Local Law vs. Lease Provision/County Official/Authority: Plaintiff owned a building. County wanted to establish a satellite campus for the local college. County and plaintiff entered into a proposal, subject to passage of a local law, whereby plaintiff was to pay for building renovations in the amount of $1.2 million. Plaintiff was to incur 300K and county was to reimburse plaintiff 900K as additional rent during the term of the lease. County passed a local law that incorporated these terms. Thereafter however, plaintiff and county entered into a lease agreement that called for county to reimburse plaintiff for all costs in excess of 300K. Furthermore, the lease provided that county was to continue payments beyond the term of the lease. Plaintiff paid for $2.1 million in renovations and county refused to pay for anything in excess of $1.2 million per the local law. Plaintiff sued alleging breach of contract, quantum merit and unjust enrichment. Both parties moved for summary judgment. The Supreme Court, Westchester County, denied for plaintiff and denied county’s motion to dismiss with respect to any amount in excess of 900K. The Second Dept. reversed for county…“The documentary evidence clearly demonstrated that the parties attempted to enter into an agreement in excess of the authority conferred by Local Law 31-2001. To the extent that the various County personnel were authorized to enter into a lease, they submitted radically different terms to the plaintiff than provided by Local Law 31-2001. Under these circumstances, the landlord did not establish the existence a binding contract for the terms it sought to enforce (see 10 McQuillin, Municipal Corporations [3d ed] § 29.02; City of Zanesville, Ohio v Mohawk Data Sciences, Corp., 97 AD2d 64; Paz v Singer Co., 151 AD2d 234).” DeLeonardis v County of Westchester, 2006 NY Slip Op 09405, Appellate Division, Second Department, December 12, 2006 
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