




We note as well that other aspects of the rule are not entirely clear. While the rule sets a 
threshold of $1000, it does not explicitly say whether the threshold is per trip or aggregated over the 
course of a year for the particular third party paying expenses. Similarly, the amendments do not 
expressly state whether travel-related expenses paid by an agency or arm of a different government must 
be reported. Clarification on these points would assist in understanding and implementing the 
amendments. 

Finally, the $1000 threshold for reporting travel-related raises additional questions. While 
that threshold is presumably designed to mirror the $1000 threshold for individual filers reporting travel­
related expenses, this is a false equivalency. The $1000 for individuals, for example, will ordinarily not 
be met for providing a CLE in Albany to a not-for-profit agency. But, if those payments are aggregated 
over the course of a year by different employees assisting a single not for profit, the threshold will 
routinely be met and routinely require reporting well beyond the individual-filer rule. That these 
seemingly similar thresholds operate in very different ways sows additional confusion. Raising the 
threshold on aggregated expense payments would more properly reflect potential concerns over office­
wide reimbursement of travel expenses by third parties. 

In closing, we again wish to commend the Board on its continuing efforts to increase 
transparency for city agencies. Robust, and accurate, reporting is essential to foster public accountability 
of city agencies and public trust in our city government. 

Sincerely, 

Michael E. McMahon, District Attorney, Richmond County 

Eric Gonzalez, District Attorney, Kings County 
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