






























Subject: Re: Housing & Buildings Committee Hearing Notice 
 

For the record, ABO has concerns about Intros. 106, 1241, and 1389. 

 

Intro. 106 creates a new sign requirement which will add expense to 

building owners and may result in confusion regarding accessibility. 

Signage is now required at inaccessible entries pointing to an accessible 

one, if available. In fact, the accessible entry may be accessible due to use 

of a portable ramp. The proposed signage might result in someone 

unnecessarily calling for the ramp to be moved, rather than simply directing 

them to the accessible entrance. There is also the issue of timing. A 

portable ramp might only be available when a porter is on duty. Who is 

supposed to be called, when, and how long might it take to respond? We 

believe the idea needs more study. 

 

Intro. 1241 is not clear as to how it relates to the location requirements in 

section 1109.2.1.4 of the amended section. 

 

Intro. 1389 may be too limited in its exceptions. For example, what if a part 

is ordered and due in 8 or 10 days, or if a piece of heavy equipment is not 

immediately available for a particular job and takes a week or two to arrive? 

The expense of removing and reinstalling sheds warrants much broader 

flexibility on the part of the department. 

 

Dan Margulies 
Associated Builders and Owners of Greater New York 
5 Hanover Square, Suite 1605 
New York, NYÂ  10004 
o. 212 385-4949 
c. 914 834-1897 
dan@abogny.com 
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Testimony of the New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development to 

the New York City Council Committee on Housing and Buildings regarding 

Introduction 1389 

 

Wednesday, October 25, 2017 

 

This testimony is submitted by the Department of Housing Preservation and 

Development (HPD) related to Introduction 1389, which would require the City to correct unsafe 

exterior walls if these repairs are not completed by owners within 180 days of the filing of a  

critical examination report with the Department of Buildings (DOB). This bill would mandate 

the DOB Commissioner to direct HPD or another designated agency to address the unsafe 

exterior conditions of these commercial and residential buildings for repair. 

The primary focus of HPD’s Office of Enforcement and Neighborhood services is to 

ensure that the Housing Maintenance Code and Multiple Dwelling Law are being enforced. To 

that end, HPD conducted almost 700,000 inspections and issued 481,000 violations in Fiscal 

Year 2017 (FY17). Of those violations, 81,000 were considered immediately hazardous. When 

housing maintenance conditions are classified as immediately hazardous – such as a lack of heat 

or hot water, the presence of lead-based paint, or the lack of a window guard – HPD works to 

enforce compliance. If an owner fails to correct the condition, HPD may attempt to complete the 

repair or system replacement through our emergency repair process. We use the same process 

when the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) identifies lead-based paint 

hazards in the homes of lead-poisoned children or when DOHMH identifies apartments where a 

child has fallen out of a window due to a lack of window guards. These types of conditions 

warrant the emergency response provided by HPD. 

The Department of Buildings (DOB) is authorized under the Building Code to refer 

emergency conditions to HPD when an owner fails to perform work under an order or violation. 

DOB may refer sealing vacant properties and or demolishing an unsafe building to HPD. These 

conditions also pose an immediate threat to public safety.  
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Given that HPD’s primary role in addressing emergency maintenance conditions is when 

it performs work at private residential properties, the mandate for referral of exterior wall repairs 

for all buildings that would be placed on HPD by Intro 1389 raises several concerns.   

First, if a sidewalk shed is in place, the emergency condition of the exterior walls will 

have been mitigated by erecting of a sidewalk shed if the owner fails to perform work by the 

time of the bill’s requirement for DOB referral to HPD. Although we understand the concerns as 

expressed by the Council about the length of time a sidewalk shed remains in place, the shed 

does provide an immediate and appropriate response to the emergency condition posed by an 

unsafe façade. In fact, HPD may install sidewalk sheds around buildings in emergency situations 

to protect the public under order of DOB. HPD awarded contracts for approximately $500,000 

for the installation of sidewalk sheds in FY17. Once sidewalk sheds are erected, the emergency 

condition has been temporarily abated. 

Second, there are multiple variables that could significantly raise or lower projected costs 

for HPD to conduct exterior wall work for buildings classified as “unsafe” by DOB, but even 

under the most favorable assumptions, the cost would be enormous to the City. This bill includes 

all building types in New York City, which is a tremendous amount of buildings with wide 

ranging uses, heights, and conditions. DOB testified that nearly 1,000 properties file within a 5 

year period that the façade is considered unsafe. Façade repairs can be complex and require 

significant work and cost. HPD repairs – because of the contracting and wage requirements 

associated with City work – will increase the cost well over the private repair cost estimates.  

Third, our existing enforcement programs face an uncertain federal funding landscape. 

With so many unknowns related to estimating the cost of this program, this bill would add 

funding uncertainty for HPD’s code enforcement without addressing the agency's  mission of 

providing affordable housing and  keeping New Yorkers safe in their homes. The Administration 

cannot afford such unfunded and costly mandates. For all these reasons, HPD does not support 

Intro. 1389. 

We trust that DOB, Council Member Kallos, and other interested Council Members will 

continue to explore other enforcement options for improving compliance with the requirements 

of Local Law 11.   

 








