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Report Highlights

Audit Objective
Determine whether Jefferson County Industrial 
Development Agency (JCIDA) officials appropriately 
evaluated projects prior to approval and subsequently 
monitored the performance of businesses that received 
financial benefits.  

Key Findings
JCIDA officials did not appropriately evaluate all projects 
prior to approval or monitor the performance of businesses 
that received financial benefits. Officials did not:

ll Verify an applicant’s project information or complete 
adequate cost-benefit analyses (CBAs) for proposed 
projects before approving them.

ll Charge some project applicants fees in accordance 
with the Board-approved fee schedule.

ll Assess annually reported capital investment and 
salary information for reliability or compare it to 
estimates in project applications.  

Key Recommendations
The Board should:

ll Ensure CBAs adequately compare project costs 
to benefits and are completed before projects are 
approved. 

ll Adopt policies and procedures to ensure application 
and administration fees are properly calculated and 
billed.

ll Develop procedures to ensure annually reported 
project performance information is supported by 
adequate documentation, provided to the Board for 
evaluation and compared to project goals as stated in 
applications.  

JCIDA officials generally agreed with our 
recommendations and indicated they planned to initiate 
corrective action. Appendix B includes our comments on 
issues raised in the IDA’s response letter.

Background
JCIDA is an independent public 
benefit corporation established in 
1971. JCIDA’s Board is composed 
of seven members appointed 
by the County Legislature and 
responsible for JCIDA’s general 
management and financial and 
operational affairs. The Board-
appointed Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) and Chief Financial 
Officer (CFO) are responsible 
for day-to-day operations. JCIDA 
funds its operations, in part, with 
fees charged for processing 
applications and for administering 
financial assistance. 

JCIDA annually reports information 
for approved projects, including 
granted tax exemptions, payments 
in lieu of taxes (PILOT) and project 
employment.

Audit Period
October 1, 2017 – September 30, 
2019.  

Jefferson County Industrial Development Agency

Quick Facts

Reported Projects 23

Tax Exemptions Granted $2.8 million

PILOT Payments $840,902

Application and Project 
Administration Fees Collected $149,714
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The purpose of an industrial development agency (IDA) is to promote, develop, 
encourage and assist in acquiring, constructing, improving, maintaining, 
equipping and furnishing industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, commercial, 
research and recreational 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 powers and duties of IDAs are set forth under New York State 
General Municipal Law (GML).1 In June 2016, new legislation became effective 
to increase the accountability and improve the efficiency and transparency of IDA 
operations.2

According to its mission statement, Jefferson County Industrial Development 
Agency (JCIDA) was established to advance the job opportunities, health, 
general prosperity and economic welfare of the people of Jefferson County and 
to improve their recreation opportunities, prosperity and standard of living. JCIDA 
offers financial assistance to businesses − including real property, mortgage 
recording and sales tax exemptions − by generally taking title or entering into 
lease-leaseback agreements of the property owned or leased by the business.3 
JCIDA facilitates the provision of the financial assistance because the property 
is tax-exempt under the IDA statute. In return, many projects receiving JCIDA 
financial assistance promise to create new jobs or retain existing jobs in the 
community, invest in new buildings or in the renovation of existing buildings, and 
agree to make annual payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT) payments for affected tax 
jurisdictions (municipalities or school districts) to help offset the loss of revenues 
from the tax exemptions provided. Payments are made in accordance with PILOT 
agreements governed by JCIDA’s Uniform Tax Exemption Policy (UTEP).

Before an application is submitted, JCIDA staff typically meet with the applicants 
to discuss the scope of the proposed project and familiarize the applicant with 
JCIDA’s process, procedures and policies. Once an application is submitted, 
JCIDA staff review the application to ensure it is complete, determine the type 
of assistance to be provided to the project and, with the applicant’s assistance, 
will prepare and provide a presentation to the review committee. The review 
committee will ask questions about the project, review the application and 
supplemental information and, if the project meets the eligibility criteria in 

Project Approval and Monitoring

1 New York State General Municipal Law (GML) Section 858

2 Chapter 563 of the Laws of 2015. For new projects starting June 15, 2016, the law requires standard 
application forms for requests for financial assistance including company information and a statement that there 
is a likelihood that the project would not be undertaken without the agency’s financial assistance or, if the project 
could be undertaken without financial assistance, a statement indicating why the project should be undertaken 
by the agency. This law also requires uniform criteria for the evaluation and selection for each category of 
projects for which financial assistance is provided, uniform project agreements, annual assessments on project 
progress including job creation and retention, as well as policies to recapture, suspend or discontinue financial 
assistance (including the amount of tax exemptions), or modify PILOT agreements.

3 When the IDA enters into a lease-leaseback agreement, property and improvements become an IDA project, 
and the business typically becomes the project operator.
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the UTEP, will recommend the project be approved by the Board. Next, if the 
project is to receive more than $100,000 in financial assistance, JCIDA holds 
a public hearing, providing the public with an opportunity to make comments. 
Last, assuming the project has met all requirements, the Board considers the 
review committee’s analysis and recommendation and comments from the public 
hearing. The Board then determines whether the project, in consideration of the 
financial assistance to be provided, is in the community’s best interest before 
approving it.  

JCIDA charges a non-refundable fee of $2,500 for all applications submitted. 
Approved projects are also subject to additional fees − their application and 
calculation are specified within JCIDA’s fee schedule.

How Should the Board Approve Projects?

Tax exemptions provided through IDA lease-leaseback agreements often result 
in a significant cost to the community. As such, officials must ensure project 
approval decisions are based on accurate and reliable information. Because 
project applicants have a significant interest in their projects being approved, IDA 
officials should verify the material representations made by applicants on their 
applications by tracing to supporting documentation and reviewing the information 
for reasonableness. 

For projects prior to June 2016, IDAs should, and for subsequent projects, IDAs 
must, prepare a written cost-benefit analysis (CBA) for each proposed project, 
comparing the cost of the requested assistance to the intended benefits to the 
community, to assist in the board’s decision to approve or deny a project. The 
board should use the CBA’s results when evaluating a project’s eligibility for 
assistance and to ensure taxpayers receive an adequate benefit.  

The overall goal of an IDA is to advance the job opportunities, health, general 
prosperity and economic welfare for the people of the State. Accordingly, 
projects are approved because they promise benefits that will fulfill this mission. 
The goals associated with these promised benefits (e.g., amount of capital 
investment or number of jobs to be created) should be incorporated into project 
agreements to ensure expectations are clear and provide accountability if goals 
are not met. Furthermore, for projects prior to June 2016, IDAs should, and for 
subsequent projects, IDAs must, incorporate recapture or “claw-back” provisions 
in project agreements. If project goals are not met, these provisions allow IDAs 
to recoup previously granted financial assistance or seek other penalties for 
non-performance such as prohibiting a company from reapplying for financial 
assistance. 
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IDAs should also establish procedures to ensure that all fees charged to projects 
are properly calculated, billed and collected. Fees should be consistent with 
established fee schedules and independently reviewed and approved prior 
to billing. The board should document and approve deviations from the fee 
schedule.     

Officials Did Not Verify Applicant Information

When a business applies to JCIDA for financial assistance, it is required to report 
the intended capital investment associated with the project. This includes the 
cost of site acquisition, construction, renovations and equipment purchases. 
The applicant also reports the current number of jobs prior to the start of the 
project, the estimated number of jobs that will be retained or created upon project 
completion, and the average salary for all jobs to be retained or created. However, 
JCIDA officials have not established adequate procedures to ensure the reliability 
of investment and job information provided on project applications.      

JCIDA approved 23 projects from 1997 through 2019 that were still active at 
the end of fiscal year 2019. We reviewed the application files for 10 of these 
projects that received tax exemptions from JCIDA. Nine of these projects 
included investment goals on their applications indicating that they would spend a 
combined total of $114.1 million on project improvements. However, no supporting 
documentation, such as detailed site plans, construction budgets or contractor 
estimates, was submitted by seven of the applicants or otherwise obtained by 
JCIDA staff to verify the reasonableness of these investment goals. In addition, 
four of these projects had job retention goals stated on their applications. While 
six projects did not have job retention goals, the four that did promised to retain a 
total of 630 existing jobs with annual wages totaling $33.3 million. However, the 
applications did not include documentation to support the retention goals or to 
enable JCIDA staff to verify this information.  

JCIDA 
officials 
have not 
established 
adequate 
procedures 
to ensure the 
reliability of 
investment 
and job 
information 
provided 
on project 
applications.
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Applicants have a significant interest in their projects being approved. As such, 
when material information, especially related to investment or job goals, is not or 
cannot be verified, there is a risk that information is inaccurate and that applicants 
may obtain exemptions they are not entitled to receive. Furthermore, without 
verifying existing jobs, the information necessary to measure job creation and 
retention could be inaccurate. For example, if an applicant understates current 
job numbers in an application and JCIDA officials do not identify this error, the 
reported number of new jobs created in future years could be inflated.

Adequate Cost-Benefit Analyses Were Not Completed

JCIDA officials did not complete a CBA for all approved projects. Furthermore, 
when CBAs were completed, officials did not adequately compare project costs to 
benefits. 

JCIDA officials did not complete a CBA for two of the 10 approved projects 
we reviewed. Both projects received property tax exemptions through lease 
agreements with JCIDA. In exchange, each project was required to make PILOT 
payments to the affected tax jurisdictions to help offset the loss of property tax 
revenues. One project also promised additional benefits to the community through 
capital investment. However, JCIDA officials did not identify and compare the 
community costs of each project against the expected community benefits. 

JCIDA officials stated that they did not complete a CBA for either project because 
of the unique nature of the PILOT agreements. Typically, PILOT payments are 
calculated as a percentage of the real property taxes that would otherwise be 
owed. The PILOT agreement for one of the two projects, a railroad, specifies that 
PILOT payments are to be calculated based upon the number of railcars passing 
through a checkpoint. The PILOT agreement for the other project, an industrial 
complex, specifies that PILOT payments are to be calculated based upon the 
complex’s occupancy rate.  

Because of the unpredictable variables used to calculate each project’s annual 
PILOT payments, JCIDA officials stated they could not estimate the future value 
of these payments. Therefore, they were missing a key component of their 
CBA. Lacking this component, JCIDA officials were unable to compute their 
standard CBA for these projects, which is generated by third-party software. 
However, if an IDA’s standard CBA, because of unique PILOT agreements 
or other circumstances, cannot be used to evaluate a project, officials should 
apply an alternative method of comparing a project’s costs against its benefits. 
The railroad and industrial complex projects were approved in 2016, and have 
received real property tax exemptions totaling $30,819 and $38,111, respectively, 
through February 2020. By not having a CBA for each project, JCIDA officials 
did not demonstrate that the approval of these projects, and the subsequent tax 
exemptions received, were in the taxpayers’ best interest.  

When material 
information 
is not or 
cannot be 
verified, there 
is a risk that 
information is 
inaccurate and 
that applicants 
may obtain 
exemptions 
they are not 
entitled to 
receive. 
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JCIDA officials completed a CBA for the remaining eight approved projects 
reviewed. These CBAs generally compared the value of tax exemptions to be 
provided (the project’s cost to the community), against expected community 
benefits such as the wages of retained or newly created jobs, value of PILOT 
payments and the amount of sales tax to be generated from the project’s capital 
investment. In addition, the CBAs included the value of indirect benefits to the 
community, referred to as “spillover” benefits. These benefits are the value 
of supply chain purchases to be made by local businesses and the wages 
associated with new jobs created by these businesses, in response to additional 
sales expected from the project or project’s employees. When added to other 
estimated benefits, these indirect benefits significantly increase each project’s 
total estimated benefit to the community and increase the project’s value in 
comparison to the project’s cost to the community.  

While JCIDA officials considered the positive impact of proposed projects on local 
businesses and calculated the indirect community benefits to be derived from this 
impact, they did not assess the possible negative impact of proposed projects 
on local businesses or calculate any associated indirect community costs. For 
example, one of the eight approved projects that had a completed CBA was a 
restaurant and banquet hall. The CBA for the restaurant had a calculated total 
community benefit of $797,000. Of this total benefit, $146,000 (18.3 percent) was 
the value of indirect community benefits expected because of the restaurant’s 
positive impact on local businesses. However, the CBA and JCIDA officials did 
not consider indirect costs to the community, such as the impact of the proposed 
restaurant on local existing restaurants that may compete for the same customers 
and employees. 

Without considering each project’s indirect costs to the community, JCIDA officials 
cannot adequately weigh the value of these costs against the value of a project’s 
indirect and direct benefits to the community as included in project CBAs. Indirect 
costs could be significant (e.g., a business that competes with a project loses 
customers and employees). Therefore, without weighing these costs against 
a project’s benefits to the community, a project may appear to provide a larger 
net benefit to the community and be more likely to be approved by the Board. 
Considering the project’s indirect costs would have provided a more accurate 
picture of the actual financial impact on the community.

Project Goals and Recapture Provisions Were Not Always Included in 
Project Agreements

JCIDA officials did not always ensure that project goals and recapture provisions 
were included in project agreements.4 Out of the 10 approved projects reviewed, 

JCIDA 
officials did 
not assess 
the possible 
negative 
impact of 
proposed 
projects 
on local 
businesses or 
calculate any 
associated 
indirect 
community 
costs.

4 These include lease-leaseback agreements and, if applicable, PILOT agreements.  
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nine had investment and/or job retention or creation goals as stated within their 
applications. However, these goals were not incorporated into agreements despite 
the Board relying on them as the basis for its decision to approve these projects. 
In addition, seven of these projects did not include recapture provisions within 
their agreements. Though these projects were approved prior to June 15, 2016, 
and were not required to include recapture provisions in their agreements, best 
practices dictated they be included to allow JCIDA to recoup previously granted 
financial assistance if project goals were not met. The other three projects were 
approved after June 2016 and, as required, had recapture provisions included in 
their agreements.  

Without incorporating project goals into agreements, project applicants may 
not have a clear understanding of which goals they will be held accountable for 
and to what extent. Furthermore, for the projects without recapture provisions 
in agreements, the Board’s ability to take action, such as recouping previously 
granted financial assistance or prohibiting a company from reapplying for financial 
assistance, may be limited in the event that project goals are not met or other 
intended benefits are not realized.   

Project Application and Administration Fees Were Not Always 
Charged in Accordance With the Established Fee Schedule

JCIDA’s fee schedule establishes an application fee and, for projects that are 
approved, an administration fee. The application fee is $2,500 and is due to 
JCIDA when a project application is submitted. The fee is non-refundable; 
however, it is credited toward the administration fee if a project is approved with 
a PILOT agreement. JCIDA’s administration fees vary depending on whether 
the approved project has a PILOT agreement. For approved projects with 
PILOT agreements, the administration fee is 2 percent of the first $10 million of 
a project’s cost as estimated in the project’s application, 0.5 percent for costs 
between $10 and $20 million and 0.25 percent for costs in excess of $20 million. 
For approved projects without PILOT agreements, the administration fee is 25 
percent of the value of all tax exemptions received by the project.  

We reviewed all fees paid by the 10 approved projects reviewed and found that 
JCIDA officials did not consistently charge project application fees or develop 
adequate procedures to ensure administration fees were accurately calculated 
before being invoiced. 

For three projects (30 percent), an application fee was not submitted with the 
project application. Furthermore, JCIDA officials did not subsequently bill project 
applicants for these fees, which totaled $7,500 for the three projects. JCIDA 
officials stated they did not charge an application fee to one project, a railroad 
with a track spanning multiple counties, because the fee would have been an 
undue burden to the railroad and in addition to any fees charged by the other 
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county IDAs with whom the railroad also applied to for assistance. An application 
fee was not charged to a second project, an industrial complex, because the 
project was to extend an existing PILOT agreement with the industrial complex, 
as opposed to being an entirely new project. The fee schedule is silent regarding 
PILOT extensions. Further, although this project was to extend a PILOT, it 
submitted a new application to JCIDA and JCIDA officials had to review the 
application and approve the project in the same manner as all other projects. 
JCIDA officials did not know why an application fee was not charged to the third 
project, a distribution facility.  

In addition, five projects (50 percent) were charged administration fees that were 
inconsistent with JCIDA’s fee schedule. The five projects, in total, were charged 
$4,195 less in administration fees than what JCIDA was entitled to receive based 
on the established fee schedule (Figure 1).  

Figure 1: Administration Fees
Project  

Description
According to 
Fee Schedule Charged Difference

Distribution Facility $149,017 $150,454 $1,437
Warehouse $44,600 $49,500 $4,900
Restaurant $16,320 $15,000 ($1,320)
Railroad $13,500 $5,000 ($8,500)
Manufacturing Facility $12,236 $11,524 ($712)
Total $235,673 $231,478 ($4,195)

JCIDA officials have not established procedures to ensure administration fees are 
accurately calculated before being invoiced. When a project is approved, the CFO 
calculates the administration fee to be charged to the project. However, JCIDA 
officials do not review the fee calculation and supporting documentation prior to 
invoicing to ensure the fee is accurate and consistent with JCIDA’s fee schedule. 
In addition, because JCIDA officials did not retain administration fee calculations 
within project files, they could not explain how the administration fee was 
calculated on four of the five projects (80 percent). JCIDA officials explained they 
did not charge the railroad the full administration fee for the same reason they did 
not charge it an application fee.  

JCIDA’s fee schedule does not include provisions or procedures for deviating 
from the Board-established fees and rates. Furthermore, we reviewed Board 
minutes and resolutions and found no evidence the Board had taken action to 
waive application fees for the three projects or to discount the administration 
fee charged to the railroad. If fees are not accurately calculated or collected in 
accordance with JCIDA’s fee schedule, inequities in the way different projects 
are charged fees may continue to occur and JCIDA may not receive the funds 
necessary to help support operations.  
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How Can Officials Monitor Whether Project Goals Are Met?

A board is responsible for establishing a process to monitor and evaluate the 
performance of companies receiving financial assistance to determine whether 
they are meeting the goals established in their project applications, such as 
creating and retaining jobs. The board should clearly define expectations and 
have policies and procedures to hold companies accountable if expectations are 
not met. 

For projects starting on or after June 15, 2016, the 2015 IDA Legislation requires 
IDAs to, at least annually, assess the progress of each project that continues 
to receive financial assistance, toward achieving the investment, job retention 
or creation, or other objectives of the project indicated in the application. These 
assessments must be provided to IDA board members. Although projects 
approved prior to this date were not subject to these requirements, best practices 
dictate that IDAs implement these processes. 

The board should obtain annual performance information from companies, such 
as capital invested or employment levels, verify the accuracy of that information, 
and determine whether project goals were met and the community is receiving 
intended benefits. Additionally, the board should determine whether to exercise 
agreed-upon recapture provisions if there are material violations of the terms and 
conditions of project agreements, such as material shortfalls in job creation or 
retention projections.

Officials Did Not Adequately Monitor Project Performance

JCIDA sends an annual questionnaire to all companies with active projects to 
obtain information relating to assistance provided and project performance. 
However, JCIDA officials did not ensure information received was complete and 
accurate to determine whether projects were achieving the capital investment and 
job goals as indicated in their applications. 

Capital Investment – The amount of capital investment that a business intends 
to make is included as part of the project application and CBA where applicable. 
The amount of this investment could eventually impact the assessed value of 
a project’s real property, and directly affects the amount of taxes that the local 
taxing jurisdictions will receive after the facility is constructed or renovated and 
no longer exempt from taxes. Therefore, it is important that JCIDA officials verify 
the amount of capital that the project applicants invest to ensure that the actual 
investment agrees with the amount on the application and in the CBA. 

Nine of the 10 approved projects we reviewed included capital investment goals 
within their applications. These projects were all approved between 2013 and 
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2019. We reviewed the annual questionnaires submitted by each project since 
approval and found the following:

ll JCIDA officials did not obtain capital investment information for four projects 
for all years that the projects were active. For example, two projects that 
were approved in 2013 had no capital investment information obtained for 
fiscal years ending 2013, 2014 and 2015,5 while two additional projects 
approved in 2015 had no capital investment information for the end of that 
fiscal year. However, JCIDA officials did obtain capital investment information 
for these four projects for fiscal years ending 2016 and beyond. While these 
four projects were approved prior to June 15, 2016, and were not required 
to be assessed annually, best practices dictate an annual assessment would 
have allowed JCIDA officials to better monitor and determine whether capital 
investment goals were being achieved.  

ll Beginning with fiscal year-end 2016, JCIDA began asking for capital 
investment information on the annual questionnaire. Seven of the nine 
projects we reviewed were active at the end of 2016, eight were active at 
the end of 2017 and 2018, and all nine were active at the end of 2019. We 
reviewed all the annual questionnaires submitted by these projects between 
2016 and 2019 and found that JCIDA obtained capital investment information 
for each active project at the end of each year. This information included 
the total of any capital investment made during each year,6 along with a 
breakdown of the investment by expense category. However, no supporting 
documentation was submitted with these questionnaires, or otherwise 
obtained by JCIDA officials, to verify the capital investment amounts 
reported.  

ll For all nine projects, the capital investment information received by JCIDA 
between 2016 and 2019 was not shared with the Board. Furthermore, JCIDA 
officials have not developed policies or procedures for comparing reported 
capital investment information to capital investment goals as stated in project 
applications. 

Without verifying reported capital investment information, and without policies 
and procedures in place to compare verified information to capital investment 
goals, JCIDA officials may not recognize material shortfalls in the actual amount 
of capital investment made by projects, and the community may not receive the 
intended benefits of such investment.

Job Performance – On the annual questionnaire, JCIDA requires companies to 
report job information including the total number of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs 

5 JCIDA’s fiscal year ends on September 30.  

6 Not all active projects were under construction each year and, as a result, some reported no capital investment 
spending on annual questionnaires.  
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at the project location as of the end of the fiscal year, a listing of these FTE jobs 
by category and an average hourly wage, along with the total annual payroll. 
Seven of the 10 approved projects had job goals stated in their applications and, 
as a result, the companies were required to report job information to JCIDA.  

All seven projects with job goals were active at the end of fiscal year 2019, and 
the companies reported job and salary information to JCIDA on the 2019 annual 
questionnaire as required. Using the information from the questionnaires and 
project applications, a JCIDA staff member generates a report comparing FTE 
jobs for each project, as reported at year-end, to the job goals stated in project 
applications. This report is then shared with the Board so it can determine 
whether job creation goals are being achieved. However, this report does not 
include the salary information associated with the FTE jobs reported for each 
project at year-end. It also does not compare these figures to the annual salary 
of the jobs that will be retained or created upon project completion as stated in 
project applications. Furthermore, JCIDA officials have not developed policies 
or procedures to verify reported job information by comparing it to supporting 
documentation.  

We reviewed the job and salary information as reported on 2019 annual 
questionnaires for the seven projects with listed job goals. We also reviewed any 
supporting documentation that was submitted by these projects, along with their 
2019 annual questionnaire, such as NYS-457 payroll tax forms or internal payroll 
reports, which are required by JCIDA. Two projects submitted documentation that 
adequately supported both the number of FTE jobs reported at fiscal year-end 
and the salaries associated with these jobs. However, the remaining five projects 
(71 percent) did not submit adequate documentation to support their reported 
job information at year-end. Therefore, we were unable to adequately determine 
whether these projects were meeting established goals. One project did not 
submit any documentation to support both the number of FTE jobs reported and 
the associated salaries, and the remaining four projects did not submit adequate 
documentation to support reported FTE job and/or salary figures.8

For example, one project reported 57 FTE jobs at fiscal year-end 2019 on the 
annual questionnaire, yet the NYS-45 form submitted as support only listed 47 
employees at the project location at year-end. Another project reported 384 
FTE jobs on the annual questionnaire. However, the payroll report submitted as 
support listed 445 employees without making a distinction between full-time and 
part-time employees. JCIDA officials did not request additional information from 
these projects to verify the job numbers reported, or additional information from 

JCIDA officials 
have not 
developed 
policies or 
procedures to 
verify reported 
job information 
by comparing 
it to supporting 
documentation.

7 The NYS-45 is the Quarterly Combined Withholding, Wage Reporting and Unemployment Insurance Return 
filed by employers with the NYS Department of Taxation and Finance and the NYS Department of Labor.  

8 One project was lacking adequate support for both job and salary figures; one was lacking adequate support 
for salary figures, and two were lacking adequate support for job figures.
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any of the other companies that did not adequately support their reported job 
information.  

Without verifying reported job and salary information, and without comparing this 
information to both the job and salary goals as stated in project applications, the 
Board’s ability to identify job performance shortfalls may be diminished, and the 
community may not receive the intended benefits from retained or newly created 
jobs.  

What Do We Recommend?

The Board should:

1.	 Develop procedures to ensure that capital investment and current 
employment information provided on project applications is supported by 
adequate documentation.  

2.	 Ensure CBAs adequately compare project costs to benefits and are 
completed before projects are approved. 

3.	 Ensure project goals, along with recapture provisions, are incorporated 
into project agreements.  

4.	 Adopt policies and procedures to ensure application and administration 
fees are properly calculated and billed in accordance with JCIDA’s fee 
schedule.   

5.	 Develop procedures to ensure annually reported project performance 
information is supported by adequate documentation, provided to 
the Board for evaluation and compared to project goals as stated in 
applications.   
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Appendix A: Response From IDA Officials

See
Note 1
Page 19
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See
Note 2
Page 19
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See
Note 3
Page 19
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See
Note 4
Page 19
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Appendix B: OSC Comments on IDA Officials’ Response

Note 1 

The tax exemptions we refer to as significant costs to the community include 
the sales, mortgage recording and real property tax exemptions received by 
companies less the PILOT payments made by the companies. In fiscal year 2019, 
JCIDA reported that its sponsored active projects received net tax exemptions 
valued at $1.9 million. Our report also acknowledges that many projects that 
receive these tax exemptions offer benefits to the community such as job creation 
and retention and private sector capital investments in new and existing buildings. 
Project costs must be compared to project benefits when evaluating a project’s 
eligibility for assistance and to ensure taxpayers receive an adequate net benefit.  

Note 2 

The Report Highlights section of our report accurately reflects the key findings 
related to our audit objective. Our audit found that a CBA was not completed for 
two of the 10 approved projects we reviewed and, when CBAs were completed, 
they did not adequately compare project costs to benefits. 

Note 3 

As acknowledged in the report, indirect costs could be significant. Without 
considering these costs, one cannot adequately weigh the value of these costs 
against the value of a project’s indirect and direct benefits to the community. 
In addition, if a business is competing with a project and loses customers and 
employees, it may be difficult for that business to provide new opportunities for 
those unemployed by the vacated jobs due to lost revenues resulting from the 
competing project.

Note 4 

While sales and mortgage recording tax exemptions granted to companies 
are proportionate to the actual value of associated project expenses, other tax 
exemptions (i.e., from real property taxes), are not directly adjusted based upon 
how closely project goals, including the level of capital investment, are achieved. 
As a result, project performance should be monitored to determine whether goals 
are being achieved and the community is receiving the intended benefits.   
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Appendix C: Audit Methodology and Standards

We conducted this audit pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution 
and the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 3 of the New York 
State General Municipal Law. To achieve the audit objective and obtain valid audit 
evidence, our audit procedures included the following:

ll We interviewed JCIDA officials and reviewed JCIDA’s UTEP, application, fee 
schedule, annual project questionnaire and reports to the Board to gain an 
understanding of the project approval, monitoring and fee collection process.  

ll We identified all 23 projects, approved from 1997 through 2019, that were 
still active (receiving benefits) as of September 30, 2019. 

ll We used our professional judgment to select a sample of 10 of the 23 active 
projects because they were the 10 most recently approved that had received 
tax exemptions from JCIDA. 

¡¡ We reviewed the application file for these 10 projects to determine 
whether the application was complete and whether material assertions 
on the application were supported with appropriate documentation.

¡¡ We reviewed whether project goals and recapture provisions were 
included in project agreements and applications.

¡¡ We reviewed whether a cost-benefit analysis was completed for each 
project to determine whether the project’s costs were adequately 
compared to benefits.

¡¡ We reviewed whether application and administration fees were properly 
charged and applied in accordance with fee schedules.

¡¡ We compared the names of JCIDA officials with project documentation 
to identify any potential conflicts of interest and reviewed financial 
disclosure forms.

¡¡ We reviewed the annual questionnaires submitted to determine whether 
JCIDA officials obtained adequate project performance information 
from all projects such as job and salary information, verified reported 
information by reviewing supporting documentation, compared reported 
information to project goals as stated in project applications and provided 
reported information to the Board. 

¡¡ We compared approved sales tax amounts on ST-60 forms to actual 
exemptions reported on the annual questionnaires to determine whether 
any project exceeded its approved exemption amount.  

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GAGAS (generally 
accepted government auditing standards). Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. 
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We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.

Unless otherwise indicated in this report, samples for testing were selected 
based on professional judgment, as it was not the intent to project the results 
onto the entire population. Where applicable, information is presented concerning 
the value and/or size of the relevant population and the sample selected for 
examination.

A written corrective action plan (CAP) that addresses the findings and 
recommendations in this report should be prepared and provided to our office 
within 90 days, pursuant to Section 35 of General Municipal Law. For more 
information on preparing and filing 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 the CAP available for public review in 
the CEO’s office.



22       Office of the New York State Comptroller  

Appendix D: Resources and Services

Regional Office Directory 
www.osc.state.ny.us/sites/default/files/local-government/documents/pdf/2018-12/regional_directory.pdf

Cost-Saving Ideas – Resources, advice and assistance on cost-saving ideas 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications?title=&body_value=&field_topics_target_id=263196&issued=All

Fiscal Stress Monitoring – Resources for local government officials experiencing fiscal problems 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/fiscal-monitoring

Local Government Management Guides – Series of publications that include technical information 
and suggested practices for local government management 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications?title=&body_value=&field_topics_target_id=263206&issued=All

Planning and Budgeting Guides – Resources for developing multiyear financial, capital, strategic and 
other plans 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/resources/planning-resources

Protecting Sensitive Data and Other Local Government Assets – A non-technical cybersecurity 
guide for local government leaders  
www.osc.state.ny.us/sites/default/files/local-government/documents/pdf/2020-05/cyber-security-guide.pdf

Required Reporting – Information and resources for reports and forms that are filed with the Office of 
the State Comptroller  
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/required-reporting

Research Reports/Publications – Reports on major policy issues facing local governments and State 
policy-makers  
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications?title=&body_value=&field_topics_target_id=263211&issued=All

Training – Resources for local government officials on in-person and online training opportunities on a 
wide range of topics 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/academy

http://www.osc.state.ny.us/sites/default/files/local-government/documents/pdf/2018-12/regional_directory.pdf
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications?title=&body_value=&field_topics_target_id=263196&issued=All
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/fiscal-monitoring
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications?title=&body_value=&field_topics_target_id=263206&issued=All
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/resources/planning-resources
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/sites/default/files/local-government/documents/pdf/2020-05/cyber-security-guide.pdf
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/required-reporting
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications?title=&body_value=&field_topics_target_id=263211&issued=All
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/academy
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