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Its Non-Federal Share Match Program Were Used for Eligible and
Supported Costs

Highlights
What We Audited and Why
We audited the State of New York’s Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recoveryfunded Non-Federal Share Match Program. We conducted this audit because the State had used
approximately $223 million for the program as of December 2016 and a U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) review of the program had identified weaknesses
related to compliance monitoring and recordkeeping. Our objective was to determine whether the
State used disaster recovery funds under its program for eligible and supported costs.

What We Found
The State did not show that disaster recovery funds allocated to its program were used only for
eligible and supported costs. Specifically, it did not maintain sufficient documentation to show
that $18.8 million used for four of the six activities reviewed was for eligible and supported
costs. For example, the State’s files did not always contain detailed invoices, proper records to
support labor costs, and proof of payment. Further, analysis of the limited documentation
maintained by the State showed that approximately $1.2 million of the $18.8 million may have
been used for transitional shelter assistance payments, which exceeded the period allowed by
HUD. These deficiencies occurred because the State relied on work performed by other entities
and incorrectly believed that it had received a waiver covering the extended transitional shelter
assistance. As a result, HUD did not have assurance that the $18.8 million was used as intended
to assist storm-impacted entities with the cost share associated with other Federal funds and was
not used to duplicate other benefits.

What We Recommend
We recommend that HUD require the State to (1) provide documentation to show that the $18.8
million used for the four activities was for eligible and supported costs and did not duplicate
other benefits or repay from non-Federal funds any amount that it cannot support; (2) implement
procedures to ensure that remaining program costs reimbursed with disaster recovery funds are
adequately reviewed for eligibility and support, thereby putting $9 million to better use; and (3)
provide training to its staff on applicable HUD and Federal requirements for eligibility,
documentation of costs, and duplication of benefits reviews.
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Background and Objective
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 disaster recovery funds.
The State allocated nearly $238 million2 of its disaster recovery funds to its Non-Federal Share
Match Program. The program was designed to assist with the non-Federal cost share, or match,
associated with other Federal funds for eligible activities. The State’s Division of Homeland
Security and Emergency Services initially covered the 10 to 25 percent non-Federal match
required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The Governor’s Office of
Storm Recovery then used disaster recovery funds to reimburse it for all or part of the match.
As of December 31, 2016, the State had drawn down approximately $223 million in disaster
recovery funds for this program, including more than $72 million for the six activities reviewed.3
The chart below shows the total cost of each FEMA-funded project and the amount of disaster
recovery funds used for these six activities.
Activity name
(beneficiary name)
1
2
3
4
5
6

Total project cost

Overhead Power Distribution Lines
(Long Island Power Authority)
Debris Removal
(Nassau County Public Works)
Superstorm Sandy - Transitional Shelter Assistance
(n/a – administered internally)
Mobilization/Demobilization of Contract Crews
(Long Island Power Authority)
MacArthur Elementary School Remediation/Abatement
(Binghamton City School District)
Citywide Debris Removal
(City of Yonkers)
Totals

$1,409,702,766
88,549,129
69,966,591
17,221,084
4,926,420
3,041,778
1,593,407,768

Disaster recovery
funds used
(percent match)
$52,449,894
(3.7)
7,219,344
(8.2)
6,996,659
(10)
4,261,873
(24.7)
1,020,194
(20.7)
304,178
(10)
72,252,142

Our objective was to determine whether the State used disaster recovery funds under its program for
eligible and supported costs.
1
2

3

Public Law 113-2, dated January 29, 2013
The State allocated $300 million to this program in its initial HUD-approved partial action plan but revised this
amount in HUD-approved plan amendments.
The Scope and Methodology section of this report details our selection of the six activities.
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Results of Audit
Finding: The State Did Not Show That Disaster Recovery Funds
Were Used for Eligible and Supported Costs
The State did not show that disaster recovery funds allocated to its Non-Federal Share Match
Program were used for eligible and supported costs. Specifically, it did not maintain sufficient
documentation to show that $18.8 million used for four of the six activities reviewed was for
eligible and supported costs. For example, the State’s files did not always contain detailed
invoices, proper records to support labor costs, and proof of payment. Further, analysis of the
limited documentation maintained by the State for one of the four activities showed that
approximately $1.2 million of the $18.8 million may have been used for transitional shelter
assistance payments, which exceeded the period allowed by HUD. These deficiencies occurred
because the State relied on work performed by other entities and incorrectly believed that it had
received a waiver covering the extended transitional shelter assistance. As a result, HUD did not
have assurance that the $18.8 million was used as intended to assist storm-impacted entities with
the cost share associated with other Federal funds and was not used to duplicate other benefits.
The State Did Not Maintain Sufficient Documentation To Show That Costs Were Eligible
and Fully Supported
The State used $18.8 million for four of the six activities reviewed without maintaining sufficient
documentation to show that it was for eligible and supported costs. Specifically, its files did not
always contain detailed invoices, proper records to support labor costs, and proof of payment. In
addition, approximately $1.2 million of the $18.8 million may have been used for ineligible costs
based on the limited documentation contained in the State’s files for one of the four activities.

Disaster
recovery
funds used

Activity name
(beneficiary name)
Debris Removal
(Nassau County Public Works)
Superstorm Sandy - Transitional Shelter Assistance
2
(n/a – administered internally)
Mobilization/Demobilization of Contract Crews
3
(Long Island Power Authority)
Citywide Debris Removal
4
(City of Yonkers)
Totals
1

4

Deficiency
Costs were Some costs
not
may not
adequately have been
supported
eligible

$7,219,344

X

6,996,659

X

4,261,873

X

304,178

X

18,782,054

4

X

1

A March 5, 2013, Federal Register notice4 required the State to establish and maintain the
records necessary to make compliance determinations for activities carried out. Further, Federal
cost principle requirements at 2 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Part 225, appendix A,
paragraph C(1)(j), required all costs to be adequately documented, and appendix B established
documentation requirements for salaries and wages5 and computation requirements for
equipment use allowances.6 However, for four of the activities reviewed, the State’s program
files did not contain sufficient documentation to show that costs were eligible and supported.
Debris Removal (Nassau County Public Works)
For the Nassau County debris removal activity, the State used $7.2 million in disaster
recovery funds to cover labor, equipment, and material costs paid to a contractor. While
the State’s program file contained three invoices from the contractor and it later provided
proof of payment documentation, the invoices provided only daily totals of charges, the
program file did not contain sufficient supporting documentation, and the charges on the
invoices did not clearly line up with the fee schedule listed in the contract. The contract
fee schedule listed hourly rates for 16 categories of employees, hourly use rates for 27
types of equipment, and per cubic foot, item, or hour rates for 29 services such as debris
removal, stump removal, hauling, and disposal. However, the three invoices did not
clearly follow the fee schedule and listed only daily billing totals that ranged from
approximately $51,000 to more than $1.3 million per day. While the contract indicated
that compensation could be negotiated as a lump sum or not-to-exceed amount for a task
order containing tasks that were not readily covered by the fee schedule, the State did not
provide any task orders or other documentation showing that such negotiation was
necessary or had taken place.
Superstorm Sandy - Transitional Shelter Assistance
For its Superstorm Sandy Transitional Shelter Assistance activity, the State used
approximately $7 million in disaster recovery funds to cover the cost of hotel and motel
lodging for disaster survivors for a limited time and related fees charged by FEMA. The
State’s program file contained lists showing participant names, hotel names, the number
of days stayed, and the total costs. However, the file did not include (1) documentation
showing that participants were eligible for assistance and (2) receipts, invoices, or other
documentation showing the costs incurred by the participants and proof that the costs
were paid for on behalf of the participants.
4
5

6

78 FR (Federal Register) 14341 (March 5, 2013)
Regulations at 2 CFR Part 225, appendix B, paragraphs 8(h)(3), (4), and (5), state that when employees work
solely on one Federal award, charges for their salaries and wages must be supported by periodic certifications
that are signed by the employee or a supervisor with firsthand knowledge of the employee’s work. In cases in
which employees work on multiple activities or cost objectives, their salaries and wages must be supported by
personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation to support the distribution of these charges. This
documentation was required to reflect an after-the-fact distribution of the actual activity of each employee,
account for the total activity for which each employee was compensated, be prepared at least monthly and
coincide with one or more pay periods, and be signed by the employee.
Regulations at 2 CFR 225, appendix B, paragraphs 11(b) and (f)(3), state that the computation of use allowances
must be based on the actual or estimated acquisition cost of the assets involved and the use allowance for
equipment cannot exceed 6.67 percent of the acquisition cost.
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Further, according to our analysis of the lists maintained by the State for this program,
approximately $1.2 million of the $7 million may have been used for transitional shelter
assistance, which exceeded the period allowed by HUD. A November 18, 2013, Federal
Register notice7 allowed the State to use disaster recovery funds for subsistence-type
goods and services, such as hotels, for up to 3 months. However, 832 of the 6,019
participants received transitional shelter assistance for periods greater than 90 days,
including 194 participants who received assistance for more than 180 days and 13
participants who received assistance for more than a year. Of the almost $70 million8 in
transitional assistance provided, approximately $12 million was used to cover assistance
provided beyond the period allowed by HUD. Because the State’s limited documentation
did not identify which costs were reimbursed with disaster recovery funds, we estimated
that $1.2 million, or 10 percent, of this amount was covered by disaster recovery funds.
Mobilization/Demobilization of Contract Crews (Long Island Power Authority)
For the Long Island Power Authority contract crews activity, the State used
approximately $4.3 million in disaster recovery funds to cover contract costs for labor,
equipment, lodging, and meals. The State’s program file contained a summary
spreadsheet detailing the invoices received and how much was claimed and copies of
invoices, timesheets, wire transfers, and accounting system reports. However, the
invoices provided did not clearly reconcile to the summary spreadsheet, timesheets, wire
transfers, and accounting system reports. Further, the supporting documentation for
lodging and meal charges was not always complete and legible, and the program file did
not contain documentation showing that equipment use charges were computed in
accordance with Federal cost principle requirements.
Citywide Debris Removal (City of Yonkers)
For the City of Yonkers debris removal activity, the State used $304,178 in disaster
recovery funds to cover the salary costs of City employees. The State’s program file
contained labor record worksheets containing the names of employees and the number of
hours they charged each day. While these worksheets appeared to qualify as periodic
certifications as defined by Federal cost principle requirements, they were not signed by
the employees or a supervisor with firsthand knowledge of the employees’ work.
Further, the program file did not document whether employees that worked fewer hours
over the period covered had worked on more than one activity, which would have
required more detailed personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation. The
program file also did not contain proof that the City had paid the salary costs reimbursed
by the State.
In addition to the deficiencies outlined above for four of the activities reviewed, the program
files for all six activities reviewed did not include evidence of review for duplication of benefits.
Although the State included a duplication of benefits policy in its action plan as required by a

7
8

78 FR 69110 (November 18, 2013)
This includes approximately $7 million in disaster recovery funds (10 percent of the almost $70 million) and $63
million in FEMA funds.
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November 16, 2011, Federal Register notice,9 the program files did not show that the State had
reviewed the costs to ensure that there was no duplication of benefits.
These deficiencies occurred because the State relied too heavily on the work performed by
FEMA and program beneficiaries. The State believed that the reviews performed by these
entities could replace its own required eligibility reviews. Further, the State incorrectly believed
that it had received a waiver covering the extended transitional shelter assistance. As
documented in a March 27, 2014, Federal Register notice,10 HUD provided a waiver allowing the
State to use disaster recovery funds for tenant-based rental assistance for up to 2 years.
However, this waiver did not apply to transitional shelter assistance. As a result, HUD lacked
assurance that the State’s Non-Federal Share Match Program effectively met its intended purpose
and that disaster recovery funds were not used to duplicate other benefits.
Conclusion
The State did not ensure that disaster recovery funds were used only for eligible and supported
costs. The deficiencies occurred because the State relied on work performed by other entities
and incorrectly believed that it had a waiver covering extended transitional shelter assistance. As
a result, HUD did not have assurance that approximately $18.8 million was used as intended to
assist storm-impacted entities with the cost share associated with other Federal funds and was not
used to duplicate other benefits. If the State improves its procedures for reviewing costs for
eligibility and support, it could ensure that up to $9 million not yet drawn down11 is put to better
use.
Recommendations
We recommend that HUD’s Deputy Assistant Secretary for Grant Programs direct the State to

9
10
11

1A.

Provide documentation to show that the $18,782,054 used for four activities was
for eligible and supported costs and did not duplicate other benefits or repay from
non-Federal funds any amount that it cannot support.

1B.

Implement procedures to ensure that remaining program costs reimbursed with
disaster recovery funds are adequately reviewed for eligibility and support,
thereby putting up to $8,932,630 to better use.

1C.

Provide training to its staff on applicable HUD and Federal requirements for
eligibility, documentation of costs, and duplication of benefits reviews.

76 FR 71060 (November 16, 2011)
79 FR 17176 (March 27, 2014)
As of July 25, 2017, the State had drawn down approximately $229 million of the $238 million in disaster
recovery funds allocated to its program, leaving $9 million available.
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Scope and Methodology
We conducted the audit from February through July 2017 at the State’s offices located at 25
Beaver Street, New York, NY. The audit covered the period January 29, 2013, through
December 31, 2016.
To accomplish our objective, we interviewed employees of the State and reviewed


relevant background information;



applicable laws, regulations, HUD notices and guidance, FEMA guidance, and the State’s
policies and procedures;



the State’s HUD-approved action plan and amendments;



funding agreements between HUD and the State;



HUD monitoring reports, relevant single audit reports, and the State’s quarterly disaster
recovery performance reports;



data and reports from HUD’s Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting system12 and Line of
Credit Control System13 and the State’s accounting system; and



program files for activities selected for review.

During the initial phase of our review, we also reviewed the State’s monitoring reports and files
to assess its monitoring of subrecipients. However, after determining that the program applicants
were beneficiaries, not subrecipients, and confirming this determination with HUD, we
discontinued this portion of our review because the State was not required to monitor program
beneficiaries.
We selected a sample of activities to review for eligibility and supporting documentation. As of
December 31, 2016, the State had used approximately $223 million in disaster recovery funds for
its Non-Federal Share Match Program, including approximately $195.9 million for hard costs
related to 749 different beneficiaries and 3,592 activities. Each of the 3,592 activities was
related to one of three activity categories (debris removal, public facilities, or public services)
and one of two national objectives (urgent need or benefit to low- and moderate-income
persons). For each of the six unique activity category and national objective combinations, we
selected the activity with the highest dollar amount drawn. The six activities selected and
reviewed represented approximately $72.3 million, or nearly 37 percent, of the $195.9 million

12

13

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.
The Line of Credit Control System is HUD’s primary grant disbursement system, handling disbursements for
most HUD programs.
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used for hard costs. Although this approach did not allow us to make a projection to the entire
$195.9 million used for hard costs, it was sufficient to meet our objective and allowed us to
review costs from each activity category and national objective.
As of July 25, 2017, the State had drawn down approximately $229 million of the $238 million
in disaster recovery funds allocated to its program. Therefore, it had not yet used $9 million of
the allocated funds. Due to the extensive supporting documentation issues identified in the
finding, we believe that if the State implements procedures to ensure that future program costs
reimbursed with disaster recovery funds are adequately reviewed for eligibility and support, the
remaining allocated funds will be put to better use.
To achieve our objective, 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 activities 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 accurate for our purposes. Specifically, we reconciled the
different sources of data to each other and reviewed source documentation for each of the
activities selected for review.
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 objective.
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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 objective:


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



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.



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

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 to ensure that it used disaster recovery funds only for
eligible and supported costs (finding).
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Appendixes
Appendix A
Schedule of Questioned Costs and Funds To Be Put to Better Use
Recommendation
Funds to be put
Unsupported 1/
number
to better use 2/
1A

$18,782,054

1B
Totals

$8,932,630
18,782,054

8,932,630

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 Office of Inspector General (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 case, if the State implements procedures to ensure
that remaining program costs reimbursed with disaster recovery funds are adequately
reviewed for eligibility and support, up to $8,932,630 will be put to better use.
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Appendix B
Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation
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OIG Evaluation of Auditee Comments
Comment 1

The State disagreed with the finding and believed that its Non-Federal Share
Match Program was developed and administered in compliance with all HUD
regulations. The State also noted that it should be afforded the “maximum
feasible deference” when interpreting requirements. Although the State is
afforded maximum feasible deference, it is still required to comply with
applicable requirements and our review found that the State’s program files did
not contain sufficient documentation to show that $18.8 million used for four of
the six activities reviewed was for eligible and supported costs. As part of the
normal audit resolution process, the State will need to provide documentation to
HUD showing that the amount paid was for costs that were eligible and supported
or repay from non-Federal funds any amount that it cannot support.

Comment 2

The State contended that prior to its payments of match funds, FEMA reviewed
all project worksheets for eligibility of costs, including ensuring that Federal cost
principle requirements were met. However, FEMA reviewed supporting
documentation for only 20 percent of the costs associated with each project.
Further, while the FEMA project worksheets for the activities reviewed generally
indicated that it had reviewed supporting documentation for eligibility and
correctness, they did not directly state that FEMA had reviewed the
documentation for compliance with Federal cost principle requirements.
Regulations at 2 CFR Part 225, which contain the cost principle requirements,
were mentioned on only one of the project worksheets reviewed and it simply
stated that the applicant was required to follow it. Therefore, the State did not
demonstrate that FEMA had reviewed the project worksheets for compliance with
Federal cost principle requirements. However, regardless of whether FEMA
confirmed compliance, 78 FR 14341 (March 4, 2013) required the State to
establish and maintain the records necessary to make the compliance
determinations.

Comment 3

The State disagreed that its files lacked sufficient documentation to support labor
and equipment use costs for the Nassau County debris removal activity. The State
contended that FEMA held the primary responsibility for determining eligibility
and that the contract for the costs in question was not a time and materials
contract, but a contract exclusively for debris removal charged by the cubic yard.
We agree that the contract was not strictly a time and materials contract. Rather,
its fee schedule listed hourly rates for 16 categories of employees, hourly use rates
for 27 types of equipment, and per cubic foot, item, or hour rates for 29 services
such as debris removal, stump removal, hauling, and disposal. However, the three
invoices did not clearly follow the fee schedule and listed only daily billing totals
that ranged from approximately $51,000 to more than $1.3 million per day.
While the daily totals were sometimes broken out into three categories – debris,
trees, and “hourly” – the totals in the categories ranged from approximately
$18,500 to more than $542,000 per day rather than being broken out by hour,
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cubic foot, or item. While the State also contended that a section of the contract
discussed how compensation may be negotiated as a lump sum if the fee schedule
could not be readily applied, its files did not contain evidence that the process
outlined in the contract had been followed to negotiate and document such
compensation. Note that we updated page 5 of the finding to include additional
details about the contract, invoices, and compensation to adequately address the
State’s response.
Comment 4

The State contended that FEMA was responsible for applicant intake and
eligibility determinations and maintained all Transitional Shelter Assistance
program participant files, including “receipts, invoices or other documentation
showing the costs incurred by the participants and proof that the costs were paid
on behalf of the participants.” It also stated that FEMA has policies and
procedures regarding the submission of hotel invoices and supporting
documentation, and that FEMA conducted internal reviews to ensure that only
eligible costs were paid. However, the State did not obtain and maintain
sufficient documentation so that compliance determinations for activities carried
out by its program could be made as required by 78 FR 14341 (March 5, 2013).

Comment 5

The State contended that conducting eligibility determinations after the fact would
have been duplicative of the determinations performed by FEMA. However, in
the following page of its comments, the State acknowledged that HUD allowed
for subsistence-type goods and services, such as hotels, for up to 3 months
whereas FEMA allowed for significantly longer periods under its Transitional
Shelter Assistance program. Therefore, the State needed to make a separate
eligibility determination.

Comment 6

The State contended that disaster recovery funds were only used for participants
with stays within the eligible 90-day period because the 10 percent match amount
was achieved by stays made in 2012. It also claimed that the total transitional
shelter assistance bill for those who stayed in hotels for 90 days or less was
approximately $38.1 million. However, the spreadsheets provided by the State
contained only applicant information, hotel information, the amount paid, and the
number of days stayed. While the titles of the three spreadsheets provided
claimed that FEMA paid the costs during certain time periods, the State did not
provide receipts, invoices, or other documentation to show that the costs were
indeed incurred and paid during these time periods. Therefore, we could not
determine and confirm how much of the funds were used for stays within the
eligible 90-day period.

Comment 7

The State disagreed that it had inadequate and insufficient documentation to
support the costs of the Long Island Power Authority contractor crews. It
acknowledged that the work and documentation were complex, but claimed that it
had worked with the Authority for more than 6 months to obtain the
documentation necessary to confirm that the work complied with requirements.
The State also contended that OIG did not meet with State officials when it
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offered to demonstrate that the documentation was adequate and sufficient
throughout the audit. However, we met with the State during the audit, provided
questions to them on several occasions, and reviewed the documentation provided
during fieldwork.
Comment 8

The State contended that it had adequate supporting documentation to show that
labor charged by the City of Yonkers was accurate and charged for eligible
activities. It also stated that HUD disaster recovery funding is not subject to
separate or additional timesheet documentation requirements, including the
requirement for signatures, stated that it was subject to the same cost principles as
FEMA, and noted that it reasonably relied on FEMA’s determinations. The
applicable Federal cost principle requirements for labor charges are at 2 CFR Part
225, appendix B, paragraphs 8(h)(3), (4), and (5), and require employee or
supervisor signatures depending on how many awards or activities the employees
worked on. However, the timesheets maintained by the State in its City of
Yonkers program file did not include the required signatures, and there was no
evidence that these salary costs were verified and eligible.
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