
 

Erie County Gaming Revenue Authority 
Minutes of the Board of Directors’ Meeting 

October 12, 2016 
 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

The Board of Directors’ Meeting of the Erie County Gaming Revenue Authority was held on 

October 12, 2016 at The Erie Community Foundation; 459 West 6th Street; Erie 16507. Legal Notice 

of the meeting was given through an advertisement appearing in the Erie Times-News. The meeting 

was called to order by the Chair. 

 

ROLL CALL 

 

Mr. Bagnoni, Mr. Barney, Mr. Paris, Mr. Peters, Mr. Sample. Mr. Breneman, Mr. Wachter, and 

Mr. Wood are also present. 

 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

 

Mr. Bagnoni makes a motion to approve the agenda. Mr. Barney seconds the motion. Motion 

carries 5-0. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 2016 

 

Mr. Bagnoni makes a motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Barney seconds the motion. Motion 

carries 5-0. 

 

COMMENTS BY THE CHAIRMAN 

 

 No comments 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

  

No comments. 

 

PRESENTATIONS 

 

 No presentations. 
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COMMITTEE REPORTS 

 

a. Treasurer’s Report – Mr. Peters: We obviously have a lot to cover today, so I don’t have to get 

into every line item. Obviously we’re moving our way through our fiscal year, which everyone 

knows starts in April. So when we look at these, keep that in mind. We’re trending in the right 

direction, and provided there are still revenues coming in from the casino, it should be on 

target. With that said, if there are any questions on balances or what we’ve committed, please 

ask. Then, of course, I think it is important to look at the Check Detail Report so that everyone 

understands exactly where we are writing checks. We’ve been providing this report for almost 

two years. Of all the boards that I serve on, I think this group probably has more detail about 

the goings on and the finances than almost any group I’m involved with. We should all be 

proud of that, but certainly if there are any questions, please ask. 

Mr. Wood: I read in the newspaper yesterday that the EMTA board is requesting 

financials at every board meeting. I just didn’t know it wasn’t a normal thing to have financials 

at every board meeting. 

Mr. Peters: I sit on another board that deals with significantly more money than this 

being given away, and the financials are not presented in the way that anyone who has ever 

looked at financials would understand. It’s kind of like our Schedule of Grant Reserves. It’s 

good, but this is kind of like a cheater. To be able to look at the Schedule of Grant Reserves 

and tie it to the other financials is something that is often missed.  

As you see, we are under budget significantly in certain areas; just starting the third 

quarter. If there are no questions, I certainly would be thrilled if someone would make a motion 

to accept the report as presented. 

Mr. Bagnoni makes a motion to accept the treasurer’s report. Mr. Paris seconds the 

motion. Motion carries 5-0. 

b. Regional Assets Committee – No report. 

c. Strategic Planning Committee – No report. 

d. Update from County Council – Mr. Breneman: Last night at county council we passed a 

resolution that will be sent to Erie County, State Legislature, Governor Wolf, and the House’s 

Gaming Committee in strong support of addressing this matter quickly regarding the finding 

from the Supreme Court. 

e. Update from County Executive’s Office – No update. 

 

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

  

Mr. Wood: I’m going to read my comments into the record pertaining to what’s going on with 

the Shaping Tomorrow Grants, but before that I just briefly want to remind you that I appreciate you 

allowing me to work with the chairman on canceling the Thursday board meeting. I am going to be in 

Harrisburg. I leave Thursday morning. I’ll be there for two days meeting with the leadership in both the 

House and the Senate. It was recommended to us that we have direct meetings with them and their 

staff members. They’re the ones that are in the process of a fix for the gaming legislation. I’m also 

providing County Executive Dahlkemper with a substantial amount of information in talking points on 

ECGRA, our accomplishments, and where our funding has gone to so that when she testifies to the 

House Gaming Oversight Committee in the following week, she’ll be well prepared to represent Erie 

County. Any questions from me on that topic? 

In 2015, ECGRA and The Erie Community Foundation (ECF) found themselves in a position to 

collaborate by using our collective networks, organizational clout, and funding to entice projects to get 

off the ground and running. Over several months, staff worked diligently to negotiate how this 



Page 3 of 10 
 

partnership might play out. With board support, the two organizations came together, adopted the 

ECF’s newly revamped Shaping Tomorrow process as the framework, and began co-funding large 

projects. The process wasn’t without its hiccups, but both sides were determined to collaborate and 

thereby elevate the effects of proposals through joint funding. The results were very satisfying. 

Tech After Hours, a workforce program targeting out of school youth and adults, was launched 

successfully and recently graduated its first round of students in machining, nursing, and construction 

trades. 

All About Character commenced its activities in Erie’s public schools, exposing kids to law 

enforcement and building a bridge to positive interactions with the police. A recent evaluation reveals 

the nonprofit has made great strides towards its stated outcomes. 

Go College, a model educational empowerment program, continued strong in Erie’s public 

high schools delivering career path counseling, college campus visits, and assistance in obtaining 

financing. 

Finally, the Sarah Reed Community-based Health Center, has been delayed as the 

construction plans have been pushed out to 2017. This facility will be the second of its kind in Erie 

County. 

That brings us to 2016.  

Much excitement was generated when Mr. Tom Hagen created the Hagen Fund for 

Transformational Philanthropy seed funded with $10mm. It was publicly advertised that the ECF 

would distribute as much as $4mm through the Shaping Tomorrow process. In the Spring, 21 

proposals came in, many of them asking for a full $4mm in support. That portfolio of proposals was 

narrowed over the summer with input from committees representing both ECGRA and ECF. Out of 

the narrowed group, six were selected to submit full proposals in the fall. Out of that group, four have 

risen to the review committee’s definition of transformational. Those projects are as follows: 

 

Community College 

First, a nonprofit called Empower Erie has proposed stewarding community leaders, local 

government, business interests, and philanthropy through a process to create a standalone 

community college in Erie County. This school would be eligible for state funding through the 

Community College line item in the Commonwealth’s budget. But, more importantly, the college would 

be fiscally sponsored by Erie County government. We know this because we have assurances from 

four members of Council and the County Executive that they will vote in the affirmative to establish a 

standalone Community College with the full financial backing of County government. 

Empower Erie will begin with a planning grant that will establish a legal framework, solicit the 

PA Secretary of Education, build partnerships with local colleges and the Erie public schools, as well 

as industry. Curriculum will center around occupations that are in-demand in the local economy filling 

a vital need for local employers. Education has been identified by many sources as a tool to fight 

poverty, create regional competitiveness, and increase incomes. Erie has a poverty rate higher than 

the state and the nation and incomes below the state average. 

The Shaping Tomorrow committee recommends a $4mm grant to Empower Erie, the first 

installment of which will be $300,000 and used for an implementation study and communications 

strategy. Only after the initial plan has been vetted by the funders will the additional funding be 

released in drawdowns over a three-year period. As a proportional funder, ECGRA would be 

committing to $400,000 over the next three years. 

 

Innovation District 

The Second project was led by Mercyhurst University and is called the Downtown Erie 

Innovation District. This project brings together the collective power of the University with its 

Intelligence Department in the vanguard. Partners include Erie Insurance, Velocity Network, and 
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McManis & Monsalve, all of which have an interest in cybersecurity and information technology 

analytics and products. Based on the model created by the Bruce Katz at the Brookings Institute, 

Innovation Districts are being used across the country to revitalize downtowns, support emerging 

technology clusters, retain young people, develop city housing projects, spur retail, and create 

competitive advantages for manufacturing and information sciences.  

Envisioned as a multi-university initiative, the final grant proposal did not come together as 

such. Although I believe this project is visionary and strong in collaboration with corporate partners, its 

attempts to create an Ignite-Erie-style university partnership failed. To their credit, Mercyhurst has 

built significant flexibility into their proposal and expressed ultimate accommodation in bringing the 

other universities aboard during the planning phase. 

The Shaping Tomorrow Committee recommends a $4mm grant to Mercyhurst University, the 

first installment of which will be $300,000 and used for an implementation study. During this initial 

phase, it will be deemed critical to both move the corporate partnerships forward and lay the 

groundwork for a multi-university innovation district that accentuates the strengthens of each 

university finding an appropriate role for them. Just as the universities coalesced around Ignite Erie, it 

is our hope they will do so around the Innovation District as well. Only after the initial plan has been 

vetted by the funders will the additional funding be released in drawdowns over a three-year period. 

As a proportional funder, ECGRA would be committing to $400,000 over the next three years. 

 

Community Schools 

The third project was led by Erie Public Schools and is known as the Community Schools 

Initiative. The schools have adopted a nationally known and studied model to transform their facilities 

into gathering places, support systems, and a point of entry for the community’s support structure to 

help young people and families. The key to this initiative is its ability to turn the physical space of the 

school into social capital for students and their families. In other words, the school acts as an 

institutional intermediary providing them with the convenience of navigating bureaucracy and 

accessing nonprofits that are disconnected from the stakeholders central to their mission. By 

decreasing the effort and complexity of the system, the stresses of poverty, crime, violence, low 

incomes, unemployed parents, blighted housing – all the elements that contribute to toxic stress in a 

neighborhood – can be alleviated.  

The Erie Public Schools have garnered good corporate support just shy of $1mm and the 

United Way’s technical assistance. Four schools are slated for the pilot phase. They include: Pfeiffer-

Burleigh, Emerson-Gridley, Edison, and McKinley. The project appears to be well conceived along the 

lines of the national model. We’ve determined that the EPS’s budget issues will not affect 

implementation of the project.  

The Shaping Tomorrow Committee recommends a $1.5mm grant to the Erie Public Schools. 

One of the obstacles in effective implementation has been the integration of the newly formed 

neighborhood center coalition consisting of MLK, JFK, Booker T., EF Smith Quality of Life Learning 

Center, and the Eagles Nest. The committee has discussed seed funding the community centers with 

$500,000 toward reinvention and integration so they can be productive partners in the Community 

School Initiative. As a proportional funder, ECGRA would be committing to $150,000 over the next 

three years. 

 

East/West Bayfront Plan 

The fourth project is titled: Revitalizing Erie’s Bayfront Neighborhoods. Led by Gannon 

University in collaboration with the Bayfront Eastside Task Force, the project is a scalable 

neighborhood model creating a public/private partnership. According to the City’s Comprehensive 

Plan, certain neighborhoods, like the two in this application, should be targeted for concentrated 

funding. Gannon University and BEST are two of the strongest entities to guide such development.  
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In collaboration with Erie Insurance, Hamot, and HANDS, the two footprints have ample partners, 

financial commitments, track records, and future plans to implement strategic investments in the 

housing stock and the corridors.  

The Shaping Tomorrow Committee recommends a $500,000 grant to Gannon University on 

behalf of the partnership. With Gannon’s institutional capacity, record of supporting the neighborhood 

through Erie Gains, and BEST’s long standing history and successful record, the committee believes 

this is a scalable model to kickoff implementation of the Buki plan. As a proportional funder, ECGRA 

would be committing to $50,000 over the next three years. 

 

Summary 

These four proposals have been vetted through the Shaping Tomorrow process. There are 

seven criteria that operated as guideposts in analyzing the proposals. They are as follows: critical 

community needs, collaboration, measureable outcomes, transformational potential, sustainability, 

scalability, and organizational capacity. 

In summary, this time consuming and rigorous process has lead the staff, boards, and donors 

from three different agencies and perspectives to make the preceding recommendations for funding in 

the amount of $10mm. As a 10% funding partner, both ECF an ECGRA are responsible for $1mm 

each or $2mm total in funding. The Hagen Fund is contributing $8mm or 80% of the projects costs. 

Administration of the grants will reside primarily with the staff of ECF, but they will communicate 

regularly on outcomes, compliance, and funding with ECGRA and the Hagen Fund. This was done to 

the satisfaction of the ECGRA staff and board in 2015, and we have confidence it will happen again.  

Therefore, the Shaping Tomorrow Committee of the ECGRA board and the staff thereby urges the full 

board to pass Resolution No. 20, 2016. 

 

SOLICITOR’S REPORT 

  

Mr. Wachter: I think you’re aware of the Supreme Court’s recent determination that the funding 

mechanism contained within the gaming law was unconstitutional. If there are any questions you have 

regarding the efforts being made, I think that is a topic of discussion this board should discuss. It does 

have legal implications as to what our plans would be in the event that funding was to end. I am fully 

confident at some level it’s going to be restored. But, my only concern is, at what level? Just 

something to keep in mind. I know that the Gaming Authority has been doing a phenomenal job with 

drumming up the public interest and support for these particular issues, and we have a great partner 

with County Council, but from a legal perspective, it is disturbing at best, that we could be losing our 

funding, which would eliminate the necessity for the board. 

Mr. Wood: Why don’t I lay out the legal framework as we understand it and are proceeding 

from as a policy standpoint, and then the board can ask some questions about it, just so we have a 

basis of information. The way the gaming legislation currently works, local share within the gaming act 

has a couple of parts to it, and, of course, it depends on what part of the Commonwealth you’re in. So 

I’m just going to give you the pieces that are relevant to Erie County. The first clause is that a 

minimum of $10 million, or 2% of slots revenue, goes to the host municipality. In Erie County that host 

municipality is Summit Township. Part of the law does not allow Summit Township to collect more 

than 50% of its revenue in the fiscal year 2003-04. So that’s about $1.5 million, give or take. Think 

about it this way – the overage of that $1.5 million, $8.5 million, comes to Erie County and is then split 

equally between county government and ECGRA. In addition, 2% of slots revenue comes to Erie 

County as the host municipality. That 2% gets us up to approximately the $11 million that we’ve been 

receiving for the last two years. So that’s how the legal mechanism operates.  

From a policy standpoint, in talking with Ridge Policy Group in determining what our message 

is to the legislature, as well as, by the way, in talking to members of County Council and the County 
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Executive, we have opted for a scenario in which there is a status quo amount in whatever the fix 

would be. In other words, we want to make sure that we are made whole at the end of the day and 

that we maintain the same level of flexibility that we currently have. We believe that the way it’s written 

for the host municipality is fine; the way it’s written for the host county should continue as well. And, 

therefore, we’re calling that the “status quo” situation. Now how that actually plays out is a whole other 

matter, but that is our message that we are taking to Harrisburg, to our local legislative delegation, as 

well as to the leadership in Harrisburg. 

Mr. Wachter: The supreme court case that Perry keeps talking about - the $10 million or 2% - 

the supreme court case is over the fact that the law says that if you have a gross terminal revenue of 

$500 million or less, you pay $10 million. If you have $500 million or more, you pay 2%. And what the 

case said was that there is an irrational distinction between that $500 million amount. There is no 

value to that. There is no legal rationale to that $500 million figure. So, essentially, you have two rates 

of taxation. The $10 million for under $500 million in gross revenue is a higher rate of tax than the 2% 

if you are over $500 million in revenue. They said that lacks the uniformity required in the 

Pennsylvania Constitution, and the court agreed. The easy fix is to eliminate that $500 million 

distinction and put it at the $10 million or 2%. 

Mr. Wood: That is the easy fix. The complication is in the fact that in order to do what Tim has 

described, the gaming law itself must be opened up and re-examined. And, therefore, you have to ask 

yourself, what is the discipline level of the legislators to focus solely on this one clause that was 

deemed unconstitutional? If they cannot, then other issues will begin to creep in. 

Mr. Wachter: The other concern is that the only, I believe my research has shown, casino that 

has produced over $500 million in gross terminal revenue is in Bucks County. The lead sponsor for 

the original gaming legislation is from Bucks County, and so his communities are benefiting from an 

amount in excess of that $10 million. So if we were to do that fix, the lead gaming sponsor’s 

community would actually be hurt.  

Mr. Sample: Hurt to what level? 

Mr. Wachter: They would receive less money. 

Mr. Sample: How much less? 

Mr. Wachter: I don’t how much it is. I just know that they’re the only one that has produced an 

excess of $500 million, so they’re receiving an excess of what they would otherwise receive if they did 

the fix as it is proposed. 

Mr. Sample: It’s not like they drafted this thing without lawyers, so it should have been vetted 

from both sides. They obviously signed up for it when they wanted the license. At no point is their 

license at risk. If they don’t like what they signed up for, maybe they should renegotiate where the 

licenses go. 

Mr. Breneman: One of the things that concerns me is that I don’t believe we have any 

representation on the Commission. That I find disturbing. I also find disturbing the fact that the 

changes that were just passed into the most recent budget went unnoticed by our area legislators, 

and that if they don’t even have their eye on the ball on that, how much impetus is there for them to 

end this case to push for making us whole? 

Mr. Wood: I think that is a great point, and that is why we are regularly communicating with 

them making sure that they know where we stand on the issue, but also communicating with our 

members, and by “members” I mean grant recipients, loan recipients, economic development 

projects, nonprofits, local governments. So we have started a call-to-action campaign which we have 

advertised through social media, and the local media has helped us get the word out as well. And so 

we’re asking folks who have received gaming funds to contact their local legislative delegation and tell 

them how important these funds are to them and to also write letters to the leadership in Harrisburg 

letting them know that we’re paying attention and that we need to save those funds from Erie County. 
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The way Erie County’s gaming funds function is unique in the Commonwealth, and that is part of the 

story that we’ll be getting out to the leadership when we go to Harrisburg. 

Mr. Breneman: I would like to say that CCAP put out an email yesterday to all 67 county 

members requesting that they contact directly the members of the House Gaming Oversight 

Committee providing them with their email addresses, their names, and the counties that they 

represent. 

Mr. Wachter: We don’t have any local membership on the House Gaming Oversight 

Committee. 

Mr. Sample: Yesterday on a front-page story in the Journal was the thing about how the 

gaming funds and how much Corry has benefited from that and the fact that they could be lost. 

Mr. Peters: I also wonder from a strategic standpoint as you’re in Harrisburg, at what point is it 

also important for us to understand what DCED is going to be lobbying for through this process? 

Because, if we look at the legislation that was proposed earlier, they wanted to take local share, put it 

in the hands of DCED, and spread it across the state. You almost not only have to worry about what is 

going on with the legislature, but we need to worry about what is going on with the bureaucrats that 

could potentially be saying, “You know what? Let’s smooth this out for the whole state. We’ll take the 

funds and dole them out.” I feel like you should be discussing that with Ridge Policy Group as well. 

Mr. Breneman: I know the County has a very scary proposition. We are hamstrung by one tax 

revenue source, and that’s the burden on the homeowners, the property owners. We don’t have the 

option of a sales tax. We are constrained to put too much of a burden on the homeowners, and that’s 

why we see some of the funding inequities between the municipalities and the services that are 

provided to them. So it’s important that we stay at least status quo on what we have, because 

otherwise we would have to cut essential services, or we would have to raise taxes significantly. 

Mr. Sample: Are we being proactive as opposed to reactive? As I said to Perry, sometimes it’s 

better to be lucky than good. We certainly got the Ridge Policy Group on line early enough, because 

who would want to have been searching for somebody now to help us with our representation? 

 

OLD BUSINESS 

  

 Mr. Wood: We had discussed briefly in the past the idea of creating some type of study 

mechanism to analyze the economic impact of ECGRA. In light of what’s happened and the fact that 

we’re being asked to provide more and more information about our impact, I have begun looking into 

firms here in the region that we can contact in order to do just that. I don’t have anything to give you 

here today. I couldn’t give you an amount proposed or anything, just to let you know that we have 

begun the process of looking into that, and we’ll be coming back to you starting at the committee level 

with a proposal or two to figure out how we are going to quantify the economic development effects of 

ECGRA. It has been suggested we do this by folks who have said this is what leaders at the highest 

level want to see from organizations like ours. 

 Mr. Peters: I would encourage you to keep going with that concept, not just for today’s 

particular issue dealing with the legislation itself, but I think if you are a grant making institution, it’s 

imperative that you have an outsider look and say, “Hey, what you are doing is having an impact.” We 

have such a broad range of things that we fund, we may see that certain things have a much greater 

impact than others, and it may help us, especially those that serve on the Strategic Planning 

Committee, to help shape where we are going in our future. I think that’s critical, and I think it’s a good 

idea. 

 Mr. Wachter: Mr. Wood, if I may also ask that if you are going to do that economic impact 

analysis, ask the question whether they can quantify the tax benefit to the Commonwealth and the 

local municipalities as a result of the investments that have been made. While we may not see a large 

tax benefit from the funding of the Irish Festival, you’ll see a tax benefit from the creation of jobs, the 
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retention of jobs, things of that nature. And I know that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is always 

interested to see what the return to themselves is in terms of taxes, and to other entities as well – 

corporate taxes, income taxes, property taxes, would be great to have quantified as well. 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

Resolution Number 20, 2016 – Resolution to enter into a funding partnership with The Erie 

Community Foundation to fund four nonprofit projects that were vetted through the Shaping 

Tomorrow process. Mr. Wood reads into record the resolution. Mr. Barney makes a motion to 

approve the resolution. Mr. Bagnoni seconds the motion. 

 

 Mr. Peters: Thanks to the committee. I know you’ve been at this for a long time and it’s been a 

lot of effort and a lot of meetings, and I appreciate all that effort. Regarding the community college, 

you mentioned that there were four council members that supported this. I haven’t heard about that 

publically, and I’m just curious who the four members are.  

Mr. Breneman: There’s a letter that was signed by me, Kathy Fatica, Andre Horton, Fiore 

Leone, and Kathy Dahlkemper.  

Mr. Peters: So you have the votes. Regarding East-West Bayfront Project, I assume that the 

newspaper got it wrong yesterday when they mentioned HANDS. It’s BEST and Gannon.  

Mr. Wood: Just like the ECGRA process, there’s a main fiduciary agent, which in this case is 

Gannon University, however, partners were listed within the grant. HANDS is one of those partners, 

but the main partner for the East Bayfront neighborhood would be the Bayfront East Side Taskforce. 

HANDS is a key partner to the Our West Bayfront Neighborhood.  

Mr. Peters: My second question is that they asked for significantly more than that. Recognizing 

that we’re a 10% partner in this, is that anywhere near enough for them to have an impact? If we’re 

really talking transformational, you’ve got two $4 million grants, one $1.5 million grant, and then this 

other one that’s $500,000.  

Mr. Wood: The answer is, “No. It’s not enough.” But you could also argue $4 million for the 

Innovation District is not enough. What I would say is that this was a substantial amount of dough for 

us to get them off the ground and running and to find other financial partners, and they’re not 

excluded from applying to the process again in the future.  

Mr. Peters: During your presentation you talked a lot about how you, Perry, our Executive 

Director, have had a seat at the table in the past with Shaping Tomorrow. A couple of these are more 

planning-grant-type starts with a look at them in the future. How do we as an organization know that 

the money that we’re contributing, when we’re such a small partner, how do we know that we actually 

have a say in what’s going on at the Foundation? For example, this is a minor issue, but the press 

yesterday, in essence, based on an interview with someone – which wasn’t you, and I don’t know if it 

was Mike or whatever – basically said that the Gaming Authority was in. The Gaming Authority didn’t 

have a meeting. I certainly haven’t voted on anything yet, and I want it to be clear, and I want my 

colleagues to understand that this is a public Authority that has to properly vet these issues. And, 

again, thanks to the Committee for the effort, but, with due respect to the other funders – who are 

tremendous for doing what they’re doing – they can’t speak for us. So I’d like to understand, what 

does an agreement look like? We’re sort of kicking this off, but how do we make sure that we continue 

– not that they’ll try to keep us up to speed, or they’ll try to include us – how do we know definitively 

that we’ll be kept in the loop?  

Mr. Sample: I want to address part of that. I was in Oil City yesterday and got a phone call 

from the Corry paper questioning me about that. I immediately called Russ Warren. You know, we’ve 

been playing badminton with this, because when we had the meeting they were told specifically that 

we could not act until we had a board meeting, and that we would do our best to move that board 
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meeting to today prior to the announcement. Well then Mike was moved that suddenly it wasn’t 

convenient for people to show up on the 12th and he wanted to meet on the 11th. We did backflips, that 

was changed, and then it was moved again. When I called Russ Warren, Russ was very upset that 

we had not met yet. They did not know of it at that level. It puts the four of us that went to the meeting 

in a weird position. It’s like we’re walking around very cavalier saying, “Oh, yah, that’s approved.” No! 

Perry was adamant that would not be approved until we met, until we had a board meeting.  

Mr. Peters: Thanks for that clarification, Mr. Chairman, but to answer my question, how do we 

know that as this process goes forward, our partners know that, although we may only be 10% 

contributors, we’re still putting in a significant amount of taxpayer money into these projects?  

Mr. Wood: Trust is the basis of any real partnership which has mutual benefit. We have to 

continue to work on building that trust, and I think that by going to the press out of order and 

commenting to the press, it significantly damages that potential trust. I think the most important thing 

we need to look at, though, is what is best for the community, but also what’s best for ECGRA. And 

ECGRA, like you said, is a public Authority which does not make decisions in the shadows. It makes 

them in the light of day at publically advertised meetings. So that absolutely needs to be a continuing 

dialogue between us and the other funding partners as we move forward.  

Mr. Sample: And at that meeting that was held, it was the whole board of ECF, and it was 

open context that we needed to hold another meeting.  

Mr. Peters: Little errors happen. It’s not the end of the world. I just think that it’s important, 

because this Authority in the past has been accused of making decisions without the full board 

understanding what’s going on. It goes without saying it’s an awesome thing for the community, and 

I’m thrilled with what Mr. Hagen is doing, and the Foundation is doing, and our small part in this. I just 

think it’s super important that we all remember that we have to – I don’t like having this meeting five 

minutes before a press announcement, I guess, is my point.  

I have one last question and you addressed it pretty thoroughly in your comments, which I 

know will be in the record, that is related to the Innovation District and the collaboration aspect of that. 

With Ignite Erie we spent a significant amount of effort to get Penn State, who leads that project, to 

include the other schools. For the record, those of you who may not have been here when we did 

Ignite Erie, there were three applications – one that had nothing to do with what we wanted from the 

Innovation Collaborative, one from Edinboro and Gannon, and one from Mercyhurst and Penn State. 

 Our whole intent, and this is one of those “beware of unintended consequences”, was to get 

the four schools to work together. When they didn’t, we all as a board pushed Perry to push Penn 

State to include everyone. And that is a tiny little grant - $250,000 a year for three years – which, by 

the way, is not enough. But we pushed them even with that small amount to make sure there is 

collaboration. And Penn State, I think, has done a stellar job of having that collaboration take place.  

This is a much bigger thing. Again, we’re 10% of it, and the private sector involvement is 

fantastic. But I would really hope, and more than hope, and I’m one voice, but I would like this board 

to direct our Executive Director to continue to be vocal about the fact that communities where true 

collaboration exists between their higher education institutions, do end up with more success. And so 

I would hate to see Gannon, Edinboro, and Penn State not continue to be encouraged to participate in 

some way. It’s going to be very hard both programmatically for one institution to do it. It’s also going to 

be hard when it comes time to actually renovate buildings and controlling buildings and things like 

that, to not have more than one institutional player. So, I would strongly encourage us to continue to 

push on that issue of collaboration. 

Mr. Sample: During that presentation, they stated that they were still actively pursuing the 

others to be actively involved in it. I remember that distinctly, because someone asked the question, 

“What about the other universities?” They said that they didn’t choose to get in initially, but they are 

actively trying to get them to be participants.  
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Mr. Wood: That was stated explicitly by them, however, I don’t think that goes to what you are 

asking which is, “How will we behave to make sure that a solid policy is put forth that is based upon 

inter-agency collaboration between universities?” Is that accurate?  

Mr. Peters: That’s correct. That has been what we have pushed from day one post-settlement, 

that there would be appropriate collaboration amongst groups when they are seeking our funding.  

Mr. Wood: I still believe that is a solid policy that we should pursue. The way the funding is 

distributed is what allows us the opportunity to pursue good collaboration. I’ve already had 

conversations with The Community Foundation about this. When it’s Ignite Erie and it’s just us 

operating, it’s simple. We make the policy, we put it in place, we enforce it, we have the discussions. 

Now we have another funding partner.  

So, like your earlier question, there is going to have to be regular communication with the 

funding partner to make sure that our desires and our policy positions are communicated. The great 

news is phase one is a plan – a feasibility-implementation plan. That is the opportunity to engage 

those other institutions in the process. If they’re not involved in the planning process, what’s the point 

of the plan, because we’re talking about planning for the future of “The District” itself – the Innovation 

District as a construct. That would be the time to engage them and to use our leverage as a 

compliance partner to make sure that to some extent that happens.  

Mr. Peters: To be truly successful I think you are going to need more than one or two 

institutions. That’s my point. So I appreciate that answer.  

My final question is, are there agreements put in place with each of these four organizations – 

I assume that we’re not constructing the agreements? 

Mr. Wood: We’re not.  

Mr. Peters: So the Foundation is. Will our solicitor have the opportunity to review those and 

provide comment?  

Mr. Wachter: I guess we should have some letter of agreement with respect to our money.  

Mr. Wood: Just so you know, our documents that we have grant recipients sign are based 

upon the ECF documents.  

Mr. Peters: I think it would be good, again, recognizing that we’re a 10% partner, we are 

different. If you look at the three funding partners, we are different. There are two private nonprofits 

and one public Authority. I just think it would be good that Tim have the opportunity to review those 

and make sure there’s no (inaudible).  

Mr. Wood: In a complex situation like this when there is more than one funder, and, therefore, 

multiple desires on why things are being funded and for what reason, we do need to continue to 

maintain communication. But it would make sense for Tim and I to have a conference with the 

decision makers at ECF while they are going through the contracting process, and to make sure that 

our opinions on policy are represented.  

Motion carries 5-0. 

  

ADJOURNMENT 

  

Mr. Bagnoni moves to adjourn. 


