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Introduction

Prudent debt management is integral to the financial health 
of local governments and can advance the prosperity of the 
communities they serve. The debt that local governments 
issue may fund capital infrastructure that is essential to 
commerce, including roads and bridges necessary for 
the transportation of goods. Local governments may also 
issue debt to finance the buildings in which some of the 
most critical public services are centered, such as public 
education and fire and police protection. 

Each class of local government that issues debt has 
different responsibilities, which influence how it may use 
debt. Cities, villages and towns issue debt to finance 
roads, water and sewer systems and public buildings, 
among other things. Counties use debt proceeds for 
many of these same purposes, but also for constructing 
or acquiring facilities including courts and jails, and 
sometimes for creating or improving assets such as 
airports and medical facilities. School districts primarily 
use debt proceeds for the construction and renovation of 
school buildings, but also for acquiring school buses and 
other equipment. In addition, while local governments 
normally issue debt for long-term infrastructure 
development, they can also issue it for certain capital or 
major equipment needs that they might otherwise fund out 
of current budgets or reserves. These include items such 
as vehicles and computer systems. 

Local governments may borrow for cash flow purposes 
using short-term debt notes, usually scheduled to be 
repaid within a single year. This can arise when a local 
government experiences a financial shock, such as major 
storm damage or a sudden decrease in revenue from an 
expected source. 

In certain cases, debt can signal fiscal stress. An 
overreliance on long-term debt can increase fixed debt 
service costs and thus reduce a local government’s 
financial flexibility. Continual and increasing use of short-
term, cash flow-related debt may be a sign of more severe 
and immediate problems, such as a lack of budgetary 
liquidity. In the worst cases, local governments struggling 
to remain solvent have had to seek State-authorized 
deficit financing to improve their financial stability.

• Local governments outside 
of New York City had $43.6 
billion in debt outstanding 
at the end of local fiscal 
years ending in 2018. 

• Local government debt 
per capita was $3,916 
in 2018. It was higher 
downstate at $4,441. 

• Local government debt 
outstanding in 2018 was 
3.6 percent of the total 
value of taxable real 
property. The share  
was higher upstate at 
5.2 percent. 

• Local government debt 
grew rapidly from 1998 to 
2010 but declined slightly 
from 2010 to 2018. 

• School district debt is 
39 percent of all local 
government debt. 

• For local governments 
in fiscal stress, debt 
outstanding increased by 
7 percent between 2010 
and 2018. 

• Principal and interest 
payments on local 
government debt were 
$5.5 billion in 2018.

(All data excludes New York City.)

Highlights
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Local Government Debt
Debt outstanding for all of the State’s counties, cities, towns, villages, school districts and fire districts 
outside of New York City totaled $43.6 billion in local fiscal years ending in 2018 (FYE 2018).1 This 
equates to $3,916 in debt per capita, 3.6 percent of the taxable value of real property and 6.5 percent 
of total personal income. (See “Note on Methodology” on page 3 for more information on how the 
Office of the New York State Comptroller [OSC] analyzed the data for this report.) 

Financing the Future

The majority of local government debt is borrowing for capital projects, in the form of bonds. In 
2018, local governments had $36.0 billion in bond debt outstanding. (See Figure 1.) 

The useful life or “period of probable 
usefulness” of a capital asset sets the 
maximum period for the repayment of debt 
(“the term”). For example, a bond financing 
for a vehicle purchase may have a term of 
five years, while a bond issue for certain 
types of buildings or sewers might have a 
term of 30 years or more. 

Local governments often issue bond 
anticipation notes (BANs) to fund 
preliminary work on the project and any 
remaining balance may be refinanced with 
long-term bonds. A BAN typically must 
be repaid within one year, but the local 
government issuer may extend it year 
to year within certain limitations. (See 
Glossary.) Local governments had $5.0 
billion in BANs outstanding in 2018.

Bonds and Capital Planning

Local government bond issues should be part of a capital asset plan that is coordinated with a 
multiyear financial plan. OSC provides training on capital asset planning through the Academy 
for New York State’s Local Officials. OSC has also issued several publications covering 
capital, reserves and multiyear planning topics that can be found on its website. 

Types of Debt, FYE 2018 (Billions)

Source: Office of the New York State Comptroller (OSC). 

Figure 1
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Helping With Cash Flow Problems

Local governments can find themselves needing to borrow to help them address a temporary cash 
flow problem The $1.2 billion that local governments reported in this kind of short-term cash flow 
debt outstanding in 2018 was issued as follows: 

• Revenue and Tax Anticipation Notes (RANs and TANs) are issued if a local government has 
to cover expenditures before it has collected an expected revenue.2 The local government 
eventually pays off the note when the revenue arrives. RANs and TANs must mature within one 
year of issuance, although they can sometimes be renewed for a limited period. Outstanding 
RANs totaled $304 million in 2018, and outstanding TANs totaled $895 million.

• Local governments generally may issue Budget Notes to fund unexpected expenditures, 
such as from a natural disaster or other emergency. They may also issue Deficiency Notes 
if revenues are less than budgeted amounts. These notes are relatively uncommon and, 
together, accounted for less than $200,000 of local debt outstanding in 2018. 

Occasional and limited use of short-term cash flow debt may be useful, such as in the case of a 
natural disaster or other unforeseeable event, or the creation of a special district. However, use 
of cash flow debt may also be a sign of fiscal stress, particularly if a local government begins to 
depend on it more frequently or for increasing amounts. 

Other types of debt used by local governments, including installment purchase contracts and energy 
performance contracts, accounted for $1.4 billion of total debt outstanding in 2018.3 

Note on Methodology

All debt outstanding and debt service data for New York State local governments is as 
reported by the local governments to OSC. As of the date of this analysis, more than 95 
percent of New York’s nearly 3,200 local governments had reported their FYE 2018 financial 
data to OSC, and 75 percent report having debt outstanding in that year. For those that did not 
report FYE 2018 data, the analysis used FYE 2017 data, if available. 

Local governments with multiple years of unreported data are shown as having no debt. 
There are relatively few of these, and they generally have small populations. However, they do 
include a handful of larger local governments: Cortland County, the City of Mount Vernon, the 
City of Rensselaer, the Town of Ramapo and the Village of Spring Valley.
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Debt Trends
Total local debt increased significantly 
from $20.8 billion in 1998 to $44.1 billion 
in 2010—an average annual rate of 
6.5 percent. However, since 2010, debt 
outstanding has declined slightly. (See 
Figure 2.) This includes both bonds and 
short-term notes. 

A decline in school district debt accounts 
for most of the recent decline in all local 
government debt. School districts have the 
largest share of local government debt, 
39 percent or $17.1 billion in 2018, having 
declined from a peak of $19.9 billion in 
2010. (See Figures 3 and 4.) The debt 
outstanding of all other local governments 
together (the majority of which was held 
by counties) increased from $21.5 billion in 
2008 to $26.5 billion in 2018. 

Nassau County is the State’s largest 
local government outside of New York 
City (measured by population and size of 
budget) and had the highest debt of any 
local government aside from the City, 
totaling $4.1 billion in 2018, or 30 percent 
of all county debt.4 Suffolk County had 
the second highest debt, $2.2 billion. Its 
debt increased by 61 percent between 
2008 and 2018, with most of the growth 
occurring before 2012. Nassau County 
is also home to the town and village with 
the highest debt in the State. The Town of 
Oyster Bay reported $744 million in debt 
outstanding in 2018, an increase of 64 
percent from what it had been in 2008, 
and it accounted for over 12 percent of all 
town debt in the State. The village with the 
most debt was the Village of Freeport, with 
$102 million (down 33 percent from 2008). 
The second highest was the Village of 
Johnson City in Broome County, with $95 
million (a 152 percent increase over the 
same period; see page 9). 

Total Debt by Class, FYE 2018 (Billions)

Source: OSC. 

Figure 3
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Although it accounts for only a small fraction of total local government debt in any year, fire 
district debt has grown the fastest: it was 43 percent higher in 2018 than in 2008. Of 896 fire 
districts in the State, 444 reported debt outstanding in 2018, totaling $505 million. Several 
recent firehouse construction projects with costs ranging from $5 million to $15 million 
accounted for much of the recent increase.

Debt Service Expenditures

Local government debt service expenditures increased 6 percent over the last decade, from $5.1 
billion to $5.5 billion. (See Figure 5.) 

Principal payments grew by 15 percent. The increase was much larger for school districts, where 
principal payments grew 64 percent between 2008 and 2018. 

Interest payments for all local governments 
declined by 12 percent over the decade. 
This reflects a general decline in interest 
rates in the municipal debt market after the 
most recent recession, though the rates 
began to increase again after 2016.5 

Some of the recent increase in local 
government principal payments and 
decline in interest payments may be 
explained by advance refunding bonds.6 
Local governments often employed 
these to refinance existing debt at lower 
interest rates. From 2014 through 2017, 
local governments outside of New York 
City issued at least $4 billion in advance 
refunding bonds. At the end of 2017, 
however, federal legislation eliminated a tax exemption for these debt instruments, effectively 
increasing the interest rates that would be needed to attract investors. This, therefore, reduced local 
governments’ ability to take advantage of lower interest rates after the initial issuance of bonds.
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Debt and Fiscal Stress

The Comptroller’s Fiscal Stress Monitoring System (FSMS) identifies counties, cities, 
towns, villages and school districts that are in fiscal stress, defined as having challenges in 
maintaining budgetary solvency.7 

One indicator of fiscal stress is high fixed costs, which reduce a local government’s financial 
flexibility, making it harder to handle revenue shortfalls or expenditure increases. Fixed costs 
include debt service payments, which local governments must usually pay back according to a 
schedule that is set when they issue the bond or note. Debt service will tend to be higher when 
debt outstanding is high. Of the 35 counties, cities, towns and villages in fiscal stress, 13 had 
high debt service expenditures as a percentage of revenue.8 

Local governments have several options when financing capital assets. They can pay for items out 
of current budget resources (sometimes called “pay as you go” or “PAYGO”), they can establish 
reserve funds that they can fund over time and use when needed, or they can issue debt. If a local 
government attempts to avoid cash flow or other financial difficulties by replacing current capital 
and equipment spending or the funding of reserves with greater dependence on debt, this can 
increase debt levels and debt service expenditures in the longer term. While total debt outstanding 
for all local governments declined by 1 percent between 2010 and 2018, debt outstanding for the 
entities that were in some level of fiscal stress in 2018 increased by 7 percent.9 

Another indicator of fiscal stress is consistent and increasing reliance on short-term cash flow 
debt. A local government experiencing cash flow problems of this sort often has a structural 
deficit, with an increasing gap between recurring revenues and expenditure. Of the 61 entities 
that were in some level of fiscal stress for 2018 (including school districts), 21 had shown this 
type of reliance on short-term debt. 

A local government may be fiscally stressed to the point that it is unable to fund necessary 
current operations from recurring revenue sources. In this case, it may seek State enactment 
of a special law allowing it to issue deficit-financing bonds. These bonds are meant to assist 
the local government in resolving its current budget shortfalls, and the enabling legislation 
usually includes some form of local government budget oversight by OSC. In 2018, seven local 
governments reported deficit-financing bonds outstanding.10 
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Bond Ratings

Bond-rating agencies provide a bond credit rating that represents their evaluation of a local 
government’s credit worthiness. These ratings are based on economic and fiscal conditions and 
an assessment of the local government’s management of these factors. If one or more of these 
conditions within the local government improves or deteriorates, a rating agency may upgrade or 
downgrade a rating. A lower rating could mean that a local government will have to pay a higher 
interest rate on its bonds relative to other local governments, which will drive up debt service costs. 

One rating agency, Moody’s Investors Service (Moody’s), has ratings for 630 local government 
entities in the State. These ratings range from Aaa (highest quality and lowest risk) to Ba 
(speculative and higher risk). None are rated B or lower. (See the Credit Rating Scale in Figure 6.)11 

Moody’s divides each rating from Aa to Caa into three categories (Aa1, Aa2, Aa3, etc.). Data 
provided by Moody’s shows that 15 of 40 counties and 33 of 46 cities rated had net rating category 
changes during the period from early 2010 (just after the last recession) to May 2019. (See Figure 
6.) Net downgrades outnumbered net upgrades by 35 to 13 during this period. The greatest number 
of rating category changes happened from 2012 to 2016, with most being downgrades. In the last 
two years, upgrades have been more common. 

Net Changes in Moody’s Bond Rating Category, 2010 to 2019

Source: Moody’s Investors Service.

Figure 6
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Relative Measures of Debt

Debt per Capita

One way of understanding how local government debt affects different areas of the State is to 
examine the total amount of debt (or total debt burden) per resident from all overlapping layers of 
government in which that resident lives.12 Looking at overall local government debt outstanding in 
each county from all sources (counties, cities, towns, villages, school districts and fire districts) 
divided by the population of each county provides a broad sense of this total burden.13 (See Figure 7.) 

In 2018, Nassau County had the highest overall debt per capita ($5,580), as well as the largest 
amount of overall local government debt outstanding for any county ($7.6 billion). Generally, 
downstate counties had higher debt per capita ($4,441 for all of downstate).14 However, Essex 
County had the fourth highest overall debt per capita ($4,734). While Essex had only the 41st 
highest total amount of overall debt, it also ranked 51st out of 57 counties in population. At the other 
extreme, Washington County had the lowest overall debt per capita at $2,324. (For more detail, see 
Appendix pages 18-19.) 
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Figure 8 shows a more detailed view of per capita debt by city, town and village.15 It includes 
debt for counties as well, but does not include school district or fire district debt, as these entities 
have boundaries that do not conform to city, town or village borders. In some cases, the county 
governments had high debt that affected all their residents. For example, Sullivan and Wyoming 
counties had relatively high county debt affecting all towns and villages. In other cases, certain 
places within counties had higher debt. An example of this is Broome County, where per capita 
debt was very high in the City of Binghamton and the Village of Johnson City, due in large part to 
debt issued to fund the rehabilitation of a jointly-owned sewage treatment plant damaged by a 2011 
tropical storm.16 However, the surrounding towns and villages generally had lower debt levels. 
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Debt as a Percentage of Real Property Value

Debt per capita does not capture the affordability of debt. Different parts of the State have quite 
varied property values, reflecting one measure of the wealth of these areas. Additionally, since the 
property tax is the largest source of local government revenue, the ability of local governments to 
raise funds from this source directly affects their ability to repay debt. As Figure 9 shows, overall 
debt as a percentage of taxable full value was lower in downstate counties, where property values 
tend to be greatest, and higher upstate, especially in the central and western counties of the 
State.17 Broome County’s overall local debt in 2018 was 9.8 percent of its taxable full value, the 
highest percentage in the State. 
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Debt as a Percentage of Personal Income

Another way of looking at the affordability of debt is by comparing it to residents’ incomes. Figure 
10 shows overall debt by county as a percentage of the county’s total personal income.18 By this 
measure, Saratoga County, which had relatively low debt per capita and relatively high personal 
income, had the best debt affordability, with a debt-to-income rate of 3.9 percent in 2018. 
Downstate counties had relatively lower debt-to-income rates, although the difference was not as 
extreme as when measured as a percentage of property value. The highest rate was for Broome 
County, with its high overall debt, at 11.5 percent. Rural counties tended to have lower income 
levels and therefore more debt as a percentage of income, with the second highest rate statewide 
being for Allegany County at 11.2 percent.
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School District Debt and State Aid
As discussed above, school districts have more debt than any other type of local government entity 
in the State. The $17.1 billion in debt outstanding at the end of school year (SY) 2017-18 amounted 
to an average of $10,914 in debt for each student. School districts typically issue debt for school 
construction, building renovations and buses. The amount of debt varied considerably among 
school districts, with the Buffalo City School District at the high end, having $807 million in debt 
outstanding. The Rochester City School District had the second highest debt level, $487 million, and 
its debt outstanding increased 150 percent between SY 2010-11 and SY 2017-18. Debt per student 
ranged as high as $57,410 for the Worcester Central School District in Otsego County, while 21 
school districts reported no debt at the end of SY 2017-18. (See Figure 11.)

Even though school district debt outstanding is relatively high compared to that of other local 
governments, the burden of repaying it does not all fall directly on district taxpayers. Instead, a great 
deal of school district debt is reimbursed to districts through State building aid. The percentage 
reimbursed by the State varies by district, by year of issuance, and even by project. In total, school 
districts paid $2.5 billion in debt service in SY 2017-18, an increase of 29 percent over a decade before. 
This accounted for 6 percent of all school district expenditures in that year. However, they received $1.8 
billion in building aid from the State in SY 2017-18, offsetting about 69 percent of those costs. 
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Debt Limitations and Indirect Borrowing
The New York State Constitution sets limits on the amount of debt that most classes of local 
government can issue. These limits range from 5 percent of the total full value of taxable real 
property for smaller city school districts to 10 percent for Nassau County and New York City. Certain 
kinds of debt are exempt from the Constitutional Debt Limit, including most water and some sewer 
infrastructure debt. 

Generally speaking, New York’s Local Finance Law requires that a local government issue debt 
through a resolution of its local finance board (typically, its local governing board). In certain instances, 
a referendum (approval by the majority of local voters) may also be required. There are also provisions 
that regulate how local governments sell their debt and how they may use debt proceeds. 

However, local authorities such as industrial development agencies (IDAs) and local development 
corporations (LDCs) can also issue debt. Generally, most IDA debt is “conduit debt,” where the IDAs 
issue bonds to finance projects on behalf of a third party, and the project operator secures the debt. 
The IDA provides the project with access to the municipal bond market and use of its bond rating. 
However, occasionally, improper arrangements between IDAs and local governments can make 
the local government liable for some IDA project debt.19 In addition, LDCs have been established in 
many localities to provide financing for civic facilities, among other things. 

Joint School Construction Boards (JSCBs) enable several of the largest cities in the State – Buffalo, 
Rochester, Syracuse and Yonkers – to fund major school construction projects without exceeding 
their debt limits. All of these cities have “dependent” school districts, which means that these 
cities must fund education within their constitutional and statutory debt limits. The combination of 
municipal and school debt in these cities tended to push them close to their debt limits, making 
further borrowing for school renovation difficult. Each of these JSCBs has the legal authority to 
borrow a specified amount in addition to the city debt limits, though this debt is reported to OSC as 
school district debt and is included in the analysis above. In each case, an IDA has issued these 
JSCB bonds, but the school district repays the debt.20 For example, the Rochester City School 
District’s JSCB currently plans to finance projects in four phases, with an estimated total cost of 
more than $2 billion. For Phase 1, the JSCB has issued about $325 million in debt, driving the large 
increase in the District’s debt outstanding discussed above. The District currently pays about $24 
million a year in debt service on Phase 1 projects, with $21 million of this reimbursed by the State 
through building aid.21 
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Conclusion
Local government debt is necessary and proper for the funding of expensive and long-lived capital 
infrastructure, within the resources available to support such projects. However, high debt can place 
pressure on a local government’s ability to pay debt service while still addressing other funding 
needs, and increasing reliance on short-term debt could be a sign of structural budget imbalance. 

In total, local debt outstanding appears to have stabilized since the last recession, after more than 
a decade of substantial increases. This is largely due to decreases in school district debt levels. 
Other types of local government, especially counties and fire districts, have continued to increase 
their total levels of debt. 

The effective debt burden on taxpayers is affected by a number of factors, including overall debt 
outstanding and what type of local government holds the debt (such as school districts that are 
largely reimbursed by the State). In general, downstate has the highest debt per capita, although 
there are pockets of higher debt around the State. However, downstate property values and 
incomes arguably make this debt more affordable. 

Other debt indicators also show a period of relative stabilization. Total debt service expenditures 
have increased somewhat in recent years, but this has been driven by larger principal payments 
rather than interest. Bond ratings have stabilized since the recession, as well. Between 2017 and 
2019, local government rating upgrades have been more common than downgrades. 

Looking ahead, local governments should issue debt in conjunction with strong asset 
management and planning processes. The better a local government maintains its assets, the 
fewer new purchases and renovations it will need to finance. A strong capital asset replacement 
plan and the use of capital reserves as needed will also allow debt service costs to remain a 
manageable part of the budget. OSC offers a wealth of resources to help local officials with 
capital planning including training at The Academy for New York State’s Local Officials, as well as 
many publications on the OSC website.22 



15Industrial Development AgenciesLocal Government Debt Trends and Practices

Glossary

(An explanation of terms as used in this report.)

ADVANCE REFUNDING BONDS. Bonds issued to refinance an outstanding bond issue before 
the date the outstanding bonds become due or callable, generally issued to generate debt service 
savings. Proceeds of advance refunding bonds are deposited in escrow with a fiduciary, invested 
in U.S. Treasury Bonds or other authorized securities and used to redeem the underlying bonds 
at their maturity or call date, to pay interest on the bonds being refunded, or to pay interest on the 
advance refunding bonds.

ASSESSABLE IMPROVEMENT. A capital improvement for which the cost is assessed in whole or 
in part against the taxpayers in an area deemed benefited by the improvement by means of special 
ad valorem levies or special assessments.

ASSET. May be defined as a probable future economic benefit obtained or controlled by a particular 
entity as a result of past transactions or events, as resources with present service capacity that 
the government presently controls or as the object or purpose for which debt is issued. For local 
governments this would include buildings, roads, bridges, sewers, water systems, vehicles, etc.

BONDS. Issued by local governments to finance long-term capital projects (generally more than 
five years). A bond is a written promise to pay a specified sum of money (called the face value or 
principal amount), at a specified date in the future (the maturity date), together with periodic interest 
at a specified rate. Local governments may issue bonds for any object or purpose for which State 
statute has authorized them to expend money, and which has an established period of probable 
usefulness. A local government typically issues bonds for a longer term than notes.

BOND ANTICIPATION NOTES (BANs). Short-term notes issued by a government in anticipation of 
an authorized issuance of bonds. The notes are often retired from the proceeds of a bond issue to 
which they are related. BANs typically mature within one year, but the local government issuer may 
extend BANs year to year, for up to five years, or indefinitely for an assessable improvement. 

BUDGET NOTES. Short-term notes issued by a government to fund unexpected expenditures, 
such as from a natural disaster or other emergency. The notes mature by the end of the fiscal year 
following the fiscal year of issuance or the end of the second fiscal year following if issued after the 
budget is adopted.

DEBT. An obligation resulting from the borrowing of money. Debts of governments include bonds 
and notes. Debt proceeds are the money generated by the issuance of debt.

DEBT SERVICE. Interest and principal payments by a local government on all debt outstanding.

DEFICIENCY NOTES. Short-term obligation issued to finance shortfalls in a fund or funds because 
the revenues received are less than the budgeted revenues. The notes mature by the end of the 
fiscal year following the fiscal year of issuance or the end of the second fiscal year following if 
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issued after the budget is adopted.

ENERGY PERFORMANCE CONTRACT (EPC). An agreement with an energy service contractor in 
which energy systems are installed, maintained or managed to improve the energy efficiency of, or 
produce energy for, a facility in exchange for a portion of the energy savings or revenues. Because 
EPCs are not subject to component districts’ approval or competitive bidding requirements, they 
provide an alternative to financing energy projects with bonds or notes.

INSTALLMENT PURCHASE CONTRACT. A lease-purchase agreement, installment sales 
agreement or other similar agreement is a form of debt providing for periodic payments from a 
local government to a vendor, which has as its purpose the financing of equipment, machinery or 
apparatus. Usually, the local government pays the full purchase price of an asset by making a series 
of partial payments over time, plus interest. 

INTEREST. An amount paid by a borrower as compensation for the use of money borrowed. This 
amount is generally calculated as an annual percentage of the principal amount (i.e., the interest rate).

NOTES. Short-term obligation of an issuer to repay a specified principal and interest amount on a 
certain date. Notes have a maturity of one year or less after the date of issuance; in some cases, 
notes may be extended. This includes bond anticipation notes, tax anticipation notes, revenue 
anticipation notes, budget notes and deficiency notes. Some notes are issued for cash flow 
purposes.

PERIOD OF PROBABLE USEFULNESS (PPU). The maximum period over which an object or 
purpose (e.g., a capital asset) may be financed by the issuance of debt. A table of PPUs for various 
assets is available at www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/academy/modules/capplan/index.htm. 

PRINCIPAL. The face value or par value of a bond or note payable on stated dates of maturity.

REFUNDING BONDS. Bonds issued to retire bonds already outstanding. The refunding bonds may 
be used to provide the resources for redeeming outstanding bonds, or the refunding bonds may be 
exchanged with the holders of the outstanding bonds. There are generally two major reasons for 
refunding: to reduce the issuer’s interest costs or to remove a burdensome or restrictive covenant 
imposed by the terms of the bonds being refinanced.

REVENUE ANTICIPATION NOTES (RANs). Short-term notes issued by a local government in 
anticipation of a specific type of revenue (e.g., taxes other than real property taxes, state and 
federal aid, and revenue from a revenue-producing facility). RANs mature within one year, but they 
may be extended year to year until the end of the second fiscal year following the initial issuance.

TAX ANTICIPATION NOTES (TANs). Short-term notes issued by a government in anticipation of 
the collection of real property taxes or assessments. TANs mature within one year, but they may be 
extended year to year, for up to five years from the initial date of issuance.

Glossary

http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/academy/modules/capplan/index.htm
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1 This includes the debt of any entities that the reporting local governments (counties, cities, towns, villages, school 
districts and fire districts) determine must be included in their financial statements. Oversight authorities such as 
the Nassau County Interim Finance Authority (NIFA), Erie County Fiscal Stability Authority, and the Buffalo Fiscal 
Stability Authority are, therefore, included. Industrial development agencies and local development corporations are 
not included.

2 See Glossary.
3 Installment purchase contracts are commonly used for the purchase of vehicles, such as police cars and highway 

department trucks. Energy performance contracts are used by many school districts. See Glossary.
4 Nassau County’s debt includes debt issued by NIFA.
5 WM Financial Strategies, Rates Over Time - Interest Rate Trends, www.munibondadvisor.com/market.htm. 
6 See Glossary.
7 For Fiscal Stress Monitoring System information and data see:  

www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/fiscalmonitoring/index.htm. 
8 In FSMS, debt service over 10 percent of revenues is an indicator of fiscal stress.
9 See OSC, Fiscal Stress Monitoring System Results for Municipalities: Common Themes for Fiscal Year 2017, September 

2018; and OSC, Fiscal Stress in School Districts: Common Themes for School Year 2017-18, January 2019.
10 Local governments with outstanding deficit-financing bonds in 2018 included the City of Lockport, City of Long Beach, 

City of Newburgh, City of Olean, City of Yonkers, County of Rockland, Town of East Hampton and Village of Suffern.
11 Moody’s Investors Service, www.moodys.com/. 
12 OSC looks at debt in a different way when evaluating its impact on local government fiscal stress; see the discussion 

on page 6.
13 Population data is from the United State Census, Population and Housing Unit Estimates Tables, 2018,  

www.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/data/tables.html. 
14 Downstate is defined as the counties of Dutchess, Nassau, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Suffolk, Sullivan, Ulster and 

Westchester. Upstate is all other counties outside of New York City.
15 The method of calculating debt per capita for towns and villages does not differentiate between general town debt and 

town special district or town-outside-of-village debt, so it may overestimate village debt per capita and underestimate 
town-outside-of-village debt per capita.

16 City of Binghamton, Binghamton - Johnson City Joint Sewage Treatment Plant Rehabilitation Project,  
www.binghamton-ny.gov/joint-sewage-project. 

17 OSC, Real Property Tax Levies, Taxable Full Value and Full Value Tax Rates,  
www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/orptbook/index.htm. 

18 United States Bureau of Economic Analysis, Personal Income, www.bea.gov/data/income-saving/personal-income. 
Data is for 2017, the latest available year. 

19 For examples, see OSC, Layers of Debt: Trends and Implications for New York’s Local Governments, October 2007, p. 19.
20 The financial plans for the Rochester, Syracuse and Yonkers Joint Schools Construction Boards must be approved  

by OSC.
21 Rochester Joint Schools Construction Board, FY 2016-2017 Annual Report, pp. 2 and 29.
22 OSC, The Academy for New York State’s Local Officials, www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/academy/index.htm. 

Publications: Accounting and Financial Information, www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/pubs/listacctg.htm#lgmg. 

Notes

http://www.munibondadvisor.com/market.htm
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/fiscalmonitoring/index.htm
http://www.moodys.com/
http://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/data/tables.html
http://www.binghamton-ny.gov/joint-sewage-project
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/orptbook/index.htm
http://www.bea.gov/data/income-saving/personal-income
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/academy/index.htm
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/pubs/listacctg.htm#lgmg
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Division of Local Government  
and School Accountability
110 State Street, 12th floor, Albany, NY 12236  
Tel: 518.474.4037 • Fax: 518.486.6479  
Email: localgov@osc.ny.gov

www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov

Technical Assistance is available at any of our Regional Offices

BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE 
Tel 607.721.8306 • Fax 607.721.8313 • Email Muni-Binghamton@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Broome, Chenango, Cortland, Delaware, Otsego, Schoharie, Sullivan, Tioga, Tompkins 

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE 
Tel 716.847.3647 • Fax 716.847.3643 • Email Muni-Buffalo@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Allegany, Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie, Genesee, Niagara, Orleans, Wyoming

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE  
Tel 518.793.0057 • Fax 518.793.5797 • Email Muni-GlensFalls@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Albany, Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Hamilton, Montgomery, Rensselaer, Saratoga, 
Schenectady, Warren, Washington

HAUPPAUGE REGIONAL OFFICE  
Tel 631.952.6534 • Fax 631.952.6091 • Email Muni-Hauppauge@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Nassau, Suffolk

NEWBURGH REGIONAL OFFICE  
Tel 845.567.0858 • Fax 845.567.0080 • Email Muni-Newburgh@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Ulster, Westchester

ROCHESTER REGIONAL OFFICE  
Tel 585.454.2460 • Fax 585.454.3545 • Email Muni-Rochester@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Cayuga, Chemung, Livingston, Monroe, Ontario, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Wayne, Yates

SYRACUSE REGIONAL OFFICE  
Tel 315.428.4192 • Fax 315.426.2119 • Email Muni-Syracuse@osc.ny.gov 
Counties: Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison, Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence

STATEWIDE AUDIT  
Tel 315.793.2484

New York State Comptrol ler

THOMAS P. DiNAPOLI

COMPTROLLER
Office of the NEW YORK STATE

Executive • 518.474.4037
Elliott Auerbach, Deputy Comptroller 
Tracey Hitchen Boyd, Assistant Comptroller 
Randy Partridge, Assistant Comptroller 

Audits, Local Government Services and  
Professional Standards • 518.474.5404 
(Audits, Technical Assistance, Accounting and Audit Standards)

Local Government and School Accountability  
Help Line • 866.321.8503 or 518.408.4934  
(Electronic Filing, Financial Reporting, Justice Courts, Training)

Division of Legal Services 
Municipal Law Section • 518.474.5586

New York State & Local Retirement System 
Retirement Information Services 
Inquiries on Employee Benefits and Programs 
518.474.7736

BUFFALO

BINGHAMTON

ROCHESTER

SYRACUSE GLENS FALLS

NEWBURGH

HAUPPAUGE

Contacts

mailto:localgov@osc.ny.gov
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov
mailto:Muni-Binghamton@osc.ny.gov
mailto:Muni-Buffalo@osc.ny.gov
mailto:Muni-GlensFalls@osc.ny.gov
mailto:Muni-Hauppauge@osc.ny.gov
mailto:Muni-Newburgh@osc.ny.gov
mailto:Muni-Rochester@osc.ny.gov
mailto:Muni-Syracuse@osc.ny.gov


Like us on Facebook at facebook.com/nyscomptroller
Follow us on Twitter @nyscomptroller

Contact
Office of the New York State Comptroller 
Division of Local Government and School Accountability

110 State Street, 12th floor 
Albany, NY 12236  
Tel: (518) 474-4037 
Fax: (518) 486-6479 
or email us: localgov@osc.ny.gov

www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/index.htm
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