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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
Our objective was to determine whether 
selected non-profit housing development 
companies participating in the New York City 
Department of Housing Preservation and 
Development’s (Department) Neighborhood 
Homes Program (Program) were complying 
with Program requirements relating to 
building sales. 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
The Program takes City-repossessed, one to 
four-unit residential buildings and sells them 
for $1 to non-profit housing development 
companies (sponsors).  The sponsors are then 
required to rehabilitate the buildings and 
return them to private ownership by selling 
them to owner-occupants.  We determined 
that the five sponsors we reviewed do not 
comply with some of the significant Program 
requirements relating to the sale of buildings.  
Improved compliance is necessary to better 
assure that the Program operates fairly and 
effectively. 
 
Home ownership of Program buildings is 
highly desirable because buyers may purchase 
the buildings at below market prices, and the 
purchases are heavily subsidized.  
Accordingly, the Department must ensure that 
the sponsors sell buildings in a manner that 
complies with Program requirements and is 
fair to qualified buyers.   
 
Four of the five sponsors we reviewed do not 
have adequate plans for marketing the 
buildings, and none of the five sponsors 
adequately document how they select 
homebuyers.  In addition, sponsors are 
required to market the buildings to pre-
existing tenants before offering them for sale 
to outside parties.  However, we found little 
documentation of sponsor efforts to facilitate 
sales to pre-existing tenants, and only two of 

these tenants actually bought Program 
buildings during our review period when 70 
buildings were sold. 
 
We also found insufficient evidence that the 
sponsors took adequate steps to determine 
whether a homebuyer’s household income is 
in compliance with Program limits.  In 
addition, although the Program is intended for 
New York City residents, the Department has 
not clearly communicated this requirement to 
the sponsors.  As a result, we found that one 
sponsor allowed non-residents to purchase 
Program homes.  Further, the Department was 
aware of this and allowed the sales to 
proceed, intentionally deleting the City-
residency clauses from the buildings’ closing 
documents.   
 
The Department restricts Program building 
sales prices to 90 percent of the building’s 
post-rehabilitation appraised value.  We found 
that under certain conditions, a Program 
building could cost a homebuyer more than 
that limit. 
 
We also found that the Department has not 
established controls to ensure that 
homebuyers comply with the residency 
requirement to live in the purchased home for 
seven years.  We identified one couple that 
purchased a Program building and did not 
occupy the premises, as required. 
 
The problems identified during our audit stem 
largely from the Department’s lack of 
monitoring of sponsor compliance with 
Program requirements, coupled with a lack of 
adequate, written guidelines relating to 
Program implementation.   
 
Our report contains nine recommendations 
that the Department should implement to 
improve sponsor compliance with Program 
requirements.  Department officials generally 
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agreed with our recommendations and are 
taking steps to implement changes.  
 
This report, dated July 12, 2007, is available 
on our website at: http://www.osc.state.ny.us. 
Add or update your mailing list address by 
contacting us at: (518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 

 
BACKGROUND 

 
The Department’s mission is to maintain and 
improve the availability, affordability, and 
quality of housing in New York City (City).  
The Department works with private, public, 
and community partners to strengthen 
neighborhoods and help more New Yorkers to 
become homeowners or to rent well-
maintained, affordable housing. 
 
The Neighborhood Homes Program 
(Program) takes City-repossessed, one to 
four-unit residential buildings, and sells them 
for $1 to non-profit sponsoring organizations.  
These sponsors are then required to 
rehabilitate the buildings and return them to 
private ownership by selling them to owner-
occupants.  Potential homebuyers are subject 
to household income limits. 
 
To assist with the costs of rehabilitation, the 
sponsor receives a loan from the Department 
(generally up to $50,000 per unit), as well as 
loans from other co-lenders.  When the 
sponsor sells the rehabilitated building, the 
Department’s loan is passed on to the 
homebuyer as a subsidy against the purchase 
price.  The subsidy is secured by a mortgage 
between the homebuyer and the Department 
and includes a requirement that the 
homebuyer reside in one of the building units 
for seven years.  At the end of each year, this 
mortgage is reduced by one-seventh of the 

original value, provided the homebuyer 
continues to reside in one of the building 
units.  Homebuyers may rent out the other 
building units. 
 
Since the Program began in 1998, the 
Department has transferred 325 buildings to 
sponsors and provided about $48.2 million in 
loans to sponsors toward rehabilitation costs.  
During the period January 1, 2002 through 
December 31, 2005, Department records 
indicate that it transferred 209 buildings to 23 
sponsors and provided loans totaling $33.4 
million.  As of July 2006, sponsors had 
reportedly sold 70 of these buildings to 
homebuyers, there were sales contracts for 
another 24 buildings, and rehabilitation had 
not been completed for the other 115 
buildings. 
 
When the Department transfers properties and 
makes loans to sponsors, both parties sign 
agreements which describe the property, set 
sponsor obligations, define procedures if a 
sponsor defaults, list sample 
sponsor/homebuyer agreements, and 
enumerate certain Program requirements.  
The Local Initiatives Support Corporation 
(LISC), a non-profit organization that 
provides additional construction loans to 
many of the Program sponsors, has prepared a 
Project Sponsor’s Manual (LISC Manual).  
This manual gives further guidance on 
administering the Program.  However, those 
sponsors that do not use LISC for 
construction loans may not have access to the 
LISC Manual. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Sponsor in Default 

 
The six not-for-profit sponsors that bought the 
most Program buildings during our four-year 
audit period, which ended December 31, 
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2005, are: Abyssinian Development 
Corporation (Abyssinian); the Association of 
Brooklyn Clergy for Community 
Development, Inc. (ABCCD); BEC New 
Communities HDFC, Inc. (BEC); Hope 
Community, Inc. (Hope); Neighborhood 
Housing Services of New York City, Inc. 
(NHS); and South Bronx Community 
Management Company, Inc. (South Bronx).  
In total, these six sponsors purchased 110 
buildings and received Department loans 
totaling $17.5 million. 
 
During the four-year period, BEC purchased 
the most Program buildings.  On June 26, 
2002, the Department transferred 26 buildings 
to BEC and made available a construction 
loan totaling $3.3 million.  According to the 
various agreements between the Department 
and BEC, it was expected that BEC would 
sell the 26 buildings by spring 2004.  
However, as of July 2006, BEC had sold only 
five buildings.  We asked the Department if 
they had any written communication with 
BEC relating to its lack of progress; 
Department officials stated they had no 
written documentation.  On June 9, 2006, four 
years after the property transfer, the 
Department notified BEC that it had defaulted 
on its agreements.  Because the Department 
and BEC are engaged in legal proceedings, 
we excluded BEC from our audit testing, 
limiting our testing to the five other largest 
sponsors which purchased 84 buildings. 
 

Marketing of Buildings 
 
There is a large demand for home ownership 
of Program buildings, because buyers receive 
significant subsidies and housing prices are to 
be set below market prices.  Therefore, the 
Department must ensure that sponsors use fair 
marketing practices to advertise Program 
buildings and to select homebuyers.  In 
addition, sponsors are required to market their 
buildings to pre-existing tenants before 

offering them for sale to other potential 
buyers.  We visited the five previously 
discussed sponsors and reviewed available 
records to assess the fairness of the sponsors’ 
marketing practices and compliance of 
marketing efforts with selected Program 
requirements.  We conclude that the 
Department lacks adequate assurance that 
home ownership under the Program takes 
place in a fair and compliant manner.  
Further, to ensure these objectives are 
attained, there is a need for significant 
improvement in the Department’s oversight of 
the sponsors’ marketing activities. 
 

Marketing Plans 
 
Marketing plans aid the sponsors in setting up 
a process to communicate the availability of 
Program buildings to potential homebuyers in 
the community.  To be fair and effective, 
these plans should define the means (e.g., 
mailings, advertisements) to be used to inform 
the public about property locations, maximum 
income levels, potential sales prices, etc.  
These plans should also state how sponsors 
will choose homebuyers, such as by the order 
in which applications are received or through 
a lottery system.  Additionally, sponsors 
should retain documentation of the selection 
process as evidence that homebuyers were 
selected fairly and in accordance with the 
marketing plans. 
 
The agreements between the Department and 
sponsors require sponsors to develop a written 
marketing plan that is approved by the 
Department.  However, neither the 
agreements nor other written guidance 
provided by the Department specify how the 
sponsors are to market the buildings and 
select homebuyers.  Although the LISC 
Manual discusses advertising methods, the 
Department has provided little additional 
guidance in this area.  We found evidence that 
the five sponsors we examined were sending 
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out mailings, advertising in newspapers, or 
posting signs in front of rehabilitation sites. 
However, only one of the five sponsors had 
an approved, written marketing plan that 
adequately described how the sponsor 
planned to market the Program buildings to 
the public and select homebuyers. 
 
We received marketing plans from the 
Department for three of the other four 
sponsors, but these plans did not indicate in 
sufficient detail how the sponsors would 
market and sell the Program buildings to 
potential purchasers, nor how the homebuyers 
would be selected.  The three plans indicated 
that the sponsors would advertise in 
newspapers. However, they did not: indicate 
what the advertisements would say; define 
whom they considered to be an eligible 
homebuyer; indicate how the sponsors 
planned to select the homebuyers; or set 
timeframes for accomplishing the marketing 
plan.  The Department provided no plan for 
the remaining sponsor. 
 
We met with the five sponsors to discuss their 
marketing activities and to review available 
records.  As described in the following 
paragraphs, none of the sponsors could 
provide sufficient documentation that showed 
how homebuyers were selected. 
 

• ABCCD, NHS and South Bronx 
indicated that homebuyers were 
selected on a first-come, first-serve 
basis.  However, these sponsors were 
unable to show us that the selected 
homebuyers were in fact the first to 
apply.  While they did retain 
homebuyer applications, we did not 
see logs or other documentation 
showing the order in which the 
applications were received, so it was 
not possible to verify selection on a 
first-come, first-serve basis. 

 

• Abyssinian and Hope indicated that 
they used a lottery system to select 
homebuyers. However, the sponsors 
could not demonstrate that adequate 
controls were in place to ensure that 
all applicants had a fair opportunity of 
selection and that all names were 
accounted for during the lottery 
process.  We saw no evidence that the 
entire lottery process was either 
witnessed by participating 
homebuyers or by Department 
representatives.  We also did not see 
sponsor-prepared written procedures 
stating how the selection process was 
to be accomplished. 

 
Pre-Existing Tenants 

 
Sponsors are required to market the buildings 
to pre-existing tenants before offering the 
buildings for sale to community members and 
other interested parties. For the 70 buildings 
reportedly sold as of July 2006, there were at 
least 109 pre-existing tenants. However, 
Department records indicate that just two of 
those buildings were sold to pre-existing 
tenants. 
 
We asked the sponsors why there was such a 
low incidence of homes sold to pre-existing 
tenants.  While they generally responded that 
very few tenants are able to qualify for 
mortgages due to their low credit ratings, they 
were only able to provide limited evidence of 
their efforts to pre-qualify tenants to purchase 
Program buildings.  In light of the Program’s 
requirement that buildings be marketed first 
to pre-existing tenants, the Department needs 
to ensure that sponsors make sufficient efforts 
in this regard. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Ensure that sponsors prepare adequate, 

written marketing plans which are 
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approved by the Department and that 
document that the homebuyer selection 
process was fair and carried out in 
accordance with the marketing plans. 

 
 (Department officials replied that a model 

marketing plan has now become the 
standard for all sponsors and that the 
Department will approve all sponsor plans 
prior to their release.) 

 
2. Ensure sponsors make sufficient efforts to 

market buildings to pre-existing tenants. 
 
 (Department officials indicated that they 

will continue to explore opportunities to 
strengthen the sponsors’ efforts to market 
buildings to pre-existing tenants.) 

 
Homebuyer Eligibility 

 
The agreements between the Department and 
sponsors set eligibility requirements for 
potential Program homebuyers, including 
income requirements.  We found that 
adequate steps are not being taken to ensure 
that homebuyers are in compliance with the 
Program’s established income limits.  We also 
found that the Department has not clearly 
communicated to sponsors the requirement 
that a homebuyer must be a New York City 
resident, and as a result, we noted two 
instances where homes were sold to non-
residents. 
 

Homebuyer Income 
 
The loan agreements between the Department 
and the sponsors stipulate that homes will be 
sold to homebuyers whose “annual household 
income, as recognized by a mortgage lender 
in determining eligibility for a mortgage 
loan... does not exceed (165 percent) of the 
median income for the New York 
metropolitan statistical area as determined 
from time to time by the United States 

Department of Housing and Urban 
Development for a family of four....”  We 
found there is limited guidance from the 
Department on determining a homebuyer’s 
“annual household income.” 
 
We asked each sponsor to explain how they 
determine whether a homebuyer’s household 
income is within Program limits.  Each 
sponsor stated that homebuyers must submit 
past tax returns, W-2 forms and current pay 
stubs.  However, we noted the following 
practices which increase the risk that 
unqualified buyers may purchase homes: 
 

• Three sponsors - ABCCD, Hope, and 
NHS - relied on an outside entity, such 
as a bank or a consultant, to verify that 
homebuyers were income eligible.  
However, these sponsors could not 
provide us with correspondence with 
these entities explaining the 
methodology they used to perform the 
income reviews or some other form of 
documentation confirming that the 
homebuyers satisfied the Program’s 
income limits.  

 

• Both Abyssinian and South Bronx do 
their own evaluations of homebuyer 
household income based on tax return 
information.  However, due to the lack 
of Department guidance, we found 
that Abyssinian’s determination is 
based on a homebuyer’s “adjusted 
gross income,” while South Bronx 
uses a homebuyer’s “gross income.”   

 
In addition, we selected a sample of 56 
buildings from the 84 buildings that the 
Department reportedly transferred to the 
five sponsors during the four-year period 
ended December 31, 2005.  Nineteen of 
these buildings were randomly selected 
and the other 37 buildings were 
judgmentally selected.  We identified 18 
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cases where the buildings had been sold 
and the homebuyers may not have 
provided the sponsor with the relevant tax 
returns for all household members.  In 
these instances, the number of family 
members according to the homebuyers’ 
applications was more than the number of 
family members indicated on the tax 
returns provided to the sponsors.  For 
example: 

 
• Two family members together bought 

an NHS building in Brooklyn.  Their 
application indicated a seven-member 
family, while the tax returns provided 
only accounted for five family 
members.  For another NHS building, 
the family’s application indicated 
there were six family members, while 
the tax return provided to the sponsor 
was for a single individual with no 
dependents. 

 

• A married couple who purchased an 
Abyssinian building indicated on their 
Program application that they were a 
family of four.  There was no 
information to account for the fourth 
family member. 

 
The sponsors were not able to explain the 
differences between the number of family 
members indicated on the tax returns and on 
the Program applications.  Consequently, 
there is a risk that the income of the 
individuals who were not accounted for could 
bring these families’ household incomes to 
levels where they may not qualify for the 
Program. 
 
These potential problems are largely due to 
the lack of Department guidance and 
monitoring.  The Department should provide 
more direction in light of the inconsistent 
methods used by Abyssinian and South 
Bronx, and because the other three sponsors 

did not document the methodology used to 
perform homebuyer income evaluations.  
Additionally, while all five sponsors 
requested tax returns, pay stubs and W-2 
forms, the Department has not clearly 
indicated what documents sponsors should 
examine to determine homebuyer household 
income.  Furthermore, the Department does 
not monitor sponsors to ensure they verify a 
homebuyer’s income. 
 

City Residency Requirement 
 
Department managers told us that it is a 
Program requirement that a homebuyer be a 
New York City resident.  However, this 
requirement is not contained in any statute or 
regulation, and the Department has not clearly 
communicated this requirement to Program 
sponsors. 
 
We examined 50 purchase agreements 
between homebuyers and the five sponsors 
and identified two that clearly indicate the 
respective building sales were to non-City 
residents.  One homebuyer’s agreement 
indicated that he had lived in Martinsville, 
New Jersey, and the other agreement listed 
the purchasing couple with an address in 
Elmont, New York.  It was apparent that the 
sponsor was on notice that these two sales 
were not to City residents before the purchase 
agreements were signed.  In addition, the 
Department was also aware that the 
homebuyers were not City residents and 
allowed the sales to proceed.  Certain 
documents that the Department and 
homebuyer must sign during the building 
closing process contain clauses where the 
purchaser affirms to be a City resident.  We 
found that these clauses were intentionally 
deleted by the Department for the sale of 
these two ABCCD buildings. 
 
As a result, non-City residents received 
subsidies totaling $270,000 for these two 
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building sales, when there are City residents 
that could benefit from this Program. 
 

Recommendations 
 
3. Provide specific guidance to sponsors on 

how to determine homebuyer’s income 
eligibility, and the financial 
documentation homebuyers are required 
to submit.   

 
 (Department officials replied that 

sponsors will be provided with a list of 
required income eligibility documents that 
they must use to determine purchasers’ 
eligibility.) 

 
4. Monitor sponsors to ensure they correctly 

determine homebuyers’ income, and 
ensure that the income of all household 
members is included.   

 
 (Department officials stated that they will 

require sponsors to forward homebuyer 
income documents to the Department 
before sales contracts are signed.) 

 
5. Formally establish the City residency 

requirement in the Department’s 
agreements with the sponsors. 

 
 (Department officials responded that they 

would work with their Legal Division to 
strengthen the residency requirement 
language within the purchase agreements.  
They also indicated prospective 
purchasers will be required to provide 
evidence of New York City residency, 
prior to signing a sales contract.) 

 
6. Investigate the two sales of buildings to 

non-City residents for possible improper 
transactions. 

 
 (Department officials indicated a formal 

review will be conducted.) 

Building Sales Price 
 
The Program’s Land Disposition Agreement 
and the Loan Agreement both state that 
building sales prices should not exceed 90 
percent of the building’s post-rehabilitation 
appraised value.  The Department has defined 
the sales price as the building net sales price, 
which is the homebuyer’s total purchase cost 
without considering the Department subsidy.  
This subsidy is secured by a mortgage 
between the Department and the homebuyer 
and is reduced over its seven-year life while 
the homebuyer resides in one of the building 
units. 
 
We observed that the net sales price for all 
Program buildings we reviewed was less than 
90 percent of the post-rehabilitation appraised 
value.   However, as the net sales price does 
not include the mortgage-secured subsidy, it 
does not recognize the actual homebuyer 
obligation in purchasing a Program building.  
If a homebuyer does not occupy one of the 
building units either through his or her own 
choice or due to circumstances beyond his or 
her control, the homebuyer would be 
obligated to repay all or part of the subsidy to 
the Department.  This could result in the 
homebuyer paying more than the market 
value. 
 
For example, a South Bronx building’s post- 
rehabilitation appraisal (market) value was 
determined to be $335,000.  The homebuyer 
paid $268,000 for the building (80 percent of 
the market value).  In addition, the 
Department provided an $189,375 subsidy.  
In effect, the total cost of the building was 
$457,375 or more than $100,000 over market 
value.  Consequently, if this buyer had to 
repay the subsidy, he or she would have, in 
total, paid well in excess of the building’s 
market value. 
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Recommendation 
 
7. The Department should re-examine its 

definition of building sales price to 
recognize the homebuyer’s total 
obligation at the time of the sale. 

 
 (Department officials replied that a 

building’s purchase price is the amount 
paid at closing without considering the 
Department subsidy.  They further stated 
that purchasers are aware of their 
Department subsidy obligations.) 

 
Seven-Year Residency Requirement 

 
Department agreements require the sponsors 
to sell Program buildings only to buyers who 
agree to occupy one of the units in their 
building as their primary residence for at least 
seven years following the purchase.  We 
found that the Department does not confirm 
homebuyer occupancy for the seven-year 
period.   
 
Department officials state that they monitor 
home ownership and occupancy through the 
lien on the building.  The agreements state 
that when a sponsor sells a building, a portion 
of the monies that the Department originally 
loaned to the sponsor for rehabilitation work 
will become a lien on the building.  
Department officials indicated that a 
homebuyer could not sell and transfer title to 
a Program building without the Department’s 
knowledge due to the lien.   
 
While this may be true, it would not confirm 
homebuyer occupancy or otherwise detect a 
homebuyer using the supposed owner-
occupied unit as a rental unit, or leaving the 
unit vacant, before the end of the seven-year 
residency period.  In fact, we identified an 
instance where a couple purchased a Program 
building and did not occupy it as required.  
Department officials were not aware of this 

situation until we brought it to their attention.  
In August 2004, a couple purchased a 
Program building in Brooklyn.  However, we 
learned that one of the purchasers was living 
in Valley Stream, New York, and that she had 
never lived at the Brooklyn location.  She told 
us she put her name on the agreements 
because her ex-husband needed help with 
financing.  In October 2006, the ex-husband 
stated he moved into the property after the 
purchase, but moved out in September 2005.  
The Department should take steps to recoup 
the $135,000 lien on the building and improve 
procedures to monitor residency.  For 
example, the Department could conduct 
annual home visits to owner-occupied 
residences to confirm residency. 
 

Recommendations 
 
8. Establish adequate controls to confirm 

homebuyer compliance with the seven-
year residency requirement. 

 
 (Department officials replied that they 

will implement the use of an annual 
affidavit from the homebuyers attesting to 
their residency location.) 

 
9. Recoup the liens prorated for the period of 

non-compliance from homebuyers who do 
not maintain their Program building as 
their primary residence for seven years. 

 
 (Department officials did not directly 

address the recommendation in their 
response.  They addressed a situation 
where a homeowner may decide to sell the 
home prior to the end of the compliance 
period.  The recommendation, however, 
relates to homebuyers who fail to 
maintain the Program building as their 
primary residence for seven years, as 
required.  The Department also did not 
indicate if they will take steps to recoup 
any of the Department subsidy in the 
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specific instance of noncompliance we 
identified in the report.) 

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our performance audit in 
accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  We audited 
sponsor compliance with selected Program 
requirements relating to the sale of buildings 
transferred to sponsors during the period 
January 1, 2002, through December 31, 2005.  
We also examined the subsequent sales of 
these buildings to homebuyers through July 
31, 2006.  For one sale, we contacted the 
purchasers on October 3, 2006 to determine if 
they were occupying their Program property.  
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed 
the LISC Manual and Department and 
sponsor agreements and records.  We also 
interviewed Department, sponsor and LISC 
officials and the one homebuyer. 
 
To determine whether sponsors and 
homebuyers comply with Program 
requirements, we selected a judgmental 
sample of buildings transferred to the six 
largest sponsors. Subsequent to the start of 
our audit, the Department declared the largest 
sponsor, BEC, to be in default.  Because the 
Department and BEC are engaged in legal 
proceedings, we excluded this sponsor from 
our audit testing. 
 
As is our practice, we notify agency officials 
at the outset of each audit that we will be 
requesting a representation letter in which 
agency management provides assurances, to 
the best of their knowledge, concerning the 
relevance, accuracy and competence of the 
evidence provided to the auditors during the 
course of the audit.  The representation letter 
is intended to confirm oral representations 
made to the auditors and to reduce the 
likelihood of misunderstandings.  In the 
representation letter, agency officials assert 

that, to the best of their knowledge, all 
relevant financial and programmatic records 
and related data have been provided to the 
auditors.  Agency officials further affirm that 
either the agency has complied with all laws, 
rules, and regulations applicable to its 
operations that would have a significant effect 
on the operating practices being audited, or 
that any exceptions have been disclosed to the 
auditors.  However, officials at the New York 
City Mayor’s Office of Operations have 
informed us that, as a matter of policy, 
mayoral agency officials do not provide 
representation letters in connection with our 
audits.  As a result, we lack assurance from 
agency officials that all relevant information 
was provided to us during the audit. 
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the 
Comptroller performs certain other 
constitutionally and statutorily mandated 
duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York 
State, several of which are performed by the 
Office of Operations.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; 
preparing the State’s financial statements; and 
approving State contracts, refunds and other 
payments.  In addition, the Comptroller 
appoints members to certain boards, 
commissions and public authorities, some of 
whom have minority voting rights.  These 
duties may be considered management 
functions for purposes of evaluating 
organizational independence under generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  In 
our opinion, these management functions do 
not affect our ability to conduct independent 
audits of program performance. 

 
AUTHORITY 

 
The audit was performed pursuant to the State 
Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 
V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and 
Article III of the General Municipal Law. 
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REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
We provided a draft copy of this report to 
Department officials for their review and 
comment.  We considered their comments in 
preparing this report.  A copy of the 
Department’s response is included as 
Appendix A. 
 
Within 90 days of the final release of this 
report, we request that the Commissioner of 
the New York City Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development report to the 

State Comptroller, advising what steps were 
taken to implement the recommendations 
contained herein, and where recommendations 
were not implemented, the reasons therefor. 

 
CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 

 
Major contributors to this report include 
Frank Houston, Cindi Frieder, Gene 
Brenenson, Alina Mattie, Kamal Elsayed, Jay 
Gwak, Daniel Raczynski, Elizabeth Norniella 
and Paul Bachman. 
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