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Chairman’s Preface
Unfortunately, of all major areas of civic policy, fewer are less prominent in the
thoughts and actions of public officials, the media and the electorate than are
housing concerns. While officials and the media regularly concern themselves
with issues impacting upon public safety, education, transportation and the
"quality of life," it is only episodic that housing concerns receive priority
attention.
Indeed, even in a complex and sophisticated city such as New York, while
most major media outlets have numbers of full-time sports, gossip and
entertainment reporters, few, if any, have even one reporter whose primary duty
is to report upon housing issues.
Sadly, in New York the one instance in which the public and media’s
attention is drawn to housing issues involves those few occasions when the
state’s rent regulatory scheme is at issue.I Indeed, politicians find this issue so
distasteful and potentially harmful to them at the polls that they avoid addressing
these concerns whenever possible. As just one example, which is detailed
below, having had to address the future of the state’s rent regulatory scheme in
1997, the Legislature found the experience so traumatic that it assured, by law,
that it would not have to revisit this issue at least until 2002.
This report seeks to analyze the impact that certain aspects of the
Legislature’s 1997 enactment have had to date. In reviewing this report, readers
should bear in mind that:
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(1) the statistics set forth in the body of this report were compiled and/or
collated by the non-partisan, highly acclaimed research staff of the New
York City Rent Guidelines Board (the "RGB");
(2) the opinions set forth in this preface are those solely of the RGB’s
chairman; and
(3) above all, the policies, which gave rise to those statistics and opinions
are entirely those of the New York State Legislature.
Moreover, the purpose of this report is neither to endorse nor criticize any
legislative policy, but rather to attempt to gauge its effect.
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Exegesis Of This Report
Last summer, after prolonged and often acrimonious debate, the New York State
Legislature approved the Rent Regulation Reform Act of 1997, (hereafter referred
to as the “Rent Act”). In January, when the memory of that legislative brouhaha
still was relatively fresh in the public’s mind, the RGB chairman and staff decided
to attempt to analyze certain aspects of the Rent Act’s complex, often poorly
written, provisions. In conducting this study, the RGB sought to continue its
I. Even though the rent regulatory scheme is a creature of state legislative policy, approximately 90% to
95% of all units affected are in New York City.
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policy under the current mayoral administration of
undertaking at least one optional study per year of a
topic which impacted upon the general condition of
New York City’s residential housing stock.
Although a number of the prior RGB special
studies have been controversial, several contributed
to a re-evaluation of city policy and, on occasion,
helped serve as a catalyst to change. As one example,
the RGB’s 1995 study of the "in rem" housing
policies of twenty major cities nationwide
contributed to the current administration’s overhaul
of this city’s decades-old, ineffective, shockingly
costly, and largely self-defeating in rem housing
policy. Indeed, as a result of this RGB study, several
of the cities which assisted the RGB in gathering the
necessary information for this study revisited their in
rem policies as well.
Similarly, the RGB’s 1995 study of "distressed
housing" assisted the city’s Department of Housing
Preservation and Development to (a) compile a
profile of the types of residential buildings likely to
be financially distressed—and thus possibly
abandoned, and (b) establish an "early warning"
intervention system whereby city agencies could
assist the private owner to maintain his building and
avoid any abandonment.
It was in that spirit that the RGB has sought to
analyze some of the Rent Act’s effects even though
the Rent Act itself sets forth that these and other
issues will not be re-evaluated by the Legislature any
earlier than the year 2002.

Initial Caveat
Gathering statistics almost always is easier than
interpreting them. One initially notes that as this
report is being issued, the Rent Act is barely one year
old. Further, and as is detailed in the body of the
report itself, the universe of renters surveyed
included those who, (a) moved between June, 1997
and March, 1998, and (b) moved into an unregulated
vacant unit or a unit rent regulated prior to the Rent
Act’s enactment in June, 1997.
Thus, as with the maxim that "all new brooms
sweep clean," it may take several years, rather than
the initial nine months, for analysts and statisticians
to have a greater grasp of any benefits, demerits,
unexpected glitches and unanticipated bonuses
which the Rent Act in general, and the few specific
aspects analyzed herein, may hold for the long-term.

Key Consideration
As noted above, this report is not intended to
endorse or criticize any actions taken in 1997 by the
Legislature in enacting the Rent Act. All such actions
were entirely within that elected body’s prerogative,
and this report accepts that the final enactment, as
reflected by the Rent Act’s provisions, must be
deemed to represent the public policies which the
Legislature deemed to be in the best interests of this
state. While neither landlords nor tenants were
completely (perhaps not even "mostly") satisfied
with the Rent Act’s final form, it will be state law for
at least the next half-decade.

The Vacancy Allowance
This report analyzes three specific Rent Act policies.
The first is the "vacancy allowance." Contrary to a
misunderstanding by some, when a rent regulated
unit becomes vacant, most landlords may not charge
an incoming tenant any rent the landlord wishes.II
That is, generally a landlord may not charge
"whatever the market can bear." Rather, as has been
prescribed by state law since rent stabilization first
was enacted, the overwhelming majority of landlords
could increase the previous legal rent only if the
RGB so allowed. In fact, but for one year, the RGB
always has approved a vacancy allowance -sometime generous, sometimes modest.
The RGB’s approval of vacancy allowances was
in keeping with the Legislature’s intention to (a)
provide strong protections for any in-place tenant,
while (b) shifting any additional burden to an
incoming tenant (who obviously has the option to
agree beforehand to rent at the increased level),
thereby helping to gradually move New York City’s
residential housing stock back to market levels.
In 1997, the Legislature essentially preempted
the RGB by enacting a statutory vacancy allowance.III
This provision allows a landlord of a rent regulated
unit to add 18% (for a one-year lease) to the
previously legal rent of the apartment when offering
that apartment to rent to a new tenant.IV As an
example:
II. Analysis of the exceptions to this rule constitutes a part of this
report.
III. Although the RGB remains at liberty to authorize a vacancy
allowance in addition to the allowance provided by state law, it
declined to do so in 1997 and in 1998.
IV. In fact, that convoluted, horribly written provision allows for a
vacancy allowance of 20% when a tenant chooses a two-year lease,
and for more than 20% in some other instances, especially when
the prior tenant had been in occupancy of that unit for more than
eight years. For simplicity sake, though, this report will assume that
all vacant units were eligible to receive a flat 18% vacancy allowance
which is the minimum available given the RGB guidelines which
were in effect for 1997/98.
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Step 1: The in-place tenant is paying $600 in rent
(i.e. slightly less than the approximate
median rent for all rent regulated units in
New York City);
Step 2: That in-place tenant then vacates that
$600 unit;
Step 3: The landlord then may add 18% of the
legal rent of $600 (for a one year lease)—
in this instance, $108—to the legal rent,
and thus offer that unit to an incoming
tenant for a minimum rent of $708.
Added to this new $708 "legal rent" would be
any qualifying individual apartment improvements,
(a topic discussed in greater detail below). For
instance, if the landlord installed a new stove costing
$800, 1/40th of this amount ($20) could be added to
the $708 legal rent for a total of $728.
While landlord advocates were disappointed
that the Legislature didn’t opt for full vacancy
decontrol—that is, allowing landlords to charge
incoming tenants whatever the market would bear—
and while tenant advocates claim this minimum 18%
increase was too generous, one overriding
consideration is indisputable:
(1) by enacting this 18% statutory vacancy
allowance; and
(2) knowing that this statutory allowance would
be coupled with any guideline increases
approved by the RGB,
the Legislature presumed that rents for vacant rentstabilized apartments would mostly rise a minimum
of 18%.
As will be seen from the statistics set forth in this
report, though, the most striking finding is that in
most parts of the city, rents for vacant rent-stabilized
units did not rise by the percentages which the
Legislature presumed would come to pass.

Luxury Decontrol
This "Movers Report" distinguishes this second Rent
Act policy, under analysis (so-called "Luxury
Decontrol") from the third Rent Act policy (so-called
"Vacancy Decontrol"). As a caveat, there are reports
and housing experts who group these two policies
together.

As detailed in the "Chairman’s Letter" to the
1997 compendium of RGB reports,V many were at a
loss to understand why the Legislature wasted so
much time, energy and political capital on this issue.
It proved to be "sound and fury, signifying nothing."
Prior to the Rent Act, the Legislature’s policy had
been that a tenant would not be entitled to the
protections offered to other rent-stabilized tenants if
that person (a) enjoyed a gross income of $250,000
or more for two consecutive years, and (b) that
person’s apartment rented for $2,000 or more per
month.VI At least as reported by the media, the
Legislature spent a disproportionate amount of time
debating this issue before agreeing to lower the
income levels from $250,000 to $175,000.VII
At the time this reduction in income levels was
being enacted, the RGB noted that this change would
affect a maximum of 2,699 households out of a rentregulated universe of over one million households.
In fact, only about fifteen hundred apartments have
been "luxury decontrolled" since this general policy
was first enacted in 1993.

Vacancy Decontrol
The Rent Act allows landlords of units with legal
rents at or above $2,000 to charge market level
prices for incoming tenants. It is important to note
that if an in-place tenant were paying $1,999 when
the next RGB guidelines increase pushed that unit’s
rent level over $2,000, that tenant nevertheless
would continue to enjoy the protections of rent
regulation. In that scenario, the landlord would be
able to charge market rate prices only after that
in-place tenant finally vacated his or her rent
stabilized unit.V III

V. Copies of all such reports and compendiums can be purchased from
the RGB.
VI. As is not uncommon with many aspects of this city’s and state’s
housing policies, at first blush this second factor seems counterintuitive. Because this second factor establishes $2,000 as a floor,
rather than a ceiling, a person who earned $300,000, but paid
$5,000 in rent (i.e. 20% of gross income in rent) would have his or
her apartment decontrolled. Conversely, if that same person
earned the same $300,000, but paid only $1,500 for that same
apartment (i.e. 6% of gross income in rent), that tenant still would
continue to enjoy the protections offered by the rent regulatory
scheme. Such inanity is not uncommon throughout the Rent Act
and related laws.
VII. The actress Mia Farrow had the dubious honor to become the
"poster girl" for this provision when the media repeatedly reported
that her ten or so room suite on Central Park West cost her only
$1,500 or so per month in rent. Ms. Farrow’s reported decision to
vacate that unit apparently was based upon "luxury decontrol"
considerations. After the landlord made various upgrades to that
apartment—a process described herein—that unit then reportedly
became subject to "vacancy decontrol."
VIII. As with the "Mia Farrow" example in footnote (VII), this assumes,
of course, that the tenant enjoyed a gross income of less than
$175,000 for two consecutive years. Otherwise, the tenant might
be subject to "luxury decontrol."

3

1998 Recent Movers Study
Given the Rent Act’s minimum 18% statutory
vacancy allowance, any apartment now renting for at
least $1,695 will reach the $2,000 mark when it next
becomes vacant, and thus be eligible for vacancy
decontrol. As with the Legislature’s other efforts in
this area, one must presume that the Legislature
intended this result. Notably, with the exception of
pockets of upscale housing in "outer borough"
neighborhoods such as Brooklyn Heights, this
scenario essentially impacts only upon units in the
so-called "Core Manhattan" area.

"The Dog That Didn’t Bark"
In a classic Arthur Conan Doyle tale about a watch
dog which didn’t bark, Sherlock Holmes solved a
mystery based not upon what did happen, but upon
what didn’t. Similarly, what is most striking about
the statistics set forth in this report is not what did
happen, but what didn’t.
Given New York City’s current boom economy,
the much heated real estate market, the skyrocketing
prices in the cooperative and condominium markets
(which are not subject to any price controls), the
anticipated pressures on residential rents in the most
desirable neighborhoods,IX the statutory minimum
18% vacancy allowance, the likelihood of an
increasing number of apartments going to market
due to vacancy decontrol, the effect of the RGB’s
guidelines adjustments, and other factors discussed
below (such as the so-called "1/40th" increases),
many observers had predicted a "crushing" increase
in rents citywide.
While it is not this author’s intent to minimize
the impact of any increase in legal rents, particularly
since a good number of tenants are struggling to find
affordable housing, the fact as supported by the data
herein is that citywide, rent for the typical vacant
rent regulated unit did not even rise by the
minimum 18% amount anticipated when the
Legislature enacted the statutory vacancy
allowance.
That is, on a citywide basis, the average landlord
could not obtain from an incoming tenant the rent
levels which the Legislature in its enactment of the
Rent Act anticipated that landlords would be able to
obtain. Indeed, except for the so-called "Core
Manhattan," i.e. those much-desired neighborhoods
in Manhattan (generally) south of 96th on the East
IX. In 1997, when the possible end of rent regulation loomed, tabloid
headlines screamed that average rents in areas such as Manhattan’s
Upper West side might soar 50% to 100%.

side and 110th Street on the West side, few areas in
the city could support an 18% increase in the rents
of the rent-regulated units.
No doubt the causes and ramifications of this
striking finding will be open to debate, including the
unavoidable conclusion that in many areas, the
regulated rents and unregulated rents of similarly
situated units are fairly close to each other. This may
prove to be an especially contentious assertion since
2,400,000 New Yorkers are rent regulated, but
4,800,000 are not. Moreover, some landlord
advocates no doubt may argue that the relevant
"housing market" no longer is just the five boroughs,
but should include the surrounding suburbs, thereby
further diluting the impact of the Rent Act upon the
ability of the average person to find suitable and
affordable housing.

Individual Apartment Improvements The So-Called "1/40ths"
For many years, landlords were -- and remain -- able to
raise the legal rents of their apartments by means of
an "individual apartment improvement," which in
housing policy jargon commonly is called a "1/40th."
While a 1/40th may be done while a tenant is in
occupancy, the New York State Division of Housing
and Community Renewal (DHCR), which monitors
all rent regulated units throughout the state,
estimates that a large proportion of 1/40ths are
performed after a tenant vacates the unit.
Essentially, this policy, which the Legislature
envisioned as a means to provide landlords with
inducements to further maintain and upgrade their
apartment units, allows a landlord to add 1/40th of
the cost of certain improvements to the unit’s legal
rent. Thus, if a tenant vacated a unit with a legal rent
of $600, and the landlord made $4,000 in
improvements (e.g. upgraded a kitchen’s cabinets,
fixtures, etc.), the landlord would be entitled to add
1/40th of the cost of those improvements -- or $100
-- to the legal rent, raising it in our example to $700.
Such a 1/40th increase would be in addition to
any other allowable increases, such as those provided
by vacancy allowances and/or RGB guidelines
adjustments.
Tenant advocates often argue that 1/40ths are
too generous because after the landlord recoups the
cost of the improvements, the 1/40th increase
remains a permanent part of the legal rent. Landlord
advocates conversely argue that especially in boom
economic times such as these, having to wait nearly
three and one-half years to recoup one’s investment
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hardly is much of an incentive to make these repairs.
Smaller, less affluent landlords, especially those who
own buildings in economically marginal
neighborhoods, further note that they often don’t
have the financial resources to make significant
upgrades anyway.
The inability of the average landlord to obtain
the statutory minimum 18% vacancy allowance likely
will have a profound impact upon the number of
1/40th upgrades being undertaken. Moreover, it may
have an unanticipated, almost perverse effect that
runs counter to what reasonable public policy
should be.
Initially on this point, tenant advocates on the
RGB regularly note that the average citywide
increases in rent levels far exceed the increases
which would have resulted were such increases to
be calculated solely upon vacancy allowances and
RGB guidelines adjustments. The clear implication to
this truism is that landlords have other means to raise
rents, including, and perhaps especially, the 1/40ths.
Notably, the average increase in citywide rents as
demonstrated by this "post-Rent Act" report is not
that much greater than the average yearly increase
which occurred prior to the Rent Act’s enactment.
This is important for two reasons. First, any
allegation of "skyrocketing" rent increases clearly
must be dismissed on two grounds. Post-Rent Act
yearly increases, while greater than the pre-Rent Act
yearly increases, are not so much more as to "shock
the conscience." Moreover, as noted earlier, the
average increases fall below that which the
Legislature expected and approved when it enacted
the minimum 18% vacancy allowance.
The second point is one of common sense
which only future statistics can bear out: if the
average landlord is unable to obtain even the
minimum 18%, he will have little incentive to make
individual apartment improvements since he won’t
be able to recoup his costs via any increased rents.
Thus, even though individual apartment
improvements are enormously important if New
York City is to maintain and modernize its housing
stock—one in which the average building is over
fifty years old—under the trends likely to be
spawned by the Rent Act, there likely (and
understandably) will be a decrease in the number of
1/40ths undertaken.
Finally on this point, during the 1997 Legislative
debates, many assumed that landlords of "vacancy
decontrolled" units would have little incentive to
make 1/40ths since they already could charge what
the market could bear, while landlords of lower- to
middle-rent units would have a great incentive to

make 1/40ths in order to raise rent levels to the
presumed "astronomic" free market levels. Based
upon the admittedly scant post-Rent Act evidence to
date, it appears that the opposite already is beginning
to happen: namely, high-end landlords in highlydesirable neighborhoods (particularly in Manhattan)
are making enormous improvements in order to
justify the large rent increases that they hope this
booming economy can support.
Conversely,
landlords of low- to middle level units (especially
outside Manhattan) are beginning to realize that from
a straight economic standpoint, it makes little sense
for them to make upgrades when they will have
difficulty recovering those costs.
Some tenant advocates no doubt will argue that
it made little policy sense to allow landlords to enjoy
a minimum 18% vacancy allowance without
requiring them to upgrade their units. Some landlord
advocates no doubt will counter that in addition to
the general policy of allowing vacancy allowances to
help gradually move the residential housing universe
back to market, the 18% vacancy allowance in fact
allows smaller, poorer landlords, particularly in the
Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens, to realize a greater
revenue stream that will enable them to maintain
their buildings in general.

Intuitive Concerns
Several months preceding this report, the New
York Times noted the difficulty many New York City
tenants were having paying rent, even during this
general boom time. That same article noted that
many household incomes were only $20,000 to
$30,000.
Thus, even though the average rise in rent
citywide for vacant apartments was "only" 12%—as
opposed to the 40%, 50% and 60% horror stories
which the tabloids had touted during the 1997
legislative debates—such an increase on a $600 unit
still would raise the legal rent to $672. This $864 per
year increase, ($72 x 12), no doubt can cause
hardships and financial strains for many
households.X
No doubt one reason why rents haven’t risen to
the higher levels anticipated by the Legislature when
it enacted the Rent Act is that market forces have
X. Tenant advocates often note this fact when arguing that the RGB
should endeavor to keep guideline increases as modest as possible,
almost as if the RGB’s mandate required it to serve as a de facto
social service agency. Conversely, landlord advocates will argue
that (1) it is unwise policy to place the burden for providing
"affordable" housing on private sector landlords who, in
economically depressed neighborhoods, often are not much better
off financially than their tenants, and (2) in any event, the burden
for insuring that poorer tenants that do not have sufficient means
to afford housing should fall on the public at large.
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begun to prevail in many areas. That is, many tenants
simply cannot afford to pay more, and while
landlords understandably want to maximize the rents
they receive, if an apartment’s rent is at a level at
which the landlord can make some profit, that
landlord will continue to rent that unit, rather than
keeping it vacant while awaiting a tenant willing to
pay a rent which would be unreasonably high for
that neighborhood.
In many parts of the city and particularly outside
"Core Manhattan," rents thus may be approaching
market levels simply because tenants can’t afford to
pay more. Indeed, the minimal difference in the rent
levels of regulated and unregulated units in a number
of neighborhoods may substantiate this hypothesis.
Disturbingly, increasing numbers of poorer
tenants may be "doubling up," with two families
living in an apartment designed for one. This
development serves no one’s best interests. Tenants
are cramped, often in overcrowded, occasionally
unsafe conditions, while the strain on a building’s
services and infrastructure acts against a landlord’s
interest. Indeed, if there is one financial time bomb
which all middle-sized to smaller landlords especially
fear will drive them out of business, it is the potential
catastrophic increase in water and sewer rates. Thus,
in an apartment designed for two or three persons,
having six or seven persons flush toilets, take
showers, open sink taps, etc. could prove to be a
crushing blow to many smaller and poorer
landlords.XI
Finally, there is a category of poor, exploited
tenant for whom rent regulation has little import.
Perhaps there is no more recent, tragic example of
this than the four immigrants who burned to death
last year in Maspeth. They had been among ten or so
tenants who had been living in an illegally converted
basement unit when a fire erupted. While many
officials and the media predictably issued
sanctimonious condemnations of the conditions
which led to this tragedy, little further has been done
to alleviate the lack of inexpensive accommodations
which contributed to this incident.
Ironically, such illegal housing arguably may be
an unofficially welcomed resource—at least in the
short run—until legal, code-compliant, low rent
housing can be constructed. This unfortunate fact
XI. In a 1993/94 survey, the RGB asked landlords to name the one -and only one -- factor affecting their profitability that they most
would like see changed. 25% said rent regulation, while 30% said
the travesty that parades as New York City’s housing court. 40%
said water/sewer charges and taxes were their greatest concerns.
In the intervening years, like Mark Twain’s weather, many people
have talked about this problem, but few people have tried to do
anything.

may be better understood if one considers that the
alternative to this overcrowding and/or rental of
illegal units would be homelessness altogether.
Although it is a topic not germane to this report
and certainly too complex to detail in this
commentary, one hopes that state and city leaders
will revisit the entire issue of the "residential hotel
and single room occupancy" universe. Even as it
shrinks in size due to notable economic pressures,
the present "hotel and SRO" system continues to
fester, and advocates for it have proven incapable to
date of coalescing sufficient political opinion to
bring about a much needed change in policy.

Need For New Housing
The current rent regulatory scheme, which had its
origins in the 1940s, arose from a legislative
determination that the demand for housing in New
York City so exceeded the supply that it would be
poor public policy to rely upon "normal" market
mechanisms alone to alleviate this "crisis."
Therefore, the Legislature decided to institute rent
controls to prevent what it feared would be the
imposition by too many landlords of unduly high
rents upon too many tenants who lacked any
reasonable alternative for their housing needs.
More than fifty years later, this acute supply
shortage remains. Indeed, by law rent regulation
would end if the citywide vacancy rate (as
determined by the "Housing and Vacancy Survey," a
special triennial study conducted by the Census
Bureau) were ever to exceed 5%. In the past decade
or so, this vacancy rate hovered between 3.5% and
4%, and no one should underestimate the enormous
amount of additional housing which would be
required to reach that 5% mark.
The fact thus remains that whether one favors
yet stricter rent controls or, conversely, a more rapid
return to free market status, New York City’s tight
housing market will continue until new stock is
built. Unfortunately, the trends auger in the other
direction.
In the 1970s, for instance, even as adverse
economic times swept many parts of the nation and
New York City in particular,XII each year tens of
thousands of new housing units were constructed
citywide. In depressing contrast, during the 1990s,
yearly construction starts averaged 6,000 or so.
Indeed, it is questionable whether these new
XII. Among other factors, the "oil crisis" was crippling many parts of
the nation while New York City, (for other reasons including
decades of governmental profligacy), was teetering on the brink of
bankruptcy.
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starts are sufficient even to replace the number of units lost in the normal course
to age, abandonment, fire, conversion to other purposes, etc. Even worse,
virtually all major construction projects in the 1990s were in Manhattan, which
alone among the boroughs offered a builder the likelihood of obtaining the high
rents necessary to make these construction projects economically feasible.
At the risk of understatement, this is not an encouraging trend.
While suggestions such as the following one are easier said than done, one
hopes that City and State officials will conduct a "housing summit" to consider
any and all measures that might induce private sector builders to construct more
housing, including units at rent levels necessary to service and thereby retain in
New York City the much-maligned "middle class." No such conference could
produce reasonable, effective proposals without the input of those very private
sector builders on whom the city traditionally has relied to create most of its
housing stock.XIII
Given this City’s growing crisis—half the stock is more than fifty years old,
while a shocking percentage was constructed 75 to 100 years ago—such a
summit could not occur too soon.

Conclusion
Given the many predictions that the Rent Act’s "vacancy allowance" and
"decontrol" provisions would lead to skyrocketing rent levels for recent movers,
the Chairman was somewhat surprised by the relatively moderate increases in
citywide rent levels. This finding, however, should not mislead anyone into
believing that New York City has largely resolved its housing shortage or that all
tenants ready have access to "affordable" housing. In fact, when this Recent
Movers Study is read in conjunction with other RGB reports, a grim picture
continues to emerge.
Even in the presence of legislatively-imposed price controls, some market
forces inevitably will continue to act. In the circumstances which gave rise to
this report, the relatively moderate rent increases resulted not from either an
increase in the general supply of apartments and/or a decline in general demand
for housing, but apparently from the inability of many tenants to pay more in
rent. Thus, landlords, who understandably wish to maximize their profits, often
were obliged to temper their demands because incoming tenants simply could
not pay those rents, even though such rent levels were authorized by the Rent
Act. As noted, this development may have several unanticipated, and, possibly
unfortunate consequences.
If landlords are unable to command higher rents—indeed, many had been
unable to command even the minimum vacancy allowances authorized by
statute—it is doubtful that landlords will be able to generate the increased
incomes which many had anticipated when the Rent Act was enacted. This may
well translate into an inability to upgrade particular apartment units and their
buildings in general. This does not portend well given that (1) New York City’s
housing stock continues to age, (2) half of all units are over 50 years old, and (3)

XIII. One notes that even in during the economic boom times which the city, state and national
governments have enjoyed during the last five or so years, government funds to support housing
construction and/or underwrite the ability of poorer tenants to afford housing have either remained
constant in absolute dollars or, in many instances, been reduced. This factor alone would suggest that
if significant amounts of new housing are to be built in New York City, the private sector will have to
bear most of this burden, either with or without the encouragement of government programs, tax
breaks and/or subsidies.
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yearly construction of new units has been
insufficient for at least a decade to replace those lost
to abandonment, fire, and other causes. Smaller
owners of older buildings in marginal areas may
especially be vulnerable.
Speculative investment (in the non-pejorative
sense) in housing may diminish many areas outside
Core Manhattan. In the last few decades, especially,
New York City has experienced economic cycles
wherein investors have purchased seemingly awfully
maintained buildings in marginal economic
neighborhoods in hopes of profiting during an
anticipated boom cycle. Given the findings of this
Recent Movers Study, if investors now realize that
they will never be able to enjoy significant profits
from rehabilitating those buildings due to tenant
inability to pay the rents necessary to pay for the
costs of those upgrades, perhaps such investment
will taper off.
As for tenants, at least two salient considerations
result from our "tale of two cities." First, even prior
to the Rent Act’s passage, it was common knowledge
in housing circles that tenants in Core Manhattan (1)
paid the highest rents, but (2) also enjoyed the
greatest protections offered by the rent-regulatory
laws. Were those restraints not in effect, rents in Core
Manhattan would have risen significantly.
The Recent Movers Study largely confirms this,
but further underscores that recent movers to Core
Manhattan—unquestionably among the most
desirable residential real estate in the world—are
more than willing to pay a premium for living in that
area.
As for tenants outside Core Manhattan, a
different story emerges. Some are affluent, many are
comfortable and are paying rents they can afford,
while others are hard pressed. It is the inelastic
nature of those tenants’ incomes which has served to
restrain rent increases. Indeed, as set forth in this
report, while the rents for 28% of all apartments
outside Core Manhattan increased by 18% (and
presumably could have increased even more for at
least some of those tenants), the rents for another
27% of those same recent movers stayed the same or
decreased.
Ideally, if tenants could afford to comfortably pay
more for their units, then landlords could use more
of those monies to maintain and upgrade their
buildings and individual apartments. Unfortunately,
for too many tenants and landlords, this simply isn’t
possible.

One notes that for several reasons, this study
could not definitively draw conclusions about the
percentage of recent movers who are paying more
than 30% of their income for rent (i.e. the HUD
standard of "affordability.") In keeping with standard
research principles, the RGB sought to insure the
maximum number of responses and thus did not
include questions about the tenant’s race, religion or
income, all of which drive down response rates.
Thus, until the RGB can obtain accurate income
levels for these recent movers, it will be unable to
state with any degree of certainty what percentage of
those tenants pay more than 30% of their income in
rent.
As for the truly indigent tenants, it probably
would be better public policy for all levels of
government to increase the amount of stipends and
other credits applied to those rents. Taking the
opposite approach—i.e. forbidding rents to rise
sufficiently in many instances—too often has led to
declining housing stock and, at the extreme, outright
abandonment by owners.
Finally, and falling well within the category of
"easier said than done," the principal long-term cure
for the many problems plaguing New York City’s
residential housing market would be the
construction of vast numbers of new units for middle
class and poorer tenants. If nothing else, such
construction increasingly is needed simply to offset
the loss of current housing due to the various
reasons set forth above. Given the relatively
moderate rent levels which landlords can obtain
outside Core Manhattan, it is highly unlikely that
private sector developers will build any significant
amounts of new housing in those areas absent
government incentives and/or subsidies to do so.
Even in Core Manhattan, no small number of
large-scale developers have stated that they need to
receive rents of $1,500 to $1,800 per one-bedroom
apartment to recover their costs and make a profit
sufficient enough to induce them to undertake the
effort and risk of such projects. Indeed, one reason
that large scale construction is unlikely to occur
outside Manhattan is that, but for site acquisition
costs (which are expensive outside Core Manhattan,
but exorbitant within it), virtually all construction
costs and other considerations remain constant
(labor costs, materials, financial charges, legal and
architectural fees, etc.) As indicated by this report,
since only Manhattan offers the possibility of a
builder attracting tenants willing to pay $1,500 to
$1,800 on up, virtually all large-scale construction
projects which primarily are privately funded will
occur in Manhattan.
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Thus unfortunately, large-scale private sector projects aimed at building
housing units for the middle class and poor likely will be few and far between.
As always, it ultimately remains within the province of public officials to
establish those policies and to create those conditions necessary to address
these issues. Thus, as far as housing issues are concerned, one hopes that the
New York State Legislature and the New York City Council prove better
guardians of the public interest in the future than they have been in the past.
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Results of the 1998
Recent Movers Study
This report was originally intended to be an analysis of the impacts of the Rent
Regulation Reform Act of 1997, (the Rent Act), and in particular the vacancy
“allowance” provisions of the new law. An inability to differentiate the impact of
the City’s rebounding economy from the provisions of the Rent Act have made
these ambitious initial goals untenable, and this study cannot and does not
attempt to estimate the direct impacts of the Rent Act. Even so, this survey does
provide the Rent Guidelines Board with important information regarding the
current economic conditions of the residential real estate market.
It is important to note that this study ONLY analyzes rents, changes in rent,
and other characteristics of rental apartment units vacated and re-occupied since
June 15, 1997. Only about 12% of all rental units (one in eight) have had a
vacancy since June 1997. Thus, the 88% of apartments which have had no
change in tenancy after the passage of the Rent Act have not been affected by its
provisions at all, and the condition of these units is not analyzed in this study.
The full impact of the Rent Act will not be felt for some years, as apartments
become vacant and are re-occupied.

Summary
The findings of the report can be summarized briefly. First, it is clear that the
Rent Act, (and pre-existing aspects of the Rent Stabilization law, such as “1/40th
increases”) combined with a strong local economy, have typically resulted in
moderate rent increases for most vacant stabilized units. The rent for the typical
vacant unit rose 12%, indicating that many landlords are unable to charge the
“minimum” vacancy allowance of 18% allowed by the Rent Act.1
Second, this report truly describes two very different and distinct housing
markets. In what is often called Manhattan’s “Core,” the area of Manhattan south
of 96th Street on the East Side, and 110th Street on the West Side of Central Park,
very few vacant units are rented for less than $1,000 and the typical rent is
$1,500. Most landlords are able to charge the “minimum” vacancy increase of
18% allowed by the Rent Act. Outside of the Manhattan “Core” the situation is
very different. Few units rent for more than $1,000, the typical rent is in the
$600 to $800 range, and only about one-quarter of vacant units command the
“minimum” 18% vacancy increase. Simply put, many apartments in the “outer
boroughs” are renting at or near “market” levels.
Third, a comparison of rent increases from April 1996 to April 1997 with
those which occurred after the Rent Act was passed (June 15, 1997 onwards)
shows that the Rent Act has not had a dramatic impact on rent increases charged
for vacant units, at least not in the City as a whole. Prior to the enactment of the
Rent Act the median citywide increase in rent was 8%. After the Rent Act was
passed the increase was 12%. Thus, for the typical unit, some combination of a
more robust economy and the altered rent laws raised the median increase by
4%. In the outer boroughs the typical increase was nearly the same before (6%)
and after (7%) passage of the Rent Act.

PRINCIPAL

FINDINGS

✔ The median monthly rent paid by
households that moved between
June 15, 1997 and March 1998 is
$804.
✔ Rents commanded for vacant
units vary widely by
neighborhood. The highest
average “neighborhood” rent was
$2,313 in the Wall St. area, while
the lowest, $550, was in East and
Central Harlem.
✔ For apartments which were rent
stabilized in April 1997 and
became vacant after June 15, 1997,
the median rent increase was
12%.
✔ Citywide, two-fifths of vacant units
had increases of 18% or more, the
“minimum” vacancy set by the
Rent Regulation Reform Act of
1997, with a disproportionate
number being in “Core”
Manhattan.
✔ The typical rent increase in the
year before the Rent Act was
passed (April 1996 to April
1997) was 8%. Thus, the
strengthening economy and the
provisions of the Rent Act
boosted the citywide median
rent increase by 4%.
✔ Vacancy decontrol is reducing
the number of rent stabilized
housing units. Of the stabilized
units in this study, 3% to 4%
were deregulated on vacancy
(i.e. regulated in 1997 but then
had a rent of $2,000 or more
upon vacancy). An estimated
3,500 to 5,000 units were
deregulated during the last year.
Nearly all of these units were in
“Core” Manhattan.
✔ In Manhattan’s “Core,” 9% of rent
stabilized units which had a
vacancy were deregulated.

1. As noted in footnote IV of the Preface, the Rent Act permits even greater increases for many vacant
units. For simplicity’s sake this study uses 18% because it is the minimum vacancy increase allowable
given the RGB’s 1997/98 guidelines.
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Finally, this report shows that “vacancy
decontrol” is occurring in Manhattan, but not
elsewhere. We estimate that 3,500 to 5,000 vacant
units have been deregulated in the first year after the
Rent Act was passed. Nearly all (97%) of these units
were located in Manhattan’s Core. This estimate
represents less than one-half percent of New York
City’s universe of stabilized apartments and 1% to
1.5% of Manhattan’s stabilized stock.

Choosing a Methodology
Initially, RGB staff considered three methods for
surveying the target population: renters who moved
to a dwelling in New York City after June 15, 1997.
All of these tenants’ lease terms would fall under the
provisions of the Rent Act.
The three methods evaluated by RGB staff on
the basis of cost, coverage and representativeness
were:
1) Random Digit Dialing
2) List-assisted Telephone Survey
3) Mail Survey using a purchased or provided list.
For a better understanding of the terms used in
the following sections, see “Methodology
Definitions,” on the next page.

Random Digit Dialing
The first method, Random Digit Dialing (RDD)
employs live operators with computer-assisted
telephone calls to a given universe or population.
Using this method, the ‘universe’ would have been
defined as New York City residents who had
telephones in the 212 or 718 area codes, nearly all
New York City households.
The target population, renters who moved from
June 15, 1997 to March 1998, is a fairly small subset
of the larger population of New York City. About
10% of all New York City residents move on average
each year (about 272,000 households). Because the
study was to cover only renters, both stabilized and
non-stabilized, who had moved in the eight months
after the Rent Act was enacted, this further reduced
the number of movers to 180,000 households.
Roughly 80% of these movers are typically renters
(about 150,000 households). Thus, the target
population ultimately eligible for the survey was
computed to be about 5.4% of all New York City
households.
A crucial factor in determining the cost of RDD
is the incidence rate, or the percentage of times a
contact is expected to reach someone eligible to take

the survey. Because the target population was only
5.4% of all NYC households (i.e., recent movers),
only 1 in 18 calls would be applicable without
accounting for people who refuse to participate.
Assuming a 50% cooperation rate, only about 1 in 36
calls were likely to result in a usable survey. Then,
adding follow-up contacts, over 38,000 calls would
need to be made to achieve the final required sample
of 1,070 completed surveys.
Although RDD is the most thorough method in
terms of coverage and representativeness (few
households have no telephone and unlisted numbers
are not excluded), the extremely low incidence rate
made using Random Digit Dialing costly and time
prohibitive.

List-Assisted Telephone Survey
The second method considered by RGB staff, a
Telephone Survey using a purchased list of recent
movers, involved procuring such a list from a
professional list broker, then performing the survey
with live operators and computer assisted data
tracking. The advantage of this method over RDD
was that a targeted list would contain only people
who moved to a New York City address during the
given period, raising the incidence rate to roughly
80%. That is, 4 out of 5 calls to names on the list
would reach households moving during the desired
time period. Again, figuring a 50% cooperation rate,
2 out of 5 calls would be expected to result in
completed surveys.
While several list brokers compiled lists of
recently moved New York City residents with over
125,000 names from which to draw a sample, two
problems came to light. First, few of the lists
contained telephone numbers and those which did
were prohibitively expensive. Second, when the
sources for the lists were examined, the results did
not appear to be representative enough to make
reliable estimates about the larger population.
Typical sources included credit bureaus, mail order
catalogs, voter and auto registration, deeds, and
magazine subscriptions. Despite the variety of
sources, many recently-moved residents would not
appear on these lists, and results would have been
duly biased.
A sample drawn from a commercial list would be
likely to have significant coverage error, which
occurs when the original list does not include all
elements of the population researchers wish to
study. In addition, the expense of purchasing a list
and employing a computer assisted telephone
surveying service rendered this method untenable,
though the incidence rate would have been greatly
improved.
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Mail Survey, Multiple Contact Method
Finally, RGB staff considered the mail survey method. Because of the coverage
problem identified above, the prospect of performing a mail survey using a list
from a broker was rejected. In searching out an alternative list of recent movers,
RGB staff obtained a complete list of addresses of recently occupied apartments
drawn from a list of customers with utility subscriptions. Names were not
included. The list obtained by RGB proved to be very complete in terms of
coverage because it included nearly all New York City households which moved
within RGB’s targeted period.
Having obtained a reliable list of recent movers, staff considered various mail
survey methods. The “multiple contact” method was chosen, which uses 4 to 7
strategically worded and timed mailings and stamped return envelopes expected
to garner high response rates (about 50-60%) from the general population.
The bulk of the expense using the multiple contact method is comprised of
mailing costs. First class mail is used in order for the mailings to be received
according to schedule and to retrieve undelivered mail. Nevertheless, it was
calculated that a mail survey based on the aforementioned list and performed
using the multiple contact method would meet the RGB’s criteria—thorough
coverage and representativeness, at the lowest cost.
Four timed mailings were sent over five weeks in the spring of 1998 to a
starting sample of 8,200 households drawn from the utility customer list (more on
the sample sizes below). The mailings included the following:
• First: an Advance Letter, notifying people in the sample that they have been
selected for the survey and will be receiving a survey questionnaire.
• Second: about a week later, a Cover Letter and Survey, the mailing included
more detail on the study, a copy of the survey and a pre-paid business reply
envelope.
• Third: one week later, a Follow-up Postcard, which thanks those who have
responded and requests a response from those who have not replied.
• Fourth: three weeks after the first survey is mailed, a Replacement Letter and
Survey, the letter informs people that the RGB has not heard from them and
includes a replacement survey and reply envelope.
Finally, follow-up letters were sent to responding households who returned
surveys with incomplete or unclear data.

Survey Methodology
Sample Size
The sample size, or the number of complete, usable surveys required for reliable
survey results, was 1,070 for the Recent Mover Survey. This number is determined
first by the size of the overall population to be studied. In this study, the
population size (the 180,000 households, or the ‘universe,’ that were expected to
have moved in New York City between June 15, 1997 and March 1998) is large
enough to be only weakly related to the sample size.2 The number is also
determined by the desired level of confidence and precision of the estimates to be
found. The 95% confidence level ±3% was chosen. (See below for further
explanation of confidence intervals).
2. For studies of smaller groups, the size of the population is a pre-eminent factor in determining sample
size. Sample size varies little when studying groups over 100,000 people.

METHODOLOGY
DEFINITIONS:
Median: the 50th percentile or
the observation where half of
the observations are above and
half are below;
Rent: the term rent in this
study refers to median monthly
contract rent;
Recent Movers: households
which moved to a vacant
apartment in New York City
between June 15, 1997 and
March 1998; (about 180,000
households)*
Universe or Population: all
recent movers in New York
City;
Target Population: renters
who moved June 15, 1997 to
March 1998; (about 150,000
households)*
Incidence Rate: the
percentage of contacts in
Random Digit Dialing which can
reach someone eligible for the
survey: in this study 5.4% or
1 in 18 contacts;
Sampling Frame: actual list
of persons/households from
which a sample is drawn,
(attempts to reach members of
Universe/Population) —utility
subscription list of 173,000
households;
Starting Sample: smaller
number of people to be drawn
from Frame to receive survey
(8,200 households). Size
determined by these
assumptions:
- 90% delivered mail or usable
addresses;
- 90% surveys complete and
usable;
- 80% renters (20% owners)
- 20% response rate (very
conservative)
Sample/Final Sample: set of
respondents selected from a
larger population for the
purpose of a survey (1,070
complete usable surveys) Size
determined by :
- amount of sampling error
tolerated
- size of Target Population,
- how varied the population is
in respect to characteristics
of interest

*Source: 1996 Housing and
Vacancy Survey
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Starting Sample
The starting sample is the number of surveys
selected randomly from the master list or universe.
The number of surveys in the starting sample, 8,200,
was arrived at by making assumptions about what
would happen during the survey process and
deliberating backwards from the required sample
size, 1,070. The assumptions were that 10% of the
starting sample would be undelivered mail; 10%
would be incomplete or unusable surveys; 20%
would be owners and thus ineligible for the survey;
and finally a very conservative response rate of 20%
was figured in. Using these assumptions, a starting
sample of 8,200 initial surveys was needed to garner
a final sample of 1,070 complete usable surveys. The
sampling frame list had approximately 173,000
addresses from which a random sample of 8,200
addresses were drawn.

A version of the survey was also available on the
RGB web site for sample households to fill out on
line. The web address for the survey was not
advertised to other visitors to the web site so only
sample households with valid ID numbers could
participate.

Response Rate
The response rate for the Rental Housing Survey was
49%. The response rate, or the proportion of people
in a particular sample who participate in the survey,
is calculated by subtracting the number of
people/households known to be ineligible from the
starting sample and dividing the result by the
number of surveys received. The Recent Mover
Survey response rate is as follows:

Questionnaire/Survey Design
The questionnaire used in the Recent Mover Survey,
(see Appendix), was designed with the goals of
brevity and clarity and with a visual style that is
shown to produce high response rates in survey
methodology research. The Recent Mover Survey
contained a total of seventeen questions.
Two long-established housing surveys, the
Housing and Vacancy Survey (HVS) performed by the
Census Bureau in New York City, and the Rental
Housing Mail Survey used by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in
performing Fair Market Rent studies, were used as
models for several of the questions in the RGB
survey. These survey questions have been honed to
obtain information about housing in a way that
produces clear and accurate results.
The “look” of the survey, placement of questions
on the page, and type style were designed according
to recommendations of survey research experts.
While the survey did contain some “sensitive”
questions that were essential to the study, such as the
amount people pay in rent, security deposits and upfront fees, it was decided not to include questions
about race or income which tend to discourage
response, even in an anonymous survey.

Language Provision/Internet
Several methods were considered to make provision
for Spanish and Cantonese speakers in the survey, the
two most predominant languages spoken after
English in New York City. It was decided to include
request cards in the survey mailings and to provide a
Cantonese or Spanish survey to all who requested
them.

Starting Sample:
8,200
Undelivered Mail:
- 551
Number of Owners:3 -1,558
6,091 Eligible for survey
Surveys Returned:

2,954
÷ 6,091 = Response rate 49%

Final Sample
The final sample, or number of completed usable
surveys received for the Recent Mover Survey, is
2,285. This number is arrived at by cleansing
unusable or incomplete surveys from the total
returned. There were 519 surveys rejected because
respondents moved before the Rent Act was passed,
and 150 surveys were rejected because they had too
few complete questions or provided unclear
responses.
Surveys Returned:
2,954
Unusable, moved before Rent Act passed: - 519
Unusable, incomplete/unclear data:
- 150
Final Sample

2,285

3. Source: 1996 Housing and Vacancy Survey. The average percentage
of movers who are owners is 19% per year.
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The sample of 2,285 surveys is more than double
the number required (1,070) for making statistically
reliable estimates about the target population. The
effect of receiving a larger number of returns than
were conservatively projected is that this study is
able to draw more reliable conclusions, especially
about smaller subsets of data, (i.e., the median rent in
a particular zip code), than results that would be
drawn from the original required sample of 1,070
surveys.
Final Sample composition by survey type:
English Survey:
Spanish Survey:
Internet Survey:
Cantonese Survey:

2,247
21
13
+ 4

Total:

2,285

Confidence Intervals
Confidence intervals are a measure of reliability of
estimates found in a study. Once the surveys were
returned, the following confidence intervals were
calculated for median rent figures. By the end of the
survey, 2,285 surveys, more than double the required
amount of 1,070, were received and analyzable.
Based on the final sample size of 2,285, one can be
confident that 95% of the time, the true median rent
figure will be within the given range of observations
in the following table. Estimates found for subgroups,
such as the median rent for stabilized tenants in
Brooklyn, will have less precision, i.e., the true figure
will be found in a larger range, because there are
fewer observations to draw from. The receipt of
many more than expected surveys has the effect of
making the confidence intervals tighter, or simply,
makes study estimates more reliable.
Location

Median
Rent

Range of Observations
that contains true
median (95%
Confidence Interval):

City
Bronx
Brooklyn
Manhattan4
Queens

$804
$600
$700
$1,338
$750

$800—$850
$587-$625
$666-$700
$1,295-$1,400
$725-$750

Representativeness
While the Final Sample of 2,285 was more than
double the conservatively predicted return, staff
compared the returned surveys to the starting
sample to check for representativeness. Because
nothing was known in advance about the starting
sample save for the household’s status as recent
movers and location, staff compared the starting and
final sample by borough representation. The chart
below provides borough percentages in the two
samples.

Location

Starting
Sample

Final
Sample

Bronx
Brooklyn
Manhattan
Queens
Staten Island

16%
27%
38%
18%
1%

14%
23%
45%
17%
1%

The Final Sample showed over-representation in
Manhattan and under-representation in Brooklyn,
while the other boroughs returned statistically
similar proportions of surveys. These variances only
affect citywide statistics, such as the median citywide
rent increase, not borough-level statistics. To
account for the differences in representation, staff
weighted data for the citywide figures and compared
them to unweighted results. It was found that the
differences between weighted and unweighted
citywide median figures were negligible, (see section
Median vs. Mean Average Rents below). The citywide
statistics in this report are thus unweighted.

Comparisons to Other Databases
Three existing databases, the Housing and Vacancy
Survey (HVS), and two Division of Housing and
Community Renewal (DHCR) databases of stabilized
Buildings and Apartment units—provide data to
compare with the Recent Movers Study throughout
this report. These databases are from 1996 and 1997.
The HVS, performed by the U.S. Census Bureau
every three years in New York City, collects
comprehensive information about both the
regulated and non-regulated housing sectors. The
HVS includes information on income, demographics
and detailed conditions of housing. The HVS was
used primarily for comparisons in the non-stabilized
sector, but also to provide a check for information in
the stabilized sector. Additionally, information such
as turnover rates, tenant income levels and the
number of stabilized units in each borough was
derived from this source.

4. The borough of Manhattan includes both the “Core” and “nonCore” areas.
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The DHCR Building and Apartment databases are
constructed from information gathered from
registration forms of stabilized buildings that
landlords are required to file with New York State
each year. These databases, merged into one, provide
detailed information about stabilized buildings,
apartment units and the tenants that occupy them. It
was possible to link each stabilized household that
answered the survey to the DHCR database by
address to make longitudinal comparisons of the
same units from 1996 to 1997, and from 1997 to
1998. DHCR data is used throughout the report for
comparison to Recent Movers Survey data regarding
stabilized units and the rent stabilized sector.

It should be noted that the Median rents
reported in this study of initial findings from the
Recent Mover Survey are derived from all sizes of
apartments, and are not broken down by the number
of bedrooms per unit. The survey, however, did
collect data on the number of bedrooms for each
responding household. Rents and rent increases
broken down by bedroom number will be a focus of
further study by the RGB.

Rents for Recent Movers in
New York City
All Apartments

Median vs. Mean Average Rents
The “Median”is the preferred measure of the “center”
of a skewed (nonsymmetrical) distribution, as is the
case with the distributions of both rents and rent
increases in our survey. The more commonly used
arithmetic average “Mean” is well known by
statisticians to be excessively influenced by even
small numbers of “outliers” (extremely high or low
values), resulting in a value that can be misleading as
to the location near where the bulk of observations
are actually found. Technically, the Median is the
value that half of the observations in a distribution lie
above and, of course, half lie below. It is thus
equivalent to the 50th percentile. Because the
distribution of both rents and rent increases in New
York City is strongly negatively skewed (with
proportionally far more extremely high values than
extremely low ones), the Median rent and rent
increase should provide a more accurate and
informative summary measure of these variables
than would the Mean.
To further clarify what is meant by “rent” in this
study, survey recipients were asked, “What is the
monthly rent for this apartment (house)? (Total
rent charged by landlord, including any
government assistance payments).” This question
was designed to find the total monthly amount the
landlord charges in rent for the apartment, not what
tenants who receive assistance actually pay out of
pocket. Thus, for tenants who receive assistance
from programs such as the Senior Citizen Rent
Increase Exemption (SCRIE) or Section 8, the “legal”
or total contract rent charged for the apartment was
counted. For tenants who paid “preferential” rents
(an agreed rent less than the legal rent for the unit)
however, the actual rent that they paid to the
landlord was counted.

The median rent paid by all households—regulated
and unregulated—moving between June 15, 1997
and March 1998 in New York City is $804 per month.
Half of the monthly rents observed in this study were
above $804 and half were below. The median rent
for all stabilized households is $750, while tenants in
non-regulated housing units paid $950.
Rents in the boroughs portray the typical
divergence between the amount people pay in rent
in Manhattan and what they pay in the outer
boroughs. Median rent for all newly occupied
households in Manhattan is $1,338 per month, far
outpacing the median rent in Queens ($750) and
Brooklyn ($700), and more than double that in the
Bronx ($600).

Stabilized Apartments
In the stabilized sector, rents showed slightly less
variance between the City’s boroughs. Stabilized
rents were highest in Manhattan at $1,100 per
month, followed by Queens ($710), Brooklyn ($675),
and the Bronx ($600). Again, the median Core
Manhattan stabilized rent, $1,250 per month, far
outpaced that observed in the northern part of the
borough ($625).

Non-Regulated Apartments
Not surprisingly, non-regulated, or “free market”
rents, showed the most variance from one borough
to another. Median non-regulated rent for recent
movers in Manhattan weighed in at $1,600 per
month. The next lowest monthly rent appeared in
Queens at $750—less than half the Manhattan
amount. The remaining rents were also less than half
the Manhattan amount. Non-regulated rents were
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$700 per month in Brooklyn followed by $600 in the
Bronx. Finally, contrasting the two parts of
Manhattan, median “market”rent in Upper Manhattan
was $700 per month, less than half the rent a newly
arrived tenant in Core Manhattan typically paid—
$1,763.

Rents in Manhattan
Importantly, even within Manhattan itself, rents are
evidence of the “tale of two boroughs” often seen
when comparing data from Upper Manhattan and
Core Manhattan. These two areas of the borough are
divided by 96th Street on the East Side, and 110th
Street on the West Side of Central Park. Median rent
in Upper Manhattan is $650, on a par with rent in the
outer boroughs, while median rent in Core
Manhattan, or the “Core,” is $1,500 per month, over
double the typical rent in the Northern part of the
island. The variance between rents across the City
shows that the cost of renting to new households in
Core Manhattan requires a much higher level of
household income than the cost of renting a typical
unit in Upper Manhattan or any of the outer
boroughs in 1998. Using the federal affordability
standard of 30% of a family’s adjusted monthly
income5, the typical new renter in the Manhattan
“Core” would have to make at least $60,000 per year.

Rents in the City’s Neighborhoods
As the variation between intra-Manhattan rents
illustrates, discussing rents at even the borough level
is sometimes too generalized to gain a clear
5. Source: Basic Laws on Housing and Community Development,
Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development of the
Committee on Banking Finance and Urban Affairs, revised through
December 31, 1994, Section 3. (a)(2).

understanding of the cost of housing in New York
City’s diverse neighborhoods. The desirability of
small localities within the City can change rapidly,
and rents quickly correspond to neighborhood
population shifts. Because of the high number of
responses, this study was able to pinpoint median
monthly rents in many City neighborhoods by zip
code area. Reporting rents by zip code areas is
perhaps most informative to City residents as zip
codes correlate well with commonly known
neighborhoods. In Manhattan, by combining some
adjoining zip codes into neighborhood areas, nearly
every neighborhood produced a median rent.
As the map on the following page illustrates, at
the zip code level, Manhattan neighborhoods once
again show a large contrast in monthly rent figures
when comparing those in Upper and Core
Manhattan. The lowest neighborhood rent comes
from the East and Central Harlem area at $550, while
the highest rent comes from the rapidly gentrifying
tip of Manhattan, the area incorporating the Financial
District, Battery Park City and Church Street, which
reported a monthly rent of $2,313. The four
neighborhoods in Upper Manhattan showed median
monthly rents that ranged from $550 to $800 in the
Morningside Heights area. Of the neighborhoods in
the Core, seven had rent from $1,000 to $1,499; nine
from $1,500 to $2,000 and one, Manhattan’s
aforementioned ‘tip,’ had rent surpassing $2,000.
The lowest monthly neighborhood rent
observed in the study, $550, comes from the East and
Central Harlem neighborhoods. In the outer
boroughs, ten neighborhoods had rents ranging from
Highbridge’s $560 to $780 in Murray Hill, Queens.
Only two neighborhoods, both in Brooklyn,
approached Manhattan median rent levels, Park
Slope at $1,000 per month and Brooklyn Heights at
$1,200.

The Gap Between Stabilized and Non-Stabilized Rent is Highest in Manhattan
(Median Monthly Rent for Units Occupied Between June 15, 1997 and March 1998 by Borough and Regulation Status)

All

Stabilized

Non-Stabilized

Difference*

New York City

$804

$750

$950

+$200

Core Manhattan

$1,500

$1,250

$1,763

+$513

Upper Manhattan

$650

$625

$700

+$75

Manhattan

$1,338

$1,100

$1,600

+$500

Bronx

$600

$600

$600

0

Brooklyn

$700

$675

$700

+$25

Queens

$750

$710

$750

+$40

* Note: “Difference” is “Non-Stabilized” rent minus “Stabilized” rent.
Source: 1998 Recent Movers Survey, Rent Guidelines Board.
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10033
10034
10040

Monthly Rents for Recent Movers are Highest
in Manhattan Neighborhoods, 1997-98
(Median Monthly Rents for Units Occupied between June 15, 1997 and
March 1998 by Zip Code or Combined Zip Code Area)

$675

$625
10031
10032
10039

$600
$560

$550
10026
10027

$800

10452

10468

$650
10467

$596

10029
10030
10035
10037

10025

10458

$1225
10128

$1575

10028

$750

$1283

11103

10021

$1799

$1463

10023

$1575

$1100

$1210

$1572

,yyy
,
y
,,
y,y,y,y,

10024
10024

10019

10017
10022

10001
10018
10036

$780
11355

$1550

10010
10016

$1250

10003 10009

$1000

10014
10014

$1601

10004
10005
10006
10007
10038
10280

11373

$1670

10011

$1523

$750

10012
10013

11209

$750
$2313

11201

$1200
11215

$1000

11230

$725

11226

$600

$1500-$2313

$1000-$1499

$550-$800

Insufficient Data

Source: 1998 Recent Movers Survey, New York City Rent Guidelines Board

17

1998 Recent Movers Study

Increases in Stabilized Rent 1997-1998
How much did the Rent Act contribute to the amount of rent a typical new
occupant of a stabilized unit would pay? Although the data used in this study is
of very high quality, we cannot pinpoint the impacts of the Rent Act per se. Some
of the overall increase charged for a vacancy lease was due to the vacancy
allowance provided by the Rent Act, and some was due to pre-existing provisions
of the Rent Laws, primarily “individual apartment improvements” (i.e. “1/40th”
increases).6
To provide context for this study’s findings on rent increases in stabilized
apartments, it is useful to outline the rather complex vacancy provisions of the
Rent Act. For vacancy leases which commenced on or after June 15, 1997, a
special vacancy allowance, irrespective of any action by the RGB, is collectible
by the owner as follows:
1) If the incoming tenant selects a two-year lease, the increase shall be 20%
over the prior legal regulated rent.
2) If the new tenant selects a one-year lease, the increase shall be 20% over
the legal regulated rent, less the difference between (a) the RGB two-year
renewal lease guideline applied to the prior legal regulated rent, and (b)
the RGB one-year renewal lease guideline applied to the prior legal
regulated rent.

While the special vacancy increase is charged in lieu of any RGB guideline
increase, it is additional to any vacancy increase ordered by the RGB. However,
in its first guidelines order following passage of the Rent Act, the RGB voted that
no vacancy allowance was permitted except as provided by the Rent Act. Thus
for the term 1997-98, the “minimum” vacancy allowance was 18% for tenants
choosing a one-year lease and 20% for a two-year lease.
Two other types of increases were also enacted in the Rent Act, (1) a vacancy
“bonus” was allowed to owners of apartments which have not had a vacancy in
the past eight years; and (2) a special increase for low rent (under $500 per
month) apartments. Thus, the typical vacancy increase allowed by the Rent Act
was 18-20%, with some higher increases due to a vacancy after the departure of
a long-standing tenant or for apartments which had a legal rent under $500
before the new law was enacted.
To ascertain the typical stabilized rent increase from 1997 to 1998, the
address of each stabilized household that returned a usable survey was matched
to the same apartment in DHCR’s 1997 database of all registered stabilized units
in New York City. Increases in rent were then computed for each apartment
using the rents registered with DHCR in April 1997 and the amount movers paid
for the same units two to eleven months later. The median percent increase in
stabilized rents from 1997 to 1998 was 12%, (i.e., half of units had increases of
more than 12%, half increased less). By borough, the median increase was 19%
in Manhattan, 8% in Brooklyn and Queens, and 5% in the Bronx. The Core
Manhattan median rent increase is 21% while Upper Manhattan’s is one-third
that amount (7%).
6 As noted in the Preface, a building owner may raise the rent in an individual apartment based on
increased services, new equipment, or improvements. The owner may charge the tenant a rent
increase equal to 1/40th of the cost of the new equipment, including installation costs, but not finance
charges. If an apartment is vacant, the owner does not have to get either prior approval by DHCR or
written consent of a tenant to collect the 1/40th increase. These 1/40th increases are separate from,
and in addition to, the minimum 18% vacancy allowance provided by the Rent Regulation Reform Act
of 1997. In addition to the 1/40th and vacancy allowance increases, some apartments in this study may
also have had Major Capital Improvement increases and renewal increases. However, these types off
increases were undoubtedly minimal and probably did not significantly affect the results of this study.
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It should be noted that the 12% median increase
seen between 1997 and the first eight months after
the Rent Act passed is less than the vacancy
provisions that the new law allows. The controlling
factor for the smaller than allowable median increase
is an apartment’s location. Clearly, for units in
Manhattan’s much-desired Core, there is no shortage
of tenants willing to pay rents increased by at least
the 18% minimum vacancy allowance. Units in many
portions of the outer boroughs, however, cannot find
tenants who are able to afford the rent once the full
vacancy allowance is applied.
The table below compares Core Manhattan to
the rest of the City. Rents in the Core far exceed
those in the rest of the City, where few tenants pay
more than $1,000 for a vacant apartment. In the
Core, very few rents remain the same or decrease
after a vacancy, while in the rest of the City more
than one-quarter of units saw no rent increase.

Manhattan
Core

Rest of
the City

Median rent paid
Tenants paying LESS
than $1000

$1500

$682

18%

91%

Rent decrease
no increase in rent

5%

27%

Rent increase 18%
or more

60%

28%

Vacancy Allowances
before the 1997 Rent Act
To better understand the scope of the rent increases
found in this study for tenants occupying apartments
after the Rent Act, vacancy increases from 1996-97
were analyzed using DHCR registration data. By
comparing pre- and post-Rent Act increases, we can
more accurately evaluate the impact of the Rent Act
in the context of typical vacancy increases
immediately preceding the new law.
The median citywide rent increase from 1996 to
1997 for stabilized apartments occupied after a
vacancy is 8%. In the boroughs, median vacancy
increases in the year before the Rent Act were 5% in
Queens and the Bronx, 7% in Brooklyn and 11% in
Manhattan. Manhattan’s Core showed a median
vacancy of increase of 12%, double the rest of the
city’s vacancy increase rate (6%).
In essence, then, the median increase in rent for
a vacant unit rose from 8% the year before the Rent

Act was passed, to 12% after the Rent Act was passed,
a difference of 4%. In Manhattan the difference was
greater (an 8% increase). However, with the
exception of Queens (a 3% increase), the other
boroughs had nearly identical vacancy allowance
increases before and after the Rent Act.
Another interesting effect appeared in our
comparison of 1997 vacancy increases to those in
1998. As noted previously, the 12% average increase
in stabilized rents on vacancy found after the Rent
Act was substantially lower than the 18% minimum
increase. Only in Core Manhattan could most vacant
apartments rent with the vacancy increase allowed
under the Act. In comparing the Recent Mover Study
vacancy increase results to the DHCR 1996-97
vacancy data, we found that this same phenomenon
was in effect the year before. The median vacancy
increase from 1996-97 was 8%, yet the average
vacancy increase allowed under RGB guidelines
during this same period was 14%. Thus, both before
and after the Rent Act, the average owner took
vacancy increases 6 percentage points under the
increase allowed by city or state law. In both
periods, only a majority of Core Manhattan
apartments could rent with the full vacancy
allowance taken in the year before and after the Rent
Act. The chart on the following page provides a
borough-level comparison of stabilized rent
increases from 1996-97 and 1997-98.

Deregulation
The Rent Act was predicted to have many impacts on
both the rent-stabilized and “free market” housing
sectors. One of the debated outcomes of the new
law was the number of stabilized units which would
be deregulated. Two types of deregulation can
remove an apartment from the stabilization system.
The first, so-called “Luxury Decontrol,” was
broadened under the 1997 Act, to include
households earning $175,000 or more in two
consecutive years with rents of $2,000 or more.
Previously, only households with incomes of
$250,000 or more occupying an apartment with a
rent of $2,000 or more were subject to this type of
deregulation. The second type, so-called “Vacancy
Decontrol,” deregulates apartments in cases where
the legal registered rent was raised to $2,000 or more
following a vacancy. The apartment is then no longer
subject to rent stabilization for the incoming tenant.
After closely scrutinizing every apartment in the
survey with a reported rent of $2,000 or more in
1997-1998, which was registered with the DHCR in
1997, this study estimates that 3% to 4% of all newly
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The Rent Act and the Rebounding Economy
Primarily Affected Manhattan’s Core
(Median rent increase, 1996-1997 and 1997-1998, Vacant Rent Stabilized Apartments, Citywide and by Borough)

12%

New York City

8%
21%

Core Manhattan

12%
7%
7%

Upper Manhattan

19%

Manhattan
Bronx

11%
5%
5%
8%
7%

Brooklyn
Queens
0%

1997-98 Increase
1996-97 Increase

8%
5%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Source: 1998 Recent Movers Survey, Rent Guidelines Board and 1996/1997 Division of
Housing and Community Renewal Building and Apartment databases.

occupied stabilized units were deregulated in the
7
one year period following passage of the Rent Act.
These units were stabilized at various rent levels in
April 1997. Later that year, and through March 1998,
a vacancy (or in some cases two vacancies) raised
the rent above $2,000, the upper limit for rent in
vacant stabilized units according to the rent
7 Because the survey did not collect income information from the
households surveyed, we cannot report what proportion of these
units may have been deregulated due to the “Luxury Decontrol”
provisions of the law, but the DHCR found that only 150 units
throughout the City were deregulated because of petition by
owners during the most recent one year period. Deregulation due
to high household income has clearly affected a very small
percentage of stabilized households to date compared to the
amount of deregulation following a vacancy.

stabilization law. Nearly all of the deregulated units,
(97%), were in Manhattan’s Core. About 9% of
recently occupied apartments in the Manhattan Core
were deregulated.
Where did deregulation occur at the
neighborhood level?
Nearly 2/3rds of the
deregulated units were in the Upper East Side or
Upper West Side (about 1/3 in each). The remainder
of the deregulated units were largely on the east side
of Manhattan in neighborhoods such as Grammercy
Park,Turtle Bay and Sutton Place.
What does this mean in terms of the number of
dwelling units leaving the rent stabilization system?
To translate the percentages into a rough estimate of
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actual numbers of units, assumptions had to be made
about the number of rent stabilized apartments
which had vacancies in the past year. The low
estimate uses data from the 1997 DHCR rent
registration files, while the higher estimate assumes
that turnover was closer to that reported in the 1996
HVS. Using these two figures, an estimated 3,500 to
5,000 apartments were deregulated on vacancy in
the year after the Rent Act became effective.
It appears that the rate at which apartments are
being de-stabilized has risen. The DHCR has
estimated that 2,150 vacant units were deregulated
in the first two years after the two types of
deregulation were initially enacted, in 1993. Thus,
the “rate” at which units were being de-stabilized was
roughly 1,000 per year. Although the DHCR may
have underestimated the extent of vacancy
deregulation8, it appears that vacancy de-stabilization
has grown significantly, and now ranges from 3,500
to 5,000 units per year. Undoubtedly, rising rent
levels and the dramatic recovery of the City’s
economy have played a major role in boosting the
rate of deregulation.
What portion of the Manhattan Core’s housing
stock was deregulated during the period? In 1996,
the HVS estimated that the Manhattan Core
contained some 264,000 rent stabilized apartments.
Thus, during the most recent year about 1% - 2% of
these units have been deregulated.

Affordability
The notion of affordable rents in New York City and
what is happening to them in both the “free market”
and the stabilized sector is a topic closely watched
by all constituents in the housing arena. The most
recent data for median income in stabilized
households (1995 income data from the 1996 HVS)
was used to calculate an affordable rent for the
typical stabilized tenant. In that year the median
income of households in stabilized dwelling units
was $25,300. The HUD benchmark for housing
affordability is a 30% rent-to-income ratio. In other
words, a household should have to pay no more than
30% of its income on rent for the housing to be
“affordable” (see footnote 5). Thus, the typical
stabilized household in 1995 could afford a monthly
rent of $633 or less.

8 The DHCR methodology included only apartments where the
owner had checked the “luxury decontrol” box on the annual
registration form. This is probably an underestimate since some
landlords may have failed to check the box, and others may not
have registered the units, once they were deregulated.

Adjusting the 1995 median income for inflation,
in 1997, a typical stabilized household earned
$26,632 and could afford a monthly rent of $666. In
1997, 50.4%, or roughly half of all stabilized
apartments in our sample would have been
considered affordable to this hypothetical
household.
In 1998, a good estimate of median income in
stabilized households, adjusted for inflation, would
be $26,979. Using this income as a measure, the
typical stabilized household in 1998 could afford a
monthly rent of $674 or less. The percentage of
newly occupied stabilized apartments affordable to a
household with this income is 39.1%, a little more
than one-third of newly vacated stabilized units.
Thus, for recent movers, we estimate a decrease of
more than 10 percentage points between 1997 and
1998 in the proportion of affordable stabilized
apartments.
Across the boroughs, the percentage of
affordable stabilized rents found in 1998 varies
widely. The median incomes of stabilized households
in each borough were adjusted for inflation and
affordable monthly rents were computed. In the
Bronx, 5% of newly occupied stabilized rents would
be affordable to the typical household relocating in
1998, followed by 17% of rents in Brooklyn, 33% in
Manhattan and 64% in Queens. According to the
HVS, the percentages of stabilized rents that were
affordable to sitting tenants in 1996 were as follows:
in the Bronx, 21%; Brooklyn 42%; Manhattan 62%; and
Queens 73%. Even with the conservative assumption
that income rose only by inflation, it is safe to state
that in the universe of stabilized apartments, (1) the
average new mover in 1998 paid more in rent than
sitting tenants, and (2) affordable rents for new
movers are more difficult to find for households with
typical income in the Bronx, Brooklyn and
Manhattan respectively.
When examining housing affordability and the
typical household in New York City, two important
studies from 1995-96, the latest available, show that
median rent-to-income ratios for all renters in New
York City are just under the affordability benchmark
of 30%. The U.S Census Bureau’s American Housing
Survey performed in 1995-96, found that on average,
New York renters paid approximately 29% of their
income in rent each month. The Census Bureau’s
HVS, found the following contract rent-to-income
ratios in 1995: 28% for all renter households, 28% for
stabilized households, and 26% for non-regulated
renter households in New York City. Clearly, the
“typical” household in New York City has been able
to keep rent in the affordable category as recently as
1996. Recent RGB “Income and Affordability”
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studies, however, indicate that low-income
households in New York City are experiencing an
affordable household shortage, and often pay a
higher portion of their income in rent than the
average households described in the aforementioned
surveys.
Because this study did not collect income data,
estimating affordability for stabilized households
based only on inflationary increases, not actual
survey data, is purely an estimate. The 1999 edition
of the HVS should provide a reliable update of tenant
affordability in New York City’s rental housing
market given the sweeping economic and
demographic shifts seen in the past three years.

Rent Levels in Stabilized Housing
Another way to examine what has happened to
stabilized rents since the Rent Act passed in 1997 is
to compare what percentage of the stock of
stabilized units fell into given rent categories each
year, and how that percentage has changed.

In 1997, about 34% of stabilized rents in our
sample were under $600, which falls within the
affordable range for an average income tenant. By
1998, 14% of newly turned over apartments rented
for under $600. Moderate rents, between $600 and
$999, increased slightly from 49% to 52% of stabilized
rents. High rents, from $1,000 to $1,999, increased
more rapidly, from 15% to 23% of all stabilized rents.
Finally, rents of $2,000 or more, the amount at which
a stabilized unit becomes deregulated, increased
from 3% in 1997 to 6% of stabilized rents in 1998.
The increase in moderate rent levels in newly
occupied apartments is a positive turn of events for
households which can afford up to $1,000 per
month on rent (a household income of $40,000 is
necessary to afford a monthly rent of $1,000).
However, the decrease in low and affordable rents
matched with the acceleration in the percentage of
rents $1,000 and over, show that many stabilized
apartments are moving out of reach of low and lowto-moderate income households, particularly in
Manhattan’s Core.
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Definitions
1/40th
Increase.
Improvements."

See "Individual Apartment

Affordable Housing. As defined by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development,
any housing accommodation for which a tenant
household pays 30% or less of its yearly income for
rent.
Core Manhattan. The area of Manhattan south of
96th Street on the Eastside and 110th Street on
the Westside.
Department of Housing Preservation and
Development. The New York City agency with
primary responsibility for promulgating and
enforcing housing policy and laws in the city.
DHCR. See "Division of Housing & Community
Renewal."
Division of Housing and Community Renewal.
The New York State agency with primary
responsibility for formulating New York State
housing policy, and monitoring and enforcing the
provisions of the state’s residential rent regulation
laws.
Housing & Vacancy Survey Study. A triennial study
based upon United States Census Bureau data. The
study is used, inter alia, to determine the vacancy
rate for residential units in New York City, and
gather other information necessary for HPD, the
RGB, the DHCR and other housing officials to
formulate policy.
HPD. See "Department of Housing Preservation and
Development."
HUD. The United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development, which is the federal agency
primarily responsible for promulgating and
enforcing federal housing policy and laws.
HVS. See "Housing Vacancy Survey."
Individual Apartment Improvements. A state
policy whereby owners of rent-regulated units can
add 1/40th of the cost of qualifying improvements
to the legal rent of those units. Thus, (1) if an
apartment’s legal rent were $500, and (2) the

landlord made $4,000 of qualifying improvements,
then (3) the landlord thereafter could add 1/40th of
the cost of those improvements -- in this example,
$100 – to the apartment’s existing legal rent for a
resulting new legal rent of $600.
Legal Rent. The rent level which a landlord is entitled
to charge a tenant for a rent-regulated unit. The
landlord of such a unit must register that legal rent
with the New York State Division of Housing and
Community Renewal.
Legislature. The New York State Legislature,
especially the one which sat in session in June,
1997.
Lower Manhattan. See "Core Manhattan."
Luxury Decontrol. The change in an apartment’s
status from being rent regulated to being
deregulated because the apartment’s household
has (1) enjoyed a yearly income of $175,000, (2) in
two or more consecutive years, and (3) the
apartment’s monthly rent is $2,000 or greater.
Mean and Median Averages. The "mean" is an
arithmetic average of numbers which statisticians
often view warily because of the potentially
distorting effect of numbers at the extremes of the
range. The "median" would be a more constant
measure of that same set of numbers which
moderates the distorting effect of any extremes or
other aberrations, and effectively produces a result
which would fall in the 50th percentile of the
numbers under analysis. For a more detailed
explanation of the differences between the "means"
and "medians," see page 13.
Preferential Rent. A rent charged by a landlord
which is below the level of the "Legal Rent."
Recent Movers Study. This following study
conducted by the NYC Rent Guidelines Board to
analyze the effect that the Rent Regulation Reform
Act of 1997 has had on rent levels paid by tenants
who, since the Rent Act’s passage in June, 1997, have
lease units which had been rent regulated prior to
the Rent Act’s passage.
Rent Act. See "Rent Regulation Reform Act of 1997."
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Rent Guidelines Board. The New York City agency
responsible for setting the yearly rent-rate
adjustments for the city’s rent-stabilized
apartments, and also the agency which promulgated
this report.
Rent Regulation Reform Act of 1997. The law
passed by the New York State Legislature in June,
1997 which, inter alia, promulgated those "vacancy"
provisions which are analyzed in this report.
RGB. See "Rent Guidelines Board."
SCRIE.
See "Senior Citizens Rent Increase
Exemption."
Section 8. A federal housing program intended to
subsidize the rents of poorer tenants, thereby
enabling them to enjoy a wider choice of so-called
"affordable" housing.
Senior Citizens Rent Increase Exemption. A
New York City program whereby rent increases
are abated if the tenant (1) is 62 years of age or
older; (2) has a yearly income of $20,000 or less;
and (3) pays at least one-third of his or her income
for rent. The city then compensates the tenant’s
private sector landlord for what otherwise would
be a loss in rental income caused by SCRIE’s freeze
on rent increases.
Special Low Rent Increase. This provision permits
the landlords of units which rent for less than $300
to charge those vacancy allowances otherwise
permitted (including the "vacancy bonus") plus
$100. Moreover, if a rent rented for between $300
and $500, this same provision of the Rent Act
provides that "in no event shall the total increase
pursuant to this [vacancy allowance provision of
the Rent Act] be less than one hundred dollars per
month.
Special Vacancy Allowance. See "Vacancy Bonus."
Statutory Vacancy Allowance.
Allowance."

See "Vacancy

Upper Manhattan. The area of Manhattan north of
96th Street on the Eastside and 110th Street on
the Westside.
Vacancy Allowance. A provision in the Rent Act
allowing owners of rent-stabilized units to raise by
a certain percentage the legal rent of an occupied

unit which becomes vacant. For an incoming
tenant who opts for a two-year lease, the vacancy
allowance is 20%. For an incoming tent who opts
for a one-year lease, the vacancy allowance is 20%
minus the percentage difference between the
RGB’s then-current guidelines for a two-year and
a one-year lease. Other factors affect these
percentages as well (see also the "Vacancy Bonus"
and the "Special Low Rent Increase.") Because the
1997/98 RGB guidelines for a two-year lease is 4%
and for a one-year lease is 2%, the difference is 2%.
Thus, if an incoming tenant opts for a one-year
lease, during 1997/98 a landlord would be entitled
to raise the legal rent for that incoming tenant’s
unit by a minimum of 18% which, for simplicity
sake, is the figure used throughout this report. This
18% figure, though, no doubt will change as future
RGBs enact different rates for one- and two-year
leases.
Vacancy Bonus. An additional rental increase allowed
for units which become vacant after a long-term
tenant has moved out. If the prior tenant had been
in occupancy at least for eight years—and thus the
unit had not "received" a vacancy allowance during
that time—the Rent Act permits the landlord to
charge an additional .6% for each year since the unit
received its last vacancy allowance. Thus, for
example, if (1) the incoming tenant opts for a twoyear lease, after (2) the prior tenant had been in
occupancy for ten years, then the landlord can
charge the incoming tenant a 20% vacancy
allowance (for a two-year lease) plus another 6%
(ten years times .6%) for a total increase of 26%
over the legal rent which had been paid by the
departing tenant.
Vacancy Decontrol. A process by which a rentregulated unit becomes deregulated if (1) at the
time it next becomes vacant, (2) the legal rent is
$2,000 or greater. If the in-place tenant is rentregulated, vacancy decontrol cannot occur even if
that in-place tenant’s monthly rent eventually
exceeds $2,000. Such decontrol can occur only
following the next vacancy. Further, the $2,000
level may be reached in a variety of ways, including
(1) by already being at or over $2,000 when the
next vacancy occurs, (2) reaching the $2,000 level
as a result of the next "vacancy allowance;" or (3)
reaching the $2,000 level as a result of the next
"vacancy allowance" coupled with any
"1/40th/individual apartment improvement"
increase.
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e n t a l H o u s i n g S u r vey

R

New York City Rent Guidelines Board

IMPORTANT: This survey should be completed by the person or persons who have lived in this
apartment (house) for the longest period of time UNLESS a person who moved in afterwards
triggered a new lease and/or a rent increase. In this case the new person should fill out the survey.

Official use only.

ID#:

1. Do you rent or own this apartment (house)?
❑ Rent
❑ Own - STOP. Thank you for participating in this survey. There is no need to return this survey
2. What is the monthly rent for this apartment (house)?
$________ Per month
(Total rent charged by the landlord, including any government assistance payments)
3. What is the security deposit?
❑ $________
❑ No deposit
4. When did you move into this apartment (house)?
❑ BEFORE June 15,1997
Date: ____________ (month/year)
❑ ON or AFTER June 15, 1997
Date: ____________ (month/year)
5. Where did you live prior to moving into this apartment (house)?
❑ Other New York City apartment (house)
❑ New York State (outside NYC), New Jersey, or Connecticut
❑ Other State
❑ Outside U.S.
6. When you moved into this apartment (house) was it unoccupied?
❑ Yes
❑ No, I joined existing tenant(s) as a roommate or spouse.
7. Did you sign a lease when you moved in?
❑ Yes
❑ No
❑ No, but I signed one later
8. What is the length of lease on this apartment (house) — that is, the total time from when
the lease began until it will expire?
❑ One Year Lease
❑ Two Year Lease
❑ Other Lease
❑ No Lease
❑ Don't Know
9. What improvements were made to the apartment before you moved in? (Check all that apply.)
❑ Painting
❑ New Appliance(s) (Describe) _______________________
❑ Kitchen Improvements
❑ Bathroom Improvements
❑ Other Improvements (Describe)____________________
❑ No Improvements made
❑ Don't Know

Over ➡
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10. How did you find this apartment (house)?
❑ Classified Advertisement in ________________
❑ Real Estate Broker
❑ Word of Mouth
❑ Email list service or world wide web
❑ Apartment referral service
❑ Housing office of employer or University/School
❑ Saw “For Rent” Sign
❑ Other (Describe) ________________________
11. What fees did you pay when renting this apartment (house) not including security deposit?
(Check all that apply)
❑ None
❑ Application fee and/or credit check $_______
❑ Brokers fee $_______
❑ Apartment referral agency fee (including email listing services) $_______
❑ Other (Describe) ___________________________________ $_______
12. Was the advertised rent for this apartment different from the rent you ended up paying?
❑ No
❑ Yes. Amount advertised: $____________
13. Are you (or your roommate/relative) the primary tenant — that is, the person renting from
the owner of this building (house)?
❑ Yes
❑ No, I (or roommate/relative) sublet the unit
14. How many bedrooms are there in this apartment (house)?
❑ Studio
❑ One Bedroom
❑ Two Bedrooms
❑ Three or more bedrooms
15. Is this apartment under rent control or rent stabilization?
❑ Under Rent Stabilization — Go to Question 16
❑ Under Rent Control
— Go to Question 17
❑ Neither of the Above
❑ Don’t know
16. Was the “Rent Stabilization Rider” attached to your lease? (The Rider describes the rights and obligations of tenants
and owners under the Rent Stabilization Law and informs a rent stabilized tenant signing a vacancy lease of the legal regulated rent in
effect immediately prior to the vacancy).

❑
❑
❑
❑

Yes, Rider attached to lease
No
No lease
Don’t know

17. Please describe your apartment BUILDING (house). (Please check one box from each column).
BUILDING TYPE

NUMBER OF APARTMENTS IN BLDG.

YEAR BUILT

❑
❑
❑
❑

❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑

❑ Pre-war (Before 1947)
❑ Post-war

Multi-family rental
One or two family house
Co-op or Condo
Public housing, Section 8,
Mitchell Lama

One or two
3 to 5
6 to 12
13 to 49
50 to 100
More than 100

End — Thank You
Please return in postage-paid envelope before April 10th

26

