
June 16, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

This letter is in response to the list of questions sent prior to the May 18, 2020 hearing before the Committee 
of the Whole on the Fiscal Year 2021-26 proposed Capital Program and Budget.  

 

Councilmember Oh: Why did the Capital Budget receive such a significant cut? 

As you know the COVID19 pandemic has caused significant revenue losses and new costs for the City of 

approximately $749 million.  The debt service for the capital budget is paid out of the operating budget and 

as such, if we can borrow less for the capital budget, this in turn reduces our debt service payments on the 

operating side. 

 

Councilmember Gauthier: An Air Monitoring Study was originally proposed for FY21 but is now 
showing a $250K budget reduction. Can we confirm that this new air quality monitoring will or will not be 
happening? 

The air monitoring project was requested as a result of the south Philadelphia refinery study. Ultimately 

the Administration chose not to fund this study at this time due to more pressing funding issues related to 

COVID-19. 

 

Councilmember Gauthier: What is the detail on the following expenses (some of which are set forth in 
the capital budget) that seem to be focused in the Lower Schuylkill?  

There are two projects that are located on the Schuylkill River.  The first is a partnership with the Schuylkill 

River Development Corporation and this funding will support a large trail extension project commonly 

referred to as the Christian to Crescent Connection.  This portion of the trail closes the gap between Center 

City and Bartram’s Garden.  The project cost includes the construction of a bridge and acquisition of land 

for the trail.  The project is being leveraged by a federal TIGER grant of $12M for this project as well as 

some State DCNR grants. 

 

The second project along the Schuylkill is a streetscape improvement project in partnership with PIDC to 

improve the neighborhood immediately adjacent to the Bartram’s Garden and the Bartram’s Village 

Philadelphia Housing Authority site.  The neighborhood has several large industrial parcels as neighbors 

and driving and walking throughout the area is challenged by poor lighting, paving and pedestrian safety.  

This funding will help to address those streetscape issues for residents while also serving as a catalyst for 

future economic development parcels that PIDC has in its portfolio.  

 

 



Councilmember Richardson: What opportunities are there to reduce our annual debt obligations? Has the 
COVID-19 crisis impacted our borrowing plans for Rebuild? 

The City Treasurer’s Office continually monitors refunding opportunities to reduce debt service costs for 

the City. The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017 eliminated tax-exempt advanced refundings, removing an 

important cost reduction tool for municipalities. This means that the City can only refund existing debt 

when it is currently callable (within 90 days of its call date) or issue taxable bonds to advance refund 

outstanding tax exempt bonds (outside of the 90 day call date window).  

  

In 2019, City Council granted $1.5 billion in refunding authorization to allow the City to refund outstanding 

General Obligation bonds that produce savings in accordance with the City’s Debt Management Policy. 

This legislation will help the City quickly respond to any future opportunities as they occur.  

 Due to COVID19 and the stoppage of the construction industry, there may be a delay to the next Rebuild 

borrowing. 

 

Councilmember Richardson:  Provide greater detail around cutting funding to the African American 
Museum and specifically if the 600,000 maintenance fee in the FY20 is in the FY21 budget. 

 

Currently, the African American Museum does not have funding in the FY21-26 Capital Program. However, 

the full amount of operational funding has been restored in the FY21 budget at $350,000.  

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Marisa Goren Waxman 

Budget Director 



June 18, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 
City Council President 
City Hall, Room 490 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions raised at the May 26, 2020 hearing before the Committee of the Whole 
on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget for Philadelphia Parks and Recreation (PPR). At this hearing, the 
following questions were asked: 

Councilmember Henon: We have a recent lead crisis that has struck the parks and recreation centers in 
the Riverwards. What is the estimated cost that is needed for that remediation, is that cost included in your 

budget?  

 
Currently the three impacted sites are Samuel, Heitzman & Monkiewicz Playgrounds. 

Samuel: The estimated cost of the field improvements is $750k and $1 Million including the adjacent 

playground area. The design for remediation and field improvements has been funded but the 

construction funding is not currently in our budget. Once final design documents are complete this Fall, 

we will have a better cost estimate 

Heitzman: The field is being upgraded as part of a previously planned Philadelphia Water Department 

improvement project. Additional testing is underway to ensure elevated lead levels are addressed as part 

of the PWD project, which will begin this fall. As this is a ReBuild site, any additional areas may be 

addressed using Rebuild funds. 

Monkiewicz: PPR is coordinating with the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) to 

ensure that any upgrades to the site align with a previously planned PennDOT capital project. The 

timeline to address the fields at Monkiewicz are driven by the PennDOT project as that project will 

impact significant part of the site and alter future layout of the amenities. 

 

Councilmember Henon: The Department has had to cancel summer programming and the pool season. 
How much money is being saved due to the pools not opening this year? 
 

PPR is saving $3,121,550 due to pools not opening this summer. 

 

Councilmember Henon: The Department has closed all its facilities including basketball courts and 
playgrounds, as things reopen how does the Department plan to keep these spaces clean and sanitized? 
What will be the estimated additional costs for cleaning and sanitizing? 
 
PPR is developing Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for the cleaning and disinfecting of their 

facilities, interior and exterior. There will be a daily checklist which will include hour by hour tasks and 

after use instructions. We will deploy Operations staff who normally work in the grounds crews to 

facilities without a caretaker to support camp staff with cleaning tasks. All staff will attend a training by 

our Safety Director and Sustainability Manager to review the SOP's and cleaning checklist, with focus on 



the difference between deep cleaning and disinfecting, proper PPE equipment, and how to safely use 

disinfectant chemical solution.  

Equipment and cleaning supply costs are being determined this week and will be available soon. 

 

Councilmember Henon: In the 6th Council District, Riverfront North is in the process of finalizing 
Bridesburg Park, this park is one of our trail connectors and Riverfront North uses money from the City to 
receive grant funding at the State level. This project has been zeroed out in the 5 year plan. Riverfront North 
is willing to go from $500k across 5 years to $120k. Does PPR believe this park is a priority that aligns 

with the Department's long term goals.  

 

PPR does believe that this park is a priority that aligns with our long term goals. The proposed park will 

fulfill a vision of the 2005 North Delaware River Greenway Master Plan to add recreational amenities 

that will transform the largely industrial and inaccessible Delaware River shoreline. Bridesburg 

Riverfront Park is part of the 750 mile Circuit Trails and the 3,000 mile East Coast Greenway. The park 

will serve as a trailhead to provide amenities including parking, restrooms, and water fountains as well 

as space for Community activities and gatherings, concerts, farmer's markets, and significant space for 

active and passive recreation. 

  

Phase 1 construction is $5 Million, of which $2,975,000 is committed ($1,500,000 from the William Penn 

Foundation, $1,250,000 from FY19 and FY20 City Capital, and $475,000 from state grants). Due to the 

volume of valid requests for capital funding the Budget office had to make some extremely tough 

decisions for FY21 and unfortunately did not have enough funding to fulfill this request.  We are hopeful 

that we can revisit a commitment to Bridesburg Park in the future. 

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Kathryn Ott Lovell 
Commissioner 
Philadelphia Parks and Recreation 

 

 



June 15, 020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions raised at the June 5, 2020 hearing before the Committee of the Whole 
on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget for Office of Innovation and Technology. At this hearing, the 
following question was asked: 

 

Councilmember Domb: Are we using technology to improve City operations specifically with Streets and 
Sanitation?   

Yes. In FY20, OIT and Streets completed the following projects:  

 

1) Modernization of the code violation system. The new system provides improvements to streamline 

processes for the digital recording of violations, issuance of tickets, and transmittal of records to Office 

of Adjudicate Review for processing for sanitation and ROW code violations.  

  

2) Philadelphia Vehicle Location (PVL) for Sanitation.  PVL has been coupled with the Department’s 

recently developed route assignment software. This enables tracking of vehicles to ensure the status of 

assigned collection for rubbish and recycling. Managers will be able to reassign vehicles to routes  near-

real to ensure completion through recognizing available resources. The same route monitoring and 

performance management approach is being developed for snow operations.    

  

The following joint project is underway and scheduled for completion in early 2021:  Electronic plan 

review system - the new systems is designed to manage submittals to the Streets Department and 

approvals within the department for roadwork and development projects. The system will facilitate the 

receipt of electronic planning diagrams for the purpose of red lining plans, managing workflow, and 

effectively archiving submitted materials. 

 

Councilmember Domb: What is the cause for the $40 million increase in OIT's budget since FY19? 

The Office of Innovation and Technology has seen an 28% increase or $28,448,193 in General Fund FY19 

Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations. From FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 

Proposed Appropriations there was an increase of $12,155,284 and from FY19 Original Appropriations to 

FY20 Estimated Obligations there was an increase of $16,332,909 Below please see the Class breakdown 

in appropriations:   

Class 100  

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations - Increase of $3,345,971 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations - Decrease of ($101,220) 



• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $3,420,191 

Class 200  

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations - Increase of $9,630,294 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $2,237,701 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $7,392,593 

Class 300 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Decrease of $184,495 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Decrease of $1,733,755 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $1,549,760 

Class 400  

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations - Increase of $15,696,423 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $11,725,558 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $3,970,865 

 

The 911 Administration program general fund contribution saw an increase of $18,184,947 from FY19 

Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations and accounts for much of the increase in 

OIT’s budget. From FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations there was an 

increase of $12,349,000 and from FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations there 

was an increase of $5,835,078. The 911 Appropriations function like a grant, and are only spent when 

matching revenue is received. The increase will only be expended if additional funds become available.  

Below please see the Class breakdown of the 911 Administration program that saw increases in General 

Fund appropriations.  

 

Class 100 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $380,641 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Decrease of $75,000 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $455,641 

Class 200 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $2,804,306 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $2,878,448 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Decrease of $74,142 

Class 300 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – $0  

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Decrease of $1,570,658 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $1,570,658 



Class 400 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $15,016,700 

• FY20 Estimated Obligations to FY21 Proposed Appropriations – Increase of $11,117,079 

• FY19 Original Appropriations to FY20 Estimated Obligations – Increase of $3,899,621 

 

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Mark Wheeler 

Chief Information Officer  



June 24, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions raised at the Law and Public Safety hearing before the Committee of 

the Whole on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget. At this hearing, the following question was asked: 

 

Councilmember Parker: Will OOPA requirements be waived during COVID? 

The only requirement to get an OOPA is that someone must be a homeowner. Households at any income 

can qualify for an OOPA, but their terms change based on income. The City is not waiving the requirement 

that a taxpayer must be the homeowner (or have a legal claim on the property). 

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Frank Breslin 

Revenue Commissioner 



 

 

June 18, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions following the May 18, 2020 hearing before the Committee of the 
Whole on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget for the Division of Aviation. After this hearing, the 
following questions were asked: 

 

Councilmember Parker:  

Question: What are the opportunities to do deferred maintenance with the lower traffic currently being 
experienced? 

Response:  

During this recent period of reduced activity, Aviation has been able to perform some deferred maintenance 
work. This includes maintenance and rehabilitation of escalators (particularly in the International Terminal 
A-West), installation of new security doors at the B Checkpoint and restriping of the airfield as well the 
Employee Parking Lot. Our dedicated crews on site have also been focused on some COVID-related 
activities to prepare our Airport for recovery. These include producing and installing physical distancing 
signs at doors, restrooms, moving walkways and elevators and installing additional hand sanitizer stations 
in the terminals and our employee areas. 

 

Question: What is Aviation doing to build DBE capacity? 

Response:  
The Airport’s Office of Diversity and Inclusion has a strong DBE capacity building component and these 
efforts have continued through the pandemic. We’ve been able to continue provide all our core services 
(certification, contract compliance, concession services, monitoring) virtually with most staff working from 
home.  
 
We have also been able to transition our outreach and capacity building efforts virtually. One great example 
of this is our Construction Management Program. This class was provided in partnership with Temple 
University and provided a recognized credential for graduates. This is a challenging program covering all 
aspects of this business including estimating, bonding, blueprint reading and accounting. The class met for 
9 months 2 evenings a week at the Airport. When the pandemic hit, we were able to switch to an online 
classroom that allowed attendees to present their final projects and graduate.  
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We were very proud of our DBE firms who completed this challenging program while juggling their 
responsibilities towards their businesses, their families and during National Guard service. We are 
particularly proud of one of our students who completed the program while living in emergency housing 
services. We thank SELF, Inc. for partnering with us to support this talented homeless individual, enhance 
his transformation and help him reach his goals. 
 
Aviation’s Office of Business Diversity has engaged our DBE community since the beginning of the 
pandemic to keep them informed on developments at PHL, what resources become available for businesses 
in the crisis and how to best position themselves for the recovery. 
 
Our recent webinar on May 5th; Relief, Regulations and Resources was part our ongoing efforts to assist 
small diverse businesses weather the pandemic. This webinar focused on providing DBE’s & ACDBE’s 
who have or hope to receive Paycheck Protection Program Loans information and tools to help them prepare 
for the future forgiveness process of these loans when some expenses can be converted to grants. Our post 
event survey of attendees showed that 81% of the DBE’s had applied for Paycheck Protection Loan and 
51% had received them. Since then we have heard from several other additional DBE firms who have 
succeeded in receiving these loans. 
 
Our ongoing capacity building workshops have included: 

 PHL’s Annual Business Opportunity Forum 

 OSHA Requirements 

 How to do Business with the Airport 

 Doing Business with Regional Transportation Agencies; partnering with the Enterprise Center, 

SEPTA, PennDot, DRPA and the Port Authority 

 The Federal Certification Process 

 Access to Capital - Financial Strategies for Airport M/W/DBE's in partnership with the Mayor’s 
Capital Consortium and local lending institutions. 

 Anatomy of a Request for Proposal 

 Software Solutions for Small Businesses 

 How to Structure a DBE Concessions Joint Venture Agreement  

 Focused Strategies for Winning Construction Contracts 

 
PHL’s Office for Diversity and Inclusion supports capacity building by maintaining strong ties and 
partnerships with the ethnic business chambers, serving as the Chair of the Statewide Pennsylvania Federal 
DBE Program and serving on the Diversity Contracting Committee of the National Transportation Research 
Board. PHL is currently working to re-vision our Annual Business Opportunity Forum as a virtual event; it 
will continue during the pandemic. 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

     Rochelle L. Cameron, CPA, C.M. 

     Chief Executive Officer 
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June 26, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions raised at the June 5, 2020 hearing before the Committee of the Whole 

on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget for the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer. At this hearing, 

the following questions were asked: 

Council President Clark: Please provide summary of the work of the CAO. How much money has been 

saved by the creation of the CAO, and was there an increase in the level of efficiency? 

 

About CAO:   

 

The mission of the CAO is to collaborate with City departments to transform their service delivery and 

strengthen their administrative functions for the better.  We do this by building a culture of creative 

problem solving to design, pilot, and implement person-centered solutions with measurable impact.  Our 

vision is inclusive and transparent public service delivery that provides efficient, effective, and equitable 

outcomes. The CAO has built a team of analysts, service designers, technologists, project managers, and 

policymakers.  Our multidisciplinary team has the deep expertise to help City departments reengineer 

operations and policy, build resources and tools to support process change, design services through a 

person-first lens, and manage enterprise-wide implementation efforts from beginning to end. 

 

The CAO is comprised of an executive office that oversees the Contracts Unit (CU), the Office of 

Administrative Review (OAR), the Service Design Studio (SDS), an outgrowth of the former Office of 

Open Data and Digital Transformation, Human Resources and Talent (HR&T), and a cluster of City 

departments including the Office of Innovation and Technology (OIT), Records Department, and 

Procurement Department.   

 

Savings and Efficiencies Created:  

• Strategic Initiatives – CAO’s multi-disciplinary team leads or supports various enterprise-wide 

projects seeking to deliver government service more efficiently, effectively, and equitably: 

o CAO led workstreams vital to the COVID-19 response that created long-term efficiencies 

while ensuring short-term critical City operations were maintained.  

 Enabling Virtual Work through development of Virtual Work and various HR 

policies and remotework.phila.gov, the central source of information and 

resources to support virtual work as well as the automation of several paper-

based or in-person processes, including leading the transition to electronic 

invoice approval process and  the transition to online adjudicative hearings, 

online bid openings, and public meetings. 

 Development and administration of Emergent Contracting/Procurement protocols  



 Development of reopening guidance and communications for internal 

departments, including the deployment of tools to support employee symptom 

screenings as well as virtual hearings and appointment scheduling for the public. 

 Process and policy development to support COVID-19 costs recovery efforts 

o CAO launched a pilot to improve vendor payment through development of an electronic 

process.   Through the electronic payment process more than 50% of our invoices are 

now paid within 30 days, a 15% improvement.  COVID-19 and increased virtual work 

has caused for the rapid expansion of the pilot electronic process, which is continuing to 

be improved. 

o CAO has provided project management support and leadership for the “Optimize 

Procurement & Accounting Logistics” or OPAL project, which seeks to redesign the 

financial, grants, procurement, supply chain and business intelligence business processes, 

and leverage new, market-leading technology solutions in order to create efficiencies and 

savings through improved systems functionality and ease of use, and to promote 

enhanced compliance and transparency. 

o CAO has developed digital processes and tools to create efficiencies and improve 

services and outcomes including: 

 The “Discover Benefits” pilot platform, a digital tool developed by the CAO to 

improve City residents’ access to the many housing-related programs available 

through one digital platform.  The tool will be expanded in FY21 and will 

include a focus on the COVID-19 recovery. 

 The development of the electronic signature card process for approval and 

documentation of signature cards. 

• Contracts Unit (CU):  CAO has drastically reduced the time it takes to contract with the City 

through process improvements, new technology, and policy, regulatory, and legislative changes 

that simplify and streamline businesses’ ability to contract with the City. 

o Decreased contract conformance times by about 37% since 2017: 

 The implementation of an electronic signature and workflow tool for professional 

services contracts that allows City agencies and the awarded vendor to sign 

contracts electronically and more quickly and easily.  This not only increases staff 

productivity and expedites service delivery but results in savings from the 

reduction in paper and postage. 

 Creation of an expedited amendment process for renewing annual professional 

services contracts that do not include scope of work changes or funding changes.  

 In FY19 alone CAO reduced the average conformance time by over 20 days. 

o In partnership with Councilperson Green, developed and implemented the Local Business 

Purchasing Initiative (LBPI) which seeks to improve contracting opportunities for Local 

Business Entities (LBEs) and Minority-, Women-, and Disabled-owned Business Entities 

(MWDSBEs) and make the contracting process easier and faster. 

o Promulgated new regulations and, in partnership with Councilperson Green, developed 

legislation to clarify and amend Chapter 17-1400 to make contracting with the City simpler 

and easier. 

o Advocacy for and implementation of the Best Value Charter Change, which modernized  

City procurement by allowing the City to evaluate vendors on factors other than price 

alone, including vendor past performance, including meeting or exceeding M/W/DSBE 

goals. 



• Service Design Studio (SDS):  Utilizes participatory service design processes to make City 

services more inclusive, equitable, and accessible. 

o Led digital transformation critical to enterprise wide efficiency and service improvements 

through the development and launch of the new phila.gov website.  

o Set content guidelines using plain, inclusive language, to make City services more 

accessible. 

o Awarded Knight Cities Challenge grant in partnership with the Office of Homeless Service 

to transform the City’s homeless intake sites into trauma-informed service environments. 

o Developed a Jobs Board tool that provides residents improved access to all City jobs, 

exempt and civil service, through a user-friendly interface. 

o Developed Resource Finders - a digital tool developed to give residents access to City 

resources. 

• Human Resources and Talent (HRT):  Supports City departments through talent management, 

professional development, and process and policy improvement. 

o Provided recruitment services for exempt and civil service employees in partnership with 

the Offices of Human Resources with a focus on diversity and hard-to-fill positions. 

o Developed Exempt Hiring Playbook to establish required procedures and best practices in 

the hiring process to ensure the City is attracting and hiring diverse and qualified talent.  

From FY16 to current we’ve seen the exempt workforce grow from 38% diverse to 45% 

diverse.  Provided increased training opportunities through both in-person trainings for HR 

professionals and online professional development opportunities for the entire workforce 

through the Learning Management System (LMS) implemented and managed by CAO. 

o Established baseline time-to-hire metrics so can demonstrate measurable success. 

o In partnership with OHR, conducted several pilot programs that reduced time-to-hire 

including the redesign of the indebtedness check process and augmented third party 

medical evaluation services.  Over 170 laborers participated in both of these pilots and 

through these efforts we reduced the overall time to hire from the date of certification from 

14-18 weeks in 2016-2018 to 2-6 weeks during the pilot period.  Additionally, medical 

evaluation result wait times were reduced from weeks to roughly 3-4 days absent 

complicating factors. 

• Office of Administrative Review (OAR): Administers hearings where citizens can dispute fines, 

bills, and violations issued by the City; consists of the Bureau of Administrative Adjudication 

(BAA), Code Unit, and Tax Review Board (TRB) 

o Improved the efficiency of internal processes to provide a better customer service 

experience: 

 Reduced the wait-time for initial master-level hearing from approximately 5-6 

months to 3-4 months for each category of tax appeal.  

 Focused on scheduling additional hearings and increasing the amount of cases 

heard in each designated time slot, identifying the categories with the most cases, 

such as water and real estate.  

 Additionally, we have increased our notice times from 5-6 weeks to 7-8 weeks. 

This has allowed both the petitioners and the City more time to prepare and settle 

issues, resulting in less continuances and less cases to schedule. 

  Developed a process to submit petitions online, providing another tool for 

petitioners to submit and get answers in a timely way.  



• Council President Clark: Please provide plans for the City of Philadelphia's work from home

policy going forward.

In response to the above question, the City’s expanded Virtual Work Policy is included here as an 

attachment.   

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

Thank you, 

Stephanie Tipton
Chief Administrative Officer



 

 

 

Virtual Work Policy for City Employees 
 
Effective Date: June 1, 2020 
Policy Version No.: 4 
Point of Contact: Stephanie Tipton, Chief Administrative Officer and Michael Zaccagni, Interim 
Human Resources Director 
 

I. Statement of Policy 
 

The City of Philadelphia’s workforce provides essential services to over 1.5 million City 
residents, including protecting residents’ lives, providing residents with educational 
opportunities, and improving residents’ health.  Although providing those services often requires 
onsite presence, the City remains committed to enhancing the work-life balance of its employees 
and offering flexible working environments when possible.  To that end, this policy applies to all 
City employees who have been directed or approved to work remotely to support City operations 
and sets forth the circumstances under which City employees may work remotely, and the 
responsibilities of all parties to any remote work arrangements.   
 

II. Virtual Work Definition and Eligibility 
 

“Virtual work” is defined as conducting work remotely, whether from home or an alternate 
location away from the office.  All employees may be eligible for virtual work, either 
intermittent or regularly scheduled, depending on their job duties and the operational needs of 
the Appointing Authority.  When necessary, Appointing Authorities may require employees 
work virtually.  All virtual work requires prior approval by an Appointing Authority. 
 

III. Permissible Virtual Work Arrangements 
 
The primary goal of this policy is to enhance workplace flexibility while ensuring that City 
employees continue to deliver high-quality work product that meets the needs of City 
government and City residents.   
 
Appointing Authorities may decide how many days per week an employee may work virtually, 
up to a maximum of three days (or 22.5 hours), unless the Appointing Authority has received 
authorization to exceed this maximum from the appropriate cabinet member. In exigent 
circumstances, for example, in the case of an emergency declaration, employees may be 
authorized to work virtually for an extended period of time beyond this maximum.   If employees 
are allowed to decide which weekdays they work virtually, Appointing Authorities may require 
that they designate virtual workdays with sufficient advance notice to allow the Appointing 
Authority to accommodate operational needs. 
 



After an Appointing Authority has approved virtual work for an employee, the Appointing 
Authority and employee should select an arrangement from those detailed below that best fits the 
work pattern of that department and the work which the employee in question will be expected to 
complete.  An Appointing Authority may authorize a temporary deviation from a selected 
arrangement to accommodate unforeseen circumstances on the part of the employee. 
 

A. Set Schedule.  Appointing Authorities may use a set schedule for approved virtual work.  
Set schedule virtual work requires the Appointing Authority develop a schedule for the 
virtual work to which the employee will be expected to adhere (e.g., 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., 9 
a.m. to 5 p.m., etc.)  Set schedule virtual work should be used when an employee is 
expected to provide services, either internally or externally, during a set period, and not 
expected to work outside that period. 
 

B. Core Hours.  Appointing Authorities may designate certain “core hours” during which a 
virtual work employee is expected to be working (e.g. 10 a.m. to 2 p.m., 10 a.m. to 12 
p.m. and 2 p.m. to 4 p.m., etc.)  Employees are then permitted to flex the remainder of the 
workday.  Core hours virtual work should be used when employees are expected to be 
available to work collaboratively or answer questions, but also have self-directed tasks 
that may be completed without direct interaction or supervision.  Employees are required 
to complete the minimum work hours according to their work schedule (e.g, 7.5 or  8.0 
daily, 75 hours biweekly, etc.) 

 
IV. General Guidelines 

 
The City recognizes that its departments, offices, and agencies provide very different services 
with very different attendant operational needs.  The following guidelines are intended to provide 
a baseline for all virtual work engaged in by City employees and are not intended to prevent 
Appointing Authorities from issuing additional specific and reasonable rules, restrictions, or 
policies. 
 

A. Work Location and Assessment.  Employees who work virtually on a regular basis are 
expected to do so from a location that allows the employee to work in an ergonomically 
appropriate workspace free from distractions.  All regular virtual work arrangements 
should be approved by a departmental safety officer after an assessment of the 
employee’s home workspace conducted in concert with ergonomic guidelines provided 
by Risk Management.  Appointing Authorities may approve sporadic virtual work 
without such an assessment. 
 

B. Virtual Work Technology.  Employees must have access to appropriate technology to 
facilitate virtual work.    

1. City-owned Devices.  Virtual work should be conducted using City-owned devices.  
Appointing Authorities should work with the Office of Innovation and Technology 
(OIT) to ensure that City-owned machines are provided to employees who are 
expected the engage in virtual work. 



i. Computers.  It is the City’s policy to provide laptop computers to employees 
working virtually.  In exigent circumstances, Appointing Authorities may 
authorize employees to take home desktop computers to facilitate virtual work. 

ii. Phones.  Appointing Authorities should provide cellular telephone for 
employees expected to perform customer-facing functions that involve 
telephone contact virtually.  These cellular telephones may be voice-only if the 
virtual work does not require data usage.   

iii. Peripherals.  When necessary, the City will provide each employee one set of 
peripherals (keyboard, mouse, monitor).  That set of peripherals should be used 
by the employee at his or her principal work location (e.g., home or office).  
Other specialized peripherals (e.g., fax machines) may be provided to an 
employee working virtually when deemed necessary by the Appointing 
Authority in consultation with CAO and OIT. 

iv. Multi-Factor Authentication and Virtual Private Network.  Employees are 
required to adhere to security measures to limit and control access to their email 
and network credentials as to preserve and protect City data and technology 
operations vulnerable to compromise. 

2. Personal Electronic Devices.  Employees who have not been provided City-owned 
devices may work virtually using personal devices only with the approval of their 
Appointing Authority.  Appointing Authorities should approve the use of personal 
devices only under exigent circumstances and may not approve use of personal 
devices for employees whose work uses programs and databases that do not have 
web-based interfaces (e.g., FAMIS, etc.), or employees whose work involves 
sensitive and/or confidential information protected by federal, state, or local statutes 
(e.g., HIPAA or CHRIA-protected information, taxpayer information, etc).  
Employees working virtually using personal devices must follow all guidelines set 
forth in the Office of Innovation and Technology’s Personal Computing Device 
Policy (https://remotework.phila.gov/wp-content/uploads/Personal-Computing-
Device-Policy.pdf).   

 
C. Reimbursable Expenses.  Appointing Authorities may choose to reimburse employees for 

consumables ordinarily provided to employees while working onsite, such as paper, 
writing utensils, or other office supplies, when employees must purchase those items to 
virtual work.  All reimbursable expenses must be pre-approved prior to purchase to be 
eligible for reimbursement.  The City will not reimburse employees working virtually for 
the following expenses: 

• Expenses related to home internet services, including installation costs, ongoing 
service costs, or data overages; 

• Expenses incurred in purchasing, using, repairing, or replacing personal devices, 
including computers, cellular telephones, and peripherals such as printers, keyboards, 
and mice; 

• All other expenses not specifically enumerated as reimbursable in this policy. 
 

https://remotework.phila.gov/wp-content/uploads/Personal-Computing-Device-Policy.pdf
https://remotework.phila.gov/wp-content/uploads/Personal-Computing-Device-Policy.pdf


D. Child Care.  Employees are expected to obtain childcare for dependents as necessary to 
ensure that employees may effectively work virtually.  Appointing Authorities may relax 
this childcare expectation during exigent circumstances (e.g., sporadic school closures, 
illness, or other emergencies that prevent employees from obtaining childcare). 
 

E. Timekeeping.  Employees may combine virtual work with onsite work and/or leave time 
when appropriate.  All virtual work should be tracked on the employee’s timesheet using 
the appropriate time code provided by payroll. 
 

F. Discipline.  Employees working virtually must abide by the same rules, regulations, and 
policies regarding conduct and work performance that they would be expected to adhere 
to while working onsite.  Employees who fail to follow such rules, regulations, or 
policies, or who abuse virtual work may have their virtual work privileges be revoked 
and/or be disciplined, with sanctions up to and including termination. 

 

G. Signed Agreements.  Prior to working virtually on a regular basis, an employee must sign 
a virtual work agreement form that delineates any restrictions on that employee’s virtual 
work and memorializes that employee’s agreement to abide by this policy and any other 
applicable department-specific policies.  Appointing Authorities shall maintain signed 
copies of such agreements for any employees permitted to work virtually on a regular 
basis. 
 

V. Role Responsibilities 
 
Employees, supervisors, and Appointing Authorities must work cooperatively to ensure that 
employees’ virtual work meets the highest standards of quality and quantity.  This section 
delineates the responsibilities of each role in the virtual work arrangement. 
 

A. Appointing Authority’s Responsibilities. 
 

1. Appointing Authorities are expected to work diligently to arrange work so that it can 
be completed virtually when possible.   

2. Appointing Authorities should provide on virtual work schedules, and deviation from 
those schedules should be pre-approved. 

3. Appointing Authorities must ensure that all overtime earned while working virtually 
is accurately recorded and timely paid, regardless of whether such overtime was 
approved.  If an employee worked unapproved overtime while working virtually, the 
Appointing Authority should discipline the employee appropriately.   

4. Appointing Authorities must ensure that all employees working virtually are provided 
with appropriate performance metrics and/or deliverable requirements to ensure that 
those employees produce the quality and quantity of working expected. 

5. Appointing Authorities must ensure that all employees working virtually participate 
in City-offered trainings on virtual work. 
 

B. Supervisor’s Responsibilities. 



 

1. Supervisors (or other individuals designated by the Appointing Authority) must 
approve all virtual work that would result in an employee earning overtime.  
Supervisors should approve such overtime work only if that employee is working on 
time-sensitive matters that cannot be completed during a standard work-day.  

2. Supervisors will review all work product delivered and functions performed to ensure 
employees are completing the appropriate quantity and quality of work while working 
virtually. 

3. Supervisors should ensure that employees working virtually may participate in the 
organization’s work to the same extent they would be able to participate if working 
onsite.  This may include ensuring that meetings may be joined virtually, providing 
call-in numbers for important conference calls, or ensuring that important 
communications are timely sent by electronic means. 

4. Supervisors will immediately document and work to resolve any performance issues. 
 

C. Employee’s Responsibilities. 
 

1. Employees must ensure that they are prepared to work virtually prior to engaging in 
virtual work, including ensuring that they have access to necessary devices, 
documents, applications, information, and communication tools required to perform 
work effectively.   

2. Employees must preserve work material created while working virtually as they were 
working onsite, including preserving work material created using personal devices. 

3. Employees using personal devices for virtual work must surrender any such device at 
the City’s request so that the City may obtain information for potential disclosure in 
responding to City obligations, such as Right-to-Know requests, internal or external 
investigations, or lawsuits. 

4. Employees working virtually must regularly submit such records of work deliverables 
as their Appointing Authorities deem appropriate.  

5. Immediately report any and all technical issues related to virtual work to the OIT 
Support Center by emailing ITHelp@phila.gov.  Individuals may report technology 
emergencies by calling (215) 686-8213.  OIT cannot provide support for virtual work 
being conducted on personal devices. 

6. Employees should communicate as necessary with supervisors by email and 
telephone and plan to participate in scheduled business meetings as if working onsite. 

7. Employees are expected to timely attend all trainings targeted towards virtual work. 

8. Employees will provide supervisors and HR staff with a contact cellular telephone 
number, if they have not been provided a city-issued mobile phone by their 
Appointing Authority.  Supervisors will see to it that this information is recorded and 
available in city administrative systems utilized by human resources and OIT as to 
contact in case of emergency or cyber security incident. 

 

mailto:ITHelp@phila.gov
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June 16, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions raised at the June 10, 2020 hearing before the Committee of the Whole 

on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget for Police Department. At this hearing, the following questions 

were asked: 

 

 

Councilmember Thomas: How much have we spent as a city on Overtime during the pandemic, both 

before and after the civil unrest? 

 

The Police Department has incurred the following overtime specifically related to the pandemic: 

 

03/15/2020 – 05/29/2020  $1,554,817.48  

05/30/2020 – 06/15/2020  $30,599.44 

 

This overtime was used to staff security details at testing sites, quarantine locations, and supply 

warehousing locations.  The costs listed include overtime costs and do not reflect straight time costs or any 

“essential pay” costs for personnel during the pandemic.   

 

 

Councilmember Thomas: Would social-distancing officers be beneficial? 

 

It is our preference that police resources are not used to enforce non-criminal matters. 

 

 

Councilmember Thomas: Are there communication or customer service trainings for officers. 

 

The recruit training curriculum includes components that address both interpersonal communication and 

customer service; both of which are vital to successful police-community relations. To bolster these 

efforts, procedural justice training will be incorporated into recruit training and in-service curricula. 

In addition to this, the PPD is currently exploring opportunities for public/private partnerships to develop 

training in this area. 

 

 

Councilmember Oh: How much money is needed to properly train officers in the use of non-lethal 

force? 

 

 

POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Headquarters:  Franklin Square 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

 
 
DANIELLE M. OUTLAW 
COMMISSIONER 



Currently, personnel receive training while in the following areas as alternatives to the use of lethal 

force; understanding the force continuum, reality-based training, tactical de-escalation, defensive tactics.  

Additionally, in service training includes reality-based training and refreshers on the force continuum 

and tactical de-escalation as part of annual training requirements.  The Training & Education Services 

Bureau has the following number of personnel assigned to handle these trainings with associated annual 

costs of the personnel: 

 

Rank Number Annual Costs 

Lieutenants    02 $   287,648 

Sergeants    04 $   508,987 

Corporals    03 $   373,742 

Police Officers    18 $   2,012,264  

Total   $   3,182,641 

 

Additionally, generally, we have an idea of specific costs for external training once the training has been 

identified.  At this time, implicit bias and EPIC are the trainings planned to be rolled out in the near 

future. We believe the EPIC training will be at no cost.  We do not yet have quotes for procedural justice 

training (also being planned).  Also, as we acquire new technology and/or adopt new policies or 

programs there will be required training to accompany them.  

 

Finally, to equip every sworn member of the Department with a taser, it would cost approximately 

$6,585,770 which would include the taser, all accompanying equipment and all required training related 

to on the use of the taser.     

 

 

Councilmember Maria Quinones-Sanchez: With regards transparency, why has the department been 

reluctant to release datasets for the public to view? 

 

The Police Department considers transparency an integral part of maintaining a good relationship with 

the community we serve. It is for this reason we currently make available the following information on the 

PPD website; crime statistics, PPD policy directives, complaint against police data and officer involved 

shooting data. Additionally, the PPD releases the name of officers involved in shootings within seventy-two 

hours of the incident. We continue to strive for transparency with the deployed of body worn cameras to 

more than half of the personnel assigned to operations assignments and continue to deploy additional BWCs 

as we push to our goal of outfitting all operations personnel with a body work camera by the end of 2021.   

 

 

Councilmember Quinones-Sanchez: Have you had opportunities to evaluate abuses of resources (i.e. 

OT)? 

 

The Police Department continually monitors and reviews overtime.  The PPD also has policies which 

dictate the oversight and required approvals for the earning of overtime; Directive 8.15, “Overtime 

Management” and Directive 11.1, “Daily Attendance Report.” The Police Department also has a section 

within the Audits and Inspections Division which specifically monitors and reviews overtime. Copies of 

Directives 8.15 and 11.1 are included with this letter.    

 

 

Councilmember Gym:  Please provide a plan to strengthen the homicide division. 

 

The Police Department brought the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) to perform an independent 

review of operations within the Homicide Unit.  From that review, PERF made seventy-two 

recommendations to improve operations and to ensure the PPD was following best policing practices.  

The PPD has implemented those recommendations.   



 

Additionally, the Homicide Unit manpower was increased by nine detectives to assist in meeting policing 

best practices as it relates to case load per detective.   

 

Currently, we are strategizing with the FBI to establish a Violent Crime Working Group to more 

consistently identify cases that are appropriate for federal prosecution. 

 

 

Councilmember Brooks: Please provide the breakdown of funding items for the anti-violence efforts 

included in Police's budget. 

 

While the Philadelphia Police Department’s core mission supports violence prevention, the Police 

Department’s proposed FY21 budget includes $2,096,282 to support the Roadmap to Safer Communities, 

which includes the following: 

 

 

Class 100 $   1,758,372 (34) Intelligence Analysts, (1) 

Intelligence Analyst Manager 

Class 200 $   334,850 Technology Staff Augmentation, Pinpoint 

Mobile Phone data plan, & repair & 

maintenance charges 

Class 300 $   3,060  Photographic supplies 

  

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

 

Danielle M. Outlaw 

Police Commissioner 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT           ANNE FADULLON  

1515 Arch Street, 13th floor           Deputy Mayor 
Philadelphia, PA  19102 
P: (215) 683-4600 
F: (215) 683-4675 

 

June 17, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 
City Council President 
City Hall, Room 490 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

This letter is in response to questions raised at the June 5, 2020 hearing before the Committee of 

the Whole on the Fiscal Year 2021 proposed budget for the Department of Planning and 

Development.  At this hearing, the following question was asked: 

 

1. Council President Clarke 

Question: Please provide a full breakdown of COVID-19 federal dollars that have been used to fill 

gaps in housing funding. Provide the funding stream breakdown of CDBG dollars, COVID relief 

dollars, each stream's flexibility, and the plan to backfill that was previously provided to 

Councilmember Green.  

Answer: See Chart Below and Attachments I CDBG YEAR 46 (FY 21) both in thousands.1 

 
1 The State of Pennsylvania is set to receive $225 million in federal coronavirus relief money to help businesses get 

back on their feet.  

 

 

 



 

2. Councilperson Quinones Sanchez 

Question: Please provide more detail on new funds for homeless services and how it is prioritized? 

How is the $12 million for homeless prevention being used?  

Answer: Answer is being compiled by the Office of Homeless Services and will be sent separately 

once available.  

Question: What is the dollar value, number of units, and the loss of dollars leveraged of the 

affordable housing projects we will not be able to fund due to the decrease in Housing Trust Fund 

dollars? 

Answer: Final approved budget contains an additional $20 million for the Housing Trust Fund and 

thus there was not a decrease from the original proposed. See Attachment III: SHARC Projects 

CIG & DHCD Pipeline Report.  No specific projects identified. 

 

3. Councilmember Green: 

Question: Please provide more information on the dollars sent to the Philadelphia Housing 

Authority. 

Answer:   

The City supported PHA or its development partner for the following projects from the attached 

SHARC report: 

FY 2020

PROGRAM FEDERAL LOCAL

Wells 

Fargo TOTAL FEDERAL LOCAL TOTAL DiFF CDBG-CV

Wells 

Fargo

DiFF w Addl 

Resources

Rental Housing 

Production/Preservation 12,619 10,530 23,149 11,955 2,000 13,955 -9,194 -9,194

Home Improvement Programs

--Heater Hotline 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 0 0

--BSRP 8,385 16,551 24,936 10,122 551 10,673 -14,263 3,758 -10,505

--Targeted BSRP 559 559 0 0 -559 500 -59

--Adaptive Modifications 

Program 4,355 4,355 1,355 1,355 -3,000 -3,000

Subtotal 8,385 22,465 30,850 10,122 2,906 13,028 -17,822 4,258 -13,564

Housing Counseling/Tangled 

Title 5,392 1,630 7,022 5,392 630 6,022 -1,000 3,300 250 2,550

Direct Assistance

--Settlement/Downpayment 

Assistance 5,715 2,500 8,215 0 0 -8,215 6,000 -2,215

--Mortgage Assistance 525 525 0 0 -525 1,000 750 1,225

--Rental Assistance/Shallow 

Rent 4,000 4,000 2,000 2,659 4,659 659 11,500 12,159

--Utility Emergency Services 

Fund 1,070 1,070 0 0 -1,070 1,570 500

Subtotal 11,310 13,810 2,659 4,659 -9,151 14,070 6,750 11,669

TOTAL 74,831 TOTAL 37,664 -37,167 21,628 7,000 -8,539

FY 2021



Complete 

North Central Neighborhood II  

North Central Neighborhood III 

Under Construction 

Norris Homes Phase V 

Pre-Development 

Sharswood Phase I 

HELP Phase VI 

Awarded -- waiting to hear from PHFA 

Sharswood Phase 2 

 

4. Councilmember Thomas  

Question: How much federal funding from CARES has arrived in Philadelphia for housing and 

rental support?  

Response: Total of $34.4 Million of the $40.4 Million of CDBG, HOPWA and ESG CARES Act 

funding is supporting housing and rental programs - See below tables with budget breakdown. 

 

Proposed Amendments 

CDBG-CV Budget Allocation - $26,257,809 

PROGRAM AMOUNT 

Basic Systems Repair Program (BSRP) – roof, electrical, plumbing and 
structural repairs 

3,758,000 

Targeted BSRP – leverage home repair services to Habitat for 
Humanity/Rebuilding Together Philadelphia 

500,000 

Housing Counseling & Legal Services - prevent eviction & foreclosure 2,800,000 

Emergency Mortgage Assistance – one-time payment to lender for 
work-out agreement 

1,000,000 

Emergency Rental Assistance – payment to landlords to cover 3 months 
of rent 

11,500,000 

Vacancy Prevention - VIP provide services & funds to resolve tangled-
title issues 

500,000 

Utility Emergency Services Fund – assists residents w/ utility arrears 1,570,000 

Technical Assistance to Small Businesses – TA to strengthen 
minority/small business  

500,000 

Neighborhood Development Fund – assist neighborhood business to 
reopen/retool  

1,140,000 



Targeted Corridor Management Program- CBOs increase 
outreach/assistance to businesses 

510,000 

Neighborhood Advisory Committees – increase outreach to connect 
residents to programs 

313,809 

Administration  

   PHDC 1,750,000 

   DHCD 250,000 

   Commerce 166,000 

TOTAL $26,257,809 

 

ESG-CV Budget Allocation – $12,976,572 

PROGRAM AMOUNT 

Emergency Shelter 9,026,145 

Rapid Rehousing – focus on moving people in emergency housing 
programs into permanent stable housing. Assist up to 24 months over 
any three-year period. 

505,000 

Homelessness Prevention – target people “imminently at risk” of 
becoming homeless. Assist once in a 12-month period 

2,176,416 

Administration 1,269,011 

TOTAL $12,976,572 

 

HOPWA-CV Budget Allocation (Philadelphia) - $1,059,147 

HOPWA-CV Budget Allocation (Bensalem Township) - $117,251 

PROGRAM – Philadelphia & Bensalem  AMOUNT 

Short Term Rental, Mortgage and Utility Assistance 499,251 

Tenant Based Rental Assistance 516,050 

Sponsor Administration 90,550 

DHDC Administration 70,547 

TOTAL $1,176,398 

 

Question: Please provide salaries of top officials at PHA.   

Answer: PHA is not part of the Department of Planning and Development. This information needs 

to come from PHA. We do not have access to the data. 

 

Councilperson Gauthier 

Question: Provide details on the federal support that P&D is helping the LandCare program apply 

for and how much money that would restore? 

What possible federal support is there for lot cleanup and how much? 

Response: PHS in partnership with JEVS applied for $102,000 grant from the Department of Labor 

for Re-Entry program for young adults (18-24).  PHS will train and place 20 young adults over 24 



months.  Graduates will be placed with landscaping contractor partners. Additionally, some local 

funding for LandCare has been restored.  

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Anne Fadullon 

Director, Department of Planning and Development 

 

 



BUDGET DETAIL 
CDBG YEAR 46 (FY 21)

(IN THOUSANDS)

CDBG YEAR 45 CDBG YEAR 46
FISCAL YEAR 2020 FISCAL YEAR 2021

CDBG COVID HOME HOPWA STATE HTF HTF-New ESG OTHER TOTAL CDBG HOME HOPWA STATE HTF HTF-New ESG OTHER TOTAL

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION & PRESERVATION
A.  Affordable Rental Housing

 1. Neighborhood-Based Rental Production 2,584 3,845 4,160 10,589 2,559 3,845 1,000 7,404
 2. Development Financing for Homeless & Special-Needs Housing 1,500 1,500  1,500 1,500
 3. Neighborhood-Based Rental Preservation 2,500 2,190 800 5,490 2,525 1,526 1,000 5,051
 4. Affordable Housing Production and Preservation 5,570 5,570 0
 5. Special Loan Funds 0 0
Subtotal:  Affordable Rental Housing 5,084 0 7,535 0 0 4,960 5,570 0 0 23,149 5,084 6,871 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 13,955

B. Home Repair and Weatherization Programs
  1. Heater Hotline - PHDC/ECA 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
  2. Weatherization & Basic Systems Repair Program

- BSRP 8,385 3,758  551 16,000 28,694 10,122  551 10,673
- Targeted Preservation 500  559 1,059   0

  3. Energy Coordinating Agency 522 522 522 522
Subtotal:  Home Repairs and Weatherization 8,907 4,258 0 0 0 2,110 0 0 16,000 31,275 10,644 0 0 0 1,551 0 0 0 12,195

Total:  Affordable Housing Production & Preservation 13,991 4,258 7,535 0 0 7,070 5,570 0 16,000 54,424 15,728 6,871 0 0 3,551 0 0 0 26,150

TENANT AND HOMEOWNER ASSISTANCE   
A. Housing Counseling

 1. Downpayment/Closing Cost/Seller Assist 5,715 5,715 0
 2. Housing Counseling and Foreclosure/Eviction Prevention 5,244 2,800 500 470 9,014 5,244 470 5,714
 3. Vacancy Prevention and Tangled Title 100 500 100 500 1,200 100 100 200
 4. Urban Affairs Coalition - Employer Assisted Housing 60 60 60 60
 5. Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 48 48 48 48
Subtotal:  Housing Counseling 5,392 3,300 0 0 0 160 6,715 0 470 16,037 5,392 0 0 0 160 0 0 470 6,022

B. Direct Assistance 0
1. Mortgage 1,000  1,000 0
2. Rent 11,500 2,000 2,000 15,500 2,000 2,659 4,659
3. Utility Emergency Services Fund 1,570 1,070 2,640 0

Total:  Tenant and Homeowner Assistance 5,392 17,370 0 0 0 3,230 8,715 0 470 35,177 5,392 2,000 0 0 2,819 0 0 470 10,681

HOMELESS AND SPECIAL-NEEDS HOUSING   
A. Emergency Solutions Grant 3,612 3,612 7,224 3,763 3,763 7,526
B. Tenant-Based Rental Assistance/Rapid Rehousing 108 2,033   2,141 108 2,033   2,141
C. HOPWA (including rental assistance) 7,333 7,333 7,333 7,333
D. Adaptive Modifications Program 300 1,355 3,000 4,655 300 1,355 1,655
E. Homeless Prevention Program 1,345 2,000 3,345 750  750
Total:  Homeless and Special Needs Housing 108 0 2,033 7,333 300 2,700 2,000 3,612 6,612 24,698 108 2,033 7,333 300 2,105 0 3,763 3,763 19,405

VACANT LAND MANAGEMENT
A. Vacant Land Management 727 2,390 3,117 727 1,990 2,717

Subtotal: Vacant Land Management 727 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,390 3,117 727 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,990 2,717
Total:  Vacant Land Management & Community Improvements 727 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,390 3,117 727 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,990 2,717

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT   
A. Business Assistance

 1.  Business Loan Programs 2,000 1,000 15,650 18,650 2,000 15,650 17,650
 2. Section 108 Loan Program (PIDC) 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
 3. Technical Assistance to Small Businesses 1,000 650 1,650 1,000 1,000
 4. Storefront Improvement Program & Targeted Facades 600 600 350 350
 5. Business Attraction and Expansion 500 500 300 1,300 500 500
Subtotal: Business Assistance 3,500 2,150 0 0 0 0 0 0 36,550 42,200 3,500 0 0 0 0 0 0 36,000 39,500



BUDGET DETAIL 
CDBG YEAR 46 (FY 21)

(IN THOUSANDS)

CDBG YEAR 45 CDBG YEAR 46
FISCAL YEAR 2020 FISCAL YEAR 2021

CDBG COVID HOME HOPWA STATE HTF HTF-New ESG OTHER TOTAL CDBG HOME HOPWA STATE HTF HTF-New ESG OTHER TOTAL

B. Community-Based Organization Assistance
 1. Neighborhood Development Fund 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
 2. Neighborhood Development Grants 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
 3. Targeted Corridor Revitalization Mgt Program 1,445  150 1,595 1,445 1,445
 4. Keystone Communities Program/Main Street 175 175 175 175
 5. Public Service for Commerical Corridors  900 900 0
 6. Capacity Building Assistance 100 100 100 100
 7. CDC Tax Credit Program 3,550 3,550 3,550 3,550
Subtotal: Community Based Organization Assistance 4,545 0 0 0 175 0 0 0 4,600 9,320 4,545 0 0 175 0 0 0 3,550 8,270

C. Employment Services and Training   
 1. YouthBuild Philadelphia 300  300 300  300
Subtotal: Employment Services and Training 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 300

Total:  Community Economic Development 8,345 2,150 0 0 175 0 0 0 41,150 51,820 8,345 0 0 175 0 0 0 39,550 48,070

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND CAPACITY BUILDING   
A. Neighborhood Advisory Committees 1,440 314 1,754 1,440 1,440
B. Capacity Building Assistance

 1. Community Design Collaborative 50 50 50 50
 2. Philadelphia Association of CDCs 45 45  25 25

C. Keystone Communities Program/Elm Street 100 100 0
D. Keystone Communities Program (Neighborhood Development) 300 300 300 300
Total: Community Planning and Capacity Building 1,490 314 0 0 400 45 0 0 0 2,249 1,490 0 0 300 25 0 0 0 1,815

ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS
A. Program Delivery
   1.  DHCD 246 246 246 246
   2.  PHDC 9,928 1,750 1,227 1,000 13,905 9,928 1,125 11,053
   3.  Commerce 726 726 726 726
   4.  PIDC 339 339 339 339
   5.  L&I 834 834 834 834
   6.  City Planning 253 253 393 393
Subtotal: Program Delivery 12,326 1,750 0 0 0 1,227 0 0 1,000 16,303 12,466 0 0 0 1,125 0 0 0 13,591

B. General Administration  
   1.  DHCD 4,805 250 244 213 375 5,887 4,805 244 213 375 5,637
   2.  PHDC 2,272 560 148 2,980 2,272 910 0 3,182
   3.  Commerce 1,927 166  2,093 1,927  1,927
   4.  Law 332 332 332 332
   5.  City Planning 313 313 243 243
   6.  Unallocated 2,000 2,000 0
Subtotal: General Administration 9,649 416 804 213 0 523 2,000 0 0 13,605 9,579 1,154 213 0 375 0 0 0 11,321

Total:  Operating Costs 21,975 2,166 804 213 0 1,750 2,000 0 1,000 29,908 22,045 1,154 213 0 1,500 0 0 0 24,912
        

GRAND TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 52,028 26,258 10,372 7,546 875 14,795 18,285 3,612 67,622 201,393 53,835 12,058 7,546 775 10,000 0 3,763 45,773 133,750
RESOURCE ALLOCATION 52,028 26,258 10,372 7,546 875 14,795 18,285 3,612 67,622 201,393 53,835 12,058 7,546 775 10,000 0 3,763 45,773 133,750

NET RESOURCE ALLOCATION OVER/(UNDER) TOTAL PROGRAM
                                   ACTIVITIES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



5/21/2020 SHARC - CIG & DHCD Pipeline Report
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CIG & DHCD Pipeline Report 

SHARC :  Projects CIG & DHCD Pipeline Report MAY-21-2020 8:45 AM

Filtering: Status by Formula contains Supported: Waiting for additional funding OR Status by Formula contains Pre-Development OR Status by Formula contains Under Construction OR Status by Formula contains
PHFA Not Awarded OR Status by Formula contains Not Supported OR Status by Formula contains Complete AND Fiscal Year Complete Final is greater than 2018

 
Complete  (10 Projects) 

Complete Center City
Affordability Initiative

Mission First
Housing Group

1 ; 2 ; 3 29 Yes $488,657 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

  05-22-2018 100% 03-31-2020  

Complete Hogar de Esperanza
Phase II

APM 5 20 Yes $565,645 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

  08-29-2019 100% 01-22-2020  

Complete Northeast
Affordability Initiative

Mission First
Housing Group

5 ; 6 ; 7 ; 10 38 Yes $372,334 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

  05-22-2018 100% 03-31-2020  

Complete Villas Del Caribe HACE 7 81 Yes $950,000 CDBG, HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

  06-01-2018 100% 03-14-2019  

Complete Gloria Casarez
Residence/1315 N
8th

Project HOME 7 30 Yes $3,500,000 HTF, HOME Yes $4,300,870 11-09-2017 100% 02-25-2019 05-21-2019

Complete Cantrell Place Presby's Inspired
Life

1 61 Yes $2,200,000 HOME Yes $13,198,680 08-29-2017 100% 12-05-2018 01-28-2019

Complete North Central
Neighborhood II

PHA 5 89 Yes $9,000,000 HOME,
CHOICE

Yes $12,339,615 07-13-2017 100% 03-31-2020  

Complete North Central
Neighborhood III

PHA 5 50 Yes $7,000,000 CHOICE Yes $11,727,629 10-31-2018 100% 03-31-2020  

Complete Henry Avenue Senior
Campus I

NewCourtland
Elder Services

4 49 Yes $1,500,000 CDBG Yes $5,788,310 12-19-2017 100% 06-21-2019 06-30-2019

Complete Roberto Clemente
Homes

Nueva Esperanza 7 38 Yes $2,000,000 CDBG,
HOME,
FHLB

Yes $16,363,459 06-02-2017 100% 03-28-2019 07-29-2019

TOT         485   $27,576,636     $63,718,563        

Not Supported  (7 Projects) 

Not Supported Oxford Village Beech Interplex 5 137 No $0              

Development
Type

Status Project Developer Council
District

Units City
Support
(Y/N)

Total
DHCD

Funding

Funding
List

LIHTC
Award
(Y/N)

LIHTC
(Limited
Partner
Equity)

Amount

Settlement
Date

Percent
Complete

CO/Completion
Date

Leased
Date

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Preservation
(occupied)
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Not Supported Friends
Rehabilitation
Program Community
Homes: Phase 1

Friends
Rehabilitation
Program

3 50 No $0              

Not Supported 800 Vine Senior Pennrose PHL, LLC 1 51 No $0              

Not Supported Compassion Senior
Living

Community of
Compassion CDC

3 38 No $0              

Not Supported Old First House Community
Ventures

1 34 No $0              

Not Supported House of W.I.N., Inc. House of W.I.N.,
Inc.

7 9 No $0              

Not Supported Jardines Preservation APM 5 45 No $0              

TOT         364   $0     $0        

PHFA Not Awarded  (4 Projects) 

PHFA Not
Awarded

Allegheny West
Preserv Proj

Allegheny West
Foundation

8 45 Yes $2,500,000   No          

PHFA Not
Awarded

Eastwick Senior
Apartments

Region Nine UAW
Housing Corp

2 53 Yes $2,000,000   No          

PHFA Not
Awarded

Mill Redevelopment
at A & Indiana

Impact Services 7 48 Yes $2,000,000   No          

PHFA Not
Awarded

New Court Apt
Henry Ave 2A

New Courtland
Elder Services

4 41 Yes $2,000,000   No          

TOT         187   $8,500,000     $0        

Pre-Development  (25 Projects) 

Pre-
Development

Carl Mackley
Apartments

Winn
Development

7 184 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, FHLB Yes $13,038,683        

Pre-
Development

Fitzwater Homes Holy Trinity
Baptist Church

2 22 Yes $1,000,000 CDBG, HTF,
FHLB

Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Pre-
Development

Imani Homes
Preservation

PEC 3 55 Yes $500,000 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Pre-
Development

Inglis Apartments at
Elmwood

Inglis Housing
Corporation

2 40 Yes $320,056 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Development
Type

Status Project Developer Council
District

Units City
Support
(Y/N)

Total
DHCD

Funding

Funding
List

LIHTC
Award
(Y/N)

LIHTC
(Limited
Partner
Equity)

Amount

Settlement
Date

Percent
Complete

CO/Completion
Date

Leased
Date

Preservation
(occupied) ; Rehab
(unoccupied or
vacant)

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

 

 

 

 

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)
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Pre-
Development

Parkside
Neighborhood
Preserv

Mission First
Housing Group

3 82 Yes $2,000,000 HOME Yes $4,184,542        

Pre-
Development

Rowan Judson
Diamond

Project HOME 5 39 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, FHLB Yes $4,063,010        

Pre-
Development

Monument Mews Mission First
Housing Group

4 60 Yes $1,500,000 HTF, FHLB Yes $3,672,861        

Pre-
Development

Karen Donnally/Iris
Nydia Brown
Townhomes
Preservation

Women's
Community
Revitalization
Project

7 44 Yes $2,000,000 HTF Yes $3,676,365        

Pre-
Development

Walnut Park Plaza Altman
Management
Company, Inc.

3 227 Yes $400,000 CDBG, FHLB Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Pre-
Development

Yorktown Arms Yorktown CDC 5 56 Yes $2,000,000 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Pre-
Development

Community Homes Intercommunity
Action

4 60 Yes $2,000,000 HTF New Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Pre-
Development

Hogar de Esperanza
Phase III

APM 5 20 Yes $801,045 HTF Non-PHFA
Funded

         

Pre-
Development

Harlan and
Sharswood Pres Dev

Michaels
Organiaztion

5 111 Yes $2,000,000 CDBG,
HOME,
FHLB

Yes $8,320,080        

Pre-
Development

Peg's Place Project HOME 5 40 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, FHLB Yes $12,123,788        

Pre-
Development

Apartments at New
Market West

Mission First
Housing Group

4 41 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $11,990,545        

Pre-
Development

Beury Building II Shift Capital 5 50 Yes $2,000,000 FHLB Yes $3,786,257        

Pre-
Development

Mamie Nichols
Townhomes

WCRP 2 33 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $10,957,987        

Pre-
Development

Rafael Porrata-Doria
Place

HACE 7 30 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, FHLB Yes $1,758,802        

Pre-
Development

Sharswood Phase I Hunt
Development
Group

5 60 Yes $2,000,000 HOME Yes $4,234,319        

Pre-
Development

St. Rita Place Catholic Housing
and Comm Serv

2 46 Yes $2,500,000 CDBG, HTF,
FHLB

Yes $11,642,467        

Development
Type

Status Project Developer Council
District

Units City
Support
(Y/N)

Total
DHCD

Funding

Funding
List

LIHTC
Award
(Y/N)

LIHTC
(Limited
Partner
Equity)

Amount

Settlement
Date

Percent
Complete

CO/Completion
Date

Leased
Date

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied)

Preservation
(occupied) ; New
Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction
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Pre-
Development

Susquehanna
Housing

Susquehanna Net
Zero Housing, LP

5 80 Yes $2,000,000 HTF Yes $5,875,000        

Pre-
Development

Strawberry Mansion
Village

Pennrose PHL, LLC 5 77 Yes $2,000,000 HOME Yes $8,590,461        

Pre-
Development

HELP Philadelphia VI HELP
Development
Corp

5 55 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $10,750,043        

Pre-
Development

Village Square on
Haverford - Phase II

3600 Haverford
Avenue
Associates

3 32 Yes $2,000,000 HTF Yes $2,596,775        

Pre-
Development

School of Nursing Project HOME 7 50 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $5,703,236        

TOT         1594   $43,021,101     $126,965,221        

Supported: Waiting for additional funding  (15 Projects) 

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

8th and Berks Senior
Living

APM 5 44 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

(The) Allegheny West SAA-EVI 8 45 Yes $2,500,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Bakhita Place Presby's Inspired
Life

9 49 Yes $1,500,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Be A Gem Crossing North10
Philadelphia

5 41 Yes $2,500,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Eastwick Senior
Apartments

Region Nine UAW
Housing
Corporation

2 53 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Frankford House Wasserman
Properties

7 42 Yes $2,000,000              

Development
Type

Status Project Developer Council
District

Units City
Support
(Y/N)

Total
DHCD

Funding

Funding
List

LIHTC
Award
(Y/N)

LIHTC
(Limited
Partner
Equity)

Amount

Settlement
Date

Percent
Complete

CO/Completion
Date

Leased
Date

New Construction

New Construction

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction
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Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Gaudenzia West Mill
Place

Gaudenzia
Foundation, Inc.

3 30 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Gwendolyn
Richardson Arms

Conifer Realty,
LLC

9 40 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

NewCourtland Apts.
at Bartholomew
Place - Phase 2

NewCourtland
Elder Services

7 40 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Ruth Street Civic
House

New Kensington
CDC (NKCDC)

7 44 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Triangle Senior
Housing Phase 1

Elon
Development
Company, Inc.

3 40 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Allegheny West Plaza
(The)

Allegheny West
(The) Foundation
& SAA EVI

8 45 Yes                

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Sharswood Phase 2 Hunt
Development
Group, LLC

5 59 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Lipscomb Square MBID of
Delaware, LLC

2 65 Yes $2,000,000              

Supported:
Waiting for
additional
funding

Mill Development @
A & Indiana

Impact Services 7 48 Yes $2,000,000              

TOT         685   $28,500,000     $0        

Under Construction  (11 Projects) 

Under
Construction

Lillia Crippen
Townhomes
Preservation

WCRP 5 46 Yes $1,440,000 FHLB Yes $3,882,817 12-05-2019 28%    

Under
Construction

Casa Indiana HACE 7 50 Yes $2,000,000 HTF Yes $11,398,860 04-29-2019 67%    

Development
Type

Status Project Developer Council
District

Units City
Support
(Y/N)

Total
DHCD

Funding

Funding
List

LIHTC
Award
(Y/N)

LIHTC
(Limited
Partner
Equity)

Amount

Settlement
Date

Percent
Complete

CO/Completion
Date

Leased
Date

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction ;
Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)

Preservation
(occupied)

New Construction
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Under
Construction

Dauphin House Maze Group
Development

5 52 Yes $2,400,000 HOME Yes $11,039,000 12-03-2019 5%    

Under
Construction

Francis House Francis House on
Fairmount LP

3 60 Yes $2,375,000 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $11,338,866 06-27-2019 60%    

Under
Construction

GALA-Golden Age
Living Accom

Conifer Realty,
LLC

9 50 Yes $2,085,562 HOME Yes $11,643,696 05-24-2019 64%    

Under
Construction

Liberty 52: Stephen
F. Gold Community
Residences

Liberty Housing
Development
Corp

3 24 Yes $595,125 HTF, FHLB Yes $7,719,169 05-15-2019 59%    

Under
Construction

Nicole Hines
Townhouses

WCRP 8 35 Yes $1,979,495 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $11,046,584 08-15-2019 22%    

Under
Construction

Norris Homes Phase
V

Jonathan Rose
Companies

5 133 Yes $14,255,749 HTF, HOME,
CHOICE

Yes $13,414,779 12-18-2019 5%    

Under
Construction

Philabundance Philabundance 5 0 Yes $4,000,000 CDBG,
CHOICE

Non-PHFA
Funded

  04-26-2019 50%    

Under
Construction

Susquehanna Square Community
Ventures

5 37 Yes $2,400,000 HOME,
FHLB

Yes $4,825,794 09-27-2019 30%    

Under
Construction

Maguire-Willard Project HOME 7 42 Yes $2,000,000 HTF, HOME,
FHLB

Yes $11,579,041 02-15-2019 81%    

TOT         529   $35,530,931     $97,888,606        

TOT         3844   $143,128,668     $288,572,390        

Development
Type

Status Project Developer Council
District

Units City
Support
(Y/N)

Total
DHCD

Funding

Funding
List

LIHTC
Award
(Y/N)

LIHTC
(Limited
Partner
Equity)

Amount

Settlement
Date

Percent
Complete

CO/Completion
Date

Leased
Date

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

Rehab (unoccupied or
vacant)
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         August 2019  R. Rosser (tc) 
Contract Number 1820078-02      City of Philadelphia 
Original Contract Number 1820078      Fire Department 
 

 
 STANDARD AMENDMENT AGREEMENT 

      \cc-s\ 

  THIS STANDARD AMENDMENT AGREEMENT (“Amendment 

Agreement”) is made as of\cc-d\                                  and effective the 1st day of August 2019 (the 

“Effective Date”) by and between The City of Philadelphia (the “City”), by and through its Fire 

Department (“Department”), and Advanced Data Processing, Inc., d/b/a Intermedix (“Provider”), 

a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business at 6451 N. Federal Highway, Suite 

1000, Ft. Lauderdale 33308. 

 
 
     BACKGROUND 
  

  The City and Provider entered into a certain Contract, Contract Number 1820078,  

dated for August 2, 2017, for an Initial Term from August 1, 2017 through July 31, 2018, which 

Contract includes the General Provisions, the Provider Agreement and any and all exhibits and 

attachments thereto (collectively, the “Base Contract”), wherein Provider agreed to render 

various Services to the City in accordance therewith; and 

  The City and Provider entered into an amendment to the Base Contract, Contract 

Number 1820078-01 dated November 28, 2018, for the period August 1, 2018 to July 31, 2019, 

to add an Additional Term and to increase the amount of compensation payable under the Base 

Contract by an amount not to exceed FOUR MILLION FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND 

DOLLARS ($4,500,000.00), in order for Provider to continue to render the Services and provide 

the Materials specified in the Base Contract; and 

  The City and Provider desire to enter into an amendment to the Base Contract, 

Contract Number 1820078-02 for the period August 1, 2019 to July 31, 2020, to add an 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 4F644E08-2E1E-47A1-89B7-25E3E6DED1BB
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Additional Term and to increase the amount of compensation payable under the Base Contract 

by an amount not to exceed FOUR MILLION THIRTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

($4,030,000.00), in order for Provider to continue to render the Services and provide the 

Materials specified in the Base Contract; and 

  The City and Provider have agreed to amend certain terms and conditions of the 

Base Contract as set forth herein. 

  In consideration of the mutual obligations set forth herein, and each intending to 

be legally bound, the City and Provider covenant and agree as of the Effective Date as follows: 

 

 

 ARTICLE I:   AMENDMENTS TO THE CONTRACT 

  With the exception of the following amendments set forth in this Amendment 

Agreement, and subject to councilmanic appropriation of funds, the terms and conditions of the 

Base Contract shall be and remain in full force and effect: 

 1.1  Definitions.   

  Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings set forth 

in the Base Contract. 

 1.2 Term. 

  The Base Contract is amended to add an Additional Term, commencing August 1, 

2019 and expiring July 31, 2020. 

 1.3 Services. 

  Section 4.1 of the Base Contract is amended as follows: The percentages with 

which to calculate fees to be paid to Provider as listed on Exhibit B to PA-1 remain the same. 

Provider will continue the commitments outlined in the service level agreement as set forth in 

PA-1. All other terms are incorporated in the Contract by reference.  
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 1.4 Compensation. 

  As compensation for the Services and Materials being provided under this 

Contract, the City covenants and agrees to increase the amount of compensation payable to 

Provider by an amount not to exceed FOUR MILLION THIRTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

($4,030,000.00).  Therefore, notwithstanding anything in this Contract to the contrary, in no 

event shall the amount certified by the Office of the Director of Finance for Services and 

Materials during the Contract including this Amendment Agreement, exceed THIRTEEN 

MILLIOM THIRTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($13,030,000.00). 

 1.5 Other Amendments. 

  The Base Contract is amended in accordance with the exhibit listed below, which 

is attached to this Amendment Agreement and incorporated in the Base Contract by reference.  

  S.A.A.-3:  Continuation Certificate 

 1.6 Electronic Signatures. 

  The Parties agree to conduct this transaction electronically, including the 

execution of this Amendment Agreement using the means of electronic signature provided 

below. 

   

[The remainder of this page was left blank intentionally; signature page follows.] 
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  IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, intending to be legally bound by all of the 

Contract Documents, have caused this Amendment Agreement to be executed by their respective 

duly authorized officers as of the date in the heading of this Amendment Agreement.   
 
 

APPROVED AS TO FORM  THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA 

MARCEL S. PRATT, CITY SOLICITOR  Through: FIRE DEPARTMENT   

Per:\a-s\  

 

By:\d-s\  

Name:\a-n\  

 

Name:\d-n\  

Title:\a-t\  

 

Title:\d-t\  

 
 
 
 
 
\s1-tn\ 

 
 
 
 
 
\s2-tn\ 

 

 

ADVANCED DATA PROCESSING, INC., 
D/B/A/ INTERMEDIX 

By:\s1\  

Name:\s1-n\  

\s1-to\ 

Title:\s1-t\  

ATTEST 

By:\s2\  

Name:\s2-n\  

\s2-to\ 

Title:\s2-t\  
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EVP

Other

Gary Long

Other

Chief Commercial Officer

Senior Attorney

Rachel Castillo Rosser Tara Mohr
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  City of Philadelphia Contract Routing Slip 

External Negotiation/Encumbrance & Budget Verification (Conformance Manager)  

\cm-n1\  

 

1. Review contract as signed by vendor and consult with supervisor.  
\cm-n2\  

 

\cm-u\ Click the check box to attach additional documentation, if required. \cm-a\ 

2. Confirm Encumbrance then forward in ACIS to Budget Verification.  

3. Confirm Budget Verification completed in ACIS.  

\cm-C\ Send to Law. 

Approve as to Form – Attorney Upload Document (Optional) 

\at-u\  Click the check box to attach additional documentation, if required. \at-a\ 

\a-n1\ 

After AATF – Forward in ACIS 

\cc-r\  Forward in ACIS to Initial Certification. 

Finance Certification 

\f-u\  Attach the Endorsement Sheet then forward in ACIS to Finance Review.  \f-e\ 

\f-n\ 

Finance Review 

\f-r\  Review then forward in ACIS to Department Signs Contract. 

After Departmental Review –  Forward in ACIS 

\cm-d\  Forward in ACIS to Conformance.   

\cm-nd\ 

Conformance Review (Conformance Clerk) 

\cc-c\  Conform Contract and Conform in ACIS. 

\cc-n\ 
 
 
  Page 1 of 1 
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ATTACHMENT B TO EXHIBIT PA-1 

REVISED COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT – DATED 1/15/20 

 

Upon mutual agreement, as of February 1, 2020, the following adjustments to the existing 

compensation schedule will be as follows:  

 

1. Fees. Provider shall be paid by City a monthly amount of all monies collected by Provider for 

EMS provided by City less refunds ("Net Collections") representing compensation for the 

Products and Services provided by Provider hereunder, computed as follows: 

 

a. EMS patient billing and collection of all charges and fees resulting from the delivery of EMS 

by City, including but not limited to all charges and fees to private insurers, Medicare, 

Medicaid, other governmental programs, individual patients and their responsible parties 

(collectively, "Payers") and field data technology with hardware and TripTix® ePCR solution: 

 

EMS Patient Billing 

6.0% 

 

Field Data Technology with Hardware and TripTix ePCR Solution (NEMSIS 3.0) 

2.50% 

 

b. AVL mapping/GIS services (Custom Logic), Telemedicine (Jeff Connect), and Fleeteyes 

0.25% 

 

c. Optima Predict™ 

1.0% 

 

The following services (d-ee) shall commence only upon City's Notice to Proceed: 

d. Mobile Integrated Healthcare (MIH) software (Medios) 

0.75% 

e. Workforce Management Software (Aladtec) 

0.30% 

e. Additional Analytical Support Services 

0.29% 
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Philadelphia Fire Department

Separations Report Detail
Last Revised: June 10, 2020

Department 
Name

Title Union  Separation Reason Employee Last 
Worked Date

Fiscal Year

PFD Fire Clerk 3 DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Abandoned Position 01/23/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Clerk 3 DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Other 12/19/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Clerk 3 DC33 Local 1637 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 02/25/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Clerk Typist 1 DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Separated ‐ Did not return 
from Leave of Absence

02/05/2018

FY18

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatch 
Supervisor

DC33 Local 1637 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 09/12/2019

FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/04/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 05/13/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 07/04/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 09/26/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 05/29/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 08/10/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 09/09/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 09/21/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 09/30/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 12/01/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 12/02/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 12/09/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 01/29/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 05/14/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation FY18

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher Trainee DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 02/28/2018

FY18

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher Trainee DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 05/27/2018

FY18

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher Trainee DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 08/03/2018

FY19

PFD Fire Machine & Equipment Mechanic DC33 Local 1637 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 04/30/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Semi‐skilled Laborer DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 08/23/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Semi‐skilled Laborer DC33 Local 1637 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 11/14/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Stores Supervisor DC33 Local 1637 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 09/01/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Departmental Procurement 
Specialist

DC47 Local 2186 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 05/22/2020

FY20

PFD Fire Deputy Comm. for Project Mgmt. Exempt SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 04/02/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Deputy Fire Commisioner for 
Mgmt

IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation
12/26/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Other 9/25/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 12/14/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 1/29/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 6/11/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 7/4/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 08/09/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 10/01/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Separated ‐ Did not return 
from Leave of Absence

11/10/2019
FY20

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 01/04/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Emergency Medical Technician IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 5/10/2020 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Assistant Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 03/05/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 4/13/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 9/14/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 9/28/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 12/05/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/02/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/16/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Battalion Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 02/13/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Boat Engineer IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 2/7/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Boat Engineer IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 12/21/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Other 7/7/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/17/2018 FY19
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PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/10/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/11/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/02/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/30/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Captain IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 02/27/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Deputy Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/31/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Deputy Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/10/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Deputy Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/24/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Deputy Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 3/2/20118 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Equipment Dispatcher IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 02/07/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐  Service Connected 9/14/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 12/23/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 1/19/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 4/3/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 5/25/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 6/22/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐  Service Connected 6/27/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 8/26/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 11/12/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 12/21/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 12/21/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 04/25/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 05/09/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 06/02/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 07/04/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 08/11/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 08/29/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 09/08/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/24/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/24/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 02/10/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Paramedic Deputy Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 07/11/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Paramedic Lieutenant IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 07/02/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Paramedic Services Chief IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 09/26/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 7/22/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 10/11/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 10/16/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 1/10/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 4/10/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 4/13/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/17/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/18/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/10/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 01/23/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Separated ‐ Did not return 
from Leave of Absence

04/11/2019
FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 05/16/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 08/15/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 08/24/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 09/02/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 10/19/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 11/14/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 12/31/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 01/04/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/16/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 02/25/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fire Service Paramedic IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 04/23/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 7/22/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 8/11/2017 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/19/2017 FY18
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PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 8/30/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 9/8/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 9/11/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 9/13/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 9/17/2017 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 1/5/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 1/5/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ service connected 1/6/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 1/8/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 1/8/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 1/19/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 2/2/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 2/27/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 3/2/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 3/7/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 3/8/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 3/9/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 3/17/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 Separation ‐ Resignation in Lieu of Dismissal 3/29/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 4/16/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 Separation ‐ Resignation in Lieu of Dismissal 5/4/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 5/4/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 5/9/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 6/8/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Reg 32 Placement expired‐no 
placement found

6/15/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 6/22/2018 FY18

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 7/4/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 7/6/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 7/20/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 7/20/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 7/23/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/3/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 8/12/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/17/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/18/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 8/20/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 8/31/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 9/2/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 9/28/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 10/9/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 10/11/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 10/20/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 10/30/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 10/30/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 11/14/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 11/23/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 11/25/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 11/30/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 12/7/2018 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/03/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/03/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/03/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 01/09/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/17/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/17/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/21/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 1/22/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 01/23/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/29/2019 FY19
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PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 02/14/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 02/17/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Failed to Report for Hire 02/17/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 02/18/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Separated ‐ Did not return 
from Leave of Absence

02/18/2019
FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 02/18/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 02/20/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 02/28/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 03/07/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 03/11/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 03/11/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 03/11/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 03/11/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 03/12/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 03/14/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Service Connected 03/19/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Disciplinary Dismissal 03/22/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 04/02/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 04/02/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 04/08/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 04/25/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 05/01/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 05/22/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 05/23/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 05/23/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 06/01/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 06/01/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 06/25/2019 FY19

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 07/13/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 07/31/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 08/14/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 08/15/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 08/15/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 08/29/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 09/04/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 09/05/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 09/08/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 09/09/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 09/12/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 09/12/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Failed to Report for Hire 09/17/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Abandoned Position 09/19/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 09/20/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Separated ‐ Did not return 
from Leave of Absence

09/25/2019
FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 09/26/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 Separation ‐ Did not return from LOA 9/26/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 09/30/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 10/03/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 10/09/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/10/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 10/14/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 10/22/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 10/23/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 10/26/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 11/26/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 11/27/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 12/29/2019 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/02/2020 FY20



Philadelphia Fire Department

Separations Report Detail
Last Revised: June 10, 2020

Department 
Name

Title Union  Separation Reason Employee Last 
Worked Date

Fiscal Year

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/02/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/06/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 1/10/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/14/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 01/16/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Rejection during Probation 01/20/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 01/23/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 02/13/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ Voluntary Retirement 03/18/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 03/30/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 04/01/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 04/15/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Separated ‐ Did not return 
from Leave of Absence

04/17/2020
FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 04/19/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 SEPARATION ‐ Voluntary Resignation 05/10/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Firefighter IAFF Local 22 RETIREMENT ‐ DROP Retirement 5/17/2020 FY20

PFD Fire Fiscal Officer Non‐Represented DEATH ‐ Death ‐ Non Service Connected 10/07/2019 FY20



June 26, 2020 

 

The Honorable Darrell Clarke 

City Council President 

City Hall, Room 490 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

 

Dear Council President Clarke, 

 

This letter is in response to questions raised by email. 

 

Councilmember Brooks: How much revenue would a personal property tax generate? 

While we do not have sufficient information to estimate how much a personal property tax would generate 

if it were implemented in FY21, the tax generated around $12 million to $15 million annually from FY93 

through FY95. 

 

Councilmember Brooks: How much revenue would a full repeal of the tax abatement generate? 

Please see the attached study, which forecasts the impact of various changes to the abatement. 

 

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact my office. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Frank Breslin 

Revenue Commissioner 
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Reginald Ross, Director - Econometrics 
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New York, New York 10022 
Phone:  212.418.2682 
Email: reginald.ross@am.jll.com 
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1.1 Purpose of the Assignment and Executive Summary 

The City of Philadelphia retained the services of Jones Lang LaSalle to identify and quantify the economic 

impact of altering the terms of its ten-year property tax abatement program. The ten-year tax abatement 

program was designed to encourage the development or rehabilitation of real estate by exempting the value of 

the improvements from tax for ten years.1  The Kenney administration, with input from Council members, is 

interested in estimating the impact of various changes to the abatement on likely future development, City and 

School District tax revenue, as well as jobs through the use of historical data and analysis.  

Our firm also had the privilege of working with the City on similar analysis 4 years ago. As such, in this report 

we will provide perspective relative to economic and capital market conditions from the previous report, where 

appropriate. To ensure that the impact of as many ideas for adjustment as possible have been estimated, or 

otherwise accounted for, the City has asked JLL to examine impact under the following 10 scenarios2: 

1. Eliminating the abatement immediately  
2. Eliminating only the School District portion (the 55% of Real Estate Taxes allotted for the School 

District) 
3. Limiting individual abatements to five years  
4. Phasing out individual abatements after year five 
5. Phasing out individual abatements starting year eight 
6. Phasing out individual abatements at 10% per year, for ten years 
7. Eliminating the School District portion of the abatement above the first $150 per residential square 

foot of value 
8. Eliminating the School District portion of the abatement above the first $500,000 of value on 

residential new construction and rehabilitation 
9. Only abating the initial value of construction while increases in values are not abated 
10. Capping the abatement at $250,000 for residential properties and extend the term of the abatement 

(Analyzed separately as sensitivity discussion, would require state authorization) 

In order to address concerns that all geographic sections of the city haven’t participated in the abatement 

program, to the study also considered:  

1. How spatial utilization of the abatement has occurred across the city’s geography. 
2. Approaches for adding a geographic requirement to abatement eligibility that could increase utilization in 

areas with limited investment. 
 

There are likely a myriad of other options to consider. However, we believe that the impact of most such 

options can be approximated from the above examined scenarios. 

  

                                                   

1 See Appendix 2 

 
2 At the writing of this report, there is proposed legislation to add a 1% levy on new construction costs tax to generate 
revenue for the City’s Housing Trust Fund. Where possible, this study notes the potential impact of that proposed tax for each 
scenario examined to provide additional information for policy makers to consider. For comparison purposes, we model this 
impact as a simple increase in the present value cost of construction. 

Section 1 – Introduction and Overview 
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Executive Summary 

• Due to national economic conditions and Philadelphia’s positioning in Northeastern urban real estate 

markets, Philadelphia’s economy and development volume3 have rebounded from the previous recession 

along with the national economy.  

o The city’s development volume has demonstrated the classic “V” shaped recession recovery 

pattern typical of stable, moderately space constrained economies. 

o Put another way, Philadelphia has come out of the recession at a very similar speed and 

trajectory to the course it took on the way in to recession.  

o This is in line with our modeled forecasts for the city’s real estate development volume from 4 

years ago.   

• Using historical capital markets data, we can conclude that having the abatement in place over the past few 

years was a significant factor in the city’s ability to recover at a similar pace as its peer group of Northeastern 

cities, and space constrained, major urban real estate markets4, from the last recession. 

o The city was able to compete for a share of investment capital from off shore, national, and 

institutional sources, while becoming less reliant on local and regionally focused sources of 

funding.  

o The portion of national sources of liquidity funding transactions in the city increased by 

roughly 25% over pre-recession figures.5 

o These sources of liquidity would likely not have been available without the City offering 

investment yields, relative to risk, that were at least in line with historical norms and 

competitive with other major urban markets. 

• Historical analysis suggests that had the abatement not been in place during the past economic recovery, a 

portion of Philadelphia’s recent development volume would likely not have been attractive enough to initiate. 

o However, the data suggests that the following statements are also true:  

 Some higher end6 projects in the higher demand sections of the city would likely have 

been profitable enough to do with or without the abatement. 

 The need for capital, that had been “on the sidelines” during the downturn, to be put to 

work when a sustained recovery was clear, even if yields were not ideal, would have 

driven some transactions.  

                                                   

3 For the purposes of this study, we define development volume as the number properties that have either been newly 
constructed or substantially renovated. 
4 Markets with space constraint are considered structurally different from those without (eg. Houston, Dallas, some other 
Southwestern markets) because new demand can more rapidly be met by new supply, thus limiting significant price swings.  
5 Source: Real Capital Analytics. It should also be noted that Philadelphia has yet to attract its share of national residential 
developers and is still largely dependent on local firms to fill that need. 
6 We define “higher end” as high amenity, or “luxury”, projects where pricing to the end user is [10%-15%] above of the 
City’s historical averages. 
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 General positivity of economic expectations during an economic recovery makes all 

markets participants less risk averse.  

 

• It is also still clear that, on average, the abatement is still significant in helping Philadelphia be competitive 

with its peer group.  

o On new construction, the abatement can reduce build costs by [12% -14%], on a present value 

basis. This translates into a [1.4% - 1.6%] increase in potential yield, the ratio of a project’s 

costs to its income. 

o For perspective, the difference in expected investment return between major real estate markets  

averages only about [2% to 3%] as you move down a list of cities ranked from  highest to 

lowest average real estate yields. 

o As a capital group is considering its portfolio allocation options between cities, all else being 

equal, the abatement clearly helps Philadelphia to be a plausible option among its competitor 

cities.7  

• Forecasted losses of future development volume are lower than our results from four years ago. This is 

primarily due to the idea that in our previous analysis, we looked at how proposals to alter the abatement 

would result in loss of future development volume based on: 

o Loss due to some projects simply not having enough projected profitability to initiate, and  

o The city missing out on, or limiting its participation in, the early stages of recovery where 

development volume growth rates are at their highest and at their most sensitive to risk (as 

recoveries extend, perception of risk level falls due to increased confidence that the recovery 

is sustainable).   

 

• Given that we forecast more normalized growth over the near and intermediate term8 for Philadelphia’s 

economy, we are no longer factoring in projected losses from the second of the two above components – 

missing out on development during the early stages of an economic recovery9.  

 

 

 

                                                   

7 We define Northeastern and major urban market competitor cities peer group as New York, San Francisco, Boston, 
Chicago, Pittsburgh, Baltimore, and District of Columbia.  
8 We define near and intermediate term as 5 to 10 years. To be conservative relative to history, we have assumed [3%] 
development volume growth, but only [1.5%] property value growth throughout the analysis term.  
9 We have made certain adjustments to expected, per property, tax collection and volume to try to account for this market’s 
wide swings in development volume, which can fall as by more than 60%,( peak to trough), during an economic cycle. The 
confluence of these and other assumptions offers a conservative, base level projection of long term revenue to the City for 
reasonable  present value comparison across our cases.  
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• While this study has examined twice as many scenarios as were included in the prior report, the scenarios 

and their relative fiscal impacts can be summarized by the following: 

 

All alternatives result in less revenue and fewer jobs in the long term, compared to the existing program; 

however, the timing and magnitude of the impacts vary based of the nature of the changes.10 

 

• Eliminate or shorten the abatement (Cases 1-3)   

o Pro – Could raise short term tax revenue, “shake out” projects with questionable business 

cases, and not help fund projects that would be developed with or without the abatement 

benefit. 

o Con – Highest risks are losing some portion of future development volume and recently 

acquired sources of liquidity, limiting developer appetite to take on projects in riskier areas of 

the City, as well as losing tax revenue from reduced development volume in the intermediate 

and longer term. 

• Phase out the abatement over time (Cases 4-6) 

o Pro – Could have lower risk of development loss as cost of future reduction of incentive could 

be offset by future improvements in rents, interest rates, income demographics, etc. 

o Con – Less short-term capital increase to the City, and would also have to be calibrated 

precisely so that financial underwriters don’t perceive the adjustment as a simple elimination 

and remove the incentive as a capital source to fund against. 

 

 

                                                   

10 We define short term as 1-5 years from inception of proposed change. For perspective, the highest increase in 5 year 
revenue, in this model, is approx $9.2M. 

Short-Term Tax 

Revenue

Long-Term Tax 

Revenue
Jobs Administrative Ease

1 Eliminate Completely High Increase Highest Loss Highest Loss  Easiest 

2 Eliminate School District Only Highest Increase High Loss High Loss  Easy

3 Shorten 5 Year Lowest Increase High Loss High Loss  Easy

4 Phase Out After Year 5 Lowest Increase Moderate Loss  Moderate Loss  Moderate

5 Phase Out After Year 8 Lowest Increase Moderate Loss  Moderate Loss  Moderate

6 Phase Out By 10%/year Moderate Increase Moderate Loss Moderate Loss  Moderate

$150/psf 

School Only

8 Cap $500,000 value School Only Moderate Increase Limited Loss Low Loss  Hard

9 Cap Construction Value School Only Low Increase Limited Loss Low Loss Hardest

10 Cap $250,000 Residential value Low Increase High Loss Moderate Loss Moderate

Hard

Scenario

7 Cap Moderate Increase Lowest Loss Low Loss
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• Cap the abatement benefit (Cases 7-10) 

o Pro – Could increase short term tax revenue and help target the abatement towards projects 

with the highest likely need, while allowing developers and homeowners to adjust capital 

decisions to maximize the abatement’s value, thus limiting risk of development volume loss. 

o Con – Could be administratively difficult/costly for the City, (depending on configuration of 

the cap), while reducing Philadelphia’s ability to attract higher end office using employees and, 

indirectly, the business that need to attract/retain them. 

 

• Geographic modifications to the abatement 

o Pro – Offers City decision makers the potential for an objective and precise method of targeting 

incentive dollars to areas of most need, then reallocate funds elsewhere as conditions change. 

o Con – If not properly managed, may spur rapidly accelerated prices in targeted areas. Policy 

may lag market interest, selected area may not receive additional demand and limit utilization. 

Less predictable, more complicated for developers and home owners. May discourage 

investment by some property owners in some neighborhoods that are eligible today. 
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1.2 Overview  

Average Construction Cost Comparison by City  

 

• Philadelphia’s construction costs11 12 relative to its rents13, diminish this market’s ability to provide 

returns for investors, as rents and sales prices lag behind peer group cities. 

• In the northeastern region, there are multiple choices for investors to access major city real estate cash 

flows and returns. In other regions, like the Midwest, those choices may be more limited.14 

• However, providing investors/owners with returns on investment dollars similar to those of major 

markets can be challenging in Philadelphia.  

 

 

 

                                                   

11 Source: RS Means, other third-party data  
12 Construction costs are for typical residential units, which comprise the vast majority of Philadelphia’s abated properties. 
Impacts will differ between residential and commercial construction as yield metrics, price sensitivity, occupancy and exit 
strategies can differ greatly from residential. 
13 While rents have grown in Philadelphia, they still lag behind peer cities, on average.  Increases have also been partially 
offset by increasing land prices. 
14 For example, Chicago offers virtually the only opportunity for major city urban real estate investment in the Midwest. 
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Annual Return on Costs Comparison15 

  

• Philadelphia, taken on average, does not offer particularly attractive returns to investors relative to its 

peers. In the above, we see how even a slight boost in yield that an abatement offers could help the city 

compare more favorably to other major markets. 

• However, if we isolate the Center City market,16 we see a slightly different picture. Because of this 

submarket’s ability to command higher rents, it appears that this particular submarket can offer yields 

that are still below, but decidedly more in line, with market averages of other major cities. 

• While this suggests that some projects in the high demand sections of the city have use for, but not a 

need for, an abatement, there must also be large areas of the city that do still need the incentive to 

justify investment. It should also be noted that virtually all affordable housing projects in recent years 

have made use of the program.    

• Our models indicate that if the abatement were not in place during the previous economic cycle, 

between [30% and 40%] of development in Philadelphia could have been lost or delayed, particularly 

outside of Center City. 

 

 

                                                   

15 RS Means cost and various rent data sources. 
16 Market rate, “arm’s length”, real estate transactions occurring with the area bounded by Highways 676, 76, 95, and South 
Street.  
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1.3 Approach to the Assignment 

Developers invest in markets where there is a reasonable expectation of profit, or yield. Developer profit 

models vary widely, and it can be challenging to model and predict potential profits using only historical data. 

Part of every developer decision process, however, is measuring if there is enough cash yield in a property to 

cover carrying costs until exit (selling a property), should that exit take longer than expected. 

We can model this financial portion of the developer’s decision process to initiate development by examining 

historical rents and construction cost data.  

 

Modeling this decision process using historical data forms the basis of our analysis.  

 

There is typically an average level of yield or profit that will entice investors into a market. There will also be 

a “floor” level of yield beneath which, most investors will likely choose not to transact. 

Our approach is to: 

 

1. Calculate the historical floor level17 for this market.  

2. Translate changes in Real Estate Tax policy regarding the abatement into an implied loss in 

yield for the average development in Philadelphia.  

3. Estimate the new floor that compensates for an implied loss of yield from adjusting Real Estate 

Tax policy. 

 

Calculating the change in the historical number of developed or improved properties that have yields above 

these floors, and projecting it forward is how we estimate likely changes in Philadelphia’s future development 

market.   

 

We recognize that critics of this method might point out that “all boats rise/fall together”, implying that since 

the abatement impacts all properties equally, investors would simply reset expectations for the Philadelphia 

market and continue with new development, as usual.   

 

We argue, however, that because Philadelphia is located in a region with many other options for investors to 

obtain consistent urban commercial real estate yield, it is likely that large portions of investment capital would 

simply be invested somewhere else in the Northeast if expectation for yield decreases. With so many 

                                                   

17 We define a floor as being the yield level above which properties in the Philadelphia market were more than 25% likely to 
transact.   
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alternatives where an investor can look for yield in the Northeast region, Philadelphia would likely not attract 

its fair share of development capital without being at least competitive in terms of yield. 

 

1.4 Acknowledgement of Other Published Work on this Topic 

There are several publicly available articles and papers on the value of the abatement to the City of Philadelphia 

done by local economists, trade groups, and municipal authorities. The materials contain detailed analyses of 

the actual experience of a typical Philadelphia developer and abatement recipient.  We acknowledge that there 

may be methods of estimating impact other than the ones used in this report, including those used in other 

studies. We are not in disagreement with those works or conclusions, and our report does not examine those 

methodologies.  

 

The purpose of our analysis is to find an objective way to model the experience of developers and owners of 

properties that have received abatements using methods that strike the appropriate balance between clarity and 

defensibility.  

 

We believe that the methods used in this report represent one set of practical, data driven frameworks that 

allow for an objective view of the 10-year tax abatement. The majority of our comparative analysis only 

estimates future Real Estate Tax revenue. It does not examine other potential indirect economic impacts to the 

City or School District. 
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Section 2 –  
Existing Data Analysis 

 2.1 Current Mix of Abated Properties 

 

 

• Of the properties that have received the abatement, the vast majority are residential units with retail 
and industrial product making up very little of the total mix. 
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Properties with Abatements through 201718 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

• New construction accounted for over half of the abatement volume.  
 

• However, as the below chart demonstrates, the incentive has also been used extensively to upgrade, 
or stabilize existing housing stock, with the value of improved properties and conversions being 
more than four times that of new construction.  

 

 

 

                                                   

18 Figures rounded  
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• As abatements expire, the revenue from these properties is expected to more than double over the 
next 10 years. 
 

• Philadelphia can expect to realize additional annual revenue from currently abated properties of 
approximately $100M in year 10 by the time all current abatements expire.19 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

19 For comparison purposes. Assumes no changes in assessed values, or tax rate.  
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Return on the City’s Investment 

 

 

• Over a 30-year period, if we assume the City’s “investment”20 is 10 years of foregone tax collection, 
and its return on “investment” is comprised of the following: 

o 1. the direct Real Estate Taxes after abatement expiration,  
o 2. a portion of Wage Taxes during construction, and  
o 3. an assumption of minimal increases in surrounding property value from new construction 

or substantial upgrades to a given site,  
we see that a simple Internal Rate of Return (IRR%) calculation, shows that the incentive can 
provide a roughly 7% annual rate of return from direct property tax, higher if one includes an 
assumption of induced, non-abated, property value increases.   
 

 

 

  

                                                   

20 JLL is not serving in the capacity of Financial Advisor to the City of Philadelphia. The above example is intended 
to be illustrative and not construed as investment advice. 
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Section 3 –  
Model Overview 

 

3.1 Methodology (Examples are illustrative) 

Since most investors are yield (or profit) driven, a method of calculating the likely impact of changing 

the abatement is to: 

1. Define “yield”, for our purposes, simply as average rent for the zip code of a property/divided 

by the average development costs for the type of property. 

2. Use the historical data to calculate the “floor”, in terms of yield, under which the likelihood of 

transacting is found to be small. (<25% chance).21 

3. Determine how many properties transacted above that floor. 

4. Calculate the change in average yield as result of a change in abatement. 

5. Calculate the “new” implied floor (since the investor will now need to compensate for the loss 

of capital). 

6. Determine how many properties would transact above that new floor. 

7. The percent change between the quantities found in steps 3 and 6 is the implied loss of likely 

development, or the impact of changing the abatement on future development. 

Example 1 

1. Historically, we find that most properties (~100,000 properties), are developed at yield rates of 5% 

or more.  

2. Assume we also find that a given change in the abatement results in a loss of an average yield of 

1%.  

3. The new floor underneath which properties are unlikely to transact is now 6% (5% +1%).  

4. Now assume we also find that, historically, the number of properties that transacted above 6% is 

80,000. 

                                                   

21 For the comparison purposes of this study, our definition of “development volume loss” is effectively the increase 
in properties with a 25% or less probability of transacting based on our historical analysis of pricing tolerances for 
this market. 
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We would say with this example that the change in yield results in a 20% ((100,000 -80,000)/100,000) 

loss of development market.  

Example 2  

1. Property X was built at a development cost of $200 per square foot, with the abatement. 

2. Rents in that zip code average $10 per square foot.   

The yield expectation for property X is 5%. If our floor is also 5%, this property is at risk of not being 

completed. But, in our logic, this property “would likely transact” at the current yield level expectation.   

1. Assume we know that a change in the abatement results in a change in yield such that the new 

floor is 6%,  

2. Since rents won’t change as quickly, property X’s expected yield of 5%, is now below the floor 

and thus, would fall into our category of “unlikely to transact.” 
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3.2 Future Development Volume Estimation22 

Since 2013, Philadelphia development volume appears to have rebounded, in line with our projections, 

as the city and the national economy have recovered from recession and liquidity has returned to the 

capital markets.  

Given the city and larger economy’s place in the current economic cycle, we use a conservative 

projection for future development volume that is more in line with historical averages of [2%-3%]. 

In contrast, our baseline projection in the previous study was based on the assumption that development 

volume will move back towards long term averages, along with the larger economy, in an orderly 

fashion over a period of 5 years, while using a conservative 2% growth projection for the subsequent 

years. 

 

3.3 Model Inputs 

1. Development volume growth – Assumption for straight line development volume increases, 

after calculated initial losses, due to implied increases in development costs from adjustments 

to the abatement. These are set to 3% annually. 

2. Property value growth estimate – Assumption set to 1.5% annual growth, a decided discount 

to recent averages, to be conservative, and account for the assumption that the City is likely to 

experience a slowdown before another expansion. To be clear, we make no assumption 

regarding the timing of when such a slowdown may occur. 

3. Construction Tax Assumption – At the writing of this report, legislation to enact a 

construction impact tax is pending before City Council. Such a tax, in any form, would impact 

post adjustment cost estimates. As such, we have accounted for this variable in our model and 

set its magnitude to 0% for our baseline estimates, while setting it to 1% for discussing its 

likely impact in this document. We understand that the 1% rate is consistent with the current 

proposal before Council.  The potential impact of this proposed tax is footnoted where 

appropriate.23 

 

 

 

                                                   

22We believe that the “gradual change” cases have impacts that would show up gradually over time. However, in our 
opinion, modeling in this effect would overly disadvantage the “immediate change” cases. As such, for comparison 
purposes, we have assumed that the impacts of all cases would be seen immediately, even if the proposed change 
was gradual in nature, and made substantially less impactful growth rate adjustments where appropriate.  
23 As stated earlier, we model this effect as a simple change in the present value cost of construction. In keeping with 
the general economic theory that underpins our model, as costs to develop go up, likely development volume comes 
down by some amount implied by historical analysis.  
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3.4 Model Outputs24 

1. Year of Indifference (School District) –This is the approximate year where cumulative tax 

collections by the School District, had no change in the abatement been made at all, would 

outpace what modeled tax collections would be, assuming a proposed change had been made. 

2. Year of Indifference (City) – This is the approximate year where cumulative tax collections 

by the School District and City combined, had no change in the abatement been made at all, 

would outpace what modeled tax collections would be, assuming a proposed change had been 

made. 

3. Implied Job Loss – Estimates the proforma job losses associated with annual loss of 

construction activity. To be conservative, this estimates only accounts for direct job losses and 

does not include any implied indirect or induced loss of employment or growth in employment 

as a result of the development activity.  

4. Spread Between Highest and Lowest Result- Estimates the present value of the difference 

in estimated tax collection between the Status Quo case and the lowest yielding adjustment. 

 

                                                   

24 As a check, we’ve modeled this data using two methods. The first holds discount rates consistent between 
scenarios and makes variations to growth using a formula based on pro forma cost differential of each scenario. The 
second method holds growth rates consistent and uses a formula to vary the discount rate of each scenario using a 
capital markets based method of assessing relative risk. We found the results between the methods to consistently be 
within 10%-15% of each other. The ranges shown below, for all cases, are meant to reflect those differences as well 
as account for any general error inherent in our assumptions or modeling.  
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Section 4 –  

Modeled Results 
Scenarios25 

To examine the short and long-term results of our case analysis, we first look at the 30-

year26 comparison for all scenarios of the net present value (NPV) of total expected Real 

Estate Tax for the City and School District: 

Net Present Value of real estate taxes of 30-year period27 

 

In this case, we note that the difference between our highest and lowest cases, Status 

Quo and Eliminate Completely, is roughly $20 million over a 30-year period.28 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

25 Since residential abatements form the vast majority of abatements under this program, we limit 
the analysis of the main body of this paper to the residential properties. 
26 We use a 30-year horizon to offer a view of financial impact within the term limits of widely 
available real estate finance instruments.  
27 As stated earlier, we have made certain NPV adjustments to expected tax collection and growth 
to try to account for this market’s wide swings in development volume during an economic cycle. 
28 If we included the impact of a proposed construction tax at 1%, this value increases to over $24 
million. 
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Additionally, we also look at scenarios from the following other perspectives: 

• 10-Year Comparison of Units Developed: Quadrant 1 (Upper left) shows a 

10-year comparison, in terms of number of units developed, between doing 

nothing (Blue bars), and making an adjustment (Red bars). 

• Crossover Analysis over 30-Year Period for Real Estate Tax Revenue: 

Quadrant 2 (Upper right) shows a 30-year comparison, in terms of accumulated 

Real Estate Tax revenue, between doing nothing (Blue solid lines), and making 

an adjustment (Red solid lines). We also show the same comparison for only the 

School District portion of the tax (Dotted blue and red lines)29 

• Employment Impact – Quadrant 3 (Lower right) estimates loss of construction 

full time equivalent jobs (FTEs)30. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

29 City level crossover ranges are adjusted to account for uncertainties around timing of impact and 
to not overly advantage these cases relative to the non “phase in” cases. 
30 Job loss estimate calculates 10-year direct construction employment only and assumes a local 
labor spend factor of 40%, or 40% of the construction labor force will be City of Philadelphia 
residents. This factor is typical for city/job type combinations where the likelihood of non-local 
residents being employed is high. Lastly, to avoid confusion, job losses are defined as full time 
equivalent (FTE) jobs no longer in the market in any given year of our analysis period. 

 



  

20 

 

 

 

 

4.1 Keeping the Abatement As-is (“Status Quo/Do Nothing”) 31 

In this model we keep the abatement the same:  

• In this case, since there is no change in policy, Red and Blue bars and lines in 

quadrants 1 and 2, respectively, are equal.  

• As was mentioned earlier, our assumption is that this market performs in line 

with historical averages. 

 

                                                   

31 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 4%-6% 
and risk 100 to 150 full time equivalent construction jobs. 
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4.2 Eliminating the Abatement Completely3233 

 

• In this case we simulate the effects of completely removing the abatement over 

the past ten years. These data suggest that the projected future development 

volume loss implied from the historical pricing tolerances for this market, 

would be in the range of [40% to 50%]. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [15-18] 

years.34 (See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within 17-19 years. (See dotted red and blue line cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [1,700 – 1,900] full time construction 

jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$55M-$65M.] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

                                                   

32 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 5%-8% 
and increase job loss by 3%-5%. 
33 Ranges for this and all scenarios are used to account for normal statistical modeling error in our 
assumptions. (i.e. growth, pricing, discount rates, local spend factors, timing, etc.)  
34 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.3 Removing Only the School District portion of the Abatement35 

In this model we simulate removing the School District portion of the abatement (45% 

City portion of Real Estate Taxes remains abated; School District’s 55% becomes 

taxable): 

 

• In this case we simulate the effects of reducing the abatement by 55% over the 

past ten years. These data suggest that the projected loss in future development 

volume, implied from the historical pricing tolerances for this market, would 

be in the range of [30% to 35%]. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [16-18] 

years.36(See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within [20-24] years. (See dotted red and blue line cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [1,200 to 1,500] full time construction 

jobs.  

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$58M-$68M].  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

                                                   

35 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 8-11%, 
and increase job losses by 3%-4%. 
36 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.4 Limit the Term of the Abatement to 5 Years38 

 

• In this case we simulate the effects of eliminating the abatement after 5 years. 

These data suggest that the projected future development volume loss, implied 

from the historical pricing tolerances for this market, would be in the range of 

30%-35%. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [15-18] 

years after the existing abatement expires.39 (See solid red and blue line 

crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within [17-19] years after the abatement expires. (See dotted red and blue line 

cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [1,200 – 1,400] full time construction 

jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$55M-$65M]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

38 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 3%-5% 
and increase job loss by 2%-4%. 
39 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.5 Phasing out the Abatement after 5 years 40 

• In this case, we simulate reducing the abatement by 20% each year, over 5 

years, until phased out. In this simulation, the estimated 10-year development 

loss is estimated at [20% - 30%].   

• If we project that relationship into the future, quadrant three shows us that the 

accumulated Real Estate Taxes from this adjustment to the abatement are 

matched by those associated with keeping the abatement in place, within [15-

19] years, for both the School District and the City.41 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [800-1,000] full time construction 

jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$60M-$70M]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

                                                   

40 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 5%-7%, 
and increase jobs losses by 5%-8%. 
41 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.6 Phasing out starting in Year 843 

• In this case, we simulated the effects of phasing out of the abatement starting 

in year 8. The data suggests that the projected future development volume loss, 

implied from the historical pricing tolerances for this market, would be in the 

range of [20% to 25%]. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [13-15] 

years44. (See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within [14-16] years. (See dotted red and blue line cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [800 – 1,000] full time construction 

jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is $60M-$70M. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

43 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 4%-6%, 
and increase jobs losses by 6%-8%. 
 
44 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period. 
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4.7 Phasing out gradually from Year 145 

 

• In this case we simulate the effects of phasing out of the abatement over ten 

years, starting in year 1, with 10 percentage point decreases annually. This 

scenario suggests that the projected future development volume loss, implied 

from the historical pricing tolerances for this market, would be in the range of 

[30% to 40%]. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [16-19] 

years.46 (See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within 18-20 years. (See dotted red and blue line cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [1,100 – 1,300] full time construction 

jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$60M-$70M]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

45 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 9%-12% 
and increases job losses by 2%-3%. 
46 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.8 Eliminate the School District’s portion on Value above $150 per square foot47 

 

• In this case we simulate the effects of eliminating the School District’s portion 

of the abatement on value above $150 per square foot48. The data suggests that 

the projected future residential development volume loss, implied from the 

historical pricing tolerances for this market, would be less than [10% -15%] as 

higher end development volume could easily shift towards lower cost product, 

or simply absorb the cost of losing the abatement. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [14-17] 

years.49(See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within [16-18] years. (See dotted red and blue line cross over point). 

• However, the difference between this case and Status quo are small enough to 

render the numerical crossover points almost meaningless. 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [800 – 900] full time construction jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$65M-$73M]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

47 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 2%-3%  
with increasing job loss by 1%-2%. 
48 Impact is limited to single family home development activity. 
49 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.9 Eliminate the School District’s portion on value above $500k per unit50 

 

• In this case we simulate the effects of eliminating the School District’s portion 

of the abatement on value above $500k per unit. The data suggests that the 

projected future residential development volume loss, implied from the 

historical pricing tolerances for this market, would be less than [14% -19%] as 

higher end development volume could easily shift towards lower cost product, 

or simply absorb the cost of losing the abatement. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base within [16-20] 

years.51(See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within [20-22] years after the abatement expires. (See dotted red and blue line 

cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of construction 

employment in Philadelphia of roughly [500 – 600] full time construction jobs. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$66M-$74M]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                   

50 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 3%-5% 
and increase job losses by 6%-8%.  
51 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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4.10 Cap the Abatement at Initial Construction Value52 

• In this case, we simulate the effects of eliminating the School District portion 

of the abatement on all value above initial construction costs. The data 

suggests that the projected future development volume loss implied from the 

historical pricing tolerances for this market, would be less than 5%. 

• Quadrant 2 shows us that the short-term gains from reducing the abatement are 

outweighed by the long-term benefits of a broader tax base with [14-17] 

years.53(See solid red and blue line crossover point). 

• The long-term benefits to the School District outweigh the short-term gains 

within [15-18] years. (See dotted red and blue line cross over point). 

• We estimate that the loss of development will result in a loss of limited 

construction jobs for this case. 

• There is very little apparent difference between this case and status quo in our 

tables because, at our property value growth assumption of 1.5%, there simply 

isn’t a lot of growth over initial value to tax fully. At higher property value 

growth assumption this case would likely show more contrast. 

• The estimated present value of revenue from this case is [$60M-$69M]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

52 Our models suggest a 1% construction tax would lower the present value of this case by 5%-7%, 
and increase job losses by 1%-3% 
53 For conservatism, this does not include the land portion of Real Estate Taxes paid during the 
abatement period.  
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Concept for Lower Value Residences 

We were also asked to consider how the existing abatement could be altered to 

make it meaningful for homes under $250k.  Less than 28% of properties taking 

advantage the current abatement were valued in this price range. We believe that 

one reason for this could be that construction/renovation costs tend to go up per 

square foot as a home becomes smaller.  Also, these homes typically don’t increase 

in value at the same rate as more expensive homes. 

Our calculations suggest that an abatement for these homes that extended to 

approximately 25 years would have a value significant enough to correct for some 

of this difference.  This, along with some mechanism that allowed the incentive to 

be more easily capitalized54 could increase participation from this tier of value. 

Increasing the length of the abatement term beyond 10-years would require state 

authorization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

54 The likelihood of those living in these homes having enough disposable income to finance 
significant renovation upfront is low. Thus, some alternative finance mechanism would have to be 
in place for this type of tax incentive to be effective, similar to certain programs offered in New 
Jersey. 
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Geographic Eligibility Concept 

Additionally, we have examined the distribution of abatement utilization across the 

city and found that there are stark geographic disparities. These disparities are 

primarily due to the abatement not being enough of an incentive to bridge the gap 

in yield for projects in areas where there has historically been little activity.  

One way to potentially alleviate some of this disparity - without substantially 

increasing the value of the abatement to cover the previously mentioned yield gap 

– is to restrict the abatement to certain geographic areas within the city. 

We have modeled a concept where eligibility for the abatement would be 

determined by block group-level characteristics, including: household income, 

average property value, and average transaction volume. Block groups that show 

below city median on the income indicator and either 1 of the remaining 2 

indicators would be eligible for the abatement. 

This concept would likely pose administrative challenges to the City, as policy 

adjustments would be needed to preserve affordable housing and avoid displacing 

long-time residents.  Plus, eligibility maps would have to be updated periodically 

as new block group data become available. 

However, this type of system offers the potential for the City to more evenly 

distribute its abatement, or other incentive dollars to sections of the city that would 

likely be underserved by the private capital markets, then redirect those funds 

away once/if conditions have changed for that area. 
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Properties that have been abated over the past 10 years, by market value55 

 

Under this system, sections of the city that have been out of the reach of the abatement over the 

past ten years would have increased eligibility (green and yellow dots), whereas areas with 

recent high concentrations of participation would have likely have less chance of eligibility (red 

dots). 

Block groups that would be eligible under the Geographic eligibility concept 

 

                                                   

55 Properties in City databases of abated properties, by City assessed market values. 
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Conclusion 

It summary, it appears to be clear that making an adjustment to the abatement would almost 

certainly come with a risk of some loss of development and its related tax revenue. Moreover, 

the option of eliminating it completely, right away, appear to carry the most risk of development 

loss.  

Which adjustment option is optimal, however, is more nuanced and dependent on Philadelphia’s 

appetite for risk and expectation for continued growth. 

On a total tax revenue basis: 

Over a 30-year period, the scenarios that involve some differing levels of taxation above certain 

thresholds or “caps” appear to yield the least risk, and the most revenue, for the School District 

and City. However, the administrative difficulty and cost of these is difficult to predict and may 

render them impractical, even if theoretically superior. 

As such, the next best cases, assuming there is an adjustment, appear to be “gradual phase out” 

cases along with, of course, simply eliminating the School District portion of the abatement, in 

terms of raising the most revenue for the School District, with at least one yielding almost as 

much present value revenue as simply eliminating the School District portion. 

None of the “eliminate or significantly curtail now” cases produce results on par with the above 

for the School District. 

To the City as a whole, of the two more practical types of scenarios we’ve examined, the gradual 

phase out cases are clearly the highest yielding option.    

On a net present value (NPV) basis: 

The estimated revenue to the City as a whole is virtually even between the phase out starting in 

year 8 case, and the case that eliminates only the School District portion. 

Over a 30-year period, the scenario that involves eliminating the School District portion right 

away does appear to yield higher present value. This is so because the NPV calculation weights 

revenue that comes in sooner more heavily than what comes in later. As the tables show, 

however, this does come at the potential cost of a slower growth in real estate development and 

tax revenue, over time, than the gradual adjustment cases. 

On a relative risk basis: 

Almost any scenario that involves increasing costs right away will be more risky than one that 

gradually increases costs over time, even if, mathematically, they increase costs by equivalent 

amounts. In most cases, this is true because those investing capital have time to adjust 

construction and liquidity strategies to account for the change.  
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In conclusion, while estimating the impact of each scenario can be straightforward, the ultimate 

decision rests on Philadelphia’s appetite for risk relative to its short-term funding needs vs. its 

longer-term positioning in the real estate capital markets. 
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Appendix 1 Background Tables (without Construction Tax Impact) 
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Appendix 1 Background Tables (Includes Construction Tax Impact Estimate)56 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   

56 Status quo refers to the case where there is no change to the abatement and no construction tax.  
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Appendix 2 

Rehab Construction for Residential Properties (Ordinance 961) — A ten-year abatement from Real 

Estate Taxes on improvements to existing residential properties containing one or more units. 

(Ordinary upkeep and maintenance are not improvements). Available for single family homes, 

duplexes, apartments, and condos. Not available for hotels. 

Development Abatement for New or Improved Residential Properties (State Act 175) — An 

abatement (for up to 30 months) from Real Estate Taxes during new construction of single and 

multiple dwellings constructed for residential purposes or improvements to existing unoccupied 

residential dwellings or improvements to existing structures for purposes of conversion to 

residential dwellings. 

Rehab & New Construction for Commercial & Industrial Properties (Ordinance 1130) — A ten-

year abatement from Real Estate Taxes on new construction or improvements to deteriorated 

industrial, commercial or other business properties. (Ordinary upkeep and maintenance are not 

considered improvements.) Not intended for residential properties.  

New Construction for Residential Properties (Ordinance 1456-A) — A ten-year abatement from 

Real Estate Taxes for new construction of residential properties. Available for single-family homes, 

duplexes, apartments, and condos. Not available for hotels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.phila.gov/OPA/PDF/ORDINANCE%20961.pdf
http://www.phila.gov/OPA/PDF/STATE%20ACT%20175%20v2.pdf
http://www.phila.gov/OPA/PDF/ORDINANCE%201130%20v2.pdf
http://www.phila.gov/OPA/PDF/ORDINANCE%201456%E2%80%90A%20v2.pdf
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