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Good afternoon, my name is Greg Galasso. I am New York City licensed master
rigger and professional engineer. I am here today to speak to the
improvements Int. 298 makes to the impending enactment of LL 141.
Everyone agrees construction sites are far safer places when the tasks are
manned by skilled labor who have the proper amount of training for their
trade and work. There are a handful of activities at a construction site that
require highly specialized workers. One of those tasks in particular is the
hoisting and rigging of complex and heavy equipment used to make these
structures come alive. These are items that provide the electrical power, the
heating, cooling, and circulation of air, and its water supply. Over time
this equipment has become larger, geometrically more complex, and heavier.
The code for close to 50 years has recognized the importance of assigning
only those workers qualified and competent to oversee hoisting and rigging
activities. Back then, critical items were mainly large boilers and equipment
containing tanks or vessels. Over time, owners, construction managers, safety
professionals, and general and sub-contractors have adapted to the design
evolution of this infrastructure equipment by requiring their sites to
involve licensed riggers in the handling and setting process. As a result,
todays licensed riggers oversee the installation of emergency back-up
generators, electrical switch-gear, cooling towers, boilers, and much more.
Rarely do we get an opportunity to propose legislation that would require
very little adaptation as result of its institution. The primary portion of
this bill simply codifies what has already been generally accepted and is
common practice. Impact on stakeholders is minimal. This is sensible code
development.
This proposal will secure and solidify the need for licensed riggers in the
construction process. This proposal pushes back against forces that attempt
to make the building process more “commercially friendly” by watering down
safety measures that together as an industry we have introduced and enacted
in a manner that is unprecedented anywhere in the world. That speaks to the
uniqueness of New York City and the industry’s commitment to safety. Years
ago, impacts from construction accidents were calculated into the project’s

expectations. Deaths per floor was an actual ratio used by industry.
Thankfully, great strides in safety have been made since. In 2006, we have
made further advances in rigging safety regulations specific to the New York
City marketplace through initiates that updated rigging reference standards.
In 2008, new tower crane regulations were passed with overwhelming support.
Unfortunately, it took a few major accident to propel that support and focus
it in on regulatory action. The proactive approach this proposal takes aims
to averts that type of reactionary legislation.
As mentioned before, this proposal secures the licensed riggers’ role in the
construction workplace. This will also help to develop an expanded pool of
licensed riggers who reflect the diversity of New York City. Licensed riggers
employ many certified rigging foreman who act on their behalves. These
foremen implement the hoisting and rigging plans developed during the
planning process. As they direct crews through the work process, they accrue
experience to be applied to the prerequisite 5 years practical experience
needed to qualify for Master Rigger status. This is a direct track to
becoming a master rigger. A growing number of these licensed rigging foremen,
regulated by the Department of Buildings, are members of minority groups and
are poised to expand the diversity of our industry as they gain experience.
For example, at my company, 8 of 12 of the licensed rigging foreman are
members of minority groups and several of these foremen are working toward
taking their master rigging test. We are training the next generation of
highly skilled, expert master riggers and this legislation will ensure that
this important role continues on the job site.
Specifically this proposal further strengthens new requirements appearing in
LL 141 that all workers engaged in these activities have at least some stated
level of training. We all know the City is a unique, densely populated urban
environment. The enhancements proposed give the City the unilateral ability
to vet and approve the individual training and certification courses rather
than, as currently stated in LL 141, the automatic acceptance of a nationally
accredited course. There is already well documented precedence that credits
for previous experience outside NYC or courses offered for training and
certification within that specialized trade account for this City’s
uniqueness.
By defining a climber crane as a “crane”, new technologies present in the
market place and currently unregulated are brought into the fold of safety
regulations will now fall under the control and oversight of the Department
of Buildings. By modernizing the code to call out the equipment posing
complex hoisting and/or rigging challenges and requiring the involvement of
the licensed rigger for solutions, we advance safety, while promoting and
protecting jobs.
And finally, by delineating between standard typical building material and
more complex equipment, we protect the trades who have jurisdiction over
hosting and rigging and provide much needed clarity.
I thank you for your time and this opportunity to speak with you. I hope you
consider moving Int. 298 forward.
Thank you.
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Good morning. My name is Joseph Condon and I am providing this testimony on behalf of the
Community Housing Improvement Program (CHIP), a trade association of 3,500 New York
City multifamily building owners and/or operators with approximately 300,000 rental units
amongst them. Most of these units are rent-regulated and located outside of core Manhattan.
Further, many of these owners are long-term owners with the property having been passed
down for generations.
CHIP is committed to the ensuring that safe and well-maintained housing is provided for the
residents of New York City, and we commend the Council’s intentions to provide the
Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) with more effective means to
address negligent or absentee owners. Proposed Intro. 345-A of 2014 will expand the HPD’s
Alternative Enforcement Program (AEP) by requiring that 280 buildings be put into the
program every year. Currently, the AEP’s annual limit is 200 buildings, and if there are not
enough “distressed” buildings that qualify for the AEP, the HPD is not required to bend the
rules to meet the maximum number of buildings allowed. However, the proposed legislation
would require that 280 buildings be entered into the program, regardless of whether they are
truly distressed or not. Essentially, the proposed legislation requires that HPD meet a quota of
distressed buildings, allowing the agency to redefine what is considered to be a “distressed”
building in order to meet that quota rather than having a consistent application of the AEP’s
eligibility criteria.
In conjunction with this proposed legislation, the HPD is also proposing new eligibility
requirements for the program, lowering the violation ratio threshold and increasing the lookback period. This suggests that the HPD is having difficulty identifying buildings for entry into
the program. However, rather than celebrate the success of the program, the council and the
agency see fit to create a need where none exists.
Building conditions in New York City are getting better, and are currently the best they have
been since the NYC Housing Vacancy Survey (HVS) began keeping data on the topic. The
2011 HVS indicates that 99.7 percent of renter-occupied units were in structurally decent
buildings, meaning that only 0.3 percent of buildings in the city are considered to be physically
distressed.
Rather than allocating additional resources to expand the AEP, perhaps the Council and the
HPD would be better served by focusing those resources to provide assistance to struggling
small building owners. The HPD has reported that many of the buildings identified for
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inclusion in the AEP were small buildings, between 3 and 10 units. Further, HPD also recognizes that the AEP
is not effective in bringing these smaller buildings into compliance with the housing maintenance code for
various reasons. Resources should be focused on working with small building owners, as well as owners of 1and 2-family homes, to address compliance issues. Instead, the Council is proposing to expand a program that
does not effectively address the needs of this extremely important, yet extremely vulnerable, sector of building
owners.
In addition, the legislative intent of the AEP was to reach the core of the physical problems in distressed
buildings and “to alleviate the serious physical deterioration of those buildings by forcing the owner to make
effective repairs or have city government do so in a more comprehensive fashion so that emergency conditions
are alleviated and the underlying physical conditions related to housing code violations are addressed.” The data
suggests that the AEP’s intentions are being met, so much so that eligibility parameters have to now be
expanded in order for enough distressed buildings to be identified for inclusion in the AEP. The most significant
factor about the AEP is that it required the underlying physical conditions relating to the code violations to be
addressed. In other words, if plaster and paint were cracking and bubbling from water infiltration, the AEP
would require that owners not simply re-plaster and re-paint the area, but cure the water infiltration. However,
the AEP is no longer unique in this regard, as Local Law 6 of 2013 authorized the HPD to issue orders to
correct underlying conditions. Thus, the proposed AEP expansion cannot be justified based on the unique tools
afforded to HPD when dealing with buildings in the program, as those tools are now available on a city-wide
basis, whether a building is in the AEP or not.
We also object to the sign-posting requirement that this proposed legislation would add for buildings in the
AEP. The HPD already publicly releases much of this information. Further, the statute authorizing the AEP
requires the HPD to establish a process to provide the occupants of buildings participating in the AEP with
information regarding the status of the building during participation in such program. Despite that the statute
clearly places such notification requirements on the agency, the proposed bill would duplicate the notification
requirement and place unnecessary additional obligations on already burdened owners.
The content of the notice is also problematic, as it only further exacerbates the lack of communication between
owners and tenants that already exists and includes unnecessary information about financial institutions which
hold mortgages on the property. Such financial information is already available to the public, if tenants were
interested in finding out.
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Good morning. My name is Joseph Condon and I am providing this testimony on behalf
of the Community Housing Improvement Program (CHIP), a trade association of 3,500
New York City multifamily building owners and/or operators with approximately
300,000 rental units amongst them. Most of these units are rent-regulated and located
outside of core Manhattan. Further, many of these owners are long-term owners with
the property having been passed down for generations.
CHIP is committed to the ensuring that safe and well-maintained housing is provided
for the residents of New York City, and we commend the Council’s intentions to
provide the Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) with more
effective means to address negligent or absentee owners. However, we are concerned
about the unintended impacts of this bill. The bill fails to recognize that there may be
several reasonable explanations as to why a violation has not been certified. We are also
concerned that this bill will have a disproportionate impact on smaller buildings. HPD
has itself documented that small buildings are disproportionately affected by
foreclosure, meaning that they are without the resources to respond with either violation
correction or payment of open charges and liens; smaller buildings have smaller profit
margins and lower reserves; and that smaller buildings often have less staff, as well as
less sophisticated ownership and management.
The impact on smaller buildings is even more concerning because the proposed
legislation permits the inspection fee, if unpaid, to become a lien on the property. The
placing of a lien significantly jeopardizes the ability of an owner to access financing,
including capital financing needed for repairs. Issues of improperly issued violations,
tenant caused violations, inefficient “no-access” procedures, and other concerns with
violation clearance become much more severe when they can result in a lien to be
placed on the property.
Some specific concerns with the bill are listed below:
 The language of the bill does not contemplate instances where B or C violations
have been issued within the last 12 months but which are being contested.
Challenging the issuance of a violation can be a lengthy process, and violations
that may be ultimately dismissed after the process has concluded can still count
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towards the inspection fee threshold.
 The bill does not provide exception for tenant-caused violations. A commonly issued violation
is for the existence of a double-cylinder lock on an apartment door, despite the lock having been
installed by the tenant. Such a violation would count towards the inspection fee threshold.
Another common example is the removal of a smoke alarm, or the alarm’s battery.
 The bill does not contemplate no-access issues, where either the tenant does not provide access
to an owner to correct a condition, or does not provide access to HPD inspectors to verify the
correction of a condition. Further, the no-access process is extremely lengthy.
 The bill does not specify that the violation issued must be related to the particular dwelling unit
of the complaining tenant, only that the same dwelling unit must be inspected based upon tenant
complaint. It is well know that inspectors do not confine themselves to the single dwelling unit
of the complaining occupant. Under the current language, a tenant can make a complaint with
HPD, have their apartment inspected without a violation issued for that apartment, but if there
happens to be a light out in the hallway, or the elevator, the inspector can issue a violation that
would count towards the inspection fee threshold simply because it was a complaint-based
inspection and a violation was issued at some point during the inspection.
Improve the no-access violation clearance process. Although the HPD does provide a “no-access”
violation dismissal procedure, it is limited to only a certain set of circumstances and is fraught with
impractical requirements. The time limitations and documentary proof requested from the owner on the
no-access violation form are and unrealistic. Regarding documentation, the no-access procedure
requires that either a tenant-signed return receipt or the returned certified mail envelope be attached to
the no access form. There are instances where neither the return receipt nor a returned envelope is sent
back to the owner. HPD seems to apply this requirement inflexibly, refusing to also accept proof of
mailing (i.e., the post-marked certified mail receipt) from the owner to illustrate compliance with the
“notice to tenant” requirement of the no-access procedure. By only accepting a return receipt or
returned envelope the “notice to tenant” requirement of the double no-access procedure can be
impossible to comply with.
Regarding the time frame in which the owner must submit the no access for to HPD, 10 days is also
unrealistic. It regularly takes longer than 10 days for an owner to receive either a return receipt, or a
returned envelope, if they receive them at all. But again, the HPD does not accept other forms of proof
of mailing from the owner to satisfy the “notice to tenant” requirement of the no-access process.
Legislation for unverified complaints. We believe that there should be legislation which would charge a
tenant an inspection fee after multiple inspections have occurred within a stated time frame that have
not resulted in the issuance of a B or C violation.
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