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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine 
whether the Division of Housing and 
Community Renewal (Division) took 
adequate steps to verify the eligibility of 
Section 8 program participants for whom it 
had invalid Social Security numbers (SSNs) 
on file. 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
The Housing Choice Voucher Program, more 
commonly known as the Section 8 program, 
is the Federal government’s major program 
for assisting very low-income families, the 
elderly, and the disabled to afford decent, 
safe, and sanitary housing in the private 
market.  Housing choice vouchers are 
administered through local program 
administrators.  The U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
provides funds to the program administrators 
for voucher payments and program 
administrative costs.  The Division is the 
program administrator for New York State. 
 
Eligibility requirements for Section 8 
vouchers, which are established by HUD, 
include requirements related to income and 
citizenship status.  As part of its initial 
eligibility determination or annual 
recertification process, the Division is 
required to verify the applicant and 
participant family’s annual income and to 
obtain documentation confirming citizenship 
or eligible immigration status.  A Social 
Security card or other acceptable 
identification bearing the participant’s SSN is 
required for participants aged six and older.  
Persons who have not been assigned an SSN 
must execute a certification stating that no 
SSN has been assigned.  Applicants who are 
non-citizens and are claiming eligible 
immigration status must present appropriate 
immigration documents that are verified with 

the United States Citizenship and Immigration 
Services Department. 
 
During the 32-month period ending 
September 1, 2006, the Division made 
housing assistance payments on behalf of 
6,324 Section 8 participants in New York 
City.  We found that 195 (3 percent) of these 
participants had invalid SSNs on file with the 
Division.  Valid SSNs are essential to verify 
the income of Section 8 participants.  Based 
on our review of Division records, we 
conclude the Division had not taken adequate 
steps to verify the eligibility of many of these 
195 Section 8 program participants. 
 
We selected 114 of the 195 Section 8 
participants with invalid SSNs for detailed 
review and found that the SSNs for 65 were 
invalid because the participants had died.  We 
further determined that the Division continued 
to provide housing assistance payments, 
totaling $93,619, on behalf of 50 of these 65 
participants after their deaths.  For example; 
we identified one landlord still receiving 
$1,751 monthly in January 2007 for a 
participant who had died in June 2006.  The 
Division relies on the landlord or family 
members to report the death of the head of 
household.  This is not always effective.  We 
recommend the Division make better use of 
other available means (e.g., HUD’s mismatch 
SSN reports) to obtain accurate and timely 
notification of the deaths of Section 8 
program participants. 
 
Regarding the other 49 invalid SSNs, we 
found: 
 
● For 19, the Division obtained the correct 

SSNs after our audit began.  From the 
information we obtained using those 
correct SSNs, we determined the 
subsidy payments were generally 
correct. 
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● For 21, the Division was unable to 
provide us with a valid SSN.  For 12 of 
the 21, they also could not locate the 
affected participants’ case files in a 
timely manner.  The Division needs to 
obtain the correct SSNs to properly 
verify eligibility and subsidy payments.  
In addition, participants’ records should 
be stored in a manner permitting speedy 
retrieval. 

 
● For nine, several of which were invalid 

because the participants were non-
citizens who do not have SSNs, based 
upon information contained in the 
available case files and HUD reports, 
we determined that the Division made 
incorrect eligibility determinations, 
resulting in incorrect payments - eight 
overpayments totaling $113,705 and one 
underpayment totaling $5,533.  The 
Division has recovered some of these 
funds. 

 
Our audit report contains five 
recommendations to improve the Division’s 
verification of eligibility of Section 8 program 
participants.  Division officials generally 
agreed with our recommendations and 
indicated steps taken or planned to implement 
them.  
 
This report, dated November 6, 2007, 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 Division is responsible for the 
supervision, maintenance, and development 

of affordable low- and moderate-income 
housing in New York State.  The Division 
also serves as the program administrator for 
New York State’s Section 8 program. 
 
Regulations for the Section 8 program are set 
by HUD.  Households must meet eligibility 
requirements, and housing assistance 
payments are sent directly to participating 
managing agents or landlords of apartment 
buildings on behalf of the participating 
family.  The family then pays the difference 
between the actual rent charged by the 
landlord and the amount subsidized by the 
program.  Under certain circumstances, a 
family may use its voucher to purchase a 
home. 
 
HUD provides program administrators with 
technical assistance and monitors their 
compliance with program requirements.  In 
2005, HUD implemented a database system 
called Enterprise Income Verification (EIV) 
that enables the Division to compare a 
program participant’s reported income with 
income data available from certain 
government agencies, such as the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
U.S. Department of Labor, and the Social 
Security Administration.  The EIV system, 
which relies on the participant’s SSN for 
identification, can detect under-reporting of 
income by participants.  In the summer of 
2006, HUD also initiated a computer program 
that can detect invalid SSNs by matching the 
numbers submitted by Section 8 participants 
with Social Security Administration records.  
This program provides the Division with a 
monthly “mismatch report” of invalid 
numbers. 
 
The Division’s responsibilities in 
administering the Section 8 program include 
maintenance of the program’s waiting list, as 
well as determinations of both an applicant’s 
initial eligibility and the suitability of housing 
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units.  Once a participant is accepted into the 
program, the Division issues a voucher and 
then monitors the applicant’s continuing 
eligibility through an annual income-
recertification process.  In certain situations, 
landlords are responsible for initial 
certification, subject to the Division’s 
subsequent review. 
 
As of September 1, 2006, Section 8 
participants in New York State totaled 
32,500, including 5,600 New York City 
participants who received Federally-funded 
housing assistance totaling nearly $50 million 
annually.  Our audit focused on the New York 
City segment of the Section 8 program that 
was administered by the Division. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
HUD requires the Division to obtain either a 
copy of the Social Security card for each 
Section 8 participant aged six years or older 
or another acceptable form of identification 
bearing the participant’s SSN (e.g., Medicare 
card or benefit statement from a government 
agency).  If an applicant is a non-citizen, 
HUD requires the Division to obtain a copy of 
the person’s green card, visa, or other 
acceptable form of identification.  The 
Division must then verify a participant’s 
immigrant status with the United States 
Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Department. 
 
In addition, HUD requires the Division to 
verify the income levels of participants and all 
those in the participant’s household during the 
certification and annual recertification 
process.  The EIV system can be used in this 
verification process, generating a report the 
Division is to retain in the participant’s file. 
 
According to Division records, 6,324 Section 
8 participants in New York City were 

receiving housing vouchers at some time 
during our audit period (January 1, 2004, 
through September 1, 2006).  Using an SSN 
software validation program, we determined 
that the Division had invalid SSNs on file for 
195 (3 percent) of these participants.  We 
excluded 28 newly-admitted participants from 
further review because, at the time of our 
audit, the Division had not had sufficient time 
to verify their eligibility.  For expediency, we 
also did not examine the files for 53 
participants for whom the Division was able 
to obtain valid SSNs from HUD’s mismatch 
report prior to our review. 
 
From our review of the remaining 114 
participants, we identified instances of 
Division overpayments, as well as an 
underpayment.  Our review revealed the 
following details:  
 
• In 65 cases, the SSN was invalid 

because the participant had died.  We 
found the Division continued to provide 
housing assistance payments, totaling 
$93,619, on behalf of 50 of these 
participants after the month of their 
deaths (payments had been properly 
stopped for the other 15).  For example, 
in January 2007 we identified a landlord 
who was still receiving a $1,751 
monthly payment on behalf of a Section 
8 participant who had died in June 2006.  
The landlord had received overpayments 
totaling $12,257 by the time we notified 
Division officials and they stopped 
payments.  In another instance, we 
identified a participant who died in 
August 2005, yet the Division continued 
to issue payments, totaling $8,892, to 
the landlord for the tenant through July 
2006.  We notified Division officials 
who began recovering these funds in 
February 2007.  Overall, as of February 
1, 2007, the Division had recovered 
$29,523 of the $93,619; $64,096 
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remained uncollected.  (In response to 
our draft audit report, Division officials 
indicated they have recovered $91,779, 
as of October 2007.)  In addition, for 53 
of these 65 cases, the Division could not 
locate and provide us with the 
participants’ case files in a timely 
manner. 

 
• In 28 cases, we found no documentation 

showing that the Division had followed 
up after receiving a HUD mismatch 
report that the SSNs reported for those 
participants were invalid.  After our 
audit began, the Division corrected the 
SSN for 19 of these cases.  Some of the 
incorrect numbers were due to keypunch 
errors made by Division staff.  Using the 
correct SSNs for these 19 participants, 
we determined their subsidy payments 
were generally correct.  However, as of 
February 2007, the Division still did not 
have correct SSNs for the remaining 
nine participants, for whom the Division 
had made payments totaling $255,644 
for the period January 1, 2004, through 
January 31, 2007. 

 

• In 12 cases, the Division was unable to 
provide us with a valid SSN or locate 
and provide us with the participants’ 
case files in a timely manner.  The 
Division had made payments totaling 
$143,323 during the period January 1, 
2004, through September 1, 2006, for 
these participants. 

 

• In nine cases, several of which were 
processed with an invalid SSN because 
the participants were non-citizens and 
did not have SSNs, we identified 
incorrect eligibility determinations that 
resulted in erroneous housing subsidy 
payments: 

 
 In May 2006, the Division 

received information that a 

participant and his family, who 
had entered the program in 
December 2005, were not eligible 
for benefits.  The Division 
continued to make payments until 
December 2006 on behalf of this 
family, all non-citizens who did 
not have valid SSNs.  The 
Division has since recouped the 
$30,304 in housing assistance paid 
on their behalf. 

 
 In three cases, we informed the 

Division that additional unreported 
household members lived with the 
participants.  The Division acted 
upon this information.  However, 
in adjusting one household’s 
subsidy, the Division did not 
retroactively consider the 
unreported income of these 
individuals, resulting in 
overpayments of $33,732.  The 
Division is investigating the 
amount of the overpayment that 
can be recouped. 

 
 In another case, the Division 

overpaid $39,048 on behalf of a 
participant who entered the 
program in 2004.  The Division 
did not note that records submitted 
by the participant in 2005 had 
revealed additional, unreported 
income.  As a result of our audit, 
the Division began proceedings to 
determine and collect such 
amounts subject to recoupment.  
The matter remains pending legal 
action. 

 
 The Division did not properly 

document the eligibility 
verification of another participant 
who was later determined to be 
ineligible for program payments 
totaling $9,046.  Division officials 
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informed us that they will not seek 
recovery of this payment, because 
it was the result of an internal (i.e., 
Division) delay in verifying the 
participant’s status and that HUD 
policy does not permit recoupment 
from participants in these 
circumstances. 

 
 The Division overpaid $1,575 on 

behalf of a household that failed to 
report the income of a household 
member.  The Division would 
have identified this had it 
confirmed the participant’s 
household income through the EIV 
system, as we did. 

 
 In another case, a participant had 

identified himself with multiple 
SSNs, but the Division did not 
question this inconsistency.  As a 
result of our inquiry, the Division 
referred the case to its legal 
department for investigation. 

 
 The Division properly reduced the 

housing assistance subsidy paid on 
behalf of a household that 
contained an ineligible non-citizen 
participant.  However, we found it 
did not subsequently increase the 
payments, as required, when that 
individual became eligible, 
submitting an Alien Registration 
Card.  Underpayments in this case 
totaled $5,533. 

 
Recommendations 

 
1. Use HUD’s mismatch report or other such 

means to promptly identify deceased or 
potentially-ineligible program participants 
and take appropriate action timely. 

 
2. Recover outstanding overpayments 

identified in this report. 

3. Verify the eligibility of the 21 participants 
we identified who had invalid SSNs on 
file. 

 
4. Retain participants’ case files in a manner 

permitting speedy retrieval. 
 
5. Monitor case files to ensure they contain 

income verification reports (e.g., EIV) and 
documentation of the investigation of 
matters warranting further review. 

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our performance audit in 
accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  We audited 
the actions taken by the Division to verify the 
eligibility of Section 8 program participants 
for whom it had invalid SSNs on file.  Our 
audit covered the period January 1, 2004, 
through September 1, 2006, and focused on 
the New York City segment of the program. 
 
To accomplish our objective, we utilized a 
Social Security validation program to identify 
invalid SSNs among those on file with the 
Division for the 6,324 individuals who 
actively participated in the Section 8 program 
in New York City during our audit scope 
period.  We reviewed pertinent sections of 
HUD rules and regulations, and interviewed 
Division officials to obtain an understanding 
of their operations and practices for certifying 
program participants.  We also reviewed the 
Division’s participant files and other relevant 
information regarding the eligibility 
determination of program participants. 
 
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 
accounting system; preparing the State 
financial statements; and approving State 
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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. 
 

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 II, Section 8, of the State Finance 
Law. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Draft copies of this report were provided to 
Division officials for their review and 
comment.  Their comments were considered 
in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix A. 
 
Within 90 days of the final release of this 
report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive Law, the Commissioner of the 
Division of Housing and Community 
Renewal shall report to the Governor, the 
State Comptroller, and the leaders of the 
Legislature and fiscal committees, advising 
what steps were taken to implement the 
recommendations contained herein, and if not 
implemented, the reasons therefor. 

 
CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 

 
Major contributors to this report include 
Frank Houston, Cindi Frieder, Myron 
Goldmeer, Alina Mattie, David Louie, Jean-
Renel Estime, Dino Jean-Pierre, Mary 
McManus, and Sue Gold. 
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