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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT  
MONITORING OF NEW YORK CITY MITCHELL-LAMA 
WAITING LISTS  

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he mission of the New York City Department of Housing Preservation and 
Development (HPD) is, among other things, to maintain and improve the 

availability, affordability, and quality of housing in New York City (City).  HPD has 
many responsibilities, including the supervision of privately-owned City Mitchell-
Lama housing companies that were created under the authority of Article 2 of the 
New York State Private Housing Finance Law.  The City has helped keep rents 
affordable by providing low-interest mortgages and/or tax exemptions to Mitchell-
Lama housing companies, which are moderate- and middle-income rental and 
cooperative units. 
 
As of the date of the audit, HPD has full supervisory responsibility for 50 of the 
126 Mitchell-Lama housing companies, and shares responsibility for supervising 
the remaining 76 with the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD).  Each of these 76 companies, which were refinanced 
during New York City’s fiscal crisis in the late 1970s, now has two mortgages - 
the first held by HUD and the second held by the City. 
 
HPD monitors the admission and income of residents for all 126 of its Mitchell-
Lama housing companies.  It also acts as the supervisory agency in all other 
management and financial issues affecting the 50 solely-supervised companies.  
HUD is the supervisory agency in the management and financial issues affecting 
the 76 “refinanced” companies.  Managing agents employed by the housing 
companies are responsible for the day-to-day operations of the Mitchell-Lamas. 
 
Mitchell-Lama apartments, including cooperatives, are rented or sold through 
waiting lists kept by each housing company.  Many Mitchell-Lama waiting lists 
are closed because there are already enough applicants listed to fill vacancies 
expected in the foreseeable future.  With such a high demand for affordable 
housing, there is increased pressure on prospective tenants to be high on the 
waiting lists.  Periodically, these companies open their waiting lists and accept 
new applications through a lottery system. 
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New York City has issued rules for governing the administration of its Mitchell-
Lama housing companies.  According to Chapter 3 of Title 28 of the Rules of the 
City of New York (Rules), all Mitchell-Lama housing companies must maintain 
waiting lists on forms approved by HPD for all tenant applications.  HPD is to 
monitor the lists, which must show applicants’ names in chronological order, by 
either the date the application was received or the order of selection by lottery, as 
applicable.   
 
We examined HPD’s monitoring of the waiting lists maintained by the Mitchell-
Lama housing companies for the two-year period that ended on December 31, 
2004.  The objective of our performance audit was to determine whether HPD’s 
monitoring effectively ensures that the tenant selection process is performed in 
accordance with the Rules. 
 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

ur audit found that HPD’s efforts to monitor the maintenance of waiting lists 
at the City’s Mitchell-Lama developments are adequate overall.  For 

example, through its efforts to approve apartment applications for non-refinanced 
housing companies and conduct post audits of refinanced housing companies, 
HPD generally ensures that the waiting lists are being honored. 
 
However, our audit did identify some steps that HPD could take to strengthen the 
integrity of the waiting lists.  For example, the HPD waiting list tracking system 
should alert HPD management when housing companies do not submit lists on 
time, and should facilitate the monitoring of late submissions.  We found that 69 
percent of non-refinanced housing companies had submitted their lists late and 
that HPD had not specified the minimum time frame for submission by refinanced 
housing companies.  HPD also needs to enhance the waiting list format and 
consider the feasibility of automating the lists so the process of maintaining and 
updating them could be streamlined.  We found some tenants at 2 of the 10 
housing companies we visited had received apartments and were not on the 
waiting lists at all.  This included an employee of the housing company’s 
managing agent who had received an apartment improperly. 
 
HPD also needs to track the resolution of its own internal audit findings; and 
maintain a detailed file of applicant complaints and related resolutions.  It should 
also develop a comprehensive formal policy and procedures manual that could 
guide all interested parties in understanding their rights and obligations. 
 

COMMENTS OF HPD OFFICIALS 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to HPD officials for their review and 
comment.  Their comments have been considered in preparing this report 

and are included as Appendix B.  HPD officials generally agreed with most of our 
recommendations. 

O 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

 
he mission of the New York City Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development (HPD) is, among other 

things, to maintain and improve the availability, affordability, and 
quality of housing in New York City (City).  As the nation’s 
largest municipal housing agency, HPD works with private, 
public, and community partners to strengthen neighborhoods 
and enable more New Yorkers to become homeowners or to 
rent well-maintained, affordable housing.  HPD has many 
responsibilities, including, at the time of the audit, supervision of 
126 privately-owned housing companies.  These are City 
Mitchell-Lama housing companies that were created under the 
authority of Article 2 of the New York State Private Housing 
Finance Law (commonly referred to as the Mitchell-Lama Law).  
The City has helped keep rents affordable by providing low-
interest mortgages and/or tax exemptions to Mitchell-Lama 
housing companies, which are moderate- and middle-income 
rental and cooperative units. 
 
As of the date of the audit, HPD had full supervisory 
responsibility for 50 of the 126 Mitchell-Lama housing 
companies, and shared responsibility for supervising the 
remaining 76 with the United States Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD).  Each of these 76 companies, 
which were refinanced during New York City’s fiscal crisis in the 
late 1970s, has two mortgages: the first held by HUD and the 
second held by the City. 
 
HPD monitors the admission and income of residents for all 126 
of its Mitchell-Lama housing companies.  It also acts as the 
supervisory agency in all other management and financial 
issues affecting the 50 solely-supervised companies.  HUD is 
the supervisory agency in the management and financial issues 
affecting the 76 “refinanced” companies.  Managing agents 
employed by the housing companies are responsible for the 
day-to-day operations of the Mitchell-Lamas. 
 
Mitchell-Lama apartments, including cooperatives, are rented or 
sold through waiting lists kept by each housing company.  Many 
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Mitchell-Lama waiting lists are closed because there are already 
enough applicants listed to fill vacancies expected in the 
foreseeable future.  With such a high demand for affordable 
housing, there is increased pressure on prospective tenants to 
be high on the waiting lists.  Periodically, these companies open 
their waiting lists and accept new applications through a lottery 
system. 
 
New York City has issued rules for governing the administration 
of its Mitchell-Lama housing companies.  According to Chapter 
3 of Title 28 of the Rules of the City of New York (Rules), all 
Mitchell-Lama housing companies must maintain waiting lists on 
forms approved by HPD for all tenant applications.  HPD is to 
monitor the waiting lists, which must show applicants’ names in 
chronological order, by either the date the application was 
received, or the order of selection by lottery, as applicable.  
Periodically, the companies are to submit updated waiting lists 
to HPD that reflect the status of each application (i.e., who 
received an apartment, declined an apartment, withdrew, or 
took other actions, including the dates of each activity).  No 
Mitchell-Lama waiting list can be opened or closed without prior 
written approval of HPD. 
 
Two types of waiting lists are maintained by housing companies: 
internal lists, of current tenants who want to move to a larger or 
smaller apartment, usually because their family composition has 
changed; and external lists, of applicants who are not tenants.  
The requests of the former group are to be given preference 
over those of the latter group.  Each type of list is broken down 
further according to the apartment size requested (studio or 
one-, two-, or three-bedroom). 
 

Audit Scope, Objective and Methodology 
 

e examined HPD’s efforts to monitor the maintenance of 
waiting lists by Mitchell-Lama housing companies for the 

two-year period that ended on December 31, 2004.  The 
objective of our performance audit was to determine whether 
HPD’s monitoring effectively ensures that the selection process 
is performed in accordance with the Rules.  To accomplish our 
objective, we interviewed HPD officials and reviewed and 
analyzed HPD records and reports pertaining to the housing 
companies’ waiting lists.  We conducted site visits to ten 
housing companies (seven that were supervised solely by HPD 
and three that had been refinanced), examined their waiting lists 
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and other related records; and reviewed and analyzed pertinent 
laws, policies, bulletins, and procedures. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and do our audit to adequately assess those procedures 
and operations included within the audit scope.  Further, these 
standards require that we understand HPD’s internal control 
structure and compliance with those laws, rules, and regulations 
that are relevant to the HPD’s procedures and operations that 
are included in our audit scope.  An audit includes examining, 
on a test basis, 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 
our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations. 
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs 
certain other constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as 
the chief fiscal officer of New York State, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State contracts, refunds, 
and other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints 
members to certain boards, commissions, and public 
authorities, some of whom have minority voting rights.  These 
duties may be considered management functions for purposes 
of evaluating organizational independence under generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct 
independent audits of program performance. 
 
As is our practice, we notified HPD officials at the outset of the 
audit that we would request a representation letter in which 
agency management provides assurances, to the best of their 
knowledge, concerning the relevance, accuracy, and 
competence of the evidence provided to the auditors during the 
course of the audit.  The representation letter is intended to 
confirm oral presentations made to the auditors and to reduce 
the likelihood of misunderstandings.  Agency officials normally 
use the representation letter to assert that, to the best of their 
knowledge, all relevant financial and programmatic records and 
related data have been provided to the auditors.  They affirm 
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either that the agency has complied with all laws, rules, and 
regulations applicable to its operations that would have a 
significant effect on the operating practices being audited, or 
that any exceptions have been disclosed to the auditors.  
However, officials at the New York City Mayor’s Office of 
Operations have informed us that, as a matter of policy, mayoral 
agency officials do not provide representation letters in 
connection with our audits.  As a result, we lack assurance from 
HPD officials that all relevant information was provided to us 
during the audit. 
 

Response of HPD Officials to Audit 
 

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

considered in preparing this report and are included as 
Appendix B.  HPD officials generally agreed with most of our 
observations and recommendations. 
 
Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request that 
the Commissioner of HPD report to the State Comptroller, 
advising what steps were taken to implement the 
recommendations contained herein, and where 
recommendations were not implemented, the reasons therefor. 
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MONITORING OF WAITING LISTS 

 
anaging agents working for the Mitchell-Lama housing 
companies develop and maintain the waiting lists.  They 

are supposed to offer available apartments or cooperatives to 
applicants in chronological order that is to be established either 
by the date on which the initial apartment application is received 
or by lottery.  Once selected from the list for an apartment, the 
prospective tenant must complete a new application.  If the 
applicant is applying to a non-refinanced housing company, the 
new application must be examined and approved by HPD’s 
Application Unit.  At that time, HPD is to verify that the applicant 
is next on the waiting list and is eligible for the apartment based 
on family composition and income.  Although the Rules do not 
require that refinanced companies submit these applications to 
HPD or HUD for approval, HPD is supposed to monitor the 
process through periodic audits of those companies’ 
applications and waiting lists. 
 
According to the Rules, the waiting lists updated by non-
refinanced housing companies are to be submitted to HPD on a 
semi-annual basis.  Submissions by refinanced housing 
companies are to be done on a “timely basis,” which is not 
further defined.  HPD officials told us they obtain and track the 
submission of all waiting lists.  To determine whether 
submissions were being made properly every six months, we 
examined HPD’s records for 49 of the 50 non-refinanced 
housing companies (the remaining housing company provides 
staff housing to hospital employees and is not required to 
submit a waiting list to HPD).  As of November 30, 2004, we 
found that 34 (69 percent) of the 49 had not submitted their lists 
during the preceding six months.  HPD’s tracking sheet showed 
submission dates ranging from February 2004 through 
November 2004.  Because HPD officials did not have a record 
of prior submissions, we could not readily determine whether 
they had been routinely delayed in the past. 
 
To identify unexplained changes to the waiting lists, HPD 
officials told us they compare the previous and current waiting 
lists submitted by non-refinanced companies.  However, only 
the most recent entries on those lists are compared, not all of 
the entries on all of the pages.  In fact, 4 of the 7 non-refinanced 
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housing companies we visited submit only their updated sheets 
to HPD, not the complete waiting list.  While we saw evidence of 
HPD’s review, we also observed some conditions that should 
have been detected and explained.  For example, HPD officials 
could not explain why the names of three applicants, each 
seeking a two-bedroom apartment, were listed on one 
company’s master list, but were not included after the list was 
broken down into separate lists according to apartment size. 
 
During our visits to 10 housing companies, we identified a total 
of 137 of the companies’ newest tenants by comparing the most 
recent rent rolls with the prior rent rolls.  Our review of the 
housing companies’ files found that most of these new tenants 
had been properly taken from waiting lists.  (We have 
summarized the results of this review in Exhibit A, which 
appears at the end of this report.)  We did note the following 
exceptions: 
 

• At Boulevard Towers, we found that the names of just 5 
of the 20 new tenants whose records we reviewed were 
on the refinanced housing company’s “official” waiting 
lists.  The company’s managing agent explained to us 
that some individuals not on the waiting lists had been 
given an apartment because they had brought in a letter 
indicating that their names were on a previous waiting 
list.  However, the managing agent could not locate such 
a list.  Based on the letters they presented, the company 
had reinstated these applicants without HPD prior 
approval.  During our visit, we also determined that this 
company is not utilizing the appropriate lease agreement 
and application form and does not obtain documentation 
that would support a tenant’s reported income, as 
required. 

 
• At Prospect Towers, also a refinanced housing company, 

we found a new tenant who was an employee of the 
company’s managing agent.  This tenant had not been 
on a waiting list and, therefore, had received the 
apartment improperly. 
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Recommendations 
 
1. Monitor the submissions of non-refinanced housing company 

waiting lists to ensure that complete lists are submitted to 
HPD at least every six months. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they have 

restructured their Application Unit, including the addition of 
two employees, to improve the processing of applications 
and the monitoring of waiting lists.  They added that they will 
enhance the tracking system by creating a new system using 
MS ACCESS, which they believe will ensure better control 
for the submission of waiting lists.) 

 
2. Develop a minimum time frame for submission of waiting 

lists by refinanced housing companies and notify those 
companies accordingly. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they will 

request that waiting lists be supplied every six months from 
refinanced housing companies.) 

 
3. Follow up on the specific issues we identified at Boulevard 

Towers and Prospect Towers and take appropriate 
corrective actions. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they have 

supplied Boulevard Towers with the appropriate lease.  They 
will provide training for the site managers of both Boulevard 
Towers and Prospect Park Towers to ensure that proper 
documentation and occupancy requirements are obtained 
and retained in their files.  In addition, an audit of both 
developments will begin within the next six months.) 
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CONTENT OF WAITING LISTS 

 
he Rules state that all housing companies “shall maintain 
waiting lists on forms approved by HPD for all 

tenant/cooperator applications for apartments, listed in 
chronological order, by apartment size, by date of receipt or by 
selection by lottery, as applicable.”  They also show an example 
of how a waiting list is to be maintained.  The example includes: 
the date of the application, the name of the applicant, the 
applicant’s current address, and business and residence 
telephone numbers, and the date of discharge, if the applicant is 
a Veteran.   
 
We found that the composition of the waiting lists varies among 
the ten housing companies we visited.  None of the lists we 
examined was prepared exactly as suggested by the Rules.  
Although five of the companies utilize a waiting list form that 
basically allows the user to enter the same information as the 
HPD example, that information is not always captured as a 
matter of practice.  For example:  
 

• The waiting lists of two housing companies (Luna Park, 
Brighton House) do not indicate the date of the 
application (i.e., the “Date of Request”).  Although the 
form used by Prospect Towers provides space for noting 
the Date of Request, that information is not recorded.  
The Date of Request is essential data, since it 
establishes the order of selection. 

 
• At five of the housing companies, the waiting list format 

does not provide space for the applicant’s business 
telephone number, while the format used by four of the 
companies does not provide a place for entering the 
applicant’s residential telephone number.  This 
information is essential for contacting an applicant. 

 
According to the Rules, “the waiting lists must reflect the status 
of each application, i.e., who received an apartment, who 
declined an apartment, who withdrew, or any other 
circumstances, including dates the actions were taken.”  The 
Rules also state that the waiting list shall be printed in a legible 
manner.  At some of the housing companies we visited, we 
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were unable to determine whether the order prescribed for the 
waiting lists had always been followed.  Written comments on 
the waiting lists provide some explanations for skipping an 
applicant, but they are not always provided and some of them 
are incomplete.  Such notes or comments are not always 
legible; they are usually written in longhand, squeezed in 
between lines and, consequently, difficult to understand.  We 
also noted that some new tenants in Boulevard Towers, Dayton 
Towers, and Clayton Apartments had been selected from the 
waiting list ahead of previously-listed applicants; yet no 
comments or annotations had been added next to their names 
to explain why. 
 
In Exhibit B, we have summarized the information presented on 
the waiting lists for each of the housing companies we visited.  
Specific details not covered in the Exhibit include the following: 
 
Dayton Towers’ waiting lists are generally not clear or 
understandable.  We found it hard to read the comments or to 
determine whether some applicants had been selected or 
rejected.  We were told that the previous management had 
bypassed the order of the waiting lists and offered apartments to 
applicants whose names did not appear on the lists.  We found 
that one of the new tenants we reviewed (#2406 on the external 
waiting list) had received an apartment, even though we had 
been told that assignments had only reached as far as applicant 
#2081.  (The application for this tenant was not initially 
approved by HPD, but the tenant was permitted to remain in the 
apartment.)  Dayton Towers is now under new management. 
 
The waiting lists at Brighton House are also not always 
understandable.  The housing company does not always 
provide a note or comment beside an applicant’s name when it 
is needed; and when it does, the comments are difficult to 
follow.  Our review of the lists at Brighton House also revealed 
that some of the applicant names had been inserted between 
other names that were numbered consecutively (e.g., the name 
of applicant #10A was placed on the list between the names of 
applicants #10 and #11).  The managing agent told us that 
applications for some individuals had been misplaced 
temporarily and had been added to the list later, after it was 
compiled according to the dates on the applications.  However, 
because the waiting list does not indicate the application date, it 
was not apparent that the names had been inserted in the 
proper order.  The use of sub-numbering diminishes the integrity 
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of the waiting list, since it allows the names of some applicants 
to be placed ahead of others. 
 
HPD and housing company officials spend a great deal of time 
clarifying the status of each applicant.  To eliminate such 
problems, HPD should explore ways to improve the processes 
currently used for maintaining the waiting lists.  We observed 
some best practices at Tanya Towers, including the placement 
of a waiting list number on the initial application.  This provides 
an additional control feature and makes it possible to reconcile 
the application with the waiting list.  It also minimizes the risk 
that an “unnumbered” application could be inserted at a more-
favorable position on the waiting list.  We find this to be a useful 
control feature that should be incorporated into future 
applications at all housing companies.  Tanya Towers also uses 
separate columns for other important information: the Date of 
Initial Certificate Interview Notice (initial application), Reason for 
Rejection, Move-In Date, Apartment Number, and Comments.  
These improvements would facilitate HPD’s monitoring efforts, 
making it easier to detect discrepancies. 
 
An Automated Waiting List System (AWL) has been developed 
by the New York State Division of Housing and Community 
Renewal (DHCR), which supervises Mitchell-Lama 
developments for New York State. According to DHCR, AWL 
uses Internet technology to enable DHCR and the Mitchell-
Lama housing companies to manage the tenant selection 
process more efficiently and effectively by automating both the 
manual application logs used by housing companies for tenant 
selection and the review and approval process employed at 
DHCR.  It replaces the log books with an electronic application 
database that is stored at DHCR and is accessible over the 
Internet to staff of both DHCR and the housing company.  A 
DHCR official explained that AWL enables housing companies 
to generate prioritized waiting lists and makes it possible for 
DHCR staff to view a complete history of all application 
transactions before requests are approved.  The official said 
"the AWL has streamlined waiting list administration at the 
developments where it's been implemented and has greatly 
improved the Division's ability to monitor tenant selection."  HPD 
should evaluate the feasibility of automating its waiting lists. 
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Recommendations 
 
4. Require housing companies to utilize the HPD suggested 

waiting list form and to record all required information.  Take 
efforts to ensure that the forms are maintained in a legible 
manner. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they will 

review the City Mitchell-Lama rules regarding the format of 
the waiting lists to ascertain if it accurately reflects the 
required information.  Based upon the review, HPD will take 
appropriate action.) 

 
5. Enhance the waiting list format, requiring the applicant’s 

consecutive number to be listed on the apartment application 
and providing separate columns where dates and other 
important information can be entered. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they will 

review the waiting list format and, based upon that review, 
take appropriate action.) 

 
6. Evaluate the feasibility of automating the waiting lists so that 

the process of maintaining and updating them can be 
streamlined. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they will 

evaluate the feasibility of automating waiting lists.) 
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APPLICATION AUDITS 

 
PD has assigned three staff to audit the application 
processes employed by the 126 housing companies, 

including the verification of tenant eligibility as determined by 
position on the waiting list, income, and family composition.  
These auditors perform two types of application audits: full-
scope, covering every current tenant; and general, covering new 
tenants only.  Since a housing company can be responsible for 
a range of 200 to 2,000 or more apartments, full-scope audits 
can be a time-consuming undertaking.   According to HPD 
officials, they have performed only full-scope audits since 
January 2003; and most of the 21 that were done in 2003 and 
the 16 that were undertaken in 2004 were complaint-driven. 
 
We obtained a listing of the most recent audit conducted at each 
housing company and found that, as the following chart reveals, 
a significant amount of time has elapsed since HPD has audited 
certain housing companies.  The longest period between audits 
(11-12 years) was noted for 15 of the housing companies. 

Of the ten companies we visited, Boulevard Towers and 
Prospect Towers, where we identified significant waiting list 
weaknesses, had not been audited since 1998.  Because each 
is a refinanced housing company, neither is required to obtain 
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HPD’s prior approval for apartment applications, giving added 
significance to the lack of HPD audits. 
 
When we reviewed HPD audits, we found that they provide a 
detailed and comprehensive examination.  However, we found 
that HPD does not follow through with the corrective actions 
recommended by its own auditors.  Although most of the audits 
are complaint-driven, we found that HPD does not maintain a 
complaint log or file that would help ensure that housing 
company complaints are being noted and addressed. 
 

Recommendations 
 
7. Identify ways to increase audit coverage of the housing 

companies, particularly those that are refinanced, and 
implement them. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they perform 

audits based upon a variety of factors.  They will review 
existing audit procedures to determine if they can be made 
more efficient.) 

 
8. Implement a formal tracking system for determining whether 

audit findings are being addressed. 
 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that they will 

devise a tracking system to determine whether audit findings 
have been addressed.) 

 
9. Maintain a detailed complaint log or file and note the 

resolutions of each complaint. 
 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that a complaint 

that results in an audit will be kept in the audit file with the 
results of the finding on the complaint noted.  They added 
that any other complaints are handled on a case-by-case 
basis.) 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
 Auditors’ Comments:  A single complaint log or file would 

allow HPD officials to more easily determine whether 
complaints have been appropriately addressed.  Additionally, 
it would enable HPD to spot trends that may lend to 
coordinated solutions. 
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HPD RULES AND GUIDANCE 

 
PD has not established a policy and procedure manual or 
guidelines that clearly communicate the responsibilities of 

HPD and the housing companies for activities pertaining to the 
maintenance of waiting lists.  Although waiting list requirements 
and procedures are outlined in the Rules, they are interspersed 
throughout a legal document that is nearly 60 pages long.  A 
written manual would provide program, policy, and technical 
information; and it would specify the appropriate procedures to 
be followed. 
 
HPD officials indicated that they receive numerous calls from 
the housing companies seeking guidance.  While some inquiries 
are unavoidable, a comprehensive and detailed policy and 
procedures manual should lessen the frequency of daily calls 
and provide for a more consistent approach to the process. 
 

Recommendation 
 
10. Develop and distribute a formal, detailed policy and 

procedures manual that can be used by all housing 
companies. 

 
 (HPD officials responded to our draft report that the 

Mitchell-Lama rules are the policy and procedures for the 
Mitchell-Lama Program that are used by all housing 
companies and available to the public on the Internet.) 

 
 Auditors’ Comments:  Although the Mitchell-Lama rules are 

available on the Internet, they are interspersed throughout 
an extensive legal document.  This is not “user-friendly.”  
The establishment of a policy and procedure manual or 
guidelines that clearly communicate the responsibilities of 
HPD and the housing companies for activities pertaining to 
the maintenance of waiting lists would greatly benefit the 
consumer. 

H 
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EXHIBIT A 
  

 Review of New Tenants 
 

 
 
Housing Company 
 

 
Tenants 

Examined 
 

Tenants Found on 
Waiting List 

 

Tenants 
Appear in 
Order on 

Waiting List 
 

Bedford Gardens 10**   9   9 
Boulevard Towers* 20   5   4 
Brighton House 12 12 12 
Clayton Apts.   9   9   8 
Dayton Towers 10 10   9 
Essex Terrace   3   3   3 
Franklin Plaza 17 17 17 
Luna Park               37 37 37 
Prospect Towers*   8***   7   7 
Tanya Towers* 11 11 11 
Total 137               120           117 

 
Notes: 
 

*  Refinanced housing companies.   
 
**  Includes one tenant who was “downsized” to a smaller apartment and, therefore, 

would not be on the waiting list. 
 

*** One tenant was an employee of the housing company and did not appear on the 
waiting list. 
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EXHIBIT B 

Format of Housing Company Waiting Lists 

 

 *   The HPD waiting list format is utilized and has a column for date of request,       
 business telephone, and residence telephone number; but the information is  not  
 recorded. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bedford 
Gardens 

Blvd. 
Towers 

Brighton 
House 

Clayton 
Apts. 

Dayton 
Towers 

Essex 
Terrace 

Franklin 
Plaza 

Luna 
Park 

Prospect 
Towers 

Tanya 
Towers 

Types of 
Data 

          

Date of 
Request 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes* Yes 

Name Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Address Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Business 
Telephone 

 
Yes 

 
Yes* 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes* 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes* 

 
No 

Residence 
Telephone 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes* 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes* 

 
No 

Veteran’s 
Date of 
Discharge 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

Sequential 
Numbers 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Priority, if 
any 

Yes Yes No Yes No No No No Yes Yes 

Comments No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
HPD 
Format 

Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No Yes No 

Legible Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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