








Effect: The absence of contemporaneous third-party income verification and clearly defined eligibility
standards prevented the County from demonstrating that ARUP funds were awarded to income-eligible
households in accordance with contractual terms. Deviations from outlined contractual program
requirements were allowed and communicated through informal correspondence rather than formal
contract modifications approved by the Legislature or through the contract amendment process. As a
result, eligibility determinations for these units could not be performed at the time of project approval in
accordance with contract requirements.

Cause: Planning Department staff approved alternative program practices during implementation,
including the use of tenant self-attestations in lieu of source documentation and the acceptance of
vacant units as eligible, without executing a formal amendment to the contract. While RUPCO sought
clarification on eligibility requirements, the resulting guidance did not align with the terms of the executed
contract, and those terms were not formally amended and incorporated into the agreement.

Criteria: The contract requires the ARUP to serve households earning at or below 80% of Area Median
Income (AMI). Schedule A.22 further requires income eligibility determinations to be performed using the
“Calculating Annual Gross Income” methodology outlined in Chapter 3 of HUD’s Technical Guide for
Determining Income and Allowances for the HOME Program, as follows: 

Under this methodology, applicants were required to provide source documentation to support household
size and income, including, but not limited to, pay stubs, benefit award letters, tax returns, employment
verification, and documentation of assets and liabilities. This methodology requires that income eligibility
be determined and supported by documentation at the time of project approval.

Recommendations – The County should ensure that tenant qualification and supporting documentation
practices align with the requirements authorized in the executed agreement. Any substantive changes to
eligibility determinations or how the program operates should be reflected in a formal contract
amendment and, when appropriate, presented to the Legislature for review and approval, regardless of
whether the change affects contract value. Administrative guidance or informal communications should
never replace or override adopted contractual provisions.

Finding 2 – Contractor Selection Controls Were Not Clearly Supported by Documentation

Conditions: The documentation received for contractor selection did not consistently show how
contractors were identified, how bids were compared, or why specific contractors were chosen. While
RUPCO indicated that projects were sent to multiple contractors and that bids could be submitted for full
or partial scopes of work, the records provided did not support that process. In several cases, bid
summaries did not match the underlying documents, estimates were not obtained, and contractor
submissions were limited to invoices. There was no documentation showing how bids were evaluated,
particularly where bids covered only part of the work, or where higher-cost contractors were selected.
Further, based on RUPCO’s stated standard that acceptable contractor bids should fall within 15% of
cost estimates, audit testing identified multiple instances where selected bids exceeded this threshold. 

Effect: Without clear documentation, the County cannot demonstrate that contractors were selected
through a fair and consistent process or that project costs were reasonable. 

Cause: Although the contract required RUPCO to maintain records sufficient to document all program
activities and expenditures, documentation supporting contractor outreach, bid evaluation, and selection
decisions were not provided. In addition, procurement practices, including internal cost thresholds, were
not consistently applied.   
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Criteria: The contract requires RUPCO to manage contractor selection and ensure project costs are
reasonable. This should require maintaining documentation that shows how contractors were solicited,
how bids were reviewed, and how final selection was made. RUPCO’s contractually required
procurement approach also established that acceptable contractor bids should fall within 15% of
internal cost estimates.

Recommendation: The County should clearly outline contractual requirements for consistent
documentation of contractor outreach, bid submissions, and selections for all projects. This should
include how bids are compared, how partial bids are evaluated, and why selected contractors were
chosen. Documentation should be maintained in a way that allows the process to be easily understood
and verified. 

Finding 3 – Oversight Was Not Clearly Documented to Support Program Monitoring 

Condition: The Planning Department had tools and documentation intended to track and oversee the
program, including a project tracker spreadsheet and project files. However, these materials did not
clearly show how the County was monitoring the program to ensure contract requirements were being
met. The project tracker included information such as project status, award amounts, income
thresholds, and certain invoice and milestone dates. Yet, it appeared to not be consistently maintained,
as some fields were incomplete. 

While a large volume of files was provided, it did not support key aspects of program oversight. Files
included multiple versions of documents, incomplete records, and missing items such as complete RFP
evaluation materials and monitoring evidence. Some items could not be opened or were otherwise
inaccessible. We were unable to determine what oversight activities were performed or whether
program requirements were reviewed and enforced, including those related to tenant eligibility and
contractor selection. 

Effect: Because tracking information and supporting documentation were incomplete and inconsistent
it was difficult to determine the status of projects or whether key requirements were being followed.
While oversight was attempted, it did not align with the contract and as a result the County cannot
demonstrate that monitoring was sufficient to ensure compliance. 

Cause: Oversight responsibilities of the Planning Department were not clearly defined or consistently
implemented beyond the processing of payment requests. Program administration was largely
delegated to the contracted vendor without corresponding County procedures to ensure monitoring and
compliance with contract requirements. Although oversight activities were represented during program
development, documentation supporting those activities was not provided. 

Criteria: Guidance issued by NYS Comptroller indicates that local governments are responsible for
establishing internal controls to ensure that programs and contracts are administered in accordance
with applicable requirements. Under contract #2022-489, the Planning Department is responsible for
contract administration and oversight of program activities. This responsibility requires maintaining
sufficient documentation to demonstrate that program requirements are monitored and that compliance
can be verified. 

Recommendation: The Planning Department should establish clear expectations for how program
oversight is documented, including maintaining organized project files, complete procurement and
evaluation records, and evidence of monitoring activities that demonstrate compliance with contract
requirements. 

Finding 4 – Program Implementation Was Delayed and Underutilized

Condition: Since launching in August 2023, the program has moved slowly and required multiple
extensions. As of the end of the audit period in February 2026, more than two years later, only
$253,817, or 17% of $1.5 million, had been spent. 
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The Planning Department has been tracking projects, but progress has not been consistent. Some
projects were completed and closed out, while others have barely moved. As of the audit period, 17
approved projects had no payment request activity at all, while 8 were still trying to obtain bids. The files
do not clearly explain why some projects moved forward while others stalled. There were also delays
related to how the program would be paid for and administered, which slowed down getting projects
started.

In addition, review of payment documentation identified instances where contractor payments were
made well in advance of reimbursement requests being submitted to the County. In some cases,
payments issued as early as January 2025 have yet to be submitted through the County’s financial
system. The available records did not clearly explain these delays or demonstrate consistent processing
of payment requests.

Effect: With projects moving at very different speeds and a large portion of funds still unspent, it is
unclear whether the program is on track to achieve what it was intended to do. Continued extensions
make it harder to assess overall progress and impact. 

Cause: The program lacked a clear structure for how projects should move forward, and key processes
seemed to be worked out after the launch. Program administration was largely delegated to the vendor
without sufficient County procedures to ensure monitoring and application of contract requirements. 

Criteria: Sound internal control standards require that oversight responsibilities be clearly defined and
supported by documentation. Guidance from New York State Comptroller indicates that local
governments are responsible for monitoring vendor performance and ensuring compliance with contract
terms. Contractual agreements between the County and vendors further establish the County’s
responsibilities that vendor activities align with program requirements. 

Recommendation: The Planning Department should implement basic procedures to guide and
document program oversight. This should include clearly defining who is responsible for key decisions,
documenting guidance provided to the vendor, and confirming and keeping records to support eligibility
and project approvals. The department should track project timelines individually, have project
completion metrics, total project costs to date, along with reimbursement submission information to
ensure the program is on track to achieve expected outcomes. 

Conclusion
This audit was initiated to evaluate the implementation and administration of the County’s ARUP
program and its associated contract with RUPCO. In conducting this review, the Comptroller’s Office
assessed not only the vendor’s compliance with contract terms, but also the Planning Department’s
oversight, documentation, and payment processes to determine whether program objectives were being
met.

Our findings indicate that while the program was launched and projects were advanced, implementation
was hindered by delays, inconsistent oversight, and gaps in documentation. In practice, it appears that
oversight was carried out informally, and key decisions were not appropriately documented. These
conditions made it difficult to fully assess compliance with program requirements and limited the
County’s ability to demonstrate effective use of funds. 

The recommendations outlined in this report are intended to strengthen oversight and transparency in
the administration of similar programs going forward. 

Management’s response to our recommendations are included at the end of our report. 
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RUPCO Management Response to Audit Report 

 

Affordable Rental Upgrade Program (ARUP), Contract #2023-489 

To: Ulster County Comptroller’s Office 

From: RUPCO, Inc. 

Date: 4/29/26 

 

Overview 

RUPCO appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the Comptroller’s audit of the Affordable Rental 

Upgrade Program (ARUP). We share the County’s commitment to transparency, accountability, and effective 

stewardship of public funds, and we value the Comptroller’s Office’s role in strengthening program 

implementation. 

We have reviewed both the audit findings and the Ulster County Planning Department’s response and offer the 

following to provide additional context from the program administrator’s perspective, while also outlining 

actions already taken and improvements moving forward. 

 

Program Background and Implementation Context 

ARUP represents a significant investment in preserving and improving Ulster County’s affordable rental 

housing stock. The program addresses critical health, safety, and habitability issues in privately owned rental 

units while requiring long-term affordability through regulatory controls. 

The program was informed by a successful model previously administered by RUPCO in partnership with 

Enterprise Community Partners, funded through the Office of the Attorney General.  

That program: 

• Deployed over $2 million  

• Relied on tenant income attestations as a standard practice 

• Provided funding in a structure that allowed efficient project delivery 

• It was completed in one year from start to finish 

• The program was funded up front vs reimbursements  

RUPCO shared this model with County leadership before ARUP’s creation, and the program was championed 

by a County Legislator, ultimately leading to its inclusion in the County budget. RUPCO’s response to the 

ARUP RFP, incorporated as Schedule A-2 of the contract, was intentionally aligned with that model. 

RUPCO remains proud of the program’s outcomes, which include meaningful improvements to rental housing 

conditions and preservation of affordable units for County residents. 

 

Response to Finding 1 – Tenant Eligibility and Affordability Controls Were Not Implemented in 

Accordance with Contract Requirements 

The contract’s inclusion of HUD’s Technical Guide for Determining Income and Allowances for the HOME 

Program was an unintended mistake. It was language carried over from contracts governing other County grant 

programs, where recipients are the direct beneficiaries of the grant. Indeed, in RUPCO’s response to Ulster 

County’s RFP 23-014, included in the contract under Schedule A-2, RUPCO’s Proposed Plan (Page 30 of the 

Contract) states: 

tel:2023-489


 

 

Operations and Strategy. The intake consists of the following: 

• Landlord’s contact information 

• Brief description of the work requesting assistance 

• Most recent tax return 

• Copy of deed 

• Certified tenant attestation regarding income 

  

RUPCO’s administration of a similar program with Enterprise Community Partners that served as the model for 

the County ARUP and delivered over $2M to landlords, employed tenant attestation, not income certification. 

Our contract to administer additional ARUP for $385K with the City of Kingston was focused solely on the rent 

levels set by the landlords, requiring affordability at 60% or 80% AMI levels. It did not require testing tenant 

income in any way. 

The contract with the City of Kingston states: 

The Subrecipient shall design Program application procedures to ensure that funding is awarded to applicants 

who meet the following minimum eligibility criteria: 

a. The Subject Property must be within the City’s geographical limits; 

b. The Program applicant owns no more than eight (8) units; and 

c. The Program applicant can demonstrate that rents at the Subject Property are affordable to tenants with 

incomes of up to 60% or 80% AMI, including utility costs, in accordance with the latest U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (“HUD’) income levels for Ulster County or in accordance with the latest 

HUD Fair Market Rent for Ulster County, whichever is less. 

When RUPCO discovered this mistake in the County contract, we contacted the Planning Department, which 

agreed that its inclusion was unintended and directed RUPCO, in an email dated October 13, 2023, to use 

Tenant Self-Attestation instead to determine tenant income. We agree that, upon discovery, the correct action 

would have been to amend the contract between the County and RUPCO to replace income certification with 

tenant attestation of income. 

In this program, the private owner/landlord was the direct beneficiary of the grant. Affordability for the tenant 

was secondary and, in many cases, will prove temporary. The restrictive affordability term for ARUP is only 3 

to 7 years, depending on the amount of the grant. Many tenants lease the same unit for longer periods.   

Whereas the grant amount was based on tenant income, tenant self-attestation of income is sufficient when 

coupled with strict regulation of the allowable rent. All leases were required to include addenda to regulate the 

rent. 

To be clear, tenants residing in unregulated units are under no obligation to provide income information and 

requiring it can prove a barrier to rehabilitating rental units. It is important to note that all tenant self-attestations 

were found to be accurate and eligible when RUPCO returned to conduct income certifications. 

Similarly, regarding serving vacant units, the contract was silent. It did not explicitly bar vacant units. Rather, it 

cites the tenant's income as an eligibility requirement, which we interpreted as referring to the current or next 

tenant. A vacant unit served by the grant program would need to comply with tenant income upon occupancy, 

no different than subsequent tenant changes during the period of compliance. For example, a two-unit building 

with one vacant unit might not receive critical repairs, such as a roof replacement, with only one unit eligible 

for grant funding. In all cases, repairing vacant units is infinitely easier than repairing occupied units. The intent 



 

 

of this program, as designed and proposed by RUPCO, was to make critical repairs to privately owned rental 

units in exchange for the landlord’s agreement to restrict rents to affordable levels (60% and 80% AMI) and to 

serve income-eligible tenants, in that order. 

 

Corrective Actions and Current Status: 

• RUPCO has now collected household income documentation and household size verification for assisted 

units and has added the requirements for the remaining applicants.  

• Completed income calculation worksheets; all tenants reviewed to date comply as of this response. 

 

Response to Finding 2 – Contractor Selection Controls Were Not Clearly Supported by Documentation 

RUPCO maintains an open contractor registry, supported by: 

• Public outreach efforts 

• Website-based contractor enrollment 

• Electronic distribution of project scopes to contractors based on trade 

Property owners may also bring qualified contractors into the process. 

RUPCO’s implementation reflects standard rehabilitation practices, in which contractors may submit bids for 

full or trade-specific portions of the work, as scopes are often segmented based on contractor expertise and 

project needs. 

Contractor selection is evaluated based on: 

• Scope alignment 

• Responsiveness 

• Cost reasonableness relative to internal estimates 

While the contract requires RUPCO to manage contractor selection and ensure cost reasonableness, it does not 

prescribe specific documentation formats or procedures for bid solicitation, evaluation, or selection. As outlined 

in Schedule A-2, acceptable contractor bids “should fall within 15% of the cost estimate,” establishing this 

threshold as a guideline rather than a strict requirement, and RUPCO has applied it accordingly. Variations may 

reasonably occur due to project-specific conditions, municipal requirements, contractor availability, and owner 

preferences. 

As part of standard practice, RUPCO distributes bid requests to multiple contractors for each project and, when 

necessary, re-bids projects to obtain sufficient responses to support a meaningful comparison. It is also 

important to note that the pool of qualified contractors, those able to perform quality work while maintaining 

proper licensing and insurance—can be limited. In some cases, contractors who meet these requirements may 

face constraints in their administrative capacity, which can affect the format or completeness of submitted 

documentation. 

 

Corrective Actions and Current Status: 

• Documented all contractors solicited for each project within bid logs 

• Required that all contractor estimates be submitted on separate, clearly identifiable documents 

• Added written notes within bid solicitation logs to explain contractor selection decisions 

 

 



 

 

Response to Finding 3 – Oversight Was Not Clearly Documented to Support Program Monitoring 

Throughout program implementation, RUPCO: 

• Maintained regular communication with the Planning Department 

• Participated in ongoing coordination and project discussions 

• Submitted documentation as requested 

• Operated as a transparent and cooperative program administrator 

RUPCO appreciates the Planning Department’s acknowledgment that oversight activities were occurring but 

not consistently documented in a formalized manner. 

RUPCO supports the County’s efforts to strengthen oversight documentation and remains committed to 

continued collaboration to ensure clear and consistent program monitoring moving forward. 

 

Response to Finding 4 – Program Implementation Was Delayed and Underutilized 

RUPCO aligns with the Planning Department’s assessment that the pace of expenditures must be understood 

within the context of implementing a new County program without an established administrative model. 

As noted by the Planning Department, initial delays were driven by several factors, including the need to 

establish program structure, early staffing capacity constraints, and, most significantly, the need to clarify and 

adjust the program’s payment structure from a reimbursement-based model to a cost-incurred model better 

suited to this type of rehabilitation program, while awaiting appropriate amendments based on program 

administration guidance.  

RUPCO’s experience administering similar programs informed our understanding that a reimbursement-only 

structure would present challenges for both program delivery and contractor participation. In prior programs, 

including those administered in partnership with Enterprise and similar to New York State models, funding 

structures often included upfront advances (typically in the range of $200,000) to ensure immediate project 

mobilization; the absence of a similar mechanism in this program contributed to early delays in execution and in 

the timing of reimbursements. 

Consistent with the Planning Department’s response, RUPCO notes that the timing of reimbursement requests 

does not fully reflect the level of program activity. Throughout the period under review, projects were actively 

progressing through inspection, scope development, bidding, and construction phases. 

To ensure continuity of work and avoid delays to contractors and landlords, RUPCO advanced approximately 

$600,000 of its own funds between July and November to support project execution. This allowed projects to 

proceed without interruption while administrative work was being done. 

RUPCO also experienced staff transitions during the implementation period, which impacted the timing of 

reimbursement submissions; however, project activity and program delivery continued uninterrupted, with 

priority placed on completing work and maintaining program integrity. 

RUPCO has submitted reimbursement requests and is focused on recouping advanced funds while continuing to 

move projects forward. Consistent with the Planning Department’s update, program activity has progressed 

significantly beyond the audit review period, with over $1 million in committed funding and more than 37 units 

in progress or completed. At the time of this response, RUPCO will be awarded the final projects in the next 10 

days. RUPCO remains committed to ensuring the full utilization of program funds and the continued delivery of 

high-quality housing improvements to Ulster County residents. 

 



 

 

Conclusion 

RUPCO appreciates the Comptroller’s Office for a thorough and constructive review and acknowledges the 

importance of the findings in strengthening program administration. 

We respectfully note that: 

• Certain programmatic decisions represented good-faith efforts to balance compliance with practical 

program delivery 

• RUPCO has already taken significant steps to address documentation gaps and align fully with contract 

requirements 

Most importantly, the program has: 

• Delivered meaningful health and safety improvements 

• Preserved affordable rental housing 

• Supported both landlords and tenants in maintaining habitable units 

RUPCO remains fully committed to ensuring ARUP’s continued success and to working collaboratively with 

Ulster County to strengthen this program as a model for future housing initiatives and best practices in program 

delivery. 

 

We welcome continued coordination and the opportunity to provide follow-up updates as improvements are 

implemented. 

 



 

 Telephone:  845-340-3340 
Fax:  845-340-3429 

Email Address - Planning@ulstercountyny.gov 
Web Page URL - http://www.co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County   

PLANNING BOARD 
244 Fair Street, PO Box 1800 
Kingston, N.Y.   12402-1800 

Dennis Doyle, Director 
Kristen E. Wilson, Deputy Director 

 

 
 
 
 
Response to Draft Audit Report: Affordable Rental Upgrade Program (ARUP) 

 
To: Ulster County Comptroller’s Office 

From: Ulster County Department of Planning 

Re: Draft Audit — Affordable Rental Upgrade Program, Contract #2023-489 

Date: May 5, 2026 

Overview 

The Ulster County Department of Planning appreciates the Comptroller’s Office conducting this review of the 
Affordable Rental Upgrade Program (ARUP). We have reviewed the draft findings carefully and offer the following 
response. The Department accepts the audit’s recommendations and is committed to strengthening program 
administration, documentation standards, and oversight practices going forward. Where we provide context or 
clarification, the intent is to give a fuller picture of the circumstances that shaped early implementation and not to 
diminish the need to respond to the findings. 

Program Background and Implementation History 

ARUP was established in 2023 as Ulster County’s first County-funded rental rehabilitation program, without a direct 
predecessor or established administrative infrastructure at the County level. Understanding the program’s 
implementation history is important context for several of the audit findings, particularly those related to pace and 
documentation. 

Funding was placed in the Department’s budget by the County Legislature as part of its budget review.. During the 
initial period the Department was focused on the details of  the project but is was hampered by the lack of staff capacity 
during the phase. Once details were completed the Department conducted a full competitive procurement process 
including developing an RFP, advertising, receiving and evaluating submissions, and completing contracting. This 
process, while appropriate and necessary, consumed additional months before program activity could begin in earnest. 

After RUPCO was selected and contracted, the program encountered a critical structural obstacle that brought 
implementation to a halt: the original contract was structured on a reimbursement model, under which RUPCO would 
pay contractors and then seek reimbursement from the County. RUPCO was unwilling, with understandable reason, to 
accept the financial risk of advancing contractor payments with no guarantee of timely County reimbursement. This is a 
legitimate concern for a nonprofit operating with limited liquidity in a competitive construction market where 
contractors expect prompt payment. 

To resolve this, the Department sought approval from the Comptroller’s Office to shift to a cost-incurred payment 
model, under which the County would fund project costs as they were incurred rather than after the fact. Obtaining a 
consensus to move forward using this model required additional time and a revision to the contract itself. . The program 
could not meaningfully advance until this payment structure was resolved. This delay, which was the single largest 
contributor to the slow expenditure pace identified in the audit.   

This was not a failure of vendor performance or County oversight in the conventional sense. 

These delays should not be viewed in isolation but rather a point of friction for a new program being stood up that was 
not within the normal operations seen at the County level and that required a payment model that had to be revised 
before implementation could begin. The Department takes responsibility for not anticipating this issue during program 
design, and the corrective actions described below reflect that. 
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The Department also notes that, measured by outcomes, the program has worked. Rental units across Ulster County 
have been meaningfully upgraded, and participating landlords have agreed to limit rents for income-eligible tenants in 
exchange for public subsidy. The improvements completed or underway across ARUP's project portfolio reflect the full 
range of capital needs in the County's aging rental housing stock: roof replacements (17 projects), window replacements 
(17), electrical upgrades (16), exterior work including siding, porches, and steps (16), heating system replacements or 
upgrades (13), interior carpentry (12), energy efficiency improvements (11), bathroom renovations (9), flooring (9), 
kitchen renovations (8), plumbing (7), and additional scope items across multiple projects. These are not cosmetic 
improvements — they are health, safety, and habitability upgrades that directly benefit lower- and moderate-income 
renters who would otherwise have little leverage to compel landlord investment. The audit appropriately focuses on 
process and documentation, and those findings are valid. But the program's core purpose is being achieved. 

Finally, the Department notes that the program’s status has advanced considerably since the audit fieldwork period 
ending October 2025. As of April 2026, the current project tracker reflects 22 or more properties in contract or further 
advanced, representing over $1 million in committed or awarded funds across more than 37 units, with additional 
projects in the application pipeline. The Department is confident the program is on track to fully utilize appropriated 
funds within the extended contract term. 

Response to Finding 1: Tenant Eligibility and Affordability Controls 

The Department accepts this finding. The program relied on tenant self-attestation rather than the full HUD-
methodology income documentation required by Schedule A.22, and eligibility was extended to vacant units. Both these 
items deviated from the contract’s literal requirements. Neither deviation was formalized through a contract amendment, 
which was an error in process. 

The Department offers the following context. The guidance to accept self-attestations was informed by RUPCO’s 
experience with analogous state-funded programs where tenant self-certification is standard practice, and by the genuine 
practical difficulty of obtaining HUD-methodology income documentation from tenants in privately owned rental units 
who are not themselves the program applicants. Requiring tax returns, pay stubs, and asset documentation from tenants 
as a condition of a landlord receiving rehabilitation funding is a meaningful barrier that contributed to landlord 
reluctance to participate. The decision to allow vacant unit eligibility was similarly intended to prevent program funds 
from being stranded when a unit was in turnover during the application process.  These were good-faith interpretive 
decisions made in the context of a new program. They should have been formalized through a contract amendment. The 
Department is committed to ensuring that going forward, any substantive changes to program eligibility or operations 
are documented through the formal amendment process. 

Planned corrective actions: 

• RUPCO is actively following up with all program participants to receive all necessary documentation for all 
tenants participating in the program. This includes income verification of existing tenants as provided for in 
the contract 

• Establish a written eligibility determination protocol for all active and future projects, to be maintained in 
project files. 

• The Planning Department will review all projects where vacant unit eligibility was applied to confirm that 
income-eligible tenancy was documented prior to or at project completion and that lien and loan 
documentation is in order. The Department notes that funding vacant units is similar to turnover of units and 
the affordability criteria remains in place due to the lien on the unit.  

Response to Finding 2: Contractor Selection Documentation 

The Department accepts this finding. Contractor selection records were not consistently maintained in a way that 
demonstrates competitive solicitation, bid comparison, and selection rationale. Bid summaries did not always align with 
underlying documentation, cost estimates were not uniformly obtained, and RUPCO’s internal 15% variance threshold 
was not consistently applied or enforced by the County. 

This reflects both insufficient specificity in the contract regarding documentation requirements and inadequate County 
oversight of RUPCO’s procurement process. We note that RUPCO’s approach was modeled in part on state program 



3 
 

practices, but the County’s contract required its own documentation standards, and the Department did not adequately 
monitor compliance with those standards. 

Planned corrective actions: 

• Require that any bid exceeding RUPCO’s 15% cost estimate threshold receive written Department approval 
prior to contractor engagement. 

• Incorporate explicit contractor selection documentation requirements into any future contract amendments or 
successor program agreements. 

Response to Finding 3: Oversight Documentation 

The Department accepts this finding. Oversight activities were performed, invoices were reviewed, payments were 
approved, and regular communication with RUPCO occurred including a bi-weekly project-specific meeting over an 
approximately 2.5-year period, but these activities were not documented in a way that allows an independent reviewer to 
verify that monitoring took place or that compliance requirements were being enforced. 

The Department acknowledges that in practice, oversight responsibility was substantially delegated to RUPCO without 
sufficient corresponding County-side procedures to document monitoring. 

Planned corrective actions: 

• Reinforce the program’s existing standardized project file checklist for each ARUP project, covering 
application materials, eligibility documentation, contractor procurement records, inspection reports, and 
reimbursement documentation. 

• Implement a monthly program monitoring protocol, including a standing review of the project tracker and 
written documentation of any compliance flags or required follow-up to ensure it is up to date at all times.  

Response to Finding 4: Program Implementation Pace 

The Department accepts this finding in part. The expenditure figures cited ($253,817, or 17% of the $1.5 million 
authorization) reflect the program’s status as of October 2025, which was the audit fieldwork period. As described in the 
program background section above, that pace reflected the cumulative effect of a pre-implementation capacity gap, a full 
competitive procurement process, and most significantly, a period during which the program could not advance at all 
while the Department was in discussion with the  Comptroller’s Office seeking acceptance/comments  to shift from a 
reimbursement model to a cost-incurred payment model. RUPCO was unwilling to advance contractor payments under 
the original reimbursement structure, and rightly so. This program change was the single largest source of delay. It is also 
noted that the general lack of contractors to perform the work as well as staff changes at RUPCO contributed to the 
delay .The Department acknowledges that clearer project timelines, milestone tracking, and reimbursement submission 
expectations would have helped once the program was running, but the root cause of the slow early pace was a structural 
payment model issue that required resolution before implementation could begin. 

The audit notes 17 approved projects with no payment request activity as of the fieldwork period. The Department 
notes that many of these projects were in active bid solicitation or contractor engagement and had not yet reached the 
invoice stage. In this way, the absence of a payment request does not reflect project inactivity. That said, the Department 
agrees that the tracker and project files should document project-level status clearly enough that this distinction is 
apparent to a reviewer. 

The Department is confident that the program is on track to achieve full utilization of funds within the December 2026 
contract term. As noted above as of April 2026, committed project funding substantially exceeds the October 2025 
expenditure figures.  

Planned corrective actions: 

• Continue the County’s weekly program-specific call until all program funds are expended.  
• Continue implementation of individual project milestone schedules for all active projects, with defined 

expectations for bid submission, contract execution, draw submission, and project close-out. 
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• Prepare a program utilization projection against the December 2026 deadline and present findings to the 
relevant Legislative committee by June 2026. 

 

Conclusion 

The Department thanks the Comptroller’s Office for a thorough and constructive review. We accept the findings and 
are committed to the corrective actions described above. ARUP represents an important investment in Ulster County’s 
affordable rental housing stock, and the Department is determined to ensure the program finishes strong — with full 
fund utilization, improved documentation practices, and a model that can inform similar County-funded programs in the 
future. 

We welcome the opportunity to provide a follow-up status report to the Comptroller’s Office within 90 days of the final 
audit publication, documenting progress on each corrective action item. 

 

 


	AUDIT OF RUPCO AFFORDABLE RENTAL UPGRADE PROGRAM (ARUP)
	ULSTER COUNTY OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER
	Audit of RUPCO Affordable Rental Upgrade Program (ARUP)
	comptroller.ulstercountyny.gov

	Executive Summary:
	Why this audit is important From 2023-2025, the County awarded more than $6.9 million in contracts to RUPCO to carry out programs. Through these programs, RUPCO plays a significant role in determining which projects, and ultimately which residents, receive taxpayer-funded support. These programs include the use of public funds to improve privately owned properties as part of broader housing and community development efforts.
	In 2023, one of those contracts established the Affordable Rental Upgrade Program (ARUP), with $1,500,000 in available funding, which allows landlords to access funding to improve living conditions based on tenant income thresholds. This audit reviewed the implementation of that ongoing program.
	Given the scale of funding and the County’s reliance on this vendor, it is important that there are clear rules, consistent oversight, and transparent decision-making to ensure funds are distributed fairly and in line with program goals.
	What we found The program was not implemented in accordance with key contract requirements of income verification and unit occupancy. Upon vendor inquiry relating to income verifications, the Planning Department instructed the vendor to disregard the income verification documentation requirements stated in the contract and instead accepted tenant income self-attestations. The Planning department also allowed eligibility to extend to vacant units and future tenants without contract authorization. These approaches were not formalized through contract amendments.
	Contractor selection was not well supported. Records did not consistently show how advertisements were made, in what way contractors were solicited or identified, how bids were compared, or why selections were made. Oversight and documentation did not clearly demonstrate how compliance was monitored. Project tracking and files were incomplete and key records were missing.
	The program has also progressed slowly, with only $253,817 of the $1,500,000 spent after more than two years. There has also been uneven project activity, and delays in submitting payment documentation, making it difficult to track the program’s success.
	What we recommend The County should ensure that program requirements are followed as written in the contract and that any changes are formally approved or documented through contract amendments. The contract should also require that key decisions have proper authorization and documentation.
	Given the slow pace of implementation and limited use of awarded funds by the vendor, the County should evaluate whether this program is an effective use of public resources, and whether continued investment in improvements to privately owned properties is achieving the intended public benefit of maintaining affordable rental housing.
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