
 

 

City Council 

Work Session Agenda 

November 8, 2010 

7:00 p.m. 

 
 

 

Discussion Items: 

 

1.  Ogilvie Site Development Update  

 

2.  Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan Adoption, November 5, 2010 

memorandum from Planning and Community Development Coordinator 

Kenneth A. Mix.  

 

3.  City and County Tax Enforcement Procedures, October 7, 2010 

memorandum from City Comptroller James E Mills. 

 

4.  Health Insurance Plan Changes, September 29, 2010 memorandum from 

City Manager Mary M. Corriveau. 

 

 

Reports: 

 

1.  Board and Commission Vacancies, November 5, 2010 memorandum 

from City Manager Mary M. Corriveau 

 

 

  

 

 

 



        

       November 5, 2010 

 

 

 

To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 

 

From:  Kenneth A. Mix, Planning and Community Development Coordinator 

 

Subject: LWRP Adoption 

 

 

  On March 15, 2010 the City Council passed a resolution accepting the 

Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP) as complete and ready for public 

review.  It was then forwarded to New York State Department of State for a 60-day 

period of review and comment by State and Federal agencies.  That period ended on  

June 28, 2010.  Attached is a summary of the comments that were received. 

 

  The remaining steps to complete the adoption and approval process for the 

LWRP: 

 

1. Adoption of the Zoning Ordinance Amendments. 

2. Adoption of the Consistency Review Law. 

3. Adoption of the LWRP. 

4. Formal request for State approval of the LWRP. 

 

The LWRP contains a draft Zoning Ordinance Amendment and a draft 

Consistency Review Law.  Copies of both are attached. 

 

The purpose of the Consistency Review Law is to require that all City 

agencies consider the consistency of their actions with the LWRP within the boundary 

described in the plan.  All State and Federal agencies are required to make the same 

findings under State and Federal laws. 

 

The process described in the proposed Local Law is as follows: 

 

1. An agency of the City is considering an action within the LWRP 

boundary. 

2. The agency must make a determination that the action is consistent 

with the LWRP policy standards before approving the action. 

3. The agency must refer the action to the City Council for 

recommendation prior to making its determination. 

4. The City Council shall render its written recommendation within 30 

days. 

5. The agency shall consider the consistency recommendation of the City 

Council in making its written determination of consistency. 



 

The Zoning Ordinance revision creates three new districts:  Downtown 

District, Open Space and Recreation District, and Waterfront District.  It adds regulations 

for each of those districts and deletes existing regulations that would conflict with them.  

It also eliminates the City Center Overlay and Riverfront Overlay Districts.   

 

How does the City Council wish to proceed with these two pieces of 

legislation?  The drafts were prepared by Planning staff in consultation with Department 

of State staff.  No one else has done any critical reviews.  If the City Council wishes to 

proceed with the Consistency Review Law, it needs to be reviewed by the City Attorney.  

The Zoning Ordinance revision will have to go through the normal amendment process.  

Does the City Council wish to have any review and discussion take place on the draft by 

itself, the Planning Board or Advantage Watertown before the formal process is 

commenced? 

 

 





















































 

 

 

        

 

October 7, 2010 

 

 

 

To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 

 

From:  James E. Mills, City Comptroller 

 

Subject: City and County Tax Enforcement Procedures 

 

 

  Members of the City Council occasionally question why the City must collect County 

and State taxes and why the City must then make the County whole for the uncollected County and State 

taxes.  Members of the City Council also question why the City does not opt into Article 11 of the Real 

Property Tax Law (RPTL) to enforce delinquent taxes rather than follow the tax enforcement provisions 

contained in the City Charter. The laws governing the tax collection procedures of the City are distinct 

from the laws governing the tax enforcement procedures of the City. 

 

County Tax Collection 

   

  The collection of County taxes by the City is statutory per RPTL Article 9 Section 904 

whereby the County Legislature is required to no later than December 31
st
 of each year authorize and 

direct the collecting officer of the City to collect the amount of tax determined by them.  Per City 

Charter Section 30 the City Comptroller shall be the collector of all taxes. Pursuant to City Charter 

Section 129 during the month of County tax collections (January 15
th

 – February 15
th

) the City 

Comptroller pays to the County Treasurer weekly all base tax collections received.  Section 129 of the 

City Charter also directs the Comptroller make the County whole by paying to the County Treasurer the 

balance of all outstanding county and state taxes by March 1
st
 unless otherwise directed by City Council.  

Per RPTL Article 9 Section 942 the full amount of any unpaid tax plus interest and penalties must be 

paid to the County Treasurer at any time before expiration of the redemption period. After the County is 

made whole on March 1
st
 the interest and penalties collected from delinquent taxes is kept by the City.  

Based on the following table, the March 1
st
 date by which the City is to make the County whole has not 

historically been followed but will be going forward unless City Council formally directs otherwise each 

year.  Unless the City stops being the tax enforcing entity for all property taxes within the City it must 

continue to make the County whole be it by the current City Charter date of March 1
st
 or another date as 

directed by City Council or by the end of the redemption period per Article 9 section 942.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

City Share of 

County Tax 

Levy 

Balance 

Outstanding @ 

March 1st 

Amount City 

Paid in Advance 

of Collection 

Date City 

Paid 

County 

Balance 

2010  $   7,044,659   $    510,249 (6)   $      329,903  4/28/2010 

2009  $   6,824,152   $    492,588 (5)   $      420,045  4/3/2009 

2008  $   6,783,895   $    448,519   $      371,437  3/31/2008 

2007  $   6,555,804   $    486,362   $      420,956  3/15/2007 

2006  $   6,046,161   $    546,714 (4)   $        80,723  5/25/2006 

2005  $   5,916,140   $    444,360 (3)   $      109,716  6/8/2005 

2004 $    6,350,527 $     578,288 (2)  $        80,017 6/17/2004 

2003  $   6,177,359   $    768,766 (1)    $        17,268  7/3/2003 

2002  $   5,558,482   $    369,648   $      286,233  4/12/2002 

2001  $   5,588,209   $    400,597   $      334,051  4/5/2001 

     (1) Includes MGNH, Inc., 218 Stone St. base tax bill of $ 267,715 

(2) Includes MGNH, Inc., 218 Stone St. base tax bill of $ 145,007 

(3) Includes MGNH, Inc., 218 Stone St. base tax bill of $ 134,457 

(4) Includes MGNH, Inc., 218 Stone St. base tax bill of $ 133,917 

(5) Includes MGNH, Inc., 218 Stone St. base tax bill of $ 60,578 

(6) Includes MGNH, Inc., 218 Stone St. base tax bill of $ 14,271 

 

Tax Enforcement Procedures 

 

Prior to 1995 the tax enforcement procedures were governed by RPTL Article 10 and the 

City Charter.  The State then repealed and replaced RPTL Article 10 with RPTL Article 11 through the 

adoption of Chapter 602 of the Laws of 1993, which became effective on January 1, 1995, and 

comprehensively reformed the method by which local governments enforced the collection of unpaid 

real property taxes.  Chapter 602 authorized counties, cities and towns with local charters that included 

tax enforcement provisions to opt out of the new enforcement system by adopting a local law prior to 

July 1, 1994.  The City elected to opt out of RPTL Article 11 with its adoption of Local Law No. 2 on 

June 30, 1994 which established that the City would continue to enforce delinquent real property taxes 

pursuant to its City Charter rather than follow the new rules of RPTL Article 11. 

 

City Charter Tax Enforcement Procedures 

 

Since the City decided in 1994 to opt out of RPTL Article 11 the City Charter (sections 

132 – 144) sets forth the tax enforcement procedures for unpaid taxes within the City.  The City Charter 

tax enforcement process is an administrative process handled by the City Comptroller’s office with the 

exception of the stub searches that are prepared by a local abstract company.  Basically the City Charter 

requires there to be an annual public tax sale certificate auction, allows for a two year redemption period 

of the tax sale certificates and issues a tax deed to the holder of the tax sale certificate if it has not been 

redeemed prior to the expiration of two years. The following is a more detailed summary of some of the 

key steps in the City Charter tax enforcement process: 

 

 Property owners with delinquent City, School and/or County taxes are mailed a notice 

in May stating that if all taxes, penalties and interest owed on a parcel are not paid 



 

their property will be advertised once a week for three weeks in June in the official 

newspaper of the City and then sold at a public auction (tax sale certificate auction) 

typically on or about June 25
th.

 

 

 The tax sale certificate auction is an open public auction whereby outside parties may 

bid on tax sale certificates.  If no outside party bids on a particular tax sale certificate 

then the City Comptroller is required to bid on the certificate on the City’s behalf. 

 

 The minimum price for the tax sale certificate is the amount owed on the parcel for 

outstanding taxes, penalties, interest and fees.  If more than one outside party is 

interested in a particular tax sale certificate the bidding will continue until there is 

only one bidder remaining.  The excess amount bid over the base tax sale certificate 

amount is held in trust by the City and returned to the bidder when the tax sale 

certificate is either redeemed or the redemption period expires. No interest is earned 

on the excess bid amount. 

 

 The City Comptroller files the tax sale certificates with the County Clerk’s office to 

record the tax lien of the tax sale certificate holder. 

 

 The tax sale certificate holder is responsible for continuing to pay all City, School and 

County tax bills as they become due.  Failure to pay any one of them will cause the 

parcel to be included in the next tax sale certificate auction. The holders of the tax 

sale certificates have no physical rights to the properties during the redemption 

period. 

 

 Three months prior to the end of the redemption period notices are sent by certified 

mail to the owners and any other interested party that appears in the stub search 

prepared by an abstract company. 

 

 The owner or any interested party has two years from the tax sale certificate auction 

to redeem their parcel from the process.  The amount owed is the amount of the tax 

sale certificate plus one percent per month outstanding together with all subsequent 

taxes plus one percent per month outstanding.  No partial payments are allowed. 

 

 Tax deeds are offered to the holders of the tax sale certificates at the end of the two 

year redemption period.  The holders (including the City) have the right to refuse the 

tax deed for any reason. 

 

 Every tax deed issued by the City Comptroller shall be presumptive evidence that all 

of the proceedings required by law were regular and in accordance with all provisions 

of law.  Two years after the recording of the tax deed the presumption shall be 

conclusive. 

 



 

Real Property Tax Law Article 11 Tax Enforcement Procedures 

 

In contrast to the City Charter procedures the RPTL Article 11 procedures are judicial in 

that the Supreme Court is used for the proceedings.  Under RPTL Article 11 the City Comptroller 

continues to be the enforcing officer but would also require the services of the City attorneys to 

foreclose the tax liens.  The following is a general summary of some of the key steps in the RPTL 

Article 11 foreclosure process: 

 

 Ten months after the lien date the enforcing officer shall file with the County Clerk a 

list of all parcels of real property affected by delinquent tax liens. 

 

 Tax districts are allowed to adopt an installment payment program either for 

residential properties, or all properties within the district.  The installment payment 

program shall be made available to each eligible property owner on a uniform basis 

and last no more than twenty-four months.  The tax lien shall not be foreclosed upon 

during the period of installment payments provided that the installment payments are 

not in default. 

 

 Twenty-one months after the lien date, the tax enforcing officer executes and files a 

petition of foreclosure with the County Clerk for those properties with delinquent tax 

liens. 

 

 Upon the filing of the foreclosure petition the enforcing officer must also publish a 

notice of foreclosure in each of three non-consecutive weeks in a two month period in 

the district’s official newspaper. 

 

 On or before the first publication date of the foreclosure notice the enforcing officer is 

to mail by both certified mail and ordinary first class mail a notice to the owner and 

any other interested party that can be ascertained from public records. 

 

 Two years after the lien date the redemption period expires and a final judgment may 

be entered.  When no answer has been interposed the Court shall make a final 

judgment that directs the enforcing officer to execute and record a deed conveying to 

the tax district full and complete title to the parcel.  When an answer is interposed the 

Court will conduct hearings to determine if the answer is meritorious or not and may 

or may not dismiss the petition of foreclosure. 

 

 Every deed issued pursuant to RPTL Article 11 shall be presumptive evidence that all 

proceedings were regular and in accordance with all provisions of law.  After two 

years from the date of the recording of the deed the presumption shall be conclusive. 

 

 

 

 



 

The following chart summarizes some of the major differences between the tax 

enforcement processes under the current City Charter as compared to under the RPTL Article 11. 

 

 

Issue / Procedure City Charter Real Property Tax Law Article 11 

Length of time for 

property owner or 

interested party  to 

redeem 

2 years from tax sale certificate 

auction date 

2 years after lien date except that a 

taxing jurisdiction may adopt a 

local law without referendum 

increasing  the redemption period 

for residential and/or farm 

properties to three or four years 

after lien date 

Owner of Tax Lien Tax sale certificate auction is 

open to the public with the  City 

being the bidder by default only 

and is then required to pay 

subsequent property taxes on 

only the certificates it holds until 

the parcels are redeemed or 

deeded to the City 

 

No public auction so City holds all 

liens and would therefore be 

required to pay all subsequent 

property taxes on all delinquent 

parcels until the parcel are 

redeemed or deeded to the City 

 

Payment requirement 

at time of redemption 

Owner or interested party must 

pay all outstanding taxes, interest 

and penalties in one payment 

Owner or interested party must pay 

tax liens in reverse chronological 

order so that the most recent lien is 

redeemed  first and the lien with the 

earliest lien date is redeemed last 

 

Installment payment 

plan on delinquent 

taxes 

Not authorized Taxing jurisdiction may adopt a 

local law providing for installment 

payments of eligible delinquent 

taxes 

 

 

Per the New York State Office of Real Property Tax Services’ web site the following 

cities have opted out of RPTL Article 11 as of April 2007: 

 

Auburn Long Beach Ogdensburg Salamanca 

Canandaigua Middletown Oneida Sherrill 

Cortland Mount Vernon Port Jervis Syracuse 

Geneva New York Poughkeepsie Watertown 

Glen Cove Norwich Rochester Yonkers 

Johnstown North Tonawanda Rome  

 

 

 

 



 

The RPTL Article 11 procedures are more cumbersome than those in the City Charter.  

Article 11 requires multiple lien filings for each tax year with a delinquency as compared to the single 

tax sale certificate that is filed under the current procedures. Article 11 allows for the City Council to 

adopt a payment plan which would require additional administrative efforts to monitor and track.  The 

City will incur additional legal expenses as the attorneys become much more involved with the tax 

enforcement process than currently required with the City’s present process.  The RPTL Article 11 

judicial process creates an environment whereby more lawsuits could occur as individuals make appeals 

to the courts in an attempt to keep their properties.  If in the future the City feels changes are needed to 

the tax enforcement procedures it will be easier to accomplish if it can be handled through City Charter 

revisions rather than making requests to the State for changes in their laws. 

 

 

County Taxes Paid by the City as Part of Enforcement Process 

 

The following chart lists the 139 properties that the City has acquired over the last ten 

years from the tax sale certificate process and the corresponding amount of County taxes that were paid 

as part of the initial tax sale certificate through the last County tax bill issued before the parcel was sold 

or became exempt.   The chart does not include the parcels that were ultimately redeemed from the tax 

sale certificate process.  Note that the gain or loss on the sale or retention of the parcel is based on the all 

outstanding City, School and County taxes and not solely the County tax amount.  Some of the larger 

losses typically result from amounts added to the City tax bill such as relevied water/sewer charges or 

demolitions that result in less valued vacant lots. 

 

Property Address Property Type 

Total 

County 

Taxes 

Paid by 

City from 

Tax Sale 

through 

disposition Property Disposition 

 Sale 

Price  

 Gain / 

(Loss) on 

Sale  

670 Rear Grant St. Residential VL  $            5  Sold  $      100   $           36  

165 Rear Union St. 

Commercial 

VL  $          28  Sold  $      100   $        (45) 

VL Sewalls Island Industrial VL  $          10  Retained by City  $          -     $        (87) 

13 Shepard Purch. Residential VL  $          59  Retained by City  $          -     $      (209) 

306 Rear Factory 

St. Industrial VL  $          39  Retained by City  $          -     $      (158) 

312 Waltham St. Single Family  $        693  Sold  $   1,000   $      (933) 

523 Jefferson St. Single Family  $        634  Sold  $   2,250   $   (1,346) 

210 Academy St. Two Family  $     2,361  Sold  $   1,000   $   (8,574) 

100 Alexandria Ave Residential VL  $          29  Remains unsold  $          -     $      (119) 

101 Alexandria Ave Residential VL  $          31  Remains unsold  $          -     $      (119) 

103 Alexandria Ave Residential VL  $          33  Remains unsold  $          -     $      (119) 

218 Meadow St. S Residential VL  $        280  Sold  $      900   $      (623) 

848 Anne St. Single Family  $     1,145  Demolished and sold as VL  $      200   $   (4,163) 

469 Meadow St. S Single Family  $        961  Sold  $   3,029   $         624  



 

Property Address Property Type 

Total 

County 

Taxes 

Paid by 

City from 

Tax Sale 

through 

disposition Property Disposition 

 Sale 

Price  

 Gain / 

(Loss) on 

Sale  

126 Lynde St. W Single Family  $        225  

Demolished and VL sold to 

Habitat for Humanity  $          -     $   (1,224) 

609 Bronson St. Single Family  $        656  Sold  $ 15,169   $    11,623  

610 Bronson St. Residential VL  $          39  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $      197   $           -    

612 Bronson St. Two Family  $     1,632  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $   5,149   $            -    

611 Bradley St. Residential VL  $        227  Sold to Habitiat for Humanity  $         -     $   (1,457) 

244 High St. Industrial VL  $        100  Sold  $   2,000   $      1,591  

77 North St. Industrial VL  $          49  Retained by City  $         -     $      (202) 

R-733 Superior St. Residential VL  $          15  Sold  $      100   $        (15) 

117 Exchange St. Residential VL  $        144  Sold  $   2,000   $      1,392  

571 Arsenal St. Residential VL  $        304  Sold  $ 18,000   $    16,768  

814 Pearl St. Single Family  $     1,249  Sold  $   4,300   $        (81) 

7 Pearl St. Industrial VL  $        144  Sold  $      450   $      (381) 

8 Pearl St. Industrial VL  $        136  Sold  $      250   $      (327) 

207 Meadow St. S Two Family  $     1,427  

Demolished and VL remains 

unsold  $         -     $   (5,891) 

129 Sherman St. Apartment  $        854  

To be demolished and sold to 

Neighbors of Watertown  $          -     $   (3,861) 

323 Rutland St. N Single Family  $     1,278  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $   7,501   $             -    

VL Massey St. S VL  $            4  Retained by City  $          -     $       (65) 

409 Broadway Ave. 

E Single Family  $     3,138  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $ 11,557   $             -    

514 Clay St. Two Family  $     1,103  Sold  $ 13,000   $      8,255  

164 Main Ave. Two Family  $        815  Demolished and sold as VL  $   1,000   $   (2,443) 

318 Academy St. Single Family  $     1,324  Sold  $ 10,000   $      4,834  

676 LeRay St. Single Family  $        925  Sold  $ 11,000   $      6,021  

320 Meadow St. S Residential VL  $     1,023  Demolished and sold as VL  $   1,000   $   (2,709) 

828 Superior St. Single Family  $        949  Sold  $ 15,000   $      7,976  

VL Marra Dr. Residential VL  $            8  Sold  $      100   $           19  

329 Gotham St. Two Family  $        611  Sold  $      250   $   (1,973) 

453 Massey St. S Residential VL  $     1,012  Demolished and sold as VL  $      600   $   (6,271) 

131 Park Ave. Residential VL  $     1,525  Sold  $   7,000   $         674  

27 Shepard Purch. Residential VL  $          46  Sold  $      100   $      (128) 



 

Property Address Property Type 

Total 

County 

Taxes 

Paid by 

City from 

Tax Sale 

through 

disposition Property Disposition 

 Sale 

Price  

 Gain / 

(Loss) on 

Sale  

420 Holcomb St. Two Family  $     1,904  Sold  $ 12,000   $     2,980  

636 Grant St. Single Family  $        952  Sold  $ 12,000   $     7,832  

213 Hamilton St. S Three Family  $     1,889  Sold  $ 14,000   $     4,362  

621 Bradley St. Residential VL  $     1,152  Sold  $   6,750   $      2,405  

629 Bradley St. Single Family  $        739  Sold  $ 10,000   $      5,784  

721 Main St. W Single Family  $     1,030  Demolished and sold as VL  $   2,420   $   (3,623) 

326 Moulton St. Residential VL  $        730  

Demolished and retained by 

City  $         -     $   (3,102) 

202 Factory St. Commercial  $     2,402  Sold  $          -     $   (9,826) 

210 Factory St. Commercial  $     3,859  Sold  $ 40,000   $   24,079  

R212 Factory St. Commercial  $          81  Sold  $          -     $      (345) 

248 Coffeen St. Two Family  $        525  Sold  $ 16,000   $   13,456  

335 Clover St.  Residential VL  $          45  Remains unsold  $          -     $      (204) 

334 Kendall Ave. N Residential VL  $          45  Remains unsold  $          -     $      (204) 

333 Kendall Ave. N Residential VL  $          36  Remains unsold  $          -     $      (219) 

649 Factory St. Industrial VL  $        823  Sold  $   2,000   $ (71,497) 

116 St. Mary St. Single Family  $     1,183  Sold  $ 22,000   $    13,607  

144 Meadow St. N Residential VL  $     1,039  Demolished and sold as VL  $   1,400   $   (4,319) 

471 Portage St. Single Family  $     1,012  Sold  $   6,500   $   (1,791) 

122 Ten Eyck St. Two Family  $     8,370  

Demolished and sold to 

DANC  $          -     $ (34,133) 

525 Main St. E Residential VL  $        171  Sold  $   1,050   $        126  

531 Main St. E Residential VL  $          40  Sold  $      600   $         405  

706 Mill St. Single Family  $     1,016  Sold  $ 10,000   $      (430) 

313 Moulton St. Residential VL  $        166  Sold  $      100   $      (755) 

1162 Boyd St. Single Family  $     1,504  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $   6,363   $             -    

346 Winslow St. Two Family  $     1,863  Demolished and sold as VL  $   1,600   $   (9,362) 

1023 Ferguson Ave. Single Family  $        304  Demolished and sold as VL  $      260   $      (705) 

136 Pleasant St N Two Family  $     1,559  Retained by City  $          -     $   (4,936) 

825 Boyd St. Residential VL  $        147  Sold  $      500   $   (1,640) 

338 Moulton St. Residential VL  $          49  

Demolished and retained by 

City  $          -     $      (215) 

334 Moulton St. Residential VL  $          24  Retained by City  $          -     $      (123) 

332 Moulton St.  Single Family  $        931  Retained by City  $          -     $   (3,759) 

620 Mohawk St. Single Family  $     1,519  Sold  $   8,000   $   (1,098) 

672 LeRay St. Two Family  $     1,014  Sold  $   9,000   $     4,458  



 

Property Address Property Type 

Total 

County 

Taxes 

Paid by 

City from 

Tax Sale 

through 

disposition Property Disposition 

 Sale 

Price  

 Gain / 

(Loss) on 

Sale  

M-204 Amherst St. Residential VL  $          49  Sold  $      700   $         502  

614 Burlington St. Single Family  $        931  Demolished and sold as VL  $      100   $   (6,477) 

155 St. Mary St. Single Family  $     1,620  Sold  $   9,250   $      2,725  

814 Rutland Place Single Family  $        669  Sold  $   3,128   $             -    

VL Wealtha Ave. Single Family  $        324  Sold  $   2,900    

142 Arcade St. Commercial  $     7,897  Sold  $ 25,000   $   (2,719) 

220 St. Mary St. Single Family  $     1,165  Sold  $   5,100   $   (1,272) 

135 State Place Single Family  $     1,076  Sold to Emerson Place LP  $   4,714   $             -    

316 High St. Two Family  $     1,238  Demolished and sold as VL  $   1,109   $ (18,664) 

181 Bellew Ave. Commercial  $     1,351  Demolished and sold as VL  $ 11,700   $         204  

1102 Academy St. Two Family  $     5,493  Sold  $ 14,500   $   (4,921) 

114 Pleasant St. N Three Family  $     5,800  Sold  $ 22,600   $        (16) 

540 Jefferson St. Single Family  $        575  

Demolished and retained by 

City for playground  $          -     $   (2,927) 

VL Washington St.  

Commercial 

VL  $     1,608  Sold  $   5,100   $   (3,829) 

317 Hamilton St. S Two Family  $     2,188  Demolished and sold as VL  $   1,025   $ (12,048) 

532 Stone St. Two Family  $     2,215  Sold  $   6,600   $   (3,788) 

223 Hunt St. Commercial  $     4,240  Sold  $   2,000   $ (23,598) 

216 Academy St. Two Family  $     1,729  Demolished and sold as VL  $      500   $   (7,800) 

348 Arlington St. Single Family  $        784  Sold  $ 12,700   $     8,498  

675 Bronson St. Apartment  $     1,219  Sold  $   4,700   $     1,991  

911 Bronson St. Single Family  $        841  Sold  $      500   $   (3,626) 

323 Clay St. Three Family  $        982  Demolished and sold as VL  $      500   $   (6,845) 

518 Cooper St. Residential VL  $          27  Sold  $      100   $        (64) 

717 Davidson St. Single Family  $     1,572  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $   7,108   $            -    

730 Davidson St. Two Family  $     1,572  Demolished and sold as VL  $      600   $   (4,973) 

636 Emerson St. Two Family  $        763  

Demolished and retained by 

City  $          -     $   (4,518) 

683 Flower St. Single Family  $        522  Sold  $      727   $   (5,076) 

526 Franklin St. 

(2) Single 

Family  $     2,263  Sold  $ 15,900   $      4,247  

325 Gotham St. Two Family  $     1,306  Sold  $   6,500   $   (3,672) 

VL Holcomb St. Residential VL  $        268  Sold  $   8,500   $      7,452  

1017 Huntington St. Single Family  $     1,521  

Demolished and retained by 

City  $          -     $   (7,503) 



 

Property Address Property Type 

Total 

County 

Taxes 

Paid by 

City from 

Tax Sale 

through 

disposition Property Disposition 

 Sale 

Price  

 Gain / 

(Loss) on 

Sale  

807 Main St. W Two Family  $     1,562  Sold  $ 15,300   $      6,735  

445 Massey St. S Single Family  $     1,690  Sold  $   5,522  $      1,105 

763 Mill St. Single Family  $     1,616  

Sold to Neighbors of 

Watertown (NDC Program)  $   4,162   $             -    

118 Orchard St. S Single Family  $     1,276  Sold  $ 11,500   $      5,741  

246 Pleasant St. N Two Family  $     1,006  Sold $  22,600 $    17,983 

29 Public Square Commercial  $     2,091  Retained by City  $         -     $   (8,339) 

233 Stanton St. Residential VL  $          43  Sold  $      100   $        (94) 

137 State Place Residential VL  $          20  Sold to Emerson Place LP  $          -     $        (91) 

703 State St. Apartment  $     2,834  Sold to Emerson Place LP  $          -     $ (14,247) 

312 Stone St. Apartment  $     2,554  Demolished and sold as VL  $      500   $ (11,236) 

331 Stone St. Two Family  $     1,768  Demolished and sold as VL  $   2,500   $   (6,359) 

412 Stone St. Two Family  $     1,451  Sold  $   5,121   $             -    

1112 Water St. 

Commercial 

VL  $     1,886  Sold  $   2,130   $   (7,302) 

532 West St. Residential VL  $        291  Sold  $      500   $      (657) 

182 Whitford St. Residential VL  $        149  Retained by City  $          -     $   (2,981) 

114 William St. Residential VL  $     1,808  Demolished and sold as VL  $      754   $   (7,038) 

1202 Academy St. Single Family  $     1,900  Sold  $ 17,500   $      8,539  

234 Bellew Ave. Commercial  $     1,764  Demolished and sold as VL  $ 14,709   $      8,342  

910 Bronson St. Two Family  $        727  Sold  $      612   $   (3,737) 

715 Franklin St. Single Family  $     1,646  Demolished and sold as VL  $      767   $   (5,619) 

317 Hamilton St. N Two Family  $        508  Sold  $   4,000   $        773  

208 High St. Commercial  $     3,114  Sold  $ 14,500   $      3,083  

265 Hillcrest Ave. Residential VL  $        113  Sold  $      315  $           20 

266 Hillcrest Ave. Residential VL  $        115  Sold  $      315  $           20 

1008 Huntington St. Single Family  $        493  Sold  $   3,000   $        (93) 

550 Leray St. Single Family  $        952  Sold  $   6,500   $     6,917  

519 Main St. E Single Family  $     1,159  Sold  $   6,500   $         934  

320 Prospect St. Single Family  $     1,011  Sold  $   4,000   $      (324) 

225 Rexford Place Apartment  $     2,947  Sold  $      756   $ (11,831) 

317 Rutland St. N Two Family  $        978  Sold  $      578   $   (3,706) 

26 Shepard Purch. Residential VL  $          93  Sold  $      100   $      (150) 

412 Tilden St. Apartment  $     1,685  Sold  $      750   $   (5,786) 

Totals    $ 160,450    $636,296  $(184,617) 

 



 

If the City were to remove itself from the tax enforcement process it would give up 

certain benefits of being the tax enforcing body.  The City would no longer be in a position to control 

which parcels that are lost by the owners for non-payment of taxes are demolished or rehabilitated.  In 

addition to the numerous demolitions listed above more notable examples of demolitions and 

rehabilitations that the City has been able to direct as a result of becoming the parcel owner include the 

Sewalls Island rehabilitation, the former Ogilvie site demolition and planned environmental 

rehabilitation, and the 122 Ten Eyck Street demolition which provided an in-fill housing site.  The City 

would also lose its opportunity to participate in the NDC program (Neighbors of 

Watertown/Development Authority of the North Country/City of Watertown) whereby the Development 

Authority of the North Country provides financing for Neighbors of Watertown to rehabilitate certain 

properties acquired by the City for back taxes.  The rehabilitated properties are then sold to first-time 

homebuyers and the City is typically made whole on the outstanding back taxes from the closing 

proceeds.  The City would still be able to participate in urban planning and economic development 

regardless of what enforcement rules it follows. 

 

If City Council is desirous of changes to our present tax enforcement process I would 

request that the changes be made, if possible, to the City Charter rather than opting into Article 11 which 

will result in the City forever losing its ability to govern its own tax enforcement process.  In summary, 

it is my opinion that the City should continue to be the tax enforcement entity within the City and also 

continue to use the tax enforcement procedures of the City Charter and not RPTL Article 11. 



 

        September 29, 2010 

 

 

To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 

 

From:  Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager  

 

Subject: Health Insurance Plan Design Changes 

 

During the August 9, 2010 City Council work session, the City’s Health Insurance 

Advisory Committee presented for City Council consideration, a number of plan design changes 

to the City’s Health Insurance Plan.  This issue first came to the City Council on February 2, 

2009.  At that time, the City Council unanimously concurred to hold off considering these 

proposals until after reviewing the proposed 2009-10 Budget.  Following that discussion with the 

City Council, the Health Insurance Advisory Committee met again and modified their proposal 

and in November 2009 it came before the City Council, at which time no action was taken.   

 

  As a result of the discussions that occurred on August 9, 2010, staff was asked to 

prepare a resolution that incorporates the following changes agreed upon by the City Council: 

add a National Provider Network; add coverage for Cardiac Rehabilitation; revise Multiple 

Surgery Benefit and add coverage for Air Ambulance (with protocols). 

 

At the September 7, 2010 meeting, Staff presented the attached resolution for 

Council consideration and approval.  At that time, we were asked to research to see if a sunset 

provision can be added to the language incorporating these proposed plan amendments.   

 

   After talking with POMCO regarding the proposed sunset provision, they have 

indicated that from a claims payment and compliance perspective the City can implement a 

sunset provision.  However, from a health care reform standpoint, the regulations do not 

specifically address if providers are allowed to increase benefits and then reduce these benefits at 

a later date (even though we would be offering the same level of benefits in place today, 

following the sunset).   

  

  The clause in the reform act that causes a specific conflict is that a plan cannot 

implement changes that result in the "Elimination of all or substantially all benefits to diagnose 

or treat a particular condition."  Under this clause, revoking cardiac rehab, once implemented 

could cause an issue relative to grandfather status; this is the one change that is being proposed 

which is specifically addressed in the new health care legislation.   



  Overall, increasing benefits for a period of time, and then reverting back to the 

benefits in place today does not align completely with the intent of health care reform.  Further 

clarification is needed on this topic from the government to determine if revoking benefits as part 

of a sunset provision would be acceptable.   

 

  It is possible to move forward with the amendment including a sunset provision; 

one option is to extend the sunset provision to 2014, when losing grandfather status becomes 

irrelevant.  If the Council wants to implement an earlier sunset date, then the safest way to move 

forward would be to have the sunset provision apply to all of the changes except cardiac rehab.  

However, there is no guarantee that our grandfathering status would not be in jeopardy.  If we 

lose our grandfathering status, we will be required to: 

 Add coverage for the following: Routine Colonoscopy, Immunizations for both adults 

 and children, Routine Vision Care  

  

 Increase coverage for the following to pay in full at the In-Network Level, all currently 

 take deductible and copayment: Routine Adult Physical, Routine Well-Child, 

 Routine Well-Woman, Routine Labs, Routine Mammography, Routine Prostate, Routine 

 Vision Benefit   

  

 Increase Out-of-network Physician ER to the same level as in-network: In-network 

 currently pays in full, Out-of-network pays at 80% subject to deductible  

 

The annual estimated cost associated with providing these increased benefits due to the loss of 

grandfathered status is approximately $100,000. 

 

 Staff is prepared to move forward with whatever changes the City Council wishes to 

implement.  If the City Council wishes to implement a sunset provision, I would recommend that 

this modification in the proposal presented be taken back to the Health Insurance Committee to 

determine if , based on the proposed changes they are still recommending implementation of the 

proposed plan design changes.  

     

 

  

 















       November 5, 2010 

 

 

 

To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 

 

From:  Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager 

 

Subject: Current and Upcoming Board and Commission Vacancies 

 

 

  Attached is a listing of the current and upcoming vacancies on various 

boards and commissions for the City of Watertown.  I have attached copies of volunteer 

applications received from residents within the City who have interest in serving on one 

or more boards.     

 

  We will have three vacancies on the Board of Assessment Review, and we 

have received communications from two individuals interested in being considered for a 

position on the Board, Wendell W. Pierce and Shawn E. Griffin.   

 

  The Board of Ethics members are up for reappointment as of January 1, 

2011.  If the Council concurs, Staff will reach out to existing Board Members to see if 

they are willing to continue to serve.  I have also attached volunteer applications from 

three individuals who are also willing to serve on this Board; Sydnie Miller, David Giver, 

and Lena Nibbs. 

 

  A member of the City’s Transportation Commission passed away on 

September 15, 2010.  The Commission has met and is recommending that the City 

Council consider appointing Michelle L. Appleby to Ms. Guyton’s unexpired term.  I 

have attached an excerpt from the October 20, 2010 Transportation Commission’s 

meeting minutes containing the recommendation.  There is also a volunteer application 

from Laurence W. Mallette Jr. who is interested in serving on the Transportation 

Commission. 

 

  The position of City Constable and Deputy City Constable expire at the 

end of December.  Dave Koster has indicated that he has sold his business to our current 

Deputy Constable, Patricia J. Hennegan.  Based on this transfer, I would recommend that 

the City Council consider appointing Patricia J. Hennegan as City constable and Michael 

J. Hennegan as Deputy City Constable.   
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