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BOARD OF ELECTIONS IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK

ADMINISTRATION OF VOTER REGISTRATION AND
CANCELLATION NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE Our  audit objectives were to determine whether the Board of
Elections in the City of New York (Elections) ensured that:

C voter registration applications were processed accurately and
within Election Law deadlines; and 

C voter registrations of persons who had died, been convicted
of a felony, or moved to a new address were canceled in
accordance with the Election Law and in a timely manner. 

We also tested the accuracy of the Election Administration System
which contains a computerized data base of the registered voters in
New York City and is used to prepare the poll list of voters used to
conduct elections.  In addition, payments made to the mailing house
vendor who processed the annual mail check notices were reviewed
for accuracy.  We audited Elections’ records , procedures and
election-related activities for the period July 1, 1993 to October 31,
1995.

BACKGROUND Elections  was created pursuant to Section 3-200 of the State
Election Law.  It is responsible for the administration and conduct
of voter registration and elections within the City.

Elections  has a central office, five borough offices, and five
warehouses for the storage of voting machines.  In fiscal year 1995,
Elections reported that it spent $29,633,041.  Its FY 1996 budget
was $34,172,511.

RESULTS IN BRIEF We conclude that the record keeping and control systems were not
adequate  to ensure that all voter registration applications and
cancellations were properly processed and in a timely manner.  As
a result the voter registration data base and the poll lists were not
always accurate. 
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For example, the borough offices do not consistently maintain such
records as the number of voter registration applications received from
central office and their final disposition.  As a result, central office
management does not have complete information necessary to monitor
and assess the performance of the borough offices.

Our review of the reports that were available at central office and two
borough offices disclosed differences between the number of voter
registration  applications sent from central office and the number
reported as received at the borough offices.  Neither central office or
the borough office employees could explain why these differences
occurred.  For example, the Mail Registration Unit’s log at one
borough  office indicated that 42,099 applications were received.
However, a report prepared by central office showed it had forwarded
37,335, an unexplained difference of 4,764.

In addition, 25 of the 61 (41 percent) of our sampled registration
applicants were not registered within the legally required 21 days.
Elections  management acknowledged that it was not always in
compliance with the 21-day time frame, which  was referred to as
“impractical with budgetary constraints.”  They indicated that they
met the legal deadline only when it was relevant for a scheduled
election.  However, we believe that the Election Law does not make
compliance optional.

We found similar delays regarding processing of cancellations due to
reports of deceased persons of voting age reported by the New York
City Department of Health (Health), convicted felons reported by the
various courts, and changes of address as determined by the annual
mail check of voters. For example, 116 of the 257 names we sampled
from Health reports were registered voters.  Of these, 18 percent (21
of 116) did not have their registrations cancelled timely or at all.
These ineligible persons remained registered and on lists of eligible
voters for specific elections.  We believe that Elections’ capacity to
identify registered voters and cancel their registrations was  limited
because it did not receive all required data on the registrants from
Health.  In addition, Elections did not establish procedures to fully
search its own records.

For the cancellation of persons due to changes of address, we found
that Elections canceled 35 of 150 (23 percent) voter records we
sampled without documenting that it had sent the Notification of
Pending Cancellation required by the Election Law.  Also, for 9 of the
155 (5.8 percent) sampled documents returned as undeliverable by the
Post Office, Elections either incorrectly allowed the registrants to
remain active or allowed them to vote without documenting their
names and addresses.
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RECOMMENDATIONS Elections management should develop the monitoring tools necessary
to track borough office activities related to the processing of voter
registration applications and cancellations.  This will help them to
ensure that they can meet their responsibilities regarding the
maintenance of an accurate and complete voter registration data base,
and that only eligible persons are allowed to vote.

The State Board of Elections should take action to receive the State
Department of Health report on deceased persons and then establish
a procedure to ensure that it notifies New York City of the City
residents who died elsewhere in the State.  We also recommend that
the State Board resolve outstanding questions about required
signatures on voter registration cards.

AGENCY RESPONSE AND
AUDITOR COMMENTS

A draft of this report was sent to Elections and the State Board
of Elections with a request for formal comment.

Elections replied that it was concerned with the overall tone of
the draft report and felt it needed to be modified and that the
findings in certain sections of the report needed to be stated
more clearly.  For example, Elections replied that even though
cancellations were not always processed timely, there was no
evidence of ineligible persons voting.  Elections also noted that
in several cases requirements have changed or its procedures
have been improved.   The State Board of Elections limited its
response  to the recommendations related to the notice of
deceased voters and the voter registration.  It indicated that
while it is difficult to enforce compliance with Election Law
requirements, any data received from the Departments of Health
are forwarded to the appropriate county for processing. The
State Board of Elections complimented the local boards on their
performance in carrying out the many revisions to the process
for change of address required by “New York’s companion
legislation to the National Voter Registration Act (NVRA).”
This final report has been revised based on consideration of
Elections’ various concerns.

Other excerpts from their responses have been included in the
text of this final report along with our comments.  A complete
copy of their responses are available upon request.
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BOARD OF ELECTIONS IN THE CITY OF NEW YORK

ADMINISTRATION OF VOTER REGISTRATION AND
CANCELLATION NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

The Board of Elections in the City of New York (Elections) was created pursuant to Section 3-200 of
the State Election Law.  Elections is responsible for the administration and conduct of voter registration
and elections within the City. These responsibilities include:

C ensuring that qualified voters may exercise their right to vote and that they are
given the opportunity to vote for whom they choose; 

C ensuring that the votes of the electorate at school board, primary, special, and
general elections are properly canvassed, and that a true count is given for each
candidate; and

C preparing the ballot for community school board, primary, special, and general
elections for all vacancies and party positions.

Elections’ Borough Office Procedures Manual (Procedures Manual) provides guidance in performing
these responsibilities and it is updated as needed to reflect changes in government and court
requirements.

Elections has a central office and five borough offices -- each with a warehouse to store and maintain
voting machines.  Its expenditures for FY 1994 were $33,764,835 and for FY 1995 were $29,633,041.
Its budget for FY 1996 was $34,172,511.

New York State is divided into Assembly Districts, Senatorial Districts, and Congressional Districts by
the State Legislature; in New York City, Assembly Districts are subdivided into Election Districts by
Elections.

Registration Process

New Voter Registration Applications can be submitted at borough offices or at designated State
agencies; dropped off in receptacles in government buildings; mailed to Elections; or forwarded to
Elections by a local registration group (e.g., a community-based organization or political group).
According to Section 5-210(9) of  the Election Law,  the registration process for all applicants must be
completed within 21 days of receipt of the application.
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In 1986, Elections converted from a manual registration system to its computerized Election
Administration System (EASY).  For every registered voter, EASY has a record with a name, address,
voting history since 1986, Electoral District, date of registration, and a unique voter serial number.
EASY also includes records for voters whose registrations have been canceled.  The voter serial number,
election and assembly districts, and registration date are also written onto the voter’s application.

Each day, EASY generates a New Voter Proof Sheet (Proof Sheet) report, which contains the
information supplied by the voter on the application form, and is supposed to be proofread against the
applications entered on the previous day.  At central office, EASY generates a voter notification package
that is mailed to the voter, with a borough office as the return address.  If the package is returned by the
post office, cancellation procedures are initiated.

In 1991, Elections installed the Signature Capture, Reproduction, and Imaging System for the Board of
Elections (SCRIBE), which scans the voter’s signature from the  application, and links it via the voter
serial number to the EASY data base.  A replica of the signature appears on the list of voters eligible to
vote in each Election District, a list called the poll list of voters.  After this process is completed,
applications, now referred to as voter registration cards, are placed in the boroughs’ active files.

Cancellation of Registration

The Election Law requires the cancellation of registrations under certain circumstances, for example,
when a voter dies or is convicted of a felony or fails to vote for a specified period of time or has moved
without  transferring registration.  In each case, the Elections is required by law and by its own
procedures to notify the registered voter that a cancellation is pending and give him or her 14 days to
respond.

In the case of death or felony conviction, Elections’ required procedures are to check the names against
EASY to identify registered voters, send them a Notice of Pending Cancellation, and, if no response is
received after 14 days, cancel the registration on EASY, remove the registration card from the active
file, and retain the Department of Health (Health) and Court forms.

Prior to the November 1995 General Election, Section 5-712 of the Election Law required Elections to
conduct annual mail checks of all registered voters to ascertain if they still reside at their registration
addresses.  Since then Election is required to send an annual notification to each registered voter, but
the procedures for changing the voter’s status from active to inactive was changed. 
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This is the first of two reports on Elections’ practices and procedures related to the administration of
the voter registration process in New York City.  The second report covers the election day operations
and the processing of paper ballots. 

Objectives, Scope and Methodology 

Our audit objectives were to determine whether:

C voter applications were processed accurately and in a timely manner so that every
eligible applicant was able to exercise the right to vote; and

C voter registrations of persons who had died, been convicted of a felony, or
moved to a new address were canceled accurately in accordance with law and in
a timely manner so that ineligible persons did not remain registered to vote. 

We audited Elections’ records,  procedures and election-related activities for the period July 1, 1993 to
October 31, 1995.

Registration

To determine whether Elections could account for all registration applications it had received, we
compared the number reported by Elections’ central office in its “Registration Received by General
Office and Borough and Put On The File” report with the number of reported by the borough offices.
Because the borough offices are not required to maintain records indicating how many applications were
sent to them by central office, we were able to review only those of the Bronx and Queens.  For the
Bronx, we reviewed the report covering the registration period ending October 21, 1994 (approximately
a 12-month period during which voter registration applications are accepted for the November General
Election), and for Queens, the report covering the one-month period July 4, 1994 to August 5, 1994.

Also, we reviewed internal borough records at the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, and Richmond borough
offices to determine whether all the applications received were either processed (i.e., the person was
registered as a voter) or found incomplete and returned to the voter for additional information.

In addition, we verified whether Elections completed the registration process within the required 21
days, maintained accurate information on registered voters, and  complied with required processing
procedures, by randomly sampling:

C 61 of the 1,235 names on the New Voter Proof Sheets of January 3 through 7,
and 10, 1994, in the Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens; and  
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C 513 Registration Cards from central files of active records for the Bronx,
Brooklyn, Queens and Richmond. 

In choosing two samples in this way, we were able to determine whether Elections complied with
requirements currently, through the New Voter Proof Sheets, and over the ten years since it converted
to EASY, through the registration cards.

For the sample of 61 names, we reviewed the applications and compared the dates they were received
with the dates of registration, to determine the number completed within the 21-day time frame.  

For both samples, we determined the accuracy of Elections data by comparing the data on EASY and
on poll lists for elections with that on the voter applications.  For both samples, we also determined if
Elections followed required procedures for time- and date- stamping applications, approval signatures,
and record keeping.  We also tested the accuracy and completeness of SCRIBE and the poll list for our
sampled voters. 

After receiving our preliminary findings, Elections told us that the format and content of the reports of
applications received had been revised.  However, when we revisited the Queens office to review the
reports and the related records, we found that the numbers as reported by the central office still did not
agree with the borough office records.

Cancellation   

For cancellation of registrations of deceased persons, we sampled: 

C 257 names from the Department of Health’s (Health) reports of deceased
persons over the age of 18 years for the boroughs of Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens
and Richmond.  We initially tested 29 names from ten Health reports during our
audit survey and determined that further review was warranted.  We selected
228 names from the 10,253 names on 45 weekly reports received by the four
borough offices from July 1994 to October 1994.

For cancellation of the registration of convicted felons, we sampled:

C 101 persons convicted of a felony selected from Bronx, Brooklyn and Richmond
as reported on the Sentence and Commitment Forms.  Twelve names chosen
during our audit survey were from the forms that the Bronx borough office staff
indicated were an already processed.  We determined that further review was
warranted and selected 89 additional names from the 1,807 forms for 1994 on
file in the Brooklyn and Richmond borough offices.

 
For the samples of deceased persons and convicted felons we determined the number that Elections had
been able to identify as active registered voters and, for those identified, whether Elections had:  sent



- 5 -

the required notification of pending cancellation; canceled the registrations in a timely manner, in
particular whether any delays meant that ineligible persons appeared on poll lists for elections; and
complied with legal and procedural record keeping requirements.

For cancellations from the mail check process, we selected samples at Manhattan, Brooklyn, and
Queens as follows:

C 150 persons (50 from each borough) selected from the EASY Cancellation
Report, "Failed Mail Check Cancellations (402)/Actual" dated March 23, 1995
for Manhattan, March 9, 1995 for Brooklyn and March 7, 1995 for Queens.  We
determined if these canceled voters had been sent the required notice of pending
cancellation and if Elections had stored their records according to legal and
procedural requirements.

 
C 155 mail check letters selected from the items returned by the Post Office as

undeliverable (Manhattan 56, Brooklyn 49, and Queens 50).  We determined
whether the borough offices had taken appropriate action on these individuals:
whether all of the names appeared on a subsequent Cancellation Report and, if
they did not, whether Elections could document through, e.g., the challenge oath
form signed at a poll site, that the registration should have remained active.

To accomplish our objectives, we selected several judgmental samples of the records at Elections’
central office and borough offices related to voter registration and cancellation.  We examined a total
of 1,237 voters’ records and related documents to determine how Elections administered these
processes.

To determine if the vendor was paid the correct amount, we reviewed the contract, payment vouchers,
invoices, printouts from the City's accounting system, and other supporting documentation received
from Elections’ Finance Office for the twelve months ended June 1995.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Audit
field work was conducted between July 1994 and October 1995.
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CHAPTER II. VOTER REGISTRATION

Elections procedures do not ensure that all eligible applicants are registered to vote and
registered in a timely manner.  Elections  had no record of the disposition of 13 percent of the
voter registration applications reported as received by central office and the borough offices.
When it did register applicants, Elections often did not meet the legally established deadlines.
In  addition, Elections did not comply with law or its own procedures for processing or
maintaining records.

Elections requires that all applications received at central office be time/date-stamped, separated by
borough, and placed in a mail slot to be picked up by each borough office.  Applications received
directly by the borough offices should also be time/date-stamped.  All applications are reviewed for
completeness and legibility.  The Procedures Manual requires that the original copy of an incomplete
application be kept at the borough offices in a pending file and a photocopy, along with a notice
requesting the missing information, be sent to the applicant.   

Accounting For Voter Registration Applications  

Elections could not account for over 5,000 voter registration applications -- 13 percent of the
approximately 40,000 applications reported as received on reports prepared by central office and the
borough offices. However, not all of the offices had complete records which limited our review to
those time periods that were available.  As a result of the lack of accountability over the applications,
Elections could not ensure that  all eligible applicants were properly registered.

Elections does not require borough offices to retain records indicating the number of applications
forwarded from central to borough offices, for example, the transmittal sheets forwarded with the
applications.  In this review, we found discrepancies in Elections reports of applications received --
both between central and borough office reports and within borough office internal reports.  Elections
could not account for the differences or explain what happened to all applications reported as received.
For example: 
 

C Central office reported that for the registration period ending October 21, 1994
(approximately a 12-month period during which voter registration applications
are accepted for the November General Election), it received and forwarded
37,335 applications to the Bronx.  However, Bronx borough office records
indicated  that 42,099 applications were received from central office,  a
difference of 4,764 applications.  Neither central nor borough office
management could account for this 13 percent discrepancy.

C Central office showed that for the one-month period July 4 to August 5, 1994,
2,925 applications were forwarded to the Queens borough office.  However,
borough records showed that 2,567 applications were received, a difference of



- 7 -

358.  The 12 percent difference could not be explained.

C There were also discrepancies in borough office internal reports on applications
received and processed.  The Bronx office reported that it received 6,060
applications in July 1994, processed 5,389, and returned 448 to the applicants
for additional information. The office did not know about and could not
account for the balance of 223 -- about 4 percent of the applications received
during the month.

Because of conflicting reports and the inability to account for differences, Elections cannot assure that
all of the applications it received were correctly processed.  Elections replied to the draft report that
the “...inability to trace the errors on its weekly tracking report leaves the issue open as to whether or
not these forms were processed or are pending.”  We believe that Elections did not have the information
and monitoring systems required to determine the final disposition of the voter registration applications,
and there is no indication in the response that such systems have been developed.  

After receiving our preliminary findings, Elections told us that the format and content of the reports of
applications received had been revised.  However, when we revisited the Queens office to review the
reports and the related records, we found that the numbers as reported by the central office still did not
agree with the borough office records. 

Complying With Registration Deadlines 

Elections did not comply with the Election Law requirement to process registrations within 21 days for
more than half  the individuals sampled from the new voter proof sheets, where Elections had recorded
a date of application and registration.  In many cases, it is not possible to monitor  compliance with the
deadline because the relevant dates were not recorded as required.  Over 22 percent of the sampled
registration cards and nearly one quarter of the 61 names from the proof sheets were missing either the
date of application or the date of registration.

Elections management acknowledged that they are not always in compliance with the 21-day deadline
for completing the registration for all applications.  They replied to our preliminary findings that the 21-
day requirement is unrealistic given the large volume of forms that are received the last two weeks
before the registration cut-off date and the fact that during the same time frame they are in preparing
for an election.  Elections management emphasized that they  meet the 21-day requirement whenever
it is relevant for an upcoming election.  Therefore, in their opinion, time lags did not disenfranchise
eligible applicants.  



- 8 -

Complying With Law or Procedures
For Processing and Maintaining Records 

Signatures of Authorities on Applications

The Election Law requires that the voter application or registration card be signed by the two members
of the board of inspectors or central registration board by whom the voter was registered.  Prior to
1994, the application had a space for the two signatures but at the time of our audit, this was no longer
the case.  Of the 61 new applications we sampled from the Proof Sheet, more than  two-thirds were not
signed by two registrars.

In response to our draft report, Elections officials said the Election Law had been amended to eliminate
the need for two signatures.  This is incorrect.  Section 5.500.4 was not among the sections amended
in Chapter 116 of the Laws of 1996, approved June 4, 1996.

Computer Readable Records

For five (4 percent) of a sampled 121 voter registrations, the information on SCRIBE did not satisfy
the law’s requirements - SCRIBE did not include any information on three registered voters, a readable
signature for one voter, or the registration card for another.  Borough officials informed us that the
absence of the three voters from the system was corrected subsequent to our field work. 

New Applications

Some of the borough offices did not follow required procedures for processing new voter applications.
If a registration application lacks certain information, the Procedures Manual requires  Elections to send
a photocopy of the application and letter to the applicant requesting the missing information, placing
the original in a pending file.  However, the Bronx office returned the applications without retaining a
photocopy.  The only information available was a record of the number of applications returned, for
example, 448 in July 1994.

The Procedures Manual requires that voter registration applications be placed in banded batches with
a batch sheet for processing.  This enables supervisors to monitor work and provides a trail to
document that applications are processed correctly.  Queens, Brooklyn, and the Bronx do not batch
work-in-process.

In addition, the borough offices adopt different procedures in those situations where the Procedures
Manual is silent.  For example, the Procedures Manual does not indicate how long an application should
remain in the pending file.  Elections central office management told us that the “official” retention
period is one year.  Queens and Richmond officials told us they retain the applications for one year,
while the Brooklyn borough office did not have any set period. The Bronx office, as noted above, did
not retain copies of the applications at all.
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Manual Records 

Elections did not remove about 6 percent of the sampled registration cards from the active files after
correctly canceling the registrations.  Also, the Bronx and Brooklyn offices did not have a single file
of registrations.  In addition, the files contained duplicate records and were not correctly categorized
according to the voters’ status as active or canceled.   We determined that 26 of the 513 voter cards
sampled  from the active files at four borough offices had an inactive status on the Election
Administration System (voter registration data base). Yet Elections uses these files to verify voters’
status and signatures when petitions are challenged.

Recommendations

The Board of Elections in the City of New York should:

1. Develop a system of controls and procedures to ensure that all applications
received are accounted for and processed within 21 days, as required by Law.

2. Instruct supervisors that they have to review the work completed to ensure that
it is done in compliance with the Borough Office Procedures Manual,
procedures for:

C processing applications, for example, time/date-stamping,  posting the
registration date, and batching applications while in process;

C handling of incomplete applications; and

C maintaining registration cards in the active files.

The State Board of Elections should:

3. Work with Elections to resolve the issue as to the requirements of  Section 5.500.4 of
the Election Law requiring the registrars’ signatures on voter registration and its
current status.

Agency Response and Auditor Comments

In its response to the draft report, Elections indicated that it had recently distributed a revised borough
guideline manual to reflect legislative, records retention, and computer system changes as well as a
number of our recommendations.  Elections stated it will monitor borough compliance.

Elections also replied that it was not legally required to maintain records on the transfer of applications
and that the reports we reviewed were not control sheets.  Elections agreed that discrepancies existed
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in the reports but maintained that the “errors are due to the following known reasons: data entry
errors..., the introduction of new forms from 1992-1995 by various government agencies and the
transfer of documents from one borough to another.”  Elections said the discrepancy in the Bronx was
caused by “ the transfer of documents between boroughs to the home borough.  Upon receipt of the
transfer forms in the home borough they are not recounted into the tally from the central office.”

We continue to believe that the reconciling of transmittal sheet counts,  as well as the batching of
registration transactions once received at the borough offices,  are important managerial controls which
help ensure that all registration forms received are properly transferred to the appropriate office and
processed through the registration process.  In addition, there were no written reports or other
documentation to support the statements made by Elections management as to why the differences
occurred. As a result, Elections management has less assurance that all of the applications received were
properly processed.  
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CHAPTER III. CANCELLATION OF VOTER REGISTRATIONS 
FOR PERSONS REPORTED AS DECEASED

Because voter registrations for 18 percent of the deceased registered voters in our sample were
not cancelled timely or at all, they remained registered and appeared in the poll lists as persons
entitled to vote in the General Election.  These individuals had been reported dead from one to
four months before the elections.  In addition, Elections was not able to identify all deceased
persons who were registered voters because it did not receive all required information from the
City Department of Health.  Also, Elections did not comply with law and procedures for
notifying voters of pending cancellations or for keeping records.

Elections receives information on deaths from the New York City Department of Health’s (Health)
report, “Deaths of Residents 18 and Over”.  Health prepares separate reports for each borough,
containing name, address, age, death certificate number, and date of death for each person who died
in the borough.  The reports are sent regularly to Elections’ central office which forwards the report
for each borough to the respective borough office.

Canceling Registrations of Deceased Voters 

When Elections central office receives the Health report on deaths, it sends it to the borough offices
where the names are checked  against EASY to identify the active registered voters.  Of the 257 names
we sampled from Health reports, 116 could be identified as registered voters.  Elections had canceled
102 of these registrations at the time of our audit.  However, 14 (12 percent) of the 116 were still
classified as active registrants although our review occurred at least two months after Health reported
their deaths.  Even though the Health reports were dated from July through October 1994, the names
of these 14 deceased persons appeared on the poll lists for the November 1994 General Election (from
one to four months after the deaths) and they were still recorded as eligible voters on April 25, 1995.
Although no signatures for these voters were on the poll lists for the November 1994 election,
indicating that no one voted in these persons’ names, failure to cancel the registrations had created an
opportunity for improperly cast votes.

Moreover, seven of the 102 cancellations had been so delayed that the deceased persons’ names
appeared on a poll list for a Primary or General Election that occurred at least two months after the
deaths.  It took from two to six months to process the seven cancellations.

As a result of noncancellations and untimely cancellations, 21 (18 percent) of the deceased voters in
our sample remained registered and on lists of persons eligible to vote in a specific election.

Elections officials responded to our preliminary findings that since Health reports are not always
delivered to the borough offices in a timely manner, the dates of the Health reports do not reflect the
dates when Elections was notified of the deaths.  We could not verify this statement in our review of
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54 Health reports received at borough offices because none of them had been date or time-stamped.
Moreover, borough offices could not locate many Health reports (over 14 percent of the reports that
should have been received in one three-month period were missing) and the offices had no records to
indicate whether or not the reports had been received.  In addition, we found that while Brooklyn
processed the Health reports upon receipt, the other offices did not give priority to processing these
cancellations.

Identifying Registration Records  of Deceased Voters 
on Elections’ Database

The Health report on deaths does not contain the person’s date of birth as required by Section 5-708
(1) of the Election Law; instead it contains the person’s age in years.  This information makes it more
difficult for Elections to locate a matching record since the EASY data base contains date of birth rather
than age in years. Of the 257 sampled names, Elections was not able to locate a matching record on
EASY for 141, or more than half.

While not all deceased adults were registered voters, the number of identifications could increase if
Elections had the additional piece of data.  For example, in one case we reviewed, the name on the
Health list was almost the same as the name on EASY and the address was identical.  Elections, having
no matching birth date, took no action and the deceased remained registered.

Elections procedures require borough offices to check only their own borough’s EASY registrations
to determine if a deceased person with a borough address was a registered voter.  There is no
requirement for a Citywide search to determine if the person had been registered in another borough
under a previous address.  This broader search could increase the identification of registered voters,
especially since EASY includes dates of birth.

Similarly, Elections does not, as required by the Election Law, regularly receive reports of deaths in
other counties of the State from the State Department of Health or the State Board of Elections.
Consequently, Elections cannot determine if any of these persons were registered in the City.  Provision
for regular receipt of these reports, including dates of birth, would also enhance Elections’ ability to
cancel the registrations of deceased persons.

Complying With Law or Procedures For
Notification and Record Keeping

In the four boroughs we reviewed, we were advised that the required Notice of Pending Cancellation
is not sent to persons matched from the Health list; their registrations are canceled once the match is
made.

Elections officials acknowledged that the required notices were not always sent.  They explained that
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this was done because it might have been viewed as an insensitive action by the family member who
receives the document.  The State Board of Elections also felt that this action could be viewed as
insensitive.  While we recognize the need to consider the family members it is conceivable that an error
could result in the cancellation of the wrong registration which would not be detected because the
notice of pending cancellation was not sent.  In addition, Elections officials have advised us that they
will  be  in compliance with the requirements because all notices will be automatically computer
generated.   

Borough office staff also did not comply with the requirement to remove registration cards of canceled
voters from the active files.  Of the 102 canceled registrations in our sample, 30 cards still remained in
the active files and 12 cards could not be located.

State Board of Elections’ Monitoring 

The State Board of Elections does not receive the Health reports of all decedents of voting age, as
required  by Section 5-708(1) of the Election Law. Therefore, the State Board cannot monitor
Elections’ process for canceling registrations of deceased persons.

Recommendations

The Board of Elections in the City of New York should:

4. Establish  systems to monitor compliance with the procedures regarding
cancellations for persons reported as deceased to ensure that they are processed
in a timely manner and that records for ineligible persons do not appear as active
on the voter registration data base or on the election poll lists.

5. Request the New York City Department of Health to provide the date of birth
for each name on its report, as required by the Election Law.

6. Establish requirements regarding the extent of file search (i.e., other boroughs)
that has to be completed for all deceased voter registration cancellations. 

7. Comply  with Election Law requirements for notifying voters of pending
cancellations  and for removing voter registration cards from active files.
However, to lessen the impact of the notice sent to the residence of deceased
persons, Elections’ should consider rewording the text of the document.

The State Board of Elections should:
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8. In accordance with the Election Law, work with the State and the City Departments of
Health to obtain all required information regarding all decedents of voting age, including
the date of birth of the deceased person. 

9. Establish a procedure requiring that the Board of Elections in the City of New York be
notified of City residents who die in counties outside of the City, but within the State.

 

Agency Response and Auditor Comments

Elections responded that on the basis of our preliminary findings it canceled the registration of the 14
deceased voters.  In its reply to the draft report, Elections also said that new procedures had been
adopted  which, in effect, implemented many of our recommendations.  For example, since the
implementation of the National Voter Registration Act in January 1996, Health reports of deaths are
not sent on hard copy but are sent monthly on magnetic tape and include the date of birth.  The data
are matched by computer, with a notice of pending cancellation automatically sent to the individual.
Exceptions are printed and sent to each borough for further research.

The State Board of Elections responded “All information provided by the State Department of Health
is processed here and distributed to respective counties on a regular basis (at least as regular as the
filing of data with us).”  It also indicated that information about the deaths outside of the five boroughs
is being provided to Elections.  However, at a meeting held subsequent to the receipt of the response,
Elections officials advised us that there are still some problems with the information that is received.
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CHAPTER IV. CANCELLATION OF VOTER REGISTRATIONS 
FOR CONVICTED FELONS

Because the registrations of nine (22 percent) of the convicted felons in our sample who were
registered voters were not cancelled timely or at all, they remained eligible to vote.  These
individuals had been convicted from one to nine months prior to the election.  We believe that
Elections’ ability to identify the felons who had been registered voters is limited because it does
not receive all legally required information from the courts.  Elections may also have incorrectly
registered convicted felons.

According to the State Election Law: 

“No person who has been convicted of a felony ... shall have the right to register for or
vote at any election unless he shall have been pardoned or restored to the rights of
citizenship by the governor, or his maximum sentence of imprisonment has expired, or
he has been discharged from parole.”  (sec 5-106.3)

“A voter's registration shall be cancelled if, since the time of his last registration, he was
convicted of a felony disqualifying him from voting.”  (sec 5-400)

“It  shall  be the duty of every court having jurisdiction over such matters to notify the
appropriate board of elections of all convictions ... resulting in the loss of voting privileges of
persons residing within the jurisdiction of such board.”  (sec 5-708.3)

Within New York City, the State Supreme Court forwards to the appropriate Elections office a copy
of the Sentence and Commitment Form for each individual convicted of a felony.  Other courts (e.g.,
Federal court or county courts outside the City) also send notices regarding the conviction of felons.
Elections checks the court notification against EASY to identify any registered voters.

Canceling Registrations of Convicted Felons 

In the 101 court notifications we sampled, 41 could be matched with registrations on EASY.  Elections’
ability to match convicted felons and registered voters is limited because the court notifications do not
contain all of the information required by the Election Law.  For example, 14 of 101 forms we reviewed
did not have an address for the felon, and seven did not have the felon’s date of birth.
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Of the 41 matched records, Elections had canceled 35 at the time of our review.  The remaining six
were still active as of December 1994 although the convictions had occurred from two to ten months
earlier. All six of these ineligible persons were on the poll list for the November 1994 General Election.

We believe that five of the six records were not canceled because Elections borough office staff had not
adequately searched the EASY data base.  For example, although one convicted felon had two active
records, only one was canceled.

Moreover, of the 35 registrations that had been canceled, three were so delayed that the convicted
felons appeared on the poll list for the next General Election which occurred from one to about two and
a half months after their convictions and from one to one and a half months after Elections was notified:

Voter 1 Voter 2 Voter 3 
Date of Sentence and Commitment Form 09-23-94 09-12-94 08-10-93
Date notice received by Elections 10-05-94 09-26-94 Not Indicated
Date of Poll List Containing Name 11-08-94 11-08-94 11-02-93
Cancellation date on EASY data base 11-17-94 11-18-94 02-17-94

Processing time for the 35 registrations in our sample that had been canceled varied among the borough
offices.  In Brooklyn, it took from seven  to 67 days to complete the 31 cancellations; in Richmond, it
took from four to 191 days to complete the 4 cancellations; and the Bronx had not canceled any of its
three registrations.

Therefore, 9 or 22 percent of the convicted felons in our sample who were registered voters remained
eligible to vote in a specific election because Elections had not canceled, or had delayed canceling, their
registrations

Elections replied to our preliminary findings that it may not cancel registrations until after the peak
election period.  “It is the Board’s main priority not to disenfranchise registrants and to process new
voters.”  We recognize that the workload is significantly increased during the peak period; however,
retaining ineligible persons on active registration and poll lists provides an opportunity for abuse.
However, many of  the cancellations were not processed in a timely manner even during non-peak
periods.

Processing Registrations After Felony Conviction

In addition to allowing convicted felons to remain registered voters, Elections may also have registered
three convicted felons of the 101 in our sample, contrary to the Election Law.  The convicted
individuals were allowed to register although Elections could not provide any documentation that they
had been pardoned or discharged from parole, or that their prison sentence had expired or been
suspended. The name of one of the three appeared in the poll list used for the November 1994 General
Election; the others had not registered until after the election.
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Complying  With Law or Procedures
For Notification and Record Keeping

No borough office we reviewed complied with the Election Law requirement that Notices of Pending
Cancellation Forms be sent to voters before their registrations are canceled.  The Bronx and Richmond
offices do not send the notices; the Brooklyn office notifies the voter but only after the record has been
canceled on EASY.

Although the Election Law required the initials of two members or employees of the Board of Elections
on each canceled voter registration card, four of the 35 cancellations in our sample did not have the
required initials, and the three registrations canceled in the Bronx as a result of our review each had
only one set of initials.  In response to our draft report, Elections indicated the Election Law had been
modified, effective June 4, 1996 (after our field work was completed), to eliminate the need for two
initials , absent a request from a commissioner of the Board of Elections.

In addition, the registration cards for 32 of the 35 cancellations were still in the active files as of April
1995 although the records had been canceled on EASY from four to eleven months earlier.  Officials
from the Brooklyn borough office told us that the office has not been canceling the registration cards,
as required, since October 1993.

Finally, Richmond and Brooklyn do not file court notification forms in the required alphabetical order;
the Bronx does not maintain them at all.  As a result, the borough offices cannot readily check for
conviction status when they receive an application for registration.

Recommendations

The Board of Elections in the City of New York should:

10. Establish a system to ensure that a cancellation of registration is processed
accurately  and quickly and that records, including court notifications, are
completely maintained.

11. Work with the Office of Court Administration to improve the information on the
Sentence and Commitment Form.

12. Ensure  that applicants for voter registration are checked for prior felony
convictions.
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13. Ensure that a notice of pending cancellation is sent to each person prior to a
cancellation of registration. 

Agency Response and Auditor Comments

In  responding to our preliminary findings and draft report, Elections said it had corrected the
registration records cited in our report.  Elections also said it would revise the Procedures Manual to
more  specifically address timely processing of court notifications, maintenance of records, and
procedures to follow when EASY indicates a previous canceled registration for a felony conviction.
Elections said it had written as recently as March 1994 to the Office of Court Administration requesting
complete and thorough documentation.

In addition, Elections responded that since January 1996, notices of pending cancellation are computer-
generated automatically once a registration has been canceled.
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CHAPTER V. VOTER REGISTRATION CANCELLATIONS DUE
TO CHANGE OF ADDRESS 

Elections  did not comply with some of its procedures for canceling the registrations of
individuals who had moved.  In some areas, moreover, its procedures promote inefficiency.  Also,
Elections’ control systems for maintaining registration and financial records do not ensure
accuracy.

Elections first sent a form, by first class mail marked "Do Not Forward," to all registered voters.
Letters stamped undeliverable by the Post Office were returned to the borough offices.  The persons
whose letters were returned, must receive the Notice of Pending Cancellation.  The cancellation process
did not take place if the voter appeared at an election poll site and signed a “challenge/oath” form, or
if a voter responded within 14 days.

Complying With Law or Procedures
For Cancellations

Notification to Voter of Pending Cancellation

Of the 150 records sampled from the EASY reports of cancellations from mail checks, Elections had
canceled 35 (23 percent) without documenting that it had sent the Notification of Pending Cancellation
required by the Election Law.  In these cases, the mail check letters were returned to the borough
offices too late to be included in the automated process for generating the notices of cancellation and,
therefore, the borough offices were responsible for manually processing the notices.

Elections’ Central Office management replied to our preliminary findings that voters in Manhattan and
Brooklyn did receive notices of cancellation as required.  However, it had no documentation to support
this statement. Officials in the Manhattan office told us that cancellation notices were not sent to voters
because they thought that Central Office did the mailing. Elections believes that its Queens borough
office inadvertently changed voter status without providing a second notification to verify the residency
of  these voters.  The borough office has modified its procedures to comply with the official
requirements.

Active Registration and Voting

Of the 155 sampled documents returned as undeliverable by the Post Office, Elections correctly
canceled or retained the registrations of the overwhelming majority.  However, for five percent of the
cases, Elections either incorrectly allowed the registrants to remain active or allowed them to vote
without documenting their names and addresses.
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Processing Change of Address Forms for Federal Voters 

“Federal voters” are currently voters who reside outside the U.S. but have retained their right to vote
based on their last U.S. residency -- New York City, for the voters in our sample.  A Federal voter’s
mail check is sent to the address of record in New York City, even though the voter no longer lives
at that address, is not required to maintain a mailing address in the City, and has provided the new
foreign address to Elections which maintains it on EASY.  Elections officials told us that they do not
automatically cancel Federal voters when the mail check is returned.  We estimate that a complete
cycle of mail check costs about $1 per person; although the number of Federal voters is relatively
small, Elections is wasting time and money on these mail checks.

Monitoring Mail House Vendor Performance 

Registration

We found discrepancies between Elections’ count of the pieces of mail returned by the Post Office
after the first step of the checking process and its count of persons to receive the second mailing -- the
Notice of Pending Cancellation.  Elections did not retain sufficient records to permit us to examine this
discrepancy to determine if persons were inappropriately retained as active registrants.

Payments to Vendors

Elections contracts with an outside vendor to assist in the mail check process.  We found that the
vendor's invoices did not always contain adequate descriptions of performed services and were not
associated with contract specifications. The contract file contained invoices totaling $39,558 for goods
and services not related to the mail check and another $22,161 in costs not charged to the proper
account.  We were advised that payments were made from the contract that had funds available when
the invoices were received, so that payments were not always charged to the correct contract.  We also
found that the vendor was overpaid $7,782 because it submitted duplicate vouchers that were paid
twice by Elections’ Finance Office. Also invoices were not canceled after payments were made.
Elections officials told us that after receiving our preliminary findings, they instituted additional
controls, for example, invoices must be marked paid and invoice numbers are checked to prevent
duplication.

Recommendations

The Board of Elections in the City of New York should:

14. Improve controls over information notice by mail by: 
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C clarifying the process for manual cancellations, including the
responsibilities of central and borough offices in the process and retaining
records; 

C changing the address used to mail-check “Federal voters” from the last
known New York City residence to the current address; and

C verifying that the vendor maintains an independent count of the
documents prepared for mailing, and comparing this count with those of
Elections and the Post Office.

15. Improve controls over payments to the mail house vendor by:

C establishing systems to ensure that vendor payments are correct and
that vendor invoices identify the relevant contract and the services
performed. 

Agency Response and Auditor Comments

Elections replied to our preliminary findings that the provision of the Election Law regarding mail
check was substantially modified with the implementation of the National Voter Registration Act
(NVRA).  A mailing will still be conducted to inform voters about their poll sites but an undelivered
form will not automatically result in the cancellation of a registration; the revision has provided voters
with greater opportunities to maintain their registrations.  Elections added that it had “advocated a
change” in the previous process and would update its Procedures Manual to reflect the changes.

Elections also said it had conducted training sessions on proper procedures for federal voters and taken
corrective action on improperly processed records and differences in vendor and Elections counts of
mailings. Elections had also met with the vendor to clearly identify services on invoices and to get
monthly updates on outstanding bills.

Elections officials replied that they have taken steps required as a result of the implementation of
several provisions of the NVRA that became effective January 1, 1996. For example, there are new
procedures for updating the records of  voters who changed their addresses since their last registration.
However, the report accurately describes the conditions at Elections at the time of our audit, and the
implementation of new procedures will not rectify the cancellation of voter registrations that we found
were not done in compliance with the Election Law requirements that were in effect at the time of our
audit.  We recognize the improvements made by Elections and have revised our recommendations to
address those areas where we believe that there is still a need for improvement and in consideration
of Elections’ response to the preliminary findings and the draft report. 
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