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“SecTioN I1: THE BONDs—Optional Redemption™.
TAX-EXEMPT BONDS

Interest Price or Interest

Maturity Amount Rate Yield Maturity Amount Rate Yield
1992 $23,000,000 7.20% 100% 2007 $17,335,000 8.40% 8.50%
1993 23,000,000 7.70 100 2008 19,660,000 8.40 8.50
1994 23,000,000 7.80 7.85 2009 20,000,000 8.40 8.50
1995 23,000,000 8 100 2010 26,000,000 8% 8.55
1997 20,455,000 8 8.10 2011 26,000,000 10 +
1998 20,455,000 8.10 8.20 2013 3,000,000 8% 8.55
1999 30,675,000 8.10 8.25 2014 3,000,000 8% 8.55
2000 30,680,000 3 8.20 2015 26,000,000 8% 8.55
2001 8,065,000 8% 8.35 2016 26,000,000 84 8.55
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$675,000,000 General Obligation Bonds, Fiscal 1991 Series F

$560,000,000 Tax-Exempt Bonds $115,000,000 Taxable Bonds
Total Interest Price or Interest Price or
Maturity Amount Amount Rate Yield Amount Rate Yield

1992 $23,000,000 $23,000,000 7.20% 100% 5§ — — % — %
1993 24,150,000 23,000,000 7.70 100 1,150,000 9 100
1994 ,000, 23,000,000 7.80 7.85 — — —
1995 23,000,000 23,000,000 8 100 — — —
1996 34,500,000 — — — 34,500,000 10 10.25
1997 20,455,000 20,455,000 8 8.10 — — —
1998 20,455,000 20,455,000 8.10 8.20 — — —
1999 30,675,000 30,675,000 8.10 8.25 — - —
2000 30,680,000 30,680,000 3 8.20 — — —
2001 17,335,000 8,065,000 8 8.35 9,270,000 10% 11.125
2002 17,335,000 17,335,000 8% 8.40 — — —
2003 17,335,000 17,335,000 8.20 8.45 — — —
2004 17,335,000 17,335,000 8.20 8.45 — — —
2005 17,335,000 17,335,000 8.40 8.50 — — —
2006 17,335,000 17,335,000 8.40 8.50 — —_— —
2007 17,335,000 17,335,000 8.40 8.50 — — —
2008 19,660,000 19,660,000 8.40 8.50 — — —
2009 20,000,000 20,000,000 8.40 8.50 — — —
2010 26,000,000 26,000,000 8%4 8.55 — — —
2011 26.000,000 26,000,000 10 t — — —
2012 24,080,000 — - — 24,080,000 10% 11.50
2013 26,000,000 3,000,000 8v 8.55 23,000,000 10 11.50
2014 26,000,000 3,000,000 8v4 8.55 23,000, 104 11.50
2015 26,000,000 26,000,000 844 8.55 — — —
2016 26,000,000 26,000,000 8% 8.55 — — —
2017 26,000,000 26,000,000 84 8.55 — — —
2018 26,000,000 26,000,000 8v4 8.55 - — —
2019 26,000,000 26,000,000 8% 8.55 — — —
2020 26,000,000 26,000,000 8% 8.55 — —_ —

(Accrued interest, if any, to be added)

t To be reoffered by the Underwriters as New York CitySavers. See “APPENDIX D—NEW YORK CITYSAVERS”.




No dealer, broker, salesperson or other person has been authorized by the City or the Underwriters
to give any information or to make any representations in connection with the Bonds, the New York
CitySavers or the matters described herein, other than those contained in this Official Statement, and, if
given or made, such other information or representations must not be relied upon as having been
authorized by the City or the Underwriters. This Official Statement does not constitute an offer to sell or
the solicitation of an offer to buy, nor shall there be any sale of the Bonds or the New York CitySavers by
any person in any jurisdiction in which it is unlawful for such person to make such offer, solicitation or
sale. The information and expressions of opinion contained herein are subject to change without notice,
and neither the delivery of this Official Statement, nor any sale made hereunder, shall, under any
circumstances, create any implication that there has been no change in the matters described herein since
the date hereof. This Official Statement is submitted in connection with the sale of the Bonds and the New
York CitySavers referred to herein and may not be reproduced or used, in whole or in part, for any
other purpose. The Underwriters may offer and sell Bonds or New York CitySavers to certain dealers
and others at prices lower than the offering prices stated on the Cover Page hereof. The offering prices
may be changed from time to time by the Underwriters. No representations are made or implied by the
City as to any offering by the Underwriters or others of any derivative instruments.

The factors affecting the City’s financial condition are complex. This Official Statement should be
considered in its entirety and no one factor considered less important than any other by reason of its
position herein. Where agreements, reports or other documents are referred to herein, reference should
be made to such agreements, reports or other documents for more complete information regarding the
rights and obligations of parties thereto, facts and opinions contained therein and the subject matter

thereof.
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BE DISCONTINUED AT ANY TIME.
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OFFICIAL STATEMENT
OF
THE CITY OF NEW YORK

This Official Statement provides certain information concerning The City of New York (the
“City”) in connection with the sale of $675,000,000 aggregate principal amount of the City’s General
Obligation Bonds, Fiscal 1991 Series F (the “Bonds’), consisting of $560,000,000 of tax-exempt bonds
(the “Tax-Exempt Bonds”) and $115,000,000 of taxable bonds (the “Taxable Bonds™). The
Underwriters intend to reoffer certain Bonds indentified on the cover page of the Official Statement as
New York CitySavers. New York CitySavers are custodial receipts evidencing ownership of, and the
right to receive specific future interest and principal payments on, the related Bonds. For information
concerning New York CitySavers and the related Custody Agreement, see ‘“APPENDIX D—NEW YORK

CITYSAVERS™.

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

The Bonds will be general obligations of the City for the payment of which the City will pledge its
faith and credit.

The City, with a population of approximately 7.3 million, is an international center of business and
culture. Its non-manufacturing economy is broadly based, with the banking and securities, life
insurance, communications, publishing, fashion design, retailing and construction industries accounting
for 73.3% of the City’s total employment earnings for the 1989 calendar year. Additionally, the City is
the nation’s leading tourist destination. The City’s manufacturing activity is conducted primarily in
apparel, printing and publishing.

Over the past three years, the rate of economic growth in the City has slowed substantially, and the
City’s economy is currently in recession. The City projects, and its current four-year financial plan
assumes, a continuation of the recession in the New York City region in the 1991 and 1992 calendar
years with a recovery late in the 1992 calendar year. The City Comptroller has issued reports concluding
that the recession of the City’s economy will be more severe and last longer than is assumed in the
City’s current four-year financial plan for the 1992-1995 fiscal years (the “1992-1995 Financial Plan” or
“Financial Plan”). See “SECTION I: RECENT FINANCIAL DEVELOPMENTS” and “SECTION VII: 1991
MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL PLAN—Certain Reports™.

For each of the 1981 through 1990 fiscal years, the City achieved balanced operating results as
reported in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP’’). During its 1991 fiscal
year, as a result of the recession, the City has experienced significant shortfalls from its July 1990
projection in virtually every major category of tax revenues. The City was required to close substantial
budget gaps in its 1990 fiscal year in order to maintain balanced operating results and has been required
to do so again in its 1991 fiscal year. There can be no assurance that the City will continue to maintain a
balanced budget, or that it can maintain a balanced budget without additional tax or other revenue
increases or reductions in City services, which could adversely affect the City’s economic base. The City
Comptroller has issued reports that have warned of the adverse effects on the City’s economy of the tax
increases that were imposed during fiscal year 1991 and that are proposed in the Financial Plan to be
imposed in fiscal years 1992, 1993 and 1994. For information on the City’s revenues and expenditures,
see “SECTION IV: SOURCES OF CITY REVENUES”, “SECTION V: CITY SERVICES AND EXPENDITURES’’
and “SECTION VI: FINANCIAL OPERATIONS—1986-1990 Statement of Operations”.

Pursuant to the laws of the State, the City prepares an annual four-year financial plan, which is
reviewed and revised on a quarterly basis and which includes the City’s capital, revenue and expense
projections. For information regarding the current financial plan, see “‘SECTION I: RECENT FINANCIAL
DEVELOPMENTS” and “SECTION VII: 1991 MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL PLAN”. The
City is required to submit its financial plans to review bodies, including the New York State Financial
Control Board (“Control Board”). If the City were to experience certain adverse financial
circumstances, including the occurrence or the substantial likelihood and imminence of the occurrence
of an annual operating deficit of more than $100 million or the loss of access to the public credit
markets to satisfy the City’s capital and seasonal financing requirements, the Control Board would be
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required by State law to exercise powers, among others, of prior approval of City financial plans,
proposed borrowings and certain contracts. For further information regarding the Control Board and
State laws which provide for oversight and, under certain circumstances, control of the City’s financial
and management practices, see “SECTION III: GOVERNMENT AND FINANCIAL CoNTROLS—City
Financial Management, Budgeting and Control—Financial Emergency Act”.

The City depends on the State for State aid both to enable the City to balance its budget and to
meet its cash requirements. The State Legislature has passed appropriation and revenue bills for the
State’s 1992 fiscal year. The bills make significant modifications to the Executive Budget for the State’s
1992 fiscal year recommended by the Governor in January, 1991. The Governor has stated that he
believes those bills would result in a 1992 budget which is not in balance and that he intends to use his
veto powers to bring the budget into balance. The Governor has the statutory authority to veto specific
appropriation items added by the State Legislature to the appropriation bills submitted by the Governor
(which might include State aid to localities) and incorporated as part of the budget bills adopted by the
Legislature. Any veto by the Governor could be overridden by a two-thirds vote of each house of the

Legislature.

Based on a preliminary analysis, the City believes that the amount of State aid and other assistance
proposed in the appropriation and revenue bills enacted by the Legislature is approximately $250
million less than the State aid anticipated in the Financial Plan for the City’s 1992 fiscal year. The
Mayor has directed City officials to develop a plan to offset this potential shortfall from the City’s
projected State aid levels for its 1992 fiscal year. Any veto by the Governor of the bills adopted by the
Legislature could result in further reductions in State aid to the City in its 1992 fiscal year. In the event
the Governor’s vetoes are overridden by the State Legislature, there can be no assurance as to when a
State budget certified as balanced will be adopted, or as to the amounts of State aid that will be
included in the budget for the City. See “SECTION I: RECENT FINANCIAL DEVELOPMENTS” for a
discussion of the effects of the delay in the completion of the State’s budget adoption process beyond
the statutory April 1, 1991 deadline, including the potential adverse impact on the City’s cash flow
requirements for the end of June, 1991. If the State experiences revenue shortfalls or spending increases
beyond its projections during its 1992 fiscal year or subsequent years, such developments could result in
further reductions in projected State aid to the City. In addition, there can be no assurance that State
budgets in future fiscal years will be adopted by the April 1 statutory deadline and that there will not be
additional costs incurred by the City as a result of such delays.

The City’s projections set forth in the Financial Plan are based on various assumptions and
contingencies which are uncertain and which may not materialize. Changes in major assumptions could
significantly affect the City’s ability to balance its budget as required by State law and to meet its annual
cash flow and financing requirements. Such assumptions and contingencies include the timing of any
regional and local economic recovery, the absence of wage increases for City employees after the 1992
fiscal year, employment growth, provision of State and Federal aid and mandate relief, State legislative
approval of proposed tax increases and State budgets, levels of education expenditures as may be
required by State law, adoption of the City’s budgets and proposed real property tax increases by the
New York City Council, and the City’s ability to implement necessary service and personnel reduction
programs successfully. See “SECTION VII: 1991 MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL PLAN—
Assumptions—Expenditure Assumptions”.

Implementation of the financial plan is also dependent upon the City’s ability to market its
securities successfully in the public credit markets. The City’s four-year capital plan for fiscal years
1992-1995 contemplates issuance of $12.5 billion of general obligation bonds to reconstruct and
rehabilitate the City’s infrastructure and physical assets and to make capital investments. A significant
portion of such bond financing is used to reimburse the City’s general fund for capital expenditures
already incurred. In addition, the City issues revenue and tax anticipation notes to finance its seasonal
working capital requirements. The terms and success of projected public sales of City general obligation
bonds and notes will be subject to prevailing market conditions at the time of the sale, and no assurance
can be given that the credit markets will absorb the projected amounts of public bond and note sales. In
addition, future developments concerning the City and public discussion of such developments, the
City’s future financial needs and other issues may affect the market for outstanding City general
obligation bonds and notes. If the City were unable to sell its general obligation bonds and notes, it
would be prevented from meeting its planned operating and capital expenditures.

2



The City Comptroller and other agencies and public officials have issued reports and made public
statements which, among other things, state that projected revenues may be less and future
expenditures may be greater than those forecast in the financial plan. In addition, the Control Board
and other agencies have questioned whether the City has the capacity to generate sufficient revenues in
the future to meet the costs of its expenditure increases and to provide necessary services. It is
reasonable to expect that such reports and statements will continue to be issued and to engender public
comment, and it is expected that the staffs of the Control Board, State Deputy Comptroller for The
City of New York (“OSDC” or “State Deputy Comptroller”) and the City Comptroller will issue
reports in June and July 1991 reviewing the City’s current financial plans. See “SECTION VII: 1991
MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL PLAN—Certain Reports”. For information concerning the
City’s credit rating, see “SECTION IX: OTHER INFORMATION-—Ratings”.

The factors affecting the City’s financial condition and the Bonds described throughout this Official
Statement are complex and are not intended to be summarized in this Introductory Statement. This
Official Statement should be read in its entirety.

SECTION I: RECENT FINANCIAL DEVELOPMENTS

The City achieved balanced operating results as reported in accordance with GAAP for the 1990
fiscal year. Balance was accomplished through the implementation of significant actions required to
address substantial shortfalls in revenues which were not anticipated in the City’s forecast at the
beginning of the 1990 fiscal year. The revenue shortfalls were primarily attributable to a reduction of
$729 million in non-property tax revenues, reflecting the region’s slowing economic growth rate.

During the 1990 fiscal year, the City implemented various actions to offset a projected budget
deficit of $2.2 billion for the 1991 fiscal year, including $822 million of tax increases and $660 million of
expenditure reductions. In fiscal year 1991, the local and national recession has continued to exert
downward pressure on City revenue sources and to increase public assistance needs, resulting in an
additional potential budget gap of approximately $1.0 billion for the 1991 fiscal year. As a result, the
City has implemented various additional gap-closing measures, including service reductions, productiv-
ity measures and the sale of certain City assets, which have substantially reduced this potential budget
gap. The most recent quarterly modification to the City’s financial plan submitted to the Control Board
on May 17, 1991 (the “1991 Modification”) identified a remaining budget gap of $265 million, to be
offset by the implementation of a variety of actions required to be taken prior to June 30, 1991 in order
to balance the budget in accordance with GAAP. Such actions include the possible sale of a certain City
asset for up to $60 million, the consummation of which is not assured, $40 to $50 million of proposed
debt service cost reductions, which will be funded through capitalizing interest from proceeds of this
and prior bond issues if approved by the City Comptroller; the use of $110 million from the general
reserve; the use of $50 million from the labor/pension reserves; and savings of $60 to $70 million on
other than personal service (“OTPS”) costs.

There is a risk that further data regarding tax collections for the 1991 fiscal year, expected to be
available in June 1991, could result in a lower forecast of tax revenues for the 1991 fiscal year. In such
event, the City will be required to adopt additional gap-closing measures for the remainder of the 1991
fiscal year, and there is no assurance that such measures would enable the City to achieve a balanced
budget for its 1991 fiscal year. OSDC has stated that non-property tax revenues are likely to be $42
million lower than forecast for the 1991 fiscal year. In addition, the City Comptroller has warned of a
remaining budget gap in fiscal year 1991 of approximately $100 million and also has stated that the City
has the ability to offset such a gap. See “SECTION VII: 1991 MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL
PLaN—Certain Reports™.

On May 15, 1991, the City submitted to the Control Board the Financial Plan for the 1992-1995
fiscal years, which relates to the City, the Board of Education (“BOE”) and the City University of New
York (“CUNY”) and is based on the Executive Budget and Budget Message for the City’s 1992 fiscal
year (the “Executive Budget’). The Executive Budget and the 1992-1995 Financial Plan project
revenues and expenditures for the 1992 fiscal year balanced in accordance with GAAP. The Executive
Budget is subject to approval by the City Council. There can be no assurance that the Executive Budget
will be adopted in its proposed form.



The 1992-1995 Financial Plan sets forth a program to close a potential gap of $3.5 billion in the
1992 fiscal year, compared to the $970 million deficit initially projected for the 1992 fiscal year in the
City’s financial plan adopted in July 1990. This $3.5 billion gap resulted from, among other things,
additional projected tax revenue shortfalls of approximately $1.6 billion in the 1992 fiscal year, due
primarily to weaknesses in personal income tax withholding and sales tax receipts; $564 million of
proposed reductions of State aid for the City; $391 million of projected increases in legally mandated
expenditures, including public assistance and Medicaid expenditures; and $73 million of increased debt
service costs. The gap-closing program for the 1992 fiscal year outlined in the 1992-1995 Financial Plan
includes receipt of $926 million from proposed tax increases, including increases in the real property
tax, personal income tax and various other taxes; $60 million of projected reduced debt service costs;
approximately $1.5 billion of proposed service reductions, including a reduction in the number of City
employees through attrition and layoffs; proposed productivity savings of $545 million; revenue
initiatives of $213 million, including improved tax audit collections; $84 million resulting from the
proposed consolidation and restructuring of agency operations; and other non-tax revenue proposals
totaling $250 million. The City Comptroller is expected to issue a report in the near future that may
project a potential tax revenue shortfall in fiscal year 1992 of approximately $175 million from the
revenues projected in the Financial Plan. See “SeECTION VII: 1991 MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995

FINANCIAL PLAN—Certain Reports”.

Many of the contemplated gap-closing actions will require State legislative or administrative
approval. Authority to levy increased taxes requires action by the State legislature and City Council,
except for real property taxes which require approval only of the City Council. A report issued by the
City Council dated June 6, 1991 states that the City Council will approve no more than $170 million of
the $646 million increase in real property taxes proposed for the 1992 fiscal year, and has proposed
restoring approximately $400 million of the service reductions proposed in the Financial Plan for the
1992 fiscal year. The report proposes that the City seek to obtain $350 million of savings from reduced
labor costs and non-recurring revenues totaling $225 million from Municipal Assistance Corporation for
The City of New York (“MAC”) debt refinancings and other financing actions, and also proposes
alternative expenditure reductions totaling $276 million, to offset the cost of its proposals. Certain of
the actions proposed in the City Council report to reduce labor costs may require action by the unions
representing City employees. In addition, Standard & Poor’s Corporation (“Standard & Poor’s”) has
stated that the use of debt proceeds, such as the proceeds of the proposed MAC refinancing, to support
annual spending would be viewed as inconsistent with the current Standard & Poor’s rating of City
bonds. MAC has expressed serious reservations about undertaking any debt restructuring that could
cause a reduction in the City’s credit rating.

In the 1991 fiscal year, the City has reached collective bargaining agreements with the United
Federation of Teachers (the “UFT”), District Council 37 of the American Federation of State, County
and Municipal Employees (“District Council 37”’), Local 237 of the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters (“Local 237”), the Communications Workers of America (“CWA”) and the United
Probation Officers Association (“UPOA”), which covers approximately 70% of the City’s workforce.
The collective bargaining agreements included total increases of between 5.0% and 5.8%, 1.5% of
which was funded from funds previously allocated for collective bargaining” increases, with the
remainder from a combination of State funds and reduced contributions to certain pension funds based
on revised earnings assumptions on such funds’ assets. The 1992-1995 Financial Plan incorporates
certain assumptions regarding the costs of collective bargaining agreements to be negotiated in the
future. For all employees whose unions have not reached collective bargaining agreements with the
City, the 1991 Modification and the 1992-1995 Financial Plan include funds for incremental 1.5%
increases in fiscal years 1991 and 1992, with no increase thereafter. In addition, the Financial Plan
assumes no additional wage increases for UFT, District Council 37, Local 237, CWA and UPOA
employees following the expiration of their respective agreements with the City in fiscal year 1992. Each
1% wage increase for all employees upon expiration at various times during the 1992 fiscal year of their
respective collective bargaining agreements would cost the City an additional $78 million in fiscal year
1992 and $136 million in each fiscal year thereafter above the amounts provided for in the Financial
Plan. These additional costs assume that all employees whose unions have not reached collective
bargaining agreements with the City reach settlements consistent with the 1.5% wage increases assumed
in the Financial Plan and with contract lengths similar to District Council 37, Local 237, CWA and
UPOA.



The terms of eventual wage settlements could be determined through the impasse procedure in the
New York City Collective Bargaining Law, which can impose a binding settlement. For further
information regarding the agreements between the City and each of the UFT, District 37, Local 237,
CWA and UPOA and the wage and benefit increases set forth in such agreements, see “SECTION VII:
1991 MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL PLAN—Assumptions—Expenditure Assumptions—1.
Personal Service Costs”.

As a result of the national and regional economic recession, the State’s projections of tax revenues
for its 1991 fiscal year were substantially reduced and corresponding reductions were made in projected
tax revenues for the State’s 1992 fiscal year. Consequently, it is expected that the State budget will
contain increases in certain revenues and decreases in certain expenditures totaling $6.5 billion, from
previously projected levels. The State Legislature has passed appropriation and revenue bills for the
State’s 1992 fiscal year and submitted them for approval by the Governor. The bills enacted by the
Legislature include a significant increase in certain State taxes and fees, including an increase in the
State tax on petroleum products; a freeze in the scheduled reduction in the personal income tax,
thereby avoiding a tax cut that would otherwise cost the State approximately $400 million in its 1992
fiscal year; significant spending reductions, including cuts in State operations and reductions in State aid
to localities, such as reductions in education aid and in unrestricted local aid; Medicaid cost
containment measures; and non-recurring revenues. The Governor has the statutory authority to veto
specific appropriation items added by the Legislature to the appropriation bills submitted by the
Governor (which might include State aid to localities) and incorporated as part of the budget bills
adopted by the Legislature. The Governor has stated that he believes that the appropriation and
revenue bills adopted by the Legislature would result in a 1992 budget that is not in balance and that he
intends to use his veto powers to bring the budget into balance. Any veto by the Governor could be
overridden by a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature.

Based on a preliminary analysis, the City believes that the amount of State aid and other assistance
proposed in the appropriation and revenue bills enacted by the Legislature is approximately $250
million less than the State aid anticipated in the Financial Plan for the City’s 1992 fiscal year. The
Mayor has directed City officials to develop a plan to offset this potential shortfall from the City’s
projected State aid levels for its 1992 fiscal year. Any veto by the Governor of the bills adopted by the
Legislature could result in further reductions in State aid to the City in its 1992 fiscal year. There can be
no assurance that, when the State’s 1992 budget adoption process is completed, the State budget will
include the measures referred to above or provide for aid payments to the City at the times and the
levels forecast in the City’s 1992-1995 Financial Plan. Moreover, if additional revenue shortfalls or
spending increases occur during the State’s 1992 fiscal year or subsequent years beyond current
projections, such developments could result in additional reductions in State aid to localities, including
the City.

The delay in the adoption of the State’s budget beyond the statutory April 1, 1991 deadline and the
resultant delay in the State’s Spring borrowing has delayed the projected receipt by the City of
approximately $3.1 billion of State aid payments for April, May and June 1991. The City’s forecast for
the 1991 fiscal year is dependent upon, among other things, the completion of the sale of the Bonds in
mid-June, 1991 and upon the adoption of a State budget, certified as balanced, by mid-June, 1991 in
sufficient time for the consummation of the State’s Spring borrowing and the resulting receipt by the
City of approximately $3.1 billion of projected State aid payments by the end of June 1991. Moreover,
on June 28, 1991, $2.55 billion of general obligation revenue anticipation notes issued in anticipation of
certain State aid will become due. If the sale of the Bonds is not completed by mid-June, 1991 or if such
projected State aid is not received by the City by the end of June, the City will not have sufficient funds
at such times to meet its cash flow requirements without taking additional actions in the 1991 fiscal year
requiring approval by the State Legislature. These actions include the issuance by the City of revenue
anticipation notes in anticipation of State aid payments, originally expected to be received in the City’s
1991 fiscal year, but payable in the City’s 1992 fiscal year because of delay in the adoption of the State’s
budget. The Mayor is currently seeking authority from the State Legislature to enable the City to issue
such notes. The Mayor has stated that, unless local aid payments are received from the State or other
sources are identified, he anticipates a sale of approximately $2.5 billion of such revenue anticipation
notes in the last two weeks of June. In addition, the City anticipates that it will be required to take
various actions to increase cash receipts or defer expenditures in order to meet its cash requirements
through mid-July.



SECTION II: THE BONDS

General

The Bonds will be general obligations of the City issued pursuant to the Constitution and laws of
the State and the New York City Charter (the “City Charter”). The Bonds will mature and bear
interest as described on the cover page of this Official Statement and will contain a pledge of the City’s
faith and credit for the payment of the principal of, redemption premium, if any, and interest on the
Bonds. All real property subject to taxation by the City will be subject to the levy of ad valorem taxes,
without limitation as to rate or amount, to pay the principal of, redemption premium, if any, and
interest on the Bonds.

The Bonds will be defeasible prior to maturity by the deposit in trust with a bank or trust company
of sufficient cash or cash equivalents to pay when due all principal of, applicable redemption premium,
if any, and interest on the Bonds to be defeased.

Payment Mechanism

Pursuant to the New York State Financial Emergency Act for the City of New York (the
“Financial Emergency Act” or the “Act”), a general debt service fund (the “General Debt Service
Fund” or the “Fund”) has been established for City bonds and certain City notes. Pursuant to the Act,
payments of the City real estate tax must be deposited upon receipt in the Fund, and retained under a
statutory formula, for the payment of debt service (with exceptions for debt service, such as principal of
seasonal borrowings, that is set aside under other procedures). The statutory formula may not
necessarily result in retention of sufficient real estate taxes to comply with the City Covenants (as
defined in “SECTION IT: THE BoNDs—Certain Covenants and Agreements™), particularly because most
real estate taxes are now due on different dates from those in effect when the formula was adopted.
The City will comply with the City Covenants either by providing for retention of real estate taxes in
excess of the statutory requirements or by making payments into the Fund from other cash resources.
The principal of and interest on the Bonds will be paid from the Fund until the Act expires on July 1,
2008. Subsequently, principal of and interest on the Bonds will be paid from a separate fund or funds
maintained in accordance with the City Covenants. Since its inception, the Fund has been fully funded
at the beginning of each payment period.

If the Control Board determines that retentions in the Fund are likely to be insufficient to provide
for the debt service payable therefrom, it must require that additional real estate tax revenues be
retained or other cash resources of the City be paid into the Fund. In addition, the Control Board is
required to take such action as it determines to be necessary so that the money in the Fund is adequate
to meet debt service requirements.

The rights of the owners of Bonds to receive interest, principal and redemption premium, if any,
from the City could be adversely affected by a restructuring of the City’s debt under Chapter 9 of the
Federal Bankruptcy Code. No assurance can be given that any priority of holders of City securities
(including the Bonds) to payment from money retained in the Fund or from other cash resources would
be recognized if a petition were filed by or on behalf of the City under the Federal Bankruptcy Code or
pursuant to other subsequently enacted laws relating to creditors’ rights; such money might, under such
circumstances, be available for the payment of all City creditors generally. Judicial enforcement of the
City’s obligation to make payments into the Fund, of the obligation to retain certain money in the
Fund, of the rights of holders of bonds and notes of the City to money in the Fund, of the obligations of
the City under the City Covenants and of the State under the State Pledge and Agreement and the
State Covenant (in each case, as defined in “Section II: The Bonds—Certain Covenants and
Agreements””) may be within the discretion of a court. For further information concerning certain rights
of owners of Bonds against the City, see “SECTION VIII: INDEBTEDNESS—City Indebtedness”.

Enforceability of City Obligations

As required by the State Constitution and applicable law, the City pledges its faith and credit for
the payment of the principal of and interest on all City indebtedness. Holders of City debt obligations
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have a contractual right to full payment of principal and interest at maturity. If the City fails to pay
principal or interest, the holder has the right to sue and is entitled to the full amount due, including
interest to maturity at the stated rate and at the rate authorized by law thereafter until payment. Under
the General Municipal Law, if the City fails to pay any money judgment, it is the duty of the City to
assess, levy and cause to be collected amounts sufficient to pay the judgment. Decisions indicate that
judicial enforcement of statutes such as this provision in the General Municipal Law is within the
discretion of a court. Other judicial decisions also indicate that a money judgment against a
municipality may not be enforceable against municipal property devoted to public use.

Certain Covenants and Agreements

The City will covenant that: (i) a separate fund or funds for the purpose of paying principal of and
interest on bonds and interest on notes of the City (including required payments into, but not from,
City sinking funds) shall be maintained by an officer or agency of the State or by a bank or trust
company; and (ii) not later than the last day of each month, there shall be on deposit in a separate fund
or funds an amount sufficient to pay principal of and interest on bonds and interest on notes of the City
due and payable in the next succeeding month. The City currently uses the debt service payment
mechanisms described above to perform these covenants.

The State pledges and agrees in the Financial Emergency Act that the State will not take any action
that will impair the power of the City to comply with the covenants described in the preceding
paragraph (the “City Covenants”) or any right or remedy of any owner of the Bonds to enforce the
City Covenants (the “State Pledge and Agreement”). The City will include in the Bonds (other than the
Tax-Exempt Bonds due in 2011) the covenant of the State (the “State Covenant™) to the effect, among
other things, that the State will not substantially impair the authority of the Control Board in specified
respects to be the independent monitor of the fiscal affairs of the City. In the opinion of Bond Counsel,
the enforceability of the City Covenants, the State Pledge and Agreement and the State Covenant may
be subject to bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, moratorium and other similar laws affecting
creditors’ rights heretofore or hereafter enacted and may also be subject to the exercise of the State’s
police powers and of judicial discretion in appropriate cases.

Optional Redemption

The Tax-Exempt Bonds (other than those due in 2011) will be subject to redemption at the option
of the City on or after November 15, 2001, in whole or in part, by lot within each maturity, on any
interest payment date, at the following redemption prices, plus accrued interest to the date of
redemption:

Redemption Price

Redemption Dates as Percentage of Par
November 15, 2001 and May 15, 2002 . ... ... ... ... ... 101%%
November 15, 2002 and May 15, 2003 .................. 10034
November 15, 2003 and thereafter. ... ... ... ... ... ... 100

The Tax-Exempt Bonds due in 2011 will not be subject to redemption prior to maturity.

The Taxable Bonds will be subject to redemption prior to maturity at the option of the City on or
after November 15, 2001, in whole or in part, by lot within each maturity, on any interest payment
date, at the following redemption prices, plus accrued interest to the date of redemption:

Redemption Price

Redemption Dates as Percentage of Par
November 15, 2001 and May 15,2002 .................. 102%
November 15, 2002 and May 15, 2003 . ................. 101
November 15, 2003 and thereafter............_ ... ... ... 100

The City may select amounts and maturities of Bonds for redemption in its sole discretion.
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Use of Proceeds

The proceeds from the sale of the Tax-Exempt Bonds will be used for various municipal capital
purposes, and the proceeds from the sale of the Taxable Bonds will be used for loan programs and
other discrete municipal capital purposes. The City purposes for which some of the Tax-Exempt Bonds
are being issued are to be accomplished through voluntary organizations (the “Organizations”) that are
described in Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code™),
selected by the City and engaged in providing housing facilities (the “Projects””). For further
information concerning the City’s capital projects, see “SECTION V: CITY SERVICES AND EXPENDI-
TURES—Capital Expenditures” and “SECTION VII: 1991 MODIFICATION AND 1992-1995 FINANCIAL
PLaN—Long-Term Capital and Financing Program”.

Certain expenses of the City incurred in connection with the issuance and sale of the Bonds,
preliminary costs of surveys, maps, plans, estimates and hearings in connection with capital
improvements and costs incidental to such improvements may be included in the above purposes.

Book-Entry Only System

The Bonds will be issued as registered Bonds and, when issued, will be registered in the name of
Cede & Co., as nominee of The Depository Trust Company, New York, New York (“DTC”), which
will act as securities depository for the Bonds. DTC is a limited-purpose trust company organized under
the laws of the State of New York, a member of the Federal Reserve System, a ““clearing corporation”
within the meaning of the New York Uniform Commercial Code and a “clearing agency” registered
pursuant to the provisions of Section 17A of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended.

DTC holds securities and facilitates the clearance and settlement of securities transactions through
electronic book-entry changes in accounts of its participants (the “DTC Participants”), thereby
eliminating the need for physical movement of certificates. DTC Participants include securities brokers
and dealers, banks, trust companies, clearing corporations and certain other organizations, some of
which (and/or their representatives) own DTC. Access to the DTC system is also available to other
entities such as banks, brokers, dealers and trust companies that clear through or maintain a custodial
relationship with a DTC Participant, either directly or indirectly.

DTC Participants will be credited in the records of DTC with the amount of such Participants’
interests in the Bonds. Beneficial ownership interests in the Bonds in the amount of $5,000 or any
integral multiple thereof may be purchased by or through DTC Participants. A purchaser of such an
interest (a “Beneficial Owner””) will not receive a certificate representing his beneficial ownership
interest. The ownership interest of each Beneficial Owner will be recorded through the records of the
DTC Participant from which he purchased his Bonds. Transfers of ownership interests in the Bonds will
be accomplished by book entries made by DTC and, in turn, by DTC Participants acting on behalf of
Beneficial Owners. It is anticipated that each Beneficial Owner will receive a written confirmation of
the ownership interests acquired by him in the Bonds from a DTC Participant.

So long as Cede & Co. is the registered owner of the Bonds, as nominee of DTC, references herein
to the owners of Bonds shall mean Cede & Co. and shall not mean the Beneficial Owners of the Bonds.
Beneficial Owners may desire to make arrangements with a DTC Participant so that all notices of
redemption or other communications to DTC, which affect such Beneficial Owners, and notification of
all interest payments, will be forwarded in writing by the DTC Participant.

Payments of principal of, redemption premium, if any, and interest on the Bonds will be paid by
the City or by a fiscal agent of the City (the “Fiscal Agent”) directly to DTC or its nominee, Cede &
Co. DTC will remit such payments to DTC Participants and such payments will thereafter be paid by
DTC Participants to the Beneficial Owners. No assurance can be given by the City that DTC will make
prompt transfer of payments to the DTC Participants or that DTC Participants will make prompt
transfer of payments to Beneficial Owners. The City is not responsible or liable for payment by DTC or
DTC Participants or for sending transaction statements or for maintaining, supervising or reviewing
records maintained by DTC or DTC Participants.

For every transfer and exchange of the Bonds, the Beneficial Owners may be charged a sum
sufficient to cover any tax, fee or other charge that may be imposed in relation thereto.
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DTC may discontinue providing its services with respect to the Bonds at any time by giving notice
to the City and discharging its responsibilities with respect thereto under applicable law, or the City
may terminate its participation in the system of book-entry transfers through DTC at any time. In the
event that the book-entry-only system is discontinued, the City will authenticate and make available for
delivery replacement Bonds in the form of registered certificates. In addition, the following provisions
would apply: principal of the Bonds and redemption premium, if any, will be payable in lawful money
of the United States of America at the office of the Fiscal Agent, The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A.,
Municipal Paying Agency Services Division, One New York Plaza—14th Floor, New York, New
York 10081, or any successor fiscal agent designated by the City, and interest on the Bonds will be
payable by wire transfer or by check mailed to the respective addresses of the registered owners thereof
as shown on the registration books of the City as of the close of business on the last business day of the
calendar month immediately preceding the applicable interest payment date.

SECTION III: GOVERNMENT AND FINANCIAL CONTROLS

Structure of City Government

The City of New York is divided into five counties, which correspond to its five boroughs. The
City, however, is the only unit of local government within its territorial jurisdiction with authority to
levy and collect taxes, and is the unit of local government primarily responsible for service delivery. On
November 6, 1990, the voters of Staten Island voted to establish a charter commission for the purpose
of proposing a charter under which Staten Island would secede from The City of New York to become
a separate City of Staten Island. A subsequent referendum of the voters of Staten Island will be held no
earlier than 1993 to determine whether the proposed charter should be approved, and if such
referendum is approved, the charter commission will submit to the State Legislature proposed
legislation enabling Staten Island to separate from the City. The charter would take effect upon
approval of such enabling legislation by the State Legislature. Any such legislation would be subject to
legal challenge by the City and would require approval by the United States Department of Justice
under the Federal Voting Rights Act.

Responsibility for governing the City is currently vested by the City Charter in the Mayor, the City
Comptroller, the City Council and the President of the Council. On November 7, 1989, the voters of
the City approved amendments to the City Charter designed to restructure the City’s government.

—The Mayor. David N. Dinkins, the Mayor of the City, took office on January 1, 1990. The
Mayor is elected in a general election for a four-year term and is the chief executive officer of
the City. The Mayor has the power to appoint the commissioners of the City’s various
departments. The Mayor is responsible for preparing and administering the City’s annual
Expense and Capital Budgets (as defined below) and financial plan. The Mayor has the power to
veto local laws enacted by the City Council, but such a veto may be overridden by a two-thirds
vote of the Council. The Mayor possesses all residual powers of the City government not
otherwise delegated by law to some other public official or body. The Mayor is also a member of
the Control Board. Under the amended Charter, the Mayor has been given new powers and
responsibilities relating to land use and City contracts.

—The City Comptroller. Elizabeth Holtzman, the Comptroller of the City, took office on January
1, 1990. The City Comptroller is elected in a general election for a four-year term and is the
chief fiscal officer of the City. The City Comptroller has extensive investigative and audit powers
and responsibilities which include keeping the financial books and records of the City. The City
Comptroller’s audit responsibilities include a program of performance audits of City agencies in
connection with the City’s management, planning and control of operations. In addition, the
City Comptroller is required to evaluate the Mayor’s budget, including the assumptions and
methodology used in the budget. The City Comptroller is also a member of the Control Board
and is a trustee, the custodian and the delegated investment manager of the City’s five pension
systems.

—The City Council. The City Council is the legislative body of the City and consists of the
President of the Council and 35 members elected for four-year terms who represent various
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geographic districts of the City. Under the Charter, the City Council must annually adopt a
resolution fixing the amount of the real estate tax and approve the City’s capital and expense
budgets. The City Council does not, however, have the power to enact local laws imposing other
taxes, unless such taxes have been authorized by State legislation. Under the Charter
amendments, the City Council has been given new powers and responsibilities relating to budget
adoptions, franchises and land use. In 1991, pursuant to the amended Charter, City Council
membership will be increased to 51.

—_The President of the Council. Andrew J. Stein, the President of the Council, took office on
January 1, 1986, and was re-elected to a second term which commenced on January 1, 1990. The
President of the Council is elected in a general election for a four-year term. The President of
the Council may preside at meetings of the City Council without voting power, except in the case
of a tie vote. The President of the Council is first in the line of succession to the Mayor in the
event of the death or disability of the Mayor or a vacancy otherwise occurring in the office.
Under the Charter amendments, the President of the Council appoints a member of the City
Planning Commission and has various responsibilities relating to, among other things,
monitoring the activities of City agencies, the investigation and resolution of certain complaints
made by members of the public concerning City agencies and ensuring appropriate public access
to government information and meetings.

City Financial Management, Budgeting and Controls

The Mayor is responsible under the City Charter for preparing the City’s annual expense and
capital budgets (as adopted, the “Expense Budget” and the “Capital Budget”, respectively, and
collectively, the “Budgets””). The Expense Budget covers the City’s annual operating expenditures for
municipal services, while the Capital Budget covers expenditures for capital projects, as defined in the
City Charter. Operations under the Expense Budget must reflect the aggregate expenditure limitations
contained in financial plans. The City Council is responsible for adopting the Expense Budget and the
Capital Budget. The Mayor has the power to veto any increase or addition to the Budgets approved by
the City Council and the power to determine the non-property tax revenue forecast on which the City
Council must rely in adopting a balanced City budget. The City Council, acting by a two-thirds vote,
may override any Mayoral veto.

The City, through the Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (“OMB”) and the Office of the
Comptroller, has developed and implemented sophisticated accounting, reporting, forecasting and
internal control systems.

OMB

OMB, with a staff of 350 professionals, is the Mayor’s primary advisory group on fiscal issues and
is also responsible for the preparation, monitoring and control of the City’s Budgets and four-year
financial plans.

State law requires the City to maintain its Expense Budget balanced when reported in accordance
with GAAP. In addition to the City’s annual Expense and Capital Budgets, the City prepares a four-
year financial plan which encompasses the City’s revenue, expenditure, cash flow and capital
projections. All Covered Organizations, as hereinafter defined, are also required to maintain budgets
that are balanced when reported in accordance with GAAP. From time to time certain Covered
Organizations have had budgets providing for balanced operations on a cash basis but not balanced
under GAAP.

To assist in achieving the goals of the financial plan and budget, the City reviews its financial plan
periodically and, if necessary, prepares modifications to incorporate actual results and revisions to
projections and assumptions to reflect current information. The City’s revenue projections are
continually reviewed and periodically updated with the benefit of discussions with a panel of private
economists analyzing the effects of changes in economic indicators on City revenues and information
from various economic forecasting services. The City conforms aggregate expenditures to the
limitations contained in the financial plan.

10



The Mayor’s Executive Budget for each of the 1986 through 1991 fiscal years received the
Government Finance Officers Association (the “GFOA”) Award for Distinguished Budget

Presentation.

Office of the Comptroller

The City Comptroller is the City’s chief fiscal officer and is responsible under the City Charter for
reviewing and commenting on the City’s Budgets and financial plans, including the assumptions and
methodologies used in their preparation. The City Comptroller, as an independently elected public
official, is required to report annually to the City Council on the state of the City’s economy and
finances and periodically to the Mayor and the City Council on the financial condition of the City and to
make recommendations, comments and criticisms on the operations, fiscal policies and financial
transactions of the City. Such reports, among other things, have differed with certain of the economic,
revenue and expenditure assumptions and projections in the City’s financial plans and Budgets. See
“SECTION VII: 1991 MODIFICATION and 1992-1995 FINANCIAL PLAN——Certain Reports™.

The Office of the Comptroller, with a professional staff of approximately 620, establishes the City’s
accounting and financial reporting practices and internal control procedures. The City Comptroller is
also responsible for the preparation of the City’s annual financial statements, which, since 1978, have
been required to be reported in accordance with GAAP.

The Comprehensive Annual Financial Report of the Comptroller for the 1989 fiscal year, which
includes, among other things, the City’s financial statements for the 1989 fiscal year, has received the
GFOA award of the Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting, the tenth
consecutive year the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report of the Comptroller has won such award.

All contracts for goods and services requiring the expenditure of City moneys must be registered
with the City Comptroller. No contract can be registered unless funds for its payment have been
appropriated by the City Council. The City Comptroller also prepares vouchers for payments for such
goods and services and cannot prepare a voucher unless funds are available in the Budgets for its
payment.

The City Comptroller is also required by the City Charter to audit all City agencies and has the
power to audit all City contracts. The Office of the Comptroller conducts both financial and
management audits and has the power to investigate corruption in connection with city contracts or
contractors.

The Mayor and City Comptroller are responsible for the issuance of City indebtedness. The City
Comptroller oversees the payment of such indebtedness and is responsible for the custody of certain
sinking funds.

Financial Reporting and Control Systems

Since 1978, the City’s financial statements have been required to be audited by independent
certified public accountants and to be presented in accordance with the GAAP. The City has completed
ten consecutive fiscal years with a General Fund surplus when reported in accordance with GAAP.
Both OMB and the Office of the Comptroller utilize financial monitoring, reporting and control
systems, including the Integrated Financial Management System and a comprehensive Capital Projects
Information System, which provide comprehensive current and historical information regarding the
City’s financial condition. This information, which is independently evaluated by each office, provides a
basis for City action required to maintain a balanced budget and continued financial stability.

The City’s operating results and forecasts are analyzed, reviewed and reported on by each of OMB
and the Office of the Comptroller as part of the City’s overall system of internal control. Internal
control systems are reviewed regularly, and the City Comptroller requires an annual report on internal
control and accountability from each agency. Comprehensive service level and productivity targets are
formulated and monitored for each agency by the Mayor’s Office of Operations and reported publicly in
a semiannual management report.

The City has developed and utilizes a cash forecasting system which forecasts its daily cash
balances. This enables the City to predict more accurately its short-term borrowing needs and maximize
its return on the investment of available cash balances. Monthly statements of operating revenues and
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expenditures, capital revenues and expenditures and cash flow are reported after each month’s end, and
major variances from the financial plan are identified and explained.

In October 1989, the City completed an inventory of the major portion of its assets and asset
systems which have a replacement cost of $10 million or more and a useful life of at least ten years, as
required by the City Charter. In March 1991, the City issued an assessment of the asset condition and a
proposed maintenance schedule for the inventoried assets.

Financial Emergency Act

The Financial Emergency Act requires that the City submit to the Control Board, at least 50 days
prior to the beginning of each fiscal year (or on such other date as the Control Board may approve), a
financial plan for the City and certain State governmental agencies, public authorities or public benefit
corporations (“PBCs”) which receive or may receive monies from the City directly, indirectly or
contingently (the “‘Covered Organizations”) covering the four-year period beginning with such fiscal
year. The BOE, the New York City Transit Authority and the Manhattan and Bronx Surface Transit
Operating Authority (collectively, the “Transit Authority” or the “TA”), the New York City Health
and Hospitals Corporation (“HHC”) and the New York City Housing Authority (the *“Housing
Authority” or “HA”") are examples of Covered Organizations. The Act requires that the City’s four-
year financial plans conform to a number of standards. Unless otherwise permitted by the Control
Board under certain conditions, the City must prepare and balance its budget covering all expenditures
other than capital items so that the results of such budget will not show a deficit when reported in
accordance with GAAP. Provision must be made, among other things, for the payment in full of the
debt service on all City securities. The Control Board is to determine whether the plan or any
modification is complete and complies with the Act. The budget and operations of the City and the
Covered Organizations must be in conformance with the financial plan then in effect.

From 1975 to June 30, 1986, the City was subject to a Control Period, as defined in the Financial
Emerg