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AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF 
 

We performed an audit of the Department of Housing Preservation and Development’s 
(Department) Administration of the J-51 Tax Incentive Program. Under the J-51 program, which 
was created in 1955, the Department provides tax exemption and abatement benefits to owners 
of residential properties who rehabilitate their buildings and to owners of non-residential 
buildings who convert their buildings to residential use.  The Department is responsible for 
administering the program, verifying eligibility, determining whether the cost of the work is 
supported, calculating a “certified reasonable cost,” and issuing certificates-of-eligibility. (The 
Department of Finance is responsible for implementing benefits granted under the program.)  In 
Fiscal Year 2004, the program provided $189.1 million in tax benefits.1  The Department issues a 
certificate-of-eligibility to property owners who meet program requirements. 

 
To obtain an exemption or abatement, applicants must, within specific time periods, 

perform eligible construction work (such as major capital improvements) for specific project 
types.  Exemptions are granted for a period of either 14 or 34 years, based on the type of project.  
Abatements are granted for a period of up to 20 years. 

 

Audit Findings and Conclusions  
 
 While the sampled applications consisted of project types that qualified for inclusion in 
the J-51 program and applicants performed eligible work, we found deficiencies in the 
Department’s system of internal controls for administering the program.  Specifically, the 
Department did not ensure that all required documentation was submitted and that applications 
for final benefits and subsequent submissions were made within required time frames.  As a 
result, the Department improperly certified reasonable costs totaling $2,546,300 and improperly 
awarded certificates-of-eligibility to 25 of 56 sampled properties associated with those 

                                                 
1According to the New York City Department of Finance “Annual Report on Tax Expenditures” for Fiscal 
Year 2004. 
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applications. Accordingly— these 25 applicants are obtaining tax benefits to which they are not 
entitled.   
 
 In addition, the Department incorrectly calculated the certified reasonable cost in 21 
percent of the sampled properties.   As a direct result of the certified reasonable costs being 
incorrectly computed, the fees that applicants were charged were also incorrect.   
  
 Moreover, the Department has not ensured that required inspections of J-51 work are 
adequately conducted.  Department files lacked evidence that 7 of 51 required inspections were 
conducted.  Of the 44 required inspections that were conducted, we found problems in 10 cases 
(23%) and in one additional property that the Department inspected although an inspection was 
not required.  As a result, the Department improperly certified reasonable costs totaling an 
additional $310,775. 
 
 Finally, we found problems with some of the procedures for auditing J-51 applications 
and discrepancies between the Rules of the City of New York (Rules) and the Department’s 
procedures. 
 

 
Audit Recommendations 
 

This report makes a total of 15 recommendations.  The major recommendations are as 
follows: 

 
The Department should:  

 
• Ensure that appropriate Department staff are instructed in program policies and Rules.  
 
• Process applications, award certificates-of-eligibility within the Department’s five-

month time frame, and ensure that work inspections are conducted promptly after 
applicants submit final applications. 

 
• Implement internal controls to ensure that required inspections are adequately 

conducted and supervised and instruct inspectors to identify and disqualify 
improperly installed work. 

 
• Review the applications discussed in this report to ensure their eligibility for J-51 

benefits.   Adjust the certified reasonable costs for the cases cited in this report 
section, and advise the Department of Finance about any changes that would affect J-
51 benefits. 

 
• Record and properly maintain all supporting documentation in Department files.  

Computerize certified reasonable cost calculations. 
 

• Develop sufficient procedures for auditing applications and train auditors in their use.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Background  

 
 The New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development (Department) 
is the largest municipal developer of affordable housing in the nation.  The Department’s mission 
is to promote quality housing and viable neighborhoods for all New Yorkers.  To fulfill this 
mission, the Department uses a variety of preservation, development, and enforcement strategies, 
and works with private, public, and community partners to strengthen neighborhoods. 
 

Under the J-51 program the Department provides tax exemption and abatement benefits 
to owners of residential properties who rehabilitate their buildings and to owners of non-
residential buildings who convert their buildings to residential use.  The Department is 
responsible for administering the program, verifying eligibility, determining whether the cost of 
the work is supported, and calculating a “certified reasonable cost.”  (The Department of Finance 
is responsible for implementing benefits granted under the program.)  In Fiscal Year 2004, the 
program provided $189.1 million in tax benefits. The Department issues a certificate-of-
eligibility to property owners who meet program requirements. 

 
 The program was created in 1955 under legislation authorized by the New York State 
Real Property Tax Law (Section 489).  According to Chapter 5, Title 28, of the Rules of the City 
of New York (Rules), to obtain an exemption or abatement, applicants must, within specific time 
periods, perform eligible construction work (such as major capital improvements) for specific 
project types.  Exemptions are granted for a period of either 14 or 34 years, based on the type of 
project.  Abatements are granted for a period of up to 20 years.2  
 
 Applicants should file two forms, J-11 (“Notice of Intent to file for J-51 Tax Exemption 
and Tax Abatement”) and J-5A (“Affidavit of Non-Harassment”) prior to starting construction.3  
If the work includes a moderate rehabilitation, applicants must also file a “Rehabilitation Notice 
to Tenants” and a “Moderate Rehabilitation Affidavit.”  After construction has commenced, an 
applicant must complete project work and file within 48 months an application for benefits, 
consisting of forms J-1 (“Project Information Sheet”) and J-2 (“Itemized Schedule”).  Finally, an 
applicant must complete the application process by submitting other required documentation, 
such as form J-3 (“Certificate of Compliance with Department of Buildings Regulations”), 
within 24 months of filing.  
 

                                                 
2 Under a tax exemption, a property’s assessed value will not be increased for tax purposes as a result of 
completing improvements.  In contrast, a tax abatement reduces a property’s existing tax by a percentage of 
the certified reasonable cost.   

 
3 Failure to submit, or a late submission of the J-11 form does not disqualify an applicant from program 
participation; however, the applicant will be assessed a penalty.   If an applicant does not submit a J-5A 
form before construction, the Department may accept a J-5B form (“Affidavit of Non-Harassment—Late 
Filing”), in which case a penalty will not be assessed. 
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 Applicants whose projects are funded under a Department loan program or other 
government-assisted programs are permitted to file respectively either a “streamline” or a 
“shortform” application, which requires less documentation and different time milestones than 
the regular application.  For example, the “certified reasonable cost” 
computation for shortform applications is simplified and based upon the number of dwelling 
units.   In addition, projects filed under “streamline” or “shortform” applications are monitored 
and inspected by the Department or by a Department-approved construction monitor.  For 
projects filed under a streamline application, a Department mortgage officer files the application 
on behalf of the owner.     
 
 The J-51 program is administered by the Department’s Tax Incentive Programs Unit, 
which consists of two components, each including a supervisor and four staff members:  an 
intake unit that receives applications, processes forms, and tracks incoming documentation; and, 
a processing unit that reviews applications and determines their eligibility.  Staff of the 
processing unit identify required documentation and notify an applicant of any missing 
documents or application deficiencies.  In addition, processors determine whether specific 
improvements are eligible for J-51 benefits and ascertain allowable work quantities.  Processors 
also compute a “certified reasonable cost” by calculating the lesser of the applicant’s actual cost 
for each improvement or the cost for the item as stated in the Department’s itemized cost 
breakdown schedule.  After improvements are completed and all required documentation is 
submitted by applicants, certificates-of-eligibility are issued by the processing unit to applicants 
who are deemed entitled to receive J-51 benefits.4  However, for an applicant to in fact receive 
an exemption or abatement, the applicant must submit the certificate-of-eligibility to the 
Department of Finance.  
  
 In addition to the Tax Incentive Programs Unit, two other Department entities are 
involved in administering the J-51 program.  The Division of Architecture, Construction & 
Engineering (Division) verifies work quantities by inspecting properties associated with 
applications for which benefit requests exceed $10,000.  The Department’s Management Review 
and Internal Compliance unit conducts post-audits of payments made by applicants to their 
contractors to ensure that work was done and paid for properly.  The Management Review unit 
audits all J-51 project applications whose “certified reasonable cost” is $100,000 or greater, and 
randomly audits selected applications under $100,000.  

 

Objectives 
 

The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development is ensuring that properties meet J-51 program requirements; 
whether improvement work is eligible and completed in a timely manner; and whether all 
required documentation is submitted.  

                                                 
4 Since all qualified projects are entitled to receive an abatement (subject to limitations stated in the Rules), 
certified reasonable costs are routinely computed for all projects.  However, only projects that trigger an 
increase in the assessed value of a building (i.e., those with substantial work scopes) can receive an 
exemption.  The Department is not responsible for determining whether or not the work resulted in an 
increase in assessed value.  The exemption granted under the J-51 program temporarily exempts the 
property from taxes resulting from this increase; it is not dependent on the certified reasonable cost. 
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Scope and Methodology 
 

The scope of this audit covered projects in the J-51 Tax Incentive Program for which 
certificates-of-eligibility were issued by the Department in Fiscal Years 2004 and 2005 and 
projects whose applications were withdrawn or rejected in Fiscal Years 2004 and 2005.  We 
obtained from the Department the entire J-51 application database of projects and their 
associated properties.  Using this database, we conducted data reliability testing for completeness 
by searching for gaps in sequentially assigned application numbers. We randomly selected 100 
hard-copy files and compared their docket number and application date information with the 
corresponding fields on the database.  Our population consisted of 2,087 applications for which 
the Department awarded certificates-of-eligibility during Fiscal Years 2004 and 2005.  The total 
certified reasonable cost for our population was $316,658,200.  Of these applications, 14 were 
categorized as streamline (whose total certified reasonable cost was $2,328,400), 170 were 
shortform (whose total certified reasonable cost was $43,340,000), and 1,903 were regular 
(whose total certified reasonable cost was $270,989,800).  In addition, 357 applications were 
withdrawn or rejected during Fiscal Years 2004 and 2005.  

 
 From our population of 1,903 regular applications, we selected a random sample of 50 
(whose total certified reasonable cost was $4,540,000).   In addition, we chose a random sample 
of 2 of the 14 streamline applications (whose total certified reasonable cost was $212,700) and 5 
of the 170 shortform applications (whose total certified reasonable cost was $660,000.  The 
Department approved certificates-of-eligibility for these 57 applications with a total certified 
reasonable cost of $5,412,700. The Department was unable to provide us with one of the 57 
sampled applications (streamline Docket number 95/1154), which reduced our sample to 56 
applications with a total certified reasonable cost of $5,338,300.  
 

From the population of 357 withdrawn and rejected applications, we selected random 
samples of 5 applications that were withdrawn and 2 applications that were rejected.5   Finally, 
we selected a random sample of 2 of the 17 applications in our population of 2,087 that were 
audited by the Department’s Management Review and Internal Compliance unit.   
 
 We reviewed the following Rules and regulations governing the program: 

 
• J-51 Rules (Chapter 5, Title 28, of the Rules of the City of New York) (revised April 

2005), 
• J-51 Guidebook (revised April 2005),  
• Field Inspection Guide (revised December 1993) 

  
To understand the Department’s internal controls for granting certificates-of-eligibility 

and administering the program, we reviewed Department policies and procedures, and 
interviewed Department personnel who oversee the program.  We documented our understanding 
of these controls in flowcharts and written descriptions.  

 

                                                 
5 The Department was in the process of reinstating to active status one of the sampled applications that had 
been rejected.  Consequently, we did not review this application. 
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To determine whether the Department is ensuring that properties meet program 
requirements and that improvement work was eligible, we reviewed information contained in the 
sampled file applications.  To determine whether work was completed in a timely manner, we 
examined documentation to verify that eligible work was completed within allowable time 
periods.  In addition, the Department’s certificate processing time was analyzed to ensure that 
applicants could receive benefits promptly. 

 
To determine whether certified reasonable costs were being correctly computed, we 

reviewed the accuracy of computations for mathematical errors, proper use of the cost 
breakdown schedule, and the application of various required reduction factors. We also 
conducted field inspections for the 56 sampled regular, streamline, and shortform applications to 
observe that work was performed and completed.  Our inspections were conducted from 
February 21, 2006, to March 20, 2006.  In addition, we accompanied a Department inspector on 
November 21, 2005, to observe procedures for carrying out typical J-51 inspections.  Our own 
inspections were limited to visual observations of completed work because we were unable to 
inspect underground, in-wall, or other construction work that was covered by finishing materials. 

 
To determine whether all required documentation was submitted, we reviewed file 

applications to confirm whether all required documents were present and properly completed.  
 
To determine whether applications were properly rejected or withdrawn, we reviewed file 

documentation to determine whether the applications were rejected or withdrawn in accordance 
with appropriate Department procedures. 

 
The results of the above tests, while not statistically projected to the populations from 

which the samples were drawn, provide a reasonable basis for us to assess the Department’s 
performance in accordance with our audit objectives. 
 

 This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards (GAGAS) and included tests of the records and other auditing procedures considered 
necessary.  This audit was performed in accordance with the audit responsibilities of the City 
Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, of the New York City Charter.  
 
 
Discussion of Audit Results 

 
The matters covered in this report were discussed with Department officials during and at 

the conclusion of this audit.  A preliminary draft report was sent to Department officials and 
discussed at an exit conference held on September 7, 2006.  On November 16, 2006 we 
submitted a draft report to Department officials with a request for comments.  We received the  
Department’s December 8, 2006 written response on December 12, 2006.  

 
In their response, Department officials stated, “We are pleased with your determination 

that the sampled applications consisted of project types that qualified for inclusion in the J-51 
program, and that applicants performed eligible work.”  However, they stated that the 
Department “disagrees with the auditors’ conclusion that there are deficiencies in HPD’s [the 
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Department’s] system of internal controls for administering the program.  HPD disagrees with 
many of the exceptions noted by the auditors in their review of the agency’s files.”  
 
 The Department agreed with six recommendations and disagreed with one 
recommendation.  The Department contended that it already implemented eight 
recommendations.  

 
The full text of the Department’s response is included as an addendum to this report.  
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 While the sampled applications consisted of project types that qualified for inclusion in 
the J-51 program and applicants performed eligible work, we found deficiencies in the 
Department’s system of internal controls for administering the program.  Specifically, the 
Department did not ensure that all required documentation was submitted and that applications 
for final benefits and subsequent submissions were made within required time frames.  As a 
result, the Department improperly certified reasonable costs totaling $2,546,300 and improperly 
awarded certificates-of-eligibility to the 25 properties associated with those applications. 

 
 In addition, the Department incorrectly calculated the certified reasonable cost in 21 
percent of the sampled properties (12 of the 56 cases).  In five cases, the amount of the certified 
reasonable cost was $10,836 greater than the $545,564 it should have been; in another seven 
cases, the amount was $23,614 less than the $443,614 it should have been.  As a direct result of 
the certified reasonable costs being incorrectly computed, the fees that applicants were charged 
were also incorrect.  Also, the Department did not charge applicants a total of $840 in additional 
filing fees (i.e., penalties) for failing to conduct violation searches as required by Rules §5-
05(f)(2).  
 
 Moreover, the Department has not ensured that required inspections of J-51 work are 
adequately conducted.  Department files lacked evidence that 7 of 51 required inspections were 
ever conducted.  Of the 44 required inspections that were conducted, we found problems in 10 
cases (23%).   Our inspections also uncovered problems at one additional property that the 
Department inspected although an inspection was not required.  As a result, the Department 
improperly certified reasonable costs totaling an additional $310,775. 
 
 Finally, we found problems with some of the procedures for auditing J-51 applications 
and discrepancies between the Rules and the Department’s procedures. 
 
 These matters are discussed in the following sections of this report.  Appendix I lists the 
specific exceptions we identified. 
 
 
Deficiencies in Reviewing and Approving 
Applications for Program Benefits 
 
 The Department does not have sufficient internal controls to ensure that it properly 
reviews and approves applications for certificates-of-eligibility; that it does so in a timely 
manner; and that applicants fulfill all program requirements before being granted certificates-of-
eligibility.  As a result, the Department awarded 25 certificates-of-eligibility whose certified 
reasonable costs totaled $2,546,300 to applicants who did not submit all required project 
documentation or meet required time frames.   Accordingly— these 25 applicants are obtaining 
tax benefits to which they are not entitled.   
 
 Section 5-05 of the Rules require that applicants fulfill certain requirements in order to be 
granted a certificate-of-eligibility.  Typically, these include submitting to the Department’s Tax 
Incentive Programs Unit: a pre-filing consisting of forms J-11 (“Notice of Intent to file for J-51 
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Tax Exemption and Tax Abatement”) and J-5A (“Affidavit of No Harassment”) prior to starting 
construction; an initial filing consisting of forms J-1 (“Project Information Sheet”) and J-2 
(“Itemized Schedule”) within 48 months of commencing construction; and completion of the 
application by submitting other required documentation, such as form J-3 (“Certificate of 
Compliance with Department of Buildings Regulations”), within an additional 24 months of the 
initial filing.  The Department’s Division of Architecture, Construction & Engineering (Division) 
verifies work quantities by inspecting properties associated with applications for which benefit 
requests exceed $10,000.  After the Department has received all required documentation, §5.D of 
the Department’s J-51 Guidebook states that “files are generally processed within three to five 
months.”   

 
The specific deficiencies in reviewing and approving applications that we identified are 

discussed below. 
 
Problems with Reviewing and Processing Applications 
 

 The Department improperly certified reasonable costs totaling $2,546,300 and granted 
certificates of eligibility to 25 of the 56 sampled cases (45%) although they were not entitled  
according to the Rules and Department procedures.  Section 5.05 (a) of the Rules states, “Only 
applications complete in all detail will be considered for certification of eligibility and 
reasonable cost.  All forms must be filled out fully and legibly.”   

 
Furthermore, the Rules require that project construction and the application (including 

submission of all required forms and supporting documentation) must be completed within 
specified timeframes.  However, one of the 25 cases cited failed to comply with both the 
documentation and timeframe requirements; 17 cases had documentation exceptions; and 7 cases 
had timeframe exceptions.  Submission of a complete application is important to ensure that 
work is eligible for program benefits and building and rent regulations are properly followed.  

 
Department Response:  “HPD [the Department] disagrees with the documentation 
exceptions for 13 of the 18 files identified by the auditors.  Of the 23 individual 
exceptions cited, HPD disagrees with 18.  On 3 of the exceptions with which we disagree, 
the auditors misinterpreted program requirements (03/0737, 03/0753, 04/0323); on 3 
other exceptions, the auditors incorrectly assume that Form J-5B was not properly 
completed by the applicant (03/0811, 03/1258, 04/0347); and on the remaining 12 
exceptions, we disagree with the auditors’ application of program rules and requirements 
in an overly technical manner.”  
 
Auditor Comment: We conducted our audit by examining the Department’s compliance 
with J-51 program rules and requirements.  Contrary to the Department’s contention, we 
applied the rules as that are stated.  We believe that many of the exceptions we identified 
resulted from the Department’s lax manner in applying certain rules. 
 
For example, the Department claimed that form J-8 was not required for docket numbers 
03/0737 and 03/0753 because the associated properties are co-ops.  However, the rules 
require that the form be submitted in these specific cases because the co-ops also contain 
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rent stabilized units.  Furthermore, we believe that the Department incorrectly assumed 
that the J-5B forms (affidavit of non-harassment which certifies that property owners 
have not been found to have harassed or unlawfully evicted tenants) were properly 
completed, even though the forms lacked the names of any owners whose interest in the 
properties was greater than ten percent.  If there were no such owners, we would expect 
to see the word “none” indicated on the form.  A blank entry leads one to question 
whether owners are attempting to avoid certification of non-harassment.  
 
The Department should apply the existing rules consistently and accurately.  If, however, 
the Department believes that the rules need to be more lenient, it should seek formal 
revisions to the rules rather than making changes subjectively or inconsistently.   
 
We strongly dispute the Department’s unsubstantiated allegation in footnote 1 of its 
response that “documents in the sampled files had been misfiled by the auditors.”   Our 
auditors conduct their reviews according to stringent professional standards.  Moreover, 
the allegation appears to be an attempt to obscure the condition of the Department’s 
record room that we found when we commenced our survey of files for the audit scope 
period:  the files were disorganized, haphazardly contained in boxes, and not filed in any 
particular order.       
 
Department Response:  “HPD also disagrees with the timeframe exceptions for 7 of the 8 
files identified by the auditors.  On 2 of the 7 exceptions with which we disagree, the 
auditors apparently miscalculated the period between the construction start date and the 
filing of the application with HPD (03/0868, 99/0669); and on the 5 remaining 
exceptions, the auditors misinterpreted program requirements or disagreed with 
longstanding policies and practices in HPD’s administration of the program.” 
 
Auditor Comment: We again disagree with the Department’s contention that we 
misinterpreted program requirements.  Regarding the first two timeframe exceptions 
referred to in the Department’s response, the Department did not provide us with 
adequate documentation to substantiate its claim that those applications adhered to 
appropriate timeframes.  Regarding the other five exceptions, a thorough review of the 
files indicated that the Department is basing its disagreement on certain assumptions or 
inconsistent procedures (e.g., granting an automatic extension to applicants although 
Department officials had informed us that applicants had to request such extensions).  
Therefore, as stated above, the Department should apply the existing rules consistently 
and accurately. 
 
Problems with Timeliness in Reviewing Applications 

 
 In 6 (11%) of 56 cases, the Department did not issue certificates-of-eligibility in 
accordance with its guidelines.  In five cases, the Department exceeded its required five-month 
time frame for processing applications and awarding certificates-of-eligibility.  In these cases, 
applications were processed between 12 and 291 days late.  As a result, applicants were not able 
to obtain benefits on a timely basis.  In one additional case, a certificate-of-eligibility was 
improperly awarded 38 days before the application was complete.   
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Department Response:  “HPD also disagrees with the auditors’ decision to base 
exceptions on a non-existent deadline for a determination on eligibility 3 to 5 months 
from completion of the application.  This timeframe is included in the J-51 Guidebook to 
provide applicants and owners new to the J-51 program with an estimated timeframe 
within which they can expect to receive a certificate of eligibility.  The J-51 rules do not 
include a mandatory or suggested timeframe to complete the processing of an 
application.”  

  
Auditor Comment:  Our audit clearly stated that the application processing timeframe is 
stated in the Department’s J-51 Guidebook and not in the J-51 program rules.  Therefore, 
the Department’s contention that the three- to five-month timeframe is non-existent is 
incorrect.  As noted in the audit, we allowed the Department the benefit of doubt by 
analyzing the processing time on the basis of five months, not three.  Nevertheless, 11 
percent of examined cases still exceeded the Department’s own processing timeframe.  
 

 In an additional three cases, the Department could have conducted more timely 
inspections after receiving final applications from applicants, rather than conducting the 
inspections after all documentation required to complete the application process was submitted.  
Although in these instances the Department awarded the certificates-of-eligibility within the 
required five-month time frame, conducting inspections promptly after applicants submit final 
applications is an important means for ensuring that delays in processing certificates-of-
eligibility do not occur. 
 

Problems with Calculating Certified Reasonable Cost and Fees 
 
In 12 (21%) of 56 cases, the Department incorrectly calculated the certified reasonable 

cost.  In five cases, the amount of the certified reasonable cost was $10,836, in the aggregate, 
greater than the $545,564 that it should have been; in another seven cases, the amount was 
$23,614, in the aggregate, less than the $443,614 that it should have been.  We found that 
Department staff used incorrect unit costs, did not apply or applied incorrect “de-control 
reduction” amounts, or did not account for non-residential space when computing the certified 
reasonable costs for these cases.6  Processors also disallowed items without maintaining 
supporting documentation in the application file.   

 
Department Response:  “HPD disagrees with the calculation exceptions in 8 of the 12 
files identified by the auditors.”  

 
Auditor Comment:  Our calculations of certified reasonable costs are based on J-51 
program rules.  On several occasions we discussed with Department officials how we 
performed our calculations and sought to reconcile any differences between our 
calculations and theirs.  We conclude that the Department’s objections to our calculations 

                                                 
6 According to the Rules, apartment units that are permanently exempt from rent regulations are ineligible 
for J-51 benefits.  Accordingly, the Department must reduce the amount of a property’s certified reasonable 
cost to account for any such units.  Co-op and condo units are not subject to this requirement. 
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are based on its looser interpretation of program rules (e.g., we reduced benefits for 
superintendent units which are permanently exempt, whereas the Department did not).  In 
addition, the Department could not provide us with sufficient documentation to 
substantiate its position in certain cases.  Consequently, we affirm the validity of our 
noted calculation exceptions.  
 
As a direct result of the certified reasonable costs being incorrectly computed, the fees 

(which are based on the certified reasonable costs) that applicants were charged were also 
incorrect.  Furthermore, in 28 cases the Department did not charge applicants a total of $840 in 
penalties for failing to conduct violation searches as required by Rules §5-05(f)(2). 

 
Department Response:  “The auditors claim that in 28 cases the Department did not 
charge applicants a $30 processing fee to obtain a violation search report from HPD’s 
Division of Code Enforcement (28 RCNY §5-05(f)(2)).  Each of these applications 
contains a copy of the violation search report submitted by the applicant, frequently 
obtained through a private reporting service; therefore, no processing fee was required 
and none was charged.”  

  
Auditor Comment:  According to the Rules, violation search reports must be submitted 
simultaneously with the application filing and fee; if the report is not submitted at that 
time a penalty is to be charged.  Rules §5-05(f)(2) states, “if a Code Violation Search 
report is not submitted with an application . . . an additional non-refundable filing fee . . 
currently thirty dollars ($30) . . . must be submitted to cover the cost of processing such 
search.   This fee must be submitted simultaneously with the five hundred dollar ($500) 
application fee.”  Although some of the cited applications do contain a violation search 
report submitted by the applicant, they were submitted late.  Other applications did not 
contain a violation search report at all.  Therefore, according to the rules, the penalty 
should have been charged in these cases.   

 
We also noted that there was no written procedure to ensure that processors were 

“rounding” certified reasonable cost computations consistently.  At the exit conference, 
Department officials described to us the specific rounding procedure that processors must follow.  
After reviewing the cost computations, we found that processors generally adhered to this 
procedure.  While Department officials told us it was in the process of automating the 
computation process to enable it to derive exact computations, we were not provided with any 
evidence of such automation.   
  

Finally, for 3 (5%) of the 56 cases, Department processors did not record their 
computations on the J-2 form as required.  Therefore, in these cases we were unable to determine 
why the certified reasonable costs computed by Department processors differed from the 
certified reasonable costs we computed. 

 
Department Response:  “Based upon other documentation in the files, HPD is confident 
that the processors recorded their computations on Form J-2, that the computations were 
reviewed by the J-51 supervisors prior to issuance of the certificates of eligibility, and 
that the forms have since been lost or misplaced.”  
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Auditor Comment:  The Department contends that it has other documentation that will 
demonstrate that its processors recorded their computations on Form J-2.  However, as 
stated in our audit, the actual J-2 forms that we examined lacked the required 
computations.  Any other documentation is irrelevant.  
 

  The amount of an applicant’s tax abatement is dependent on an accurate calculation of 
the certified reasonable cost.  According to §3.C of the Department’s J-51 Guidebook, the 
certified reasonable cost is determined by applying the lesser of the applicant’s actual costs or 
the cost listed in the Rules’ itemized cost breakdown schedule.  As a result of improper certified 
reasonable cost calculations, applicants may either be obtaining excessive tax benefits or may not 
be obtaining the full benefit to which they are entitled.  In either case, the Department needs to 
ensure that it accurately calculates certified reasonable costs. 

 
J-51 Improvements Funded by an Energy Conservation Grant  

  
 In another matter, the Department approved two certificates-of-eligibility (Docket Nos. 
04/0990 and 05/0285) for installing new windows at the premises at 2200 East Tremont Avenue 
and 1519 Metropolitan Avenue in Parkchester in the Bronx that were funded by a $4.7 million 
grant from the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority.7  The Rules 
require that applicants for J-51 benefits complete eligible improvements.  Our own  inspection 
verified that the improvements were completed in these two cases.  Nevertheless, we are 
concerned that the award of J-51 benefits in these cases does not comport with the program’s 
intent of revitalizing the City’s housing stock, given that the applicant carried out the work 
anyway under an unrelated energy conservation program.  Therefore, the Department should 
consult with its general counsel to determine whether program Rules should be revised to 
preclude applicants from this form of “double-dipping,” in which multiple benefits for identical 
work are obtained from separate government entities. 
 

Recommendations                                                                                            
 

The Department should: 
 

1. Ensure that appropriate Department staff are instructed in program policies and Rules. 
In that regard, Department staff should adhere to procedures for approving 
certificates-of-eligibility by ensuring that applicants submit all required 
documentation and complete work within required timeframes.   
 

Department Response:  “HPD disagrees that there are deficiencies in reviewing and 
approving applications.  HPD does agree, however, and does ensure, that appropriate 
staff should be and are instructed in program policies and rules. . . . The J-51 supervisors 
have created a reference manual for the processors’ use and review every file before the 
Certificate of Eligibility is issued to ensure compliance with the Rules and Regulations.” 

 
Auditor Comment: Contrary to the Department’s contention, our audit identified  
deficiencies in reviewing applications and approving certificates-of-eligibility.  Although 

                                                 
7 The grant funding also included other energy efficiency improvements.  
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we asked the Department for all its policies and procedures pertaining to the J-51 
program, we were never informed about, nor provided with a copy of the purported 
reference manual.  Nevertheless, as stated in our recommendation, we welcome the 
Department’s efforts in instructing appropriate staff in program policies and rules.   
 
2. Process applications and award certificates-of-eligibility within the Department’s 

five-month timeframe.  
 
Department Response:  “HPD agrees that applications should be processed within five 
months of receipt of all required documentation.  However, this five-month timeframe is 
a guideline which the J-51 program has established for itself and is not mandated by law 
or rule.” 

 
3. Record and properly maintain all supporting documentation in Department files. 
 
Department Response:  “HPD agrees and does adequately ensure that all supporting 
documentation should be and is in fact recorded and properly maintained in Department 
files.” 

 
Auditor Comment:  As previously stated, our survey of files found them to be 
disorganized, haphazardly contained in boxes, and not filed in any particular order.       

 
4. Ensure that work inspections are conducted promptly after applicants submit final 

applications. 
 
Department Response:  “HPD disagrees that there are problems with timeliness in 
reviewing applications.  HPD agrees and does adequately ensure that inspections are 
conducted promptly after submission of final applications.” 

 
Auditor Comment: Our recommendation is intended to improve the Department’s 
application review process by ensuring that non-timely inspections do not cause 
application processing delays. This recommendation is necessary because in three cases, 
the Department conducted inspections after the Department obtained all required 
documentation for the final applications.  Therefore, while there was no delay in 
processing the applications for the three cited cases, we believe that the Department’s 
overall effectiveness can be improved by ensuring that inspections are conducted in a 
timely fashion. 

 
5. Computerize certified reasonable cost calculations. 
 
Department Response:  “HPD agrees that calculations of certified reasonable costs 
should be performed using a computerized program.“   

 
6. Review the applications discussed in this report to ensure their eligibility for J-51 

benefits.    
 



 Office of New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson, Jr. 15 
 
 

Department Response:  “HPD agrees to review the applications discussed in the 
auditors’ report.” 

 
7. Consult with its general counsel to determine whether program Rules should be 

revised to preclude applicants from obtaining J-51 benefits if they are obtaining—or 
have already obtained—benefits for identical work from separate government entities. 

 
Department Response:  “HPD agrees to consult its general counsel regarding the 
possible revision of program rules to preclude applicants from obtaining J-51 benefits for 
work subsidized by other governmental entities.  However, HPD notes that the state and 
local laws governing the J-51 program provided benefits for projects funded by energy 
conservation grants and other governmental loans, grants or subsidies.” 
 
 

The Department Is Not Ensuring that 
Adequate Work Inspections Are Conducted 
 
 The Department has not ensured that required inspections of J-51 work are adequately 
conducted.  We identified problems with inspections in 18 cases as follows.  In 7 (14%) of 51 
cases for which inspections were required, Department files lacked evidence that the inspections 
were ever conducted.  Additionally, we inspected 43 of the 44 cases for which the Department 
required and conducted inspections, and found problems in 10 (23%) of the 43 cases.8  Our 
inspections also uncovered problems at one additional property that the Department inspected 
although an inspection was not required in that case.  As a result, the Department improperly 
certified reasonable costs totaling $315,564 for the 11 cases in which the Department did 
conduct inspections.  Of this amount, $310,775 is additional to the $2,546,300 in certified 
reasonable costs that we deemed improper because applicants failed to adhere to documentation 
or time requirements.  
 
 Department procedures require that inspections be conducted if the cost of improvement 
work exceeds $10,000.   Insofar as the actual inspection process is concerned, the Department’s 
J-51 Field Inspection Guide, Field Inspection Requirements states that inspectors must “make an 
actual field inspection of each building and check every item claimed on the application.”  
Furthermore, Department procedures require that inspectors verify work quantities, and ensure 
that work was actually completed and properly installed.   
 

We attribute $297,150 of the total $315,564 in improperly certified reasonable costs to 1 
of the 11 cases in which our inspections uncovered problems.   In this case, Department 
inspectors validated an incorrect quantity (accounting for $525 in improperly certified reasonable 
costs) and also failed to observe that improperly-sized windows were installed (accounting for 
$296,625 in improperly certified reasonable costs).  Our inspection of the premises at 97-11 
Horace Harding Expressway in Queens (Docket No. 04/0261) found that 1,695 new windows 
leaked excessive air through the window seals due to a manufacturing defect.  This defect 

                                                 
8 The audit team was not granted access by the property’s manager to one of the sampled properties 
(Docket No. 02/0353). 
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adversely impacts the windows’ energy conservation function.  In contrast, the Department 
inspector validated the installation of 1,698 new windows.    
 
 In 7 of the 11 cases, Department inspectors verified work quantities different than those 
actually installed.  (In five of the seven cases, quantities were greater than actually installed; in 
two cases, quantities were less.)  For example, our inspection of the premises at 42-07 Elbertson 
Street in Queens (Docket No. 04/0323) found that the applicant pointed 1,000 square feet of 
brickwork.  In contrast, the Department’s inspector reported that 1,800 square feet of pointing 
was done.  In another example, our inspection of the premises at 35-38 75th Street in Queens 
(Docket No. 03/1088) found that the applicant installed a 6,100 gallon capacity oil tank.  In 
contrast, the Department’s inspector reported that the oil tank’s capacity was 6,150 gallons.   

 
Department Response:  “HPD inspectors conduct inspections of all the claimed items.  
The Department’s inspection is based upon visual observations and documents provided 
by the applicant.  Where the quantities of our inspections differ from those provided by 
the applicant, it is our policy to allow the lesser quantity.  We believe this policy prevents 
the approval of unsubstantiated work.” 

 
Auditor Comment:  Contrary to the Department’s contention, its inspections do not 
appear to prevent the approval of all unsubstantiated work.  In five of the seven cases we 
cited, our independent inspections found that quantities verified by Department 
inspectors were greater than those actually installed.  
 

 For 3 of the 11 cases, Department inspectors failed to disqualify improperly installed 
work from inclusion as part of the certified reasonable costs.  For example, our inspection of the 
premises at 8831 Fort Hamilton Parkway in Brooklyn (Docket No. 02/0523) found that 600 out 
of 1,000 square feet of brick pointing should not have been considered valid because it was 
deteriorated and in poor condition.  (See photograph #1 in Appendix II.)  In contrast, the 
Department inspector considered all the pointing work valid.  In another example, our inspection 
of the premises at 223 Anns Avenue in the Bronx (Docket No. 04/0983) found that 1,870 square 
feet of roofing should not have been considered valid because it was poorly installed with an 
improper pitch and showed signs of water leakage.  (See photograph #2 and #3 in Appendix II.)  
In contrast, the Department inspector considered all the roofing work valid.  As the final 
example, our inspection of the premises at 259 West 113 Street in Manhattan (Docket No. 
03/0426) found that the quality of 2,000 square feet of cement waterproofing was poor, with 
signs of interior water leakage.  (See photograph #4 in Appendix II.)  In contrast, the Department 
inspector considered all the cement waterproofing work valid. 
 

Department Response:  “We believe the photographs included in the report provide a 
misleading and inaccurate picture with respect to the quality of work at the time of 
completion.  The work identified in each of the photographs was inspected following 
work completion several years ago.  In most cases, the Comptroller’ audit was conducted 
2 to 3 years following the J-51 application review.” 

 
Auditor Comment:  The photographs were taken at the time we conducted our audit 
inspections and clearly show that the work had been improperly carried out.  The work 
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may have been done several years ago, as the Department contends, but deficiencies such 
as a poor roof pitch and improperly-sized windows would certainly have been evident at 
that time. 

 
 While our observations of a Department inspector revealed that inspectors do not have 
adequate equipment (e.g., tape measures, measuring wheels, flashlight, circuit tester, camera) to 
carry out their duties, most of the problems with inspections can be attributed to the 
Department’s lack of internal controls.  Interviews with Department officials indicate that 
Division inspectors are solely responsible for reviewing and approving work quantities and that 
the work of inspectors lacks supervisory review.  Thus, if an applicant disputes an inspector’s 
report of work quantities, the dispute is resolved entirely between the inspector and the applicant.  
In addition, if an applicant asks to have a property reinspected, the same inspector conducts the 
reinspection as well.  Clearly, the Department needs to implement more effective internal 
controls to ensure that its current practices do not leave the inspection process vulnerable to 
fraud and abuse.     
   

Department Response:  “DACE [Division] was not presented with an opportunity to 
review the inspection data relied on by the Comptroller’s Office auditors which noted 
specific dockets as ‘CRC Computation Exceptions (total allowable CRC not calculated 
correctly).’ ”   
 
Auditor Comment: At its request, we provided the Department with all information 
relating to our certified reasonable cost computation exceptions.  In any case, the cited 
computation exceptions refer to the work of Department processors and not of its 
inspectors.  Therefore, we find this comment puzzling.    

 
Recommendations 

 
 The Department should: 

 
8. Implement internal controls to ensure that required inspections are adequately 

conducted and supervised.  
 
Department Response:  “The Department has an effective system of internal controls in 
this regard and will continue to explore opportunities to further strengthen these 
practices.” 

 
Auditor Comment:  Our audit found a lack of sufficient supervisory controls.  Therefore, 
we encourage the Department to continue strengthening its inspection practices and to 
ensure that inspections are adequately conducted and supervised. 

 
9. Instruct inspectors to identify and disqualify improperly installed work. 
 
Department Response:  “HPD inspectors are required to verify and identify all the work 
claimed by the applicant.  The inspector’s notes include a narrative as to whether the 
work is complete, incomplete or improperly installed.  Improper or defective work is 
reported to and consulted with the supervisor before disqualifying the claim.” 
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Auditor Comment: Obviously, Department inspectors did not identify improperly 
installed or defective work in the cases we cited in this report. 

 
10. Ensure that inspectors have appropriate equipment for performing inspections. 
 
Department Response:  “Based upon each inspector’s knowledge and experience in 
doing J-51 inspections, the inspectors are provided with measuring tapes and wheels, 
flashlights, pen, paper etc.  The inspector may be issued additional equipment to perform 
the inspection when deemed necessary by the supervisor.” 

 
Auditor Comment: The Department inspector we accompanied and observed during the 
audit did not have appropriate equipment to carry out his assigned tasks.  Therefore, the 
Department should do more to ensure that inspectors are provided with this equipment 
by, among other things, informing its inspectors that equipment can be obtained from the 
supervisor. 

 
11. Adjust the certified reasonable costs for the cases cited in this report section and 

advise the Department of Finance about any changes that would affect J-51 benefits. 
 
Department Response:  “As stated in Response 6 above, HPD agrees to review the 
applications discussed in the auditors’ report.  HPD will take appropriate action, as 
necessary, following its review.” 

 
Other Issues 
 
 Problems with the Department’s J-51 Application Audits 

 
 According to procedures, the Department’s Management Review and Internal 
Compliance unit is required to audit J-51 applications with certified reasonable costs greater than 
$100,000 and determine whether applicants paid appropriate filing fees and determine whether 
reasonable costs were properly computed.  However, the Department did not audit any of the 16 
applications (from our sample of 56) whose certified reasonable costs exceeded $100,000, 
despite the fact that as of October 2005, 8 of the 16 applications were awarded certificates-of-
eligibility more than one year before.9   According to Department officials, the audit workload 
consists of “any eligible J-51 cases awarded within the past two and ½ years.”  Although there 
are no regulations or procedures requiring that audits be conducted within a specified timeframe, 
we believe this timeframe for review to be excessive.  Establishing a shorter timeframe for 
reviewing applications is an important means of ensuring that the City quickly recoups any 
excessive tax benefits from applicants. 
  
 Our review of documentation for our additional sample of two applications (Docket Nos. 
03/0133 and 03/0472) that were audited by the unit found no evidence that the auditors had 
verified that applicants had paid correct application filing fees.10  Moreover, auditors did not 
uncover an error in the computation of the certified reasonable cost for one sampled application 
                                                 

9 We obtained Department files for these applications in October 2005. 
 

10Our own review verified that the fee computations were properly calculated.  
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(Docket No. 03/0133).  It was not readily apparent whether the Department auditor did verify the 
certified reasonable cost computations on the J-2 form.  Although the error we uncovered was 
minor, the cumulative effect of any such errors that are not identified by Department auditors 
may, in fact, be significant.  
 
 Furthermore, the Department does not have audit procedures to ascertain whether 
applicants submitted complete documentation in a timely manner.  The Department did, 
however, fulfill its objective of auditing applicant payments to contractors to ascertain whether 
improvement costs were actually expended.   
  

Recommendations 
 
The Department should: 

 
12. Ensure that Departmental auditors audit all J-51 applications with certified reasonable 

costs greater than $100,000, in a timely manner. 
 
Department Response:  “HPD has done and will continue to do all audits within the time 
frame listed in the Retention of Books and Records section of the J-51 Rules and 
Regulations.” 

 
Auditor Comment: The Department is incorrect in its contention that a timeframe for 
conducting audits is specified in the J-51 Rules.  Section 5-07(b), “Retention of Books 
and Records,” does not indicate timeframes for conducting audits of J-51 applications.  It 
merely describes the length of time that documentation must be retained by the applicant.  
Therefore, the Department should develop regulations or procedures that require audits to 
be conducted within a specified, meaningful timeframe. 
 
13. The Department should develop sufficient procedures for auditing applications and 

train auditors in their use. In that regard, the Department should determine whether 
applicants paid appropriate filing fees and whether certified reasonable costs were 
properly computed. 

 
Department Response:  “HPD’s J-51 Audit Unit has procedures and utilizes an audit 
program which detail the steps taken during an audit, including verifying the accuracy 
and the validity of the certified reasonable costs.” 
 
Auditor Comment: While the Department has an audit program that describes each step 
to be taken, our review indicated that there was no evidence that the program was applied 
consistently.  Thus, in one case we found evidence of review by a Department auditor, 
while in another case there was no such evidence.  In addition, there was no evidence to 
indicate that Departmental auditors verified that correct application filing fees were paid 
by applicants.  
14. Audit applications for completeness and on-time submission.  
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Department Response:  “HPD disagrees.  The J-51 Audit Unit audits the J-51 benefit to 
ensure that the certified reasonable costs are verified and reasonable based on the 
Itemized Cost Breakdown Schedule.” 

 
Auditor Comment:  As stated in our recommendation, the Department’s audit unit should 
ensure that applications are eligible to receive benefits by auditing for completeness and 
on-time submission, in addition to ensuring that certified reasonable costs are verified 
and reasonable.  
 
Discrepancies between the Rules and the Department’s Guidebook 

 
 The Department has not updated procedures outlined in its J-51 Guidebook, Field 
Inspection Guide, and form J-2’s “Itemized Schedule” so that they are consistent with the current 
Rules governing the program.  Specifically: 
 

• Items and allowances in the Guidebook’s “Itemized Breakdown Schedule” (i.e., item 
# 13, “General Construction,” and item # 4, “Electric”) are not consistent with those 
in the Rules. 

 
• The Guidebook’s project category # 4 (“Substantial Rehabilitations of Formerly City-

Owned Buildings”) does not list Class A buildings as being eligible under this 
category.  In addition, it does not list “roofing” as a specified item under required 
“Building Systems” improvements. 

 
• The Field Inspection Guide’s “Itemized Breakdown Schedule” does not include all 

items specified in the Rules (e.g., food waste disposer in “Plumbing” section, refuse 
recycling base and separating unit in the “General Construction” section, and various 
electrical service equipment in the “Electric” section).  Furthermore, various item 
descriptions, units, and allowances are not consistent with those in the Rules. 

 
• Form J-2’s “Itemized Schedule” includes two general construction items (i.e., 

“parapet only”; and “coping, no parapet”) that are not included in the “Itemized 
Breakdown Schedule” in the Rules. 

 
Recommendation 
 
15. The Department should revise its procedures to conform to the Rules. 
 
Department Response:  “HPD agrees to review the Guidebook to verify that it conforms 
to the rules.” 
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Exception Details

01/0957 R NA

01/0973 R X X NA
Documentation Exception:
(1) CPA license number was not provided on form J-10B.2

01/1028 R X X X
Timeframe Exception:
(1)Time between application submission and application completion exceeded maximum 
allowed. 

01/1068 R X X X NA

Timeframe Exception:
(1)Time between application submission and application completion exceeded maximum 
allowed.
Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect quantity for floor call station.

02/0350 R X UK X NA

Timeframe Exception:
(1)Time between application submission and application completion exceeded maximum 
allowed.
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Processor did not show any calculations on J-2 form.  

Note:

1.  25 properties were issued certificates of eligibility that should not have been because of documentation and/or timeframe exceptions.

Legends:

Application Type  Coding
        R = Regular          X = Exception
        SF = Shortform         NA = Not Applicable
        SL = Streamline         NA / I =  Inspection conducted for claimed cost less than $10,000

        X / NA = Inspection Exception for Claimed Cost less than $10,000 where DACE inspection was conducted.
        UK = Unknown
        UTI = Unable to inspect because audit team not granted access to property
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Exception Details

02/0353 R X UTI NA

02/0523 R X NA / I X / NA NA

Inspection Exception:
(1) Improper pointing.
Timeframe Exception:
(1)Time between application submission and application completion exceeded maximum 
allowed.

02/0614 R X X X

Documentation Exception:
(1) The construction completion dates are missing on J-2 form.
(2) The violation search report is missing 
Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect quantity for hollow metal doors.

02/0679 R X X X NA NA NA

Documentation Exception:
(1) The J-8 form was missing.
Timeframe Exception:
(1)Time between application submission and application completion exceeded maximum 
allowed.
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Did not apply decontrol reduction percentage.

02/0737 R X X NA
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Processor improperly pro-rated total $ for pointing on J-2.

02/0938 R X NA

02/1013 R X X NA
Documentation Exception:
(1) The completion date of construction was missing for Boiler-burner on J-2 form.

02/1039 R X NA

03/0045 R X X X NA

Timeframe Exception:
(1) Time between construction start and application submission exceeded maximum allowed.
Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect quantity for floor call station.

 



 Office of New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson, Jr.  
 

Appendix I 
(Page 3 of 6) 

Docket No.

Applic
ati

on Typ
e

Docu
men

tat
ion Exc

ep
tio

n 

(R
eq

uire
d fo

rm
(s)

 or d
ocu

men
t(s

) m
iss

ing or 

not p
ro

perl
y c

omplet
ed

) 
1

Tim
efr

am
e E

xc
ep

tio
n

(S
ubmiss

ion or w
ork 

co
mplet

ed
 la

te)
 1

COE Is
su

an
ce

 Exc
ep

tio
n 

(C
OE not is

su
ed

 as
 per 

Guideb
ook  

tim
efr

am
e 

of 5
 m

onths o
r le

ss
 af

ter
 ap

plic
ati

on 

co
mplet

ed
)

CRC C
omputat

ion Exc
ep

tio
n

(to
tal

 al
lowab

le 
CRC not c

alc
ulat

ed
 co

rre
ctl

y)

Violat
ion Sea

rch
 Fee

 Exc
ep

tio
n 

(se
arc

h fe
e n

ot c
harg

ed
 w

hen
 re

quire
d)

 In
sp

ec
tio

n R
ep

ort 
Exc

ep
tio

n 

(no ev
iden

ce
 of D

ACE in
sp

ec
tio

n on fil
e w

hen
 

cla
im

ed
 co

st 
is 

ove
r $

10
,00

0)

 In
sp

ec
tio

n Exc
ep

tio
n 

(In
co

rre
ct 

quan
tity

 or im
pro

per 
insta

lla
tio

n of 

work 
ac

ce
pted

 by D
ACE in

sp
ec

tor)

HPD In
ter

nal 
Audit E

xc
ep

tio
n

(not a
udite

d w
ith

 C
RC > 

or =
 $1

00
K)

Exception Details

03/0183 R X X NA
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Processor improperly pro-rated total $ for hollow metal doors on J-2.

03/0323 R X NA

03/0438 R X X NA / I NA
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Incorrect decontrol reduction percentage applied.

03/0666 R X X X
Documentation Exception:
(1) J-2 was incomplete-dates were missing for completion of construction.  

03/0700 R X X NA
CRC Computation Exception:
(1)  No reduction for non-residential space.

03/0737 R X X NA

Documentation Exception:
(1) J-8 did not list the work for which the abatement was applied against.
CRC Computation Exception:
(1)  Roof surface disallowed by processor with no supporting documentation.

03/0753 R X X NA

Documentation Exception:
(1) J-8 form did not list the work for which the abatement was to be applied against.
CRC Computation Exception:
(1)  Roof surface disallowed by processor with no supporting documentation.

03/0811 R X UK X NA NA NA

Documentation Exception:
(1) The signature on page 2 of J-5B form is different from the name on page 1.
(2) Ownership section of Form J-5B not filled out. 
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Processor did not show any calculations on J-2 form.    

03/0824 R X NA

03/0863 R X X NA
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Did not apply de-control reduction percentage.

03/0911 R NA

03/1021 R NA  
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Exception Details

03/1075 R X X NA

03/1088 R X X X
Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect capacity of oil tank allowed.

03/1172 R X NA
Documentation Exception:
(1) Affidavit of replacement for the compactor was missing.

03/1257 R X NA

03/1258 R X X NA
Documentation Exception:
(1) Owners list on J-5B is not filled out.

04/0012 R X UK NA CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Processor did not show any calculations on J-2 form.    

04/0261 R X X

Inspection Exception:
(1)  Incorrect quantity of windows allowed.
(2)  Improperly sized windows installation.

04/0307 R X NA

04/0323 R X X X NA

Documentation Exception:
(1) Form J-5A was used instead of J-5B.
Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect quantity of pointing allowed.

04/0347 R X X X

Documentation Exception:
(1) J-7B was missing.
(2) Ownership section of Form J-5B was not completed.(Ownership % not listed)
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Addition error in CRC total.

04/0453 R NA  
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Exception Details

04/0594 R X X NA
Documentation Exception:
(1) The completion date of construction was missing on form J-2.

04/0842 R X X X

Documentation Exception:
(1) The no. of apt before rehabilitation on J-1 form does not add up to 321. 
(2) No violation search report for 2630 Cropsey Ave in file.

04/0893 R X NA / I NA

CRC Computation Exception:
(1)  Incorrect unit price used for apartment wiring only, adequate.
(2)  Incorrect item allowance for electric service equipment with individual meter.

04/0983 R X X
Inspection Exception:
(1)  Improperly installed roof work allowed.

04/0990 R X NA X

04/1035 R X X X X

Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect quantity of ceramic tile allowed.
CRC Computation Exception:
(1) Did not apply de-control reduction percentage.

04/1162 R X X
CRC Computation Exception:
(1)  Processor improperly pro-rated elevator items on J-2.

04/1163 R X X NA
Documentation Exception: 
(1) J-2 was incomplete-dates were missing for completion of construction of items.  

04/1189 R X X NA
Documentation Exception:
(1) The completion dates of construction was missing on form J-2.
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Exception Details

04/1196 R X NA

Documentation Exception:
(1) J-7B form missing
(2) J-8 form missing.

05/0162 R X X NA
Inspection Exception:
(1) Incorrect quantity of windows allowed.

05/0285 R X NA X

05/0347 R X X

01/0379 SF X NA NA

01/0719 SF X NA NA

02/0446 SF X NA NA

03/0858 SF X X NA X
Timeframe Exception:
(1) Time between construction start and application submission exceeded maximum allowed.

99/0669 SF X X NA X
Timeframe Exception:
(1) Time between construction start and application submission exceeded maximum allowed.

03/0426 SL X X X

Documentation Exception:
(1) Form RR-2S was not properly completed.
Inspection Exception:
(1) Improper cementing/waterproofing.

X = 18  X =  8  X =  5 X =  12 X =  28 X =  7 X =  10 X =  16
UK =  3 NA =  2 NA =  9 NA =  40

NA / I =  3 X / NA =  1
UTI =  1
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PHOTOGRAPHS OF UNSATISFACTORY WORK 

 
Docket No. 02/0523, Photograph #1.  Deteriorated and Poor Pointing Work  

 

 
 

Docket No. 04/0983, Photograph #2. Poor Quality Roof (improper pitch)  
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Docket No. 04/0983, Photograph #3. Water Leakage through Roof  

 

 
 

Docket No. 03/0426,  Photograph #4.  Interior Water Leakage 
 

 
 




























