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Chairman Bernardo:  Okay, I'd like to call 

to order the meeting of the Broome County Industrial 

Development Agency of October 21st, 2020.   

In reviewing the approved transcript, are 

there any comments, suggestions relative to those?  If 

not, I'll entertain a motion to accept those, as 

presented. 

  Mr. Mirabito:  So, moved.   

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Joe.  Is 

there a second?  

  Mr. Howard:  Yeah.  Wayne, second.  

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Wayne.  All 

those in favor, say I.  

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Any opposed?  Those are 

accepted. 

We come to the part of our agenda where we 

have an opportunity for the public to speak to the IDA 

Board members.  In light of the number of people on 

this call, and assuming several or many of them would 

like to speak, I'd like to remind you that the 

comments should be directed to the IDA Board members -

- and, I'd like to implement a five-minute rule, if 

you will, so that we can actually complete our agenda 
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sometime today.  Okay?  So, anybody wishing to speak 

during this Public Comment period on anything 

concerning the Industrial Development Agency, I would 

ask them to state their name and address for the 

record, and we'll go from there. 

Ms. Duncan:  . . .have people put their 

names in the chat. 

Ms. Abbadessa:  . . .Anne . . . Go ahead, 

Anne.  [Inaudible.] 

  Ms. Lawrence:  Hi.  Thank you, Stacey.  Yes, 

I was really interested in hearing the previous 

discussion during the limited Board meeting that you 

just had, and for those who have not heard those -- 

I'm not sure if you're planning to repeat that very 

valuable discussion, because you brought up -- several 

Board members brought up some really important points 

in relation to the PILOTS [sic] agreement that is at 

your desk, and for which we had a Public Hearing last 

week.  I know that you've received a lot of comments -

- maybe, not even as much as I was hoping people would 

be able to get to you because of the fairly short 

notice -- but, the main, overwhelming impression I get 

from everybody here -- but even from the Board members 

-- is that it's a hard job for you to judge this PILOT 
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-- it's a different kind of project than you've dealt 

with so far.  But, if you look at what the IDA stands 

for, and what their job is -- to help develop Broome 

County prosper and to attract businesses, that will 

create long-term economic viability, that will create 

jobs, attract quality jobs from other industries, that 

will attract people that want to live here -- because 

these businesses are here -- then, there is a lot to 

do about this PILOT that just doesn't fit in.  And 

again, some Board members also said yes -- we need to 

really [inaudible] look at this PILOT from that 

perspective.  We're not here to say anything about the 

state energy goals, efficiency, wind energy -- is it a 

good spot here regarding winds -- none of these issues 

should matter when you look at regarding PILOT.  If 

the conclusion is that this project does not bring 

enough net economic benefits for us, the people that 

live here and work here, then this project should not 

deserve a PILOT -- can still be built if the state 

wants it -- but, the local residents who pay the taxes 

or who would benefit from the full taxation they -- 

that's what we need to look at.  And, I think 

the overwhelming majority of people here feel that 

this project is pushed upon them, that they have had 



5 
 

no say so far, and therefore, I really implore the 

IDA, as an independent authority, to evaluate what 

kind of economic benefits or losses this project can 

bring.  We have made an attempt to point out various 

losses ranging from a lot of jobs in ecotourism, fly 

fishing, and people that do not want to come here 

anymore to sit underneath turbines, because they want 

to get away from industrial development.  The loss 

alone in that sector is going to be more than two jobs 

that the project would create long-term.  This project 

doesn't fit in the comprehensive plans and all the 

other discussions we've had so far about what we want 

to attract here, and what we have outlined from [sic] 

Broome County.  And, people that have come here -- 

invested in homes and businesses already -- they rely 

on these comprehensive plans, and these visions have 

been presented to be adhered to.  And now, it is like 

somebody took a pen and put a big red cross through it 

all, and we're at a loss.  And, I understand that the 

state policy from Cuomo down, from implementation 

point of view, where we're going to put these projects 

if we want them, but the local host communities -- we 

have to take into account what the effects are for 

their economics.  That also goes to real estate, the 
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value of the homes, and the lands that we've invested 

in.  People have saved up their money for 30 years to 

buy a pension home and can’t sell it anymore.  And on 

that note, local real estate agents have told me they 

[are] already losing sales -- people walk away from 

deals, when they hear this project might come to town.  

The construction alone -- it might take up years -- we 

don't know -- because it's on steep slopes, it's never 

been done before, a lot of questions.  The pipeline 

that was supposed to take one year took over three 

years, and it was just a little pipeline -- in the 

same region -- I might add.  The people here -- that 

didn't want to come here.  Maybe, you might come back 

after five years, and it's all completed, and, it 

turns out to be not as bad as people fear, but all the 

documents -- and only proof from other countries 

around the world.  People have come back from inland 

wind development, based on inefficiency -- which is 

not your purview -- but mainly, based on the side 

effects.  And, as one of the Board members pointed 

out, we have a lawsuit pending, because there's [sic] 

a lot of things wrong with this project, that the 

state has overlooked.  One is -- it doesn't comply 

with the local law -- and number two is, that these -- 
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that it's smack in the middle of a migratory path for 

federally-protected birds.  And, if you don't want to 

save the eagles -- out of an environmental point of 

view -- they may be, even, considered a tourist 

attraction.  I mean, it is, because people come here 

to watch . . . 

  Ms. Duncan:  Ms. Lawrence.  Thank you.  Your 

five minutes are up and we would like to include as 

many people, as possible. 

  Ms. Lawrence:  Thank you for your 

consideration. 

Ms. Duncan:  Thank you. 

Mr. Bernardo:  Thank you, Anne.    

Ms. Abbadessa:  . . . ask [inaudible] . . . 

Ms. Duncan:  Do you have others?  You could 

put your name in the chat, or acknowledge in the chat 

that you wish to speak.  We can call on you and unmute 

you, if you are currently muted. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  Chris Stanton.  

Ms. Duncan:  Okay, Chris Stanton.   

Mr. Stanton:  Hi, Stacey and Board members. 

Can you hear me, okay?  

Ms. Duncan:  We can, yes.  Thank you. 

Mr. Stanton:  All right.  Thank you very 
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much for considering our application today.  I 

listened in on the previous session, as well.  And, I 

acknowledge that there are some questions that were 

asked that might require some additional exhibits and 

information be conveyed.  But, let me do the best I 

can to answer some of the questions that were asked in 

the previous session.  And, they may take -- touch on 

some of the points that Ms. Lawrence was referencing, 

as well.  So, one question that was asked the last 

session was, are the HCA amounts that are shown in the 

table essentially guaranteed or locked in?  And, I 

want to emphasize that -- emphatically -- they are.  

Yes -- if the project is built on those mountains, 

shown in that table -- will be paid out to those 

taxing jurisdictions, regardless of the size of the 

ultimate megawatts of the project.  That was a key 

sticking point in the negotiations with the towns -- 

and we went around and around on that.  And, we 

ultimately concluded that in the interest of getting 

the deal done, we were willing to put those amounts in 

there, which are reflective of 121-megawatt project -- 

but, in the event that we were unable to achieve that 

megawatt level, the towns -- through the Host 

Community Agreement, still get those revenues.  So, 
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that was one question.  Another point that was made, 

and, in the comment just before -- as well as in the 

question earlier -- is on property values.  In our 

application -- we can certainly send it to you -- in 

our application to the Siting Board, we reviewed a 

number of property value studies that address property 

values in the vicinity of wind farms in New York 

State, in Pennsylvania, and in Illinois.  I think -- 

were the three referenced -- that is a [sic] Exhibit 4 

in our Article 10 application.  What those -- I think, 

summarizing those studies broadly -- is that they do 

not find a significant impact on property values in 

the long-term, from these projects.  At least one of 

the studies indicates a short-term impact, related to 

the construction period and the uncertainty 

surrounding -- but -- and encourage the Board to 

review that data themselves -- I’ll be happy to send 

it to Stacey, directly after this meeting.  But the 

takeaway from that -- those studies -- in aggregate, 

is -- the impact is really de minimis, if at all 

noticeable on property values. 

  Ms. Lawrence:  I’m sorry. 

Ms. Duncan:  Continue, Chris. 

Mr. Stanton:  All right.  And, I think, the  
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final question and point I'd like to bring up is 

really the question that's been brought up about the 

permanent jobs on these projects.  So, I think we were 

cautioned by our counsel to take a very conservative 

approach here, and just count the folks who will -- at 

any time -- the 30 years -- be employees of Northland 

Power or a subsidiary in this project.  And so -- and 

we also take into account that we're working on 

another project up in Chenango County, and that 

there's likely to be some sharing of people between 

the two projects.  So, we wanted to allocate -- what 

we show in our equation is just the folks allocated to 

the Bluestone Wind project -- at any time in the 

project -- and not in the employ of any of our 

consultancies, our turbine provider -- anyone else.  

So, I want to emphasize that was our approach, and 

perhaps, it's coming back to bite us a little but, 

what you see on all wind projects across the United 

States is a fairly equal number of employees from the 

OEM provider, who are not in our payroll, but will be 

working on this project.  It's the same with power 

plants across the United States -- you have folks from 

whoever it is:  GE, Siemens, etc. -- in-house, who 

were there to maintain these turbines -- these complex 
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pieces of equipment.  And, my final comment is -- sort 

of, one that maybe -- is more left to the Board's 

imagination.  But, given that you have this wind 

project; you've got another one coming in Chenango 

County; you've got other ones in Pennsylvania; you've 

got other ones under development to the west of 

Binghamton; and then you've got a great slug of solar 

projects, also in development -- all chasing the 

state's energy goals.  I don't encourage you guys also 

to think about the economic development and jobs 

created when you get a critical mass of these things, 

in one area, right?  It's -- we can't speak to that 

part of the economic story, because we're just one 

little piece of the puzzle.  But, if you do look to 

parts of the country where there is critical masses of 

these things -- whether it's in west Texas, whether 

it's in Illinois, other parts of the country -- you do 

see that job creation effect associated with -- one of 

the big suppliers of equipment locates -- to be close 

to their clients.  And, I encourage you guys to look 

at that, and if there's any way to take that into 

consideration, I'm happy to answer any questions or 

try to provide additional facts on that, if needed. 
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  Ms. Duncan:  Thank you, Chris.  Your five 

minutes are complete.  Thank you for your comments.  

Others that would like to comment at this time? 

Ms. Abbadessa:  It says -- is it Joanne?  J 

o a m ? 

  Ms. Hornbeck:  Joanne McGibney, probably.   

Chairman Bernardo:  Joan M.? 

Ms. McKiernan:  Oh, I’m sorry.  I’m unmuted 

now, so I can talk to you.  My name is Joan McKiernan. 

I'm sorry that my picture’s in there -- oh, my camera 

isn't on, and my name is shortened -- that [laughs] 

the system does that.  Anyway, I just want to add a 

few comments -- and, I'm sorry, I'm a bit late.  The 

issue that Chris was just talking about in terms of 

the amount of employment that will be produced by 

this, is highly questionable.  You already know about 

the two permanent jobs.  The local labor promises that 

are made, I think -- that we have been watching around 

the state -- and, what happens -- the local laborers 

are ignored.  The wind project in Cassadaga is an 

example, where just as it was under fracking in 

Pennsylvania, labor is ordered from other states.  We 

will not get the labor here in Broome County -- even 

those were very few and temporary jobs.  So, that 
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whole issue of what employment is going to be achieved 

here is highly questionable, and I would ask the IDA 

to examine that.  And, you can't really get ironclad 

promises, because the companies will need to bring 

labor, as they see fit.  The other thing -- I have 

been, in the course of this wind campaign -- I am a 

member of BCCR, and I have been monitoring and 

producing reports on what's going on in Europe.  I 

lived in Ireland for a very long time, and there, 

people are, like us, fighting against wind turbines 

that are going to destroy the environment.  But what's 

happening in Europe is -- the [sic] country after 

country -- they are realizing that there are major 

problems, and these are issues that you should be 

considering.  Number one, in Germany, they're doing a 

very big re-think -- because of the cost of 

electricity -- they're calling it electricity poverty 

right now, as a result of the growth and use of wind 

turbines, which are very, very expensive -- 

electricity for the consumer has become much higher. 

So, they are withdrawing.  And, part of -- and it's 

linked to what is the contribution?  It's not lowering 

the price of electricity, it's increasing it.  But 

it's also putting a hole in the issue about -- and, I 
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am an environmentalist, I had been fighting against 

fracking and for renewable energy for a very long 

time.  Wind and solar are the big promise, but what's 

going on in Europe is they're finding out that it's 

not making enough of a contribution to the production 

of renewable energy.  So, the state's goals are going 

to be to produce a lot of wind -- so -- of wind 

projects and solar projects.  But, how much renewable 

energy is going to be achieved?  What's happening in 

Europe is they're going back -- they're using coal to 

actually make the wind turbines work.  Here in New 

York State, they're using fossil fuels to make the 

turbines -- to make them be manufactured, to be able 

to maintain them, and to keep them going.  So, that's 

contradiction.  So, I will leave it at that and ask 

you to consider all of these issues.  They do question 

whether this is a project that -- at this point, 

should be done -- maybe, later when more research and 

better technology is developed.  And, I hope that kind 

of work and the state should be using that money -- 

not our tax money to go and keep these turbines going 

-- but to put into research and development to get 

renewable energy that is going to really produce the 

goods.  Thank you very much, sir, and women. 
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  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  Kevin McManus.  

Ms. Duncan:  Kevin McManus, are you with us? 

  Mr. McManus:  Good afternoon.  Thank you for 

taking the time to include us in this call this 

afternoon.  Jason wanted to jump on, but he just got 

pulled into something else, so, I told him I would 

convey some of his remarks regarding the project.  The 

county is in full support of the project.  We see that 

as good, well-paying jobs that will help our recovery, 

especially during the COVID era.  We believe it'll 

help our construction industry with labor and local 

labor -- individuals being put back to work.  It'll 

pump more money into our economy, which is greatly 

needed, at this point.  We look at this as a major 

investment in eastern Broome County, which we see as 

vital.  And, the landowners also, will be receiving 

revenues that we hope will be reinvested into the 

local economy.  We're looking for more economic 

development projects in Broome County, so that's one 

of the reasons that we support it -- as well as it'll 

be more money in property taxes.  So, with that in 

mind, the county wanted to be on record as in support 
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of the project.  Thank you for taking time to take our 

call. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Kevin. 

  Ms. Duncan:  Thank you, Kevin. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  Josh Rosenblatt, WBNG. 

  Mr. Rosenblatt:  Hi, everyone.  Can you hear 

me?  Hi.  Thank you so much . . .  

  Ms. Duncan:  Hi Josh. 

Mr. Rosenblatt:  Hi.  Thank you, Stacey -- 

the rest of the Board -- for having me and allowing us 

to participate in this.  I think there's a lot of good 

stuff going on.  I'll be very short.  It's more of 

just a question I hope you can address during the 

other portion of talking about the project, but, with 

all due respect to the members of Bluestone here, and 

Mr. McManus, and everyone else, I've gone to about a 

dozen or so of these meetings about the wind project 

and other wind projects similar in our area -- I have 

yet to hear from a regular Broome County resident 

who's in support of these projects.  If there is one 

on the call today, please feel free to message me -- 

I'd love to hear your thoughts.  I'd want to include 

your voice in the piece.  But, I have yet to hear a 

regular -- just a random county resident, who supports 
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these projects.  So, my question for the Board is, 

while obviously you are an economic development 

agency, I was wondering if public opinion has any kind 

of importance or any kind of role in your ultimate 

decision-making.  Thank you.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you. 

Ms. Duncan:  Are there . .  

Ms. Abbadessa:  Jeffrey Nemeth. [Inaudible.] 

Mr. Neiman:  Hi.  Thank you, everyone, for 

giving me the opportunity to speak.  My name is 

Jeffrey Nemeth.  I work for Northland Power, as the 

Director of Development.  I've had the opportunity to 

work the last, almost 10 years, on different projects 

in New York, and I recognize that a lot of individuals 

have brought up a lot of concerns.  And, I guess, I 

would come in and make a recommendation to the county, 

or to the IDA Board is -- to reach out to other IDA 

Boards.  I think the IDA at Chautauqua or the IDA in 

Lewis County would be great representation of existing 

wind farms, and they would be able to give you 

feedback from their perspective on what's been done 

and what's successful in those communities, and that -

- there's been a lot of issues that have been raised 

here.  And obviously, this isn't a situation in which 
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we get into a debate on the pluses and minuses of a 

wind farm.  But, we do want to take this opportunity 

to say that Northland Power has -- is very committed 

to this project.  We're committed to hiring as much 

local labor, as possible.  I think if you're familiar 

with the NYSERDA process -- as part of the NYSERDA -- 

there are specific requirements, in that a certain 

amount of money needs to be spent in the local 

community, also -- and just, also paying within New 

York.  And those are tasked for -- those are 

requirements that Northland has committed to, and 

would be and will be doing on this project.  Thank 

you. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Jeffrey. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  Is there anyone else that 

would like to speak?  Okay, John.  Nobody else. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you all for your 

comments.  Moving past Public Comment to the Executive 

Director’s report.  Stacey, would you please provide 

us updates? 

  Ms. Duncan:  Yes, thank you, John.  So, a 

few things I wanted to update the Board since we last 

met -- I continue to serve on bi-weekly, or excuse me, 

twice a week calls with the Regional Control Room for 
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the Southern Tier to monitor the status of COVID-19 in 

our community.  So, and continue to weigh in on the 

impacts of that to our business community, to our 

education partners, our workforce partners, as well -- 

as those calls are ongoing.  Will also -- similar 

related to that, we will be hosting a Virtual Town 

Hall with members of the Economic Recovery Cabinet -- 

that's made up of government representatives from 

federal, state and local offices, industry, education 

and non-profits.  That will take place via Zoom on 

October 28th, from 4 to 5:30.  I will get information 

out to the Board, once we have all of the details put 

together.  With regard to some on-going significant 

Strategic Plan Initiatives that we're working on as a 

staff, Broome Talent Task Force is continuing to meet.  

We are finalizing our 2017 through 2020 Progress 

Report on our Workforce Development Strategy that will 

be finalized and published next week.  The Taskforce 

will also be meeting at the end of the month to begin 

crafting -- and I won't call it a post-COVID -- but a 

new Workforce Development Strategy addressing the 

immediate needs for positions in essential areas, as 

well as a long-term strategy, when we do come out of 

this pandemic.  We're also finishing touches on -- 
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making finishing touches on updating our 2017 Broome 

County Housing Report -- that is several years old, 

now.  So, we've been spending the good course of the 

summer, working through staff and our intern, Kevin 

Wu, has been doing a terrific job on updating this.  

We will be having a draft to the Board or -- to take a 

look at -- in the next week and then publish that 

before years’ end.  Our site -- Phase 1 Site Inventory 

is still in process.  We've received a preliminary 

list of sites to prioritize and consider for future 

development, and plan to provide information to the 

Board and presentation in the next few weeks -- and 

more to come on that.  Pursuing possible grant 

opportunities that have been identified to assist with 

costs on the site development for the former BAE site.  

We're looking into some of those.  Brendan's working 

with staff.  We've also gained some assistance through 

Senator Schumer's office -- who, if you recall, 

provided the initial grant assistance to do the 

redevelopment study.  They've offered support, in 

potentially identifying some additional resources for 

us -- and more to come.  We're continuing to market 

and promote the IBM Country Club request for proposals 

for redevelopment that we've issued.  That remains 
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open until the beginning of December -- just to remind 

the Board.  We also received some feedback from Delta, 

who completed a visual structural assessment on the 

northwest portion of the site -- which is the Crocker 

Homestead -- which, I think it's known as, to see if 

that would be included in the overall condemnation -- 

that letter that was provided to us by the town.  We 

just received that information, so I've not yet had 

time to review -- but we'll share that with the Board.  

Staff is continuing to work on a number of 

professional development opportunities, [will] be 

participating in our state association and New York 

State EDC, as well as their workforce partner and 

their joint conference next week.  Brendan and Natalie 

will begin to enroll in classes through our 

partnership and National Development Council.  Amy 

Williamson is currently enrolled in this year’s BLI 

class.  A number of other items related to our 

Leadership Alliance:  we'll be putting together and 

launching a Made in Broome, Buy in Broome promotional 

campaign to encourage people to purchase online from 

local vendors, through the months ahead, as we 

anticipate further restrictions for indoor dining -- 

for continued restrictions, I should say -- 
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potentially, for indoor dining and just mass 

gatherings.  We'll also be continuing to work together 

on a promotional effort to attract those individuals 

looking to maybe leave denser areas.  So, we'll have a 

presentation for the Board in the weeks ahead.  That's 

all I had. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Stacey, thank you.  Are 

there any questions for Stacey on her long list of 

updates? 

  Mr. Bucci:  Yeah, Stacey, a quick question.  

  Ms. Duncan:  Sure. 

  Mr. Bucci:  Have we received any proposals 

for the IBM Country Club site, to date? 

  Ms. Duncan:  We've received a number of 

inquiries and questions related to our requirements.  

Our deadline, I believe is, December 11th.  So, no 

hard proposals yet, but we anticipate those will come 

in near the deadline.  

  Mr. Bucci:  Okay. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Any other questions for 

Stacey, relative to updates?  Once again, thank you, 

Stacey. 

Internal Financial Report through September 



23 
 

30th.  I trust everyone has had an opportunity to look 

at that and open it to questions for Stacey or Tom or 

Theresa.   

Okay, moving on to Loan Activity Report.  

Tom, would you please share with us any updates? 

Mr. Gray:  Nothing specific, John, other 

than the fact that I'm looking at two additional 

loans from the STEED Fund, which is probably going to 

reduce that $68,000.00 amount significantly.  Also, I 

have one on the docket today that will reduce the 

availability of funds for that BR+E Fund, as well.  

However, the upside is -- I believe we're at 14 or 15 

or so emergency loans that we use with a combination 

of these funds.  So, we're out there trying to help 

those businesses get through this crisis, and I think 

we’re at least putting a dent there. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Tom.  Are 

there any questions for Tom?  Thanks, Tom.  

Moving on to New Business.  Resolution 

Approving a $60,000.00 Loan Request from BrightDrive 

HCS, LLC, from the STEED Loan Fund Program, as Set 

Forth in the Commitment Letter Attached Hereto, as 

Exhibit “A.”  Tom. 



24 
 

Mr. Gray:  Yeah, and I will be brief with -- 

excuse me -- both of these.  BrightDrive HCS, LLC is a  

consultancy company located in Schoharie, New York.  

It's owned by Miss Tina Wellman.  The company provides 

coding and billing services for various components of 

the medical industry.  Since the healthcare field, in 

general, and elective surgeries, in particular, were 

effectively decreased or entirely shut down during the 

COVID-19 crisis, sales for BrightDrive, were severely 

negatively impacted.  The company requires additional 

emergency financing to cover existing operating costs 

and new payroll costs, as it tries to recover lost 

sales.  The Loan Committee and I are recommending 

approval of this request for the following reasons:  

their projections indicate adequate cash to cover the 

debt, and more importantly, all seven and a half full-

time employees in Schoharie County, and three new 

full-time employees, will be created within three 

years.  [Inaudible.] 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Well good.  I'm sorry, I 

cut you off.   

  Mr. Gray:  . . . that the Board look 

favorably on this request. 
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  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you. I should have 

waited for that last sentence.  I'm sorry about that.  

Are there any questions for Tom on this request?  Is 

there a motion? 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  John Stevens. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Is that John Stevens?  

  Ms. Abbadessa:  [Inaudible] . . .mute. 

  Ms. Duncan:  You’re on mute.  [Inaudible.] 

  Mr. Howard:  I second it.  Wayne.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Wayne.  I 

trust that John Stevens is swinging at it and trying 

to make the motion.   

[Laughs.] 

Chairman Bernardo:  All those in favor, say 

I.  

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Anyone opposed?  Motion 

carried.  

Resolution Approving a $25,000.00 Loan 

Request from Gordon Dusinberre, dba Northside 

Automotive, from the BR+E Loan Fund Program, as Set 

Forth in the Commitment Letter Attached Hereto, as 

Exhibit “A.”  Tom. 
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Mr. Gray:  Mr. Dusinberre’s business has 

been operating for 26 years.  Northside Automotive 

provides custom -- customary car services from routine 

maintenance to complex repairs.  Even though Northside 

Automotive has been open since the COVID-19 crisis 

began, sales have drastically diminished, due in part 

to long-time customers either losing their jobs or a 

reluctance to leave their residence and get car 

repairs.  Emergency financing is still necessary to 

cover costs such as payroll, insurance, utilities and 

lease payments until sales return to pre-COVID levels.  

The Loan Committee and I are recommending approval of 

the request for the following reasons:  all five full-

time employees will be retained for the three years 

required, and there's certainly enough adequate cash 

to cover the debt. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Tom.  Are 

there any questions for Tom?   

Chairman Bernardo:  If not. . . 

Mr. Stevens:  I’ll move. 

Chairman Bernardo:  . . . I’ll entertain a 

motion.  

  Mr. Stevens:  I'll move to approve.  
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Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, John.  Is 

there a second?  

Mr. Mirabito:  Joe seconds.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Joe. All 

those in favor, say I. 

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Any opposed?  Motion 

carried.  

Resolution Accepting an Application from 

Vestal Asphalt, Inc., and Authorizing a Sales and Use 

Tax Exemption in an Amount not to Exceed $20,000.00, 

Consistent with the Policies of The Agency in 

Connection with the Renovation and Equipping of the 

Property and Building Located at 220 Stage Road, in 

the Town of Vestal, Broome County, New York.  Stacey -

- a little background on this, please. 

Ms. Duncan:  Yeah, this [inaudible] 

application in your packet for our Small Business 

Incentive Program -- our Sales Tax Exemption Program 

from Justin Guiles, on behalf of Vestal Asphalt, Inc.  

Vestal Asphalt, which has been operating in Vestal, 

for a number of years, adjacent to what is now the 

rail trail, has purchased additional buildings and is 

looking to renovate some of those buildings, including 
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their existing structure, to house corporate offices.  

So, they're sort of doing a renovation and 

consolidation of some of their operations, and as 

such, have sought out the potential benefit of this 

program.  The total benefit amount is $20,000.00, 

which is well below the threshold to require [a] 

Public Hearing.  So, action by the Board today would 

approve those benefits and enable him to move forward 

with that. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Stacey.  

Mayor, did this come through Governance? 

Mr. Bucci:  It did.  We move it forward, as 

a motion to approve. 

Chairman Bernardo:  We have a motion on the 

floor.  Anybody wishing to second? 

Mr. Stevens:  I'll second.  John. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, John.  All 

those in favor, say I. 

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Any opposed?  Motion 

carried.  

Mr. Peduto:  Jim.  I’m a nay.  Oh yes, I’m 

sorry.  I was all balled up today.  I'm good.  
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Chairman Bernardo:  So, you're in favor of 

that [inaudible].  

Mr. Peduto:  I'm in favor.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Jim. 

Okay, resolution number nine.  [Laughs.]  

You’re trying to throw me, aren’t you? 

Mr. Peduto:  Yeah, we're gonna throw a 

curveball at ‘ya once in a while.  [Laughs.] 

Chairman Bernardo:  Resolution Authorizing a 

Lease/Leaseback Transaction to Facilitate the 

Acquisition, Construction, Installation, and Equipping 

of the Company's Fee, Leasehold and Easement Interests 

in Certain Parcels of Land Located in the Towns of 

Sanford and Windsor in the County of Broome, in the 

State of New York, to be Used Collectively, as a Wind-

Powered Electric Generating Facility, and Appointing 

Bluestone Wind, LLC (The “Company”), as Agent of The 

Agency for the Purpose of Acquiring, Constructing, 

Installing, and Equipping the Project and Authorizing 

the Execution and Delivery of Certain Documents with 

Respect Thereto, Including a Payment in Lieu of Tax 

Agreement, Deviating from The Agency's Uniform Tax 

Exemption Policy, a Sales Tax Exemption Agreement, in 

an Amount Not to Exceed $8,807,628.00 and a Mortgage 
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Tax Exemption in an Amount Not to Exceed 

$1,918,038.00.  Stacey. 

Ms. Duncan:  Thank you, John.  First, to 

just -- to address, I guess, a question that came up 

during the Public Comment period of this meeting from 

Josh Rosenblatt, who I know well, from WBNG.  I did 

want to point out that we do have a structured process 

for listening to public opinion and public comment on 

projects.  So, any time any project is being 

considered or deliberated by this Board, we do have a 

required Public Hearing, and as well, we always take 

comments from the community in any project and forward 

them to the Board.  So, I do -- I think it's important 

to note that public comment -- public opinion is 

something that is always a factor in any decision.  I 

don't want to speak for the Board.  It's not -- it may 

not be the deciding -- but it's always a factor that 

we provide information on any project that we may be 

deliberating on.  So, I would say yes, we do consider 

that as part of the decision-making process.  So, just 

some historical background on this project.  In 2016, 

representatives from then-Calpine came to our office 

and presented this project for the first time -- the 

Bluestone Wind project to our office -- which is the 
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construction of a 124-megawatt wind farm in the Towns 

of Sanford and Windsor.  And, it was at that time, and 

in accordance with our Uniform Tax Exemption Policy, 

that we provided counsel, which was to work with the 

towns and any other relevant taxing jurisdiction on 

the development and negotiation of PILOT benefit.  We 

did not prescribe at that time a term or a per 

megawatt rate or any ratio compared to the HCA, but as 

again, per our policy -- that -- we advised that they 

begin that process in earnest with the taxing 

jurisdictions, which they have done.  Today's 

deliberation by the Board for approval or appropriate 

next steps -- I will add -- of this PILOT benefit, is 

the culmination of more than four years of discussion, 

negotiation, state review, local review -- including 

New York State Article 10 [of the] Siting Board.  It 

also included extensive environmental impact review, 

and as we know, a lengthy public debate process, which 

has led to all the approvals that have brought us here 

today.  Copies of the application, including the Cost 

Benefit Analysis, the PILOT schedule, the Host 

Community Agreement, the Public Hearing transcripts, 

and supplemental Public Comments as we've received 

them, have been provided to the Board.  Also included 
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in the documentation provided is [sic] resolutions in 

support of the PILOT benefit from the tax -- relevant 

taxing jurisdictions, including Broome County 

government, the Town of Sanford, the Deposit Central 

School District, the Town of Windsor, and the Windsor 

Central School District.  And, as I noted before, this 

project has received the approval from the Department 

of Environmental Conservation through the Article 10 

Siting process.  They received that approval in 

December of 2019.  The Board should consider approval 

for these benefits on the following grounds, which is 

often -- it's how we view all of our projects.  Does 

it meet the requirement of our Uniform Tax Exemption 

Policy?  Does it advance economic development through 

net new tax revenues and/or other revenues, for the 

municipalities with which the project is located?  

Does it have job creation benefits?  As we've heard 

today, projects like this -- similarly, housing 

projects -- things that don't create a lot of long-

term permanent jobs, create a lot of front-end 

construction jobs -- and also, this project -- like 

this -- I would make an assumption, creates a lot of 

indirect infrastructure jobs and things like 

installation and long-term maintenance of these 
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facilities.  Has it gained support from relevant 

Siting and Board and taxing jurisdictions?  As I've 

noted before, it has.  At this time, these -- for 

these reasons, the staff and I support this project 

and would recommend approval of the PILOT benefit to 

the Board. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Stacey.  

Mayor, before I ask for your input, I would ask, would 

anybody like to offer any comments or raise any 

questions?  Any of the Board members, that is?   

Mr. Mirabito:  Yeah, John, I'd like to ask a 

few questions here.  I wasn't a part of the Governance 

Committee, so, maybe they were answered prior.  But as 

I was looking at -- and I've been doing a lot of soul 

searching on this, just trying to grasp it and with 

some of my knowledge on this stuff -- one of the basic 

questions I have is -- anytime I get into long-term 

monies I'm looking at, I'd like to know what's behind 

it.  Is -- I'd like to know, is there a Purchase Power 

Agreement in place that Bluestone has with somebody -- 

‘cause [sic], I understand that's pretty common in 

these type [sic] of projects.  And, I think it's 

important to us, because I want to understand where 

this revenue is gonna [sic] come from to meet their 



34 
 

long-term commitments to us.  Has anybody answered 

that question? 

Chairman Bernardo:  I would. . .[inaudible]. 

Ms. Duncan:  [Inaudible.]  John, I would 

recommend -- we have some representatives from 

Bluestone on the line, that could answer that 

question. 

Chairman Bernardo:  I would love one of -- 

one or both of them to answer that.  

Mr. Mirabito:  Good. 

Mr. Stanton:  This is . . .[inaudible]. 

Ms. Duncan:  [Inaudible]. . .to my 

knowledge, I didn’t recall that being asked. 

Mr. Stanton:  Hi there.  This is Chris 

Stanton from Bluestone Wind.  So, we do have -- a 

couple years ago, we were awarded a REC Sales 

Agreement by NYSERDA, so we have a fixed price for the 

life of the project -- a 20-year agreement from 

NYSERDA, for the sale of RECs, and, so that takes care 

of a majority of the revenue that the electricity from 

the project -- at the current moment, has not yet been 

contracted -- although, I will add that NYSERDA is in 

the process, right now, and the Public Service 

Commission is in the process of converting existing 
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fixed REC Agreements into full RAP Power Purchase 

Agreements that cover the energy, as well -- but that 

process is currently right before the Public Service 

Commission. 

Mr. Mirabito:  So, I just want to make sure 

I'm accurate.  So, I'm -- it's accurate for me to say 

that there is not a Purchase Power Agreement in place 

for the electricity produced from this project.  Is 

that accurate? 

Mr. Stanton:  Correct.  Just -- we're just -

- we're [inaudible] just for the RECs.  

Mr. Mirabito:  Okay.  So, I mean, you're -- 

you have -- I'm assuming you have an idea what you're 

going to sell this power for, or is it still up in the 

air?  Is that why there isn't one in place at this 

time? 

Mr. Stanton:  No, absolutely -- we do.  This 

-- that's a liquid market for electricity in New York 

State.  

Mr. Mirabito:  All right.  Okay, and so my 

next question is, if there -- I guess -- there really 

isn't a Purchase Power Agreement, I was gonna [sic] 

ask if the town authorities were able to review it -- 

but I guess, if there isn't one, they couldn't review 



36 
 

it.  My next question is -- who -- what is the usable 

life of these turbines -- and what is Bluestone 

willing to commit to that lifespan?  Is it 18 years?  

Is it 23?  Are you willing to firmly commit to 30?  I 

-- it's a -- I’ve been asking this question -- I 

haven't gotten an answer for it. 

Mr. Nemeth:  So, hi.  This is Jeffrey 

Nemeth.  I did want to clarify one of your questions 

on the PPA.  I would like to point out that every 

operating wind farm in New York has been constructed 

and have been operating for many -- one, as many as 20 

years -- and which they're doing under the REC project 

or under the REC program under NYSERDA.  So, I 

understand -- you have some of the concerns with the 

PPA -- but, please keep in mind that every wind farm 

in the state has been built and constructed under this 

NYSERDA program that buy the RECS on it, and then 

selling the power in the liquid market.  So, one -- 

just be kind of clear on that.  And then, two -- as 

far as the life expectancy of the project goes, we do 

model a 30-year life expectancy on these projects, 

with the anticipation that it would actually -- do -- 

go longer than that.  But for the wind farms, we do 

consider the life expectancy at a minimum of 30 years. 
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Mr. Mirabito:  Okay, all right, and you're 

the expert, Jeffrey.  Everything I've been researching 

is talking about the 20 to 23 years for these 

turbines, not the project, the turbines.   

Mr. Nemeth:  Yes. 

Mr. Mirabito:  Is that accurate, or am I 

being misled on that research? 

Mr. Nemeth:  Well, I -- that could be kind 

of deceiving.  I mean, just for example, with your own 

car -- parts wear out and you need [to] replace parts 

on your car throughout the life of the time you have 

it.  It's no difference than with a wind farm.  That's 

why we have a dedicated workforce to maintaining these 

turbines.  For us -- we want them to last as long as 

possible, so we're going to be taking good maintenance 

of them.  And so yes, during that 30-year period, we 

will be changing out parts on the turbine, as certain 

things do wear out on it. 

Mr. Mirabito:  Okay, and the reason I asked 

this question -- to me -- and I'm not trying to pass 

judgment on it, environmentally or anything -- I'm 

just, kind of, trying to get my arms around the 

financial part of this thing, because I think that's 
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what my job is on the IDA.  And, because, as I look at 

the PILOT in the Host Community Agreement -- as I 

mentioned, in a little work session prior -- I'm 

concerned that the bulk of the revenues that everybody 

is counting on, is -- 40 percent of it is coming out 

in the last 10 years of this project.  So, I kind of 

wanted to get a question answered.  I want to feel 

comfortable that this is really a 30-year project and 

not a 20, because you're -- if your payment schedule 

is 30 -- when I do business, I like to match up the 

usable life of the asset to the obligation, at hand.  

And so, that was the reason for that type of 

questioning.  

Mr. Nemeth:  No, I [inaudible].   

Mr. Mirabito:  Next question. 

Mr. Nemeth:  Fully understand.  Sorry.  

Mr. Mirabito:  Yeah, I'm sorry.  Go ahead.  

Mr. Nemeth:  No, I just want to say, no.  I 

fully understand -- like -- what your concerns on -- 

and, as stated, 30 years -- and, we could point to a 

wind farm that's been operating for 20 years now and 

New York itself -- and that we've seen continued 

projects going through the entire life cycle.  And so, 

understand your concerns on it, but again, we've done 
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our homework on this and, and how they experience -- 

in operating wind farms for long-term.   

Mr. Mirabito:  Okay.  Two more questions, 

John, then, I'll be quiet.  Was there any discussions 

[sic], since I wasn't privy to them, to compress this 

payment schedule into 20 years?  Was [sic] there any 

discussions about that?  Same dollar amount, not 

saying -- I don't want you to pay less money.  

[Laughs.]  But I'm just saying, take the total amount 

and compressing it into a 20-year payment period.  I 

guess . . . 

Mr. Stanton:  This is Chris, from Bluestone. 

I -- we did not discuss that, no. 

  Mr. Mirabito:  Okay, so that request was 

never brought up? 

  Mr. Stanton:  It was -- no, there -- it was, 

early on.  There were requests from the municipalities 

on term and we negotiated to 30 years. 

  Mr. Mirabito:  Okay, that answers my 

question.  Thanks, Chris.  And, then the last question 

is -- John, I don't know, maybe you, or Stacey, or 

somebody can answer this -- so, if this project -- 

because this project’s already been sold once -- if 

Northland gets it built, and -- it’s their prerogative 
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-- if they decide to sell the project to another 

company, does this PILOT and these payment commitments 

go with the sale -- or is this renegotiated upon sale 

of this project? 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Great question.  Joe 

Meagher, you're on the line with us? 

Attorney Meagher:  I am on the line.   

Chairman Bernardo:  Would you offer an 

answer to that question? 

  Attorney Meagher:  Yes.  The PILOT doesn't 

get renegotiated at that point.   

  Mr. Mirabito:  Okay. 

  Attorney Meagher:  Whoever buys, is 

obligated to the terms of the original PILOT . . . 

  Mr. Mirabito:  Okay. 

  Attorney Meagher:  . . .and have to come to 

us for approval, prior to an assignment of this 

obligation.  

Mr. Mirabito:  Okay.  And so, it's at that 

time, we would do our due diligence on the new owner 

of the project and their ability to meet the 30-year, 

or whatever, left on the commitment.  

Attorney Meagher:  Absolutely.  
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Mr. Mirabito:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay, 

John.  I'm done. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Joe, great questions.  

Would anybody else like to ask questions?  Any of the 

Board members, that is?  

Mr. Bucci:  I just have comments, but I'll 

wait.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Okay. 

Mr. Rose:  John, I have a few questions.  

Brian. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Brian.  Feel 

free. 

Mr. Rose:  And, so, the previous questions 

were really aimed at how much confidence can we have 

and the capacity of the company to meet its 

obligations under the Host Community Agreement and the 

PILOT.  I’ve got a related set of questions, and I'm 

really just trying to understand the terms of those 

agreements, as clearly as I can.  So, his first 

question -- there are going to be costs associated 

with developing the project, that are costs about 

municipal infrastructure -- the roads, for example.  

So, is the obligation of the applicant to pay all of 

those costs in full, and also make the Host Community 
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Agreement payments to the taxing jurisdictions, or is 

there any offset, one or the other?  In other words, 

at some point, is there any opportunity, or 

possibility, I should say -- that the taxing district 

has to bear any expenses with respect to developing 

infrastructure [inaudible]. 

Attorney Spitzer:  Are you looking for an 

answer that question sir, ‘cause [sic] we can 

certainly answer it for you now, if allowed to do so. 

Mr. Rose:  I am looking for an answer to 

that question.   

Attorney Spitzer:  Thank you.  This is 

Daniel Spitzer, Attorney for Bluestone.  The wind farm 

entered into a -- well -- entered into a Road Use 

Agreement, with the . . . 

Ms. _______ (Kelly):  Well. . . 

Attorney Spitzer:  . . . separate from the 

dollar amounts.   

Unknown:  . . .in Deposit . . . I had a 

message that . . . 

Ms. Duncan:  Excuse me.  Anyone that's not 

speaking -- can you please mute your computers?  We're 

getting some background. 
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Attorney Spitzer:  So, the Road Use 

Agreement is designed to address exactly the question 

you raised, and here's the way a Road Use Agreement 

works.  You look at the roads you're going to use for 

your project, and the towns and the county -- if it's 

a county road, and the state -- if it’s a state road -

- go out and look at the road, and they decide what 

improvements need to be done, if any, in order to 

handle the road.  And, they do an inspection of all 

the roads and create a baseline.  The company then 

comes in, does improvements if they need to, then 

comes in and builds the project.  There's a bond put 

up, relative to that, to ensure that the roads get 

rebuilt, to no less than the standard of improvement.  

So, the roads are as good, or better afterward, every 

single nickel of that is on the company's expense to 

do, and it's backed up by a bond.  So, the -- that 

municipal service -- and these projects don't create 

municipal services -- there's no children going to the 

schools -- because there's not a lot of activity.  

They don't create impacts on the municipalities.  But 

what impacts they do create, are exactly the ones you 

just said -- so, the roads during construction, and 
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therefore, the agreement puts that cost on the 

company. 

Mr. Rose:  And, has the company capped its 

obligations on those expenses at any level, or 

whatever it is, it is, and they have full 

responsibility? 

Attorney Spitzer:  I'll defer to Jeff, and 

or Chris, if they have an answer to that, but I've 

negotiated a lot of these agreements for 

municipalities, and for towns, that -- as well as for 

developers.  I've never seen one that was capped.  If 

you create a need for a road improvement, you have to 

pay it. 

Mr. Stanton:  Correct, Dan.  So, we executed 

Road Use Agreements with the Town of Sanford, the Town 

of Windsor and Broome County.  None of those 

agreements include a cap, like you're referencing. 

Mr. Rose:  Next, and Chris -- I think you -- 

in your statement -- answered this question in his 

comments, but I just want to make sure I understand it 

fully -- to the extent that a project doesn't perform 

as you anticipate, or active model, I should say -- 

there is no risk to the HCA payments to the taxing 

districts.  Correct?  So, in other words -- let me be 
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more precise:  if instead of being able to install 27 

turbines, you can only install 18 -- does the taxing 

district receive any less? 

Mr. Stanton:  It does not.  No.  The amount 

is the same, irrespective of the number of megawatts 

installed. 

Mr. Rose:  And, if the productivity of the 

turbines, once installed, is less than you have 

modeled or the efficiency of the turbine, is there any 

reason that the payments would be reduced to the 

communities?   

Mr. Stanton:  No.  No, there would not.   

Mr. Rose:  And lifespan -- if the lifespan 

isn't what you have modeled, is there any --  

in terms of the agreement -- any risk to the community 

that you won’t pay them that amount? 

Mr. Stanton:  In the event that the project 

is decommissioned, payments would cease, just as it 

would with any industrial facility or other power 

plant. 

Mr. Rose:  Just so I understand that more 

clearly:  so, let's say in year 15, the project -- for 

whatever reason -- is decommissioned.  Host Community 

Agreements then cease, correct? 
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Mr. Stanton:  Yes, if we were -- if we 

decommission -- and once decommissioning is complete, 

and we've met the burden under our permit for 

decommissioning requirements, yes.  In that very 

unlikely scenario, yes, the payments would cease. 

Mr. Rose:  This next question is a business 

risk question, in a sense.  I'm looking for the degree 

to which your payments under the Host Community 

Agreement are secure.  So, in the unlikely event, you 

go bankrupt, what happens? 

Mr. Stanton:  So, the -- Jeffrey, you can 

jump in -- but, these would be -- very high priority 

of payments out of the wind farm itself.  So, we 

would, of course, have to pay our suppliers, and 

employees, and of course, make our property tax 

payments.  That would be -- those would be high up in 

any type of prioritization of payments.  Did you want 

to add anything on that Jeffrey?  

Unknown:  No. . . [inaudible]. 

Mr. Nemeth:  Yeah.  So, if a project does go 

into bankruptcy, what we do find is -- or I should 

say, what we would find is -- what we would expect to 

happen is that the bankruptcy judge would then 

identify the revenue stream for this project, and then 
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the appropriate taxing parties and the individuals 

that would be required to get paid.  And then, the 

judge would then step in, and assign a company that 

would then be responsible for maintaining and 

operating the wind farm during that time period.  And 

then, to ensure that any of the taxing, or land owners 

are being paid, what was established within their 

leases -- or any other type of agreement, such as the 

IDA.   

Mr. Rose:  Thank you.  Moving to the PILOT, 

now -- the PILOT payments.  And, first of all, the 

schedule of PILOT payments -- and, this may be a very 

minor issue -- but, I thought what should be the case 

is, if I took the -- a mouse and it moves over the 30 

years of payment, multiply it by the 121.8, that I 

should get the number on the other side of that chart.  

There's some minor -- after the first couple of years, 

though, there is [sic] some minor discrepancies -- 

meaning, the numbers don't multiply out in that way.  

Is that simply -- I don’t know -- a formula error, or 

is there something I'm missing in terms of how they 

have been calculated? 

Attorney Spitzer:  We can ask Stacey to an 

answer if she disagrees, but my understanding is that 
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the chart simply is the starting number, times the 

multiplier.  If there's any mathematical error, we'll 

make sure that's corrected before any agreement is 

obviously signed.  But, it -- you -- it is -- the 

chart is intended to be -- and I defer to the staff, 

if they prepared any differently -- but it is simply 

the starting number times the escalator each year over 

the period of years.  

Mr. Rose:  Okay, so that -- there are some 

errors, and then, I just want to clarify, if I was 

missing anything.  Next, there are -- I guess -- some 

contingencies -- and I'm going back to the meeting 

where we approved placing this on the agenda.  There 

was some conversation at that point, about different 

factors that would influence up or down, the final 

payment amounts -- and, I need to understand those 

better.  So, if the number of turbines that the 

project consists of, would it be reduced?  Does that 

impact the PILOT payment and explain the relationship, 

if it does? 

Mr. Stanton:  Yes, it would, under the chart 

that was just referenced.  We -- assuming -- so, I 

guess two questions -- two parts of this.  It's really 

about the total number of megawatts in the project, 
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not so much the number of turbines.  And the reason I 

caveat that is that the megawatts per turbine is 

different, depending on which turbine model is 

selected.  So, you could have in this project, a 

turbine as small as like -- around four megawatts, or 

one as large, I believe, on our application -- I think 

is 5.5 megawatts, if I'm remembering off the top of my 

head correctly.  And so, that would affect -- in the 

case where you had only -- you lost a couple -- you 

only had 25 turbines, or 24 turbines, say -- but each 

unit was a larger name-plate rating, you could still, 

in theory -- with that many locations -- still get up 

to the 121.8 megawatts that's referenced in the chart.  

But assuming all other things being equal, that it's 

the same technology, [inaudible] location -- yes, the 

amount would be adjusted downwards, at the $1,900.00 

per megawatt rate.  And, so the -- although the HCA 

amount would not change under this chart that we've 

included in our application, the PILOT portion of our 

payments would be decreased. 

Mr. Rose:  Oh, and I'm just trying to 

understand that relationship, mathematically.  So -- 

and I understand your point -- that there's two 

variables that both the number of turbines and the 
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output of each service -- and that they -- project is 

-- that the payments are tied to the aggregate of the 

combination of those two factors.  So, if the number 

of turbines goes down, and therefore, the output goes 

down, then it's kind of a straight math, right?  If it 

doesn't produce 121.8 megawatts, and instead it 

produces 90, then, roughly 25 percent of the payment 

is lost.  Is that correct? 

Mr. Stanton:  Yes, in that scenario, it 

would be -- however, there is. . . 

Attorney Spitzer:  As well as the tax -- 

financial incentives also decrease, accordingly.  But 

that's absolutely right.  I'm sorry, Chris.  I didn't 

see you speaking.  My apologies. 

Mr. Stanton:  Yeah, the only thing I'd add 

is, there is -- I can’t remember off top my head -- 

but there's a lower value at which we can't really go 

below and not -- the project will not be economically 

viable at some point.  So, it's -- I'd say that, for 

example, what you're referencing is probably an 

unlikely outcome where we -- that would probably be 

too low.  

Mr. Rose:  And, can you give me some sense 

as to what you would think the floor would be, then? 
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  Mr. Stanton:  I would say -- not really 

anything much below 100 megawatts. 

  Mr. Rose:  Okay.  The -- and so that -- it 

began in really rough terms -- at the top of the 

floor, would be an approximately -- a 20 percent 

reduction from the 121 [inaudible], right?  Maybe 

that's not quite 20 percent, you get 100?  It's a 

linear relationship, but . . . 

Mr. Stanton:  Sixteen percent -- in that, 

and that's . . . 

Mr. Rose:  Next.  There is some litigation -

- I don't know its content.  If I understand some of 

the other people that have commented upon the project, 

that litigation could potentially result in a 

reduction of the number of turbines that are cited in 

the project.  I guess:  A) Do I understand that 

correctly?  B) Can anybody give me some sense as to 

the status of that litigation, and see if the 

litigation has any continuing viability?  How many 

turbines are potentially at risk? 

Attorney Spitzer:  Chris or Jeff -- you can 

address that, or I can address where the status is.  

My understanding in -- that was filed in the 3rd 

Department in Albany, which is required.  It goes 
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directly to a [sic] Appellate court in these cases.  

The question before the court is whether or not the 

Board acted appropriately based on the record that was 

built, or acted in violation of the law.  The primary 

arguments, as I understand them, are whether or not 

the record should have reflected a law that was 

changed after the record closed in the opinion of the 

Siting Board, and whether that should have been 

considered by the Siting Board.  The Siting Board said 

that if that was the way the law worked, that you 

could change it after the record close, then the towns 

-- or would have an effective veto, by being able to 

constantly change the law.  That has been appealed.  

In addition, the Siting Board reached a number of 

environmental conclusions, as your Executive Director 

referred to, and they are challenging those.  The 

standard there is, whether or not the record supports 

the decision.  Courts do not look at whether or not a 

Board made a correct decision.  They don't look at 

whether or not the wisdom of decision, they look at 

whether or not the law was followed and whether or not 

the record supports that there was a rational 

determination.  We are of the belief that we will 

prevail in the legislation, as we prevailed on the 
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rehearing of the issues before the Siting Board.  I 

would suspect that Miss Lawrence has a different 

opinion on that matter, as does her counsel, but we 

are fairly comfortable that the outcome will continue 

to support this.  This also goes, sir -- if I may -- 

to one of the questions that you or someone else 

raised earlier -- what happened if the legislation 

doesn't go the way of the developer?  And the answer 

is -- you get to keep our money.  We enter into a 

closing with you, we pay our first fee, you get to 

keep it.  There's no clawback by us.  If we don't 

build the project, then you don't give us any tax 

benefits.  But there is no downside to The Agency, to 

proceeding, while the litigation is continuing. 

Mr. Rose:  That's helpful.  Thank you. 

Last.  I think it's my last question.  The -- there 

has been some contention around impact on property 

valuations.  Has anybody, in prior conversations, 

identified in some fashion, the number of properties 

that have site impact, the view impact, as a result of 

the installation, and they're -- probably the number 

of properties and their current assessed value.  In 

other words, how many -- if somebody believed, for 

example, that the property values of the sites that 
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were within a sight distance of the turbines -- any of 

the turbines -- could be impacted by 2 percent, 

negative 2 percent.  I'm trying to understand how much 

money that could be.  So -- and the 2 percent isn't 

important.  I'm just trying to get some sense as to 

the -- how do I -- if I think there's some impact 

there, asking if anything in the record establishes 

how much valuation is at risk. 

  Mr. Stanton:  I guess that the short answer 

is we have not done that analysis, because we don't 

agree with the premise of it.  But there would be a 

reduction.  However, as part of the Article 10 

application, we did have to assess how many properties 

were -- we created viewshed maps that sketched out how 

many properties had some view of the turbines, however 

small.  We [were] required to do extensive analysis to 

how many properties -- what sound levels were at 

different properties.  And, we also had to do an 

analysis of important viewsheds, in the view of the 

community, such as tourist landmarks and other 

frequently visited sites.  We had to also complete an 

analysis of what the turbines would look like, from 

those vantage points.  So, those were the types of 

analysis we did.  In terms of looking at the property-
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value impact, which was part of our application -- as 

I mentioned earlier, we did summarize a number of 

academic studies that have been completed on this 

topic.  And, we'd be happy to share that with you. 

  Mr. Rose:  Thank you. 

  Unknown:  [Inaudible.] 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Brian.  Good 

questions.  Would any other Board member like to ask 

questions of the Bluestone folks?   

Okay, Mayor, you listened to some of these 

questions, I'm sure in Governance.  I came in at the 

last minute of the Governance [meeting].  Tell us -- 

please share your comments. 

Mr. Bucci:  I’ll share my comments, and I'll 

just let you know what the results were of the 

meeting.  I'll be very brief.  I kind of divided my 

comments into two points:  aesthetic comments, and 

then, the practical comments related to the PILOT.  My 

aesthetic concerns were that I wanted to emphasize to 

all those residents in eastern Broome, and many who 

are listening right now, that all of us -- regardless 

of where we stand on this project -- are listening to 

what they had to say.  Their concerns were very 

viable.  They were very sincere.  They were very 
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practical.  And, what I did is -- in listening to 

their concerns about the impact on the environment -- 

the impact on the economy -- I referred back to a 

quote that I thought was really significant, by Robert 

F. Kennedy, Jr., when he wrote in The New York Times, 

in opposition to a wind turbine project off the coast 

of Massachusetts.  He said, I do believe that some 

places should be off-limits to any sort of industrial 

development.  I wouldn't build a wind farm in Yosemite 

National Park, nor would I build one on Nantucket 

Sound.  And my reference was, I wouldn't build one in 

eastern Broome County, either, for those same reasons.  

I was also concerned about the impact on the economy, 

especially as we're working to try to attract urban 

residents to upstate New York, eastern Broome -- its 

beauty -- its natural enhancements make it an ideal 

place for that migration that is now occurring -- and 

I was concerned about the impact on that.  But to the 

PILOT, which is really what is before us, the 

rationale to vote for or against the PILOT, I raised a 

couple concerns.  Usually when we give a PILOT of a 

significant size, we're looking -- job creation is one 

of the major factors we look at.  And, the projections 

for the jobs being created have been downsized from 
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initial projections of 150 tradespeople, to now a 

projection of 70 tradespeople -- and a projection of 

from seven full-time jobs to two full-time jobs.  So, 

that was of concern to me.  And -- I guess -- finally, 

the taxpayers -- who the federal and state government 

are already putting 40 percent of financing into this 

project -- approximately 40 percent of it is going to 

be funded by state and federal monies, which, is the 

taxpayers.  And I guess from my philosophical point of 

view, I feel that's a pretty significant contribution 

already from the taxpayers.  So, and then finally, the 

30-year PILOT -- I have a little bit of concern about 

the length of that PILOT.  I think that exceeds really 

what the real life is going to be of the turbines, 

which many believe is in the 20-year range.  So, those 

are concerns I raised.  There were others raised.  I 

don’t know if anybody else -- Brian asked his 

questions.  I know if anybody else wants to speak.  

But to the point, I guess when -- after we discussed 

it, we were not able to move forward with a motion on 

this particular resolution. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Mayor.  Are 

there any other comments from the Board members?  

Hearing none, let us take a vote. 
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Natalie -- or, yeah, Natalie -- would you do 

a roll call vote, please?  Yes, is in favor and no is 

against. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  All right, I'm just going to 

go in order -- how I see it on my screen, here.  Jim 

Peduto. 

  Mr. Peduto:  No. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  Rich Bucci. 

Mr. Bucci:  No. 

Ms. Abbadessa:  Wayne Howard. 

Mr. Howard:  No. 

Ms. Abbadessa:  John Stevens. 

Mr. Stevens:  Yes. 

Ms. Abbadessa:  John Bernardo. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Yes. 

Ms. Abbadessa:  Joe Mirabito.  He’s muted.  

Unmute ya’.   

Mr. Mirabito:  No. 

  Ms. Abbadessa:  Dan Crocker.  Dan?   

Mr. Howard:  He just texted me -- votes no.  

I don't know why he's not coming through. 

Ms. Duncan:  Brian. 

Ms. Abbadessa:  Oh, I'm sorry, Brian.  

You're right here in front of me.   
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[Laughs.]   

Ms. Abbadessa:  I'm sorry.  I'm looking at 

my screen.  Brian Rose?  

Mr. Rose:  Yes. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Okay, the motion fails.  

We will move on to item number 10.  

A Resolution Authorizing an Amendment to the 

October 16th, 2019 Sales and Use Tax Exemption 

Agreement for the Spark Broome, LLC Lease/Leaseback 

Project to Include an Extension from October 16th, 

2020, Through and Including October 16th, 2021, as 

well as an Increase in the Sales and Use Tax Exemption 

in an Amount of $385,000.00 for a Total Sales and Use 

Tax Exemption in an Amount Not to Exceed $585,000.00. 

Stacey.  

Ms. Duncan:  Yes.  This is an application 

from . . . excuse me.  Can you mute your phones, if 

you're still on the line?  A request from Praveen 

Kamath, owner of AOM, Principal of AOM Investments, 

LLC, for the project at 128 Grand Avenue, which is 

also known as The Lofts at JC Market Rate Housing.  

Due to price increases related to COVID-19 and costs 

and delays that also increased costs for his 

construction of his project, he's seen an increase in 
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his overall costs and is requesting -- and I did 

misspeak, I want to correct myself -- the total 

increase in cost is 46,000.  His original exemption 

was 232, and his new request is 270,844 [sic].  So, 

making a total of a -- about a $46,400.00 increase -- 

within our threshold of $100,000.00.  The action by 

the Board today would approve that measure. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Okay, so Stacey, I think 

you gave us details on item number 11, when, in fact, 

we're talking about item number 10.  Did I . . . 

Ms. Duncan:  Okay, I jumped ahead.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Did I throw you off by 

any chance? 

Ms. Duncan:  I jumped ahead. I was on -- 

Yeah. 

Chairman Bernardo:  [Laughs.]  But we'll 

save your comments that you just made for a moment or 

two later. 

Ms. Duncan:  Yeah, so this is a request in 

the total sales tax dollar amount for Spark Broome, 

which is also better known as the renovation of the 

former Sears building, which is a multi-use facility 

including Beer Tree Brew Company renovation for some 

of the space, the Broome County Office of Employment 
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and Training, and Lourdes Wellness Aquatic Center and 

also some medical and clinical offices.  The reason 

for the cost of the increases relatedly, is increase 

of supplies due to COVID-19, and delays therein.  

Also, there was a transition of some of the office 

space redesigned to use some office space as medical 

and clinical space, which increased costs.  We did 

host a Public Hearing on this event on October 19th.  

That Public Hearing transcript has been provided and 

the action today would approve those benefits. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Stacey.  

Mayor, did this go through Governance? 

Mr. Bucci:  It did. We move it forward, as a 

motion to approve. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Mayor.  

There's a motion.  Is there a second?  

Mr. Peduto:  Jim, second.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Jim, thank you.  All 

those in favor, say I. 

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Any opposed?  Motion 

carried.  

Okay, Resolution Authorizing an Amendment to 

the May 9th, 2019 Sales Tax Agreement with AOM 128 
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Grand Avenue, LLC Lease/Leaseback Project to Include 

an Increase in the Sales and Use Tax Exemption in an 

Amount of $46,400.00 for a Total Sales and Use Tax 

Exemption in an Amount Not to Exceed $278,400.00.   

You heard Stacey's comments.  I hope you 

remember what she said.  If not, we can ask her to 

repeat it.   

Okay, Mayor, did this come through your 

group?   

Mr. Bucci:  It did.  We move it forward, as 

a motion to approve. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Mayor.  Is 

there a second? 

Mr. Stevens:  I'll second.  John. 

Chairman Bernardo:  John Stevens seconded. 

All those in favor, say I. 

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Any opposed?  Motion 

carries.  

 Item number 12 -- you should have received 

-- if you didn't, my apologies, but I asked by way of 

-- or, I sent an email earlier today to the Board 

members, indicating that I'd like to table this 

particular resolution and move it to November, as 
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Cheryl, who wanted to participate in the discussion 

could not participate in our call today.  In light of 

the fact that this is a discussion that -- if we move 

forward with it, is a commitment by this organization, 

not only in sizeable dollars, but it's a 25-year 

commitment -- I think it's important to allow 

everybody to weigh in on it, which is why I've tabled 

it and asked staff to move it to November.  Okay.  

With that . . . 

Mr. Stevens:  John, John. . .  

Chairman Bernardo:  Yes, John. 

Mr. Bucci:  John, I agree wholeheartedly 

with your sentiment.  I'm just wondering -- I believe 

that the budget already reflects an increase in 

retirement benefits, contingent on this being 

approved.  Can we pull that and put it in reserve -- 

that additional amount, so that if we decide to 

approve this later, we can add it back in, rather than 

approving the budget with it already in there -- 

which, I think might give some sense of tacit 

approval? 

Chairman Bernardo:  Yeah.  We can . . .  

Mr. Stevens:  John.  John.  

Ms. Duncan:  John. 
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Mr. Stevens:  John. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Yes, John. 

Mr. Stevens:  My understanding is that this 

budget has to be submitted within a matter of a couple 

of days, I think.  Stacey, correct me if I'm wrong. 

Ms. Duncan:  I can comment to that.   

Mr. Stevens:  We need to -- the reason we 

want to include that benefit is, we can always reduce 

the budget that's been submitted, but we will not be 

allowed to go back and increase the budget that was 

submitted.  So. . .  

Ms. Duncan:  If I may . . . 

Mr. Stevens:  Yes, go ahead, Stacey. 

Ms. Duncan:  If I may comment -- and I'd 

like to comment on the timing and the process by which 

this was presented.  So, the timing of this month -- 

you're correct, John -- per ABO requirements, we are 

required by law to submit a budget by October 31.  We 

typically always do that in October -- our October 

Board session, as we're doing today.  As far as the 

process and why it was included, as part of a budget 

item is -- number one, it is a part of our operational 

budget and income and expense.  In addition, it would 

also require a resolution -- supporting resolution to 
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New York State, which I believe requires the Board -- 

the approved budget.  So, the process is that if the 

Board approves the budget, as presented today, we can 

then -- by our deadline, submit our budget to PARIS to 

our PARIS reporting system, or to the ABO.  We cannot 

go back in through that system and add to the budget, 

however, should the Board next month decide they don't 

want to pursue the pension plan, there's no -- we just 

simply wouldn't pursue the next action with the state 

-- so, we can modify the budget down, but they would 

request, along with the supporting resolution, that 

the amount has been included in the budget, if that 

makes sense.  So it's . . . 

Mr. Bucci:  Okay.  I can live with that. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you.  I would ask 

the Treasurer to talk with us about the budget, if he 

will, and share with us comments from the Finance 

Committee. 

  Mr. Stevens:  Sure -- and Stacey, jump in 

anytime.  The budget was sent out to all of you, in 

advance, so you've had an opportunity to look at it.  

There's nothing really too significant from our 

ongoing operations, other than the benefit line -- 

which we just discussed -- and that's really about 
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$70,000.00, as I recall our conversation in Finance.  

So, the dollars -- when you look at the benefit 

expense -- would go down, to about. . . 

  Ms. Duncan:  It would -- John -- I have it . 

. . 

  Mr. Stevens:  Two hundred two thousand. . .  

Ms. Duncan:  Yeah, I have it here -- the 

benefit line would be 202,748, if the -- without the 

pension.  So, it would be an additional 72,000, and 

that includes, as was discussed in the Finance 

Committee meeting, the cost of prior service time for 

staff -- is included in that -- and that -- yeah, 

we’ll -- we can discuss that when we discuss the 

pension. 

Mr. Stevens:  The other item I would draw 

your attention to is the first item on the income 

section, and that's 460,000 and change.  That's 

relative to the 265 issue.  That's assuming that all 

the payments resume and we get paid. 

Ms. Duncan:  That’s right.  That is the most 

conservative amount included in our agreement, 

currently.  So, that includes payments that would be 

due upon -- on or around January, on or before, I 
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should say -- January 8th of 2021.  That is a 

principal and monthly P&I payment. 

Mr. Stevens:  Correct. 

Ms. Duncan:  [Inaudible.] 

Chairman Bernardo:  John, any other comments 

or Stacey?  

Mr. Stevens:  No. 

Ms. Duncan:  [Inaudible] . . .be a 

modification, with -- yes, there would need to be a 

modification with regard to Bluestone -- we did 

include it, contingent upon approval, of course. 

Chairman Bernardo:  So, that requires a 

modification, at least at this time, right, before we 

submit?  

Ms. Duncan:  Yes, we would have to back that 

amount out of income, then that's the -- project -- we 

would collect per any project that we close, and that 

was . . .  

Mr. Stevens:  That was the 150,000 item. 

Ms. Duncan:  That, and if you recall the 

structure, that was a term payment. . . 

Chairman Bernardo:  Correct. 

Ms. Duncan:  . . . to the organization. 

Mr. Stevens:  And that's the 150. 
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Chairman Bernardo:  Yep.  

Mr. Gray:  So, we back out of it 

[inaudible]. 

Ms. Duncan:  Yeah.  Um-hum. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Are there any comments 

from the Board, or questions from the Board? 

  Mr. Bucci:  John. 

  Mr. Crocker:  [Inaudible.] 

  Mr. Bucci:  Go ahead. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Mayor.  Go ahead.   

  Mr. Bucci:  Oh, Dan, go ahead first.  

  Mr. Crocker:  No, I just want to make sure I 

can be heard now -- and just for the record, my vote 

was no on the Bluestone for that, because there's 

[sic] too many variables to give a definitive answer 

at this time -- and I agree with a lot of the comments 

of the Board.  So, I just want to make sure that I am 

heard and for the record, that my vote was no, and on 

everything else, I was in agreement.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Dan.  

Mr. Crocker:  Thank you. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Of course. 

Mr. Bucci:  John, just one comment.  First 

of all, when we were talking during the Bluestone, I 
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did comment and compliment the staff.  I know how hard 

they worked.  And, I also believe we have a solid 

staff, and they work very hard.  But I am concerned 

about a 4 percent salary increase, not because they 

don't deserve it, but I just think at this time, we're 

at 9.6 unemployment rate in Broome County.  I know a 

lot of employees are -- public employees are taking 

zeros, furloughs and layoffs are continuing, and I 

just think, for being the premier Economic Development 

Agency, I don't know if this is the right message to 

send right now.  They were giving employees 4 percent, 

which is well above the cost of living. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Mayor.  Are 

there any other comments or questions from the Board?  

Okay, so we have a -- we have a resolution that came 

out of Finance that is asking for approval of this 

budget, recognizing that there's a potential variable 

in the benefits line.  We all know why that's in 

there.  We also know that may change pending our 

discussion in November, relative to joining or not 

joining State Retirement System.  We also know that 

the Bluestone PILOT fee of 150,000, based on today's 

vote, needs to be removed from revenue.  

Mr. Stevens:  Right.  
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Chairman Bernardo:  And, we acknowledge that 

the 265 is what the 265 is -- it's the deal that we 

crafted, as you all know, months and months ago.  And 

the Mayor has raised a question, or he's raising a 

comment relative to raises -- across the board raises 

-- and keep in mind those raises are for staff, not 

for Stacey.  Stacey is -- there's no raise in this for 

Stacey.  Okay.  With all those variables in mind, 

where do we go from here? 

Mr. Stevens:  Well, the Finance Committee 

is -- moved to recommend approval of the budget to the 

Board, and I guess I would amend that, with the 

adjustments you just pointed out. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  The adjustment being the 

$150,000.00 revenue item. 

  Mr. Stevens:  Correct.  

  Chairman Bernardo:  Is the -- I guess the 

salary line -- do we leave that in there, and we 

debate that at a later date, as well, or do we -- does 

someone make a motion to change that to something 

other than it is?    

  Mr. Stevens:  Obviously, the Finance 

Committee was comfortable with it. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Right. 
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  Mr. Bucci:  Well, I'll make a motion in the 

alternative and see where -- just for discussion sake.  

Initially, I was for a zero, but Social Security 

recipients are getting 1.3 percent increase.  So, I 

could live with that, I believe.  I make a motion for 

1.3 salary increase. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Is there a second? 

  Mr. Crocker:  That increase -- that's on 

salary alone, right?  

  Chairman Bernardo:  That is correct.  

  Mr. Crocker:  Doesn't include benefits?  

  Chairman Bernardo:  That is correct. 

  Mr. Crocker:  I mean, in the world that I 

even have to bargain in, I'm lucky if I get 2 percent, 

and we have to take our benefits out of that.  

[Inaudible.] 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Dan, is that a second? 

  Mr. Crocker:  I second it. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Okay, so the suggestion 

-- the motion is to increase salaries by 1.3 percent.  

It's been seconded.  I'm going to take -- let's take a 

vote on that, and then we'll move on to the budget 

itself.  All those in favor say, I. 

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   
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Chairman Bernardo:  Yeah.  Any opposed?   

  Mr. Rose:  No. 

  Mr. Stevens:  Yeah, I'm opposed.  

  Mr. Mirabito:  So, if we if we oppose, it 

means we're saying the 4 percent is okay. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Correct.  

  Mr. Mirabito:  Yeah. Okay.  That's me.  

[Laughs.] 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Joe, you're good with 

the 4 percent? 

  Mr. Mirabito:  Yeah, whatever. 

  [Laughs.] 

  Mr. Mirabito:  I understand what Rich is 

saying, and, I mean, usually I like to look at this -- 

which we can, together -- the wages and the benefits 

together -- in my mind, I kind of -- so, I understand 

what Rich is saying -- but we have another discussion 

coming up next month. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  So, that's the question 

I would ask -- let me -- Mayor, try to accommodate me 

on this one.  Shall we table that 4 percent discussion 

until November, along with the retirement discussion? 

  Mr. Bucci:  Right.  Because again, you can 

reduce, but you can’t add. 
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Chairman Bernardo:  Exactly.  

Mr. Bucci:  Okay, the reason why I was a 

little confused -- in city government, you could 

always pull money out of a line and put it in a 

reserve fund, and then move it to another line.  But 

obviously, this process is different, which is fine.  

I'm comfortable with doing that -- we can we can move 

both these issues, and have the money in there, and if 

we decide to reduce it, then we're good, and things 

stay copacetic.  So, I'm all right with that. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you.  Dan, are you 

okay to retract your second on that? 

Mr. Crocker:  Yeah, that's fine, Chairman. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Very good.  So, the -- 

back to the Treasurer -- I think we're looking at a 

budget with one modification -- that being removing 

the PILOT -- the expected PILOT revenue from 

Bluestone, of 150,000.  Is there a motion to approve 

the budget with that one modification? 

Mr. Howard:  John made the motion, didn’t 

he, John? 

  Mr. Stevens:  Yes, he did.  Yes.  

  Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, John.  I'm 

sorry.  Is there a second?  
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Mr. Howard:  I will second it.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Wayne. All 

those in favor, say I. 

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Is there anyone opposed?  

Budget is approved, as modified.  Stacey, are we 

[inaudible].  

Mr. Stevens:  Can I just -- why doesn't 

Tom or someone there send out the revision, as just 

approved.  

  Chairman Bernardo:  Great suggestion. 

  Mr. Stevens:  As a basis for next month's 

discussion. 

  Chairman Bernardo:  Great suggestion, John. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Stevens:  Please.  Thank you. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Yep.  Stacey, are we 

destined for Executive Session? 

Ms. Duncan:  I don't have any items unless 

you or any Board members do.  We don’t have any. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Okay, with that in mind, 

is there any old business? 

Okay, I'm looking for a motion to adjourn. 

Mr. Bucci:  Motion.  
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Mr. Stevens:  John.  Just remember you have 

to go -- we have to have the LDC Board Meeting. . . 

Chairman Bernardo:  Yes.  Immediately after 

this. 

Mr. Stevens:  Okay. 

Mr. Bucci:  Motion to adjourn. 

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, Mayor.  Is 

there a second? 

Mr. Stevens:  I'll second.  

Chairman Bernardo:  Thank you, John.  

Mr. Stevens:  This is John. 

Chairman Bernardo:  All those in favor, say 

I.  

Unknown: [I -- in unison.]   

Chairman Bernardo:  Opposed?  We are 

adjourned.  

 

[The meeting was adjourned on a motion by Mr. Bucci, 

seconded by Mr. Stevens at 1:33 p.m.] 
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[Attendees:  John Bernardo, Wayne Howard, John 

Stevens, Rich Bucci, Dan Crocker, Jim Peduto, Brian 

Rose, Joe Mirabito, Stacey Duncan, Tom Gray, Natalie 

Abbadessa, Carrie Hornbeck, Theresa Ryan, Brendan 

O’Bryan, Amy Williamson, Kevin Wu, Joe Meagher, Jeff 

Platsky, Anne Lawrence, Chris Stanton, Dave Dimmick, 

Dan Spitzer, Praveen Kamath, Kevin McManus, Aaron 

Martin, Michael Tanzini, Amy Hogan, Jeffrey Nemeth, 

Josh Rosenblatt, Jim Ehmke, Jim DeRose, Joan 

McKiernan, Kelly, Tony Wagner, Robert O’Donnell, Dan 

Reynolds, M. Logan.] 
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STATE OF NEW YORK     : 
 
COUNTY OF BROOME      : 
 
 
 
 I, CARRIE HORNBECK, Executive Assistant,  
 
do certify that the foregoing is a true and accurate  
 
transcript of the Broome County Industrial Development  
 
Agency Board Meeting, held telephonically, on October  
 
21, 2020. 
 
 
   Carrie Hornbeck / signed electronically 
   ____________________________ 
  
   CARRIE HORNBECK 
 
   Executive Assistant 
 

  The Agency Broome County  
 
  Industrial Development Agency 
  
  FIVE South College Drive 
  
  Binghamton, NY 13905 

 


