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I. Executive Summary

For the past two years, the City of New York has moved thousands of homeless families into
City-subsidized apartment buildings with documented hazardous conditions, including lead paint
hazards and other threats to the health and safety of vulnerable children and families. As a
result of lax standards and weak inspection rules in the “Housing Stability Plus” program and
negligence by City agencies, many formerly homeless children and families have suffered from
lead poisoning, lack of heat and hot water, vermin infestation, and other hazardous conditions.
At the same time, the City continues to provide millions of dollars in taxpayer subsidies to
landlords with long records of negligence and numerous hazardous violations already
documented by City housing inspectors.

Given inadequate levels of Federal housing assistance and the high cost of emergency shelter,
a locally funded rental assistance program continues to be common-sense and cost-effective
approach to addressing family homelessness. However, the “Housing Stability Plus” program
remains in need of substantial reform in order to achieve the goal of providing safe, affordable,
stable homes for homeless families. Moreover, New Yorkers need to be assured that taxpayer
dollars are not being used to subsidize hazardous housing and some of the most negligent
landlords in New York City.

This report documents hazardous conditions in “Housing Stability Plus” (HSP) apartments
where homeless families and individuals were placed by the City. Coalition for the Homeless
analyzed housing conditions for 2,850 HSP families who were placed into 1,893 buildings by the
Department of Homeless Services during the first nine months of the program — that is, nearly
one of every three homeless households assisted by HSP to date. Following are the key
findings:

« Two of every five HSP families — 1,136 families — were placed by the City into
buildings that have at least two or three hazardous violations per apartment
(depending on building size), as documented by City housing inspectors. This
standard, modeled on the City housing agency’s own definition of a “major problem
landlord,” has been proposed by the New York City Council leadership in pending legislation
that would address hazardous housing conditions for homeless New Yorkers.

« One of every five HSP families was placed into an apartment with five or more
hazardous violations per apartment.

. Half of all HSP apartments are concentrated in the Bronx and 31 percent of HSP
apartments are located in Brooklyn. The City has concentrated HSP placements in low-
income neighborhoods that already have the highest levels of distressed housing in New
York City.

. Half of HSP families in Brooklyn and 40 percent of all families receiving HSP in the
Bronx were placed in buildings with more than two or three hazardous violations per
apartment (depending on building size).

. Violations documented in HSP buildings include lead paint hazards, broken windows,
collapsed ceilings and floors, non-working appliances and fixtures, as well as a lack
of heat, hot water, and electricity. New York City law defines each of these violations as
“immediately hazardous” to the health and safety of tenants living in the apartment.
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HSP inspectors routinely fail to seek certification that apartments do not have lead
paint hazards, despite statutory requirements that landlords obtain such certification
for vacant apartments and despite the requirements of the City’s own HSP inspection
forms. As arecent New York Daily News investigation found, hundreds of homeless
families with children have been placed in apartment buildings with documented lead
hazards, and many children have suffered from lead poisoning.

The Department of Homeless Services has placed families in buildings owned by at
least 14 landlords who have been identified by the City’s housing agency as “major
problem landlords.” These notorious slumlords include Moshe Piller, the Palazzolo
Investment Group, Ari Schwartz, Barry Singer, Ved Parkash, and Jacob Selechnick. To
date the City has provided these negligent property owners with millions of dollars in
taxpayer subsidies.

The Bloomberg administration can immediately implement reforms to the HSP program in order
to protect homeless children and families from harm. Indeed, the administration should model
its reforms on the Federal Section 8 housing voucher program, which the City successfully used
for two decades to move tens of thousands of homeless families from shelter into safe, decent
permanent housing. Coalition for the Homeless calls on Mayor Bloomberg and the New York
City Council to take the following steps to prevent further harm to homeless children and
families:

Implement standards and inspection procedures similar to those used in the Section
8 voucher program: Mayor Bloomberg and City officials should immediately reform the
HSP program to implement housing quality standards and inspection procedures
substantially similar to those used in the Section 8 voucher program. Most important, the
HSP program should adopt housing quality standards used by the Section 8 voucher
program; it should require re-inspections before lease-signings to ensure that necessary
repairs are made; and it should abolish the use of self-certifying landlord “repair
agreements.” The Coalition also recommends that HSP inspections be conducted by an
agency independent of those City agencies which refer families and individuals to HSP
apartments.

Ensure that apartments have no lead paint hazards: City agencies should ensure that all
apartments where homeless children are placed do not have lead paint hazards; that
landlords are complying with statutory requirements to certify that vacant apartments do not
have lead hazards; and that inspectors are properly trained to identify lead hazards.

If the Bloomberg administration fails to make these reforms, the New York City
Council should pass Intro. 161: If Mayor Bloomberg fails to make the reforms outlined
above, the Coalition urges the passage of Intro.161, legislation sponsored by City Council
Speaker Christine Quinn. Intro. 161, while far from perfect, represents a step forward from
current City policy and would at least set minimum housing quality standards for buildings
into which HSP recipients (as well as homeless people living with AIDS) are placed.

Improve communication between City agencies: The Department of Homeless Services,
the Human Resources Administration, and the Department of Housing Preservation and

Development together have a wealth of data at their disposal to assist in making responsible
decisions about the quality of the housing into which homeless New Yorkers are placed. As
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a result, these agencies can work together to ensure not only that all New Yorkers have
access to decent, safe housing but also that taxpayer dollars support those in need, not
landlords with histories of neglect and criminal behavior.

These reforms, coupled with other significant reforms of the program’s rules, can make HSP an
effective housing subsidy program which truly ensures the stability and safety of formerly
homeless New Yorkers.
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Il. Background: What is “Housing Stability Plus”?

For two decades, Federal housing programs have been New York City’s main resource for
moving homeless families from shelters to their own homes, and have successfully helped tens
of thousands of families move from shelter to stable, safe, permanent housing. Indeed, in City
Fiscal Year 2004 the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) utilized Federal housing
programs — primarily the Section 8 voucher program and public housing — to move nearly 6,000
homeless families from shelter to permanent housing.

However, in light of dramatic cutbacks in Federal assistance by President Bush and Congress,
in late 2004 the City faced the prospect of having no Section 8 funding available in the coming
year. In response, the Bloomberg administration created a locally funded rent subsidy program
called “Housing Stability Plus” (HSP), which was designed pursuant to State regulations and
approved by the Pataki administration in December 2004. HSP provides a supplement to
homeless household’s welfare housing allowances to allow them to rent apartments in the
private housing market.

Homeless advocates and service providers have long called for a local rent subsidy program
modeled on the Section 8 voucher program and which would draw on City, State, and Federal
dollars. Compared to the enormous expense of emergency shelter — the annual cost of
sheltering a homeless family in New York City is $36,000 — a local rent subsidy program is a
sensible, cost-effective approach to reducing homelessness, primarily for homeless families and
children.

However, the Bloomberg administration designed HSP with significant flaws which, ultimately,
will force many vulnerable families to return to costly shelters placements in the coming months
and years. These flaws include:

« a 20 percent annual decline in the value of the rent supplement — ultimately a huge
rent increase for formerly homeless families;

- rules that require recipients to stay on welfare — effectively prohibiting recipients from
work;

« alink between the rent supplement and a family’s welfare benefits — meaning that
whenever welfare benefits are suspended or terminated (often due to bureaucratic
error), the family loses its housing assistance; and

- alack of protection from hazardous housing conditions and negligent landlords.

Despite these serious flaws, the Bloomberg administration has made the “Housing Stability
Plus” program the City’s principal tool in re-housing homeless families and individuals. Indeed,
the administration has actually reduced homeless families’ longstanding priority for Federal
housing programs, including public housing and Section 8 vouchers, despite the availability of
those scarce housing resources.

According to City officials, as of late January 2007 some 10,000 households (including around
9,000 homeless families) have been placed into apartments through the HSP program.
However, HSP placements of both homeless families and single adults have declined
significantly in the past year. Many HSP recipients now residing in the community are at risk of
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losing their homes and are threatened with return to shelter. And, according to City officials, at
least 300 families have already lost HSP apartments and have returned to the shelter system.

Poor housing quality is a major factor contributing to homelessness and recurring episodes of
homelessness among low-income New Yorkers. Indeed, a 2004 Vera Institute study of family
homelessness, which was commissioned by the City, found that many families seeking shelter
did so due to unsafe housing conditions.” Unfortunately, the City has utilized the HSP program
to move many families into housing with documented hazardous conditions. This places some
of New York’s most vulnerable individuals and families at risk of return to costly shelter
placements, but also subsidizes landlords known to City agencies as some of the worst, most
negligent property owners in New York City.

The Bloomberg administration designed HSP with much weaker housing quality standards than
those used in the Section 8 voucher program, and with a much weaker inspection process. For
example, the HSP inspection standards used by the Department of Homeless Services do not
include a review of the conditions in the building as a whole or consideration of conditions
documented by the City’s housing agency, the Department of Housing Preservation and
Development (HPD). Re-inspections are not mandated when apartments are found to have
violations. Indeed, even when violations are recorded by DHS inspectors (who conduct only
one cursory inspection), the City only asks landlords to provide a statement saying that they will
make repairs, but no follow-up inspection is required to verify that those repairs have been
made.? This is true even of landlords who have been included on HPD'’s list of “Major Problem
Owners” —i.e., those with numerous un-repaired hazardous violations in their buildings.

Finally, as a recent New York Daily News investigation documented,®> DHS does not conduct
inspections for lead paint hazards, and does not require that landlords produce certification that
their apartments do no have lead hazards — even though this certification is required by the
“Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Act” of 2004. In addition, the City’s own HSP inspection
for (see copies in the appendix) include a section asking for certification of landlord’s
compliance with abating lead hazards — this section is routinely left blank by DHS inspectors.
Moreover, DHS inspectors are not trained in identifying lead paint hazards.

This report addresses specifically serious threats to the health, safety and stability of formerly
homeless families and individuals participating in the HSP program. Lax standards and
negligence on the part of City agencies not only threaten the health and safety of recipients of
the program, but also exacerbate the growing crisis of distressed housing in many of New York
City’s low-income communities. In effect, City agencies are subsidizing some of the worst
slumlords in New York City, and in the process endangering the health and safety of vulnerable
children and families.
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lll. Key Findings: Hazardous Conditions in Subsidized Apartments

The data analyzed in this report is drawn in large part from a freedom of information request
submitted to the City by Coalition for the Homeless. The request sought all addresses for HSP
placements from December 2004, when the program began, through September 15, 2005, thus
covering the first nine months of the program. The City responded by providing addresses of
1,893 buildings into which 2,850 HSP recipient households were placed.

Coalition for the Homeless analyzed those addresses using the New York City Department of
Housing Preservation and Development (HPD)'s housing code violations database (available
online) and the New York City Department of Finance property ownership records database,
ACRIS, also available online.

In response to the freedom of information request, the City also provided the Coalition with HSP
inspection reports and landlord repair agreements, and the Coalition analyzed a sample of
those documents, in particular for the buildings with the most numerous code violations. In
addition, the Coalition made site visits to many buildings with the largest number of hazardous
violations to gather first-hand accounts. Finally, the Coalition interviewed HSP recipients living
in those buildings as well as other HSP recipients with hazardous violations in their apartments.

This report also utilized a measurement of hazardous conditions proposed in legislation pending
before the New York City Council. In March 2006, City Council Speaker Christine Quinn
introduced a bill, Intro.161, which would create a standard for the condition of the buildings into
which HSP recipients, as well as homeless people living with AIDS, could be placed. The bill
would prohibit the City from placing homeless people in buildings with significant numbers of
documented hazardous violations i.e., buildings with 34 units or less which have an average of
three or more hazardous violations per unit, as well as buildings with 35 units or more with an
average of two or more hazardous violations per unit.

The City Council legislation was modeled on HPD’s own standard for a “major problem landlord”
—i.e., landlords with two or more hazardous violations per dwelling unit. Thus, this report also
analyzes the number of HSP units and buildings that would violate the standard included in the
proposed legislation.

Citywide Findings

« In the first nine months of the program (December 15, 2004, through September 15, 2005)
2,850 homeless households were placed into apartments in 1,893 buildings through the
HSP program. More than four of every five HSP families — 81.6 percent — were placed in
either the Bronx or Brooklyn.

« Two of every five HSP families — 1,136 families, or 39.9 percent of the total — were placed in
buildings which fail to meet the standard proposed in the City Council’s Intro. 161 legislation
(i.e., buildings with at least two or three immediately hazardous violations).

« One of every five HSP families was placed into buildings with five or more hazardous
violations per apartment.

Bronx

« 1,443 families were placed in HSP apartments in the Bronx, representing half (50.6
percent) of all HSP placements, making the Bronx the borough with the largest
concentration of HSP recipients.
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« 583 of the Bronx HSP families, or 40.4 percent of all Bronx HSP families, were placed in
buildings which fail to meet the standard proposed in the City Council legislation.

Brooklyn
« 882 families were placed into HSP apartments in Brooklyn, representing 30.9 percent of all
HSP placements.

. Half of the Brooklyn HSP apartments (49.4 percent) are in buildings which fail to meet the
standard proposed in the City Council legislation.

Queens
« The City placed 318 HSP recipient families apartments in Queens, representing 11.2
percent of all HSP placements.

«  More than one-fifth of these units (21.1 percent) fail to meet the standard proposed in the
City Council bill.

Manhattan
« Atotal of 104 HSP families were placed in Manhattan apartments, or 3.6 percent of the
total.

« 27.9 percent of these units are located in buildings that fail to meet the standard proposed
in the City Council legislation.

Staten Island
« 103 HSP recipients were placed in Staten Island, 3.6 percent of all HSP placements.

«  One-fifth of these apartments (20.4 percent) are in buildings which would be prohibited from
HSP placements under the City Council legislation.

In addition to the statistical analysis, Coalition for the Homeless reviewed specific housing code
violations that had been documented by Department of Housing Preservation and Development
(HPD) inspectors in HSP buildings, and they included the following: lead paint hazards, broken
windows, vermin including mice, rats and insects, cascading water, leaks, mold, collapsed
ceilings and floors, no locks on either the door to the building or individual apartments, and lack
of heat, hot water or electricity. Under statute, each of these violations is considered
immediately hazardous to the health and safety of individuals exposed to such conditions and,
as a result, must be remedied within 24 hours.
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Housing Stability Plus placements and hazardous conditions
HSP placements and buildings for first nine months of program (12/15/2004-9/15/2005)

Percent of Units in Percent units Percent

Placements/h total hazardous in hazardous Percent of Hazardous hazardous

ousing units  placements buildings* buildings* Buildings total buildings buildings* buildings*

Bronx 1,443 50.6% 583 40.4% 848 44 8% 295 34.8%
Brooklyn 882 30.9% 436 49.4% 653 34.5% 299 45.8%
Queens 318 11.2% 67 21.1% 247 13.0% 48 19.4%
Manhattan 104 3.6% 29 27.9% 49 2.6% 15 30.6%
Staten Island 103 3.6% 21 20.4% 96 5.1% 18 18.8%
Bronx and Brooklyn 2,325 81.6% 1,019 43.8% 1,501 79.3% 594 39.6%
Total 2,850 100.0% 1,136 39.9% 1,893 100.0% 675 35.7%

*Note: "Hazardous" defined here as buildings with 34 or fewer units and an average of 3 hazardous (class "C" or "B") violations per unit,

or buildings with 35 or more units and an average of 2 hazardous (class "C" or "B") violations per unit.

Source: NYC Department of Homeless Services and Department of Housing Preservation and Development
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Even more troubling are the numbers of HSP recipients placed in buildings whose conditions
are far worse than even the standard proposed in the Intro. 161 City Council legislation. Indeed,
584 HSP recipients — 20.5 percent of the total — were placed in buildings with an average of five
or more hazardous violations per unit, and, remarkably, 122 families were placed in buildings
with 13 or more hazardous violations per unit.

Housing Stability Plus:
Hazardous Violations Per Apartment
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Note: Data for 1,136 HSP placements ,from 12/15/2004 through 9/15/2005, which fail to meet the standard proposed in City Council bill Intro. 161.
Source: New York City Departmet of Homeless Services and Department of Housing Preservation and Development

It is important to note that DHS has placed large numbers of homeless families into the same
neighborhoods that have in recent years experienced significant increases in severe housing
quality problems, including central Brooklyn, the Bronx and northern Manhattan,. In the Bronx,
the borough with half of all HSP placements, the number of housing maintenance deficiencies
increased by more than 13 percent between 1999 and 2002.*

In 2004, neighborhoods in these areas — including Bushwick and Crown Heights in Brooklyn,
and Hunt’s Point, East Tremont, Fordham and Highbridge in the Bronx — ranked as the
neighborhoods having the highest rates of serious housing violations in New York City.® Such
statistics reflect the rise of severe housing problems in New York City’s low-income
communities.
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IV. The 50 Worst HSP Buildings: Hazardous Conditions, Negligent Landlords, and Lax
Inspections

In order to analyze some hazardous conditions in depth, the Coalition conducted a closer
examination of the 50 “Housing Stability Plus” apartment buildings with the highest number of
hazardous violations — defined as buildings having 40 apartments or more with the greatest
number of class “B” and “C” violations per unit.® In addition to analyzing specific code violations,
we also examined property ownership records (utilizing the New York City Department of
Finance’s ACRIS database) and individual HSP reports of inspections which were conducted by
the Department of Homeless Services.

All'in all, this closer analysis of the worst buildings shows that problem landlords, who are
already known to City agencies for failing to repair thousands of hazardous violations, are
reaping millions of dollars in taxpayer subsidies through the HSP program. In addition, the
analysis shows that the weak inspection standards and lax guidelines used by the Department
of Homeless Services is permitting homeless children and families to be placed in dangerous,
unsafe homes.

The 50 Worst “Housing Stability Plus” Apartment Buildings

During the first nine months of the program, the City placed 125 families in the 50 worst HSP
apartment buildings — and it is likely that additional families have been placed in these buildings
since September 2005.

The 50 worst HSP buildings were cited by the New York City Department of Housing
Preservation and Development with a total of 20,157 violations, including 15,360 hazardous
violations. Thus, the 50 worst HSP buildings have an average of 307 hazardous violations per
building and an average of 5.5 hazardous violations per unit.

An average of 2.5 families moved into each of the 50 worst HSP apartment buildings during the
first nine months of the program, showing that the City is placing multiple families into the most
hazardous buildings.

As a result of these multiple placements, the average annual subsidy paid to the owners of the
50 worst HSP apartment buildings by the City was approximately $28,800, not including security
deposits and broker’s fees offered to entice landlords into the program.’

Six of the 50 worst HSP buildings are currently enrolled in the Targeted Cyclical Enforcement
Program (TCEP), which was launched last year by the City Council and HPD to address the
deterioration of much of New York City’s low income, affordable housing stock. The program
identifies the most hazardous buildings in individual City Council districts and requires HPD to
conduct roof-to-cellar inspections, enforcement actions, and, if necessary, enforcement litigation
against landlords who allow such conditions to persist.

Owners of the 50 Worst HSP Buildings

At least 14 landlords receiving HSP subsidies were included on the Department of Housing
Preservation and Development’s 2003 “Major Problem Owner” list, the most recent one
available. This list identifies owners of residential buildings cited with numerous hazardous
violations that have gone un-repaired. Many have been the target of enforcement litigation by
the City due to failure to address ongoing hazards, and some have been the focus of press
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attention documenting a clear record of distressed housing conditions, neglect, and in some
cases criminal activity. Following is a list of some of the most notorious HSP landlords:

Palazzolo Investment Group: At least 10 of the top 50 worst large buildings are owned by
members of the Palazzolo Investment Group and at least 42 HSP leases were signed in
buildings owned by Palazzolo Investment Group members during the first nine months of
the program. The Palazzolo Investment Group owns more than 100 properties citywide
which have been cited by the City for more than 19,000 housing code violations.

Frank Palazzolo, a Westchester businessman, who has denied owning any properties, and
his partners were subpoenaed by HPD in March 2004 and forced to turn over control of 101
buildings to the Department of Housing Preservation and Development.®

Palazzolo buildings receiving HSP subsidies have been cited with 7,989 housing code
violations, 2,078 of which are considered hazardous to the health and safety of residents.

To date, the Palazzolo Investment Group has received as much as $599,000 in HSP
subsidies from the City despite its clear record of negligence.’

Moshe Piller: Described by the New York Daily News as “the king of New York City
slumlords” in November of 2004, one month prior to the inception of the HSP program,
Morris (or Moshe) Piller is owner of at least 29 buildings in New York City.'® HPD has sued
Piller over the hazardous conditions in many of his buildings in the Brooklyn, the Bronx, and
Manhattan.

Despite this clear record of negligence and lawbreaking, the Department of Homeless
Services has placed dozens of homeless families into buildings owned by Piller and has
provided him with hundreds of thousands of dollars in subsidies. From December 2004 to
September 2005 DHS placed 32 families receiving HSP subsidies in 12 of Piller’s buildings.
There are currently a total of 3,368 housing code violations in total in those buildings,
including 762 immediately hazardous class “C” violations.

Since the program began, Piller has received as much as $700,000 in HSP subsidies."

A 2002 New York Daily News survey of the worst housing code violations listed 1504
Sheridan Avenue, a Piller building, as one of the top 10 worst buildings in New York City."
Nevertheless, the City placed three HSP families into 1504 Sheridan Avenue during the first
nine months of the program.

In 2005, Housing Here and Now, a coalition of housing advocates and community groups,
named Piller the second worst landlord in New York City.”® As recently as August 2005, the
New York Post reported on 2654 Valentine Avenue, a Piller building, saying that it “had
exposed pipes, peeling paint and vermin.”'* When that article was published, there were at
least three HSp families residing in 2654 Valentine Avenue.

In its investigation of Piller-owned buildings, the Daily News has documented infestation of
mice, leaks, defective plastering, mold, roaches, defective faucets and radiators, broken
locks, and missing smoke detectors in his buildings while tenants complain that centipedes
come out of the cracks in the walls and holes in the walls large enough to put your arm
through.'®
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e Ari Schwartz: Identified by HPD’s 2003 “Major Problem Owner” list as the owner of 11
distressed properties citywide, Ari Schwartz is known to community and tenant organizations
citywide as a notorious slumlord. After purchasing yet another dilapidated building in 2001,
Schwartz commented to the Village Voice, “That's what | do. | make people's lives better.”"®
He signed a repair agreement in 2002 with HPD but maintenance deficiencies in his
buildings have persisted. He currently receives HSP subsidies in all 11 of his properties
which taken together have logged 2,407 violations, including 463 immediately hazardous
violations.

An HSP recipient living in one Schwartz owned building reports that upon move in there
were no locks on the doors to either the unit or the building, a broken intercom, no guards
on the windows in her first floor unit. As a result, the apartment was broken into twice
shortly after she signed the lease but before she moved into the unit in earnest.

Since the program began, Schwartz has received as much as $377,000 in HSP subsidies."”’

o Deborah Pollack: Pollack was an official at the New York City Human Resource
Administration who was arrested in 2001 and charged with grand larceny and fraud by the
New York State Attorney General. Pollack was accused of having stolen $300,000 in
emergency rent funds under the Jiggetts rent subsidy program.'® She is a partner (with a 50
percent ownership stake) in two buildings in the Bronx, one of which (2315 Walton Avenue)
currently receives HSP subsidies. The City placed HSP families in this building despite the
fact that HPD had documented more than 349 code violations. Despite her criminal record,
Ms. Pollack is listed on the DHS inspection reports as the contact for the building.

Since the program began, Schwartz has received at least $22,000 in HSP subsidies.

Other negligent property owners, including Aaron Jacobowitz?, David Malek?' and Frank
Ciolli,?? have been cited by various news sources for arson, fraud, bribing housing inspectors,
warehousing apartments, tenant harassment and neglect respectively.

Weak Standards and Lax Inspections

The Bloomberg administration created the “Housing Stability Plus” to replace the Section 8
voucher program as the City’s principal tool for re-housing homeless families. However, at the
same time, the administration significantly weakened both the housing quality standards and the
inspection procedures once utilized to move homeless children and families from shelters to
private apartments. This is the major reason so many HSP families have been placed into
hazardous housing.

The Federal government’s Section 8 voucher program requires local agencies, including the
New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA), to utilize comprehensive housing quality standards,
which are summarized in the appendix of this report. NYCHA conducts an initial inspection of a
potential Section 8 apartment and, if violations are found, requires that repairs be made before a
lease can be signed. NYCHA also requires a re-inspection to verify that necessary repairs have
been made.

In contrast, the HSP program does not have any housing quality standards except for a one-
page “checklist” which is posted on the Department of Homeless Services website (and
included in the appendix to this report). The Department of Homeless Services states, in its
HSP program materials, that prior to certification of a unit it reviews the Department of Housing
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Preservation and Development and the Department of Buildings databases to review code
violations.?® However, it is unclear if these reviews are conducted routinely, and, as this report
documents, hundreds of buildings with numerous documented hazardous violations have been
approved by DHS.

DHS inspectors conduct an initial, and often very cursory, inspection of potential HSP
apartments. DHS inspectors routinely fail to examine building common areas, including
hallways, stairwells, lobbies, and building entrances.

Even when the DHS inspectors identify violations or problems, a building will often still “pass” an
inspection. In some cases, DHS will ask a building owner to sign a “verification of repair
agreement.” These repair agreements are essentially unenforceable, and DHS inspectors are
not required to conduct a re-inspection to ensure that promised repairs have been made.
Indeed, in marked contrast to the Section 8 voucher program, the HSP program requires no re-
inspections except in a few exceptional circumstances.

For the 50 worst HSP buildings, Coalition for the Homeless reviewed a sample of HSP
inspection reports which were provided in response to the freedom of information request. An
analysis of those reports found:

« 15 apartments in the worst buildings had no inspection reports and it appears that no
inspection was ever conducted.

« In seven of the apartments located in the 50 worst buildings, DHS inspectors noted
violations and checked a box on the inspection form saying that a repair agreement was
required. However, no repair agreement was made available, ad it appears that those
landlords never the required agreement.

. Of the documents provided by the City in response to the Coalition’s request, two of the
inspection reports were incomplete and two of the repair agreements were not filled out,
signed, or notarized.

« One of the inspection reports (for 627 Marida Street, in the Bronx) specifically states in two
places “Need re-inspection,” as well as requiring a repair agreement. Neither the re-
inspection form nor the repair agreement were made available, and it appears that the re-
inspection was never conducted. This inspection form notes that there is no working oven
or refrigerator in the unit. The report also notes “people hanging out in lobby smoking
drugs.”

« Another inspection report (for 2315 Walton Avenue, in the Bronx) also notes no working
oven or refrigerator, as well as problems with windows and doors in three rooms. The
inspector’s notes state “need counter top refrigerator & stove” and “window in bdrm can’t
open.” This form also states that a repair agreement is required but none was made
available, ad it appears that the landlord never submitted the required agreement.

- Verification of repair agreements were frequently signed by individuals other than the person
listed as the owner of record on the Department of Finance’s ACRIS database. In fact, two
were signed by limited liability corporations for the buildings with no individual name listed.

DHS inspectors also approved several apartments located in the 50 worst HSP buildings even
when they identified significant hazards, including the following:
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e One report included the following comments from a DHS inspector: “very good apartment,
no appliances” — despite the absence of appliances, DHS did not even require a “repair
agreement” for this unit.

e One report noted, “patch hole in bedroom wall,” but still approved the apartment.
¢ As noted above, the inspection report for 627 Marida Street notes “people hanging out in
lobby smoking drugs” and no working oven or refrigerator in the unit — this apartment was

approved despite the apparent absence of either a repair agreement or a re-inspection.

¢ Another inspection report noted, “apartment can only fit sink and stove” — this apartment
was approved.

o Finally, one HSP inspection report noted, “no stove, no refrigerator will be delivered when
tenant moves in — due to break-ins” — this apartment was also approved.
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V. Homeless Children and Families at Risk

More compelling than data and reports of hazardous violations are the stories of those affected
firsthand by the City’s failure to guarantee their safety in “Housing Stability Plus” apartments.
Hundreds of formerly homeless families and individuals have been placed in apartment
buildings which pose real threats to their health and safety. Tragically, some have experienced
the most dire consequences of the City’s negligence, including lead poisoning and other severe
health problems.

Charlene M. and 362 Linden Boulevard, Brooklyn

Charlene M., the mother of a young son, was placed in an apartment at 362 Linden Boulevard,
in Brooklyn, through the HSP program in September 2005. She was able to see the unit prior to
signing the lease and identified a number of hazardous conditions, but was assured that all
necessary repairs would be made prior to lease-signing.

However, when she and her son arrived at the apartment they found that not a single repair had
been made. As a result, more than a year after moving in, the apartment still has peeling paint,
no electrical supply to the light fixtures in some rooms, broken floor tiles in the bathroom and
bedroom, water leaks throughout the apartment, chipped, peeling and bubbling paint, as well as
broken tiles in the bathtub revealing holes in the wall. She also found late last year that the
apartment has chipping or peeling lead paint on at least four surfaces and her son has elevated
levels of lead in his blood. HPD has documented 14 violations in her apartment alone, all but
one of which is considered immediately hazardous. The building itself has been cited with a
total of 391 violations, 330 of which pose health and safety hazards to residents. Nearly half of
these violations were cited within the past year.

The HSP inspection report for the unit states simply that it passed inspection and no repairs or
verification of their completion are required.

Roslyn R. and 846 East 175 Street, the Bronx

Roslyn R., a homeless mother of two young girls, moved into her apartment at 846 East 175th
Street in the Bronx in January 2005. She was in school working towards her bachelor’s degree
at the time she and her family were placed into the apartment with an HSP subsidy. Greeting
her upon moving into the apartment was a notice on the front door which stated in bold letters:
“CAUTION-POISON. Lead hazard area, do not enter work area unless authorized, respirators
and protective clothing required. No eating, drinking or smoking permitted.” (See the photo in
the appendix.) Roslyn began calling HPD to report poor electrical wiring, leaking radiators,
mold, broken floor tiles including rotting sub-flooring covered by a thin layer of parquet, as well
as various leaks and cracks in the walls and ceiling. She also placed numerous calls to social
service staff at her former shelter and the Department of Homeless Services for assistance.

When HPD finally conducted an inspection, it documented 29 violations in her apartment alone,
including lead paint hazards on nearly every wall in the apartment. HPD has found 346
violations in the 22-unit building, 277 of which are considered immediately hazardous. Roslyn
also reports that the breaker in her apartment has caught fire multiple times and a gas leak in
the building has required visits from the New York Fire Department. She has also experienced
intermittent heat and hot water, and has occasionally been forced to shut off her radiators due to
excessive leaks.

Roslyn’s family faced health problems even before moving into their apartment. Her oldest
daughter had been diagnosed with numerous developmental delays at a young age, and RR
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and her youngest daughter both have asthma. After nearly two years in the apartment at 846
East 175th Street, their health has worsened considerably. RR’s younger daughter has recently
tested positive for lead poisoning and also faces developmental delays, while both mother and
daughter have, since moving in, been prescribed a breathing machine as a result of their
worsening respiratory problems. Due to repeated inspections by HPD and repeated visits to
doctors for herself and her children, RR was forced to drop out of school. Her lease ends in
January 2007 and she does not know where she will live, as she is unwilling to continue to put
her family at risk in her apartment.

John Doe and 1231 Sheridan Avenue, the Bronx

In late 2005 John Doe (this individual asked that his name not be used) was shown a unit at
1231 Sheridan Avenue, in the Bronx, identified by the “housing specialist” at his shelter. He
expressed some reservations after seeing that the building had no locks on the two front doors
or on the back courtyard door, which opens onto a public alley. The common areas also
showed signs of disrepair including concealed water leaks, refuse stacked in the open
courtyard, and broken, damaged walls. However, he was told by the shelter case worker that
she would be required to accept the unit or face a shelter sanction. However, eager to leave the
shelter and with no other housing options, John reluctantly agreed to the move. He signed a
lease in January 2006, only to discover that the apartment was not the same one that she had
been shown.

Within two months of moving in, he noticed a persistent leak in the ceiling of the bathroom which
spread to a corner of the adjoining living room. This leak affected the entire line of apartments
and included the water leaks in the lobby. Areas of the ceiling in the living room and bathroom
began collapsing while the leak spread to the wall connecting the living room to the kitchen,
shorting out the electrical supply in the kitchen.

Despite numerous attempts over the past year to contact the building superintendent,
management company, no action has been taken to repair or document the conditions. The
bathroom ceiling has caved in completely, exposing what seem to be floor boards for the unit
above. Falling debris has rendered the entire bathroom, including the toilet and bathtub,
unusable. As the photograph in this report’s appendix shows, John’s ceiling remains in severe
disrepair.

1231 Sheridan Avenue currently has been cited by the City with 507 code violations, including
190 immediately hazardous (class “C”) violations and an average of eight hazardous (class “B”
and “C”) violations per unit, as well as one vacate order. The City documented 216 of these
violations in the past year.

According to HPD and the Department of Finance’s ACRIS database, the building is owned by
Lawrence Snider, a member of the Palazzolo Investment Group; however residents of the
building report that the building has recently been sold. Despite court action on the part of
tenants and the existence of an active tenants association, no action has been taken by HPD to
address ongoing violations. Nevertheless, the City provides an estimated HSP subsidy of
$33,000 per year to the owners of 1231 Sheridan Avenue.

Jasmine T. and 598 Ridgewood Avenue, Brooklyn

Jasmine T. signed a lease for an apartment at 598 Ridgewood Avenue in Brooklyn on
December 20, 2004, using a an HSP rent supplement, making her family one of the first HSP
cases. Although inspection reports for her apartment identify no repairs necessary, at a routine
medical check up in June 2005, it was found that her son, Jaylin, had been exposed to lead
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paint. New York City Department of Health and Department of Housing Preservation and
Development inspections confirmed the presence of lead paint hazards in the apartment on
June 22, 2005, which finally had to be abated by HPD during the months of July and August as
a result of the landlord’s failure to comply with legal requirements. The HSP inspection report
for Jasmine’s apartment indicates a space to identify any lead paint-related repairs for the unit,
as well as a request for the landlord to certify that lead hazards have been abated — however
this portion of her inspection form was left blank.

Over the course of the next year and a half, specialists found that Jaylin was experiencing
cognitive and speech delays for which he now receives special services and will require therapy
for some time to come. Jaylin and Jasmine’s experience has recently been the subject of an
investigation by the New York Daily News, highlighting the experience of formerly homeless
families whose children have been exposed to and poisoned by lead paint in the apartments
into which they were placed through the HSP program.?*

Evelyn M. and 333 East 176" Street, the Bronx

Evelyn M., a homeless mother with a young son residing at a shelter, was certified for HSP and
was shown an apartment at 333 East 176" Street, in the Bronx. She found the apartment to be
inadequate for her family based on poor conditions she withessed, but was told by social
service staff at her shelter that repairs would be made prior to move in and that, if she did not
accept the unit, she would face sanction or ejection from the shelter.

On May 5, 2006 Evelyn and her son moved into the apartment and found that none of the
necessary repairs had been made. Instead she found illegal walls — poorly constructed, which
shifted when touched — broken windows, lead paint hazards, holes in the walls, rats and
roaches, a broken front door to her unit, no heat or hot water, and water that ran brown from the
faucets. In addition, Evelyn was never given access to her mailbox despite repeated requests
made to the building management. As a result, she did not receive a notice from the City’s
welfare agency, and both her welfare benefits and her HSP subsidy were terminated.?® In
October 2006, Evelyn was evicted from her apartment for non-payment of rent and was forced
to reapply for shelter at the City’s PATH intake office for homeless families.

The building at 333 East 176" Street is owned by Frank Ciolli and has been cited by the City
with 493 violations (of which 220 violations were documented in the past year alone), including
59 immediately hazardous violations and one vacate order. The Northwest Bronx Community
and Clergy Coalition has worked with residents in the building and Astoria Federal Savings and
Loan, the bank which financed the building’s mortgage, is now involved in ensuring necessary
repairs are made. Despite the record of hazardous violations and landlord negligence, Frank
Ciolli continued to receive HSP subsidies and referrals.

Jeanette G. 1504 Sheridan Avenue, the Bronx

Jeanette G. and her two boys moved out of shelter and into their apartment at 1504 Sheridan
Avenue, in the Bronx, in the spring of 2005. They were excited to have the chance to start over,
but very soon after moving in discovered a series of serious problems with the condition of their
apartment. The common areas in the building (which are largely overlooked in HSP
inspections) have broken glass, inoperable locks to the front and foyer doors, no intercom
service, and unsanitary incinerator rooms on each floor. Upon moving into her unit Jeanette
also found unfinished and uneven floorboards which were splintering, causing cuts and minor
injuries to her family, and requiring Jeanette to retile the floor herself. The floorboards
underneath have continued to shift leaving cracked floor tiles. Holes in the walls reveal

Coalition for the Homeless Page 18 Homeless Families At Risk



protruding pipes and allow roaches to enter the apartment freely. Mold covers the walls of the
bathroom and window sills in the children’s bedroom, exacerbating their asthma.

Furthermore, in August 2005 the supply of hot water to Jeanette’s unit was cut for a period of
four months, during which time the family was unable to bathe. They attempted to heat water
on the stove in order to bathe regularly but given both Jeanette and her son’s mobility
impairment (he has difficulty walking due to a chronic knee problem), carrying large amounts of
boiling water resulted in injury more often than not. Although Jeanette has taken her landlord to
court, he has yet to complete the necessary repairs in her unit resulting in a living environment
which poses ongoing risks to the family’s health.

The building is owned by Moshe Piller and was cited by the New York Daily News in a 2002
survey of building conditions as one of the top 10 worst residential buildings in the City.?* The
building is also one of the 50 worst HSP apartment buildings described above. HPD has found
580 violations in the building, 163 of which are considered immediately hazardous — 203 of
these violations were cited within the past year.
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V1. Recommendations

The City of New York should not place any homeless family or individual into housing that does
not ensure the health, safety and security of the household. The flaws in the “Housing Stability
Plus” program pose serious, well documented threats to the stability and safety of some of the
most vulnerable New Yorkers. At the same time, the lax standards and negligence of City
agencies continue to funnel taxpayer dollars to building owners with a long record of illegal ad
negligent behavior.

Fortunately, the City already has a model for addressing the significant flaws in the HSP
program: The Federal Section 8 housing voucher program. Indeed, for more than 15 years the
City has successfully used Section 8 vouchers to move tens of thousands of homeless families
from shelter into safe, decent, permanent housing.

Coalition for the Homeless recommends that the following steps be taken to address the health
and safety risks currently part of the HSP program:

¢ Implement standards and inspection procedures similar to those used in the Section
8 voucher program: Mayor Bloomberg and City officials should immediately reform the
HSP program to implement housing quality standards and inspection procedures
substantially similar to those used in the Section 8 voucher program. Most important, the
HSP program should adopt housing quality standards used by the Section 8 voucher
program; it should require re-inspections before lease-signings to ensure that necessary
repairs are made; and it should abolish the use of self-certifying landlord “repair
agreements.”

The Coalition also recommends that HSP inspections be conducted by an agency
independent of those City agencies which refer families and individuals to HSP apartments
(i.e., the Department of Homeless Services, the Human Resources Administration, and the
Administration for Children’s Services). Ideally, the Department of Housing Preservation
and Development ought to conduct HSP inspections and re-inspections.

o Ensure that apartments have no lead paint hazards: City agencies should ensure that all
apartments where homeless children are placed do not have paint hazards and that
landlords are complying with statutory requirements to certify that vacant apartments do not
have lead hazards. The “Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Act” of 2004 requires that,
upon vacancy or turnover of an apartment located in a building built before 1960, the
landlord ensure that the apartment does not have lead paint hazards and that the landlord
certify this. It also requires that inspectors be trained in Environmental Protection Agency
standards for lead detection.

o If the Bloomberg administration fails to make these reforms, the City Council should
pass Intro. 161: If Mayor Bloomberg fails to make the reforms outlined above, the
Coalition urges the passage of Intro.161, sponsored by City Council Speaker Christine
Quinn. Intro. 161, while far from perfect, represents a step forward from current City policy
and would at least set minimum housing quality standards for buildings into which HSP
recipients (as well as homeless people living with AIDS) are placed. The bill would prohibit
the City from placing homeless people in buildings with significant numbers of documented
hazardous violations i.e., buildings with 34 units or less which have an average of three or
more hazardous violations per unit, as well as buildings with 35 units or more with an
average of two or more hazardous violations per unit.
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¢ Improve communication between City agencies: The Department of Homeless Services
and the Department of Housing Preservation and Development together have a wealth of
data at their disposal to assist in making responsible decisions about the quality of the
housing into which homeless New Yorkers are placed. As a result, both agencies can work
together to ensure not only that all New Yorkers have access to decent, safe housing but
also that taxpayer dollars support those in need, not landlords with histories of neglect and
criminal behavior.
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The 50 Worst Housing Stability Plus Apartment Buildings

Buildings with 40 or more apartments with the highest number of hazardous violations per apartment
HSP placements and buildings for first nine months of program (12/15/2004-9/15/2005)

Immediately Total

Hazardous Hazardous Total Hazardous

Number of (Class "B") (Class "C") Hazardous Violations Per

Address Borough Zip Code Units Violations Violations Violations Unit]
27-29 West 181st Street Bronx 10453 45 551 89 640 14.22
1515 Selwyn Avenue Bronx 10457 47 338 99 437 9.30
176-182 Nagle Avenue Manhattan 10034 49 329 60 389 7.94
1231 Sheridan Avenue Bronx 10456 54 237 190 427 7.91
362 Linden Blvd. Brooklyn 11203 42 227 103 330 7.86
115 Logan Street Brooklyn 11208 50 269 102 371 7.42
1261 Merriam Avenue Bronx 10452 78 433 132 565 7.24
611 Academy Street Manhattan 10034 48 302 33 335 6.98
152 Sherman Avenue Manhattan 10034 41 226 60 286 6.98
563 Cauldwell Avenue Bronx 10455 49 184 145 329 6.71
153 Father Zeiser Place Bronx 10468 55 250 114 364 6.62
1072 Woodycrest Avenue Bronx 10452 48 250 63 313 6.52
333 East 176 Street Bronx 10457 57 307 59 366 6.42
2238 Adams Place Bronx 10457 54 244 97 341 6.31
1141 Elder Avenue Bronx 10472 50 253 58 311 6.22
621-623 Manida Street Bronx 10474 56 268 76 344 6.14
624 East 222 Street Bronx 10467 43 222 39 261 6.07
1750 Grand Avenue Bronx 10453 52 224 85 309 5.94
240 Mount Hope Place Bronx 10457 43 190 59 249 5.79
625-627 Manida Street Bronx 10474 56 261 61 322 5.75
3505 Decatur Avenue Bronx 10467 42 195 42 237 5.64
684 East 222 Street Bronx 10467 49 219 57 276 5.63
3435 Olinville Avenue Bronx 10467 54 231 68 299 554
38-40 Featherbed Lane Bronx 10452 59 271 48 319 5.41
10 West 182 Street Bronx 10453 46 193 54 247 5.37




Immediately Total

Hazardous Hazardous Total Hazardous

Number of (Class "B") (Class "C") Hazardous Violations Per

Address Borough Zip Code Units Violations Violations Violations Unit]
1466 Grand Concourse Bronx 10457 58 225 81 306 5.28
173 Father Zeiser Place Bronx 10468 69 250 114 364 5.28
1025 Boynton Avenue Bronx 10472 61 246 75 321 5.26
2000 Anthony Avenue Bronx 10457 48 205 45 250 5.21
974 Sheridan Avenue Bronx 10456 48 186 62 248 5.17
480 Concord Avenue Bronx 10455 65 285 41 326 5.02
2000 Prospect Avenue Bronx 10457 66 275 46 321 4.86
1255 Stratford Avenue Bronx 10472 60 242 41 283 4.72
156-158 East 184 Street Bronx 10468 49 167 64 231 4.71
1064 Ward Avenue Bronx 10472 55 208 51 259 4.71
1154 Stratford Avenue Bronx 10472 59 216 60 276 4.68
2315 Walton Avenue Bronx 10468 45 186 24 210 4.67
2676 Grand Concourse Bronx 10458 80 264 109 373 4.66
985 Anderson Avenue Bronx 10452 43 159 40 199 4.63
1504 Sheridan Avenue Bronx 10457 108 315 172 487 4.51
544-550 Academy Street Manhattan 10034 55 212 34 246 4.47
2084 Creston Avenue Bronx 10453 52 199 33 232 4.46
55-59 West 180 Street Bronx 10453 45 151 47 198 4.40
595 East 170 Street Bronx 10456 82 308 52 360 4.39
1663 Eastburn Avenue Bronx 10457 47 131 49 180 3.83
720 Hunt's Point Avenue Bronx 10474 48 144 34 178 3.71
1475-79 Jesup Avenue Bronx 10452 70 204 48 252 3.60
2105 Ryer Avenue Bronx 10457 53 116 71 187 3.53
2002-2004 Ellis Avenue Bronx 10472 90 256 61 317 3.52
1459 Wythe Place Bronx 10452 73 224 33 257 3.52

Note: Class "C" and "B" violations are defined as hazardous by the New York City Housing Maintenance Code.
Source: NYC Department of Homeless Services and Department of Housing Preservation and Development




Int. No. 161

By The Speaker (Council Member Quinn), Council Members de Blasio, Gioia, Lappin, The
Public Advocate (Ms. Gotbaum), Avella, Brewer, Comrie, Dickens, Fidler, Gentile, Gonzalez,
James, Koppell, Mark-Viverito, Monserrate, Nelson, Palma, Sanders Jr., Seabrook, Sears,
Stewart, Vann, Weprin, Foster, Jackson, Recchia Jr., Arroyo, Liu, Dilan, Garodnick and Gerson

A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to preventing
the use of government subsidies to rent residential properties with a record of hazardous or
seriously hazardous conditions.

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:

Section 1. Chapter one of title 21 of the administrative code of the city of New York is
hereby amended by adding a new section 21-133 to read as follows:

§21-133. a. Definitions. 1. “Covered agency” means the department of homeless

services, the human resources administration/department of social services or the

administration for children’s services.

2. “Change in ownership” means a change of ownership of a residential property from

an _individual, partnership, corporation or other entity to an unrelated individual, partnership,

corporation or other entity.

3. “Housing stability plus” means a city-administered, time-limited program to offer rent

subsidies to persons who are ready to leave shelter for permanent residency or families

reunifying from foster care where the only barrier to reunification is housing.

4. “Life threatening” means violations such as the following: no running water, plumbing

fixtures are not attached, no hot water, no heat during the period October 1 through May 31,

severe infestation, hazardous electrical conditions, severe structural defects, peeling lead paint.

5. “Recipient” means a person who receives or is approved to receive a rent

supplement.

6. “Rent supplement” means funds administered by a covered agency under the

housing stability plus program or rent enhancements or emergency housing placements paid on

behalf of clients of the hiv _and aids services administration of the human resources




administration/department of social services for any unit in a residential building leased after the

effective date of the local law that added this section.

7. “Residential building” means any class ‘A’ or class ‘B’ multiple dwelling as defined by

section four of article one of the new york state multiple dwelling law.

8. “Serious violation” means a violation classified as hazardous or immediately

hazardous according to § 27-2115(d) of the administrative code of the city of New York.

b. Referrals prohibited. Except as set forth in subdivision e of this section, no covered

agency may provide a referral to a recipient to a dwelling unit in a residential building:

1. if the dwelling unit has open life threatening violations:; or

2. if the residential building has a total of fewer than 35 dwelling units and has an

average of at least three open serious violations per dwelling unit; or

3. if the residential building has a total of 35 or more dwelling units and has an average

of at least two open serious violations per dwelling unit.

c. Approval prohibited. Except as set forth in subdivision e of this section, no covered

agency may approve an initial lease for rental of a dwelling unit in a residential building:

1. if the dwelling unit has open life threatening violations; or

2. if the residential building has a total of fewer than 35 dwelling units and has an

average of at least three open serious violations per dwelling unit; or

3. if the residential building has a total of 35 or more dwelling units and has an average

of at least two open serious violations per dwelling unit.

d. Notification. When a dwelling unit for which a rent supplement is paid is in a

residential building with fewer than 35 dwelling units that has been cited with an average of at

least three, open serious violations per dwelling unit or is in a residential building with 35 or

more dwelling units that has been cited with an average of at least two, open serious violations

per dwelling unit, the covered agency will send written notification to the recipient, the owner of

the property and the new york city department of housing preservation and development




identifying the unit; indicating that it is in a residential building that has been cited with an

average of at least three open serious violations per dwelling unit in a building with fewer than

35 units or an average of at least two open serious violations per dwelling unit in a building with

at least 35 units; and informing the recipient that s/he has the right to pursue all available legal

remedies arising from the existence of serious violations in the residential building.

e. Changes in ownership. No unit in a residential building that has undergone a

change in ownership within the six months immediately preceding referral or approval shall be

prohibited from receiving referrals or receiving approval for leases as set forth in subdivisions b

or c of this section, provided that the new owner certifies that necessary repairs have been

undertaken to bring the property into compliance with the provisions of this section.

f. Existing rights. No provision of this section limits any rights, privileges or protections

a recipient or covered agency has as a tenant under existing law or regulation.

§2. This local law shall take effect 180 days after its enactment.

L.S. 230
J.D.S.
2.21.06
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INSTRUCTIONS: One of the req of this program Is that mwhhhmwpllgmmwdm.mmmllrmd

. free from any conditlons that could be dangerous or unhealthy for the family. This inspection shest will help you
srmine If the house or ap! belng d Is likely to meet this requirement. It Is possible that the unit
may be good housing but might require some repalrs, If these are made before rental, the unit may be acceptable.

Tha Dep nt of b I -’Illnmmlllwnlundmmaﬁgmhnnqumﬁuﬂmnpalnnr

npu«mmoflbmm.onou]octmnunltlmmmnmn!" dards of the or If It has major
which tha landlord does not p to.comect.

APPLICANT: Answer questlons for bulldl and all rooms in a) nt to b i cted.

YES NO
1. [ STREET & EXTERIOR OF BUILDING 3.

4.4 Are SITE & Immediatsly NEIGHBORHOOD 34 Are there at loast 2 WORKING OUTLETS or 1
frea from conditions which endanger health & 3.2 working outiet & 1 WORKING LIGHT
mumnmmlmwmmam FIXTURE? Is room free from electrical

gutted bulldings? HAZARD?

1.2 15 buliding free from high levels of AIR 3 3.3 Is there at loast one window and are all
POLLUTION from vehlaular axhaust, WINDOWS In good condidon?  +
sewar/fuel gas, dust or other pollutants? ’
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. 3.5 | are the CEILING, WALLS, & FLOOR sound
1.4 Are the ROOF, GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS 3.8 |and Iree from hazardout defects?
sound & free of hazards? ar

1.5 Aro oll exterior surfaces accessible to children
under 7 years old free of cracking, peeling &
joose PAINT or adequately covered 1o pravent
oxposure 1o LEAD BASE PAINT?

3.8 A all Intordor surfaces free of cracking,
pesling, & loose PAINT or adequately covered
1o prevent tenant exposure o LEAD BASE
PAINT?

Ara thore adequate covered facilitles for -

16 5ARBAGE appraved by local agency? 4 [rrchen |

41 15 there at least one WORKING ELECTRICAL

43 QUTLET & ona permanently installed LIGHT
FIXTURE? Is kiichen free from ELECTRICAL
HAZARD?

1.7 Are all EXTERIOR STAIRS, RAILS &
PORCHES sound & hazard free?

-
u

\s FOUNDATION sound & hazard free?

4.3 Are ol WINDOWS & DOORS accessible from
the outside LOCKABLE?

4.4 s there @ SINK with hot and cald running
water?

1.9 Is CHIMNEY sound & hazard free?

2. [INTERIOR OF BUILDING & UNIT

|21 INTERIOR STAIRS & HALLS hazard froa?
4.5 Are WINDOWS In good condition?

46 Iz thare a SPACE TO STORE AND PREPARE I:] m/
FOOD? :

4.7 Am all Interior surfaces frae of cracking,

2.2 Are ELEVATORS working & do thay have
curriint Inspaction cenlficate?

2.3 Unblocked FIRE EXIT from bullding?
2.4 | there ACCESS TO UNIT without geing

sREes.ag o o

pealing & looss PAINT o adequately covered
through another unit? tn provent axposure to LEAD BASE PAINT? D
2.5 Unitbidg. free of RATS, MICE, VERMINT 4.8 | Are the CEILING, WALLS & FLOOR sound m/
4.9 |and frea from hazardous defects?
2.6 Unitbidg. free of GARBAGE OR DEBRIS? 4.10 ‘
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o [CKITCHEN | (contmwed) yes No | 7 |-moomsammmmmuwua|

441 I8 there a working OVEN & RANGE with d 7.1 Room Code E "
working top burmners. D 3 :mnnoom or Area
Location  * Living
442 |s there appropriate size REFRIGERATOR in =l Right/Lef ____ t fl':m su::;m .
working order. Front/Rear ___ 5. Additional Bathraom
FloorLevel ____ B.Other________

7.2 If room code 1, are there 2 WORKING o
5 BATHROOM QUTLETS or 1 working outiet & 1 working
permanantly instalied LIGHT FIXTURE?

lfnotmde 1, Is thera means of llumination?
73 1s room fres from ELECTRIGAL HAZARD?
51  lsthers atleast one permanently installed ‘;’

LIGHT FIXTURE? g/}ﬂ 7.4 Are all WINDOWS In good condiion? If
O

code 1, Is thers at least 1 window?
52 |s room free from ELECTRICAL HAZARD?
7.5 Are all WINDOWS & DOORS accessible

53 Are all WINDOWS & DOORS accessible from E]/ from the outside LOCKABLE?
the outskle LOCKABLE? =3

) 7.8 Aro the CELLING, m.u.s & FLDOR sound
5.4  Ae all WINDOWS in good condition? 7.7 b and free from hazardous (m}
55|  Are the CEILING, WALLS & FLOOR sound 18
5.6 and free from hazardous defects? 3 ] 7.9 Are all interior surfaces free of cracking, peel-
57 ing & loose PAINT or adequately coverad to

prevent exposure to LEAD BASE PAINT? D

58  Are allinterior wrfau:dn;u :{ﬂmddnn. peel-
ing & loose PAINT or uataly coverad to
T vent sxposure to LEAD BASE PAINT? g)j ;. [FEDROOMS & OTHER ROOMS FOR LIVING
O

59 Isthers a private TOILET In working order?

74 Room Code D Location -

540  Are there private BATH OR SHOWER & WASH R
5141  BASIN, with hot and cold running WATER?

7.2 Ifroom code 1, are there 2 WORKING

512  |s there an operable WINDOW OR EXHAUST QUTLETS or 1 working oullat & 1 working

FANE O permanently installed LIGHT FIXTURE?
If not code 1, Is there means of llumination?

6. | HEATING & PLUMBING ] 7.3 s room free from ELECTRICAL HAZARD? z//g

Are the CEILING, WALLS, & FLOOR
61 lsthe HEATING EQUIPMENT capable of sound and free from hazardous defecis?
providing ADEQUATE heat? =
7.4 Are all WINDOWS In gmd condition? If
6.2 s the apariment free of any UNSAFE HEAT- _code 1, s there at least 1 window?

75 Areal & DOORS
6.3  Does apartment have adequate VENTILATION? from the outside LOCKABI..B?
64 Is HOT WATER HEATER located, equipped T l Are the CEILING, wau.s & FLODR sound
and Instalied in a safa manner? and free from hazardous defe
6.5 Is PLUMBING free from malor leaks or corra- 7s
slon causing rust or contamination of drinking 7.8 Are all interior surfaces free nfaadsing peol-
water? O ing & loose PAINT or adequa
prevent axposure io LEAD nss marr? [}

5. [ SMOKE DETECTORS

If apartment is occupled by hearing-Impaired
|s there at least one battery-operated or persons, ;mmmal.ann system for hearing-
of O

hard-wired smoke detector in proper working gach jed by a

condition on each level of unit? hearing-impalred person? = |l

OWNER CERTIFICATION
a. LEAD PAINT
. 1f not lmﬂlfylhaummwhumd
raquirad, applicable surfaces covered as requirad.
If owner is required to cover any chack box.
interior or extarior surface, has Mot
ol hoation been a7 [ Required

Signature Date

Total Rooms@ # Bedrooms @ Family Size D Complete on This Papel:l Confinue on Next PagsD
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e, 10 = YOR TEFARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVIGE!
FNITIAL SvePECTION REPORT | oS Housing Stability Plus Progra OFFICE OF REHOUSING
Name of Applicant: F.P.Cat
Pruon‘i Addross: I Telophane Numbaer:
APARﬁiEﬁT TNSPECTED : ER_or ). o
e T A oo e Pallock .
235 W ; o :
] . CliylStZip: ~
PG rod 06T | |
. e i T O L T AT B
INSTRUCTIONS: Gne of the requiraments of this program Is that housing to which 2n applicant moves 'ba cloan, In good repair and

_ freo from any conditions that could ba dangerous or unhealthy for the family. This Inspection sheat will help you
datermine If the housa or apartment belng Inspected s Iikely to meet this requirement.
may be good housing but might requlre some repalrs.

The Depertmant of Homeless Services will Inspect the unl
replacement of fixtures, or to raject the unit If It does not maet the standards of the program of If It has major

ItIs possible that the unit
If thasa are made before rantal, thie unit mey be acceptable.

t and reserves the right to require further repalrs of

Jes which the landlord does not p

to correct.

1. [ STREET & EXTERIOR OF BUILDING

1.1 Are SITE & Immediately NEIGHBORHCCD
fres fram condilions which endangar health &
safety of tenants, Including open yacant or fire
gutted bulldings? !

12 (s bullding free from high lavels.of AIR
POLLUTION from vehicular exhaust, .
sowanfTuel ges, dust or other poliutante?

43 Are EXTERIOR SURFACES sound and hazard
frae? * 9

14 A the ROCF, GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS
sound & free of hazards?

1.5 Ara oll exterlor surfaces accessible to childran
undar 7 years old free of cracking, peeling &
loosa PAINT or adequataly coversd 1o prevent
exposure ta LEAD BASE PAINT?

SR

145 Arethore adsquate covared fallites for
¥ GARBAGE appraved by local agency?

1.7 Are all EXTERIOR STAIRS, RAILS &
PORCHES sound & hazard frae?.

1.8 s FOUNDATION sound & hazard Tres?
19 Is GHIMNEY sound & hazard frae?

2. [INTERIOR OF BUILDING & UNIT
21 INTERIOR STAIRS & HALLS hazard free?

2.2 Are ELEVATORS working & do they have
currdnt Inspection oertilicate?

2.3 Unblocked FIRE EXIT from bullding?

2.4 |5 thera AGCESS TO UNIT without golng
through another unit?

APPLICANT: Answer guestions for bullding and all roams In apartment to ba I

T o

cted.

i Yes
3. | LIVING ROOM

3.4 Arathere al laest 2 WORKING OUTLETS or 1

2.2 working outlat & 1 WORKING LIGHT
EIXTURE? Is room free from electricel
HAZARD?

3.4 1 there et least oné window and are all
WINDOWS In goed conditen?

=0
Z
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=

3.4 Are sl WINDOWS & DOORS accessible from
the oulside LOCKABLE?

3.5 | Are tha CEILING, WALLS, & FLOOR sound
g:: and frae from hazardout defacts?

3.8 Are all Interlor surfaces free of cracking,
pealing, & loose PAINT or adequately covered
to prevant tenant exposure to LEAD BASE
PAINT?

+ Ciareren ]

41 s thers at least ono WORKING ELECTRICAL

4.2 QUTLET & one permanently nstalied LIGHT
FIXTURE? ls kitchen fraa from ELECTRICAL
HAZARD?

g

o g
mpgw
-

43 Are ol WINDOWS & DOORS accessl

& from ‘k-
the outsids LOCKABLE?

4.4 15 there a SINK with hotand cold running
water?

O
=
b O =
O

wfAm
.

" 4.5 Aro WINDOWS In good condition?
46 Isthere a SPAGE TO STORE AND PREPARE
0?7 :
4.7 Ace all Intarior surfaces free of cracking.

pesling & loase PAINT or adequataly cavered
to pravent exposura to LEAD BASE PAINT?

o

2.5 Unitibldg. free of RATS, MICE, VERMIN? 4.8 | Are the CEILING, WALLS & FLOOR sound
4.9 | and free from hazardous defects?
2.6 Unibldg, fres of GARBAGE OR DEBRIS? 410 :
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411

412

5.1

52

5.3

54

55
5.6
57

e

|s thare a working OVEN & RANGE with
wotking tap bumers.

§

|s there appropriate size REFRIGERATOR In
working order.

BATHROOM

|s there at least ona permanently Installed
LIGHT FIXTURE? O
s room frea from ELECTRICAL HAZARD? m’/[j

Ara all WINDOWS & DOORS acesssible from
the outside LOCKABLE?

Ara all WINDOWS In good condition?

Are the CEILING, WALLS & FLOOR sound
and free from hazardous defects? .

of=

=

Ara all interior surfaces frea of cracking, pesl
Ing & loosa PAINT ef adequataly coverad o
prevent axposure o LEAD BASE PAINT?

ES WO

g

g//g

7. [BEDRODMS & OTHER ROOMS POR LIVING
| 7.1 RoomCode D

1. Badraom
2, Dinlng Redm or Area

Logatlon 3. 2nd Living Room & Dan
Right [ Laft 4, Halls, Stalrcase
Front/Rear ___ 5. Addllienal Bathroom
FloorLevel ___ 6. Other,

7.2 |froom code 4, are there 2 WORKING
GUTLETS or 1 working outlet & 1 working
permanently Installed LIGHT FIXTURE?

If not code 1, is there means of lllumination?

7.3 Isroom frae from ELECTRICAL HAZARDT

7.4 Are all WINDOWS In good condition? If
code 1, Is there at least 1 window?

7.9 Are all Interlor surfaces free of cracking, paei-
‘Ing & loose PAINT or adequately covered o
pravent exposure to LEAD BASE PAINT?

7. |BEDROOMS & OTHER ROOMS FOR LIVING

YES NO

282

0 &

7.5 Areal WINDOWS & DOORS accassible

fram the outside LOCKABLE?
7.6 Ara the CEILING, WALLS & FLOOR sound
7.7 P and frea from hazardous defects? ]
7.8

=0

50 Isthere a privats TOILET In working order? EE ) )
. g 7.4 Room Code D Loeation ———
540 Are there private BATH OR SHOWER.& WASH IZ/ A
541 BASIN, with hat and cold running WATER? O
) . 7.2 If room code 1, are thare 2 WORKING
542 s there an operable WINDOW OR EXHAUST QUTLETS or 1 working outlst & 1 warking
FAN? £ permanently Installed LIGHT FIXTURE?
f not code 1, Is thera means of llumination? ot il |
s, [HEATING & PLUMBING | 73 Is room tree from ELECTRICAL Hazaro? [ [
' Are the CEILING, WALLS, & FLOOR .
54 Isthe HEATING EQUIPMENT capable of E/ sound and free from hazardous defects? O O
providing ADEQUATE heat? (|
E 74 Are all WINDOWS in good condltion? If
62 Isthe apartment fras of any UNSAFE HEAT- J code 1, Is there at laast 1 window? O O
ING EQUIPMENT? : -
. X 7.5 Ara all WINDOWS & DOORS accessible
63  Doasapartment hava adequate VENTILATION? 4 from the cutside LOCKABLE? OO
6.4 Is HOT WATER HEATER located, equipped m/ 7.8] Arethe CEILING, WALLS & FLOOR sound
and installed in a safe manner? O 7.7 b and free from hazardous defects? OO
65 s PLUMBING frae from major leaks or corro- 78
slon causing rust or contamination of drinking 72  Are all interior surfaces free of cracking, peel-
water? K D _ Ing & loose PAINT or adequately covered to
pravent exposure to LEAD BASE PAINT? [}
8. 'SMOKE DETECTORS
If spartment Is cccuplad by hearing-Impaired
ls there at least ona batiery-operated ar parsans, s there an alarm system for hearing-
hard-wired smoka datector in proper warking Impalred In.each bedroom accupled by a
condition on aach laval of unit? D hearing-impaired person? El D
I 10|
9, LEAD PARINT
. If not | cartify that above property has had
. required, applicable surfacas covered as requlred.
. If owner Is required to cover any chack box.
intarior or exterior surfaca, has ot
compliance certification been oblained? D Required
¥ Slgnature Date

fged Ch

e

i Ca

Total Rmms@ # ams’@ Family Size D " Complate on This PageD " Gontinue on Next F'ag-eD
REMARKS: ] ! :
Claze ik o bt.
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4 ctole
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188

Repalr davit Reguired
YES NO D

W

\
INSPECTED ?(s:gnmrel

J‘I’E‘A/ REVIEWED BY ( Signature ) DATE




Housing Stability Plus “checklist of inspection standards,” available at
http://www.nyc.gov/html/dhs/html/rent/hsp _page2.shtml

MOVE IN CONDITION CHECKLIST
REQUIREMENTS

YES | NO

building is decent, safe, sanitary & vermin free (including area immediately
outside the building)

building address must be clearly marked on building entrance

no peeling paint, no cracks or holes in walls and/or ceiling

no gas or water leaks in the apartment

apartment number must be same as the one registered, and the number must be
posted on door

apartment has working mailbox and door bell

* UNIT MUST BE FRESHLY PAINTED

floors and coverings must be in good condition

ONE WORKING SMOKE DETECTOR & CARBON MONOXIDE
DETECTOR FOR EACH UNIT

apartment provides privacy for the family

windows are in good condition

apartment must be vacant — no fumiture

WINDOW GUARDS MUST BE INSTALLED
(for children under 11)

building & apartment entrance must be sound and secure (working lock)

heat, hot & cold water must be working during inspection between October 1%,
& May 31%.

apartments with window gates must have at least one avenue of escape,
example: fire department approved gates

all heat riser must be insulated at least five feet from the floor

all living quarters must have a heat source

all rooms must have at least one electrical outlet

all bedrooms and living rooms must have a window

Landlord will pay for heat and hot water

*Cracked, peeling, and or bubbling paint in the apartment or hallway may require landlords to obtain a “Lead Free”
certificate from the Lead Poisoning Prevention Unit @ 125 Worth St.,, NYC, 10013 (212) BAN-LEAD



Section 8 Voucher Program: Housing Quality Standards:

Code of Federal Regulations
Title 24, Volume 4, Parts 700 to 1699
Revised as of April 1, 2000

TITLE 24--HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

CHAPTER IX--OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING,
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

PART 982--SECTION 8 TENANT BASED ASSISTANCE: HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM--
Table of Contents

Subpart I--Dwelling Unit: Housing Quality Standards, Subsidy Standards,
Inspection and Maintenance

Sec. 982.401 Housing quality standards (HQS).

Source: 60 FR 34695, July 3, 1995, unless otherwise noted.

(a) Performance and acceptability requirements. (1) This section
states the housing quality standards (HQS) for housing assisted in the
programs.

(2)(i) The HQS consist of:

(A) Performance requirements; and

(B) Acceptability criteria or HUD approved variations in the
acceptability criteria.

(i) This section states performance and acceptability criteria for
these key aspects of housing quality:

) Sanitary facilities;

) Food preparation and refuse disposal;
) Space and security;

) Thermal environment;

) lllumination and electricity;

(A

(B
(C
(D
(E
(F) Structure and materials;
(G) Interior air quality;
(H) Water supply;

(I) Lead-based paint;

(J) Access;

(K) Site and neighborhood;

(L) Sanitary condition; and

(M) Smoke detectors.

(3) All program housing must meet the HQS performance requirements
both at commencement of assisted occupancy, and throughout the assisted
tenancy.

(4)(i) In addition to meeting HQS performance requirements, the
housing must meet the acceptability criteria stated in this section,
unless variations are approved by HUD.

(i) HUD may approve acceptability criteria variations for the
following purposes:

(A) Variations which apply standards in local housing codes or other
codes adopted by the PHA; or

(B) Variations because of local climatic or geographic conditions.

(iii) Acceptability criteria variations may only be approved by HUD



pursuant to paragraph (a)(4)(ii) of this section if such variations
either:

(A) Meet or exceed the performance requirements; or

(B) Significantly expand affordable housing opportunities for
families assisted under the program.

(iv) HUD will not approve any acceptability criteria variation if
HUD believes that such variation is likely to adversely affect the
health or safety of participant families, or severely restrict housing
choice.

(b) Sanitary facilities--(1) Performance requirements. The dwelling
unit must include sanitary facilities located in the unit. The sanitary facilities
must be in proper operating condition, and adequate for personal
cleanliness and the disposal of human waste. The sanitary facilities
must be usable in privacy.

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) The bathroom must be located in a
separate private room and have a flush toilet in proper operating
condition.

(i) The dwelling unit must have a fixed basin in proper operating
condition, with a sink trap and hot and cold running water.

(iii) The dwelling unit must have a shower or a tub in proper
operating condition with hot and cold running water.

(iv) The facilities must utilize an approvable public or private
disposal system (including a locally approvable septic system).

(c) Food preparation and refuse disposal--(1) Performance
requirement. (i) The dwelling unit must have suitable space and
equipment to store, prepare, and serve foods in a sanitary manner.

(i) There must be adequate facilities and services for the sanitary
disposal of food wastes and refuse, including facilities for temporary
storage where necessary (e.g, garbage cans).

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) The dwelling unit must have an oven,
and a stove or range, and a refrigerator of appropriate size for the
family. All of the equipment must be in proper operating condition. The
equipment may be supplied by either the owner or the family. A microwave
oven may be substituted for a tenant-supplied oven and stove or range. A
microwave oven may be substituted for an owner-supplied oven and stove
or range if the tenant agrees and microwave ovens are furnished instead
of an oven and stove or range to both subsidized and unsubsidized
tenants in the building or premises.

(i) The dwelling unit must have a kitchen sink in proper operating
condition, with a sink trap and hot and cold running water. The sink
must drain into an approvable public or private system.

(iii) The dwelling unit must have space for the storage,
preparation, and serving of food.

(iv) There must be facilities and services for the sanitary disposal
of food waste and refuse, including temporary storage facilities where
necessary (e.g., garbage cans).

(d) Space and security--(1) Performance requirement. The dwelling
unit must provide adequate space and security for the family.

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) At a minimum, the dwelling unit must
have a living room, a kitchen area, and a bathroom.

(i) The dwelling unit must have at least one bedroom or living/
sleeping room for each two persons. Children of opposite sex, other than
very young children, may not be required to occupy the same bedroom or
living/sleeping room.

(iii) Dwelling unit windows that are accessible from the outside,
such as basement, first floor, and fire escape windows, must be lockable



(such as window units with sash pins or sash locks, and combination
windows with latches). Windows that are nailed shut are acceptable only
if these windows are not needed for ventilation or as an alternate exit

in case of fire.

(iv) The exterior doors of the dwelling unit must be lockable.

Exterior doors are doors by which someone can enter or exit the dwelling
unit.

(e) Thermal environment--(1) Performance requirement. The dwelling
unit must have and be capable of maintaining a thermal environment
healthy for the human body.

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) There must be a safe system for
heating the dwelling unit (and a safe cooling system, where present).
The system must be in proper operating condition. The system must be
able to provide adequate heat (and cooling, if applicable), either
directly or indirectly, to each room, in order to assure a healthy
living environment appropriate to the climate.

(i) The dwelling unit must not contain unvented room heaters that
burn gas, oil, or kerosene. Electric heaters are acceptable.

(f) Mlumination and electricity--(1) Performance requirement. Each
room must have adequate natural or artificial illumination to permit
normal indoor activities and to support the health and safety of occupants.
The dwelling unit must have sufficient electrical
sources so occupants can use essential electrical appliances. The
electrical fixtures and wiring must ensure safety from fire.

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) There must be at least one window in
the living room and in each sleeping room.

(ii) The kitchen area and the bathroom must have a permanent ceiling
or wall light fixture in proper operating condition. The kitchen area
must also have at least one electrical outlet in proper operating
condition.

(iii) The living room and each bedroom must have at least two
electrical outlets in proper operating condition. Permanent overhead or
wall-mounted light fixtures may count as one of the required electrical
outlets.

(g) Structure and materials--(1) Performance requirement. The
dwelling unit must be structurally sound. The structure must not present
any threat to the health and safety of the occupants and must protect
the occupants from the environment.

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) Ceilings, walls, and floors must not
have any serious defects such as severe bulging or leaning, large holes,
loose surface materials, severe buckling, missing parts, or other
serious damage.

(i) The roof must be structurally sound and weathertight.

(iii) The exterior wall structure and surface must not have any
serious defects such as serious leaning, buckling, sagging, large holes,
or defects that may result in air infiltration or vermin infestation.

(iv) The condition and equipment of interior and exterior stairs,
halls, porches, walkways, etc., must not present a danger of tripping
and falling. For example, broken or missing steps or loose boards are
unacceptable.

(v) Elevators must be working and safe.

(h) Interior air quality--(1) Performance requirement. The dwelling
unit must be free of pollutants in the air at levels that threaten the
health of the occupants.

(2) Acceptability criteria. (i) The dwelling unit must be free from
dangerous levels of air pollution from carbon monoxide, sewer gas, fuel



gas, dust, and other harmful pollutants.

(ii) There must be adequate air circulation in the dwelling unit.

(iii) Bathroom areas must have one openable window or other adequate
exhaust ventilation.

(iv) Any room used for sleeping must have at least one window. If
the window is designed to be openable, the window must work.

(i) Water supply--(1) Performance requirement. The water supply must
be free from contamination.

(2) Acceptability criteria. The dwelling unit must be served by an
approvable public or private water supply that is sanitary and free from
contamination.

(j) Lead-based paint performance requirement. The Lead-Based Paint
Poisoning Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 4821-4846), the Residential Lead-
Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 4851-4856), and
implementing regulations at part 35, subparts A, B, M, and R of this
title apply to units assisted under this part.

(k) Access performance requirement. The dwelling unit must be able
to be used and maintained without unauthorized use of other private
properties. The building must provide an alternate means of exit in case
of fire (such as fire stairs or egress through windows).

(1) Site and Neighborhood--(1) Performance requirement. The site and
neighborhood must be reasonably free from disturbing noises and
reverberations and other dangers to the health, safety, and general
welfare of the occupants.

(2) Acceptability criteria. The site and neighborhood may not be
subject to serious adverse environmental conditions, natural or manmade,
such as dangerous walks or steps; instability; flooding, poor drainage,
septic tank back-ups or sewage hazards; mudslides; abnormal air
pollution, smoke or dust; excessive noise, vibration or vehicular
traffic; excessive accumulations of trash; vermin or rodent infestation;
or fire hazards.

(m) Sanitary condition--(1) Performance requirement. The dwelling
unit and its equipment must be in sanitary condition.

(2) Acceptability criteria. The dwelling unit and its equipment must
be free of vermin and rodent infestation.

(n) Smoke detectors performance requirement--(1) Except as provided
in paragraph (n)(2) of this section, each dwelling unit must have at
least one battery-operated or hard-wired smoke detector, in proper
operating condition, on each level of the dwelling unit, including
basements but excepting crawl spaces and unfinished attics. Smoke
detectors must be installed in accordance with and meet the requirements
of the National Fire Protection Association Standard (NFPA) 74 (or its
successor standards). If the dwelling unit is occupied by any hearing-
impaired person, - smoke detectors must have an alarm system, designed
for hearing-impaired persons as specified in NFPA 74 (or successor
standards).

(2) For units assisted prior to April 24, 1993, owners who installed
battery-operated or hard-wired smoke detectors prior to April 24, 1993
in compliance with HUD's smoke detector requirements, including the
regulations published on July 30, 1992, (57 FR 33846), will not be
required subsequently to comply with any additional requirements
mandated by NFPA 74 (i.e., the owner would not be required to install a
smoke detector in a basement not used for living purposes, nor would the
owner be required to change the location of the smoke detectors that
have already been installed on the other floors of the unit).



[60 FR 34695, July 3, 1995, as amended at 61 FR 27163, May 30, 1996; 63
FR 23861, Apr. 30, 1998; 64 FR 26646, May 14, 1999; 64 FR 49658, Sept.
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Effective Date Note: At 64 FR 50230, Sept. 15, 1999, Sec. 982.401
was amended by revising paragraph (j), effective Sept. 15, 2000. For the
convenience of the user, the superseded text is set forth as follows:

Sec. 982.401 Housing quality standards (HQS).
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(j) Lead-based paint performance requirement--(1) Purpose and
applicability. (i) The purpose of paragraph (j) of this section is to
implement section 302 of the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act,
42 U.S.C. 4822, by establishing procedures to eliminate as far as
practicable the hazards of lead-based paint poisoning for units assisted
under this part. Paragraph (j) of this section is issued under 24 CFR
35.24 (b)(4) and supersedes, for all housing to which it applies, the
requirements of subpart C of 24 CFR part 35.

(i) The requirements of paragraph (j) of this section do not apply
to 0-bedroom units, units that are certified by a qualified inspector to
be free of lead-based paint, or units designated exclusively for
elderly. The requirements of subpart A of 24 CFR part 35 apply to all
units constructed prior to 1978 covered by a HAP contract under part
982.

(2) Definitions.

Chewable surface. Protruding painted surfaces up to five feet from
the floor or ground that are readily accessible to children under six
years of age; for example, protruding corners, window sills and frames,
doors and frames, and other protruding woodwork.

Component. An element of a residential structure identified by type
and location, such as a bedroom wall, an exterior window sill, a
baseboard in a living room, a kitchen floor, an interior window sill in
a bathroom, a porch floor, stair treads in a common stairwell, or an
exterior wall.

Defective paint surface. A surface on which the paint is cracking,
scaling, chipping, peeling, or loose.

Elevated blood lead level (EBL). Excessive absorption of lead.
Excessive absorption is a confirmed concentration of lead in whole blood
of 20 ug/dl (micrograms of lead per deciliter) for a single test or of
15-19 ug/dl in two consecutive tests 3-4 months apart.

HEPA means a high efficiency particle accumulator as used in lead
abatement vacuum cleaners.

Lead-based paint. A paint surface, whether or not defective,
identified as having a lead content greater than or equal to 1 milligram
per centimeter squared (mg/cm<SUP>2</SUP>), or 0.5 percent by weight or
5000 parts per million (PPM).

(3) Requirements for pre-1978 units with children under 6. (i) If a
dwelling unit constructed before 1978 is occupied by a family that
includes a child under the age of six years, the initial and each
periodic inspection (as required under this part), must include a visual
inspection for defective paint surfaces. If defective paint surfaces are
found, such surfaces must be treated in accordance with paragraph (j)(6)
of this section.

(i) The HA may exempt from such treatment defective paint surfaces



that are found in a report by a qualified lead-based paint inspector not
to be lead-based paint, as defined in paragraph (j)(2) of this section.
For purposes of this section, a qualified lead-based paint inspector is

a State or local health or housing agency, a lead-based paint inspector
certified or regulated by a State or local health or housing agency, or
an organization recognized by HUD.

(iii) Treatment of defective paint surfaces required under this
section must be completed within 30 calendar days of HA notification to
the owner. When weather conditions prevent treatment of the defective
paint conditions on exterior surfaces within the 30 day period,
treatment as required by paragraph (j)(6) of this section may be delayed
for a reasonable time.

(iv) The requirements in this paragraph (j)(3) apply to:

(A) All painted interior surfaces within the unit (including
ceilings but excluding furniture);

(B) The entrance and hallway providing access to a unit in a multi-
unit building; and

(C) Exterior surfaces up to five feet from the floor or ground that
are readily accessible to children under six years of age (including
walls, stairs, decks, porches, railings, windows and doors, but
excluding outbuildings such as garages and sheds).

(4) Additional requirements for pre-1978 units with children under 6
with an EBL. (i) In addition to the requirements of paragraph (j)(3) of
this section, for a dwelling unit constructed before 1978 that is
occupied by a family with a child under the age of six years with an
identified EBL condition, the initial and each periodic inspection (as
required under this part) must include a test for lead-based paint on
chewable surfaces. Testing is not required if previous testing of
chewable surfaces is negative for lead-based paint or if the chewable
surfaces have already been treated.

(ii) Testing must be conducted by a State or local health or housing
agency, an inspector certified or regulated by a State or local health
or housing agency, or an organization recognized by HUD. Lead content
must be tested by using an X-ray fluorescence analyzer (XRF) or by
laboratory analysis of paint samples. Where lead-based paint on chewable
surfaces is identified, treatment of the paint surface in accordance
with paragraph (j)(6) of this section is required, and treatment shall
be completed within the time limits in paragraph (j)(3) of this section.

(iii) The requirements in paragraph (j)(4) of this section apply to
all protruding painted surfaces up to five feet from the floor or ground
that are readily accessible to children under six years of age:

(A) Within the unit;

(B) The entrance and hallway providing access to a unit in a multi-
unit building; and

(C) Exterior surfaces (including walls, stairs, decks, porches,
railings, windows and doors, but excluding outbuildings such as garages
and sheds).

(5) Treatment of chewable surfaces without testing. In lieu of the
procedures set forth in paragraph (j)(4) of this section, the HA may, at
its discretion, waive the testing requirement and require the owner to
treat all interior and exterior chewable surfaces in accordance with the
methods set out in paragraph (j)(6) of this section.

(6) Treatment methods and requirements. Treatment of defective paint
surfaces and chewable surfaces must consist of covering or removal of
the paint in accordance with the following requirements:

(i) A defective paint surface shall be treated if the total area of



defective paint on a component is:

(A) More than 10 square feet on an exterior wall;

(B) More than 2 square feet on an interior or exterior component
with a large surface area, excluding exterior walls and including, but
not limited to, ceilings, floors, doors, and interior walls; or

(C) More than 10 percent of the total surface area on an interior or
exterior component with a small surface area, including, but not limited
to, window sills, baseboards and trim.

(i) Acceptable methods of treatment are: removal by wet scraping,
wet sanding, chemical stripping on or off site, replacing painted
components, scraping with infra-red or coil type heat gun with
temperatures below 1100 degrees, HEPA vacuum sanding, HEPA vacuum needle
gun, contained hydroblasting or high pressure wash with HEPA vacuum, and
abrasive sandblasting with HEPA vacuum. Surfaces must be covered with
durable materials with joints and edges sealed and caulked as needed to
prevent the escape of lead contaminated dust.

(ii) Prohibited methods of removal are: open flame burning or
torching; machine sanding or grinding without a HEPA exhaust;
uncontained hydroblasting or high pressure wash; and dry scraping except
around electrical outlets or except when treating defective paint spots
no more than two square feet in any one interior room or space (hallway,
pantry, etc.) or totalling no more than twenty square feet on exterior
surfaces.

(iv) During exterior treatment soil and playground equipment must be
protected from contamination.

(v) All treatment procedures must be concluded with a thorough
cleaning of all surfaces in the room or area of treatment to remove fine
dust particles. Cleanup must be accomplished by wet washing surfaces
with a lead solubilizing detergent such as trisodium phosphate or an
equivalent solution.

(vi) Waste and debris must be disposed of in accordance with all
applicable Federal, state and local laws.

(7) Tenant protection. The owner must take appropriate action to
protect residents and their belongings from hazards associated with
treatment procedures. Residents must not enter spaces undergoing
treatment until cleanup is completed. Personal belongings
that are in work areas must be relocated or otherwise protected from
contamination.

(8) Owner information responsibilities. Prior to execution of the
HAP contract, the owner must inform the PHA and the family of any
knowledge of the presence of lead-based paint on the surfaces of the
residential unit.

(9) HA data collection and recordkeeping responsibilities. (i) The
HA must attempt to obtain annually from local health agencies the names
and addresses of children with identified EBLs and must annually match
this information with the names and addresses of participants under this
part. If a match occurs, the HA must determine whether local health
officials have tested the unit for lead-based paint. If the unit has
lead-based paint the HA must require the owner to treat the lead-based
paint. If the owner does not complete the corrective actions required by
this section, the family must be issued a certificate or voucher to
move.

(ii) The PHA must keep a copy of each inspection report for at least
three years. If a dwelling unit requires testing, or if the dwelling
unit requires treatment of chewable surfaces based on the testing, the
HA must keep the test results indefinitely and, if applicable, the owner



certification of treatment. The records must indicate which chewable
surfaces in the dwelling units have been tested and which chewable
surfaces in the units have been treated. If records establish that

certain chewable surfaces were tested or tested and treated in
accordance with the standards prescribed in this section, such chewable
surfaces do not have to be tested or treated at any subsequent time.

* *k *k * %



