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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability
 
March 2014

Dear Agency Offi cials:

A top priority of the Offi ce of the State Comptroller is to help local government offi cials manage 
government resources effi ciently and effectively and, by so doing, provide accountability for tax 
dollars spent to support government operations. The Comptroller oversees the fi scal affairs of local 
governments 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 government assets.

Following is a report of our audit of the Dutchess County Industrial Development Agency, entitled 
Management Practices. This audit was conducted pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State 
Constitution and the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 3 of the General Municipal 
Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for local government 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

The Dutchess County Industrial Development Agency (DCIDA) was established in 1976 and is 
governed by a Board which comprises seven members who are appointed by the Dutchess County 
Legislature. The Board is responsible for the general management and control of DCIDA’s fi nancial 
and operational affairs. The Executive Director and the Chief Financial Offi cer manage DCIDA’s day-
to-day operations. 

DCIDA generally assumes the title of the real and/or personal property owned by the businesses that 
are involved in approved projects, thereby allowing DCIDA to offer benefi ts to these businesses (e.g., 
sales and use tax exemptions, mortgage recording tax exemptions, and real property tax abatements). 
DCIDA is not required to pay taxes or assessments on any property it acquires or that is under its 
jurisdiction, control or supervision. It provides a general payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT) agreement to 
approved projects governed by DCIDA’s Uniform Tax Exemption Policy. In addition, DCIDA provides 
fi nancial assistance to businesses through the issuance of low interest Industrial Development Revenue 
Bonds. DCIDA reported 33 active projects including 22 active bonds and 12 PILOT agreements with 
21 businesses. DCIDA processed two applications for assistance during our audit period.

Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to evaluate DCIDA management practices for the period January 1, 
2012 through May 31, 2013. For selected projects we expanded the audit period back to October 1984 
to include all activities from the projects’ inception date. Our audit addressed the following related 
questions:

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

• Is the annual report submitted by DCIDA accurate and complete?

Audit Results

The Board did not design or implement an adequate system to monitor, evaluate and control benefi ts 
and incentives granted to businesses. Ten of the 21 businesses receiving DCIDA benefi ts have not met 
their employment goals. Job creation was less than the agreed upon amount by 1,398 jobs. Six of these 
10 companies will receive tax exemption incentives over the life of their contracts, in part, because 
of their plan to create jobs in Dutchess County. Therefore, taxpayers may not be receiving expected 
benefi ts. 
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Also, DCIDA did not properly bill, collect, and distribute the PILOT amounts for three of seven 
projects that required that DCIDA control the PILOT amounts. Additionally, none of the 12 PILOT 
agreements reviewed had a recapture clause.1 As a result, DCIDA does not have an effective way of 
recapturing benefi ts when businesses receiving assistance do not meet employment goals.

The annual report submitted by the DCIDA was not accurate or complete.  In October 2011, the 
NYS Authority Budget Offi ce released a report criticizing IDAs across the state for making grants of 
their funds without specifi c authority to do so. Despite this directive, the DCIDA continued to make 
grants in 2012 but recorded them as “professional service contracts” which made these expenditures 
incorrectly appear as operating expenses on the DCIDA’s annual report.  DCIDA offi cials said that 
they continued to make the grants to fulfi ll terms of previous agreements.

In addition, of the 10 projects with PILOT agreements, fi ve totaling $14,351,627 were not reported on 
the PARIS2 report. Furthermore, two projects that were reported were not correct. Finally, of the 21 
project owners’3 employee statistical information, 14 were reported incorrectly. Inaccurate reporting 
is misleading because it can overestimate DCIDA’s effectiveness, which may result in the Dutchess 
County legislature making uninformed decisions.

Comments of Local Offi cials

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

1 Provisions in project contracts that allow the IDA to recapture, or recover, economic benefi ts if companies do not meet 
their project goals.

2 Public Authorities Reporting Information System is the online electronic data entry and collection system jointly 
designed, developed, and operated by the Authority Budget Offi ce and the Offi ce of the State Comptroller.

3 Some project owners had multiple projects with the DCIDA.



55DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

Background

Introduction

Objective

An Industrial Development Agency (IDA) is an independent public 
benefi t corporation whose purpose is to promote, develop, and assist 
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 for 
the people of the State. 

The Dutchess County Industrial Development Agency (DCIDA) was 
created in 1976 to further economic development in Dutchess County. 
The goals of DCIDA are to attract, retain and expand businesses and 
employment in Dutchess County by providing fi nancing and tax 
incentives as authorized by New York State Law.  DCIDA is governed 
by a Board which comprises seven members who are appointed 
by the Dutchess County Legislature. The Board is responsible for 
the general management and control of DCIDA’s fi nancial and 
operational affairs. The Executive Director and the Chief Financial 
Offi cer manage DCIDA’s day-to-day operations.

DCIDA generally assumes the title of the real and/or personal property 
owned by the businesses that are involved in approved projects, 
thereby allowing DCIDA to offer benefi ts to these businesses (e.g., 
sales and use tax exemptions, mortgage recording tax exemptions, 
and real property tax abatements). DCIDA is not required to pay 
taxes or assessments on any property it acquires or that is under its 
jurisdiction, control or supervision. It provides a general payment in 
lieu of taxes (PILOT) agreement to approved projects governed by 
DCIDA’s Uniform Tax Exemption Policy (UTEP). 

In addition, DCIDA provides fi nancial assistance to businesses through 
the issuance of low interest Industrial Development Revenue Bonds. 
Proceeds of the obligations, as well as debt service payments, are 
administered by the business through a trustee bank. The obligations 
are not DCIDA obligations but are a fi nancing arrangement in which 
DCIDA acts as the fi nancing conduit. For calendar year 2012, DCIDA 
reported 33 active projects including 22 active bonds and 12 PILOT 
agreements with 21 businesses. DCIDA processed two4 applications 
for assistance during our audit period.

The objective of our audit was to evaluate DCIDA management 
practices. Our audit addressed the following related questions:

4 These two applications each resulted in a PILOT agreement and are included in 
the count of 12 PILOTs; neither had PILOTs due in 2012.   
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Comments of
Local Offi cials and
Corrective Action

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

• Is the annual report submitted by DCIDA accurate and 
complete?

We examined DCIDA’s records and project fi les for the period January 
1, 2012 through May 31, 2013. For selected projects we expanded the 
audit period back to October 1984 to include all activities from the 
projects’ inception date.

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 are 
included in Appendix C of this report.

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

Scope and
Methodology
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Project Monitoring

The Board is responsible for monitoring and evaluating the 
performance of businesses receiving fi nancial assistance and 
determining whether they are meeting the goals established in their 
project applications. Without effective monitoring, DCIDA will not 
be able to identify and address business performance shortfalls and 
the community may not receive expected benefi ts from investments. 
In addition, DCIDA should have specifi c provisions included in all 
agreements as to the expectations of the businesses (e.g., reporting 
requirements) and also policies and procedures in place to hold those 
businesses accountable if expectations are not met. 

DCIDA has a process in place to monitor employment goals. However, 
it does not have a policy that would allow it to effectively hold 
businesses accountable when they do not meet specifi c employment 
goals. Ten of the 21 businesses receiving DCIDA benefi ts have not met 
their employment goals, and none of the PILOT agreements allowed 
for the recapture of benefi ts. In addition, DCIDA did not adequately 
monitor the PILOT payment process. As a result, taxpayers may not 
be receiving expected benefi ts and DCIDA does not have an effective 
way of recapturing benefi ts when businesses do not meet employment 
goals.

The overall goal of an IDA is to advance job creation opportunities. 
Typically, projects that receive IDA benefi ts involve the acquisition, 
construction, or major renovation of buildings or other structures 
and generate short-term and long-term employment in construction 
and operations-related jobs. The IDA is responsible for establishing 
a process to monitor and enforce agreed-upon job expectations. The 
process should include procedures to determine whether reporting 
requirements are met, employment data is reliable, and businesses 
demonstrate that they have met employment goals.

DCIDA sends a form annually to each business requesting current 
employment numbers to use in its annual report and in monitoring. 
These forms are supposed to be certifi ed by a business executive 
attesting to the reliability of the information reported.   

DCIDA does not have an effective process in place to enforce 
job creation expectations when employment does not meet the 
agreed-upon level. We examined the annual reporting forms for 21 
businesses and found that 10 of 21 businesses reported employment 
levels indicated that they had not met their employment goals as of 
December 31, 2012.

Job Creation Performance
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Table 1: Job Creation Performance

Project Name Jobs Reported 
on 12/31/2012 

Jobs Before 
DCIDA 

Involvement
Jobs Created Job Creation 

Goala
Difference 

between Jobs 
Created & Goalb

GPSDC (New York) Inc. 442 - 442 1,150 (708)

Astor Learning Center 49 439 (390) 6 (396)

Mechtronics Corporation 47 34 13 105 (92)

St. Francis Hospital and Health Centers 1,175 1,225 (50) 16 (66)

Columbia SFH, LLC 288 - 288 340 (52)

Adams Fairacre Farms, Inc. 121 - 121 155 (34)

Southeastern Container, Inc. 60 80 (20) 5 (25)

Baptist Home - Arbor Ridge at Brookmeade 14 - 14 24 (10)

Baptist Home - Brookview 12 - 12 20 (8)

Beacon Land LLC (dba Hudson Baylor) 42 - 42 49 (7)

Total 2,250  1,778  472 1,870  (1,398)

  Numbers represent Full Time Equivalent  Employees (FTE) 
a Source: Project Application for Financial Assistance
b Difference between Actual and Goal = Jobs Created - Goal of Creation 

Six of these 10 companies will receive tax exemption incentives over 
the life of their contracts, in part, because of their plan to create jobs in 
Dutchess County. Although not included in the chart above, IBM was 
awarded two PILOTs without any specifi c job creation or retention 
goals. Both applications contained no information regarding job 
creation and retention goals. The 2011 application stated “projection 
and head count cannot be provided because of competitive sensitivity 
and changing IT industry” and the 2012 application stated, “no 
signifi cant fl uctuation is expected due to this project.” However, IBM 
has reduced its workforce by 631 jobs or 8 percent for the period of 
January 1, 2011 through December 31, 2012. 

Part of the legislative intent when creating an IDA is to advance job 
opportunities in the municipality in which the project is located. 
By not having a policy or procedure in place to hold businesses 
accountable for job creation, DCIDA is limiting its ability to increase 
employment in the County.

IDAs may place provisions in project contracts that allow them to 
recapture, or recover, economic benefi ts if companies do not meet 
their project goals. Penalties for non-performance such as a shortfall 
in job creation or other promised benefi ts could take various forms. 
For example, a business could be prohibited from reapplying for 
an incentive program, or a recapture provision could require the 
business to return all or part of the tax exemptions received. A 

Recapture Provisions 
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recapture provision may be based on the number of new jobs created, 
a specifi c length of time a business must stay at a subsidized location, 
or other factors determined by the IDA. We found that none of the 12 
DCIDA PILOT agreements that we reviewed had a recapture clause. 
This includes the six businesses that had not met the agreed-upon job 
creation levels.

DCIDA offi cials indicated that PILOTs are provided solely to projects 
involving new construction, which generate new taxes over the long 
term.  Since applicants invest a signifi cant amount of money in these 
projects, DCIDA has been willing to take the minimal risk involved 
in granting a tax break to induce the applicant to make the investment. 
Even if the project is unsuccessful, construction jobs were generated. 
In addition, DCIDA has not granted many real property tax PILOTs 
over the years. 

Since the DCIDA did not include a recapture clause in its PILOT 
agreements, businesses are not penalized for non-performance, such 
as the shortfall in job creation. Therefore, some businesses received 
benefi ts that might not provide the expected economic benefi t to the 
County and other local governments.  

Real property owned by an IDA is entitled to an exemption from 
real property taxes. These exemptions are passed through to assisted 
businesses. In most cases, a portion of the property taxes forgone is 
recaptured via PILOTs made by recipients of IDA benefi ts to affected 
taxing jurisdictions (i.e., local governments). To ensure that these 
benefi ts are properly administered, it is crucial for the IDA to have a 
process in place to monitor the PILOTs. 

There were 10 businesses with active agreements receiving property 
tax exemptions during our audit period.5 Seven of the 10 agreements 
stipulated that DCIDA would bill, collect, and distribute the PILOT 
amounts. We found that three of these seven projects were not billed, 
collected, and distributed by the IDA, but were invoiced directly by 
the taxing jurisdiction. 

In addition, DCIDA did not have a system in place to track the amounts 
directly billed by the taxing jurisdictions.  Of the three projects with 
agreements stipulating that taxing jurisdictions directly invoice and 
collect from the project, two were not billed the correct amounts. One 
project overpaid by $57,717 and the other underpaid by $49,190. By 
not having a process to track the amounts stipulated in the PILOT 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes 
(PILOT)

5 See Table in Appendix C for the list of businesses with active agreements 
receiving property tax exemptions.
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agreements, DCIDA offi cials have no assurance that project recipients 
are in compliance with PILOT agreements. The lack of monitoring 
and/or review of bills prior to distribution contributed to these errors, 
and as a result, the errors were not detected timely. 

DCIDA offi cials were not aware of the $49,190 underpayment 
because they did not monitor payments billed and collected by taxing 
jurisdictions. DCIDA offi cials told us that having taxing jurisdictions 
directly bill, collect, and distribute the PILOTs helps to quicken the 
distribution of payments. Besides the fi nancial impact these errors had 
on municipalities, PILOT billing errors also may cause municipalities 
and the public to look unfavorably at future DCIDA tax abatement 
proposals. If municipal offi cials conclude that they are not receiving 
all required tax payments, they may be less likely to support current 
or future projects.

1. The Board should put a process in place to enforce job creation 
expectations. 

2. The Board should ensure that all PILOT agreements contain a 
recapture clause that would allow DCIDA to recover the fi nancial 
incentives provided if businesses do not produce the intended 
benefi ts and should invoke the recapture provision, as appropriate, 
if a recipient does not meet performance expectations.

3. The Board should establish and implement policies and 
procedures to ensure that PILOT bills are accurately prepared.

Recommendations
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Annual Report

The Public Authorities Reporting Information System (PARIS) is the 
online, electronic data entry and collection system jointly designed, 
developed, and operated by the NYS Authority Budget Offi ce (ABO) 
and the State Comptroller’s Offi ce (OSC). Public authorities use 
PARIS to comply with the various reporting requirements of Public 
Authorities Law, General Municipal Law (GML) and regulations. 
These reports allow for the monitoring of IDA activities and are used 
as the basis for accountability reports developed for the ABO and 
OSC. 
 
The Board is responsible for managing DCIDA’s fi nancial operations. 
As part of this responsibility, DCIDA offi cials must accurately report 
information on DCIDA’s annual fi nancial report and fi le the report in 
a timely manner. We found that the 2012 annual report submitted by 
DCIDA was neither accurate nor complete.

Financial Reporting – OSC prescribed a uniform classifi cation of 
accounts to be used by IDAs for the recording of fi nancial information. 
This classifi cation serves as the reporting model for both administrative 
control purposes and for the general public. Each IDA is required to 
prepare an annual fi nancial report within 90 days following the close 
of its fi scal year. The fi nancial statement must be audited by a CPA in 
accordance with Government Auditing Standards.

We compared DCIDA’s 2012 annual report to source documents and 
found that DCIDA shifted its presentation of the income statement 
after the ABO released a report6 in October 2011 criticizing IDAs 
across the State for not having specifi c legal authority to make grants of 
their own funds. Prior to 2012, DCIDA reported grants and donations 
under non-operating expenses, but for the 2012 PARIS report, DCIDA 
coded these grants as “professional service contracts” so that they 
appeared to be operating expenses.  While either presentation would 
result in a reported loss, the loss was not due to direct operations. 
DCIDA offi cials stated that they were no longer giving out grants 
as of January 2012 due to the ABO recommendation. However, we 
found that DCIDA did contract for new grants in 2012.  

We reviewed the nine professional service contracts in 2012 totaling 
$322,133. Three of these contracts are with the Dutchess County 
Economic Development Corporation (EDC) totaling $214,631, and 

6 Authorities Budget Offi ce Special Report: Industrial Development Agency Grant 
Awards
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are written as professional service contracts for shared services to 
benefi t both entities. However, payment terms of two EDC contracts, 
for the External Marketing Council (EMC) and the Trade Show Grant 
Program, are written in a manner similar to a matching grant letter and 
are dated after January 2012.7 Furthermore, a DCIDA professional 
service contract with the Hudson Valley Film Commission, dated June 
2012, had terms that did not defi ne specifi c services to be received by 
DCIDA and appears to be a grant. We also reviewed agreements with 
the Dutchess County Regional Chamber of Commerce, Mt. Gulian 
Society, and Hudson Valley Business Development Corporation; 
these three agreements specifi cally state that they are matching grant 
agreements. DCIDA offi cials commented that these three agreements 
were in place prior to 2012 and they were required to fulfi ll the terms 
of the agreements.  However, they should have been reporting these 
agreements under the non-operating expense on the PARIS report. 
  
Supplemental Schedules – GML requires that the Schedule of 
Supplemental Information be completed annually for each project 
initiated in 1990 or after, for which debt was issued, outstanding, 
or retired during the fi scal year or any straight-lease agreement 
which was entered into since 1990 and remains outstanding. The 
Supplemental Section of the annual report requires the name of each 
project, the name and address of the owner of each project, the amount 
of tax exemptions granted for each project, the amount of PILOTs, an 
estimate of the number of jobs created and retained by each project, 
and other information OSC deems necessary. All PILOTs, whether 
made by the IDA in connection with property owned by the IDA, 
or made by business or private developers directly to the taxing 
authorities, must be included in the supplemental schedule of the 
annual fi nancial report.

We found that fi ve out of 10 payments, totaling $14,351,627, were 
not included in the PARIS report. These were not passed through 
DCIDA. Since the payments were not seen by DCIDA offi cials, it 
was not apparent to them that they should report the PILOTs. 

In addition, two projects that were reported on the supplemental 
schedule were not correct. One project was reported as having paid 
more than what was actually paid and the other was reported as 
owing and receiving less than what was actually owed and received. 
For example, the Bonura and DiBrizzi Enterprises dba8/Poughkeepsie 

7 Up to $115,000 of matching payments for the purpose of raising funds from the 
private sector through EDC EMC Program with a minimum payment of $15,000. 
Matching payments shall be made by the DCIDA Chief Financial Offi cer on a 
quarterly basis upon receipt of documentation listing the amount and source of 
actual individual private contributions to the EMC of EDC for that quarter.

8 Doing business as
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Grand Hotel PILOT agreement stipulates in addition to the $100,000 
base payment, the project owner was required to submit an income 
statement and would be billed an additional 5 percent of net income. 
Even though DCIDA is supposed to bill the project owner, DCIDA 
authorized the City of Poughkeepsie (City) to bill, collect and 
distribute the PILOT. We reviewed the documentation supplied by 
the City and found that the City received $117,661. However, DCIDA 
only reported $100,000.  DCIDA offi cials told us that the PILOT 
agreement dated back to 1986 and they had not reviewed payments to 
ensure that they complied with the PILOT agreement. 

Employment Statistics – The creation of new jobs or the retention 
of existing jobs is an important element in many IDA projects. This 
employment information is obtained from the businesses benefi ted 
by IDA involvement. The agreement between the IDA and the 
businesses should require the project operator to make employment 
information available to the IDA, and IDA offi cials should verify 
reported employment data.

In addition, IDAs should maintain employment statistics for all IDA 
projects so that this information can be easily and clearly reported 
in the supplemental section of the annual report. The employment 
numbers may be estimates, and the amounts reported the fi rst year 
for full-time equivalent (FTE) employees prior to IDA status, jobs to 
be created, and jobs to be retained, should not change in subsequent 
annual reports. Records must also provide a means to compare original 
estimates to the actual results achieved over the life of the project. 
However, the IDA should not include construction jobs created as a 
result of a project in the employment statistics because construction 
jobs are not considered permanent, long-term jobs.

We compared the original application and 2012 employment data 
to the PARIS report. Fourteen of the 21 project owners’9 employee 
statistical information (excluding Health Quest10) was reported 
incorrectly to PARIS. For example, on one project owner’s 
application, the listed jobs before IDA assistance was 438 employees; 
however, their employment report for 2012 only lists 49 employees 
before IDA assistance. Supporting documentation on some projects 

9 Some project owners had multiple projects with the DCIDA.
10 When reviewing the information for Health Quest - VBMC we found the 

information reported was signifi cantly different between source documents and 
the PARIS report. The number of employees before DCIDA's assistance, current 
jobs, and jobs created included a portion of the facility not related to the DCIDA 
project. DCIDA tried to remove unrelated jobs from the report.  However, DCIDA 
removed all current job information which resulted in the numbers reported for 
Health Quest to skew the overall results; therefore, we did not include them in 
Table 2 (See Table 3).
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did not agree with the reported jobs, and other projects had unclear 
FTE calculations for part-time employees. Overall, the statistical 
information submitted to PARIS for the actual creation of jobs was 
overstated by 677, as shown below:

Table 2:  Reporting Differences -All Projects (except Health Quest)

Per PARIS 
Report

Per Source 
Documentsa Difference Result

Jobs Before DCIDA Assistance 14,945 15,545 (600) Understated

Job Creation Goal 2,107 1,924 183 Overstated

Current Jobs 12,515 12,438 77 Overstated

Jobs Created (2,430) (3,107) 677 Overstated

a For jobs before DCIDA and Job Creation Goal we reviewed the Project Application for Financial Assistance. For 
Current Job documentation source we reviewed the Employment Report signed by the Business’s Management. 
Jobs Created is the difference between the number of current jobs and the jobs before DCIDA Assistance.

Table 3:  Reporting Differences - Health Quest 

Per PARIS 
Report

Per Source 
Documentsa Difference Result

Jobs Before DCIDA Assistance 1707 1,707 0 N/A

Job Creation Goal 386 204 182 Overstated

Current Jobs 1,533 3,675 (2,142) Understated

Jobs Created (174) 1,968  (1,794) Understated

a For jobs before DCIDA and Job Creation Goal we reviewed the Project Application for Financial Assistance. For 
Current Job documentation source we reviewed the Employment Report signed by the Business’s Management. 
Jobs Created is the difference between the number of current jobs and the jobs before DCIDA Assistance.

These reporting inconsistencies were mostly due to DCIDA offi cials 
not looking back to source documents to verify original numbers 
when reporting each year. Inaccurate reporting is misleading, because 
it can overestimate DCIDA’s effectiveness, which may result in the 
Dutchess County Legislature and offi cials from affected jurisdictions 
making uninformed decisions.

4. The Board should ensure that DCIDA offi cials fi le a complete and 
accurate annual fi nancial report. 

5. The Board should review information reported to PARIS and 
amend it, as necessary.

Recommendations
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE FROM LOCAL OFFICIALS

The local offi cials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.  
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See
Note 1
Page 26
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See
Note 2
Page 26

See
Note 3
Page 26
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See
Note 4
Page 26
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See
Note 5
Page 26

See
Note 6
Page 26
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See
Note 7
Page 26

See
Note 8
Page 26
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Note 9
Page 27
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APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE IDA’S RESPONSE

Note 1

We audited DCIDA performance to determine if the number of FTE jobs to be created per the 
applications had been achieved according to the latest annual fi ling, and if policies and procedures 
were in place to hold those businesses accountable if those job creation expectations were not met. 
While businesses may have created economic benefi ts, they received tax benefi ts even though they did 
not meet the overall job creation goal.

Note 2

We were not provided any additional documentation to support the 40 jobs created that were reported 
on the PARIS report. We used the only available documentation, the original application. In addition, 
no addendums were attached to the application disputing or revising the application data. 

Note 3

Even though the PARIS report does not have a specifi c line for per diem wages, the DCIDA can 
calculate FTEs and include that information in the report.

Note 4

Based on the information provided on the application, the applicant projected the creation of jobs.  We 
tested against that projection.

Note 5

The External Marketing Council and the Trade Show Grant Program should have been classifi ed as 
grants, not professional service contracts. 

Note 6

The term “projects” was changed to “payments” in the report. 

Note 7

No additional documentation was provided that shows the source documents were not accurate. 
Absent of any documentation or verbal assertion to negate the source documents, we used the source 
documents provided. 

Note 8

We revised the table to refl ect the PARIS reporting of the two projects under the same owner. 
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Note 9

We added a footnote explaining that IBM 2008 is a Sales Tax Transfer Agreement. 
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

During this audit, we evaluated the Agency’s operations in general, and specifi cally 12 approved 
projects that received DCIDA benefi ts during the period January 1, 2012 through May 31, 2013. For 
selected projects, we expanded the audit period back to October 1986 to include all project activities 
from the date of the projects’ inception. 

We examined project applications and the approval and monitoring process for all ten businesses 
receiving property tax exemptions during our audit period (as indicated in Table 4).

Table 4: Active Agreements Receiving Property Tax Exemptions

# Business Name

1 Adams Fairacre

2 Arbor Ridge

3 Columbia SFH

4 Davies South Terrace

5 GAP

6 Hudson Baylor

7 IBM 2008a

8 IBM 2011

9 IBM 2012

10 Poughkeepsie Grand Hotel ( Bonura and DiBrizzi Enterprises)

a Sales Tax Transfer Agreement

To gain an understanding of DCIDA project monitoring process:  

• We interviewed Agency offi cials to determine if procedures have been implemented for timely 
reporting of employment data. 

• We documented what actions were taken by offi cials to monitor active projects.

To determine if DCIDA actively monitors approved projects to ensure fulfi llment of proposed benefi ts 
or objectives: 

• We determined if number of FTE promised on applications (benefi t to taxpayers) had been 
achieved according to the latest annual fi ling. 
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• We determined if PILOT payments were made in accordance with applications and agreements.

• We determined if DCIDA has a recapture agreement, and whether sanctions or penalties are 
imposed for unfulfi lled promises.  

To determine if DCIDA properly completes the annual report in accordance to OSC prescribed uniform 
classifi cation of accounts, is submitted timely and all required supplemental reports are accurate and 
complete:

• We compare the 2012 bank statements and DCIDA’s fi nancial records to the PARIS report to 
determine the accuracy and completeness of the fi nancial information submitted for FYE 2012.

• We compared the original application and the 2012 employment reports to the PARIS report to 
determine the accuracy and completeness of the employment statistics submitted in the report.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards (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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BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE
H. Todd Eames, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce Building - Suite 1702
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton, New York  13901-4417
(607) 721-8306  Fax (607) 721-8313
Email: Muni-Binghamton@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Broome, Chenango, Cortland, Delaware,
Otsego, Schoharie, Sullivan, Tioga, Tompkins Counties

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE
Robert Meller, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
295 Main Street, Suite 1032
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Offi ce of the State Comptroller
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(631) 952-6534  Fax (631) 952-6530
Email: Muni-Hauppauge@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Nassau and Suffolk Counties

NEWBURGH REGIONAL OFFICE
Tenneh Blamah, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 103
New Windsor, New York  12553-4725
(845) 567-0858  Fax (845) 567-0080
Email: Muni-Newburgh@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Orange, 
Putnam, Rockland, Ulster, Westchester Counties

ROCHESTER REGIONAL OFFICE
Edward V. Grant, Jr., Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
The Powers Building
16 West Main Street – Suite 522
Rochester, New York   14614-1608
(585) 454-2460  Fax (585) 454-3545
Email: Muni-Rochester@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Cayuga, Chemung, Livingston, Monroe,
Ontario, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Wayne, Yates Counties

SYRACUSE REGIONAL OFFICE
Rebecca Wilcox, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce Building, Room 409
333 E. Washington Street
Syracuse, New York  13202-1428
(315) 428-4192  Fax (315) 426-2119
Email:  Muni-Syracuse@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison,
Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence Counties
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