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AUDIT OBJECTIVES 
 
Our objectives were to determine whether the 
West 30th Street Heliport manager charged 
carriers the appropriate fees, and accurately 
reported and remitted the appropriate 
revenues to the Hudson River Park Trust.   
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
The West 30th Street Heliport (Heliport), 
located in Manhattan, is one of three public 
heliports in New York City.  It is managed by 
Air Pegasus Heliport, Inc. (Pegasus), pursuant 
to an agreement (Permit) with the Hudson 
River Park Trust (Trust). 
 
Heliport revenues are derived primarily from 
helicopter landings, parking, fuel, and other 
associated charges.  Under its Permit with the 
Trust, Pegasus is required to remit a basic 
monthly Permit fee and an additional fee 
equal to a percentage of its gross receipts.  
During our audit period, Pegasus reported 
$11.5 million in total revenue and paid $1.9 
million to the Trust. 
 
Our audit could not determine whether 
Pegasus charged all customer carriers 
appropriate fees because it gave discounts to 
select carriers without the benefit of a formal 
written discount policy.  We also note that, 
during the course of the audit, the Trust 
effectuated a settlement with Pegasus relating 
to revenues being received by a Pegasus-
related entity which had not previously been 
reported to the Trust. 
 
According to its Permit, Pegasus must provide 
services on a fair, equal, and non-
discriminatory basis to all carriers at the 
Heliport.  Pegasus also has the right, pursuant 
to the Permit, to offer discounts to carriers 
within this framework.  However, we found 
that Pegasus offered discounts to at least four 
of the dozens of carriers at the Heliport, 

totaling $109,000 during the audit period, but 
these discounts were given without the benefit 
of a formal written discount policy thereby 
negating our ability to determine either their 
propriety or fairness.  If the posted fees had 
been charged, Pegasus would have had to 
remit at least an additional $11,000 to the 
Trust.  [Pages 3-4] 
 
We also found that Pegasus correctly remitted 
the basic monthly Permit fee.  However, as 
noted, there were significant revenues 
Pegasus did not initially include in its 
determination of gross receipts.  These 
revenues were being paid by one of the 
carriers at the Heliport to a Pegasus-related 
entity under the terms of a “consulting 
agreement” entered into between the parties. 
As far as we could determine on audit, no 
consulting services were ever provided in 
connection with this agreement.  The 
agreement called for the carrier to make 
payments to the Pegasus-related entity based 
upon the carrier’s revenues attributable to its 
sightseeing business conducted from the 
Heliport. Payments to the Pegasus-related 
entity under this consulting agreement totaled 
$5.57 million over the period 1997 through 
July 2006.  After the Trust asserted a right to 
a portion of these payments under the Permit 
and the commencement of litigation between 
the Trust and Pegasus, these parties entered 
into a settlement agreement pursuant to which 
Pegasus paid the Trust in accordance with the 
Permit its share of these moneys (in the 
amount of $462,387) and agreed to pay the 
Trust its appropriate share of any future 
payments associated with the consulting 
agreement.  [Pages 4-5]  
 
Our audit found that some of the additional 
fees that Pegasus imposed on carriers were 
questionable. [Pages 5-6] 
 
Our audit report contains three 
recommendations.  
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This report, dated December 21, 2007, is 
available on our website at: 
http://www.osc.state.ny.us  Add or update 
your mailing list address by contacting us at: 
(518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The West 30th Street Heliport (Heliport), 
located in Manhattan at 30th Street and the 
Hudson River, is one of three public heliports 
in New York City.  It is managed by Air 
Pegasus Heliport, Inc. (Pegasus), pursuant to 
an agreement (Permit) with the New York 
State Department of Transportation in 1996.  
The Permit was later assumed by the Hudson 
River Park Trust (Trust), a New York 
State/New York City partnership created by 
the New York State Legislature in 1998 to 
design, develop, operate, and maintain 
Hudson River Park.  The original contract ran 
for five years, expiring in 2001.  Since then, 
Pegasus has been operating the Heliport under 
an automatic renewal provision as provided 
for in the original agreement. 
 
The Heliport hosts thousands of helicopter 
landings and take-offs each year.  Most of the 
carriers using this facility are either 
sightseeing, corporate, or charter operators.  
Heliport revenues are derived primarily from 
helicopter landing, parking, fuel, and other 
associated charges.  For the period January 1, 
2004 to March 31, 2006, Pegasus reported 
$11.5 million in total revenue collections and 
paid $1.9 million to the Trust. 
 
The Trust is responsible for ensuring that 
Pegasus complies with the terms of the Permit 
and operates the Heliport in an efficient and 
effective manner.  
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Carrier Charges 

 
The Heliport Permit requires Pegasus to 
provide services on a fair, equal, and non-
discriminatory basis to all carriers, and to 
charge carriers non-discriminatory fees for 
landings, parking, and fuel.  All fees must be 
posted publicly at the Heliport.  While the 
Trust does not have to approve the fees, 
Pegasus is required to file a list of its fees 
with the Trust and pay the Trust a percentage 
of all fees collected.  The Permit also allows 
Pegasus to offer discounts to carriers within 
the above-noted framework.  We observed 
that Pegasus did publicly post its basic fees 
and filed them with the Trust. However, we 
found Pegasus offered discounts to at least 
four of the dozens of carriers using the 
Heliport without any formal discount policy 
in place, thereby negating our ability to 
determine either their propriety or fairness. 
 
Helicopter activity is recorded via daily 
activity logs at the Heliport, noting all 
helicopter take-offs and landings.  We 
observed 47 helicopter landings and take-offs, 
and then matched the observation times to the 
postings in the activity logs. We also 
compared the activity logs with invoices 
issued to carriers to determine whether the 
appropriate amounts were charged based on 
the fee schedules in place and the noted 
activities. 
 
We selected one day during each month of 
our audit period and compared the first 10 log 
entries per day (133 in total, as certain days 
selected had fewer than 10 entries) with the 
corresponding invoices to verify whether the 
helicopter landing and take-off information 
was reported accurately on the invoices and 
whether the appropriate rates were charged.  
We found no discrepancies when comparing 
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these documents with the times recorded for 
the landings and take-offs.  However, when 
we checked the rates charged on these 
sampled invoices to the published rate 
schedules, we found that lower fees than 
posted (discounts) were charged to at least 
four carriers at the Heliport during the audit 
period.  Two carriers received 20-percent 
discounts for parking and landing, one 
received a 50-percent discount for landing, 
and the fourth received a reduced flat rate for 
monthly parking.   
 
According to Pegasus, it offered discounts or 
other types of price reductions to volume 
customers in connection with the landing or 
parking of helicopters.  However, because 
Pegasus did not have a written policy 
describing the type or quantity of discounts to 
be given, and the level of business volume 
required in order for these carriers to receive 
these discounts, we could not determine 
whether discounts were offered in a fair and 
non-discriminatory manner.  The discounts 
received by the three carriers receiving 
percentage discounts during 2005 totaled 
$59,945.  If Pegasus had not provided the 
above discounts, it would have had to pay the 
Trust an additional $6,000. 
 
Pegasus charged the fourth carrier a fixed rate 
of $500 per month for unlimited landings and 
parking.  During our audit period, this carrier 
was charged $13,500 for parking.  However, 
based on recorded activity, if the posted fees 
were charged, it would have paid $62,205 to 
Pegasus and Pegasus would have had to remit 
an additional $4,900 to the Trust. 
 
Pegasus claimed that it made this deal with 
this specific carrier because it was willing to 
utilize what Pegasus characterized as an 
undesirable space due to its remote location 
and size.  However, when we queried several 
other carriers, they told us that they would 

have been more than willing to use that parcel 
of the Heliport for that price. 
 
Trust officials could not tell us what Pegasus’ 
policy was regarding discounts. However, 
they noted that all Pegasus discounts were 
discontinued in 2006 after their inquiries in 
response to complaints from carriers.  We 
recommend the Trust require that Pegasus, to 
the extent it offers any discounts in the future, 
do so in accordance with a written policy that 
is submitted to the Trust.  We also 
recommend that the Trust evaluate whether 
any such future discounts are applied fairly 
and meet the intent of the Permit.   
 

Revenue 
 
The Permit requires Pegasus to remit a basic 
monthly permit fee to the Trust to manage 
and operate the Heliport.  In addition, Pegasus 
must pay a fee equal to a percentage of its 
gross receipts that generally ranges from 10 to 
12 percent based on the monthly activity at 
the Heliport.  “Gross receipts” is defined in 
the Permit as all monies paid to Pegasus by its 
carriers for the landing and parking of 
helicopters, and any other revenues arising 
out of Heliport operations.  We selected a 
random sample of 25 invoices and traced 
associated payments to detailed general ledger 
accounts to determine the proper recording 
thereof, and found no discrepancies.  Further, 
we verified, based on the revenues it reported 
to the Trust, that Pegasus calculated the 
appropriate percentage fee during our audit 
period.   
 
We were advised during the audit that there 
were significant revenues that Pegasus did not 
initially include in its determination of gross 
receipts.  This matter had also been brought to 
the Trust’s attention in 2004 at which time it 
began pursuing recovery of its share of these 
revenues.  In November 2006, Pegasus and 
the Trust entered into a settlement agreement 
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with respect to these revenues.  The 
settlement agreement provided for the 
payment of the Trust’s share of these 
revenues for the period 1997 through 2006, 
and Pegasus’ promise to pay the Trust its 
share of any such future revenues. 
 

Consulting Agreement 
 
According to the Permit, any revenue relating 
to Heliport operations or earned by the 
Heliport management company by virtue of 
its position must be reported to the Trust.  On 
December 30, 1996, a Pegasus-related entity 
entered into a “consulting agreement” with 
the Heliport’s sightseeing carrier.  Among 
other terms, the consulting agreement called 
for the carrier to pay to the Pegasus-related 
entity 5% of its monthly gross revenues 
attributable to its sightseeing business 
conducted from the Heliport and from within 
20 miles of any “restricted heliport” (as 
defined in the agreement). Because these 
revenues derived from or were related to 
Heliport operations, the Trust believed that 
they constituted “gross receipts” from which 
it was entitled to a share under the Permit. 
 
Based on information provided to us by the 
sightseeing carrier for the period 1997 
through July 2006, the carrier paid $5.57 
million in consulting fees to the Pegasus-
related entity in accordance with above 
consulting agreement.  We determined that, 
had these payments been included in the 
revenue figures reported to the Trust, Pegasus 
would have paid the Trust an additional 
$557,317.   
 
After the Trust asserted a right to these 
payments, litigation ensued between the 
parties. Ultimately, the Trust was allowed to 
audit the books of the Pegasus-related entity 
with respect to these payments, and 
subsequently Pegasus and the Trust 
negotiated a settlement of the matter, pursuant 

to which Pegasus agreed to include the 
disputed fees in its calculation of gross 
receipts under the Permit;  and to pay 
$462,387 to the Trust in November 2006.  
The settlement agreement also stipulated that 
Pegasus would report future fee amounts of 
this type, if any, and pay the appropriate 
percentage to the Trust.   
 

Business Environment 
 
The Trust is responsible for ensuring that 
Pegasus complies with Permit terms and 
operates the Heliport in a productive manner.   
However, our audit found that some of the 
additional fees that Pegasus imposed on 
carriers were questionable.  For example, 
Pegasus initiated a Safety and Facility 
Enhancement (SAFE) fee following 
September 11, 2001, which we were told 
would provide increased security and related 
improvements to the Heliport.  This fee was 
assessed on all carriers at an amount equal to 
$25 per each helicopter landing.  During our 
audit period, this amount totaled $562,245. 
Based on our testing, we conclude that the 
appropriate percentage of collected fees went 
to the Trust.  However, Pegasus could not 
show us any facility enhancements or 
improvements that it funded with SAFE fee 
collections.  Pegasus discontinued the SAFE 
fee in May 2006. 
 
However, shortly thereafter, Pegasus 
increased its parking and landing fees and 
imposed new fees on carriers including the 
initiation of a per-passenger fee, which ranged 
from $10 to $30 per passenger, per flight, 
departing from or arriving at the Heliport. 
These new fees reportedly caused the 
Heliport’s sightseeing carrier to leave in 
protest and expand its operations at the 
Downtown Heliport for a few days.   
 
In light of the specific requirements of the 
Permit, we believe the Trust has a 
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responsibility to ensure Pegasus is operating 
the Heliport in an appropriate manner and in 
conformance with Permit provisions. We 
observed that the Trust’s oversight of Heliport 
operations consisted primarily of verifications 
of information provided by Pegasus and was 
for the most part conducted off-site.  While 
we note that the Trust took prompt and 
appropriate action upon learning of many of 
the issues discussed in this report, we believe 
the Trust would benefit from more active, on-
site monitoring of Heliport activities, 
designed to increase the likelihood of 
uncovering irregularities or instances of 
noncompliance with Permit requirements. 
While we were on-site at the Heliport, carriers 
actively sought us out to bring certain issues 
to our attention.   
 
Trust officials believe that they have actively 
and aggressively monitored Heliport 
operations.  They cite as examples of their 
oversight the audit they performed of Heliport 
operations in 2002 of calendar year 2000 and 
2001 operations, as well as their aggressive 
activities since 2004.  These activities include 
following up on carrier complaints and 
initiating a lawsuit to audit Pegasus books to 
determine whether it had been receiving its 
appropriate share of Heliport revenues. 
 
The current Permit with Pegasus, as well as 
the governing statutes, does not allow the 
Trust to re-bid the contract for Heliport 
management at the current location.  
However, Trust officials informed us they are 
looking for a new location for the Heliport on 
the west side of Manhattan and have been 
discussing relocation issues with both the 
State and City.  Once it finds a new location, 
we recommend the Trust solicit competitive 
bids from a sufficient number of potential 
Heliport operators to ensure the delivery of 
quality services and the best possible financial 
return to the Trust. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1.  Take appropriate measures to complete 

and execute the re-bid process for the 
Heliport at its new location. 

 
2. Require Pegasus to prepare formal written 

policies pertaining to any future discounts, 
including the basis of such discounts, and 
monitor Pegasus to ensure discounts are 
applied uniformly to all carriers. 

 
3.  Recommendation deleted.  (Our prior 

audit recommendation pertaining to 
reviewing discounts was deleted based on 
agency responses to our draft audit 
report.) 

 
4.  Monitor periodically all aspects of 

Heliport operations, including revenue 
collections, compliance with posted fees, 
and the business climate enjoyed by 
Heliport carriers.  As necessary, take 
appropriate corrective actions.   

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our audit in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing 
standards.  The objectives of our audit were to 
determine whether Pegasus charged carriers 
the appropriate fees, and accurately reported 
and remitted appropriate amounts to the Trust 
based on provisions in the Permit.  This audit 
covered the period from January 1, 2004 to 
July 31, 2006. 
 
To accomplish these objectives, we observed 
landing and take-off times for helicopters, 
reviewed activity logs maintained at the 
Heliport as well as invoices, fee schedules, 
the Permit, and contracts between Pegasus 
and selected carriers.  We reviewed a random 
sample of carrier billing invoices issued by 
Pegasus for the audit period; analyzed 
accounts receivable records; and reconciled 
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cash collection amounts per heliport records 
to bank deposits, tax returns, and available 
certified financial statements.  In addition, we 
assessed the accuracy of the monthly revenue 
reports submitted to the Trust; reviewed 
documentation pertaining to allegations made 
by Heliport carriers; and interviewed Trust, 
Pegasus, and Heliport officials as well as 
certain carriers using the Heliport. 
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the 
Comptroller performs certain other 
constitutionally and statutorily mandated 
duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York 
State.  These include operating the State’s 
accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State 
contracts, refunds, and other payments.  In 
addition, the Comptroller appoints members 
to certain boards, commissions and public 
authorities, some of whom have minority 
voting rights.  These duties may be 
considered management functions for 
purposes of evaluating organizational 
independence under generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  In our 
opinion, these functions do not affect our 
ability to conduct independent audits of 
program performance. 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
This audit was performed according to the 
State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in 
Article X, Section 5, of the State Constitution; 
and Section 7, paragraph 12, of the Hudson 
River Park Act. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
We provided a draft of this report to Trust and 
Pegasus officials for their review and 
comment.  Their comments were considered 
in preparing this report, and are included as 

Appendix A.  The Exhibits referred to in 
Appendix A are available upon request.  
Appendix B contains State Comptroller’s 
comments which address certain points in the 
Trust’s and Pegasus’ response. 
 
In response to our draft report, Trust officials 
reiterated their belief that they have provided 
continuous comprehensive oversight of 
Pegasus’ Heliport Operations.  They cite the 
discontinuance of carrier discounts and their 
negotiated settlement with Pegasus as proof 
of such oversight.  They also believe that our 
calculated underpayment of Consulting 
Agreement fees is incorrect based on actual 
carrier activity at the Heliport.     
 
Pegasus officials responded that the audit 
team did not adequately take into account the 
information they provided to us regarding 
carrier complaints and lawsuits and the 
background events leading up to such.  They 
assert that they have managed the Heliport 
effectively and efficiently in compliance with 
contract requirements.   
 
Within 90 days of the final release of this 
report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive Law, the Trust shall report to the 
Governor, the State Comptroller, and the 
leaders of the Legislature and fiscal 
committees, advising what steps were taken to 
implement the recommendations contained 
herein, and, if not implemented, the reasons 
therefor. 
 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 
 
Major contributors to this report include 
William Challice, Frank Patone, Anthony 
Carbonelli, Salvatore D’Amato, Anthony 
Carlo, Ira Lipper, Unal Sumerkan, and Sue 
Gold. 
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1. We have revised the Final Audit Report 
(Report) to reflect the comments of Trust 
officials, whose response to the Draft 
Audit Report (Draft) incorporated the 
comments of Pegasus as well.  
Essentially, these comments centered on 
two issues presented in the Draft:  (i) the 
characterization of certain revenues which 
the Trust and Pegasus, by their settlement 
agreement effectuated on November 22, 
2006, resolved to treat as gross receipts 
under the terms of the Permit; and (ii) the 
characterization of certain discounts

accorded by Pegasus during the period as 
potentially entitling the Trust to additional 
payments from Pegasus.  The information 
and documentation provided by the Trust 
and Pegasus in response to our audit 
suggested that our findings in regards to 
these issues did not adequately address all 
of the circumstances surrounding them 
and, therefore, we have modified such 
findings and associated recommendations 
from the Report.  Accordingly, we believe 
that the Report adequately addresses the 
concerns raised by the Trust and Pegasus. 

 
 




