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2                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER2

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

June 2010

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 City of New Rochelle Industrial Development Agency, entitled 
Project Approval and Monitoring. 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
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Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State of New York

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of New Rochelle Industrial Development Agency (NRIDA) is a public-benefi t corporation 
created in 1977 for the benefi t of the City of New Rochelle (City) and its residents. NRIDA’s stated 
focus is on economic projects that have a direct impact on economic development, typically involving 
the acquisition, construction, or major renovations of buildings or other structures and generating 
short-term and long-term employment in construction and full-time, operations-related jobs. NRIDA 
provides fi nancial assistance through the issuance of low-interest bonds and tax abatement for real 
property tax, and tax-exempt status for sales tax and mortgage recording tax. IDAs may recapture 
a portion of the real property tax in the form of payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT) from projects 
receiving tax abatement.1 During our audit period, NRIDA was providing benefi ts to 15 projects. 

NRIDA is managed by a seven-member Board of Directors (Board) comprised of the City Manager, 
one City Councilperson, and fi ve private citizens. With the exception of the City’s Commissioner of 
Finance, who serves as the NRIDA Chief Financial Offi cer, and the City’s Economic Development 
Manager, who serves as the NRIDA Executive Director, NRIDA does not have any staff. The Board 
has the authority to approve all projects. 

Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to examine the approval and monitoring of NRIDA projects from 
January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2008. For selected projects, we extended our audit period back 
to February 1997 to include all project activities from the date of the projects’ inception. Our review 
of the project approval process also included following up on a complaint that NRIDA improperly 
extended benefi ts for retail space in the New Rochelle Center. 

Our audit addressed the following related questions:

• Did the Board have formal criteria for selecting the fi rms or businesses that received 
sponsorship and economic development incentives, and did it consistently apply those criteria 
when approving projects? 

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

___________________
1 Payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs) are amounts paid for certain tax-exempt parcels in lieu of real property taxes that 
would otherwise have been paid, had the property not been tax-exempt.
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• Did NRIDA comply with the General Municipal Law (GML) requirement to remit PILOTs to 
affected jurisdictions within 30 days of receipt?

Audit Results

NRIDA offi cials relied on the general procedural guidelines in NRIDA’s Uniform Tax Exemption Policy 
(UTEP) and did not have a checklist of specifi c criteria for evaluating project owners’ applications 
for fi nancial incentives. In the absence of detailed evaluation criteria, they did not document the 
reasons for their project approvals and, therefore, there is no assurance that projects are evaluated in 
a consistent manner.2 Further, NRIDA offi cials did not perform a comprehensive cost-benefi t analysis 
for any of the 10 projects we reviewed to determine if the benefi ts to the City would exceed the cost of 
providing tax abatements and exemptions, even though seven of the applications provided suffi cient 
information. NRIDA offi cials also did not ensure that the applications for the other three projects, 
which collectively received over $29 million in tax exemptions since their inception,3 specifi ed the 
dollar amounts for benefi ts requested and received. Without a documented cost-benefi t analysis based 
on complete application information, NRIDA cannot properly evaluate project applications or be sure 
of the net benefi t to the City. Lastly, NRIDA offi cials did not independently verify data supplied by 
project owners on their application forms, which could result in the approval of unqualifi ed projects 
and/or an inaccurate measure of ongoing project performance. 

NRIDA offi cials also did not monitor the status of ongoing projects to ensure reasonable progress 
toward the projected benefi ts described in the original applications. Therefore, they cannot be sure 
the projects will meet their intended goals, or know when they should invoke “recapture” agreements 
to recover some or all of the benefi ts provided when projects fall short of their promised goals. 
When NRIDA offi cials do not properly monitor ongoing projects and invoke recapture agreements, 
as appropriate, there is an increased risk that other taxpayers are subsidizing the projects’ fi nancial 
incentives without receiving the expected benefi ts to the community.           

Finally, during 2008 NRIDA did not remit approximately $1.3 million in payments in PILOTs to 
affected tax jurisdictions within 30 days of receipt as required by GML, but instead did so on an annual 
basis. Failure to remit PILOTs in a timely manner could result in the affected jurisdictions raising tax 
rates or borrowing funds to balance their budgets in order to provide needed services to their taxpayers.       

Comments of Agency Offi cials

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

____________________
2 However, we found that the Board properly approved NRIDA benefi ts (which were questioned in a third-party complaint 
to the State Comptroller’s Offi ce) for a retail project in accordance with existing statutes after the prohibition on such retail 
project benefi ts had expired.
3 The New Rochelle Center, approved in 1997; Avalon on The Sound, approved in 1999; and Avalon on The Sound East, 
approved in 2004
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Background

Introduction

Objective

Industrial Development Authorities (IDAs) are independent public-
benefi t corporations whose purpose is to promote, develop, and assist 
industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, commercial, research, and 
recreation facilities. The overall goal of IDAs 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 
under Article 18-A of General Municipal Law (GML). There are 115 
IDAs in the towns, villages, cities, and counties of New York State. 
Typically, projects that receive IDA benefi ts involve the acquisition, 
construction, or major renovations of buildings or other structures 
and generate short-term and long-term employment in construction 
and operations-related jobs. 

The City of New Rochelle Industrial Development Agency (NRIDA) 
was established in 1977 for the benefi t of the City of New Rochelle 
(City) and its residents. NRIDA is primarily interested in projects that 
lead to the development of the City, and provides fi nancial assistance 
in the form of the issuance of low-interest bonds, tax abatement for 
real property tax, and tax-exempt status for sales tax and mortgage 
recording tax. NRIDA may recapture a portion of the real property 
tax in the form of payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT).4 GML requires 
IDAs to remit PILOTs received to the affected tax jurisdictions within 
30 days of receipt. 

NRIDA is managed by a seven-member Board of Directors (Board) 
comprised of the City Manager, one City Councilperson, and fi ve 
private citizens. With the exception of the City’s Commissioner of 
Finance, who serves as the NRIDA Chief Financial Offi cer, and the 
City’s Economic Development Manager, who serves as the NRIDA 
Executive Director, NRIDA does not have any staff. The Board has 
the authority to approve all projects. 

The objective of our audit was to examine the approval and monitoring 
of NRIDA projects that received IDA-related benefi ts.  Our audit 
addressed the following related questions: 

• Did the Board have formal criteria for selecting the fi rms 
or businesses that received sponsorship and economic 
development incentives, and did it consistently apply those 
criteria when approving projects? 

____________________
4 Payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs) are amounts paid for certain tax-exempt 
parcels in lieu of real property taxes that would otherwise have been paid, had the 
property not been tax-exempt.
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• Did the Board design and implement an adequate system to 
monitor, evaluate, and manage benefi ts and incentives granted 
to fi rms or businesses?

• Did NRIDA comply with the GML requirement to remit 
PILOTs to affected tax jurisdictions within 30 days of receipt?

We examined the records and project fi les of NRIDA for the period 
January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2008. For selected projects, 
we expanded the scope back to February 1997 to include all project 
activities from the date of the projects’ inception. Our review of the 
project approval process also included following up on a complaint 
that NRIDA improperly extended benefi ts for retail space in the New 
Rochelle Center.    

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 NRIDA offi cials and their comments, which appear in Appendix 
A, have been considered in preparing this report.  Except as 
specifi ed in Appendix A, NRIDA offi cials generally agreed with our 
recommendations and indicated that they planned to take corrective 
action. Appendix B includes our comments on issues raised in 
NRIDA’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.  To the extent practicable, implementation of 
the CAP must begin by the end of the next fi scal year. 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

Comments of
Agency Offi cials and
Corrective Action



77DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

Project Approval

GML provides that certain types of projects are eligible for IDA 
assistance. These include industrial projects (i.e., manufacturing, 
assembly processing, and product research and development) and non-
industrial projects (i.e., warehouse, wholesale/distribution, qualifi ed 
retail, offi ce, hotel/motel, and recreational businesses). Given the range 
of these potential activities, each IDA typically establishes its own 
individual project criteria based on the economic needs and goals of 
the community it serves. Such criteria can help ensure that all project 
applications are measured against the same standards. For example, 
in addition to the period of exemption, the percentage of exemption, 
and the types of projects for which exemptions can be claimed, 
criteria could include (but not necessarily be limited to) the extent to 
which the proposed project will create or retain permanent, private-
sector jobs, provide additional sources of revenue for municipalities 
and school districts, affect other businesses or economic development 
projects, or require additional infrastructure services. 

GML requires each IDA to establish a Uniform Tax Exemption Policy 
(UTEP) which provides the Board with detailed procedural guidelines 
to make project approval or denial decisions. The UTEP should 
include specifi c criteria for evaluating each project application based 
on the community’s needs. Sound business practices also require 
that IDA offi cials verify the information on project applications and 
prepare a cost-benefi t analysis of each prospective project, comparing 
the cost of the requested assistance to the intended project benefi ts to 
the community, to help and support their decision to either approve or 
deny the project application. 

Although NRIDA offi cials developed a UTEP as required, they did not 
have specifi c criteria against which to evaluate project applications, 
and did not document how they arrived at their decisions in approving 
project applications.5 Further, they did not verify information 
provided on the application forms or perform a comprehensive 
cost-benefi t analysis of the prospective projects. Without a clear 
knowledge of project owners’ capabilities, resources, assets, and 
workforce, NRIDA and City offi cials cannot be sure of granting IDA 
incentives to properly qualifi ed fi rms, and the ongoing measures of 
projects’ progress may be inaccurate. Further, by not performing a 
thorough analysis of anticipated costs and returns, the NRIDA Board 

____________________
5 NRIDA did not deny assistance to project applicants during our audit period.
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does not have adequate assurance that taxpayer moneys are invested 
in a productive manner that will benefi t the City. 

NRIDA provides eligible businesses with fi nancial assistance in 
the form of the issuance of low-interest bonds, tax abatement for 
real property tax, and/or tax-exempt status for State sales tax and 
mortgage recording tax. In return for IDA incentives, approved 
projects must deliver documented benefi ts that will help revitalize 
depressed areas, improve quality of life, increase the tax base, and/
or provide affordable housing for community residents. In addition 
to UTEP procedural guidelines, NRIDA offi cials should establish 
specifi c criteria for evaluating all project applications in a consistent 
manner and to ensure that only qualifi ed and deserving businesses 
receive the taxpayer-funded IDA benefi ts. NRIDA offi cials should 
also document their rationale, based on these evaluation criteria, 
for making the decision to either approve or deny benefi ts to each 
applicant.

NRIDA offi cials adopted a UTEP that provided guidelines to evaluate 
project proposals in accordance with GML requirements and IDA 
concepts. The UTEP requires an application for each project, along 
with a fee of $600, which provides for detailed project descriptions 
and estimates of performance and cost so that interested parties can 
determine the project scope, the fi nal cost, and the ultimate benefi ts of 
the completed project. NRIDA’s standard application form requires 
a narrative description of the project, project owners, type of entity, 
proposed project costs, number of jobs to be created, and other 
pertinent information. 

During our audit, 15 projects were receiving NRIDA benefi ts. We 
examined the applications for 10 of these projects, which received 
$57 million in cumulative NRIDA benefi ts since their inception: 

• New Rochelle Center — Acquisition and renovation of 
property formerly known as New Rochelle Mall 

• Avalon on The Sound East — Acquisition, construction and 
equipping of a commercial for-profi t rental facility 

• New Rochelle Municipal Garage  —  Acquisition and fi nancing 
of a municipal garage 

• Avalon on The Sound — Acquisition, construction and 
equipping of a commercial for-profi t rental facility 

• Rockwell Terrace — Acquisition, construction, equipping 
and fi nancing of an affordable senior housing facility 

Evaluation Criteria and 
Documentation 
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• MacLeay Apartments — Acquisition, rehabilitation, 
renovation, equipping and refi nancing of an existing 
affordable-housing apartment complex  

• West End 2000 Phase 1 Senior Building — Acquisition, 
construction, equipping and fi nancing of an affordable-
housing rental facility for seniors 

• Monroe College – Allison Hall — Acquisition, construction, 
equipping and fi nancing of a new college dormitory 

• College of New Rochelle — Renovation of college dining 
hall into a student campus center, renovation of library, and 
rehabilitation of other existing buildings 

• New Roc Parcel 1A — Acquisition, construction and 
equipping of a commercial for-profi t rental facility.   

Although the NRIDA Board had adopted a UTEP that provides 
procedural guidelines to evaluate project proposals, NRIDA offi cials 
did not have any formal evaluation criteria, specifi c to the City’s 
development needs, on which to base their decisions to approve 
the applications for these 10 projects. Instead, NRIDA’s Executive 
Director and Chief Financial Offi cer review applications along with 
NRIDA legal counsel and forward projects that they believe are 
suitable for Board consideration. The Board indicates its approval 
by adopting a fi nal resolution or a bond resolution and executes lease 
agreements with the project managers; however, these records do 
not document the reasons for the approvals. Further, NRIDA does 
not have a formal process to determine whether IDA assistance is 
necessary for the project to proceed. NRIDA offi cials told us they rely 
on the evaluation guidelines outlined in the UTEP.  

Because NRIDA has no formal or specifi c evaluation criteria 
for evaluating prospective projects, there is no assurance that all 
projects are evaluated in a consistent manner. Further, the lack of 
clear evaluation criteria precludes the documentation of NRIDA’s 
approval process, leaving taxpayers and other interested parties with 
no way to know why the projects were approved. Therefore, NRIDA 
may be providing tax abatements and exemptions that are not always 
necessary, at the expense of the taxpayers. 

During our review of the project approval process we followed up 
on a complaint that NRIDA improperly extended benefi ts for retail 
space located on the property of the New Rochelle Center project. 
Prior to February 1, 2008, GML (with certain exceptions) prohibited 
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IDA benefi ts for retail projects. However, the benefi ts extended by 
NRIDA for the retail project were approved by the Board on March 
17, 2008, after the prohibition on retail projects expired. Therefore, 
the extension of IDA benefi ts was in accordance with existing statutes.                 

Good business practices dictate that NRIDA offi cials prepare a cost-
benefi t analysis for each proposed project based on the information 
provided in the application. It is important that a cost-benefi t analysis 
include all costs associated with the project as well as any expected 
benefi ts to the community to help the Board decide whether to approve 
or deny assistance to the project.   After they complete the cost-benefi t 
analysis, NRIDA offi cials must compare it to the business owner’s 
submitted application and NRIDA’s UTEP criteria in order to make 
appropriate project sponsorship decisions.  Without a cost-benefi t 
analysis, NRIDA offi cials have no basis to compare the requested 
assistance with future benefi ts the applicant intends to produce for the 
community.

We reviewed the applications of the 10 projects in our audit sample to 
determine if the data provided was suffi cient to perform an analysis 
of the costs and benefi ts of the project to the City, and, if so, whether 
such a cost-benefi t analysis was performed. Although the applications 
for seven of the 10 projects contained suffi cient information, NRIDA 
offi cials did not perform a comprehensive cost-benefi t analysis 
to assist and support their decisions to approve IDA benefi ts. The 
remaining applications did not provide adequate information to 
perform a reliable cost-benefi t analysis, and NRIDA offi cials did not 
obtain the missing information or prepare an analysis.

• The application for the Avalon on The Sound and the Avalon 
on The Sound East projects6 included a detailed narrative 
description of the project benefi ts, with projected jobs to 
be created, and a request for NRIDA assistance in the form 
of tax-exempt bond funding, exemptions from mortgage 
recording and State sales taxes, and a PILOT agreement. 
While the anticipated project benefi ts stated on the application 
included the promotion of economic opportunities and the 
prevention of economic deterioration in the area, the project 
owners provided no estimated dollar amounts for the benefi ts 
requested from NRIDA.  Since the approval of Avalon on The 
Sound in 1999 to December 31, 2008, NRIDA provided a net 
total of $14 million in tax exemptions.  Similarly, the Avalon 
on The Sound East project received about $6.3 million in tax 
exemptions from its approval in 2004 to December 31, 2008. 

Cost-Benefi t Analysis

____________________
6 Because these two projects are interrelated, they were both included on one 
application.
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Because the application did not specify the desired dollar 
amounts of IDA benefi ts being sought, NRIDA offi cials did 
not have the necessary data to develop a valid cost-benefi t 
analysis, but nonetheless approved the projects at signifi cant 
cost. Without such a documented analysis, City offi cials and 
taxpayers cannot be assured that NRIDA assistance is justifi ed 
and that the community will receive appropriate benefi ts in 
return.

• The New Rochelle Center project application included a 
narrative project description and a request for $53 million 
in NRIDA bonds. However, although the application did not 
contain a request for a mortgage recording tax exemption 
or a PILOT agreement, the project has received $450,000 
in mortgage recording tax exemptions and $22,828,446 in 
real property tax exemptions since its approval in 1997, in 
addition to the $53 million in bond issuance. NRIDA offi cials 
did not document the basis for granting these signifi cant IDA 
benefi ts, and – as with the two projects described above – did 
not ensure that the decision to grant assistance was supported 
by a reliable cost-benefi t analysis.                               

NRIDA offi cials told us that they discuss the information included in 
project applications but do not perform a formal, documented cost-
benefi t analysis during the project evaluation process due to limited 
resources. Although they maintained that these project approvals were 
justifi ed, they did not have any documentation to support their project 
approval decisions. Without a documented cost-benefi t analysis based 
on complete and accurate information, NRIDA offi cials do not know 
whether the community will receive suffi cient benefi ts in return for 
the assistance provided, and City taxpayers have no assurance that 
the cost of providing assistance to these projects is an appropriate use 
of their money.

The NRIDA application process requires applicants to sign a 
notarized certifi cation stating that the information they provide in 
the application, including the project description, projected fi nancial 
benefi ts, and other related project data, is correct. IDA offi cials should 
use this data in the cost-benefi t analysis to determine if the benefi ts to 
the City would exceed the cost that it would incur by providing these 
project owners with tax abatements and exemptions. In addition, a 
proper review of project qualifi cation for assistance requires IDA 
offi cials to evaluate an applicant’s operations by verifying reported 
fi nancial data (the applicant’s credit history), assessing the strength 
of the business (analyzing past earnings and projected cash fl ow), 
and considering the experience of management. IDA boards need to 
verify and evaluate applicant data so they do not provide excessive 

Verifi cation of Application 
Data 
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fi nancial assistance or approve undeserving projects. Additionally, 
the verifi cation of employment information at the time of application 
is critical for the ongoing monitoring of the projects’ job creation 
performance (see the following section, Project Monitoring).

NRIDA offi cials told us that, while they evaluate the data provided 
by an applicant for a proposed project, they do not independently 
verify the data on the application due to limited resources. As a result, 
they are at risk of awarding IDA benefi ts to businesses that are not 
qualifi ed to receive IDA assistance and/or to deliver the promised 
benefi ts, and cannot be sure that the community will receive these 
benefi ts. Additionally, future project performance measurements 
could be inaccurate. For example, if an applicant understates current 
employment numbers in the application and NRIDA does not identify 
this misrepresentation, the reported number of new jobs created in 
future years could be infl ated. 

1. The Board should develop specifi c project evaluation criteria 
upon which to base sponsorship decisions. 

2. NRIDA offi cials should use a standard format to document the 
project evaluation process so that interested parties can readily 
determine which criteria offi cials used to make the decision to 
sponsor, or deny assistance to, a specifi c project.

 
3. The Board should perform a documented cost-benefi t analysis for 

each proposed project. 

4. The Board should verify the information on the project 
applications, including the stated number of existing jobs. 

5. The Board should evaluate the project applicant’s fi nancial 
operations prior to approving the project. These evaluations should 
include reviewing the applicant’s credit history, assessing the 
strength of the business by analyzing past earnings and projected 
cash fl ow, and considering the experience of management.

 

Recommendations
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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, NRIDA will not 
be able to identify and address business performance shortfalls and 
the community may not receive expected benefi ts from investments. 

NRIDA offi cials did not adequately monitor IDA-sponsored projects 
to ensure they achieved, or made reasonable progress toward, the 
employment projections or other goals stated in their applications. 
Further, NRIDA offi cials did not verify information contained 
on each project’s annual reports, as well as in the original project 
applications as previously described. Consequently, there is no 
assurance that the community is receiving the benefi ts outlined in 
the project applications. Additionally, NRIDA did not always have 
recapture agreements for projects in the event of under-performance.

The Board has the duty to oversee and monitor projects to ensure 
they achieve the goals established in their applications. Without 
effective monitoring, the NRIDA will not be able to identify and 
address project shortfalls or determine if the projects have achieved 
the desired benefi ts. Managers of established projects7 are required 
to submit annual reports to NRIDA that detail the number of full-
time jobs created and retained as a result of the project. This report 
also highlights benefi ts received by the projects such as taxes 
exempted during the one-year period. GML requires NRIDA offi cials 
to summarize and report this annual data to the New York State 
Commissioner of Economic Development, the Offi ce of the State 
Comptroller (OSC), and the City of New Rochelle. 

NRIDA offi cials did not adequately monitor IDA-sponsored projects 
to ensure they met or made reasonable progress toward their 
employment projections or other goals stated in their applications. 
They did summarize and report the annual data, as required, to 
the Commissioner of Economic Development, OSC, and the City.  
However, NRIDA does not independently verify the annual data 
reported by project owners. This is a signifi cant defi ciency, as the 
continued provision of fi nancial incentives to these projects is 
contingent on the delivery of stated benefi ts, primarily the creation 
of jobs. 

____________________
7 Projects whose basic infrastructure is in place and which are continuing to receive 
NRIDA benefi ts

Verifying and Evaluating 
Job Creation Performance 
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We reviewed the 10 projects that received NRIDA benefi ts during 
our two-year audit period to determine whether they met their 
employment goals for job creation and retention. As shown in the 
following table, as of December 31, 2008, these projects reported 
creating and/or retaining 152.5 fewer jobs than originally estimated. 

Project

Original Application
 Reported 

Jobs at 
12/31/08 Difference8

Date of Project 
Inception

Jobs to be 
Created

Jobs to be 
Retained

New Rochelle 
Center (DBA New 
Roc City) 250 0 446 196 February 10, 1997
Avalon on the 
Sound East (Phase 
II) 15 0 17 2 December 7, 2004
New Rochelle 
Municipal Garage 
(DBA New Roc 
City Garage) 12 0 13.5 1.5 October 7, 1997
Avalon on the 
Sound (Phase I) 15 0 15 0 May 24, 1999
Rockwell Terrace 2 0 2 0 September 2, 2003
MacLeay 
Apartments 3 5 5 (3) June 15, 2007
West End 2000 
Phase I Senior 
Building 15 0 4 (11) July 18, 2006
Monroe College - 
Allison Hall 25 0 12 (13) January 21, 2004
College of New 
Rochelle 15 550 500 (65) March 17, 1999
New Roc Parcel 1A  358 0 98  (260) January 5, 2006
                          Total 710 555 1,112.5 (152.5)

 

____________________
8 The difference represents the number of jobs reported at December 31, 2008 
minus the sum of the original estimated jobs to be created and retained.

By not monitoring ongoing projects or verifying reported data, 
NRIDA offi cials cannot be sure that the projects are on track to meet 
intended goals. As a result, they may not be aware of the possibility 
of invoking recapture agreements for projects that are failing. 
Therefore, there is an increased risk of taxpayer dollars being spent 
on businesses that do not provide expected benefi ts to the community.
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The amount of capital investment that business owners intend to 
expend is included as part of the project application and cost-benefi t 
analysis where applicable. The amount of capital investment will 
eventually correspond to the assessed value of the new building 
or major renovations, and directly affects the amount of taxes that 
the local government authorities will receive after the facility is 
constructed. It is therefore important that NRIDA verify the amount 
of capital that the project applicants invest to ensure that the actual 
expenditure is comparable to the amount on the application and in the 
cost-benefi t analysis. 

NRIDA offi cials told us they do not actively monitor capital amounts 
invested by project owners to ensure amounts invested are equal to 
those submitted on the application for fi nancial assistance. Again, the 
reason given was the limited resources available. However, without 
a formal process to monitor project owners’ capital investments, 
NRIDA offi cials cannot be certain that the projects have fulfi lled 
their application promises and are entitled to retain their benefi ts. For 
example, if project owners do not invest their own capital funds to 
the extent indicated in the application, the success of the project may 
be at risk and/or NRIDA may have to consider extending additional 
benefi ts. Because the tax exemptions provided to approved NRIDA 
projects displace a portion of tax liability to other taxpayers, NRIDA 
offi cials should actively monitor the capital investments that project 
owners have committed to making.  

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 company could be prohibited from reapplying for an 
incentive program, or a recapture policy could require the company 
to return all or part of the tax exemptions received. A recapture policy 
may be based on the number of new jobs created, a specifi c length of 
time a company must stay at a subsidized location, or other factors 
selected by the IDA. The NRIDA UTEP guidelines provide that not-
for-profi t corporations are exempt from recapture of benefi ts. 

Of the 10 projects in our review, three projects including Avalon on the 
Sound (Phase 1), Avalon on the Sound East (Phase II), and New Roc 
Parcel 1A had recapture agreements in place. Five other projects were 
not eligible for recapture of tax-related benefi ts.9  Of the remaining 

Monitoring Capital 
Investment 

Recapture Provisions for 
Performance Shortfalls 

____________________
9 The West End 2000 Phase 1 Senior Building, MacLeay Apartments, and Rockwell 
Terrace are not-for-profi t entities and therefore, as stipulated in the UTEP, exempt 
from recapture of benefi ts. Monroe College received only bond fi nancing and, as 
a school, does not pay property taxes. The New Rochelle Garage was owned and 
operated by the City.
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projects, New Rochelle Center did not have a recapture agreement, 
although it had a PILOT agreement and could have been subject to 
the recapture of benefi ts.  However, since this project exceeded its 
job creation goal by a reported 196 jobs at the time of our audit, there 
would have been no reason to recapture benefi ts. The College of New 
Rochelle was a lease only and not subject to a PILOT agreement.

The New Roc Parcel 1A project had a recapture agreement that 
NRIDA offi cials reviewed and extended past the original due date.  
The Avalon on the Sound and Avalon on the Sound East projects 
reported that they met or exceeded job creation goals.  Therefore, 
recapture of benefi ts would not have been warranted.

When NRIDA offi cials do not rescind and/or recover the fi nancial 
assistance provided to approved projects that fall short of meeting 
their stated goals, other taxpayers in the community are subsidizing 
the fi nancial incentives for these projects without receiving the 
expected benefi ts.        

6. NRIDA offi cials should verify the employment data (number 
of existing jobs) that businesses report in their ongoing annual 
reports to NRIDA and determine whether reported data is accurate 
and reliable.

7. NRIDA offi cials should monitor projects on an ongoing basis to 
determine whether they are making reasonable progress toward 
projected goals. Such monitoring should include tracking the 
capital amounts invested by project owners to ensure they are 
equal to those specifi ed on the application and used in the cost-
benefi t analysis.

8. The Board should make sure all eligible projects include an 
agreement to recapture the fi nancial incentives provided if the 
business does not produce the intended benefi t; and should invoke 
those recapture provisions, as appropriate, if monitoring activity 
shows that the business has not delivered suffi cient benefi ts.

Recommendations
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Remittance of PILOTs

When an IDA grants real property tax exemption to an approved 
project, it may recapture a portion of the real property tax in the form 
of a PILOT. The project owner pays these amounts for certain tax-
exempt parcels in lieu of real property taxes that would otherwise 
have to be paid, if the property were not tax-exempt. To ensure that 
tax jurisdictions affected by PILOT agreements receive funding on a 
timely basis for maintaining municipal services, GML requires that 
such payments received by an IDA be remitted to each affected tax 
jurisdiction within 30 days of receipt. 

During the audit period, NRIDA collected about $2.6 million in PILOT 
payments. We examined approximately $1.3 million in PILOTs made 
by the projects in our sample containing PILOT agreements from 
January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008. These payments comprised 
$874,228 in school PILOTs and $419,135 in other PILOTs. Of the 
26 payments we reviewed, 21 payments totaling $1,005,224 – or 78 
percent of the total amount received – were made after the required 
30 days. Instead of remitting all these amounts within 30 days after 
receipt as required, NRIDA makes its payments to the New Rochelle 
City School District in June of each year and to other affected 
jurisdictions in May. This can result in some payments being held as 
long as 11 months, or 10 months past the remittance deadline.

School PILOTs

Project
Payment 
Amount

Received  by 
NRIDA

Remitted to 
School District

Avalon on the Sound East 
(Phase II) 

$13,008
$13,860

April 2008
October 2008

June 2008                                
June 2009

New Roc Parcel 1A 
$141,994
$179,836

April 2008
December 2008

June 2008                               
June 2009

Avalon on the Sound (Phase I)
$15,124
$16,115

April 2008
October 2008

June 2008                               
June 2009

New Rochelle Center (DBA  New 
Roc City)

$200,989
$200,989

May 2008
November 2008

June 2008                               
June 2009

West End 2000 Phase I Senior 
Center*

$2,563
$2,563
$2,563
$2,563

January 2008
April 2008
May 2008
October 2008

June 2008                               
June 2008
June 2008                               
June 2009

MacLeay Apartments $82,112 June 2008 June 2008
                 Total School PILOTs $874,22810

* As a housing facility for seniors, this project is subject to real property taxes although it is not-for-profi t. 

____________________
10 Difference due to rounding
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City/County PILOTs

Project
Payment 
Amount

Received by 
NRIDA

Remitted to 
Municipality

Avalon on the Sound East 
(Phase II)

$7,025
$5,281

January 2008
June 2008

May 2008                              
May 2009

New Roc Parcel 1A 
$81,907
$62,650

January 2008
June 2008

May 2008                              
May 2009

Avalon on the Sound (Phase I)
$8,168
$6,140

January 2008
June 2008

May 2008                              
May 2009

New Rochelle Center (DBA  
New Roc City)

$104,977
$91,750

January 2008
July 2008

May 2008                              
May 2009

West End 2000 Phase I Senior 
Center*

$1,262
$1,262
$1,262
$1,262

January 2008
April 2008
May 2008
October 2008

May 2008                              
May 2008
May 2008                              
May 2009

MacLeay Apartments $46,188 June 2008 May 2009
Total City/County PILOTs $419,13511

* As a housing facility for seniors, this project is subject to real property taxes although it is not-for-profi t.

The process of remitting the PILOTs to affected tax jurisdictions 
annually has been used by NRIDA since its inception. However, 
when tax jurisdictions do not receive payments on a timely basis, they 
may have to raise tax rates or borrow funds to balance their budgets 
and provide services to their taxpayers.  
   
9. NRIDA should comply with GML by remitting PILOTs received 

to the affected tax jurisdictions within 30 days of receipt. 
Recommendation

____________________
11 Difference due to rounding
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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.  

NRIDA’s response letter included additional attachments. Since the response letter generally describes 
the contents and relevance of these documents, we did not include them in Appendix A. 



20                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER20



2121DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

 See
 Note 1
 Page 25

 See
 Note 2
 Page 25
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 Note 3
 Page 25
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APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE AGENCY OFFICIALS’ RESPONSE

Note 1

The UTEP guidelines for evaluating the eligibility of projects for NRIDA benefi ts are general in 
nature. A specifi c assessment should be made for each project to evaluate whether benefi ts should be 
provided. 

Note 2    

NRIDA offi cials did not provide any documentation to show they verifi ed application data through 
reviews of lender letters, annual fi nancial reports, or credit statements, and in fact told us they did 
not verify application data. The additional information provided after the exit conference included 
a general analysis of the cost and benefi ts for the Avalon on The Sound project in comparison with 
another project we did not include in our audit. NRIDA offi cials also provided two environmental 
impact studies for New Roc Parcel 1A and the New Rochelle Center. These documents were not a 
comprehensive cost-benefi t analysis and did not include a detailed review of fi nancial information or 
an evaluation of the project’s viability.

Note 3

The application form for the Avalon on The Sound project included job creation as one of the benefi ts 
to be realized by the City if the application for NRIDA assistance were approved. However, we 
acknowledge that job creation is not the only benefi t to be considered in project approval and have 
amended our report to include other benefi ts stated on the project application.

Note 4

During our audit, NRIDA offi cials did not present documentation of their actions to verify ongoing 
project data or mention the activities referenced in their response letter. The proper monitoring of 
projects receiving NRIDA assistance requires that detailed documentation of such monitoring activities 
and their results be maintained and available for review. 

Note 5 

We have amemded the report accordingly.

Note 6

NRIDA offi cials provided us with documentation showing that the Board debated invoking the 
recapture provision for New Roc Parcel 1A and made a determination to extend the date of the recapture 
agreement. We revised the report to refl ect this additional information.  
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

During this audit, we evaluated the Agency’s operation in general and, specifi cally, 10 approved 
projects that received IDA-related benefi ts during the period January 1, 2007 through December 31, 
2008. For selected projects we extended our audit period back to February 1997 to include all project 
activities from the date of inception.

• We interviewed NRIDA offi cials regarding the process they use to determine which projects 
are approved.

• We reviewed NRIDA’s Uniform Tax Exemption Policy.

• We reviewed detail project fi les for the audit sample of 10 NRIDA projects.

• We analyzed inception-to-date project tax exemptions and payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs) 
made from December 31, 1998 to December 31, 2008.

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 
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our fi ndings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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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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