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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
Our objective was to determine whether the 
New York City Department of Buildings 
(Department) ensures that New York City 
elevators are inspected and tested as required, 
elevator inspectors are qualified, and 
complaints regarding potentially-unsafe 
elevators are responded to timely. 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
According to the Building Code, elevators in 
New York City have to be inspected and 
tested at least five times every two years.  
Most of these inspections are performed by 
either Department inspectors or private 
inspectors contracted by the Department, and 
the tests are performed by private inspectors 
hired by the property owners and approved by 
the Department.  Inspectors have to meet 
certain qualification requirements, such as 
specified work experience or professional 
certification.  According to Department 
records, during the 21-month period of July 1, 
2005, through March 31, 2007, a total of 
174,856 inspections and 134,537 tests were 
performed on 61,993 elevator devices.   
 
We found that elevators are generally 
inspected and tested at least once a year.  We 
also found that the Department achieved its 
goal of investigating 95 percent of emergency 
complaints within 1.5 business days.  
However, the Department is not always 
timely in its reinspections of elevators that are 
taken out of service because of serious safety 
defects.  We also identified several instances 
in which the Department did not have 
documentation that elevator inspectors were 
qualified.  
 
We identified 4 elevators that were neither 
inspected nor tested during our 21-month 
audit period.  Department officials stated they 
did not inspect an elevator at a Manhattan 

construction site because they believed it was 
not in service.  However, the Department’s 
records indicated that the elevator was in 
service.  Department officials stated that one 
elevator had been identified with two device 
numbers, and they were unable to explain 
why the other two elevators had not been 
inspected or tested.  The Department reported 
that it has since inspected three of the four 
elevators and will determine how they had 
avoided inspection and testing. 
 
We also examined the inspections and tests 
that were performed on a random sample of 
50 elevators to determine whether they were 
performed in accordance with certain 
requirements.  We found that 28 of the 
inspections and tests were performed late, 7 
were performed by inspectors who did not 
meet certain qualification requirements, and 
19 had not been documented properly.   
 
The Department is responsible for ensuring 
that all elevator inspectors meet certain 
qualification requirements.  However, 
Department records confirmed that only 11 of 
the 50 inspectors in our random sample met 
all their qualification requirements. For 
example, no professional certification was on 
file for 1 contracted inspector, and 
examination results were not on file for 35 
private inspectors who had to pass an elevator 
inspector examination.  We noted that 1 of 
these inspectors performed 1,725 elevator 
tests during the 21-month period we 
reviewed.   
 
When required elevator inspections and tests 
are not performed, are performed late, or are 
performed by inspectors who are not fully 
qualified, there is an increased risk that 
defective elevators may not be detected in a 
timely manner.  In such instances, the safety 
of the public could be jeopardized.   
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Our report contains seven recommendations 
for improving the Department’s controls over 
elevator inspections and tests.  Department 
officials generally agreed with our 
recommendations and have begun to take 
steps to implement them.  
 
This report, dated January 2, 2009, is 
available on our website at: 
http://www.osc.state.ny.us. 
Add or update your mailing list address by 
contacting us at: (518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The New York City Department of Buildings 
(Department) is responsible for ensuring the 
safe and lawful use of more than 950,000 
buildings and properties.  This responsibility 
includes the oversight of elevators and related 
devices such as escalators and lifts.  
Department records indicate that there are a 
total of 64,550 elevators and related devices 
in New York City.  These devices are subject 
to various sections of the New York City 
Building Code (Building Code) and the Rules 
of the City of New York.   
 
The Department enforces the laws and rules 
that set forth elevator safety standards.  In 
doing so, it administers elevator inspection 
and testing schedules.  An elevator inspection 
differs from an elevator test; an inspection is a 
visual examination of an elevator’s parts, 
while a test involves actually running the 
parts to ascertain their condition.   
 
In accordance with the Building Code, 
elevators in New York City are to be 
inspected and tested at least five times every 
two years.  To implement this requirement, 
the Department requires elevators to be 

inspected at least three times every two years 
and tested at least once a year.  The 
Department has authorized the New York 
City Housing Authority to perform such 
inspections on buildings within its 
jurisdiction.   
  
Elevator inspections are conducted by the 
Department, while elevator tests are 
conducted by private inspectors hired by the 
property owners for that purpose.  The private 
inspectors must be licensed by the 
Department.   
 
The Department employs a total of 45 
elevator inspectors, who conduct inspections, 
observe safety tests, follow up on complaints, 
and perform other activities related to elevator 
safety. The Department also contracts with 
two private companies to perform elevator 
inspections on its behalf.   
 
An elevator inspection may identify 
conditions that the Department considers 
“dangerous,” such as badly-worn, defective, 
or damaged hoist cables; a defective brake 
assembly; or instances in which the only 
elevator in the building or building section is 
out of service.  When such conditions occur, 
the inspector must notify the property owner 
who must then correct the violation.   
 
When a more “hazardous” condition is found, 
the inspector must issue a cease-use order to 
the property owner and tag the device as 
unsafe.  A cease-use order directs the owner 
to take the elevator out of service.  Such 
conditions include an unraveling or broken 
hoist, a non-operating emergency switch, or 
missing doors.  Department policy requires a 
Department inspector to re-inspect the 
elevator before it is placed back into service 
to ensure that all repairs were completed 
properly.  The cease-use tag may not be 
removed without prior Department approval. 
 

http://www.osc.state.ny.us/
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According to Department records, during the 
period of July 1, 2005, through March 31, 
2007, a total of 174,856 elevator inspections 
and 134,537 elevator tests were performed.  
Department records also indicate that, during 
this period, nearly 18,700 complaints about 
elevators were received.   
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Required Inspections and Tests 

 
The Department maintains databases showing 
all the elevators subject to inspection and 
testing requirements, and all the inspections 
and tests that have been performed.  We 
reviewed these databases and supporting 
Department documentation to determine 
whether all elevators were being inspected 
and tested.   
 
We found that elevators were generally being 
inspected and tested at least once a year.  
However, some of the inspections and tests 
were performed late, some were performed by 
inspectors who did not meet certain 
qualification requirements, and some were not 
documented properly.   
 

Elevators Not Inspected or Tested 
 

According to a Department database, there are 
64,550 elevators and related devices in New 
York City.  This includes 2,557 devices that 
were not active, had just been placed into 
service, or were not elevators, such as 
dumbwaiters and conveyor belts. The 
Department also has a database that shows the 
elevator inspections and tests that have been 
performed.  We compared the two databases 
to determine whether there were any active 
elevators that had not been inspected or tested 
during the 21-month period of July 1, 2005, 
through March 31, 2007.   
 

We identified four active elevators that were 
missing the required inspections and tests.  
Department officials stated that they did not 
inspect one Manhattan elevator because it was 
located at a construction site and was not in 
service.  However, an inspection report 
indicated that, to be placed into service, the 
elevator had passed an initial inception test on 
May 12, 2004.   
 
The Department was unable to explain why 
two of these elevators had not been inspected 
or tested during our 21-month audit period; it 
maintains that the fourth elevator had been 
identified with two device numbers. The 
Department reported that it inspected three of 
these elevators after our audit period ended.   
 
We recommend the Department determine 
how the elevators could have avoided 
inspection and testing.  Department officials 
responded that they will review their 
procedures to identify the causes of these 
lapses. (In its response to the draft report, 
Department officials indicated that private 
inspectors contracted by the Department did 
not gain access to perform the required 
inspections.) 

 
Inspections and Tests Not Performed or 

Documented as Required 
 
During the period covered by our audit, the 
Department required elevators to be inspected 
at least three times every two years and be 
tested at least once a year.  The inspections 
were to be performed by Department 
inspectors or private inspectors contracted by 
the Department.  Both the Department 
inspectors and the contracted inspectors had 
to meet certain qualification requirements 
(e.g., specified work experience or 
professional certification).   
 
The annual tests were to be performed by 
private inspectors hired by the property 
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owners, and these inspectors had to meet 
certain qualification requirements.  Both the 
inspections and the tests were to be 
documented.  The inspections were to be 
documented by route sheets showing device 
number, location, inspector, and inspection 
results; and the tests were to be documented 
by written reports describing the results of the 
tests.   
 
To determine whether the inspections and 
tests were being performed and documented 
in accordance with these requirements, we 
selected a sample of the elevators that were 
inspected or tested at least once during the 21-
month period of July 1, 2005, through March 
31, 2007.  According to the Department’s 
databases, there were 61,993 such elevator 
devices; we randomly selected 50 elevators 
for review.  We then examined the written 
documentation (i.e., route sheets or test 
reports) supporting each inspection and test 
during the 21-month period.   
 
Since each elevator had to be inspected at 
least 3 times every 2 years and tested at least 
once a year, we expected that the 50 elevators 
in our sample would have been inspected at 
least twice and tested at least once during the 
21-month period we reviewed. Accordingly, 
we initially expected that a total of at least 
100 inspections and 50 tests would have been 
performed for the 50 elevators during this 
period.   
 
We had to modify these expectations when 
we learned that two of the elevators had been 
placed into service after July 1, 2005.  Since 1 
elevator was subject to only 1 annual test and 
1 inspection during the 21-month review 
period, and the other elevator had just 
received an inspection to start operating in 
March 2007 and therefore was not yet subject 
to the annual test or the 2 inspections, we 
revised our totals and expected that at least 97 
inspections and 49 tests would have been 

performed for the 50 elevators during the 21-
month period.   
 
However we found that only 86 inspections 
and 43 tests had been performed.  Nine 
elevators had been inspected just once and 1 
not at all (it had only been tested) during the 
21-month period.  We identified 6 elevators 
that had not been tested at all during the 
period (all 6 had been inspected at least 
twice).  
 
In addition, several of the 86 inspections and 
43 tests either were not documented or were 
not performed by fully-qualified inspectors, 
as follows:   
 

• The Department was unable to 
provide the supporting route sheets 
for 4 of the 86 inspections.  As a 
result, we have no assurance these 
four inspections were actually 
performed.   

 

• The route sheets contain the name 
of the individual who performed the 
inspection.  We reviewed the names 
on the 82 available route sheets and 
found that 6 of the inspections had 
been done by individuals who failed 
to meet certain qualification 
requirements.  As a result, we only 
have assurance that 76 of the 97 
required inspections were done by 
fully-qualified inspectors. 

 

• The Department was unable to 
provide the written test reports for 
15 of the 43 tests.  As a result, we 
have no assurance that these 15 tests 
were actually performed.   

 

• The test reports contain the name of 
the individual who performed the 
test.  We reviewed the names on the 
28 available test reports and found 
that 1 of the individuals had failed 



 
 

 

 
 

 
Report 2007-N-9  Page 6 of 18 

to meet certain qualification 
requirements, and thus was not 
fully-qualified to perform the test.  
As a result, we only have assurance 
that 27 of the 49 required elevator 
tests were done by fully-qualified 
inspectors.  

 
Department officials stated that they will 
research the reasons for these oversights and 
will improve their procedures. Furthermore, 
they have agreed to also improve procedures 
relating to storing and assessing agency 
documents. (The issue of inspector 
qualifications is addressed in more detail later 
in this report in the section entitled Inspector 
Credentials.)   
 
We also evaluated the timeliness of the 
inspections.  Department officials stated that, 
during the period we reviewed, they 
attempted to schedule required inspections on 
an eight-month cycle.  However, we found 
that the Department often did not achieve this 
goal.   
 
Forty-eight of the elevators in our sample 
should have been inspected at least twice 
during the period we reviewed. We found 
that, for 28 of these devices, the second 
inspection was performed more than 8 months 
after the first inspection.  For 2 elevators, the 
second inspection was performed more than 
16 months after the first inspection.  
However, on average, the late second 
inspection was performed about 10 months 
after the first.  
 
Department officials told us that the 
requirement to perform three inspections 
every two years was excessive.  They noted 
that they expected the requirement to be 
reduced in the future.  
 
When required elevator inspections and tests 
are not performed, are performed late, or are 

performed by inspectors who are not fully-
qualified, there is an increased risk that 
defective elevators will not be detected in a 
timely manner.  In such instances, the safety 
of the public could be jeopardized.   
 

Cease-Use Re-inspections 
 
If an inspection reveals an imminently 
hazardous condition, a cease-use order will be 
issued to the property owner; and the elevator 
will be tagged as unsafe.  The elevator cannot 
be placed back in service until it is re-
inspected and found to be safe.  If there are no 
other elevators in that building, it is the 
Department’s practice to conduct the re-
inspection within ten business days of the 
cease-use order.  If there are others, it is the 
Department’s practice to conduct the re-
inspection within 30 business days.   
 
To determine whether the Department was 
meeting these time frames, we reviewed a 
sample of cease-use orders.  According to 
Department records, there were 906 cease-use 
orders for active elevators during the 21-
month period of July 1, 2005, through March 
31, 2007.  We randomly selected 20 of these 
cease-use orders and determined when each 
re-inspection had been performed.  Eleven of 
the 20 cease-use orders related to buildings 
with just 1 elevator, while 9 related to 
buildings with more than 1 elevator.   
 
We found that all 9 of the re-inspections at 
buildings with more than 1 elevator had been 
performed within 30 business days.  
However, 5 of the 11 re-inspections at 
buildings with just 1 elevator had not been 
performed within 10 business days.  Rather, 
these 5 re-inspections had been performed 
between 18 and 181 business days after the 
issuance of the cease-use order.  If the 
Department is not timely with its re-
inspections, elevators can remain out of 
service for long periods, inconveniencing the 
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building occupants.  We recommend the 
Department improve the timeliness of its re-
inspection process.   
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Determine how the un-inspected elevators 

could have avoided the required 
inspections and testing.  Institute 
procedures to prevent such lapses in the 
future.   

 
2. Establish control procedures to ensure that 

elevator inspections and tests are 
performed on schedule and are fully 
documented.   

 
3. Establish a system for ensuring that 

elevators taken out of service by cease-use 
orders in single-elevator buildings are re-
inspected in a timely manner.  

 

Inspector Credentials 
 
Elevator inspections are performed by 
Department inspectors and private inspectors 
contracted by the Department, while elevator 
tests are performed by private inspectors hired 
by the property owners.  Separate 
qualifications are required for each group of 
inspectors, as follows:  
 

• Department inspectors must have at 
least six years of experience in the 
assembly, installation, repair, or 
design of elevators; or other specific 
elevator-related work.  With a 
certain level of education, fewer 
than six years of experience can be 
accepted. They must also have had 
supervisory responsibilities in an 
inspection program for one year. 

 

• Private inspectors contracted by the 
Department must have at least five 

years of experience in construction, 
design, or supervision in a skilled 
trade regulated by the Department’s 
Elevator Division; or experience as 
an elevator inspector or, experience 
in the repair and maintenance of 
elevators and related devices 
regulated by the Department of 
Buildings. They also must have a 
national Qualified Elevator 
Inspector (QEI) certificate issued by 
the American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers.  Elevator inspection 
supervisors must meet additional 
requirements.   

 

• Private inspectors hired by the 
property owners must have five 
years of experience in elevator 
assembly, installation, maintenance, 
repair, design, or inspection, within 
the seven years preceding the date 
of application.  They must also 
demonstrate that they are familiar 
with the construction and 
maintenance of elevators. This 
requirement can be satisfied by 
obtaining a passing grade on the 
Department’s elevator inspector 
examination.  

 
The qualifications for Department inspectors 
are stated in the Department’s elevator 
inspector position announcements.  The 
qualifications for private inspectors 
contracted by the Department are stated in the 
contracts.  The qualifications for private 
inspectors hired by the property owners are 
stated in the Rules of the City of New York.  
In addition, the Department performs 
background checks for all elevator inspectors.  
 
According to Department records, during the 
21-month period of July 1, 2005, through 
March 31, 2007, there were a total of 934 
elevator inspectors (45 at the Department, 115 
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employed by the Department’s 2 contractors, 
and 774 who could be hired by property 
owners to perform elevator safety tests).  To 
determine whether these inspectors met their 
qualification requirements, we randomly 
selected 50 of the 934 inspectors and verified 
their credentials, which were to be evaluated 
and documented by the Department.   
 
Specifically, we reviewed Department files 
containing job applications, background 
check reports, examination scores, QEI 
certificates, and documentation that the 
Department had confirmed the inspectors’ 
experience.  Our sample consisted of 2 
Department inspectors, 5 contracted 
inspectors, and 43 private inspectors who 
could be hired by property owners.   
 
We found that the Department had evidence 
of background checks for all 50 inspectors.  
However, the Department had complete 
documentation that only 11 of the 50 
inspectors met all of the qualification 
requirements. For the remaining 39, the 
Department did not have sufficient evidence 
that they met the requirements to be an 
elevator inspector. 
 
The remaining 39 did not meet at least 1 of 
the requirements, as follows:  
 

• For three inspectors (the two 
Department inspectors and one 
private inspector), there was no 
documentation showing that the 
experience requirements had been 
met. Department officials 
acknowledged that the two 
Department inspectors lacked the 
required supervisory experience, but 
stated that it was not a significant 
omission because the individuals 
had never had any supervisory 
responsibilities.   

 

• For one of the five contracted 
inspectors in our sample, there was 
no documentation showing that he 
had the required QEI certificate 
issued by the American Society of 
Mechanical Engineers.    

 
• For 35 private inspectors, 

Department files contained neither 
examination results nor any other 
documents substantiating that these 
individuals were familiar with the 
construction and maintenance of 
elevators.  In addition, for 11 of 
these inspectors, there was no 
documentation showing that the 
experience requirements had been 
met.   

 
Elevator inspectors who perform inspections 
or elevator tests, but lack the proper 
credentials, place the public at risk.  We note 
that 1 of the inspectors who lacked certain 
credentials had performed a total of 1,725 
elevator tests during the 21 months we 
reviewed.  
 

Recommendations 
 
4. Ensure that all elevator inspectors meet all 

qualification requirements. 
 
5. Recommendation deleted. 
 

Investigation of Complaints 
 
Complaints about elevators are categorized 
according to the danger level of the condition 
involved.  The complaints may be categorized 
as Priority A (emergency) or Priority B (non-
emergency).  Examples of Priority A 
complaints include elevator or floor access 
doors not closing properly, elevator door 
sensors not working, elevators stopping 
between floors, and elevators shaking or 
jerking.  Examples of Priority B complaints 
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include elevators that do not stop on certain 
floors, elevators that are out of service, and 
elevator buttons that do not function.   
 
The complaints are investigated by 
Department inspectors.  According to 
Department policy, if an elevator is the 
subject of a complaint, it should be added to 
the inspection route schedule and inspected.  
It is the Department’s goal, as stated in the 
New York City Mayor's Management 
Reports, to respond to 95 percent of Priority 
A complaints within 1.5 business days and to 
respond to 70 percent of Priority B complaints 
within 40 business days.   
 
According to the Department’s complaint 
database, the Department achieved these 
goals for the 21-month period of July 1, 2005, 
through March 31, 2007.  It showed that 372 
of the 18,686 complaints received during this 
period were Priority A complaints.  The 
database indicated that 357 of these 372 
complaints (96 percent) were addressed 
within 1.5 business days.   
 
We note that, in 2 of these 15 late complaint 
investigations, the inspector issued the 
property owner a citation for violating a City 
safety ordinance.  In 1 instance (which took 
13 business days to respond to), a citation was 
issued for an elevator that shook and made 
noise.  In the other instance (which took 10 
business days to respond to), a citation was 
issued for an elevator with doors that 
remained ajar while in motion.  Further, we 
note that because the Department’s goal is 
established based on business days – not 
calendar days – depending upon when the 
complaint is received, the complaint may 
remain without investigation for longer than 
1.5 calendar days. When calculated based on 
calendar days, we found that 336 complaints 
(90.3 percent) were investigated within 1.5 
days.  
 

Department officials maintain that 11 of the 
15 late Priority A complaints were not 
actually Priority A complaints.  According to 
the officials, the complaints were initially 
categorized incorrectly.  The chief on duty 
determined that the complaints were not 
actual elevator emergencies; however, no one 
had downgraded them from Priority A to 
Priority B on the database.  We note that the 
priority designations in the complaint 
database should be accurate. 
 
To verify the accuracy of the inspection dates 
recorded on the complaint database, we 
selected two samples of Priority A complaints 
and compared the inspection dates recorded 
on the database with the dates recorded on the 
inspection route sheets for those inspections.    
We judgmentally selected 26 of the 357 
timely inspections for 1 sample, and selected 
3 of the 15 untimely inspections for the other 
sample.   
 
The Department provided the inspection route 
sheets for 11 of the 26 timely complaint 
inspections and for 1 of the 3 untimely 
complaint inspections, and the dates on these 
route sheets agreed with the dates on the 
database.  However, because the Department 
could not locate the route sheets for the other 
15 timely, and the other 2 untimely, complaint 
inspections, we have no assurance the dates 
recorded in the database for these inspections 
are accurate.   
 
We recommend the Department improve its 
filing practices for its inspection route sheets 
to better ensure that the sheets are accessible.  
Department officials agreed that their 
procedures for storing and accessing 
inspection route sheets could be improved and 
they are working to develop a new process.   
 
We also reviewed the timeliness of the 
Department’s response to Priority B 
complaints.  We randomly selected 5 such 
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complaints from the 21-month period of July 
1, 2005, through March 31, 2007, and 
reviewed the complaint database to determine 
whether the complaints had been addressed 
within 40 business days.  We found that all 
five complaints were addressed within that 
time frame.  
 

Recommendations 
 
6. Continue taking steps to improve the 

timeliness of the Department’s response to 
Priority A complaints.   

 
7. Ensure that the priority designations in the 

complaint database are accurate.   
 
8. Improve the filing practices for inspection 

route sheets to ensure that the sheets are 
maintained in an accessible manner.   

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our audit in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing 
standards.  We audited the Department’s 
controls over elevator safety for the period of 
July 1, 2005, through March 31, 2007.  To 
accomplish our objective, we met with 
Department officials to confirm and enhance 
our understanding of the process used to hire 
and assign inspectors and conduct elevator 
inspections and tests.  We reviewed selected 
excerpts of the Building Code, the Rules of 
the City of New York, and Local Law 48 of 
1991.  We also examined Department 
databases related to elevator activities.  To 
verify the accuracy of certain information 
recorded on the databases (information 
indicating that a device was not subject to 
elevator inspection and testing requirements 
because it had been demolished, or was 
inactive, or was an escalator, lift, or other 
such device), we visited the reported sites for 
a sample of these devices to observe their 
actual status.   

In addition to being the State Auditor, the 
Comptroller performs certain other 
constitutionally and statutorily mandated 
duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York 
State.  These include operating the State’s 
accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State 
contracts, refunds, and other payments.  In 
addition, the Comptroller appoints members 
to certain boards, commissions, and public 
authorities, some of whom have minority 
voting rights.  These duties may be 
considered management functions for 
purposes of evaluating organizational 
independence under generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  In our 
opinion, these functions do not affect our 
ability to conduct independent audits of 
program performance. 
 
As is our practice, we notified Department 
officials at the outset of the audit that we 
would request a representation letter in which 
agency management provides assurances, to 
the best of their knowledge, concerning the 
relevance, accuracy, and competence of the 
evidence provided to the auditors during the 
course of the audit.  The representation letter 
is intended to confirm oral presentations made 
to the auditors and to reduce the likelihood of 
misunderstandings. Agency officials normally 
use the representation letter to assert that, to 
the best of their knowledge, all relevant 
financial and programmatic records and 
related data have been provided to the 
auditors.  They affirm either that the agency 
has complied with all laws, rules, and 
regulations applicable to its operations that 
would have a significant effect on the 
operating practices being audited, or that any 
exceptions have been disclosed to the 
auditors.  However, officials at the New York 
City Mayor’s Office of Operations have 
informed us that, as a matter of policy, 
mayoral agency officials do not provide 
representation letters in connection with our 
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audits.  As a result, we lack assurance from 
Department officials that all relevant 
information was provided to us during the 
audit. 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
The audit was performed pursuant to the State 
Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 
V, Section 1, of the State Constitution and 
Article III of the General Municipal Law. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
A draft copy of this report was provided to 
Department officials for their review and 
comment.  Their comments were considered 
in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix A. Department officials generally 
agreed with our recommendations and 
indicated they have begun to make the 

necessary changes.  Appendix B contains 
State Comptroller comments that address 
selected matters contained in the 
Department’s response.   
 
Within 90 days after final release of this 
report, we request that the Commissioner of 
the New York City Department of Buildings 
report to the State Comptroller advising what 
steps were taken to implement the 
recommendations contained herein, and where 
recommendations were not implemented, the 
reasons therefor. 
 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 
 

Major contributors to this report include 
Frank Houston, Cindi Frieder, Gene 
Brenenson, Jeremy Mack, Jean-Renel Estime, 
Mary McManus, Dino Jean-Pierre, Adele 
Banks, and Dana Newhouse.  
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APPENDIX B - STATE COMPTROLLER COMMENTS ON AUDITEE RESPONSE 
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1. The final report contains seven 
recommendations.  Recommendation 
#5 has been deleted in response to the 
Department’s reply to the draft report. 

  
2. The report has been revised to reflect 

information in the Department’s 
response   to the draft report. 

 
3. Department officials did not provide 

documentation evidencing that a 
decision had in fact been made to 
downgrade the priority of these 
complaints.  

 
4. The critical issue is that the elevators 

were not inspected and tested as 
required.  Also, the Department did 
not provide documentation of attempts 
by either Department inspectors or 
private inspectors hired by the 
Department, to inspect these elevators.  
The Department’s response states that 
this documentation is required of 
Department inspectors in all no access 
situations – and is required of private 
inspectors contracted by the 
Department on the 2nd attempt at 
access.  The Department’s response 
does not address how the elevators 
avoided testing, which is conducted by 
the private inspectors hired by the 
property owners.  

5. Our sample included two Department 
inspectors.  Our findings regarding 
these two Department inspectors were 
that there was no documentation 
showing they met the requirement for 
supervisory experience - a fact 
acknowledged by the Department.  
We do not assert that these two 
inspectors lacked an examination 
requirement.   

 
6. The Department should ensure that 

employees meet the qualifications 
requirements for the positions they 
hold.  

 
7. The Department’s contract for 

elevator inspectors requires all 
inspectors to be certified – it makes no 
distinction between supervisory and 
nonsupervisory inspectors. 

 
8. The report has been revised and the 

related recommendation has been 
deleted. 

 
9. Recommendation #6 was revised in 

response to the Department’s reply to 
the draft report. 

 
 

 




