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MINUTES of the GOYERNANCE COMMITTEE MEETING of the ERIE
COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY held in the office, 295 Main Street, Room 350, Buffalo,
New York, on the 21* day of July, 2011.

PRESENT: Francis G. Warthling, Vice Chairman
John F. O’Donnell, Treasurer
Earl L. Jann, Jr., Member
Robert A. Mendez, Executive Director
Matthew J. Baudo, Secretary to the Authority/Personnel Director

Wesley C. Dust, Executive Engineer
Mark J. Fuzak, Attorney
Paul H. Riester, Director of Administration
Daniel J. NeMoyer, Director of Human Resources
Karen A. Prendergast, Comptroller
Steven V. D’Amico, Budget and Financial Analyst
Susan L. Rinaldo, Cash Manager

ATTENDEES: Danielle Elliott

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

I. - ROLL CALL

II. - READING OF MINUTES

Motion by Mr. O’Donnell seconded by Mr. Jann and carried to waive the reading of the
Minutes of the Governance Committee Meeting held on March 31, 2011.

III. - APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Motion by Mr. O’Donnell seconded by Mr. Jann and carried to approve the Minutes of
the Governance Committee Meeting held on March 31, 2011.

IV. - REPORTS
A. Review of ECWA’s Web Site for Compliance with ABO and PARIS

Matt Baudo reported that Bob Mendez had been made aware that the ABO was randomly
“visiting” authority websites for compliance. Therefore, Matt Baudo and Bob Lichtenthal

07/21/11



137

initiated a review of the Erie County Water Authority’s website based on the ABO and PARIS
requirements. The Authority is in compliance with all the requirements. Matt Baudo
distributed a chart showing his findings.

B. Annual Report — Authorities Budget Office
Bob Mendez distributed the 2011 Annual Report on Public Authorities in New York

State issued by the New York State Authorities Budget Office for the Commissioners review.
Mr. Mendez feels that the Authority is in full compliance with everything in the annual report.

V. - COMMUNICATIONS AND BILLS
VI. - UNFINISHED BUSINESS
VII. - NEW BUSINESS

VIIIL. - ADJOURNMENT

Motion by Mr. O’Donnell, seconded by Mr. Jann and carried that the meeting adjourn.

Matthew J. Bau

Secretary to the Authority/Personnel
Director

PF
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Introduction

The Authorities Budget Office (ABO) was created as an independent office with enactment of the 2009
Public Authorities Reform Act (PARA), which took effect on March 1, 2010. The ABO was originally
established as the Authority Budget Office pursuant to the Public Authorities Accountability Act of 2005
(PAAA). At that time, the ABO was located in and supported by the Division of the Budget. Since March
1, 2010 the ABO has received administrative support from the Department of State, while functioning as
an independent agency. From its inception, the ABO’s mission has been to make public authorities
more accountable and transparent and act in wav§ consistent with their governing statutes, purpose
and the public interest. The ABO carries out its mission by: collecting, analyzing and disseminating to
the public information on the finances and operations of state and local public authorities; conducting
reviews to assess the operating and governance practices of public authorities and compliance with
state laws; promoting good povernance principles through training, policy guidance, the issuance of best
practice recommendations, and assistance to staff and board members; and investigating complaints
made against public authorities for noncompliance or inappropriate conduct.

2009 Public Authorities Reform Act

The Public Authorities Accountability Act was generally recognized as the initial step in a comprehensive
public authority reform agenda. While the legislation provided a broad framework within which the
Authority Budget Office could improve reporting and provide general analysis on the transactions and
performance of public authorities, the law lacked basic enforcement language that could ensure
compliance, improve board member performance and accountability, and strengthen the oversight role
of the new Authorities Budget Office (ABO).

The Public Authorities Reform Act contains a number of provisions specifically related to the role and
responsibilities of board members:

s The directors of state and local authorities, and their official designees, are now required to sign
an Acknowledgment of Fiduciary Duty. The purpose of this requirement is to focus board
members on their legal obligations, including understanding that these duties are the means by
which the board carries out the mission of the authority (See Policy Guidance 10-01 available on
the ABO's website: www.abo.state.ny.us).

s All boards of directors, in cooperation with the management of the authority, must review and

consider the intended purpose for which the authority was created and file with the Authorities
Budget Office a mission statement and the measures the authority plans to use to evaluate
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annually its performance (see Policy Guidance 10-02 on the ABO web site for additional
information).

Each board is now required to perform an annual self-evaluation of its performance, measured
against the authcrity’s mission statement, the authority’s goals and values, and the expectations
of those served by the authority and the state as a whole.

The boards of state and local authorities that issue debt are now required to establish a finance
committee to review the authority’s proposals for issuing debt; to make recommendations to
the full board concerning the nature and appropriate level of the authority’s debt; and to make
recommendations to the board concerning the appointment and compensation of bond
counsels, investment advisors and underwriting firms.

Additional Responsibilities of the Authorities Budget Office

The Authorities Budget Office’s statutory authority to collect and analyze financial and operating
information, exercise financial and management oversight of public entities, and to enforce statutory
requirements through its ability to sanction boards of directors is unique. No other office in the country
has a similar mission involving such a diverse system of more than 490 state and local public authorities.
The Public Authorities Reform Act provides the ABO with some added enforcement powers to more
effectively carry out its duties and responsibilities. Key additional powers include the authority to:

07/21/11

Promulgate regulations necessary to effectuate the purposes of the Act.

Make recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature concerning changes in the terms of
office of board members,

Initiate investigations and act upon complaints received concerning the lack of compliance by
state or local authorities with statutory requirements.

Issue subpoenas in conjunction with such investigations.
Conduct examinations of the books, records, acts and practices of public authorities.

Publicly warn and censure authorities for non-compliance with the law and establish guidelines
governing such actions.

Recommend the suspension or dismissal of officers or directors who fail to act in accordance
with the law, their oath, or their fiduciary duty.
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State and Local Authorities in New York

New York State has a complex, overlapping and expanding system of public benefit and not-for-profit
local development corporations that is used to finance, build, manage or improve a variety of public
functions and projects. Most of the state’s infrastructure and economic development initiatives are
funded or operated by public authorities.

Today, the enforcement and oversight powers of the Authorities Budget Office extend to more than 490
state and local authorities. The inventory of covered authorities includes:
e 46 state authorities
s 445 |ocal authorities
114 IDAs
209 not-for-profit local development corporations (LDCs)
50 urban renewal or community development agencies
20 water authorities

19 solid waste, resource recovery and water and sewer authorities
33 miscellaneous authorities

o000 0O

Together, state and local authorities spends more than $53.0 billion annually. State authorities ended
2010 with more than $142.3 billion in outstanding debt, of which $51.0 billion was issued at the
direction of the State or backed by its moral obligation or direct appropriations. The outstanding debt of
local authorities totals more than $78.0 billion, more than 34 percent of which is issued on behalf of
third parties that use their revenue sources to make debt service payments.

These authorities are governed by more than 3,000 board members, most of whom are appointed by
the Governor, or local chief executive officers or governing bodies, and supported by more than 100,000
staff. In contrast, the ABO has a budget of $1.8 million for 2011-12. The organizational structure of the
ABO provides for a 30 person staff, but its authorized fill level for 2011-12 is 11 positions, of which only
8 have been approved to be filled. The fact that the ABO is functioning at only 72 percent of its current
authorized staffing levels and less than 27 percent of the staffing level recognized as necessary to
perform its statutory duties has prevented the ABO from conducting multiple simultaneous onsite

reviews and limited its ability to conduct investigations and enforce authority compliance with state law
and the principles of good governance.
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Governor’s Task Force on the Implementation of the 2009 Public Authorities
Reform Act

When Governor Paterson signed the public authorities reform legislation into law in December 2009, he
also established a task force of individuals knowledgeable in corporate governance to assist the ABO
interpret and implement the purposes of the Act (Executive Order 32). The task force is chaired by Ira
Millstein, Senior Partner at Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP and an international leader in corporate
governance. The charge of the task force was to provide policy guidance and to make recommendations
concerning implementation of the Act, particularly concerning the parameters and scope of the fiduciary
duty of public authority boards of directors and to address the resource requirements necessary for the
ABO. The task force has been instrumental in providing professional insights and advice to the ABO.

The task force issued a report in August, 2010. The key recommendations advanced in the report
included:

s Establishing the principle that those responsible for appointing public authority board members
also have a fiduciary duty to ensure the independence of those directors.

e Legislative action to dissolve duplicative, unnecessary and inactive public authorities.

e Requiring boards of directors to implement a strategy to minimize and manage risks.

e Increased staffing and funding for the ABO so that it can fulfill its statutory duties while meeting
public expectations for the reform of public authorities. The task force expressed particular

concern that the ABO be given the legal and enforcement staff necessary to ensure compliance
with the law.

e Assuring compliance by state authorities with Minority and Women-Owned Business Enterprise
requirements.

» Closer scrutiny and better reporting of all forms of State supported debt.

In its report the task force also expressed its vision for the ABO. The task force envisions an ABO that
makes comprehensive, transparent and accurate financial and performance information readily
available to the public; that conducts high quality analysis to inform its recommendations concerning
the role, structure and reformation of state and local authorities; and is sufficiently resourced and

supported so that it can make sure boards of directors act appropriately in accordance with state law,
the authority’s mission, and the public interest.

Upon taking office in January 2011, Governor Cuomo continued Executive Order 32 in anticipation that

the task force will remain in effect to advise and consult with the ABO on matters relating to public
authority reform.
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Public Authorities Reporting Information System

The 2009 Public Authorities Reform Act imposed amended reporting requirements on public autherities.
As a result, the ABO, in partnership with the Office of the State Comptroller and its consuiting team from
CGl Technologies and Solutions, made revisions to the Public Authorities Reporting Information System
(PARIS) to facilitate the reporting of this new information. PARIS version 3.0 was introduced in
November 2010. In addition, the ABO revised its PARIS Handbook to provide users with an up-to-date
reference source for entering information accurately and correctly intoc PARIS.

In an effort to reduce development costs and minimize the impact of these changes on public
authorities, the ABO determined that certain information now required to be filed with the ABO can be
reported and made available outside of PARIS, and still be in compliance with state law. This includes
historical or traditionally static information that is unlikely to change year to year. To be in compliance
with the Act, however, this information must be posted and maintained on an authority’s web site in
lieu of it being reported in PARIS. For a more complete understanding of what information is to be
made available on an authority’s web site, please consult Policy Guidance 10-03: “Posting and
Maintaining Information on Public Authority Web Sites”.

Policy Guidance and Best Practices

The ABO issued the following policy guidance in 2010-11 to all state and local authorities, directors and
officers:

Policy Guidance

Policy Guidance 10-05: Annual Board of Directors Evaluation addresses the requirement that the board
of every state and local autherity conduct an annual evaluation of its performance. Board member
comments are protected from disclosure under Article 6 of Public Officers Law, but the aggregated
results of the assessment are to be provided to the ABO. The evaluation provides an opportunity for
board members to measure their individual and collective effectiveness, determine if they are following
their own policies and procedures, identify areas for board improvement, and to assess how their
evaluation of the board’s performance compares to that of other board members,

Policy Guidance 11-01: Compliance Review Requirements updates previous policy guidance on this
subject. Compliance reviews provide directors and officers with useful information to assist them
manage the financial, operating and business risks associated with public authorities. The reviews also
provide information to the public and other government officials on the governance practices,
operations and performance of public authorities. The ABO conducts its reviews based on generally
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accepted professional standards, in accordance with internal protocols developed specifically for these
reviews. These standards address issues such as the independence, competence, professional judgment,
and training of ABO staff; quality control over the review process, the planning, supervision, and

documenting of information for the compliance review; and the specific elements that must be included
in the compliance review report.

Policy Guidance 11-02: Enforcement Powers of the Authorities Budget Office outlines the Authorities
Budget Office’s intent regarding the use of its powers of enforcement. The Authorities Budget Office
has the power to publicly warn and censure state and local authorities for noncompliance with the
provisions of state law. The ABO may also recommend the suspension or dismissal of officers and/or
boards of directors of public authorities under certain circumstances. Any public warning or censure of a
state or local authority will be directed to the board of directors and the chief executive officer, who
have the responsibility to establish, oversee and execute the policies and operating practices of the
authority and are responsible for the actions of the authority and its employees. The ABO may also
directly warn or censure an individual board member, officer or staff member of the authority.

Recommended Practices

Assessment of the Effectiveness of Internal Controls: An internal control assessment is an annual
evaluation performed by management to determine the effectiveness of its internal control system, This
assessment should be sufficiently thorough so as to identify significant weaknesses in controls,
recognize emerging or inherent risks, and to enable early detection of existing or potential problems. If
an internal control system is working effectively, management will have a reasonable indication of the
reliability of its operating practices and the accuracy of the information it is using to measure its
activities and performance. Any deficiencies identified as a result of the assessment could be quickly
addressed. This recommended practice outlines the major components that comprise an effective
approach for assessing an authority’s internal control structure.

07/21/11 6
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Compliance Reviews and Enforcement

The ABO completed five compliance and operational reviews in 2010-11 that identified a number of
deficiencies in the performance of boards of directors, ineffective financial controls, and inappropriate
compensation practices.

Montgomery — Otsego — Schoharie Solid Waste Management Authority: This review found that the
Authority has not achieved the purposes for which it was created. It did not
implement and execute a comprehensive solid waste management plan that is cost
effective and efficient. The Board has continuously fallen short of its fiduciary duty
to exercise the proper diligence, care and skill that is expected of a public authority
board. The Authority’s implementation of its business model|, its rate structure and
its disregard for the service agreement it has with the Counties has led to operating
costs and rates that are unsustainable given the volume of solid waste being
generatad in the Counties and delivered to the Authority’s facilities. Since the
Authority no longer has outstanding debt, its service agreement with the Counties
expires in 2014, and it has an agreement with the Counties to place the long-term
maintenance and monitoring obligations of the landfills under the control of the
Counties, the report concludes that dissolution of the Authority may be a viable
option. In June, the Legislature passed a bill (S4555-A, Senator Seward/A7212,
Assemblyman Magee) authorizing Otsego County to terminate its membership in
MOSA, contingent upon a vote of the county board of representatives and adoption
of a plan for the county to assume its proportional and equitable share of MOSA’s
assets and liabilities. The bill has not yet been sent to the Governor for action.

Fulton County Industrial Development Agency and Related County Economic Development: The
economic development activities of the County carried out by the IDA and the
Fulton County Economic Development Corporation (FCEDC) focus on building,
developing and marketing industrial and business parks. This report concludes that
the County’s economic development approach appears to serve the financial self-
interest of the FCEDC, at the expense of the County as a whole, and that the IDA has
little influence over the FCEDC or any significant decision regarding economic
development in Fulton County. The County and the IDA have acquiesced in this
relationship and appear reluctant to hold the FCEDC accountable, even though the
decisions made by the FCEDC involve public funds, tax exemptions and other forms
of taxpayer assistance. We found that this relationship has resulted in lost revenue,
Uverpayments and loss of businesses subsequent to the expiration of financial
assistance. For example, we identified over $160 000 in lost revenue to the IDA and
the City of Johnstown, and-overpayments to the FCEDC totaling $68,000.
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Review of the Expenditure Practices of the Monroe County Airport Authority: This report concludes

that the board of directors of the Monroe County Airport Authority (Authority) has
consistently fallen short of its fiduciary duty and failed to act as an independent
body. The Authority does not follow its own policies. The board does not effectively
carry out its oversight role, defers management and policy decisions to Monroe
County, and allows payments to be approved without adequate supporting
documentation or proper review, Moreover, the County Executive, as the
appointing authority for the board, and the County Legislature, which approves
those appointments, have not held directors to the standards of accountability
expected of public board members. This has perpetuated the ineffectiveness of the
board. As a result, we recommended that the County Executive replace the current
board members. However, Monroe County officials rejected this recommendation.
They contend that the board had demonstrated its commitment to responsible
leadership by adopting revised policies to better control expenditures, and requiring
annual ethics training by its members.

Greene County IDA Compensation Practices: The GCIDA reported the criteria used to determine its

executive director’s bonus are consistent with the guidance provided in New York
State Comptroller Opmlon No. 2000-9. Based on the information provided to us
during our inquiry, the Authorities Budget Office concluded that of the $282,500 in
bonus payments awarded to the Executive Director, $130,000 cannot be justified in
the context of the performance evaluation program; salary increases for the
Executive Director in 2009 and 2010 appear to have been awarded without
executing new employment agreements authorizing these salary levels; and the
GCIDA performance bonus program failed to make clear the distinction between the
basic job responsibilities of the Executive Director and the extraordinary duties that
must be performed successfully to warrant additional compensation.

Genesee County IDA Compensation Practices: Our report concluded that the bonus payment practices
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of the GCIDA were inappropriate. Based on the information provided to us and our
conversations with GCIDA staff and board members, prior to 2010 the GCIDA had
not established any formal policy or basis for making bonus payments. Although the
board awarded bonus payments to staff prior to 2010, these payments were made
desplte the absence of official policies authorizing such payments. GCIDA has not
establlshed mdmduai performance standards and measurements, and bonus
payments are not made based on meet;ng those mdnndual standards. Instead,
GCIDA'S approach is slrmiar to profit sharlng plans offered by private industry,
where organlza'tlonal proﬂts are distributed amnng all employees. We could not
|dent|fy any provisions of law that allow the GCIDA to implement this type of bonus
payment practice.
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Other Recent ABO Actions and Accomplishments

Legislation to Dissolve Certain Public Authorities: The Authorities Budget Office is charged with
exploring opportunities to reform, restructure or consolidate public authorities and to make
recommendations concerning their dissolution. Through its work with the Governor’s Office and the
Legislature, the ABO has identified more than 160 public authorities that exist in statute, but are no
longer necessary or currently active, ar no longer serve the public purpose for which they were originally
authorized. Legislation to officially dissolve many of these entities passed the Senate (5.5227 introduced
by Senator Martins and 5.5198-A introduced by Senator Ranzenhofer). Action is still pending in the
Assembly (A.7583-A and A.7580-A sponsored by Assemblyman Hoyt). These bills are the first step in the
ABO's ongoing effort to streamline and make more rational the state’s network of public authorities.

The ABO will continue to work with the Governor and the Legislature to identify and dissolve other
authorities.

Board Member Training: During 10-11, the ABO continued to partner with the City University of New
York and its other approved trainers to provide corporate governance and financial management
training to public autherity board members and staff, consistent with the requirements of Section 2824
of Public Authorities Law. During the past year, several hundred individuals participated in ABO
sponsored training, bringing the total number of individuals trained under this program to more than
2,300 since the training requirement took effect in 2006. In addition, beginning in July 2011 the ABO will
offer board member training through live, interactive online webinars. This will make it easier and more
convenient for directors and managers to participate in training and refresher courses, while still
providing onsite classroom style sessions.

Response to Requests for Assistance and Data: Over the past year, the ABO handled more than 1500
phone calls and emails, primarily from public authorities, requesting technical assistance and support,
including explanations on various provisions of law, help enrolling in PARIS, entering data and filing
reports. In addition, the ABO responded to a significant number of inquiries regarding guidance on
policies, practices and governance. Heightened interest in the finances and activities of public
authorities was also evidenced by the fact that the ABO has responded to nearly 250 data requests from
the Executive, Legislature, the media, state agencies and the public since April 2010.
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Status of Compliance with Statutory Requirements

State and local authorities have been reporting through PARIS since November 2007. As a result, the
ABO is beginning to compile a history of annual compliance by public authorities and a more extensive
data base of public authorities’ financial, program, and budget information that can be shared with the
public. The ABO is also positioned to make more informed observations about the attitudes and culture
of public authorities toward compliance, the guality of the information being provided, and the role of

boards of directors in reviewing and approving the financial and operating information filed with the
ABO.

General Observations on Public Autho_ri_ty Compliance

By all measures, the Authorities Budget Office has been successful in achieving consistent annual
reporting by state authorities. For the 2010 reporting period, the rate of compliance by state authorities
exceeded 93 percent. Only 3 of 46 covered state authorities failed to file 2010 annual reports with the
ABO, while 2 of 46 failed to file 2011 budget reports. The North Country Power Authority is not listed as
delinquent since they were just created this year. The percentage of compliance by local industrial
development agencies is similar to that of state authorities. As important, there appears to be a genuine
effort being made by the management and staff of these authorities to meet statutory reporting

deadlines and to treat those deadlines seriously so as to avoid appearing on a public list of noncompliant
authorities.

At the same time, the ABO continues to see an unacceptable rate of compliance by certain categories of
local public authorities — primarily urban renewal and community development agencies. Only 21 of 50
urban renewal and community development agencies filed annual reports during 2010. As a result, the
overall rate of compliance for all local public authorities {exclusive of industrial development agencies
and local development corporations) was 56 percent for 2010 annual reports and 76 percent for 2011
budget reports. Excluding urban renewal and community development agencies, the rate of compliance
by local authorities was 66 percent and 86 percent, respectively.

Urban renewal agencies and community development agencies are public benefit corporations
established pursuaht to Article 15-A of General Municipal Law. As such, they are covered by the
provisions of Public Authorities Law, as amended by the Public Authorities Accountability Act and the
2009 Public Authbrities Reform Act. In practice, however, these entities are often viewed at the local
level as a department or function of municipal government and not as an independent public authority.
The boards are often comprised of the governing officers of the municipality and staffed by municipal
employees. The activities of the agency are intertwined with those of the municipal government
(primarily an economic development or planning office) and issues that should be addressed by the
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agency are more likely to be discussed in regular meetings of the council/board of supervisors than in @
public meeting of the agency’s board of directors. The ABO continues to communicate with these
entities in an effort to improve compliance. The continued failure to comply with the law is likely to
result in the ABO invoking its power to censure these boards or to look at opportunities to dissolve
these agencies officially and transfer any assets and liabilities to the municipal government. During
2010, three urban renewal agencies and community development agencies were removed from the
ABO’s list of covered local authorities because they were officially dissolved through State legislation.
Six additional authorities will be removed once the legislation previously discussed is passed and signed
into law.

The 2010 fiscal year was the second year that local development corporations (LDCs) identified by the
ABO as covered entities had to submit both an annual report and a budget report. In general, the ABO
saw an increase in LDC reporting compliance in 2010. Budget report submissions increased from 105
reports received at this time last year to 143 budgets currently submitted as of June 30, 2011. Annual
report submissions increased from 98 to 124 annual reports submitted as of June 30, 2011.

General Observations on Public Authority Data

The ABO does not have the resources to independently evaluate the veracity of all the information it
receives. The burden for assuring that the data is properly compiled and reported rests with the
management and staff of the authority. The board of directors has a duty to review and approve those
submissions. The requirement that the Chief Executive or Chief Fiscal Officer certify as to the accuracy
and completeness of the data, coupled with the board’s approval, should provide the ABO with some
assurance that the information is reliable for analytical and public disclosure purposes.

There is a continued concern that some authorities are not taking the time to ensure their information is
accurate and complete. As of June 14, 2011, the annual reports of 41 authorities contained data errors
significant enough to warrant de-certifying the report, and sending it to “re-submit” status for data
corrections. Most of the data errors discovered in these reports are easily detectable and should have
been identified by authority staff or independent auditors, or questioned by the board if examined more
closely before the reports were filed with the ABO. Examples of identifiable data errors returned to
public authorities for correction include:

» Incorrect entries for the amount of debt retired during the year;

o The schedule of debt tables did not include all new debt issued in the reporting year;

e Inaccurate reporting of staffing levels through either the duplicate entry of staff, or the failure to
report all authority staff. Inaccurate salary and compensation information was also reported;
and

e Inaccurate reporting of tax exemptions and PILOT payments associated with IDA projects.
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This rate of errors indicates either a lack of communication or coordination between management and
staff, including the public authority’s external auditor, or a lax attitude on the part of the board to
assure that reports are accurate and complete. As a result, the ABO has focused increased attention in
its training curriculum on the problem of inaccurate data submissions and the need for board members

to become more involved in reviewing and assuring the accuracy of those reports. Proper oversight is at
the heart of the fiduciary duty.

We are encouraged, however, by the fact that the 41 annual reports sent to re-submit represents an
improvement of approximately 33 percent from the previous year, when 63 reports contained data
errors significant enough to warrant being de-certified and returned to the authority for corrections.

Local Public Authority Procurement Reports

Another area of concern in local public authority reporting is the quality of information submitted in the
annual procurement report. As part of the procurement report, local authorities are to report all
procurement transactions durih'g the reporting period with an actual or estimated value of $5,000 or
more. This includes all active contracts and/or purchases made from a single vendor totaling $5,000 or

more. This can include purchases for personnel, legal, accounting, auditing, and/or other professional
services.

In reviewing procurement reports, the ABO has noticed that many local authorities are reporting no
transactions. In 2010, for example, 158 local authorities reported no procurement transactions during
the reporting period. However, 87 of the 158 reported having a professional services contract expense
in the summary financial information section of their annual report. These 87 authorities reported
spending an average of 541,498 on professional services contracts - contracts that we would expect to
be included in the procurement report. This leads us to believe that local authorities are under
reporting the number and value of existing contracts on their procurement activities.

Of particular concern are procurement reports submitted by industrial development agencies. It was
reported by 62 of 108 IDAs that they had no procurement transactions in 2010. Yet, of these 62 IDAs, 46
reported spending an average of $58,393 on professional services contracts. In addition, 25 of the 62
reported no staff. Considering the scope of activities performed by IDAs, one would expect that these
agencies would have some contracts for services such as bond counsel or other professional services
relating to active projects, especiaily for those IDAs that indicate they have no staff.
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Mission Statements

All state and local authorities are required to provide the ABO with their adopted mission statements
and annual performance measures. The intent of this new reporting requirement is to have directors
focus attention on and discuss the actual statutory mission of the authority, and how the policies,
operations and activities of the authority support that mission. Directors are expected to take the time
to think through and reach agreement on the authority’s public purpose and to draft a mission
statement that reflects the consensus thinking of the board and the authority’s statute. The mission
statement should be specific enough so as to be able to assess the authority’s performance and to
measure its success in achieving its intended purpose.

Through June 2011, the ABO has received mission statements from 44 of 46 state authorities, and 207
mission statements from local authorities, including 83 LDCs, 74 IDAs, and 50 other local authorities.
The mission statement is the foundation for all work performed by an authority. Without a clear
mission statement, board members cannot properly execute their fiduciary duty and citizens cannot
have a full understanding of the authority’s purpose.

The ABO evaluates each mission statement to see if it satisfies the criteria described in ABO Policy
Guidance 10-02: “Public Authority Mission Statements and Measurement Reports”. This guidance can
be found at: (http://www.aba.state.ny.us/policyguidance/10-02MissionStatement.pdf). The ABO will
contact authorities whose proposed mission statements fall short of the standard spelled out in the
guidelines and suggest that the language be redrafted to better capture the elements of an effective
mission statement as described in the policy guidance. Many of the 44 state authority mission
statements submitted to the ABO met most of the criteria listed in the policy guidance and
demonstrated some effort on the part of the authority board to define and understand the purpose of
the authority and the public interests it serves. The ABO will focus on the mission statements of local
authorities in 2011. The most significant deficiencies so far identified by the ABO include the failure to
identify the stakeholders served by the authority and not effectively explaining how the authority will
achieve the purpose for which it was created. in addition, the governing statute for the authority is not
its mission statement and those authorities that submitted their statutes will be expected to craft a clear
and concise mission statement instead.

Posting iInformation on Authority Web Sites

The ABO issued Policy Guidance 10-03: “Posting and Maintaining Reports on Public Authority Web Sites”
in April 2010. The purpose of this guidance was to promote public disclosure and transparent reporting
of the finances and operations of these corporations. Included in the Policy Guidance was a checklist of
the policies, reports and information that state and local authorities are to post and maintain online.

13
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During 2011, the ABO began a review of the web sites of state authorities to assess whether those web
sites met the requirements of Policy Guidance 10-03. As of this report, the ABO had reviewed nine state
authority web sites. To date, our review found that the majority of the information required to be
posted online is available. However, the web sites of certain state authorities did not have all the
necessary financial and operating information available online, or the information was incomplete or
not easily found. This included the web sites for the Agriculture and New York State Horse Breeding
Development Fund, Long Island Power Authority, Battery Park City Authority, and Environmental
Facilities Corporation. The Long Island Power Authority and the Environmental Facilities Corporation
responded to our review by taking the necessary actions to make the information available online or to
move the information to a more accessible location on their web sites.

Issues of Potential Concern

Local Development Corporations as Public Authorities
Public Authorities Law defines a not-for-profit corporation affiliated with, sponsored by, or created by a
county, city, town or village government as a “local authority”. Not-for-profit corporations that meet

this definition can be local development corporations {LDCs) formed pursuant to Section 1411 of the
Not-for-Profit Corporation Law.

Industrial development agencies are no longer permitted to finance civic facility projects. As a result,
municipalities are creating local development corporations to act “on behalf” of the municipality. An
LDC has the power to borrow money and issue debt; sell, lease, mortgage or dispose of property;
acquire property from a local government at less than fair market value and without public bidding; and
provide certain forms of financial assistance in support of public purposes, primarily economic
development projects. The LDC may be able to offer mortgage recording, and sales and use tax
exemptions for such projects when structured properly. Only an LDC created by a governmental entity
to act on its behalf may be eligible to issue tax exempt debt, provided the LDC meets certain criteria
established by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).

Bond counsels have sought and received RS rulings allowing the local development corporation to issue
tax-exempt debt. The IRS rulings appear to indicate that if the municipality is a member of the
corporation and the LDC is controlled by the municipality {board members appointed by municipality;

issuances are approved by municipality; LDC policies mimic IDA policies and bylaws) then the LDC can
issue tax-exempt debt “on behalf” of the municipality.
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it is nearly impossible to determine with accuracy how many LDCs exist in New York State. Almost
anyone can create an LDC by simply filing the proper paperwork with the Department of State (DOS).
DOS is only responsible for maintaining a list of corporations. There is no provision in law that the ABO
be notified by the local government or Department of State upon the formation of an LDC.

While the ABO has identified more than 200 LDCs that meet the definition of a local authority, this can
be a time consuming and labor intensive effort. As a result, it is not likely that the ABO includes all
appropriate LDCs on its list of public authorities, and that some recently formed LDCs are currently
missing as well. The ABO has been able to verify that, since January 2010, at least 23 new LDCs have
been incorporated by municipal governments to issue tax exempt debt for civic facility-related projects.

Our concern is the apparent proliferation of these entities to address perceived deficiencies in current
law. We are also concerned that multiple LDCs are being created by a municipality or by municipalities
with overlapping jurisdictions for similar purposes. This redundancy can be inefficient, promote
unnecessary competition for projects and financing, and shift responsibility or control for public projects
from government to not-for-profit corporations without proper public oversight.

A related issue is the creation of additional entities by existing public authorities. These entities could

be subsidiaries, component units or simply related entities to the public authority, For example, the
most recent audits submitted by the 114 IDAs indicate that 46 of the IDAs have created 74 related
entities with which they transact business. While the majority of these related entities are LDCs, IDAs

have also created for-profit entities, limited liability corporations and limited partnerships to undertake
public projects.

Public Officials and Officers as Board Members

Although State and local authorities perform a public or quasi-governmental purpose, they are intended
to function as independent public corporations, governed by boards of directors and free of direct
governmental control and political influence. Board members have a fiduciary duty to act in good faith
in accordance with the mission and interests of the authority and the general public, to avoid conflicts of
interest or the appearance of such conflicts, and to exercise independent judgment. When that
independence is in doubt, the public is likely to question the motives and decisions of directors.
Currently, the boards of at least 325 state and local authorities have directors who also hold elected or
appointed public positions. In most cases, the governing statute of the authority dictates that its board
is to be comprised of these public officers or ex officio directors. While public authorities often work in
concert with state or municipal government to advance common public purposes, differences of opinion
and interests do occur. This can place public official board members in a difficult and potentially
irreconcilable position of having to choose between their fiduciary duty to the authority and their public
oath as a government official. Accordingly, the ABO recommends that the issue of public officers and

15
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officials serving as authority boards be re-examined to assure that the integrity and independence of the
authority is not compromised.

Public Authority Staffing

It was reported that more than 40 local authorities report having three or fewer paid employees. In
fact, more than 100 reported having no staff and rely on employees of the local government, or another
covered public authority, for staff. Many IDAs and LDCs rely on staff from other LDCs and other non-
profit organizations to perform significant tasks. While these entities have claimed that they have
“administrative contracts” with the staffing entities, we have often found that the staffs are acting as
the CEO, CFO and Project Manager. Similar to our concerns expressed above, such an arrangement
could present staff with potential conflicts of interest. We believe that it can be difficult to maintain
independence and objectivity if you “work” for one entity but are “employed” by another — especially if
the mission of the authority diverges from the interests of the local government.

The limited staffing being reported by many local authorities also brings in to question how effective
these corporations can be fulfilling their mission and purpose — which often involve large and costly
economic development initiatives — with so few dedicated resources. This situation presents an

opportunity to consider the value of consolidation, dissolution of authorities, or shared service
arrangements.

Transparency and the Use of Executive Session

When the ABO conducts a compliance review, it is not uncommon to learn that the authority has used
executive sessions for reasons not appropriate under Public Officers Law. News articles frequently
identify instances of public authority boards using executive sessions to discuss issues not permitted by
Public Officers Law. State law is clear. The meetings and activities of public bodies are to be open and
accessible to the public. Executive session may only be used to discuss (1) confidential matters of public
safety; (2) matters that could disclose the identity of certain law enforcement personnel; (3) information
concerning criminal investigations, that if exposed, could imperil such investigations; (4) current or
pending litigation; (5) collective bargaining negotiations; (6) the medical, financial, credit or employment
history of a particular person or corporation, or matters leading to the appointment, employment,
promotion, demotion, discipline, suspension or removal of a particular person or corporation; (7) the
preparation, grading, or administration of an examination; or (8) the proposed acquisition, sale or lease
of real property, or the sale, acquisition or exchange of securities held by a public body, but only when
such publicity would substantially affect the value of the property or security.

Despite these restrictions, many authority boards enter into executive session for reasons other than
those stipulated in law. It is common practice for board members to argue that potential project
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developers, or companies interested in expanding or relocating to that community, will not do business
with the authority if those discussions are public, or that potential deals would be compromised if the
interest of the developer or the financial terms under discussion were disclosed before the project was
official. In effect, boards of directors often argue that economic development success and full disclosure
and transparency are incompatible. Certain boards contend that they must enter into confidentiality
agreements as a pre-condition of any negotiation. We disagree. In fact, IDAs reported having more than
4,300 active projects in 2010, the majority of which were evaluated and approved in public meetings.

Understanding of the Role and Responsibiiities of Boards of Directors

Historically, many public authority board members understood their role to be purely advisory. Board
members were expected to attend periodic meetings, offer their perspective, and generally accept the
recommendations and actions proposed by management, while relying on management to ensure that
the authority met its purpose and operated efficiently. However, that role changed with the
implementation of the Public Authorities Accountability Act in 2005, and was reinforced with the Public
Authorities Reform Act of 2009. These reforms made clear that individual board members have a
fiduciary duty to ensure that the authority operates economically and efficiently, consistent with its
mission and public purpose. The board is to be a governing and policy making body that oversees
operations and provides advice and direction to the authority’s management. Ultimate responsibility
for the performance of the authority resides with the board. Board members are expected to
understand, review and monitor financial controls and operating decisions, establish an appropriate
corporate culture for the organization, and be committed and engaged. The fact that board members
are generally uncompensated volunteers is not an excuse for a lack of knowledge or involvement in the
financial or operating practices of the authority.

Yet, not all public authority board members have fully grasped and embraced this change in role and
expectations. Many boards continue to see their roles as advisory, arguing that directors do not have
the time to provide the level of oversight that is now expected of them. Given this new emphasis on the
fiduciary duty that each board member has, not only is it important that this principle be restated and
periodically reinforced, but that those responsible for making appointments to authority boards select
only individuals willing to make the commitment that is now required of board members.

Mission Creep

On October 9, 2007, the New York State Attorney General issued Opinion 2007-F4 regarding
contributions made by authorities to not-for-profit entities. In that Opinion, the Attorney General
stated that public authorities are not authorized to make financial contributions unless the donation was
directly related to one of its “powers, duties, or purposes.” The Attorney General further recognized
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that although these organizations may provide worthwhile services, the provision of financial assistance
to such a cause is not why the State created specific public authorities.

A public authority’s mission, powers, duties and purposes are outlined in either statute or its articles of
incorporation. The ABO has found that, in a number of cases, authorities are becoming financially
involved in activities that are not core to their mission. Public authorities have awarded grants,
sponsorships and scholarships to organizations that do not directly relate to the authorities’ missions.

We will be reviewing this data more closely in 2012 and expect to issue a report addressing our findings
and conclusions.

Current Litigation

The Authorities Budget Office is currently defending two lawsuits brought by local development
corporations. The suits argue that the ABO was incorrect when it determined that these entities were

local authorities, subject to its oversight and the public reporting requirements of Public Authorities
Law.

In May 2009, the Griffiss Local Development Corporation (GLDC) filed a petition in State Supreme Court
in an attempt to annul a determination made by the ABO that GLDC was an entity covered by the
reporting and governance regquirements of the Public Authorities Accountability Act. On December 1,
2009, the Supreme Court dismissed the petition and declared that GLDC was subject to the Act. GLDC
appealed and requested a stay of the order pending the outcome of that appeal. On May 12, 2010 the
State Supreme Court denied that motion. The GLDC's appeal was argued on April 26, 2011. OnJune 21,
2011, the Appellate Division of State Supreme Court affirmed the lower court’s “well reasoned

determination” that the Griffiss Local Development Corporation is a local authority subject to the
requirements of Public Authorities Law.

In January, 2011, the Fulton County Economic Development Corporation filed an action for Declaratory
Judgment and Injunctive Relief, arguing that the ABO lacks the statutory authority and jurisdiction to
impose the requirements of Public Authorities Law on the corporation. This case is still pending.
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Potential Statutory Amendments

The Public Authorities Accountability Act and the 2009 Public Authorities Reform Act have
fundamentally changed the role and perception of boards of directors, as well as how state and local
authorities conduct business and disclose financial and operating practices to the public. The ABO has
played a significant role in ensuring that public authorities are held accountable and comply with the
basic requirements of law. More importantly, the information now being reported to the ABO is leading
to a more complete understanding of how the system of public authorities functions in this state and
where opportunities may exist to consolidate, further reform, control costs and maximize efficiencies,
and improve the compliance of public authorities. At the same time, as the ABO implements the current
law and continues to perform compliance and operational reviews, it is clear that additional
improvements to Public Authorities Law and the ABO’s enforcement powers should be considered.

e The definition of a local authority should be amended to make clear that the Legislature intended to
cover any not-for-profit corporation that is directly or indirectly under the control of a local
government, receives public funds for the purpose of performing or providing a governmental
service, administers public funds on behalf of the local government or acts on behalf of government
in the performance of a public purpose. This would include LDCs and other not-for-profit entities
that manage revolving loan funds or influence the allocation of public grant moneys, act as staff for
a public entity or authority, receive most of its operating funds from public sources, or have been
delegated independent authority to manage public projects or to act as the agent of a municipal
government for economic development and job creation or retention purposes.

e There is no provision in law that the ABO be notified upon the formation of a not-for-profit
corporation incorporated pursuant to Section 1411 of the Not-for-Profit Corporations Law, or for the
purpose of performing a public or quasi-governmental function. The ABO should be notified when
such an entity is incorporated. This could be done at the time the municipality adopts a resolution
creating the corporation or when papers are filed with the Department of State. In either case, a
copy of the incorporation papers should be provided to the ABO at that time.

» We suggest that the Legislature consider requiring any authority that is the subject of an ABO
compliance review, to formally respond in writing to the recommendations advanced in the final
report. The public has a right to expect that the authority would address the issues raised by that
review and either develop a corrective action plan or go on record explaining why the ABO’s
recommendations will not be accepted.

¢+ The ABO has insufficient resources to enforce compliance or compel repoerting by public authorities
or to take action against those authorities that provide inaccurate, incomplete or misleading
information, intentionally or unintentionally fail to comply with any statutory requirement, fail to
take corrective action when notified of such failure, or when a failure of the board to exercise its
proper fiduciary or oversight responsibilities has been identified. The ABO reguests that
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consideration be given to addressing this resource issue so that the public expectations for the ABO
can be realized.
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Data Tables

The following statistical information reflects data as reported in PARIS by public authorities.

Fublic Authority Debt Information

State Ruthority Debt in 2010
n=28)

Typeof Percent of Percent of Total Debt Pexrcent of
Debt |Opening Balance| Total |New Debt Issued| Total Outstanding Total
State $48,828,080,512 36.54%| %$6,912,320,000 37.79%| $51,033,531,806 35.84%
Authority | $53,251,470,225 39.84%| $7.359,448,000 40.23%] $57,668,887,098 40.50%
Conduit $31,567,636,000 23.62%| $4,021,7086,189 21.98%|  $33,672,518,189 23.65%
Total $133,647,136,737 | 100.00%]| $18,293,474,189 | 100.00%]| $142,375,337,093 | 100.00%

Note: The following State authorities issued state debt in 2010: Dormitory Authority of the State of New
York ($4.07 billion), New York Local Government Asmsiance Corporation ($325. 9 mi]hon) New York State
Thruway Authority ($1.04 hﬂhon) and New York State Urban Development Corporation ($1.47 billion).

State Authorities Reporting No Debt During 2010

|Agriculture and New York State Horse Breeding
Develcpment Fund

New York Convention Center Operating Corporation

Capital District Transportation Authority

New York State Affordable’ Housing Corporation

Homeless Housing Assistance Corporation

New York State Foundation for Science Technology and
Innovation

Housing Trust Fund Corporation New York State Olym‘p_m:mal]?evelopmem Authority
Hudson River Pazk Trust New York State Thoroughbred Breeding Develdpment Fund
Hudson River-Black River Regulating District Rochester-Genesee Réﬂm ﬁa:lspurtahon .Fiuﬂ'lonty
Natirdl Herifage Trust” Roosevelt Island Operating Corporation

Nelson A. Rockefeller Empire State Plaza Performing Arts

Certer Operatmg Corporation
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Debt Reported by State Euthorities in 2010

(n=28)

Tolal Debt Percent of
Authority Outstandxng Total

Dormitary Authority of the State of New York $41,833,611,240 29.38%
Metropolitan Transportation Authority $32,147,325,000 22.58%
New Yark State Thruway Authority $14,050,675,000 9.87%
New York State’ Huus:ng}fiﬁéhce Agency $9,722,;370,000 6.83%
Environmental Facikifies Corporation - $8,638,820,000 6.07%
New York State Uiban Development Corporation $8,475,604,000 5.95%
| Long Island Power Authority- $6,823,154,556 4.79%
New Yark Local Government Assistance Corporation $3,638,839,930 2.56%
New York StEté?EnWafch ananeve]opme.m Anthority $3,626,740,000 2.55%
State oiNew‘.Y" Mot v '$3;515,166;000 2.47%
© $3/011:800;000 |  212%
$1,924,657,000 1.35%
$176487185,000 1.16%
$1:092,210;000 0.77%
$736,281,949 0.52%
Westchester Counfy Health Care Corporation $396,830,000 0.28%
Roswell Park Carnicer Instifute Corporation $253,583,876 0.18%
Efie County Fiscal Stability Authority $246,535,000 0.17%
| Nisgara Frontier Transportation Aithority $203,098;000 . 0.14%
Biffalo Fiscal Stability Anthority $121,120!000 0.09%
United Nations Dévelopmient Carporation $106,822,500 0.08%
M“‘“‘:ﬁahss:s:amer;qr_porauonfor the City of Troy '$52,158,228" 0.04%
New Yorksfate Bridge Anthority™ $473615;000 0.03%
New YorkJobDevelopmert Authority - $27,745:000 0.02%
Development.Authority of the North Country $26,276:746 0.02%
|Ogdensbirg Bridge and Port Authority $7,249;155" 0.01%
Port of Oswego Authority- $517,234 0.00%
cﬁﬁ”ﬁm"“m“n ""il Transportatlm:l Authcnty $2467681 0.00%
T‘*‘El '$142,37573377093 |  99799%

requ:r debt mfo::matxon to the ABO
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Local Authority and IDA Debt in 2010
(n=134)
Type of Type of Opening Percent of New Debt Percent of| Total Debt Percent of
ZEunthority Debt Balance Total Issued Total Ontstanding Total

Local State ® $4,251,577,708 8.28% $0 0.00%| $4,221,472,709 1.30%
Euthorities Authority | $40,816,150,364 79.49%| $11,102,845,811 95.71% | $47,090,421,464 81.43%
n=43) Conduit $6,281,869,100 12.23%|  $487,080,000 4.29%| $6,515,451,761 11.27%
Total Debt |$51,349,597,173 100.00%|$11,599,935,811 | 100.00%| $57,827,345,934 100.00%
County State $0 0.00% 30 0.00% $0 0.00%
IDEs Authority $34,630,234 0.42% $250,000 0.21% $32,403,501 0.42%
@=52) Conduit $8,162,963,286 98.58%|  $120,585,830 89.78%| $7,636,897,02¢ 89.58%
Total Debt | $8,197,593,520 100.00% $120,805,830 | 100.00%| $7,669,300,525 100.00%
Local State $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00%
IDAs Authority $23,010,271 0.17% $0 0.00%|-  $14,288,227 0.11%
@=39) Conduit $13,249,618,518 99.83%| $177,094,853 | 100.00%| $12,493,076,926 £9.88%
Totzdl Debt [$13,272,629,790 100.00% $177,094,853 100.00%] $12,501,366,153 100.00%

A Pursuant to section 2799-tt of Public Autherities Law, New Yark City Transitional Finance Authority is authorized to issue up
to $9.4 billion in state debf.

Local Development Corporation Debt in 2010

(n=65)
Opening New Debt Total Debt
Type of LDC Balance Issued Outstanding |

Tobacco Asset Securitization

Corporations $3,207,569,600 $0 | $3,195,897,813
Hudson Yards Infrastructure

Corporation $2,000,000,000 $0 | $2,000,000,000
Sales Tax Asset Receivable

Corporation $2,252,820,000 $0 | $2,177,900,000
Other LDCs $701,070,389 | $766,824,902 | $1,447,668,888
Total Debt $8,161,459,989 | $766,824,902 | $8,821,466,701
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Local Authorities Reparting No Debt During 2010

IDA Fairport Industrial Development Agency Town of Lockport Industrial Development Agency
(n=8) Lewis C Industrial ent Town of Malone Industrial Development Agency
Mechnmmrﬂle-sﬁﬂwater Industrial Development Agency Village of Groton Industrial Development Agency
|Schoharie County Tndustral Deve Development Agency 'Walllill Industrial Development Agency
Local Albany Convention Center Authority Ossining Urban Renewal Agency
(n=23) Amsterdam Urban Renewal Agency Rochester Urban R 1 Agency
Chautanqua, Cattmngus Allegany and Steuben Southern
Tier Extension Railroad Am}mxv Schenectady Urban Renewal Agency
City of Hudson Community Development and Planning
Agency
Genesee Valley Regional Market Authority
Glen Cove Community Devélopment Agency Towii of Riverhead Comimuify Development Agency
Glens Falls Urban Renewal Agency Victor Usban Renewal Agency : -
Greater Rochester Sparts Authority Village of Etmira Heights Uiban Renewal Agency
Montgumm Otsego, Schoharie Solid Waste Management |~ ° AT o
Ruthority Village of Fairport Urban Renewal Agency
New York City Schoal Construction Authority Vi]hitre"o{ Patchogue Commm'rii‘ym Agency
Jyewxurk.Ci:yWate:r Board VIIl.age of Rockville Centre COIM
|Olean Urban Re:wwalﬁgb.m'y
IDC  |Apple industial Development Carparation Né"v& Y&s?"c:ty Ecommb*‘“‘”" -onomic Development Corporation
(n=56) |Betliellocal Development Carporation” Niagara C Browiifields t Corparation
[_mg}.‘.'aﬁ?‘ o Local Development Corporation Niagara Power Coalition’
Buffalo and Erie County Regional Development Corporation _|Ontario County Four Seasons Development Corparation

Carihage Industrial Development Corparation

Orleans County Liocal Developriérit Corpotation

City of Peelsiill Liocal Development Co :

Orleans Land Restoration Corparation

City of Watertown Liocal Development Corporation

Civic Genter Morwoe County Local Development

ek i e

Cm‘pmatmn

]Peelmlu‘ﬂ?acﬂrtm Di_e.lggmsm Carporation

Putnam County Economic Development Corporation

Cohoesﬂmcalnevelopmant Cmpurahcn

Route’110 Redevelopiment Corparation’

Sackets Harbor Local Development Corporation

Coney ls]and Deﬁelo'?LC nrpmunn

a‘]a”iﬁﬁca'}lmabwebpmm Corporation

[Scnenecta gylocﬂDevebpmem Corporation

|séneca’ cm“gmm“"“‘ j:Erf'é]upmem“‘““" Corparation

| Gres terWawarsing Local Developrient Cofpotation

Hmﬂlﬁéa‘hﬁu?fmln@“?ﬁf&d Corporation

The Hamiton" Gm“'ﬁcalmpm ‘Corporation-
The Town ﬂmmﬁcmma ‘Corperation

The “““ni‘w&‘“' ord’; Jevalopmer ‘Cmpurahm

Hiudson Development:Corporaton’
Hiudson¥ardsDevelopmentiCorporation: i
éﬁﬁsﬁ*{: ity Agmic |ull; D “ n- enit cmhﬂn
efferson'C ounty JobDevelopment Corporation -
efferson’' Comnty.Local Developmen -.. mm
|Ldket Nt Development.C orporaton e = S
oeal Developmert. "S‘&'ﬁ'v'ﬁ‘ofU""

MENBRO T me

Mmmsﬁ"mm@mm Cmpmuon

| watertown Industial CenterLiocal Development
: WWSMG oTpora

NewMain Street Development: Corporation™

‘West Brihton Cormmunity Liocal Development Goc:pcu'ahcm

07/21/11
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Public Authority Staffing Information

Reported State Ruthority Full-Time Staffing Levels for 2010
{n=37)
Average Max Max Total Staffl Percent
Total | Average Total Salary at |Compensation| Earning | of Total
State Authorities Staff Salary |Compensation | Antherity | at Buthority |S100,000+ Staff
Agriculhoe and New York State Horze Breeding
Fund = 2 | §74,750 $74,750 $81,500 $87,500 0 0.00%
|Battery Park City Authority 146 | $67,810 $66,648 | 5223,288 $251,677 26 17.81%
Buffalo Fiscal Stability Aunthority 5| $71,398 $71,298 | $102,000 $102,000 1 20.00%
Capital District Transpartation Authority 743 | $40,063 $43,044 |- $152,000 §128,873 7 0.94%
Central New York Regiconal Transportation Authority 530 | 330,841 $46,48]1 | $154,128 5184.128 1 1.32%
Development Authority of the North Country 58 | $55,787 $£54,102 | $140,000 5141443 7 12.07%
| Dormitary Autharity of the State of New York 637 | $80,503 $81,038 | $206,876 $214,010 188 31.24%
|Enwmnuﬂa1?a.cinh=s nguruim 112 | 577,484 $75,802 |- $1B5,000 $155,000 21 18.75%
Erie County Fiscal Stability Authority 4| 562,650 $55,064 |* $115,000 5113,850° 1]: 25.00%
me:mcm, ion = 26 SEE.DST $56,868:) $113,838 $113,956 |- 1 - 3.B8%
Hudgom River Park Trost =" 54| '$64,830 $84.630 |* $183,584 | $163,684 8 14.81%
Hudsan‘RNu—thkI{:mRaguhth:g District - 28! 857,815 __S57,81B'| $100,285 $100,285 1 3.85%
{sland Powes Ma F Wl $ - = 110°}$108,234 $92,856 $285,000 $275.000'|- 53 |+ 48.18%
| Metropolitan Transportation Autharity 72,369 | ‘365,048 $72,208 |: $380,000 $4086,040 3,180 4.38%
Hassan Comnty Infetim Pinance Auntharity 5 |$134,463 |- $143,131 $178,820 | $198,290° 3 |° 60.00%
Natural Heritacrs Tt BEssars o - 56 | $55,134 $50,586 | - $125,000 §$124,657 2 3.57%
Nekm{i.noch!ahzmymmntemnkﬂm:gm e = g e
enier 7 | $50,857 $50,857 | - $85,000 $95,000° ol 000%
306 | "$58,883-|-- $EB;BBAi|= '$18B,877:|" $188,877-}- 35 11.44%
‘62| "$82.861| - 'ST0.HT2:|+-$144,000:|~ 51417777 |- 14 | - 26.92%
155 | $5B,853 564,174 |- 5178,500 $162.275 12 1.74%
298 | 574,948 $75,262 | $157,988 $169,670 €5 21.74%
; HHEIH: 26 | 383,278 564,085 | $144,282 $148,420 7 26.92%
New York State Housing Finance Agency 38 |$100,533. $100,213 | $158,718 $165,861 18 46.15%
[New York State Olympi Regional Development futhority | 202 | -$36,620 $37.421 [ 5176000 | sis0.e1 2| o0s%
| New York State Thctoughbred Breeding Develor t Fund 5 875,241 |- $47:656:|¢ $1108,000 $75.305° 1 20.00%
New York'State Thruway Hutharity - 3,617 | '$52,348 SE0,BIG|" 5165708 $170;680 127 3.61%
v 7 350 | $81,892 $82,101 | - $215,000 5218,000 98 28.00%
1,697 | '$43;181¢] ‘$47;470]+ '$240;846 $240,846 13 0.77%
. 28i)'547.281 | - $49/4601|+ ‘5101044 $103.818: 1 3.45%
10:|::§44/816°] « '$44/B16| 7 ‘$108,000 '$108:000!| - 11~ 10.00%
uiﬂn‘BtateoiNewYuﬂc 1,8881| '$B7,552 $88;6237|+ $240,000 $2458!182" 387 24.37%
Roc.'nu‘tu-ﬂumﬁee Recrional Transpoartation Authority 126] .$46,818 $51,325|* $155,000 3218,744 i 0.96%
Roocaavelf 1slandrOperating o ¥ - 1131]*863;816 | - $54;2101|%'$150,385+| - “$150!933:] - 84+ 7.96%
Roswell PatkCancer Hsthite’ T 2,106!|§74;338}|= '$7171301) & "$580,000i |~ $803:678: 303 |~ 14.38%
State of New Yot Martaage Agen 1101]:1877:8438: |~ '$75;4B8!|* '$2281000'] = £181,888° 24|~ 21.B2%
United Nationd Davelopment 101|$106;838 |- $107;3191|=$183,383" $18B7183 4 40.00%
eatr:hur.m'c i fHaJmeC maticm -4,007¢{™$78,802 '$72:6841|'$1,008/000°| - $1,316,269: 859 |- '21:44%
Tofal'Stdte Anthorl Hesimn i msimmuian | 90,237¢|<$E5;016'| = $70;600:]51;009;000:|« - $1;316;268 5414} - 6.07%

For:2009:10,1 the"a‘“é&ag‘e anmial salary for all full-time New Yotk State ‘employees was'!:“'.i_ﬁr 18510 mm;gmxm the Leg‘lslaf\n-e and
the]u.dldary, the avnﬂgs anml flﬂl‘ 'll';_ﬂn State e:npluyae salaxy wns $56,506. Thea ge total compen ion for all full-time New York
State employees was $66,611. Excluding SUNY/CUNT, the Legislafure, and the Judiciary, the average total compensation for all full-time
5535;_ T glcyeewns 364 243

Soux ZOUG-IUPaymll dafa from NYS Dfﬁce of he State Cumptxoll& Master File (pp. 1-26)

g R A R e S e A PR TN i S PGS P 85 = b
Note: Th:ui tahle only includes’ full-time staff zupm'tedhy nuﬂmﬂtms thnl mce.i a sa‘la.ry pag Ry_t‘he public authority. In additien to full-
time staff, Staieauthoduu:epnﬂeﬁhamg &, 525 art-time staf staﬂ'aa.ming an a otal compensation of 517,017,

Note: New‘!_mk ocal Government e Cm'pmﬁmrspmd 18 staﬁmem‘nexs bnl is not in the ta.b?.e a.hwebecau.sa ste.tf are not paid by the

o L A

T e Ty R R A S T A s
P,.nth?_my Inadd.ﬁim,“HmelessHausmgmiﬁance Cnxpmtlm Mumcxp

i I-‘u:u: or( anﬂumiy are pa!mm_ec} by_New You'k Staté Oiﬁoe o‘I‘I‘empomy and Duaﬁﬂnrﬁsmance
* Functions of autharity are periormed by New York State Financial Control Board.
& Functions of the amlm'y mpufomwdby the New York Btate U:ba.n Devalopmem Corperation.
° Functions of the amhmi:y are peﬁom\ed b'y the New York State Mordable Hc-usmg Corporation, New York State Housing Finance Agency, and State of
Note: Erie County Medical Center and Nassau Medical Center Cerporation did not submit required staffing informaticn to the ABO.

5
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Reported Local Authority, IDE, and LDC Full-Time Staffing Levels for 2010
@m=101)
Average Max Staff
Total | Average Total Max Total Earning | Percent of
JAuthority Type Staff Salary Cumpéiﬁatim| Salary |Compensation| $100,000+ Total Staff
Water Autharities (8) 1,461 | $58,376 $58,150 | 5177,644 $183,955 85 3.76%
| Parking Anthorities (2) 63 | $53.637 $52,988 |$120,400 $120,400 3 4.76%
Resource Recovery Agencies and Solid
Local Waste Authorities C)] 302 | $44,186 $47,408 [5135,663 $148,367 10 3.31%
Butheorities |Public Works Authorities (5) 274 | $486,908 $48,166 | 5114.814 5114,914 2 0.73%
(n=42)  [Uben Renewal Agencies and
Caommumity Development Agencies (8) 85 | $45,917 $56,391 | $120,623 $148,154 2 2.35%
Miscellaneous Anthorities* (10) 968 | $B4.484 $83,842 | 202,000 $208,800 _ 287 20.62%
Totdl Local Buthorities® - 3,154 | 563,608 $68,425 | $203,000 $209,800 |- 359 11.38%
Local Industrial Development Agency 5
IDEs {11) 48 | 581,461 $57,627 | $168,373 $179,332 5 10.20%
(n=41) County Industrial Development Agency g
(30)* 137 | $68.883 $54,340 | $157,580 $176,325- 14 10.22%
Total IDAs 186 | $60,299 555,206 | $168,573 $179,332 | - 19 10.22%
LDCe !.lllncal al Development DT ;
L =18) . Cmpmaﬂom** 461 | $15,581 $75,357 | $189,721 $189,721 104 22.56%
Note: This thz anly‘includes full-time staff reparted by a anthorities that receive a lnh:y paid lry‘l.hn
the inform abave, hﬂlauthmitureg’nnﬁuadﬁmdmmmnaﬂmﬂugu age

4 in:nl anthm'ltiuxspmﬂ:ng mﬂ'fhaving part

i

cnmpenntiqn a! $16,124; mamc 5 xepnrled an additional 145 pari-time sta.lf mningu';;&age total cumpmaﬁon of $12;343, with 1
LDC's :epmrﬂng m:ly haﬂng;uﬂ-ﬂme staff.

Note: Sevenlocal anthorities repuﬂed 143 stafl members that are not paid by the authorities; 22 IDAis reported 67 stalf members not paid by the IDAs;
mdﬂﬁl,anrepm‘tedlSd ataﬂmﬂ:uhurnmpa:dhyth!IDCs

* Excludes New York Cilyﬁaalth and Hospitals who 1 repm:ted 42,001 ful-time staif having an average salary of $58,755 and max salary of $681,441. In
addition, NYCHHC reported 3,837 parn-time staff eaming an average total compencation of $37,316.

#* New York Gity Economic Development Corporation accounts for B0 percent of staff reported.

Local Authorities Repurting No Staff

(n-'109)- :
IDE Albany City Industrial Development Agency Bﬁddletmhndmtdalnevehg__ Agency
(n=36) |AléganyIndustrisl Devebp__"rﬁé_u}g"ency“ > Mmm?"sé'm Indis "’fxﬁlbevﬁl_am“" opment ﬁgm
Charami justrial Deve e T Deve
7 ol Rensselaer Industrial Development Agency | NewXt aﬂccgﬁﬂn—stﬂiﬂ}ﬁﬂé]_ﬁ?ﬁgum‘é&rw
Cit ?ﬂ&mc'“:ﬁﬁﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬂmap‘ﬁ&tﬁéﬁzy aTa TowTl L t >
Cﬁ‘xencemﬁmmmﬁﬁ'ﬁy : Oﬁﬂaicmy_ﬁmmmnmmy
.crw-l-hmﬁ!!;;ﬁ; —— e ==

|UEtefComi

: Vﬁ?&ﬂm"ﬁ"ﬁm@mmlaﬁﬁw
‘Mecharicvile-Stillwater IndistisTDevelopment Agency WAL Industrial Development Agency -
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Local Authorities Reporting No Staff Continued...

|Local |American Museurn of Natural History Planetarium Authority  [Syracuse Urban Renewal Agency

(m=12) |Chautanqua, Cattaraugus, Allegany and Steuben Southern
Tier Extension Railroad Authority Town of Riverhead Community Development Agency
Elmira Urban Renewal Agency Trust for Cultural Resoiirces of the City of New York
[Ossining Urban Renewal Agency Trust for Cultural Resources of the County of Onondaga
Rochester Urban Renewal Agency White Plains Urban Renewal Agency
Schenectady Urban Renewal Agency Yonkers Community Development Agency

LDC Bethel Local Development Corporation New York City Capital Resource Corporation

{n=61) |Broome Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation Niagara County Brownfields Development Corporation
Carthage Industrizl Development Corporation Niagara Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation
Chemung Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation Oneida County Local Development Corporation

Cm.c ant_er Monroe County Local Development
Carporation

Oneida Tobacco Asset Securitization Corparation

Clayton Local Development Corporation

Onondaga Tobacco Asset Secimitization Corporation

Coluribia County Capital Resource Corporation

Community Fund for Manhattan'

Orlearns Land Restaration Corporation =

ConeyIsland Development Corporation

Oswego Tobacco Asset Seciritization Corporation

Cortland Tobacco Asset Secimifization Corporation

|Putnam Tobaccs Asset Securitization Corporation -

Délaware Coimtyliocal Dévelopment Corporation” Rerisselaer TobaccoAsset Secititization Corporation
Deveélspment Chenango Caorporation” Route110 Redevelopiient Corporation™

Dutchess County Local Development Carporation

Schuyler County Hurnan Sexvices Development Corporation

Dafchess Tobadco Asset Sedimitization Corporation

e

|schuyler Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

Essex County Capital Resource Corporation

Seneca County Economic Development Corporation

ang’arhkfs Regional Telecommunications Development
Corporation

Steuben Area Economic Development Corporation

Franidin County Civic Development Corparation

Steuben Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

Frarklin County Local Development Corporation

The Town of Huntington Economic Development Corporation

Creater Glens Falls Local Developrient Corporation

Theater Subdistrict Coitheill Local Developmerit Corporation

Tompkirs Tobacco Asset Secutitization Corporation’

Greece Economic Development Projects, Inc.

Town of Amherst Development Corporation

Herkimer Tobacco Asset Secutitization Corporation

| Town efMerean Liocal Déveloprient Corporation

|Ulstér Ceninty Capital Rescmrce'Cotporation™

Jefierson' County Liocal Development Corporation

Ulster Tobaccs Aiset Secuiitization Corporation

MUNIPRO; TG

Livingsteh Tobacce AsSet Seciitization Carperation Upsfate Telecommuiications| Corporation:
LotalDevelopment Corporation of the Town of Union Vilage of Chitféhangs Local Developiment Corporation

Waishington Cotirity Local Developiient Corporation

Moriroe Newpower Corporation

Wayrie Indtstrisl Sustdinability Development Corparation

e

Moniog Becrity & Safety System Liocal Development
oratian - %

‘Westchester Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

Moantoe Tobacco Asset Sécuritization Corporation

Yates Tobacco Asset Securitation Corporation

New Rochelle Local Development Corporation®

27
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Public Authority Procurement Information

Contracts Reported by State Buthorities in 2010
(n=41)
Number of
Procurements Amocunt Paid
Number of | as Percent of as Percent af
Authority Name Procur Totals E t Paid Totals
Agriculture and New York State Horse Breeding
Development Fund 8| 0.03% 5191,861 0.00%
]Bnﬂﬂ‘?ﬂk City Rutherity -1-42| 1.78% $72,6850,916 1.18%
Buffalo Fiscal Stability Authority | 0.02%| $178,860] 0.00%
| Capital District Transportation Autharity 288| 1.14%|  $43,431,075 0.70%
Central New York Regional Transpartation
Autharity 178 0.71%|  $22,046,554 0.38%
of the Narth Country 31 0.12%]-  $1,118,285(= 0.02% |
Darmuitary Authority of the State of New York 3,654 - 14.10%)| $1,028,873:670] 16.67%
3 i 53 0.21%|>~ '$2,261,431|~ 0.04%
11 - 0.04%[+  $1;763,437]~ 0.03%
al- 0.01%] -~ $1,003;976}~ 0.02%
24| 0.10%] 5= $13; seuaasL 0.23%)|
agl 0.36%)| > ssa;mm, alr 0.87%
20|+ 0.08% - $B78,807|> 0.01%
a18( - 1.10%]| §1,002,316,746| 16.22%
10.238|~ 40.63%| '$2,484.534;331 40.20%
4f- 0.02%]< m.nsl 0.00%
28]  0.11%|> $23;580,308]2: - 0.38%|
823|* 3.27%|* $102;363;408[% 1:66%|
24_5‘-- 0.87%(  $8,541,811 0.08%
155 0.62% $5,168,487 0.08%
New?o&mlugcal Guvmrmentﬂsﬁstame o
| Corparation 40 0.16%|  $91.488,481 1.48%
New York State Affordable Housing Corporation [ 0.02% $43316]: 0.00%
New Yark State Bridge Authority 217 0.88%|  $18,158:379]- 0.20%|
N_gg_ﬁ‘{q:!:ﬁhtehmgyneeemh and
Developiment Anthority- 3,338 _13.24%| $115,586,203 1.87%
New!’urk’state Fmda.hm far Science
ogy anc Jnnmmm 21 0.11% 51,148,571 0.02%
New York State ng Finance 138 0.64% $3,401;709 0.06%
New York State Olymipic Regional Development
| Authority 260 1.03%|  $15,016.394 0.24%
NequrkSu:_eWghhad Breeding ] T =
evelopmeni Fund i = B 0.02%). $312,000 0.01%
Na#!aﬂ:shte'n'mwazhmhuntyk- 462[« 1.83% | $103.818:448)= 1.68%
puiagues Proetiar Tanipartation Anthotty 128+ 2.89%|- $33,464:383% 0.54%
gqea w1 Rinth - ‘36[w 014% ] - 0.04%
Portof Oswego AnfhoritypesGeren e 28(= 0.12%
PowerAutliityof e Bate deYmk~- 2,172]! 8.62%|(>
118 0.39%
11 = 0.31%
180] & 2.071%
108 - 0.10%
11 = 0.01%
“akig|Ee -+ D.00%
S124] < 048% S~ - 0.5B%
o nBO4|E . 2,00%|8 S161.128078]5 . 2.69%
- i25202|v - 100:00%| 36 ;179,731;007|=- - 100.00%

Caunty Medical Center Cmﬁﬁﬁ@_ﬂ.‘&ﬁﬁfﬂz Empm Btate %‘Pa{mmtg.ﬂrts Center:
Dpemmg Cm;pon qm‘Naw_r Y__‘ abmzehpmm Authority, and New York State ‘Urban Development Curpurahm
did ot suhmn mq&m‘adpmcmeﬁm;ﬂda a to the ABO in 2010.
g0l b et
NOTE: Authorities a;ereq'nimd nmp ‘procurement transactions for the fiscal year with an actual or estimated value

uf!SOOOurmme.unlasiheh‘eha.bhgslamiecnas a higher reporting threshold.

28
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State Euthority Contracts in 2010
(n=41)

Number of Amount

Procurements Paid as
Number of | as Percent of Percent of

Type of Procurement Procurements Totals Emount Paid Totals
Competitive . 17,462 69.28%| §$5,031,366,444 81.42%
Non-Competitive 4,493 17.83% $796,232,009 12.88%
Non Contract Procurement/Purchase Order 1,218 4,83% $239,410,592 3.87%
Purchased Under Staie Contract 2,028 B.05% $112,722,051 1.82%
Total 25,202 | 100.00%| $6,179,731,097 100.00%

NOTE: Erie County Medical Center Corporation, Nelson A. Rockefeller Empue StatePlaza Performing Arts
Center Operating Corporation, New York Job Development Auﬂ'tonty, andNEW R ork State Urban
Development Corporation did not submit required procurement data to the ABO in2010.

NOTE: Authorities are required to report procurement transactions for the fiscal year with an actual or
estimated value of $5,000 or more, unless their enabling statute cites a higher reporting threshold.

Local Euthority, IDE and LDC Contracts in 2010

(n—lBE)
Number of
Procuxe.ments Amount Paid
Type of Numberof | asa Percent as a Percent of
ZButhority Type of Procurement Procurements|  of Total Amount Paid Totfal
Competitive - 1,493 54.53%| = $584,856,656 B2.99%
Local Non-Competitive 336 12.27% $66,164,357 9.39%
(n=48) Nonc;or_m'czpmcurer_nenmmhase Order 657" .24.00% (" $29;716,248 4.22%
Purchased Under State Contract 252 8.20% $23/991,966 3.41%
Totdl" 2,738 100.00%|- $7047529,227 100.00%
Competitive 97 43.11% $11,771,254 74.20%
County |Non-Competitive 87 3B.67% $3,228,533 20.35%
IDA Non Cenfiact Procurement/Purchase Order 38 16,89% | '$840,740 5.30%
(n=28) |Purchiased Under State Contract 3 1.33%|" ~1524470 ‘0.15%
Totali:s" 225 100:00% $15;864;997 100.00%
Comipetitive B0 55.17% '$6{878,520 56.67%
Local  |Non-Competitive (3 42.07% $5,208,816 42.91%
IDA*  |Non Confract Procurement/Purchase Order 2 1.38% $16;250 0.13%
(n=17) |pircHased UnderState Contiact 2 1.38%|" $34,514 0.28%
TRl 145 |- 100100% |- $1271387100. 100.00%
Competitive .- 5101« .44739%| 4 .$343;373,773 57:52%
LDC #* NonCainpetitive: : e 276 1| : .24_;"02%' w $235_:397_;375 39.43%
@=T11) Non'Cantract Procurerent/Pirchase Order: |~ 352t 30164% |- $16]660,962 2.78%
Pﬁ“chasedﬁﬁae: si'aﬁ'é"cm"'éif 11| --0:96%| & 4 $17502/603 0.25%
- |Total®” 1149‘ 100“00% ¥ $596,934,613' 100.00%

or more, un.less their e

]mg statnie cites a higher repnr{mg threshold.

*New York Cxty IDA accounts for 42% of procurement transactions ‘reported and 6§7% of amount paid.
**New York City Economic Development Corporation accounts for 54% of procurement transactions reported and 89% of

amount paid.

29

'am reqlm‘ed to repocrt pmct_;rement m.nsa.ct:ons for the fiscal year with an actual or estimated value of $5,000
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Local Authorities That Reported No Contracts in 2010

) {n=158)
Local |Buffalo Urban Renewal Agency |Rochester Urban Renewal Agency
(n=30) [Chautauqua, Cattaraugus, Allegamny and Steuben Southern  |Schenectady Urban Renewal Agency
City of Fulton Community Development Agency Suffern Parking Authority
City of Hudson Community Development and Planning
Agency Syracuse Urban Renewal Agency
| Clifton-Fine Health Care Carporation Tonawanda (City) Community Development Agency
E&s_hg._m Rensselaer County Solid Waste Management
101 Town of Erwin Urban Renewal Agency
Elmiira Orban Renewal Agency Town of Riverhead Community Development Agency
| Glan Cove Commiirity Development Agency Trust for Cultural Resources of the County of Onondaga
[Glens Faﬂsﬁrbanmmgency Utica Urban Renewal Agency
Hﬁﬁt’rﬁvﬁ:ﬁmﬁm Victar Urban Renewal Agency
'LnﬂeTi]h‘Urban“meil}lgetwy illage of Elmira Heights Urban Renewal Aigency
Mount Vernon Urbat ency Villige of St. Johnsville Urban Renewal Agency
Omﬂsan”ﬂ,enewﬂ:ﬁq%" Wesf&x"l.?ﬁ_& Takes Solid Waste Management Authority
Oiéi:niﬂ'g'Uﬂ:anI{emewﬂlgm White Plains Urban Renewal Agency -
Port Jervis Cormmmity Development igency Yorikers' CmnnrutyDevebpmmzt Agency
IDE Abnny City Industrial Development Agency Livingston County Industrial Development Agency
(n=62) ~C e Y ey p—

Mad:son Cmtyhdusunlnevelop Agency

Rocldand Com&y‘[ndusb:mlbevﬂnpmem&qency

|Saratoga CumrtLIndustmlDevelop_ment Agency

Scheniectady C:Mmm Agency

Schohans Comty
Schuyler Connty Indistrial Develspment Agency”

|SGiittisast Industial Development Agency *

|Steasen County IndustridlDevelopment Agency

Sullivan County Industial Development Rg'e.ni:.'v
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more, unless their enabling statute cites a higher reporting threshold.
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Local Authorities That Reported No Contracts in 2010 continued...

LnC | Auburm Local Development Carporation Peelkskill Facilities Development Corporation

(n=66) [Bethel Local Development Corporation Putnam County Economic Development Corporation
Broome Tobacco Asset Securitization Corperation Puinam Tobacco Asset Securitzation Corporation
Chadwick Bay Regional Development Corporation Rensselaer Municipal Leasing Corporation
Chermung Tobacco Asset Sécuritization Corporation Rockland Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation
City of Kingston Local Development Carporation Route 110 Redevelopment Corporation
City of Peekskill Local Developrnent Corporation Sackets Harbor Local Development Corporation
City of Watervliet Local Development Corporation |schuyler County Human Services Development Corporation
Clayton Local Development Corporation Schuyler Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation
Cohoes Local Development Corparation .Se:iei:a }'ails Deﬁe.‘lc‘pmem Corporation
Columbia County Capitdl Resource Corporation
Community Fund for Manhattan a'u‘elopment
Cortland Tobacco Asset Securitization Carporation St Lawrence County Liocdl Development Corporation
Delawdre CountvLoca“.lD_—é'!.upcmerﬂ Corporation sré:rﬁ‘éﬁmé‘a'zémmm“ ment Corporation
| Dutchiess Camwmomg_p_ewm The Haniilton Cotinty Liocal Development Corporation
.EssuCc_n_u_tg Capifal Resoirce Corporation ? The Village of Waterford Local Deve
| Frankiin Couhty Tiocal Develsprrient Cu&ii&iaﬁm ' Cotin T

¢ Graate:‘Wﬁ'ﬁ:sﬁéLucal;ﬁiopm ‘Corporation Tioga Tobacen Aaset Securitization Corporation

Gm_ﬁﬂcmwmm% S Tompkins Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation
HomeAreaTndustrial Development Corporation Towsi ot Amiherst Devélopinent Corporation
Hudnmwﬁ'&*ﬂ'c‘gg"ﬁm‘v“ WARET T
Lake City Loca ment Corporation Town of Dewitt L'ﬁéﬂw" opment Carporation
Livingston County CapitdlResource Cotporation | Towii ot Motean Liocal Developiient Coporation
Livingston Tobacco Asget Secunt:zatmn Corporation Towri of Plattﬁbmgh‘lb'&alnsvehpmm Corporation
| MUNIPRO, Tnc.” : G
NewMLh Stmel Develapmem ngom Vs:tor‘l.&'éﬂbevéﬁﬁfn’étﬁ Corpozation
WewRechelle Tiscal Develspment Corporation Vﬂagé of Chittenando Liocal Development Corporation
Niagara Power Coalition 'Wairen County Locdl Development Cotporation
| Niagara Tobaceo Asset Securitization Carporation 'Watren Tobacco Asset Bécuritization Caorporation
| Ofisidd'County Liocdl Development Corporation Wasliirigton' Comffhu"é'ﬁlnevaapmmt Corporation
Oswmaaga Tobadco Asse Seciritization Corporation WayneIndistrid] Sustaifiability Dévelopment Carporation
Ontatio County’ Lmﬂbwﬁn"ﬁﬂ Corporation West Brighton Community Local Developrient Corporation
Ontario Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation Wyoming Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

NOTE: Authorities are reqmred to report procurement transactions for the fiscal year with an actual or estimated value of $5,000 or
more, tnless thefr enabling statute cites a Thigher reporting threshold.
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industrial Development Agency Projecis Approved in 2010

IDR Projects Approved in 2010 Fiscal Year
Nurmnber Not Employment
of FTEs Change {Cuxrent
Total Before |Estimated| Estimated | Current FTE FTEs - Number of
Number of PILOTS Net IDE | Jobstobe | Jobsiobe | Numk G i FTEs Before IDK
Projects Paid |Exemptions| Statns | Created | Retained | of FTEs oba Created Status)
1 S0 50 0 176 ] 1] 200 [
1 50 5440,000 0 10 1] 10 30 10
4 50 $680,632 616 228 615 E15 112 0
8 $308,001 $675,122 418 308 416 583 178 168 |
2 S0 585,688 0 25 D [1] 0
2 50 - 50 o 0 0 0 o]
3 $14,322,505 |~ $124.415 524,395 $100,020° 186 :] 18l 218 18 23 |
2 | -~ "59,184;576:| = $160.743 30 $160,743 |- 1 21 31 4 0 (2T)
1 |-~ $23,000,000 |« $784,588 50 5184 165 [ 185 508 331 341
2 |- 5108:300,000'| = ‘589, 50 | - 588 21 _318 21 2] 0 [1]
iwi ' $8;712,000:] 45 510,700 50 810,700 | - 1] 27 0 25 2 25
= "$6,310,000i| = "$91,826 50 581,826 128 84 128 154 [ 26
-+ $1,750,000¢| >~ 366,634 | - _$83.402 s 2 18] 52 ] 50
T w 167,041 |- SB7,024 570,017 186 2B 18¢ 186 [] []
$18,000.000: | = -$EBD,000"| S0 | - $650,000 1] 228 [{] _2 [1]
12 i x S0 | 351 B08 B51 231 I 871 288 2(
B B E 50 | 51,120.813 36§ 11 3t 55 30 1
1 50 18 1] [1]
1 e 30 _ 850 100 281 0 18
w 1 = 50 B |- [HEE =3 180 E]
1 St - & 52 |~ 227 a7z |- ] 45
1 s0 . e [ [} 70 o
B } S0 108 10 3 o 21
1 [~ sss.as: 16 0 ) 0 0
5| s340:385000°| SzESADET- - %0° 45 B 2 85 14
48 | : $158;444:100'| "81;844:634 | - 0 | 6,746 173 6,737 8,176 505 1,431 |
2 '$78.681T741| ~ "$224.667 S7120 141 48 141 160 17 18
1| +==+$3;900,000: | w4~ 130 30 '] 20 o 33 [1] 33
4 |== 'S3XB00400+|* £608,831 |- 0 112 153 108 221 85 108 |
4| ‘E28;8317000:| <~ "gga23me'| - - - 80 |- $SAAT,380 £0 1ot 80 28 B (B4)
11 541:856,000 |+ ‘$699;146°| 120027 |- $570,118 423 228 208 471 a1 48
1- -.---.a.",m Sl eg0 | v ey 1] [1] 3 0 a 1o 3
2 |~ 'E10888.884!| > "$86,801'| - - $0|- 888,801 89 50 ] 88 [+] o
8 |-~ "$18.:879:800:| +* 63657227}~ _$16,313 |~ $376,814 280 181 63 86 40
3 |- $21:203:400') s1B13.863 |« - * $0 | $1,813.682 L] 28 [ 2 20 (B4
1|~ ‘31,500,000!] 2 <$40,B08+} - 50 |-~ ‘548,808 |- o ol 0 0 40 0
2 _S1.717.300'| = '$262,108") 5o |- s2s3oe- 1,030 480 930 880 10 140)
2 $37,008,068:) + $765,386 |- $309,644 $455,841 402 25 402 816 4 114
1.} =547700;0001 =.14118,008.|: :$119,008 | - = 50|~ 1] 15 Q 1o 1] 10
2 |3 H e 80 e om 80 |- 1] 278 0 o 1] 0
3 | = +3311888,000" | = '5851;169") - - 80 |- s881,189:)- 107 148 | - o7 80 |~ 218 “n
- 6 |-~ '$3IEH10000i | $888, 732 = 448 B4 |- 394 a4« 130 _(B4)]
1 |+~ S654E,0001| v -3254; " “50 =+ '$284,000°} - 67 18 &1 [F 0 [1]
1 = :§1;TBBI0001| ot 5 B 50|+ "$3,857" [1] 21 [1] 4 3
1: | == "811:2047000 1| #=- . : 50 (378|138 R 20 138 0 o
4 | == 1874, 1]ss '$248816"]+ S /516 106 |- T2 |* 103’ 110 - 50 4
[ 1Y e 80 |1 s 80 [1] 217 [] [AE 0 0
3|4~ 58,690,000 | &= 875,475 | - 80| STEATE |- 30 az)- 30 40 [ 10
i 3| = " SETS4T000| | s = s14.162H = 513,044 142 33 |- 142 142~ 1]
- J e S800,0001 | - $37:788 2 2L 3 s :
|5~ S12347,07T1| w~ =530:416! of- M ol 6 1 3
- 6| %1520/8BTBE1}| = "5401:223! 81 |- - 0 108-]- 42 24
- 11} == <$13,000;000+] &= ~$580,0811 = 85 |- 15:] - BB |- 65:] 23 0
= 1:|=nes 1] 1SF1B0@1] memnie - 50! | e 1$11,802¢| = 0= _ B~ 0]- FAE 5 2
= - Bij st ] wen 1534, §|2e= 52,060 | = g32 BIZ |- D = 23|~ oj- 4= 28 4
# - Bil&-5128 1 E3F ‘|2 "£30,000:| 51,386,832 |~ 1863 |- 288 |+ 183 }- 173+ 124 20
204 | 51,916,489;776| $2%,388,960 | 51,350,531 | 524,029,438 | 13,880 5,884 12,229 15,038 | 2,892 2,158
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Delinquent Authorities

Public Authorities That Have Not Submitted a 2010 Annual Report in PERIS as of June 30, 2011

State
(@=2) Erie County Medical Center Corparation Nassau Health Care Corporation
Local Albany Community Development Agency Miagara Falls Water Board
(n=53) |Albany Municipal Water Fmance ZButhority Nyack Parking Authority
Albany Waier Board Oneida County Sports Facillity Authority
_l}_@'g_‘harmmllxba}t Renewal Agency Orange County Water Authority
Buffalo Muricipal Water Finance Authority Port Jervis Community Development Agency
Buffdlo Water Board ™ - Poughkeepsie Urban Renewsl Agency
Cayiiga County Water and Sewer Aufhority Saranac Lake Community Development Agency
City cf Fulton' Community Development Agency Saratoga’ County Water Authority -
Dolgeville' Cmumy‘Devﬂo‘fﬁtfem Agency " |5'amto'<_:ra Springs City Center Authority
Bﬁwtamz Cnsse sselaer County Solid Waste Managernent
A Sleepy Hollow Parking Authority
| Freeport’ Cmmummvbavehpmem Agency Is Suffclk County ]ud;cﬁl—‘acihhes Agency
Glens Fallé Civic' Center Rufhority: Sytacuse Parking Ruthority
Gloversville'( cﬁ:ﬁﬁﬂybwebpmem Agency Torawanda (City):Community Development Agency
Harﬁsﬁx?aﬂ:mgmm&ﬂ? |Towni of Erviin Urban Reriewal Agency
Havmuaw‘ﬂd:a:ﬂlermlﬁgcy Town of Noxth Hempstéad Community Development Agency |
| Hirtmaton C oty Devaloprient Agency - Tow of Southampton’ Ccmrm:mty Dmﬂe_m Agency
[iHacaUrbanRenewal Agency e~ T&w
Jamisstowri Uiban Renewal Agercy UppaM&mk‘Viﬂeﬂﬁe:mmlAnd.ﬁmm JButhority
[ohsison City Paridng Authioritys: Dpper Mctawk Valley Regional Water Finance Authority
mmmm&sﬁm:{g_ Utida Uiban Renewal Agenicy
““““““ eve Vilige of Haverstiaw. UrhanRenewalBgency
Villige of Rivémide Urban Refiewsl
. Villige of Spring Valley Urban Renewal Agency
Nasgan County Sewerand Stoom’ Watar Finance Authority |Vilage of 5t.Johnsvills Urban Renewal Agency
Newburgh : Community Development &921"7 Westbury Community Development Agency
| Niagaza FallsPuiblic Water Riithozity Weéstern Finger Lakes Selid Waste Management Authority
N’mgan?ﬂs‘ﬂrhanﬂwewallgehcy L
P T i o T e L A A R YR
IDA Cayuga Industrial Developm: ant I‘-&genc? North Greenbush Industrial Development Agency
(n=12)  [City of OneidaIndustrial Developrient Agercy

Port Jervis Industrial Development Agency

Towii of Exwin [hdustial Develsprient Agency

Town of Montgomery Indiistiidl Development Agency

Newbiirgh Indiistrial Development Agency

Town of Waterford Industral Development Agency

33
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Public Buthorities That Have Not Submitted a 2011 Budgel Report in PERIS as of June 30,2011

State

(n=1) |New York]Job Development Authority

Local |Binghamton Urzban Renewal Agency Nyack Parking Authority

(n=29) |Cayuga County Water and Sewer Authority Ossining Urban Renewal Agency
City of Fulton Community Development Aigency Poughkeepsie Urban Renewal Agency
Dolgeville Commurity Development Agency Saranac Lalke Community Development Agency
Freeport Community Development Rgency Sleepy Hollow Parking Authaority
Glens Falls Civic Center Authority Elramlsa Parking Authority
Ithaca Urban Renewal Agency Town of Sout‘hamptnn Conumunity Development Agency
Jokmison City Parking Authority Troy Paiking Authority
Litfle Falls irban Renewal Agency Upper Mchawk Valley Regional Water Finance Authority
| Mecharicvills' Cummumry Devalcpmanf. Egency Vilage of Haverstraw Urban Renewal Agency
Middlefown'Co i yment Agency Vilage of Riverside Urban Renewal
N'ewb"ﬁbh Cu!mnurdYDevehpmem Agency Village of Spring Valley Urban Renewal Agency

ara Falls Priblic Water Authoritys- Village of St. Johngville Urban Reriewal Agency
N')a. a Falls Urban Renewal Agency Westbury Community Development Agency
Niagaza Falls Water Board - -
. L R R B T R -

IDE City of Oneida’Industrial Development Agency Ne‘.vbm'g__lndustﬁal Development Agency

(@=4) mdmmmmmmw

LDC*

(@=45)

BBﬁIoBounmnn" Fici Rmhsm*"" eC

ﬁl&ﬂ'W'imhaaC

Csryu.ga Cuurﬂ'y‘Dev'ehpmemCarpmtim

1ent Corporation

Chigeltowaga Economic Development Corporation

Gwm__@lnmce Corporation *
S Deras

yment Corporation

c:,ﬁn”nﬁa‘zmmﬁnemq‘pjg?m Corporation™

The Catsiill Local Developrient Corparation _

cmm&mmsmmm Corporation

The City Wﬂmﬁéﬁ Carporation

Cm‘ﬁ’&"ﬂs’lnmhntur Corporation

mmﬂ&ﬁh’éd Ggggmﬂm C]mtan County

oprment: Cuxpnratmn Warmn Countv

Gﬁm‘iﬁﬁh@ﬁ]}ﬁﬂ% C@"matmn

”d' E&% Y ment Corporation

Village of PermY_;_a:n‘LocﬂDevaopfnem Corporation

|GtimslowR EGanb e Developient Corporation

Wastiitigton Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

ent Garporauon vof Laurehcm, Rosedale, and

Yates County Capital Resource Corporation *

Locﬂﬂe&alo"ﬁrfWCmpmﬂnn of Mount Vernon

* LDC wasg adaed to cavm‘edkf'm 2010

The fo]law;tg Tist of ].DG 3 were added to covered list in 201
2011-12:

07/21/1

A]legamr County Capita.l Resource Gorperation
Sie I_)_gv_elqpmem Ccn'pcrauon fora Greater Massena
Catta:augus Cmmt‘y Capua.l Rescmrce Ccrpm'ahon

Ohau“tathﬁa Ccmmy CapﬂalResom’ce Corporation

'Essex x County Capllal!{esau:ce Corperation

Geneva Local Development Corporation

]efiezsrm County Civic Facility Development Corporation
1 Livingston County Capital Resource Carporation 35

Livingston County Development Corporation

1. The first budget report they are expected to file is for fiscal year end

Madison Couniy Capital Rescmrce Corporation

Y v

Mmcq:al"ﬂem and Cas A]:hance. Ine.

Na}:nf‘a’ﬁ Gau.nty-dealEcomrruc Assmta.nce Carporation
Suﬁa‘lk Tobacco Hsset Secuﬂ:zatmn Carpmahon
U‘lster Cuun.ty Gapxral Resource Ccn'puu:atmn

Vilage of Cl'nnchvile Local Developmem Corporation
Village of Valatie Local Development Corperation
Wayne Ccurl.rjr Civic Facility Development Corporation
Wayne Economic Development Corporation
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Public Authorities That Have Not Submitted a 2010 Annual Report in PERIS as of June 30, 2011 Continued...

(n=617)

Albany Local Development Corporation

Cnondaga Civic Development Corporation

Bolton Local Development Corporation

| Operation Oswego County

Bronx Overall Ecoriomic Development Corporation

Potsdam Community Development Corparation

Buffalo Economic Renaissance Corporation

Ra.rnapo Local Development Corporation *

Canton Local Development Corporation

Rockiand Economic Development Corporation

Catsldll Watershed Corporation

Rockland Second Tobacco Asset Securitization Carporation

| Gayuga County Development Corporation

Rockland Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

Chadwick Bay Regicnal Development Corporation

Schenectady County Capital Resource Corporation *

Chautauqua Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

Seneca Falls Development Corporation

Cheektowaga Ecanoniic'Development Corporation

Seneca Enit Development Corporation

City of Albany Capital Resource Corporation *

Sullivan County Agricultural Local Development Corporation

Cil'y of Watérvﬁet Locé]Deve.‘lopmem Gm‘poration

Sullivan County Economic Development Carporation *

Syracuse Economic Development Corporation

Colunibia chacco.“ﬁssetsecmﬂnanon Corporation

The Castleton-Schodack Local Develcpment Corporation

Crossroads Incubatar soration”

The Catsldll Liocal Development Corporation

Du:lhﬂilocal‘nav_@_opmaﬂ Corporation

The City of Newburgh Liocal Development Carporation

Dutchess County Economic Development Corporation

The Development Cerporation - Clinton County

Ec-un "'mn'"'jj:‘.ljav"'"ehpm""""gn!'" 'C —'"'oi"aﬁoﬁ Warren Ccurlly

The Phi!mom!.o:alnevelol:mem Corporation

Tioga County Liocal Development Corporation

@h};a‘!&mﬂmﬂcm Development Corpmiicm "

Tioga Tobacco Asset Securitization Corparation

| Hilton Local Development'Corporation™

Fiilfon County Econamic.Developrent Corporation = ‘I‘m_gghns County Area Development
Greater‘]aw ‘Corporation” ~ "Swn of Dewitt Liocal Developient Carporation

‘Townt of 1alip Liocal Developmient Corporation

Hudson River Liocal Dévélopment Corporation

Town of Plattsburgh liocal Development Corporation

_[éi-ii‘n?st" Svm Local Developrent Cm-';i'cnraﬁan=

.| Troy Loesl Developrient Corporation *

Villige of Lancaster Community Development Corporation |

Village of Pern Yan Local Development Corporation

Sprmgﬁeld Cardens

Logcal Developmerﬁ Corporation of Lameltm, Rosedale, and

Village of South Glens Falls Local Development Corporation

Liocal Development Corporation of Mount Vernon

Warren County Local Developrnent Corporation

Lumiber CityDevelopraient Cerporation -

Washington Tobacoo Asset Securitization Corporation

Mdh.a"'iﬂrkV > Henfa "g"é'Ccnnd'"" &Cnmnus' sian

Wyomittg County Business Center

Yates County Capital Resource Corporation *

| New York City’ Sﬁ'u'&'-t?l)evelcpmm Carporation

Yorkers Downtown Waterfront Development Corporation

Niagara Region Certified Development Ccrpc::aﬁnn

* 1DC was added to covered Iist'in 2010
The fo)lowmg list of LDC's were a.dded to covered list in 2011. The first annual report they are expected to file is for fiscal year end 2011:

A.I]egany County Capﬂa.l Rmoume Corporation

Business Development Cn:porahon for a Greater Massena
Gattaraugus Gmmty CapnalResoume Corporation

City of Troy Capltal Rescn.tce Corpcramn

Chautauqua County CapltalResmrce Corporation

Essex County Cap alResource Corporatmn

Li-vmg;lcm C ou.nty Develcpmeng c crparatlcn

R i

Machson Cc ty Cap:.taJ‘Resau:r:e Cérpora.tmn

Ulster Cmmty Capﬂalﬂesmtrce Corpm-aunn

Vinage of Chu:chvi]leLo_calDevebpmem Corporaticn
Village of Valatie Local Develapment Corporation
Wayne County Civic ‘:"acihry Development Corporation
Wayne Economic Development Corporation

34
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Authorities Budget Office
P O Box 2076
Albany, NY 12220-0076
(518) 474-1932 (Albany and Capital District)
1-800-560-1770 (For use outside the 518 area code only)

E-mail address: info@abo.state.ny.us
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