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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability
 
December 2014

Dear Agency Offi cials:

A top priority of the Offi ce of the State Comptroller is to help local offi cials manage government 
resources effi ciently and effectively and, by so doing, provide accountability for public dollars spent 
to support government operations. The Comptroller oversees the fi scal affairs of local governments 
and certain other public entities statewide, as well as compliance with relevant statutes and observance 
of good business practices. This fi scal oversight is accomplished, in part, through our audits, which 
identify opportunities for improving operations and Board governance. Audits also can identify 
strategies to reduce costs and to strengthen controls intended to safeguard local assets. 

Following is a report of our audit of the County of Clinton Industrial Development Agency, entitled 
Project Monitoring. This audit was conducted pursuant to Article X, Section 5 of the State Constitution 
and the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 3 of the New York State General Municipal 
Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for Agency offi cials to use in effectively 
managing operations and in meeting the expectations of their constituents. If you have questions about 
this report, please feel free to contact the local regional offi ce for your county, as listed at the end of 
this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
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Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State of New York

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An industrial development agency (IDA) is an independent public benefi t corporation whose purpose 
is to promote, develop, encourage and assist in acquiring, constructing, improving, maintaining, 
equipping and furnishing industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, commercial, research and recreation 
facilities. The overall goal of an IDA is to advance the job opportunities, health, general prosperity and 
economic welfare of the people of the State. The powers and duties of IDAs are set forth primarily 
in Article 18-A of General Municipal Law. Typically, projects that receive IDA benefi ts involve the 
acquisition, construction or major renovation of buildings or other structures and generate short- and 
long-term employment in construction and operations-related jobs.

The County of Clinton Industrial Development Agency (CCIDA) was established in 1971 and is 
governed by a Board which comprises seven members who are appointed by the Clinton County 
Legislature. The Board is responsible for the general management and control of the fi nancial and 
operational affairs. The Development Corporation (TDC), a not-for-profi t corporation, performs all 
of the CCIDA’s administrative and fi nancial services based on a contractual agreement between the 
two entities. These duties include, but are not limited to, monitoring and documenting the impact of 
projects following their completion, conducting annual on-site visits at the projects and compiling 
all information relating to projects and the related fi nancial assistance necessary to ensure the timely 
fi ling of all annual reports. During the 2014 fi scal year, TDC will receive $83,232 and 10 percent of 
all project fees collected by the CCIDA for these services. A representative1 from TDC serves as the 
CCIDA’s Executive Director. 

Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to examine CCIDA operations to determine if the Board monitored 
approved projects for the period January 1, 2013 through April 30, 2014. The scope period was 
expanded to begin on March 20, 1980 for our review of selected projects in order to include project 
activities from the date of their inception. Our audit addressed the following related question:

• Did the Board design and implement an adequate system to monitor, evaluate and control 
benefi ts and incentives granted to approved projects?

1 An economic developer from TDC has been the Executive Director of the CCIDA since September 2012. Prior to 
September 2012, the former President of TDC was the Executive Director of the CCIDA.
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Audit Results

The Board did not design and implement an adequate system to monitor CCIDA-approved projects. 
For example, CCIDA offi cials did not have a system in place to track the amounts directly billed and 
collected by taxing jurisdictions for payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs). As a result, we found that two 
projects overpaid PILOTs totaling $78,879 and six projects underpaid PILOTs totaling $63,510. 

Furthermore, CCIDA offi cials did not comply with the Uniform Tax Exemption Policy (UTEP) 
requirements for monitoring the sales and use tax exemptions used by approved projects because the 
offi cials did not obtain copies of ST-340 forms or detailed records from all project owners to verify 
the amount of sales and use tax exemptions claimed. As a result, there is an increased risk that sales 
and use tax exemptions may have exceeded authorizations, were received outside of the authorized 
exemption period or were received on purchases that were not authorized by the IDA’s UTEP, and 
therefore not used as intended.

The CCIDA also did not have an effective process in place to monitor and evaluate agreed-upon job 
expectations. We reviewed 10 projects receiving CCIDA benefi ts and found that eight projects have 
not met their employment goals, resulting in a shortfall of 100 jobs. 

The CCIDA also did not have a process in place to monitor projects to ensure that the properties 
were reconveyed2 in a timely manner. Six of eight properties that we reviewed were not reconveyed 

in a timely manner. For example, four TDC properties were not reconveyed after the expiration of 
their corresponding lease agreements until 4,743, 4,561, 3,039 and 1,912 days later. Therefore, the 
properties for these projects were not properly included on the taxable section of the assessment roll 
for several years, which resulted in reduced annual total taxable assessed values for Clinton County, the 
Town of Plattsburgh and the Beekmantown Central School District. As a result, there was a negative 
impact on the amount of both property and school taxes paid by other taxpayers living within these 
municipalities. We found that a combined total of $1,695,538 in real property taxes would have been 
paid to Clinton County, the Town of Plattsburgh and the Beekmantown Central School District if the 
four TDC projects’ properties had been returned to the tax rolls upon the expiration of their PILOT 
agreements.3 The reduced total taxable assessed value for the Town of Plattsburgh has also resulted in 
the Town annually receiving a reduced share of sales tax moneys distributed from Clinton County than 
otherwise would have been received. The number and monetary value of discrepancies that we found 
with TDC projects could give rise to at least the appearance that TDC projects received less scrutiny 
because of the contractual agreement between CCIDA and TDC.

Comments of Agency Offi cials

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed with Agency offi cials, and their 
comments, which appear in Appendix A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as 
specifi ed in Appendix A, CCIDA offi cials generally agreed with our recommendations and indicated 
they planned to take corrective action.  Appendix B includes our comments on issues raised in the 
CCIDA’s response letter.

2 Transferred back to the project owners when the bonds are retired or the straight-lease agreement expires 
3 The four PILOT agreements expired on April 1, 2001, September 30, 2001, November 30, 2005 and December 31, 2008.
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Background

Introduction

An industrial development agency (IDA) is an independent public 
benefi t corporation whose purpose is to promote, develop, encourage 
and assist in acquiring, constructing, improving, maintaining, 
equipping and furnishing  industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, 
commercial, research and recreation facilities. The overall goal of an 
IDA is to advance the job opportunities, health, general prosperity and 
economic welfare of the people of the State. The powers and duties 
of IDAs are set forth primarily in Article 18-A of General Municipal 
Law (GML). Typically, projects that receive IDA benefi ts involve 
the acquisition, construction or major renovations of buildings or 
other structures and generate short- and long-term employment in 
construction and operations-related jobs.

The County of Clinton Industrial Development Agency (CCIDA) 
was established in 1971 and is governed by a Board which comprises 
seven members who are appointed by the Clinton County Legislature. 
The Board is responsible for the general management and control of 
the fi nancial and operational affairs. The Development Corporation 
(TDC), a not-for-profi t corporation, performs all of the CCIDA’s 
administrative and fi nancial services based on a contractual agreement 
between the two entities. These duties include, but are not limited 
to, monitoring and documenting the impact of projects following 
their completion, conducting annual on-site visits at the projects and 
compiling all information relating to projects and the related fi nancial 
assistance necessary to ensure the timely fi ling of all annual reports. 
During the 2014 fi scal year, TDC will receive $83,232 and 10 percent 
of all project fees collected by the CCIDA for these services. A 
representative4 from TDC serves as the CCIDA’s Executive Director. 

The CCIDA generally assumes the title of the real and/or personal 
property owned by the businesses that are involved in approved 
projects, thereby allowing the CCIDA to offer benefi ts to these 
businesses (i.e., sales and use tax exemptions, mortgage recording 
tax exemptions and real property tax exemptions). The CCIDA is 
not required to pay property taxes or assessments on any property 
it acquires or that is under its jurisdiction, control or supervision. 
The CCIDA instead arranges for the applicable businesses to make 

4 An economic developer from TDC has been the Executive Director of the 
CCIDA since September 2012. Prior to September 2012, the former President of 
TDC was the Executive Director of the CCIDA.
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Objective

Scope and
Methodology

payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT)5 pursuant to an agreement governed 
by the CCIDA’s Uniform Tax Exemption Policy (UTEP).

The CCIDA also provides fi nancial assistance to businesses through 
the issuance of industrial development revenue bonds. Proceeds of 
the obligations, as well as debt service payments, are administered 
by the business through a trustee bank. The debt service on the 
CCIDA bonds is supported by revenues of the business.  These types 
of arrangements are often referred to as “conduit fi nancings.”  The 
CCIDA reported 38 active industrial development projects in its 2013 
annual report submitted to the Offi ce of the State Comptroller. The 
CCIDA received two applications6 for assistance during the 2013 
fi scal year.

The objective of our audit was to examine CCIDA operations to 
determine if the Board monitored approved projects. Our audit 
addressed the following related question:

• Did the Board design and implement an adequate system to 
monitor, evaluate and control benefi ts and incentives granted 
to approved projects?

We examined CCIDA’s fi nancial records and project fi les for the 
period January 1, 2013 through April 30, 2014. The scope period 
was expanded to begin on March 20, 1980 for our review of selected 
projects in order to include project activities from the date of their 
inception. 

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards (GAGAS). More information on 
such standards and the methodology used in performing this audit is 
included in Appendix C of this report.

5 PILOTs are payments equal to all or part of the amount of  taxes which would 
have been levied by or on behalf of “an affected tax jurisdiction”  if the IDA 
project was not tax exempt by reason of the IDA’s involvement.  An “affected 
tax jurisdiction” is a municipality or school district in which the IDA project is 
located which will fail to receive tax payments that would be otherwise due, 
except for the tax exempt status of the IDA project (GML Section 854[16],[17]). 

6 The two applications for assistance were for TDC Building # 18 and Northstar 
41, LLC, which were approved by the CCIDA. From 1986 until 2008, IDAs 
were authorized to provide fi nancial assistance for “civic facilities.”  These were 
defi ned as facilities that were “owned or occupied by a not-for-profi t corporation.”  
The authority for IDA “civic facility” projects expired in January 2008.  To the 
extent the IDA has provided fi nancial assistance for post-2008 TDC projects as 
“civic facilities,” the IDA should consult with its legal counsel concerning the 
status of those transactions.
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The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed 
with Agency offi cials, and their comments, which appear in 
Appendix A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except 
as specifi ed in Appendix A, CCIDA offi cials generally agreed with 
our recommendations and indicated they planned to take corrective 
action.  Appendix B includes our comments on issues raised in the 
CCIDA’s response letter.

The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. A 
written corrective action plan (CAP) that addresses the fi ndings and 
recommendations in this report should be prepared and forwarded 
to our offi ce within 90 days, pursuant to Section 35 of the General 
Municipal Law.  For more information on preparing and fi ling your 
CAP, please refer to our brochure, Responding to an OSC Audit Report, 
which you received with the draft audit report.  We encourage the 
Board to make this plan available for public review in the Executive 
Director’s offi ce.  

Comments of
Agency Offi cials and
Corrective Action
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Project Monitoring

The CCIDA Board is responsible for monitoring approved projects to 
ensure that businesses are receiving only the benefi ts and incentives 
to which they are entitled and that have been granted by the IDA. 
The Board is also responsible for monitoring and evaluating the 
performance of approved projects and determining whether they are 
meeting the goals established in their project applications. Without 
effective monitoring, the Board will not be able to identify projects 
that are receiving benefi ts and incentives that they are not entitled to, 
identify and address project performance shortfalls or determine if 
the projects have achieved the desired benefi ts.

The Board did not design and implement an adequate system to 
monitor CCIDA approved projects. For example, CCIDA offi cials 
did not have a system in place to track the amounts directly billed and 
collected by taxing jurisdictions for PILOTs. As a result, we found 
that two projects overpaid PILOTs totaling $78,879 and six projects 
underpaid PILOTs totaling $63,510. 

Furthermore, CCIDA offi cials did not comply with the UTEP 
requirements for monitoring the sales and use tax exemptions used by 
approved projects because the offi cials did not obtain copies of ST-
340 forms7 or detailed records from all project owners to verify the 
amount of sales and use tax exemptions claimed. The CCIDA also did 
not have an effective process in place to monitor and evaluate agreed-
upon job expectations, which may have helped avoid a shortfall of 
100 jobs for eight of the 10 projects we reviewed. 

The CCIDA also did not have a process in place to monitor projects to 
ensure that properties were reconveyed in a timely manner. Six of eight 
project properties that we reviewed were not reconveyed in a timely 
manner. For example, four TDC properties were not reconveyed after 
the expiration of their corresponding lease agreements until 4,743, 
4,561, 3,039 and 1,912 days later. The failure to reconvey properties in a 
timely manner resulted in reduced annual total taxable assessed values 
for Clinton County, the Town of Plattsburgh and the Beekmantown 
Central School District and, therefore, negatively impacted the amount 
of both school and property taxes paid by taxpayers living within 
these municipalities. We found that a combined total of $1,695,538 in 
real property taxes would have been paid to Clinton County, the Town 
of Plattsburgh and the Beekmantown Central School District if the 

7 IDA project operators are required to fi le an ST-340 form with the New York 
State Department of Taxation and Finance (Tax and Finance) annually to report 
the amount of sales and use tax savings. 
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four TDC projects’ properties had been returned to the tax rolls upon 
the expiration of their PILOT agreements.8  This also resulted in the 
Town of Plattsburgh annually receiving a reduced share of sales tax 
moneys distributed from Clinton County. The number and monetary 
value of discrepancies that we found with TDC projects could give 
rise to at least the appearance that TDC projects received less scrutiny 
because of the contractual agreement between CCIDA and TDC.9 

Real property owned by an IDA is entitled to an exemption from real 
property taxes. These exemptions, in effect, are passed through to 
assisted businesses. In most cases, amounts equal to a portion of the 
real property taxes forgone are recaptured through PILOT payments 
made by recipients of IDA benefi ts to affected taxing jurisdictions 
(i.e., local governments) in accordance with the applicable PILOT 
agreement. To ensure that these benefi ts are properly administered, 
it is crucial for the CCIDA to have a process in place to track the 
required PILOTs and corresponding payments made from businesses 
to the affected taxing jurisdictions. 

The CCIDA did not have a system in place to track the amounts 
directly billed and collected by taxing jurisdictions for PILOTs. 
Instead, the CCIDA relied solely on the taxing jurisdictions10 to 
properly bill and collect PILOTs. CCIDA offi cials did not perform 
their own calculations of PILOT payments required to be made, 
review the actual bills prior to distribution or perform any other type 
of independent review to ensure that PILOTs were being billed and 
collected in accordance with authorized agreements. As a result, 
CCIDA offi cials did not adequately ensure that projects were paying 
PILOTs or that local municipalities were receiving all the related 
revenue to which they were entitled.

We reviewed a sample of 15 projects11 since the date of their inception 
to verify that PILOT billings were calculated in accordance with 
the provisions of the agreements and that corresponding payments 
were received when due or, when applicable, the proper interest 

Payment In Lieu of Taxes

8 The four PILOT agreements expired on April 1, 2001, September 30, 2001, 
November 30, 2005 and December 31, 2008.

9 IDA board members must perform their duties in good faith and with that degree 
of diligence, care and skill which an ordinary prudent person in like position 
would use under similar circumstances (New York State Public Authorities Law 
(PAL) Sections 2; 2824[1][g]).  At the time of taking an oath of offi ce, board 
members must acknowledge that they understand their roles and their statutory 
fi duciary responsibilities, and that they understand their duty of loyalty and care 
to the IDA and commitment to the IDA’s mission and the public interest (PAL 
Section 2824[1][h]).  

10 Clinton County billed, collected, and disbursed all PILOTs to the applicable local 
governments, except for four projects (TDC Buildings # 3, 4, 5 and 7), which was 
performed by the Town of Plattsburgh.

11 Appendix B contains our sampling methodology.
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and penalties were assessed. We found that two projects12 overpaid 
PILOTs totaling $78,879. These overpayments mainly resulted 
because billings were prepared using current assessments and tax 
rates each year instead of the assessment and tax rate upon completion 
of construction of the project facilities (fi xed payment), as outlined 
by the PILOT agreements. In addition, we found that six projects 
underpaid PILOTs totaling $63,510. These underpayments resulted 
because of various billing errors. For example, the tax rate for the 
town-wide highway fund was not included in the calculation of the 
PILOT billings for one project from 2005 through 2014, resulting in 
underpayments totaling $5,944. 

Furthermore, we found that, for four other projects in our sample, 
there was a combined total of $1,695,538 in real property taxes that 
would have been paid to Clinton County, the Town of Plattsburgh 
and the Beekmantown Central School District if the properties had 
been returned to the tax rolls upon the expiration of their PILOT 
agreements,13 as shown in Figure 1. This resulted because the four 
projects continued to be billed annually the fi xed amount established 
by their PILOT agreements through 2014, even though the agreements 
expired on April 1, 2001, September 30, 2001, November 30, 2005 
and December 31, 2008.

12 TDC Buildings # 10 and # 11
13 See section entitled “Reconveyed Properties”  
14 The municipalities impacted by these errors are Clinton County, the Town of 

Plattsburgh, the Town of Champlain, Village of Champlain, Beekmantown 
Central School District and Northeastern Central School District.

Figure 1: Real Property Taxes 

Project Name Property Taxes That 
Should Have Been Paida Payments Receivedb Difference

TDC Building # 3 $870,154 $84,000 $786,154

TDC Building # 4 $755,484 $78,000 $677,484

TDC Building # 5 $61,218 $18,000 $43,218

TDC Building # 7 $206,682 $18,000 $188,682

Totals $1,893,538 $198,000 $1,695,538

a Amounts due from the project owners had the properties returned to the tax rolls when their PILOT agreements expired
b TDC Buildings # 3, 4, 5, and 7 made annual PILOT payments totaling $6,000, $6,000, $2,000 and $3,000, respectively, 

after their PILOT agreements expired.

CCIDA offi cials were not aware of the inaccurate payments 
because they did not monitor PILOTs billed and collected by taxing 
jurisdictions. Aside from the signifi cant fi nancial impact these 
errors had on municipalities,14 PILOT billing errors could cause 
municipalities and the public to have an unfavorable view of future 
CCIDA tax exemption and PILOT proposals. If municipal offi cials 
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conclude that they are not receiving all required tax and PILOT 
payments, they may be less likely to support current or future projects.

Purchases for IDA projects are eligible for exemptions from sales 
and use tax. The CCIDA uses information contained on project 
applications, in regard to construction and equipment costs, to 
determine the estimated amount of sales and use tax exemptions. Once 
this amount is determined, the CCIDA fi les a form ST-60 with Tax and 
Finance, which relates to the appointment of the project operator or 
other person to act as the IDA’s agent for sales and use tax exemption 
purposes.  The form contains the date of appointment and the date 
agent status ends, an estimated value of goods and services that will 
be exempt from sales and use tax and an estimated value of the sales 
and use tax exemption provided. Project owners are required annually 
to report the actual sales and use tax savings to Tax and Finance on 
form ST-340. The CCIDA’s UTEP also requires a project’s owner to 
fi le a copy of its ST-340 form with the CCIDA and to keep supporting 
records for a period of seven years showing the method of calculating 
the sales and use tax exemption benefi ts claimed. The UTEP also 
outlines the purchases that are exempted from sales and use tax and 
the purchases that are not exempted. To ensure that these benefi ts are 
properly used, it is crucial for the CCIDA to have a process in place 
to monitor sales and use tax exemptions.

The CCIDA did not monitor the sales and use tax exemptions for 
various projects. The CCIDA offi cials did not obtain copies of the 
ST-340 forms fi led by the project owners with Tax and Finance, 
except for TDC projects,15 even though the forms are required by the 
CCIDA’s UTEP. The CCIDA also did not request detailed records 
from the project owners to support the amount of sales and use tax 
exemptions claimed and to ensure that sales and use tax exemptions 
were only received on purchases that were authorized by the IDA’s 
UTEP. Instead, the only documentation that the CCIDA requests 
from project owners is when it annually sends forms to each project 
owner and requests them to record the amount of sales and use tax 
exemptions that they received for the fi scal year. This information is 
then used to record sales and use tax exemption data on the CCIDA’s 
annual report. However, we found that CCIDA offi cials did not 
perform any reviews to ensure that the sales and use tax exemptions 
reported were not in excess of the amount authorized by the CCIDA 
and were not for purchases that were made outside of the authorized 

Sales and Use Tax 
Exemptions

15 The CCIDA had ST-340 forms on fi le for TDC projects because the TDC 
performs all the administrative and fi nancial services for the CCIDA based on a 
contractual agreement between the two entities.
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exemption period by the CCIDA.16 As a result, the CCIDA offi cials 
did not take advantage of a means to assure that projects were only 
receiving sales and use tax exemptions to which they were entitled.

We reviewed all nine approved projects that were granted sales 
and use tax exemptions during the period January 1, 2007 through 
December 31, 2013. We determined that the CCIDA had only one 
project17 with a ST-340 form on fi le.  For that project, the sales and use 
tax exemptions that were claimed were not in excess of the authorized 
amount and were not for purchases made outside of the authorized 
exemption period. However, we found that one of the remaining 
eight projects reported $947,60418 in sales and use tax exemptions on 
their annual reporting forms submitted to the CCIDA, although the 
corresponding ST-60 form set forth an estimated value of sales and 
use tax exemption of $126,000. As a result, the project owner reported 
that they received sales and use tax exemptions totaling $821,604 in 
excess of the amount authorized by the CCIDA. 

In addition, we found that this project owner and two of the other eight 
project owners did not submit annual reporting forms to the CCIDA 
of the sales and use tax exemptions that they received for each of the 
fi scal years during the authorized exemption period. For example, 
one project owner did not submit an annual reporting form during the 
2011 fi scal year, although the authorized exemption period was from 
August 12, 2011 through June 30, 2013. However, we found that 
this occurred because the three project owners were not sent annual 
reporting forms by the CCIDA during these fi scal years. Furthermore, 
CCIDA offi cials did not obtain detailed records from any of the nine 
project owners of the purchases made that were exempt from sales 
and use tax to ensure that sales and use tax exemptions were only 
received on purchases that were authorized by the CCIDA’s UTEP.

The lack of monitoring by CCIDA offi cials has prevented them 
from being able to evaluate or verify project compliance regarding 
the authorized sales and use tax exemptions. As a result, one project 
owner reported obtaining almost $822,000 in non-authorized sales 
and use tax exemptions. This increases the risk that sales and use 
tax exemptions obtained by other project owners may have exceeded 
authorizations for both the period of time and the types of purchases 
that were exempt per the CCIDA’s UTEP.

16 CCIDA offi cials stated that they use the amount of the estimated value of the 
sales and use tax exemption that is recorded on the ST-60 form for each project 
as the authorized amount and the date range between the date of appointment and 
the date agent status ends that is recorded on the ST-60 form for each project as 
the authorized exemption period.

17 TDC Building # 18
18 Sales and use tax exemptions of $340,162 during the 2010 fi scal year and 

$607,442 during the 2011 fi scal year
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One goal of an IDA is to advance job creation opportunities. When 
businesses apply for benefi ts from the CCIDA, they are required to 
report on their application the number of full-time equivalent19 (FTE) 
employees prior to CCIDA status and to project the number of FTE 
jobs that will be retained or created, or both. Employment goals are 
included in the cost-benefi t analysis for a project and are one of the 
determining factors in accepting or rejecting a project. As such, an 
IDA is responsible for establishing a process to monitor and evaluate 
agreed-upon job expectations to ensure that the public is receiving the 
intended benefi ts and to help the Board evaluate whether it needs to 
address a project’s failure to create those benefi ts. The process should 
include procedures to determine whether reporting requirements are 
met, employment data is reliable and projects demonstrate that they 
have met employment goals.

The CCIDA did not have an effective process in place to monitor 
and evaluate agreed-upon job expectations. The CCIDA incorrectly 
used the number of full-time employees that were reported on project 
applications when reporting the number of FTE employees prior to 
IDA status, the estimate of jobs to be created and the estimate of 
jobs to be retained in the CCIDA’s annual report. Similarly, the 
CCIDA incorrectly used the number of full-time employees that 
were reported on the annual reporting forms20 submitted by project 
owners when reporting the current FTE employees for each project 
in the annual report. Because the CCIDA was not including part-time 
and seasonal employees in the employment data for each project, the 
annual reports did not contain accurate employment data for each 
project. The Executive Director and the Board used the annual reports 
to evaluate whether approved projects were meeting the employment 
goals agreed to in their project applications. Therefore, the Executive 
Director’s and the Board’s evaluation of job creation and retention 
was fl awed because it was not based on accurate data. 

The CCIDA also did not request supporting documentation (i.e., 
payroll records) from businesses to verify both the stated number 
of existing jobs at the time of application and during the annual 
submission of current employment data. As a result, job performance 
measures could be inaccurate. For example, if an applicant understates 
current employment numbers in the application and the CCIDA does 
not identify this error, the reported number of new jobs created in 

Job Creation and Retention

19 FTE is a unit that indicates the workload of an employed person in a way that 
makes workloads comparable. For example, an FTE of 1.0 means that the person 
is equivalent to a full-time employee, while an FTE of 0.5 indicates that the 
employee is only part-time and works the equivalent of one half of the hours of a 
full-time employee.

20 Annually, in connection with the independent audit of the CCIDA, the CCIDA 
sends a form to each project requesting current employment numbers to use in its 
annual report and in monitoring.
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future years could be infl ated. In addition, we found that TDC was 
not performing their duties as outlined in the administrative service 
agreement between the CCIDA and TDC because they were not 
adequately monitoring projects’ job creation and job maintenance 
and were not providing the CCIDA a tracking spreadsheet on an 
annual basis which identifi ed active project benefi ciaries that were 
not meeting their job creation and retention commitments as stated 
in the initial application. Instead, the TDC provided one report to 
the CCIDA, which was the annual report that contained inaccurate 
employment data.

We reviewed a random sample of 10 projects21 to determine whether or 
not they met their employment goals for job creation and retention as 
of December 31, 2013. We found that eight of the 10 projects were not 
meeting the employment goals agreed to in their project applications. 
Specifi cally, the eight projects projected to create and retain 359.50 
FTE jobs but only reported 259.70 FTE employees as of December 
31, 2013, resulting in a shortfall of 99.80 FTE jobs, or 28 percent 
of the projected FTE jobs. The most signifi cant shortfall was for a 
project that projected to create and retain 121 FTE jobs but reported 
82 FTE employees, resulting in a shortfall of 39 FTE jobs. The other 
two projects in our sample exceeded their employment goals by 3.50 
and 1.80 FTE jobs. The CCIDA did not have any documentation on 
fi le indicating that they had followed-up with the eight projects with 
job shortfalls to determine the reason why the employment goals 
had not been achieved. However, when we notifi ed the Executive 
Director of the results of our testing, she provided us with a verbal 
explanation as to why each project was likely not meeting its agreed-
upon employment goals (i.e., economic climate, competition from 
other businesses in the same service fi eld, etc.).

By not adequately monitoring ongoing projects or verifying reported 
employment data, CCIDA offi cials cannot be sure that the projects 
are meeting their agreed-upon employment goals. As a result, there is 
an increased risk that projects received tax benefi ts and IDA fi nancing 
without fulfi lling their commitments to the community.

Often, title to property involved in a project is with the IDA until 
the IDA bonds are retired or the straight-lease agreement between 
the IDA and project owner expires so that the property receives 
real property tax exemptions. When the bonds are retired or the 
straight-lease agreement expires, the property is to be reconveyed, 
or transferred, back to the project owners by the IDA. To ensure that 
exempted properties are returned to the tax rolls, it is crucial for the 

21 We used a computerized random number generator to select 10 projects that were 
reported on the CCIDA’s annual report for the 2013 fi scal year.

Reconveyed Properties 
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IDA to have a process in place to monitor projects to ensure that they 
are reconveyed in a timely manner.

We reviewed all eight projects for which the Board adopted a 
resolution authorizing that the properties be reconveyed during the 
period January 1, 2013 through April 30, 2014 to verify that the 
properties were reconveyed in a timely manner after the expiration of 
their corresponding lease agreements. We found that six of the eight 
properties were not reconveyed in a timely manner, as shown in Figure 
2. For example, TDC Buildings # 3, 4, 5 and 7 were not reconveyed 
after the expiration of their corresponding lease agreements until 
4,743, 4,561, 3,039 and 1,912 days later, respectively. This resulted 
because the CCIDA did not have a process in place to monitor projects 
to ensure that they were reconveyed in a timely manner.

Figure 2: Properties Reconveyed

Project Name
Lease 

Agreement End 
Date

Resolution Date 
for Reconveyed 

Property

Resolution and 
Lease Agreement 

End Date 
Variance (Days)

Reconveyed 
Datea

Reconveyed and 
Lease Agreement 

End Date 
Variance (Days)

TDC Building # 3 4/1/01 2/10/14 4,698 3/27/14 4,743

TDC Building # 4 9/30/01 2/10/14 4,516 3/27/14 4,561

TDC Building # 5 11/30/05 2/10/14 2,994 3/27/14 3,039

TDC Building # 7 12/31/08 2/10/14 1,867 3/27/14 1,912

Northern Comfort 3/1/11 3/31/14 1,126 N/Ab N/A

UPS 12/31/11 3/31/14 821 N/Ab N/A

a We used the date that the real property transfer was recorded in the Clinton County Clerk’s Offi ce.
b As of June 10, 2014, the property related to this project had not been reconveyed. 

The failure of CCIDA offi cials to monitor projects to ensure that 
properties were reconveyed in a timely manner contributed to Clinton 
County, the Town of Plattsburgh and the Beekmantown Central 
School District receiving $1,695,538 less in real property taxes than 
they would have received had the properties for TDC Buildings # 
3, 4, 5 and 7 been reconveyed in a timely manner. The untimely 
reconveyed properties remained on the tax-exempt section of the 
assessment roll instead of the taxable section of the assessment roll. 
For example, TDC Buildings # 3, 4, 5 and 722 were on the tax-exempt  
section of the assessment roll, instead of the taxable section of the 
assessment roll, for 12, 12, eight and fi ve years, respectively. Because 
these properties were not on the taxable section of the assessment 
roll, the annual total taxable assessed values for Clinton County, the 
Town of Plattsburgh and the Beekmantown Central School District 
were reduced. As a result, the amount of school and property taxes 

22 These four properties were assessed at a combined value of $8.43 million on the 
2013 assessment roll.
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paid by other property owners within these municipalities was higher 
to compensate for the taxes not paid on these properties. The reduced 
total taxable assessed value for the Town of Plattsburgh has also 
resulted in the Town annually receiving a reduced share of sales 
tax moneys that is distributed from Clinton County23 than otherwise 
would have been received.

1. The Board should establish and implement monitoring procedures 
to ensure that PILOTs are being billed and collected in accordance 
with authorized agreements.

2. The Board should consult with its legal counsel and, as appropriate, 
take action to recover any underpayments or reimburse any 
overpayments that were identifi ed by this report.

3. The Board should require project owners to submit copies of 
their ST-340 forms, as required by the CCIDA’s UTEP. If project 
owners fail to do so, CCIDA offi cials should obtain copies of ST-
340 forms fi led with Tax and Finance.

4. CCIDA offi cials should ensure that the sales and use tax 
exemptions claimed are not in excess of the amount authorized 
and are not for purchases that were made outside of the authorized 
exemption period.

5. The Board should require project owners to submit detailed 
records of the purchases made that were exempt from sales and 
use tax to ensure that sales and use tax exemptions are only 
received on purchases that are authorized by the CCIDA’s UTEP.

6. The Board should establish and implement procedures to 
adequately monitor and evaluate whether businesses are creating 
and retaining jobs as they agreed to in their applications.

7. The Board should ensure that a FTE basis is used to report 
employment data in the CCIDA’s annual report.

8. CCIDA offi cials should independently verify reported 
employment data, such as by making on-site visits of project 
premises or obtaining payroll information. In addition, the 
Board should consider entering into contractual agreements with 
benefi ted project owners that provide CCIDA offi cials with access 
to employment information.

Recommendations

23 Clinton County distributes sales tax to towns and villages within the County 
based on a calculation using the total taxable assessed value of each municipality. 



16                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER16

9. The Board should ensure that TDC performs the duties related to 
monitoring projects’ jobs that are outlined in the administrative 
service agreement between the CCIDA and TDC.

10. The Board should establish and implement monitoring procedures 
to ensure that properties are reconveyed in a timely manner after 
the expiration of their corresponding lease agreements.
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE FROM AGENCY OFFICIALS

The Agency offi cials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.  
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See
Note 1
Page 27
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See
Note 2
Page 27
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See
Note 3
Page 27
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See
Note 4
Page 27
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See
Note 5
Page 27



26                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER26



2727DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE AGENCY’S RESPONSE

Note 1

There was no evidence to show that the Board was aware of or acting on reconveying all properties 
with expired lease agreements in 2012. As shown in Figure 2 of the report, four TDC properties 
were not reconveyed until 2014 and two other properties with expired lease agreements had not been 
reconveyed as of June 10, 2014.

Note 2

With the exception of one property, we disagree that all properties with expired lease agreements 
have been reconveyed and are on the taxable section of the assessment roll (Section 1). Specifi cally, 
because the four TDC properties in Figure 2 in the report were not reconveyed by March 1, 2014, they 
are currently still on the tax-exempt section of the assessment roll (Section 8).  These properties will 
not be moved to the taxable section of the assessment roll until the fi nalization of the 2015 assessment 
roll. As a result, these properties will not pay real property taxes, except related to special districts in 
the Town of Plattsburgh, until the 2015-16 school year for the Beekmantown Central School District.

Note 3

Figure 2 in the report refers to properties that were reconveyed as of June 10, 2014. Both of these 
examples occurred after our fi eldwork was completed.

Note 4 

We did not determine the accuracy of the amounts reported by the project owner on the annual reporting 
forms submitted. Our concern was the lack of oversight by the Board and the fact that it approved 
$126,000 of sales and use tax exemptions and the project owner fi led annual reporting forms indicating 
that $821,604 in exemptions were taken.  It is incumbent of the Board to identify these variances and 
question the accuracy when these forms are completed.

Note 5

While we gave credit for the Executive Director giving verbal explanations, it is important to have a 
process that provides documentation to the Board allowing it to adequately monitor job numbers at 
each project.
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

The objective of our audit was to examine the CCIDA operations to determine if the Board monitored 
approved projects for the period January 1, 2013 through April 30, 2014. For selected projects, we 
extended our audit period back to the date of their inception.

To accomplish our audit objective and obtain relevant audit evidence, our procedures included the 
following:

• We interviewed CCIDA, TDC, Clinton County and Town of Plattsburgh offi cials and staff. We 
also reviewed CCIDA policies, Board minutes, the administrative service agreement between 
the CCIDA and TDC and various fi nancial and project records to gain an understanding of and 
assess the processes and procedures that were implemented to monitor, evaluate and control 
benefi ts and incentives granted to the approved projects.

• We reviewed a sample of 15 projects since the date of their inception to verify that PILOT 
billings were calculated in accordance with the provisions of the agreements and that 
corresponding payments were received when due or, when applicable, the proper interest 
and penalties were assessed. We determined the effect of any errors. Our sample consisted of 
selecting 15 approved projects that were recorded as making PILOT payments during the 2013 
fi scal year. The 15 approved projects in our sample consisted of the nine TDC projects that 
made PILOT payments during the 2013 fi scal year and six other projects that were selected 
without any known bias.

• We reviewed all nine approved projects that were granted sales and use tax exemptions during the 
period January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2013 to verify that sales and use tax exemptions 
that were claimed were not in excess of the authorized amount, were not for purchases made 
outside of the authorized exemption period and were only received on purchases that were 
authorized by the CCIDA’s UTEP. For projects in which the project owners did not submit ST-
340 forms or detail records to the CCIDA, we used the sales and use tax exemptions that were 
reported by the project owners on their annual reporting forms submitted to the CCIDA for our 
review.

• We reviewed a random sample of 10 projects to determine whether they met their employment 
goals for job creation and retention as of December 31, 2013. For any projects that did not 
meet their employment goals, we verifi ed whether or not the CCIDA had followed-up with the 
projects to determine the reason why the employment goals had not been achieved.

• We reviewed all eight projects for which the Board adopted a resolution authorizing that the 
properties be reconveyed during the period January 1, 2013 through April 30, 2014 to verify that 
the properties were reconveyed in a timely manner after the expiration of their corresponding 
lease agreements. If properties were not reconveyed in a timely manner, we also determined 
any effect.
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We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GAGAS. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain suffi cient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis 
for our fi ndings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our fi ndings and conclusions based on our audit objective.
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APPENDIX D

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Public Information Offi ce
110 State Street, 15th Floor
Albany, New York  12236
(518) 474-4015
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/

To obtain copies of this report, write or visit our web page: 
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