
 

 
 

 
 
 

Third Party Transfer Working Group 
 

First Session Small Group Discussion Notes 
 

Tuesday, September 10, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Co-Chairs: 
 

Louise Carroll, Commissioner, Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
Council Member Robert E. Cornegy, Jr., Chair of Housing and Buildings Committee, New York 

City Council 
 
 
 

Description:  
 

As part of the first working group session, participants broke off into smaller groups to discuss 
the characteristics typical of common property types in New York City, and potential indicators 
that the property is in crisis (see Appendix 1 for session design). Participants then voted on the 

three most important crisis indicators that an owner would need to address first to alleviate the 
potential crisis conditions. The group discussed information sources and thresholds for the 

selected top three characteristics. 
  



 

 
 

Group A: Tax Class 1 
 
Participants 

• Bernell Grier, IMPACCT Brooklyn 
• Christie Peale, Center for New York City Neighborhoods 
• Eva Alligood, Local Initiatives Support Corporation – New York City 
• Harold Schultz, Benavi Advisors, LLC 
• Robert E. Cornegy, Jr., New York City Council 

 
Typical Property Characteristics 

• 1-3 unit property 
• It can be owner-occupied 
• Adjacent to vacant land 
• It can have commercial space 
• Low level of experience with the city’s administrative procedures 

 
Typical Characteristics Indicating Crisis with the Property 

Characteristic Information Sources / Crisis Thresholds Number of 
Votes* 

Visible repair needs Roof issues 
3 

Broken windows 
Estate Disputes - 0 
Tax arrears If owner-occupied: 2 years of taxes 

5 If owner-occupied with renters: 2 years 
of taxes 
If just rental: 1 year of taxes 

Mortgage delinquency - 0 
Water and sewer arrears - 0 
B and C violations (Housing Maintenance 
Code) 

- 2 

Abandonment Neighbor complaints 

3 
Observations 
No utilities 
Boarded up 

Sanitation and Health violations - 0 
Observations by local community groups - 2 
DOB fines - 0 
Limited number of accessible resources 
for support / navigation 

- 0 

Long case in housing court with pro se 
representation 

- 0 

 
 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

  



 

 
 

Group B: Tax Class 2 
 
Participants 

• Chris Bramwell, Shinda Management Corporation 
• Derrick Lovett, MBD Community Housing Corporation 
• Emilio Dorcely, Bridge Street Development Corporation 
• Sandra Lobo, Northwest Bronx Community and Clergy Coalition 
• Ismene Speliotis, Mutual Housing Association of New York Management, Inc. 

 
Typical Property Characteristics 

• Has 4+ units 
• Rental: privately owned or HDFC 
• Likely to have non-transparent ownership structure 
• Properties with 5+ units are rent stabilized 
• More likely not to be owner-occupied 
• More likely to have 3rd party management 
• Mix of elevator/non-elevator in the building 
• Mix of age of building 
• Mix of type of construction 
• Different size units (1 bdrm, 2 bdrm, etc) 
• Possible mixed use (residential/commercial) 

 
Typical Characteristics Indicating Crisis with the Property 

Characteristic Information Sources / Crisis Thresholds Number of 
Votes* 

Harassment / displacement - 0 
Previous tax liens sold - 0 
Physical conditions not covered by the 
Housing Maintenance Code (HPD, DOB) 

4-20 units: 4 B+C violations/unit 

5 

20-60 units: 3 B+C violations/unit 
60+ units: 1 B+C violation/unit 
Asset management deep dive 
Field visits  
Deep analysis (e.g., building violations 
versus unit violations) 
Violations (in general) 

Overleveraged / risky financing - 2 
Unpaid taxes / charges (DEP, ERP) Tax bills 

3 
$2,000/unit 

Abandoned (no super, non-present 
owner) 

- 0 

Non-compliance (not MDR registered; not 
HCR registered; RPIE) 

- 2 

Worst landlord list - 0 
Rent arrears / collections / vacancies Site visits 3 



 

 
 

Rent rolls 
Affidavits from residents 

Housing Court actions - 0 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 
 

  



 

 
 

  



 

 
 

Group C: HDFC Cooperative 
 
Participants 

• Michael Grinthal, Urban Justice Center 
• Salvatore D’Avola, Neighborhood Restore 
• Sandra Erickson, Sandra Erickson Development Corporation 
• Glory Kerstein, HDFC Coalition 

 
Typical Property Characteristics 

1. Multifamily / old law tenements 
2. Former landlord abandoned building 
3. Self-managed / ethnic minority / female head household / seniors 
4. Historic low income neighborhoods 
5. Low / mod income 
6. Non elevator 
7. Delayed / deferred maintenance 
8. Low sales turnover 

 
 Group described the need for an early warning system that would help properties mobilize 

to rectify their issues, before selection into TPT 
 
Typical Characteristics Indicating Crisis with the Property 

Characteristic Information Sources / Crisis 
Thresholds 

Number of 
Votes* 

Insufficient operating income - 1 
Outstanding debt 1 year’s worth of municipal debt 2 
Challenges with self management  1 
Housing Court filings   
Violations Conditions in the building 4 
Board structure (robustness / health) All board seats are filled 

3 Annual elections 
Failure to file income taxes 

60 / 40 flip tax  1 
% renters versus shareholders  1 
Predatory malfeasance   
Financial:  
A) Resources; B) Income-to-debt 

Operating expenses exceed income 2 
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Wednesday, November 13, 2019 
 

 
 
 

Co-Chairs: 
 

Louise Carroll, Commissioner, Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
Council Member Robert E. Cornegy, Jr., Chair of Housing and Buildings Committee, New York City Council 

 
 
 

  



 

 
 

Description 
As part of the second working group session, participants broke off into smaller groups to discuss and prioritize the actions and resources property 
owners need in order to address their properties’ crisis conditions (identified in Session 1).  
 
Chart Definitions 
- Action / Resource:  

o Key Action: An activity an associated party (e.g., the owner, a community-based organization, the City) takes to address and alleviate a 
circumstance or aspect of the property that is contributing to its crisis conditions. For the purposes of the session 2 conversation, the 
action should be one that can be taken by a single property (i.e., not policy / systemic change). 

o Important Resource: A discrete item that assists the owner, residents and/or associated parties to address and alleviate a condition or 
aspect of the property that is contributing to its crisis conditions. For the purposes of the session 2 conversation, these items could 
include (but not be limited to) financial products, access to specialized professionals, legal protections, or informational notices. The 
resource should ideally assist the owner to place the property into pre-crisis conditions.  
 

- Details: Additional information provided by the group, either directly in the “Details” box of the placards or on Post-It notes attached to the 
placards.  
 

- Conditions Addressed: See Appendix 1 for a list of all crisis conditions generated in Session 1. Each condition has a unique number.  
 
- Green, “Early Engagement”: Team members were asked to indicate, as a team, whether this action / resource would be particularly useful when 

certain crisis conditions are present but the owner has not received notification of potential loss of ownership or in rem foreclosure (nor would it 
be the first step in receiving said notification). 

 
- Yellow, “Heightened Risk”: Team members were asked to indicate, as a team, whether this action / resource would be particularly useful when 

certain crisis conditions led to the owner having recently received notification of potential in rem foreclosure. 
 
- Red, “Immediate Risk”: Team members were asked to indicate, as a team, whether this action / resource would be particularly useful when the 

owner’s actions after notification were insufficient to address crisis conditions, and the property is now in the final stage of the in rem 
foreclosure process. 

 
- # of Votes: Individuals team members were each asked to vote for the three interventions that they believed would be most impactful; “# of 

Votes” reflects the total votes given to that action or resources by all of the team members. 



 

 
 

Group A: Tax Class 1 
 
Participants 

• Bernell Grier, IMPACCT Brooklyn 
• Christie Peale, Center for New York City Neighborhoods 
• Eva Alligood, Local Initiatives Support Corporation – New York City 
• Harold Schultz, Benavi Advisors, LLC 

 
Note: This group did not vote on individual items, and explained that all six of the actions / resources generated by the team should be contemplated 
as a full intervention / support system.  
 
Actions / Resources Owners Need to Address Property Crisis Conditions 

Action / Resource Details Conditions 
Addressed 

Green Yellow Red # of 
Votes 

Conduct targeted outreach to “small 
arrears” owners (letters / calls) to 
raise awareness of the importance of 
addressing arrears. 

• The agencies must confirm contact with every 
“at risk” property 

• Identify the most vulnerable populations 
• $ [Cost-bearing suggestion] 

3 Yes No No 

 

Train “community navigators” who 
understand multiple agencies’ 
processes and can provide targeted 
assistance. 

• Help homeowners and anyone else naïve to 
the process 

• Situated in trusted CBOs (“Come for your 
mortgage check-up.”) 

• Resolution-focused 
• $ [Cost-bearing suggestion] 

1 thru 12 Yes Yes Yes 

 

Create ombuds-teams within each 
agency that communicate between 
agencies, with City Council and the 
Mayor’s Office (or conduct cross-
training within and between 
agencies). 

• Internal coordination with both physical and 
financial issues 

• Teams would collaborate to raise up critical 
admin issues, “untangle the knots” 

• Teams would have a customer service 
orientation (not a “pay now” approach) 

3, 7 Yes Yes Yes 

 



 

 
 

• Use a neighborhood stabilization lens, change 
the message 

• Use a racial equity lens in the approach 
• $ [Cost-bearing suggestion] 

Provide access to repair capital / 
affordable home repair resources. 

• What leverage do we have with banks to 
promote this idea? 

• $ [Cost-bearing suggestion] 

1, 6, 8 Yes No No 
 

Provide access to housing counseling 
/ legal services. 

• Can help with estate planning and other crisis-
avoiding conditions 

• Homeowner hub 
• CNYCN network members 
• City Council discretionary 
• $ [Cost-bearing suggestion] 

4, 5, 12 Yes Yes Yes 

 

More live outreach: door-knocking, 
PSAs on TV (ethnic radio / news 
sources) –> Align the messaging. 

• Get multiple entities (one city official, one 
CBO, one City agency) to work together 
community by community 

• $ [Cost-bearing suggestion] 

1 thru 12 Yes Yes Yes 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

  



 

 
 

Group B: Tax Class 2 
 
Participants 

• Chris Bramwell, Shinda Management Corporation 
• Derrick Lovett, MBD Community Housing Corporation 
• Sandra Lobo, Northwest Bronx Community and Clergy Coalition 
• Ismene Speliotis, Mutual Housing Association of New York Management, Inc. 
• Judi Kende, Enterprise Community Partners 

 
Actions / Resources Owners Need to Address Property Crisis Conditions 

Action / Resource Details Conditions 
Addressed 

Green Yellow Red # of 
Votes 

Landlord Ambassador Program • Best at ‘early’ stage of the process (green), but 
Ambassadors are with properties through the 
full process (yellow + red) 

• Needs to be expanded 
• Properties that are alerted of potential crisis 

through an early warning system could form 
the pipeline for the Landlord Ambassador 
Program 

• Related to other Action/Resources: ‘early 
warning outreach’ and ‘asset management 
services’ 

13, 15, 16, 17, 
19, 21, 22 

Yes No No 4 

“Early warning” outreach • If City begins to see back taxes, it reaches out 
to the property owner(s) 

• Other potential indicators: vacancy rates, 
collection rates, etc. 

• Related to other Action/Resources: ‘Landlord 
Ambassador Program and ‘asset management 
services’ 

15, 16, 17, 19, 
21 

Yes No No  



 

 
 

Asset management services • A system that flags properties as potentially in 
crisis (early warning) 

• Watchlist 
• Available to some properties already; many 

properties cannot afford this type of service 
• Related to other Action/Resources: ‘Landlord 

Ambassador Program and ‘’early warning 
outreach’ 

15, 17, 18, 19, 
21 

Yes No No  

Capital resources: 8A or 8A 
alternative 

• Need to have an owner’s representative to 
ensure the capital is being used properly 

• Could also require 3rd party management in 
return for access to resources 

• To ensure there’s improvement = ongoing 
asset management 

• 8A should be expanded, and revised if 
revisions would be helpful for owners 

15, 16, 17 Yes Yes No 2 

 Connected agency systems • HPD should be able to look at DOF / DEP 
arrears in real-time, for example 

• Clearinghouse concept: centrally trained staff 
who can tap into a centralized data 
warehouse 

• User-centric for owners and staff 
• Staff should be trained to provide customer 

service 
• Very similar to ‘clear interagency 

communication’ 

14, 15, 17, 19, 
22 

Yes Yes Yes  

Good City/Agency customer services • Customer service should be judgment free, 
clear, without too many transfers 

• Agencies should be tracking all notes/points of 
contact 

13 thru 22 Yes Yes Yes  



 

 
 

• HPD as resource instead of enforcer: HPD 
shouldn’t ‘enforce’ when someone’s reaching 
out to find out what resources are available to 
them 

• Existing customer service programs should be 
expanded 

Trainings • Not particularly effective right now as owners 
don’t attend (requires proactive owners to be 
successful) 

• Are there incentives? For example, tax 
discounts 

13 thru 22 Yes Yes No  

Clear interagency communication 
(notifications, outreach, resources) 

• Owners typically view HPD as enforcer, not as 
having financial resources 

• Messaging needs to be consistent and clear 
across agency documents, and across 
agencies’ documents 

• Very similar to ‘connected agency systems’ 

13, 14, 17, 22 Yes Yes Yes 4 

Phone calls or in-person visits – by 
CBOs, the City 

• Owners are in crisis, so they need someone to 
come in to help provide resources – they 
won’t necessarily make the first move as they 
are focused on dealing with their crisis 

• Need to ensure contact was actually made 
• Current outreach efforts should be expanded 

13, 15, 18 Yes Yes Yes 1 

 
 
 
 
  



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Group C: HDFC Cooperative 
 
Participants 

• Michael Grinthal, Urban Justice Center 
• Salvatore D’Avola, Neighborhood Restore 
• Sandra Erickson, Sandra Erickson Development Corporation 
• Glory Kerstein, HDFC Coalition 
• April Tyler, HDFC Coalition 

 
Action / Resource Details Conditions 

Addressed 
Green Yellow Red # of 

Votes 
Fuel co-op and other purchasing co-
ops 

• Pooling together of resources 23 Yes Yes No  

Violations • Clean data required: need to ensure which 
violations are valid and clear still 

27 Yes No No 1 

Utilize value of asset to refinance 
tied with a newly created regulatory 
agreement to protect shareholders 

• Work with banks and credit unions to develop 
loan products for HDFCs (with 
HPD/electeds/CBs/CBOs) 

• Tiers within regulatory agreements: levels of 
exceptions relation to the restrictions; align 
requirements with the loan terms 

24, 25, 32, 33 Yes Yes Yes 4 

Coordination at HPD for all issues 
[DEP and DOF] 

• Have a way to provide coordinated assistance 
between the agencies 

All Yes No No  

Expand technical assistance to HDFC 
coops 

• Address underlying conditions 
• Organizing/working with shareholders and 

tenants 
• Share best practices between coops 
• Variety of skills at low to no cost: attorneys, 

property managers, forensic accountants 

All Yes Yes Yes 5 



 

 
 

• Assist to understand DOF and DEP charges 
and how to address 

• Understand what issues can be addressed 
through assessments 

• Ability to replace board 
• HPD to issue RFP for property management 
• Technical assistance includes: face-to-face 

relationship building by trained community 
organizers; board development; financial 
analysis to identify fiscal strategies (best at 
‘yellow’ stage) 

• Technical assistance assigned to specific 
building by HPD (best at ‘green’ stage) 

• Receiving technical assistance should slow 
down or halt processes currently underway 

Improved notifications (DOF + DEP) 
to tenants, shareholders in addition 
to official board 

• Sent broader than the board 
• Change process so shareholder info is sent to 

DOF to be used for notification 
-Include how to review and understand bills 
from DOF, DEP 

• One stop website to provide status of arrears, 
water bills, violation status; links to payments; 
links to getting assistance (best at ‘green’ and 
‘red’ stages) 

• City Council and Community Board should 
receive notices (best at ‘green’ stage) 

• Issues related to group dynamics; some of the 
indicators are not apparent until there’s a 
relationship to the building 

24 Yes Yes Yes 4 

Grants tied to regulation (tiered 
based on factors to be deterred) 

 All Yes Yes Yes 1 



 

 
 

Legal assistance for housing court 
cases 

• Address non-payment from tenants 26 No Yes No  

Self-assessment survey for 
shareholders and board 

• Look at: taxes, board, repair needs 
• Opportunity for self-diagnosis 

23, 24, 25, 27 Yes Yes No  

Opportunities to reduce water debt 
with existing owner structure 

• Water Board would be the deciding factor 24 Yes No No  



 

 
 

  



 

 
 

 



 

 
   



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Appendix 1: Crisis Characteristics 
 
Property Type: Tax Class 1  
1 Visible repair needs 
2 Estate disputes 
3 Property tax arrears 
4 Mortgage delinquency 
5 Water and sewer arrears 
6 Open B and C violations (Housing Maintenance Code) 
7 Abandonment 
8 Sanitation and Health violations 
9 Observations by local community groups 
10 Department of Buildings fines 
11 Limited number of accessible resources for support / navigation 
12 Long case in housing court with pro se representation 
 
Property Type: Tax Class 2  
13 Tenant harassment / displacement 
14 Previous tax liens sold 
15 Physical conditions not covered by the Housing Maintenance Code (HPD, DOB) 
16 Overleveraged / using risky financing 
17 Unpaid taxes / charges (e.g., DEP, ERP) 
18 Abandoned (i.e., no super or a non-present owner) 
19 Non-compliance (i.e., not registered with MDR, HCR, RPIE) 
20 On the Worst Landlord List 
21 Rent arrears / insufficient collections / vacancies 
22 Housing Court actions 
 
Property Type: HDFC Co-op  
23 Insufficient operating income 
24 Outstanding debt 



 

 
 

25 Challenges with self-management 
26 Housing Court filings 
27 Violations (e.g., Housing Maintenance Code) 
28 Board structure (low robustness / health) 
29 Presence of 60 / 40 flip tax 
30 Larger % of renters versus shareholders 
31 Presence of predatory malfeasance 
32 Insufficient financial resources 
33 Low income relative to debt 
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Co-Chairs: 
 

Louise Carroll, Commissioner, Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
Council Member Robert E. Cornegy, Jr., Chair of Housing and Buildings Committee, New York City Council 

 
 
 

  



 

 
 

Description 
 
A portion of this session involved participants conducting breakout group discussions about their reactions to potential enhancements (operational / 
programmatic) presented by City agencies (HPD, DOF, DEP), and recommended best practices and resources for the City to consider / explore.   
 

Team One (Red) Team Two (Blue) Team Three (Green) 
Sandra Erickson (Erickson Real Estate) Harold Shultz (CHPC) Eva Alligood (LISC) 
Chris Bramwell (CB Emmanuel Realty) Glory Kerstein (HDFC Coalition) Sandra Lobo (NWBCCC) 

Ismene Speliotis (MHANY) Naila Moore (IMPAACT Brooklyn) Michael Grinthal (Urban Justice Center) 
Ivy Perez (CNYCN) Ean Fullerton (Councilmember’s Office) Judi Kende (Enterprise) 

 Salvatore D’Avola (Neighborhood Restore)  



 

 
 

General Reactions / Comments 
Recording During Full-Group Discussions Before and After Breakout Groups 
 

- Coordinated customer service [among City agencies] = GOOD. 
- Community-based organization model [in which the City contracts with CBOs to provide assistance] = not sure how effective this will be. 

o Preference: Professional assistance 
- City’s response [to the issues with TPT in the past, by having a Working Group, etc.] = GOOD. 
- Listening to what worked / examining past programs = GOOD. 
- [The Working Group is] articulating need for more money (especially for Mortgage Assistance Program, or MAP). 
- Where’s the money for this outreach? 
- Outreach should be accompanied with improvements in [agency] tech and public information visualization. 
- Evaluate outreach efficacy and customer service – improve and learn. 
- Identify best practices from other high-cost cities. 
- Conduct more outreach post-major events (i.e., foreclosure notice). 
- [Address] need [for] customer service training. 
- Determine whether landlords are “bad” actors. 
- Tenants feel missing from the process. 

 
*In the breakout group notes following (Questions 1-4), items in bold were raised during the breakout groups and repeated during the full-group 
debrief. 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Question 1:  
 
What are some additional best practices that the City should consider from similar programs (current or former) in other agencies / organizations? In 
other cities?   

- Are these programs missing any key features, and/or might there be any unintended consequences to these programs as designed? 
 
Discussion:  
 

- Look at tenant petition program with fresh perspective [Specifically: Consider options where existing HDFC Co-ops are eligible for the tenant 
petition program.] 

- Coordinate agencies [+ ECB and OATH] as closely as possible -> undo the silos (key piece) 
- Timeliness / completeness of process -> certain [negative] outcomes are prevented when the process moves fast 
- Making sure that exemptions for 1-4 unit and multifamily buildings match / are analogous [There is also interest in PTAID for MF buildings.] 
- Make it easier to get building info [Specific ideas: One centralized website for viewing all municipal arrears, better understanding how to 

move forward with payment plans, clarifying how to get more information to address issues.] 
- The agencies should collaborate more broadly / holistically, not just in the context of the individual programs. 
- We need more money for MAP (mortgage assistance program) + home repair resources (MAP funding = very critical). 
- There must be help with professional management. 
- MHANY is willing to help investigate DOF/DEP[-applicable] best practices in other cities. 
- How do we support long-term / intergenerational planning (using CLTs as a platform)?  

o Oversight for scams 
o Best practices from CLT governance 
o [Also: Estate planning] 

- Public messaging for broader public  
o Clarify -> “Why do owners have these difficulties? And why do certain owners get help?” (L.A. might have an interesting model….) 
o Note / interrogate the racial inequity component. 

- Look to the HDFC programs of the past -> What worked?  
o Funding for community organizing 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Question 2:  
 
If the City offered these or other programs, what do you believe is the best approach to engaging owners to utilize the resources these programs 
provided? 
 
Discussion:  
 

- Different approaches based on property types [e.g., different engagement by property types]. 
- Door-knocking and other face-to-face methods are great – [especially] for owner-occupied / smaller properties. 

o Value to getting more insight into what’s happening in the building, possible thru door-knocking 
 [Especially the case with tax class 2 buildings, which aren’t typically owner-occupied.] 
 [May be a good approach for HDFCs / buildings with shareholders.] 

o Combine with tenant organizing? [For rentals, can there be pressure from tenants to get the owner to take action? Input from Kim 
Darga, HPD: The City must be careful about this approach, as it could be a conflict to both focus on tenant organizing and supporting 
owners. Organizing can be better left to other programs.] 

- What’s the approach to owners who are resistant to working with the City, or who are trying to push tenants out? [and HDFCs?] 
- Bolster resources and programming once owners are in enforcement programs. 

o Outreach to high need owners. 
- Get other owners to do outreach/ host events (less pressure). 
- [Encourage] resource-sharing that’s peer-based. 
- Make (property management) trainings mandatory.  

o [Trainings are a] guaranteed outreach moment [if mandatory]. 
o [But, making anything] mandatory can be problematic. 

- [Make sure] DOF front-line staff are trained on resources. 
- More than just inserts [in mailings – City needs to conduct] bigger outreach efforts. 
- Technology: Build a building information app [that, for example, lists all debts owed to city, property registration, etc.]. 
- Many options needed for owners to get information: 

o Email blasts 
o Door-knocking is good 
o On-site and community outreach events; thru electeds’ offices 
o Churches, synagogues, other places of assembly 



 

 
 

o LinkNYC [Which agency manages? DOITT?] 
o Corner stores / bodegas 
o Hardware stores, laundromats, barbershops, salons 

- Critical to offer in many languages 
- Think about how to protect against scams  
- [Think about well-branded support for owners that could exist within CBOs – e.g., a government-supported program but the direct service is 

not provided by a City agency. This approach would also develop a level of trust with the homeowners/owners.] 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Question 3:  
 
Who are some key sources of expertise or experience that the City should consult when building out new program elements? 
 
Discussion:  
 

Topic Organization with Expertise 
Racial equity lens IMPACCT Brooklyn 
Knowledge of homeowners in community + the market + issues 
homeowners are having 

Real estate agents 

Owners that did not take City assistance such as thru Landlord 
Ambassador Program and Help Desk 

Landlord Ambassador Program participants that didn’t continue 

Local community organizations [MHANY, etc.] 
Local civic and block associations 

Owner organizations CHIP, RSA 
Identifying homeowners and their issues Local churches or religious institutions 

Elected officials 
Tenant organizing groups  
Buildings, organizing 

NWBCC (Sandra to follow up) 
Stabilizing NYC Coalition (City Council funded) 

HDFC HDFC Coalition 
Early warning assessment 
Homeowner financial counseling 

UNHP 

Predatory activities to homeowners CNYCN 
Make the Road (SI) 

HDFC – housing organizations effort UHAB 
Homeowners Hold focus groups of homeowners to go in depth about needs and 

barriers 
Non-profit affordable housing Ford Bedford Msg 

Others involved post-Sandy 



 

 
 

Organization to help with tenants’ development [helping tenants to 
partners with property owners for the benefit of the resident 
community (especially not-for-profit- property owners)] 

No organization was identified 

Best practices in other cities High cost cities group 
Managing agents 

- Best practices 
- Challenges 

MHANY 
Sandra Erickson 
Have managers be part of the trainings 

Residents – talking thru resident responsibilities and role in strong 
buildings 

? 

Housing counseling NHS 
CNYCN list of organizations? 

Legal services Legal Aid 
Urban Justice Center 

Continual ANCP/HDFC training Talk to successful and struggling recent ANCP 
 
Certification for HDFC owners – especially board members (New Idea, not related to the question) 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 
 
 

Third Party Transfer Working Group 
 

Discussion Notes: Session 4 
 

Thursday, February 11, 2021 
 

 
 
 

Co-Chairs: 
 

Louise Carroll, Commissioner, Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
Council Member Robert E. Cornegy, Jr., Chair of Housing and Buildings Committee, New 

York City Council 
  



DISCUSSION GROUP 3 
 
Agenda 

1. Introductions 
2. Brief recap of process / facilitation  
3. Identify one volunteer to share back to full group 

 
TPT Mission 
Created by the NYC Council in 1996 as a tax enforcement program, HPD has used the Third-
Party Transfer (TPT) Program to address crisis conditions in New York City properties, with 
the goal of stabilizing the properties’ physical and financial health, and keeping properties safe, 
habitable, and affordable for residents.  
The TPT Program achieves this purpose by… 

• Improving living conditions and housing viability through investment and 
rehabilitation. 

• Ensuring ongoing quality City services through collection of municipal arrears 
(including arrears held by properties made ineligible for the tax lien sale, such as HDFC 
co-ops). 

• Protecting residents from displacement, disinvestment, and speculation through 
regulatory protections and improved property and asset management. 

 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place: 
 

A- Sandra Erickson 
B- Glory Ann Kerstein 
C- Michael Grinthal 
D- Bernell Grier 
E- Derrick Griggs 

 
Do the means by which we apply data seem effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands out 
as most pertinent? 

A Small amounts of arrears is concerning when a building gets selected for TPT.  
There are some instances where data might select small buildings for TPT where it 
doesn’t feel appropriate: certain types of violations that can impact a small building more; 
buildings where owners or shareholders reside.  

B It depends on the quality - the data from the agencies should be of the highest quality.  

C Feels important to think about recurrence in data trends – the models are only 
considering recent violations for example. What about patterns over time? i.e., past 
participation in ERP, AEP 
Need for potential indicators concerning governance (may help provide better insight into 
HDFCs).  



D Would like to be able to study the data in more depth, in particular with the geographic 
distribution.  

E No comment - still processing the methodologies.  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Do the means by which we apply methods seem effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands 
out as most pertinent?  

A Financial distress with high counts of violations together works. It doesn’t feel as 
appropriate for smaller buildings where owners or shareholders reside. 

B Owner-occupied buildings may need different types of intervention. 

C The most balanced approach feels the most appropriate.  

D The most balanced approach feels the most appropriate.  

E The most balanced approach feels the most appropriate.  

Themes/highlights: 
- Facilitator’s Note: There appeared to be general agreement that the methods seemed 

appropriate but that members wanted to look at the models in more detail.  
 
Do the means by which we apply principles of financial and physical impacts seem 
effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands out as most pertinent?  

A Generally yes. 

B Generally yes.  

C Generally yes.  

D The geographic distributions underscore the impacts of the TPT program on 
communities of color. 

E Generally yes. 

Themes/highlights: 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place, do these models 
provide an effective methodology for achieving the goals of TPT? If not, why not? If so, 
what stands out as most pertinent?  

A Each model has validity. Buildings with high violation counts or high arrears should be 
addressed.  



B  

C  

D  

E  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place, do these models 
align with the conversations conducted during the Working Group sessions? If not, why 
not? If so, what stands out as most pertinent?  

A  

B  

C  

D  

E  

Themes/highlights: 
- Facilitator’s Note: We didn’t explicitly discuss the models through this lens.  

 
Are there (unintended) consequences to the implementation of any of these models that 
we may not be fully considering? If so, what are they, who might be impacted, and how? 

A Predatory loans may not be caught through any of the methodologies.  

B More broadly, there should be additional scrutiny of the current violations registered 
against a property before a building is deemed unsafe by HPD.  

C  

D  

E  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Are there additional considerations or information the City should consider in tandem 
with these models when determining: 
1) which properties avoid / redeem / exit the program? 



2) which properties get extra support? (And which kinds of support?) 
3) post-transfer outcomes?  

A HDFCs face unique challenges with shared governance. [Resources and support that 
they are given should be tailored to meet these unique challenges.] 
There are some examples of success that should be examined – what made those 
transfers successful? 

B Lengthen the notification period that property owners receive when they get pulled for 
TPT. Lengthen the period of time City Council has to review the list of TPT properties, 
and ensure that City Council members explicitly vote “yes” to move a property through 
foreclosure.  
Allow for an avenue for properties to return into a co-op model if they go thru TPT. 
There are other reforms and enhancements needed at HPD, DOF, DEP (and other 
agencies) as well.  

C Can HDFCs go on a separate track where they have a more in-depth assistance and 
review from City agencies? 

D Broad support and resources are critical. Especially legal and governance support and 
training. HDFCs sometimes have monitors (typically those who have regulatory 
agreements) who at times can be points of contacts for buildings to connect with city 
resources. [Every building should have a point of contact like that.] 
There should be a current valuation of the property when it gets selected for TPT. There 
may be new opportunities [for the property based on the findings of that valuation].  
Possible to leverage different debt servicing models as part of an intervention? 
Who are the future owners / managers of the property? Potentially revisit the TPT RFQ 
and refresh the list. 

E  

Themes/highlights: 
  



DISCUSSION GROUP 2 
 
1. Introductions  
2. Brief recap of process / facilitation  
3. Identify one volunteer to share back to full group 

 
A = Christie Peale 
B = Eva Alligood 
C = Ismene Speliotis 
D = Sandra Lobo 
E = Victoria Barreca 
 
The Third-Party Transfer (TPT) Program addresses crisis conditions in New York City 
properties, with the goal of stabilizing the properties’ physical and financial health, and keeping 
properties safe, habitable, and affordable for residents.  
The TPT Program achieves this purpose by… 

● Improving living conditions and housing viability through investment and rehabilitation. 
● Ensuring ongoing quality City services through collection of municipal arrears (including 

arrears held by properties made ineligible for the tax lien sale, such as HDFC co-ops). 
● Protecting residents from displacement, disinvestment, and speculation through 

regulatory protections and improved property and asset management. 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place: 
 
Do the means by which we apply data seem effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands out 
as most pertinent? 

A Other recs for your consideration: 
- Exempt all TC1 properties with homeowner exemptions; this would remove very few 
properties anyway 
- Allow other TC1s to prove occupancy to receive an exemption 
- Apply the high financial model to vacant lots 
- Apply the high physical model to non owner-occupied TC1s 

B Global question: are the goals and purpose of TPT agreed upon by this group? This isn’t 
a data question but a larger one. How do we make TPT the best preservation program it 
can be? How to tweak the goals of the program. Looking at RIE areas in terms of 
geography - how to frame an equity goal in terms of ownership and ensure we’re pouring 
resources into community ownership and wealth-building for homeowners who have 
suffered consequences of racist policies and practices.  

C These methods may not be appropriate to addressing the “madness”! Tax lien sale still 
feels like not the right mechanism. There has to be consequences to nonpayment (stick 
[as in, the risk of consequences or receiving a “stick” vs. a carrot is what makes people 
comply with regulations]). Beauty of TPT is the foreclosure process and moving into 



affordability. For properties with unresolveable debt and unresponsive [owners]. How to 
measure “effort”? Historic and contemporary lack of access to resources due to racist 
policies (e.g., slumlords). When lots of outreach and resources have been offered, where 
do we say “enough” and stop providing additional chances. [This is where TPT should 
come in] 

D Feels like different properties need different paths. RIE maps are helpful part of this 
formula. NWB [Northwest Bronx] has been organizing around a quintessential building 
that needs to be in TPT but is not - keeps being given second chances despite 
documented history of slumlord. What are the metrics for identifying this? Worst landlord 
list? Valuing what’s happening on the ground. And on flip side, HDFCs need the deep 
investment and resources. Metrics feel less useful - more important to focus on, once 
building is identified, what happens to it? COPA and TOPA acts to support new 
ownership models.  

E More about “what are we solving for” and how to get there, less about data. Top of mind 
is block pickup and long-term unintended consequences (impacted by COVID). Block 
pickup: understand intent, but worry about properties getting picked up that wouldn’t 
otherwise. Unintended consequences that have outlasted market conditions. Goes both 
ways - picked up too many but not others.  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
 
Do the means by which we apply methods seem effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands 
out as most pertinent?  

A  

B  

C  

D  

E  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Do the means by which we apply principles of financial and physical impacts seem 
effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands out as most pertinent?  

A  

B  



C  

D  

E  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place, do these models 
provide an effective methodology for achieving the goals of TPT? If not, why not? If so, 
what stands out as most pertinent?  

A [There is value in both high financial and high physical.] Vacant lots we want to capture 
through high financial model; others we would want to capture through physical.  

B  

C 373 Rockaway Parkway (example) - which model would NOT capture this property?  
 
Amy: Not picked up by the models because it doesn’t have the amount accrued in 
relation to its market value.  

D 2101-2205 Davidson Avenue. >$15M in unpaid liens. Appointed to 7a program with 
organizers’ pressure.  
 
Amy: This property was not picked up because it has active liens 

E  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place, do these models 
align with the conversations conducted during the Working Group sessions? If not, why 
not? If so, what stands out as most pertinent?  

A  

B  

C  

D  

E  

Themes/highlights: 



 
 
Are there (unintended) consequences to the implementation of any of these models that 
we may not be fully considering? If so, what are they, who might be impacted, and how? 

A  

B There’s an exploitation component to how people are living which is difficult to capture. 
Tenants of color disproportionately living in deplorable conditions AND what are 
consequences for abusive landlords no matter their racial identity? 

C Stripping wealth from homeowners and perpetuating racial and economic disparities. 
Removing the prohibition that limits co-cops from remaining co-ops. Why can’t we apply 
this to a private homeowner? Providing more generous relief and second chance. need 
to be able to differentiate between unknowing and willfully abusive. This may be gleaned 
from history of a given building, track record, turning down assistance, other buildings - 
similar condition (or not) 

D Ownership in communities of color needs to be verified by how abusive (or not) they are 
- are they unresponsive because they’re in over their head or are they truly abusive? 

E Worried about the totally data-driven approach. Understanding property owners and who 
are bad actors versus seniors, overwhelmed, etc. More nuanced approach  

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Are there additional considerations or information the City should consider in tandem with these 
models when determining: 
1) which properties avoid / redeem / exit the program? 
2) which properties get extra support? (And which kinds of support?) 
3) post-transfer outcomes?  

A Preference for co-ops to have the option to preserve CLT.  
Being explicit about which properties to avoid - not properties owned by people of color. 
More options to redeem for TC1 properties. 

B Need for some sort of assessment of property owners beyond these criteria.  

C Co-ops losing ability to stay co-cops after TPT - how to avoid this?  
Redemption without consequences. 

D BIP is a helpful resource here because of how it’s weighted. Have UNHC join this 
conversation.  

E  

Themes/highlights: 



 
 
Amy: High physical impact model uses same system of scoring as BIP (weighting of violations, 
arrears) just with different multipliers.  
 
Ismene:  

● Reactions to models. 
● Cognizant of unequal access to resources and how to own and adjust for inequitable 

policies.  
● Want TPT to be housing preservation not revenue generating. 

 
Christie: 

● Properties to keep out, keep in, and how effective is data-driven model for screening 
these properties in and out (especially w/r/t block pickup, landlord intent) 

  



DISCUSSION GROUP 3 
 

1. Introductions 
2. Brief recap of process / facilitation  
3. Identify one volunteer to share back to full group 

 
The Third-Party Transfer (TPT) Program addresses crisis conditions in New York City 
properties, with the goal of stabilizing the properties’ physical and financial health, and keeping 
properties safe, habitable, and affordable for residents.  
 
The TPT Program achieves this purpose by… 

● Improving living conditions and housing viability through investment and rehabilitation. 
● Ensuring ongoing quality City services through collection of municipal arrears (including 

arrears held by properties made ineligible for the tax lien sale, such as HDFC co-ops). 
● Protecting residents from displacement, disinvestment, and speculation through 

regulatory protections and improved property and asset management. 
 
A. Harold Shultz B. April Tyler C. Sal D’amato D. Derrick Lovett E. Chris Bramwell 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place: 
 
Do the means by which we apply data seem effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands out 
as most pertinent? 

A Yes, because while they may be other ways, the only thing that we have to hand is 
violations and tax arrears 

● Violations are flawed  

B Agree with above- (Note for calls to 311 or HPD)- early warning systems based on 
municipal charges 

● (concerns)Inspectors have been focused on HDFC’s?  

C Agree with above 

D Agree- but in certain areas would there be more involvement as it relates to regulatory 
oversight?(Questions of fairness)- likelihood of call in BX vs Lower Manhattan 

E Agree with above- hard to see other metrics 

Themes/highlights: 
 

 
Do the means by which we apply methods seem effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands 
out as most pertinent?  

A Yes, I think those are appropriate ways to apply the data- As opposed to either index or 



threshold, should we break the buildings into categories and adjust index for those 
categories e.,g. Take the worst 5%-10% and focus on that 

● Comparison of small and big buildings challenging at times when put into the 
same index 

B Generally, it seems fine AND would advocate that HDFC's be exempt.  
● Buildings that become co-ops do not want to become rentals again 

C Yes, agreed  

D Agreed AND May take a lot more than just saying one or the other- e.g. HDFC’s are not 
all increasing maintenance therefore cannot fix x or y-  

E Agreed 

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Do the means by which we apply principles of financial and physical impacts seem 
effective? If not, why not? If so, what stands out as most pertinent?  

A These are the most important, and to some extent financial is an indicator of physical 
safety- financial as a future indication of physical safety 

B On the face of it, financial is an indicator and so are violations AND we need to look 
deeper 

● Violations are sometimes dated and we would need to ensure that these are up 
to date to strengthen the effectiveness of this indicator  indicator (negated by 
payment of taxes?)  

C These are fine indicators- financial, physical, and ,safety 

D Adequate- Quality of life very important so a lean toward physical 

E Agreed, AND deep dive needs to be taken into violations 

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place, do these models 
provide an effective methodology for achieving the goals of TPT? If not, why not? If so, 
what stands out as most pertinent?  

A Physical condition should be heavily weighted, and knowing physical is hard- thus most 
balanced seems to make the most sense here 

B Agree- Physical as a primary consideration and CAN be with violations and financial 
municipal records-  



● Tenants should have a right of first refusal- the resident should have the right to 
become part of the co-op (tenant petition option) 

● (how do we understand what “readiness for homeownership look like?) 

C Agreed- most balanced between financial and physical 

D Agreed with most balanced-  
● Readiness for homeownership as something to think about (Rent vs 

Homeownership) (how do we understand what “readiness for homeownership 
look like?) 

 

E Most balances as you need to consider both physical and fin- deep dive into violations 

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Assuming that there are sufficient support/resources for owners in place, do these models 
align with the conversations conducted during the Working Group sessions? If not, why 
not? If so, what stands out as most pertinent?  

A Y 

B Y-qualified with major assumptions 

C Y 

D Y- 

E Y 

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
Are there (unintended) consequences to the implementation of any of these models that 
we may not be fully considering? If so, what are they, who might be impacted, and how? 

A Agreed with C 

B Agreed with C 

C If you are using most balanced, you may not pick up buildings that we should be - AND 
might pick up building that are not as heavily distressed as others 

D If one family is trying to do the right thing, but others aren't in line with that what 
happens? 

● What room is there for extenuating circumstances (e.g. covid) 



E Picking up the whole block is a REAL risk (But this is a legislative piece that would need 
to be addressed there) 

Themes/highlights: 
 
 
 
 
Are there additional considerations or information the City should consider in tandem with these 
models when determining: 
1) which properties avoid / redeem / exit the program? 
2) which properties get extra support? (And which kinds of support?) 
3) post-transfer outcomes?  

A N/A 

B ● Tenants should have a right of first refusal- the resident should have the right to 
become part of the co-op (tenant petition option) 

● (how do we understand what “readiness for homeownership'' looks like?) 
Where residents are wanting to own when the landlord has abandoned a building they 
should be given that option 

C N/A 

D The level of repair and rehabilitation may be too much for owner- hard to right the ship--- 

E 1-3 that are owner occupied should not be in? 

Themes/highlights: 
Audit  of TPT in the last 20 years as it relates to success of the program. 
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