
 
 
November City Charter Ballot Question Recommendations 

 
This November, New York City will vote on a number of NYC Charter Proposals. The DID 
Policy Committee has reviewed these proposals and made the following 
recommendations. There is a more detailed analysis available. We will have Charter 
Commission Member Sal Albanese and CM Ben Kallos presenting these proposals and 
answering questions at the October 23, 2019 membership meeting. Members will vote 
on the club position on each question. 
 
Each question includes several parts. Voting is on each of the five aggregate questions 
and a yes or no includes all the parts in that question. 
 

Question #1: Ranked Choice Voting for Primary and Special Elections 
 
Part 1: Establish Ranked Choice Voting in Specific City-wide Office Primary and Special 
Elections 
Give voters the choice of ranking up to five candidates in primary and special elections 
for Mayor, Public Advocate, Comptroller, Borough President, and City Council beginning 
in January 2021. If voters still want to choose just one candidate, they can.  

This proposal would eliminate the separate run-off primary elections for Mayor, Public 
Advocate, and Comptroller;  

Part 2: Extend the Time Period for a Required Special Election 
Extend the time period between the occurrence of a vacancy in an elected City office 
and when a special election must be held to fill that vacancy. Special elections would 
generally be held 80 days after the vacancy occurs, instead of 45 days (for Public 
Advocate, Comptroller, Borough Presidents and Council Members) or 60 days (for 
Mayor); and  

Part 3: Adjust Timeline for City Council Redistricting 

Adjust the timeline of the process for drawing City Council district boundaries to ensure 
that boundaries are established in a timely manner for 2023 primary Council elections. 

DID Policy Recommendation on Question #1: Vote “Yes”  
 
Recommendation Rationale: 

• Part 1: Ranked Choice Voting 
o Saves money by eliminating run-off primaries 



o A single primary maximizes turnout 
o Reduces the “spoiler effect” where two like-minded candidates split the 

vote 
o Forces candidates to expand their appeal beyond their “base” in order 

to gain 2nd and 3rd place votes 
o The need to create broader voter coalitions elevates minority issues and 

reduces negative campaigning 

• A vote on Part 1, RCV is bundled with Parts 2 & 3. These provisions are 
administrative in nature and unobjectionable. 

 
 

Question #2: Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB)  
 
This proposal would amend the City Charter to:  
 
Part 1: Change in Structure of CCRB 
Increase the size of the Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) from 13 to 15 members 
by adding one member appointed by the Public Advocate and adding one member 
jointly appointed by the Mayor and Speaker of the Council who would serve as chair, 
and to provide that the Council directly appoint its CCRB members rather than designate 
them for the Mayor’s consideration and appointment;  
 
Part 2: Ensure Sufficient CCRB Funding 
Require that the CCRB’s annual personnel budget be high enough to fund a CCRB 
employee headcount equal to 0.65% of the Police Department’s uniformed officer 
headcount, unless the Mayor determines that fiscal necessity requires a lower budget;  
 
Part 3: Improve Public Understanding of Deviation from Disciplinary 
Recommendations 
Require that the Police Commissioner provide the CCRB with a detailed explanation 
when deciding to depart from discipline recommended by either the CCRB or by the 
NYPD Deputy Commissioner of Trials;  
 
Part 4: Expand Oversight of False Material Statements in CCRB Matters  
Allow the CCRB to investigate potentially false statements made within the course of 
the CCRB’s investigation and recommend discipline against the police officer where 
appropriate; 
 
Part 5: Improve Administrative Efficiency and Timeliness of Subpoena Power 
Allow the CCRB members to delegate its subpoena to the CCRB Executive Director.  
 

DID Policy Recommendation on Question #2: Vote “Yes” 
 



Recommendation Rationale: 

• Each of these proposals is intended to enhance public trust in the 
independence and effectiveness of the police oversight body 

• Having members appointed directly by the City Council and Public Advocate 
o Reduces mayoral control of the CCRB 
o Enhances independent police oversight 
o Adds diversity of viewpoint to CCRB deliberations 

• Establishing minimum funding standards for the CCRB 
o Ensures sufficient resources to perform its function 
o Insulates the CCRB from annual budget negotiations and possible 

resource starving 

• Deviation from Disciplinary Recommendations 
o The Police commissioner retains full authority and responsibility for all 

disciplinary action 
o Provision provides increased transparency on actual disciplinary actions 

taken and reasons for deviation from CCRB recommendation 

• Proposal increases CCRB authority to investigate materially false statements 
made during course of CCRB investigation 

• By allowing delegation of subpoena power to senior staff, proposal improves 
efficiency and timeliness of CCRB operations 

Question #3: Ethics and Governance  

This proposal would amend the City Charter to:  

Part 1: Extend time of elected and other senior officials after leaving service are 
prohibited from appearing before their prior agencies and branches of government 

Prohibit City elected officials and senior appointed officials from appearing before the 
agency (or, in certain cases, the branch of government) they served in for two years 
after they leave City service, instead of the current one year. This change would be 
applicable to persons who leave elected office or City employment after January 1, 
2022;  

Part 2: Modify membership of the Conflicts of Interest Board (COIB) 

Change the membership of the Conflicts of Interest Board (COIB) by replacing two of the 
members now appointed by the Mayor with one member appointed by the Comptroller 
and one member appointed by the Public Advocate;  

Part 3: Increase restrictions on members of COIB on their political actions and 
contributions 



Prohibit members of the COIB from participating in campaigns for local elected office, 
and reduce the maximum amount of money that members can contribute in each 
election cycle to the amounts that candidates can receive from those doing business 
with the City ($400 or less, depending on the office);  

Part 4: Increase Mayoral ownership and oversight of Minority and Women Owned 
Business Enterprise program (M/WBE) 

Require that the citywide director of the M/WBE program report directly to the Mayor 
and be supported by a mayoral office of M/WBEs; 

Part 5: Require that the City’s Corporation Counsel, currently appointed by the Mayor, 
also be approved by the City Council.  

DID Policy Recommendation on Question #3: Vote “Yes” 
 
Recommendation Rationale: 

• These proposals are intended to strengthen good governance by 
o Increasing restrictions on post-government service lobbying 
o Strengthening the independence of the Conflicts of Interest Board and 

limiting their political participation 
o Ensuring that the City Corporation Counsel that provides legal 

representation for the city and all city agencies is accountable to both 
the Mayor and the City Council 

• The proposal is intended to facilitate the achievement of the City M/WBE 
objectives by establishing clear Mayoral control and accountability 

Question #4: City Budget  

Part 1: Allow the City to use a “rainy day fund” to save money for use in future years, 
such as for addressing unexpected financial hardships. Changes to State law will also be 
needed for this rainy day fund to be usable.  

Part 2: Set guaranteed minimum budgets for the Public Advocate and Borough 
Presidents at or above their respective Fiscal Year 2020 budgets, adjusted in future 
fiscal years by the lower of inflation or the percentage change in the City’s total expense 
budget (excluding certain components), unless the Mayor determines that fiscal 
necessity requires a lower budget.  

Part 3: Require the Mayor to submit the revenue estimate to the City Council by April 
26 (instead of June 5). The Mayor would be able to update the fiscal estimate after that 
date, but if the update will be submitted after May 25, the Mayor must explain why the 
updated estimate was fiscally necessary.  



Part 4: Require the Mayor to submit budget modifications to the Council within 30 
days after the submission of any periodic update the City’s financial plan during the 
year.  

DID Policy Recommendation on Question #4: Vote “Yes” 
 
Recommendation Rationale: 

• The rainy day fund, if approved, will provide a much improved mechanism to 
protect the city from mitigate the effects of economic downturns and financial 
emergencies 

• Public Advocate and Borough Presidents are elected independently of the 
Mayor and City Council. Their roles require an ability to act independently of 
those other officials and therefore their budgets should not be at the mercy of 
those other elected officials 

• The Mayor’s revenue estimate is a crucial part of maintaining a balanced City 
Budget. The current timing requirement of the estimate is not optimal for an 
orderly and predictable budget adoption in June. This allows more time to 
incorporate the estimate into the budget process 

• The current lack of specificity in timing of budget modifications limits the 
Council’s mandated participation in budgetary decision-making 

Question #5: Land Use 

Part 1: Provide a Universal Land Use Review Process (ULURP) Pre-Certification Notice 
Period by requiring the Department of City Planning to transmit a detailed project 
summary of ULURP applications to the affected Community Board, Borough President, 
and Borough Board at least 30 days before the application is certified for public review, 
and to post that summary on its website.  

Part 2: Provide Community Boards with additional time to review ULURP applications 
certified for public review by the Department of City Planning between June 1 and July 
15, from the current 60 day review period to 90 days for applications certified in June, 
and to 75 days for applications certified between July 1 and July 15.  

DID Policy Recommendation on Question #5: Vote “Yes” 
 
Recommendation Rationale: 

• There have long been complaints that the current pre-certification notice and 
review periods for ULURP applications are inadequate for community review 
and engagement 


