills may create a legal obligation for co-ops to update their corporate documents,
which may require additional time and cost, and should be factored into implementation.



We remain ready to engage with the Council and supervising agencies to keep HDFC co-ops compliant
with all local, state, and federal laws regarding nondiscrimination. UHAB provides weekly trainings on a
wide range of topics, including Introductions to Cooperative Homeownership for new and prospective
HDFC co-op buyers to help them understand the co-op purchase process, and Board Ethics and
Confidentiality, Board Roles and Responsibilities, Property Management, and many more that help HDFC
co-ops boards stay on top of compliance. We also serve as a technical assistance provider to HDFC co-ops
and have staff assigned to every HDFC co-op in the City to help co-op boards navigate unit sales, new
shareholder selection, and ongoing compliance with local laws.

We would welcome the opportunity to engage with the Council and supervisory agencies around this
matter.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify.
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Testimony of Lantern Organization Regarding the Shared Housing Bill Int 1475-2025

Submitted to the New York City Council Housing and Buildings Committee

Chair, members of the Committee, and distinguished Council Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on behalf of Lantern Organization, a
nonprofit developer and operator of supportive and affordable housing serving New Yorkers
experiencing homelessness, serious mental illness, substance use disorder, and other
health conditions.

Lantern currently operates 444 units of SRO shared housing across five buildings in
Manhattan, along with more than 1,000 units of studio and larger affordable and supportive
apartments. With over two decades of experience in supportive housing, we have a clear,
data-driven understanding of how shared housing performs relative to traditional apartment
models.

Shared Housing Achieves Outcomes Equal to Studio and Larger Apartments

Our operational data demonstrates that SROs are just as effective as traditional units in
promoting long-term stability and resident quality of life outcomes. In 2024:

e 99% of our SRO residents achieved housing stability, equivalent to outcomes in our
studio and larger units.

e 100% of our SRO residents increased or maintained their cash income and benefits,
equivalent to outcomes in our studio and larger units.

e 100% of our SRO residents maintained their health insurance, equivalent to
outcomes in our studio and larger units.

e Behavioral incidents occurred at similar rates across both SRO and non-SRO
buildings.

Lantern Organization ¢ 42 West 39th Street, 14th Floor, New York, NY ¢ (212) 292-8400
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These metrics show that shared housing is a highly effective model for supportive housing
and affordable housing, fully capable of delivering the outcomes that City agencies
prioritize.

Shared Housing Provides Similar Outcomes at Lower Cost

While resident outcomes are similar, shared housing is significantly more affordable to
develop and operate. As construction and financing costs continue to rise, SROs allow
scarce City capital funds to house more New Yorkers for every dollar invested. In Lantern’s
internal analysis of three recent development opportunities, SRO/shared housing designs
produced approximately 40% more units for the same level of City capital subsidy. This
finding aligns with national research showing that smaller, simpler, code-compliant units
expand access to supportive and affordable housing without compromising safety or
resident outcomes.

Protect Existing Shared Housing: Do Not Apply New Design Requirements Retroactively

We respectfully urge the Council to ensure that the proposed legislation does not impose
new requirements—design, programmatic, or operational—on existing shared housing.

Many of the SRO buildings currently operating in NYC are older structures or commercial
conversions that cannot feasibly be retrofitted to meet new construction standards.
Imposing retroactive requirements could:

¢ Disrupttenancy and reduce affordability
e Force costly renovations that buildings cannot support
e Render some existing shared housing noncompliant

Forthese reasons, we ask the Council to clearly exempt all existing shared housing from any
new construction or design rules, and apply new standards only to newly constructed SRO
units or substantial rehabilitations.

Support Commercial Conversions by Aligning Design Guidelines with HUD Housing Quality
Standards

Lantern Organization ¢ 42 West 39th Street, 14th Floor, New York, NY ¢ (212) 292-8400
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For new shared housing developments, especially commercial conversions, we urge the City
to adopt flexible design guidelines that reflect the diversity of building types available for
adaptive reuse.

The current draft standard requiring one full-sized kitchen for every three units, and one
bathroom for every three units both exceed HUD’s Housing Quality Standards (HQS)
(available at: https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-24/subtitle-B/chapter-I1X/part-982/subpart-

).

These requirements would render noncompliant the shared housing building prototypes
proposed by Gensler and The Pew Charitable Trusts, an innovative and nationally recognized
model for shared housing and commercial-to-residential conversion. Their prototypes rely
on compact private units and efficient shared facilities—exactly the type of evidence-based,
cost-effective design New York City seeks to scale. Imposing rigid kitchen and bathroom
ratios would make many such conversion concepts financially or physically infeasible in the
NYC commercial building stock.

Forthese reasons, we recommend that HPD design guidelines for new SRO construction and
conversions mirror HUD HQS.

This would ensure:
o Safety and habitability remain fully protected
e Conversion projects remain financially viable

e The City can maximize the number of units created through commercial-to-
residential pathways

e High-impact prototypes—such as the Gensler/Pew model—can be deployed in NYC
rather than disqualified

Conclusion

Lantern Organization strongly supports the City’s efforts to expand shared housing as a cost-
effective, evidence-supported model for addressing homelessness. Our experience shows
that SROs deliver equivalent outcomes, comparable safety, and dramatically greater
affordability.

We respectfully ask the Council to:

1. Protect existing SRO buildings from new design and operational requirements.

Lantern Organization ¢ 42 West 39th Street, 14th Floor, New York, NY ¢ (212) 292-8400
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2. Adopt HUD-aligned, flexible design guidelines for newly built and converted SRO
housing.

3. Treat shared housing as a central tool for scaling permanent affordable housing in
New York City.

Thank you for your consideration and for your leadership in advancing housing models that
meet the urgent needs of New Yorkers. We would be pleased to provide additional data, cost
analyses, building tours, or technical assistance as the legislation advances.

Sincerely,

Dan Kent

President/CEO

Lantern Organization ¢ 42 West 39th Street, 14th Floor, New York, NY ¢ (212) 292-8400
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New York City Council Hearing — Committee on Housing & Buildings
Re: LIBOR Testimony on New York City Co-Op Transparency

Good morning, Chair Sanchez and Councilmembers serving on the Housing & Buildings Committee,

My name is Yvette Clark Watkins. I am speaking to you today on behalf of the Long Island Board of REALTORS®
(LIBOR), a 27,000-member trade association for real estate professionals in Queens, Nassau and Suffolk County, of
which I am proud to call myself Secretary-Treasurer and President-Elect. I wear many hats as a REALTOR®, but also
as a mother of twins in college and am active in my community of Addisleigh Park in St. Albans, Queens.

REALTORS® across Queens are strongly in favor of Councilmember Farias’ Intro Number 1120-A, a key step
forward to bring much needed transparency to New York’s co-op market. The housing crisis is real. As I have shared
with many members of the City Council over the past year’s conversations, co-operative housing is increasingly the
first step towards homeownership and building newfound intergenerational wealth for so many New Yorkers. But
change is needed now.

This is not really about REALTORS® and the application packages we put together for our clients. This is about the
buyers and sellers we serve families and households with dreams that are put on hold whenever a transaction is delayed
because a co-op board has not acted in good faith. With no current requirement for boards to respond to an application
in a timely manner, New Yorkers are placed at a higher risk of falling into financial limbo than their suburban
neighbors. Deals and dreams fall apart, but it does not have to be this way if we have timelines.

We have all shared with colleagues our stories about “problem” co-op boards, of clients who got “the run around” and
will always have to wonder; did they not get their co-op because of their credit score, or because of who they are?
Currently, when a co-op board does not want “certain people” to live in their building, they simply do not respond.
With all that New York City has worked at to better address fair housing, it is simply bad for business and most of all,
bad for New Yorkers to allow this “co-op loophole” to persist.

Intro 1120 is not asking for our clients to be accepted in a development where they cannot afford to live. A responsible
REALTOR® is focused on helping clients find a place where they belong, based on both their finances and their
personal desires. Our clients, your own constituents, deserve basic fairness to know when to move on with their search
for a home.

While LIBOR also supports Intro 407, the issue remains: a well-financed co-op board may still “sit” on an otherwise
qualified applicant as a backdoor form of discrimination. Fines are a useful tool in the right circumstance, but they
still will not provide consumers with fair access to housing.

As a professional REALTOR® and leader at LIBOR, I speak for my members when I implore this Committee to
advance Intro. 1120 and seek its passage before the full Council. I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you
today as you hold this very important and timely hearing. Thank you.

Yvette Clark Watkins, Addisleigh Park, St. Albans, Queens.

REALTOR® SERVICE CENTER

75-35 31" Avenue, Suite 207
Jackson Heights, NY 11370
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My name is Nyah Berg, and I serve as the Executive Director of New York Appleseed, a
nonprofit organization that advocates for integrated schools and communities and has worked
for over a decade to address public school segregation in New York City. I am testifying today
in support of Intro 407, the Fair Residential Cooperative Disclosure Law, which would require
cooperative corporations to provide prospective purchasers with a written statement of all their
reasons for withholding consent to a sale.

New York Appleseed testified in support of this same bill in 2017, calling it “long overdue”
then, as it remains today. At that time, we warned that this City must not continue to “put our
heads in the sand in the face of undeniable evidence that racism continues to severely limit the
housing options available to people of color.” Yet, as we approach 2026, we find ourselves once
again testifying on the same legislation-legislation that would bring equity and transparency to
a process long shrouded in secrecy and bias.

New York City remains one of the most segregated school systems in the country, and while
housing segregation is not the only cause, it is undeniably one of the most prominent. To
dismantle deeply rooted school and housing segregation, we must be just as intentional in
crafting our solutions as segregation was in shaping our present reality. Expanding access to
housing —including homeownership —cannot be limited to certain neighborhoods for certain
people. Any suggestion that housing discrimination no longer curtails opportunity in 2025 is, at
best, naive and, at worst, knowingly false.

The reason such secrecy in cooperative housing decisions persists cannot possibly be that it
serves the public interest, but rather that it can undermine fair housing enforcement. When
reasons for rejection are hidden, a critical lever of accountability disappears, allowing
discrimination to flourish behind closed doors.

We have heard claims that this bill would create an onslaught of litigation or discourage board
members from serving if required to disclose their reasoning. This is a manufactured crisis. If
board members fear litigation simply because they must state their reasons in writing, that
concern itself underscores why transparency is so necessary. Accountability should not deter
civic participation, unless that participation depends on avoiding it.



Intro 407 is easy to comply with: a board meets to discuss what to do about an application. In
the vast majority of cases, the applicant is approved, and no statement is required. Where there
is a rejection, the reasons for the rejection must be specified in writing.

We fully supported this legislation in 2017 and continue to support it now. Let’s not allow
another decade to pass before we take this small but vital step toward equity, accountability,
and fair housing in New York City.
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entertainment community. AFHDC brings together educational programming, advocacy, marketing and

real estate development with the goal of increasing access to affordable housing opportunities for the

communities we serve. AFHDC is a subsidiary of the Entertainment Community Fund.

Dear Chairperson and Member of the New York City Council,

| am pleased to provide this testimony in support of the Shared Housing Bill — Intro 1475. Thank you to
Council Members Bottcher and Restler for sponsoring legislation that would lower barriers to creating
shared housing units in New York City while establishing design and operational requirements for these
units.

We need more housing options for New Yorkers, including shared housing, to address our complex
housing crisis. The Shared Housing Roadmap, produced by HPD, takes a thoughtful approach to
reenvisioning the SRO model that can fill a gap in the market, to provide more housing for single adults,
while increasing tenant protections for renters. Shared housing can be a smart solution in adaptive
reuse projects, add a new tool to our affordable housing toolkit, and even increase social connectivity
and combat social isolation for vulnerable populations.

We know firsthand, as an owner/operator of shared housing, the benefits and challenges of this
important housing model. The Dorothy Ross Friedman Residence is an affordable and supportive,
shared housing residence consisting of 178 units on W57th Street in Manhattan. The building is
designed to serve persons with HIV/AIDS, senior citizens, and low-income individuals many of whom
are in the performing arts entertainment community. We provide on-site social services for residents.

Apartments at The Friedman Residence are comprised of two- and three-bedroom shared suites and
one four-bedroom shared suite. In shared suites, each tenant has their own rent-stabilized lease,
individual bedroom, and shares a living room and kitchen with one or two people. Some apartments
have a shared bathroom, others have private baths. In addition to shared-units, there are 27 one-
bedroom units.

Since opening in 1996, The Friedman has been a unique community asset, and as suggested in the
Shared Housing Roadmap, has provided community and services for individuals who may be isolated or
vulnerable in traditional housing. Shared housing also creates unique challenges, especially around
roommate conflict. We have created a robust tenant handbook with information and resources including
a guide for living with a roommate, roommate guidelines, and conflict management. It is critical to have a
strong onsite property management and social service team to successfully execute a shared housing
program.

While many SRO programs have deteriorated, we cannot abandon shared housing, especially in the
current crisis. With good legislation, like Intro 1457, financial tools, and guidance to align building
operations and management policies with best practices, we can reinvent shared housing to serve future
generations of New Yorkers. We’re happy to support this bill.

Sincerely,

D

Daniel Arnow
Executive Director
Actors Fund Housina Develoboment Corporation

entertainmentcommunity.org
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Fair Housing Justice Center

Testimony of Britny McKenzie, Policy Director
Fair Housing Justice Center (FHJC)
Hearing of the New York City Council Committee on Housing and Buildings
Fair Residential Cooperative Disclosure Law, Intro. 0407-2024
December 3, 2025 -10:00 a.m.

The Fair Housing Justice Center (FHIC) is a nonprofit civil rights organization committed to
eliminating housing discrimination, promoting inclusive and accessible communities, and
strengthening the enforcement of fair housing laws throughout New York City and the
seven surrounding counties.

For over two decades, FHJC has played a leading role in advancing housing equity and
access across our region. We have assisted thousands of individuals and organizations in
challenging discriminatory practices, filing complaints, and asserting their legal rights
under local, state, and federal fair housing laws. Our organization operates a full-service
fair housing program that includes proactive investigations, systemic testing, litigation
support, policy advocacy, education, and technical assistance.

Through our investigative work, FHJC has uncovered widespread discriminatory practices
among both private housing providers and public agencies. Our legal actions—more than
160 in total—have resulted in increased compliance, opened access to over 80,000
housing units, and secured over $55 million in damages and penalties. Yet, despite these
victories, discrimination remains a persistent force shaping housing opportunity and
access in New York City.

| appreciate the opportunity to provide this written testimony to the New York City
Council’s Committee on Housing and Buildings regarding this crucial legislative initiative
under consideration. We submit this testimony today to urge the City Council to act
promptly to pass this critical legislation and to support Intro 407 without any amendment
that weakens its disclosure principle.

The Problem is Cooperative Secrecy: Requiring boards to disclose their reasons for
rejection is a matter of fundamental fairness.

New York City is renowned for its progressive spirit, yet we still face challenges in creating
a consistent and strong commitment to tackling the deep-rooted inequalities in housing.
Even as many elected leaders proudly celebrate our city’s incredible diversity and declare



that "hate has no place here," we must confront a harsh reality: housing discrimination and
segregation continue to impact the lives of too many New Yorkers. A particularly important,
yet often overlooked, aspect of this issue exists within the cooperative housing sector.

Cooperative housing presents a fantastic opportunity for New Yorkers. The city’s over
450,000 co-op units represent immense potential for generational wealth-building.
However, the application process can be daunting and confusing. Many enthusiastic
applicants find themselves rejected without clear reasons, despite taking all necessary
steps like securing financing, signing contracts, and submitting applications. The lack of
transparency in co-op boards’ decision-making processes fosters an environment where
discrimination—whether intentional or not—can persist unnoticed.

This lack of transparency has clear harms:

e |tenables discrimination by shielding decision-makers from accountability.
* |t makes enforcement of fair housing protections extremely difficult.

e |t preventsrejected applicants from knowing whether a denial was fair or
discriminatory.

e |tdiscourages qualified, often underrepresented applicants from pursuing
opportunities in co-op buildings where they are not the demographic norm.

The Fair Residential Cooperative Disclosure Law will Open Previously Closed Units of
Homeownership.

Intro 407 is straightforward. When a co-op board denies an applicant, the board must
provide the applicant with a written statement of the reasons for rejection. It does not
dictate whom the co-op must accept; it simply calls for “cards on the table.”

Key benefits include:

¢ Precedent. Similar disclosure laws already exist in Westchester and Suffolk
counties without catastrophic consequences; boards there continue to function.

« Transparency. Requiring written reasons shines a light on admissions decisions
and allows applicants and advocates to assess whether discrimination may have
played arole.

¢ Accountability without undue burden. The bill explicitly states that it does not
limit the legitimate reasons a co-op may decline an applicant. It only asks that
those reasons be articulated.

e Support among New Yorkers. Polling shows large margins of support—from all
boroughs, races, ages, incomes—for this kind of transparency.

Addressing Myths Opposed to the Fair Residential Cooperative Disclosure Law.

Over the years, opponents of the bill have raised several common yet misplaced
arguments in an effort to undermine its purpose. Such as:



e “We already have fair housing laws.” However, secrecy at the co-op admissions
stage fundamentally undermines those laws, because discriminatory decisions are
hidden and unchallengeable.

e “That bill will spark a flood of litigation.” Not true. Because turndowns are rare and
the board already knows the reason for rejection, this bill merely formalizes what is
already known internally; and will only show the data.

e “The compliance will be burdensome.” The record-keeping requirement is minimal
(e.g., the number of turndowns and applications over three years).

e “The board members will refuse to serve out of fear of liability.” If board members
fear accountability, their protection of secrecy is itself evidence of a problem. A
survey revealed coop owners supported disclosure by a margin of more than 2-to-1.

These myths unveil a significant truth: the opposition is less about real burdens and more
about preserving a privileged status quo that excludes many. This is a pivotal moment for
us! The City Council has the remarkable opportunity to champion our core values or allow
inequity to persist behind closed doors. If we genuinely care about civil rights, inclusivity,
and fairness, we must act in ways that reflect those beliefs. We wholeheartedly encourage
the City Council to stand strong for Intro 407, resisting any amendments that might dilute
its essence of transparency.

While we know that New York's housing market won’t transform overnight, introducing
clarity in co-op admission decisions will reduce one of the most opaque barriers to
homeownership in our city. Intro 407 is a vital, yet achievable step forward; it clearly
communicates: ho more secrecy, no more exclusion, and no more concealing
discrimination through board decisions.

Thank you for your time, your leadership, and your dedication to ensuring housing justice
for every New Yorker. | can be contacted via email at bmckenzie@fairhousingjustice.org




Fair Residential Cooperative Disclosure Law
NYC Intro 0407-2024

The problem of cooperative (co-op) secrecy

Currently, co-ops boards throughout the city refuse to tell rejected applicants why they were turned
down. This lack of disclosure especially harms applicants who are demographically different from the
majority in a given building or neighborhood, making it nearly impossible for them to know whether
the rejection was justified or the result of unlawful bias. This lack of transparency makes it difficult to
determine the reasons behind a rejection, discouraging applicants who may have faced discrimination
from asserting their legal rights. Requiring boards to disclose these reasons is a matter of basic
fairness. Without this transparency, it becomes too easy for boards to engage in discriminatory
practices in violation of the City's Human Rights Law.

What does the Fair Residential Cooperative EageliEicliEaL L LEEc LY/
Disclosure Law do? INCLUDE:
Intro 407 will require co-op boards to provide rejected [ ACNEIEIEN FLIEERERVINIEINEY

. . o o o Pierina Ana Sanchez, Lincoln
applicants, in writing, the specific reasons for rejection, EEFETS Julie Won, Shekar Krishnan

five days after the decision is made. This law will Mercedes Narcisse, Diana I. Ayala,
increase transparency and allow applicants to determine Shaun Abreu, Nantasha M.
their course of action, including potentially asserting IRAMMEIERERNTIREIEE] L

their fair housing rights. The bill specifically allows co-op [\ﬂ'g;ti?’ Eiﬁ‘iflé r?y Eggg?egsﬂjga&a}is'

boards to continue to reject applicants for any and all Amanda Farfas, Chi A. Ossé, Sandy
legal reasons for which they can turn people down now. Nurse, Crystal Hudson, Selvena N.

P : B : Brooks-Powers, Jennifer Gutiérrez,
Join In supporting co-op disclosure Yusef Salaam, Althea V. Stevens,

The bill is co-sponsored by 29 Members of the Council - Rita C. Joseph, Carmen N. De La
three more than a majority - and is supported by Rosa, Farah N. Louis, Kamillah
numerous civil rights and allied organizations. Polling Hanks, Chris Banks, Francisco P.

: . X Moya, Justin L. Brannan, (in
shows that disclosure is supported by New Yorkers in

conjunction with the Brooklyn
every part of the city and in every racial, ethnic and Borough President)

income group by a margin of more than 3 to 1.

SUPPORTERS OF INTRO 407 INCLUDE:

Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund, Broadway Community,New York
Housing Conference, Brooklyn Level Up, Community Service Society of New York;
Disability Rights Advocates, ERASE Racism, Fair Housing Justice Center, Housing
Opportunities Made EunaI of New York, Housing Rithts Initiative, Housing Works,

JASA/Legal Services for Elder Justice, Lambda Legal, Latino Justice PRLDEF, Lawyers'
Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Long Island Housing Services, NAACP Legal
Defense and Educational Fund, Inc., National Fair HousinF Alliance, New Economy

Project, New York Appleseed, New York Lawyers for the Public Interest, New York State
Council of Churches, Open New York, Poverty & Race Research Action Council,
Westchester Residential Opportunities, Western Queens Community Land Trust, and
South Bronx United, ANHD, Believe NY, CIDNY, Community Voices Heard, New York
Housing Conference, Bushwick Housing Independence Project

Join the list of supporters here or contact Britny Mckenzie,
bmckenzie@fairhousingjustice.org
www.fairhousingjustice.org
212-400-8201
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To:  Erik Bottcher, New York City Council
From: Steven J. Ancona
Date: December 1, 2025

Re:  Written Testimony on Shared Housing

I am a residential developer and manager of many hundreds of apartment units in New York City, and have
been an Adjunct Professor at the NYU Schack Real Estate Institute Master’s Degree program for over 11
years, currently teaching a course in Multifamily Development.

I applaud Councilman Bottcher and his colleagues for addressing shared housing as a tool to help with
affordability. However, I note that some of the provisions of the proposed legislation seem unduly
burdensome and may impede its effectiveness.

“Shared Housing” has been a normal practice far before the term came into use. It is estimated that ~40%
of NYC Households are roommate shares, as young people starting out their careers or education in NYC
opt for roommates for both affordability and social reasons. Lifestyle trends and technology have modified
this practice, and these same young people are much more willing to live with roommates they haven’t yet
met in person. They also prefer to be independent of their roommates, both financially and by lease term.
Technology now allows roommate matching and ease of modifying leases to change roommates.

Some of the provisions of the proposed legislation will impose undue burdens on some “Suite-style” Class
A units, even though those units are in compliance with the Multiple Dwelling Law now. Some
examples are as follows:

#4 Prohibits framed dwellings from shared housing, although many such buildings already have units with
multiple bedrooms and roommate households. These units also must comply with all current building codes.

#5 Cleaning of common areas by the owner is required. This should be a market driven decision by a
property owner and renters. It can drive up building operating costs that might make shared housing
impractical for many owners, where renters may prefer to save money and clean up after themselves.

#7 Minimum size of bedrooms are larger than the MDL requires. Bedroom sizes should also be a market-
based decision for renters and owners, as long as they comply with minimum sizes under the MDL.

While some of these provisions may make sense in true “SRO” units, where each room is independently
locked, or in dorm-style units with higher ratios of beds to kitchen/bathrooms, they create unnecessary
burdens for traditional apartments, and the unit types and associated rules should be distinguished.

Finally, Class A apartments with more than 3 bedrooms offer more efficiency for renters, as the price per
bedroom typically drops as units get larger. Any prohibition in the legislation of higher bedroom count units
for shared housing will limit affordability and defeat the purpose of this otherwise worthwhile endeavor.
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December 2, 2025

N E Y ORK

To Whom It May Concern,

I would like to express my strong support in a professional capacity for Intro. 438-2024, which would
require cooperative housing corporations to provide prospective buyers with essential financial information
about their buildings.

Co-op housing is one of the most important pathways to homeownership for working- and middle-class
New Yorkers; however, unlike nearly every other type of real estate transaction in this city, co-op purchases
often take place with very limited transparency. Buyers are routinely expected to make major financial
commitments without access to basic information regarding the co-op’s financial stability and projections,
such as the building’s debt load, reserve funds, operating expenses, or upcoming capital needs. This lack of
information can leave both single purchasers and families vulnerable to unexpected assessments, financial
instability, and even displacement.

Intro. 438 is a commonsense and modest step that provides buyers with the tools they need to make
informed decisions about their prospective future home. Requiring the disclosure of financial statements,
budgets, and planned capital projects within a reasonable timeframe is not burdensome; it is responsible
governance. Mutual transparency between a prospective purchaser and the co-op community that they seek
to join benefits everyone involved in the transaction: buyers, current shareholders, and in a larger sense, the
long-term health of the building.

Moreover, the opacity of co-op processes has long contributed to inequitable and inconsistent treatment of
applicants. When decisions happen behind closed doors, both intentional and inadvertent discrimination
can flourish unseen. By providing objective information on the table and standardizing what buyers must
be given, this bill supports fairness and accountability.

In a housing market as competitive and costly as ours in New York City, basic transparency should not be
optional; it should be the standard.

For these reasons, I urge the Council to advance and pass Intro. 438.

Sincerely,

N
;’ o0 7 . 'f.‘,f( o
J'f _;(—l'_—"\, l . \,%‘/ =T
Brian P. Hourigan
Senior Managing Director
Director of Professional Development

810 Seventh Avenue, 27th Floor, New York, NY 10019 - Tel: 212.582.2009 - Fax: 646,328.4393 REENY @re—ee
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December 2, 2025

N E YO RK

To Whom It May Concern,

In light of my professional experience with respect to this topic, I would like to express my support
of Intro 1120-2024, which would impose clear, reasonable timelines on cooperative (“co-op™)
boards when reviewing and responding to applications to purchase co-op apartments.

For too long, the sale and admission process in co-ops has operated without consistent standards
— leaving applicants, sellers, and even boards themselves in limbo for indefinite periods. Intro
1120 addresses this by requiring that boards acknowledge receipt of a complete purchase
application within 10 days, and then provide a final decision (approve, conditionally approve, or
reject) within 45 days.

This kind of structure is not only reasonable in our competitive, time-sensitive housing market,
but essential.

A known, standardized timeline protects both buyers and sellers from indefinite uncertainty. Many
prospective purchasers secure mortgages, lock in financing, or plan relocation based on assumed
timelines. A prolonged and unpredictable approval process can jeopardize financing, delay moves
and create financial or personal hardship. By imposing reasonable deadlines, Intro 1120 ensures
that people are not left waiting indefinitely.

Additionally, this expectation promotes fairness and accountability. With a set timeline, co-op
boards must act — or risk automatic consent. This reduces opportunities for undue delay, arbitrary
refusals, or informal “slow roll” tactics that disadvantage applicants, especially those without
access to privileged networks.

Importantly, it aligns co-ops with broader housing standards and consumer protections. Buyers of
condos, houses, rentals, and other property types benefit from predictable procedures; co-ops
should be no different. Intro 1120 helps put co-op sales on the same track of transparency and
fairness.

Sellers frequently depend on timely board decisions to proceed with their own moves or purchases.
Long board delays can chain-react, harming multiple households. Having a firm deadline will help
prevent cascading delays across the housing market.

810 Seventh Avenue, 27th Floor, New York, NY 10019 - Tel: 212,582.2009 - Fax: 646.328.4393 ]{Ll’;\\" O




I recognize concerns raised by some about applying a “one-size-fits-all” timeline to co-ops —
especially smaller buildings or self-managed co-ops. However, the bill as written provides for
modest flexibility through permissible extensions. And for many buildings, particularly those with
brokers or professional management, these deadlines are wholly reasonable and align with what
other jurisdictions already require.

In a city where housing is scarce, time-sensitive, and often emotionally and financially fraught,
procedural clarity matters. Intro 1120 is a modest, commonsense reform to bring accountability,
fairness, and predictability to a system long marked by opacity.

I urge the Committee to expeditiously approve Intro 1120-2024.

Sincerely,
a7 = D,
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Brian P. Hourigan
Senior Managing Director
Director of Professional Development

810 Seventh Avenue, 27th Floor, New York, NY 10019 - Tel: 212.582.2009 - Fax: 646.328.4393 KU';':\_'Y O BESES
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05 December 2025

New York City Council Committee on Housing and Buildings
250 Broadway

New York, NY 10007

Re: Shared Housing Bill; Written Testimony of Amie Gross, President of Amie Gross Architects

Dear Councilmember Sanchez and Members,

Amie Gross Architects (AGA) is in support of the Shared Housing Bill which would allow for the
creation of shared apartments with individual bedrooms. However, as Architects who specialize
in the design of affordable and supportive housing, we do caution that this building type should
not be viewed as a housing solution for those who are unhoused and frail seniors. The buildings
designed by AGA and developed by not-for-profit developers consist of studio apartments for
single people. We have seen how the privacy of these spaces along with shared areas for
socializing and receiving specialized services are huge part of the recovery of mental and
physical health.

As evidenced by studies done by SHNNY, most vacant units are in shared apartments: either
rehabbed SROs with communal bathrooms and kitchens or scattered-site units where unrelated
tenants share space. Tenants placed in shared units often remain stuck due to the permanency
of their leases, even when better-suited housing becomes available. These arrangements are
deeply unpopular, leading to prolonged vacancies and lost rental revenue for nonprofits.

Increasing housing stock is a critical imperative for NYC, yet we must be cognizant that certain
parts of our population require spaces specific to their needs. We recommend that this
proposed legislation highlight that the intent of such housing is not to house those requiring
supportive services.

Sincerely,

mie Gross
President, Amie'\&Gross Architects

11711 44TH RD STUDIO 302
LONG ISLAND CITY NY 11101

TELEPHONE 212 755 4010



Hon. Shaun Abreu

New York City Council, District 7
City Hall

New York, NY 10007

via email
Re: Alexandria House’s Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120A
Dear Council Member Abreu:

As members of the Board of Directors of Alexandria House, a cooperative community located
within your district, we are writing to express our strong opposition to Intros 407, 438, and
1120A.

We believe that these bills will cause unintended harm and irreparably damage the cooperative
housing model, which currently provides hundreds of thousands of New Yorkers with access to
safe and affordable housing. We urge you to vote against these bills in their current form.

The requirements of Intro 407 would prove difficult—if not impossible—for volunteer board
members to meet without risking serious personal liability. This could deter board participation
and undermine the governance structure that allows cooperative buildings to run in a safe and
efficient manner. The timelines contained in the bill are arbitrary and serve no deterrent purpose.
The bill places undue preclusive effects on a singular statement, without accounting for the time
it may take to sufficiently review and fact check such statement or correct inadvertent errors after
the fact. Rather than invoking transparency into a board’s decision, we believe the bill will create
a roadmap for frivolous lawsuits based on unnecessary and impractical procedural timelines. In
determining consent to a sale, cooperative boards are already limited by law to making decisions
in accordance with existing legal requirements and the board’s fiduciary duty to the members of
its cooperative community. The passage of this bill would impact a board’s ability to carry out
such duty in good faith, risking operational capabilities of cooperative buildings across the city
and putting hundreds of thousands of units at risk. Rather than passing this bill, we urge the
Council to work directly with cooperative communities and housing advocates to shape decision
transparency frameworks.

While many cooperative boards actively disclose audited financials to prospective purchasers,
Intro 438 would require boards to disclose confidential and potentially inaccurate information to
individuals who do not yet have a vested interest in the cooperative. Cash flow statements vary
greatly depending on the time they are produced and therefore would not provide relevant insight
to a prospective purchaser. Not only would it be difficult to provide an accurate estimation of the
total costs of either active or planned capital improvement projects, but also the vague language
in the bill does not provide boards with sufficient guidance to determine when such a project is
considered “planned” for the purposes of the disclosure requirement. This could lead to
inadvertent noncompliance and unjust financial liability. We urge you to vote against this bill
and instead allow cooperative boards to continue providing reliable, audited financial statements
to prospective purchasers.



While Intro 1120A allows boards to standardize applications in accordance with their own
bylaws, the bill does not consider that a “one-size-fits-all” timeline will not meet the needs of
buildings of various sizes and ownership requirements, or that application review is rarely linear.
There will not always be sufficient personnel available to review an application within such a
short timeline, and the notion that an application could be considered “complete” before
application materials have been diligently reviewed is problematic. Close examination of
application materials in accordance with a board’s fiduciary duty to cooperative members often
leads to follow-up questions, which may require additional materials or details to substantiate
information a prospective purchaser has provided within its application. If passed, this bill will
limit cooperative boards’ ability to effectively review an applicant’s financials and lead to
significant financial risk to all community members.

Together, these bills will have a chilling effect on cooperative board participation, cause
increases in operational and insurance costs which will be passed directly to owners, and
negatively impact the housing market.

We thank you for your service to our district, and for your attention to the concerns these bills
raise for our cooperative, cooperatives within our district, and across the city. We strongly urge
you to vote against all three bills in their current form, given the negative impacts they will have
on cooperatives and their volunteer boards members.

Sincerely,

Board of Directors, Alexandria House Inc.
Charles Wall, President

Elliot Winnick, VP

Ining Hsu, VP

Kevin Lyons, Treasurer

Margot Jacqz, Secretary

250 West 103rd Street

New York NY 10025
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November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Oppaosition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Beech Hills Shareholders, LLC, we submit this testimony
in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative
housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Beech Hill Shareholders, LLC, is a long-established cooperative community in Douglaston,
Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We have
816 units of affordable middle and working class housing. Our volunteer board members devote
countless hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-
op boards throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests
of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill
effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into
adversarial envitonments.



From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of
middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation
with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to

protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Beech Hills Shareholders, LLC respectfully urges
the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing
leaders to develop policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the

foundations of co-op governance.
Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
Beech Hill Shareholders, LLC
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November 20, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill*)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons Bill,” which
would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written explanations—under penalty of
perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City's most successful and stable models of homeownership. it
provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands of working- and middle-class New
Yorkers. Co-ops are govemed by volunteer board members —neighbors serving neighbors—who devote
countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council's intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply misguided and
would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to protect,

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both unfounded and
unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceahle under existing city, state, and
federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary duties in good
faith.

o Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting frivolous and
costly lawsuits.

¢ Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

» Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on boards when
every decision camies potential legal and financial risk.

» Undemine board discretion, a comerstone of responsible governance that protects the iong -term
interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened govemance across
thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Waming

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community service with
bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing faimess, it would destabilize a proven housing
model that has successfully served New Yorkers for generations.



A Call to Appear and Be Heard
We urge the Council to reject intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers, and housing
advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community -driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Lo

Monf Sing Lee, President

Carlyle Towers Cooperative A, Inc.
43-10 Kissena Blvd

Flushing, NY 11355
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November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Celtic Park Owners Inc. we submit this testimony in
strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative
housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Celtic Park Owners Inc. is a long-established cooperative community in Woodside/Sunnyside,
Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We have
over 750 units of affordable middle- and working-class housing. Our volunteer board members
devote countless hours to ensure safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents.
Like co-op boards throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best
interests of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill
effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into
adversarial environments,

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of
middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation
with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to

protect.



For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Celtic Park respectfully urges the New York City
Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop
policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-op

governance.
Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted.

Board of Directors
Celtic Park Owners Inc.
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November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Le Havre Owners Corp., we submit this testimony
in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected
applications.

Le Havre Owners Corp. is a long-established cooperative community in Whitestone,
Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust.
We have over 1,000 units of affordable middle and working class housing. Our
volunteer board members devote countiess hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-
managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards throughout New York City, our
decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’'s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would
have serious unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of
cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to
serve on their boards. The bill's burdensome requirements would transform ordinary
board service into a quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential
challenge and undermining the discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased
risks of litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections,
the bill effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities
into adversarial environments.

LeHAVRE Owners Core. 168-68 9th Avenue, Beechhurst, NY 11357 -« Tel: 718.767.7400 Fax: 718.746.6548
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From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would
ultimately be passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening
the financial stability of middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro
407 would replace cooperation with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would
harm the very communities it seeks to protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Le Havre Owners Corp., respectfully urges
the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative
housing leaders to develop policies that promote fairness and transparency without
eroding the foundations of co-op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Djfectors
Le Havre Owners Corp.
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December 1, 2025

Rebecca Poole

Director of Membership and Communication

Council of NY Cooperatives & Condominiums {CNYG, Inc.)
RE: 407A,438,and 1120A

Dear Ms. Poole,

| am the President of Chatham Green, a co-op in downtown Manhattan with 420
apartments and 22 small businesses. Our shareholders range from Asian, to Caucasian,
and Black. We are located in Chinatown and keep our expenses down through the renal of
our business spaces. Every year, our expenses go up and every year there are more
demands made by the city, like Local Law 11, that cost us significant amounts of money
that we cannot easily predict and often have to pay for using a combination of increases in
maintenance and assessments. Every year, our budget is tighter and more and more
repairs wait until we can refinance. The bills proposed are going to increase expenses and
open us to lawsuits that can end up causing extreme financial challenges.

We are opposed to the following bills: 407A, 438, and 1120 A. These bills will negatively
impact our co-op in several ways, increase the probability of litigation, increase costs to
shareholders, and increase our insurance costs (which are already significantly increasing}
if we can even find insurance coverage for the types of claims that can be generated by
these proposed bills.

| am a volunteer, as are all our Board members and most Board members in co-0ps across
the city. This means we volunteer our time and expertise for the benefit of the co-op. In our
co-op there are very few people who will even consider running for the Board because they
are afraid of lawsuits, don’t have the time, or think that being on the Board is a thankless
job—which it often is. Last year, not one person stepped forward to run for the three open
positions on the Board. The three people whose terms were up, reluctantly volunteered to
stay on for another term. This coming April, we will have four openings and likely few if any
candidates. Proposal 407A, will make being on the Board even less appealing.

The requirement to disclose the reasons why a candidate is not accepted and thereby
exposing ourselves to potential lawsuits will only add to the reluctance of people to even
consider being on the Board. | have been President of the Board for five of my six-year term
and do NOT plan to run again. The truth is that in all my five years, there was only one
applicant | can recall that was declined and that was because the applicant did not meet
our financial requirements. There was no discrimination. As mentioned, we are a
multiculturat, multiethnic co-op who value our neighbors. Since I've been on the Board,
mostly Chinese people have bought apartments, but European immigrants, and Black
people, when they apply have been accepted if they meet the financial requirements, plan
to live in the apartment and not use it as a rental, and we limit shareholders to owning two
apartments.



In terms of financial disclosure, as mentioned above, we often have a wish list of the
projects we would like to accomplish each year, and most of them remain on the wish list,
often for years, until money becomes available or the project becomes absolutely
essential. Examples include repaving our parking lot, upgrading our elevators, replacing
pipes and antiquated plumbing and heating systems. Presently we share the required
financial documents. To have to share every item we are even contemplating is absurd.
Also, shareholders are not told who or how many people are behind on their maintenance.
That is private information only available to management and the Board. To share that
information with potential buyers is completely unreasonable and seriously problematic.

In order to comply with the taws proposed, the Board would have to change our by-laws to
make sure Board members are protected from litigation, which would increase our costs
and raise our insurance costs, if we could even find a company that would insure us for the
kinds of litigation we would be exposed to. This would make our building less appealing to
buyers. We already have many obstacles facing the sale of our apartments since it is
located on Park Row, which is considered by NYPD to be their “campus” and places alt
kinds of restrictions on our comings and goings and that of our guests. We do NOT need
any more red tape.

[n terms of meeting the 45-day requirement in bill 1120A. We do our best to complete sales
applications within 30 days. However, there are times when the pa perwork is not accurate
or complete, or where people have made claims that are unverifiable, or don’t quite meet
our financial requirements and we are trying to help them find a way. When those kinds of
things happen, it sometimes takes longer to get through the process. We are volunteers,
donating our time and expertise, and we cannot always fit in extra meetings. We have
created an empowered subcommittee to speed the process as much as possible and even
allow votes on zoom to approve applicants between Board meetings. Holding us to 45 days
and then automatically giving the right to an applicant to buy, is simply unfair and would
likely result in less willingness to help the applicant meet our requirements when there is
an issue and we would have been inclined to assist. In my experience co-op owners are as
eager to complete a sale as applicants are. No need to put extra pressure on us.

Thank you for considering my thoughts and weighing them as these bills are considered.

Sincerely,

Lucy West

President

Chatham Green, Inc.
185 Park Row

NY, NY 10038



C Clearview Gardens

FIRST THROUGH SIXTH CORPS.
G 160-70 WILLETS POINT BLVD.

P.O. Box 570337

WHITESTONE, N.Y. 11357-0337
November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Clearview Gardens Corporations, we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Clearview Gardens Corporations is a long-established cooperative community in Whitestone,
Queens, founded on principles of fairmess, shared responsibility, and community trust. We have
nearly 2,000 units of affordable middle and working class housing. Our volunteer board
members devote countless hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our
residents. Like co-op boards throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity
and the best interests of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill
effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, tuming cooperative communities into
adversarial environments,

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of



middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation
with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.

For-thesereasons; the Board of Directors of Clearview Gardens respectfully urges the New York
City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop
policies that promote faimness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-op
governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

\‘M\“\

Michael Kurtz
President, Clearview Gardens Board of Directors



December 2nd 2025 C O H A B S

Written Testimony on Shared Housing

To: Eric Bottcher, New York City Council
From: Cohabs: Daniel Clark (Managing Director), James Grasso (Senior Director)

Cohabs is a global co-living developer and operator that has been active in New York City since 2018. We are currently
the largest owner of co-living bedrooms in the city, with more than 700 rooms either operational or in development. Our
mission is to provide high-quality, community-oriented housing for New Yorkers who cannot afford luxury rents or do not
have access to the traditional roommate market.

We strongly support the Council’s leadership in advancing new Shared Housing legislation. We see every day how
unaffordable New York has become, especially for younger residents and working professionals who do not qualify for
subsidized housing yet cannot afford studios or one-bedroom units. Co-living has allowed us to restore and activate
underutilized, often abandoned pre-war buildings and convert them into safe, community-driven, high-density housing at
accessible price points.

As operators working directly with these buildings, we also want to ensure that the regulatory framework is achievable
for adaptive reuse projects. Many of the buildings we acquire are pre-war structures with limited light, air, and depth. Co-
living is also considered a niche asset class, which makes both equity and debt financing more complex and increases the
required feasibility thresholds. With that in mind, we respectfully offer three recommendations:

1. Minimum bedroom size of 100 SF. We believe minimum room sizes should be aligned with the underlying building
classification in the Multiple Dwelling Law. Allowing modest flexibility for pre-war buildings would enable higher
density, lower construction cost per room, and more affordable rents. Many historic buildings simply cannot
achieve Appendix T proportions without dramatic, economically prohibitive alterations.

2. 1 Kitchette for every 3 bedrooms. In most pre-war buildings, it is physically impossible to place one kitchen or
kitchenette for every three bedrooms while meeting light, air, and egress requirements. This ratio also substantially
increases construction costs and reduces feasibility for adaptive reuse. We respectfully recommend allowing up to
10 bedrooms per kitchen/kitchenette, paired with increased minimum kitchen size and ventilation standards to
maintain safety. This would ensure quality while preserving the economic viability of conversions.

3. Restricting Frame buildings from the program. Many small townhouse-scale buildings—often vacant or
distressed—are frame buildings. Excluding them removes a significant portion of the small-building inventory that
could otherwise be adaptively reused for shared housing. We encourage the Council to consider a performance-
based path that allows frame buildings to participate if they can meet enhanced fire-safety requirements

4. The report does not address rent regulation. If there were to be a single lease per each shared housing unit, each
building would have to contain a maximum of 5 units to stay out of rent stabilization in any building built prior to
1974. There would have to be some type of exemption in order for us to continue to operate.

We would love to set up a meeting to discuss these concerns further, tour you through our buildings and have you
talk to our tenants directly.

Kindest regards,

Cohabs



EPDALE

249-31 61st Avenue, Littie Neck, New York 11362 + (718) 428-6011 + Fax (718) 428-8110

November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

'The Honorable Pierina Sanchez. Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Deepdale Gardens Corporations, we submit this testimony
in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-calied “Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative
housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Deepdale Gardens is a long-established cooperative community in Queens, founded on principles
of fairness. shared responsibility, and community trust. We have 1,396 units of affordable
middle-class and working-class housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless hours
to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards
throughout New York City. our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our
community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill
effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into
adversarial environments.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of
middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation
with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.



For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Deepdale Gardens respectfully urges the New York
City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop
policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-op
governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
Deepdale Gardens Corporations




From: _ on behalf of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: Re: Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120 (“Co-op Transparency Package”)
Date: Monday, November 17, 2025 1:30:11 PM

From: iz ik

Sent: Monday, November 17, 2025 1:28 PM

To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>; District14 <District14@council.nyc.gov>;
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov; District18 <District18@council.nyc.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120 (“Co-op Transparency
Package”)

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Ana Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
The Honorable Jumaane D. Williams, Public Advocate

The Honorable Amanda Farias, Majority Leader

New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120 (“Co-op Transparency
Package”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, Public Advocate Williams, Majority Leader Farias,
and Members of the New York City Council,

I am writing on behalf of the Board of 70 E 96th St, a cooperative residential community in
Carnegie Hill, Manhattan, to express our strong opposition to the package of bills currently
before the Committee, Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”), Intro 438, and Intro 1120, which
would place onerous and unnecessary procedural burdens on cooperative housing
corporations across New York City.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, these proposals would
have damaging unintended consequences for thousands of volunteer-run co-op boards that
already operate under stringent anti-discrimination laws at the city, state, and federal levels.

Why These Bills Are Misguided

« Intro 407 would require sworn, detailed explanations for any rejected purchase
application, exposing volunteer board members to personal liability and creating a
roadmap for costly litigation



e Intro 438 would compel disclosure of sensitive building financial information to
prospective purchasers, potentially misrepresenting a building’s financial health and
violating confidentiality norms.

e Intro 1120 would impose rigid timeframes and “deemed consent” provisions that
ignore the realities of volunteer governance and seasonal scheduling.

The Broader Impact

Cooperative housing has long been one of New York City’s most stable and affordable
ownership models, providing homes for hundreds of thousands of residents. These
volunteer boards, neighbors serving neighbors, devote significant unpaid time to managing
building finances, maintenance, and resident well-being. By treating them as potential
wrongdoers rather than community stewards, the proposed legislation would discourage
participation and increase costs for all shareholders.

Our Request

We urge the Council to reject Intros 407, 438, and 1120 and to engage directly with co-op
boards, management professionals, and civic leaders to craft policies that balance
transparency with practical governance. We believe collaboration, not punitive regulation, is
the best path forward to support New York’s cooperative communities.

Thank you

Elizabeth Pike Brookman
Director, Admission Committee
Board of Directors

70 E 96th St

New York, NY 10128



Subject: Opposition to Intros 407, 438 & 1120 — “Co-op Transparency Package”
Dear Chair Sanchez and Members of the Committee,

On behalf of the Board of 70 E 96th in Carnegie Hill, Manhattan, we respectfully submit this
testimony in opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120.

While intended to promote transparency, these bills would impose punitive procedural burdens
on volunteer co-op boards, expose them to unnecessary litigation, and increase costs for
residents. Co-ops already comply with extensive anti-discrimination laws; these measures would
not improve fairness but would discourage participation and weaken good governance.

We urge the Council to reject these bills and instead collaborate with co-op boards and housing
professionals on balanced policies that preserve transparency without undermining
community-based ownership.

Thank you for your consideration.

Patricia Preston
President, Board of Directors
70 E 96th St



November 10, 2025

Subject: Written testimony for Council hearingon 11/13 re Ints 407, 438 and 1120-A

Hello, all,

| don’t know how to submit written testimony to the City Council so | am submitting it here.
If | need to do something else, please advise.

Dear City Council Members,

I am writing in my capacity as President of 310 East 49th Corporation, as well as a 20 year
shareholder. Professionally | have previously been Treasurer of a publicly-traded leasing
company and CFO of a privately-held finance company. | am shocked and dismayed by this
troika of proposals regarding the application/approval process for co-op apartments: Int
407, Int 438 and Int 1120-A.

With my professional background in finance and both public and private corporations, |
understand very well the differences between them as well as how a residential co-
operative corporation differs from any other type of corporation. First, a publicly-held
corporation has no control over who is a shareholder - open market transactions are
available to anyone, subject to public disclosure only once a certain ownership level is
attained. A privately-held corporation has full control over the selling of new shares to an
investor and typically limits the sale or transfer of existing shares to a third party, with most
concern about transfer to a competitor or an investor having an agenda with which existing
shareholders do not agree. Private residential co-operative corporations similarly seek to
limit the sale or transfer of shares to contrarian parties but have the added concern that
any new shareholder will be their neighbor, living among them. All 3 types of corporations
are subject to all anti-discrimination laws.

Int 407 requiring disclosure of a specific rationale for decisions not to approve a sale
seems designed only to open more pathways for litigation, which may be frivolous or in bad
faith. Board members for co-ops are volunteers but we are also shareholders ourselves
and have duties to our neighbors/shareholders. There are so many ways | can think of that
this proposal may cause havoc and | cannot conceive of a “problem” that it is designed to
cure. Both a selling shareholder and a prospective buyer have remedies under existing laws
if either (or both) feels that a decision was made in bad faith or on discriminatory basis.



Int 438 is just mind boggling. Interim financial information is not disclosed by any
corporation simply because it is unverified! Existing and prospective shareholders need to
make financial decisions based on accurate information. People make mistakes -
information may be inputted in error; something may be inadvertently omitted or double
counted, etc. That’s why multiple people review interim statements and audits are
undertaken at year end before the information is distributed to shareholders. | cannot
fathom what benefit the sponsors of this proposal expect from it.

Int 1120-A attempts to put every application for the purchase of home real estate - which is
typically the largest and most consequential purchase anyone makes - into a “one-size fits
all” timeline. Each such transaction is idiosyncratic. Our building is 75% studio apartments
and the buyers run the gamut from young first time buyers to retirees looking for a NYC pied
a terre (we do not allow strictly investment purchases). | review all of our applications. They
are voluminous and quite often people are confused by the instructions. Questions are
asked; revisions are made when necessary. Again, this is a consequential transaction for
all parties. It should not be done in haste or according to a mandated arbitrary timeline.

Please reject all of these proposals.
Best regards,
Alison Mason

President
310 East 49th Corporation



From: _ on behalf of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Date: Sunday, November 16, 2025 2:29:14 PM

From: Deborah Doyle <doyle230e50@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2025 2:12 PM

To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams,

[ am in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons Bill,”
which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase
application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable
models of homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to
hundreds of thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are
governed by volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who
devote countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and
physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is
deeply misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very
communities it seeks to protect.

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination.
That is both unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal
and vigorously enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.



e (Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and
weakened governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than
enhancing fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has
successfully served New Yorkers for generations.

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards,
property managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely
support affordable, community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Deborah Doyle

Board Secretary

230 East 50th Street NY,NY
10022



The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings

New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.
Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks

to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

"1 Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their

fiduciary duties in good faith.

"1 Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting



frivolous and costly lawsuits.

1 Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

I Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on

boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

71 Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.
The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened

governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New

Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard
We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,

community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,
Wendy Belzberg
Vice President, 115 East 67" Street
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November 25, 2025

Testimony of Elaine Gross on behalf of ERASE Racism for
Dec. 2, 2025 hearing of Committee on Housing & Buildings

I'm Elaine Gross, the Founder of ERASE Racism. My organization has
focused on Long Island but has led and participated in region-wide and
state-wide efforts to fight housing discrimination and housing segregation.

I regret not being able to testify in person in support of the coop disclosure
bill, the current version of which is Intro 407. ERASE Racism has long
supported coop disclosure, and we are both disappointed and perplexed by
the ability of a small but highly influential group of coop board members,
aided by their attorneys and consultants, have managed for well over a
decade to stymy common-sense legislation that is so clearly in the public
interest, is supported by the public, and is supported by coop residents who
are not board members.

The coop industry is not subtle: it has used secrecy and wants to be able to
continue to use secrecy to preserve board-member unaccountability and
privilege. Progressive legislative bodies do not tolerate the elevation of self-
interest over public interest in other contexts; the Council needs to stop
tolerating it at the behest of coop boards.

Despite the cries of the industry that transparency would be a catastrophe —
which, when you think about it is a remarkable admission: we’re sunk if you
know why we make our decisions — I can report that, when Westchester,
Nassau, and Suffolk Counties each passed (or, in the case of Westchester,
passed and then strengthened) versions of a coop disclosure law, the sky did
not fall.

In real life, people are not spending all their time seeking to file baseless
lawsuits; what they’re interested in most is finding a home. If it turns out that
discrimination has played a role in denying them a home, they should be able
to fight back. It isn’t hard to realize why coop boards want to maintain secrecy.
Even before people apply, that lack of transparency gives real estate brokers
an incentive not to take applicants — especially applicants who don’t
demographically “fit” the existing building profile — to listings that they
perceive as having a risk of not working out. Applicants themselves are
deterred by a process that can have them turned down — after months of
work — with absolutely no explanation.

6800 Jericho Turnpike, Suite 109W, Syosset, NY 11791-4401

Voice 516-921-4863 ¢ Fax 516-921-4866 ¢+ www .eraseracismny.org ¢ info@eraseracismny.org



Then, of course, those who do apply and who are turned down without a
reason have no way to assess what has happened, including whether or not
they have been illegally discriminated against. Under current law, coops,
unlike other entities involved in the sale of housing, cannot be “tested” to
determine if someone seeking housing has been turned down based on
their membership in a protected class. That is why there are relatively few
cases filed, not that coop boards are uniquely virtuous. (The continued
existence of discrimination by coop boards is reconfirmed in news reports
every few years).

As others will surely mention, compliance with Intro 407 is simple.

And, contrary to the scare tactics that have been employed, Intro 407 does not
invite an inquiry into whether a coop’s reasons are “good” reasons. If a
coop’s statement says only that the board believed that the applicant would
not be an active shareholder, that’s not specific enough. But let’s say a
board’s statement conveys that it acted because the applicant indicated that
he or she was not willing to volunteer time to help tend the coop’s garden.

Some eyebrows might be raised and that reason could be assessed for
whether it was a pretext, but the “provide reasons” part of Intro 407 itself is
satisfied. To reiterate: if that was the only reason of all those who
participated, and the coop has timely and specifically set it out in a written
statement to the appalicant, Intro 407 does not provide for a cause of action
asking a judge whether the coop should have that standard.

In terms of increasing the effectiveness of existing housing discrimination
law, it is a big improvement over other coop disclosure legislation. This bill
explicitly limits the justifications that can be used if a discrimination case is
later brought, to those contained in the timely statement the legislation
demands. (Remember: coop boards know every reason for rejection at the
time the rejection is made. They just made it!)

There is no reason to allow post hoc (after the fact) reasons created by
discrimination-defense attorneys to muddy the waters.

Moreover, to the extent that coop representatives may advise their clients to
have a kitchen-sink-full of reasons, those representatives are steering their
clients wrong. Every reason given will be able to be assessed, and, once some
reasons given are false, a jury is entitled to conclude that the coop’s defense
in a later fair housing action is not credible.

I strongly urge the passage of Intro 407.



GEORGETOWN MEWS OWNERS CORP
69-17 150™ STREET
KEW GARDEN HILLS, NY 11367

November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Georgetown Mews Owners Corp. we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Georgetown Mews Owners Corp. is a long-established cooperative community in Flushing,
Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We have
over 900 units of affordable middle and working class housing. Our volunteer board members
devote countless hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents.
Like co-op boards throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best
interests of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill
effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into
adversarial environments.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of
middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation



with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Georgetown Mews respectfully urges the New York
City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop
policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-op
governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
Georgetown Mews Ow.

A2 ///
BY:\__Mary % hher, President




Testimony by Bob Friedrich, President - Glen Oaks Village Co-op (12-2-25) 3 min

| am President of Glen Oaks Village and co-president of the Presidents Co-op & Condo
Council representing Presidents of the largest co-ops in NY. We advocate for Co-op
Justice.

“Volunteer Board Members are elected by co-op shareholders and many serve on local
civic associations and Community boards. They are in the business of approving new
residents, not rejecting them.

Intro 407, requiring “Reasons for Rejection” will end admissions flexibility for ALL
applicants. Buyers whose financials are borderline, will no longer benefit from a co-op’s
willingness to get them over the hump by offering flexibility in the admissions process.

Whether it’s accepting an applicant’s credit score that is slightly below the co-op’s
requirement or permitting a co-signer to push the application across the finish line,
flexibility will end as treating one applicant slightly different than another would expose
the co-op to costly and punitive litigation, making it impossible to get vulnerable
applicants to YES instead of NO.

Intro 407 was introduced because of perceived discrimination in co-op housing. Let’s be
clear, for discrimination to actually exist, 3 extraordinary conditions have to take place,
simultaneously:

1. Co-opownerswould haveto elect a majority of inherently dishonest individuals to
their Board, which means a typical co-op Board of 9 would require 5 colluding
board members to break the law and discriminate.

2. The Co-op’s Management Company would have to be part of the law-breaking
cabal, and

3. All of these participants having a fiduciary responsibility to act in a lawful manner
would have to bring the co-op’s attorney into the ring of complicity and collusion
to achieve this unlawful applicant denial.

This hierarchy of checks and balances in a co-op is why there is no actual evidence of
systemic discrimination in co-ops.

Intro 407, threatens the very housing access you seek to protect, and
Harms the very applicants you are trying to help.

Losing flexibility in the admissions process will mean the difference between rejection
and acceptance for many vulnerable applicants, and for them, | urge you to reject this
misguided bill in the name of Co-op Justice.

Thank you.
Bob Friedrich




Goddard Riverside

INVESTING IN PEOPLE, STRENGTHENING COMMUNITY

Weritten Testimony — Goddard Riverside Community Center
New York City Council
Joint Hearing of the Committee on Housing and Buildings
December 4, 2025

Goddard Riverside is a settlement house whose mission is to ensure community members across
the life course have the resources they need to choose lives of dignity and care, providing
services that include keeping New Yorkers in their homes, feeding homebound older adults,
creating career pathways for youth, engaging street homeless neighbors and much more.
Across our 30+ sites in Manhattan and Queens, we serve over 24,000 New Yorkers a year.
Thank you to Chair Sanchez, Speaker Adams, and the New York City Council Committee on Housing
and Buildings for the opportunity to submit testimony on Intro 1475-2025 (Bottcher).

Goddard Riverside has a long history with single room occupancy (SRO) and shared housing
provision and advocacy in New York City. Goddard was a key member of SRO Tenants Rights
coalition in the 1970s and opened the Goddard Riverside SRO Law Project in 1981 to preserve
such housing and to safeguard tenants and prevent homelessness. Goddard Riverside provided
leadership in developing what is now known as Supportive Housing by acquiring Capitol Hall, a
200-unit SRO in 1984, and bringing in social service workers on site to work with the residents
and maintain the building. After additional nonprofits also acquired SRO buildings, we hosted
the “SRO Provider Group”, which grew and later spun off to become the Supportive Housing
Network of New York (SHNNY).! Our most recent site, the Stephan Russo Residence on West
107t Street, offers dozens of high-quality, permanent supportive housing units and affordable
SRO units with private bathrooms to low-income renters.

We are supportive of Intro 1475-2025, and thank Council Member Bottcher and his team, as
well as the Department of Housing Preservation and Development, for their work and interest
in expanding access to well-regulated SRO housing in New York City. We agree that there is a
need for more affordable SRO units, and many housing advocates have long called for such a
revival of their production with a reexamination of the appropriate building codes and unit
sizes.

We appreciate that the minimum sizes for such units in this bill are 20% higher than originally
permitted in decades past for units meant for single or for two occupants. The current
legislation also reduces the ratio of tenants to bathrooms to at most 3:1, as compared to the
old standard of 4:1 or 6:1 depending on the type of SRO. We would strongly encourage the
Council to narrow that ratio down to ideally one bathroom to one unit (up to two tenants per

1 Please see this short video for more info: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fLwQtrEb5X4.

593 Columbus Avenue New York, NY 10024-1998 - (212) 873-6600 - Fax (212) 595-6498 - www.goddard.org



Goddard Riverside

INVESTING IN PEOPLE, STRENGTHENING COMMUNITY

unit). . From our work with and alongside SRO tenants over the years, we have seen firsthand
that in SRO housing, having many tenants share one bathroom can be a source of tension
between tenants and is more difficult for management to maintain. Further in our experience
as supportive housing providers, SRO units with shared bathrooms tend to remain vacant
longer, as potential tenants hold out for placement in units that have private bathrooms. While
reducing the ratio may result in higher construction costs, we urge the Council and
administration to look at all avenues to ensure the housing can remain as affordable as
possible, while remaining attractive enough for future tenants. .

We also support creating shared common space, kitchen, and bathrooms in a single suite rather
than open to any residents in the building. This would allow for more privacy and would also
allow the suite to be easily turned into an apartment for a larger family if there was such a
future need.

In addition, it is unclear based on the legislative language whether the priority for this bill is to
incentivize SRO development in just the private for-profit sector through office conversions and
new construction. We would welcome more opportunities for nonprofit housing developers,
especially in the Supportive Housing space, to collaborate with HPD to explore new models for
SRO production that appropriately respond to the needs of those we serve.

Finally, in investing in the shared housing roadmap, we encourage the Council and the next
administration to expand funding for housing vouchers citywide, including any additional

expansion in SRO housing.
Thank you for your time and consideration. We are available for discussion about any of these

points, as well as our experience of developing and providing high quality SRO housing and

appreciate your attention to this important issue.

593 Columbus Avenue New York, NY 10024-1998 - (212) 873-6600 - Fax (212) 595-6498 - www.goddard.org



GRACIE TERRACE APARTMENT CORP.
605 EAST 82"¢ STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10028

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands
of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to
protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable
under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

¢ Create aroadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

¢ Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.



GRACIE TERRACE APARTMENT CORP.
605 EAST 82"¢ STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10028

¢ Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects
the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would
destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations.

A Callto Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers,
and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-
driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

s/David Rimmer

s/Kimball Lane

s/Darren Littlejohn

s/Ellie Smith

s/Claudia Ullman

s/Yakov Weinstein

s/Marissa Bianco Wych

Gracie Terrace Apartment Corp.



From: _ on behalf of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill"”)
Date: Sunday, November 23, 2025 6:49:13 PM

From: Francesco |

Sent: Sunday, November 23, 2025 6:20 PM
To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>

Cc: District14 <Districtl4@council.nyc.gov>; Meg Goble_James Koster

<president@75livingston.net>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the
“Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed
written explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless
unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is
both unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:



Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

o Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

» Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served
New Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support
affordable, community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Francesco Meloni, Treasurer

Heights 75 Owners Corp
75 Livingston Street
Brooklyn, NY 11201



From: _ on behalf of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] OPPOSITION TO "THE REASONS BILL"
Date: Friday, November 14, 2025 8:00:44 PM

From: Erica Noy <algiersboard@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 14, 2025 7:05 PM

To: district14@coucil.nyc.gov; gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov; Dinowitz, Eric
<EDinowitz@council.nyc.gov>; Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] OPPOSITION TO "THE REASONS BILL"

3616 Henry Hudson Parkway Owners Corp.

3616 Henry Hudson Parkway
Riverdale, NY 10463

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Erica Noy, President

Wendy Levinson, V.President
Stanley Dubin, Treasurer
Jose Alonso, Secretary

Nina Bruder, Director

Polly Schoenfeld, Director
SPONSOR REPRESENTATIVES
Patrick O’Connor

MANAGNG AGENT

Billy Archer

Garthchester Realty

November 14, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons Bill,” which
would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written explanations—under penalty of
perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of homeownership. It
provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands of working- and middle-class New
Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote
countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply misguided and would



cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided
This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both unfounded and

unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable under existing city, state, and
federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:
e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary duties in good
faith.
e Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting frivolous and
costly lawsuits.
e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.
e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on boards when every
decision carries potential legal and financial risk.
e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects the long-term
interests of shareholders and residents.
The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened governance across
thousands of co-op buildings throughout the ¢

A Broader Warning
Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community service with

bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing
model that has successfully served New Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard
We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers, and housing

advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Erica Noy

President

3616 Henry Hudson Parkway Owners Corp.
3616 Henry Hudson Parkway

Riverdale, NY 10463

Please confirm receipt of email. Thank you

Erica Noy
President
3616 Henry Hudson Pkwy Corp.



HILLTOP VILLAGE COOPERATIVE # 4, INC.
87-50 204™ STREET
HOLLIS, NEW YORK 11423

November 20, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative #4, Inc., we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Hilltop Village Cooperative #4, Inc., is a long-established cooperative housing community in
Hollis, Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We
have 296 units of Cooperative housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless hours to
ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards
throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our
community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively
creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into adversarial
environments.

NYC and NYS already have departments and agencies which address claims for discrimination in
housing in violation of law and which impose fines and penalties after open and fair hearings.
Your proposed legislation eliminates a board’s right to due process under these laws.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance premiums,
and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along



to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income
co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation with
confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative #4, Inc., respectfully urges
the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders
to develop policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-
op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,




HILLTOP VILLAGE COOPERATIVE # ONE, INC.
87-50 2042 STREET
HOLLIS, NEW YORK 11423

November 20, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker, Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative # One, Inc., we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called. “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Hilltop Village Cooperative # One, Inc., is a.long-established cooperative housing community in
Hollis, Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We
have 200 units of Cooperative housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless hours to
ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards
throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our
community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a govemnance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal procéss, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance. .
From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively
creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, tuming cooperative communities into adversarial
environments.

NYC and NYS already have departments and agencies which address claims for discrimination in
housing in violation of law and which impose fines and penalties after open and fair hearings.
Your proposed legislation eliminates a board’s right to due process under these laws.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would Iead to higher legal fees, increased insurance premiums,
and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along



to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income
co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation with
confrontation; and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect,

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative # One, Inc., respectfully
urges the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing
leaders to develop policies that promote fairness and transparency ‘without eroding the foundations
of co-op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
Hilltop Village Cooperative # One, Inc.

By: /’/

Mohammed Omar, President .



HILLTOP VILLAGE COOPERATIVE # TWO, INC.
87-50 204™ STREET
HOLLIS, NEW YORK 11423

November 20, 2025

The Honorable Adrierine Adams, Speaker

Tlie Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cogperative # Two, Inc., we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

Hilltop Village Cooperative # Two, Inc., is a long-established cooperative housing community in
Hollis, Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We
have 200 units of Cooperative housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless hours to
ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards
throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our
community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intre 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threafen the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service info a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively
creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into adversarial

environments.

NYC and NYS already have departments and agencies which address claims for discrimination in
housing in violation of law and which impose fines and penalties after open and fair hearings.
Your proposed legislation eliminates 4 board’s right to due process under these laws.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would Jead to higher legal fees, iricréased insurance premiums,
and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along



to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income
co-op communities across the city. In short, Jitro 407 would replace cooperation with
confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative # Two, Inc., respectfully
urges the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing
Jeaders to develap policies that promote faimess and transparency without eroding the foundations
of co-op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directois

Hilltop Village Cogperativg # Two, %&‘/—\
By Jhd e, # - L

¥ Mary I/Boydéf’by, P;@é'ident" (/




HILLTOP VILLAGE COOPERATIVE # THREE, INC.
87-50 204 STREET
HOLLIS, NEW YORK 11423

November 20, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition fo Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative # Three, I'nc.g we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which wotld require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for ahy rejected applications.

Hilltop Village Cooperative # Three, Inc., is a long-established cooperative housing community in
Hollis, Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We
have 200 units of Cooperative housing. OQur volunteer board members devote countless tours to
ensuring* safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards
throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our
cormmunity.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
uninfended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a govemance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Iniro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By réquiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively
creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into adversarial
environments.

NYC and NYS already have departments and agencies which address claims for discrimination in
housing in violation of law and which impose fines and penalties after open and fair hearings.
Your proposed legislation eliminates a board’s right to due process under these laws.

From 2 financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance premiums,
and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along



to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income
co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation with
confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect,

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Hilltop Village Cooperative # Three, Inc., respectfully
urges the New Yok City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing
leaders to develop policies that promote fairess and transparency without eroding the foundations
of co-op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors

Hill ge Copperative # Three, Inc.
By: o~ g TN

GatyCo ger,_'l;resf@;ht




750 KAPPOCK APARTMENTS CORPORATION
750 KAPPOCK STREET, BRONX

Testimony to the New York City Council
Committee on Housing and Buildings

Comments on Int 407, Int 438, Int 1120-A
November 13, 2025

Thank you, chair Sanchez, and members of the committee for the opportunity to
submit this written testimony. My name is John Bates, and | am a board member
and board secretary of 750 Kappock Apartments Corp, a cooperative with about
150 apartments in Spuyten Duyvil, the Bronx. | have served on my board for 1
year and have lived in my cooperative for 2-1/2 years.

On behalf of the Board of Directors of 750 Kappock, | want to express our
opposition to all three bills under consideration. | will confine my written remarks
to Intro 407, which would require cooperative housing boards to issue detailed
written explanations for any rejected applications. Our opposition extends to all
three bills, however, as we view all three in their current form as being
detrimental to the governance of cooperative housing and largely for similar
reasons.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407
would have serious unintended — but entirely foreseeable — consequences that
threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing. In effect, in our
opinion, the bill impedes the Board member’s duty of exercising best judgment
on behalf of the entire body of shareholders. It does so both by exposing the
individual volunteer Board member to potential personal liability for highly
sensitive decisions made on admissions, and by imposing on the Board as a
whole an ever greater burden of explanation, justification, and the threat of
potential litigation. Co-ops will experience higher legal fees, administrative costs,
and insurance premiums.

| will make three supporting points, based on my own Board experience.

First, we give close and serious attention to each purchase application. We
consider the applicants’ financial capacity as well as their ability to meet our



policies, standards, and requirements — all of which are in place to encourage
responsibility, comity, and financial stability in our community. Our discussions
deal with sensitive personal matters and are therefore necessarily confidential,
for our protection and for the protection of the applicants. Under the provisions of
Intro 407, how could we — without violating confidentiality — reasonably describe
those areas of an application that we find deficient without incurring potential
liability if challenged.

Second, in fact, our application forms and process — which | believe are industry
standard — are transparent. Applicants can readily perceive the criteria on which
their applications are being considered, giving advance clarity and rationale for
the decisions, positive or not, that are going to be made on their candidacy.
Needless to say, those criteria are heavily weighted toward financial factors,
which must guide the Board’s decisions under our duty of fiduciary responsibility.

Finally, on a personal note, | came to the city from Boston just 2-1/2 years ago.
Co-op living was an entirely new experience for us! And yet | expressed my
candidacy for election to the Board after only 1 year here. It was clear that the
co-op had been having trouble recruiting new Board members, and | felt | had a
responsibility to pitch in. Frankly, | would not have joined the Board had the
provisions of Intro 407 been in effect, as | could not have accepted the potential
personal liability that | would then have incurred. | believe these provisions will
quickly prove to be a severe deterrent to Board recruitment, to the severe
detriment of co-op governance throughout the city.

In my exposure to co-op life and governance, | have come to appreciate what an
important force co-ops represent in the life of our city. At a time when the
affordability of housing has risen to the top of our urban concerns, co-ops offer a
proven model of affordability for many. This stems from the structure of home
ownership and volunteer governance by fellow shareholders. That structure
deserves to be protected and indeed strengthened. Intro 407 would have quite
the opposite effect, with harm to the large and diverse communities that thrive in
housing cooperatives today.

On behalf of the Board of 750 Kappock, in the Bronx, | respectfully urge the New
York City Council to reject Intro 407, Intro 438 and Intro 1120-A.
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The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker .
The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council
City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony.in Oppagasition to Intro 407 (“The Reasaons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

| respectfully submit this testimony to oppose Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons Bill,”
which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written explanations—
under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

As a coop owner, | know that co-ops are governed by volunteer board members—neighbors
serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’
financial and physical health. Coops have been one of New York City’s most successful and
stable models of homeownership, providing affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds
of thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers—like me.

| appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency. However, | strongly believe Intro
407 is misguided and would cause severe unintended harm.

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair.

The overwhelming preponderance of 1,000s of honestly, prudently and ethically managed
coops is proof. If there is a rare case, housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

1.Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary duties
in good faith.

2.Encourage frivolous and costly lawsuits by merely unhappy buyers.
3.Drive up our insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

4.Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on boards
when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.
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5.Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects the
long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced very necessary volunteer participation,
and weakened governance of our coop—and thousands of co-op buildings throughout the
city.

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would
destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations, including me.

f urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers, and
housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-driven
homeownership.

New York City will be the beneficiary.

Respectfully submitted,

o _

Steve Carboﬁe, President i l H‘{ 025"
Kennedy House Owners, Inc
110-11 Queens Boulevard

Forest Hills, NY 11375
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November 20, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair,
New York City Council
City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Committee on Housing and Buildings

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the

“Reasons
Bill,”

which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands
of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board

members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply

misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to
protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both

unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable
under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

« Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

e Create aroadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

« Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

e« Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.




« Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects

the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would
destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for

generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers,
and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-

driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

I 4 0OIM A enttn

Carol Ann Quercia

President
Kings Oliver Owners, Inc.
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North Shore Towers and Country Club
27240 Grand Central Parkway

Floral Park, NY 11005

Phone: 718-423-3335

November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of North Shore Towers Apartments Incorporated we submit
this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require
cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

North Shore Towers Apartments Incorporated is a long-established cooperative community in
Floral Park, NY, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust.
We have over 1,800 units of Cooperative housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless
hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards
throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our
community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively
creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into adversarial
environments.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance premiums,
and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along
to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income
co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation with



confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of North Shore Towers Apartments Incorporated
respectfully urges the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with
cooperative housing leaders to develop policies that promote fairness and transparency without
eroding the foundations of co-op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
North Shore Towers Apartments Incorporated.

BY ¢




Outpost Holdings Inc

O u t p Ost F: 450 Fashion ave STE 2309

New York NY 10123
+1-833-707-6611
Welcome Home.

Testimony on Shared Housing Legislation

Submitted to:
The Honorable Erik Bottcher
Chair, New York City Council Committee on Housing and Buildings

Re: Hearing on Shared Housing
Dear Council Member Bottcher and Members of the Committee,

First, | want to commend you and your colleagues for recognizing shared housing as an
essential component in addressing New York City’s affordability crisis. For decades, shared
living arrangements have been a cornerstone of how New Yorkers make this city livable —
particularly for young professionals, students, and essential workers.

| am here on behalf of Outpost, June Homes, and its subsidiaries, which collectively
manage more than 4,000 housing units across the United States, including approximately
2,500 in New York City. For over a decade, Outpost has built a reputation for providing safe,
high-quality, and affordable housing options that are deeply valued by our residents.
Thousands of New Yorkers have relied on our homes as stepping stones in their careers and
education, and our tenant satisfaction and renewal rates reflect the trust and recognition we’ve
earned in this space.

While we fully support the Council’s goal of establishing a clear framework for shared housing,
we are concerned that, as currently drafted, several provisions of the proposed legislation may
unintentionally restrict — rather than enable — the very types of housing options that help
alleviate the affordability crisis.

Shared housing is not a new or experimental concept. Roughly 40% of New York City
households are roommate shares. This model has long served as a practical, market-based
response to the city’s high housing costs. With today’s technology — from roommate-matching
platforms to flexible lease management systems — shared housing is safer, more transparent,
and more efficient than ever before.



Outpost Holdings Inc

O u t p Ost F: 450 Fashion ave STE 2309

New York NY 10123
+1-833-707-6611
Welcome Home.

However, the current draft legislation introduces several requirements that would discourage
both property owners and developers from participating in shared housing programs. A few key
concerns include:

1. Exclusion of Framed Dwellings (#4):

Prohibiting shared housing in framed buildings overlooks the fact that many of these
properties already contain multi-bedroom, code-compliant units safely occupied by
roommate households. These buildings already meet all fire and life safety standards
under the Multiple Dwelling Law.

2. Mandatory Cleaning Requirements (#5):

Requiring owners to provide cleaning services for common areas removes flexibility
and increases costs. Cleaning arrangements should remain a market-driven decision
between owners and tenants. Many residents prefer to reduce their expenses by
maintaining their own shared spaces.

3. Increased Minimum Bedroom Sizes (#7):
The proposed bedroom size minimums exceed those required under the Multiple
Dwelling Law. As long as health and safety codes are met, unit layout and bedroom
sizes should remain a matter of consumer choice and market demand.

4. Limitations on Bedroom Count:
Apartments with four or more bedrooms are among the most cost-efficient housing
options, reducing rent per person and expanding access for working New Yorkers.
Restricting bedroom counts would directly undermine affordability — the very goal this
legislation seeks to achieve.

In summary, while we applaud the Council’s intent to create a framework that legitimizes and
supports shared housing, we urge the Committee to ensure that the final version of this bill
promotes flexibility, affordability, and growth rather than imposing additional restrictions.
Shared housing has already proven to be one of the city’s most effective affordability tools.
With thoughtful policy adjustments, it can become an even stronger part of New York’s housing
solution.



Outpost Holdings Inc

O u t p Ost F:] 450 Fashion ave STE 2309

New York NY 10123
+1-833-707-6611
Welcome Home.

Thank you for your leadership and for the opportunity to provide testimony today. Outpost
stands ready to work with the Council and the administration to help refine this legislation and
ensure shared housing continues to serve New Yorkers safely, affordably, and effectively.

By: Outpost Holdings

Sergii Starostin, CEO
Date: December 1 2025



The Board of Prospect Hill Co-operative
333 East 415t Street
NY, NY 10017

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons

Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of

homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands of

working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply

misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to

protect.

Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable under existing city,

state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

o Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary

duties in good faith.

e Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting

frivolous and costly lawsuits.
e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

o Our insurance premiums have risen 25%-40% ANNUALLY over the past four

years. This is unsustainable. (See addendum)

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on

boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects

the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.



The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would
destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations.

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Elise M. Wagner, Vice President
Prospect Hill Corporation

NY, NY 10017

Addendum; Building insurance costs

22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26
COMMERCIAL

PACKAGE $18,476.00 | $25,840.00 | $38,742.00 | $57,257.00
UMBRELLA

COVERAGE

($50 MIL) $14,375.00 | $15,128.00 | $16,427.00 | $21,085.00
TOTAL $32,851.00 | $40,968.00 | $55,169.00 | $78,342.00




N 21-66 33rd Road
b Long Island City, NY 11106
Tel: 718-728-5090
Queensview, Inc. Email: board@queensvw.com

November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Queensview Inc., we submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the
so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any
rejected applications.

Queensview Inc. is a long-established cooperative community in Long Island City/Astoria, Queens, founded on principles
of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We have over 700 units of affordable middle and working class
housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for
our residents. Like co-op boards throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of
our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious unintended
consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on their boards. The bill’s
burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to
potential challenge and undermining the discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of litigation and personal
liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning
cooperative communities into adversarial environments,

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance premiums, and expanded
administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along to shareholders, undermining
affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro
407 would replace cooperation with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it
seeks to protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Queensview, Inc. respectfully urges the New York City Council to reject
Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop policies that promote faimess and transparency
without eroding the foundations of co-op governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
Queenswew Inc,

i1




New York City Council

Committee on Housing and Buildings
Attn: Committee Chair and Members
New York City Hall

250 Broadway

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony on Shared Housing Legislation
Dear Chair and Members of the Committee,

My name is Or Goldschmidt, and I am the CEO of Roomors Living, Inc. We manage shared
apartments across New York City, and every day we interact with the people who depend on
these homes—young professionals, new graduates, service workers, and countless others who
want to be part of this city but cannot afford a traditional studio or one-bedroom.

I want to begin by recognizing Council Member Bottcher and this Committee for elevating
shared housing as a real part of the affordability conversation. This is overdue. Shared living is
one of the oldest and most common housing solutions in New York, and for a large portion of
renters, it is the only workable path to staying here.

That said, after reviewing the current proposal, I am concerned that several provisions—while
clearly well-meant—may unintentionally shrink the supply of shared housing or complicate its
operation in ways that reduce affordability.

Shared living has evolved dramatically in recent years. Many renters today meet their roommates
online, move in on different timelines, and expect to have their own financial and lease
arrangements. Technology now supports this: digital onboarding, background checks, roommate
matching, and flexible lease adjustments are all common. The regulatory framework needs to
support this reality rather than restrict it.

Several aspects of the proposal would make that difficult.

First, the blanket restriction on certain building types—even those that already comply with state
safety requirements—would remove a huge amount of existing, functioning shared housing from
the market. Many older walk-ups and pre-war buildings have housed multi-bedroom households
for generations. They meet the codes we rely on today. Excluding them would significantly
reduce the supply of legal, safe homes without evidence that they pose new risks.

Second, mandating that owners provide cleaning services in shared apartments adds cost without
necessarily enhancing safety or quality of life. In our experience, many residents prefer lower
rents and are comfortable maintaining shared areas themselves. A fixed requirement eliminates
choice and increases operating costs that ultimately get passed on to renters.

roomrs.



Third, introducing new bedroom-size rules that exceed established state standards will sideline
many perfectly legal homes. If rooms already meet health and safety requirements, layering on
additional size thresholds only reduces the number of units that can be offered at price points
young renters can afford.

Finally, limiting larger shared apartments—those with four, five, or more bedrooms—would be
counterproductive. These layouts often deliver the lowest per-person rents in the entire market.
Removing or discouraging them eliminates one of the few naturally affordable options left in the
city.

My broader concern is that if the path to legal shared housing becomes too narrow or expensive,
owners will simply avoid participating in the program altogether. At that point, shared living
doesn’t disappear—it just becomes informal again, with fewer protections for tenants. The City
has an opportunity to bring more of this activity into the light. The rules must be flexible enough
to make that a realistic choice.

I appreciate the Council’s commitment to confronting New York’s affordability crisis and your
willingness to consider new models. I respectfully urge the Committee to ensure that the final
legislation maintains safety while avoiding new barriers that would reduce supply or limit
participation. Shared housing is one of the few tools that can move quickly and affordably to
meet today’s needs—so long as it is allowed to function.

Thank you for your time and for your engagement on this issue.

Sincerely,

Or Goldschmidt
CEO, Roomors Living, Inc.

roomrs.



SHERMAN TERRACE COOPERATIVE
1010 Sherman Avenue
Bronx, New York 10456

Testimony to the New York City Council
Committee on Housing and Buildings.

Comments on Int 407, Int 1120-A
‘ December 02, 2025

Thank you chair Sanchez, and members of the committee for the opportunity to testify
today. My name is Derek Kevin Jones, and | am currently serving a Board President of
Sherman Terrace Cooperative, a cooperative with 66 apartments in the Grand Concourse
of the Bronx. | have served on my board for 6 years and lived in my cooperative for 7

years.

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Sherman Terrace Cooperative, | want to express
my opposition to all three bills under consideration.

- While we appreciate the Council’'s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have
serious unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of
cooperative housing.

Intro 407 would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on their
boards by placing an unacceptable risk of liability on individual board members,
who cannot possibly speak to the thoughts and personal correspondence of all
other board members. This would greatly strain our operations. We continue to
have extreme difficulty encouraging our residents to participate in the decision-
making activities associated with cooperative housing structure. The battle of
complacency would be amplified by a perceived justification of legal liability.

The requirements of Intro 407 severely hamper the ability of volunteer board
members to act on their fiduciary responsibility to protect their co-op community
from uncooperative shareholders. The acceptance of even one shareholder who
does not regularly pay their bills, is unwilling to participate, and does not follow
established policies and laws, is highly disruptive and can have an outsized impact



on every other shareholder in a cooperative. This is a major concern as it is virtually
impossible - and very costly - to evict uncooperative shareholders once admitted.

It is extremely difficult to identify each element of the purchase application a board
finds deficient, explain how the application failed to meet specific policies,
standards, or requirements of the cooperative, and specify any negative sources
that the board used in forming the conclusions that led to each reason listed without
incurring potential liability if challenged. We are extremely sensitive to both the
financial portfolio as well as the personal and professional recommendations
presented in a potential buyer's package. The decision to approve or deny a
potential buyer is not taken lightly and every aspect of the individual's fulfillment of
past personal responsibilities as well as the sustainability of their financial standing
are considered in balanced manner. This bill would punish a prudent board for
making decisions in the interest of the financial well-being of the cooperative
community.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased
insurance premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional
expenses would ultimately be passed along to shareholders, undermining
affordability and threatening the financial stability of our cooperative and other
cooperatives across the city.

In short, Intro 407 would harm the communities that exist in housing cooperatives, the
only affordable route to homeownership for most New Yorkers.

We respectfully urge the New York City Council to reject Intro 407, Intro 438 and Intro
1120-A.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

F wes  JEED



Testimony in Support of Shared Housing
Legislation and the Need for
Modernized Operations & Management
Standards

Good morning, Chair, members of the Committee, and representatives from HPD.
My name is Julian Phillips Parker, founder of Solid Ground and a Robin Hood Foundation
Blue Ridge Lab’s Founder’s Fellow.

At Solid Ground, our focus is on converting underused office space into deeply affordable
shared housing for New York’s essential workers — teachers, childcare workers, nurses,
social-service staff — the people who keep this city functioning but increasingly cannot afford to
live in it.

Today, the reality is stark.

One-bedrooms routinely list between $2,500 and $7,000/month.

Rents grew more than seven times faster than wages last year.

And nearly half of all renters in the city are rent-burdened, spending over 30% of their income
on rent alone.

For single adults trying to stay rooted here, the current system simply doesn’t work.

This legislation is one of the first real structural steps toward closing that gap.

It recognizes the way the city actually lives today and finally unlocks housing types that meet
that reality.

But | want to highlight something that the Shared Housing Roadmap expresses very clearly:
shared housing doesn’t succeed because of its unit size — it succeeds because of its
operations.

New York has already seen what happens when communal housing is managed poorly.

We’ve seen models where rules vary, support is inconsistent, shared spaces deteriorate, and
tenants feel unprotected when issues arise.



Many residents — including myself — have experienced versions of this in today’s unregulated
co-living environment.

Those outcomes aren’t inherent to shared housing.

They’re the result of gaps in standards, gaps in oversight, and gaps in operator capacity.

The strength of this legislation is that it begins to close those gaps.
It sets the regulatory foundation so that the next generation of shared housing is:

e safe

e well-managed
e predictable

e dignified

e and accountable

The operators who step into this space will need to uphold consistent standards — in
cleanliness, conflict resolution, staffing, privacy, and tenant protections — and do so at scale
with true fiscal efficiency.

They'll need strong systems, modern operational practices, and a commitment to providing
stable, reliable housing environments.

That is exactly what will allow this housing type to thrive.

And it's exactly what will allow essential workers and single adults to finally have affordable,
high-quality options that reflect how New Yorkers live today.

This bill provides the foundation for that ecosystem to emerge responsibly.
It is a necessary and timely step, and | strongly support its passage.

Thank you for your time.



St. Francis Friends of the Poor, Inc. Christina M. Byrne, MSW
155 West 22nd Street Executive Director
New York, NY 10011

Tel: 212-947-0794 Rev. Thomas J. Walters, OFM
stfrancisfriends.org Founder; Director of Tenant Services

Written Testimony in Support of Legalizing Modern Shared Housing for New Yorkers Living
With Serious Mental lliness

Good morning Chair and members of the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to submit
testimony in support of Council Member Erik Bottcher’s legislation to legalize modern shared
housing, including SRO-style units.

My name is Christina Byrne, and | am the Executive Director of St. Francis Friends of the Poor
(SFFP). For more than 45 years, SFFP has provided permanent supportive housing for formerly
homeless adults living with serious mental illness (SMI). Across three Manhattan SRO
residences, we serve nearly 300 tenants who were once trapped in the painful cycle of
homelessness, psychiatric hospitalization, shelter stays, and isolation.

Shared housing is not just a viable model for people living with SMI - for many, it is the model
that works best. Modernizing and legalizing this housing type is essential if New York City is

serious about reducing homelessness among people with serious mental illness.

Shared Housing Meets the Needs of People Living with Serious Mental lliness

1. It prevents the isolation that fuels psychiatric crises
For individuals with SMI, especially those coming out of homelessness, isolation can be
dangerous. Without consistent contact with others, symptoms can worsen, treatment
becomes harder to maintain, and the path back to hospitalization or homelessness
shortens.

Shared housing creates an environment where people have a private room of their own
but are never left entirely alone. Interaction happens naturally in shared kitchens,
lounges, hallways, and community spaces. This sense of belonging is often what allows
tenants to remain stable, engaged, and connected to supportive services.

2. It is a manageable, supportive alternative to traditional apartments
For many people exiting homelessness, a full apartment can feel overwhelming.
Cooking, grocery shopping, and maintaining a larger space can trigger crises or set
people up to fail.
SRO-style homes offer a right-sized, simplified living environment: a small private room
combined with shared spaces and on-site support. This structure helps tenants maintain
mental health stability, focus on recovery, and build routines at a pace they can handle.



3. Shared housing fosters community — a critical component of recovery

Many of our residents have spent years sleeping in shelters, on the streets, or in
institutional settings. The opportunity to live in a supportive community where people
check on each other, share meals, and form friendships can be transformative.

Shared supportive housing allows people to rebuild social ties at their own pace,
reducing the loneliness and fear that so often accompany severe mental illness and long-
term homelessness. Over time, these connections become a powerful stabilizing force.

Why This Legislation Is Needed Now

The city is facing an unprecedented crisis of homelessness and untreated mental illness.
Temporary beds and transitional programs have expanded, but permanent, appropriate housing
has not. Council Member Bottcher’s legislation corrects outdated restrictions and makes it
possible to build deeply affordable, service-connected housing tailored to the needs of people
with SMI.

Conclusion

Shared supportive housing, including SRO-style models, is a proven, humane, and cost-effective
solution. For thousands of New Yorkers with serious mental illness, a small private room within
a supportive community is not just housing; it is stability and life-saving care. Our own data
show that tenants remain housed with us for an average of 18 years, far longer than most
supportive housing programs.

The reality is simple: We cannot end homelessness among people with serious mental illness
without rebuilding the housing models that work for them. For many, that means small private
rooms, shared spaces, on-site support, and the ability to live within a community designed to
meet their needs. Yet current zoning and building code restrictions make these models nearly
impossible to build today.

We strongly urge the Council to pass this legislation. Thank you for your leadership and
commitment to New Yorkers most in need.

Christina Byrne, MSW
Executive Director
St. Francis Friends of the Poor



The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

« Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

« Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.



The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard
We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property

managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Jason Fachler, Board President

Stewart Hall, 10 Mitchell Place, New York, NY, 10017



Tenants Association of 955 Fifth Avenue, Inc.
955 Fifth Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10075

November 26, 2025

Councilmember Keith Powers
Council District 4

211 East 43rd Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov
Adrienne E. Adams, Speaker

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov
Pierina Ana Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams, Public Advocate
David N. Dinkins Municipal Building

1 Centre Street 15th Floor North

New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue

Bronx, NY 10473
district18@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:
| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of Tenants Association of 955 Fifth Avenue, Inc., a
cooperative corporation that is home to 31 families. Our cooperative is managed by a
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volunteer board—neighbors with full-time jobs—who dedicate significant time and effort to
maintaining our building’s infrastructure, finances, and the safety of our homes.

The Value of Cooperative Governance

Cooperatives have demonstrated remarkable resilience through multiple economic cycles.
Even during periods of economic stress, defaults rarely increase, largely because boards
carefully vet purchaser applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and
community-minded. This diligent review process is central to the stability and success of
cooperatives. Our board’s collective, long-term perspective allows us to make capital
investment decisions that benefit the building and its residents, rather than focusing on
short-term profit. This approach has contributed to the overall improvement of housing
quality in New York City over the past several decades.

Increasing Challenges for Cooperative Boards

At the same time, our operating costs continue to rise each year due to an ever-growing
number of regulatory requirements imposed by the City, as well as increased insurance
premiums, wages, real estate taxes, and utility costs. Volunteer boards like ours are
increasingly burdened by the need to manage and address these mandates.

Objections to Proposed Legislation

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not
address a demonstrated problem. Discrimination is already illegal in New York City, which
recognizes 17 protected classes, and there is no data indicating that housing cooperatives
are more likely to discriminate in their admissions practices than private landlords. In fact,
according to the New York City Commission on Human Rights, co-op claims make up only
a small portion of housing discrimination claims. Against this backdrop, the proposed
legislation is excessive and threatens to undermine the very qualities that have made
housing cooperatives successful contributors to the City’s revitalization.

Rather than cataloging every objection, we wish to highlight the most significant concerns
with each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our cooperative by
increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our ability to ensure
that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our community.

Int. No. 407 — Disclosure of Reasons

This billwould require boards to provide detailed written statements explaining why a
prospective purchaser was rejected or why conditions were placed on a purchase. We
object for several reasons:

e The requirement applies not only to outright rejections but also to situations where
conditions are imposed, such as requiring a maintenance escrow for borderline
financial qualifications or standard conditions for trust ownership.

e The mandated disclosures could embarrass purchasers and complicate the sales
process, as sellers may face delays if purchasers attempt to “remedy” deficiencies.



The bill invites disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient,” increasing
the likelihood of litigation and undermining the deference traditionally given to board
decisions.

Requiring a unified statement of reasons from a collective board risks inaccuracies
and intra-board conflict, which could be exploited in legal disputes.

The need for officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-
citation and disclosure requirements, increases personal risk for board members and
may raise Directors & Officers insurance premiums, discouraging qualified
volunteers from serving.

Int. No. 438 - Financial Disclosure

Currently, boards provide prospective purchasers with the last two years of audited
financial statements, which is standard practice. This bill would go much further, requiring
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to individuals with no established
connection to the building. Our concerns include:

The bill would require disclosure of sensitive financial information to anyone with an
accepted offer, even before a contract is signed, with no requirement for
confidentiality.

This could resultin the cooperative’s budget, reserves, and capital plans being shared
publicly, creating reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and security risks.
The information required exceeds what is regularly provided to shareholders and may
not be readily available, necessitating the creation of new documents and the
disclosure of “planned” capital improvements, which could lead to disputes over
what qualifies as “planned.”

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face increased workloads and
professional fees to assemble complex financial packets on short notice, with
penalties for even minor, good-faith delays.

Broad dissemination of sensitive data could chill sales, fuel speculative claims, and
increase D&O insurance premiums.

Int. No. 1120 - Applications, Requirements, and Deadlines

This bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We object for

the following reasons:

The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice would require new tracking
systems, additional staffing, and strict calendaring. Minor delays could trigger
noncompliance, generating disputes and costs.

If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information and undermining prudent
review.



e Strict adherence to fixed criteria would prevent boards from making sensible
exceptions for promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining
equitable access and community judgment.

e Requests for additional information outside standardized forms could be challenged
as impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

Conclusion
We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them. Thank you for
your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

Doy Fingerman

As agent for Tenants Association of 955 Fifth Avenue, Inc.
On behalf of the Board of Directors



The 57" St. Dorchester, Inc.
110 East 57 St.
New York City, New York 10022

November 29, 2025

To: District 4 City Council Member Keith Powers

Re: New York City Council meeting December 2, 2025 on proposed bill: Intro 407-2024 -
Mandatory Written Reasons for Co-op Sale Denials

Dear Council Member Powers and fellow council members,

This letter is submitted by the Board of Directors on behalf of all the shareholders in The

57th St Dorchester, Inc. (“the Dorchester”). We are writing in protest to the proposed
bill: Intro 407-2024 — Mandatory Written Reasons for Co-op Sale Denials.

The Dorchester has been a white-glove co-op in the heart of New York City since its
construction in 1957. The Dorchester is a well-run private corporation that has never had
any issues with the transfer of its shares and sales transactions for apartments in the
building. The Dorchester has always adhered to a rigorous process of reviewing and
approving or declining applications for sales and sublets in the building.

The Dorchester follows the Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) and Council of New
York Cooperatives & Condominiums' clear guidance on the anti-discrimination
requirements. The Dorchester’s application process fully complies with the following laws:

e The Federal Fair Housing Act

e The Civil Rights Act

e The New York State and New York City Human Rights Laws

Co-ops are a fraction of the housing options in NYC. Historically, the right of the Board of
Directors of a cooperative to allow or withhold consent from a sale or sublet, for any
reason or for no reason, has been recognized and protected by the courts. Shareholders of
a cooperative corporation purchase their shares knowing and desiring that they have the
right to decide for themselves with whom they would like to share their community.

The proposed bill: Intro 407-2024 — Mandatory Written Reasons for Co-op Sale Denials will
have a significant detrimental effect on all New York City cooperative apartment
corporations, board members, and shareholders.

= Requiring cooperative Boards of Directors to provide a written statement to any
individual who has applied for and been denied consent with respectto a
cooperative purchase or sublet application including every reason that the board
members had for rejecting the application, describing any requirements that the



The 57" St. Dorchester, Inc.
110 East 57 St.
New York City, New York 10022

applicant failed to meet, and providing all sources of any negative information that
the board members relied upon in reaching their decision would force the board
members to violate the confidentiality of the buyer and others contacted in the
evaluation process.

Requiring the Board to also provide the rejected applicant with a statement as to
the number of applications received and reviewed by the board over the prior three
(3) year period and the number of applications that were rejected over that period

- certified by a board member - would further compel the board members to violate
the confidentiality of numerous individuals.

This legislation is misguided for at least these reasons:

The legislation is a solution in search of a problem — discrimination is already illegal
and actionable under existing laws.

The legislation creates potential personal liability for volunteer board members.

The legislation invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.

The legislation will undoubtedly lead to increased insurance costs for cooperative
corporations and could expose boards and board members to punitive fines.

The legislation undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise
to protect their buildings and shareholders.

The legislation will discourage volunteerism, increase costs, and destabilize co-op
governance citywide.

The consequences for non-compliance under the proposed legislation would also be
severe, including monetary fines for statutory damages into the thousands of dollars per
affected party, the potential for private legal claims against individual board members and
the board entity, punitive and civil damages, and more. These consequences would only
add to the strain on our courts.

What cannot be quantified is the damage to a corporation’s reputation. It is extremely
difficult and costly for any corporation to recover from damage to its reputation that can be
caused by even the most frivolous claims.

We urge the City Council and our esteemed representative to not pass the proposed
bill: Intro 407-2024 — Mandatory Written Reasons for Co-op Sale Denials.

Respectfully,

Veronique Monier
President, Board of Directors
The 57™ St Dorchester, Inc



575 PARK AVENUE
NEW YORK, N.Y. 100656
212 838-4900 FAX: 212 980-5264

November 24, 2025

Keith Powers

District 4 Council
211 East 43" Street, Suite 1205
New York, NY 10017

KPowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez (District 14)
2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov
Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue

Bronx, NY 10473

ition to Proposed Bills Int .438, | o Int. No. 1 Affectin
Housing Cooperatives

179506674.1



Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of The Beekman Tenants Corporation, a
cooperative corporation that is home to 105 families. Our cooperative is managed by a
volunteer board—neighbors with full-time jobs—who dedicate significant time and effort to
maintaining our building’s infrastructure, finances, and the safety of our homes.

The Value of Cooperative Governance

Cooperatives have demonstrated remarkable resilience through multiple economic cycles.
Even during periods of economic stress, defaults rarely increase, largely because boards
carefully vet purchaser applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and
community-minded. This approach has contributed to the overall improvement of housing
quality in New York City over the past several decades.

Increasing Challenges for Cooperative Boards

At the same time, our operating costs continue to rise each year due to an ever-growing
number of regulatory requirements imposed by the City, as well as increased insurance
premiums, wages, real estate taxes, and utility costs. Volunteer boards like ours are
increasingly burdened by the need to manage and address these mandates.

Objections to Proposed Legislation

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not
address a demonstrated problem. Discrimination is already illegal in New York City, which
recognizes 17 protected classes, and there already exists a mechanism for addressing any
problems. Further, there is no data indicating that housing cooperatives are more likely to
discriminate in their admissions practices than private landlords. Against this backdrop,
the proposed legislation is excessive and threatens to undermine the very qualities that
have made housing cooperatives successful contributors to the City’s revitalization.

Rather than cataloging every objection, we wish to highlight the most significant concerns

with each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our cooperative by
increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our ability to ensure
that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our community.

Int. No. 407 - Disclosure of Reasons
This bill would require boards to provide detailed written statements explaining why a
prospective purchaser was rejected. We object for several reasons:

e The mandated disclosures could embarrass the purchaser and complicate the
sales process. Further, sellers (who may ordinarily seek a new purchaser if there is
a rejection) may be harmed as they may face delays if purchaser attempts to
“remedy” deficiencies.

179506674.1



The bill invites disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient,” increasing
the likelihood of litigation and undermining court approved deference traditionally
given to board decisions.

Requiring a unified statement of reasons from a collective board risks inaccuracies
and intra-board conflict, which could be exploited in legal disputes.

The need for officer certification under penalty of perjury increases personal risk for
board members and, along with increasing Directors & Officers insurance
premiums, will discourage qualified volunteers from serving on the board.

Requiring disclosure of the source of any negative information will undoubtedly
cause tremendous embarrassment to the purchaser, and will stifle the flow of true
and complete to the Board.

Int. No. 438 - Financial Disclosure

Currently, boards provide prospective purchasers with the last two years of audited
financial statements, which is standard practice. This bill would go much further, requiring
extensive and costly financial disclosures on accelerated timelines.

The bill would require disclosure of sensitive financial information to anyone with an
accepted offer, even before a contract is signed, with no requirement for
confidentiality. This could result in the cooperative’s budget, reserves, and capital
plans being shared publicly, creating reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages,
and security risks.

The information required seems to require up-to-date information, which will
require a tremendous amount of extra expenses due to the additional work required
by management and accountants in preparing these complex financial packages on
such short notice. In some buildings, there are a dozens of applications each year.

The disclosure of “planned” capital improvements will only lead to disputes over
what qualifies as “planned.” Is the mention of a new roof in three years a “planned
capital improvement?”

Int. No. 1120 - Applications, Requirements, and Deadlines
This bill would impose unreasonably strict timelines. We object for the following reasons:

The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice would require new tracking
systems, additional staffing, and strict calendaring. Minor delays could trigger
noncompliance, generating disputes and costs.

179506674.1



o |f acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default,
preventing boards from requesting missing or clarifying information and
undermining prudent review. It has been reported in some jurisdictions that such
deadlines have resulted in rejections by boards, rather than face a violation of the
mandatory deadlines.

o Strict adherence to fixed criteria would prevent boards from making sensible
exceptions for promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances,.

o Requests for additional information outside standardized forms could be
challenged as impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing
on substantive qualifications.

Conclusion
We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them. Thank you for
your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

On behalf of the Board of Directors

Jdmie Grau, Secretary

Beekman Tenants Corp.

179506674.1



BR( : 12/2/2025

HOPE. HEAITH. HOME.

Committee on Housing and Buildings
NYC City Hall
City Hall Park, New York, NY 10007

In Support of Int 1475-2025: A Local Law to Permit SROs in Class A Multiple Dwellings

The Bowery Residents’ Committee (BRC) submits this written testimony in strong support of Intro
1475-2025. BRC is one of New York City’s largest and most experienced housing and social
service nonprofits, serving nearly 13,000 individuals each year through more than 30 programs
across the metropolitan area. Our mission is to help New Yorkers experiencing homelessness
achieve stability, wellbeing, and permanent housing.

NYC’s homelessness and affordability challenges continue to deepen. More than 80,000
individuals rely on the shelter system each night, with thousands more living unsheltered. Many
New Yorkers, especially the individuals we serve, face significant obstacles to securing permanent
housing, including limited income, rental history challenges, and complex medical or behavioral
health needs. At the same time, the pace of traditional affordable housing development cannot meet
the scale of current need.

Intro 1475-2025 is a necessary step toward addressing this gap. By permitting the development of
modern Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units within new and converted Class A multiple
dwellings, the bill would enable a proven and highly efficient housing model to serve single adults
experiencing homelessness. Contemporary SROs provide privacy, autonomy, and permanence:
individual leases, personal keys, and full tenancy rights. They are not temporary or transitional
settings. They are homes.

The advantages of SRO housing are clear. SROs allow more units to be created within the same
building footprint, significantly expanding the supply of deeply affordable housing. They offer a
dignified and appropriate option for individuals who urgently need a stable place to live. For many
of BRC’s clients, SROs provide exactly what is needed to exit homelessness - privacy, safety, and a
foundation for long-term stability.

Modern SROs will not solve homelessness alone, but they are an essential tool. It is one that NYC
must embrace if we are serious about expanding access to permanent, affordable housing for the
individuals who need it most.

For these reasons, BRC strongly supports the passage of Intro 1475-2025 and urges the City to
adopt these common-sense reforms that will meaningfully strengthen the City’s housing landscape.

Sincerely,
Kyle Jeremiah
Director of External Affairs

131 W 25th St, New York, NY 10001

www.brc.org 212.803.5700




CARLYLE HOUSE
50 EAST 77" STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10075

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Commiittee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in Strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would fequire cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under Penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most Successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands
of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical heaith.

protect.
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Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that Co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That js both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination js already illegal and vigorously enforceable
under existing city, state, and federal taws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

* Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

* Createa roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

* Driveup D&0insura nce premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

* Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries Potential legal and financial risk.



CARLYLE HOUSE
50 EAST 77™ STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10075

* Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects
the long-term interests of shareholders and residents,

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of Co-op buildings throughout the City.

—_— O

A Broader Warning

generations,

ACallto Appear and Be Heard

S/Ruth Clapper
s/David Campagna

The Carlyle House



PRRAC

Poverty & Race Research Action Council
740 15" St. NW ® Suite 300 ® Washington, DC 20005 ® www.prrac.org

Statement of Poverty & Race Research Action Council (“PRRAC”)
in support of Intro 407-A, December 2, 2025
Hearing before Committee on Housing & Buildings, NYC Council

The Poverty & Race Research Action Council (PRRAC) is a civil rights law and policy
organization whose mission is to address structural inequality. Our advocacy work focuses
primarily on housing and education policy, but also involves land use, and the interconnections
between housing policy and education, health, and transportation. These policy areas too often
reflect inequities driven by structural segregation.

New York City has long been a paradox. Often thought of as a highly progressive city, it remains
one of the most deeply residentially segregated major cities in the United States, and the
epicenter of one of the most deeply residentially segregated major metropolitan areas in the
United States.

Another paradox: New York City has long had one of the strongest local Human Rights Laws in
the country — in some respects the strongest. And that law squarely prohibits discrimination by
housing providers, including coop boards.

But there is a huge, practical loophole exploited by the entire coop industry. When a prospective
buyer is turned down by a coop board, it is the universal industry practice to refuse to disclose
the reasons. As a result, discriminatory conduct is harder to detect, and discrimination-defense
lawyers can invent false reasons after-the-fact. This is exactly the opposite of how you want a
process to proceed. The coop board knows its reasons at the time it makes its decision. Share
those reasons with the family who has gone through a months-long effort to secure a new home.
The only circumstance where having that information would ultimately generate a fair housing
lawsuit is if the coop’s reasons just didn’t add up.

Coop secrecy is not a practice limited to some tiny corner of the real estate market. There are
hundreds of thousands of coop apartments in New York City, apartments that house more people
than live in most U.S. cities.

Intro 407-A’s provisions will close the coop-secrecy loophole. And it will do so without limiting
in any way the lawful reasons for which a coop can reject an applicant.

It is no surprise that coop boards want to retain the current system. Those being made subject to
new civil rights laws almost always want to insulate themselves from scrutiny or accountability.
Whenever an effort is made to strengthen civil rights law is made, there is a determined group of
opponents who invents a parade-of-horribles to explain why strengthening the law would be a
bad thing. This playbook is well-known, well-worn, and is as lacking in merit here as when other
core civil rights legislation has been passed.



PRRAC

Poverty & Race Research Action Council
740 15" St. NW ® Suite 300 ® Washington, DC 20005 ® www.prrac.org

As the Civil Rights Coalition for Transparency & Accountability has long said: “There has
seldom been a more-clear cut case of ‘which side are you on?’ On the pro-disclosure side are the
interests of effective fair housing enforcement, transparency, accountability, as well as a
coalition of civil rights and allied organizations and the vast majority of New Yorkers. On the
anti-disclosure side, you have a small and deeply unrepresentative group desperate to maintain
secrecy, privilege, and unaccountability. Stand with the pro-disclosure side.”

It is long past time to enact this legislation.



67-02 SPRINGFIELD BOULEVARD
. BAYSIDE, NY 11364
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November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of United Veterans Mutual Housing Company #2 Inc. we
submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which
would require cooperative housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected
applications.

United Veterans Mutual Housing Company #2 Inc.. is a long-established cooperative community
in Bayside, Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community
trust. We have over 800 units of affordable middle and working class housing. Our volunteer
board members devote countless hours to ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for
our residents. Like co-op boards throughout New York City, our decisions are guided by
integrity and the best interests of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on
their boards. The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a
quasi-legal process, subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the
discretion necessary for sound governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of
litigation and personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill
effectively creates a legal roadmap for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into
adversarial environments.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of
middle-income co-op communities across the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation



with confrontation, and community with conflict. It would harm the very communities it seeks to
protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of Bell Park Gardens respectfully urges the New York
City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop
policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-op
governance.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors
United Veterans Mutual Housing Company #2 Inc.

By: Brian S. Sokoloff, President



UNITED VETERANS MUTUAL HOUSING COMPANY, INC.
BELL PARK MANOR - TERRACE

TELEPHONE: 718-465-6070 221-22 MANOR ROAD
FAX: 718-468-7556 BELLEROSE MANOR, NY 11427
November 13, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of United Veterans Mutual Housing Company Inc. we submit this
testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407, the so-called “Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative
housing boards to issue detailed written explanations for any rejected applications.

United Veterans Mutual Housing Company Inc. is a long-established cooperative community in Bellerose,
Queens, founded on principles of fairness, shared responsibility, and community trust. We have 850 units of
affordable middle- and working-class housing. Our volunteer board members devote countless hours to
ensuring safe, affordable, and well-managed homes for our residents. Like co-op boards throughout New York
City, our decisions are guided by integrity and the best interests of our community.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious unintended
consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing.

From a governance standpoint, it would discourage shareholders from volunteering to serve on their boards.
The bill’s burdensome requirements would transform ordinary board service into a quasi-legal process,
subjecting every decision to potential challenge and undermining the discretion necessary for sound
governance.

From a legal standpoint, Intro 407 would expose volunteer board members to increased risks of litigation and
personal liability. By requiring written “reasons” for all rejections, the bill effectively creates a legal roadmap
for lawsuits, turning cooperative communities into adversarial environments.

From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance premiums, and
expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be passed along to shareholders,
undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of middle-income co-op communities across
the city. In short, Intro 407 would replace cooperation with confrontation, and community with conflict. It
would harm the very communities it seeks to protect.

For these reasons, the Board of Directors of United Veterans Mutual Housing Company, Inc. respectfully urges
the New York City Council to reject Intro 407 and instead engage with cooperative housing leaders to develop
policies that promote fairness and transparency without eroding the foundations of co-op governance.



Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors

United Veteras/Mutual Hoysi ompany, Inc.
PE2S,
BY / | ;




Dear City Council Committee on Housing and Buildings,

As co-chair for the Village Interagency Task Force which was created one year ago and includes
Washington Square Park and surrounding area, | have specifically focused on outreach, street
homelessness, addiction and housing issues in this neighborhood. We meet monthly with all city
agencies related to these items as well as with city and state funded providers like Goddard, BRC,
Project Renewal, DHS, Paul’s Place, and many more. We have continuously heard about a myriad of
issues and hurdles associated with helping people move towards a safer, prosperous and more
independent lives and one of these is housing. Especially housing that is EXTREMELY affordable and that
is also community oriented.

The dorm style SRO housing concept would be a gift to New Yorkers struggling with getting back on their
feet and integrated into society. It is the MOST affordable option and it also offers a more community
oriented living situation that many people coming off of the streets, directly from shelters or who were
previously incarcerated really need to flourish. It does not make sense to not have every housing type
available in our arsenal. For many, SROs offer a means of more permanent housing and for others a
stepping stone to getting back on their feet. It also offers a more community oriented environment
which many want as an option...and at a price that they can afford.

This housing option is an important missing piece in increasing the supply of affordable options for those
most in need. Please vote YES!

Sincerely,
Vanessa Warren

Co-Chair; Village Interagency Task Force



120 W.70 Owners Corp.
120 West 70" Street
New York, New York 10023

November 17, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Opposition to Intro. 407, Intro. 438, Intro. 1120-A
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony on behalf of the residents of 120 W.70 Owners Corp., a 38-unit
cooperative on the Upper West Side. Our building became a housing cooperative in 1979 and the
residents include a broad mix of young and old working and middle class families, including
individuals who have lived in this building for 50 years.

We write in opposition to Intro. 407, Intro. 438 and Intro.1120-A. These bills, aimed directly at
co-ops, will require substantial changes in admissions practices and substantial disclosure of
cooperative financial information to prospective purchasers. All of them will make boards’ jobs
much harder and create various issues that will require board time, and likely legal fees, to
address. At bottom, the three bills will severely damage the ability of co-op board members to
protect the affordability of existing homes for more than a million current co-op homeowners
and would provide little to no help to prospective homeowners.

You must be aware that cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and
stable models of homeownership. Co-ops and condos citywide provide the first homeownership
opportunity for many New Yorkers as well as an affordable home for well over a million existing
New York homeowners and residents. Therefore, each co-op’s admissions process must be
equitable, transparent and protective. BUT co-ops are governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’
financial and physical health.

Intro. 407

Intro. 407 would impose difficult to impossible constraints on the admissions process, and would
discourage the time-consuming volunteer board service that is the hallmark of cooperative living.
Any rejection would require a detailed listing of reasons that could open the co-op and individual
board members to excessive liability and/or extensive legal fees. Aside from the administrative
burden it places on volunteer board members, it also opens the door to penalties and damages
such that many boards will hesitate to reject any applicant. And, because the certification is made



under the penalty of perjury, there could even be criminal repercussions for the certifying board
member.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro. 407 is deeply misguided
and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to protect. which
would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written explanations—under
penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

This proposed legislation springs from an incorrect assumption that co-op boards act with bias or
discrimination. That is both unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and
vigorously enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro. 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

e C(reate a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on boards
when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects the
long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined impact of Intro. 407 would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

Intro. 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community service
with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would destabilize a
proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for generations.

Intro. 438

Intro. 438 would require boards to open their co-op to liability for trying to plan ahead by
mandating the release of unverified working documents and unaudited or unreviewed financial
statements to prospective purchasers who have no legal relationship with, or obligation to, the
cooperative.

The bill requires the co-op to disclose its finances within fourteen days of a request by a potential
purchaser. The financial disclosure must include, at a minimum: assets and liabilities, including
cash flow, debt, and operating expenses; any capital improvements planned or commenced;
amount in reserve; and most recent budget (or a statement that the co-op does not prepare a
budget). All that is required is that there be an accepted offer — there does not even need to be a
contract of sale in place. Failure to timely comply carries a $500 civil penalty which may be
sought by the City at New York City Office of Administrative Trials and Hearings (“OATH”).



This legislation imposes entirely unacceptable disclosure mandates on cooperatives which issue
stock certificates in the corporate entity. These disclosure mandates are inconsistent with fiscal
disclosure laws that apply to the sale of stock in a corporation. These are also mandates that
apply to no other small business in New York City.

Intro. 1120-A-2024

Intro. 1120-A would impose a one-size-fits-all time frame on the very diverse co-op universe of
New York City. It would reduce the effectiveness of co-op admissions and damage best practices
by requiring boards to state that purchase applications are complete before board members have
even had sufficient time to review documents for inaccuracies, inconsistencies, missing back-up
information and indicia of possible fraud. The penalty for failure to meet the proposed timeline is
the acceptance of a potentially financially irresponsible or dangerous individual. In addition to
the liability issues and costs issues imposed upon boards and cooperatives, once again, this bill
completely disregards the reality that boards are comprised of volunteers who have busy lives
outside of running a co-op for free.

We urge the Council to reject Intros. 407, 438, and 1120-A and to work with co-op boards,
property managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

s/ Beth Haroules /57 Joseph Kennedy

Beth Haroules, President Joseph Kennedy, Treasurer
beth120w70@gmail.com jkpr120@hotmail.com

120 W.70 Owners Corp.

120 West 70 Street

New York, New York 10023



811 Walton Tenants Corporation
811 Walton Avenue
Bronx NY 10451-2333

Testimony to the New York City Council
Committee on Housing and Buildings

Comments on Int 438 November 13, 2025

Thank you chair Sanchez, and members of the committee for the opportunity to
provide written testimony today.

On behalf of the board of 811 Walton Tenants Corp regret the inability to attend in
person, due to other professional obligations; however we would like to provide
comment on the introductions before the committee.

My name is Hannah Glover and | am a board member of 811 Walton Tenants’
Corp, a cooperative with 139 apartments in the Bronx. | have served on my
board roughly six years and lived at 811 for 10 years.

On behalf of the Board of Directors of 811 Walton | want to express my concern
over Intro 438, which would require co-ops to provide prospective shareholders
financial information including planned capital improvements.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 438 is
not specific enough in its language, and could have serious unintended
consequences for buildings, board members and co-op residents.

e With respect to Intro 438, we have concerns about the limitations that we
face as fiduciaries to accurately project capital expenses, since the bill
says “planned” but does not stipulate how many years into the future. As
fiduciaries, it is the best interest of our co-op and our shareholders to plan
as many years into the future as practicable. We live in a building that turns
100 years old, which has a lot of maintenance that should be planned over
the long-term. But being held accountable to projecting costs even two
years out is a challenge.



e For example, our building underwent a large facade project in line with
Local Law 11 and our regular FISP cycle, which was meant to begin in
early 2020. The project was delayed due to the Covid-19 lockdowns, which
meant that our sidewalk shed had to remain up far longer than anticipated
at an unanticipated cost. The Intro 438, as written, does not account for
unforeseen events that make our initial estimates inaccurate.

e Similarly, we suffered from supply chain issues and materials cost inflation
that pressured our budgets further.

e Relatedly, we are a landmark building pursuing a new permit to replace old
windows. Between 2019 and 2025 the projected cost of windows in our
building has risen nearly three-fold due to inflation, materials cost changes
and LPC revisions to our initial design. As a result, we have yet to start
replacements at scale as the budgeting we had planned on suddenly
covered only a fraction of what we would need. Our permits, which are only
good for a certain number of years, lapsed. Not only did we have to take
on additional cost for renewal, review and revision, but again the cost of
the windows increased. The proposed Local Law does not state that
projections have to be reasonable at the time they are provided or account
to circumstances like our building faced- instances out of our control that
resulted in radically higher costs than what we had budgeted — and
therefore would have, in good faith, disclosed. We are concerned about
liability in cases like ours if prices change.

e The bill, as written, does not account for any time elements. When the
proposal refers to “planned work,” in what time frame does that anticipate
the work will start? Is it within 12 months? 247 If it is uncapped, it creates a
disincentive for buildings to draft long-term capital plans, which are critical
to the health of a coop, like ours, which celebrates its centennial next year.
Volunteer board members will fear being held liable for citing numbers
connected with those long-term plans when, in fact, the costs could
radically change. We are volunteers and cannot bear the risk of being held
liable in such circumstances.

e Further, in conducting our facade review as part of LL11, we discovered
another structural issue within the building, not anticipated in the initial bid,
that required a repair that costs tens of thousands of dollars in work,
engineering, permits and support in city reviews. As written, Intro 438 does
not address emergency situations, like the one we encountered. We would



urge that the proposal acknowledge that true emergencies may occur, and
that boards will not be penalized for not disclosing such unknown costs.

e Similarly, if the Council believes the emergencies are excluded already as
this bill is written, the proposed Local Law would incent buildings to treat
every capital improvement like an emergency, which will ultimately result in
less transparency to both prospective buyers and existing shareholders,
which seems to be the opposite of the intent of the proposal.

e Finally, we have concerns about being required to share confidential
information. For example, if we are in the process of bidding a project, or
selecting vendors. We may be providing unaudited or premature data. It
also means non-owners may be getting information before existing
shareholders. The bill could address this, for example, by specifying that
the “financial information” described within refers only to information or
documents that would also be available to shareholders through the
normal course of coop business.

In short, Intro 438 would harm the communities that exist in housing
cooperatives, the only affordable route to homeownership for most New Yorkers.
We respectfully urge the New York City Council to reject Intro 438 as drafted.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

Hannah Glover

On behalf of the board at 811 Walton
811 Walton Ave

Bronx NY 10451
811board@gmail.com




WATERVIEW TOWERS,; INC.
2630 Cropsey Avenue
Brooklyn, NY 11214
718-372-5955
Waterviewt@yahoo.com

November 13, 2025

New York City Council
Committee on Housing and Buildings

Re: Proposed bills Int 407, Int 438, Int 1120-A

I am the President of the Board of Directors of Waterview Towers, Inc., a residential co-op corporation
consisting of two 16-floor buildings with 325 co-op apartment owners located in southwest Brooklyn.

I have been a shareholder since 1999, and a member of this Board since approximately 2007. I have
also served as Secretary and as Treasurer. We use no management company. We self-manage, but
employ a full-time office manager in our lobby office.

If the proposed bills (Int. 407, 438, 1120-A) pass, it will be detrimental to all of us little-guy
homeowners.

As a small homeowner, who chose co-op ownership (so I do not have to shovel snow, mow my own
grass, take out the trash, etc.) [ became a volunteer Board member essentially to protect the investment
in my home.

These proposed bills seem to be an attempt to legislate problems that do not realistically exist, e.g.,
admissions procedures and financial and other disclosures.

Instead, if these bills pass, they will discourage me, and other qualified people from serving as a Director
and/or Officer. It is currently difficult to get good people to volunteer to serve as Directors, and
legislation like this will only make that situation worse. For example, at our recent annual meeting, only
the three Board members whose terms had expired volunteered to run again for reelection. No one else
threw their hat in the ring for those seats. This has been the case frequently over the years.

Being a productive Board member requires time. Passage of these bills will, among other things, create
more work and time expenditure for those on the Board. Most members do not have much time to spare
because things like work, kids, chores, football games i.e., Life gets in the way.

If these bills pass, besides the increased time factor, the addition of increased risk of personal liability
and stress of unrealistic and unnecessary admissions deadlines and reporting requirements will be a
deal-breaker for many otherwise qualified people to volunteer and serve. Thus, the resulting diminished
quality of its Board will be detrimental and ultimately costly to all shareholders.



Passage of these bills will also increase all shareholders' legal fees and insurance premiums. It will create
unnecessary work, excessive legal consultation, and potentially expose otherwise confidential unaudited
financial information.

This co-op was created in 1960 as a Mitchell Lama co-op and has been private since 1989. I believe
that none of the issues addressed in the proposed bills have been problematic in all that time.

I believe the same is true for our neighboring co-ops: Oceanview Towers, Contello Towers, and Harway
Terrace which are five other similar co-op buildings within blocks of ours, each also with approximately
160 households or more in each of those buildings. I believe that they too, have no problems that these
bills purportedly will resolve. The practices and procedures currently in place for all of us seem to be
working fine.

If it ain't broke, no need to fix it.

We need help with taxes, utilities, water, and financing all of the compliance with the various local laws
that have already been legislated — albeit with good intentions - that negatively affect our working-class
communities. [ would like to see our elected officials address those things rather than make our lives
more difficult and stressful.

Hopefully these bills will not pass.

Respecttully,

William Hershkowitz, President



The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

Drive up insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened



governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

David Saphier, President
180 West End Ave Coop



Testimony

Int. 407

The requirements of this bill would be difficult if not impossible to meet, given the short
timelines. Itis likely that this bill would enable frivolous lawsuits, given the difficulty for a
board to produce a fully accurate sworn statement in such an abbreviated time period. The
bill would expose volunteer board members to such lawsuits and, potentially, personal
liability by requiring an individual board member to affirm under penalty of perjury that the
statement contains the totality of the reasons for the board’s decision to withhold consent.

As aresult:

¢ Insurance for board members (Directors & Officers insurance) would become much
more expensive.

o Fewer people would want to volunteer to serve on boards (there’s already a
shortage).

e Good people who keep co-ops affordable, safe, and well-run would be scared away.

The bill would also make boards afraid to say “no” to applicants even when they have
legitimate concerns, because they fear lawsuits. This weakens their ability to protect the
building and the shareholders —the exact job they’re supposed to do.

Discrimination is already illegal under existing laws. This bill doesn’t add any new
protection against real discrimination; it just makes normal, responsible decision-making
risky and unstable for co-ops.

Int. 438

Unlike the basic info many co-op boards already give out, this bill would force boards to
reveal unverified numbers and plans that haven’t been checked by an accountant.

It’s very hard for a board to know exactly when a repair or upgrade counts as “planned”
under the bill’s wording. It’s even harder to guess the final cost because prices can change
due to unexpected extra work, new compliance rules from the city, higher insurance
demands, supply problems, and many other things no one can predict.

Releasing these rough, unconfirmed estimates would make board members break their
legal duty to keep internal working papers private.



Finally, people who are just thinking about buying an apartment aren’t shareholders yet, so
they have no right to demand this information from the board. They should ask the seller or
the seller’s broker instead.

Int. 1120A

A single, strict deadline doesn’t work for all co-ops, because co-ops come in very different
sizes and have different rules. Some are small buildings with only a few staff or volunteers;
others, like our building, are huge with hundreds of units. Forcing everyone to follow the
exact same short timeline is unfair and unrealistic.

Many co-ops simply won’t have enough people available to fully review an application that
quickly.

It also doesn’t make sense to call an application “complete” before the board has had time
to carefully check everything. When boards read the paperwork closely, they almost always
have follow-up questions. They often need to ask for more documents or clarifications to
make sure the buyer’s information is accurate. That extra step takes time, and this bill
wouldn’t allow it.

Leo Bazil
Board President

170 West End Ave Owners Corp



8 East 96 Street, Inc.

To:

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Ana Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
The Honorable Jumaane D. Williams, Public Advocate

The Honorable Amanda Farias, Majority Leader

New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120
(“Co-op Transparency Package”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, Public Advocate Williams, Majority Leader Farias, and
Members of the New York City Council,

We write on behalf of the Board of 8 East 96™ Street, a cooperative residential community in
Carnegie Hill, Manhattan, to express our strong opposition to the package of bills currently
before the Committee—Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”), Intro 438, and Intro 1120—which would
place onerous and unnecessary procedural burdens on cooperative housing corporations across
New York City.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, these proposals would have
damaging unintended consequences for thousands of volunteer-run co-op boards that already
operate under stringent anti-discrimination laws at the city, state, and federal levels.

Why These Bills Are Misguided

e Intro 407 would require sworn, detailed explanations for any rejected purchase
application, exposing volunteer board members to personal liability and creating a
roadmap for costly litigation

e Intro 438 would compel disclosure of sensitive building financial information to
prospective purchasers, potentially misrepresenting a building’s financial health and
violating confidentiality norms.

® Intro 1120 would impose rigid timeframes and “deemed consent” provisions that ignore
the realities of volunteer governance and seasonal scheduling.

The Broader Impact

Cooperative housing has long been one of New York City’s most stable and affordable
ownership models, providing homes for hundreds of thousands of residents. These volunteer
boards—neighbors serving neighbors—devote significant unpaid time to managing building
finances, maintenance, and resident well-being. By treating them as potential wrongdoers



rather than community stewards, the proposed legislation would discourage participation and
increase costs for all shareholders.

Our Request

We urge the Council to reject Intros 407, 438, and 1120 and to engage directly with co-op
boards, management professionals, and civic leaders to craft policies that balance transparency
with practical governance. We believe collaboration, not punitive regulation, is the best path
forward to support New York’s cooperative communities.

Thank you for your consideration and for your continued service to New York City residents.

Pamela Roach

President, Board of Directors
8 East 96" Street, Inc.

New York, NY 10128



@ GUMLEY HAFT

REAL ESTATE

November 24, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43rd Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez (District 14)
2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 10 East 70" Street, Inc. a cooperative
corporation thatis home to 46 families. Our cooperative is managed by a volunteer board—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who dedicate significant time and effort to maintaining our
building’s infrastructure, finances, and the safety of our homes.

1501 Broadway, New York, NY 10036 | O. 212.371.2525 | www.gumleyhaft.com
179506731.1



@ GUMLEY HAFT
REAL ESTATE

The Value of Cooperative Governance

Cooperatives have demonstrated remarkable resilience through multiple economic cycles.
Even during periods of economic stress, defaults rarely increase, largely because boards
carefully vet purchaser applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and
community-minded. This approach has contributed to the overall improvement of housing
quality in New York City over the past several decades.

Increasing Challenges for Cooperative Boards

At the same time, our operating costs continue to rise each year due to an ever-growing
number of regulatory requirements imposed by the City, as well as increased insurance
premiums, wages, real estate taxes, and utility costs. Volunteer boards like ours are
increasingly burdened by the need to manage and address these mandates.

Objections to Proposed Legislation
We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not
address a demonstrated problem. Discrimination is already illegal in New York City, which

recognizes 17 protected classes, and there already exists a mechanism for addressing any
problems. Further, there is no data indicating that housing cooperatives are more likely to
discriminate in their admissions practices than private landlords. Against this backdrop,
the proposed legislation is excessive and threatens to undermine the very qualities that
have made housing cooperatives successful contributors to the City’s revitalization.

Rather than cataloging every objection, we wish to highlight the most significant concerns
with each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our cooperative by
increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our ability to ensure
that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our community.

Int. No. 407 - Disclosure of Reasons
This bill would require boards to provide detailed written statements explaining why a
prospective purchaser was rejected. We object for several reasons:

e The mandated disclosures could embarrass the purchaser and complicate the
sales process. Further, sellers (who may ordinarily seek a new purchaser if there is
arejection) may be harmed as they may face delays if purchaser attempts to
“remedy” deficiencies.

e The billinvites disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient,” increasing
the likelihood of litigation and undermining court approved deference traditionally
given to board decisions.

1501 Broadway, New York, NY 10036 | O. 212.371.2525 | www.gumleyhaft.com
179506731.1



@ GUMLEY HAFT
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Requiring a unified statement of reasons from a collective board risks inaccuracies
and intra-board conflict, which could be exploited in legal disputes.

The need for officer certification under penalty of perjury increases personal risk for
board members and, along with increasing Directors & Officers insurance
premiums, will discourage qualified volunteers from serving on the board.

Requiring disclosure of the source of any negative information will undoubtedly
cause tremendous embarrassment to the purchaser, and will stifle the flow of true
and complete to the Board.

Int. No. 438 - Financial Disclosure

Currently, boards provide prospective purchasers with the last two years of audited
financial statements, which is standard practice. This bill would go much further, requiring
extensive and costly financial disclosures on accelerated timelines.

The bill would require disclosure of sensitive financial information to anyone with an
accepted offer, even before a contract is signed, with no requirement for
confidentiality. This could resultin the cooperative’s budget, reserves, and capital
plans being shared publicly, creating reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages,
and security risks.

The information required seems to require up-to-date information, which will
require a tremendous amount of extra expenses due to the additional work required
by management and accountants in preparing these complex financial packages on
such short notice. In some buildings, there are a dozens of applications each year.

The disclosure of “planned” capital improvements will only lead to disputes over
what qualifies as “planned.” Is the mention of a new roof in three years a “planned
capital improvement?”

Int. No. 1120 - Applications, Requirements, and Deadlines

This bill would impose unreasonably strict timelines. We object for the following reasons:

The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice would require new tracking
systems, additional staffing, and strict calendaring. Minor delays could trigger
noncompliance, generating disputes and costs.

If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default,
preventing boards from requesting missing or clarifying information and

1501 Broadway, New York, NY 10036 | O. 212.371.2525 | www.gumleyhaft.com
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undermining prudent review. It has been reported in some jurisdictions that such
deadlines have resulted in rejections by boards, rather than face a violation of the
mandatory deadlines.

o Strict adherence to fixed criteria would prevent boards from making sensible
exceptions for promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances,.

e Requests for additional information outside standardized forms could be
challenged as impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing
on substantive qualifications.

Conclusion
We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them. Thank you for
your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

IsBA

Harry Smith

Asst. Secretary

On behalf of the Board of Directors
10 East 70™ Street, Inc.

1501 Broadway, New York, NY 10036 | O. 212.371.2525 | www.gumleyhaft.com
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From: _on behalf of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Intro 407
Date: Monday, December 1, 2025 2:38:44 PM

From: John Waldes ||| G

Sent: Monday, December 1, 2025 2:38 PM
To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Intro 407

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands of
working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board members
—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to maintaining their
buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to

protect.
Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable
under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

o Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

o Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.



Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

¢ Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects
the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would
destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers,
and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-
driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

John Waldes, President

10 West 66" Street Corporation
10 West 66th Street
New York City, NY 10023



Carnegie Hill Co-op Board Testimony Packet

Short Testimony for NYC Council Portal
Subject: Opposition to Intros 407, 438 & 1120 — “Co-op Transparency Package”

Dear Chair Sanchez and Members of the Committee,

On behalf of the Board of Directors of 17-19 East 95" Street Cooperative in Manhattan,
we respectfully submit this testimony in opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120.

While intended to promote transparency, these bills would impose punitive procedural
burdens on volunteer co-op boards, expose them to unnecessary litigation, and increase
costs for residents. Co-ops already comply with extensive anti-discrimination laws; these
measures would not improve fairness but would discourage participation and weaken
good governance.

This “one size fits all” approach would be totally unworkable for the diverse housing
cooperatives of the City. At a minimum, there needs to be a reasonable carve-out for
small buildings with fully voluntary management structures that simply do not have the
means to comply with these unnecessary regulations.

We urge the Council to reject these bills and instead collaborate with co-op boards and
housing professionals on balanced policies that preserve transparency without
undermining community-based ownership. We would be more than happy work with the
Council to develop a useful and workable approach.

Thank you for your consideration.

David E Levy

President, 17-19 East 95" Street Cooperative
17 East 95" Street

New York NY 10128



Full Letter for Council Submission

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Ana Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
The Honorable Jumaane D. Williams, Public Advocate

The Honorable Amanda Farias, Majority Leader

New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120 (“Co-op
Transparency Package”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, Public Advocate Williams, Majority Leader Farias,
and Members of the New York City Council,

We write on behalf of the Board of [Building Name], a cooperative residential community
in Carnegie Hill, Manhattan, to express our strong opposition to the package of bills
currently before the Committee—Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”), Intro 438, and Intro
1120—which would place onerous and unnecessary procedural burdens on cooperative
housing corporations across New York City.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, these proposals
would have damaging unintended consequences for thousands of volunteer-run co-op
boards that already operate under stringent anti-discrimination laws at the city, state,
and federal levels.

Why These Bills Are Misguided

e Intro 407 would require sworn, detailed explanations for any rejected purchase
application, exposing volunteer board members to personal liability and creating
a roadmap for costly litigation

e Intro 438 would compel disclosure of sensitive building financial information to
prospective purchasers, potentially misrepresenting a building’s financial health
and violating confidentiality norms.

e Intro 1120 would impose rigid timeframes and “deemed consent” provisions that
ignore the realities of volunteer governance and seasonal scheduling.

The Broader Impact

Cooperative housing has long been one of New York City’s most stable and affordable
ownership models, providing homes for hundreds of thousands of residents. These
volunteer boards—neighbors serving neighbors—devote significant unpaid time to
managing building finances, maintenance, and resident well-being. By treating them as
potential wrongdoers rather than community stewards, the proposed legislation would
discourage participation and increase costs for all shareholders.



Our Request

We urge the Council to reject Intros 407, 438, and 1120 and to engage directly with co-
op boards, management professionals, and civic leaders to craft policies that balance
transparency with practical governance. We believe collaboration, not punitive
regulation, is the best path forward to support New York’s cooperative communities.

Thank you for your consideration and for your continued service to New York City
residents.

[Name]

[Title, e.g., President, Board of Directors]
[Building Name]

[Address]

New York, NY 10028



The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407; Intro 438; Intro 1120A
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony in opposition to the above-referenced
proposals.

My name is Isabel Taube, and | currently am the President of the Board at 22 West 26th
Street in Manhattan.

While these three measures may be well-intentioned, they will lead to outcomes that will
increase costs, reduce flexibility, and make co-op living even less affordable. Their
combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened governance
across thousands of co-op buildings, including my own, throughout the city.

| support the arguments in opposition to these three proposals submitted by the Council of
New York Cooperatives & Condominiums (CNYCC) (please see below). | ask that the City
Council members vote against Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120A.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Isabel Taube

President, 22 West 26th Street Apartment Corporation

Intro. 407-2024

Should a cooperative withhold consent for a sale, Intro 407 would require the board to provide
prospective purchasers with a written statement detailing the rationale for each and all reasons for not
consenting to the sale, certified by a member of the board.

Under Intro 407:

e The cooperative would be required to: (1) identify each element of the purchase application that
the board found to be deficient, (2) explain how the application failed to meet specific policies,
standards, or requirements of the cooperative, and (3) specify any negative sources that the
board used in forming the conclusions that led to each reason listed.

o Each explanation would need to be structured to enable the prospective purchaser to attempt to
remedy the cited deficiencies.



¢ Anindividual board member would be required to affirm and certify under penalty of perjury that
no members of the board considered reasons other than those provided.

e The board would be limited solely to the information provided in the written explanation if the
decision is challenged in court.

o Sitiff penalties would be imposed on cooperatives whose boards fail to comply, and the certifying
board member could be charged with perjury.

CNYC fully supports New York City’s strong anti-discrimination laws and offers classes on Admissions
Policies and Procedures as well as Corporate Best Practices. We are pleased to say that we are unaware
of any actions brought by the Human Rights Commission in the last decade for discrimination in co-op
admissions, indicating the success of education.

CNYC strongly opposes this legislation, which would severely hamper the ability of volunteer board
members to act on their fiduciary responsibility, limit the cooperative’s ability to defend itself in court, and
place undue liability on the individual certifying board member, who is an unpaid volunteer working for the
benefit of all shareholders in their cooperative.

This bill is highly unlikely to have any impact on discrimination in admissions given the already small
number of rejections. On the other hand, the acceptance of even one shareholder who does not regularly
pay their bills, is disruptive, is unwilling to participate in a small building, and/or does not follow
established policies and laws, can have an outsized impact on every other shareholder in a cooperative.
This is a major concern as it is virtually impossible - and very costly - to evict uncooperative shareholders
once admitted.

Intro. 438-2024

Intro 438 would authorize any prospective buyer with an accepted offer to request multiple financial
documents and private information from the cooperative corporation, including unaudited reports,
information that is subject to change for reasons beyond the control of the cooperative, and working
documents that are only available to board members who are held to a fiduciary responsibility.

CNYC encourages sellers and their agents to share audited financial statements with prospective
purchasers as part of best practices.

However, this bill does not require the sharing of audited data, and CNYC strongly opposes the
legislation. Much of the information this bill would require boards to distribute is only found in confidential
working documents, shared only with board members who have a fiduciary responsibility to preserve its
confidentiality. Boards are currently unable to accurately predict the cost of capital work. Change orders,
changes in cost and supply availability, changes in laws and regulations, actions of neighboring buildings,
and the insurance and mortgage markets, all impact the cost of ongoing and planned capital projects.
Cash flow situations are variable and depend on timing.

Requiring cooperatives to disclose such information will increase costs, and place an additional strain and
possible liability on boards, their management companies and individual board members. Finally,
prospective purchasers do not have standing to request documents from a cooperative and should
instead address their requests to the seller or the seller’s agents.

Intro. 1120-A-2024

Intro 1120-A would set timelines for the admissions process in cooperatives, including smaller, self-
managed buildings. It requires cooperatives to provide written acknowledgement of receipt of a purchase
application within ten calendar days, along with a statement as to whether the application is complete or
what other information is required. Within 45 days (with some exceptions and provisions for extensions)
of the acknowledgement of receipt of a complete application the cooperative must advise the prospective



purchaser whether it consents to the sale unconditionally, whether consent is granted conditionally or
whether consent is denied. Failure to comply with the deadlines will be deemed an approval of the
purchase.

CNYC acknowledges the effort at evenhandedness in Intro 1120-A, but still opposes its passage. We
believe that better education for boards in their responsibilities in the Admissions Process will succeed far
better than trying to impose a one-size-fits-all timeframe on the very diverse cooperative universe in New
York City. CNYC is also very concerned about the issue of stating that an application is ‘complete’ just
days after it is received. Review of an application regularly turns up questions that require applicants to
submit additional materials to substantiate information that was provided.



79 East 79 Street Corp.

79 East 79" Street
New York, N.Y. 10075

November 28, 2025

Councilmember Julie Menin
Council District 5

250 Broadway

New York, NY 1007
DistrictS@council.nyc.gov

Councilmember Keith Powers
Council District 4

211 East 43rd Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams, Speaker

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Council Member Gale A. Brewer
563 Columbus Avenue

New York, New York 10024
gbrewer@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov
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Jumaane D. Williams, Public Advocate
David N. Dinkins Municipal Building

1 Centre Street 15th Floor North

New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 79 East 79" Street Corp., a cooperative
corporation thatis home to 15 families. Our cooperative is managed by a volunteer board—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who dedicate significant time and effort to maintaining our
building’s infrastructure, finances, and the safety of our homes.

The Value of Cooperative Governance

Cooperatives have demonstrated remarkable resilience through multiple economic cycles.
Even during periods of economic stress, defaults rarely increase, largely because boards
carefully vet purchaser applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and
community-minded. This diligent review process is central to the stability and success of
cooperatives. Our board’s collective, long-term perspective allows us to make capital
investment decisions that benefit the building and its residents, rather than focusing on
short-term profit. This approach has contributed to the overall improvement of housing
quality in New York City over the past several decades.

Increasing Challenges for Cooperative Boards

At the same time, our operating costs continue to rise each year due to an ever-growing
number of regulatory requirements imposed by the City, as well as increased insurance
premiums, wages, real estate taxes, and utility costs. Volunteer boards like ours are
increasingly burdened by the need to manage and address these mandates.

Objections to Proposed Legislation

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not
address a demonstrated problem. Discrimination is already illegal in New York City, which
recognizes 17 protected classes, and there is no data indicating that housing cooperatives
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are more likely to discriminate in their admissions practices than private landlords. In fact,
according to the New York City Commission on Human Rights, co-op claims make up only
a small portion of housing discrimination claims. Against this backdrop, the proposed
legislation is excessive and threatens to undermine the very qualities that have made
housing cooperatives successful contributors to the City’s revitalization.

Rather than cataloging every objection, we wish to highlight the most significant concerns
with each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our cooperative by
increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our ability to ensure
that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our community.

Int. No. 407 - Disclosure of Reasons

This bill would require boards to provide detailed written statements explaining why a
prospective purchaser was rejected or why conditions were placed on a purchase. We
object for several reasons:

e The requirement applies not only to outright rejections but also to situations where
conditions are imposed, such as requiring a maintenance escrow for borderline
financial qualifications or standard conditions for trust ownership.

e The mandated disclosures could embarrass purchasers and complicate the sales
process, as sellers may face delays if purchasers attempt to “remedy” deficiencies.

o The bill invites disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient,” increasing
the likelihood of litigation and undermining the deference traditionally given to board
decisions.

¢ Requiring a unified statement of reasons from a collective board risks inaccuracies
and intra-board conflict, which could be exploited in legal disputes.

e The need for officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-
citation and disclosure requirements, increases personalrisk for board members and
may raise Directors & Officers insurance premiums, discouraging qualified
volunteers from serving.

Int. No. 438 - Financial Disclosure

Currently, boards provide prospective purchasers with the last two years of audited
financial statements, which is standard practice. This bill would go much further, requiring
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to individuals with no established
connection to the building. Our concerns include:

¢ The bill would require disclosure of sensitive financial information to anyone with an
accepted offer, even before a contract is signed, with no requirement for
confidentiality.

e Thiscouldresultinthe cooperative’s budget, reserves, and capital plans being shared
publicly, creating reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and security risks.



The information required exceeds what is regularly provided to shareholders and may
not be readily available, necessitating the creation of new documents and the
disclosure of “planned” capital improvements, which could lead to disputes over
what qualifies as “planned.”

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face increased workloads and
professional fees to assemble complex financial packets on short notice, with
penalties for even minor, good-faith delays.

Broad dissemination of sensitive data could chill sales, fuel speculative claims, and
increase D&O insurance premiums.

Int. No. 1120 - Applications, Requirements, and Deadlines
This billwould standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We object for
the following reasons:

The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice would require new tracking
systems, additional staffing, and strict calendaring. Minor delays could trigger
noncompliance, generating disputes and costs.

If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information and undermining prudent
review.

Strict adherence to fixed criteria would prevent boards from making sensible
exceptions for promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining
equitable access and community judgment.

Requests for additional information outside standardized forms could be challenged
as impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

Conclusion

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them. Thank you for

your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

Juty Fngenman

As agent for 79 East 79" Street Corp.
On behalf of the Board of Directors



BOARD MEMBER SAMPLE LETTER

12/1/2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker
The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Int 407, Int 438, and Int 1120-A

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez and Members of the City Council:

I serve as a Board Member of 102 West 85 Ltd, a cooperative located in Upper West Side,
Manhattan. [ am writing in strong opposition to Int 407, Int 438, and Int 1120-A.

Our building relies on volunteer board service, careful admissions processes, and
responsible financial planning. These bills threaten our ability to govern responsibly by
exposing volunteers to litigation, forcing disclosure of sensitive information, and imposing
rigid governance standards unsuitable for our building.

These measures will increase legal risk, raise operating costs, and discourage volunteer
participation. [ urge the Council to reject these bills.

Respectfully,

Ajit'Thomas
Board Member, 102 West 85 Ltd



December 1, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”’)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

| respectfully submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the
“Reasons Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

| serve as president of my co-op board, a volunteer body that dedicates countless unpaid hours
to safeguarding our building’s financial stability and the well-being of our community. We are
neighbors serving neighbors. Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful
and enduring homeownership models, providing affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds
of thousands of working- and middle-class residents.

While | appreciate the Council’s intention to promote transparency, Intro 407 is misguided and
would cause significant unintended harm to the very communities it aims to protect.

The bill is premised on the notion that co-op boards routinely act with bias or discrimination.
That assumption is unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal—and
vigorously enforceable—under city, state, and federal law. Our board takes these obligations
seriously and rigorously adheres to them.

Rather than improving fairness, Intro 407 would undermine the cooperative housing system by:

e Exposing volunteer board members to personal liability for decisions made in good
faith as part of their fiduciary duties.

e Creating a litigation roadmap, as mandated written explanations for denials would
invite frivolous or retaliatory lawsuits.

e Driving up D&O insurance premiums, increasing operating costs and ultimately
making co-op living less affordable.

e Discouraging volunteer participation, as shareholders become reluctant to serve
when every decision carries heightened legal and financial risk.



e Eroding essential board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

Taken together, these impacts would raise costs, weaken governance, and destabilize
thousands of cooperative buildings citywide.

Intro 407 does not close a legal gap—it creates one. It replaces trust and community-based
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than advancing fairness, it would threaten
a proven, community-driven homeownership model that has supported New Yorkers for
generations.

| urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and instead work in partnership with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely strengthen affordability,
accountability, and community stability.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

FHolly & Bughy

Kelly Buzby
President, Board of Directors

200 W 108th Street
New York, NY 10025




The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

I submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, which would require cooperative
housing boards to provide detailed written explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any
rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands of
working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’
financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply misguided
and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable
under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

o Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on boards
when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects the
long-term interests of shareholders and residents.



The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened governance
across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community service
with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would destabilize a
proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers, and
housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-driven
homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Gia Curatola, Director
201 E. 62" Street Corp



From: Colson, Brandon on behalf of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Letter in Opposition to Intro 407-2024
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2025 3:55:12 AM

From: Sheryl Michels <sherylmichels@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, December 1, 2025 11:26 PM

To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>; District14 <District14@council.nyc.gov>;
District18 <District18@council.nyc.gov>; District5 <District5@council.nyc.gov>;
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Letter in Opposition to Intro 407-2024

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report suspected
phishing emails with the Phish Alert Button or forward them to phish@oti.nyc.gov as an
attachment.

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

I submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, which would require
cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written explanations—under penalty
of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models
of homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless
unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is
deeply misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities
it seeks to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided
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This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is
both unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials,
inviting frivolous and costly lawsuits.

Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served
New Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support
affordable, community-driven homeownership.

Sincerely,
Sheryl D. Michels, Secretary

201 E. 62" Street Corp



Written Testimony Against Intros 407, 438, and 1120

| am writing to you concerning City Council’s Intros 407, 438, and 1120. | am Co-op
Board President of 326 West 83rd Street. We are a small building of 26 units. Many of
our shareholders are on fixed incomes. They are not wealthy. Our Board focuses on
mitigating the maintenance burden especially for these shareholders.

For the past several years our insurance premiums have skyrocketed more than 25%
each year, requiring us to increase the maintenance. It is our largest budget line item
after our mortgage. We've spoken to our insurance broker who has informed us that
these new proposals will add to that burden. It will expose Co-ops and their Boards to
frivolous law suits. And it will increase our legal fees. All requiring our insurance to
cover more liability. It is yet another city council measure that makes the city less
affordable.

The new requirements on justifying rejections will basically disallow any considerations
for our community that would lead us to reject an applicant. Another provision requires
us to respond to an application in 10 days. Maybe you’re unaware but we are not paid
for serving on the Board. We have families, work, other commitments. Of course, we
try to be efficient and respond because sellers and buyers request that. We don’t need
a bill that will open us up to penalties to get us to respond.

In addition to the financial and legal implications, your bills will disincentivize anyone to
serve on the Board given the personal legal peril it imposes. These are already
thankless volunteer jobs especially when dealing with a 130 year-old building like ours.
It is difficult now to recruit shareholders to serve on the Board. These bills will make
that even more difficult.

Finally, | would ask you to provide evidence as to the impetus for these bills? |s this a
pervasive problem and causing harm to a broad swathe of your constituents? (By the
way, we have rejected only one applicant in the 20 years I've served on the Board for
valid reasons I'd be happy to elaborate on.)

Do you understand that this will impose additional financial and legal burdens on
thousands of your constituents who live in co-ops?

These statutes will make it increasingly unaffordable for your constituents in co-ops to
live here. Please, please do not proceed with these bills.



December 1, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker
The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120-A

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez and Members of the City Council:

I serve as a Board Member of 390 Riverside Drive Owners Corp., a cooperative located in Manhattan. |
am writing to urge you to vote against Introduction 407, Introduction 438, and Introduction 1120-A.

Applicants to our cooperative undergo a rigorous and fair review process. The protections these bills
purport to provide would not improve that process, but instead would increase legal exposure for board
members and the coop, discourage volunteer service, raise operating costs, complicate admissions
procedures and undermine the cooperative model.

Our building relies on cooperative shareholders to volunteer to serve on the board. We have established
careful admissions processes, and we carry out responsible financial planning. These bills threaten our
ability to govern responsibly by exposing volunteers to litigation, forcing disclosure of sensitive and
necessarily projected, rather than confirmed, information, and imposing rigid governance standards that do
not fit our building. These bills would increase our building’s expenses and discourage shareholders from
serving on the board. I strongly urge the Council to reject these bills.

espectfully;

Armand LeGardeur
Board Member, 390 Riverside Owners Corp.



390 Riverside Owners Corp.
390 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10025-1831

November 28, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker
The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Int 407, Int 438, and Int 1120-A

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez and Members of the City Council:

| am a member of the Board of Directors for 390 Riverside Drive Corporation, and I’'m
writing to express my strong opposition to Int 407, Int 438 and Int 1120, the proposals
that will be considered at the Committee on Housing and Buildings on December 2nd.

All of these proposals are unnecessary, intrusive, and will make the jobs of volunteer
Board members more difficult. Int 407 in particular is virtually an invitation to frivolous
lawsuits by unsuitable purchasers who want to override good-faith decisions that are
made after careful and impartial review.

In addition, these proposals will drive purchasers away from co-ops toward other forms
of ownership, including condominiums, which will be held to a lower standard. Requiring
additional and unnecessary documentation will make a paperwork-intense process even
more onerous, and the rigid timelines that are proposed would place an unfair burden
on the small teams of volunteers who already do their best to be prompt and
responsive.

Serving as a Board member is a thankless task already. These proposals will make it
harder to attract shareholders to serve in this volunteer role, the role more difficult and
subject to increased risk, discouraging shareholders to serve in the future.

Our current system isn’t broken, and it does not need fixing — co-ops are already subject
to federal, state, and local anti-discrimination laws, including the NYC Human Rights
Law. These proposals would degrade the admissions process by adding bureaucracy,
risk, encouraging frivolous lawsuits and drawing out the process they are meant to
streamline. These proposals also would increase our operating costs, by driving up our
already-high insurance premiums, for no tangible benefit whatsoever.



| strongly urge the Council to reject these bills. Please contact me if | can provide further
information.

Regards,

Michael Bulger
Director, 390 Riverside Owners Corp.



390 Riverside Owners Corp.
390 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10025-1831

December 1, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker
The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Int 407, Int 438, and Int 1120-A

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez and Members of the City Council:

I serve as a Board Member, and Presidfent, of 390 Riverside Owners Corp., a cooperative
located in Morningside Heights, Manhattan. | am writing in strong opposition to Int 407, Int
438, and Int 1120-A. I am also an attorney, in practice for more than 40 years as a litigator
in New York City. My career includes public service as an Assistant United States Attorney,
SDNY (1984-1994), and First Deputy Commissioner of the New York City Department of
Investigation (1994-1996)

Our co-op relies on residents to volunteer for board service, which includes oversight of the
admissions process, and acting as fiduciaries for the financial interests of all shareholders in
our co-op. Itis necessary work, but a thankless task. These bills present a threat to our co-
op - and to all co-ops - because they would expose volunteers to litigation, force disclosure
of sensitive, confidential financial information of shareholders and prospective purchasers,
and impose rigid governance standards unsuitable for our building (and others). Moreover,
these laws are utterly unnecessary (if the purported aim is to fight housing discrimination).
Co-ops are subject to federal, state, and local anti-discrimination laws (including the NYC
Human Rights Law) so these proposed enactments add nothing to that framework - except
to provide a tool that can be used as leverage against a co-op, generate disputes and costly
litigation discovery, and run up legal fees. The legal framework would also -surely - drive
up insurance premiums (which are already sky-high).

There is absolutely no reason to single out co-ops (from among other real estate
transactions) in this way. These measures, if adopted, will only increase legal risk, raise
operating costs, and result in shareholders fleeing from volunteer Board service. I strongly
urge the Council to reject these bills.

Respectfully, p

Z, ? )
lany) v et
Richard W. Mark
Board President, 390 Riverside Owners Corp.



390 Riverside Owners Corp.
390 Riverside Drive
New York, NY 10025-1831

December 3, 2025

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair
Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, New York 10007

Re:  Supplemental Testimony in Opposition fo Ints. 407, 438 and 1120-A

Madam Chair:

Thank you for your patience presiding over the December 2, 2025 committee hearing on Int.
407, 438 and 1120-A, and for listening to the hours of testimony. I am submitting these
supplemental comments within the 72-hour window for additional testimony.

First: I respectfully submit that the testimony of the representatives from the City Commission
on Human Rights and from the Department of Housing Preservation and Development deserves
great weight. What these witnesses said undercuts the rationale for Int. 407. In response to a
direct question from the Chair regarding the results of CCHR investigations of discrimination
claims arising from Co-Ops rejecting purchasers, the CCHR witness testified that there were
only a “handful” of complaints in this area and, ultimately, identified one substantiated case of
discrimination in the last five years. Even if one generously assumes that the effort required to
pursue a claim deters many people from filing, one substantiated case — not an ariecdotal matter,
but the sole reported and confirmed result out of many hundreds of CCHR filings (only a handful
off which concerned Co-Op denials) — shows this is not a broad problem calling for a broad,
legislative solution. The testimony on this point begins at 00:39:01 of the hearing and continues
for five or six minutes thereafter; the point was reiterated in response to questions from Member
Dinowitz (at approximately 01:12:00).

Second, when Member Dinowitz asked about statistics on Co-Ops rejecting purchasers, the HPD
representatives noted that Co-Op sales are private market transactions and that the government.
does not collect data on board actions (acceptance or rejection). The HPD representative noted,
however, that in 2024 there were “just under 7,000 co-op sales.” {01:13:00). Suppose that over
the course of five years, 30,000 to 40,000 co-op sales occur in New York City. If there was a
significant problem of discrimination arising from in co-0p denials, one would expect more than
one substantiated finding of discrimination at the CCHR over a five-yeéar period (even
discounting for other avenues of complaint and generously assuming a reluctance of many to
file). From the evidence adduced at the Dember 2, 2025 hearing, the problem is unproven, or
exceedingly rare. The witness who testified starting at approximately 05:03:00 makes this exact

point: several members of the Committee, ap_peared, in their questions to start from a premise_
]

that-“ev’eryone knows" or it 1s “generally known” that there 1s widespreacl discrimmation
assoclated with Co-Op denials. Not anecdotal evidence or assumptions, however, but the hard

numbers from City agencies refute that premise (one substantiated case in five years against
7,000 Co-Op sales annually). The Council should not enact legislation where the evidence isn’t
even sufficient to define the purported problem to be addressed.



Hon. Pierina Sanchez
December 3, 2025
Page 2 ‘

Third, some of the members asked whether a statement of reasons Would.impose. such a burden
on a Co-Op because, after all the Co-Op knows why it acted and this - would simply require
sending a memorial of the decision to the purchaser. The statement Int. 407 would require,
however, is set up to be a litigation document. As drafted, the legislation calls for a listing of “all
reasons” (not a form checklist). The civil rights attorney witness who had worked with the
Public Advocate’s office on the bill could not have made this clearer: the sworn statement (a
problem itself for reasons I stated in my testimony) is intended to cabin the Co-Op and provide a
litigation target. Itis highly likely that prudent Co-Op Boards will need and cal! for legal advice
in preparing any comprehensive statement of reasons for a denial. Those legal fees are
something a.Co-Op should not have to.incur. Next, assume that the Co-Op provides a sworn
statement denying approval for failure to meet the Co-Op’s financial standards. In our current,
very litigious world a disgruntled seller need not accept that statement at face value. Rather, it
provides a ticket to litigation and discovery to probe the truth of the declaration—with the
promise of recovering attorney’s fees for the purchaser (not to the Co-Op if it prevails). The very
design of the legislation invites litigation. (There is also the possibility of a creative attorney
attempting to use litigation to freeze transaction pending resolution holding up the seller and the
Co-Op. As structured, the legislation gives great negotiation leverage to the purchaser and
undermines legitimate exercises of discretion by the Co-Op Board.)

Fourth, regarding the bill that would require co-ops to disclose certain information to prospective
purchasers, this matter is already addressed, very specifically, in the standard form Co-Op
purchase contract used in New York City. Specifically, paragraph 5 of the standard form
contract states:

Purchaser has examined and is satisfied with, or (except as to any matter represented in
this Contract by Seller) accepts and assumes the risk of not having examined, the Lease,
the Corporation’s Certificate of Incorporation, By-laws, House Rules, minutes of

shareholders’ and directors’ meetings, most recent audited financial statement and most

recent statement of tax deductions available to the Corporation’s shareholders under
Section 216 of the United States Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended ("IRC”) or

under any successor statute or any regulations promulgated pursuant thereto), and the
Corporation’s application required to be completed by Purchaser, if available prior to the
date hereof.

In other words, the parties agree that the purchaser has examined relevant Co-Op records and
documents or assumes the risk of not having made that examination. A purchaser who wants to
review Co-Op documents and financials can get them as a condition of the contract. Because the
topic of disclosure is addressed in the parties’ contract and there is no need for legislation in'this
area. One witness testified (at approximately 04:35:00) as to the timing provisions of the
standard form contract and how that agreement gives the parties incentives to get the deal done.
In contrast, those realtors who testified to instances of being “ghosted” in a transaction admitted
that involved a miniscule number of cases (and their experience is principally outside of New

)

Fifth, the testimony of the witness starting at (approximately) 04:28:00 offers several useful
points, including rhetorical questions that elegantly frame the burdens that the proposed
legislation would impose on non-profit Co-Ops.




Hon. Pierina Sanchez
December 3, 2025
Page 3

Finally, and returning to the witnesses from the CCHR and HPD: both candidly admitted that
their agencies have no expertise in the “transaction timeline™ issues to be addressed by Int. 1120-
A. The testimony from the non-New York City-based realtors invoking the experience of
suburban counties does not deserve significant weight on this point. The number of co-ops in
those jurisdictions is a tiny fraction of the number in New York City and the structure and
bureaucracy needed to implement effective administrative oversight in the suburbs cannot be
compared to what would be required to carry that out in New York City. It would be wrong to
burden the agencies with this compliance monitoring assignment when they lack both expertise
and resources to carry it out.

Housing discrimination is against the law — no question. Local, state and federal laws address
that problem with detailed rules and remedies. Both private actions and government
enforcement implement those laws. With respect, the proposed bills would not enhance civil
rights enforcement but would impose significant costs and burdens on non-profit residential Co-
Ops. For those reasons, I hope that the Council will not enact these proposals.

If the Chair has any further inquiries or would like further elaboration on any of these points, I
would be happy to provide it.

Respectfully,
Richard W. Mark %
Board President, 390 Riverside Owners Corp.



580 West End Avenue Corp
580 W End Ave
New York NY 10014

November 25, 2025

Gale A. Brewer

563 Columbus Ave

New York, NY 10024
districté@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams®@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez (District 14)
2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov
Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue

Bronx, NY 10473
district18@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing C >

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 580 West End Avenue Corp. a cooperative
corporation that is home to 17 families. Our cooperative is managed by a volunteer board—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who dedicate significant time and effort to maintaining our
building’s infrastructure, finances, and the safety of our homes.



The Value of Cooperative Governance

Cooperatives have demonstrated remarkable resitience through multiple economic cycles.
Even during periods of economic stress, defaults rarely increase, largely because boards
carefully vet purchaser applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and
community-minded. This approach has contributed to the overall improvement of housing
quality in New York City over the past several decades.

Increasing Challenges for Cooperative Boards

At the same time, our operating costs continue to rise each year due to an ever-growing
number of regulatory requirements imposed by the City, as well as increased insurance
premiums, wages, real estate taxes, and utility costs. Volunteer boards like ours are
increasingly burdened by the need to manage and address these mandates.

Objections to Proposed Legislation

We respectfully oppose [nt. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not
address a demonstrated problem. Discrimination is already illegal in New York City, which
recognizes 17 protected classes, and there already exists a mechanism for addressing any
problems. Further, there is no data indicating that housing cooperatives are more likely to
discriminate in their admissions practices than private landlords. Against this backdrop,
the proposed legislation is excessive and threatens to undermine the very qualities that
have made housing cooperatives successful contributors to the City’s revitalization.

Rather than cataloging every objection, we wish to highlight the most significant concerns
with each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our cooperative by
increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our ability to ensure
that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our community.

Int. No. 407 - Disclosure of Reasons
This bill would require boards to provide detailed written statements explaining why a
prospective purchaser was rejected. We object for several reasons:

» The mandated disclosures could embarrass the purchaser and complicate the
sales process. Further, sellers (who may ordinarily seek a new purchaser if there is
a rejection) may be harmed as they may face delays if purchaser attempts to
“remedy” deficiencies.

« The billinvites disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient,” increasing
the likelihood of litigation and undermining court approved deference traditionally
given to board decisions.

» Requiring a unified statement of reasons from a collective board risks inaccuracies
and intra-board conflict, which could be exploited in legal disputes.



The need for officer certification under penalty of perjury increases personal risk for
board members and, along with increasing Directors & Officers insurance
premiums, will discourage qualified volunteers from serving on the board.

Requiring disclosure of the source of any negative information will undoubtedly
cause tremendous embarrassment to the purchaser, and will stifle the flow of true
and complete to the Board.

Int. No. 438 - Financial Disclosure

Currently, boards provide prospective purchasers with the last two years of audited
financial statements, which is standard practice. This bill would go much further, requiring
extensive and costly financial disclosures on accelerated timelines.

The bill would require disclosure of sensitive financial information to anyone with an
accepted offer, even before a contract is signed, with no requirement for
confidentiality. This could result in the cooperative’s budget, reserves, and capital
plans being shared publicly, creating reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages,
and security risks.

The information required seems to require up-to-date information, which will
require a tremendous amount of extra expenses due to the additional work required
by management and accountants in preparing these complex financial packages on
such short notice. In some buildings, there are a dozens of applications each year.

The disclosure of “planned” capital improvements will only lead to disputes over
what qualifies as “planned.” Is the mention of a new roof in three years a “planned
capital improvement?”

Int. No. 1120 - Applications, Requirements, and Deadlines
This bill would impose unreasonably strict timelines. We object for the following reasons:

The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice would require new tracking
systems, additional staffing, and strict calendaring. Minor delays could trigger
noncompliance, generating disputes and costs.

If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default,
preventing boards from requesting missing or clarifying information and
undermining prudent review. It has been reported in some jurisdictions that such
deadlines have resulted in rejections by boards, rather than face a violation of the
mandatory deadlines.

Strict adherence to fixed criteria would prevent boards from making sensible
exceptions for promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances,.



» Requests for additional information outside standardized forms could be
challenged as impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing
on substantive qualifications.

Conclusion
We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them. Thank you for
your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

On behalf of the Board of Directors
580 West End Avenue Corp.



R AR Novembes 28,2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Councit;

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, welt-managed housing to hundreds of thousands
of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to
protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceabie
under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, intro 407 would:

+ Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith,

« Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

¢ Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.



« Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

« Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects
the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning
intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would

destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers,
and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-
driven homeownership.
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620 Tenants stands in unison with other Riverdale co-op boards in opposing proposed
legislative Bills 407, 438, and 1120-A.

These three bills would impose a level of micromanagement on all New York City co-op boards
that undermines the autonomy necessary for responsible governance. Co-op boards—made up of
resident shareholders who volunteer their time —are already charged with exercising careful
judgment and due diligence on behalf of all shareholders. The proposed legislation does not offer
guidance; it imposes rigid mandates that restrict each board’s ability to address the unique needs
and circumstances of its own community.

Our opposition is grounded in practical and significant governance concerns, including:
e Protection of confidentiality
*  Realistic timing for board responsibilities
*  Substantial administrative and staffing burdens

. Increased and unnecessary legal liability



829 PARK AVENUE CORPORATION

829 PARK AVENUE

NEW YORK, NY 10021

December 1, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl4@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives



Dear Council Members:

We write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 829 Park Avenue Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 40 families. Our cooperative is governed by a volunteer board of
seven elected members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort
to managing the building’s infrastructure, physical plant, and finances and to maintaining a safe
and neighborly environment for all shareholders.

Cooperatives in New York City have demonstrated resilience through economic cycles. Defaults
rarely increase in cooperatives during periods of stress, and the community of new
shareholders expands with each generation, primarily because boards carefully review
purchaser applications with the ability to consider finances as well as the future of the building
and the community in which it exists.

We oppose Prospective Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. The proposed bills will
materially and negatively impact cooperatives by further increasing costs, intensifying
management burdens, and creating confusion and potential litigation over the interpretation of
vague and subjective terms contained in the proposed legislation.

It is already a challenge to find and retain board members in view of the significant amount of
work they must undertake. The chilling effect of potential personal as well as corporate liability
for a variety of unmeasurable claims will reduce or eliminate our ability to bring on new board
members and jeopardize our ability to maintain the current board. There will be defections
from board service and few boards will avoid the inherent chaos that will ensue from the lack of
continuity in leadership.

In addition, it will be impossible to comply with a number of the requirements of these
proposed bills: the board will not be able to catalogue the thinking of all its members in
reviewing an application; the concept of ascertaining whether stated reasons are “sufficient” to
decline an application will add further confusion as it is a subjective and impossible standard,
and will vary on a case by case basis; and the possibility of challenges, claims and lawsuits for
failure to comply with vague terms will inhibit any board’s ability to make a decision. The
negative consequences of these bills will be far reaching, and will have a harmful impact on the
possibility of growth in our neighborhoods.

We have provided above just a few of the many ways in which we believe the proposed
legislation would have a devastating impact on the continued operation of cooperatives in New
York City. We therefore urge this Council to reconsider these bills and vote against their
passage.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors, 829 Park Avenue Corp.



907 FIFTH AVENUE,
NEW YORK, NY 10021

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

November 21, 2025

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

I submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands
of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While I appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to
protect.

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

e Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.



e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

o Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects
the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would
destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations.

I urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers,

and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-
driven homeownership.

Regards,

AN

Ketty Pucci-Sisti Maisonrouge
Shareholder, 907 Fifth Avenue —-




955 TENANT SHAREHOLDERS, INC.
955 PARK AVENUE
NEW YORK, NY 10028

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

November 12, 2025
Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Iintro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintain their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.
Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

e Create aroadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.



e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the tong-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.
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Thomas M Sternberg, Presiden@
955 Tenant Shareholders, Inc.

955 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10028



1065 PARK AVENUE CORPORATION

November 21, 2025
Subject: Opposition to Intros 407, 438 & 1120 - “Co-op Transparency Package”
Dear Chair Sanchez and Members of the Committee,

On behalf of the Board of 1065 Park Avenue Corporation, a 93-unit cooperative in Carnegie Hill,
Manhattan, we respectfully submit this testimony in opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120.

While intended to promote transparency, these bills would impose punitive procedural burdens
on volunteer co-op boards, expose them to unnecessary litigation, and increase costs for
residents. Co-ops already comply with extensive anti-discrimination laws; these measures
would not improve fairness but would discourage participation and weaken good governance.

We urge the Council to reject these bills and instead collaborate with co-op boards and housing
professionals on balanced policies that preserve transparency without undermining community-
based ownership.

Thank you for your consideration.

Joanne R. Wenig
President, Board of Directors
1065 Park Avenue Corporation



From: _of Speaker Adams

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120
Date: Monday, December 1, 2025 6:26:04 PM

From: George Stonbely <gstonbely@spectacularventures.com>

Sent: Monday, December 1, 2025 6:19 PM

To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>

Cc: District14 <District14@council.nyc.gov>; gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov; District18
<District18@council.nyc.gov>; Office of Council Member Powers <kpowers@council.nyc.gov>;
District5 <District5@council.nyc.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120

George N. Stonbely
President, Board of Directors
1115 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10128

December 1st, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the City Council:

As President of the Board of 1115 Fifth Avenue, I am writing in strong opposition to
Intros 407, 438, and 1120.

Although these bills are presented as measures to increase transparency in the cooperative
purchase process, they would in reality impose severe and unnecessary burdens on cooperative
housing throughout New York City.

Intro 407 is particularly harmful. It requires boards to produce a sworn, detailed written
explanation for every rejection within five business days. This demands procedures that are
unworkable in practice—co-ops do not maintain formal “rejection files,” and assembling
unanimous, sworn statements from all involved parties within such a narrow timeframe is
often impossible. For volunteer board members, many of whom have full-time jobs, these
requirements create real personal exposure and legal risk.



The bill also invites litigation by turning every denial into a potential lawsuit, supported by
fee-shifting provisions that incentivize claims regardless of merit. This, in turn, will drive up
D&O insurance premiums, directly increasing maintenance costs and diminishing the
affordability that cooperative housing is meant to protect. These measures undermine the
discretion and fiduciary responsibility that boards must exercise to maintain the financial and
operational stability of their buildings.

Importantly, the bills do not solve any genuine problem. Discrimination in housing is already
illegal under extensive city, state, and federal laws, and these protections are fully enforceable.
Adding punitive procedural traps for volunteer-run, non-profit housing corporations does
nothing to enhance fairness, and only destabilizes a system that has served New Yorkers well
for generations.

Cooperative housing functions because neighbors volunteer their time and judgment to
safeguard their buildings. These bills would deter that participation, compromise sound
governance, and increase costs at a moment when affordability in New York City is already
under strain.

For these reasons, I respectfully urge the Council to reject Intros 407, 438, and 1120.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

George N. Stonbely

President, Board of Directors
1115 Fifth Avenue



1150 FIFTH AVENUE OWNERS CORPORATION

1150 Fifth Avenue New York, NY 10128 | Phone 917-742-4404 | rgmacris@aol.com

November 27, 2025

City Council Speaker Adrienne Adams
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438 and Intro 1120("*Co-op Transparency Package”)

Dear Council City Council Speaker Adames:

| am writing on behalf of the Board of 1150 Fifth Avenue, a cooperative residence in Carnegie
Hill, to express our strong opposition to the so-called “Co-op Transparency” legislative
package—Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120—now under consideration by the Committee on

Housing and Buildings.

These bills, though presented as measures to promote fairness in co-op sales, would have
serious unintended consequences for the thousands of volunteer-run housing corporations

that sustain New York’s neighborhoods.

Our Concerns

e Intro 407 would require sworn, detailed written explanations for any rejected
application, exposing volunteer board members to personal liability and creating a
roadmap for costly litigation.

e Intro 438 would compel the release of sensitive building financial information to
prospective purchasers, inviting misinterpretation and jeopardizing confidentiality.

e Intro 1120 would impose rigid review deadlines and “deemed consent” provisions that
fail to reflect the realities of volunteer governance, particularly during holiday or
summer periods.



Why It Matters

Co-op boards already operate under stringent anti-discrimination laws at the city, state, and
federal levels. These proposals would not enhance fairness—they would discourage
community participation, drive up insurance and legal costs, and undermine the stability of

one of New York’s most effective affordable-ownership models.

Our board members are neighbors serving neighbors, devoting countless unpaid hours to
managing finances, capital repairs, and quality of life for our residents. These bills would
replace trust and discretion with bureaucracy and legal exposure, weakening the very

governance model that has worked for generations.

Our Request

We respectfully urge you to oppose Intros 407, 438, and 1120 and to encourage the Council
to collaborate with co-op boards, management professionals, and civic organizations to

achieve meaningful transparency without harming the volunteer foundation of co-op life.
Thank you for your attention and for your continued service to our district and community.
Very truly yours,

;i ' I, .
Richard G Macris

President
1150 Fifth Avenue Owners Corporation



Carnegie Hill Co-op Board Testimony Packet

Short Testimony for NYC Council Portal

Subject: Opposition to Intros 407, 438 & 1120 — “Co-op Transparency Package”
Dear Chair Sanchez and Members of the Committee,

On behalf of the Board of 1165 Park Avenue in Carnegie Hill, Manhattan, we respectfully
submit this testimony in opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120.

While intended to promote transparency, these bills would impose punitive procedural
burdens on volunteer co-op boards, expose them to unnecessary litigation, and increase
costs for residents. Co-ops already comply with extensive anti-discrimination laws; these
measures would not improve fairness but would discourage participation and weaken
good governance.

We urge the Council to reject these bills and instead collaborate with co-op boards and
housing professionals on balanced policies that preserve transparency without
undermining community-based ownership.

Thank you for your consideration.

Arlene Cruz
President, Board of Directors
1165 Park Avenue



Full Letter for Council Submission

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Ana Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
The Honorable Jumaane D. Williams, Public Advocate

The Honorable Amanda Farias, Majority Leader

New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407, Intro 438, and Intro 1120 (“Co-op
Transparency Package”)

Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, Public Advocate Williams, Majority Leader Farias,
and Members of the New York City Council,

We write on behalf of the Board of [Building Name], a cooperative residential community
in Carnegie Hill, Manhattan, to express our strong opposition to the package of bills
currently before the Committee—Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”), Intro 438, and Intro
1120—which would place onerous and unnecessary procedural burdens on cooperative
housing corporations across New York City.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, these proposals
would have damaging unintended consequences for thousands of volunteer-run co-op
boards that already operate under stringent anti-discrimination laws at the city, state,
and federal levels.

Why These Bills Are Misguided

1. Intro 407 would require sworn, detailed explanations for any rejected purchase
application, exposing volunteer board members to personal liability and creating
a roadmap for costly litigation

2. Intro 438 would compel disclosure of sensitive building financial information to
prospective purchasers, potentially misrepresenting a building’s financial health
and violating confidentiality norms.

3. Intro 1120 would impose rigid timeframes and “deemed consent” provisions that
ignore the realities of volunteer governance and seasonal scheduling.

The Broader Impact

Cooperative housing has long been one of New York City’s most stable and affordable
ownership models, providing homes for hundreds of thousands of residents. These
volunteer boards—neighbors serving neighbors—devote significant unpaid time to
managing building finances, maintenance, and resident well-being. By treating them as
potential wrongdoers rather than community stewards, the proposed legislation would
discourage participation and increase costs for all shareholders.

Our Request
We urge the Council to reject Intros 407, 438, and 1120 and to engage directly with co-
op boards, management professionals, and civic leaders to craft policies that balance



transparency with practical governance. We believe collaboration, not punitive
regulation, is the best path forward to support New York’s cooperative communities.

Thank you for your consideration and for your continued service to New York City
residents.

[Name]

[Title, e.g., President, Board of Directors]
[Building Name]

[Address]

New York, NY 10028



The Board of Directors
1200 Tenant Corp.
1200 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10128

November 28, 2025

The Honorable Keith Powers

New York City Council, District Four
New York City Hall, 250 Broadway
New York, NY 10007

Re: Opposition to Intros 407, 438, and 1120 (the “Co-op Transparency Package”)

Dear Council Member Powers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1200 Tenant Corp., a cooperative residence on
Madison Avenue in Carnegie Hill. I write to express our strong opposition to the legislative
proposals known as the “Co-op Transparency Package”—comprising Intro 407, Intro 438, and
Intro 1120—that the Committee on Housing and Buildings is now considering.

While the Committee’s objective to promote fairness and transparency in sales of cooperatives is
laudable and one that our Board shares wholeheartedly, we respectfully urge that the Co-op
Transparency Package is ill-suited to achieve this worthy purpose. Most significantly, we
anticipate serious harm that would result from adoption of the Co-op Transparency Package which
would significantly outweigh its benefits. Although we have no doubt that these harmful
consequences are not intended by the Committee, we wish to bring them to the Committee’s
attention to eliminate the risk of the Committee’s unknowingly acting to the detriment of its
cooperative-owning constituents. Specifically, these harmful consequences include:

o Increased exposure of volunteer board members to time-consuming and costly litigation,
including the possible imposition of personal liability for individual board members;

o Compelled release of sensitive building financial information, including that which may
include personal and confidential information about specific shareholders; and

e Imposition of onerous compliance obligations upon volunteer board members, many of
whom have full-time employment and personal commitments outside of their board
service.

Further, these consequences each would engender the secondary consequences of chilling interest
in board service and depressing property value—which is especially concerning in the current
economic climate. Moreover, the risk of these consequences is not justified by the Co-op
Transparency Package’s proposed benefits, which can be achieved by other means that do not
threaten the same harm. City, State, and Federal anti-discrimination laws govern cooperative
boards’ review of prospective purchasers’ applications (and boards’ conduct in other areas, as
well). Appropriate enforcement of these statutes is an adequate safeguard against the ills that the
Co-op Transparency Package seeks to address and will continue to ensure that cooperatives operate
in the fair and transparent manner that the Committee desires. Moreover, these statutes provide



The Board of Directors
1200 Tenant Corp.
1200 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10128

that security without discouraging community self-governance, contributing to increased legal and
insurance costs, or undermining a proven model of affordable ownership. The Co-op Transparency
Package, if passed, would lead to all of this, decreasing the quality of management and depreciating
the financial value of cooperative shareholders’ most valuable asset—their home.

Moreover, there are practical considerations which would likely interfere with the Co-op
Transparency Package’s efficacy. For example, the requirement of Intro 407 that a cooperative
board provides a sworn, detailed written explanation for the rejection of any application assumes
that a board comprised of several individuals uniformly voted to reject for the same reason. In
reality, this is likely often not the case; heterogenous reasoning about board members may often
result in a majority agreed upon outcome. To the extent that only “no votes” must provide such an
explanation, this creates a disincentive to vote to reject an application that may be at odds with the
best interests of the cooperative and its shareholders, to which and to whom board members owe
a fiduciary obligation. Additionally, the ambiguity of this requirement makes it difficult for boards
to satisfy and incentivizes rejected applicants to find defects in legitimate attempts by a board to
explain the reasoning behind its decision. Even the less ambiguous provisions pose compliance
challenges by requiring the disclosure of information that many cooperatives do not maintain in
the ordinary course of business and, even where accessible, is proprietary and necessarily kept
confidential for effective management by a cooperative board.

As another example, the disclosure requirement of Intro 438 would command the release of
information about a cooperative’s financial well-being, which necessarily entails the release of
information about the finances of individual shareholders, including those who have not
volunteered for board service. Redaction is not a practical means to address this concern;
redactions would either be so extensive as to render any disclosure meaningless or so limited as to
provide inadequate protection of individuals’ privacy.

One final example is the rigid review deadline proposed by Intro 1120 and the “deemed consent”
provisions. These are unrealistic and draconian when contemplated for imposition on volunteer
board members with obligations outside of their board service. Indeed, that this proposal does not
include any exemptions for holiday periods or other good faith failures to comply in a timely
manner suggests that its purpose is purely punitive.

For these reasons, we respectfully urge you to oppose the Co-op Transparency Package, Intros
407, 438, and 1120, and to encourage the Committee to seek to identify alternative means to
promote transparency and fairness that will be less burdensome and will not pose the same risks
of harm to the volunteer foundation of cooperative living. Thank you for your attention and for
your continued service to our District and community.

Very truly yours,
Cre Chilon

Eric R. Chilton
President, Board of Directors, 1200 Tenant Corp.

2



Please vote against Intro 407, 438 and 1120-A

My name is Katherine O’Sullivan and | am a board member of 1825 RSD Inc. a cooperative with
42apartments in Inwood, Upper Manhattan. | have served on my board 27 years and lived in my
cooperative for 32 years.

On behalf of the Board of Directors of 1825 RSD Inc. | want to express our opposition to all three bills
under consideration.

These are three misguided bills under consideration by this Committee on Housing and Buildings seek to
dismantle the Admissions process in New York City cooperatives -- but their passage will do far more.

e Int 407 threatens the very heart of cooperative living, whereby volunteer board members
assume the responsibility of protecting the safety, finances and the quality of life of all
shareholders in part through a careful, thoughtful admissions process. The bill penalizes board
members with the threat of perjury of carrying out their fiduciary responsibility and exposes
them to unnecessary liability and frivolous lawsuits, undermining their ability to act in the best
interest of the cooperative and all its shareholders. Intro 407 would discourage shareholders
from volunteering to serve on their boards by placing an unacceptable risk of liability on
individual board members, who cannot possibly speak to the thoughts and personal
correspondence of all other board members. This would greatly strain our operations It is
already difficult to find board members to serve.

e The requirements of Intro 407 severely hamper the ability of volunteer board members to act
on their fiduciary responsibility to protect their co-op community from uncooperative
shareholders. The acceptance of even one shareholder who does not regularly pay their bills, is
unwilling to participate, and does not follow established policies and laws, is highly disruptive
and can have an outsized impact on every other shareholder in a cooperative. This is a major
concern as it is virtually impossible - and very costly - to evict uncooperative shareholders once
admitted.

e |tis extremely difficult to identify each element of the purchase application a board finds
deficient, explain how the application failed to meet specific policies, standards, or
requirements of the cooperative, and specify any negative sources that the board used in
forming the conclusions that led to each reason listed without incurring potential liability if
challenged.

e From a financial standpoint, the bill would lead to higher legal fees, increased insurance
premiums, and expanded administrative costs. These additional expenses would ultimately be
passed along to shareholders, undermining affordability and threatening the financial stability of
our cooperative and other cooperatives across the city.

While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency, Intro 407 would have serious
unintended consequences that threaten the stability and affordability of cooperative housing. In short,
Intro 407 would harm the communities that exist in housing cooperatives, the only affordable route to
homeownership for most New Yorkers

INTRO 438



While we appreciate the Council’s goal of increasing transparency and ensuring prospective purchasers
are aware of potential expenses, Intro 438 would have serious unintended consequences on housing
cooperatives.

Much of the information this bill would require boards to distribute is only found in confidential working
documents, shared only with board members who have a fiduciary responsibility to preserve its
confidentiality.

e Asaboard we are unable to accurately predict the cost of ongoing or future capital work. Cash
flow situations are variable and depend on timing. The disclosure required in this bill might lead
prospective purchasers to rely on projections and unaudited information that we would not
otherwise release. The ever-increasing local laws are financially onerous on coops as itis. LL11
is so costly. One recent cycle was bid and $300K+ yet came in at $850K+. How would the coop
have projected this. It was high-rise down town buildings that were a danger to pedestrians,
causing LL 11 to come into being. It is now a cash cow for contractors and engineering
companies.

e Requiring cooperatives to disclose such information will increase costs in time and money and
place an additional strain and possible liability on boards, their management companies and
individual board members.

e Finally, prospective purchasers do not have standing to request documents from a cooperative
and should instead address their requests to the seller or the seller’s agents. This bill seeks to
create a relationship where none currently exists.

In short, Intro 438 would harm the communities that exist in housing cooperatives, the only affordable
route to homeownership for most New Yorkers.

Int 1120-A seeks to impose a one-size fits-all structure on the vast diversity of housing cooperatives in
our city.

It is impractical as each coop, management company and legal council have different variables to deal
with. In our coop we act to facilitate as speedy a sale as possible while up holding our fiscal
responsibilites



2 December 2025
Dear Members of City Council,

I am writing in whole-hearted support of Int. 1475-2025, CM Bottcher’s bill to expand legalization of
shared housing. I spent almost nine years of my life living in shared cooperative housing and it was by
far the best living arrangement I have ever experienced. I lived in two houses, one with 16 people
(owned by a non-profit, Better Housing Colorado) and one with 9 people (renting from a landlord). We
all shared a common kitchen as well as living/dining spaces. We had organized structures to allocate
labor for running the home, including cooking shared dinners four or five nights a week. Through
weekly meetings we democratically made decisions relating to both the immediate and longer term
needs of the home and community.

Yet beyond the joy of family-style dinners and the convenience of an organized labor system, it was the
connection among housemates — across all kinds of differences — that deeply enriched our lives and
fostered lifelong friendships.

I encourage you to support Int. 1475-2025 to legalize more shared housing in NYC. Shared housing
can help alleviate the cost burden while also fostering the social connections that we so desperately
need more of in this age of increasing isolation.

Thank you for supporting shared housing opportunities,
Alana Wilson
Brooklyn, NY



Alexis Foote

Jamaica, NY 11434

December 2, 2025

Pierina Ana Sanchez (Chair), Shaun Abreu, Eric Dinowitz, Oswald Feliz, Lincoln Restler,
Crystal Hudson, Alexa Avilés

250 Broadway, 8th Floor, Hearing Room 1

New York, New York 10007

My name is Alexis Kimberly Foote and today I am here to show my support for City Council
Erik Bottcher legislation for Shared Housing Int 1475-2025. Int 1475-2025 shared housing has
critical benefits for valuable populations like individuals with mental illness (Kimberly Queena
Jones, David Hawkins), the LGBTQ youth from the ages of 16-24-year-old, and senior citizens
who have no kids or grown kids. Shared housing allows residents to share the cost of utilities,
shared housing allows individuals to save money for a rainy day, it decreases homelessness, and
substance abuse.

My Mom Kimberly Queena Jones also known as Mrs. Khan, Nanny, Charlie, and my favorite
the Unofficial Mayor of New York City unfortunately, passed away from loneliness, a broken
heart and mental illness due to the trauma cause by my husband and the City of New York. If my
mom and David Hawkins had shared housing, they would be alive as we speak. David Hawkins
and my mom both need each other’s companionship, and she lost him to mental illness due to
him losing his housing because the landlord was a slum lord of a shared housing rental. Before
my mom and I reunited in the 2000’s; she lived in a shared housing space own by ‘Cooper Union
Square” under Odyssey Houses guidance. This is why it is so IMPORTANT to support COPA &
TOPA. Karen and my mom were great for each other as far as having non- sexual
companionship and holding each other accountable when something wasn’t done in the house.
They were able to share the cost of living in the house. People in recovery can become
codependent on something.

The SRO (Single Room Occupancy) have disappeared due to lack of oversight from the city, the
gutting of rent stabilization regulation and policies, and HPD catering to the ultra-rich. New
York City caters to the worst of the slumlords, and this is why we have lost so many of our
shared housing units. A lot of Shared Housing landlords are scammers, they abuse the system,
the residents, and the communities which they own property.

A lot of SRO landlords displace the resident’s, by get them arrested, evicted or even kill them by
leaving them in hazardous living conditions e.g. (mold, rats, ceiling lacking for years). Many of
these buildings have serious repairs that need to be done, however instead of fixing the problem
the landlord and the city do what it does best; it abandons these properties causing New Y ork



City homelessness to skyrocket. Shared housing is not right for everyone, families like mine
need real housing programs. Rachel needs a shared apartment unit that has 3 bedrooms, living
room, bathroom, and all the amenities that a luxury building has when you’re paying $4000 or
more. My family needs a housing program that respects my paycheck. Shared housing is
popular because people can’t afford to live by themselves. The rent is too high to live by yourself
unless you have a career that pays over $90,000.00.

The City keeps giving The City of New York Department of Homeless Services, HRA, Doe
Fund, HELP USA, BRC, Breaking Ground, and Acacias Network money to help family and
single adults; however, these groups from my experience exaggerate our problems. BRC failed
David Hawkins aka Popo and my mom aka Nanny due to the lack of support from their case
managers at DHS and BRC. [ had to become a caregiver, advocate, and case manager for my
mom and Mr. Hawkins. As a DVS (Domestic Violence Survivor) I realize that New York City
loves to fund shelters, jails, and luxury housing for the ultra-Rich. While families are being
dragged into a criminal court, family court and housing court. The Commission on Human Right
is a useless organization and needs to be audited.

I am calling on the City Council, both Mayor’s the old one and new one, and the Governor to
maintain and create new housing programs that support the Real New York City. My family and
I are residents at the Guy R. Brewer Hotel, HRA is paying $4000 or more. And the faculty is
horrible. The faculty is considered a non- cooking faculty, which means that my family and I are
spending all our money on fast food and doesn’t live space for me to save money.

Once again, Int 1475-2025 shared housing has critical benefits for valuable populations like
individuals with mental illness (Kimberly Queena Jones, David Hawkins), the LGBTQ youth
from the ages of 16-24-year-old, and senior citizens who have no kids or grown kids. Shared
housing allows residents to share the cost of utilities, shared housing allows individuals to save
money for a rainy day, it decreases homelessness, and substance abuse.



Alexis Foote

Jamaica, NY 11434

December 3, 2025

Pierina Ana Sanchez (Chair), Shaun Abreu, Eric Dinowitz, Oswald Feliz, Lincoln Restler,

Crystal Hudson, Alexa Avilés
250 Broadway, 8th Floor, Hearing Room 1
New York, New York 10007

Dear Committee on Housing and Buildings

| am neither for or against these bills, however these bills should include transparency
and penalties when it comes to the banks system, brokers, and the lenders. These
institutions make it difficult for black, brown and indigenous families to become
homeowners. There needs to be a way to hold the banking system, brokers and
lenders make it very hard to become Cooperative owners.

Thank you for your time and support.



AMY H. GOLDIN, P.A.

1801 SE 3% AVENUE, UNIT 200 * FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 33316 * 954-224-2672 * AMYGOLDINLAW(@GMAIL.COM

December 1, 2025
via link to New York City Council

Re: Follow-Up on Cooperative Board Disclosure Requirements and Discriminatory Rejections
To Whom it May Concern:

| originally reached out to your office in May 2024 regarding my clients’ cooperative unit at The
Dorchester,. E. 57th Street,., New York NY 10022, which faced four rejections of qualified
purchasers. At the time, | inquired about efforts in New York City to mandate disclosure of a
cooperative board’s reasons for rejecting prospective buyers. | am encouraged to hear that
your office is continuing to examine this issue.

After my brief communications with your office, my clients decided to send a forceful letter to
the board. A copy of that letter is attached.

While the letter itself does not state this explicitly, | believe it is important to highlight that the
four previously rejected applicants were all individuals with surnames suggesting origins from
other countries. My clients hesitated to raise this issue directly at the time with the board of
the cooperative for fear of retaliation or further delays in selling their unit. Nonetheless, the
pattern of rejections raises serious concerns about potential discriminatory practices in the
board’s decision-making process. The last names of the applicants were:

First applicant: Wong
Second applicant: Mayorga
Third applicant: Ng

Fourth applicant: Siyanova

Most, if not all, of the applicants were living in the US, employed, and had strong financial
qualifications.

After this attached letter was sent, the board granted a second interview to the fourth
applicant and eventually approved the candidate but with additional restrictions and terms.

As detailed in the letter to the board, my clients suffered significant financial losses as a result
of these unexplained rejections. We strongly support your office’s continued efforts to review
cooperative board accountability and to advance transparency requirements—especially those



requiring boards to provide specific, written reasons when rejecting an applicant. Such
measures would promote fairness, discourage implicit bias, and protect owners and buyers
alike from the uncertainty my clients experienced. It also would save sellers substantial time
and money by allowing them to understand in advance any identified weaknesses so they can
avoid submitting additional applicants who may be rejected for the same undisclosed reasons.
In this case, my clients incurred financial harm not only from market changes and ongoing
carrying costs, as described in their attached letter to the board, but also in attorneys’ fees they
incurred each time a contract was negotiated.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for the work your office is doing to foster equity
and transparency in cooperative housing.

Sincerely,

Amy Goldin
Amy H. Goldin, PA



May 20, 2024

Via email to: mcapraro@bhsusa.com
mlevy@bhsusa.com

Board of Directors

The 57t St. Dorchester, Inc.

c/o Maria Capraro

Vice-President Account Executive

Brown Harris Stevens Residential Management, LLC
770 Lexington Avenue

New York, NY 10065

Re: Dorchester, Unit 9E, 110 E. 57t Street, New York, NY 10022

Dear Directors,

We are the trustees of the Joyce H. Strelitz Revocable Trust, owner of Unit 9E, and are
compelled to write this letter after almost 50 years of Strelitz Family ownership and 4
applications for transfer of title.

In 2018 we submitted two applications from prospective purchasers of our Unit 9E. They were
rejected. In 2020 we submitted a 3™. It was rejected. Recently, we submitted our
4thapplication from a prospective purchaser. That too was rejected.

Four applications. Four rejections. Each application was for a potential buyer with good stable
employment, good credit, and presenting a financial package that seasoned and successful
brokers and members of the Real Estate Board of New York (REBNY) endorsed as fitting and
appropriate for the Dorchester and an equivalent market.

After our 2"d rejection, we asked Maria Capraro for a better understanding of the Board'’s two
rejections so we could present a package that the Board would accept. After having conveyed
our request to the Board, Ms. Capraro got back to us apologizing that she really could not give
us a definitive answer — or any feedback whatsoever.

Just recently we (Bonnie) had 2 phone conversations with Veronique Monier regarding the 9E
rejections. Bonnie’s purpose, which she stated in no uncertain terms, was to better understand
after 3 rejections how we could ensure that the next package presented would meet the Board’s
requirements and would be accepted. After the 2 conversations and after Ms. Monier
requested access to the Unit via Stephen McConnell (access granted, although that really should



be irrelevant, other than to the consideration of the purchaser), Ms. Monier never responded to
us with any specific feedback; complete silence after our good faith efforts.

You should be advised that since our first application:
e The contracted price has decreased by over S§g®, 888"
e We have incurred $ ¥, @5 in carrying costs, and

e The cash proceeds from the 1 rejection would conservatively have generated more
than S8, B2 of return. \
In sum, the Board'’s rejections have cost us upwards of ST, 68D.

The Board’s refusal to provide any reasonable guidance, not even the slightest feedback, in
tailoring our sale guidelines to its expectations, and the Board’s unjustified decisions have cost
us a fortune. We respectfully demand a reconsideration of our current application, who now is

improving her financial offer by being willing to post 2 years’ of maintenance fees into escrow
with the Corporation.

We are very aware that NY cooperatives are cloaked in secrecy. Under current law, the
reasoning behind the Board'’s decisions do not as of yet have to be disclosed. But please note
that we are no longer able to accept these rejections complacently, and we will take any actions
deemed necessary to exercise our right to transfer real property.

We cannot state strongly enough that we sincerely hope you will reconsider our most recently-
rejected applicant in light of the additional assurances she graciously has been willing to

provide.

Furthermore, we reiterate our desire to understand the Board’s rationale for the rejections and
its expectations for acceptable applications.

Respectfully.

Bonnie Brand and Brian Strelitz,
as Trustees of Joyce H. Strelitz Revocable Trust



Written Testimony to the New York City Council
Committee on Housing and Buildings
Int. No. 1475

Submitted by Ann Shalof
Committee Chair Council Member Bottcher and Committee Members:

I am submitting testimony in support of the passage of Int. No. 1475, A Local Law to amend the
administrative code of the city of New York, the New York city building code, and the New York
city fire code, in relation to shared housing.

For ten years, until September 2025, | served as Chief Executive Officer of Neighborhood
Coalition for Shelter, Inc. (NCS), a nonprofit organization providing housing and supportive
services to unhoused New Yorkers and New Yorkers at risk of homelessness. In that capacity, |
oversaw the operation of supportive residences for single adults in a range of configurations,
including an older traditional SRO and a pilot program serving unhoused CUNY students in
shared housing.

One size seldom fits all, and that is certainly true of housing options. Different housing solutions
work for different populations and at different stages of life. If properly constructed and
regulated, SROs and shared apartments can be ideal for students, young adults starting out
(they do this anyway!), and for seniors needing companionship or unable to live alone — to name
a few examples. In the midst of an unprecedented shortage of affordable housing, it is
imperative that we embrace every suitable option — and Int. 1475 is a major step in this
direction.

Int No. 1475 acknowledges and accounts for situations that already exist informally. Young
adults, as well as others, frequently share apartments with roommates. In that scenario, a single
individual may be the leaseholder, with all the accompanying obligations to the landlord; the
roommates have no real rights or protections. Alternatively, all the occupants may be on the
lease and faced with a potential crisis should one of them leave or create circumstances that
result in eviction. Informal shares may include makeshift partitions or other adaptations that can
make them unsafe. Int. No 1475 will ensure that shared units are safe and suitable for
occupancy and that each tenant’s residency rights are protected.

Shared housing is not without challenges. At NCS Scholars, NCS'’s pilot residence for unhoused
and housing-insecure college students, residents have private bedrooms in 2- and 3-bedroom
suites with shared kitchen and bathroom facilities. Before launching the pilot, NCS developed
clear rules and guidelines around guests, maintenance of shared space, etc. and shared them
with each potential resident prior to acceptance of a unit. Conflicts that do arise are mediated
with the help of on-site program staff. Outside a program or supportive context, building staff will
likely need to include a tenant relations specialist.



The existence of communal facilities in the building encourages students to study together or
commute together to school. Because NCS Scholars residents have a common purpose they
have a basis for developing community.

NCS has also operated the NCS Residence, an older traditional SRO, since 1985. The NCS
Residence is supportive housing for chronically homeless adults, most of whom have a serious
mental iliness, substance use disorder or both. Residents have small individual units —
bedrooms — along a corridor and share hallway baths, a communal kitchen and lounge areas.
While the units are small, for many residents they are a first home after lengthy stretches of
homelessness. Tenants speak of the residence as “home” and have built relationships and
community.

While shared housing may not be ideal in many instances, it can be a welcome alternative to
shelter, couch surfing, sub-standard housing, and similar makeshift arrangements. It can also be
a first step on the path to a more desirable housing situation. Given the acute shortage of
affordable housing, it is an option that should be available, and individuals should have the
ability to determine for themselves whether it is an acceptable option for their situation. Int. No.
1475 will help ensure it is a safe and well-regulated option.

| urge the Council to adopt Int. No. 1475.

Thank you for your consideration.



From: I - ican:

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Intro 407, the "Reasons Bill"
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2025 7:20:36 AM

From: Anne Holbach ||| G

Sent: Wednesday, December 3, 2025 7:15 AM
To: Speaker Adams <SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Opposition to Intro 407, the "Reasons Bill"

Dear Speaker Adams:
Re: Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)

| am writing to express my strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the
“‘Reasons Bill." Co-ops are governed by volunteer board members—neighbors
serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to maintaining their buildings’
financial and physical health. While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote
transparency, Intro 407 is deeply misguided and would cause severe unintended
harm to the very communities it seeks to protect. Rather than enhancing fairness, it
would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers

for generations.

| urge the Council to reject Intro 407.
Sincerely,

Anne Holbach

New York, NY 10022



December 1, 2025
Please Oppose Int. 407, 438, and 1120A

Dear Council Member:

| am a shareholder of 61 West 9 Tenants Corp., a/k/a “The Windsor Arms,” a cooperative housing
corporation located at 61 West 9th Street, Manhattan. I’'m writing to express my opposition to Int. 407,
Int. 438, and Int. 1120A, and | urge you to vote against these bills in their current form.

These bills would place heavy and unnecessary burdens on cooperatives, including intrusive disclosure
requirements of unaudited financial information, arbitrary and strict timelines that volunteer boards
cannot always meet, and potential penalties that would deter many individuals from volunteering to serve
on cooperative boards. In fact, these requirements would prove difficult—if not impossible—for volunteer
board members to meet without risking serious personal liability.

These bills will cause unintended harm and irreparably damage the cooperative housing model, which
currently provides hundreds of thousands of New Yorkers with access to safe and affordable housing.
They risk disrupting stable coop operations without meaningfully improving transparency. | respectfully
urge you to vote against these bills in their current form and to work with cooperatives and residents to
develop more balanced solutions.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

A

Annette Stover

New York, NY 10011



Dec 1, 2025
Subject: Hearing on Shared Housing

My name is Arlene Rush. | was born and raised in New York — Parkchester in the
Bronx and then Queens — and | have lived most of my adult life in Chelsea. | grew up
middle class and at 22 | moved into a rent-stabilized studio because | was fortunate to
sublet a studio apartment into Manhattan. I’'m now 70 and live in an affordable lottery
apartment in Peter Cooper Village which | am not at all happy in. That said | still
consider myself fortunate, but | only moved there at 69 because | no longer would
qualify for SCRIE and my name came up from a list. Social Security’s COLA went up,
but SCRIE income eligibility didn’t increase the same way. Being forced to leave the
neighborhood where | built a community for over 30 years was one of the hardest things
I've had to do and a lief changer (not a good one).

Because of my age and limited income and being an artist the idea of being required to
take roommates — at any level — is alarming. | am not homeless, but | worry these
proposals do not create homes. They create refuge or a dormitory. Human beings need
privacy, a place to store food, a clean bathroom, and dignity. Asking strangers to share a
refrigerator, a bathroom, or a kitchen — and to endure lines for showers or bathrooms
— does not give people a true home. It creates instability and stress, and it raises real
health and safety concerns when living habits and standards differ.

The proposal as presented lacks essential details and safeguards. Showing a plan
without room sizes, clear pricing, and operational standards is not enough to
demonstrate acceptable quality of life.

Among my specific concerns:

* Cost and funding: How much will these units cost to build and operate? Where will the
public subsidies come from? Who is paying and how long will funding last?

« Eligibility and fees: Who qualifies for these units, and how will eligibility be assessed?
Are rents going to be in the $1,547-$2,488 range? Do you expect people experiencing
homelessness to be able to pay those rents? People living on SS too? Students?

« Alternatives: Why not use public funds for more Section 8 vouchers or rapid rehousing,
and ensure landlords receive payments promptly so they will rent to voucher holders
instead of discriminating?

* Quality and design: How is this different from dorm living? The illustrations I've seen
look dorm-like. Who determined the “best practices” for shared housing? Have the



planners lived in or worked closely with people who will actually live this way? If not,
how can they anticipate the obstacles that will appear?

» Families and long-term residents: Studios historically served as starter homes for
single people. Families and long-term residents are being pushed out of the city by high
costs, tiny square footage, and declining quality of life. Adding more micro / shared units
does nothing to address why families leave.

« Safety, privacy, and enforcement: How will peaceful living be monitored and protected
so that people can sleep, work, and think? Will the city be policing noise and disputes?
Noise complaints are one of the top issues in housing — what concrete plans exist to
prevent and address them?

There is a rush to implement new models, but haste should not come at the expense of
humane housing. We must ensure that any new housing approach provides durability,
dignity, and real paths to stable homes — not temporary dorms that mask the deeper
failures of our affordable housing system.

Thank you for considering my testimony. | urge you to slow down, provide full specs and
consult people with lived experience, and prioritize proven solutions that keep families,
singles and seniors housed with privacy and dignity.

Sincerely,
Arlene Rush

NY NY 10010



From: Office of Correspondence Services

To: Testimony
Subject: FW: Intro 407 Corporate Transparency Bills Letters in Opposition
Date: Monday, December 1, 2025 7:54:55 PM

Attachments: 0 Combine ALL.pdf

From: Babette Krolik <BKrolik@TerraHoldings.com>

Sent: Monday, December 1, 2025 6:47 PM

To: Office of Correspondence Services <OfficeofCorrespondenceServices@council.nyc.gov>

Cc: Restler, Lincoln <LRestler@council.nyc.gov>; District33 <District33@council.nyc.gov>; Faye Tsai
<FTsai@terraholdings.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Intro 407 Corporate Transparency Bills Letters in Opposition

As general counsel to management companies representing hundreds of NYC cooperatives, and as a constituent
of District 33 in Brooklyn, I am enclosing nearly 50 individual letters of NYC coop shareholders and boards in
opposition to the proposed Corporate Transparency Bills, particularly Intro 407. These NYC residents, and I, are
deeply worried about the unnecessary liability, strains, and additional expenses these bills would put on NYC’s
resident-governed, non profit cooperative housing corporations, at a time when the City is trying to increase
affordable housing and the Council is proposing bills to give an option to tenant groups and non profits to acquire
housing.

We tried to submit these letters through the portal, but it was not accepting additional submissions.

Babette Krolik, General Counsel

Brown Harris Stevens/Halstead Management
770 Lexington Avenue

New York, NY 10065

212 508 7233

BKrolik@Terraholdings.com

This communication is from Terra Holdings, LLC or an affiliate thereof and is not sent on behalf of any other individual or entity. This
email may contain privileged attorney client communications and information that is confidential and/or proprietary. Such information may
not be read, disclosed, used, copied, distributed or disseminated except (1) for use by the intended recipient or (2) as expressly authorized
by the sender. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately delete it and all attachments and promptly notify the
sender at the above address. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be received, secure or error-free as emails could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late, incomplete, contain viruses or otherwise. Terra Holdings, LLC and its affiliates do not guarantee that
all emails will be read and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions in emails. Nothing in this communication is intended to
operate as an electronic signature under applicable law
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342 EAST 72"> STREET CORPORATION
340 EAST 72" STREET
New York, NY 10021

November 25, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
oethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias
778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 342 East 72 Street Corporation, a cooperative
corporation which is home to 34 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members - neighbors with full-time jobs - who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser





342 EAST 72"* STREET CORPORATION
340 EAST 72"° STREET
New York, NY 10021

applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem - to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill - those that would most materially and negatively impact our
Cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information - all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums - discouraging
qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.

Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]
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Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

L

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information 1s requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk

management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.
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4 If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submltted

j /Z/é/ “l o Yokon ¥ T\NTB

Board of Directors, 342 East 72" Street Corporatlon





775 PARK AVENUE INC.
775 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10021

November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers(@council.nvc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O
premiums—discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance
capacity.

Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]
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Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. Tt would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

L.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community .

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.
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4 If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.
Respectfully submitted,

Adrer ol —

Shareholder, Apt No. Z B ‘
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November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York. NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nve.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl 4(@council.nve.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nye.gov

Amanda Farias
778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8(@council.nvc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant. finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time. our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead. we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to

substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first

articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.

The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.

Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which

litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.

(O8]
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

19

W

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words. the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building. there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm. negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover. this would require the disclosure of “planned™ capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

I. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

If acknowledgments are late. applications become “complete™ by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible. increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,
Dﬁ\;)bu\ \1~S\‘(T\‘-"3‘D|‘1 \\/Z.‘*i/ZS

Shareholder, Apt No. {*A8 Mwr 3 ™Meq
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave
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district] 4@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams
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1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
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Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
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district] 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

[ write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased

utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Shag€holder,
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City Hall
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1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
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778 Castle Hill Avenue
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district] 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object

to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

I

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Resp ctf( lly submitted,
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Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased

utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill-—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

l.

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

ill.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Delaulls rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased

utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill-——those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object

to 1t for myriad reasons, including the following:

1

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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- -—-able-to-make an-exception for-a first time-buyer with high earning-power who-are-buying- - — -
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim

such requests arc impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on

substantive qualifications.
We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submjtfe

75 Park Avenue, Inc.
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Iat. No. 438, iat. No. 407, and Iat, No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Caoperatives
Dear Coumctimembers:

[ writc on behall of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenuc, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which ix home to 48 familics. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board

members- neighbors with full-time jobs  who devote significant time and ellort 1o protect the
buildings” infrustructure. physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperstives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles, Defaults mrely
hmmdlﬁngpaimdmommicmpdmwinmuscbwdsmﬁmymmm





775 PARK AVENUE INC,
775 Park Avenue
New Yok, NY 16021

applications to ensure buyers arc financially qualificd and community-minded. That diligent
Teview process is central mooopnmivcmbiﬁu.mlhcmﬁmmemmiruwﬁngyw
aﬁuymduc,inmmmmwngnmhuofmﬂnm requirements imposed by the
City, IMMWJMWWWMMWMW
utility costs.

We respecifully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — 1o the extent they purport to address discrimination, sumc is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not aticmpt fo catalog all objections in this letter. Insicad, we highlight some of the more
hnpmd:jwﬁmsmmhbﬂl—mmmmmwlymdnmﬁvdy impact our
cooperative by fmmmimﬁ@hgmmhmmmmw
ability to assure thut purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. Ne. 407 [Disclosurc of Reasons|

1. "The requircments would compel disclosunes that may cmbarrass purchasers. Morcover,
mminrmmmmhmwnmeammmnmmmdy
&fﬁuﬁmﬂﬁsmamﬂmfw&ﬂm%ﬁowﬂbq@hywﬂdrmhekw
the market lfamtnmrmmsuhnithfommﬁminmeﬂ‘mmﬁumdy"dcﬁciaﬁm.
dwbil!hmwﬁmldiwamwhcmumﬂawdmum‘mﬂim“

2 Fmingbomﬂsmuﬁculucmdzhfaﬂ“wopumdmﬂidm“miuﬁ&suihml;w

litigants may exploil

4. Preparing @ specific denial within days requires counsel's involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error. inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of seasitive information— all of which increase litigation likelibood,

5. Officer centification under pesalty of perjury, combined with soure  citation and dischosure
preminms—discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakcning govermmee
capacity.

Tat. No. 438 {Financial Disclosare]





775 PARK AVENUE INC.

775 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10021

Baards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years suditcd
financial statcments. This bil) pocs much furtber. J1 would require cooperatives o provide
cxtensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines 1o parties who are complete strangers 1o
the building. We ohject ta it for myrind reason, incliding the following:

1.

2

The bill would require a board W provide financial information (o someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corpotation. In other wards, the intended
rccipicnt is pot cven a contract vendee. They have absolutely no conncetion to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipicnt is a stranger to the building, there is no requircment that
the rocipicnt trest the information confidentially, so that the carporafion’s hidget, rescrves,
and cupiial plans could be posted publicty or shared on social media. crealing reputationa
harm, nepotiating disadvantages, and heiphtened security and privacy risks.

Information peescated to 3 prospoctive purchascr excoods what is preseated Yo sharcholders
on a rcgular basis, Morcover, this would require the disclasise of “planned™ capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading o potential litigation of whal is
“planncd™ at the time the information is reyuested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five ycars. is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer haards and managing agents would face expedited work, and proitssional fecs to
asscmble complex up 10 the minute fmancial packets on short nolice, with penallies for even
minor, good faith dclavs. The language of the bill muy require the bourds and agent o
create documents that do not currently exisL

Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvemenis can be taken out ol
conlext by nam  expertss, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers 1o
seek concessions enrelated (0 @ unit’s value,

Documents to b producad may requins legal review, accounting support, and risk
munagement; browd disemination of sensitive daia can clevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Lot No. 1120 [AppEcations, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the Bill would standandize applications and impose striv decision timelines. We
object w it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. Thel0 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systeras,
morc staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could ingger
noncompliance despite good  faith cfforts. gencruting disputes and cosis.

It ascknowledgments e late, applications becume “complete™ by default, preventing

boands from requesting missing or clarifying informadon. That rigidity undcrmines

prudent review ol applicants who want to become a membcer of the community.

2. Sirct adherence to fixed eriteria ricans boords cammot tuke seawible exceplions for
promising first  Gme buyers r unigue circmstances, undermining equilable access and
community judgment. Vor exsmple, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn™t the City Council wani. the poard i be
ghic to make an cxccpiion for 3 first me buyer with high caming power who are buying
a small, less desirable apariment in the building.

o
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4 Ifaboard secks sdditional information outside standandized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impenmissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive gualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Tharik you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

el B Lo

of Directors, 775 Park Avenue, Inc.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district18 @council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative

corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors-

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarelY
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchase ¥
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligen €
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary lu long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director conside red.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, wihich
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood-

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosuUre
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement

that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systerm S,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventin &
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an

@nd
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

= - .-._...,:?
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Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nvc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

districtl8 @council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist. :
Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unigue circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4, If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

/3% %W@W

Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205
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Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov
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2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl4@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
anh accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.





1000 Park Owners Corporation

November 25, 2025

Keith Powers
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2065 Morris Ave
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district14 @council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams
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1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
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778 Castle Hill Avenue
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district18 @council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&0O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

il

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital ptans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
mahagement; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl4@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

districtl8 @council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,

because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy

“ deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get théir apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.





1000 Park Owners Corporation

Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalities for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Councilwantthe boardto be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.
Respectfully submitted,

A

-

Board of Directo_rjs, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl4(@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
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Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
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districtl 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. Ifacknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectf%ubmitted,
Board of Direcﬁ MMC.



Rosemary Ripley

RLR Signature





775 PARK AVENUE INC.
775 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10021

November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43™ Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district]14@council .nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
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Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district1 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407 » and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our nei ghbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to

substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first

articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.

The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.

[SS]
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.

2. Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

3. Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

4. Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

5. Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

6. Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management, broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

ntion and for your commitment éosustainable housing policies.
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November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43™ Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017

kpowers@council. nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams
City Hall
New York, NY 10007

SpeakerAdams@council nyc gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez
2065 Morris Ave
Bronx, New York 10453

distric;l4@council.nyc.ggv

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007

gethelg@advocgte.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18(@council .nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I'write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote s gnificant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover.
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investi gative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.

2. Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

3. Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

4. Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

5. Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

6. Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management, broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

ntion and for your commitment {/Zs[:ainable housing policies.
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Re: Intro 407
November 25, 2025
Dear New York City Council Member,

| live at 11 West 69th Street, a 39 unit cooperative housing building located at 11 West
69th Street, New York, NY 10023.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

e Imposes impossible burdens — the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all
those involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn
statement which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

e Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
o Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
e Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

e Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,

Kosar Jaff

President,

The Board of Directors
11-69 Owner's Corp.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street
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Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nye.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez
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Bronx, New York 10453
district14(@council.nyec.gov

Jumaane D. Williams
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Amanda Farias
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following;:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O
premiums—discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance

capacity.
Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]
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Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.

2. Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

3. Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

4. Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

5. Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non  experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

6. Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.
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4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

£ Reush- / [reot-q=- Reussh—

Respectfully submitted,
/4»‘“9’-‘

Shareholder, Apt No. /A = IA





Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,
| live at 11W 69th St, a 39 unit cooperative housing building in New York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

e Imposes impossible burdens — the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all
those involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn
statement which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

e Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
¢ Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
e Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

e Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,

Veronica Pessino, PhD





Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,

| live at 310 West 79" Street, a 36-unit cooperative housing building at 79t street in New
York City.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

e Imposes impossible burdens —the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

e Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
¢ Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
e Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

e Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

I urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,
Lev Gordon





Re: Intro 407

Dear Council Member Abreu,

| live at 800 West End Avenue, an ~89 unit cooperative housing building at 99* Street and
West End Avenue in Manhatthan (800 West End Ave, New York, NY 10025). lama
volunteer board member at my cooperative.

| am writing to say that proposed bill Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my

non profit housing corporation. The bill:

Imposes impossible burdens —the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal records
on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those involved in
the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement which
intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under

existing laws.

Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members. | cannot state this

enough. Board members at co-ops are volunteer posts. Implementing such personal
liability will dissuade participation in co-op boards. Why would | be on an un-paid
Board if | now have this personal liability risk.

Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses. Yet another item that
will INCREASE COSTS at a time where people are cost-strapped.

Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect their
buildings and shareholders.

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage

more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

housing.

Best Regards,

James Grotke Jr

800 West End Ave, Apt 8A
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The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

November 12, 2025
Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintain their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This billwrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.
Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

e Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.





e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Thomas M Sternberg, President
955 Tenant Shareholders, Inc.
955 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10028





The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

o Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

¢ Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.





The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

G

Carolyn)Kee Gamble
President

Two East 98th Street Co., Inc.
1165 Fifth Avenue
New York, NY 10029





November 12, 2025

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall
New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of thousands of
working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid hours to
maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply

misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks to
protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided
This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously enforceable

under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

« Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their fiduciary
duties in good faith.

« Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

« Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

« Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.






* Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that protects
the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and community
service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing fairness, it would

destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New Yorkers for
generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property managers,
and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable, community-
driven homeownership.

Very ours,

Alex Guira
12 Lofts Realty
38 West 26" St

New York, NY 10010
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TERRA HOLDINGS

BRrOWN HARRIS STEVENS | HALSTEAD PROPERTY

Babette Krolik

General Counsel

770 Lexington Avenue, 4" Floor
New York, NY 10065

Tel: (212) 508-7233

Fax: (212) 508-7638
bkrolik@terraholdings.com

June 13, 2025
Members of the New York State Assembly

Re: S.7541 New York Transparency Act
Dear Assembly Members,

I represent Brown Harris Stevens and Halstead, two major New York City
management companies, representing nearly 400 residential buildings, predominantly
condominiums and cooperatives, with over 28,000 residential units in New York City.

At a time when housing affordability is at the top of everyone’s concerns, it is peculiar
that the New York Legislature would propose a bill that would add a hundreds of thousands
of dollars to the cost of operating all New York State non profit owner governed condo and
coop housing, for no purpose.

S. 7541 would require condominium and cooperative housing boards and managers
to provide electronically and digitally to every unit owner all inspections, engineering and
architects’ reports, and all permits, among other items. All recent inspections, reports, and
permits must be provided to buyers when entering into a contract.

This disclosure law not only unnecessarily mandates distributions of inspections,
reports, and permits which unit owners already have access to, but imposes enormous costs
on management to physically copy and distribute already available records, and to explain
the deluge of paper and emails regularly arriving in each unit owner’s inbox and mail box.

A typical New York condo or coop must prepare dozens of inspections, reports, and
permits each year that relate to mechanical, structural, and repair and renovation issues.
There are required Local Law 11, fire safety, parapet, parking garage, elevator, lead based
paint, water quality, plumbing, electrical system, boiler, and hazardous substance
inspections and reports, to name just a few. Every time any work, other than minor
decorating, is done in a building, by the building or an individual owner, a building
department permit is required, as well as possible clearances from landmarks and other
agencies. This is just a partial list. Distributing and explaining all these inspections,
reports and permits to every condo and coop resident will cost thousands of dollars and
hundreds of hours of management time in every building in New York City and
throughout the State. Condos and coops are owner managed and non profit, so every
extra dollar for management costs each individual unit owner additional maintenance
or common charges.

And all these additional costs and disclosures are unnecessary . Please note the
existing ways that unit owners have to access these records:

TERRA HOLDINGS

Terra Holdings) Ll inlgt 3 OAlvaxingtoN AweNue kGt N B ledrs Mew (Yosk NY 10065
Tel 212.508.7200 Fax 212.508.7300





e All buyers typically perform due diligence, review condo and coop records, and ask
questions of the management company regarding building conditions and finances.

e Much of the information is already on line. In NYC, all permits, and most inspection
reports are available through the Department of Buildings website, including dobnow,
https://a810-dobnow.nye.gov/publish/Index.html#!/

e Existing New York State General Business Law, which governs most coops, and the
Condominium Law grant unit owners access to coop and condo records, and recent case
law has generously interpreted these rights, as long as the inquiry is for a legitimate
purpose.

e All unit owners may request of boards and management companies building records,
including permits, reports, and inspections and these are generally granted.

Therefore, in order to reduce unnecessary regulatory costs on NYC owner occupied
property, we strong urge the Legislature to reject this law. It adds nothing to public safety,
but adds considerably to the costs and burdens of managing housing in New York.

Sincerely,

RuuliN__—

Babette Krolik

Terra Holdings, LLC | 770 Lexington Avenue, 5th Floor, New York NY 10065

























Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,
I live at (guaﬁ%j’g-%@nit cooperative housing building at S80(J L, New York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

* Imposesimpossible burdens - the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

* Solves noreal problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

» Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
* Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
* Raisesinsurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

¢ Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

lurge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,

e Cg( 4 P &Z-/J_/w/ﬂ@m
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Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,

| live at ((j{,DPﬁYt%Vbﬁit cooperative housing building at 350 L 1 , New York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

* Imposesimpossible burdens — the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

» Solves noreal problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under

existing laws.
* Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
* Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
* Raisesinsurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

+ Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

housing.

Yours,






Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,
'%.;jj:‘[,\d-\ f\/g’(?
lliveat {2737 4 unit cooperative housing building at , New York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

¢ Imposes impossible burdens - the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

* Solves noreal problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

* Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
* Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
¢ Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

* Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

I urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,

5/@&/&/&{9 ?g {WM,‘;.,





Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,

I live at L,l Jd%ﬁ J% k unit cooperative housing building at 330(0}1 ;\_\ New York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The

bill:

Imposes impossible burdens - the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under

existing laws.

Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

I'urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

housing.

Yours,





Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,

N,
[ live at w&‘vﬂ,\? ~ unit cooperative housing building at 3 b Ow 0\, New York.

intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bitl:

+ Imposes impossible burdens - the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

¢ Solves no real problem — discrimination is already iltegal and enforceable under

existing laws.
» Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members,
* Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
* Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

« Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

I urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

housing.

Yours,

AtV W





Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,
| live at U)ag;,ugj! urilt coopetative housing bulldingat > RO Epew Vork.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

» Imposesimpossible burdens - the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves noreal problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

» Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
¢ Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
¢ Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

¢ Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

I urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

0o Vsl

housing.

Yours,
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Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,

| tive at SR0(UD, erfjf l(/unitcooperative housing building at NV f l[ LANew York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

* Imposes impossible burdens - the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

* Solves noreal problem — discrimination is already itlegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

*« Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
¢ [nvites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
¢ Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

» Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

housing.

Yours,

() )/






342 EAST 72"> STREET CORPORATION
340 EAST 72" STREET
New York, NY 10021

November 25, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
oethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias
778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 342 East 72 Street Corporation, a cooperative
corporation which is home to 34 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members - neighbors with full-time jobs - who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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340 EAST 72"° STREET
New York, NY 10021

applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem - to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill - those that would most materially and negatively impact our
Cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information - all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums - discouraging
qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.

Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]
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Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

L

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information 1s requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk

management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.
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4 If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submltted

j /Z/é/ “l o Yokon ¥ T\NTB

Board of Directors, 342 East 72" Street Corporatlon
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November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers(@council.nvc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O
premiums—discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance
capacity.

Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]
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Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. Tt would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

L.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community .

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.
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4 If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.
Respectfully submitted,

Adrer ol —

Shareholder, Apt No. Z B ‘
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York. NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nve.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl 4(@council.nve.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nye.gov

Amanda Farias
778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8(@council.nvc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant. finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time. our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead. we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to

substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first

articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.

The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.

Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which

litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.

(O8]
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

19
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The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words. the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building. there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm. negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover. this would require the disclosure of “planned™ capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

I. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

If acknowledgments are late. applications become “complete™ by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be

R
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible. increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,
Dﬁ\;)bu\ \1~S\‘(T\‘-"3‘D|‘1 \\/Z.‘*i/ZS

Shareholder, Apt No. {*A8 Mwr 3 ™Meq
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district] 4@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp(@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

[ write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased

utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Shag€holder,



775 PARK AVENUE INC.
775 Park Avenvue
New York, NY 10021

November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov
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City Hall
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object

to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

I

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Resp ctf( lly submitted,
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Keith Powers

211 East 43™ Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl 4(@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nye.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased

utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill-—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

l.

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

ill.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Delaulls rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased

utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill-——those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object

to 1t for myriad reasons, including the following:

1

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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- -—-able-to-make an-exception for-a first time-buyer with high earning-power who-are-buying- - — -
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim

such requests arc impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on

substantive qualifications.
We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submjtfe

75 Park Avenue, Inc.
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Iat. No. 438, iat. No. 407, and Iat, No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Caoperatives
Dear Coumctimembers:

[ writc on behall of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenuc, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which ix home to 48 familics. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board

members- neighbors with full-time jobs  who devote significant time and ellort 1o protect the
buildings” infrustructure. physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperstives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles, Defaults mrely
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applications to ensure buyers arc financially qualificd and community-minded. That diligent
Teview process is central mooopnmivcmbiﬁu.mlhcmﬁmmemmiruwﬁngyw
aﬁuymduc,inmmmmwngnmhuofmﬂnm requirements imposed by the
City, IMMWJMWWWMMWMW
utility costs.

We respecifully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — 1o the extent they purport to address discrimination, sumc is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not aticmpt fo catalog all objections in this letter. Insicad, we highlight some of the more
hnpmd:jwﬁmsmmhbﬂl—mmmmmwlymdnmﬁvdy impact our
cooperative by fmmmimﬁ@hgmmhmmmmw
ability to assure thut purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. Ne. 407 [Disclosurc of Reasons|

1. "The requircments would compel disclosunes that may cmbarrass purchasers. Morcover,
mminrmmmmhmwnmeammmnmmmdy
&fﬁuﬁmﬂﬁsmamﬂmfw&ﬂm%ﬁowﬂbq@hywﬂdrmhekw
the market lfamtnmrmmsuhnithfommﬁminmeﬂ‘mmﬁumdy"dcﬁciaﬁm.
dwbil!hmwﬁmldiwamwhcmumﬂawdmum‘mﬂim“

2 Fmingbomﬂsmuﬁculucmdzhfaﬂ“wopumdmﬂidm“miuﬁ&suihml;w

litigants may exploil

4. Preparing @ specific denial within days requires counsel's involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error. inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of seasitive information— all of which increase litigation likelibood,

5. Officer centification under pesalty of perjury, combined with soure  citation and dischosure
preminms—discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakcning govermmee
capacity.

Tat. No. 438 {Financial Disclosare]
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Baards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years suditcd
financial statcments. This bil) pocs much furtber. J1 would require cooperatives o provide
cxtensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines 1o parties who are complete strangers 1o
the building. We ohject ta it for myrind reason, incliding the following:

1.

2

The bill would require a board W provide financial information (o someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corpotation. In other wards, the intended
rccipicnt is pot cven a contract vendee. They have absolutely no conncetion to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipicnt is a stranger to the building, there is no requircment that
the rocipicnt trest the information confidentially, so that the carporafion’s hidget, rescrves,
and cupiial plans could be posted publicty or shared on social media. crealing reputationa
harm, nepotiating disadvantages, and heiphtened security and privacy risks.

Information peescated to 3 prospoctive purchascr excoods what is preseated Yo sharcholders
on a rcgular basis, Morcover, this would require the disclasise of “planned™ capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading o potential litigation of whal is
“planncd™ at the time the information is reyuested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five ycars. is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer haards and managing agents would face expedited work, and proitssional fecs to
asscmble complex up 10 the minute fmancial packets on short nolice, with penallies for even
minor, good faith dclavs. The language of the bill muy require the bourds and agent o
create documents that do not currently exisL

Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvemenis can be taken out ol
conlext by nam  expertss, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers 1o
seek concessions enrelated (0 @ unit’s value,

Documents to b producad may requins legal review, accounting support, and risk
munagement; browd disemination of sensitive daia can clevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Lot No. 1120 [AppEcations, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the Bill would standandize applications and impose striv decision timelines. We
object w it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. Thel0 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systeras,
morc staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could ingger
noncompliance despite good  faith cfforts. gencruting disputes and cosis.

It ascknowledgments e late, applications becume “complete™ by default, preventing

boands from requesting missing or clarifying informadon. That rigidity undcrmines

prudent review ol applicants who want to become a membcer of the community.

2. Sirct adherence to fixed eriteria ricans boords cammot tuke seawible exceplions for
promising first  Gme buyers r unigue circmstances, undermining equilable access and
community judgment. Vor exsmple, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn™t the City Council wani. the poard i be
ghic to make an cxccpiion for 3 first me buyer with high caming power who are buying
a small, less desirable apariment in the building.

o
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4 Ifaboard secks sdditional information outside standandized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impenmissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive gualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Tharik you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

el B Lo

of Directors, 775 Park Avenue, Inc.
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Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall
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Pierina Ana Sanchez
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Jumaane D. Williams
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative

corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors-

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarelY
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchase ¥
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligen €
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary lu long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director conside red.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, wihich
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood-

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosuUre
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement

that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase

D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systerm S,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventin &
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an

@nd
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

= - .-._...,:?
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Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist. :
Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unigue circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4, If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

/3% %W@W

Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.




1000 Park Owners Corporation

November 25, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
districtl4@council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007 ‘
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
anh accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43™ Street
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Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14 @council.nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district18 @council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&0O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

il

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital ptans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
mahagement; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectfully submitted,

Board of Directors, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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211 East 43" Street
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kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting Housing
Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

| write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 1000 Park Owners Corp., a cooperative
corporation which is home to 65 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
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review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing
year after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by
the City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and
increased utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the
more important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively
impact our cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and
undermining our ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our
cooperative community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,

because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy

“ deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get théir apartment back
on the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy”
deficiencies, the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are
“sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp. The
bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or
inadvertent disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers
to the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement
that the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget,
reserves, and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating
reputational harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.
Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to
shareholders on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned”
capital improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that
a planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalities for
even minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
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applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Councilwantthe boardto be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may
claim such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than
focusing on substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.
Respectfully submitted,

A

-

Board of Directo_rjs, 1000 Park Owners Corp.
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Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1.

The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.
Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. Ifacknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

Respectf%ubmitted,
Board of Direcﬁ MMC.


Rosemary Ripley
RLR Signature
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November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43™ Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers@council.nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams(@council.nyc.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district]14@council .nyc.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district1 8(@council.nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407 » and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our nei ghbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to

substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first

articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.

The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. Asingle officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.

[SS]



775 PARK AVENUE INC.
775 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10021

Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.

2. Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

3. Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

4. Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

5. Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

6. Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management, broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

ntion and for your commitment éosustainable housing policies.
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November 20, 2025

Keith Powers

211 East 43™ Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017

kpowers@council. nyc.gov

Adrienne E. Adams
City Hall
New York, NY 10007

SpeakerAdams@council nyc gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez
2065 Morris Ave
Bronx, New York 10453

distric;l4@council.nyc.ggv

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007

gethelg@advocgte.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias

778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473
district18(@council .nyc.gov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I'write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board members—
neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote s gnificant time and effort to protect the buildings’
infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover.
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long-standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra-board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investi gative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source-citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O premiums—
discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance capacity.
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Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]

Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.

2. Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

3. Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

4. Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good-faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to create
documents that do not currently exist.

5. Line-item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non-experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

6. Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management, broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10-day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good-faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first-time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
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able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.

4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.

ntion and for your commitment {/Zs[:ainable housing policies.
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Re: Intro 407
November 25, 2025
Dear New York City Council Member,

| live at 11 West 69th Street, a 39 unit cooperative housing building located at 11 West
69th Street, New York, NY 10023.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

e Imposes impossible burdens — the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all
those involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn
statement which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

e Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
o Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
e Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

e Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,

Kosar Jaff

President,

The Board of Directors
11-69 Owner's Corp.
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Keith Powers

211 East 43" Street

Suite 1205

New York, New York 10017
kpowers(@council.nye.gov

Adrienne E. Adams

City Hall

New York, NY 10007
SpeakerAdams@council.nye.gov

Pierina Ana Sanchez

2065 Morris Ave

Bronx, New York 10453
district14(@council.nyec.gov

Jumaane D. Williams

David N. Dinkins Municipal Building
1 Centre Street 15th Floor North
New York, NY 10007
gethelp(@advocate.nyc.gov

Amanda Farias
778 Castle Hill Avenue
Bronx, NY 10473

district] 8@council.nve.oov

Re: Opposition to Proposed Bills Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120 Affecting
Housing Cooperatives

Dear Councilmembers:

I write on behalf of the Board of Directors of 775 Park Avenue, Inc., a cooperative corporation
which is home to 48 families. Our cooperative is governed by volunteer board
members—neighbors with full-time jobs—who devote significant time and effort to protect the
buildings’ infrastructure, physical plant, finances and maintain safe homes for our neighbors.

Cooperatives have demonstrated resilience through multiple economic cycles. Defaults rarely
increase during periods of economic stress, primarily because boards carefully vet purchaser
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applications to ensure buyers are financially qualified and community-minded. That diligent
review process is central to cooperative stability. At the same time, our costs are increasing year
after year due, in part, to an ever-growing number of regulatory requirements imposed by the
City, increased insurance premiums, increased wages, increased real estate taxes and increased
utility costs.

We respectfully oppose Int. No. 438, Int. No. 407, and Int. No. 1120. These bills do not solve an
existing problem — to the extent they purport to address discrimination, same is illegal with 17
protected classes in New York City.

We do not attempt to catalog all objections in this letter. Instead, we highlight some of the more
important objections to each bill—those that would most materially and negatively impact our
cooperative by further increasing costs, intensifying management burdens, and undermining our
ability to assure that purchasers are qualified and positive additions to our cooperative
community.

Int. No. 407 [Disclosure of Reasons]

We understand the bill would require detailed written statements as to why a prospective
purchaser was rejected or why the board elected to place conditions on the purchase. We object
to it for myriad reasons, including the following;:

1. The requirements would compel disclosures that may embarrass purchasers. Moreover,
because information must be provided to allow a purchaser to take steps to remedy
deficiencies, this poses a problem for sellers who want to quickly get their apartment back on
the market. If a purchaser were to submit information in an effort to “remedy” deficiencies,
the bill invites tactical disputes over whether the stated reasons are “sufficient.”

2. Forcing boards to articulate and defend “proper and sufficient” reasons invites tribunals to
substitute their judgment for that of the board, contrary to long standing deference first
articulated by the Court of Appeals in Levandusky v. One Fifth Avenue Apartment Corp.
The bill would convert many routine determinations into litigated controversies.

3. A single officer cannot know or certify the full spectrum of what every director considered.
Demanding a unified statement of reasons risks inaccuracies and intra board conflict, which
litigants may exploit.

4. Preparing a specific denial within days requires counsel’s involvement and investigative
steps that cannot be compressed without risk of error, inconsistent statements, or inadvertent
disclosure of sensitive information—all of which increase litigation likelihood.

5. Officer certification under penalty of perjury, combined with source citation and disclosure
requirements, increases perceived personal risk and may raise D&O
premiums—discouraging qualified volunteers from serving and weakening governance

capacity.
Int. No. 438 [Financial Disclosure]
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Boards typically provide prospective purchasers with copies of the last two years audited
financial statements. This bill goes much further. It would require cooperatives to provide
extensive financial disclosures on accelerated timelines to parties who are complete strangers to
the building. We object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The bill would require a board to provide financial information to someone who merely has
an accepted offer to purchase shares in the corporation. In other words, the intended
recipient is not even a contract vendee. They have absolutely no connection to the building.

2. Notwithstanding that the recipient is a stranger to the building, there is no requirement that
the recipient treat the information confidentially, so that the corporation’s budget, reserves,
and capital plans could be posted publicly or shared on social media, creating reputational
harm, negotiating disadvantages, and heightened security and privacy risks.

3. Information presented to a prospective purchaser exceeds what is presented to shareholders
on a regular basis. Moreover, this would require the disclosure of “planned” capital
improvements to the prospective purchaser, leading to potential litigation of what is
“planned” at the time the information is requested. By way of example only, if a board
generally discussed that the building would require an elevator upgrade in five years, is that a
planned capital improvement to be disclosed?

4. Volunteer boards and managing agents would face expedited work, and professional fees to
assemble complex up to the minute financial packets on short notice, with penalties for even
minor, good faith delays. The language of the bill may require the boards and agent to
create documents that do not currently exist.

5. Line item disclosures about debt, cash flow, and capital improvements can be taken out of
context by non  experts, chilling sales, fueling speculative claims, and prompting buyers to
seek concessions unrelated to a unit’s value.

6. Documents to be produced may require legal review, accounting support, and risk
management; broad dissemination of sensitive data can elevate claims and may increase
D&O premiums.

Int. No. 1120 [Applications, Requirements and Deadlines]

We understand the bill would standardize applications and impose strict decision timelines. We
object to it for myriad reasons, including the following:

1. The 10 day acknowledgment and completeness notice requires new tracking systems,
more staffing, and tight calendaring. Minor mail delays or holidays could trigger
noncompliance despite good faith efforts, generating disputes and costs.

2. If acknowledgments are late, applications become “complete” by default, preventing
boards from requesting missing or clarifying information. That rigidity undermines
prudent review of applicants who want to become a member of the community.

3. Strict adherence to fixed criteria means boards cannot make sensible exceptions for
promising first time buyers or unique circumstances, undermining equitable access and
community judgment. For example, while a board may have a requirement that an
applicant have assets in the amount of X, wouldn’t the City Council want the board to be
able to make an exception for a first time buyer with high earning power who are buying
a small, less desirable apartment in the building.
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4. If a board seeks additional information outside standardized forms, applicants may claim
such requests are impermissible, increasing disputes over process rather than focusing on
substantive qualifications.

We respectfully urge the Council to reconsider these bills and not pass them.
Thank you for your attention and for your commitment to sustainable housing policies.

£ Reush- / [reot-q=- Reussh—
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Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,
| live at 11W 69th St, a 39 unit cooperative housing building in New York.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

e Imposes impossible burdens — the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all
those involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn
statement which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

e Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
¢ Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
e Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

e Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,

Veronica Pessino, PhD



Re: Intro 407

Dear New York City Council Member,

| live at 310 West 79" Street, a 36-unit cooperative housing building at 79t street in New
York City.

Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my non profit housing corporation. The
bill:

e Imposes impossible burdens —the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal
records on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those
involved in the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement
which intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

e Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under
existing laws.

e Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members.
¢ Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses.
e Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

e Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect
their buildings and shareholders

I urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage
more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit
housing.

Yours,
Lev Gordon



Re: Intro 407

Dear Council Member Abreu,

| live at 800 West End Avenue, an ~89 unit cooperative housing building at 99* Street and
West End Avenue in Manhatthan (800 West End Ave, New York, NY 10025). lama
volunteer board member at my cooperative.

| am writing to say that proposed bill Intro 407 would seriously and adversely affect my

non profit housing corporation. The bill:

Imposes impossible burdens —the notice statement, to be sent within 5 business
days of a decision, requires impossible steps: most coops do not keep formal records
on turn downs; the statement must be detailed and approved by all those involved in
the decision, who may difficult to reach; it must be a sworn statement which
intimidates the volunteer officers of the coop.

Solves no real problem — discrimination is already illegal and enforceable under

existing laws.

Creates serious personal liability for volunteer board members. | cannot state this

enough. Board members at co-ops are volunteer posts. Implementing such personal
liability will dissuade participation in co-op boards. Why would | be on an un-paid
Board if | now have this personal liability risk.

Invites frivolous lawsuits with attorney-fee recovery clauses. Yet another item that
will INCREASE COSTS at a time where people are cost-strapped.

Raises insurance costs and exposes boards to punitive fines.

Undermines the discretion and fiduciary duty boards must exercise to protect their
buildings and shareholders.

| urge you to reject this burdensome bill at a time when New York is trying to encourage

more affordable housing, not damage and make more expensive existing non profit

housing.

Best Regards,

James Grotke Jr

800 West End Ave, Apt 8A



955 TENANT SHAREHOLDERS, INC.
955 PARK AVENUE
NEW YORK, NY 10028

The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

November 12, 2025
Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintain their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This billwrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.
Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

e Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.



e Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.

The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven homeownership.

Very truly yours,

Thomas M Sternberg, President
955 Tenant Shareholders, Inc.
955 Park Avenue

New York, NY 10028



The Honorable Adrienne Adams, Speaker

The Honorable Pierina Sanchez, Chair, Committee on Housing and Buildings
New York City Council

City Hall

New York, NY 10007

Re: Testimony in Opposition to Intro 407 (“The Reasons Bill”)
Dear Speaker Adams, Chair Sanchez, and Members of the New York City Council:

We submit this testimony in strong opposition to Intro 407-2024, known as the “Reasons
Bill,” which would require cooperative housing boards to provide detailed written
explanations—under penalty of perjury—for any rejected purchase application.

Cooperative housing is one of New York City’s most successful and stable models of
homeownership. It provides affordable, well-managed housing to hundreds of
thousands of working- and middle-class New Yorkers. Co-ops are governed by
volunteer board members—neighbors serving neighbors—who devote countless unpaid
hours to maintaining their buildings’ financial and physical health.

While we appreciate the Council’s intent to promote transparency, Intro 407 is deeply
misguided and would cause severe unintended harm to the very communities it seeks
to protect.

Why Intro 407 Is Misguided

This bill wrongly assumes that co-op boards act with bias or discrimination. That is both
unfounded and unfair. Housing discrimination is already illegal and vigorously
enforceable under existing city, state, and federal laws.

Instead of improving fairness, Intro 407 would:

e Expose volunteer board members to personal liability for performing their
fiduciary duties in good faith.

o Create a roadmap for litigation by requiring written “reasons” for denials, inviting
frivolous and costly lawsuits.

e Drive up D&O insurance premiums, further straining the affordability of co-op
living.

e Discourage volunteer participation, as shareholders will be reluctant to serve on
boards when every decision carries potential legal and financial risk.

¢ Undermine board discretion, a cornerstone of responsible governance that
protects the long-term interests of shareholders and residents.



The combined effect would be higher costs, reduced participation, and weakened
governance across thousands of co-op buildings throughout the city.

A Broader Warning

Intro 407 does not close a gap in the law—it creates one. It replaces trust and
community service with bureaucracy and legal exposure. Rather than enhancing
fairness, it would destabilize a proven housing model that has successfully served New
Yorkers for generations.

A Call to Appear and Be Heard

We urge the Council to reject Intro 407 and to work with co-op boards, property
managers, and housing advocates to develop policies that genuinely support affordable,
community-driven ho<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>