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Attached is the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector 
General’s (OIG) final results of our review of the State of New York’s Community Development 
Block Grant Disaster Recovery-funded New York Rising Buyout and Acquisition program.   

HUD Handbook 2000.06, REV-4, sets specific timeframes for management decisions on 
recommended corrective actions.  For each recommendation without a management decision, 
please respond and provide status reports in accordance with the HUD Handbook.  Please furnish 
us copies of any correspondence or directives issued because of the audit. 

The Inspector General Act, Title 5 United States Code, section 8M, requires that OIG post its 
publicly available reports on the OIG website.  Accordingly, this report will be posted at 
http://www.hudoig.gov. 

If you have any questions or comments about this report, please do not hesitate to call me at  
212-264-4174. 
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Highlights 

What We Audited and Why 
We audited the State of New York’s Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery-
funded New York Rising Buyout and Acquisition program.  We initiated this audit based on 
observations related to the appraised fair market values made during a previous audit (2015-NY-
1010) of the State’s program.  Our objectives were to determine whether the State ensured that 
(1) the appraised fair market values used to determine award amounts under its program were 
supported and (2) appraisal costs for its program complied with applicable requirements and 
were for services performed in accordance with Federal, State, and industry standards. 

What We Found 
The State did not ensure that (1) appraised fair market values used to determine award amounts 
under its program were supported and (2) appraisal costs complied with applicable requirements 
and were for services performed in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and industry 
standards.  The State also did not ensure that it had a clear and enforceable agreement with the 
City of New York before relying on appraisal services provided by the City’s contractor and did 
not ensure that the appraisal services were properly procured and performed.  These issues 
occurred because the State did not have adequate controls over its program.  As a result, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the State did not have assurance 
that (1) more than $367.3 million paid to purchase properties was supported; (2) more than $3.4 
million disbursed for appraisal services was for costs that were reasonable, necessary, and 
adequately documented; and (3) appraisal services were properly procured and performed.  If the 
State improves controls over its program, it can ensure that up to $93.4 million not yet disbursed 
is put to better use. 

What We Recommend 
We recommend that HUD require the State to (1) provide documentation to support the 
appraised values of the properties purchased; (2) provide support to show that appraisal costs 
were reasonable, necessary, supported, and for services that were performed in accordance with 
requirements; (3) execute an agreement with the City for the use of appraisal services and show 
that services were properly procured; and (4) strengthen controls to ensure that Disaster 
Recovery funds used for appraisal services are for costs that are reasonable, necessary, 
supported, and for services that comply with applicable requirements.
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Background and Objectives 

On October 29, 2012, Hurricane Sandy made landfall on the east coast, causing unprecedented 
damage to New York and other eastern States.  Through the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of 
2013,1 Congress made available $16 billion in Community Development Block Grant Disaster 
Recovery funds for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration 
of infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization.  These funds were to be used in the 
most impacted and distressed areas affected by Hurricane Sandy and other declared disaster 
events that occurred during calendar years 2011, 2012, and 2013.   
 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) awarded the State of New 
York $4.4 billion of the $16 billion in Disaster Recovery funds.  The governor of New York 
established the Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery under its Housing Trust Fund Corporation 
to administer the funds. 
 
The State allocated more than $680 million of the Disaster Recovery funds to its New York 
Rising Buyout and Acquisition program, which was established to purchase the properties of 
interested homeowners whose homes were damaged or destroyed by the disasters.  The program 
included two components.   
 

• The buyout component purchased properties located in certain high-risk areas within the 
100-year floodplain that were most susceptible to future disasters.  Once purchased, the 
properties were to be transformed into wetlands, open space, or stormwater management 
systems to create a natural coastal buffer to safeguard against future storms and improve 
the resiliency of the larger community.  The award amounts the State paid for the buyout 
properties were generally based on the appraised fair market values of the properties 
before the storm.  Until April 2016, the appraised values of these buyout properties were 
assessed by a contractor of the State’s Department of Transportation (agency), with 
which the Governor’s Office of Storm Recovery had a memorandum of understanding2 
for appraisal services.  After the memorandum expired, the appraised values of buyout 
properties were assessed by a subcontractor of the State.   
 

• The acquisition component purchased substantially damaged properties located within 
the 500-year floodplain, but outside designated buyout areas.  Once purchased, these 
properties were eligible for redevelopment in a resilient manner to protect future 
occupants of the properties.  The award amounts the State paid for the acquisition 
properties were generally based on the appraised fair market values of the properties after 

1  Public Law 113-2, dated January 29, 2013 
2  Under the memorandum, the agency was responsible for supervising the performance of appraisal services, and 

the State reimbursed the agency for the appraisal costs.  The memorandum included provisions related to 
substandard performance, the disallowance and repayment of funds, and termination of the agreement. 
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the storm.  The appraised values for the acquisition properties transferred3 from the City 
were assessed by the City’s contractor.  The appraised values for the remaining 
acquisition properties were assessed by the State agency contractor discussed above.   

 
As of January 2016,4 the State had disbursed more than $456.2 million under the program, 
including $367.3 million paid to purchase 956 buyout and acquisition properties.  We selected 14 
of the 956 properties for review during our audit,5 with award settlements totaling approximately 
$5.9 million.  The following chart shows the number of properties purchased during our audit 
period under the different components of the program, the number of properties selected for 
review, the entity that determined the appraised values for the properties, and the types of reports 
that were produced to document these values.   
 

Description of properties 

Number of 
properties 

purchased as of 
January 2016 

Number of 
properties 
selected for 

review 

Entity that assessed 
the appraised fair 

market values of the 
properties 

Reports produced to 
document the 
appraised fair 
market values 

Buyout properties 542 8 State agency 
contractor Prestorm appraisals 

Acquisition properties 
transferred from the City 62 1 City contractor Prestorm and 

poststorm appraisals 

Other acquisition properties 352 5 State agency 
contractor 

Prestorm appraisals 
and poststorm addenda 

Totals 956 14   

 
In total, the State contractor had performed appraisal work for 894 of the 956 properties 
purchased as of January 2016, and the City contractor performed appraisal work for the 
remaining 62 properties.  Of the 14 properties sampled, the State agency’s contractor prepared 
prestorm appraisal reports for 13 properties, as well as poststorm addendum reports for the 5 
properties that were part of the acquisition component of the program.  The City contractor 
prepared prestorm and poststorm appraisal reports for the remaining property in our sample.  The 
State used these reports to calculate more than $5.9 million in award settlements for the 14 
sampled properties, and similar reports were used to calculate more than $361.4 million in award 
settlements for the other 942 properties that were not selected for review.   
 

3  Under a 2013 agreement with the City, the owners of properties that had originally applied to the City’s Build It 
Back Program could transfer their applications to the State’s program.  The State relied on the appraisals 
conducted by the City’s contractor to calculate the award amount for each property.  As discussed in findings 1 
and 2, the State later decided not to move forward with the agreement and considered the agreement null and 
void.  However, it purchased a total of 62 properties that were transferred from the City’s program and appraised 
by the City’s contractor.   

4  This information was current at the beginning of the audit when we selected a sample for review.  As of July 6, 
2018, the State had disbursed nearly $586.9 million.  This means that the State used more than $130.6 million to 
purchase properties and for other costs under the program between January 2016 and July 2018 and that $93.4 
million had not been disbursed from the $680 million allocated. 

5  See the Scope and Methodology section for additional information about our sample selection and review. 
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As of January 2016, the State had disbursed more than $3.3 million for appraisal services 
performed by the State agency and its contractor under the memorandum of agreement.  Further, 
as of October 2016, the State had disbursed $118,800 for appraisal services performed by a State 
contractor after the memorandum with the State agency expired.  We selected 100 percent of 
these funds for review. 
 
Our objectives were to determine whether the State ensured that (1) the appraised fair market 
values used to determine award amounts under its program were supported and (2) appraisal 
costs for its program complied with applicable requirements and were for services performed in 
accordance with Federal, State, and industry standards.  
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Results of Audit 

Finding 1:  The State Did Not Ensure That Appraised Values of 
Properties Purchased Were Supported  
The State did not ensure that appraised fair market values used to determine award amounts 
under its program were supported.  The appraisals reviewed for the 14 properties sampled 
contained more than 400 deficiencies, including many that impacted the value determinations.  
For example, appraisals were based on inaccurate gross living areas,6 unsupported time 
adjustments, and excessive and unsupported adjustments to comparable properties.  These 
deficiencies occurred because the State did not have adequate controls over its program.  As a 
result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the $5.9 million paid to purchase the 14 
properties reviewed was supported.  Due to the significant and widespread nature of the issues 
identified below, HUD and the State also did not have assurance that the $361.5 million paid for 
the other 942 properties that were purchased was supported.  If the State improves controls over 
its program, it can ensure that up to $93.4 million not yet disbursed is put to better use. 
 
Appraised Values Determined by the State’s Contractor Were Not Supported 
The State did not ensure that the appraised prestorm and poststorm fair market values determined 
by its contracted appraiser for 13 properties were supported.  We reviewed the prestorm 
appraisal reports prepared for each property, along with the poststorm addendum reports 
prepared for the five that were acquisition properties, the appraiser’s work files, and quality 
control reviews.  The pre-storm appraisal and poststorm addendum reports reviewed contained 
more than 360 deficiencies, including many that impacted the value determinations.  For 
example, appraisals were based on inaccurate gross living areas, unsupported time adjustments, 
and excessive and unsupported adjustments to comparable properties.  The sections below 
provide details on some of the most serious deficiencies identified and the causes of these issues.   
 
Appraisals Were Based on Inaccurate Gross Living Areas 
The prestorm appraisals for at least three properties were based on inaccurate gross living areas.  
The gross living areas used by the appraisers were approximately 39, 77, and 269 percent more 
than the actual gross living area in the three cases.  In the most prominent case, the appraiser 
incorrectly listed the year the subject property was built (1948) as its square footage when the 
property had only 528 square feet.  In the other two cases, the appraiser incorrectly included 
below-grade basement space in the gross living area.  Further, the appraisal for a fourth property 
contained significant conflicting information regarding the gross living area of the property 
purchased. 

6  According to the Federal National Mortgage Association’s Selling Guide, paragraph B4-1.3-05, and HUD 
Handbook 4150.2, section 3-3A, the gross living area is the total area of finished, above-grade residential space.  
It is calculated by measuring the outside perimeter of the structure, which includes only finished, habitable, and 
above-grade living space. 
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Figures 1 and 2:  Subject property with 528 square feet and comparable property with 1,450 square feet 

Because the gross living areas for the subject properties were overstated, the appraiser selected 
comparable sales that were significantly larger and made adjustments related to the living area.  
For example, in the case in which the appraiser improperly cited the year the property was built 
as its gross living area, they selected a property with 1,450 square feet as comparable and then 
added $24,900 to account for the property being smaller than 1,948 square feet.  As shown in 
figures 1 and 2, this comparable property was significantly larger than the property purchased. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appraisals Contained Unsupported Time Adjustments 
The appraiser used a regression7 model to increase the prestorm values of six Staten Island 
enhanced buyout properties reviewed, but the State and the appraiser were unable to provide 
adequate support for the model used or its results.  According to the State, property values were 
increasing before Superstorm Sandy hit the area, and the adjustments made to the comparable 
properties sold before the storm were meant to account for that inflation.  For example, one 
comparable property that was sold 5 days before the storm made landfall received a $9,000 time 
adjustment to its sales price, and another comparable property that was sold approximately 4 
months before the storm received a $40,400 time adjustment.  However, neither the State nor the 
appraiser provided adequate support for the model used or the results.   

 
Our review8 of the data and variables provided by the State could not support its claim regarding 
prestorm inflation.  Similarly, documentation from the appraiser did not show the passage of 
time to be a relevant predictor of price.  The appraisal for a Staten Island vacant property, which 
was also part of the sample, stated that the market was flat during the period in question, and a 

7  Regression analysis is a statistical technique used to analyze data and predict the value of one variable based on 
one or more other variables.  In this case, the regression model was used to assign values for prestorm inflation. 

8  An Office of Inspector General (OIG) statistician ran several models using the data and variables provided for 
that purpose by the State.  The models were consistently resistant to using inflation as a predictor of price and 
did not score the passage of time as being significant when forced to include it as a factor.  In contrast, the 
strongest indicator of a time effect was a weak tendency toward deflation in one of the three periods used by the 
State’s appraiser.  Similarly, computer output from the appraiser’s statistical consultant did not show the passage 
of time to be a relevant predictor of price.  Therefore, we concluded that adding an inflation factor based on the 
modeling data that the State provided was not statistically credible.   
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third-party review performed on a different appraisal completed after the owner appealed the 
value stated that the time adjustment analysis was inappropriate.   
   
In total, the six appraisals contained time adjustments to 34 comparable properties, which 
averaged more than $20,400 each.  This is significant because the appraiser used this 
methodology on appraisals for 422 of the 956 properties9 that were purchased during our audit 
period.   
 
Appraisals Contained Excessive Adjustments Without Justification 
The appraisals contained a number of excessive adjustments to the comparable properties 
without providing justifications or support.  According to paragraph B4-1.4-17 of the Federal 
National Mortgage Association’s Selling Guide and HUD Handbook 4150.2, paragraph 4-6(B),10 
adjustments to comparable properties should not exceed 10 percent of their sales price for 
individual line items, 25 percent for gross adjustments, and 15 percent for net adjustments 
without additional supporting documentation in the appraisal report or appraiser’s work file.  The 
gross adjustment is the total adjustment to each comparable sales price calculated in absolute 
terms.  Similarly, the net adjustment is the difference between the total positive and negative 
adjustments made to a comparable sales price.  The appraisals reviewed for the 12 single-
family11 properties had comparable properties with adjustments that exceeded one or more of 
these benchmarks without providing justification.  Specifically,  

• 12 of the 12 appraisals contained gross adjustments that exceeded 25 percent of the 
comparable property’s sales price.  The 12 appraisals contained 67 comparable 
properties.  In total, 47 of the 67 properties had gross adjustments exceeding 25 percent 
of the sales price.  Of the 47 properties, 15 had gross adjustments that were more than 
double the benchmark, and 7 had gross adjustments that exceeded 100 percent of the 
comparable property’s sales price. 

• 11 of the 12 appraisals contained net adjustments that exceeded 15 percent of the 
comparable property’s sales price.  In total, the 11 appraisals contained 36 comparable 
properties that had net adjustments exceeding 15 percent of the sales price.  Of the 36 
properties, 18 had net adjustments that were more than double the benchmark, and 4 had 
net adjustments that exceeded 100 percent of the comparable property’s sales price. 

• 10 of the 12 appraisals contained individual line item adjustments that exceeded 10 
percent of a comparable property’s sales price.  Specifically, the 10 appraisals contained 
65 adjustments12 made to 38 comparable properties that exceeded 10 percent of the 
comparable property’s sales price. 

9  The State contractor prepared appraisals for 542 buyout properties, including 422 located in Staten Island. 
10  While the memorandum and contract did not specifically require the appraiser to follow these benchmarks 

related to individual, gross, and net adjustments, the contract required the appraiser to use industry standards.  
The criteria cited were standard guidance used for single-family appraisals completed at that time. 

11  The 12 single-family properties included those noted as having the gross living area issues noted above.  The 
remaining property was vacant land, so we did not measure it against these criteria.   

12  One of the excessive adjustments was also included in the time adjustments section above.  The remaining 64 
adjustments that exceeded 10 percent were not related to the time adjustments. 
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Figures 3 and 4: Subject property exterior and interior pictures showing wash-out floor flood vents (see red arrows) 

Appendix C contains more details on the comparable properties and adjustments made on each 
appraisal reviewed.   
 
This frequency and the amount of these adjustments could indicate that the comparable sales 
were not truly representative of the subject properties.  In total, the 12 appraisals in question 
contained more than $9.5 million in adjustments to the 67 comparable properties.  Because there 
was no evidence or justification in the appraisal reports or the appraiser’s work files to support 
these adjustments, the appraised fair market values determined were not considered supported.   
 
Appraisals Contained Other Unsupported Adjustments 
In addition to the adjustments discussed above, many of the appraisals contained other 
adjustments to comparable properties that were not supported.   
 
For example, in one case, the appraiser made a $30,000 adjustment13 to the final appraised fair 
market value of a property after the homeowner made an appeal to the State, claiming that the 
home was worth more than the initial appraisal.  Specifically, the homeowner stated that the 
dwelling was custom built with brass door knobs and outlet plates, wood and paneled interior 
doors, and Casablanca fans.  However, there was no documentation in the appeal or the 
appraiser’s work file to support the owner’s claims or explain how these items increased the 
value of the property.   
 
In another case, the appraiser improperly made $12,500 and $15,000 adjustments to each 
comparable property because of a perceived difference in the type of basement each property 
had.  The appraiser stated that the subject property had a full unfinished basement and the 
comparable properties each had slab foundations or crawl spaces, which were not as valuable.  
However, pictures of the property contained in the appraisal and available online showed that the 
perimeter walls of the basement had flood vents to allow pressure from high water or storm 
surges to equalize and pass through the foundation (figures 3 and 4).  These pictures showed a 
washout floor and not a full unfinished basement with the potential to be finished. 

13  The appraiser accomplished this by changing the listed condition of the subject property from “good” to “good+” 
and then making positive dollar value adjustments to the comparable properties.   
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Poststorm Addenda Were Not Supported and Did Not Comply With Requirements 
The poststorm addenda for five acquisition properties performed by the State’s contractor were 
not supported and did not comply with applicable requirements.  The memorandum and contract 
required separate appraisal reports to estimate the prestorm value and the current “as is” value.  
Further, Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) Advisory Opinion 3 
states that when a client seeks a more current value or analysis of a property that was the subject 
of a prior assignment, this value is not an extension of that prior assignment that was already 
completed.  It is part of a new assignment.  However, the appraiser provided only prestorm 
appraisals with poststorm addenda at the end.  The format used for the addenda started at the 
appraised prestorm fair market value and then made negative adjustments for market conditions 
and the estimated cost to cure, and positive adjustments for poststorm improvements previously 
made by the homeowner.  The five addendum reports reviewed contained market adjustments 
ranging from $42,000 to $106,500 and cost to cure adjustments ranging from $30,000 to 
$100,000.  However, the addenda and appraiser work files did not contain support to show how 
the market and cost to cure adjustments were determined.  Further, as discussed above, the 
prestorm appraisals for these properties contained significant deficiencies and should not have 
been relied upon as a starting point to determine the poststorm “as is” value.  Because the 
addendum reports did not comply with professional appraisal standards and follow recognized 
methods and techniques, were based on unsupported prestorm values, and lacked support for 
adjustments made, the appraised poststorm fair market values determined were not supported.  
This fact is significant because the appraiser used this methodology to determine appraised 
poststorm values for 352 of the 956 properties purchased during our audit period.     

 
The State Did Not Have Adequate Controls 
These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls to ensure that the 
appraisal work performed complied with the memorandum, contract, USPAP, and other 
applicable requirements.   
 
The memorandum stated that the State agency was responsible for supervising the performance 
of the contracted appraiser’s activities.  For example, it required the agency to perform quality 
control reviews of each appraisal, summarize its monitoring in written reports, and support its 
monitoring reports with documented evidence of followup actions taken.  However, the State did 
not have a review process to ensure that the work performed by its agency and contractor was of 
sufficient quality and complied with the memorandum.  Our review identified several issues with 
the quality control reviews and monitoring.  For example, quality control reports for 13 
properties reviewed (1) provided only summary-level information, (2) did not identify any 
deficiencies despite the many deficiencies identified by our appraiser, and (3) did not include a 
review of the poststorm addendum reports discussed above.  Although State officials provided 
timesheets and appraisal review reports to support the quality control costs, they could not 
provide detailed work review files to ensure that the quality control appraisal reviews were 
adequate and documented in accordance with industry standards.  Further, the State was unable 
to provide details of the reviewer’s qualifications, and at least six of the quality control reviews 
were performed by someone who was not a certified or licensed appraiser.  These issues showed 
that the State did not have adequate controls over the quality control review process to ensure 
compliance with appraisal requirements.   
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Further, the State did not ensure that problems identified were addressed.  In the case in which 
the subject property’s gross living area was improperly listed as the year it was built (528 versus 
1948), the appraisal company identified the error after the State had purchased the property and 
was preparing to auction it.  However, the State did not take action to ensure that the appraised 
value was supported or to repay any amount that was not supported.  In another case, a third-
party review performed on one appraisal after the owner appealed the appraised value stated that 
the time adjustment analysis was inappropriate.  However, the State did not take action to show 
that (1) the regression model used to make the time adjustments was supported and (2) multiple 
valuation models had been developed, carefully refined, and rigorously tested by certified 
appraisers as required by the memorandum and contract.  While the memorandum and contract 
included provisions related to substandard performance, the disallowance and repayment of 
funds, and termination of the agreement, the State did not show that it took action to enforce 
these provisions when problems were identified or were not addressed by the agency or 
contractor.  
 
As a result of the issues identified, HUD and the State did not have assurance that more than $5.4 
million in Disaster Recovery funds used to purchase these 13 properties was supported.   
 
Appraised Values Determined by the City’s Contractor Were Not Supported 
The State did not ensure that the appraised prestorm and poststorm fair market values determined 
by the City of New York’s contracted appraiser were supported.  We reviewed the prestorm and 
poststorm appraisal reports prepared for the sampled property, along with the City’s quality 
control review.  These reports contained more than 34 deficiencies, including many that 
impacted the value determinations.  For example, the appraiser did not adequately verify the 
comparable sales and that market values were stable and unchanged.  The appraiser also did not 
provide support for $20,000 adjustments made to three comparable properties for the condition 
of the homes, and the number of bathrooms it cited for two comparable properties did not match 
the multiple listing service data.   
 
These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls to ensure that the 
appraisal work performed by the City and its contractor was of sufficient quality and complied 
with applicable requirements.  While the State had a 2013 signed agreement with the City that 
provided the framework for how the transferred applications would be handled and stated that 
the City was responsible for obtaining prestorm and poststorm appraisals for properties 
transferred, the agreement did not (1) provide details on how the appraisals or related quality 
control reviews would be performed or (2) contain provisions outlining the rights of either party 
to enforce the terms of the agreement.  Further, according to State officials, the State and City 
verbally agreed in mid-2015 that the State would not proceed with the agreement, although the 
State would continue to accept transfer properties through October 2015.  The State indicated 
that regardless of whether the agreement was null and void, it did not have the right to monitor 
the work performed or request procurement documentation because the agreement was only a 
“written handshake” and the City was not a vendor or subrecipient.  However, the amount the 
State paid to purchase each property transferred from the City’s program was based on the 
appraised fair market values, and the State needed to ensure that the amount paid was reasonable.   
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As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the $495,000 in Disaster Recovery 
funds used to purchase the sampled property was supported.   
 
Conclusion 
The State did not ensure that the appraised values determined were supported.  The appraisal and 
addendum reports reviewed for the 14 properties sampled contained more than 400 deficiencies.  
While some of the deficiencies were regulatory in nature, many would have impacted the value 
determinations of the appraisers and would have lowered the amount the State paid to purchase 
the properties.  As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the $5.9 million paid 
to purchase the 14 properties was supported.  These issues occurred because the State did not 
have adequate controls to ensure that (1) the appraisal and quality control work performed 
complied with the applicable requirements and (2) problems identified were addressed and 
requirements were enforced when necessary.   
 
Due to the significant and widespread nature of the issues identified, the $361.4 million paid for 
the other 942 properties that were purchased was also considered unsupported, as were the 
amounts paid for any other properties purchased after our audit period that relied on the work 
performed by the agency, City, and contractors discussed in this finding.  For example, two of 
the issues identified affected a total of 774 of the 956 properties purchased during our audit 
period.  Specifically, the unsupported time adjustments affected 422 of the 956 properties 
purchased during our audit period, and the issues with the poststorm addendums affected 352 of 
the 956 properties.  Further, the internal control issues discussed in this finding affected all 956 
properties because the State did not have adequate processes to review work performed by 
others.  If the State strengthens its controls over the property valuation process, it could ensure 
that the remaining $93.4 million in Disaster Recovery funds not yet disbursed is put to better use.   
 
Recommendations 
We recommend that HUD’s Deputy Assistant Secretary for Grant Programs require the State to 
 

1A. Provide documentation to support the appraised fair market values of the 14 
properties sampled to ensure that $5,920,097 in settlement costs was supported.  
This recommendation includes but is not limited to providing support to show that 
appraisals contained accurate and verified information for the subject and 
comparable properties, time adjustments were supported, and other adjustments 
were supported.  If support cannot be provided, the State should reimburse the 
unsupported costs from non-Federal funds. 

 
1B. Provide documentation to support the appraised fair market values of the 942 

other properties included in our sampling universe to ensure that $361,465,173 in 
settlement costs was supported.  This recommendation includes but is not limited 
to providing support to show that appraisals contained accurate and verified 
information for the subject and comparable properties, time adjustments were 
supported, and other adjustments were supported.  If support cannot be provided, 
the State should reimburse the unsupported costs from non-Federal funds. 
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1C. Provide documentation to support the appraised fair market values of any other 
properties purchased under the program since January 2016 that relied upon 
appraisals conducted by the contractors discussed in this report to ensure that 
settlement costs14 for those properties were supported.  If support cannot be 
provided, the State should reimburse the unsupported costs from non-Federal 
funds.  

 
1D. Strengthen controls over the property valuation process for its program to ensure 

that up to $93,350,616 not yet disbursed15 is put to better use.  This 
recommendation includes but is not limited to implementing a process to review 
the appraisal and quality control work to ensure that appraised fair market values 
are supported and that quality control reviews are performed as required by 
Federal, State, and industry standards and to take appropriate action for cases in 
which the work does not comply with requirements.  

14  See the Scope and Methodology section for details on the amount disbursed since January 2016. 
15  The $93.4 million had not yet been disbursed under the program as of July 6, 2018. 
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Finding 2:  The State Did Not Ensure That Appraisal Costs and 
Services Complied With Requirements  
The State did not ensure that appraisal costs complied with applicable requirements and were for 
services performed in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and industry standards.  The 
State also did not ensure that it had a clear and enforceable agreement with the City before 
relying on appraisal services provided by its contractor and that appraisal services were properly 
procured and performed.  These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls 
over its program.  As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that more than $3.4 
million disbursed for appraisal services was for costs that were reasonable, necessary, and 
adequately documented.  Further, they did not have assurance that the appraisal services were 
properly procured and performed or that appraised values used to calculate program awards were 
supported.   
 
State Contractor Costs Did Not Comply With Federal Cost Principle Requirements 
The State did not ensure that nearly $3.3 million paid for appraisal services performed by its 
contractor complied with Federal cost principle requirements at 2 CFR (Code of Federal 
Regulations) Part 225, appendix A, paragraph C(2), and with the contract.  As described in the 
sections below, costs were not reasonable and necessary, and invoices were not always supported 
and properly approved. 
 

Appraisal and Appraisal Addendum Prices Were Not Reasonable 
The State paid more than $3.1 million for more than 2,71616 prestorm appraisals and 
poststorm appraisal addenda performed by its appraiser without ensuring that the prices paid 
were reasonable.  According to contractor invoices, the contractor charged from $990 to 
$4,950 for each appraisal and $908 for each appraisal addendum.  The chart below shows 
how many of the 2,716 appraisals and addenda were charged at each price.17 

 
Appraisals and addenda sorted by price 

 

16  One invoice did not list the number of appraisals, so it is not included in the 2,716 number cited. 
17  For invoices that showed only the total price and number of appraisals or addenda, we calculated the average. 

1,210

397

978

131

$908 - $999
$1,000 - $1,249
$1,250 - $1,499
$1,500 - $4,950
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While the State explained that these appraisals were more complex than standard appraisals 
and may have warranted higher prices, it could not provide support showing how the 
appraisals were more complex, how it justified the wide variations, or how the prices charged 
were determined.18  In some cases, the contract appraisals did not list a per appraisal price, 
while in others, it listed a flat rate for certain appraisals or stated an hourly rate and number 
of hours per appraisal.  In contrast to the $908 to $4,950 rate the State paid for each appraisal 
or addenda, an additional contract the State had with a firm for Disaster Recovery work listed 
a price of $500 per appraisal, and the City-contracted appraisals19 that the State used for this 
program cost no more than $450 per appraisal.  Further, local appraisers contacted in Staten 
Island and Long Island stated that the prices for single-family residential properties ranged 
from $350 to $450.   
 
Other Appraiser Costs Were Not Reasonable and Necessary 
The State paid $156,940 for additional contractor services and consultant fees without 
showing that the costs were reasonable and necessary.  The following paragraphs provide 
more details on why the sales brochures, economic land analysis studies, and consultant fees 
may not have been reasonable and necessary. 

• Sales brochures - The $98,650 the State paid for sales brochures may not have been 
reasonable and necessary because (1) sales brochures are typically used for eminent 
domain projects, such as highway projects, and are not generally used for single-
family residential property appraisals; (2) the appraisals reviewed included excessive 
adjustments to comparable properties taken from the sales brochures, which showed 
that the sales brochure properties may not have been comparable to the subject 
properties; and (3) the appraisals reviewed sometimes relied on comparable properties 
not included on the sales brochures, which showed that the sales brochures did not 
contain the most relevant properties.  Further, the State could not show that using the 
sales brochures resulted in a benefit, such as reducing the time or cost of the 
individual appraisals performed.  

• Economic land analysis studies - The $50,700 the State paid for economic land 
analysis studies may not have been reasonable and necessary because (1) they were 
typically used for multifamily and commercial projects and were not generally used 
for single-family residential appraisals, (2) the appraisals reviewed did not show how 
the land studies were used, and (3) the State could not show how the studies were 
necessary to complete the agreed-upon appraisals.   

• Consultant fees - The $7,590 the State paid for consultant fees may not have been 
reasonable and necessary because the State could not show what services were 

18  The contract amendments executed by the State agency and its contractor to cover the appraisals for this program 
did not include support for how the prices were determined and did not always detail a per-appraisal price.  
When they did detail per-appraisal prices, the average budgeted prices varied from $990 to $1,272 per appraisal.    

19  As discussed later in this finding, the State used appraisals provided by the City for certain properties located in 
Staten Island. 
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provided for the fees and how those services were necessary to complete the agreed-
upon appraisals.  

 
Invoices Did Not Always Contain Adequate Support 
The State did not maintain property listings and support for contractor consultant fees for 14 
of the 136 contractor invoices that it reimbursed.  The property listings are an important 
control measure because they can be used to ensure that Disaster Recovery funds were used 
only for appraisals performed, the contractor billed for each appraisal only once, and the 
appraisals were conducted on properties within the scope of the contract.  For example, 
according to the property listing provided for one invoice, the contractor billed for appraisals 
on at least two properties that were located in upstate New York, which appeared to be 
outside the scope of the contract.   
 
Further, if the charges for appraisals and addenda were intended to be based on an hourly rate 
and actual hours, the supporting documentation should have detailed the hours spent on each 
appraisal and the State would have needed to obtain timekeeping or similar records in order 
to comply with Federal cost principle requirements.  

 
Invoices Were Not Properly Approved 
The State did not ensure that contractor invoices were properly approved.  The contract 
authorized a specific employee to approve the invoices.  However, the designated employee 
did not approve the 136 invoices.  While the State had vouchers related to 89 of the 136 
invoices, the approval section of the vouchers was not completed, and the only signatures 
were from a different employee, who inserted a handwritten note saying that the invoices 
were “ok to pay.”  The State could not show that this employee was authorized to approve 
the invoices for payment.  Further, the approvals violated State requirements for segregation 
of duties because the employee was also responsible for performing quality control of the 
contractor’s work.   
 

These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls to ensure that the 
memorandum, contract, and invoices were adequately reviewed to ensure that the services were 
necessary and that the prices paid were consistent with sound business practices and market 
prices before using Disaster Recovery funds for these costs.   
 
As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that nearly $3.3 million paid for appraisal 
services performed by its contractor was for costs that were reasonable, necessary, and 
adequately documented. 
 
Work Performed by the State and Its Contractor Was Not Performed Properly  
The State did not ensure that the work performed by its contractor and the quality control 
reviews performed by its agency complied with Federal, State, and industry standards.  As 
described in the sections below, there were significant issues with the prestorm appraisals, 
poststorm addenda, sales brochures, and quality control reviews.  
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Prestorm Appraisals Did Not Comply With Requirements 
As discussed in finding 1, the contractor did not perform prestorm appraisal work in 
accordance with the contract, professional appraisal standards, and other requirements.  Our 
review of 13 prestorm appraisal reports from the contractor identified several issues, such as 
unsupported time value adjustments made with a regression model, other excessive 
adjustments, and unsupported information that affected the appraised value.  For example, 
for the time value adjustments, the State could not show that (1) the regression model used to 
make the adjustments was supported; (2) the contractor had properly procured the 
subcontractor that performed the regression analysis as required by the contract; and (3) 
multiple valuation models had been developed, carefully refined, and rigorously tested by 
certified appraisers as required by the memorandum and contract. 
 
Poststorm Addenda Did Not Comply With Requirements 
As discussed in finding 1, the contractor did not perform full poststorm appraisals for 352 
acquisition properties located in Long Island, NY.  The memorandum and contract required 
separate appraisal reports to estimate the prestorm value and the current “as is” value.  
However, the appraiser provided only prestorm appraisals with poststorm addenda at the end.  
The addenda provided adjustments to the appraised prestorm fair market value, such as a 
market condition adjustment and an adjustment for the estimated cost to cure damage caused 
by the storm, but did not include support for the adjustments and did not comply with 
professional appraisal standards.   
 
Sales Brochures Were Not Prepared in Accordance With Requirements 
Although we questioned the necessity of the sales brochures, our review of them also showed 
that they did not comply with contract requirements because the contractor did not (1) verify 
sales and related sales prices with knowledgeable parties; (2) allocate site and improvement 
values; (3) provide a map of the comparable properties; and (4) always document the highest 
and best use of comparable properties, accurate flood zone information, sales conditions, and 
dates and terms of financing.  As a result, the brochures were not fully credible and should 
not have been relied upon by the State or its appraisers.   
 
Quality Control Reviews Were Not Adequately Performed 
As discussed in finding 1, the State did not ensure that quality control work was adequately 
performed.  The memorandum stated that the State agency was responsible for supervising 
the performance of the contracted appraiser’s activities.  Although State officials provided 
timesheets and appraisal review reports to support the $75,006 paid for quality control work 
performed, it could not provide detailed work review files to ensure that the quality control 
appraisal reviews were adequate and documented in accordance with industry standards.  
This is important because the State relied on these reviews to ensure that the appraised values 
used to calculate program awards were supported. 

 
These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls to ensure that the work 
performed complied with the memorandum, contract, USPAP, and other applicable 
requirements.   
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As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the State used Disaster Recovery 
funds only for work that was performed in accordance with requirements.  Further, as discussed 
in finding 1, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the $5.9 million paid to purchase the 
14 properties was supported. 
 
Subcontractors May Not Have Been Procured Properly and Subcontractor Costs Did Not 
Comply With Requirements 
The State did not ensure that a contractor followed applicable procurement requirements when 
subcontracting with two appraisal firms previously used by the State agency.  It then paid more 
than $118,000 for appraisal services without ensuring that the costs complied with the contract 
and Federal cost principle requirements at 2 CFR Part 225, appendix A, paragraph C(2).  As 
described in the sections below, (1) services may not have been procured properly, (2) appraisal 
prices were not reasonable, and (3) invoices did not always contain adequate support and were 
not properly approved. 
 

Services May Not Have Been Procured Properly 
Before the memorandum of understanding expired with its agency in April 2016, the State 
recommended that one of its other contractors subcontract with two of the appraisal firms 
used under the memorandum.  Two weeks before the memorandum of understanding 
expired, the contractor executed subcontracts with the two firms.  The State noted that the 
contractor selected the two appraisal firms based on a prior competitive procurement 
performed by the State agency20 and that the contractor performed independent cost 
comparisons before executing the subcontracts.  However, it could not provide copies of the 
analyses performed or documentation showing that its contractor had otherwise procured the 
subcontracts in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and contract requirements.   
 
Appraisal Prices Were Not Reasonable 
The State later reimbursed its contractor $118,800 for 75 appraisals and poststorm addenda 
prepared by the subcontractors without ensuring that the prices paid were reasonable.  While 
the underlying contract stated that appraisals would cost $500, the subcontractors continued 
to charge excessive prices similar to those charged when they worked under the agency, with 
per-appraisal prices ranging from $750 to $3,960.  The State could not provide support 
showing how the subcontractor prices were determined or justifying the wide variations.   
 
Invoices Did Not Always Contain Adequate Support and Were Not Properly Approved 
The State did not maintain a property listing for one of the four subcontractor invoices for 
which it reimbursed its contractor, and it did not maintain documentation showing that the 
contractor had approved and paid the four subcontractor invoices as required by the 
subcontracts.   

 

20  As discussed in the Followup on Prior Audits section, we previously recommended that HUD require the State to 
provide documentation showing that the selection of the appraiser in Staten Island (the agency’s appraiser) was 
consistent with State requirements. 
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These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls to ensure that invoices 
were adequately reviewed, appraisal costs were reasonable, and appraisal services were properly 
procured before reimbursing its contractor.   
 
As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the State reimbursed its contractor 
only for work that was performed in accordance with requirements and that the appraised values 
used to calculate program awards were supported.  Further HUD and the State did not have 
assurance that the services were properly procured and that the $118,800 reimbursed to its 
contractor was for costs that were reasonable and adequately documented.   
 
The City Contractor May Not Have Been Procured Properly and Work Was Not 
Performed Properly 
The State used appraisal services provided through the City of New York without ensuring that 
there was a clear and enforceable agreement with the City and that the appraisal services were 
properly procured and performed in accordance with applicable requirements.   
 
Under a signed 2013 agreement with the City, the owners of Staten Island properties that had 
originally applied to the City’s Build It Back Program could transfer21 their applications to the 
State’s New York Rising Buyout and Acquisition program.  The State then relied on the 
appraisals conducted by the City’s contractor to calculate the award amount for each of the 62 
properties transferred.  However, as discussed in finding 1, the agreement did not (1) provide 
details on how the appraisals or related quality control reviews would be performed or (2) 
contain provisions outlining the rights of either party to enforce the terms of the agreement.  
Further, while the State indicated that the City verbally agreed in mid-2015 that the State would 
not proceed with the agreement, the State continued to accept transfer properties through October 
2015.  These transfers occurred despite the State asserting that the agreement was null and void 
for all intents and purposes and that it did not have the right to monitor the work performed or 
request procurement documentation because the agreement was only a “written handshake” and 
the City was not a vendor or subrecipient.   
 
Based on the documentation reviewed, the appraisal services provided by the City’s contractor 
may not have been properly procured and performed in accordance with requirements.  For 
example, the contract reviewed did not contain Federal provisions discussing record retention 
requirements, the remedies for violating the contract terms, and how terminations for cause and 
convenience would be handled.  Further, as discussed in finding 1, the prestorm and poststorm 
appraisal reports reviewed that were prepared by the City’s contractor contained more than 34 
deficiencies, including many that impacted the value determinations.   
 
These issues occurred because the State did not have adequate controls to ensure that (1) it had a 
clear and enforceable agreement with the City, (2) appraisal services were properly procured, 
and (3) the appraisal work performed complied with applicable requirements.  Even if the State 

21  By transferring to the State’s program, the owners were requesting that their properties be purchased by the State 
rather than rehabilitated through the City’s program.   
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believed that it did not have authority to monitor the work performed by the City and its 
contractor, the amount it paid to purchase each property transferred from the City was based on 
the appraised fair market values, and the State needed to ensure that the amount paid was 
reasonable.  As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that the services were 
properly procured, work was performed in accordance with requirements, and appraised values 
used to calculate program awards were supported. 
 
Conclusion 
The State did not have adequate controls to ensure that (1) Disaster Recovery funds used for 
appraisal services complied with Federal cost principle requirements and were for services 
procured and performed in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and industry standards and 
(2) it had a clear and enforceable agreement with the City and appraisal services provided by the 
City’s contractor were properly procured and performed in accordance with applicable 
requirements.  As a result, HUD and the State did not have assurance that more than $3.4 million 
paid was for costs that were reasonable, necessary, and adequately documented.  Further, they 
did not have assurance that appraisal services were properly procured and performed and that the 
appraised values used to calculate program awards were supported.  If the State improves 
controls, it can ensure that the remaining Disaster Recovery funds are used only for costs that are 
reasonable, necessary, supported, and for services that were properly performed. 
 
Recommendations 
We recommend that HUD’s Deputy Assistant Secretary for Grant Programs require the State to  
 

2A. Provide documentation to show that $3,119,209 paid for appraisals and poststorm 
addenda performed by its contractor was reasonable, supported, and for services 
that were performed in accordance with applicable requirements or reimburse any 
unsupported costs from non-Federal funds. 

 
2B. Provide documentation to show that $156,940 paid for sales brochures, economic 

land analysis studies, and consultant fees was reasonable, necessary, supported, 
and for services that were performed in accordance with applicable requirements 
or reimburse any unsupported costs from non-Federal funds. 

  
2C. Provide documentation to show that $75,006 used for appraisal quality control 

reviews was for services that complied with applicable requirements or reimburse 
any unsupported costs from non-Federal funds. 

 
2D. Provide documentation to show that $118,800 paid to the State’s contractor for 

appraisals performed by its subcontractors was reasonable, supported, and for 
services that were performed in accordance with applicable requirements or 
reimburse any unsupported costs from non-Federal funds. 

 
2E. Execute an agreement with the City for the use of appraisal services and obtain 

documentation to show that services were procured in accordance with applicable 
requirements and that contracts contained all required provisions.  If the State 
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cannot provide the executed agreement and documentation, HUD should use one 
or more of the remedies22 for noncompliance in 24 CFR 570.495.  

 
2F. Strengthen controls to ensure that future Disaster Recovery funds used for 

appraisal services and quality control reviews under the program are for costs that 
are reasonable, necessary, supported, and for services that comply with applicable 
requirements. 

  

22  Because the State had not reimbursed the City for the appraisal services, we did not recommend repayment at 
this time.  However, it used Disaster Recovery funds to purchase the properties based on appraisals performed by 
the City’s contractor.  If the State cannot provide the documentation requested, HUD should consider the 
remedies available to prevent a continuation of and mitigate the effects of the deficiency. 
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Scope and Methodology 

We conducted our audit from February 2016 through July 2018 at the State’s office located at 25 
Beaver Street, New York, NY, and our offices located in New York, NY, and Newark, NJ.  The 
audit covered the period October 1, 2013, through January 31, 2016, and was extended as 
necessary.  Specifically, it was expanded to October 2016 to (1) obtain background information 
on the agreements, contracts, and services used to assess the appraised values of properties 
purchased under the program; (2) obtain information on local property sales; and (3) account for 
the appraisal services used to determine the appraised values of these properties.  
 
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed 

• relevant background information; 
• applicable laws; regulations; HUD notices and guidance; and the State’s policies and 

procedures related to accounting, procurement, and the program; 
• the State’s HUD-approved action plan and amendments; 
• funding agreements between HUD and the State; 
• HUD monitoring reports and the State’s quarterly Disaster Recovery performance 

reports;  
• data and reports from HUD’s Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting system;23   
• data, reports, and documents from the State’s accounting system and NY Rising 

IntelliGrants system;24  
• data subpoenaed from the Staten Island and Long Island Multiple Listing Service for 

local property sales completed between October 1, 2010, and January 31, 2016;   
• program, appraisal, and quality control files provided by the State and subpoenaed from 

the appraisers for the properties selected for review;  
• appraiser work files subpoenaed from the State’s appraisers for the properties selected for 

review; and 
• accounting and procurement records provided by the State for the appraisal costs and 

services selected for review.   
 
We interviewed key State and HUD employees located in New York, NY, and Washington, DC.  
We also interviewed appraisers located in Staten Island, NY, and Long Island, NY, to obtain an 
understanding of the market before and after Superstorm Sandy. 

23  The Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting system was developed by HUD’s Office of Community Planning and 
Development for the Disaster Recovery program and other special appropriations to allow grantees to access 
grant funds and report performance accomplishments. 

24  The NY Rising IntelliGrants system was used by the State to manage its program and contains key program 
documentation, such as applications, source documentation establishing eligibility, and appraisals. 
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Between October 2013 and January 2016, the State disbursed more than $456.2 million under the 
program, including $367.3 million to purchase 956 buyout and acquisition properties.  To 
prepare for the possibility of a statistical sample, we removed25 the nine properties with the 
highest estimated prestorm values and the two properties that had no prestorm value listed.  After 
removing the 11 outliers, we examined data for the remaining 945 properties and established a 
series of sample sizes based on conditions.  For events occurring more often than 20 percent of 
the time, we determined that a sample size of 60 properties was sufficient.  We then selected a 
random, representative sample of 14 of the 60 properties to begin our review.  The 14 properties 
had award settlements totaling approximately $5.9 million and each was systematically selected 
to ensure a distribution across the range of settlement amounts and program components.  The 
sample designs, strata, and sample counts were validated with replicated sampling using 
traditional means, standard errors, and confidence intervals.  
 
To determine whether the appraised fair market values used to determine award amounts for the 
14 properties selected were reasonable and supported, we reviewed the appraisal and addendum 
reports for each property, along with the appraiser’s work files and quality control reviews.  We 
also performed site visits to the 14 properties and to 76 comparable properties cited in the 
appraisals reviewed.   
 
The issues identified during our review of the 14 properties were pervasive and systemic rather 
than intermittent events.  In such situations, statistical projections are neither helpful nor needed.  
Therefore, we did not review the remaining 46 properties.  Although this approach did not allow 
us to make a projection to the universe from which our sample was selected, it was sufficient to 
meet our objectives.  As discussed in the finding, due to the significant and widespread nature of 
the issues identified, the $361.4 million paid for the remaining 942 properties that were not 
selected for review out of the 956 properties purchased was also considered unsupported. 
 
As of January 2016, the State had disbursed more than $3.3 million for appraisal services, 
including appraisals, quality control reviews, sales brochures, economic land analysis studies, 
and consultants.  Further, as of October 2016, the State had disbursed $118,800 for appraisal 
services performed by a State contractor after the memorandum with the State agency expired.  
We reviewed supporting documentation for 100 percent of these funds to assess compliance with 
applicable requirements. 
 
As of July 2018, the State had disbursed nearly $586.9 million.  This means that the State used 
more than $130.6 million between January 2016 and July 2018 to purchase properties and for 
other costs under the program, such as the costs for demolition and remediation, auctions, 

25  In accordance with professional practice, we analyzed the data for the 956 properties purchased during our audit 
period and removed outliers from the sampling universe to avoid random, high-dollar finding amounts that might 
reduce the precision of our findings.  In this case, we removed any records that had a listed home value which 
either exceeded $875,000 or had no market value listed at all.  We established the $875,000 threshold using 
replicated sampling with various sample designs to determine the cutoff point needed to protect a reliable 
sampling distribution.   
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construction management, and program management.  Further, it means that $93.4 million had 
not yet been disbursed from the $680 million allocated.   
 
To achieve our objectives, we relied in part on computer-processed data from HUD and the 
State.  We used the data to obtain background information and to select a sample of properties 
for review.  Although we did not perform a detailed assessment of the reliability of the data, we 
performed minimal testing and found the data to be sufficiently accurate for our purposes.  
Specifically, we compared data on the properties against source documentation contained in the 
State’s files.   
 
We also relied in part on computer-processed data received from the State and its contractor to 
support appraisals.  Although we did not perform a detailed assessment of the reliability of the 
data, we found it to be sufficient for our purposes of reviewing the time adjustments made to 
comparable properties on the prestorm appraisals of six enhanced buyout properties reviewed.  
As discussed in finding 1, an OIG statistician ran several models using the data and variables 
provided for that purpose by the State.  We concluded that the time adjustments made by its 
contractor using the data were not supported. 
 
We conducted the 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(s).  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.   
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Internal Controls 

Internal control is a process adopted by those charged with governance and management, 
designed to provide reasonable assurance about the achievement of the organization’s mission, 
goals, and objectives with regard to 

• effectiveness and efficiency of operations, 

• reliability of financial reporting, and 

• compliance with applicable laws and regulations. 
Internal controls comprise the plans, policies, methods, and procedures used to meet the 
organization’s mission, goals, and objectives.  Internal controls include the processes and 
procedures for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling program operations as well as the 
systems for measuring, reporting, and monitoring program performance. 

Relevant Internal Controls 
We determined that the following internal controls were relevant to our audit objectives: 

• Program operations – Policies and procedures that management has implemented to 
reasonably ensure that a program meets its objectives. 

• Compliance with laws and regulations – Policies and procedures that management has 
implemented to reasonably ensure that resource use is consistent with laws and regulations. 

• Safeguarding resources – Policies and procedures that management has implemented to 
reasonably ensure that resources are safeguarded against waste, loss, and misuse. 

• Validity and reliability of data – Policies and procedures that management has implemented 
to reasonably ensure that valid and reliable data are obtained, maintained, and fairly 
disclosed in reports. 

We assessed the relevant controls identified above.  

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, the 
reasonable opportunity to prevent, detect, or correct (1) impairments to effectiveness or 
efficiency of operations, (2) misstatements in financial or performance information, or (3) 
violations of laws and regulations on a timely basis. 

Significant Deficiency 
Based on our review, we believe that the following item is a significant deficiency: 

• The State did not have adequate controls over the property valuation process used to 
determine award amounts under its program and to ensure that it used Disaster Recovery 
funds only for costs that were reasonable, necessary, supported, and for services performed in 
accordance with applicable requirements (findings 1 and 2).  
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Followup on Prior Audits 

New York State Did Not Always Administer Its Rising Home Enhanced Buyout Program 
in Accordance With Federal and State Regulations, Audit Report 2015-NY-1010, Issued 
September 17, 2015 
 
The following recommendation relevant to our objectives was still open at the time of this report:   
 

3E. Provide documentation that the selection of the appraiser in Staten Island was consistent 
with the other State agency’s contract provisions.  If such documentation cannot be 
provided, the $1,093,290 budgeted should be deobligated, thus ensuring that the funds 
will be put to better use. 

 
The appraiser discussed in this recommendation is the State contractor that determined the 
appraised values of 13 of the 14 properties reviewed during this audit.  While the prior report 
identified concerns related to the procurement of this contractor, this report focuses on the 
appraised fair market value determinations made by this and other contractors as well as the 
appraisal costs paid by the State.  On March 1, 2016, we agreed with HUD’s proposed 
management decision for this recommendation.  HUD agreed to review documentation related to 
the selection of the appraiser and take action if the selection was not consistent with the State’s 
procurement policies and procedures.  The final action target date for completing the corrective 
actions was February 16, 2017.  As of the date of this report, HUD had not completed the actions 
described in the agreed-upon management decision.     
 

The State of New York Did Not Ensure That Properties Purchased Under the Acquisition 
Component of Its Program Were Eligible, Audit Report 2019-NY-1001, Issued March 29, 
2019  
 
The following recommendations relevant to our objectives were still open at the time of this 
report:   
 

1A. Reimburse from non-Federal funds the $2,595,127 paid to purchase six properties that 
were not substantially damaged.  Further, the State should identify and reimburse from 
non-Federal funds any additional Disaster Recovery funds used to acquire and dispose of 
the properties.  

 
1B. Reimburse from non-Federal funds the $783,571 paid to purchase two properties that did 

not comply with flood hazard requirements and for which the State did not have 
sufficient documentation to show that the properties were substantially damaged.  
Further, the State should identify and reimburse from non-Federal funds any additional 
Disaster Recovery funds used to acquire and dispose of the properties.  
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1C. Provide documentation to support the hardship letter provided for a property located 
outside the 500-year floodplain and documentation to show that the property was 
substantially damaged or reimburse from non-Federal funds the $435,069 in settlement 
costs paid to purchase the property.  Further, the State should identify and reimburse 
from non-Federal funds any additional Disaster Recovery funds used to acquire and 
dispose of the property.  

 
1E. Provide documentation to show that the five properties for which the homeowners failed 

to maintain flood insurance were eligible for assistance and documentation to show that 
the properties were substantially damaged or reimburse from non-Federal funds the 
$1,336,883 paid to purchase the properties, including incentives for one property.  
Further, the State should identify and reimburse from non-Federal funds any additional 
Disaster Recovery funds used to acquire and dispose of the properties.  

 
1F. Provide documentation to show that the remaining nine properties were substantially 

damaged or reimburse from non-Federal funds the $4,158,836 paid to purchase the 
properties.  Further, the State should identify and reimburse from non-Federal funds any 
additional Disaster Recovery funds used to acquire and dispose of the nine properties.  

 
Of the 23 properties discussed in the five recommendations listed above, 18 properties were also 
questioned as part of the recommendations of this report.  The State paid $8,113,962 for these 18 
properties.  As of the date of this report, HUD had not proposed management decisions for the 
recommendations listed above.  If HUD requires the State to reimburse the amount paid for all or 
a portion of these properties as part of the audit resolution for the five recommendations, we will 
reduce the questioned costs claimed in HUD’s Audit Resolution and Corrective Action Tracking 
System for the relevant recommendations of this report. 
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Appendixes  

Appendix A 
 

Schedule of Questioned Costs and Funds To Be Put to Better Use 
Recommendation 

number Unsupported 1/ Funds to be put to 
better use 2/ 

1A $5,920,097  

1B 361,465,173  

1D  $93,350,616 

2A 3,119,209  

2B 156,940  

2C 75,006  

2D 118,800  

Totals 370,855,225 93,350,616 
 

1/ Unsupported costs are those costs charged to a HUD-financed or HUD-insured program 
or activity when we cannot determine eligibility at the time of the audit.  Unsupported 
costs require a decision by HUD program officials.  This decision, in addition to 
obtaining supporting documentation, might involve a legal interpretation or clarification 
of departmental policies and procedures.  

2/ Recommendations that funds be put to better use are estimates of amounts that could be 
used more efficiently if an OIG recommendation is implemented.  These amounts include 
reductions in outlays, deobligation of funds, withdrawal of interest, costs not incurred by 
implementing recommended improvements, avoidance of unnecessary expenditures 
noted in preaward reviews, and any other savings that are specifically identified.  In this 
instance, if the State implements our recommendations to improve its controls to ensure 
that appraised values are supported and quality control reviews are performed as 
required, it will help to ensure that the remaining $93.4 million in Disaster Recovery 
funds allocated for the program will be put to its intended use. 
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Appendix B 
Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation 

  

Ref to OIG 
Evaluation 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 2 

Auditee Comments 
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OIG Evaluation of Auditee Comments 
 

Comment 1 The State maintained that our report represented the opinion of one professional 
appraiser with debatable qualifications who reached different conclusions on a 
subject on which professionals can and often do reasonably disagree.  Further, the 
State maintained that our report could also be seen as an inflammatory 
misrepresentation of its program and the basic nature of fair market valuations in 
a disaster recovery setting.  As discussed in the Scope and Methodology section, 
we conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards and believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings and conclusions.  In addition to documentation provided by 
the State, our evidence included documents subpoenaed from the regional real 
estate multiple listing service and appraisal work files subpoenaed from the 
State’s appraisers.  Further, our appraiser had more than 40 years of experience 
and training in appraising and reviewing appraisals for residential, commercial, 
and agricultural properties throughout the United States and its territories, 
including experience related to disaster programs and performing assignments in 
New York.  The opinion of our appraiser, along with the results of audit work 
performed by an audit team with many years of experience in Federal auditing, 
including auditing disaster programs, presented an accurate representation of the 
State’s Disaster Recovery-funded program. 

Comment 2 The State explained that it should be afforded “maximum feasible deference” 
when interpreting requirements.  We acknowledge that State grantees are afforded 
maximum feasible deference and believe that we afforded that to the State.  Public 
Law 113-2 required the State to administer funds in accordance with all 
applicable laws and regulations, and the March 5, 2013, Federal Register notice 
required it to certify that activities would be administered consistent with its 
HUD-approved action plans.  To administer this activity, the State needed to have 
procedures to verify the accuracy of the appraised fair market values used to 
determine award amounts under the program.  The State used appraisals to 
determine the prestorm and poststorm fair market value of properties purchased, 
and it used contracts and a memorandum of understanding with the State agency 
that required compliance with USPAP, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act (URA), Federal regulations at 49 CFR 
Part 24, and other common appraisal requirements.  As part of our audit, we 
reviewed the appraisals against the appraisal criteria and methodology the State 
used, including other common appraisal requirements.  In addition, we measured 
costs against Federal cost principle requirements, which the State was required to 
follow.  Our review determined that the State could not provide justification for 
the excessive appraisal adjustments and the more than 400 deficiencies in the 
appraisals and addendum reports, including many that impacted the value 
determinations, found to be in noncompliance with applicable regulations, 
industry standards, the Federal National Mortgage Association’s (Fannie Mae) 
Selling Guide, and HUD Handbook 4150.2.  Further, we found that the State did 
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not ensure that appraisal costs complied with applicable Federal, State, and 
industry standards. 

Comment 3 The State explained that conducting appraisals, although not required, provided 
the most fair, impartial, and cost-effective methodology for determining a 
property’s fair market value.  The State further explained that it entered into a 
memorandum of understanding with the State’s Department of Transportation 
(agency) and together they partnered with an expert appraisal consultant that it 
considered uniquely qualified to determine the fair market values of properties.  
As discussed in the Followup on Prior Audits section, we previously identified 
concerns related to the procurement of the contractor used to appraise 13 of the 14 
properties reviewed for this audit.  However, we do not object to the fact that the 
State conducted appraisals to determine the fair market value of properties.  
Rather, while we recognize that it could have selected a different method to 
determine fair market values, once the State selected the appraisal method, it was 
important that the appraisals be carried out in accordance with the memorandum 
of understanding and contract and that the values be supported because they were 
used to determine how much the State paid to purchase the properties. 

Comment 4 The State maintained that determining prestorm and poststorm home values 
proved to be a challenge, particularly because the geographic areas involved did 
not contain homogenous housing stock.  It stated that property valuation data 
were forensically reassembled and its appraisal team was up to the challenge and 
ensured that property information and values were accurate and reasonable.  We 
disagree.  Multiple listing service data subpoenaed for Staten Island and Long 
Island showed that the housing stock contained in areas where buyouts occurred 
were homogenous.  For example, we sorted the data by type and characteristic 
and concluded that the housing stock was similar.  Further, as discussed in finding 
1, our review of the sampled appraisals identified more than 400 deficiencies, 
including many that would have impacted the value determinations, and showed 
that the appraiser did not always follow the requirements laid out in the agreement 
and contract and other commonly used appraisal requirements. 

Comment 5 The State noted that we audited its program three times, expressed concerns with 
the timeliness of the reviews and communication, and indicated that it had 
dedicated countless resources and hours in responding to our requests.  The State 
is correct that we have conducted three audits.  We issued the final report for the 
first audit in 2015 and for the second audit after the State provided its comments 
in 2019.  The first audit report focused on participant eligibility under the buyout 
component of the program (audit report 2015-NY-1010, issued September 17, 
2015).  The second report focused on property eligibility under the acquisition 
component of the program (audit report 2019-NY-1001, issued March 29, 2019).  
This audit report focused on the appraised fair market values used to determine 
the amounts paid to purchase properties under both components and on the costs 
paid for appraisal services.  Due to the size of the program, it is not unusual to 
initiate a series of audits for different reasons and with unique focuses.  The State 
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is correct that there were some gaps in communication during the current audit.  
However, the State was provided preliminary and detailed results on multiple 
occasions and given ample opportunity to provide any additional documentation 
or information needed to clear the findings.  While we appreciate the effort the 
State made throughout the audits, it had not provided a detailed response to the 
appraisal deficiencies as of the date of this report. 

Comment 6 The State stated that it appeared that we did not fundamentally understand the 
difference between which Federal regulations were applicable and what the State 
used by developing its own policies, including using independent appraisals, to 
determine property fair market values.  We acknowledge that the State was not 
required to use independent appraisals, but rather chose to use them for its 
program.  Therefore, as discussed in comment 2, we conducted our review based 
upon the policies and procedures the State implemented to determine the fair 
market value of the buyout properties, including the independent appraisals. 

Comment 7 The State explained that the program was voluntary in nature and that it would 
never exercise its power of eminent domain in the administration of the program.  
In addition, it stated that we relied heavily on the URA and its implementing 
requirements at 49 CFR 24.103, as well as Fannie Mae guidelines and HUD 
Handbook 4150.2, when reviewing appraisals.  The State contended that these 
criteria were not applicable because the appraisals were not to be used in the 
mortgage-lending industry and the State’s program was based on voluntary 
property acquisitions.  We acknowledge that the State’s program was based on 
voluntary property acquisitions and that the appraisals were not to be used on the 
mortgage-lending industry.  However, we disagree with the State that we 
incorrectly used these criteria.  As discussed in comment 2, the State used 
contracts and a memorandum of understanding with the agency that required 
compliance with USPAP, the URA, Federal regulations at 49 CFR Part 24, and 
other common appraisal requirements.  As part of our audit, we reviewed the 
appraisals against the appraisal criteria and methodology the State used, including 
other common appraisal requirements, such as the Fannie Mae guidelines and 
HUD Handbook 4150.2.  Regardless of whether the program was voluntary in 
nature or whether the appraisals would be used for mortgages, the State chose to 
include language regarding URA and other common appraisal requirements in its 
documents.  Therefore, our use of these criteria was appropriate. 

Comment 8 The State maintained that its fair market value determination methodology was 
approved by HUD’s Office of Community Planning and Development and 
reasonable.  It further stated that the program was fundamentally similar to the 
property valuation methodology used by the U.S. Department of Transportation 
for acquisitions of federally funded highway and bridge projects.  We 
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acknowledge that the email chain provided by the State26 shows that HUD 
indicated to the State that the use of independent appraisals to determine property 
values was reasonable and that while URA requirements for voluntary 
acquisitions do not include appraisals, they are encouraged and recommended to 
meet the requirement that a reasonable determination of value with supporting 
evidence be made by someone familiar with real estate values.  However, the 
documentation provided did not show whether HUD had performed a detailed 
review of the sample appraisals and the State appraiser’s process.  Without such 
information, it is not possible to know whether HUD was aware of the detailed 
appraisal requirements laid out in the agreement and contract or that it was aware 
that the appraiser would fail to follow those requirements.  For example, the 
appraiser made unsupported time adjustments to 422 of the 956 properties that 
were purchased during our audit period but could not provide required support for 
the adjustments or show that the regression model had been rigorously tested as 
required by the contract.  

Comment 9 The State explained that the fair market value estimate was not required to dictate 
the sales price and noted that because the acquisitions were voluntary, 
negotiations could happen and that it had an appraisal appeal process so that 
homeowners could challenge the appraised value by submitting their own 
independent appraisal for review by a third-party appraisal team.  Further, it noted 
that while the appraisals tried to estimate fair market value, the negotiated sales 
price with the willing seller was a better indication of and reasonable basis for the 
fair market values.  We do not fully agree with the State.  As HUD’s email to the 
State explained, while URA voluntary acquisition requirements allow for 
negotiation, the State must comply with reasonableness requirements, and Office 
of Management and Budget circulars on reasonableness made offers exceeding 
the market value established by the appraisal difficult to justify.  HUD goes on to 
discuss how some grantees have a formal appraisal review process under which 
seller appraisals are reviewed to determine whether there is “market data” that 
would substantiate increasing the original offer.  The review appraiser could then 
cite such market data in a written report and still comply with the reasonableness 
requirements.  We found that the State did not always follow the appeal process it 
described in its response or HUD’s guidance.  As discussed on page 9 of the 
report, the State’s appraiser made a $30,000 adjustment to the appraised value of 
one property after the homeowner claimed that the value should have been higher 
due to items such as brass doorknobs, wood and paneled doors, and Casablanca 
fans.  However, there was no appraisal from the homeowner or documentation in 
the file to support these claims, nor was there a written report from the review 
appraiser documenting “market data” or other justification for increasing the 
value of the property.  

26    The email chain provided by the State is shown on pages 64 and 65 of this report.  Note that the redactions 
shown in the chain were on the copy provided by the State.   
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Comment 10 The State noted that as described in HUD Handbook 6509.2, two or more persons 
appraising the same property can, within reasonable limits, disagree with respect 
to their opinions of value and that the fact that our appraiser reached conclusions 
that were different from those of the State’s appraisal team does not mean that the 
State’s valuations were incorrect or unsupported.  The State further stated that if 
any opinion of fair market value should be afforded more weight, professional 
deference should be given to the State’s appraisal team due to its geographic 
competence and years of experience.  It noted that USPAP Advisory Opinion 294 
states that review assignments that include evaluating the selection and 
adjustments of comparable sales typically require geographical competence.  As 
discussed in comment 1, our appraiser had more than 40 years of experience and 
training in appraising and reviewing appraisals for residential, commercial, and 
agricultural properties throughout the United States and its territories, including 
experience related to disaster programs and performing assignments in New York.  
Further, while we agree that two or more reasonable persons appraising the same 
property can, within reasonable limits, disagree with respect to their opinions of 
value, the deficiencies disclosed during our review generally showed clear 
deviations from the requirements the appraiser should have followed and were 
material in nature.  

Comment 11 The State maintained that it was unable to determine our appraiser’s involvement 
in the audit, it did not appear that the audit was objective, and we never fully 
explained the review conclusions.  The State further contended that it made 
multiple offers to have its appraisal team discuss the valuation methodologies 
with our appraiser and we rejected these offers.  We strongly disagree with the 
State.  As discussed in the Background and Objectives section, the objectives of 
the audit were to determine whether the State ensured that (1) the appraised fair 
market values used to determine award amounts under its program were 
supported and (2) appraisal costs for its program complied with applicable 
requirements and were for services performed in accordance with Federal, State, 
and industry standards.  In addition, the Scope and Methodology section clearly 
described how we accomplished the audit objectives.  The conclusions of our 
review were discussed with the State at least five times between August 2016 and 
July 2017.  Further, we provided written results six times between July 2016 and 
July 2017, and the State acknowledged receipt of the results via email within 2 
weeks each time.  The written results included detailed appraiser review reports 
for each of the 14 properties sampled, including the 400 deficiencies identified, 
and provided the appraiser’s review of the sales brochures and economic land 
analysis studies.  We did not receive a response from the State or its appraisers to 
the appraisal deficiency writeups provided.  In addition, we did not receive an 
offer, verbally or in writing, from the State requesting to meet with our appraiser.  
After issuing the draft report in December 2018, we provided the State with an 
extension for the exit conference and to provide written comments so that its 
agency, appraiser, and additional procured expert could refamiliarize themselves 
with the issues and provide input to the response.  Despite agreeing to the State’s 
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request and its receiving additional time during the lapse in appropriations from 
December 2018 into January 2019, the State did not provide responses to the 
specific appraisal deficiencies identified, nor was its response clear regarding 
whether it had consulted with its agency, appraiser, and additional procured 
expert regarding the detailed deficiencies.  This fact is important because the 
results we provided laid out details about each deficiency and the criteria it was 
measured against.  Further, when we requested additional information regarding 
the meeting offers during the exit conference, the State did not provide when or 
how it made the offers.    

Comment 12 The State disagreed with the sampling methodology and stated that we 
inappropriately extrapolated the results because the sampling approach was not 
statistically valid and representative of the population of properties.  As discussed 
on page 23 in the Scope and Methodology section, we initially selected a 
statistical sample of 60 properties.  From those 60 properties, we selected a 
random, representative sample of 14 properties.  We systematically selected these 
properties to ensure a distribution across the range of settlement amounts and 
program components.  Once we reviewed the 14 properties, we determined that a 
statistical projection was not necessary.  The appraisal and internal control issues 
identified were pervasive and systemic rather than intermittent events.  In such 
situations, statistical projections are neither helpful nor needed.  Therefore, we did 
not review the remaining 46 properties, and the exception rate and actual 
confidence level were not applicable.  As discussed in finding 1, due to the 
significant and widespread nature of the issues identified, we believe that the 
$361.4 million paid for the remaining 942 properties that were not selected for 
review was unsupported.  

Comment 13 The State maintained that the draft audit report misrepresented the nature of the 
more than 400 deficiencies identified, we failed to provide a detailed breakdown 
of which issues would alter property values, and the wording of the report may 
have inflated the impact on the valuation.  We disagree.  As discussed in comment 
11, we provided the State with appraiser review reports for each of the 14 
properties sampled, explaining each of the 400 deficiencies identified.  The State 
then created three categories by which it believed the deficiencies should have 
been sorted, and it provided examples for each category.   

• Deficiencies with no impact to value – The State explained that our 
concerns with the poststorm addenda were a procedural or formatting 
deficiency that did not impact the value.  We disagree.  Page 10 of the 
report explains how the concerns with addenda move beyond formatting 
and into the level of work performed, the reliance on the prestorm 
appraisals, and the support for the figures cited in the addenda.   

• Difference of opinion – The State explained that the subfinding related to 
excessive adjustments was an example of a difference of opinion 
regarding what criteria applied.  As discussed in comment 2, the State 
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used contracts and a memorandum of understanding with the State agency 
that required compliance with USPAP, the URA, Federal regulations at 49 
CFR Part 24, and other common appraisal requirements.  We measured 
the State against such criteria and believe it provided a reasonable basis 
for our conclusions.  Neither the appraisals, the State’s files, nor the 
subpoenaed appraiser work files contained evidence or justifications for 
the adjustments.  Further, the frequency and amount of adjustments made 
could indicate that the comparable sales were not truly representative of 
the subject properties, which could be considered a red flag regardless of 
the appraisal standards used.   

• Factual deficiencies – The State explained that with the exception of a 
typographical error, the deficiencies listed were debatable at best, given 
the lack of information we provided.  Further, it stated that the 
typographical issue appeared to be an anomaly and should not be 
extrapolated over the entire population.  As discussed on page 11 of the 
report, the appraiser company later identified the error and stated that the 
property value was overstated, but the State did not take action.  
Therefore, even if the mistake was an anomaly, the State did not have 
sufficient controls to address known issues.  This matter, along with other 
issues identified in finding 1, shows that there was a systemic problem 
with the appraisals and controls. 

Comment 14 The State maintained that when rejecting its valuation methodologies, we did not 
provide a preferred or alternative approach that we believe should have been 
followed.  Further, it stated that implying that all acquisitions were unsupported, 
the properties had zero value, and the State should repay all costs was nonsensical 
and unhelpful.  We do not believe that the properties had zero value or that the 
State should repay all costs.  We classified the costs as unsupported due to the 
significant and widespread nature of the issues identified.  As explained in 
appendix A of this report, unsupported costs are those costs charged to a HUD-
financed activity for which we cannot determine eligibility at the time of the 
audit.  As discussed in finding 1, we identified more than 400 deficiencies during 
our review of appraisals for the 14 properties, and several of the deficiencies 
applied to hundreds more of the properties purchased.  For these reasons and due 
to the State’s lack of a response to the detailed deficiencies, we could not 
reasonably determine what the fair market values should be.  As part of the 
normal audit resolution process, the State will have an opportunity to provide 
additional support or responses for the appraisal deficiencies identified, and HUD 
will need to make a determination regarding what amount of the unsupported 
costs are supported and what amount needs to be repaid.   

Comment 15 The State explained that our approach in evaluating the gross living area was 
flawed as it did not provide the actual impact on value.   
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• For the first example, the State acknowledged that there appeared to be a 
typographical error regarding the actual property size and that while the 
upward adjustments associated with size might be unwarranted, the square 
footage range of the comparable sales used did not appear unreasonable.  
It further stated that the issue appeared to have been an anomaly and 
should not be extrapolated over the entire population.  We believe that if 
the comparable sales in question were used, the adjustments for size 
should have been negative and that had the appraiser cited the correct 
square footage for the purchased property, it is possible that more relevant 
comparable properties could have been selected.  Further, as discussed on 
page 11 of the report, the appraisal company later identified the error and 
stated that the property value was overstated.  Therefore, even if the 
mistake was an anomaly, the State did not have sufficient controls to 
address known issues.  This matter, along with other issues identified in 
finding 1, shows that there was a systemic problem with the appraisals and 
controls. 

• For the next two examples, the State noted that a review of the appraisal 
reports did not suggest the errors we identified regarding below-grade 
basement space.  However, the State did not provide support for its 
assertion or a detailed response to the deficiencies. 

• For the final example, the State stated that public records in the 
geographic area were consistently inaccurate and that the appraiser used 
professional judgement.  However, based on our review of the State’s file 
and the appraiser’s subpoenaed work file, the appraiser did not document 
the reasoning behind its decision to cite the square footage used in the 
appraisal.  

Comment 16 The State maintained that we failed to consider the way in which the results of its 
regression analysis were used in determining fair market values, whereas the 
appraiser’s statistician used a regression analysis to identify major value-
influencing factors and to evaluate their impact on pricing.  The State also stated 
that the draft report did not discuss the results of any model specification tests or 
assessment of the model performance.  In addition, the State explained that we 
failed to recognize the differences between including and omitting extraneous and 
independent variables.    

In reviewing the regression model used to support property values, we recognized 
the limitations inherent in area-specific real estate models.  We understood that 
regression modeling was not the final word on individual price adjustments and 
the choice to use appraisers to make the final valuations of most elements that 
affected price.  We observed, however, that property values included an 
adjustment for inflation over time and that inflation was said to occur only in the 
last few months, thereby imparting a price increase to most properties.  We also 
noted that the list of variables used to estimate inflation appeared to be 
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incomplete.  Given the wide impact of this variable on the amount of funds 
disbursed and the incomplete appearance of the inflation model, we sought to 
verify that there was price inflation due to the passage of time.  Our review of the 
model data provided by the State found that this pervasive source of markup was 
unsupported.   

While the variables in real estate pricing are fairly predictable, there is some 
variability in how one might construct a model.  It was not within our mission to 
propose an alternate model, and we did not attempt to do so.  We did, however, do 
extensive testing in search of evidence that inflation over time has a statistically 
significant role in predicting price when it is included with a full complement of 
relevant variables.  To search for a statistically significant role, we used methods 
that cycle through various model combinations, seeking to apply inflation in a 
way that will sustain a low p-value.  Without a low p-value (high t-factor), 
inflation is not statistically significant and has not been proven to contribute 
anything to the slope of the model or to price.  In no case could we find the 
passage of time to both be statistically significant and show a meaningful increase 
in price over time. 

The State’s statistical model for price inflation did not include a good 
representation of variables.  An inflation variable with weak significance, 
however, cannot be used to justify wide-reaching increases in grant amounts.  
Supporting material, such as residual tests and measures of fit, were needed to 
support a regression model.  Possible examples include residual plots, Breusch-
Pagan or White tests, VIF scores, and possibly leverage diagrams and outlier 
measures such as Cook’s D.  We requested supporting materials for the State’s 
model but received none of these.  We agree with the State that a model, which 
does not have a reasonable complement of basic, relevant variables, is going to be 
biased.  Further, we believe that the States’ description of its inflation model was 
far short of that reasonable complement of variables.  The missing variables were 
– by the State’s own description – statistically significant variables with a t-factor 
exceeding 2.  It was not within our mission to provide a replacement model.   

Comment 17 The State maintained that the adjustments made to the properties were appropriate 
and permissible under USPAP and indicated that our references to the Fannie Mae 
Selling Guide and HUD Handbook were not applicable.  We disagree.  While 
2012-2013 USPAP Advisory Opinion 193 does not set limitations on the size of 
adjustments made in the sales comparison approach, USPAP also states that there 
may be assignment conditions addressing this issue.  In this case, the 
memorandum of understanding indicates that the agency would comply with 49 
CFR Part 24.  Specifically, regulations at 49 CFR 24.103(a)(2) require agencies to 
ensure that the appraisals it obtains reflect established and commonly accepted 
Federal and federally assisted program appraisal practices.  We followed criteria 
contained in Fannie Mae’s Selling Guide and HUD Handbook 4150.2, which are 
commonly used to evaluate adjustments made to appraisals under Federal and 
federally assisted programs.  As discussed on pages 8 and 9 of the report, the 
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percentages cited are simply benchmarks.  In this case, the frequency and amount 
of adjustments made could indicate that the comparable sales were not truly 
representative of the subject properties.  The 12 appraisals in question contained 
more than $9.5 million in adjustments to the 67 comparable properties, which 
averages to more than $140,000 in adjustments per comparable property.  Neither 
the appraisals, the State’s files, nor the subpoenaed appraiser work files contained 
evidence or justifications for the adjustments.  Due to the frequency and amount 
of adjustments and the lack of evidence or justifications, the appraised fair market 
values were not considered supported. 

Comment 18 The State maintained that the entire geographical area suffered devastating 
destruction and the appraisals were performed to establish an opinion of fair 
market value for the property as it existed before the storms and that significant 
adjustments were expected under such circumstances.  Regarding the $30,000 
adjustment made due to homeowner claims, the State maintained that making 
adjustments for features was industry practice.  However, it appeared that the 
State did not confirm that the home had such features and that the appraiser relied 
solely on the homeowner’s word that such items warranted the large increase.  
Federal cost principle requirements provide that costs must be reasonable, and the 
State could have ensured that large adjustments like these were supported by 
documentation and justifications from the appraiser.  Regarding the $12,000 and 
$15,000 basement adjustments, the State claimed that USPAP does not dictate the 
valuation methodology for basements and that value is not nullified because a 
basement may not have the potential to be finished.  However, the State could not 
provide support to show that the appraisals contained accurate and verified 
information regarding the types of basements the subject and comparable 
properties had in order for the appraiser to make such an adjustment 
determination.  While the State claimed that the appraisers used their experience, 
cost information from Marshall and Swift, and conversations with contractors, the 
appraisal reports and subpoenaed appraiser work files did not provide sufficient 
support and explanations as required by USPAP. 

Comment 19 The State explained that the format of the poststorm appraisals did not impact the 
quality or substance of the appraisal.  The poststorm report addenda contained 
additional appraisal analyses conducted to determine whether the prestorm 
property value had increased or decreased after the prestorm valuation, notably 
for properties that were damaged or where structures no longer existed.  The State 
further stated that recognition of the previous valuation when appraising a 
property at two distinct times was entirely appropriate and complied with industry 
standards.  We disagree.  The memorandum of understanding and contract 
required separate appraisal reports.  Further, according to 2012-2013 USPAP 
Advisory Opinion 3, regardless of the nomenclature used, when a client seeks a 
more current value or analysis of a property that was the subject of a prior 
assignment, this is not an extension of that prior assignment that was already 
completed; it is a new assignment.  The format used for the addenda started at the 
appraised prestorm fair market value and then made negative adjustments for 
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market conditions and the estimated cost to cure and positive adjustments for 
poststorm improvements previously made by the homeowner.  In this case, we 
believe the use of poststorm addendum reports and the lack of documentation 
supporting them impacted the quality or the substance of the appraisals.  For 
example, the starting values were based on prestorm appraisals that had 
significant issues, and the addenda contained market adjustments ranging from 
$42,000 to $106,500 and cost to cure adjustments ranging from $30,000 to 
$100,000, but neither the reports nor the subpoenaed appraiser work files 
contained support to show how the market and cost to cure adjustments were 
determined.   

Comment 20 The State maintained that it had a robust system of internal controls and appraisal 
reviews to ensure that appraisals were performed in accordance with applicable 
standards.  It explained that although it was not contractually required to conduct 
formal appraiser reviews, its appraisal team performed a function similar to that 
of a review appraiser.  It explained that under the USPAP Standards 3 criteria, the 
State’s review appraisers were not required to ensure that the appraisal reports 
conformed to applicable USPAP standards or review the appraiser’s file or data 
analysis.  The State maintained that for the appraisals in question, desk reviews 
and onsite visits were thoroughly conducted in accordance with New York State 
agency procedures and that its appraiser team verbally addressed questions, 
concerns, and ambiguities during detailed phone calls and meetings.  The State 
noted that as a result of these exchanges, changes were made to appraisals and the 
final appraisal reports did not contain substantive errors or deficiencies.  
However, the State was unable to show that it complied with USPAP Standards 3, 
which required its appraisal team to perform a function similar to that of a review 
appraiser governed under USPAP.  Further, the desk reviews and onsite visits 
may not have been as thorough as claimed by the State, based on the widespread 
nature of deficiencies we identified and the State’s failure to address several 
known issues as discussed on page 11 of our report.  Further, at no point during or 
after our review did the State provide evidence or documentation to show that 
detailed calls and meetings occurred between the State’s appraisal review team 
and the appraiser or that the appraisal reviews resulted in changes to the final 
appraisal reports unless the homeowner filed an appeal. 

Comment 21 The State explained that all of its appraisal reviewers were real estate specialists 
or officers who met the advanced competency requirements, as classified under 
the New York State Civil Service Classification Standards.  We do not object to 
the civil service classification of the State’s appraisal reviewers.  However, the 
State was unable to provide documentation to support the qualifications needed to 
complete the quality control review of at least six appraisals.   

Comment 22 The State noted that while we reviewed only one property that was transferred 
from the City’s program, we devoted a section in the finding to it.  It stated that 
the use of the phrase “appraised values” was inflammatory.  We disagree.  As 
explained in the Background and Objectives section, properties transferred from 
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the City’s program required both prestorm and poststorm appraisals.  In this case, 
there were two distinct appraisals performed.  Because each appraisal is a separate 
assignment under USPAP, “appraised values” is correct. 

Comment 23 The State maintained that the City performed appraisals using a contracted 
appraiser and that the State accepted those appraisals as a reasonable basis for 
property values.  It stated that such reliance was fair, reasonable, and allowable.  
Further, the State explained that it did not have a right to monitor the work 
performed or request procurement documentation since the City was not a vendor 
or a subrecipient.  Rather, it stated that it only needed to have some reasonable 
basis for its determination of fair market value.  The State chose to accept and rely 
on appraisals performed by the City’s contractor as its basis for the fair market 
value determinations.  However, as the grantee, the State was ultimately 
responsible for the administration of its program.  The State needed to have 
adequate controls to ensure that the appraisals were performed in accordance with 
applicable standards and that the values were reasonable.  Without some level of 
controls, we do not believe the State can support its statement that appraisals 
performed by the City’s contractor were sufficient.  Further, as discussed in 
comment 27, the State did not explain why it considered the City’s Uniform 
Residential Appraisal Report (URAR) appraisals to be sufficient if it also believed 
that URAR appraisals were not appropriate for its program.  (See pages 24 and 25 
of its response.)   

Comment 24 The State maintained that industry custom does not require an appraiser to verify 
and question the square footage of comparable properties.  According to 2012-
2013 USPAP, although appraisers are not required by USPAP to follow a specific 
standard of square footage measurement, appraisers are required by Standard Rule 
1-1(b) to not commit a substantial error of omission or commission that 
significantly affects an appraisal.  This rule requires the appraiser to gather factual 
information in a manner that is sufficiently diligent.  Standard Rule 1-1(c) 
requires appraisers to not render appraisal services in a careless or negligent 
manner.  Appraisers must use due diligence and due care in performing appraisal 
services, including gathering factual data such as square footage. 

Comment 25 The State explained that its accounting records were supported by contract award 
documents and that it fully complied with applicable Federal requirements for 
supporting documentation.  The State specifically noted that the agency’s contract 
with the appraiser and subsequent supplements included budgeted hours and 
hourly rates per appraisal.  It also stated that invoices were billed in accordance 
with budgeted hours and hourly rates, as provided in the contract, and that they 
were properly reviewed for reasonableness.  The State later noted that any 
variations observed in the overall appraisal prices were based on the intricacies of 
the specific appraisal, the work-scope requirements proscribed within the contract 
supplement, and the number of hours required for each individual appraisal 
report.  We do not agree that the State was in full compliance with requirements 
to provide sufficient support.  For example, as discussed on page 16 of the report, 
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invoices did not always contain property listings, support for contractor consultant 
fees, and proper approvals.  Further, if the charges for appraisals and addenda 
were intended to be based on an hourly rate and actual hours, the supporting 
documentation should have detailed the hours spent on each appraisal, and the 
State would have needed to obtain timekeeping or similar records to comply with 
Federal cost principle requirements.  The State did not provide such 
documentation during the audit. 

Comment 26 The State maintained that several factors existed in justifying that the appraisals 
were more complex than standard appraisals and may have warranted higher 
prices.  Specifically, the State explained that (1) it was required to use appraisals 
only to inform homeowners of the fair market value of their properties, (2) it was 
not required to rely on appraisals to establish a purchase price, (3) appraisals were 
more reliable than other sources for establishing fair market value, (4) our 
appraiser lacked geographic competence and experience in navigating New York 
public records, and (5) the agency’s appraisal services conformed to State 
procurement law and applicable provisions of regulations at 2 CFR Part 200.  We 
agree that the appraisals were used to inform homeowners of the fair market 
values of their properties and can be a reliable method for establishing those 
values.  However, we disagree with the State on several points and do not believe 
the explanation provided justifies higher appraisal prices.   

For example, we disagree that the appraisals were not required to be used to 
establish a purchase price.  The award amounts the State paid to purchase the 
properties were based on the appraised fair market values of the properties and 
then had adjustments, such as duplication of benefits or incentives established 
under the State’s program.  The State chose to establish the fair market values of 
the properties through the appraisal process, which then fed into its purchase price 
calculations.   

 Further, we strongly disagree with the State’s assertion that our appraiser was 
geographically incompetent and inexperienced in navigating public records and 
its implication that he could not understand the complexity of the appraisals.   As 
discussed in comment 1, our appraiser had more than 40 years of experience and 
training in appraising and reviewing appraisals for residential, commercial, and 
agricultural properties throughout the United States and its territories, including 
experience related to disaster programs and performing assignments in New York.  
Our appraiser was qualified to competently review appraisal reports and navigate 
public records in New York State, where he has performed work many times.  

Comment 27 The State contended that we failed to consider the unique environment in which 
the appraisals were performed when considering the reasonableness of the prices.  
For example, it stated that simple URAR appraisals that may cost $350 to $450 
would not be applicable to its program due to the extensive storm damage and 
additional work that was required to establish property conditions.  Although we 
acknowledge that some of the State’s appraisals may have been performed in a 
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unique environment, this fact alone does not justify the State’s contention that the 
appraisals performed were more complex in nature, requiring substantially higher 
fees.  Further, the State’s assertion that URAR appraisals would not be applicable 
to its program does not align with the process used for the properties transferred 
from the City into the State’s program.  For each of the transfer properties, the 
State relied on URAR appraisals that cost no more than $450 and were performed 
by the City’s contractor.  The State did not explain why it considered the City’s 
URAR appraisals to be sufficient if it believed URAR appraisals were not 
appropriate for its program.  On the contrary, according to an October 2016 
memorandum, the State indicated that the City’s appraisal process closely 
mirrored its process for the other properties.   

The State also provided the example of its agency often paying $1,000 to $1,200 
for simple land acquisition appraisals for other projects.  However, these prices 
were for eminent domain program appraisals that were subject to URA 
requirements for involuntary acquisitions, which the State claimed its program 
was not required to follow. 

Comment 28 The State maintained that the contracted hourly labor rate was reasonable, 
established through competitive procurement, and awarded based on a best-value 
determination.  Further, the State contended that its appraiser was the only 
appraisal firm with resources to complete the voluminous scope within the 
required timeframe and willing to do so.  In addition, the State explained that 
structuring the contract to use an hourly rate was the only way to account for the 
variability of each property’s condition and the varying time and effort necessary 
to complete an appraisal.  As discussed in the Followup on Prior Audits section, 
we previously identified concerns related to the procurement of the contractor in 
question.  However, we do not object to the State’s use of a reasonable hourly 
contract.  As discussed on page 16 of the report and in comment 25, the State 
should note that if the charges for appraisals and addenda were intended to be 
based on an hourly rate and actual hours, the supporting documentation should 
have detailed the hours spent on each appraisal, and the State would have needed 
to obtain timekeeping or similar records to comply with Federal cost principle 
requirements. 

Comment 29 The State explained that the use of sales brochures and economic land analysis 
studies was directly supported and beneficial to the program goals.  By cataloging 
comparable sales and creating economic land sales analyses, the State claimed 
that its appraisal team gained an administrative efficiency, resulting in an overall 
cost savings.  It further explained that sales brochures were generally prepared 
when 10 or more properties were appraised in a project area and that the majority 
of the comparable properties came from the sales brochures.  Lastly, the State 
maintained that the use of sales brochures and economic land analysis studies was 
a format comparable to eminent domain appraisals.  While many appraisals 
reviewed included comparable properties that came from the sales brochures, the 
State did not support its claim that sales brochures and economic land analysis 
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studies provided overall cost and time savings.  Some of the appraisals reviewed 
also contained comparable properties not on the sales brochures, which showed 
that the brochures did not contain the most relevant properties.  Further, our 
review of appraisal costs showed that the State paid $990 to $4,950 for each 
appraisal and $908 for each appraisal addendum and that budgeted appraisal costs 
increased over time, which may not support the idea that these items resulted in 
cost savings.  Further, the State did not provide support showing that the sales 
brochures and economic land analysis studies resulted in time savings.  Lastly, 
while sales brochures and economic land analysis studies may be used for 
eminent domain appraisals, the State could not show that they were necessary in 
this case.  Without such support, the State could not show that the $98,650 paid 
for sales brochures and $50,700 paid for economic land analysis studies were 
reasonable and necessary according to Federal cost principle requirements, and it 
should not have used Disaster Recovery funds to pay for these costs. 

Comment 30 The State maintained that the $7,590 in appraisal consultant fees was (1) within 
the scope of the contract between the agency and appraiser; (2) billed at the 
correct hourly rate; and (3) necessary because it related to valuation inventory and 
mapping, model development reports, and various other tasks the appraiser was 
directed to conduct.  However, the invoice did not show what services were 
provided, and there was no justification to show that those services were 
necessary.  The invoice provided by the State showed only the total cost with a 
breakdown by general tasks, such as prepare Oakwood inventory mapping, 
prepare case writeups, prepare audit response, teleconferences, and 
administrative.  The State did not explain and provide support showing why these 
services were necessary and whether the services were already covered under the 
appraisal charges.  Further, if the fees were based on an hourly rate and actual 
hours worked, the State should have provided time records in accordance with 
Federal cost principle requirements.  Without this information, we considered 
$7,590 to be unsupported costs. 

Comment 31 The State noted that it previously provided payment vouchers for all invoices and 
that its “crosswalk” showed all invoices billed, the property addresses associated 
with the appraisals invoiced, and the funds paid for each appraisal, covering 136 
invoices and 2,780 parcels.  The State further noted that it substantiated the work 
for 2,775 of those parcels, or 99.8 percent.  The State further maintained that it 
provided the property listings and support for the contractor consultant fees for 14 
of the 136 contractor invoices it reimbursed.  We disagree.  The documentation 
provided for the invoices in question did not include property listings and other 
needed support.  We provided the State a list of these vouchers many times, 
including in July 2017, and the State did not provide additional documentation or 
a response.  Property listings ensure that the Disaster Recovery funds were used 
only for the cost of appraisals performed on properties within the scope of the 
contract and that the contractor billed and was paid only once for each appraisal.  
Without such support, as required by Federal cost principle requirements at 2 
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CFR Part 225, appendix A, paragraph C(2), the State should not have used 
Disaster Recovery funds for the invoices. 

Comment 32 The State maintained that invoices were properly approved in accordance with the 
agency’s documented payment process, under which program staff members 
documented their approval signatures and approval notes before sending payment 
requests to the State.  We disagree.  According to the agreement between the 
agency and appraiser, invoices were subject to the approval of the State’s project 
director or his or her successor as identified by the State.  Further, the agreement 
showed that the parties mutually agreed to designate individuals as their 
representatives for the purpose of receiving notices and that individuals could be 
designated in writing for purposes of implementation, administration, billing, 
resolving issues, and dispute resolution.  As discussed in finding 2, the designated 
employee did not approve the 136 invoices reviewed.  While 89 of the 136 
invoices had corresponding vouchers, the approval sections had not been 
completed, and the only signatures were from a different employee, who inserted 
a handwritten note saying “ok to pay.”  The State could not show that this 
employee had written authorization to approve the invoices for payment.  Further, 
the approvals violated the State requirements for segregation of duties because the 
employee was also responsible for performing quality control reviews of the 
contractor’s work. 

Comment 33 The State noted that for-profit prime contracts were not required to follow 
applicable Federal procurement requirements when subcontracting services such 
as the regression analysis.  However, the language on page 16 of our report states 
that the State could not show that its contractor had followed contract 
requirements (not Federal appraisal requirements) when procuring the 
subcontractor that performed the regression analysis.  The contracts between the 
State agency and contractors, along with appraiser subcontractors, require free 
and open competition when procuring subcontractors.  The State did not provide 
documentation showing how the subcontractor was procured.  As a result, we 
were unable to determine whether the contractor had properly procured the 
subcontractor. 

Comment 34 The State maintained that its poststorm appraisal approach maximized the use of 
available funding by not duplicating a large portion of the work already 
performed and that it greatly reduced the timeframes needed to provide critical aid 
to storm-impacted families.  However, as discussed in comment 19, we have 
concerns with the quality of the poststorm addendum reports.  Further, the State 
did not provide support to show that its approach maximized the use of available 
funding, avoided duplication of costs, and reduced timeframes needed to provide 
the critical aid.  In contrast, the State paid $908 for each addendum report.  This is 
more than twice the price the City paid for appraisals and that other local 
appraisers cited for a full appraisal, and it was paid on top of the charge paid for 
the prestorm appraisal.  If the State’s approach saved time, it is logical to think 
that the fee for the addendum reports would have been lower.   
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Comment 35 The State explained that certain elements of contractual requirements were orally 
amended and the sales brochures were properly prepared and credible and met the 
core scope and intent of the contract.  It further explained that the contract for 
appraisal services was not the only relevant guidance.  The State maintained that 
its decision not to follow the standard contractual language to the letter when the 
language was not relevant to its needs should not necessitate a return or 
deobligation of $156,940 in funds.  We disagree.  According to section E of the 
memorandum of understanding between the State and the agency, the 
memorandum of understanding could be amended if such amendments made 
specific reference to the memorandum of understanding and complied with 
programmatic policies, procedures, and guidelines.  Further, it required that 
amendments be executed in writing and signed by a duly authorized 
representative of each party and that if they resulted in a change in the grant funds 
or program description, such modifications would be incorporated into a written 
amendment signed by the parties.  Controls such as this language help ensure that 
Federal funds are safeguarded against waste, loss, and misuse.  

Comment 36 The State maintained that quality control reviews were adequately performed.  
We disagree with the State because it could not provide detailed work review files 
as evidence that the quality control appraisal reviews were adequate and 
documented in accordance with industry standards.  Our review identified several 
issues with the quality control reviews and monitoring.  For example, quality 
control reports (1) provided only summary-level information, (2) did not identify 
any deficiencies despite the many deficiencies identified during our review, and 
(3) did not include a review of the poststorm addendum reports discussed above.  
Further, the State was unable to provide documentation to support the 
qualifications needed to complete the quality control review of at least six 
appraisals.   

Comment 37 The State maintained that the four contractor requisition invoices paid for 
appraisals performed by subcontractors were fully supported and that the 
documentation was provided to us.  The State further noted that both it and the 
agency properly reviewed and approved invoices in accordance with established 
procedures and that approval of subcontractor invoices was documented through 
the prime contractor’s payment requisition invoice.  Lastly, it noted that neither 
Federal regulations nor the contract required contractor invoices to contain 
documentation showing payment to subcontractors.  Our review showed that one 
of the four subcontractor invoices was not properly supported with a property 
listing.  Specifically, the invoice showed five “pre-flood” reports without listing 
property addresses.  As discussed in comment 31, without the support of property 
listings, there is no assurance that the appraisal costs associated with each eligible 
property were reimbursed only once.  In addition, the State did not provide 
documentation to support that the contractor paid for these invoices as required by 
the subcontracts.  In this case, it was the subcontract that required the contractor 
to have approved and paid subcontractor invoices.  Such documentation helps to 
safeguard against waste, loss, and misuse. 
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Comment 38 The State explained that there was never a binding contractual relationship with 
the City and it never procured, paid for, oversaw, or managed the City’s appraisal 
services contractor.  Further, the State implied that this portion of the finding 
contained new information.  We disagree with the State.  In December 2013, the 
State executed a memorandum of understanding with the City for the Build It 
Back program.  The State then relied on the appraisals conducted by the City’s 
contractor to calculate the award amount for each of the 62 properties transferred 
from the City’s Build It Back program and needed to ensure that the amount it 
paid was reasonable.  Sometime in July 2015, the State verbally agreed with the 
City not to move forward with the memorandum of understanding that for all 
intents and purposes of the agreement was null and void.  When we discussed the 
finding with the State during the course of our review as detailed in comment 11, 
the State noted that it was in the process of negotiating a new agreement with the 
City.  Having an executed agreement with the City would place the State in a 
better position to ensure that contracts contained all required provisions, 
appraisals were performed properly, and the prices it paid to purchase the 
properties were reasonable and supported. 
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Appendix C 
Summary of Adjustments to Sample Properties Reviewed 

 

Sample property #1 
Application number:  OBBO-020-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $380,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $410,000 $375,000 $380,000 $275,000 $450,000 $480,000 
Date of sale 2/27/12 4/29/11 4/23/12 11/14/11 7/16/10 10/24/12 

Number of days between date of 
sale and the storm 245 549 189 350 836 5 

Time value adjustment27 $36,900 $20,200 $41,300 $17,300 $24,300 $9,000 
Number of adjustments 6 6 4 7 10 8 

Number of adjustments that 
exceeded 10 percent of sales price 1 1 1 2 2 2 

Gross adjustment percentage 30.90% 30.37% 13.58% 56.58% 42.24% 35.65% 
Net adjustment percentage (4.07%) (8.67%) 9.63% 28.07% (29.04%) (29.65%) 

Net adjusted value ($16,700) ($32,500) $36,600 $77,200 ($130,700) ($142,300) 
Indicated value28 $393,300 $342,500 $416,600 $352,200 $319,300 $337,700 

 
Sample property #2  
Application number:  OBBO-168-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $270,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $230,000 $250,000 $210,000 $245,000 $212,000 $155,000 
Date of sale 7/19/11 2/24/11 11/18/11 1/6/11 5/4/11 12/3/10 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 468 613 346 662 544 696 

Time value adjustment $12,400 $13,500 $13,200 $13,200 $11,400 $8,400 
Number of adjustments 4 7 6 6 7 5 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 1 1 1 0 2 2 

Gross adjustment percentage 20.39% 39.36% 41.00% 33.14% 58.11% 53.29% 
Net adjustment percentage (5.70%) 8.32% 19.76% 23.18% 27.08% 53.29% 

Net adjusted value ($13,100) $20,800 $41,500 $56,800 $57,400 $82,600 
Indicated value $216,900 $270,800 $251,500 $301,800 $269,400 $237,600 

27  The time value adjustment was included in all later rows when applicable for each table. 
28  The indicated values listed on the appraisals are calculated by taking the sales prices plus or minus the 

adjustments made by the appraiser.    

 

85 

                                                      



 

 

 

 

 

Sample property #3  
Application number:  OBBO-274-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $405,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $345,000 $415,000 $425,000 $360,000 $420,000 $380,000 
Date of sale 2/14/11 6/21/12 6/22/10 8/24/11 3/31/10 7/2/12 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 623 130 860 432 943 119 

Time value adjustment $18,600 $40,400 $22,900 $19,400 $22,600 $29,300 
Number of adjustments 9 9 10 7 8 7 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 27.42% 27.76% 26.68% 16.33% 18.12% 20.47% 
Net adjustment percentage 4.00% (3.28%) (13.36%) 5.78% (2.40%) (2.84%) 

Net adjusted value $13,800 ($13,600) ($56,800) $20,800 ($10,100) ($10,800) 
Indicated value $358,800 $401,400 $368,200 $380,800 $409,900 $369,200 

 
Sample property #4 
Application number:  OBBO-361-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $450,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $415,000 $425,000 $345,000 $420,000 $380,000 $358,800 
Date of sale 6/21/12 6/22/10 2/14/11 3/31/10 7/2/12 10/13/11 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 130 860 623 943 119 382 

Time value adjustment $40,400 $22,900 $18,600 $22,600 $29,300 $19,300 
Number of adjustments 4 5 11 5 6 7 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 11.33% 10.45% 37.59% 11.88% 19.24% 20.85% 
Net adjustment percentage 10.84% 0.33% 24.96% 11.40% 11.97% 20.29% 

Net adjusted value $45,000 $1,400 $86,100 $47,900 $45,500 $72,800 
Indicated value $460,000 $426,400 $431,100 $467,900 $425,500 $431,600 
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Sample property #5  
Application number:  OBZ-100-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $710,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $515,000 $355,000 $375,000 $280,000 $275,000 $280,000 
Date of sale 1/18/10 10/9/12 1/20/10 10/5/12 7/19/11 5/10/11 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 1,015 20 1,013 24 468 538 

Time value adjustment $27,743 $6,660 $20,201 $5,253 $14,814 $15,084 
Number of adjustments 8 10 9 11 10 10 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 1 2 2 3 2 2 

Gross adjustment percentage 51.48% 94.44% 112.53% 135.13% 134.04% 139.42% 
Net adjustment percentage 39.45% 90.50% 88.00% 130.13% 130.41% 127.99% 

Net adjusted value $203,143 $321,260 $330,001 $364,353 $358,614 $358,384 
Indicated value $718,143 $676,260 $705,001 $644,353 $633,614 $638,384 

 
Sample property #6  
Application number:  GRB-232-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $435,00029 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $350,000 $317,500 $465,000 $270,300 
Date of sale 8/24/12 12/20/10 10/12/10 6/30/10 

Number of days between date of sale and the 
storm 66 679 748 852 

Time value adjustment $20,070 $17,104 $25,049 $14,561 
Number of adjustments 5 9 9 10 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 10 percent 
of sales price 0 0 0 2 

Gross adjustment percentage 19.62% 31.69% 32.68% 45.49% 
Net adjustment percentage 13.91% 31.69% (6.42%) 43.27% 

Net adjusted value $48,670 $100,604 ($29,851) $116,961 
Indicated value $398,670 $418,104 $435,149 $387,261 

  

29  Note that the State later increased the appraised value to $475,000 after the homeowner filed an appeal. 
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Sample property #7  
Application number:  GRB-179-BA 
Property type - location:  Vacant lot30 - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $250,000 

Comparable property 
number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 
Sales price $285,000 $400,000 $220,000 $300,000 $273,000 $355,000 $225,000 
Date of sale 6/12/12 2/28/12 9/22/10 11/8/11 7/28/10 4/27/12 7/29/10 

Number of days between 
date of sale and the storm 139 244 768 356 824 185 823 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for vacant lots 
Number of adjustments 2 3 1 1 2 4 2 

Gross adjustment 
percentage 15.00% 30.00% 5.00% 10.00% 25.00% 45.00% 15.00% 

Net adjustment percentage (5.00%) (20.00%) (5.00%) (10.00%) (5.00%) (5.00%) 5.00% 
Price per square foot based 

on sales price $55.23 $66.67 $61.11 $62.50 $68.25 $51.45 $59.21 

Adjusted price per square 
foot $52.47 $54.67 $60.69 $56.25 $64.84 $50.25 $62.17 

 
Sample property #8  
Application number:  LH-031-BA 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Lindenhurst 
Appraised value:  $425,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – enhanced buyout 

Sales price $282,500 $314,990 $335,000 $355,000 $390,000 $385,000 
Date of sale 5/25/12 8/13/12 3/9/12 11/11/11 5/4/12 12/21/11 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 157 77 234 353 178 313 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for enhanced buyout properties in Long Island 
Number of adjustments 8 9 5 6 6 7 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 1 1 0 1 0 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 42.12% 45.37% 26.33% 27.49% 21.05% 20.49% 
Net adjustment percentage 37.17% 35.14% 24.66% 26.14% 8.28% 3.09% 

Net adjusted value $105,000 $110,700 $82,600 $92,800 $32,300 $11,900 
Indicated value $387,500 $425,690 $417,600 $447,800 $422,300 $396,900 

  

30  This property was a vacant lot versus a single-family home, so the data captured above are different. 
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Sample property #9  
Application number:  SI-001915-AFR 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $475,00031 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – acquisition for redevelopment 

Sales price $500,000 $495,000 $425,000 $410,000 $500,000 
Date of sale 1/13/12 8/16/12 3/30/12 6/12/16 9/18/12 

Number of days between date of sale and the storm 290 74 213 (1,322) 41 
Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition for redevelopment properties 
Number of adjustments 5 7 8 10 8 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 10 percent 
of sales price 0 0 0 0 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 4.20% 11.31% 11.06% 15.85% 12.40% 
Net adjustment percentage (2.80%) (1.82%) 6.12% 5.61% (4.20%) 

Net adjusted value ($14,000) ($9,000) $26,000 $23,000 ($21,000) 
Indicated value $486,000 $486,000 $451,000 $433,000 $479,000 

 
Sample property #9  
Application number:  SI-001915-AFR 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Staten Island 
Appraised value:  $490,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 
Appraisal type Poststorm appraisal – acquisition for redevelopment 

Sales price $515,000 $510,000 $515,000 $505,000 $470,000 
Date of sale 7/8/14 2/20/15 7/14/14 3/18/15 10/10/14 

Number of days between date of sale and the 
storm (617) (844) (623) (870) (711) 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition for redevelopment properties 
Number of adjustments 3 4 5 4 3 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 10 percent 
of sales price 0 0 0 0 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 2.43% 3.73% 3.40% 3.96% 2.02% 
Net adjustment percentage (2.43%) (2.94%) (2.62%) (3.96%) (0.11%) 

Net adjusted value ($12,500) ($15,000) ($13,500) ($20,000) ($500) 
Indicated value $502,500 $495,000 $501,500 $485,000 $469,500 

 
 
  

31  Note that the State later increased the appraised value to $495,000 after the homeowner filed an appeal. 
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Sample property #10  
Application number:  EF-142-AQ 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Lindenhurst 
Appraised value:  $525,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – acquisition 

Sales price $315,000 $450,000 $336,000 $445,000 $435,000 $380,000 
Date of sale 10/17/11 10/31/11 10/4/11 1/26/12 12/22/11 8/13/12 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 378 364 391 277 312 77 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition properties 
Number of adjustments 12 4 10 7 9 10 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 2 1 2 2 2 1 

Gross adjustment percentage 56.70% 20.38% 56.01% 36.34% 40.92% 36.82% 
Net adjustment percentage 52.89% 16.82% 51.25% 24.11% 21.15% 31.03% 

Net adjusted value $166,600 $75,700 $172,200 $107,300 $92,000 $117,900 
Indicated value $481,600 $525,700 $508,200 $552,300 $527,000 $497,900 

 
Sample property #11  
Application number:  EF-171-AQ 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Island Park 
Appraised value:  $350,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – acquisition 

Sales price $400,000 $310,000 $315,000 $307,500 $475,000 $350,000 
Date of sale 9/19/11 3/26/12 1/10/12 4/26/12 6/29/12 6/11/12 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 406 217 293 186 122 140 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition properties 
Number of adjustments 8 6 6 7 10 8 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 16.88% 15.48% 17.43% 17.50% 29.28% 26.06% 
Net adjustment percentage (9.88%) 8.71% 4.92% 6.44% (17.75%) 3.37% 

Net adjusted value ($39,500) $27,000 $15,500 $19,800 ($84,300) $11,800 
Indicated value $360,500 $337,000 $330,500 $327,300 $390,700 $361,800 
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Sample property #12  
Application number:  EF-261-AQ 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Babylon 
Appraised value:  $420,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal - acquisition 

Sales price $330,000 $325,000 $440,000 $405,000 $565,000 
Date of sale 10/1/12 8/1/12 9/27/12 6/18/12 12/10/12 

Number of days between date of sale and the 
storm 28 89 32 133 (42) 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition properties 
Number of adjustments 7 7 8 9 13 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 10 percent 
of sales price 0 0 0 0 1 

Gross adjustment percentage 23.30% 23.26% 30.75% 31.46% 43.95% 
Net adjustment percentage 19.06% 18.58% 4.16% 3.06% (18.11%) 

Net adjusted value $62,900 $60,400 $18,300 $12,400 ($102,300) 
Indicated value $392,900 $385,400 $458,300 $417,400 $462,700 

 
Sample property #13  
Application number:  EF-573-AQ 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Lindenhurst 
Appraised value:  $290,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal – acquisition 

Sales price $249,000 $225,000 $269,000 $275,000 $280,000 $326,500 
Date of sale 5/10/12 7/16/12 2/10/12 7/30/12 10/3/12 3/1/12 

Number of days between date of sale 
and the storm 172 105 262 91 26 242 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition properties 
Number of adjustments 5 6 7 5 8 7 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 
10 percent of sales price 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Gross adjustment percentage 28.88% 33.42% 38.77% 31.20% 30.32% 29.71% 
Net adjustment percentage 11.20% 24.53% 11.34% (0.36%) 5.32% (14.46%) 

Net adjusted value $27,900 $55,200 $30,500 ($1,000) $14,900 ($47,200) 
Indicated value $276,900 $280,200 $299,500 $274,000 $294,900 $279,300 
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Sample property #14  
Application number:  EF-599-AQ 
Property type - location:  Single-family home - Lindenhurst 
Appraised value:  $710,000 

Comparable property number 1 2 3 4 
Appraisal type Prestorm appraisal - acquisition 

Sales price $350,000 $450,000 $380,000 $315,000 
Date of sale 12/29/11 12/19/11 10/25/12 12/1/11 

Number of days between date of sale and the 
storm 305 315 4 333 

Time value adjustment Not applicable for acquisition properties 
Number of adjustments 14 10 12 12 

Number of adjustments that exceeded 10 percent 
of the sales price 3 3 4 5 

Gross adjustment percentage 110.46% 73.69% 109.45% 121.14% 
Net adjustment percentage 95.60% 69.02% 89.18% 118.92% 

Net adjusted value $334,600 $310,600 $338,900 $374,600 
Indicated value $684,600 $760,600 $718,900 $689,600 

 

 

92 


