Advisory Council on Procurement Lobbying
Meeting on December 15, 2005

Empire State Plaza

Meeting Room 7

10:00am

Minutes
I.
Call to Order.  The meeting was called to order by Chairman Richard A. Reed.  Chairman Reed welcomed Council member Duwayne Gregory who was unable to attend the last meeting.
II.
Minutes. Maryanne Gridley moved the adoption of the minutes and Tom Perreault seconded the motion.  Kim Fine requested that the second paragraph page 3 of the minutes be amended to specifically reflect that Susan Knapp suggested that the Council not make any decisions or reach any conclusions regarding challenges with compliance with the law until after the next meeting where guidelines and an implementation plan for education and training was discussed.  Kim Fine moved that the minutes be adopted as amended.  Ronald Younkins seconded.  All approved.

III. 
Old Business. The Council reviewed the proposed by-laws distributed at the last meeting.  Chairman Reed called upon Kim Fine to review her suggested changes as set forth in her e-mail of November 29, 2005 that was distributed in advance to Council members.  Recommended changes provided by Kim Fine were: In the first paragraph to delete “develop guiding principles” and replace it with “establish model guidelines,” in the paragraph “Third” to use the titles as follows: “Commissioner of General Services,” “Commissioner of Transportation,” and “Director of the Budget;” and the end of paragraph “Seventh” to add language in State Finance Law §139-j (7) which states “Nothing in these by-laws shall be construed as abrogating or diminishing any existing rights, duties or responsibilities of any governmental entity as it pertains to determinations of responsibility..”  Tom Perreault moved to approve the by-laws as amended and Dan Stewart seconded the motion.  All approved.  
Chairman Reed asked Kim Fine to review her comments on the proposed Code of Conduct that distributed at the last meeting. She recommended adding to the end of the third paragraph “for the purposes of sec. 74.”   In the fourth paragraph she suggested adding after “resolution” the following language: “and provides further that nothing in this resolution shall be deemed to relieve a member of the ACPL from his or her obligations to comply with the requirements of Public Officers Law sec. 73 and sec, 73-a or any other provision of law which may be applicable by virtue of such member’s status as a state officer or employee or other person independent of such person’s status as a member of the ACPL.”  Duwayne Gregory moved the adoption of the Code of Conduct with these two revisions.  Maryanne Gridley seconded the motion.  All approved.
Chairman Reed called upon Anne Phillips, Associate Counsel at the Office of General Services, to discuss the applicability of Chapter 1 of the Laws of 2005 to municipalities. Anne Phillips explained that the amendments to the State Finance Law and the amendments to the Legislative Law contained in the new law apply differently to municipalities.  Municipalities with a population of 50,000 or more are subject to the Legislative Law (lobbying) provisions, but not to the State Finance Law provisions in the Act.  However, local industrial development corporations located in municipalities with a population of 50,000 or more and local public benefit corporations are subject to the new State Finance Law provisions. 
IV.  
New Business.   Chairman Reed reported that as part of an ongoing outreach effort, the Office of General Services has set up a page on its website for the Advisory Council, and that a copy of the current page was provided to the Members.  Currently, Council Member names and appointing authorities are posted.  Links are under construction and it is anticipated that training materials will be posted to the site along with the Guidelines and other documents. Chairman Reed discussed the roll-out of the proposed schedule to deliverables for training for all covered parties which was provided to Council Members.  He noted that training will begin in 2006. 

Chairman Reed called upon member Tom Perreault to report on the CLE program held December 9, 2005 at the NYS Bar Association entitled “Procurement Lobbying and Ethics Reform in New York State: New Laws You Should Know.”  The program was standing room only – demonstrating great interest in the topic.  The program was organized into three topical areas: NYS government, local government and ethics issues and Tom Perreault provided a summary of the speaker presentations.  He noted that in the question and answer sessions there seemed to be a level of anxiety and a number of questions were unanswered, evidencing a strong need for an active education program.  He noted that the Council would benefit from the training and outreach proposed in the training proposal which was distributed and discussed by Chairman Reed.

Chairman Reed noted that the new law gives the Council several charges, and among them, a requirement to submit a draft implementation report by December 31, 2005 and the authority to develop model guidelines.  Initial drafts of both documents were distributed in advance of the meeting.  Chairman Reed turned the meeting over to facilitator Sandy Schuman to discuss the Draft Guidelines and the Draft Implementation Report.
Kim Fine noted that Chairman Reed and his staff pulled together a lot of information in a short period of time, and that it would be valuable to go through this today, however it may be too much to seek approval at this meeting.  Chairman Reed agreed and noted that members had already been polled to determine another December meeting date with the goal of adopting guidelines and a report at that time.  Facilitator Schuman recommended that organizational issues (e.g., ordering of the questions) not be the focus of today’s review, but that Council members focus on the content of each question and answer and that today would be a good time to raise additional questions for the guidelines.
The following comments were offered on the Overview Section:

Ron Younkins suggested that the overview contain a concise summary or overview of the new law.  Stephen Sloan suggested using the summary prepared for the draft implementation report.

The following comments were offered in the Scope of Application Section:

Kim Fine requested that for question 3 it be amended to reflect that municipalities are not covered in light of the earlier report to this effect.  Tom Perreault said to add the complete cite to sec. 139-j(a) by making it “139-j(1)(a).”  Kim Fine added that on p. 3 line 10 the word “contract” should be changed to “contact.”  
The following comments were offered in the Kinds of Transactions Covered by State Finance Law secs. 139-j and 139-k:

In the answer for question 6 Kim Fine suggested adding “under a program appropriation” after not-for-profit organizations.  In response to a question from Susan Knapp, Kim Fine explained that this would track the prompt contracting law.  Susan Knapp suggested that if what is meant is member item, then the information should specifically reference this. In question eleven, it was suggested by Ron Younkins to change the word “officers” to “officials” in the second line.  At the end of the answer to question eleven it was suggested to add “, including the registration and reporting requirements of the Lobbying Act.” Tom Perreault asked with respect to questions twelve and thirteen how written notice will trigger start of the restricted period when notice may not be written, he asked how written notice is defined.  Chairman Reed noted that it is meant to cover an alternative listing of start dates, including solicitations, etc.  Tom Perreault also asked about supplements to contracts.  Maryanne Gridley noted that this is an important issue for construction agencies, as are change orders, and they both agreed that these items should be included in the Guidelines.  The following new question was offered: “How or when does the written notification trigger/apply to single source or sole source and supplemental contracts when there is no written notice?”  It was suggested that the law is not intended to precluded people who have contracts from talking to the agency.  Michael Nevins asked how it would be clear to the vendor community when a restricted period begins and ends.  He suggested a uniform approach is needed among agencies.  Chairman Reed stated that a notice requirement is in statute if there is a written solicitation. There was a discussion as to whether an RFI triggers the new law, and the response was that an RFI does not, but a draft RFP is covered (there was discussion about the purpose of the draft RFP used to solicit agency input).  Maryanne Gridley suggested putting language in the Contract Reporter to that effect. Tom Perreault said it would be helpful if the guidelines go into supplemental, sole source, single source and notice provisions.  Ron Younkins suggested that the citation in the answer to question 14 E be checked.  It was also suggested that the answer in 14 D. be changed to deleted the words “not only” and delete “places a telephone call to a Governmental Entity about a Government Procurement during the Restricted Period, but also applies where such person or persons.”  In the answer to question sixteen, it was suggested to change “such documents” to “request for such information.” Kim Fine suggested changes to answer 16 –C to state, “The State Finance Law §139-k requires the Governmental Entity make a determination of responsibility before awarding a Procurement Contract to an Offerer.  In addition to responsibility factors such as financial and organizational capacity, legal authority, integrity, and past performance, the new provisions of the State Finance Law now require Governmental Entities to consider in responsibility determinations any violation of the permissible Contact requirements of State Finance Law § 139-j and the disclosure requirements of State Finance Law § 139-k.  There must be a determination of non-responsibility if it is found that the Offerer made an impermissible contact or failed to timely disclose accurate and complete information or otherwise cooperate in providing the information required by State Finance Law §139-k.”, and in the next paragraph she suggested following the exact language in the new law.  Tom Perreault commented on question 15, noting that the government has to collect and record contacts, but not disclose absent a FOIL request or a violation.  Kim Fine noted that it is entered into the procurement record.  Tom Perreault suggested adding to 15A the notion of keeping the procurement record updated with contacts.  It was also suggested that 15A be organized into two separate questions…one dealing with businesses and the other with agencies.  Michael Nevins noted that it would be helpful for the business community to clarify what are permissible and impermissible contacts. Duwayne Gregory commented that this could be addressed in the implementation process.  Maryanne Gridley pointed out that this is important for question 14 A since advertising personnel may not be aware of the impermissible contacts.  Ron Younkins noted that on question 18 there are other calls that do not have to be recorded, e.g., if you are calling a designated contact; also the type of question that may be permitted.  Chairman Reed noted that what is required to be recorded are contacts that a reasonable person would believe are attempts to influence a contract.  Maryanne Gridley inquired about the status of EO 127 and Chairman Reed responded that there is no indication that it will be repealed by 1/1/2006.  Maryanne Gridley suggested adding a question and answer about the effect of EO 127.  Tom Perreault stated that questions 18 and 36 need to be reconciled.  He noted that the new law says “shall not,” but those agencies may do this under EO 127 and agencies may routinely record as part of that agency’s policy and procedure regarding legislative contacts.  Ron Younkins also suggested reconciling questions 18 and 31.  Kim Fine suggested a change in language for the first line of the answer to question 17 to read: “Under the law, an offeror or his/her representative is prohibited from contacting anyone other than the designated contact persons at the governmental entity with regard to procurement during the Restricted Period.”

There were no comments on the effective date section of the Guidelines.

Under designated contacts, Kim Fine suggested that the answer to question 21 contain the language right from the new law as the definition of a “contact.”  (“A contact is any oral, written or electronic communication with a governmental entity where a reasonable person would infer that…).  Chairman Reed noted the potential for confusion between contacts generally and contacts during a restricted period.  It was suggested that a separate question be added “What is a contact?”  Duwayne Gregory asked whether there was an assumption that the designated contact at the governmental entity has no influence over the outcome of the procurement.  It was discussed that this is not necessarily true as the separations are not always that easy, and that if the intent was to limit contacts to those who have technical knowledge but no influence over the contract, then the new law would have so specifically stated.  Council members suggested using a capital “C” when the designated Contact is referenced.  It was suggested that the issue of who is designated by an entity as the Contact person could go into the implementation report.  On question 24, Kim Fine suggested that it be clearer that information about contacts could be collected not just by the contact person, but by others in the agency.  It was also suggested that “contact person” be changed to “governmental entity.”  In the answer to question 25, Tom Perreault suggested adding “the offeror or was” after “retained,” and before “employed.”  The issue was raised as to what happens when the designated contact is unavailable and there is something urgent and/or someone feels the need to reach out to the agency, as the law only says they can complain to another office.  Tom Perreault suggested that this may be an implementation issue for the report.  Chairman Reed observed that this may be why the law offers a plural of contact person or persons.  
Under the section on restricted period/contacts, the following comments were made: Ron Younkins suggested that the answer to question 30 should be clarified that the response has to be made to the designated person.  Kim Fine suggested that the “equal access” aspect be weaved into the answer as well.   She suggested altering the first sentence after “information” to include “by means of written questions addressed to all potential offerers if all such questions and answers are distributed to all potential offerers who have expressed an interest…”  Tom Perreault stated that he believes that permissible contacts still have be recorded and if others agree, this should be stated (because it is during the restricted period).  He also offered that this could be an implementation issue.  There was discussion as to whether contract negotiations, which are permissible, still have to be recorded, and a note that negotiations may occur with someone other than the designated contact, which is permissible, but should be recorded.  Stephen Sloan asked whether OSC goes out to a vendor they have to approve.  Kim Fine was not aware of such practice.  Stephen Sloan noted that in the past, OSC would engage in communications with a vendor and would negotiate changes.  Kim Fine said that now OSC would rely on the agencies to do this, and that if OSC speaks with a vendor, they would keep a record.  With respect to the answer to question 29, Kim Fine suggested adding that no discussions are permitted that would be in violation of the Public Officers Law.  Two typos were noted in the first paragraph to the answer to question 33…”entitt” to “entity” and “permissible” to “impermissible.”  Also, language should be added to note the time period covered is the last four years. It was suggested that the fourth paragraph in the answer be deleted. Tom Perreault suggested that the answer to question 31 should also contain a sentence about what items are not considered contacts, e.g., a routine call asking who is the contact or what is the deadline.  He also asked what procedures would be followed if there is a call versus a contact, as a practical occurrence. Michael Nevins suggested that the Council define permissible contacts and perhaps provide examples. Chairman Reed suggested that the Council strike question 31 as it is too general and that Michael Nevins’ suggestion be followed.  In the answer to question 34, Kim Fine suggested that “vendor or contractor” be replaced with “offeror” and that after “debarred for” the following be added, “4 years for a determination of non-responsibility based on a violation of State Finance Law sec. 139-j  or 139-k if it is the second knowing and willful violation within 4 years…”   Maryanne Gridley suggested that question 35 be changed to replace “another state agency” with “a governmental entity.”  She asked whether OGS is prepared to collect data from others besides state agencies.  Tom Perreault noted that the new law says that governmental entities should notify OGS. With respect to the knowing and willful language in question 34, Susan Knapp asked whether this is limited to the same procurement, and Kim Fine responded no.
Under legislative contacts, Duwayne Gregory suggested adding to the answer to question 37 after “legislature”  “unless he/she is a designated contact” and to delete “if” after the word “staff.”  
Under the ethics law section, Kim Fine suggested adding language that she will forward to the Government Law Center.  

Under the enforcement and violations section, Kim Fine suggested that knowingly and willfully should be deleted from the answer to question 42. It was suggested that the last two words of question 44 “lobbying law” be replaced with “State Finance Law sec. 139 j or k.” 

There were no comments on the model language and forms section.

Under the miscellaneous section, Terri Matthews suggested that the interplay between ESRA be examined.  She also suggested, going back to question 2, and confirmed that “e” will be deleted.  She also asked that “ii” becomes e and little “iii” becomes f, and that under “iii” “in jurisdictions with a population of 50,000 or more be deleted. She also raised a consistency issue and suggested we refer to the document as Guidelines consistently rather than using FAQs interchangeably.  
There were no further comments on the guidelines.  Chairman Reed suggested that the Council should review a revised draft and meet again in December to adopt them. 

Preliminary Report
The following suggestions were made for the preliminary report: Terri Matthews suggested including “and vendors” and “other governmental entities” in the first paragraph.  Tom Perreault suggested changing “effect” to “implementation” and to add “regarding contacts” in the second sentence.  He also suggested that the second sentence on page 4 reflect that the Council has designated OGS to host the Council.  Duwanye Gregory suggested language in #5 on p. 4 be checked to see whether the law asks for implementation or effects.  Tom Perreault suggested that on page 5, the second to last bullet the word “calls” be change to “provide.”  
Under the section on implementation issues, the following comments were made: Kim Fine suggested giving credit for the steps taken and then leading with third bullet followed by the caveat.  Chairman Reed observed that perhaps the entire section should be moved.  Kim Fine suggested noting that the Council was constituted, met, and here are the plans.  Dan Stewart questioned how the Council does this…people are required to comply but they can’t comply.  Kim Fine noted that the report should not say agencies can’t comply…it should acknowledge there may be difficulties but that it is not impossible.  Dan Stewart said it is not realistic and people will be strung out without reason and that is not right.  There should be a period of time when this is phased in, people should not be charged with violations without knowing what they are violating, the timeframes don’t make sense.  Michael Nevins said that this goes to awareness in the contracting community, who have no idea about the new law.  Maryanne Gridley said the report should be realistically factual.  Some governmental agencies can be in full compliance but others will need more time.  Terri Matthews asked whether the 1/1/06 implementation date applies to procurements in the pipeline prior to that date…the response was no.  Michael Nevins suggested adding “vendor community” after each “governmental entity.”  Chairman Reed suggested adding a bullet on the difficulties of the vendor community, and smaller companies with no in-house counsel.  Duwayne Gregory noted that the Lobbying Commission has already sent out notices, OGS is putting together model forms and there will be notice, so why is compliance an issue? He asked whether all of the governmental entities have been notified.  Chairman Reed noted that this goes with the concern for training and education.  Michael Nevins noted that large companies may understand the law but they may have hundreds of employees who need to be educated.  Stephen Sloan noted that people are going to get caught up and there will be problems of non-compliance and this is unfortunate.  He thought that David Grandeau’s comments were reasoned at the last meeting.
With respect to the section on enforcement, the following comments were offered. Maryanne Gridley suggested moving the training and education section to after compliance.  Terri Matthews suggested that that second to last bullet enumerate statutory issues if there are others, or delete the bullet.  Maryanne Gridley suggested that the second bullet under awareness/education/training note that there will be reliance on others to provide the training.  Under process, Terri Matthews suggested deleting  “municipalities.”  Kim Fine suggested trying to work in that model language will be published in bullet two. Maryanne Gridley suggested that the bullet at the top of page 8 include reference to various types of procurements.  Tom Perreault asked how consistent this is with sole source contracts.  Chairman Reed noted that there are different ways agencies may commence procurement. Tom Perreault also noted that on page 8, the concept of “written notice” is problematic because agencies don’t provide clear written notice in all transactions, e.g., real estate transactions.  Susan Knapp suggested that the second bullet on page 8 be moved up front and that it focus on progress to date.  Perhaps even making a new heading entitled “Progress to Date.”  Maryanne Gridley suggested that the 3rd bullet on page 8 reflect the fact that public authorities and public benefit corporations need governing board approval for new internal regulations and guidelines and that this is not likely to occur for most by 1/1/06.  
Discussion Regarding Advice to Lobbying Commission
The next item discussed was interaction with the Lobbying Commission.  David Grandeau, Executive Director of the Temporary Commission on Lobbying was present and he stated he would have liked to receive a copy of the draft guidelines.  He informed the Council that the Commission has designed new forms and that they would be uploaded to the website at the end of the week and available by Monday.  He announced that the Commission will pick a contract to examine as an educational exercise to learn how to get information their staff will need.  He stated that there needs to be a central registry of when black-out periods begin and who the agency designated contacts are.  The Commission is willing to host this information on its website by asking the governmental entities to report the information. He stated that the need to educate people can’t be emphasized enough.  The Commission’s staff guidelines will be done by the end of the month but the Commissioners will need to review and approve them.  It was agreed that the information David Grandeau shared should be included in the Council’s implementation report. 

Next Meeting. The next meeting of the Council will be on December 28, 2005 at 10am for the purpose of approving the guidelines and the report to the Governor and Legislature on potential implementation issues. 

It was suggested that Council members communicate requested changes in the meantime, and that the revised drafts circulate as soon as possible. 

Mark Glazer asked whether the documents could be shared with the broader community.  It was agreed to do this.  Lisa Fox mentioned that everyone from the public who signed in with an email address at the last meeting did get the requested information.  

Chairman Reed reported that staff is looking at January 12th or 18th as a possible next meeting after December 28, 2005. 

Attachments

Voting Record Lists (3)
In Attendance: 

Kim Fine


Duwayne Gregory
Richard A. Reed
Ronald Younkins

Maryanne Gridley

Michael J. Nevins
Stephen Sloan
Susan Knapp 

Thomas D. Perreault

Daniel Stewart

Terri C. Matthews (Arrived Late)
Members Absent:

	


NONE
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON PROCUREMENT LOBBYING

VOTING RECORD LIST

DATE: 12/15/05
MOTION/RESOLUTION:  Motion to accept minutes from November 17, 2005 as amended by Kim Fine.

	MEMBER NAME
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY
	AYE
	NO
	ABSTAIN
	ABSENT

	Fine, Kim

Deputy Commissioner 

for Budget and Policy Analysis

Office of the State Comptroller
	State Comptroller
	X
	
	
	

	Gregory, Duwayne

Executive Assistant to Corporate Counsel

Suffolk Off Track Betting Corporation
	Speaker of the Assembly
	X
	
	
	

	Gridley, Maryanne
Executive Director

Dormitory Authority
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Knapp, Susan
Chief Budget Examiner

Public Protection Unit
Division of the Budget
	Director of the Division of the Budget
	X
	
	
	

	Matthews, Terri C.

Counsel to Deputy Mayor for Operations

City of New York
	Mayor of the City of New York
	
	
	
	X

	Nevins, Michael J.

Senior Vice President

JP Morgan Chase
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Perreault, Thomas D.

Associate Attorney and Assistant Counsel

Department of Transportation
	Commissioner of Transportation
	X
	
	
	

	Reed, Richard A. (Chair)

Deputy Commissioner and Counsel

Office of General Services
	Commissioner of General Services

Lobby Law
	X
	
	
	

	Sloan, Stephen F.

Retired, New York State Senate
	Temporary President of the Senate
	X
	
	
	

	Stewart, Daniel

Mayor

City of Plattsburg
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Younkins, Ronald P.

Chief of Operations

Office of Court Administration
	Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals
	X
	
	
	


TOTALS:

AYES:____10_______




ABSTENTIONS:_______0______


NOES:______0______




ABSENCES:____1_______
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON PROCUREMENT LOBBYING

VOTING RECORD LIST

DATE: 12/15/05
MOTION/RESOLUTION:  Motion to approve the draft By-laws with three revisions provided by Advisory Council Member Kim Fine.

	MEMBER NAME
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY
	AYE
	NO
	ABSTAIN
	ABSENT

	Fine, Kim

Deputy Commissioner 

for Budget and Policy Analysis

Office of the State Comptroller
	State Comptroller
	X
	
	
	

	Gregory, Duwayne

Executive Assistant to Corporate Counsel

Suffolk Off Track Betting Corporation
	Speaker of the Assembly
	X
	
	
	

	Gridley, Maryanne
Executive Director

Dormitory Authority
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Knapp, Susan
Chief Budget Examiner

Public Protection Unit
Division of the Budget
	Director of the Division of the Budget
	X
	
	
	

	Matthews, Terri C.

Counsel to Deputy Mayor for Operations

City of New York
	Mayor of the City of New York
	
	
	
	X

	Nevins, Michael J.

Senior Vice President

JP Morgan Chase
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Perreault, Thomas D.

Associate Attorney and Assistant Counsel

Department of Transportation
	Commissioner of Transportation
	X
	
	
	

	Reed, Richard A. (Chair)

Deputy Commissioner and Counsel

Office of General Services
	Commissioner of General Services

Lobby Law
	X
	
	
	

	Sloan, Stephen F.

Retired, New York State Senate
	Temporary President of the Senate
	X
	
	
	

	Stewart, Daniel

Mayor

City of Plattsburg
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Younkins, Ronald P.

Chief of Operations

Office of Court Administration
	Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals
	X
	
	
	


TOTALS:

AYES:____10_______




ABSTENTIONS:_______0______


NOES:______0______




ABSENCES:____1_______
ADVISORY COUNCIL ON PROCUREMENT LOBBYING

VOTING RECORD LIST

DATE: 12/15/05
MOTION/RESOLUTION:  Motion to approve draft Code of Conduct with the two revisions provided by Advisory 




Council Member Kim Fine.

	MEMBER NAME
	APPOINTING AUTHORITY
	AYE
	NO
	ABSTAIN
	ABSENT

	Fine, Kim

Deputy Commissioner 

for Budget and Policy Analysis

Office of the State Comptroller
	State Comptroller
	X
	
	
	

	Gregory, Duwayne

Executive Assistant to Corporate Counsel

Suffolk Off Track Betting Corporation
	Speaker of the Assembly
	X
	
	
	

	Gridley, Maryanne
Executive Director

Dormitory Authority
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Knapp, Susan
Chief Budget Examiner

Public Protection Unit
Division of the Budget
	Director of the Division of the Budget
	X
	
	
	

	Matthews, Terri C.

Counsel to Deputy Mayor for Operations

City of New York
	Mayor of the City of New York
	
	
	
	X

	Nevins, Michael J.

Senior Vice President

JP Morgan Chase
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Perreault, Thomas D.

Associate Attorney and Assistant Counsel

Department of Transportation
	Commissioner of Transportation
	X
	
	
	

	Reed, Richard A. (Chair)

Deputy Commissioner and Counsel

Office of General Services
	Commissioner of General Services

Lobby Law
	X
	
	
	

	Sloan, Stephen F.

Retired, New York State Senate
	Temporary President of the Senate
	X
	
	
	

	Stewart, Daniel

Mayor

City of Plattsburg
	Governor 
	X
	
	
	

	Younkins, Ronald P.

Chief of Operations

Office of Court Administration
	Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals
	X
	
	
	


TOTALS:


AYES:____10_______




ABSTENTIONS:_______0______


NOES:______0______




ABSENCES:____1_______
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