
$
$

$

$ $ $$
$

$
$$$

$ $
$

$
$

$
$

$

$ $
$$

$
$

$$
$

$
$

$$$

$

$
$$

$ $ $

$
$ $$

$
$

$$ $
$

$
$

$
$

$

$ $
$

$
$$

$
$$

$

$$

$

$

Getting Our Money’s Worth

The Case for IDA Reform 
in New York State

A Report by New York Jobs With Justice • May 2007



A

Table of  Contents
Key Findings         2

Reforming IDAs to Get Our Money’s Worth    5

Business Standards        6

Accountability Measures       12

Transparency Reforms       16

Summary of  IDA Reforms       21

HOW IDAs WORK

APPENDICES

1



INTRODUCTION

Acknowledgements 

This report is a project of  New York Jobs With Justice, prepared by Sadaf  Khatri and edited by Carrie Brunk.

Mike Rabinowitz, Meghana Reddy, and SEIU 32BJ for their assistance in producing this report.

Printed by Astoria Graphics



1

A

Created by the New York State Industrial 
Development Agencies (IDA) Act in 1969, IDAs are 

purpose is to promote, develop, encourage, and 
assist industrial, manufacturing, warehousing, 
commercial, research and recreation facilities 
thereby advancing job opportunities, health, 
general prosperity and the economic welfare of  
the people of  the State of  New York.”1

advancing job opportunities?  Promoting the 
general prosperity of  the local governments and 
taxpayers who are footing the bill? Encouraging 
the economic welfare of  all New Yorkers? An 
analysis of  the most recent data reported by 
Industrial Development Agencies statewide to the 
New York State Comptroller indicates they are not 

Yorkers are not getting their money’s worth out of  
the businesses our IDAs subsidize. 

At a time when we need innovative economic 
development strategies to counter the growing 
gap between rich and poor in our state, the 
increasing poverty in our cities and the steady 

that our IDAs become part of  the solution.2 Across 

Throughout this report, we propose a set of  9 
policy recommendations, compiled from policies 
that independent IDAs and other economic 
development agencies have already adopted in 
New York as well as from best practices of  other 
states across the country. 

Getting Our Money’s Worth:
The Case for IDA Reform in New York State
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KEY FINDINGS

Key Findings

3

IDAs provided $385 million in tax exemptions in 2005, 
and a total of  $1.1 billion in tax exemptions between 2003 
and 2005.4

The $385 million in tax exemptions resulted in a net loss of  

$266 million in property taxes to local governments

An additional $119 million was lost to the state government 

and local governments through sales and mortgage 

recording tax breaks.
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A

Most businesses subsidized by IDAs are not creating the 

The total number of  jobs promised by subsidized 

companies was 217,000 in 2005; the total number of  jobs 

actually created was 79,000
6

62 IDAs, or 69%, subsidized companies that actually cut 

jobs, 

13 IDAs experienced overall job loss in 2005.

Nearly half  of  all IDA-subsidized projects in 2005 were 

failed projects:  

IDAs do not collect the required reporting data from 
more than half  of  the projects they subsidize.

 only 52% of  

data

60% of  IDAs did not provide data for more than half  of  the 

projects they subsidize.

21 IDAs, or 19%, did not provide any data for analysis of  job 

creation performance





Reforming IDAs to Get Our Money’s Worth

Business Standards p.12

Reform 1: Prevailing and living wages

Reform 2: Regional hiring requirements and apprenticeship programs

Reform 3: High-performance building and environmental standards

Accountability Measures  p.18

Reform 5: Designated IDA Board representation

Reform 6: Anti-raiding measures 

Transparency Reforms p.22

Reform 7: Community Impact Reports 

Reform 8: Increased monitoring of  IDAs through improved reporting

Reform 9: Publicized and accessible hearings

A



6

Getting Our Money’s Worth:  The Case for IDA Reform in New York State A report by New York Jobs with Justice • May 2007

REFORM 1: Prevailing & Living WagesBusiness Standards:
Investing in Quality Jobs and 
Smart Growth 
We must ensure that Industrial Development Agencies 
are subsidizing projects that provide quality jobs that 
will sustain our families, build our local economies, and 
generally make a positive impact on our communities 
and our environment.

Investing in quality jobs and smart growth by requiring 
subsidized businesses to meet basic jobs quality and 
environment standards is critical for more competitive 
regional economies that attract and maintain skilled 
and productive workers whose families will re-invest in 
the community and the economy.  Business standards to 
ensure that Industrial Development Agencies statewide 
are subsidizing quality business partners in our 
communities include:

Reform 1

Prevailing and living wages to provide 
self-sufficiency and economic mobility 
for workers.

Reform 2

Regional hiring requirements and 
apprenticeship programs to ensure that 
development creates jobs and training 
opportunities for local workers.

Reform 3

High-performance building and 
environmental standards to prevent 
sprawl and encourage smart and 
sustainable regional growth.

Currently, IDAs are not required to set basic wage 
standards or even to collect data on the kinds of  
wages their projects provide7. Despite the lack of  data 
documenting the wage levels of  IDA projects, it is apparent 
that a significant amount of  IDA assistance subsidizes low-
wage jobs. In numerous cases around the state, IDAs have 
funded low-wage employers including Wal-Mart, Burger 
King, and McDonald’s.

Providing prevailing and living wages affords workers the 
economic mobility to provide for their families, contribute 
to their local economies, and generally contribute to 
their communities and the overall economic health of  
the region. Without prevailing and living wage policies 
in place, residents, workers, and local governments have 
no way to ensure that quality jobs are created in their 
communities by IDA-subsidized projects. 

BusINess staNdards: INvestINg IN QualIty JoBs aNd smart growth

Case Studies: IDA-Subsidized Low Wages

Wal-Mart

Wal-Mart has received over $12 million in tax 
exemptions between 2002 and 2005 for stores and 
distribution centers in Fulton, Schoharie, Oneida, 
Utica, and Herkimer Counties. In this time, Wal-
Mart has created 198 jobs; they were targeted to 
create 549 jobs in these years. A sales associate—
the most common job classification at Wal-Mart 
stores—earns an average of  $8.23 per hour (or 
$13,861 annually). A cashier—the second most 
common job—earns about $7.92 per hour ($11,948 
annually).  Wal-Mart has thus received $64,697 
per low-wage job created in these five counties, 
nearly 80% more per job than the company pays its  
average worker annually.
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The New York City IDA: 
Evidence of  Low-Wage Jobs

A local law in New York City requires that projects with 
greater than 250 employees publish data on wages and job 
numbers for employees who are not exempt from overtime. 
The most recent data for fiscal year 2006 indicates that of  
those jobs that met reporting requirements, 31% paid less 
than $40,000 per year—a wage that is far below the self-
sufficiency standard for a family in New York City. 8

Ulster County IDA: 
Setting A Precedent

The Ulster County IDA recently passed a number of  
reforms to enforce business standards on companies 
receiving IDA assistance, increase accountability of  both 
the IDA and the companies it assists, and to increase 
transparency in IDA processes. The reforms require 
companies to pay prevailing wages and report on the 
number and nature of  construction jobs to be created. In 
addition, the IDA enacted a comprehensive tax exemption 
policy, which includes mechanisms to penalize subsidy 
recipients if  they do not live up to their contract.

REFORM 1: Prevailing & Living Wages

JP Morgan Chase

JP Morgan Chase has received IDA assistance since 
1989 from the New York City IDA, with a total of  
$211.8 million granted, part of  which was for the 
development of  the Chase MetroTech Center built 
in downtown Brooklyn in 1992.  Security guards at 
MetroTech are agitating for the prevailing industry 
wage, currently earning as little as $8.50 an hour, 
$17,680 annually, which is well below the self-
sufficiency standard for a single adult in Brooklyn, 
much less a worker with a family.9

Moreover,  in 1995 Chase eliminated 5,720 jobs 
when it merged with Chemical Bank, then it slashed 
2,200 more jobs in 1998, and in 1999 it announced 
that 3,500 additional positions would be relocated 

to other sites. In 2000, Chase Manhattan Bank 
acquired JP Morgan to create JP Morgan Chase.   
JP Morgan Chase subsequently eliminated nearly 
2,000 support jobs in New York City when it merged 
with Bank One in 2004 . 

JP Morgan Chase thus has the distinction of  making 
one of  the largest layoffs in New York City’s history-
-over 13,000 jobs in five years--and being one of  
the city’s largest corporate subsidy recipients.  JP 
Morgan Chase continues to receive the IDA subsidy 
granted in 1989, and the tax exemptions will 
continue through 2014.

In a study of  119 officials in municipalities across the nation with standards on 
development subsidies, 103 reported that “job quality standards do not adversely 
affect business climates.”13

BusINess staNdards: INvestINg IN QualIty JoBs aNd smart growth

Case Studies: IDA-Subsidized Low Wages
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Making the Case for Prevailing & 
Living Wages

Critics argue that prevailing and living wages are 
prohibitively costly for businesses; however, research 
has shown that these policies contribute to increases in 
productivity, and consequent increases in financial returns 
to businesses. Prevailing and living wages also afford the 
workers with self-sufficiency and the economic means to 
sustain a decent livelihood. In comparison, using IDA 
assistance to provide poverty-level wages leads to tax 
payers subsidizing the company twice: once with the 
tax exemptions, and again when taxes pay for the social 
support programs, such as Medicaid, food stamps, housing 
and energy assistance that low-wage workers depend on for 
their families and households.

Opponents to prevailing and living wage standards also 
argue that wage standards create an unfriendly business 
climate within the locality. However, the multiplier effect  
of  local living and prevailing wage policies are often 
ignored. Providing higher wages increases the economic 
citizenship and mobility of  workers, enabling them to 
reinvest within their local economies. This leads to greater 
income to area businesses and thus increased tax revenues.

 New Jersey has been a leader in connecting business 
standards to economic development subsidies. In 2003, 
New Jersey established a Business Employment Incentive 
Program, which stipulates that companies using state aid 
must provide full-time jobs with health benefits. Under this 
program, companies can also qualify for higher benefits 
based on paying prevailing and living wages to their 
workers.  

Living wage policies have been adopted 
by over 60 localities around the country, 
with more than 75 additional policies 
under consideration. In fact, all ten of  
the top-ranking “pro-business states”—
Virginia, South Carolina, Florida, North 
Carolina, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, 
Alabama, Georgia, and Nebraska—have 
enacted wage standards on development 
subsidies.12  

REFORM 1: Prevailing & Living Wages, continued

BusINess staNdards: INvestINg IN QualIty JoBs aNd smart growth

New York IDAs with 
Wage Standards:  

• Babylon IDA 
• Hempstead IDA 
• Nassau County IDA 
• Oswego County IDA 
• Rockland County  IDA 
• Suffolk County IDA 
• Ulster County IDA
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REFORM 2: Local Hiring & Apprenticeship Requirements

Case Studies: Local Projects, 
Non-Local Workers

Coopervision, Inc. (Monroe County) Lafarge North America (Westchester)
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Cities and states around the country have 
been proactive in enacting successful 
smart growth initiatives, including anti-
sprawl measures and incentives for high 
performance building technology. 

Cintas Corp. (Suffolk County)

REFORM 3: High Performance Building Standards & Anti-Sprawl Measures

Case Study: IDA Subsidies for Environmental Polluters

BUSINESS STANDARDS: INVESTING IN QUALITY JOBS AND SMART GROWTH
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Tax Exemptions

Real Property Tax Exemptions:

Mortgage Recording Tax & Sales and Use Tax 
Exemptions: 

Tax-Exempt Bond Financing

14

Aid to Retail 

HOW IDAs WORK: Types of  IDA Aid

Most IDA projects are awarded a 
combination of  types of  aid.
Of  the 3,685 projects in 2005: 15
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Accountability Measures:
Ensuring Effective Contracts & 
Improved Decision-Making     
IDAs and the businesses they subsidize are rarely held 
accountable for projects that are failing to create jobs or 
to meet other contract requirements.  Once IDA board 
members are appointed, local governments and school 
boards have no authority in IDA project approvals and 
subsidy provision, despite the impacts and costs imposed 
on them by IDA projects. IDAs generally maintain a 
narrow project-by-project focus, neglecting the potential 
regional consequences of  their decisions. There is also 
no mechanism to hold IDA projects accountable to the 
commitments they make, resulting in continued IDA 
assistance to companies that do not deliver on the jobs 
they promised.

Considering potential projects from a range of  
perspectives is essential in providing the best possible 
outcome for IDA subsidies. IDAs and the projects they 
assist should be held accountable to their commitments 
to ensure that the promised benefits happen or we get 
our money back. Accountability measures to ensure that 
IDAs function effectively and efficiently include:

Reform 4

Subsidy recapture mechanisms, or 
“clawbacks,” to provide a money-back 
guarantee against companies that default 
on their contract commitments.

Reform 5:

Designated IDA Board representation to 
ensure that a broad range of  stakeholder 
interests are included in decision-
making.

Reform 6

Anti-raiding measures to prevent IDAs 
from engaging in unhealthy competition 
that results in job shifting from region to 
region rather than real job creation.

Though some IDAs have established mechanisms to 
recapture benefits from companies failing to meet their job 
creation goals, the reality is that many of  these companies 
continue to receive subsidies despite poor performance. As 
noted by the New York State Comptroller, 

There was only limited evidence that steps were 
taken by the IDAs to ensure that sponsored 
projects meet the employment obligations 
indicated on applications for IDA assistance or 
that the IDAs imposed sanctions and/or penalties 
in cases where projects failed to fulfill their 
obligations…  Inadequate project monitoring 
mechanisms inhibit the ability of  officials and 
the public to evaluate the effectiveness of  IDA 
economic development programs and services.16

Consequently, many of  the companies that got IDA 
assistance did not meet their commitments. Continuing 
to provide benefits to such companies results in billions 
of  wasted tax dollars, which New York State’s local 
governments and schools cannot afford.

Subsidy recapture mechanisms, known as “clawbacks,” 
provide the means for IDAs to suspend benefits, or 
recapture previously awarded benefits, from companies 
that renege on their agreements—essentially creating a 
“money-back guarantee” on IDA investments. Proper 
implementation of  clawbacks would also necessitate 
routine monitoring and evaluation of  IDA projects, leading 
to a more efficient and streamlined subsidy allocation 
process.

REFORM 4: Clawbacks

AC C O U N tA B I l I t Y  M e A S U R e S :  e N S U R I N G  e F F e C t I V e  C O N t R AC t S     &  I M p ROV e D  D e C I S I O N - M A k I N G
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IDAs Subsidizing Job Loss

Of  the IDAs providing sufficient data to analyze, 62 of  
them (69%) gave assistance to businesses that actually 
cut jobs between the time they started getting assistance 
and 2005.18  In the case of  35 of  these IDAs, more than 
one-quarter of  the companies they assisted lost jobs. The 
most egregious example is the Chautauqua County IDA, 
where 53% of  the subsidized companies lost jobs. In terms 
of  overall job creation performance, 13 IDAs experienced 
a net loss of  jobs in 2005, an increase from nine IDAs in 
2003 and 2004 each. This means that the total number of  
jobs at all of  the companies subsidized by the IDA was less 
than the total number of  jobs those companies had before 
receiving IDA assistance.

Clawbacks have already been successfully 
implemented in twenty states and 
dozens of  cities, providing evidence that 
“clawbacks are the ultimate taxpayer 
protection against a company failing to 
deliver.” – Good Jobs New York17

HOW IDAs WORK:
Structures

IDA Board of  Directors

• IDAs are governed by a Board usually consisting 
of  three to seven members.  Some IDA Boards 
have been expanded to include as many as 19 
members.

• The board may include government 
representatives, employees, and officials as 
well as members of  school boards, community 
organizations, organized labor, and  
business groups.  IDAs are not required to 
represent these groups equally.

• Board members are usually appointed by the 
County Executive, Mayor, or Town Supervisor 
of  the sponsoring jurisdiction. In some cases, the 
appointment authority has been given to local 
legislatures.

• Many IDAs have “ex officio” members, who 
are automatically appointed because they hold 
another office that is always included on the 
Board. 

IDAs Statewide

• There are 115 active IDAs in New York.

• 177 IDAs have been authorized since their 
inception in 1969.

• All 62 counties in New York are served by at least 
one IDA, with the five counties of  New York 
City sharing one IDA.

• Some counties contain multiple city and town 
IDAs in addition to the county IDA: for instance, 
Albany and Orange Counties contain seven 
distinct IDAs, Erie County contains six, and 
Suffolk County contains five.

REFORM 4: Clawbacks

AC C O U N tA B I l I t Y  M e A S U R e S :  e N S U R I N G  e F F e C t I V e  C O N t R AC t S     &  I M p ROV e D  D e C I S I O N - M A k I N G
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IDA tax exemptions result in revenues lost by local 
governments. Though PILOT payments are intended to 
account for the shortfall in local tax revenues, they are 
much less than the taxes jurisdictions would normally 
collect.  Local legislatures are only given an advisory role in 
IDA decisions with no direct authority to approve or reject 
tax exemptions, and the state has no oversight of  IDAs 
outside of  financial audits. 

Because of  the broad impacts that IDA decisions have on 
a local jurisdiction, its workforce, community, school board 
and environment, IDA boards must be more representative 
of  a range of  interests and perspectives.  Currently, IDA 

boards are dominated by business representatives and 
occasionally local government representatives, with few 
other perspectives seated at the decision-making table. 
Designated seats on IDA boards for representatives 
from labor organizations, school boards, community 
and environmental organizations would ensure that 
the interests and concerns of  everyone affected by 
IDA subsidies and development are represented. This 
requirement would also provide uniformity in IDA board 
representation across the state.

REFORM 5: Designated IDA Board Representation

Figure 1: Local Governments are losing more in tax revenues each year.

The forgone taxes resulting from IDA tax exemptions 
have a direct impact on the tax revenues available for 
local schools and other locally funded public institutions. 
The total amount of  taxes forgone by local governments 
totaled $266 million in 2005:

• $49.5 million lost in county property taxes

• $79.8 million lost in local property taxes

• $137 million lost in school property taxes

This has increased from $238 million in 2004, 
representing a 12% increase. While the amount of  
school taxes lost decreased by approximately $3 million, 
county property taxes and local property taxes increased. 
The sum total lost by local governments in 2004 and 
2005 was $504 million. Again, this sum represents only 
the amount lost in these two years; the actual amount 
lost by local governments over the life of  the PILOT 
agreements increases each year as local taxes increase. 

How Much Have Local Governments Lost?

AC C O U N TA B I L I T Y  M E A S U R E S :  E N S U R I N G  E F F E C T I V E  C O N T R AC T S     &  I
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IDAs often engage in unhealthy competition, resulting 
in a downward spiral of  increasingly lucrative packages 
that neither jurisdiction can afford in order to attract 
companies to one region versus another. This is a zero-sum 
game:  while one IDA succeeds in attracting the business 
to its region, the competing IDAs fail, and the “winner” is 
stuck with a huge price tag.

More disturbingly, IDAs often compete to move already 
existing businesses from one region to another, leading to 
job shifting rather than job creation. In this competition 
between IDAs, taxpayers and local workers lose existing 
jobs and local governments lose potential tax revenues 
while the businesses get hefty incentive packages to move 
from the city to the suburbs or from one New York region 
to the next.

IDAs should be actively discouraging job shifting through 
policies that prevent IDAs from providing subsidies to 
companies that are relocating from another part of  the 
state. Anti-raiding measures, also called anti-poaching 
or anti-piracy measures, have already been enacted 
in Alabama, California, Connecticut, Michigan, New 
Mexico, Ohio, Wisconsin, and Puerto Rico.20 The IDAs 
are ideal candidates for such policies and a statewide anti-
piracy measure would maintain equity across New York. 
IDAs must recognize the interconnectedness of  the state’s 
regional economies in their decision-making; narrowly 
focusing on the economic needs of  one jurisdiction results 
in a failure to nurture the state’s overall economic health. 

 
NBC Universal, Inc. (New York City)

In 1998, the New York City IDA authorized $78 
million in tax exemptions for NBC.  In March, 2007, 
the NYC IDA extended the existing agreement 
with the broadcasting company for $1.5 million 
in additional tax breaks to relocate jobs from 
its MSNBC studios in Secaucus, New Jersey to 
Rockefeller Center.  New Jersey had already provided 
the company $8 million in subsidies in exchange for 
an agreement to remain in Secaucus.

The NYC IDA subsidy does not create new jobs; it 
simply moves 421 jobs across the Hudson River and 
makes taxpayers foot the bill twice. NBC had already 
announced its plan to move MSNBC to Rockefeller 
Plaza prior to the IDA subsidy approval, indicating 
that the move was part of  an existing business plan 
that was not reliant on IDA subsidies. This case has 
prompted the New Jersey State legislature to consider 
further subsidy reform legislation in addition to 
existing regulations.

Sysco, Inc. (Saratoga County)

In 2000, Sysco, Inc., the largest North American 
distributor of  food and related products to 
restaurants, was awarded $3.3 million in funding 
from the Saratoga County IDA to move 15 miles 
from its existing location in Albany County—a 
location at which Sysco had already received 
IDA funding. The Company also received almost 
$750,000 for the construction of  a water line to the 
new site. Sysco was able to secure these subsidies 
by claming that it would otherwise leave the state. 
Opponents argued such a move would not make 
financial sense, since Sysco’s customers were not 
moving and the increased miles for delivery would 
significantly increase their transportation costs.

REFORM 6: Anti-Raiding Measures

Case Studies: Job Shifting Among IDAs

AC C O U N tA B I l I t Y  M e A S U R e S :  e N S U R I N G  e F F e C t I V e  C O N t R AC t S     &  I M p ROV e D  D e C I S I O N - M A k I N G
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Transparency Reforms: 
Creating a Clear & Consistent 
Process

Reform 7

Reform 8

Reform 9

20

REFORM 7: Community Impact Reports

TRANSPARENCY REFORMS: CREATING A CLEAR & CONSISTENT PROCESS
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Yonkers IDA

Westchester Journal News

Journal News

21

Case Study:
Secrecy in IDA Activities

HOW IDAs WORK:

The Decision -Making Process
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New York City IDA: Taking the Lead
in Project Reporting

REFORM 8: Increased Monitoring of  IDAs And ProjectsREFORM 8: Increased Monitoring of  IDAs And Projects

The Prevalance Of  Incomplete Reporting

TRANSPARENCY REFORMS: CREATING A CLEAR & CONSISTENT PROCESS

Figure 2: Most IDAs do not collect the required reporting data for 
more than half  of  the projects they subsidize
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Niagara County IDA Prohibits
Public Input

REFORM 9: Publicized & Accessible Hearings





9-Point Plan for IDA Reform

Business Standards
Reform 1: Prevailing and living wages

Reform 2: Regional hiring requirements and apprenticeship programs 

Reform 3: High-performance building and environmental standards

Accountability Measures

Reform 5: Designated IDA Board representation

Reform 6: Anti-raiding measures

Transparency Reforms
Reform 7: Community Impact Reports

Reform 8: Increased monitoring of  IDAs through improved reporting 

Reform 9: Publicized and accessible hearings

resources
 real  all New

deserve

A
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to Analyze

 # of Jobs 
Before IDA 
Assistance

Number
of Jobs 
in 2005 

 Overall Job  
Growth/

Loss

 Projected 
Jobs

Created

1 New York City IDA 504 282 80,191 96,264 16,073 33,315
2 Dutchess County IDA 13 11 9,562 20,785 11,223 865
3 Erie County IDA 306 151 22,605 28,645 6,040 19,012
4 Monroe County IDA 416 337 32,054 37,733 5,679 1,736
5 Westchester County IDA 96 58 10,278 13,564 3,286 2,498
6 Suffolk County IDA 118 39 8,761 11,842 3,081 1,574
7 Albany City IDA 58 23 9,168 11,766 2,598 631
8 Nassau Co IDA 85 41 16,102 18,660 2,558 1,072
9 Schenectady County IDA 24 13 7,464 9,927 2,463 1,215
10 Niagara County IDA 81 56 3,878 5,976 2,098 1,173
11 Islip IDA 72 49 4,764 6,844 2,080 1,873
12 Clinton County IDA 35 9 601 2,251 1,650 838
13 Otsego County IDA 19 9 2,604 4,194 1,590 39
14 Brookhaven IDA 68 11 4,701 6,044 1,343 1,092
15 Chautauqua IDA 42 30 6,630 7,755 1,125 600
16 Warren & Wash. County IDA 19 9 1,954 3,013 1,059 339
17 Oneida County IDA 54 33 8,966 9,979 1,013 1,027
18 Hempstead IDA 57 14 4,907 5,893 986 467
19 Lancaster IDA 59 36 2,466 3,445 979 1,552
20 Troy IDA 8 3 579 1,500 921 902
21 Orleans County IDA 22 15 1,256 2,092 836 744
22 Tompkins County IDA 37 20 2,686 3,492 806 807
23 Onondaga County IDA 78 57 13,609 14,406 797 4,839
24 Schenectady City IDA 22 16 2,490 3,185 695 1,142
25 Sullivan County IDA 35 11 873 1,547 674 338
26 Babylon IDA 81 32 4,151 4,808 657 974
27 Utica City IDA 15 6 845 1,485 640 310
28 St. Lawrence County IDA 29 15 4,388 5,007 619 136
29 Seneca County IDA 17 7 263 843 580 71
30 Livingston County IDA 24 16 1,064 1,642 578 427
31 Syracuse IDA 32 17 10,811 11,369 558 699
32 Wayne County IDA 38 20 2,142 2,700 558 736
33 Wyoming County IDA 18 9 894 1,428 534 656
34 Cattaraugus IDA 24 13 2,335 2,822 487 325
35 Clifton Park IDA 10 3 371 744 373 379
36 Ulster County IDA 34 19 2,942 3,315 373 555
37 Auburn IDA 9 3 163 482 319 282
38 Mt. Pleasant IDA 1 1 733 1,039 306 11
39 Amherst IDA 125 22 2,616 2,915 299 553
40 Oswego County IDA 34 11 1,426 1,712 286 296
41 Rensselaer County IDA 39 13 1,475 1,753 278 407
42 Riverhead IDA 21 10 506 764 258 441
43 Madison County IDA 18 15 3,456 3,691 235 487
44 Herkimer IDA 36 17 658 889 231 406
45 Hudson IDA 8 3 131 353 222 145

APPENDIX I: IDA Job Creation and Loss

APPENDICES
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 # of Jobs 
Before IDA 
Assistance

Number
of Jobs 
in 2005 

 Overall Job  
Growth/

Loss

 Projected 
Jobs

Created

46 Franklin County IDA 6 5 1,223 1,425 202 185
47 Rockland County IDA 25 10 960 1,161 201 231
48 Greene County IDA 6 4 604 791 187 98
49 Colonie IDA 19 7 636 821 185 606
50 Mechanicville-Stillwater IDA 2 1 104 286 182 91
51 Allegany County IDA 10 5 1,075 1,256 181 205
52 Clarence IDA 18 7 706 875 169 160
53 Geneva IDA 8 2 1,125 1,286 161 44
54 Yates County IDA 14 7 526 661 135 27
55 Cortland IDA 10 7 1,129 1,263 134 224
56 Albany County IDA 11 10 1,440 1,541 101 98
57 Putnam County IDA 11 3 89 163 74 71
58 Essex County IDA 17 8 1,008 1,081 73 50
59 Lewis County IDA 12 4 481 549 68 129
60 Cohoes IDA 4 3 551 618 67 85
61 Yonkers IDA 30 9 2,149 2,211 62 816
62 Mt. Vernon IDA 15 4 198 259 61 100
63 Chenango County IDA 13 11 1,249 1,309 60 107
64 Lockport IDA 4 4 70 127 57 33
65 Fulton County IDA 14 3 234 279 45 14
66 Guilderland IDA 2 2 17 56 39 32
67 Concord IDA 7 3 138 173 35 47
68 Port Jervis IDA 2 2 250 285 35 35
69 Montgomery County IDA 12 3 205 235 30 11
70 Waterford Town IDA 7 3 59 79 20 43
71 Orange County IDA 13 2 98 111 13 4
72 Delaware IDA 9 5 219 225 6 203
73 Steuben County IDA 4 3 29 34 5 5
74 Niagara Town IDA 2 1 8 12 4 5
75 Oneida City IDA 1 1 35 35 - 25
76 Southeast IDA 4 1 76 76 - 23
77 Newburgh IDA 6 2 19 17 -2 48
78 Schuyler County IDA 9 2 97 92 -5 11
79 Bethlehem IDA 9 1 64 56 -8 28
80 Columbia IDA 11 2 735 722 -13 50
81 Ontario County IDA 68 36 5,068 5,053 -15 805
82 Schoharie County IDA 6 2 150 124 -26 30
83 Hornell IDA 5 2 552 427 -125 11
84 New Rochelle IDA 13 5 733 599 -134 1,085
85 Tioga County IDA 13 6 1,346 1,054 -292 120,651
86 Chemung IDA 44 30 7,890 7,592 -298 826
87 Genessee County IDA 78 44 3,174 2,734 -440 687
88 Broome IDA 37 26 7,159 6,595 -564 828
89 Saratoga IDA 47 24 6,847 5,467 -1,380 465
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Rank IDA Total Projects
Projects With 

Sufficient Data to 
Analyze

Projects with Negative Job Growth

#
% of projects with

sufficient data
1 Bethlehem IDA 9 1 1 100.0%
2 Chautauqua IDA 42 30 16 53.3%
3 Hornell IDA 5 2 1 50.0%
4 Schoharie County IDA 6 2 1 50.0%
5 Columbia IDA 11 2 1 50.0%
6 Newburgh IDA 6 2 1 50.0%
7 Broome IDA 37 26 12 46.2%
8 Chenango County IDA 13 11 5 45.5%
9 Albany City IDA 58 23 10 43.5%

10 Genesee County IDA 78 44 18 40.9%
11 New Rochelle IDA 13 5 2 40.0%
12 New York City IDA 504 282 109 38.7%
13 Essex County IDA 17 8 3 37.5%
14 Oswego County IDA 34 11 4 36.4%
15 Oneida County IDA 54 33 12 36.4%
16 Chemung IDA 44 30 10 33.3%
17 Concord IDA 7 3 1 33.3%
18 Fulton County IDA 14 3 1 33.3%
19 Yonkers IDA 30 9 3 33.3%
20 Cohoes IDA 4 3 1 33.3%
21 Madison County IDA 18 15 5 33.3%
22 Clifton Park IDA 10 3 1 33.3%
23 Onondaga County IDA 78 57 18 31.6%
24 Cattaraugus IDA 24 13 4 30.8%
25 Ontario County IDA 68 36 11 30.6%
26 Cortland IDA 10 7 2 28.6%
27 Yates County IDA 14 7 2 28.6%
28 Babylon IDA 81 32 9 28.1%
29 Erie County IDA 306 151 42 27.8%
30 Sullivan County IDA 35 11 3 27.3%
31 Niagara County IDA 81 56 15 26.8%
32 St. Lawrence County IDA 29 15 4 26.7%
33 Orleans County IDA 22 15 4 26.7%
34 Saratoga IDA 47 24 6 25.0%
35 Lewis County IDA 12 4 1 25.0%
36 Islip IDA 72 49 12 24.5%
37 Rensselaer County IDA 39 13 3 23.1%
38 Amherst IDA 125 22 5 22.7%
39 Otsego County IDA 19 9 2 22.2%
40 Clinton County IDA 35 9 2 22.2%

APPENDIX II: IDAs Ranked By Projects With Job Loss
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Rank IDA Total Projects
Projects With 

Sufficient Data to 
Analyze

Projects with Negative Job Growth

#
% of projects with

sufficient data
41 Delaware IDA 9 5 1 20.0%
42 Allegany County IDA 10 5 1 20.0%
43 Monroe County IDA 416 337 64 19.0%
44 Tompkins County IDA 37 20 4 20.0%
45 Livingston County IDA 24 16 3 18.8%
46 Dutchess County IDA 13 11 2 18.2%
47 Herkimer IDA 36 17 3 17.6%
48 Syracuse IDA 32 17 3 17.6%
49 Nassau Co IDA 85 41 7 17.1%
50 Tioga County IDA 13 6 1 16.7%
51 Lancaster IDA 59 36 6 16.7%
52 Wayne County IDA 38 20 3 15.0%
53 Colonie IDA 19 7 1 14.3%
54 Westchester County IDA 96 58 8 13.8%
55 Schenectady City IDA 22 16 2 12.5%

56
Warren & Wash. County 
IDA

19 9 1 11.1%

57 Ulster County IDA 34 19 2 10.5%
58 Rockland County IDA 25 10 1 10.0%
59 Riverhead IDA 21 10 1 10.0%
60 Schenectady County IDA 24 13 1 7.7%
61 Hempstead IDA 57 14 1 7.1%
62 Suffolk County IDA 118 39 2 5.1%

APPENDIX II: IDAs Ranked By Projects With Job Loss
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Rank IDA
Total 

Projects

Projects With 
Sufficient Data 

to Analyze

Projects with 
IncompleteData

# % of  total projects 
1 Bethlehem IDA 9 1 8 88.9%
2 Orange County IDA 13 2 11 84.6%
3 Brookhaven IDA 68 11 57 83.8%
4 Amherst IDA 125 22 103 82.4%
5 Columbia IDA 11 2 9 81.8%
6 Fulton County IDA 14 3 11 78.6%
7 Schuyler County IDA 9 2 7 77.8%
8 Hempstead IDA 57 14 43 75.4%
9 Southeast IDA 4 1 3 75.0%
10 Montgomery County IDA 12 3 9 75.0%
11 Geneva IDA 8 2 6 75.0%
12 Clinton County IDA 35 9 26 74.3%
13 Mt. Vernon IDA 15 4 11 73.3%
14 Putnam County IDA 11 3 8 72.7%
15 Yonkers IDA 30 9 21 70.0%
16 Clifton Park IDA 10 3 7 70.0%
17 Sullivan County IDA 35 11 24 68.6%
18 Oswego County IDA 34 11 23 67.6%
19 Suffolk County IDA 118 39 79 66.9%
20 Schoharie County IDA 6 2 4 66.7%
21 Newburgh IDA 6 2 4 66.7%
22 Lewis County IDA 12 4 8 66.7%
23 Rensselaer County IDA 39 13 26 66.7%
24 Auburn IDA 9 3 6 66.7%
25 Colonie IDA 19 7 12 63.2%
26 Hudson IDA 8 3 5 62.5%
27 Troy IDA 8 3 5 62.5%
28 New Rochelle IDA 13 5 8 61.5%
29 Clarence IDA 18 7 11 61.1%
30 Babylon IDA 81 32 49 60.5%
31 Albany City IDA 58 23 35 60.3%
32 Hornell IDA 5 2 3 60.0%
33 Rockland County IDA 25 10 15 60.0%
34 Utica City IDA 15 6 9 60.0%
35 Seneca County IDA 17 7 10 58.8%
36 Waterford Town IDA 7 3 4 57.1%
37 Concord IDA 7 3 4 57.1%
38 Tioga County IDA 13 6 7 53.8%
39 Essex County IDA 17 8 9 52.9%
40 Herkimer IDA 36 17 19 52.8%
41 Warren & Wash. County IDA 19 9 10 52.6%
42 Otsego County IDA 19 9 10 52.6%
43 Riverhead IDA 21 10 11 52.4%
44 Nassau Co IDA 85 41 44 51.8%

APPENDIX III: IDAs Ranked By Incomplete Project Reporting
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Rank IDA
Total 

Projects

Projects With 
Sufficient Data 

to Analyze

Projects with 
IncompleteData

# % of  total projects 
45 Erie County IDA 306 151 155 50.7%
46 Niagara Town IDA 2 1 1 50.0%
47 Yates County IDA 14 7 7 50.0%
48 Allegany County IDA 10 5 5 50.0%
49 Mechanicville-Stillwater IDA 2 1 1 50.0%
50 Wyoming County IDA 18 9 9 50.0%
51 Saratoga IDA 47 24 23 48.9%
52 St. Lawrence County IDA 29 15 14 48.3%
53 Wayne County IDA 38 20 18 47.4%
54 Ontario County IDA 68 36 32 47.1%
55 Syracuse IDA 32 17 15 46.9%
56 Tompkins County IDA 37 20 17 45.9%
57 Cattaraugus IDA 24 13 11 45.8%
58 Schenectady County IDA 24 13 11 45.8%
59 Delaware IDA 9 5 4 44.4%
60 Ulster County IDA 34 19 15 44.1%
61 New York City IDA 504 282 222 44.0%
62 Genesee County IDA 78 44 34 43.6%
63 Westchester County IDA 96 58 38 39.6%
64 Lancaster IDA 59 36 23 39.0%
65 Oneida County IDA 54 33 21 38.9%
66 Greene County IDA 6 4 2 33.3%
67 Livingston County IDA 24 16 8 33.3%
68 Islip IDA 72 49 23 31.9%
69 Chemung IDA 44 30 14 31.8%
70 Orleans County IDA 22 15 7 31.8%
71 Niagara County IDA 81 56 25 30.9%
72 Cortland IDA 10 7 3 30.0%
73 Broome IDA 37 26 11 29.7%
74 Chautauqua IDA 42 30 12 28.6%
75 Schenectady City IDA 22 16 6 27.3%
76 Onondaga County IDA 78 57 21 26.9%
77 Steuben County IDA 4 3 1 25.0%
78 Cohoes IDA 4 3 1 25.0%
79 Monroe County IDA 416 337 79 19.0%
80 Franklin County IDA 6 5 1 16.7%
81 Madison County IDA 18 15 3 16.7%
82 Chenango County IDA 13 11 2 15.4%
83 Dutchess County IDA 13 11 2 15.4%
84 Albany County IDA 11 10 1 9.1%
85 Oneida City IDA 1 1 0 0.0%
86 Port Jervis IDA 2 2 0 0.0%
87 Guilderland IDA 2 2 0 0.0%
88 Lockport IDA 4 4 0 0.0%

89 Mt. Pleasant IDA 1 1 0 0.0%

APPENDIX III: IDAs Ranked By Incomplete Project Reporting
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