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Executive Summary  
 
Purpose and  
Authority: The Authorities Budget Office (ABO) is authorized by Title 2 of 

Public Authorities Law to review and analyze the operations, 
practices and reports of public authorities, to assess compliance 
with various provisions of Public Authorities Law and other 
relevant State statutes, and to make recommendations 
concerning the reformation and structure of public authorities.  
This includes rendering conclusions and opinions regarding the 
performance of public authorities and assisting these authorities 
improve management practices and the procedures by which 
their activities and financial practices are disclosed to the public.  
Our operational review of the Utica Urban Renewal Agency was 
performed between June 2015 and October 2015 and was 
conducted in accordance with our statutory authority and 
compliance review protocols, which are based on generally 
accepted professional standards.  The purpose of our review was 
to determine whether the board is effectively overseeing URA 
property sales and financial operations and publicly reporting and 
disclosing this information. 

 
Background  
Information: The Utica Urban Renewal Agency (URA) was established in 1965 

pursuant to Section 616 of General Municipal Law.  The URA’s 
mission is to eliminate and prevent the development and spread 
of blight in designated urban renewal areas of the City.  It carries 
out this mission by facilitating the disposal of City tax-foreclosed 
properties and returning them to the tax rolls. The URA is 
governed by a seven member board of directors currently 
comprised of all City officials. The URA is staffed by City 
employees to manage its operations and finances and carry out 
its mission.  The URA operates on an April through March fiscal 
year.  During fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15, the URA board 
approved the sale of 280 properties.  For 2014-15, URA financial 
records show total revenues of $629,937 and operating expenses 
of $535,450.  

      
Results: Our review found that the URA board is failing its fiduciary duty 

to ensure the URA operates efficiently and effectively.  As a 
result, during the 2013-14 and 2014-15 fiscal years the URA lost 
more than $116,000 in revenues and spent more than $28,000 
for items and services unrelated to the URA’s mission. Although 
members have signed an acknowledgement of their fiduciary 
duty to the URA, the board does not adequately oversee the 
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financial operations of the URA and has not established 
procedures and controls to ensure that URA funds are used in 
accordance with the URA’s mission and purpose.  

 
 For example, the URA did not always collect the correct amount 

of developer fees, resulting in $4,980 in lost revenue.  These fees 
are collected and held in trust by the City until the properties are 
sold, at which time the fees are to be remitted to the URA.  During 
the 2013-14 and 2014-15 fiscal years, $200,270 in developer 
fees was collected, but only $88,389 was remitted to the URA.  
The difference of $111,881 is not reflected in the URA’s financial 
records.  The board was unaware that developer fees were not 
remitted by the City or that revenues were not accurately reflected 
in the URA’s financial records.    

 
 We found that the URA paid $10,567 for City expenditures that 

are not related to the URA’s mission, such as lights and banners 
for City streets and parks and utilities for URA property used by 
the City Police Department. The URA also paid $2,702 for 
questionable cell phone charges. And we identified $15,676 in 
URA funds that were inappropriately transferred to the City and 
not fully reimbursed to the URA until after our review was initiated. 

 
 It appears that the URA board provides preferential treatment to 

some individuals by approving property sales that don’t meet the 
URA’s established criteria, resulting in more than $137,000 in lost 
revenue.  We found the URA board does not always sell property 
to the highest qualified bidder but instead sells property to 
individuals that do not meet URA requirements. In one instance, 
the URA sold property to a City employee who bid at least 
$13,000 less than five other bidders. In another instance, the 
URA paid for a $15,676 lien on a property sold to another City 
employee, even though the URA generally requires approved 
purchasers to pay any property liens.  

  
We also found the board is not ensuring the accuracy and 
transparency of its public board meeting minutes and is not in 
compliance with other requirements of Public Authorities Law, 
including receiving the required board member training.   
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Introduction and Background  
 
 
The Utica Urban Renewal Agency (URA) was created in 1965 pursuant to Section 
616 of General Municipal Law.  Its purpose is to eliminate and prevent the 
development and spread of blight in the City’s urban renewal areas. To accomplish 
its mission the URA facilitates the sale of property acquired through tax-
foreclosure, donation, purchase or eminent domain to return the properties to the 
tax rolls and redevelop neighborhoods for residential and commercial use.  
Properties are either advertised and marketed for sale or held for future 
redevelopment. The URA also assists with public redevelopment projects within 
the city’s urban renewal areas.   
 
The URA is governed by a seven-member board of directors, and it’s enabling 
legislation specifies the board be comprised of the Mayor as Chair, the City 
Engineer, the Planning Board Chair, two members of the City Council  and two 
citizens appointed by the Mayor. Currently the two Mayor appointees are City 
officials: an Assistant Corporation Counsel and the Director of Codes.  The statute 
also stipulates that the URA Treasurer shall be the City Comptroller, but is not a 
board member.   
 
The primary function of the URA is selling property.  The URA lists property that is 
available for purchase on its web site.  Interested bidders must complete an 
application and pay a security deposit (developer fee).  URA staff ensure that the 
application is complete, and submit completed applications to the board for review.  
The board reviews the applications and approves the sale to the selected bidder.  
Bidders that are not selected have their developer fee refunded.  Property sale 
closings generally occur within a few months of the approved sale. 
 
The URA does not have its own employees, but is staffed by City employees and 
a volunteer.  The URA board appointed the City’s Commissioner of Urban and 
Economic Development as the URA’s Executive Director to manage the daily 
operations of the URA. Five Urban and Economic Development Department 
employees are responsible for selling property and maintaining URA records. 
Three of these employees work full time for the URA while two work for the URA 
in addition to their City responsibilities. The City’s Commissioner of Media is 
responsible for creating marketing videos of URA properties. Two employees in 
the Department of Parks and Public Works work full time to maintain URA property 
(mowing, snowplowing, ensuring vacant properties are secure), and are assisted 
by other Department employees as necessary.  The volunteer assists with 
removing trash from URA properties.  The City Comptroller’s office maintains the 
URA’s financial records and processes all financial transactions.   
 
The City pays all expenditures on behalf of the URA, and the URA reimburses the 
City for these transactions.  The URA does not have a written agreement with the 
City regarding staff services, but reimburses the City the entire salaries of the three 
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employees of the Urban and Economic Development Department and half the 
salary of the Commissioner of Media.  The URA does not reimburse the City for 
the staff costs associated with the other Urban and Economic Development 
Department employees, the Parks and Public Works employees or City 
Comptroller employees, but does pay the City an additional $50,000 annually to 
cover the costs of City services provided to the URA.     
 
The URA operates on an April to March fiscal year. The URA does not obtain an 
independent audit, but its financial data is combined with and included in the City’s 
annual audit.  For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2015, the URA’s internal 
financial records indicated $629,937 in total revenues (primarily from property 
sales), total operating expenses of $535,450, and total assets of $601,995, 
consisting primarily of cash.     
 
Compliance Review Objectives 
 
The Authorities Budget Office (ABO) is authorized by Title 2 of the Public 
Authorities Law to review and analyze the operations, practices and reports of 
public authorities, to assess compliance with various provisions of Public 
Authorities Law and other relevant State statutes, and to make recommendations 
concerning the reformation and structure of public authorities.  Our operational 
review was conducted to determine whether the board is effectively overseeing 
URA property sales and financial operations and publicly reporting and disclosing 
this information.  
 
Compliance Review Scope and Methodology 
 
Our compliance review was conducted between June and October 2015.  The 
review assessed URA operations and finances for the period April 1, 2013 through 
March 31, 2015. To perform our review we relied on the following documentation 
and data sources: 
 

 Board meeting packets 

 Property records and related documents 

 URA financial records 

 Policies and procedures indicative of good governance practices 

 Annual reports required by the Public Authorities Law 
 
In addition to reviewing documents and records, we interviewed URA officials and 
City employees, and performed other testing we considered necessary to achieve 
our objectives. Our report contains recommendations to improve the oversight of 
financial transactions and the effectiveness of URA operations.   
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Review Results 
 
 
The Board is Failing its Fiduciary Duty to the URA  
 
Section 2824 of Public Authorities Law identifies the roles and responsibilities of 
public authority board members and stipulates that board members perform their 
duties in good faith and with the degree of diligence, care and skill which an 
ordinarily prudent person would use.  Board members are to provide direct 
oversight of the chief executive, understand, review and monitor financial and 
management controls and establish written policies and procedures. While each 
of the URA board members have acknowledged that they understand their role 
and responsibilities, this does not appear to be the case.  
 
We found that the URA board is failing its fiduciary duty to ensure that the URA 
operates efficiently and effectively. Although the City Comptroller is the URA 
Treasurer and the board relies on the City to maintain its financial records, the 
board is responsible for ensuring that effective procedures and controls are 
established and followed to ensure that URA funds are safeguarded and used 
appropriately.  However, the board has not established procedures to verify that 
the proper amount of developer fees are paid; to record and monitor receipts; or 
to ensure that developer fees are transferred to the URA when property is sold. 
Further, the board has not established adequate controls over URA expenditures 
or payments to ensure that all disbursements are related to the URA’s mission and 
are supported with adequate documentation.  The board’s poor oversight is 
especially significant since the City’s procedures and controls have been criticized 
as inadequate in the City’s 2014 and 2015 independent financial audits.  These 
audit criticized the City for failing to review account reconciliations, lack of oversight 
of URA deposits in the City’s Trust Fund and lack of review of indirect expenses of 
the City expensed to other City funds, including the URA.  
 
The board’s failure to adequately oversee URA operations has resulted in more 
than $116,000 in lost developer fee revenue for fiscal years 2013-14 and 2014-15 
and over $28,000 in URA funds that were inappropriately transferred to the City. 
In addition, more than $58,000 was transferred to the City without adequate 
documentation.   
 
The URA failed to collect more than $116,000 in developer fees.  When the 
URA has property to dispose, it advertises the property as available for sale and 
allows potential buyers to submit bids for the properties. Each bidder is required to 
remit a security deposit (developer fee), based on the type of property: $250 for 
vacant lots, $750 for residential property and $1,000 for commercial property. 
Developer fees are held by the City in trust until the property is approved for sale.  
Bidders not selected by the board to purchase the property have the developer fee 
refunded.  The developer fee paid by the approved bidder is then to be remitted to 
the URA at the time of the closing.   
 



 

4 

 

We found that the URA failed to collect $4,980 in developer fees because the 
incorrect amount was paid.  We identified 18 instances where the URA collected 
less than $1,000 from bidders applying to purchase commercial property. URA 
officials acknowledged that the incorrect amount of developer fee was collected 
for ten properties, but stated that the amount collected for the remaining properties 
was proper.  URA officials indicated for five of the 18 properties the applicant 
submitted a single application for multiple adjoining properties and that it is the 
board’s practice to collect a single developer fee in these situations, since the 
board may stipulate that the owner consolidate the parcels upon 
closing.  However, this assertion does not have merit since the amount of the 
developer fee is determined at the time the application is submitted, not during the 
board meeting when the property is sold.  Further, bidders for four properties were 
required to submit separate developer fees for each parcel, contrary to the practice 
cited in the URA’s response.  URA officials also contended that the proper amount 
was charged for the three other properties identified, but this is incorrect. The 
URA’s response indicates that two properties were residential property although 
the properties were classified as commercial at the time the applications were 
submitted, and the URA indicated $1,000 was collected for one property, but the 
URA’s records show that $750 was collected.  
 
In addition, we found $111,881 in developer fees that were neither transferred to 
the URA nor accounted for as owed to the URA.  During the 2013-14 and 2014-15 
fiscal years the URA collected $200,270 in developer fees for properties sold. 
However, no developer fees were remitted to the URA in 2013-14, and only 
$88,389 was remitted to the URA in 2014-15. The difference of $111,881 is 
unaccounted for, since it is not reflected in the URA’s records as owed by the City.    
URA records for March 31, 2015 show only $72,028 in developer fees owed by the 
City which applies to properties approved for sale prior to April 2013.  
 
The City Comptroller told us that as of March 31, 2015 the trust fund held over 
$250,000 of URA developer fees.  However, this amount is not reflected in the 
URA’s financial records.  Although this amount would be sufficient to account for 
the developer fees that were not remitted to the URA, the City Comptroller is 
unable to distinguish how much of this amount is being held for properties that 
have not yet been sold and must be returned to bidders that are not selected.  
Therefore, there is limited assurance that sufficient funds are available to remit to 
the URA for the properties sold during our review period.     
 
The Board does not require the Treasurer to report on the URA’s financial 
condition, and as a result, the board was not aware that developer fees were not 
being remitted from the City.  URA officials responded that the URA board and 
staff has been concerned about the City’s management of URA funds, particularly 
in light of the City’s 2014 independent financial audit which raised concerns as 
noted above.  However, we noted that the URA has not taken any action to address 
these concerns since the audit of the City was issued on December 18, 2014 and 
these issues continued to occur.  URA officials also stated that the URA will hire a 
certified public accounting firm to conduct an independent audit for each of the 
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past three fiscal years, and await the results of these audits before implementing 
procedures over financial transactions. 
 
URA funds are being inappropriately used by the City. Our review identified 
more than $13,000 spent for items and services unrelated to the URA’s mission, 
and more than $15,000 that was inappropriately transferred to the City.  The City 
pays all expenditures on behalf of the URA, and the URA reimburses the City for 
these transactions.  The URA Executive Director is responsible for reviewing and 
approving all purchases and payments made by the City for URA operations.  
However, we found that this is not effective in ensuring that only purchases related 
to URA operations are made, since the board does not provide direct oversight of 
the Executive Director.  We believe these transactions indicate that URA funds are 
being used to subsidize the costs of City operations, rather than being necessary 
for the URA to fulfill its purpose.   
 
For example, in August and September 2014 the URA paid $9,710 to the City for 
banners for City light poles and lights for decorating the trees in two small parks 
on Genesee Street. URA officials stated that the holiday decorations were installed 
to beautify the area during the Christmas season.  In another instance, although 
one of the URA’s properties is used by the City Police Department for storage, the 
URA paid the City’s utility costs of $857 for the property from February 2013 
through November 2013. The URA responded that since it owned the property, it 
was responsible for paying the utility costs. However, the URA does not generally 
pay the utilities for the other properties it owns that are occupied by tenants, and 
URA officials stated that utility costs for each property is the responsibility of the 
tenants. Therefore, in this instance these costs should have been the responsibility 
of the City. Further the URA responded that the building was in excellent condition 
and the URA decided to maintain the utility service to the building to avoid the 
detriments of the winter.  Yet, the URA did not pay for utility service for the building 
from December 2013 through the spring of 2014, when the URA indicated the 
building was sold, and does not explain why the utilities were paid during the 
summer months of 2013. 
 
We also identified $2,702 in inappropriate or questionable URA payments to the 
City for cell phone charges that were not approved by the URA Executive Director.  
The City Engineer reviews cell phone charges and determines the amount charged 
to the URA.  Although the URA pays only half of the Commissioner of Media’s 
salary, the URA pays the total costs of the cell phone charges, resulting in $1,208 
in inappropriate payments.  Further, although the URA contracts with a private 
individual for legal services, the City provides this individual with a cell phone, and 
the URA paid the total cost of $1,065.  The City also provides a cell phone to the 
URA’s volunteer, and the URA paid the total cost of $301. The need of a cell phone 
for this individual is questionable, since we reviewed the cell phone use for a one 
month period and identified numerous calls made for directory assistance and calls 
out of the Utica area, including calls to California and Las Vegas. These calls 
appear to be unrelated to the individual’s responsibility of removing trash from URA 
property. Further, in October 2013, the URA paid $128 in City cell phone 
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equipment costs that should have been paid by the City.  The URA responded that 
the use of cellular telephones is both important and necessary to ensure contact 
with the three personnel. URA officials also told us that the URA will develop a cell 
phone use policy and formally outline any cell phone use by City employees in a 
shared services agreement with the City. However, the response does not address 
why a cell phone is necessary to contact a City employee, why it needs to provide 
a cell phone to a private lawyer, or the apparent inappropriate use of the cell phone 
provided to a volunteer.   
 
In December 2013, the City issued a check for $15,676 to settle a lien with the 
United States Internal Revenue Service (IRS) on property owned by the URA. 
However, the IRS indicated that the check needed to be drawn from the URA’s 
account, and the City check was voided.  Although the City check was voided and 
resulted in no outlay of funds, $15,676 was transferred in January 2014 from the 
URA’s account to the City.  Rather than return the funds, the City reduced a 
subsequent transfer from the URA in March 2014 in an attempt to offset the error.  
However, the City only offset $15,300, leaving $376 still owed to the URA.  The 
City did not identify and resolve this discrepancy until June 2015, after our review 
was initiated. 
 
There is inadequate support for more than $58,000 in charges assessed by 
the City.  For 2013-14 and 2014-15, the URA paid the City $276,673 for the 
salaries of City employees that perform URA functions.  Of this, $218,432 was 
documented by time records approved by the URA Executive Director as specific 
to URA activities. However, there is no documentation to support the amount of 
time individuals spend on URA functions for the remaining $58,191.  The majority 
of these payments represent half of the Commissioner of Media’s salary.  There is 
no written agreement between the URA and the City to authorize these payments, 
and the payments are not approved by the URA Executive Director.  Instead, the 
City’s Budget Director requests payment and the funds are transferred by the City 
Comptroller’s office.  
 
The URA’s response acknowledged that a written shared services agreement is 
appropriate, and stated that it will work with the City’s Corporation Counsel to draft 
a written shared services agreements that will be reviewed and approved by the 
URA board.  
 
The Board is Not Following Established Property Sales Procedures  
 
We found that the board is not approving property sales consistent with its 
established policies and procedures and appears to provide preferable treatment 
to some individuals that bid for property.  As a result, we determined that the URA 
forfeited $137,250 in property sale revenue for 2013-14 and 2014-15. 
 
The URA requires individuals that bid on property to submit a completed 
application, document that sufficient funds are available to cover the bid amount 
and any planned repairs to the property, and have no unpaid taxes or outstanding 
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code violations on any other properties they may own within the City.  These 
requirements are stipulated in the application form.  To evaluate bids that have 
been received, board members are provided with a summary of information for 
each property, including the property address, type of property (vacant, residential 
or commercial), and the assessed value. The board is also provided information 
on each bidder, including the bidder’s current address, list of other properties 
owned in the City, bid offer, repair estimate, proposed use of the property, amount 
of funds available, and any code violations or tax delinquencies.  URA officials 
indicated that these processes are not established policies and procedures, but 
instead only a method of obtaining information that the board considers in deciding 
who will be approved to purchase property.    
 
During 2013-14 and 2014-15 the URA board approved 280 properties for sale. Of 
these, 106 properties had more than one bidder, 64 of which were sold to the 
highest bidder.   Eight properties were appropriately sold to a lower bidder, since 
the high bidder did not meet the URA’s requirements.   
 
However for the remaining 34 properties (32 percent), it is questionable why the 
board approved the sale to the selected bidder.  For 23 properties, although the 
high bidder met the URA’s requirements, the board did not approve the sale to the 
high bidder.  Instead, the board approved the sale to a lower bidder without 
adequate justification.  The board also approved the sale of six properties to 
bidders that did not meet the URA’s requirements although other bidders that 
offered the same or higher bids did meet those requirements.  We also found the 
board approved five properties for sale when neither the high bidder nor the 
selected bidder met the URA’s requirements.  The board did not explain why the 
property was sold to an unqualified bidder instead of considering other options. 
These transactions appear to indicate that preferential treatment is given to select 
bidders.   
 
For example, 215 Rutger Street was approved for sale at the January 15, 2015 
board meeting.  The URA received six bids for this property, only three of which 
met the URA’s requirements. The board approved the property for sale to the 
lowest bidder, who was also a City employee. The board negotiated a higher bid 
of $17,000, but this was still below the amount offered by the two other bidders.  
The board did not explain why the higher bidders were not selected.   
 

Bidder Amount Offered Purpose of Use 

A 
(city employee) 

$15,000 (board asked to 
raise offer to $17,000) 

Primary residence 

B $27,015 Income/business/commercial 
use 

C $30,000  8-10 efficiency apartments for 
homeless vets 
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In another example, property located at 809 Noyes Street and 1403 Lincoln 
Avenue was approved for sale at the June 12, 2014 board meeting.  There were 
two bidders for the property.  One bidder offered $5,000 and proposed to invest 
$2,000 in repairs, but was unable to show that sufficient funds were available. The 
second bidder offered $10,000, proposed to invest $4,000 in repairs and met all of 
the URA requirements. However, the board approved the sale to the lower bidder, 
without explanation as to why.  Another property, 1522 Seymour Avenue, was 
approved for sale at the November 14, 2013 board meeting.  There were two 
bidders for the property.  One bidder offered $1,000 for the property and proposed 
to invest $13,800 in repairs, but had a record of code violations on other property 
owned in the City.  The second bidder offered $3,000, proposed to invest $15,000 
in repairs and met all of the URA requirements.  However, the board approved the 
sale to the lower bidder.  
 
In another instance, 1506 Mohawk Street was approved to be sold at the October 
31, 2013 board meeting.  Four bids were received for this property, and the board 
approved the sale to the highest bidder (another City employee) for $61,000.  
There was a federal lien of $15,676 on the property, and the URA requires bidders 
to pay all governmental liens before taking title to the property. However, for this 
property the URA paid the lien itself and did not require the bidder to increase the 
payment to include the amount paid on the lien.   
 
The URA responded that it believes that discretion in deliberations is vital and that 
its sales decisions are not to be predictable in advance solely by reason of a review 
of a rigid set of factors. The URA indicates that bid amounts are a factor, but not 
the controlling factor and that additional criteria is used for approving property 
sales that is not included in its application or on its web site.  The URA cites the 
federal Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Good Neighbor Next 
Door program as an example where other factors, such as individuals employed 
as law enforcement officers, teachers, firefighters and emergency medical 
technicians receiving preferential treatment.   
 
However, our concern is not whether the URA considers factors beyond the bid 
amount in determining who will be the successful bidder.  Instead, the concern is 
that the URA is using factors that are not made publicly available to potential 
bidders prior to submitting bids.  As the URA’s response indicates, in addition to 
considering unpaid taxes by potential bidders and the adequacy of funds available 
to make necessary repairs, the URA also considers the nature that the property 
will be used, whether the bidder intends to occupy the property, and if the bidders 
attend URA meetings.  The factors for selecting bidders to purchase URA property 
should be publicly stated prior to bids being submitted and available to all 
prospective bidders, ensuring that all bidders are equally informed and avoiding 
any appearance of favoritism.   URA officials indicated that the URA will revise its 
current application and other related documents to include all factors considered 
by the URA board in awarding property sales, and that URA staff will review those 
factors as a basis for recommendations that will be presented to the board for its 
review.   
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The Board is Not Being Accountable and Transparent 
 
As part of our review, we reviewed the board’s public meeting minutes that are 
available on the URA’s web site. However, these public documents were frequently 
incorrect and erroneous.  For example, the list of properties approved at a specific 
board meeting and the approved sales price of properties as reflected in the 
approved board minutes was often incorrect.   We identified the actual sale price 
of the properties from ancillary records available from the URA, but this actual 
sales price was not always reflected in the meeting minutes even though the board 
had approved the minutes as accurate.  The URA responded that the inaccurate 
meeting minutes were the fault of a URA staff member who has since been 
terminated. However, this response does not address the fact that it is the URA 
board’s responsibility to ensure that the public record of its meetings is accurate 
and complete, nor does it reflect that the URA board routinely reviews and 
approves its prior meeting’s minutes.  Any errors and inaccuracies that exist in the 
draft minutes should be addressed and corrected by the board during this review.    
 
Public Authorities Law Section 2802 requires all public authorities to have an 
annual independent audit performed by a certified public accounting firm in 
accordance with general accepted auditing standards within 90 days of the end of 
the authority’s fiscal year. However, the URA does not obtain its own audit, but 
instead relies upon the City’s annual audit, which includes the URA as a 
component unit.  The reliance on the City audit is inappropriate because the City’s 
audit report does clearly identify the finances and operations of the URA and 
therefore does not provide the URA board with sufficient information to determine 
the financial condition of the URA.  The URA indicated that it will obtain its own 
independent audit going forward. 
 
Public Authorities Law requires all board members to attend training regarding their 
legal, fiduciary, financial and ethical responsibilities as board members of an 
authority within one year of appointment to a board.  Although all seven of the 
current board have been members for at least three years, only three of the 
members have attended this required training.  The failure of the board to attend 
this training appears to have contributed to its failure to meet its fiduciary duty to 
the URA.  The URA indicated that it will ensure that all board members attend the 
required training within six months of this report.   
 
Public Authorities Law also requires authority boards to review and approve annual 
reports prior to their submission in the Public Authorities Reporting Information 
System (PARIS).  However, the board does not review annual reports submitted 
by URA staff to ensure that all of the required information is reported and that this 
information is accurate.  We determined that the 2013-14 and 2014-15 reports 
submitted by the URA were inaccurate, since each failed to include more than 
$230,000 in procurements made during each reporting period.  
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Recommendations 

 
1. Board members need to adhere to their fiduciary responsibility to the URA by 

providing direct oversight of management and establishing, reviewing and 
monitoring appropriate financial controls. 

 
2. The board needs to establish policies and procedures to: 

 Verify the developer fee paid is appropriate based on the type of property. 

 Ensure all receipts are accurately recorded and monitored. 

 Ensure that the correct amount of developer fees are remitted to the URA 
in a timely manner. 

 Ensure that financial records are accurate and complete. 

 Require that all use of URA funds are reviewed and approved by 
appropriate individuals. 

 Ensure that all use of URA funds are necessary and related to the URA’s 
mission and purpose and are adequately supported. 
 

3. Collect all funds owed to the URA for developer fees for properties that closed.   
 

4. The URA should not incur costs for the City that are inappropriate and not 
related to the URA’s mission.  

 
5. The URA should establish a written agreement with the City that outlines the 

services provided to the URA and any shared services or costs.  Costs 
reimbursed to the City should be related to the URA’s mission and adequately 
supported. 

 
6. The Board should follow its established procedures and criteria for approving 

property sales, or adequately document the reason for any deviations.   
 

7. The Board should ensure that approved board meeting minutes are accurate 
and posted on the URA web site. 

 
8. The Board should have a certified independent audit of its financial records 

separate from the City’s annual audit. 
 

9. Board members should attend the board member training required by Public 
Authorities Law, both to satisfy the requirements of the law and to obtain a 
better understanding of their roles and responsibilities as board members.  

 
10. The Board should review and approve all annual reports prior to their 

submission in the Public Authorities Information System (PARIS).   
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Authorities Budget Office Comments  

 

1. Based on the URA’s response and documentation provided this section was 

removed from the report. Attachment one was also removed from the URA’s 

response. 

2. The URA did not provide any support to its contention that it communicated 

to bidders in advance that the proceeds of the sale of the property would be 

used to satisfy the lien. 

3. Based upon the URA’s response, these properties were removed as 

exceptions from the report and the report was modified accordingly.   

4. Although the URA’s response indicates a $1,000 developer fee was 

collected for this property, URA records indicate that only $750 was 

collected.   

5. At the time the developer fee was paid for these properties (in 2014) the 

properties were classified as commercial.   

6. As the URA’s response indicates, the total charge allocable to the URA is 

$93.82. However, the URA paid the City $222.48, a difference of $128.66.  

The URA did not explain the reason for the higher payment that was made. 

7. All payments for over $5,000 that are made by the URA each year are to be 

reported in the Public Authorities Reporting Information System (PARIS), 

this would include the URA’s payment to the County.   




