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THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER 

MANAGEMENT AUDIT 
 

Audit Report on the  
Department of Homeless Services’ 

Monitoring of the Homebase Program  

MG12-125A   
 

AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF 

The Department of Homeless Services (DHS) is responsible for preventing homelessness and 
providing emergency shelter and social services to homeless families. The agency’s Homebase 
program is designed to help families overcome immediate housing problems that can result in 
homelessness.  Through its contracts with eight community-based organizations, which are 
located in 12 locations throughout the five boroughs, DHS helps homeless families and 
individuals gain self-sufficiency and move from temporary to permanent housing.  According to 
data reported by DHS, $16.9 million in Federal funds and $778,469 in City funds were 
expended on the Homebase program in Fiscal Year 2012.  

In Fiscal Year 2012, providers enrolled 10,847 clients in the Homebase program.  Homebase 
provided these clients with legal, employment, and tenancy services and financial assistance to 
help solve their various housing needs.  DHS was responsible for overseeing the Homebase 
program and for ensuring that providers followed the guidelines outlined in their contracts and 
the program criteria developed by DHS. 

Audit Findings and Conclusions 

DHS ensured that the program was carried out in accordance with the guidelines and criteria of 
its program. DHS conducted annual performance evaluations, risk assessment reviews, and 
case file audits in conjunction with a contracted CPA firm.  In addition, DHS ensured that any 
issues reported in the audits were corrected by the providers.  DHS also met with providers on a 
monthly basis, ensured that providers received training as it pertained to the guidelines of the 
program, and provided support and guidance when necessary. Furthermore, we found no 
issues with the services offered to clients.  

However, we identified weaknesses that DHS should correct. Specifically, DHS should develop 
written policies and procedures governing the entire monitoring process, including modifying its 
monitoring checklist. In addition, DHS should require that its providers maintain records 
explaining the initial determinations of client ineligibility and should discontinue its practice of 
providing advance notice for all of its risk assessments and case file audits. Furthermore, 
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because DHS does not formally track complaints it receives on the Homebase program, we 
could not render an opinion as to whether the agency resolved complaints in a timely and 
appropriate manner. 

Audit Recommendations 

To address these issues, we make six recommendations, including that DHS should: 

 Compile written policies and procedures that its staff can use in the course of monitoring 
the compliance of Homebase providers with their contracts.  

 Require that Homebase providers maintain records of their eligibility assessments of 
those denied services during the initial inquiry stage of the process.   

 Require that some of the audits and site visits to the Homebase providers be 
unannounced. 

 Maintain a record of complaints it receives pertaining to the Homebase program so that 
it can track and monitor the resolution of the complaints as well as identify any specific 
areas that require additional attention.   

Agency Response 

DHS officials agreed to implement one of the six recommendations in the report (to maintain 
and verify supporting documents) and asserted that they already comply with three other 
recommendations (to create policies and procedures, to update the monitoring checklist, and to 
track complaints). However, during the course of our audit, we were not provided with evidence 
to support these claims. DHS officials disagreed with the remaining two recommendations that 
some of DHS’s audits and site visits be unannounced and that DHS discontinue its practice of 
giving providers advance notice of the specific case files selected for review. After carefully 
reviewing DHS’s arguments in response to these two recommendations, we found them to be 
without merit.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Background   

Since its inception in 1993, DHS has been responsible for preventing homelessness and 
providing emergency shelter and social services to homeless families and individuals in New 
York City.  The services are designed to help homeless families and individuals gain self-
sufficiency and move from temporary to permanent housing.  Currently, DHS manages nine 
City-run and 222 privately-run shelter facilities, consisting of 82 adult facilities and 149 family 
facilities.  

Through its contracts with community-based organizations, DHS also provides homeless 
prevention services.  Homebase is a program designed to help families and individuals 
overcome immediate housing problems that can result in homelessness.  The program is 
administered through eight community-based organizations1, with 13 locations throughout the 
five boroughs.  For Fiscal Year 2012, the Homebase program received $16.9 million in Federal 
funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) under the 
Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-housing Program (HPRP)2 and $778,469 in City funds. 
During that year, Homebase also enrolled 10,847 clients for services.  

Homebase services include financial assistance, housing workshops, and legal services.  This 
can include assistance with housing, finding jobs, creating household budgets, providing 
tenancy and legal services, and any other services necessary to prevent clients from entering 
shelters.  DHS contracts with Homebase providers list a number of key performance standards 
with which the providers are required to comply, six of which are as follows:  

 Providing homeless prevention services in the form of housing or financial assistance to 
individuals or families who are at or below 50 percent of the average median income. 

 Maintaining a minimum case load (specific to each provider). 

 Holding monthly housing workshops to provide information pertaining to affordable 
housing subsidies, employment, work supports, and financial empowerment. 

 Providing services to clients for up to 90 days from enrollment, closing cases after 90 
days of services, and allowing eligible applicants to reapply with a new housing 
emergency. 

 Ensuring that at least 90 percent of each provider’s clients do not enter a shelter within 
one year of enrollment for services. 

 Establishing a plan to ensure that all incoming calls and inquiries are responded to by 
staff in a timely manner. 

The DHS Prevention unit (Prevention) is responsible for monitoring the program and 
administering the contract with providers.  The responsibilities of Prevention in reference to 
monitoring the Homebase program are:   

                                                       
1 The eight providers include: Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of New York (ArchNY), CAMBA, Catholic Charities 
Neighborhood Services, Bronxworks,,HELP USA, Palladia, Ridgewood-Bushwick Senior Citizens Counsel, and Partnership for the 
Homeless.  DHS entered into 10 contracts with these eight providers (two contracts with Camba and two contracts with HELP USA).  
2 This is a Federal program which supports Homebase and provides temporary financial assistance and housing relocation and 
stabilization services to individuals and families who are homeless or at high risk of becoming homeless 
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 Performing Annual Risk Assessments;  

 Contracting with CPA firms for annual financial reviews to be performed in association 
with the unit’s case file audits;    

 Creating quarterly reports to monitor the services supplied by the providers;  

 Meeting with providers on a monthly basis to discuss various issues and agendas 
pertaining to homelessness;  

 Providing administrative assistance, such as conveying information pertaining to policy 
and procedures, providing ongoing training, and responding to questions from providers; 
and  

 Responding to complaints from clients and prospective clients.   

Prospective applicants can apply for Homebase services on their own or they can be referred to 
the program by Prevention or by homeless shelters.  Information regarding Homebase clients is 
recorded in the Prevention Aftercare Legal Services System (PALS) as well as maintained in 
hard copy case files stored on site at Homebase provider locations.  DHS is able to produce 
reports and monitor the activity of the providers based on the information entered into PALS3.   

Objective 

The objective of this audit is to determine whether DHS ensures that the Homebase program is 
being implemented in accordance with relevant guidelines and requirements.  

Scope and Methodology Statement  

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objective.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective, except for the lack of 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to determine whether DHS was responding to complaints from 
clients and prospective clients in a timely manner.  This issue is disclosed in the subsequent 
paragraph.  This audit was conducted in accordance with the audit responsibilities of the City 
Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, of the New York City Charter. 

We requested all complaints received during the months of April, May, and June 2012 and 
information on the resolutions to ensure that DHS was handling and responding to all 
complaints regarding the Homebase program in a timely manner and with adequate resolutions.  
According to DHS officials, however, the relevant database, which is maintained by the City’s 
Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications (DoITT), contains all complaints 
received by DHS.  DHS did not provide us with access to the database, claiming that much of 
the information recorded therein was outside the scope of the audit and that the agency did not 
have the capability to electronically identify only those complaints pertaining to the Homebase 
program.  Instead, DHS staff read through the individual complaints and identified those 
complaints that they believed pertained to Homebase.  In the absence of an independent 
verification that all relevant complaints were identified and provided to us, however, we were 
unable to determine the completeness of the list provided to us and, therefore, cannot be 

                                                       
3 This is in addition to its review of hard copy case files during site visits.  
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assured that we received all of the complaints pertaining to issues with Homebase providers.  
Accordingly, we were unable to test whether DHS responded to complaints pertaining to the 
Homebase program in a timely and appropriate manner. 

The scope of this audit was Fiscal Year 2012.  Please refer to the Detailed Scope and 
Methodology at the end of this report for the specific procedures and tests that were conducted. 

Discussion of Audit Results 

The matters covered in this report were discussed with DHS officials during and at the 
conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to DHS officials and was discussed 
at an exit conference held on May 10, 2013. We submitted a draft report to DHS officials on May 
24, 2013, with a request for comments. We received a written response from DHS officials on 
June 17, 2013.  

In their response, DHS officials agreed to implement one of the six recommendations in the 
report (to maintain and verify supporting documents) and asserted that they already comply with 
three other recommendations (to create policies and procedures, to update the monitoring 
checklist, and to track complaints). However, during the course of our audit, we were not 
provided with evidence to support these claims and, as such, we could not confirm DHS’s 
assertions. DHS officials disagreed with the remaining two recommendations that some of 
DHS’s audits and site visits be unannounced and that DHS discontinue its practice of giving 
providers advance notice of the specific case files selected for review. Implementing both of 
these controls would allow DHS to enhance its controls over the monitoring of Homebase 
providers and would help to ensure that eligible applicants are not denied services.  As such, we 
urge DHS to implement the recommendations made in this report.     

The full text of the DHS letter responding to this report is included as an addendum. DHS 
attached to the letter six exhibits, totaling 113 pages, most of which had been provided to us 
during the exit conference and had been reviewed as part of our issuance of the draft report. 
Due to the volume of this information, much of which either does not pertain to our findings or 
appears to be an attempt to circumvent the issues, we did not include this information in the 
addendum to our report. Upon request, this additional information will be made available at our 
office.  
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

DHS ensures that the Homebase program is carried out in accordance with the guidelines of its 
program.  DHS conducted annual performance evaluations, risk assessment reviews, and case 
file audits4 in conjunction with a contracted CPA firm.  In addition, DHS ensured that any issues 
reported in the audits were corrected by the providers.  DHS also met with the providers on a 
monthly basis, ensured that providers received training as it pertained to the guidelines of the 
program, and provided support and guidance when necessary or when requested by the 
providers.  Furthermore, based on our review of 15 case files for three providers, we found no 
issues with the services offered to the Homebase clients.  

Based on information provided to us by DHS, we also found that all of the providers met the two 
main service targets - maintaining a minimum caseload and ensuring that at least 90 percent of 
each provider’s clients do not enter a DHS shelter within one year of enrollment for services. 
Compliance with the latter standard can be attributed to various factors, such as clients who: (1) 
are able to sustain themselves after receiving Homebase services; (2) apply to live in a shelter 
but are deemed ineligible by DHS staff; or (3) enter a shelter not affiliated with DHS.  (DHS does 
not track the various reasons why clients do not enter a DHS shelter within the year.) 

However, we did find certain weaknesses which DHS should correct.  Specifically, DHS should 
develop written policies and procedures governing the entire monitoring process.  In addition, 
DHS should modify its monitoring checklist to include all contractual aspects that are required to 
be reviewed.  DHS should also require that its providers maintain records explaining the initial 
determinations of client ineligibility and should discontinue its practice of providing advance 
notice for all of its risk assessment and case file audits.  

As noted in our qualification, DHS does not formally track complaints received for the 
Homebase program.  As a result, we could not render an opinion as to whether DHS resolved 
complaints it received from Homebase clients and prospective clients in a timely and 
appropriate manner. These issues are discussed in more detail below. 

Issues Regarding DHS’s Monitoring Procedures 

DHS has inadequate policies and procedures governing its staff’s monitoring of Homebase 
providers. In addition, the checklist used by Prevention staff during the risk assessment process 
does not cover all aspects of the program’s requirements.  The enhancement of both of these 
tools would help DHS to more effectively monitor its Homebase providers.     

Inadequate Policies and Procedures  

DHS has not adequately developed policies and procedures for its staff to follow in the 
monitoring of Homebase providers’ compliance with the key components of the contract.  
Although DHS uses a wide variety of tools to monitor the providers, without formal procedures 
specifically developed for its staff that summarize all procedures and detail responsibility and 
accountability, DHS’s ability to ensure that Homebase providers are monitored in a consistent 
manner by Prevention staff is diminished.     

                                                       
4 Risk assessments are performed annually by DHS staff and consist of a review of 10 to 25 randomly selected cases per provider. 
These reviews are performed prior to the case file audits, which are conducted annually by DHS in conjunction with fiscal audits 
performed by CPA firms.  The CPA firm randomly selects 25 cases per provider. Both types of reviews are designed to ensure 
compliance with program guidelines.  
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On several occasions, we asked DHS to provide its policies and procedures manual pertaining 
specifically to the agency’s monitoring of the Homebase providers.  Officials eventually directed 
us to the HPRP Desk Guide, which they had already provided to us at the beginning of the 
audit. They said that they had no other policies and procedures for monitoring Homebase 
providers.  However, while the HPRP Desk Guide does incorporate all of HUD’s and DHS’s 
requirements for Homebase eligibility, it is written for the benefit of the Homebase providers 
themselves and does not provide direction to Prevention staff about the monitoring of those 
providers.     

In the absence of a manual that outlines the specific steps pertaining to the monitoring process, 
we conducted interviews with Prevention staff and officials to determine their responsibilities 
regarding the monitoring process.  Specifically, we found DHS lacks a detailed description of the 
monitoring process, such as the steps to be followed and the purpose, frequency, and expected 
results of the steps.  Instead, the Prevention Director informed us that staff is simply expected to 
“know” these details.  In addition, other monitoring aspects, such as ensuring that providers offer the 
required monthly workshops or that they perform community outreach, is not included in any memo 
or directive issued to Prevention staff.   

Policies and procedures can be used by management to provide guidance to staff in carrying 
out their responsibilities and as a control to reduce the risk that the program’s mission may not 
be achieved.  By developing written procedures to guide its staff with the monitoring of the 
Homebase providers’ compliance with their contracts, DHS will be better able to ensure that 
Homebase providers are monitored in a consistent manner by its staff and that all relevant 
areas are adequately  addressed.  This, in turn, will reduce the risk that eligible clients may be 
denied services or, conversely, ineligible clients may be provided with services.   

At the exit conference, DHS officials provided us with four documents that they felt pertained to 
the monitoring of Homebase providers. For two of the documents—the HPRP Monitoring Client 
Eligibility document and the Risk Assessment Tool—the exit conference was the first time we 
were made aware of their existence.  DHS stated that Prevention staff are using these 
documents during their risk assessment process.  However, we question the extent to which 
these documents are used because they were not identified by Prevention staff and officials 
when we met with them during the audit to discuss the monitoring process. Regardless of 
whether or not Prevention staff use these documents, they are not an adequate substitute for a 
comprehensive policies and procedures manual.  Each document provided by DHS as evidence 
of its policies and procedures is actually written for the benefit of the Homebase providers to 
assist them in carrying out the program requirements.  Policies and procedures for Prevention 
staff, on the other hand, would be written for the benefit of that staff to provide guidance in the 
conduct of their duties. Having those procedures assembled in a formal manual would help 
ensure that all Prevention staff are aware of their responsibilities.  Additionally, a formal manual 
would serve as a reference point for questions that arise during the course of day-to-day 
operations. 

Checklist Needs to be Modified 

The checklist used by DHS to perform its risk assessments and case file audits does not cover 
all aspects of the program requirements.  Instead, DHS relies on the knowledge of its Prevention 
staff during these reviews, thereby creating a risk where key provisions of the program can be 
overlooked during the review process.    
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As part of its monitoring process, DHS performs annual risk assessment reviews and annual 
case file audits.  These reviews consist of selecting a random sample of 10 to 25 files per 
provider to review during risk assessments and 25 files to review for annual audits.  During the 
review process, DHS staff uses a checklist as a guide for the required documents expected to 
be maintained within the case files.  When we met with the Prevention Director to discuss the 
specific procedures involved during risk assessments and case file audits, we asked for any 
guidelines that staff utilize when reviewing the case files.  The Director provided us with a 
checklist and stated that she and her staff “know” what to look for when reviewing files.  
However, the provided checklist was limited to five areas mandated by the Federal program, 
HPRP.  According to the HPRP guidelines, the following documents are required to be included 
in the file for each household or individual receiving services:  

 Initial consultation of eligibility;  

 Staff certification of eligibility:  

 Assessment of housing options;  

 Proof of income; and  

 Evaluation of risk of homelessness.   

However, there are additional program requirements mandated by DHS, such as: 

 Certification of rent reasonableness5; 

 Habitability/lead inspection; 

 Lease/proof of residence; 

 Assessment of future ability to pay; and 

 Service plan to assist clients, identifying the services that have been provided and those 
that are required.   

Because the written checklist is so minimal, DHS staff responsible for reviewing these files are 
expected to have detailed knowledge of the program and to be aware of these additional 
requirements so that they can ensure that the providers maintain complete and accurate case 
files that meet all the program requirements, even those not listed on the HPRP checklist.  

Notwithstanding the above, a more detailed and extensive checklist would assist staff and 
supervisors in ensuring that all relevant areas are assessed during reviews.  

After we shared our findings with DHS officials, they provided us with a more extensive checklist 
that they intend to use for Fiscal Year 2013.  While this checklist does include more aspects 
pertaining to the Homebase program, it is still not all inclusive and should be updated to reflect 
all program requirements.  

During the exit conference, DHS referred to the Risk Assessment Tool, stating that it covered all 
areas mentioned in our report. Officials explained that the Risk Assessment Tool is given to 
Homebase providers as a guide to perform their own risk assessments and that Prevention staff 
also utilize the Risk Assessment Tool during their review of case files.  As stated previously, 
however, given the fact that this document was not identified as a monitoring tool by DHS staff 
during the course of the audit and when we presented our findings to DHS, we question to what 
extent the Risk Assessment Tool is being used by Prevention staff.  

                                                       
5 This is a verification to ensure that the correct amount of rent is being charged.  



Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu MG12-125A 9 
 

Recommendations 

DHS should: 

1. Compile the written policies and procedures that Prevention staff can use in the 
course of monitoring the compliance of Homebase providers with their contracts.  

DHS Response: DHS claims that it already complies with this recommendation, 
stating: “Contrary to the Comptroller’s findings, DHS has comprehensive written 
policies and procedures for its monitoring of Homebase providers.”  DHS identifies 
several documents that it asserts are part of its policies and procedures, namely, the 
HPRP Program manual (also referred to as the HPRP Desk Guide), Risk 
Assessment Tool, Risk Assessment Letter, and Monitoring Client Eligibility. DHS 
concludes by stating that “…these documents were distributed to all Prevention staff 
and Homebase providers, and were used as a core component of trainings, 
monitoring visits, and risk assessments. Consequently, DHS disagrees with 
Recommendation 1, as written policies and procedures that Prevention staff can use 
in the course of monitoring Homebase providers for compliance exist and are in 
use.” 

Auditor Comment:  As stated previously, the above-mentioned documents are 
disbursed throughout DHS to such an extent that the first time we were even made 
aware of the existence of two of them (the HPRP Monitoring Client Eligibility and the 
Risk Assessment Tool) was at the exit conference. If DHS did, in fact, have a 
“comprehensive [set of] written policies and procedures,” we question why the 
agency did not provide it to us during the course of our audit. It is only subsequent 
to receiving our preliminary draft report that DHS claimed that Prevention staff were 
using the above-mentioned documents as part of their monitoring process. 
Moreover, regardless of whether or not the documents were used, they are 
customized for the benefit of the Homebase providers.  These documents are not a 
replacement for a codified policies and procedures manual created for Prevention 
staff to guide them in monitoring the program. As such, we urge DHS to create a 
formal manual that outlines all of the monitoring responsibilities of Prevention staff. 
 
2. Update its monitoring checklist to include all program requirements, including 

those incorporated in the Risk Assessment Tool.   

DHS Response:  DHS claims that it already complies with this recommendation, 
stating: “The Risk Assessment Tool itself…lists all relevant Homebase and HPRP 
benchmarks.” DHS identifies various aspects of the program addressed in the Risk 
Assessment Tool and adds that “…DHS has updated the Risk Assessment Tool for 
City Fiscal Year 2013, and that document offers an even more comprehensive 
checklist for staff completing risk assessments….  Consequently, DHS disagrees 
with Recommendation 2, as its current Risk Assessment Tool and checklist include 
all Homebase program requirements, and the document is used in all risk 
assessments.”  

Auditor Comment: As previously stated, DHS officials had several opportunities 
during the course of our audit to bring the Risk Assessment Tool to our attention, 
including at the time that we shared our preliminary findings with them, and yet they 
did not do so until the exit conference. In addition, in response to our findings, DHS 
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officials provided us with an updated checklist that they claimed was used during 
Fiscal Year 2013.  However, as stated in the report, the checklist itself did not cover 
all critical details of the program. After the exit conference and upon receipt of our 
draft report, DHS referred for the first time to an updated Risk Assessment Tool for 
Fiscal Year 2013, claiming that it offers a more comprehensive checklist. However, 
we were provided with no evidence that they were used by Prevention staff as part 
of the monitoring process.  Accordingly, we are unable to give credence to DHS’s 
claims.  

Controls to Ensure Applicants’ Eligibility Should be 
Strengthened 

To help ensure that eligible applicants are not unfairly denied services, DHS should enhance its 
controls relating to (1) the maintenance of supporting documents and (2) the performance of 
audits and site visits. 

Inadequate Maintenance and Verification of Supporting Evidence 

Homebase providers are not required to keep any records pertaining to what was discussed 
during the informal initial inquiry regarding eligibility.  As such, for applicants who are denied 
services or referred to other service providers, DHS is hindered in following up to verify that 
those actions were appropriate. 

Potential clients must reach out to Homebase providers in order to receive services.  When 
clients make their initial inquiries, designated intake staff determines whether the clients are 
likely to be eligible for Homebase services.  The initial inquiry consists merely of a conversation 
to determine whether the applicant lives in the community district served by the provider and to 
obtain a verbal description of the applicant’s housing crisis.  No documents are required to be 
collected for those applicants deemed ineligible for services during the initial consultation, and 
providers do not enter any of this information into their database.  Currently, DHS verifies 
supporting evidence only for those applicants who pass the initial consultation/pre-screening 
interview and are called in for a second interview.   

Because DHS has no requirement for providers to keep track of those applicants who are 
deemed to be ineligible at the time of their initial inquiry, DHS is hindered from tracking how 
many applicants want to apply for services and how many of them are initially denied services.  
DHS is also hindered from determining whether these service denials are appropriate.  Because 
DHS does review the results of the services supplied by the Homebase providers and can 
assess liquidated damages for poor results, there is an incentive for providers to deny services 
to applicants who, based on their initial assessment, are viewed as more likely to end up in a 
shelter after having received services.  Therefore, DHS must assure itself that the providers are 
not denying services to the more challenging cases in order to improve their overall results.  

Lack of Unannounced Audits and Site Visits 

Audits and site inspections are an integral part of an internal control structure whereby an 
agency can ensure that program goals and objectives are being achieved.  DHS is required to 
perform risk assessment reviews and case file audits to ensure that clients receiving Homebase 
services are eligible to receive them and that the clients have provided documentation to 
substantiate their eligibility.  To help ensure that only eligible applicants are approved to receive 
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Homebase services, DHS Prevention staff is required to randomly select and review case files 
during the annual site visits to provider locations.  

However, DHS has no requirement that any of its reviews or audits be unannounced.  DHS 
provided us with evidence to indicate that during Fiscal Year 2012, Prevention staff completed 
nine risk assessment reviews and nine case file audits, reviewing a total of 291 case files.  DHS 
provided as much as 38 days of advance notice of the visits, even going as far as giving the 
providers the list of case files selected for review and the checklist to be used in the review 
process.  Under these circumstances, the risk that providers may inappropriately modify their 
files to make certain that they contained all of the required information is increased, thereby 
minimizing the effectiveness of the audits and reviews.  

At the exit conference, DHS stated that it follows the HUD guideline for monitoring the 
Homebase program.  However, while the HUD guideline does allow for advance notice, the 
guideline does not restrict DHS from performing unannounced visits.  In addition, the guideline 
does not mandate that DHS notify Homebase providers in advance of the cases to be audited or 
provide them with a detailed list of items that will be reviewed.  This is all the more relevant 
when taking into account the fact that Homebase providers already receive prior access to the 
various tools used by Prevention staff during the course of the audit, such as the checklist.     

Recommendations 

DHS should: 

3. Require that Homebase providers maintain records of their eligibility 
assessments of those denied services during the initial inquiry stage of the 
process.   

DHS Response:  DHS agreed, stating: “…DHS will review the mechanisms by 
which Homebase providers maintain records of their contracts with confirmed 
Homebase applicants during the initial inquiry stage of the process.”  

4. Require that some of the audits and site visits to the Homebase providers be 
unannounced. 

5. Discontinue its practice of giving Homebase providers prior notice of the specific 
case files selected for audit or review. 

DHS Response:  DHS disagreed with recommendations 4 and 5, stating: “In light of 
federal guidance, as well as the fact that the Auditors found no issue with the 
services offered to Homebase clients following their review of 15 case files for the 
three providers, DHS disagrees with Recommendations 4 and 5, requiring that 
some of DHS’ audits and site visits to Homebase providers  be unannounced, and 
that DHS discontinue its practice of giving Homebase providers prior notice of the 
specific case files selected for audit or review.” 

Auditor Comment:  An audit is intended, among other things, to identify 
weaknesses that increase the risk that instances of non-compliance might occur and 
not be detected.  The significance of a weakness is not necessarily dependent on 
whether audit testing identifies an actual instance of non-compliance. Accordingly, 
regardless of the results of our review of 15 case files, the fact remains that the 
weaknesses we identified in DHS’s oversight process increase the risk of there 
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being undetected non-compliance.  As stated earlier, while HUD guidelines do allow 
for the advance notice of audit or review visits, the guidelines neither prohibit DHS 
from performing unannounced visits nor require DHS to provide Homebase 
providers with a detailed list of the items that will be reviewed. In an effort to ensure 
that Homebase providers are consistently operating in accordance with all required 
procedures—not just when they are aware of an impending audit—it is imperative 
for DHS to establish a more effective method of oversight.   

Other Issue  

DHS Should Formally Track Complaints Received Regarding the 
Homebase Program 

DHS does not formally track complaints that it receives pertaining to the Homebase program.  
Accordingly, we are unable to render an opinion as to whether DHS generally resolves the 
complaints it receives from Homebase clients and prospective clients in a timely and 
appropriate manner.  

Complaints received by DHS are recorded in a database called the Enterprise Correspondence 
System, which is maintained by DoITT6.  According to DHS, the database contains all 
complaints received by the agency and does not distinguish between complaints that are 
specific to Homebase providers and those that are applicable to other DHS programs.  
According to DHS officials, all complaints pertaining to Homebase are forwarded to Prevention, 
which can either resolve the complaint itself or forward it to a Homebase provider.  Regardless 
of who resolves the complaint, DHS must enter the resolution of the complaint into the database 
within 14 days from when the case was initially assigned.  However, Prevention does not 
formally track these complaints or maintain a detailed record of complaints received pertaining 
to Homebase. Further, we have no evidence that all Homebase-related complaints are 
forwarded to Prevention or to the Homebase providers in accordance with the agency’s policy.  
When we asked DHS to provide us with a list of the Homebase-related complaints it received 
during the months of April, May, and June 2012, DHS had to assign staff to (1) access the 
database, (2) read through the individual complaints, and (3) identify those they believed 
pertained to Homebase.   

We intended to determine whether DHS resolved complaints received by Homebase clients in a 
timely and appropriate manner.  However, we were unable to use these complaints in our 
analysis because we were unable to independently verify that the complaints provided to us 
represent the entire population of Homebase-related complaints received by DHS.  As such, we 
are unable to offer an opinion on DHS’s performance in this area.   

Creating a formal tool to manage and track complaints can aid the agency not only in monitoring 
whether complaints are resolved timely and appropriately but also in identifying potential areas 
of concern, especially any that may be unique to a particular provider.  A high number of 
complaints in a particular area or related to a specific provider could be a signal to DHS that 
further attention is warranted to ascertain whether a problem may exist.  

During the exit conference, DHS officials provided us with a list reportedly showing the number 
of complaints against each provider that the agency received during Fiscal Year 2012, asserting 

                                                       
6 Complaints can be received through 3-1-1, the Mayor’s office, or the DHS Commissioner. Regardless of the source, all complaints 
and their resolutions are entered into this database.  
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that this was their tracking system.  However, DHS staff would still need to read each complaint 
recorded in the Enterprise Correspondence System in order to identify those pertaining 
specifically to the Homebase program.   

Recommendation 

6. DHS should maintain a record of complaints it receives pertaining to the 
Homebase program so that it can track and monitor the resolution of the 
complaints as well as identify any specific areas that require additional attention.   

DHS Response:  DHS claims that it complies with this recommendation, stating: 
“The initial query of the [Enterprise Correspondence] database pulled 87 total 
complaints issued to Prevention for April through June 2012.  While the data file 
included complaints regarding the Homebase program, as Homebase is a program 
overseen by DHS Prevention, it also included complaints on other Prevention 
programs and initiatives, separate and apart from Homebase.  Thus, in order to 
provide only those complaints relevant to the Auditors’ request … DHS reviewed the 
87 complaints in order to assure that only responsive documents were provided. … 

“While not provided to the Auditors in response to their request, Prevention does 
internally track complaints that are sent to them through the Enterprise 
Correspondence system. This was not produced at the time because the printouts 
from Enterprise Correspondence were more robust, more inclusive, and contained 
information on the relevant response deadlines.  

“As there is a significant and comprehensive tracker, and as the Auditors did not 
take issue with any of the complaint resolutions produced to them, DHS disagreed 
with Recommendation 6, as it already maintains a record of complaints received.”  

Auditor Comment: As we say in the report and DHS itself acknowledges in its 
response, in order to provide us with the complaints it received pertaining to 
Homebase, DHS staff had to review all complaints regarding Prevention programs 
to identify those that pertained to the Homebase program. That would have been 
unnecessary had a system already been in place in which DHS tracked and 
monitored Homebase-related complaints. Additionally, as DHS also acknowledges 
in its response, the agency did not provide us with evidence of Prevention’s internal 
tracking of complaints.  Accordingly, we have no assurance that such tracking takes 
place.  In the absence of evidence to the contrary, we reaffirm our finding and 
recommendation.    
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DETAILED SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objective.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective, except for the lack of 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to determine whether DHS was responding to complaints from 
clients and prospective clients in a timely manner.  This issue is disclosed in the subsequent 
paragraph. This audit was conducted in accordance with the audit responsibilities of the City 
Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, of the New York City Charter.  

We requested all complaints received during the months of April, May, and June 2012 and 
information on the resolutions to ensure that DHS was handling and responding to all 
complaints regarding the Homebase program in a timely manner and with adequate resolutions.  
According to DHS officials, however, the relevant database, which is maintained by DoITT, 
contains all complaints received by DHS.  DHS did not provide us with access to the database, 
claiming that much of the information recorded therein was outside the scope of the audit and 
that the agency did not have the capability to electronically identify only those complaints 
pertaining to the Homebase program.  Instead, DHS staff read through the individual complaints 
and identified those complaints that they believed pertained to Homebase.  In the absence of an 
independent verification that all relevant complaints were identified and provided to us, however, 
we were unable to determine the completeness of the list provided to us and, therefore, cannot 
be assured that we received all of the complaints pertaining to issues with Homebase providers.  
Accordingly, we were unable to test whether DHS responded to complaints pertaining to the 
Homebase program in a timely and appropriate manner. 

The scope of the audit was Fiscal Year 2012 (July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012). 

To accomplish our objective and to obtain an understanding of DHS controls over the monitoring 
of the Homebase Program, we conducted walk-through meetings with the following DHS 
officials:  Assistant Commissioner of Prevention, Director of Prevention, DHS Senior Counsel, 
Deputy Director of Fiscal Procurement, and Deputy Agency Chief Contracting Officer.  In 
addition, to gain an understanding of the computer program used by DHS to track provider 
performance7, we met with the Assistant Commissioner of the DHS Information Technology unit.  

To obtain an understanding of Homebase providers’ functions, responsibilities, and day-to-day 
operations, we met with the Program Directors and Managers for four randomly selected 
Homebase providers: Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of New York, HELP USA, 
Partnership for the Homeless, and Ridgewood-Bushwick Senior Citizens Counsel.  

To gain an understanding of program requirements and criteria applicable to our audit objective, 
we reviewed contracts between DHS and five Homebase providers.  In addition, we reviewed 
the performance evaluations that DHS conducted for the 10 Homebase contracts and verified 
that the information was entered into VENDEX8 for Fiscal Years 2011 and 2012.  We also 
reviewed the policies and procedures established by the Federal HHRP that serve as a guide 
for the Homebase providers in their day-to-day operations as well as DHS’s own policies and 
procedures pertaining to the responsibilities of the providers.  

                                                       
7
 The computer system used by DHS is the Prevention Aftercare Legal Services (PALS).  

8 VENDEX is a Citywide system that provides comprehensive contract management information. 
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To obtain insight as it pertained to the performance of the Homebase providers, we reviewed the 
DHS’ Prevention Stat reports for quarters one and two of Fiscal Year 20129.  The report includes 
statistics pertaining to the providers’ overall performance, client aftercare, client profile data, and 
service outcomes. We also reviewed a total of nine Annual Risk Assessment reports10 and nine 
Case File Audit reports prepared during Fiscal Year 2012.  DHS did not provide a risk 
assessment or case file audit report for one of the providers at the time of our initial review, so 
we were not able to review and evaluate the results therein and include them in our analysis. 

To determine the extent of DHS’s oversight and monitoring of its contract with the providers, we 
judgmentally selected three Homebase providers, the two Homebase providers with the highest 
contract dollar amounts and the provider with the greatest number of issues with its case files 
according to DHS risk assessment and case file audit reports.   

To determine whether DHS had adequately reviewed the files during their risk assessments and 
case file audits, we randomly selected five files from each provider for a total of 15 case files.  
Based on HPRP guidelines and DHS program requirements, we created our own checklist of 
documents that were required to be maintained in the case files.  We then reviewed the case 
files to determine whether they complied with the guidelines and requirements and whether any 
issues cited by DHS in its reviews of the case files had been resolved.  In addition, we reviewed 
the service plans within each case file to obtain an understanding of the specific needs of each 
client and to verify that a plan of service to meet the needs of each client was, in fact, created.   

In relation to Homebase providers’ compliance with annual service targets, which included 
maintaining a minimum caseload and ensuring that at least 90 percent of each provider’s clients 
did not enter a DHS shelter within one year of enrollment for services, we reviewed DHS’s 
annual performance statistics reports.   
 
To determine whether DHS ensured that providers met their contractual obligation to hold 
monthly housing workshops for the community, we requested a listing of all workshops for each 
provider during Calendar Year 2012. We then reviewed the supporting documents for the 
workshops for April, May, and June 2012 to verify that the workshops had been held.   

 

                                                       
9 Although the reports are supposed to be produced on a quarterly basis, DHS did not produce the reports for quarters three and 
four. 
10 Each report lists the case files selected by DHS, which ranges from 10 to 25 files, describes the issues found in the case files, 
and contains the provider’s response and plans to correct the issues (where applicable). 




























