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ABOUT THE DEVELOPERS BROWNFIELD ALLIANCE

Developer Brownfieldhlliance is a group of developers who have utilized the program and who believed it was
important to fund an independent study prepared by national brownfield experts to objectively gather and
summarize data not only including the cost of the tax credits as has been done to date, but also including what
benefits the State has derived from the tax credits in terms of remediated and redeveloped sites, improved
neighborhoods, equity investments mard capital real estate projects, tax revenues and created.jvhile
Developers Bownfield Alliance funded the study, the group had no influence over its content so that the report
would be respected as an objective econoru@lysis of thdNew York Ste Brownfield Cleanup Program.

ABOUT REDEVELOPMENIONOMICS

Redevelopment Economics was organized in 2009 with a mission of providing economic development expertise
to assist communities with revitalization strategies and overcoming obstacles to sutcestevelopment
projects. The firm has particular expertise in economic impact analysis, brownfields and smart growth policy and
planning, and redevelopment financing. Evans Paull, the principal drafter of the report, has many years of
experience anexpertise preparing brownfield economic reports of this nature and evaluating state brownfield
programs throughout the countrySee:www.redevelopmenteconomics.com

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The preparation ofhe report was assisted byartners for EconorniSolutions (Anita MorrisombigailFerretti,

and Daniel McGowan); EllefElly) Walkowiak; Meaghan A. Colligan, Legal Intern for Pace Environmental
Litigation Clinic, and Bard Center for Environmental Poacyl Paul McClintockRobert A. Hewitt acted as
editor.


http://www.redevelopmenteconomics.com/

TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS.....ccetii ittt ettt et e e et e e ettt e e e e o ek b e e et e e e e 4 ame s R b b ettt e e e e e nbebe et e e e s e m s bbnee e e e e e s nnnbneeeeas i
L. EXECUTIVE SUMM A R Y ..ttt sttt bttt ea bttt ettt 545525555 £t 8 5555555555555 £ 22 £ £ et et et et et enseeeeeeeeeeeenens 1
[I. BACKGROUND AND PURPQSE. ... ..ot b bbbttt ea ettt bt bbbttt s ts s e s e e e e e emntnbnne 4
I-!' ® b 9?2 o, hwYIBELD CLEANUB FROGRAM. ..ottt ee e A
[II. PROFILE OF BCP PROUJECTS. ... . citiiiiieii ittt e ettt e e mas et e e e e e skt e et e a2 e 4 aa sk ema e et e e e e e sambb e e e e e e e e snnbnsemreeeeeeeannns 6
IIIFA. CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEYED AND COC.SITES. ... .ttt eeee e e 6
[V. ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMP A C T S e nanenaaee 9
IV-A. INVESTMENT AND TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION.IMBRACTS.....ootitieiieaeaeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens ]
IV-B. PERMANENT JOB IMIT S, e e e e e e e et ettt e ettt tt e bbb ab b an s e e e e e eeaeaeaaeaaeaeeeeeneenes 10
IV-C. PERMANENT DIREXND INDIRECT SPENGIAND TAX IMPACTS BIFSINESSCICUPANTS.....11
LAY B o= 1 T 4] =Tt £ T PSPPSR 12
+® 9/ hbhalLl/ 59+9[-ht b B DSWBEYOND THE NUMBERS......c.c e 16
V-A. BCP SPURS MANUFARBING INVESTMENTS. ... ..ot 16
V-B. HEADQUARTERS PROIS AND SERVICENMGK)Y GENERARS.. ...t 18
V-C. REMAKING WATERF R ON TS, ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e et tatn e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeaas 20
V-D. DOWNTOWN RENEW. AL ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeee e e et et eeaaebebnbeannnn i ae e e e e e e e e eaaaeeees 22
V-E. SAALL TOWN TOURISM. ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e et et e e eee b e ba bbb e a e e e e e e e aeeeeas 22

VI. EQUITY IMPACTS: DISTRESSED AREAS, AFFORDABLE HOUSING, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, ANL

P 1 ettt ettt e et e e e et ee et e e 24
VI-A. DISTRESSED ARBAS EN ZONES ... ooeioeeeieeeeeeeoeeeeeeseeeeeeeseeeesseeeseeseeeees e esseeseseeeseeeesessseees e seseeeees 24
VI-B. COMMUNITY DEVEIMENT AND AFFORDABLBUSING.......vveeieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeseeeeee 26
VI-C. BROWNFIELD OPPORITY AREAS ... oeieeeeieeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeees e eesee e s eeeese e 28

VIl. ENVIRONMENT, SMART GROWTH, AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT. ........vecveeeeeeeeeeeseseereeeeeeeseooneone 30
VIFA. PROTECTING PUBLIC HEALTH AND VULNERABLE PORULATIONS........ovveovveoeeeeeeeseeeeseeeeeeesseeesennd 30
VIFB. SMART GROWTH CHARACTERISTICS OF BCP.PROJECTS.......eoveeeveeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeseee s 30

VIIl. POLICY ANALYSSAND COMPARISON DIHER STATES ....ovoiveeiieeeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeees e 32



VIIFA. WHY ARE MOST OF THE FUNDS GOREREWELOPMENT, RATHER THAN CLEANUPR?2...........cccoveee. 33

VIII-B¢ HOW DOES BCP COMPAREOTHER STATE BRGWALDS AND REDEVEUEBRT PROGRAMS?

............................................................................................................................................................................. 34
VIII-B. DO THE EXTRA CO®IF BROWNFIELDSTIES AN ABFRIGHT CREDIT 2 oo 36
VIIFC. WHY WERE MOREESTASSISTED UNDEE PREVIOUS VOLUNTAREANUP PROGRAM,
WHICH INVOLVED NOXTEREDIT, THAN UNDHEEERP 2......outiiiiiiiiieiiieiiiie ettt 37
VIIFD ¢ CONCLUSION: POLIGYARYSIS AND COMPABNSTO OTHER STATES.........ooo i, 38
APPENDICES ... e e e e e e s e s 40
APPENDIX @FOCUS AREAS AND PROJECTS.....oiiiiiiiiimiii it A1

Yonkers:BGP dzy RSR 2 G SNFNRByY(d ¢hs5 tNR2SOGA. . . wSOALLLALS.  LAR

Health Now, Buffal@ Corporate HEadQUAITETS............eeiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiee et snnnnee e e nene e A3
Erie Harbor Townhomes and the Hamilton TowmeRochester: Mixed Income Housing Revive Waterfront............ 44
Clinton Green in New York (Manhattan), NY: Mixed Income Housing Replagesd CityAcquired Parcel...............45
Schenectady Economic Resurgence: Golub Corporation Headquarters Redevelopment of the ALCQ.Site........ 47
Gannett Corporation in Johnson City: Newspaper Production FaCIliLy.............uuueiuiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 48

Welded Tube USA, Inc. In Tecumseh Business Park, Lackawanna: Spurs Manufacturing Revival in Neighborid® Buffalo

Atlas Park, Glendale, Lifestyle SNOPPING CONLEL.........oiii ittt e e e ibr e e e aene 51
APPENDIX 2BCP SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT PRQJIECTS. ... .ot e 53
APPENDIX 3. METHODOLQGY. ...ttt e ettt eetete s e e s emsssseses st s s e s e s e e e e et et e e ems s se s e e e e e e e e eeeeaeaeaeaeaeeameeeeeeeeees 54
APPENDIX 4. CRGSFATE COMPARISON, BROWNFIELDS AND URBAN REDEVELOPMEMRB.INCENTIV........ 56
APPENDIX 5. DATA ON FEDERAL AND STATE SUPERFUND SITES IN NEW.YQRK.STATE.....c...cccoorrirnnnd 60



I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

bSé , 2NJ { 0!I Glétup Proghidd BEHY AffBre tRx credits to parties that voluntarily cleanup and then redevelop brownfields
sites. The substantial tax benefits of the Program (22 to 50 percent of site preparation costs and 10 to 22 percent of redevedoptaent

or 3 to 6times the cleanup costs) have drawn real estate investment to brownfields sites, but the costs of the program have meant
increased scrutinyDebate over curtailing the program commenced immediately after its inception and continued after amendments in
2008 did curtail the creditsLargely missing from the debate is any quantitative information about the impacts of the redevelopment
projects that have been assisted by BTHs report aims to close that gap.

As of the writing of this Report, 142 sites haarned a Certification of Completion (COC) from participation in the Brownfield Cleanup
Program (BCPThe job, economic benefit and spending impacts analyzed ind¢pit evaluated a dataub-set of96 of thesel42 COC
sites where information about theemediation,tax credits and redevelopment efforts were ascertained.

Jobs and Investment The analysis shows thatdése 96 BCRssisted sites havgenerateda little more than 15,00@ermanent jobs, with
another 1,200jobs in planning and$7.0billion in completed and planneéconomicreinvestmentin brownfields throughout the State.
Countingindirect impacts from secondary spending, the job count grows to 21,B8@lysts estimated the construction portion of
completedprojectsat $5.4 billion. This onstruction spending generated2,300direct construction jobs, an@7,400 direct and indirec
jobs. BCP investments leverage other funds in a ratidhbf00/BCP to $8.2#otal funds; the leverage ratio improves ® ratio of
$1.00/BCP to $9.684otal fundsfor a limited sample of pos2008reform sites.All of the jobs and investments attributabte BCP are
located within existing communities, thus supporting smart growth and community revitalization objectives.

Fiscal Impactsc As illustrated in Figure leach dollar of the &1 (1 S Q&
investment in BCP isiore thanrecouped through taxes gerated during the Figurel. Tax revenue returns to the State for
construction period and then from the egoing operations of the businesseach $1.00 BCP investment

occupmvts atB(}P, sites: over a 3@ar pveriod$2A.1v1ifl direct tax revenues ($3.44 20 year net present value - State's BCP investments and

AY RANBOU YR AYRANBOUUOL Aa NBU&NY S fiscal returns SNAR T
outlay.

The Comptroller ® ¥ & piofe€lions of the future fiscal impact of the progran
(that the pipeline of approved projects will cost $3.3 billi@ppear to not take
into account three factorghat would lower the projected costl) post 2008
credits (following the imposition of ceilings in the 2008 reforms) sAgaificantly
lower per projectthan pre2008 credits; 2the credits grantedore-2008 would
have been approximately 33 percent lower if the p@608 ceilings had been in nvestment et and indirect
effect; and 3)not all plans come to fruitiom many projects in the pipeline (all of returns
which are assumed by the Comptroller to be redeveloped in the same mann
past successful projectaye unlikely to be completed. 2 Yy 8 A RSNA y 3 | RRA §pag ghhualffistal foréchsts fofitie&ostofi | G S G
GKS LINREINIY KIS 06SSy |LIINREAYIFGSt & R2 dzo préectiokistoohighbya fdctor®af G &4 = |
least 40percent.

State BCP
Direct returns

Supporting Economic Revitalization Partly due tothe 2008 reforms that accelerated BCP credits for manufacturing operations, there
are 16 manufacturers that are locating, expanding, eimreesting in NYS hese investments are leading 20600 jobs (1,200 new and
1,300 retained). At least four of tle manufacturers are new to thet&e (Alita Steel/Buffalo, Welded Tube/Lackawanna, Greenpac
Mill/Niagara Falls, and the planned Smith Electric facility/Byarthese represent 500 new jobs.

BCP has also provided a key gap closing incetdigecure2,000 jobs intwo headquarters projects: Health Now Buffaloand Golub
Corporation inSchenectadyAdditionally, numerous NYS communities are using BCP to incentivizgatieformation of former
industrial waterfrontsinto new livework-play environmens. In Yonkers two BCP funded waterfront/TOD projects have upgraded the
image the downtown area, leading to other new investment.

Touristdependent small towns in upstate (Watkins Glen, Auburn, and Orangeburg) have found that BCP can be the key mtemtive t
former industrial properties into hotels that then generate customers for local businesses.



Distressed AreasWith respect tothe demographic distribution of the projects, the analyst team determined tbathe 142 sites that

have a certificate bcompletian, 61 (or 43 percent) are in &N ZoneThis isasignificantgaind A @Sy G KI G 2yf & wmodp LIS!T
census tracts qualify for EN Zone statidditionally, nore than half (36 of 65) of the neBN Zone sites were in census tracts ttaatk as

having a median income below the statewide median incoam 40 percent (29 of 72) of ndEN zone sites rank as having a higher

poverty rate than the statewide averadeDepending on which measure is used, the total number BCP/COC sites that are either EN Zone
(61) or otherwise ranking below the state median (36 or 29), is between 90 anda@Teaist63 percent of all BCP/COC sites.

Affordable housing developers havesalutilized the program successfulynethird of all dwelling units produced in BCP projects are
classified as affordable; the vast majority of these are in New Yorkli€i¥elrose(alow income majority Hispanic neighborhoadthe
South Bronx) six B&unded affordable housing complexes have led the wag targer neighborhood renewal thaas been recognized
with a LEED Stage |l Silver Certification for Neighborhood Development.

Environment and Sustainabilitg For 20082013, a total of $579 milliowas spent on remediation/site prep, and only 16 percent (or

$95.5 million) was credited back from state funds. While there may be some other public funds mixed in, clearly theovigt(likajy

80 percent) of cleanup/site prep funds are private. New2 N Qa NBf | GA @St e  dzONY GA@S GFy3arof$
inducing this private investment in upfront cleanup.

BCP investments have a high degree of conformance with smart growth and sustainability objétiveswasures for densift.5 FAR
for norrindustrial projects), walkability (‘&lk Score®of 75), and transit access (transit score of {88 a limited sample of sitgsall
indicate that BCP projects are mostly in locations that reduce automobile travel, lower greenhouseagases;force smart growth.
The conclusion is that BCP can be credited with reducing vehicle miles traveled by at least the middle thagettibuted to
brownfields nationally, which is a reduction22 to 57 percent relative to alternate growth pattes.

Policy Issueg Because ob S ¢ s 8ubstafliainvestment inBCP, the persistent funding shortfall that plagues brownfields efforts in

other states is much less the case in N cost of BCP is high in relation to other stat@wnfieldsprograms howeverwhen analysts

also considered funding fro dzi a A RS (G KS & 0 NREAVIT AFSL0LBSA NHEdzyURANYUA  baSigfisssingilaijot@ter . / t O
states where brownfields redevelopment is a high prior@®yher differences relative to other states have upside benefits to NYS: the as
of-right structure of BCP is an advantage, because the credit has the greatest impact on private investment decisions;etatt/¢he r

weight given redevelopmenobver cleanup las created a redevelopment success rate well beyorl thS E LIS NJ& Sy OBy 28F¢ & Of
programsWhat makes BCP stand out is the magnitude of the private dollars leveraged by the proB@#nis causing the private sector

to put more capital at risk upfrorthan anyother state brownfields program.

If New York wants to continuéo gain the positive community, environmental, and economic development benefifsbrownfield
redevelopment, it should eliminate the sunset for the tagdits in the BCBnd createan expeditediability release only program for the
smaler, less complex cleanup siteRemovingor substantially diminishingncentives, changing the program tocapital grant type
program, significantly reducing the opportunity to participate in thegmam, or making the program a cleanup only progfammany

sites that are currently eligible for the tax credibuld diminish the success that has taken place in New York through the current
program.



Tablel. BCR by-the-numbers

Direct impacts an

Direct and indirec

ltem measureg impacts{Universe
Jobs:

from 96 surveyed COC sites, 66 complete
Permanent jobs 15,041 21,335under construction

15 manufacturers (includes new, retained
Manufacturing jobs 2,545 existing, planned in COC and non-COC s
Permanent jobs, planned 1,247 from 96 surveyed COC sites, 22 planned

from 96 surveyed COC sites, 66 complete
Construction jobs 42,344 67,489 |under construction

Investment:

Total investment (all sources, existing an
planned)

$ 6,935,872,606

96 surveyed COC sites

Total investment (all sources, completed
and under construction projects)

$ 6,357,981,638

from 96 surveyed COC sites, 66 complete
under construction

Fiscal:

State tax revenues generated (net above

44 sites (surveyed COC, tax credit record

outlays, 20-years net present value) $ 595,680,050, $ 1,301,509,251completed project)
State revenues generated for each $1 BCH 44 sites (surveyed COC, tax credit record
outlay (20 years net present value) $ 2111 $ 3.44 [completed project)
Economic Distress:
Number of sites in the EN Zone 61 142 COC sites
Number of sites in EN zone or in census
tracts below statewide median income 90 142 COC sites

43 surveyed COC sites that are also in th
Number of jobs produced in EN Zone 5,127 Zone
Number of affordable housing units created 2,917 32% of all residential units are affordable
Environment and Sustainability:
Remediation and site prep funding $ 264,963,826 42 COC sites with remediation numbers
Walkscore, median 75 142 COC sites
Transitscore 89 33 sites where transitscore was availablg
Estimated vehicle miles traveled reductio
relative to alternative growth 45% Non-industrial COC sites
Leverage ratios

33 Surveyed COC sites, non-residential, t
BCP investments required to create 1 job | $ 16,208 credit recorded
$1.00 BCP outlays generates total spendi 44 sites (surveyed COC, tax credit record
of: $ 8.24 completed project)
For post-2008 sites, $1.00 BCP outlays
generates total spending of: $ 9.64 10 post-2008 surveyed COC sites




II. BACKGROUNEBND PURPOSE

This analysis quantifies the economic, fisaad environmentah Y LJ- O 2 F b S CleanftaR aredi) R@rang(BCPF heR
substantial tax benefits of the Program (22 to 50 percent of site preparation costs and 10 to 22 penezigvelopment costsr three

to six times cleanup cogthave drawn real estate inviesent to brownfields sites, but the nature of that investment has never been
adequately defined or quantified.

Brownfields in New York State amurrently defined as fobws "Q. NB 6y FA St R sHalh ihéaf any neal prdpdrti, SHe
redevelopment or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or potgmgaknceof a contaminant.Such term shall not
include real propertit ¢ KA & LJ- NI 2 F b S pased an\tfle @ame BeBriianyoh aibkodnfieldAingorporated in federal law.
Although the definition has not been controversial on a national level, the tax credits provision in the New York Stat@ pasgdrawn
attention to this broaddefinition.

Brownfields sites generally require some level of public subsidy inromecounter extra costs.These extra costs as not just site
assessment and cleanuppout alsoinclude: significantly greater time in gaining regulatory approvals; environmerdlilities rot

addressed by the state liability releasextra costs and delay for public participation; extra costs gfugosing industrial sites for new

uses; lower revenue streams for properties in distressed areas; and, very often, extra costs associatedtevitbni or riverfront
environmental restration. There is an expanded discussion of these pdifits (i KS at 2t A 08 1-ay3 & @raghyia GostsS Ol A 2y
of Brownfields Investmeng.

Many states haveleveloped somdorm of brownfields incentiveto counter these extra costs the strongest incentives, agould be
expected,arein the rust kelt states of the Northeast and Midwegt.2 YS 2F G KS&S &0 GS LINPINI Y& I NB R
section (suksectiondComparison to Other State Progreéng @

Qriticism of the BCP prograrnas focused on thievel of thetax credit expenditurs, but there ha been littleor no focus on the resulting
redevelopment projectsand the upsidebenefits associated with this new community reinvestmemhis Report focusefirst on

ljdzF yiATeAy3ad GKS adGl d85Qa NBGdNY 2y ; hoeé dhe YrBdydiivitylof the(p®didrhialscengedss 2 6 &
to be judged based on other facErsuch as the impact on distressed areas, the degree to which the program assists affordable housing,
and, perhaps most importantlythe degree to whictthe programis a key part of local economic development: is it aiding struggling
communities in repostioning their economies for future growth?

[I-A.NEW YORE{ ROWNFIELBLEANUP PROGRAM

In 2003, the New York State Legislature created the Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP), which is primarily set forth ofi Niégle York
Environmental Conservation LgECLArticle 27.The law, which is administered by the New York State DepartmentwfdEmental
Conservation (DEC), provides a process for voluntary cleanup of sites contaminhté@zerdous waste or petroleunm exchange for
the cleanups, the Law providéise applicant with diability release pursuant to ECL Sectior1221 and taxncentives pursuant to Tax
Law Sections 223.

For the tax credits granted under current Tax Law Sectiortl¥dre are three types of costligible to qualify for tax incentive3hese
include
w  Site Preparation Costs, including investigation and cleanup abstsolition, othercosts of preparing the land fobuildings,
YR a2Y$8 &az2+td Oz2adart
w  Tangible Property Costs, includialdjcapital costs for a new construction or a building rehabilitagimject;
w  Ongoingon-site water treatment cost$or five years.

The original 2003 Law granted a 10 to 22 percent credit of the total eligible expenses from all three of the above caltegaliktion,
the Lawprovided for an eightpercent boost for pragcts located in distressed Environmental Zones (EN Zones), and a 2 percent
increment for projects that reached the Track 1 unrestricted use cleanup standard.

In 2008, in the wake of several tax credit awards near or exceedi@gndlion, the legislature epped the tangible component at $35
million or three times cleanupite prep costs(whichever is lessand boosted the site prep credib 22 to 50 percent, with higher
percentages linked to residential and unrestricted ub&o new priorities were incorpated: if the reuse was marfacturing, the ceiling



for the tangible credit was raised to $45 million or six times site prep; and there was a 2 percent boost for projects that implement
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA) plan.

¢KS GFE OMPNIAIKAA SlteNdBetsitHe definition the site is eligible for the program. This structure and the resulting fiscal
impacts are another reason that the program has come under considerable scrutiny.

hy GKS NB3IdzZ | G§2NB &ARS IlasbbBownfield2phdjradns to be adoptéd-nation2lls % regul it dbrikahs all five

key program components that make state programs throughout the country successful: (1) a liability limitation; (2) useldzagul
standards; (3) no offite remediationresponsibility for volunteers4) timed, predictable process and broad eligibility However, there

are also several aspects of the New York program that appear to make it less attractive for private real estate invesdthentae

states that have wil-regarded voluntary cleanup programs New York has broader reopeners, more public involvement/notice
requirements, a longer statb-FA YA &K GAYSZI I yR K Sonsshave @een, Sctokdifidh to mdltipdéudt deRiSohsS NIY A y |
overly stringeh Additionally, questions have been raised as to whethiie use lased cleanup standards are mostrict than
neighboring states includingeMs Jerseyand Pennsylvanié‘.l’he regulatory issues are described”inlicy Analysisection specifically the

OExtra Costs: Development and Regulatory Compléanceéselzion.

While the focus of this report is on the tax credit side, from the broader perspectitreeafeed to encourage brownfields investrtsn
obviously there is an interplay between the ease of the regulatory side and the tax credit incentive.



1. PROFILE GBCPPROJECTS

The consulting team was able to ascertain theuse 0f122 BCP projectsOf these, 96had received Certificates @ompletion (COC)

from the state; the remainder are in the pipelin€he statistical iformation below if it relates to redevelopmenis only for these 96

COC sites because the additional sitesen@t randomly chosen and peesent a small sample of the pipeline projectsnless otherwise
ALISOATASR GKS RIFEGE Ay (GKS NBL]R NI 4Thd ddditionsl naiI®DE pr§edts wily' @ ciiéKiS#heS dce
narrative of the report and in communigpecific stéistics, but not in the analysis of the program as a whole.

[11-A. CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEYED AND COC SITES

Table 2. COC Sites, surveyed and full set The following discussion serves tywarposes: to profile the BCP

Surveyed COC Sites All COC Sites projects; and to reflect on the degree to which therveyed sites
are representative of the larger universe of COC sites.

region 1 2 2.1% 2 1.4%

region 2 28| 29.29 46 32.69 The full methodology is explainéd Appendix 3As explained in

region 3 17 17.79 22 15.6% that section, the surveyed siteare close to being representative

region 4 3 3.1% 3 2.1%  of the full COC listout the manner in which sites came into the

region 5 0 0.0% 0 0.0%  study naturally favored larger sites, i.e. those sites for which it

region 6 L 1.0% 3 2.1% was easier to find information.

region 7 11 11.59 15 10.69

region 8 11 11.59 18 12.89 . . . L

region 9 7 220 3 279 The surveyed sites are félrly representative of the fuII. COC list in

(One not recorded) 1 at leastthree respects.First, hie 96 surveyed COC sites were

Total 96| 100.09 142 10094 Similar to the full list of COC sitesth respectto the DEC regions

¢ see Table 2

Secondly, the percent of sites that arethe EN zone is close: the split is 43 percent EN Zone for the 142 COC sites and 47 percent EN
Zone for 96 surveyed COC sif€sere is more about BCP and EN Zones iftttimomic Distress section

Third, he mean and mediasite size was similar in both data sets:

Surveyed COC sites:

f Mean: 6.8 acres
 Median 2.7 acres

All COC sites:

Y Mean: 6.5 acres
 Median: 2.3 acres

There isa somewhat larger divergence in that COC sites had a median total tax credit of $1.5, mildosurveyed sites had a median of
$1.76million. This reflectghe relative ease of finding information abowtore significant redevelopment projects.

As noted in theéViethodologyAppendix care must be taken in extrapolati the survey site results to the larger list of COC sites or to the
full universe of BCP siteBhe above indicates the survey sites are reasonably representative.

[11-A-1. REGULATORY STATUS

Of allthe COC sites where there wasexorded cleanup standard, tHargest number (40 percentyere cleaned up to a commercial
cleanup standardSeeFigure 2.



Among COC sites, the average number of years from the date of Figure 2 Cleanup standard achieved for COC sites

the BCP agreenmt to the COC is 3.72 (the median is 3.21 years).
The perception in the brownfields development community is
that this timeframeis too slow.This and other regulatory issues
are discussed in more detail in thmlicy section,Extra Costs
Development and Regulatory Compliance

I11-B.SITE REUSE SUMMARY

The consultingeam was able to determine the tese status of

96 projects As indicated in Figure, 3he largest number (64 or
67 percent) were completed projects 2 were under
construction, and 22re still in planningEight were classified as

a Oft-&LJy 2 y f @ they AppearédKid lie serving an existing
business or industrial park and there was no evidence of tangible
improvements.

With respect to site rause, there is more detail in subsequent
chapters.However, the general picture, portragien Table 3is
that surveyed sites are accommodating almost.SLénillion
square feet of new or renovated spad&hile the majority of the
square footage is deted to residential reuse, 7.3million sq ft
of commercialpaceis generating more that5,000permanent
jobs. To gate the obvious, 100 percent of the investment
induced § located in existinggommunities, reusingacant and
contaminated land.

Table 3 Reuse of surveyed COC sites

COC sitescleanup standard achieved

m Residential

4%

10%

m Unrestricted

m Restricted-Resid'l

m Commercial

m Industrial

Figure 3 Reuse status of surveyed sites

Reuse status of 96 surveyed sites

W complete

® under constn
® phased

m planned

H Planned use

undetermined

m cleanup only

square feet no. jobs
(new &
no. projects industrial office/tech retail Tesdamial - retained)
completed, under
construction 66| 1,555,930 1,312,800 3,528,475 7,921,575 14,318,780 15,041
planned 13 744,474 149,200 28,000 1,270,377 2,192,052 1,247
planned, no use
determined
Just cleanup 8
Total 96 | 2,300,404 1,462,000 3,556,475 9,191,952 16,510,832 16,288

Note this table excludes hotel space

I11-B-1. GEOGRAPHY AND UPSTADBGWNSTATE

As noted in Figure 4hereis a strikinggeographic divergenda site reuse

1 Downstate (roughly equivalent to Regions 1,2, andB&P is uskprimarily for residentialresidential mixed useand retail

1 Upstate (roughly equivalent to Region9¥ BCP is used primarily for economic development, and 100 percent of all BCP

produced industrial space is those DE@egions.




Table 4 shows the ditribution of jobs in redeveloped sites by DEC Regidgsin using Regions3las a proxy for
downstate and Regions-@ as a proxy for upstate, job generation exceeded 7,500 jobs in both upstate and downstate
regions, with a slight majority of jobs in upse communities.

Figure 4 Reuse by DEC regions Table4. Permanent jobs by DEC Region (¢
surveyed COC sites, completed projects)
Percentage of each rase category by aggregated
DEC regions (upsatgownstate proxies) REGION no. perm jobg percent of al
120% Reg!on 1 1,228 8.1%
100% Region 2 5,618 37.19
100% Region 3 681 4.5%
80% - Region 4 873 5.8%
_ Region 5 - 0.0%
60% - mregions Region 6 - 0.0%
40% - 13 Region 7 2,554 16.99
m regions Region 8 1,416 9.4%
20% 1 4-9 Region 9 2,771 18.39
0% -
Region 1-3 su
total 7,527 49.79
Region 4-9 su
total 7,614 50.39
Total 15,141 100.09




I[V.ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACTS

If lawmakers in other states were looking for creatiideas for stimulating jobs while supporting environmental, community
RS@GSt2LIYSYydz FYR aYFINIL 3INRGGK 202S00A QO SashallyeBaed offRiald gfasitate to toad g 2 dzf F
building and infrastructure projects as job stimulapbut a comparison with BCP might reveal the following:

Road Building BCP sites Impacts favor:
Impacts of construction Direct and indirect jobs attributable to | Because public spending is leveraging BCP
direct public spending private spending, direct aniddirect

construction spending is approximately
8.24 times the publidollarsonly road

spending.

Permanent jobs Unclear 15,000 permanent jobs at B&Bsisted BCP
projects

Distressed area impacts Neutral 63% of BCP projects are in census trac BCP

that have median income below the
state median

Smart growth impacts Depends, but critics say highway/road | All development in existing BCP
spending more often works to communities; most projects ar
accommodate sprawl walkable.

Protection of mblic health | No benefit 142sites cleaned up BCP

Figure 5focuses only on the temporary impacts oFigure 5 Road construction vs. BCP investmentie temporary
construction.BCP funds leveragetal fundsby a ratio of jmpacts of construction

8.24:1 and, consequently, create far more temporary

jobs than road construction.Note also that, when
analysts isolated the pog008 reform sites, the leverage
ratio improved t09.64:1.

Construction Jobs Attributable to $1 million state investment

This is, of course, ansplistic analysisAs an economic| 120 103

stimulus matter, extrainfrastructure spending is often 100
consideredwhen the economy is in the doldrums an
even subsidized private development has slow@tie 80
main point still stands up: aggressive brownfielg 60
incentivescan be strong economic development driver

while also serving equity, sustainable growth, ar 40
environmental objectives. 20 direct + indirect
0

direct

Road

Construction BCP

Source: IMPLAN and Redevelopment Economics



IV-A. INVESTMENT ANLEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

There were 64&omplete and 2 under construction projects from the universe of 96 surveyed COCThiéss. projets represented an
estimated $6.4billion in total investmentComparable economic impact studies in other states havedifierent sampling methods,
making comparative analysis problematic; howevat,a superficial level, the New York BCP investmeidsificantly exceedhe
investment generated by brownfields incentives in other states: studies in Massachusetts, Ohio, and Missouri found bsownfield
incentives leveraging $2.4 billion, $1.2 billion, and $2.2 billion, respectively.

Analysts estimated the constructigrortion of NY Shew investment at 5.4illion.* As shown in Table, Bonstruction spending generated
42,000 direct construction jobs, and 00 direct and indirect jobs.

Table 5 Temporary construction impacts of surveyed BCP COC sites, completed and under construction ﬁrojects

Constructior Total state and locg

spending Jobs State taxeg Local Taxels taxes

direct $ 5,400,601,059 $ 42315\ $ 228,521,663 $ 162,782,554 $ 391,304,217
total (direct and indirect) $ 9,453,744,136 $ 67,443 $ 569,940,326| $ 405,984,890 $ 975,925,216

Source: IMPLAN and Redevelopment Economics

The discussion of tax impacts is expandegdpw in this chapterhowever one takeaway is that the state recovers a significant portion of
its investment gst in the construction period(Note that this table differs from later tax impact tables because the universstes
counted is different: this table includes projects that have been completed but the tax credit has not yet been registered.)

IV-B.PERMANENT JOB IMPA&CT

The analysis shes that the96 BCRassisted sites have produced a little more than 15,p8fmarent jobs, with another 1,20@lus in
planning.Again, these job numbers are grior the surveyed COC sites; therefthe actual impactso farare onethird to onefourth

larger. Cross state analysis is problematic ($eeestment discussignabove), but, at a superficial level, the number of NYS BCP
generated jobs exceeds other states where economic impact analysis has been carried out: Massachusetts, Ohio, and Misssouri fo
brownfields incentives generating 7,000, 4,700, and 11,000, respeciively.

Table 6 BCP surveyed COC sites in{mtmducing sectors: space developed and new/retained permanent jobs by sector

industrial office/tech retail hotel total
sq ft jobs sq ft jobs sq ft jobs | uNits sq ft jobs sq ft jobs

completed and
under construction | 1,555,930 2,564 1,312,800| 3,994 3,5628,475| 8,051| 721| 360,500 433]| 6,757,705/ 15,041
planned 744,474] 651 149,200| 522 28,000 74| - - - 921,674 1,247
Total 2,300,404| 3,215| 1,462,000| 4,516 3,556,475| 8,124| 721| 360,500 433| 7,679,379| 16,288

Among the job producing sectors the largest category by both square footage and jobs is the retail Eeotaymists tend to stress the
greater indirect impacts of sectors where there is greater potential for exporting goods and services: especially thealirskeor,
some service sector (office/technology), and tourism (hotelesEhnonretail sectors total 6,99hew and retained johsan important
gain for the state(See Table.p

Industry Gains ¢ In a particularly important economic gain for the state, there are 3,200 existing and planned industrialajoths
industrial space account®r a surprisingly higi80 percent of the existing and planned squdiatage in the jobproducing sectors.
Approximately half (1,600) of the jobs in the industrial sector are retained and half aré new.
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In the following chapterHconomic Developmenit D | Cliangeré 0 ¥ {1 K S
analysis focuses particularly omanufacturingwhich accounts for the vast
majority of the industrial jobs, a surprising gééngely attributable to the
BCP incentive.

hotel
5%

industrial
30%

IV-B-1. JOB LEVERAGE RATIO

Analysts isolated 32 sites where the primaryuse was in one of the jeb
producing sectorandcredits have already been claimédebr these sites,
the job leverage ratio is as follows:

BCP site reusepercent of total sq ft

1 BCP tax credits: $187.5 million

1 Jobs created or retained:1,600 Figure 6 BCP projects in joiproducing sectors, by reise

1 BCP imestment required to produce pgob: $16,000 category and total square feet (current and planned)

This leverage ratio is well under the usual ceilings for public investment per gtoimomic development programBor example, SBA

allows up to $35,000 per job, HUD CDBG guidelines range up to $50,000 per job, and rural economic development ageaes often

upper ceilings of $25,000 to $35,000 per jbilowever, the BCP investment peb is somewhat higher than is typical for brownfields
incentives. Northeasa A R Said LyadAddziSQa NBGASE 2F YdzZ GALX S ONRgyHEI®BI Ra AY
of public investments to produce one jgland EPA reports that takes an average of $13,700 of EPA Brownfields funding to produce

one job.

¢KS NBlazy GKFG bsSs 2Nl Q& ./t O2ada ASIsYhSmimdryiap heehtie inintst eabeR: R dzO S
whereas, for example, the EPA brownfiefntegram is usually one of several public sources, and, in the case of larger projects with larger
gaps, EPA funds are proportionately smaller (which improves the leverage tatio). RA 8 Odzaa SR Ay GKS at 2t A0 !
hiKSNJ { (!l BSPashould e eedogrzgt®s a redevelopment incentive, not just a brownfields incentive.

Another comparison, to add some perspective, is that Empire State Development Corp. committed $1.-hillgamtives in 2011 to

lure 1,49 jobs at Global Foundss to a greenfields site in Malta NYhis amounts to $900,000 per jobo be fair, the Global Foundries

jobsare expected to grow beyond 1,45&e of a high qualith YR YI & O2y {iNRodziS Y2NB {manyioktBe adl G S
BCPgeneratedjobs. For a more direct comparispmew $35,006645,000 manufacturing jobs in Niagara Falls and Buffafiported by

BCPmay be similarly significant to that regian significantly less cost to taxpayersee manufacturing sectin of this report

IV-C.PERMANENT DIRECT ANDIRECT SPENDINGOANAX IMPACTS OF BAESSS OCCUPAN'"S

BCP projects are occupied by businesses that are generating economic activity for the state economy, both through diliagt @pen
indirect spending.The indirect spending is captured by inpadtput analysis, essentially the modeling of the secondary impacts of
ALISYRAY3I O6F2NJ SEFYLX S (GKS o6dzaaySaaqQ SyLi 28884 aLSyRAy3I 61 3Sa
Even though just over 50 percent of the spa@ngrated by the Program is residential, the job and business sectors produce very

substantial direct and indirect jobs and taxes.

Table 7summarizes the resultglt is important to clarify the universe of sites in this table: these are the 66 surveyedi@®that are
complete or under construction, 44 of which were developed, at least in part, fopfjotiucing usesSome of these sites are not yet
registered for taking the tax credit; so the fiscal impact analysis, below, will further narrow the smivérsites so that the taxes
ASYySNFGSR Attt O2NNBaLRYyR (2 GKS {dFdSQa GFrE 2dzitl & d0
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Table 7 The direct and indirect impacts of BCP business occupantsgyaing, surveyed COC sites for completed projects

jobs local tax revenues State Tax revenues total state and local tax

direct and direct and direct and direct and

direct indirect direct indirect direct indirect direct indirect

Industrial 2,564 4,450 $ 24,466,718 $ 31,337,259 $ 34,347,508/ $ 43,992,691 $ 58,814,225 $ 75,329,950
Office 3,994 7,676| $ 18,900,817 $ 36,936,340 $ 26,533,839 $ 51,852,938 $ 45,434,656 $ 88,789,278
Retail 8,051 9,907| $ 30,377,546 $ 40,009,743 $ 42,645,401 $ 56,167,524| $ 73,022,948 $ 96,177,266
Hotel 433 729| $ 128,895( $ 240,698| $ 180,948 $ 337,904| $ 309,843 $ 578,602
Total 15,041 22,761 73,873,975 108,524,040 103,707,696 152,351,056 $177,581,672 $260,296,494

Source: IMPLAN and Redevelopment Economics

Thetake-aways for jobs are that:

1  Adding to the 15,000 permanent jobs outlined above, there are an additioiaD (22,80@otal) jobsgenerated by secondary
spending.

1 Retail is the largest job generating sec{®y000/direct and 9,900/direct and indire¢tjut the indirect spending benefits are
much higher in the industriand office/technology sectors.

1 The State is gaining annual tax revenues of $104 million/direct and $152 million/direct and indirect from the businesses that
occupy BCP sites.

IV-D. FISCAL IMPACTS

Because the cost of the BCP program has ksggproximately $188 million annuallgreater thanthe $135 million per yeaoriginally
estimated), the Program is being scrutinized, cost projections have been prepared, and proposals to curtail the benefits are being
considered.

There are two aspects of the issue that the consulting team is able to add factual fiscal impact infotmationate polty makers

1 Is the State recouping its investment in tax revenues generated by the project?

1  Are theprojections of the cosaccurate?

|IV—D—1. IS THE STATE RECOIEPITS INVESTMENTRIUGH TAX REVENUENBRATED BY THE
|PROJECTS?

To summarize the findingthe State is more than recouping its investmendver a 20 year period, the State is gainiegenues in the
amount of $2.11direct tax revenue (or $3.44 direct and indireevenue) for every $1 invested (measured in discounteltars).

Tables 8 and 8ontain the calculationdn order to make this projection, analysteeated asubset of 44 COC sitdsat were: completed
or under construction; had been awarded the tax credit; and had been surveyed for reuse by the puojectt (This differs from Table
8in that Table 9includes residential projects the construction phasandeliminates COC projects thaave not registered tax credils.

C 2 NJ (i K Butlay 6f$aDGnaIEoN in tax creditshése 44 sitegroducedeconomic benefits, as follows

$4.9 billion intotal new investment ($4.illion of which is in construction)

A leverage ratio of $8.24 total funds generated from $l00BCP tax credit8ncludes preand-post 2008 projects)
32,900 direct (60,60@irect and indiret) temporary construction jobs

11,300direct (16,600 direct and indirectiew/retained permanentjobs

=A =4 4 =4

Analysts employetMPLANoO estimatetax generation impacts, as follows:

1 $178million in direct stataevenues from constructio(f444million in direct and indirect)
12



1 $71.5 million

business operations ($106 million in direct and
indirect)

in direct revenues from ogoing

To estimate the return to the state, the abovaputs were
annualized and recurring impacts were projected over ar
period, using a 2 percent inflation rate; then discounted at
percentto produce a net present valudhe projection shows
that BCP produces net positive revenues to the Stai,
NE@SydzSa SEOSSRK fara

1  $596 million/directstate revenues generate¢$2.11
returned for each $1.00)

1  $1.3 billion/direct and indirecstate revenueg$3.44
returned for each $1.00)

Lastly, the team also isolated 1fiost2008 projects from this
subset. The number of projects was tosmall to justify a full
analysis; however, the leverage ratibtax credit dollars to total
funding improved to $9.64 (relative to $8.2drfthe 44project
subset, above

Table 8 Costs and impacts of 44 surveyed COC sites with ta
credit reported, complete or under construction

total

annual

BCP Cost (2008-12)

$

600,066,867

$ 120,013,373

Percentage of total tax credits

70.49

Impacts - surveyed sites, tax credit reported,

project completed:

BCP Total Investment $ 4,945,167,790 $ 989,033,558]
4

Construction $ 4,203,392,622 $ 840,678,524
|Direct state revenues from construction $ 177,862,845 $ 35,572,569
blsrzec%/l ndﬁegzsl{age rléveenuzes from

construction $ 443,595,618 $ 88,719,124
Direct state tax benefits from on-going

operations $ 71,445,828| $ 14,289,166

Direct and indirect state tax benefits from on|

going operations $ 105,950,454 $ 21,190,091
Leverage ratio $ 8.24
Construction jobs, direct 32,935
Construction jobs, indirect 60,555
Permanent jobs, direct 11,318
Permanent jobs, direct and indirect 16,594

Source: Redevelopment Economics and IMPLAN

Table9. Fiscal impacts of 44 surveyed COC projects,

complete or under construction

Impacts - 20-year Net Present Value

direct

direct and indirect

State cost

$534,278,216

$534,278,216

State revenues:

State revenues due to constructiop

$158,362,757

$394,961,775

State revenues due to on-going
business operations

$971,595,509

$1,440,825,692

Total

$1,129,958,266

$1,835,787,467

Net revenues to the state

$595,680,050

$1,301,509,25]

Return to the state for each $1
invested

$2.11

$3.44

Source: IMPLAN and Redevelopment Economics

IV-D-2. PROJECTED COSYALL THE PROGRAM CT@&@S BILLION IF I$ NOT CURTAILED?

¢KS {GFGS /7 2YLIWINRE T SNRA

admitted to the programi®¢ K S NB LR NI Qa O02a

G SadaylrdsSa I NB

2y

h¥FAOS A aa dzS Rtheovehulbthdznddit liability for ditkéJeurréntlyn n m o
ol aSR

LI a4 LISNJ

downstate averages, and applied to the full list of sites that have been accepted into the prddrameport projects the cost of BCP to
be $3.3billion (the period of time is unclearJ.he Comptroller states that the 2008 ceilings alter the projected fiscal impacts, but only

from $3.6 billion to $3.3 billion.
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At the outset it should be stated overtly that the consulting team does not have aardise samdevel of information as the statd.he
information the team was able to gain access to, when added to the new informgtioistudy generated, points toward a significantly
lower projected cost of the pipeline, approximately 40to 45 perde@ 6 SNJ G Ky GKS {GFG5Qa LINR2SOlAz2Yy

This is based on the following four factors:

1.

Projection ¢ A conservative conclusion is that the 2008 reforms, whdotl 2,095.5 1,041.3 1,054.20
correctly accounted for, would reduce the pproject tax credit claims

Post2008 sites appear to have lower tax credit clainfsrom the 200812 records lhe consulting team isolated 40 sites with
BCPRdate-of-acceptance after June, 2008he mean TOTAL tax credit fi8 sites that have been awarded tax credits was $5.3
YAfEA2YSYS aA3IyATAOLyidte fSaa GKIyYy (KS b dNodhowever tifat doiSeNfthieA (G S dz
projects in this sukset may have omoing claims that are not yet in the recorfihe small sample size also leads to some
reservation about relying on this finding.

Pre-2008 sites, had they been subject to the p&08 ceilings, would have significantly raded the tax credit claimsThe

team created a scenario based on what the cost of the program would have been if the 2008 ceilings had been in place since
program inceptionFocusing only on the $35 million ceiling for the Tangible Credit, the team idalat@rojects that exceeded

the $35 million ceiling by a total of $279 million or 33 percent of the credits granted in the fulldarewindow.This finding is
generally consistent with point one: that the post 2008 projects are likely to cost the &ipteximately $5.3 to 6.0 million per

project, not $9 million per project.

Making the assumption that all projects in the pipeline will be completed is also unreali®ECP projects must be completed
within 10 years of the date of Certificate of Compet(COC) in order to receive the tax crediite BCP pipeline includes many
projects that are either unlikely to get to the finish line or may not claim the credit for other reakoyis. 4 KS O2yadzZ GAyYy
inventory of 123 sites where redevelopment infgation was found (includes ne@OC sites), there were:

1 29 sites (25 percent) for which there was an announced plan but redevelopment had not proceeded;

1 12 sites (10.3 percent) where reuse plans had not been determined,;

9sites (7.8 percent) thatwerecta\ FASR | & aOf S| ydzLd 2yt &é¢ odzadzZ tfe &ardsa

or commercial businesses);

1 2 sites owned by noprofits that may not be eligible for the credits;

1 1 site where a responsible person was cleaning up the site to getthiétli protections, not the tax credit; and,

1 1 site that was entered into the program because of a land use restriction that is no longer applicable.

Additionally (not in the 116 sites surveyed), there are ten COC sites that havefdagecements goindgpack 20042006 that
have not recorded any tax credits, and are nearing the expiration date.

This totals to roughly 40 percent of the pipeline for which thererisah question whether the site will ever get to the finish line
and claim the tax creditdNote additionally that the universe of sites considered in the above analysis is primarily (88 percent)
COC sites (the sites that are the most advanced in the B@knp), and that norCOC sites will likely have a greater attrition
rate than COC siteQbviously, not all plans come to fruition, and the state should take a predictable rate of failure into account
in projecting fiscal impacts.

The State has historidly overestimated the fiscal impact of 1ablel10. BCP costs: State's Annual Fiscal Forecast v

BCP by a factor aipproximately2:1. The teanreviewed the Actual

State Departments of Division of the Budget and Departmg—* Predicted per Tax Over (unden)
of Taxation and Finan€edAnnualReport m New York State| Tax Year Exp Rpt| Actual per DTF Estimate
Tax Expenditurgs for the years 200&012. Table 10 2006 615 72.3 (10.80)
compares the forecasts to actual BCP credgitanted” The 2007 116.0 243.1 (127.10)
RFEGEF AYRAOFGS GKIG GKS {dGHiiSwme [F2NBOMBAIS F2N5)1KS B.080 27F
have been approximately double actual credgranted 2009 255.0 201.1 53.90
Further, in the recent years of 20412, the forecasts have 2010 355.0 198.0 157.00

been too high by a factor of 2.6:1. 2011 623.0 9.9 523.10
2012 549.0 102.4 446.60

For sourcessee endnote 11

by at least 15 to 2@ercentrelative to pre2008 levelsand that attrition
from the pipeline represents anothe25 percent savings, totaling 40
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t045LISNODSyYy i NBRAzOGA2Y NBEtFGAGS G2 { wWhen appliedidtieeprojededcast dtheSpipelidr 3 G 2 F
amounts to a total of $1.8 to $2.0 billion rather than $3.3 billion.

[radfes GKS GSIY LRAYyGa 2dzi dKFG GKS {dFG§8Qa LINP 2&&iokwaythel K I
WSRS@St 2LI¥Sy i 902y 2 YrorQhe SeveiyeadzyeprEshidted ia Tably 10ie verdge annual tax credit claims were

$148 million.¢ KS {GFGS / 2YLIWINRBEESNI hTTAQBQKSSEGAYEOGS FaANBOY G YR NAGKS T
million in 2013 and $501 million in 201Redevelopment Economics wagt charged with making an alternative forecast, and, again, the

team does not have access to all the information available to the Stdie consulting team recommends that these forecasts be
NBOAAAGSR Ay f A3 Kestimates of ihi &t of thik lprogBath &nd Ipdissible urdld@B@hnting of both project attrition and

the impacts of the 2008 reforms.

Conclusion for Economic and Fiscal Impacts

It is readily acknowledgedithii ./t A& Fy SELSY&AGS LINBINI YO | 26SOSNE G
overestimate the likely fiscal impact by at least 40 percent.

On the positive side of the ledger, BCP is generating:

w 42,000 direct temporary constructigobs (67,000 direct and indirect)
w 15,000 direct permanent ja(21,300 direct and indirect)
w $596 million in direct State tax revenues ($1.3 billion in direct and indirect), which represents $2.11 in direct .

revenues (or $3.44 direct/indirectggerated for each $1 invested

. J
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599 ht/d9 bt oapEE@GND THE NUMBERS

In this section the analysgoesbeyond the numbers and talthe story of local economic development projetiiat are making a real
difference in their communitieBCFfunded projects play a very significant role in local economic revitalization, generally divided into

GKS T2{t20AYyOKIYIREBLTLIBIBLYES
1 Manufacturing
1  Service economy headquarters
1 Remaking waterfronts
1  Downtown renewal
1  Small town tourism/hotel

V-A.BCP SPURS MANUFACINERINVESTMENTS

The 2008 BCP reforms further enhanced new manufacturing projects on brownfi
sites by providing additional benefits, as the ceilingthe tangible credit goes up to
$45 million (relative to $35 million for all other projects) or six times the cost of
site preparation and osite groundwater remediation costs (relative to three tim
the same base for all other project3)he pre2008 program had no such ceilings, so
offered the same benefits to manufacturers and amanufacturers, alike.

Another key element of BCP participation for &rig manufacturing site owners
that current owners of sitesire eligible for the progranmbenefits, including the tax
credits, just the same as prospective purchas@iss assistance, which is relativeI’I
unique among state brownfields programs, means that manufacturers can cleal
past contamination, as part of current modernization/expanspmojects, and BCP
credits can be used to offset some of the costs and keep jobs in NewTislcan be

'\

These BCP incentives are having the des
effect: there are new manufacturers moving
New Yorkand existing manufacturers are -r
investing and expanding@-he result: 1,202 ne\
jobs, 1,343 retained jobs, and almost :
million sqg. ft. of new or upgrade
manufacturing space.This is even mor
important as manufacturing is fehoring to
the U.S. from werseas locations.Reclaiming
brownfield sites plays a pivotal role in meeti
the new demand for manufacturing space.

'y SEOSLIiAzylLffé& &GNRY3

AYyOSyiArgS TQ\
and reinvest.

>

Seventeen manufacturers are using BCP for these, reegpanded, and refurbished plantSeeTable 11 for more detail about the
manufacturing projects.

V-A-1. NEW MANUFACTWURG PLANTS

The consulting team found &astten projects whereY | y dzF | O (i dzNB N&
relocatedoperations. It might be noted that sixf these are in the Buffalbliagara region where: 1) the BCP credit is promoted by both
DEC and local agencies; 2) some early projects set a precedent for latelande3) there is an abundance of vacant industrial land.
Other regions in the state may want to look at the Buffbliagara success stories, described herein, to create their owrfURE&HR
manufacturing strategies.

The first four of these (Welded TubesgBnpac, Alita Steel, and Smith Electric) are new to the Stabeluping500 totally new jobs.

1 Welded Tube, Lackawanmgl?1 jobs in a new 100,000 sq ft facilijhe project redevelops a portion of the Bethlehem Steel
manufacturing plant that has beewacant for 30 yearg open hearth furnaces, a blooming mill, billet preparation mills,
roughing mills, rail mills, a foundry and a water treatment plant were located on or proximate to therdONelded Tube
parcel.Welded Tube manufactures steel tubes fse in oil and gas drilling on sites @itstate, especially in Pennsylvania and
Ohio.Seethe Focus Projects appendor more detail.

1  Greenpac Mill, Niagara Falts100 jobs in 250,000 sq ft plantt KA & & 3INBSy ¢ Fr OAtAlGe GAff
lightweight liner board using all recycled materidiseenpac performed a $6 million cleanup of thed®e former paper mill.
Mayor Dyster, commenting on this new Greenpac project stat&étlie newplant will also create spioff jobs for other Falls

& S NBrowhfidiiNgieR anidl 2stabli$héd neo NJ Q &

Y I

businesses and could help to make the industry cluster developing on Packard Road even more attractive to potential

investors.*
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Alita Steel, Buffal@ Announced in September, 2013, 175 jobs in a 30,000 sq ft manufacturing plant in the Riverbend
Business Park, formerly the Republic Steel and Donner Hanna Coke Company opdragid@dempany will produce 150,000
tons annually specialized steel casings used in the gas exploration and hydrofrackisgiés. Company President Ali

| 2aaSAYA AYRApQIBIiiffaldon hikradar sardém wias adeal crafted last year that brought Welded Tube Inc... It
was an eyepeneré ' (See Welded Tube, above.)

Smith Electric Cars, Brogx.00 jobs are planrg:for a site cleaned up and
made ready to reuse through BGPYA G K 9f SOGNAO o
zeroemission atkelectric commercial vehicle at the faciliySimone
Development purchased and cleaned up the site, a former manufactu;

good quality manufacturing jobs.

HydroAir Components, now Zehnder Rittling, Buffajo130 jobs in a j§ Ly
156,000 sq ft facility in the Riverben@ommercePark, formerly the
Republic Steel and Donner Hanna Coke Company operatiths.
Company manufactures heating and cooling systdb@e Stebbins, Vice
president, Buffalo Urban Development @omdicated that,& . / t
ONRGAOKE (2 GKSANI LINR2SOG ot

Smith Electric Casnnounced plans tdocatein the
Gannett Corporation, Johnson Cifyl15 jobs in 96,000 sq ft stats-the- Bronx at a site where BCP credits aided cleanup

art printing facility, formerly the shoe manufacturing operation of Endicou

Johnsor; Ranger ParacordA status reportonk S . NR2YS [/ 2dzyie 9yRAO2:G0 W2Kyaz2y [/ 2NN
Ordlrfteidiarnd SFFSOG 2F G(KS DIyySGid LINBa2SOG Aa OfSINIFYR 2y32A
2y F2NXSNI 6 yR2Y SR LINE Lifande® & wellydeal officidls-alNdrcSrifldn€ th¥tBEB téicreditst

were critical to the project financintf.See the far more detail.

Certain Teed, Buffalg 275 jobs in 276,000 sq ft plant, located BuffaloLakeside Commerce Park, formerly the Hanna
Furnace Company blast furnace and ironworks pl@drtain Teed manufactures Bufftech® and EverNew® fence, railing and
deck products at the Buffalo facilitthe facility utilizes 100 percent hydropowemdaincorporates a losedloop water
system, whichsaves more than 372 million gallons of water per ye@ave Stebbins, Vice President, Bufféloban
Development Corp. statediThe ability to receive BCP Tax Credits as well as the liability release ghimyithe program was a
major factor in convincing the company to locate in the Commerce ¢k first company in the Park and one of the first
companies statewide to use the pragné*’

South Hills Business Campus, Ithgc8outh Hills Business Camp@HBC) is a mulgnant business park accommodating
more than 40 companies who employ 350 peofilkere are three manufacturers, totaling approximately 60 employees:
0 Therm, Incq specializes in making blades and vanes for aerospace and industrial ljassur
o0 Primet Precision Materialsis an advanced materials company with a breakthrough patented NanoScission® process
technology that reduces the cost of electrode materials.
o Novomerg is an emerging sustainable chemistry company pioneering a fanfiiglofperformance, environmentally
responsible polymers and chemical intermediates
Primet and Novomer were stattps at SHBC, and Therm was an expansion of a nearby budihestacility was only 20
percent occupied when developer Andy Sciarabba begamgfeand other improvements of the former National Cash
Register (later Axiohm) manufacturing facil8HBC is now over 70 percent occupied.

{O020GG0a w2k NBobs{inSl5,006a < ft fadiliffheysite is a portion of a former petroleurafinery and petroleum
bulk storage facilityThe business designs and manufactures custom antheffhelf fluid rotary timing valve and rotary
union products for a wide range of industrial applications.

Cobey, Inc, Buffalq 99 jobs (25 new) in a 90,004 ft facility in the Buffalo Lakeside Commerce Park, formerly the Hanna
Furnace Companyhe company designs and makes specialized systems and compressor packages used by the petrochemical
industry. In a press account John Obey, President, Cobey, RA i® | (i StRe ofiprturiity ta qualify for "brownfield" tax

credits, as well as Empire Zone incentives, made Buffalo Lakeside Commerce Park a’fﬁ)ealing.
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V-A-2. CURRENT MANUFACTUBEREANING UP PASONCAMINATION AS PARTF PLANT
REINVESTMENT/EXP ADISI

1 GermanowSimon, Rochesterg 28 new jobs and 93
retained jobs in a $3 million cleanup, expansion, at
upgrade of their current facility, a century old historis
building near downtown Rochester. The project double
space for two of the company's divisiolisS Plastic Optics
and TelTru Manufacturing Co. The former producell;
custommade precisiorpolymer optics, and the latter
manufactures bimetaldial thermometers and othe
instruments. Mark Gregor, Manager, Rocheste
Environmental Quality Division, confirah¢hat the project
reliedon the BCP tax credits.

1  Other manufacturers that participated in the BCP progra
cleaned up past contamination, received (or were
approvedfor) BCP credits, and reinvested in their existir GermanowSimong historic building renovated for expanded
plants include® manufacturing in Rochester
0 Garlock (Division of Enpw), 950 jobs retained, Palmyra
0 Syracuse La, 80 jobs retained, Liverpool
0 Pass & Seymour (Division of Legrand), 195 jobs retained, Solvay
o Niagara Transformer, @bektowaga, cleaning up a parcel adjacent to their current operation for a planned expansion
of their manufacturing plant.

A parenthetical data conformance note: the above list includes a number of projects that have not received the CQ&L; theffore,
the data in Tabld.0 does not agree with other tables that list only COC sites.

V-B.HEADQUARTERS PROSBRMIDSERVICE ECONOMY GEAEORS

Many brownfield sites were former economic generators for the local economy, usually manufacturers that employed locab talent
assemble a product that waken exported out of the regiollK S48 S 1Ay Ra 2F o0dzaAySaasSa | NBF N SANS
the region.When these businesses close it has a ripple effect indt& economy; so economisiar prefer that new uses for these sites

should be similar economic generators, if not manufacturers, then service sector businesses that saxjlartytheir product and

become local generatorg: KA & KIF & (GKS ST¥FSOI
role as part of the economic base of the regi@ffice development
projects that accommodate a regional or national headquarte
certainly fit into this objedve.

V-B-1. HEALTH NOW /BUFFALO

HealthNowNew York, Inc. (also referred to as Blue Cross/Blue Sh
of Western New York), located at 257 Genesee Street, enabling
transformation of approximately 16 acres of industrial land into
469,000 sf corporate office campug. S £ (i K bl204 Milion
headquarters is the largest commercial office development
downtown Buffalo in over 20 years.

Health Now (BlueXoss/Blue Shield of Western New York)
headquartersin downtown Buffalo
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Tablel1l1l. BCPRassisted Manufacturing Projects

TOTAL §

Perm. New Redevel

Business DEC Project Site Name Address Locality Total Investmen Total BCP Credit Jobg Jobs Retaip opment
Corner of Ward St. & St
Germnow Simon Ward Street Site Paul St. Rochester $ 3,025,009 384,126 P8 B3 50,4
Scotts Rotary Seals* Scott Rotary Seals 301 Franklin Street Olean $ 2,028,1% 525,000 14 16,2
Syracuse Label Luther Ave Site 110 Luther Avenue Liverpool $ 3,040,008 437,109 BO 41,4
Garlock Garlock - Klozures 1666 Division Street  [Palmyra $ 7,019,047| $ 842,285
Garlock Garlock - Gylon 1666 Division Street  [Palmyra $ 2,635,368 316,244 950
Gannett Printing - Gannett|Former Endicott Johnson-Rang
Corporation Par. 10 Gannett Drive Johnson City (V) |$ 51,000,008 5,443,444 115 96,(
Certain Teed Corporation [Buffalo Lakeside Commerce Pgi31 Ship Canal ParkwajBuffalo $ 35,880,000 2y5 276,0
Cobey-Buffalo Lakeside
Cobey, Inc Commerce Park-Parcels 1&2 |1 Ship Canal Parkway |Buffalo $ 11,700,000 99 90,0
Hydro-Air Components,
now Zehnder Rittling Steelfields Area IV 100 Rittling Blvd. Buffalo $ 14,247,778 1,709,319 180 156,7|
Therm, Inc; Primet; and
Novomer Former Axiohm Facility 950 Danby Road Ithaca $ 95,000,000 $ 305,199 B5 R5 280,0
Greenpac Mill* Former Mill No.2 4400 Royal Avenue Niagara Falls $ 430,000,000 $ 48,300,000 110 250,000
Pass & Seymour/Legrand |P&S Boyd Avenue 50 Boyd Avenue Solvay $ 5,889,554] $ 3,172,396 195 175,0
Site I-7 Tecumseh Phase |

Welded Tube Business Park 2303 Hamburg TurnpikgLackawanna $ 60,000,000 121] 100,000
Smith Electric** 295 Locust Ave 295 Locust Ave Bronx $ 2,200,000 1p0 90,4
Corning Tioga Avenue Site East Tioga Avenue Corning 10-acre par|
Alita Steel Steelfields Area IV 100 Rittling Blvd. Buffalo $ 102,000,000 1y5 350,0
Niagara Transformer Niagara Transformer Corp. 1755 Dale Road Cheektowaga $ 687,960 185,752 thd
Total $ 826,353,459 $ 61,620,874 1,202 1,343 1,970,930

* BCP credit estimated from independent sources
** Project planned

The Buffalo Gas Light Company, a manufactured gas plant, occupied the site for d€badste was abandoned farore than 40 years.
There is more information in theppendix 1

V-B-2. GOLUB/PRIGEHOPPEREADQUARTERS,
SCHENECTADY

The Golub Corporation/Pric€hopperproject enabled the transformation of
about nine (9) acres of industritdnd into a corporate campus that support

GKS O2YLI y&Qa wMHAn &dzLISNX I NJ S i-atoryfi Lia
240,000 sq ft ffice tower is rated LEED Golthe total project cost was $38...4 .!...‘
s ";u =
million. J
=4 s '.\-.-m--‘:.
The sitewas formerly occupied by the American Locomotive CompgahyCO),
I £202Y20A0S YI ydzFl OGdzNAy 3 6 dza Q&

Ray Gillen, Chair, Schenectady County Metroplex Developruthority, D2f dzo / 2 N1 NI} (A 2y Qa VS ISthensceady
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confirmed ¢the importance of the projecto the resurgence of downtowdr¢ There is additional description in theocus Projects
appendix

V-B-3. CONVENTUS/BUFFALO

Another service sector economic generator, the Convettid?2 2 SO0 Ay . dzZF FI t 2 & Lldhéra, foBtRedirstitie G KS C
ever, physicians, researchers, students, patients, and affiliated businesses can connect, collaborate, innovate, and negl@nour
stronger-ii 2 385G KSNX¢ ¢ K Dot buiding wilh provide IpliitaN BfficeT research and retail space, while functioning as the

Gy 2NIKSNY 3JHdGSsle G2 GKS o0dNBSR2YyAy3 . dzFFFE2 bAFIAENI aSRAOFE /I

A $10 million cleanup of the former automobile service station and automobile repairistggying the way for the $98 million project,
designed to accommodate 1,200 employees.

¢KS . dzZFFLE2 bAFAFNF aSRAOFE /1 YLMza A& dabl O2ya2NIAdzY efuEatdnKS NXB
institutions, all located on 12 acres in downtown Buffalo, New York. The BNMC is dedicated to the cultivation of aclasddnedical
OF YLIza F2NJ Ot AyAOFf OFNBsE NBESHNDKSE SRdOFiA2yS FYR SyiNBLNBYSdz

V-C.REMAKING WATERFRONTS

It was probably not an accident that it was a NewrkYState Representative to Congress (Rep. Louise Slaughter, ND\MEhﬁENas the

lead sponsor of a bill that would establish a Waterfront Brownfields Program as a carve out of the current EPA Brommgiﬁﬂdbz@r
Cities and towns all over the state astruggling through the issues involved with remaking their mostly abandoned industrial
waterfronts and riverfrontsMany cities see these waterfront makeovers as the primary way for the city to rebrand its image from a
declining industrial town to a vibranive-work-play environment that will make the city more attractive for new businesses and
residents, alike.

Despite the vast potential, these waterfront makeovers are not easy or inexpeii$igee are extra costs that often include:

The higher cost afleanup to residential standards (sometimes also including sediment cleanup);
Infrastructure costs (larger industrial parcels often lack infrastructure amenable to subdivision);
Extra costs related to public access to the waterfront such as esplanadesfrovat trails and bike paths;
Shoreline/riverbank stabilization, erosion control, new FEMA requirements andestaration.

= =4 4 =

V-C-1. TRANSFORMING YONKERFATERFRONT TOD PROJE REVITALIZE ANDDwW! 59 / L ¢ B Qf L

oy

Yonker§) abandoned and derelict waterfront is undergoing g '
transformation into a vibrant new mixed use transiiented | ,‘w_;ﬂ
development (TOD) communitfiwo nowcompleted BCP projectst : g
were identified by Yonkers Planning Director Lee Ellman as two of =82
three linchpin projects that got the ball rolling’ The two BCP'; X
projects were both located onCityowned land, latersold to A,
brownfield developers.

Hudson Park NorthThe Hudson Park North twin towers (292 mark
rate apartments) redeveloped a waterfront surface parking lot wi
more than 100 years of industrial history, including a lumber ya
coal storage, automotive storage, building supplies, eleval, =
manufacturer, asphalt mixing plant and a sand and stone @yp
The BCP credits paid for critical infrastructure and a public O =
space esplanade and bulkhead on the waterfrdmicated adjacent
to the main Yonkers commuter station, the project helped establi

A linchpin projectHudson Park North waterfronfOD
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Yonkers as a viable option for New York commut€he developer ~ N

of this project, is now implementing its next BCP project next doo
Excerpts, interview with Ed Sheeran, former Executive Direct

66 Main: 66 Main is similarly located near the Yonkers commutl Yonkers Industrial Development Authority:

station and the wateront. Past uses, which contributed to onsite ] S

contamination, include a foundry, paint factory, machine shof &2 AdK2dzi GKS UFE ONBRAGAZ |

garages, printing shop, paint store and auto body shBN. zone happen&k X S52gyu26y , 2y1SNA gta

qualifying tax credits of $5.7 million leveraged $37.6 million to{ FoFyR2YSR o6dzAf RAy3a FyR LIN
t

project investnent, resulting in a green, mixed use/TOD project AYGSNBaGSRXGKS /2tfAya LINE:
24,000 sq ft of retail space and 170 apartments and-Week v
spaces (35 affordableThe building is powered by a geothermal pump power sysfEe developer is also implementing its next BCP
project inthe same area in a former auto dealership site.

The Yonkers transformation is written up in more detaif\frpendixl.

V-C-2. REMINGTON LOFTS/N®GRTONAWANDA, HISTCRRENOVATION ALONKBETCANAL

Remington Lofts is a $2&illion makeover of the Remington Rant
plant into a mix of 79 upscale lofts and 20,000 sqg ft of commerc
space overlooking the Erie Canalt the grand opening ceremony
James Sullivan, Executive Director, Lumber City Developm
Corporation was quoted asaying,d2 S | N§ 02y OSy
waterfront area. [Developer Kissling Interests founder] Tony Kiss
had the vision. This is the cornerstone. It makes all the difference in
world £%°

DEQ&d 6S0aAiS OKNRYAOf S& RowesHodsé
for the Buffalo and Nigara Falls Electric Railway; Gloe Herschell
Spillman company, thes 2 NI lakg@st manufacturer of carousels}
Remington Rand, an office equipment m#acturer, alsoproduced
the world's first mainframe computer.

The former RemingtofRand complex, now Remington Lofts

I yS6a I NIAOES ONBRAGSR NBySslt 2F (KS ./t GFE ONBRA laad thaNB I NI Y
state Legislature (that) came together in the nick of time. The state biieWinfax credit program, which aims to help underwrite

projects specifically like this one where old industrial buildings are reused, is expected to provide up to 10 percent of the
(redevelopment) money?’

V-C-3. ERIE HARBOR TOWNHGVND THE HAMILTORWE, ROCHESTER, NYIGHBORHOODS GAIN
ACCESS TO RIVER ARRAILS

Erie Harbor (an 80/20 residential project), located at 225 Mt. Hope
Avenue, and renovation of The Hamilton at 185 Mt. Hope Avenue has
reinvigorated a lowncome, walleebff neighborhood #ng the Genesee
River, creating a development accessible to the waterfront with a total of 333
market rate and affordable housing units.

Interviewed for this study, Mark Gregor (Manager, Rochester Environmental
Qualty 5A BA&A2Y 0 YIFAYyGlFAya GKIFQG maw&lA S ||
project for the southeaslj dzl RNJ y (i  THe prijéctSs fullyidétailgedn

the Focus Projects appendix

Erie Harbor Townhomes, Rochester
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V-CG-4. WATERFRONT PLANSSIBHENECTADY ARDUGHKEEPSIE
Waterfront transformation plans have been announced for BCP eligible sites in Schenectady and Poughkeepsie, as follows:

ALCO Site Phase Il, Schenectgdijhe Galesi Group has announc
plans for a $150 million mixed use development for the-ad®e
waterfront section of the ALCO site, including, a-i@dm hotel and *=
banquet center, 304 apartment unithis is the second phase of
ALCO redevelopment, following the successtullub Headguarters

pro ject

AC Dutton Property, Poughkeepsie¢ The former AC Dutton
lumberyard is expected to receive its Certificate of Completion
2014 and is proposed for 384 units and 20,000 sq ft of commer
space Greenspace and a waterfront trail will help connect the existil
commuiity to the waterfront. A news account puts the plan i WJ ) o
LISNRLISOGAGSY a¢KS az2dzikKSNYy g1 ‘.._“‘.»\ " Mg e ® | F (SN
dormant for decades as polluting industries came and went along F%% ) .,,u e ,. . .

Hudson River banks® ,

2

V-D. DOWNTOWN RENEWAL

V-D-1. RENAISSANCE SQUARHBJTE PLAINS

Located in an EN Zone, the $750 million Renaissance Square was a linchpin project for downtown WhifEhBI&B89 million Ritz

Carlton at Renaissance Square provides arb@® hotel, 213 residences, 23 condominimotel units, and 11,000 sq ft of retail space.
Developer, the Cappelli Organization, also built 65,000 sq ft of office space (employing almost 400 people) and a seeotia tesier

bringing the residential total to 400 condominium unienaissance Squademonstrated the potential for high quality redevelopment

in downtown White Plains, and an additional $1 billion investment (not assisted by BCP) followed, including the CappgeliiOtgal A 2 y Q &
White Plains City Center, which is 1.1 million sq ft, 55ences, 500,000 sq ft of retail spaGity Center and Renaissance Squarg @a

total of $12 millionin local annual real estate taxes, annually.

tKSasS Rzeéoylzey Ayg@SaitaySyidaa |If¢ I- Rl yOS GKS [/ A (a@ émphafistoB Badsit A 39S 2
oriented development® ThewWalk Score® 2 NJ wSyF Aaal y O { lj dzt NBlts focatiorpia foud Mdcks fromghke Mer® NE LI+
North White Plains commuter station.

V-E.SMALL TOWN TOURISM

In this section, three small towhotel projects are summaed. There have been foBCPassistedhotel projects resulting in 72hew
hotel rooms.This section highlightthree small town examples because of the relative significance of the new facilities to the local
economy.

Aside fromthe completed projects, below, another is in planning: In Tuckahoe, developer Bill Weinberg has developed plans to locate a
hotel on a former landfill.
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V-E-1. WATKINS GLEN HARBK&TEL, WATKINS GLEN

Watkins Glen Harbor Hotel provides 104 guestrooms aiiigs as well as a banquet center and conference spéckcal news article
O02YYSYGSR 2y UKS YIYYySNIAYy ¢6KAOK UGKS yS¢g K23G3St SyKryoOoSa GKS |

Despite these attractions (referring to a state park, NASCAR track, and histor)c Watkins Glen has remained a sleepy
village that has struggled with its transition from an industrial to a tourist economy. This hotel, located on the dibenaéra
jelly factory, is one of many new improvements to an area that is poised to kefish as much of a destination as
Canandaigua and Geneva.

Previous uses of the site included: Seneca Hardwoods, a manufacturer of custom flooring, Welch's Grape factory, andndry clean
building. Before entering BCP the site was a Class 2 (state Supgr$ite.The cleanup and site prep cost $1.4 milli@CP tax credits
totaling $1.8 million leveraged the $17.4 million total project investment.

V-E-2. HILTON GARDEN INNJEBURN

The 92room hotel in Auburn replaces a vacant lot, formerly a gas statr@hdry cleaning establishment, but its significance was more
than new uses replacing derelict uses, as the local media touted its benefits:

For years tourism experts have said Auburn needed more hotels, specifically-emdhiadging. Mission accomplishe
Thursday, the Hilton Garden Inn opened at 74 State Street. Thstfoyrhotel was built on space once occupied by a furniture
store and other retail.

"This is a big deal for us," said Andy Fish, president of the Cayuga County Chamber of ComndieseidtStiified we really
don't have enough beds.” One done in 2006 said there was a particular need for “#mghledging,” and named Hilton Garden

Inn3

The $11 million project created 20 faiine jobs and nearly 30 patime jobs.

V-E-3. ORANGEBURG®MONS, RESIDENCHEIBY MARRIOTT, ORAN®WN

Orangeburg Commons is a mixed use hotel and retail redevelopment of the former Orangeburg Pipe Company manufacturing facility
Completed projects include a Residence Inn by Marriott and a-Shmpand-Save.There are plans for an additional hotel and more
retail spacelLocal leaders were quoted in media stories citing the benefits of the cleanup:

"A lot of cleanup had to take place to make it the beautiful site that it is today," Orangetown Supervisor éwalgt Said. "A

lot of planning and work to go into transforming what was really kind of a wasteland into a very productive and beautiful
NBaz2dz2NOS TFT2NJ 2dzNJ O2YYdzyAdGed 2KIG 6SQNB NBItfte adl jkihaty3a 2y
gSyid Ayidz2z YF{Ay3a Al KIFLLISY d¢

The consulting team estimated the number of permanent jobs associated with the redevelopment at 163.
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VI.EQUITY IMPACTS: DISTRESSED AREAS, AFFORDABLE,HCOWSWNEI ITY DEVELOPMET!

' b5 . h! Qf

VI-A.DISTRESSED ARBA® EN ZONES

The BCP authorizing legislation provides very substantial incentives for investment in distressed areas, while stiltlemadifiragnder

of the state to benefitt N2 2S80Ga GKIFG ljdzZ tAFTe & a9b Y%hoh&N Zodelsitey and sites jocatedSiND S v (i
Brownfield Opportunity Areas (BOAs) gain another 2 percent tax ciiduitfollowing is the Empire State Development (ESD) explanation

of EN Zones:

The law directed ESD to designatevironmental Zoneé & %8 y S&dé 0 Ay 6KAOK (KS&$S GFE ONBRA
EnZones is limited to=ligible Census Tracwith a poverty rate of at least 20% according to the 2000 Census and an
unemployment rate of at least 125% of the New York State average, or a poverty rate of at least double the ratedanthe

in which the tract is locate® Note: the county standard expired in 2012 and has not been renewed.

Press articles have focused on the issue of the degree to which the Progmanisisiotaiding economically distressed areas; so the
consulting team examined the issue very closely.

The team determined thatof the 142 sites that have a certificate of completion, 61 (or 43 percent) are in the EN/Atmaigh less
than half of all BCP sitgthis still represents a positive result for economic/geographic distress targeting.

CANBGE Al aKz2dZ R 68 dzyRSNAG22R G(GKIFdG 2yfé umop *meeNED Soydicreditis b S o
working in the sense that it has rdsd in asignificantlyhigher percentage of real estate investments going to distressed areas than
might otherwise be expectedne could assume that, absent the credit, many of the BCP real estate investments would have shifted to
greenfields developmentnd it would be no surprise if less than 10 percent of the resulting development would be in an EN Zone.

Second, the EN Zone standard sets a relatively high bar relative to other measures of economic Estiasstrast, 44 percent of New
2 N Q & tra@SoyfadifdZor New Markets Tax Creditsjore than double the EN zone census tracts.

B

Third, the EN zone criteria are fairly crude measures, not necessarily sensitive to the issues that define brampielgs areas.
Brownfields sites are usually industrially zoned areas somewhat set apart from residential areas, and it is often fairly arbitrary which
census tract they are assigned to.

Some groups have called for greater geographic/distressed area targeting of BCP Krdtitanplications éthat policy lead to lower
creditsoutsideof the EN Zone, there should also be a parallel consideration of an expanded definition of areas of distress or possibly a
two-tiered ladder of economic distresBactors to consider might include communityde or countywide distress factors sucts#ss of

jobs.

Astudy could be done tR SG SNYAY S $KSNB (KSand b reévil@atithe metBraplicttargefing dsudheNdbrrent

census traconly criteria are nott Sy @A N y Y S yTakingirdustaNaning iNd account within the ERone clasification could

better place ENZones where the brownfields are locateBOA areacould be part of the tesbut the bar to submit a BOA application

and to get into the BOA program is fairly hi@uone upstate and smaller communities simply do not have the resources to get into the
program.In addition, there are parts of the state that are not low income, such as Long Island, but have an extraordinary highohumber
brownfields and Superfund Sites pripally because it is difficult to remediate sandy séilyy S @I f dzt GA2y 2F HKSNB (K
T2ySR ONRsyFAStRE INB f20FGSR FT2NJ I NBRSTFAYSR 9b %2yS iv¥re o8
stakeholder letter siged by a number of real estate, business, environmental ameheunity development groups.

VVI-A.l. EN ZONE IMPACTS

There were 61 sites irheé EN Zones that have receivedri@icates of CompletionAs would be expected, the sites haligh rates of
poverty, low median income, high percentages of wahnite populatims, and high unemployment rates (See Tdlile
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Of these 61 sites, the consulting team was able Table 12 EN Zone site demographic characteristics

determine the reuse of 43 sites, B of which were
complete or under constructionhile the majority of
the space being created is residential, the commercyat

space is still producing,100 permanent jobs (New [mean

and retained) in completed projects and another 570

on the drawing boards.

. % HH povert med HH in¢ % non-white UE rat¢
3L5% $ 35,514 48.29 14.09
median 30.7% $ 27,595 49.39 13.79

Tabk 13 Redevelopment in the EN zone: sq ft by-use and jobs created/retained

square feet

no. jobs (new

no. projects industrial office/tech retail residential total & retained)
completed,
under
construction 32 300,000 691,320 782,850 6,672,800 8,446,970 5,125
planned 8 206,474 - 124,200 731,377 1,062,052 572
planned, no
use
determined 2

Just cleanup

VI-A-2. ECONOMIC DISTRESS ®IDE THE EN ZONE

Given that EN Zone status is a fairly high standard for establishing economic impact on economically distressed Reses/aélopment
Economics team performed a demographic analysis of BCP COC sites that were not in the B¢ Hoteethe followingsee Table 4):

1 More than half (36 of 65) of the neEBN Zone

sites were in census tracts that rank as
having a median income below the statewide
median income and 40 percent (29 of 72) o
non-EN zone sites rank as having a highar
poverty rate than the statewide average.
1 Depending on which measure is used, tha1em
total number BCP/COC sites that are either

Table 14 Distress characteristics of NeBN zone BCP sites

Unemploy-

% HH povert: med HH in¢ % non-white ment rate

mean 13.4% $ 58,556 27.09 9.3%
edian 9.8% $ 52,190 21.8Y 8.1%

EN Zone (61) or otherwise ranking below the
state median (36 or 29), is between 90 and

97 or 63 percent of all BCP/COC sites.

Gateway Center at the BronXerminal Market¢ An
example of distressed butot-ENZone projects is the
Gateway Center at the Bronx Terminal Mark&he
census tract is 94 percent navhite and has a median
income of $32,058, barely half of the median income
of the New YoridNew Jerseynetro area ($63,553), yet
the census tract did not meet the definition of EN
Zone.The $500 million mall employs 2,500 people in 1
million square feet in spaceit the groundbreaking,
F2N)¥SNI 58S LJdzii &
deteriorating Bronx Erminal Market served as a
constant reminder of the longtanding neglect of the
South Bronx, the new, vibrant Gateway Center will
aeyvoz2f Al SNEX&NBSE QS E

al @82NJ 520

Gateway Center at the Bronx
Terminal; before and after




VI-B. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMEAND AFFORDABLE FEONG

VI-B-1. BCP AND AFFORDABIEUSING

Of the 96 surveyed BCP COC sites, 29 were residential or residential/mixed use and 20 of those included an affordable housing
component. Of the total9,100units, 2,917 (32percent) are classified as affordablef the 29 projects, 19 were complete, two were

under construction, and six were plannefihe completed and under construction projecepresented 84 percent or 7,89dnits;

planned projects comprise I&ercent or 1,216 units.

As indicated in Table 18lew York City projects comprised the majorityr@didential units in the Program: 79 percent or 7,072 units are

being produced in BC&ssisted projects in NY&ffordable units comprised 37 percent (2,588 units) of the NYC tetainer New York

Mayor Bloomberg set an ambitious goal of providing 165 &@@rdable units to house 500,000 New Yorkers by June 20k goaWill

likely beexpanded by new Mayor DiBlasio, and it appears from the BCP statistics gathered, the BCP has been helping the City meet its

affordable housing project goals.

Table15. BCP residential and affordable housing projects

percentagd ! T ¥ 2 NRIof S K2dzaha y 3 oHaé ALMR & S @ (B
total affordable) affordable| eleven 100 percent affordable projects, and one 60 percent
affordable.
NYC 7,072 2,588 36.69
Remainder of The overall percentage of units devoted to affordable
the State 2,035 329 16.1%  housing (32 percent) compares favorably to neighboring
ol o o A MassAachusetts where 18.? percc::'nt of units assisted througr) )
: . - UKS [/ 2YY2ye¢gSItuKQa . NRgyTFTASERA

affordable®

VI-B-2. MELROSE BRONX COMEBACK

Melrose is an example of a neighborhood that is onrglgound, partly due to redevelopment of six brownfield sites for new affordable
housing.

Melrose has a diverse population (approximately 75 percent-wbite) with Latin Americans (mostly Puerto Ricans) comprising the

largest population segmenthe demogaphics of the census tracts where six BCP sites are located appear daunting: poverty rates over

50 percent and median household incomes no higher than $16,0808neighborhood blogeferstotheare | a al Yy SA IK6 2 NK
2dzaG Hn &SEFNRZXZ 32 gl a | FT2NBH2GGSYy f | ¥ P0I0 aBivelidiite MattkHSVierf He@ld datle 6 dzA f
the connection between brownfields and neighborhood conditidfis

/£t SR &0 NEaiZed ahd dRen Eahtanuinted sites like these are found throughout urban areas, but are especially
numerous in neighborhoods like Mott Haven, Melrose and Hunts Point where crime, poverty and a changing economy have led
many businesses to close andyind o6dzAf RAy3d 26y SNE (2 FolyR2y GKSANI LINRLISNI @
YySSR (i2 RS@St2L) 2dzNJ oNRBoYyFASE Razé &alAR {KAN} DARRAY3II (KS
Bronx Overall Development Corporation (808, which has applied to the state for aid in redeveloping brownfields in Port
Morris.

There have been at least six B&isted projects in Melrose, and one has to suspect that developers have been scouting the
neighborhood to find contaminated sites thwill qualify for aggressive BCP EN Zone incentivesiymably this iswhat Albany policy
makers had in mind when the BCP EN zone incentives were adopted)
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The six BCP projects have produced almost 1,000 affordable units

i1 Via Verde - New Housing Legacy ProjediSee Sustainable
Development Section)

M Courtland Cornerql and I) ¢ 323 affordable unitsThe site
redeveloped a former gas station and automobile repair shc
Developer The Phipps Hows6roup is one of the largest nfur-
profit developers of affordable housing in the countB. percent
of the units have been designated for particularly low incon g
households of less than 50 percent AMIL.

1 La Terraza- 107 wits affordable housingFor the cleanup and
redevelopment of a former dry cleaning operation, L+
Developmental Pdaners won the 2011 BicApple Brownfields
Award in Affordable Housindgn all, 10 sources of funding were
assembled. The developer TéMletzger referred to the $4million. / t GFE ONBRAG L a aly SaasSyid
LJ- O1 IABrBuhd floor grocery store also fills a neighborhood need.

1 Courtlandt Crescent217 units of lowincome affordable housingilso developed by Phipps Houses Group, Courtland Crescent
included cleanup of contamination left by a long list of commeiicidlistrial operations: auto repair and service station;
machine shop; iron works; boiler repair; brass fabricator; machinery,engegber company; and cosmetics company.

1  Parkview Commonsg 110 rental apartments for low income households, 7,000 square feet of commercial space, and an open
courtyard. Non-profit developer Nos Quedamos cleaned up the former automobile upholstery sjasmline station and an
automobile service facility.

Courtland Corners | and Il

Affordable housing developers have also utilized the program successhakthird of all dwelling units produced in BCP projects are
classified as affordable; the vast majority of these are in New €dy.In Melrose (a low income majority Hispanic neighborhood in the
South Bronx) six Bd&nded affordable housing complexes have led the way to a larger neighborhood renewal that has been recognized
as a LEED Stage Il Silver Certification for NeighbdrBevelopment.

VI-B-2. BRONX AFFORDABLE BONG PLANS KEEP BHHETMOMENTUM

255 East 138 Street Site/Bronx Lettire Construction through an affiliated LLC has just finished investigating and is actively remediating
a 0.46acre site located at 255 Eak88th Street, Bronx, New York adjacent to the " ZBreet subway stationThis conveniently located
affordable housing project will eliminate a former blight on the neighborhobado former gas stations, auto repair and shuttered
Kentucky Fried Chickeestaurant closed on the site in 2005 and the site sat vacant until this fitla¢tiple underground storage tanks

were located on the SitdJnique structural requirements are being mandated by MTA before excavation can begin because the site is so
close toa subway tunnel, buthis project will result in 9@inits of affordable housing when constructed.

VI-B-3. ROCHESTER AFFORDABHBUSING FOR VULNERBB POPULATIONS ALSBOOSTING
NEIGHBORHOOD RENEWAL

Carriage Factory Currently under construction in the Susan B. Anthol
neighborhood, the former Cunningham Carriage Factory is be
transformed into 71 affordable units, including 39 licensed treatme’ 5
apartments for cliets with special needdn an interview conducted for

this project Mark Gregor, Manager, Rochester Environmental Qua
5AGAaA2YyE RSaONROSaA (K StimeINEatSandi
LINEG6fSY LINRBLISNIE&E Ay | ySA3IRuaharNg 2
GKAyla GKS LINR2SO0 gAfft aok Gt
YySAIKO2NK22R GKIFId KF-a 0SSy adome$s

St LIp¢
R aditl

Carriage Factory pre and post developmenéndering by SWBF

architects)
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The neighborhood is 89 percent neovhite and the poverty rate is 48 percen€Contaminants from the former carriage and autohnile
manufacturing operation includét NA OKf 2 NRSGKSyYyS 6¢/ 90 |yR GSONI OKf 2NRS(OKefSyS ot |

Eastman Commong A similar project to the Carriage Factory, Eastman Commons is 80 affordable units targeted to vulnerable
populations, such as, returning veterans, disabled, elderly, and formerly homeless individuals.

aNX DNBI2NI NBFSNE (2 GKS LINRPLISNIe I a& GKS / AWiR QaSIKNEKE

Former uses included a laundry, plastic fabrication, printing, and tool machining.

az2yS 27

The neighborhood is majority nemhite (52 percent) and the poverty rate is 27 perceAtso, similar to Carriage Factory, Gregor
maintains that Eastman Commons lestablished a seed for neighborhood revitalization.

VI-C. ROWNFIELDPPORTUNITY AREAS

bS6 | 2 NJ QaOppoNmity Yireds $BIOR), governed under General Municipal Law SectieN®70 & LINR SA RSa | y SA 3
areawide approach, rather than the traditional site-site approach, to the assessment and redevelopment of brownfields and other
vacant or abandoned propertigs’ There is a carefully prescribed thrstop process: Prélomination Study; Nomination; and
Implementation StrategyOver 100 New York communities are participating.

Municipalities are must

demonstrate need.

universally eligible, but npnofits Table 16 BOA Projects in the BCP

R R R . . o # of Projectsin # of BCP sites that .
¢KS AYLX SYSyuldaA2y YSOKIyAayYa Region the BCP are in BOAs % A2Z2NRAOE
certain state funds; 2) that BCRINE 250G & £ 2 OF G ! westernny 23 46 55.4%
determined to aid implementation of a BOA plan are eligible for & | finger Lakes 16 5 10.9%
percent boost in the BCP tax credithe latter link has not been a | southern Tier 13 3 22.1%
AAIAYATAOLYG FLFHOG2N 2 REFEGSST 0§ cenrany 17 4 #s% |2 008Y
the implementation gy LIKF&aSad !'& . h! Qa Mohawk Valley 6 0 0.0%
complete process, this link to BCP will likely become a signific | North Country 3 2 66.7%
factor. Nevertheless, even though the 2 percent boost is not yet | capitalRegion 15 E 60.0%
SFFSOG F2NJ yz2ad .h!Qas ./t Aa Mid Hudson 66 14 2% GONByY3
to encouage investment in BOA areas. NYC 17 17 14.5%

Long Island 15 2 13.3%
New Partners for Community Revitalization recently provided tl
TOTAL 381 102 26.8%

legislature with an analysis of BCP projects in BOA afkedide 16
indicates that 27 percent of BCP sites are located in and presumi <o apaiysis of nvs data: DEC& DOS
contribute to BOA plarning objectivesq‘.8

One of the best examples of BBPA tieins is the Yonkers waterfront,
outlined in theWaterfront sectiory and detailed in thé\ppendix | Focus

Project section.

The consulting team also carried out two interviews with local,
managers of BOA projects in Broome County and Rochddterfocus
was on the potential for BCP to act as an implementation mechaniy
for BOA plans.

Rochester¢ Mark Gregor, Manager Rochester Environmental Qual
Division, cited an example of BCRsialigned with BOA prioritiethe
potential redevelopment of the Tent City building as mixed inco
apartments The project would advance LyékhkeStae (LLS) Street
BOA plans which call for infill townhomes, improvements to Canal P
mixed use on Oak Street, industrial/flex space, and urban agriculture.

Tent City redevelopment would boost the LLS BOA

28



VIG1.. whha9 / h! bt . ht! Qf

5

Elaine Miller is Commissioner of the Broome County Plann
Office, which oversees the Broome County Endicott Johns
/I 2NNAR2NJ . h!3X |yR {GKNBS
Neighborhood; Brandywine Corridor; and North Chenango Rif}
Corridor BOAShe first highlighted one project that illustrates th¢
point that BCP is already @&ug as a BOA investment incentive |
Gannett Corporatio® print production facility in the Endicott{s
Johnson Corridor BOASeeGannett focus site writeip in the

Appendi). She indicated that the 118mployee stateof-the-art

printing facility a catalytic effect, as rew Walmart and a New
Visions Credit Union have sprung up on former abandon

~ o N Gannett Corporation's printing operation located in thEndicottJohnsol
LINBLISNLiez I yR | FINYS NBp@radasitoNg o area in Johnson Cityhe facility employs 110 people at the site o

the adjacent CFJ Park also followed the Gannett project. former shoe manufacturing plant, which had been vacant for 10 years.

Ms. Miller alsostressed that several Bedfgible sites are key properties in the BOA ar€ase example in the Northside BOA is 33 West
State Street, a former City dump in a low income area, proposed to be redeveloperkeitalizedBinghamton Plaza. A similar exampl
in the First Ward BOA is 2 Tichner Place, also proposed for commercial reuse.

From the longer term perspective, Miller stressed that each of the BOA plans are going to need aggressive incentivesoirb@rder
implemented.In the Endicott Johnson BOAy fexample, some former industrial properties will be proposed for conversion to residential

FYyR INIA&AGAQ t2FG&as odzi YIN]J SO O2yRAGAZ2YE I NB y2G FIH@2Nro6tS Sy

, N

Mark Gregor, City of Rochester, summed up the BOAiti¢o BCP:

® SONB 3F2iy3a G2 KIS NBIff2 dati &t @& 7O BCPRICER@Bquay efeBtiteyaiSS/ND AL

know howwe will be able to promote anll Y LIt SY Sy (i édzOOS aFdzZ Of Sk ydzd FyR NBRS@E

~ o

29



VII. ENVIRONMENT, SMART GROWTH, AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

VIFA.PROTECTING PUBLIC HEALTH AND VULNERABLE POPULATIONS

From State tax credit records for 202813, a total of $579 million was spent on remediation/site prep, and only 16 percent (or $95.5
million) was credited back from state funds. While there may be some other public funds mixed in, clearly the vast Hilegyi§0(

percent) of cleanup/site prep funds are private b Sé |, 2NJ] Qa NBf | GA @GSt & f dzONI sean@Sindicing 3 A 6 f S

this private investment in upfront cleanup.

From the surveyed COC sites, there were 42 where analysts had a record of the remediation and (sometimes) site piidEs®sts.
totaled $265 million invested in cleanup/site prep, with a medr$6,325,329 and a median of $1,747,500 per sithese costs per site
are higher than other state and national records, although the difference may be explained by New York including cept&p sists,
over and above remediation (such as demoiitiand lead paint and asbestos abatemeir)any event, to state the obvious, that is $265
million invested in protecting public health and the environment, and, absent the tax credits, it is very likely that temediestments
would have been a smidraction of that amount.

Borinquen Courserves as a useful reminder that BCP is not just a redevelopment itoalso serves to protect public healthhe survey
form (filled out for this study) describes the project as the cleanup and renovatian exkisting 44-unit elderly housing complex

Soil and groundwater cleamp beneath an existing occupie
affordable senior housing development that was built in tH?

late 1970's on land previously utilized as a gas station &
YSGFf @g2Nj}a FlLOli2NBEX LYy IR
and safety othe senior residents will be preserved and the N
groundwater supply protected, participation in the Bd
provided sufficient liability protections and financial incentiv
to facilitate the involvement of conventional lenders/equi
investors to provide raadditional $18 million for londeferred
capital improvement work (i.e. roof and window replaceme i StEE
new boilers, apartment renovations, HVAC, etc). i

i o ’ i __Borinquen Court, cleanup protects vulnerable elderly
¢KS LINR2SOu0zx |fuK2dzaAK yz2iui ON‘Epopulations

credited with cleanup of past contardtion, protecting vulnerable
elderly populations, and an $18 million investment in upgradind a

renovating their facility. .\
VII-B. SMART GROWTH CHARACTERISTICS o(. /| tAy(i2y DNBASYEGIFR&[12yWF

PROJECTS
In approving the proposedani for Clinton Green, Anna Lev
/ KFEANI 2F /2YYdzyAde . 2FNR
F2N) GKS&aS t2Ga aidl NbS® gl
Economic Development Corporation (EDC), which

acquired the undeutilized land pursuant to the Clinton Urb:
Renewal Plan and advertised for competitive proposals, ¢
Al GiKBlI X 2@FR LI | Yhe Benat Qorhphary
winner ofthe competition, carried through with plans for
green building, mixed income (@0) residentiatommercial
development that devoted 60,000 sq ft to rot-profit
Theater/cultural space and 14,000 sq ft oleapspace. Clintol
Generally, the research in this area ranks the following variables] Green has @Valk Score®f 85. SeeAppendix_1lfor more

determining the extent to which individual projects can claim simil' about Clinton Green.

Brownfields get smart growth points, just by virtue ofusing land
in existing communities instead of developing farmg
forests/greenfieldsHowever, there are gradations indhsome sites
and projects have the location and density characteristics associ

with less automobile travel, and hence the lowering of greenhm]
gases.EPA studies have reported that, nationally, brownfields s

32 to 57 percent Vehicle Miles Travele(VMT) relative to
comparable greenfields sitéddThere are parallel greenhouse gal
and other air emission benefits.

VMT and GHG reduction (in rank ord%or)
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Density

Location near the city center or other employment centers

Mixing of uses (within the project or within the neighborhood) as an indicator of walkability
Street connectivity and connection to the existingdgri

Access to transit

= =4 =4 4 =

While a full modeling of the BCP projects was beyond the scope of this study, the analysts did examine the issue andirBakdas NJ 2 F
YIE3AyAaiddzRSe SadAaYlFidSad C2NJ GKS ./t LINRP2SOlGa=tomkaSus I NS (GKNBS SEO

1. Density The team found that the average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of the B&Rdustrial projects was estimated to be 1’5,
which is at least four times typical of suburban densities.

2. Walk Score Walk Sore®is a measure of the degree dKA OK  aAGS A& Ay | aglf{lofSé& yS§
retail services, amenities, and public transportation servidé®e rankings are from-tnns @gAGK FAGBS -INI RI G
RSLISYyRSWDE G@n a2 I | SING. Red#véldprRehBEcéémicé tam Walkcore® for all of the surveyed COC
sites, removing the industrial projecthe result washat BCP projects have a median Walk Sc@&é® T p X 6 KA OK NI y{
GLE1Fot Soé

3. Transit scoreAnother measure of sustainable locations &nsit score, similar t¥alk Score®ut measuring access to transit.
Transit score was not available for about half of the BCP projects, but, for the 30 sites where it could be calculatediathe m
68 yohpr 6KAOK A& GNIyatftliSR 4 4aSEOStf Syl GNIy&aArlodé

These factors would tend to lead to a conclusion that BCP projects are at the upper end of the range of VMT reductionArsthdyEP
however, staying to the conservative side, the team estimates VMT reduction in the middle of the EPA range, or a #Begentim in
relation to alternative development patterns

VII-B-1. GREEN AND AFFORDABMEA VERDENEW HOUSING LEGAQROBECT, SOUTH BRONX

There are numerous examples of BCP projects that have exceptional
sustainability characteristic&ome of these are cataloguedAmpendix 2

One of the outstanding examples is théa Verde/New Hosing Legacy
Project, which tookderelict former industrial land and create@ new
affordable housing community with model sustability features.Located

in the South Bronx, the project was the result of a Sfgnsored
competition to create an affordable and sustainable model for new housing
development. The awarewinning plan, develped by Jonathan Rose
Companieprovides 220 nits of affordable housing, 8,532) ftof retail and
community space, and 27,7@@ ft of open space. Previously, this site was
used as a freight yard, a provisions facility, and a gasoline st4tion.
YIE1Ay3 GKS +yyz2dzyOSyYSyids /2YYAdaarzys$s
decades the South Bronx was plagued with abandoned and neglected

properties, but today, thanks to investment by the City as well as private
and nonprofit developers, the community is expericing a dramatic

Via Verde- green and affordable

NBE GA DI £ ©¢

Via Verde achieved LEED Gold certification from the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) for its innovative envirospamidle re
design.Aside from achieving a high standard for energy efficiency, the project also featnoftop gardens that dissipate heat and
absorb rainwater runoff while providing opportunities for active gardening, vegetable cultivatioratigla and social gathering.

31



f

Conclusion for Environment/Sustainability:

NY BCP Projects are creating jobstoring economically depressed neighborhoods, while also improving the environment and
contributing to smart growth and sustainability. BCP investments have a high degree of conformance with smart growth and
sustainability objectives he measures foresity (1.5 FAR for néndustrial projects), walkability\Walk Score®f 75), and transit
access (transit score of 89 for a limited sample of sites) all indicate that BCP projects are mostly in locations treatteedabide
travel, lower greenhouse gasesd reinforce smart growth.
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VIII. POLICY ANALYSIS ANDMPARISONO OTHER STATES

Analysts reviewed a series ofports that have commented on the efficacy and fiscal impact of the BCP prpgnaludingthose
LINB LI NBR o6& (KS ) fte Weui Yok {Stat® NaR&fornh and Kabr@sso@mission* New Partners forCommunity
Revitalizatior”” and the Environmental Advocates of New Y8rk.

There are several issues that have been raised:

Why are most of the funds going to redevelopment, rather than cleanup?

How does the program compare to other states?

Do the extracosts of brownfields justify an as-right credit?

Why were more sites assisted under the previous Voluntary Cleanup Program, which involved no tax credit, than under BCP?
LA ./t FaadAralAay3a LINR 2-Bisdésseddred? 1 KS adlF 1SQa SO2y2YAOFfte

Is the state getting a satisfactory return on its investment?

The State commitments under the Program are projec¢teceach over $3 billion is that accurate?

NogMdwdhE

The latter three gestions are addressed in other parts of the reppsee the links, above.
VIIIFA.WHY ARE MOST OF THE FUNDS GOING TO REDEVELOPMENT, RATHER THAN CLEANUF'?

BCP is comprehensive in its approach to addressing brownfields issggslators were farsighted ielecting to not only clean up, but
also redevelop sites, which would heal the environment as well as the stimulate the economy, especially in distressddiereitste.
ra adtdiSR Ay GKS adlGdzisQa tSHAAtFGADBS AyGaSyls GKS LidzN1R&S 27

1. Mitigate the threat to public health and the environment from contaminated sites.

2. Promote the redevelopment of abandoned contaminated properties as a means to revitalize economically blighted
communities.

3. Create an alternative to greenfield developmentreynoving barriers to redevelopment of urban brownfields.

The incentives created by the statute encourage not only cleanup, but redevelopment, by providing a larger redevelopmzaathgn
incentive in order assurthat communities will get the broader benefit of revitalization, while also avoiding the negative externalities
associated with sprawling greenfields developmehtcleanup without an associated project, as evident in the new statistics on the
Superfund Rogram where only cleanups occur, reveals sites that remain vacant and underutilized.

TKS / 2 Y LJi NRrépbriSabtlyatelyifitF out@h@tthe preponderance of tax credits have gone to redevelopment, not cleanup/site
preparation.This point has restdd in criticism from some interested parties, and some have proposed to make the program a cleanup
only program.Whilea party cannot earn the redevelopment tax credit without performing a cleathepjssue requires a more-ihepth
analysis.

VII-A-1. BCP: WHAT IS THE BNEDRREDEVELOPMENT SPLIT?

The site prep percentagef total BCP tax credits is 9prcent for all COC projectshere the tax credit is reported, 20a83. When
analysts isolated the post 2088form sites, the site prep percentage aiftal creditsroseto 12.7 percentthe latter analysis was 2008

12). As noted in theProtection of Public Healtbectior) one of the benefits of the relatively lucrative tangible (redevelopment) credits is
that the vast majoity (likely 80 percent) of cleanup/site prep is private investment (investment that would be unlikely to occur if New
York eliminates or severely limits the tangible cridit
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However, the pre2008 set of projects had one important distortion in the data:
before the 203 amendments to the Tax Credit Program, the State cleanup - _

Since the redevelopment tax credit was not contingent upon claiming
cleanup credit, a number of developesdth smart tax advice sought the federa
tax write off instead of the NY cleanup tax credihere were at least six sites
that claimed section 198, not BCP site prep, skewing the ddta.team was Pt

able to document a total of $101.3 million in clearfsipe prepcosts that were | 7 v - ::'

not claimed as NY BCP site pr8y. accounting fothese additional sites, it iSAtIas Park in Glendale The [;roject had $11.6 million
estimated that current reporting of BCP site prep understates actual SpeNC;jeanup costs, but used the federal section 198 deduc

on remediaton/site prep by at least 21%. instead of BCP faio help finance remediation

Two of the focus projectin the appendixAtlas Parkand Clinton Greepare examples of sites thdtad significant cleanup costs ($18
million and $11.6 million, respectively) and took the section 198 deduction instead of thersfigoart of BCPThey both were recorded
a KFE@Ay3 ané F2NJGKS ./t &AGS LINBLI ONBRAG Ay GKS ¢FE FyYR CAYL

VII-A-2. CLEANU®NLY PROGRAMS OFTEEN JUST THAT

The problem with the cleanupnly approach is that making land developmeeady does not assure th#étte benefits ofredevelopment
will occur.

EPA Brownfields Program BPA funds brownfields assessment, revolving loan fund and cleanup grants to eligible entities that work to
remove barriers to public and private redevelopmeditt | Q&4 . NP gy FASERa t NPANIY A& F20dzaSR 2y
environmental contamination and enabling cleanup, as necessarg. July 2012 report, the EPA identified that of 8,294 properties

funded nationwide between 2063008, 1,895 prperties (23%) were made ready for reuse, 861 properties (10%) started redevelopment

and 168 properties (2%) completed redevelopm&i.t | Q3 . NP sy FASE Ra t NPINFY A& fAYAGSR Ay
because it does not fund redevelopmebtjt relies on local, state and federal partners to provide the critical gap financing needed.

NYS Superfund Sites Analysis is acknowledged that the statutory purpose of the Superfund program is to protect public health and

the environment, not to prmote redevelopment.Nevertheless, to contrast the Superfund clegm only approach with BCP, the
consulting team analyzed 209 state and federal Superfund sites in New York relative to redevelopmeniThatieam was able to

clearly discern the redevelopent status for 166 of those sites where remediation had commenced; only ten (6 percent) of those sites
KIS 0SSy NBRSOSt2LISR FyR &8S8i Ylye aAaids 24y S NHhele SBorditfdiniafion LI & A y
about the Superfaod analysis if\ppendix &

Redevelopment Economics is currently carrying out an analysis of impacts for a state brownfields incentive cleanup amiy iprogr
another state, and preliminary data indicates that only d@hid of the sites asisted have been redevelopelew York State, by
structuring the tax incentive to reward redevelopment (not just cleanup), has moved ahead of states that are in the -olelgnup
category.More than twothirds (68 percent) of the surveyed COC siteave been completed or are under constructiandonly 18 of
the 80 COC sites wheertax credits have been recorddthve claimed the site prep credit but not the tangildeedit. Most of the
remainder are in advanced planning.

VIII-B ¢ HOW DOESCP COMPARETO OTHER STATE BROWNBIE AND REDEVELOPWEN
PRAsRAMS?

As concluded above, the BCP program is really more than a brownfields program; therefore, the consulting team is caweyosg out
state comparison in two parts: brownfields incentives andeneelopment incentives.

Brownfields Incentiveg, State brownfields incentives come in at least the following categories: income tax credits)agargrograms,
and stateassisted tax increment financinghe detailed summary of these programs istinpendix4.*® Briefly summarized the main
points are that:
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1 There are 13 states that have income tax credit programs to encourage brownfields redevelopmeprograms that can be
used for more than just remediation includdissouri, lowa, Mississippi, and Floridaf 2 NA R YR aA&&AaaAi LY
ONBRAGAT AAYAEINI G2 bSg ,2N]Qa odzi tS&aa SELI yar@gSo

1 There are approximately 15 states that have g#lan programs; the more significant programs are those funded by multi
year bond issues (including Ohio, Pennsylvania, and California) and those that have dedicated sources of revenue (including
Washington and New Jersey).

1 In a growing number of states tax increment financing is a primary tool for brownfields redevelopntstates have taken a
number of steps to make the connection between brownfields and TIF, such as setting up complimentary alternative loan
sources (Michigan), allowing more tax revenue sources to be counted in the TIF (Tennessee), and offerinbazkstdte
guarantee for brownfields TIF projects (Pennsylvania and Connecticut).

1 In Michiganthere isa parallel with BCP in that brownfields incentives are purposely structured to serve larger redevelopment
objectivesa A O K ABidwyfi€lds Redevelopmeruthoritiesprimarilyuse TIFo address not justontaminated landput also
GFdzyOtiazyltfe 26a2fS0Ss 08t AIKGSRE 2N GFE NBOSNISR LINRLISNI &

All of these states are making substantial brownfields commitments, although none exceed $100 million annually.

Redevelopment Incentiveg (See Appendix 4 for an expanded discussaith fully documented sourcesBrownfields projects often

benefit from redevelopment incentives that are not under the brownfields umbrella but may provider ldajlar amounts than the
brownfields sourcesThese are a little hard to pin down but generally fall into the following categadgsincrement financing; state

specific econoric development tools; andtate tax credit programs that mirror the federRlehabilitation (historic preservation) Tax

Credit and/or the New Markets Tax Credit. KS O2yadzZ GAy3a GSHY arAa y2i OKINHSR g4l
RSOSt 2LIYSY(ikNBRSGSt 21LIvSyi (G22taT K26SHBSN T NPisuesiikK@herGtgsaadztlystd v (i Q&
offer three observations: 1) New York does not have a state counterpart to New Markets, 2) the NYS Rehabilitation Tsva Gneitktd

tool, because of a per project cap of $5 million, lack of transferability, and geleigreestrictions; and 3) tax increment financing (TIF) is

almost nonexistent in New York.

This latter point, the lack of TIF, requires some expangioa.2 2F bS¢ |, 2NJ Qa ySAIKo2NEI bSs WSNE
adopted programs that allow cein state revenues to be used to assist urban redevelopment projects that meet key state objectives.
¢tKS bS¢ WSNBESE YR tSyyaetdlyAl LINRBINFYA | NBEssashhsetsMidsand, Kahsasiy a dzLIS N

Tennessee, Nevada, dColorado.
The funding levels that are going into these super TIF progrand projects are eyepening.For example$900 million in combined

state and local TIF funds were recently committed to supporting theeTfirails Project in Kansas CBpmeof the brownfields projects
that have been assisted (or are lined up for assistance) include:

1 In New Jerseythe staterecently announced a $390 million commitment to the Meadands American Dream Project. Also in
GKS LIALIStAYSY ¢ NBeld2nmo0 Pprojecthdialent wo2al Bierlandl Byt rail statiofihe redevelopment is
plannedas a 450,000 square foot mixed use development.

1 Missouri supported the Branson Landing and Convention Center with a $54 million state commitment;

f InPennsylvania KS FANBRG (62 LINP2SOGa FdziK2NAT SR dzy RSNJ GKS &aidl GSQa
brownfields projects in Lancastéand Bethlehent? The Bethlehem project is a $580 million redevelopment.

1 In Kentucky, the Distillery District pemt in Lexington is an example of a brownfield project that is lined up for a $17 million in
state infusion;

None of these programs are limited to brownfields but each is fundirgyvnfields and many of the pgrroject commitments are
significantly highethan those under NYS BCP.

Missouri provides a good example of a state that brings multiple redevelopmenttmbksar on brownfields projectsdn a review of the
funding sources for 50 brownfields projects, the vast majority of public fun@8gyercen} came from sources outside th@®rownfields
silo£ TIF (state and local) and historic tax credits (state and fedégasle theViissouri section of the append)x

bSs , 2Nl Qa ONRBSYTASEt RAk NS Rbrdeéhtrated v $hy drowhfiglds Sio i vihefS dtherl stdiSs ahé Ziniarly
assisting brownfields with high dollar amounts, but through programs that are not under the brownfields umbBrefta.this broader
LISNRALISOGABGSE bSg , 2NJ Q& rappeart®BeYhe mdstreSpgrisived2tiizimBst lycehtivé (Rograngiher, the
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incentives, aside from BCP, appear to bale
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CrossState Comparative Analysis Conclusion

bSé ,2N] Qa ONBRSYFASE REKNBRSOStE21LIYSyld AyOSyidiaAdSa | NB Iyasdishng
brownfields with high dollar amounts, but through programs theg¢ aot under the brownfields umbrellerom this broader perspectiv

bSg 2Nl Qa ./t O2YYAGYSyd g2dzZ R y2 €2y3ISNI FLIISFENI G642 0S8 GK

Further, the relative priority BCP gives to redevelopment, as opposed to rénfediay > A& Ff &2 Sy (dANBf e
redevelopment incentives, aside from BCP, appear to be weak.

\. S

VIII-B.DO THE EXTRA COSFBAOWNFIELDS JUSTAN ASOFRIGHT CREDIT?

Tax credits in the real estate world are usually designed ta bedzii 2 YI G A O¢ &2 GKIFd NBIt SadlisS AyoS:
initial project feasibility is being undertakem this manner, a tax credit that developers can count on is having the greatest impact in
GY2@Ay3 GKS RALI f évesinment. i ROGR WieniiNe\& YoFk Setilel. 1 Breafe A tax credit program (rather than a grant

loan program) as the key private sector incentive, the state was making a choice that is consistent with how developgrsangera

make decisiong essentially tiey need predictability and they shy away from uncertainty.

While introducing a needs test to BCP may seem like a fiscally responsible approach, -degismmst recognize thaheeds tesing
would compromise the predictability of the program and maka liess effective incentivéronically a needs test also sometimes leads to
GINI geé F2N 0KS RS &SHe seaddnNg thatheeds te3tiBgitakestiha ahdPrad)8rés upfront investment (for example,
a developer cannot apply fa cleanup gnat until the site assessment is complet@he developer must consider whether to make this
upfront investment, given the possibility of being turned down for the grant; so the developer may have already elimiestéthsiare
infeasible without tke grant.

(@]
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58St 2LISNBE Ay i{SNIBASH S RINRAN (&K AQdzNaNBdzRie (fl 2] SNBRA S @liaNdzO i dzNB
only earned after money is spent, as leverage to obtain financing for the remediation and redevelopment [Befert. BCP they
contend,it wasvery difficultto obtain any equity or traditional financing for remediation wobkevelopers also like the apolitical nature
of an asof-right credit.

VIIIB-1. EXTRA COSTBEVELOPMENT ANDEGREATORYOMPLIANCE

Brownfields have predictable extra costs, not unlike historic preservation (the Rehabilitation Tax Credit usually opam@sésight

credit, totaling 40% of eligible costs, roughly double the BTRg. extra brownfields costs are more than jusesésessment and
cleanup.In the following list the first three are typical extdevelopmentcostsfor brownfieldsalmost anywhere; the latter four are
regulatory complianceosts that deelopment interestsclaim arehigher in New York StatéThe disclaner relative to thepoints on the

NB3dzA  G2NE Aadaadz8a Aa GKIFG (K SstaleShayssof tHe KeguBr$ peRokntancy & GOR& poldts dzZRS |
made here come partly from interviews and discussions viitbwnfields developmentniterests in New York and partly from

WSRS@GSE2LI¥Syid 902y2YA0aQ LI ad Ayo@d290SYSyld sAGK aidlriS oNRsgYyFASE
1 The extra costs of rpurposing industrial sites for new usesas one example, larger industrial sites usually do not have the
streetsand utilities required for subdivision.

1 Extra costdor waterfront/riverfront sites ¢ Waterfront/riverfront sites often have extra costs related to public access, building
waterfront trails, shoreline or stream bank restoration, and erosion control.

1 For dstressed area/EN Zone sitedower revenue streams due to poor market conditions.
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1 Significantly greater time in gaining regulatory approval$n New York State, the BCP regulatory process appears to be more
time-consuming than most state¥he timeframefrom acceptance to COC averages 3 %2 yéarseveral other states (including
hKA2 YR (KNBS 2 TNewasseyCaonnedtiutandyMadsatiusegsta ¥ngth of time that it was taking to
gain regulatory approval led tprograms that involg shifting regulatory oversight to private f A O8 @ SR LINR FS&aaA 2
Redevelopment &nomics was part of a team that examined voluntary cleanup timeframes for the State of Washangiton
found that these privatized oversight programs hadrageimeframes of one to two yea@.

1  Environmental liabilities not addressed by BABCP does not address any of the following poteritizid party liabilities:
property damage claims; diminution of value suits; and toxic #ntecent article citeden states that offer some form of third
party liability protection‘r.’4 Additionally, two of the BCP reopeners are ones that are not ersal relative to other stateghat
the level of contamination remaining is no longer protective of human health and the environarshtfailure to hold to the
agreed development schedule five years after theCOC is issuedDevelopers/investors sometimes purchase private
environmental insurance and sometimes simply account for these liabilities in their owrewskd calculatiorg either way,
they are accounted for anapresent acost

1 Extra costs and delay for public participatioAnalysts have not addressed this issue in detail, but the New York public notice
and involvement requirements appear to be more demandingthan moét&a =/ t Q&4 FyR I RR &aA3IYyATFTAOLY

1 Cleanup standardsAgain, the consulting team was not tasked with examining BCP cleanup standards and comparing them to
other states; however, the team did get feedback from development interests who believesthbased cleanup standards are
more strict than neighboringtates. Adding to the rather cursory evidenceational research cites average cleanup costs of
$600,000 to $1 million per sif& comparedo $ ¢, @ebidup@rid site pref least siximes the national mearb , fddition
of site prep over ard abovecleanup explainsan unknown portiorof the difference.

This limited information is hardly conclusive, but New York may want to consider a comprehensive and independent artalysis of
regulatory side of BCP.

From a policy perspective, if New York watatsiccelerate smaller scale cleanups, the single biggest change that would do that is to de
link a new, simplified regulatory program from the tax credit, and then construct an expedited VCP based on best practicethar
country. The BCP would remaiior the larger, more complex projects. However, poiiegikers should consider improving its liability
protection by eliminaing some of the broad reopeners and adding third party protectitifdew York significantly cuts back on the BCP
tax credit,reguatory side reforms should take on added urgency

VIIIFB-2.a . -Ghweé v 9{ ¢Lhb

Someobservershave questioned whether BQownfields investmentsvould have occurred absent the tax credite above discussion
calls attention to thenterplay between theax credit and the regulatory procesand suggests that substantial incentives are needed, in
LI NIs 0SS0l dzasS bSé | 2 NcasumingaadoztpengieNE LINP OS&4& Aa GAYS

Additionally,analystsk @ { SR &FRINE ¢ . ljddidera develBpér inkeyviewsfive community planning staff interviews, arid the
online survey(with fourteen responsey While this is an admittedly subjective area, the overwhelming response wasthbaBCP
projectsunder discussiomvould not have been undertaken absent the BCPdadits; and that the BCP credits were critical to gaining
other private financinglf the opinions of developers are discounted because ofistdfest, the opinions of City staff still stand as
indication that, at least for the BCP projects in tremmunities BCP was critical to successful implementation.

VIIFC.WHY WERE MORE SIFTSSISTED UNDER TREWVOUS VOLUNTAREANUP PROGRAM,
WHICH INVOLVED NOXTEREDIT, THAN UNCEERP?

The State Comptroller reportoted that more sites(212) were completedunder the pre2003 Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) than
under the post2003 BCP Progra(i28 sites)and that VCP did not offer any tax credist, it should be pointed out that cleanup does
not equate to redevelopmen this report documentshe high rate of redevelopment for BCP siteBhe perception in the industry is that

a relatively high number of VCP sites were owner/operator/RP sites whenmotivation was to address liability issues, not to undertake
redevelopment. Thus, a more &funed analysisvould likelyshow that theredevelopment rate for VC®as significantlylower than
BCP.
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Second, the total number of sites participating was similae YCPexistedfrom roughly 1998 until the BCPwas adopted into law in
October, 2003,and 409 sites participated.BetweenOctober2003 and the present,approximately474 projectshave participatedin the
BCP.

Third there are a number of important differences between the programs that complicate comparison:

1 VCP was an administrativetyeated program designett provide a DE©nly (not a State) liability release and alleviate-sité
remediation obligations for parties that had found releases on their sites via Phase Il investigations or were othengise bein
threatened with enforcemenactions if they did not remediate a discovered environmental conditiorsimplified terms, VCP
amounted to the state saying that the applicant carried out the appropriate cleanup.

1 BCP, in contrast, offeStateliability limitations, statutorilyprescibed procedures, and very substantial incentives to redevelop
property. With the program benefits (both liability and incentives) enhand®@P changed thailes of the gameAs one
example, BCP involves 30 or 45 day Fact Sheet/community notice requieataight different points in the cleanup process.
As the extent of the financial incentives and their fiscal impact became evident, DEC instituted a series of eligdityhert
attempted to eliminate many sites (such as historic fill sites) thate previously eligible Additionally, the length of time to
progress through BCP is 3 % years, too long for any development project that can avoid it.

BCP does not have a monopoly on brownfields liability protection, and it is very likely that sites that are financiblly Wediut the
tax credits are avoiding BCP because it is viewed as slowxqhsive The alternative ways developers can prdtdtemselves from
liability are:
1 Federallyprescribed Bona Fide Prospective Purchaser protections;
1  Private environmental insurancand,
1 In New York City, the Citdeveloped Brownfield€leanup Program, whiakas created precisely because the State BCEga®
was saiime-consuming and difficuthat developers who did not need the tax credit were avoiding it.

VIIFD ¢ CONCLUSION: POLIGYAAYSIS AND COMPABNISTO OTHER STATES

The U.S. Conference of Mayors (USCM) periodically surveys cities to undefrstantdrownfield redevelopment challenges, as this
subject has been a top priority for the organization for over 20 ydar2010, there were 103 cities (68%) of the total respondents that
stated additional resources were needed to complete brownfield vedtgpment successfullyncentives desired included tax credits,
loan guarantees, low interest loans for development, infrastructure and other assistaBeeause of the BCP prograthis problem is
much less the case in New York State.

With the BCP taxredits expiring in 2015, N¥is currently reevaluatingthe program. The data gathered and analyzed in this report
reveals that the current program, has produced significant revenue and job creation benefits for the state through theazuokeright
tax credit structure designed to encourage both remediation and redevelopment.

While the analysis was not centered on the regulatory side, the team became aware of concerns related to process requareents
time frames, higher cleanup standards, and sslévor liability releas@he overall low nhumber of sites that have participated to date in
the program may indicate that the private sector views the program asstow and expensive relative to the benefisven with the
current tax creditslf the tax credit structure is drastically altered and the remaining elements of the program are not simplified and
improved to encourage participation, the likely result would be far fewer brownfields will be redeveloped in New York.
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Policy Analysis Conclign

In New York, because of the BCP, the persistent funding shortfall that plagues brownfields efforts in other states $s thectelse
azal 2% GKS adGlrasSa Ay GKS b2NIKSIFad FyR aARgSald KargesBdolar
O2YYAGYSYyGzZ AF 2yS Aad yINNRBgte O22H008dIVER othieri rédkveldpiedt intemtNgs |
O2yaARSNBRI bSgs 2N Qa 20SNIff O2YYAlYSyid Aa A1 Sahénpofant
priority. Other differences relative to other states have upside benefits to NY S-tifieigist structure of BCP is an advantage, beca
the credit has the greatest impact on private investment decisions; and the relative weight givealopd®nt over cleanup he
ONBLIGSR I NBRSOSt2LIYSyi( &dz00S&aa -NFiissé sI9NKE I MISERY R (KS SEI
If New York wants to continué gain the community, environmental, and economic development benefitbrownfields
redevelopment, it shdd eliminate the sunset for the tax credits in the BCP, and create an expedited liability release only pro
the smaller, less complex cleanup sites where liability is the primary ob$fR&ct@ving incentives, changing the program to a gi
only pogram, or making the program a cleanup only program would diminish the success that has taken place in New York

the current program.
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APPENDIX &t FOCURAREAS ANPROJECTS

In this section several projects are débed in more detail, providing greater depth to obstacles overcome afiihenefits, and key
financing component3Nhile most of thesareindividual projects, it seemed appropriate to also highlight @emmunity, Yonkers,
where BCPfunded projects are sparking a larger waterfront/downtown/TOD renewal.

Az z

Yonkers: BCunded?2 | § SNFNRYy (G ¢hs5 tNra2SOGa wSGAGEFEATS +FyR ! LJAN

Background¢chy 0S8 | GKNR@GAY3d AYRAzZAGNAIFE g+ GESNFNRyYyG /Ades o0& G(G(KS mddn
dominated the City of Yonkers more than 150 acre Alexander Street BOA and another 50 acres in the Lower West Side ROQA waterf
The City was plagued by brownfield sites and yet was well situated adjacent to New York City.

Yonkers is an ethnically diverse community watid5 percent nofwhite population andarge segments of persons of Hispaniggin.
Median household incomeas $44,700 and the poverty rate was 15.5% in 2@K0a result, much of downtown Yonkers is located in a
State environmental zone (high pate and high unemployment).

BOA Tidn ¢ After setting the stage througbrbanrenewal planning ané&PAsupportedbrownfields planning,n 2005Yonkers applied
and was granted the first round d@rownfield Opportunity AreaBOA grant moniesfor three planning areas

The reuse plan for key waterfront parcels was determined in Btep 3 Alexander Street BOA Plifgster Planand Urban Renewal
Plan.Alexander Street WaterfrorBOA (orth of the main Yonkers Metro North train station tgpthe Glenwood local statioripcludes
multiple brownfields within 150 acres of real estate along the Hudson River adjacent tuaew

It took four years of extensive public peipation to develop the threglans into final form, when they were adopted by the Planning
Board and City Council as final in May 200% goal of these three plans was collectively to remediate and rinatalize the waterfront

in a new green, sustainable mixed use residential and commercial neighborhood and reconnect the waterfimnhtown. The three
plansall sought to maximize transiriented development (TOD) as one of the drivers for the rettspment plan to encourage New
York City commuters to travel and live just a bit further north but along the Hudson Rivea viéitv of the Palisades on the other side of
the River.

One key parcel,he ATl Tank Farm sjtwasacquired and remediation wasompleted in 2013L 1 Q& y2¢ LI NI 2F GKS 13
projects (see below) that are graduallymeaking the Yonkers waterfront.

Two nowcompleted BCP projects were identified by Yonkers Planning Director Lee Ellman as two of the three linchéntipadjgot
the ball rolling®’ The two BCP projects were both located Gity-owned land, sold to brownfield developers for projects that would
implement the vision created in the plans.

Hudson ParkNorth: The Hudson Park North twin towergJ/ ==
(292 market rate apartments) redeveloped a waterfror'.
surface parking lot with site with more than 100 years (.
industrial history, including a lumber yard, coal storag’ 8%
automotive  storage,  building  supplies, eléva
manufacturer, asphalt mixing plant and a sand and stojs
company.As an EN Zone site, the project qualified for 18
percentage tangible credits, and the resulting $21 million
tax credits leveraged the $117 million total projec,
investment. The BCP edits paid for critical infrastructure
and a public open space esplanade and bulkhead on
waterfront. Located adjacent to the main Yonkekéetro
North commuter station, the project helped establish Yonke
as a viable option for New York commuteffiedeveloper of
this project, is now implementing its next BCP project next

A linchpin projectHudson Park North waterfrorTOD
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door.

\
66 Main: 66 Main is similarly located near the Yonkers commutrExcerpts, interview with Ed Sheeran, former Execut
station and thewaterfront. Past uses, which contributed to onsite Director, Yonkers Industrial Development Authority:
contamination, include a foundry, paint factory, machine sho
garages, printing shop, paint store and auto body sHeld. zone G2 AliK2dzi GKS GFE ONBR
qualifying tax credits of $5.7 million leveraged $37.6 million tot| K98 KI LhIBtgnd Roxkels was not the
project nvestment, resulting in a green, mixed use/TOD proje
of: 24,000 sq ft of retail space and 170 apartments andwioek
spaces (35 affordableYhe building is powered by a geotherma
pump power systemThe developer is also implementing its ne>L

garden spot with abandoned buildings and

LINB@I £ Syid LI2@SNIextSy
AYGSNBAGSRXGKS /2ftAY
LIA2YSSNRyYy £ J

Positive Trends: spioff and in the pipeline:Yonkers is beginning to see new investment in the downtown.drea Ellman (Planning
Director) indicated thatd ¢ KS . / t LINE 2 S O & ewal loidh BikEabby thekrSin statthB, Nikatirig a Wakstble TOD district.
That attractive neighborhood look, in turn, has made the area attractive to Mindspring (dmentown|T business with60 employees)
F'yR 2GKSNJ RSGSt 2LI¥Syiaodé

BCP pract in the same arearpa former auto dealership site.

With the market now steting to be established by these pioneering projects, there are a number of additional waterfront TOD projects,
which are about to be implemented as site remediation is finally reaching completion:

w Two sites managed and owned by Fidelzevelopment (1) one known as Palisades Point also near the Yonkers train station is
ready for imminent construction on a site remediated through the NYS Bond Act program; and (2) the BCP remediated ATI site
located further down Alexander Street;

@ A number of sites owned by a local business owner known as the former BICC Cables Corp. Superfund Site (one of the few
Superfund sites to make it through the BCP to the imminent point of completion anticipated in mid 2014); and the Sun East and
Sun West Sés (formerly owned by Sun Chemical Corporation) could bring more than 2,500 units afovez#own housing
and neighborhod oriented commercial space;

w a planned $250 million rpurposing of the longracant Glenwood Power Plant on the northemost end of he BOA District
near the Glenwood local Metro North train station, proposed to be a hotel/meeting facility/ and cultural attraetients
space.

All of these developers, working in tandem through @By andBCP, will transform Yonkers waterfront irethext five years int@an
entirely new sustainablevalkableTODcommunity between two Metro North train stations.

Direct and indirect impactsThe following impacts were calculated for the Hudson Park North project:

Category Direct Direct and

indirect
Castruction Jobs 604 981
State and local taxes, annually $26,477
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HEALTH NOW, BUFFA{. OORPORATEEADQUARTERS

is the largest commercial office development in downtown Buffalo in more than 20 y€besredevelopment was completed in Summer

2007.

Developer:Duke Realty Corporation; Owne257 W.

Genesee, LLC

PROJECT DESCRIPTI&bklthNowNew York, Inc. (also
referred to as Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Western New
York), located at 257 Genesee Street, enabled the
transformation of approximately 16 acres of industrial
land into a 469,000 sf corporate office camptgio 6
and 8story office tavers are connected by astory glass

atrium. The historic 1848 stone facade of the original
Buffalo Gas Light Company is incorporated into the

building designln addition, the campus includes a 1,500
LI NJ Ay3a 3I+FNI3IBD

car, fived (G 2 NB

| St ¢

SITE HISTORY he Buffalo Gas Light Company, a manufactured gas plant, occupied the site for déamalesne ofi KS y I G A2y Q&

factories built for converting coal into gas used for artificial lightirfge business closed, and the site was abandoned for more than 40
years.The site was heavily contaminated with manufactured gas process wastes, such as benzetreaBTEX compounds, PAHs and

total cyanides in soil and groundwater.

REMEDIATIONThe 16acre tract has been cleaned up to Track 4, Restricted use (Meaghan, please check). Remediation involved

building demolition, excavating and disposing of contaated soil offsite and backfilling with clean soin environmental easement
exists on the property associated with monitoring groundwater contamination for BTEX and PAHSs in accordance with the Site

Management PlariThe Certificate of Completion wasussl on November 30, 2006.

DEVELOPMENT CQ@dhe total project cost was $110 million. Remediatioocamted for $10 million (9%).

ECONOMIC/Q@MUNITY/ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

Category Direct Direct and
indirect
Jobs Created, Retained and Projected 1,300 2,756
Construction Jobs 1,024 1,653
State and local taxes generated annually $30,214,662

A Economic RevitalizatioriThe new development supports HgaNB f + § SR Ay Rdza G NA Sa G KI

its economic diversificatiostrategy.

NB

BROWNFIEDS TAX CREDIT SIGNIFICAN@EBrownfields Tax Credits flowed from the Developer to HealthNow, which made the

project feasible through a competitive lease rate.
WEBSITE

https://healthnowny.com

43

2y$

T


https://healthnowny.com/

Erie Harbor Townhomes and the Hamilton Tower in RochedtBxed IncomeHousing Revive
Waterfront

Developer:Conifer Realty, LLC; OwneEie Harbor, LLC;
Genesee Hamilton, L.P.

PROJECT DESCRIPTI&fie Harbor (80/20 project), located
at 225405Mt. Hope Avenue, and renovation of The
Hamilton at 185 Mt. Hope Avenue, have reinvigorated & low
income, walleebff neighborhood along the Genesee River
into a development accessible to the waterfront with a total
of 333 market rate and affordable housiogits. Erie

I I ND 2 N fiveawdstery townhomes occupy six (6)
acres while the 202init 13-story Hamilton Tower covers one
acre of residential land in a mixece

residential/commercial area. The Developer completed the Hamilton in January 201@iefthEbor in June 2012.

SITE HISTORBince 1975, residential development predominatBdor to that time, uses included auto repair, car sales, a gasoline
station, a junkyard, an iron cutting facility, a rail yard, a brick storage yard, a tamoatstorage, the Erie Canal Feeder and warehouses.
Petroleum, PAHs and PCBs in soil from asittnunderground storage tank and transformers, and TCE from aiteffource in
groundwater were discovered.

REMEDIATIORPast uses of the Site included corercial, warehouse, feeder canal, rail yards and possibly a portion of a gasoline

station. The 7#acre tract has been cleaned up to Track 4 restricted Reenediation involved removal of one underground storage tank,

soil excavation, and isitu treatmentof residual groundwater contaminatio’n environmental easement was placed on the property

that restricts the use of groundwater for nairinking water purposes and includes vapor mitigation, monitoring, and site management.
The Certificate of Completiomas issued for the Hamilton Tower on October 8, 2008 and for Erie Harbor Townhomes on October 5, 2010.

DEVELOPMENT CQgTe total project cost of Erie Harbor was nearly $34 millRemediation accounted for approximately $934,000
(3%).The Developer ugsktwo methods of financing that were critical to its succéissbtained $3 million from the New York State

Housing Finance Agency, which was the first 80/20 deal accepted into the New Issue Bond Rrogdaiition, $2.3 million from the

NYS Brownfiel@ax Credit Program provided project equity (Site Prep Ci&dit6,268 (Noterecords showed $245,895); Tangible
Property Tax Credi$1,583,808)Other public financing included a $2.9 million City loan and $2 million in Federal Low Income Housing
Tax Crdits.

The total project cost of the Hamilton Tower was $19 millRaemediation accounted for $390,000 (2%)e Developer used $6 million
of LIHTC equity and $3.2 million of NYS BTC equity (Site Prep $82di#t1 (Noterecords showed $57,097); Tanlgi’roperty Tax
Credit:$3,136,613)Other public funding included a $500,0@ah from the City of Rochester.

ECONOMIC/Q@MUNITY/ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

Category Direct Direct and

indirect
Construction Jobs 306 571
Annual Property Taxes $150,000

A Economic Integration and Revitalizatiodccording to Mark Gregor, Manager, Rochester Environmental Quality Division, the
project was transformative in that it removed a major blighting influence and connected the adjoining neighborhood to the
riverfront and the river trail. The result was a formerly depressed area started to attract new investment, filling up empty
storefronts along nearby commercial streets, and property values went up 30 to GB8gor credits fasighted planning
elements of the projectsuch that the adjoining neighborhood gained direct access to the riverfront park andviraitregor
and Conifer both confirmed that the Erie Harbor project was not financially feasible without the BCP taxroredtiore detail
on the project.

A Affordable Housing20% of the units are reserved as affordable.
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Sustainability: One building was renovateiore than ¥ mile of parkland frontingeéhlGenesee River has been reconnected to
the neighborhood.

A Transit and Walking OrientatiorThe site is equidistant from downtown Rochester and the University of Roch&sse
employment centers are within walking distance of the development and acéessitpublic transportation.

BROWNFIELDS TAX CREDIT SIGNIFICANCErownfields Tax Credit enabled the Developer to obtain critical project equity generated

by selling the credits to M&T BankVithout this gap financing, Erie Harbor would not have beenstructed nor would the Hamilton

Tower have been renovated. NJ] DNXI2NE al yl I3SNE w2OKSAGSNI 9y BANRYYSy i+t vdz .
KFELIWISYyAYy3 gAGKz2dzi GKS ./t ONBRAGADE

WEBSITE:

http://www.coniferliving.com

Clinton Green in New York (Manhattan), NWixed IncomeHousingReplaces Blighted Ciy
Acquired Parcel

Developer:The Dermot Company; Owner: Avalon Bay
Communities, Inc.

PROJECT DESCRIPT@®™¢rcedes House (f/k/a Clinton Ba
- 80/20 project), located at the western edge of Midtown
Manhattan and bounded by W. Blto W. 53° Streets
between 10" and 11" Avenues, is a 1.3 million sf mixade
residential/commercial development on 1.5 acrétscontains
695 mixedincomerental units and 170 condo units in two 27
to 30-story towers, a 55,000 sf auto showroom, 37,000 sf of
community space including retail and three theaters, a 28,000
sf health club, 15,000 sf of open space and a subsurface
: parking garage with 200 parkingaces.The unique design of
this LEERertified development earned it accolade$. K S LINRP 2S00 Qa 2@SNr tf YlIaaiay3a Aa NBRdAzOSR
and transitions to higiise development that allows light and air to filter into the mi@gy of the apartmentsEach floor steps up from
the one below that allows unobstructed views of the Hudson River as well as private roof terraces and green roofs cocevérki
Developer completed the project in 2011.

SITE HISTORYRailroad tracksind a former Exxon Mobil gas station occupied the labgndoS R aA 4GS Ay G KHond St f Q&
New York Cityhad acquired the undeutilized, blighted property¢ consequently, ityielded no property tax revenugrior to
redevelopment On and offsite petroleum impacted the soil and groundwater.

REMEDIATION The 1.5acre tract has been cleaned up to Track 1;r&stricted use Remediation involved demolition and removal of
all buildings, excavation of soil to the top of bedrock and site dewateAfigontsite exposures have been mitigatedl.shallow offsite
petroleum-contaminated groundwater plume is present, but migration of it has been restricted due to the geology of th&lzeddew
York State Department of Environmental Conservation is pgrie responsible partyThe Certificate of Completion was issued for
Clinton Park on October 20, 2006.

DEVELOPMENT CQsSThe total project cost of Clinton Park was nearly $305 millRemediation accounted for approximately $11.6
million (4%).The Devioper financed the project with 88% debt and 12% equityrough a public/private partnership with the New York
City Department of Housing Preservation and Development, the project was allocated significant New York State Housinggemance
tax-exemptbond financingKey project financing came from the BT&hgible Ryperty Tax Credit$47,396,344, the federal section 198

brownfields tax incentiveas well as Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credits.
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Clinton Greeiillustrates one of the misconceptionsatharose from previous critiques of the New York State Brownfields Tax Credit (BTC)
Program.The Developer used the Federal IRS Section 198 deduction rather than the BTC Program Site Prep Cradg.lj dzSy Gt 8 = 4.
entered into the database for sitereparation. Some analysts erroneously concluded that Tangible Property Tax Credits were issued
without sites being remediated.

ECONOMIC/COMMUNITY/ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

>

>

A

Category Direct Direct and
indirect

Construction Jobs 2,035

Annual Property Taxes $500,000

30-Year Property Taxes (NPV) $57,036,824

30-Year Sales and Excise Taxes from Retail Operations $7,119,860

Economic Revitalizationtn approving the proposed plan for Clinton Green, Anna Levin, Chair of Community Board 4, noted
that a RS@SEt 2LIYSy i LI IFya F2N (KSabSS gt 2 (2aNJ a0 NTG2RY 20Y1AGY 5AS0 Sii R $IY @
which had acquired the undatrtilized land pursuant to the Clinton Urban Renewal Plan and advertised for competitive

Affordable Housing20% of the units are reserved as affordable.

Open Space Creatiort5,000 sf of open space plus private terraces and green roofs promote a natural setting in a densely
urbanized area.

ChildCare/Community SpaceA child care facility in the retail space and 37,000 sf of community space are provided, including
three theaters leased to noeprofits for 99year terms.

Sustainability: The project is LEED certified.

BROWNFIELDS TAX CREDIT SECANEE, The Brownfields Tax Credit enabled the Developer to reinvest in additional brownfields
projects that would not have otherwise been puesl, including 29 Flatbush Avenue in Brooklyn, which has just received a COC in 2013.

WEBSITE:

http://www.mercedeshouseny.com
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SCHENECTADY
REDEVELOPMENIF THEALCOSITE

ECONOMIKRESURGENCE: GOLUB

CORPORATION ABQUARTEF:S

Schenectady has suffered through the loss of tens of thousafdnanufacturing jobs, notably cutbacks at GE and the closing of the

American Locomotive Company (ADCOhe City lost on¢hird of its population between 1960 and 2006lowever, BCRueled

redevelopment of the ALCO plant is seeding an economic resurgence.

D2fdzo / 2NLI2 NI A2y Qa ySIN R2gy i

PROJECT DESCRIPTIQN The Golub Corporation/Price Chopper
headquaters, located at 461 Nott Street, enabled the transformation (
about nine (9) acres of industrial land into a corporate campus t
AdzLILR2 NI E GKS O2YLI yeQa wmun adzls
sixstory, 240,000 sf office tower includes a fitsesenter/workout facility
and a café Most notably, the LEED Gold certified headquarters is ene
efficient. It consumes 42 percent less energy than a building of compars
size. In 2012, The Golub Corporation/Pric&Chopper Corporate
Sustainability Modelvon a 2012 Environmental Excellence Award from t
New York Department of Environmental Conservation for demonstrat
the triple bottom line concept (people, products, planet) into every aspg
2F | 02 YL} y &ledredewdldfrikht (was2cgrdpleted Bpring
2010.

ALCO Site Phase Il

The GalesGroup has announced plans for

$150 million mixed use development for th
45-acre remaining section of the ALCO sit
including, a 124oom hotel and banquet
center, 304 apartment units and a
supermarket at the ALCO site. Plans for a fil
studio are alsdbeing considered.

Ray Gillen, Chair, Schenectady Coun
Metroplex Development Authority, confirmed
i K Fwithout the BCP credits, nothing woulg
have happened on either of these key sites.

2 NI KS

SITE HISTORYhe Galesi Group assembled thedsfie site, which was formerly occupied by the American Locomotive Company (Alco),

I £202Y20A3S YI ydzF I O dzNR® Pdingdmdd WArS| SABCO Rkaniifacii@d tamisiuding tSosevugenl 1o Geledr
i KS
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located on a %cre section of the larger ALCO sitie site was contaminated withdaostrial wastes, including soil contamination from
metals, petroleum and dry cleaner solvents, and groundwater contamination for petroleum contaminants, vinyl chloride,
Tetrachloroethene and Trichloroethene, benzene and other BTEX compounds, PAHs anyhiutkss.

REMEDIATION The 9acre tract has been cleaned up to Track 4, Restricted use. Remediation involved building demolition, excavating

and disposing of contaminated soil @ite and backfilling with clean sof\n environmental easement exists tie property associated
with monitoring groundwater contamination for BTEX and PAHs in accordance with the Site Managemeiith@l&ertificate of

Completion was issued in 2009.

DEVELOPMENT CQsThe total project cost was $38 million. Remediation/gitep accounted for $4.9 million (12%)he Developer

financed the project with funding from the Federal New Markets Tax Credit Program and Federal Renewable Community Program.
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