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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

NEW YORK STATE DIVISION OF HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY RENEWAL 
PROCESSING OF PETITIONS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
REVIEW 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he Office of Rent Administration (ORA) of the New York State Division of 
Housing and Community Renewal (DHCR) is responsible for administering 

rent regulations that cover rent-controlled and rent-stabilized apartments.  ORA 
consists of four major case-processing bureaus.  An ORA Rent Administrator 
may issue an order directing a tenant to pay a higher or lower monthly rent, as 
well as retroactive arrears. 
 
A party (owner, tenant, or their representatives) who feels aggrieved by a Rent 
Administrator’s order has the right to file for an administrative review of the 
original decision, called a Petition for Administrative Review (PAR).  By filing a 
PAR, the aggrieved party is contending that the Rent Administrator’s order 
contains either a legal or factual error.  A PAR must be filed within 35 days after 
the original order is issued.  Each of ORA’s four case-processing bureaus has its 
own PAR unit, staffed primarily with attorneys and rent examiners.  According to 
New York State rent regulations, PARs should be resolved within 90 days.  If 
DHCR does not make a final determination within 90 days, the PAR may be 
“deemed denied” by the petitioner.  DHCR officials, however, have pointed out 
that 90 days is neither a standard nor a guideline, but rather a minimum standard 
before commencing a court action.  DHCR will issue a final PAR order despite 
the passage of the 90-day period. 
 
In February 1999, DHCR issued a Strategic Action Plan goal to achieve a 15 to 
20 percent annual reduction in the PAR units’ case backlog.  According to the 
data, DHCR has made steady headway, over time, in meeting this goal and 
reducing its backlog of open PAR cases.  By the end of fiscal year 2000, it stood 
at 4,345 cases.  By the end of fiscal year 2002, the backlog had decreased by 65 
percent to 1,521 cases.  In the 3-year period from April 1, 1999 through March 
31, 2002, DHCR received more than 7,100 new PAR cases and closed more 
than 12,500 cases. 
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This performance audit, which covered the period of April 1, 1999 through June 
10, 2002, addressed the following questions:   
 

• Is ORA processing PARs on a timely basis? 
 

• Are a significant number of PARs being granted and, if so, why? 
 

• Are there adequate internal controls over the PAR units’ operating 
procedures? 

 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

he inability to resolve PAR cases timely works to the detriment of tenants and 
landlords.  When there are delays in PAR resolution, tenants who are 

overcharged have to wait for repayment.  Landlords are also affected, as they 
must retain records for long periods of time to protect their rights. 
 
DHCR’s records indicate its 1999 Strategic Action Plan goal to achieve a 15 to 
20 percent annual reduction in the PAR units’ case backlog is being achieved.  
Although this performance is laudable, we determined that decisions on PARs 
are not being reached on a timely basis.  We examined a random sample of 50 
cases closed during the three-year period ended March 31, 2002 and found the 
average amount of time it took to issue the original order on the underlying cases 
was 976 days and for deciding the PAR was 856 days.  Overall, for our sample, it 
took DHCR an average total of five years to resolve a case that was reviewed.  
DHCR does not routinely age its PAR inventory to identify timeliness issues or 
trends it should be focusing on.  For example, for newer PAR cases (i.e., those 
still open as of April 25, 2002 that had been filed after March 31, 1999), we found 
the average amount of time for which they remained open varied widely among 
the bureaus - from 192 average days to 499 average days.  DHCR should 
consider expanding PAR unit performance goals to include the timeliness of case 
closings.  (See pp. 5-9) 
 
We also found that approximately 18 percent of the PARs that are filed are being 
granted, that is, DHCR reversed or modified its initial determinations due to an 
error in its original decision or subsequent changes in rent laws.  Since data 
regarding PAR decisions are not routinely accumulated and analyzed for the 
specific ORA bureaus, ORA does not readily know the rate of PARs being 
granted or why.  DHCR should routinely review the rate of and reasons for PARs 
granted to determine whether changes are needed in the original application 
review process.  (See pp. 11-12) 
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COMMENTS OF DHCR OFFICIALS 
 

HCR officials indicate that while the report correctly recites the improvements 
made in the timeliness of the PAR decision-making process, it also includes 

statistics and conclusions that are based on misconceptions or 
misunderstandings about that process.  DHCR officials believe the report 
minimizes the progress they have made by treating the older and newer PAR 
cases as a single process.  They believe it is reasonable to set a performance 
standard for case closings, but only after the inventory of older, pre-1995 cases 
is resolved.  Regarding the rate of PARS granted, they indicate PAR dispositions 
are reviewed on a regular and continuing basis.  This report has been revised to 
reflect DHCR officials’ response to the draft report, as appropriate. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
he New York State Omnibus Housing Act of 1983 
consolidated all rent regulations under the control of the 

New York State Division of Housing and Community Renewal 
(DHCR), making it the sole administrator of the State’s rent-
regulation laws.  A large portion of rental housing in New York 
City is under some type of price control − either rent control 
(housing units built before 1947) or rent stabilization (housing 
units built between 1947 and 1973).  Nearly 1 million rent-
stabilized and 60,000 rent-controlled units exist in New York 
City; in contrast, all of the other counties in the State have a 
total of just about 60,000 rent-stabilized apartments.  
 
DHCR’s Office of Rent Administration (ORA), which is 
responsible for administering the regulations that cover such 
apartments, consists of four major case-processing bureaus: 
Services, Compliance, Owner Restoration, and Enforcement 
(SCORE); Overcharge (including a Luxury Decontrol unit); 
Owner Multiple (OM); and Rent Control and Emergency Tenant 
Protection Act (ETPA).  An ORA Rent Administrator may issue 
an order directing a tenant to pay a higher or lower monthly rent 
as well as retroactive arrears. 
 
An aggrieved party (owner, tenant, or their representatives) who 
objects to a Rent Administrator’s order has the right to file for an 
administrative review of the original decision, called a Petition 
for Administrative Review (PAR).  PAR cases involve only facts, 
issues, and material contained in the initial case that resulted in 
the Rent Administrator’s decision.  By filing a PAR, the 
aggrieved party is contending that the Rent Administrator’s 
order contains a legal or factual error.  
 
A PAR must be filed within 35 days after the order is issued.  
Each of ORA’s four case processing bureaus has its own PAR 
unit, staffed primarily with attorneys and rent examiners.  Each 
case is initially screened for timeliness of filing and its 
completeness.  If procedural defects are found, the PAR is 
rejected; however, DHCR does allow an additional 35 days for 
re-filing a corrected PAR.  Once a PAR filing is accepted, the 
other parties to the action are notified and are allowed 20 days 
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in which to respond to DHCR.  PARs that are not submitted 
within 35 days of the applicable Rent Administrator’s order are 
dismissed from further consideration.  A PAR determination, 
which is a final order of the DHCR Commissioner, may be 
appealed by petitioning the court for judicial review, as provided 
in Article 78 of the Civil Practice Laws and Rules, within 60 days 
of the issue date of the PAR determination.  
 
In deciding the case, each PAR draft determination receives 
three levels of supervisory review.  For instance, a Rent 
Examiner or Senior Attorney may write the draft.  Then it is 
reviewed by an Associate Attorney, a PAR Director, and a 
Bureau Chief.  A decision on a more complex issue might be 
drafted by either an Associate Attorney or higher-level official, to 
be subject to two levels of supervisory review.  The Deputy 
Commissioner generally signs off on the final decision.  
 
According to New York State rent regulations, if DHCR does not 
make a determination of the PAR within 90 days (or any 
extension thereof) from the filing date, the PAR may be 
“deemed denied.”  However, a case decided in the Appellate 
Division of the New York State Supreme Court has determined 
that DHCR’s obligation to meet this deadline “is directory and 
not mandatory.”  At present, if DHCR does not make a decision 
within 90 days, the petitioner may go to court at the end of that 
period to compel the agency to decide. 
 
In the 3-year period from April 1, 1999 through March 31, 2002, 
DHCR received more than 7,100 new PAR cases.  In the same 
period, DHCR closed more than 12,500 cases.  As of June 10, 
2002, there were 1,478 open PAR cases.  
 

Audit Scope, Objectives, and Methodology 
 

he objectives of our performance audit were to examine the 
PAR cases closed in the three fiscal years that ended on 

March 31, 2002.  For open cases, we extended the scope 
period through June 10, 2002, to include more current data.  We 
examined the timeliness of cases closed within our audit period, 
reviewing a sample of cases, the number of PARs being 
granted, and the status of the PARs inventory.  We sought to 
determine the size of the backlog and the rate at which it had 
been reduced, and whether PARs are processed timely, and to 
examine ORA’s processing procedures. 
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To accomplish our objectives, we obtained a download of PAR 
data and utilized the Audit Command Language (ACL), a 
software product, to sort and analyze the data.  We performed 
several analyses in examining the timeliness with which a PAR 
is closed.  We also examined and tested the accuracy of a 
randomly selected sample of case files.  We obtained DHCR’s 
statistics that reflected a reduction in inventory caseload during 
the years in our audit period, and evaluated the internal controls 
DHCR had established over operating procedures.  
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess those 
operations that are included in our audit scope.  Further, these 
standards require that we understand ORA's internal control 
structure and its compliance with those laws, rules, and 
regulations that are relevant to the operations included in our 
audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, the 
evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting 
and operating records and applying such other auditing 
procedures as we consider necessary in the circumstances.  An 
audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments, and 
decisions made by management.  We believe that our audit 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations.  
 
We used a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be 
audited.  This approach focuses our audit efforts on operations 
that have been identified through a preliminary survey as having 
the greatest probability for needing improvement.  
Consequently, by design, finite audit resources are used to 
identify where and how improvements can be made.  Thus, little 
audit effort is devoted to reviewing operations that may be 
relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, our audit reports are 
prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore, 
highlights those areas needing improvement and does not 
address activities that may be functioning properly. 
 

Response of DHCR Officials to Audit 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to DHCR officials for 
their review and comment.  Their comments have been 

considered in preparing this final report and are included as 
Appendix B. 
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Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by 
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the 
Division of Housing and Community Renewal shall report to the 
Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders of the 
Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were 
taken to implement the recommendations contained herein, and 
where recommendations were not implemented, the reasons 
therefor. 
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TIMELINESS OF CASE RESOLUTION 

 
overnment agencies are accountable for the effective, 
efficient, and economical use of publicly-funded resources 

provided to accomplish their missions.  To achieve this 
accountability, agency management should establish goals and 
objectives that are pertinent to the agency’s mission and that 
are measurable.  This kind of information is also needed by 
agency management to allocate resources to services and to 
assess the effectiveness of those services. 
 
In February 1999, DHCR issued a Strategic Action Plan goal to 
achieve a 15 to 20 percent annual reduction in the PAR units’ 
case backlog.  According to the data, DHCR’s goal is being 
achieved.  DHCR has made steady headway, over time, in 
reducing its backlog of open PAR cases.  By the end of fiscal 
year 2000, it stood at 4,345 cases.  By March 31, 2002, the 
backlog had decreased by 65 percent to 1,521 cases. 
 
Although this performance is laudable, we determined that 
decisions on PARs are not being reached on a timely basis.  
The inability to resolve cases timely works to the detriment of 
tenants and landlords.  The inventory of 1,478 unresolved PAR 
cases, as of June 10, 2002, has remained open for an average 
of 1,158 days (three years and two months).  
 
We also examined a random sample of 50 cases from the 
12,527 PARs that were closed during the three-year period 
ended March 31, 2002.  We found the average amount of time it 
took to issue the original order on the underlying case and for 
deciding the PAR were 976 and 856 days, respectively.  
Combining each component, for our sample, it took DHCR an 
average total of five years to resolve a case that was reviewed.  
 
Although DHCR was able to provide us with a list of cases 
outstanding for more than 36 months, it does not routinely age 
its PAR inventory to identify timeliness issues or trends it should 
be focusing on.  For example, we found the average amount of 
time for which a newer PAR case (i.e., one that was opened 
after March 31, 1999 and was still open as of April 25, 2002) 
remained open varied widely among bureaus from 192 average 
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days to 499 average days.  DHCR should consider expanding 
PAR unit performance goals to include the timeliness of case 
closings. 
 

Backlog Reduction 
 

HCR has been able to reduce its PAR backlog by 
streamlining the initial case-screening process by 

processing the newly-received PARs along with the older ones.  
Its caseload management is a combination of Last In First Out 
(LIFO) processing to keep current and First In First Out (FIFO) 
to prioritize the old cases, with the complex cases assigned to 
more-experienced attorneys.  DHCR officials told us that they 
have the flexibility to re-deploy staff as needed and can shift 
staff among units to cope with an influx of cases.  Rent 
Examiners are used to prevent incompletely submitted cases 
from reaching the next stage of processing by verifying that the 
PAR contains all of the necessary information and that the filing 
was done in a timely manner. 
 
ORA officials monitor the PAR caseload by reviewing a monthly 
“Summary-Weekly Activity” report that lists the activity of PAR 
cases among the various bureaus.  To arrive at the number of 
pending (open) cases that remain at the end of the month, the 
report combines the number that were open at the start of the 
month with the number of intake (new) cases and the number of 
resolved (closed) cases reported for that month.  
 
DHCR’s records indicate that the goal of a 15-percent to 20-
percent reduction in pending PARs has been achieved in the 
past three fiscal years, as shown in the following table:  
 

 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 
Bureau Number Percentage* Number Percentage* Number Percentage*
SCORE 362 -16.4 286 -20.99 184 -35.66
Overcharge 1,548 -41.39 950 -38.63 368 -61.26

Owner Multiple 1,536 -24.82 1,040 -32.29 763 -26.63
ETPA 897 -44.77 275 -69.34 204 -25.82
Unspecified        2 100        2 0.00        2 0.00
Total 4,345 -35.55 2,553 -41.24 1,521 -40.42

 
*  Percentage of change from previous fiscal year.   

 
Despite these significant reductions, 1,521 PAR cases were still 
pending on March 31, 2002, and 1,478 PAR cases on June 10, 
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2002.  We tried to determine what ORA officials consider an 
acceptable average time to close a PAR case, while still 
assuring a legal and appropriate end result, but they were 
unable to provide a clear response and referred us to their 
Strategic Plan.  DHCR’s most-recent Strategic Plan (1998-99) 
outlines steps it is taking to reduce the backlog; it does not 
indicate an acceptable level of pending PAR cases or average 
processing time.  
 

Analysis of PAR Cases 
 

lthough ORA monitors the number of pending cases, the 
status and progress of PAR cases have not been 

computerized so that program administrators could readily 
evaluate the situation, problem, timeliness, or current status of 
each case.  The DHCR computerized Historical Update 
Tracking System (HUTS) records only the latest general status 
of the PAR and the staff person to whom it is currently assigned.  
It does not reveal the work that is being performed, the progress 
that is being made, or the amount of time that is expected to 
pass before the PAR is resolved.  Significant periods of time 
may elapse before the next entry is recorded on HUTS.  To 
determine the past and present activity related to a case, staff 
would have to retrieve the individual (manual) case file.  DHCR 
officials contend that the PAR process does not easily lend itself 
to computerization, and such computerization would require 
significant expenditures of time and money. 
 
According to New York State rent regulations, PARs should be 
resolved within 90 days.  DHCR officials pointed out that this 90-
day requirement is neither a standard nor a guideline.  A 
decision by the Appellate Division of the New York State 
Supreme Court stated that the 90-day requirement pertains only 
to the earliest date a petitioner may initiate a court case after 
filing a PAR application.  When we requested DHCR’s standard 
for resolving PARs, we were told that there was none.  
Therefore, absent a formal standard, we used the court’s 90-day 
requirement as the measuring point for efficiency.  DHCR 
officials disagreed with this standard, but did not offer an 
appropriate alternate standard or guideline. 
 
We analyzed the PAR cases that had been closed within the 
past three years to determine how much time it took to close 
them.  We found that, of the 12,527 PAR cases closed during 
the three-year period ended March 31, 2002, only 1,990 (16 
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percent) had been closed within 90 days of the filing date.  The 
average processing time for the 12,527 PAR cases closed 
during that period was much longer − 850 days − because 
several older PARs were closed during this time.  The closing 
patterns of these cases are shown in the following table: 

 
Timeliness of PAR Closings 

During April 1, 1999 – March 31, 2002 
Time Frame Number of Cases Percentage Closed 

Less than 90 days   1,990   16 
90-180 days   2,293   18 
181-365 days   1,714   14 
1-3 years   2,747   22 
3-5 years   1,875   15 
5-10 years   1,782   14 
More than 10 years      126     1 
Total 12,527 100 

 
DHCR officials do not regularly age their case inventory.  Our 
aging of the inventory of the 1,478 open cases, as of June 10, 
2002, showed the following: 
 

PAR Inventory as of June 10, 2002
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Overall, the June 10, 2002 PAR inventory has remained open 
for an average period of more than 3 years − 1,158 days.  In 
contrast, it took an average of 850 days to close the PARs that 
had been closed during our audit period.  As the above chart 
indicates, the time elapsed ranges from 366 cases that were 



 

 

9

under the 90-day threshold, to 128 cases that were more than 
10 years old.   
 
In recognition of the dual protocols used by DHCR to process 
older and newer PAR cases, we excluded older PARs and 
analyzed those PARs filed during the three-year period ending 
March 31, 2002.  We found the PARs currently being filed are 
taking significantly longer than the 90-day threshold period - the 
779 cases opened since April 1, 1999 have been open for an 
average of 310 days.  

 
We also noted that, as the following table shows, the average 
amount of time for which cases remain open varies widely 
among the individual bureaus − from 192 average days at the 
SCORE Bureau to 499 days at the Owner Multiple Bureau.  
 

PARs Filed Between April 1, 1999 and March 31, 2002 
 
 
 

Bureau 

 
 

Number 
of Open PARs 

Average Number 
of Days Open 

(As of April 25, 
2002) 

Luxury Decontrol*   24 392 
Overcharge 237 267 
Owner Multiple 217 499 
Rent Control/ETPA 133 212 
SCORE 168 192 
Total   779 310 

 
* Luxury Decontrol is part of the Overcharge bureau.  In the information 

DHCR provided to us, it separated Luxury Decontrol from Overcharge. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Establish a standard timeframe for deciding PARs and 

develop a strategic plan for reaching that goal. 
 
 (DHCR officials replied that a standard time frame for 

deciding PARs will be established once the backlog of 
older cases is eliminated.) 

 
2. Monitor and age the PAR inventory so management can 

know which PARs have remained open for prolonged 
periods of time.  Distribute a summary report of all open 
PARs to respective bureaus on a regular basis. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
 (DHCR indicated that this was the current practice at the 

time of the audit and cited two reports available that 
monitor and/or age the PAR inventory.) 

 
 Auditor’s Comment:  We did not observe this practice nor 

were we provided with such reports during our audit. 
 
3. Enhance the computerized system for monitoring cases 

to include the issues, problems, and actions being taken.  
Break down the PAR inventory among the bureaus to 
identify trends that might be contributing to delays. 

 
 (DHCR officials did not agree with this recommendation.  

They contend the PAR process does not easily lend itself 
to computerization and it would be costly to implement.  
They further indicated that there are no trends that 
contribute to a delay other than the inherited backlog.) 
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PARs GRANTED 
 

ARs are decided by examining case law, case precedent, 
and the specific case file.  New or additional information is 

not accepted during the PAR process.  PAR cases involve only 
facts, issues, and material contained in the initial case resulting 
in the Rent Administrator’s order.  The aggrieved party can only 
contend that there is a legal or factual error. 
 
During our audit period, we found that nearly 18 percent of the 
PARs that had been filed had been granted (wholly or in part).  
The granting of PARs varied among the bureaus, from 6.8 
percent (SCORE) to nearly 34 percent (Overcharge), as follows: 

 
PAR Dispositions During the Three Fiscal Years Ending on 

March 31, 2002 

 
*  There were 12,527 PARs closed during the three-year period ending March 31, 

2002.  Fourteen PARs are excluded from this table: ten of these were related 
to a former Management Bureau, and the remaining four were not included in 
this table because complete information was not available for them. 

 
DHCR officials, who had not been aware of the rate PARs are 
granted, did not indicate whether they considered the 18-
percent rate to be significant when we brought it to their 
attention during the audit.  (In response to our draft report, they 
indicated it was not significant.)  We were told that, when they 
render a decision approving or denying a PAR, both the PAR 
unit and the processing unit for the original application basically 
follow the same procedures (examining case law, case 
precedent, and the specific case file).  It is not clear why, if this 
process was being followed, 34 percent of the PARs submitted 
to the Overcharge Bureau resulted in a change of the original 

P

 
Bureau 

Fully- 
Granted

Partially-
Granted 

Total 
Granted

Total 
Dispositions 

Percentage
Granted 

Overcharge 649 682 1,331 3,943 33.76%
ETPA 339   13    352 2,615 13.46%
Owner – 
Multiple 

212 143    355 3,018 11.76%

SCORE   69   92    161 2,369 6.80%
Luxury 
Decontrol  

  15     2      17    568 2.99%

Totals 2,216 12,513* 17.71%
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decision.  DHCR officials subsequently informed us that, 
because changes in rent laws during 1997 and a subsequent 
revision of regulations in 2000 had affected many initial 
decisions by Rent Administrators, a significant number were 
overturned during the PAR process, especially for the 
Overcharge Bureau.  However, they could not tell us which or 
how many cases had been affected.  
 
Although DHCR officials point out that PAR decisions are 
reviewed on three levels, the review is actually performed on a 
case-by-case basis.  Because they do not routinely accumulate 
and analyze PAR decisions that were rendered during a specific 
period, DHCR officials do not readily know which PARs have 
been granted, or the amount or proportion of PARs that have 
been granted or why.  The 18-percent rate we found in our 
review could be an indication that poor decisions were made at 
the initial case review level; however, DHCR officials have not 
examined the collective factors that might have contributed to 
this result.  Although changes in the rent laws may have had an 
impact on the number of PARs granted, DHCR does not know 
to what extent that occurred.  In response to our draft report, 
DHCR officials indicated, “the percentage of grants is lower 
now.”  However, they did not provide corresponding data. 
 

Recommendation 
 
4. Monitor PAR dispositions to determine whether changes 

are needed in the original application review process. 
 
 (DHCR officials responded to the draft report that this 

was a current practice at the time of the audit and is done 
on a regular basis.) 

 
 Auditor’s Comment:  We did not observe this practice 

during the audit.  In addition, DHCR officials were not 
aware of the rate of PARs granted, nor were they aware 
of the reasons for the larger rate in the Overcharge 
Bureau. 
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OPERATING PRACTICES 
 

n the past, a single unit processed all PARs; now each of the 
four processing bureaus has its own PAR unit that is headed 

by a director who reports to the bureau chief.  This arrangement 
affords closer administrative control over small groups.  
 
Our examination of the organizational structure of the PAR units 
showed that the ETPA and Overcharge units have the largest 
staffs − 14 and 13, respectively.  OM has seven positions and 
SCORE has five.  Each unit has a director, attorneys of varied 
rank, and rent examiners.  Senior attorneys and rent examiners 
comprise the majority of the staff.  
 
DHCR communicates with its customer base − both owners and 
tenants − in various ways.  Offices in each borough of New York 
City distribute brochures describing agency services, and 
DHCR’s Internet website provides answers to frequently asked 
questions.  The public can also call various telephone numbers 
with inquiries.  Instructions for filing a PAR appear on the back 
of the PAR application form.  
 
We evaluated the PAR units’ operating procedures and noted 
that file maintenance practices need to be improved. 
 

Verification of Reported PAR Data and Required Documentation 
 

o verify the accuracy and reliability of the PAR database, we 
used our random sample of 49 cases (one case file from the 

50 we randomly selected was not available) to verify the 
reported information obtained from HUTS.  We compared the 
original documentation in the files, verifying all pertinent 
information, such as the date of the filing of the PAR, the notice 
of the PAR, its disposition, and the date of its disposition.  In two 
of the cases, we found that the PAR filing dates differed.  In 
addition to verifying the reported PAR data, we looked for the 
required documentation and noted: 
 

• Eight did not contain a required covering memo.  
 

• Five did not contain a copy of the underlying order on file.  

I 
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• One progress report had not been annotated properly to 

denote progress of the case.  
 

• One PAR had not been date-stamped.  
 
These missing items are an indication that ORA’s file 
maintenance practices need to be improved.  (We provided 
DHCR officials with information on the specific files involved.) 
 

Recommendations 
 
5. Recommendation deleted. 
 
6. Recommendation deleted. 
 
7. Improve file maintenance practices so that all case files 

contain the required documents. 
 
 (DHCR officials indicate that a pilot program has been 

initiated to enter all files, evidence, and examiner notices  
into a retrievable document storage database.) 
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* State Comptroller's Note: 
 
Certain matters addressed in the draft report were revised or 
deleted from the final audit report. 
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