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January 25, 2010

Dear Colleagues:

| am pleased to provide you with the Statistical and Narrative Summary of the
Executive Budget for the upcoming State Fiscal Year, April 1, 2010 to March 31, 2011. The
"Yellow Book" is intended to provide the Members of the Committee, the Members of the
Assembly, and the public with an overview of the fiscal and policy proposals made by the
Governor in the bills submitted as his Executive Budget on January 19, 2010. This document
presents the budget as introduced and does not reflect acceptance of the proposals put forth
by the Executive. This publication may also be accessed using the Assembly Website at
www.assembly.state.ny.us/Reports/WAM/2010Yellow/.

The "Yellow Book" marks the beginning of the Legislature's public review of the
Governor's proposed budget. It is the Assembly's preliminary response to the budget, as
required by Section 53 of the Legislative Law. Joint legislative fiscal committee hearings on
the budget proposal will be the next step in our efforts to ensure public accessibility and
accountability.

Section One, Overview of Executive Budget, provides an executive summary of the
Governor's proposal for State Fiscal Year 2010-11 including analysis intended to place the
proposed financial plan and spending in major programmatic areas in perspective. The
section also includes an analysis of the national economy and the Executive’s revenue
forecast. The overview also lists the appropriation budget bills and detail on the non-
appropriation budget bills.

Section Two, Summary of Recommended Appropriations by Agency, provides an
overview of current appropriations and recommendations for the 2010-11 State Fiscal Year
for each agency, a presentation of the proposed changes in each agency’s budgeted
personnel level, and a description of the programmatic and statutory modifications proposed
in Article VII legislation included with the Executive Budget submission. The section reflects
the structure of the Executive Budget appropriation bills. Agencies are presented in
alphabetical order within the appropriation bills as they appear in the Governor’s proposed
budget.




Speaker Silver and | know that you share our goal of rising to the challenges facing
this State as we confront the painful reality of the current economic crisis. Together, we will
continue to strive toward producing an on-time budget that is fair and equitable — and meets
the needs of working families across the State.

As the Legislature begins its work on the State Fiscal Year 2010-11 Budget, | would
like to express appreciation to my Assembly colleagues for the time and commitment you
will dedicate to the budget process. | would also like to convey to the Ways and Means
Committee staff my gratitude for their outstanding efforts to produce this document, which is
a tremendous resource for the Members of the Assembly.

Sincerely,

=®>c»—ﬂ€)«

HERMAN D. FARRELL, ]
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Note: This Statistical and Narrative Summary analyzes all of the budget bills
submitted by the Governor, both multiple appropriation bills and the non-
appropriation bills.  Many provisions within the submitted appropriation bills
would amend or circumvent existing State law. In delineating the authority of the
Governor and the Legislature in the budget-making process, the New York Court
of Appeals, in its opinion in Pataki v. Assembly and Silver v. Pataki (4 N.Y.3d 75,
94 (2004)) has said “that a Governor should not put into [an appropriation] bill
essentially non-fiscal or non-budgetary legislation. . .” Our analysis of such
provisions as contained herein, does not indicate acquiescence by the Ways and
Means Committee of the New York State Assembly that such provisions are
“essentially” fiscal or budgetary. The Committee does not, via its analysis of the
entire gubernatorial budget submission, concede that each provision submitted as
an “item of appropriation” has been crafted and proposed in accordance with the
requirements of the New York State Constitution.
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PART A

Programmatic Overview



OVERVIEW OF THE EXECUTIVE BUDGET
SFY 2010-11

The Governor proposes an All Funds
Budget of $133.9 billion for State Fiscal
Year (SFY) 2010-2011 (see Table 1). This
Budget is $786 million higher than the
estimated $133.2 billion in spending for
SFY 2009-2010 representing growth of
0.6 percent. The All Funds Budget is the
broadest measure of spending; accounting
for state unrestricted and restricted funds
as well as funds received from the federal
government. The All Funds accounting
system consists of four major fund types:
the General Fund; Special Revenue Fund;
Capital Project Fund; and, Debt Service
Fund.

Table 1
Disbursements
($in Millions)
SFY SFY

2009-10 2010-11
General Fund $54,129 $54,522
-0.9% 0.7%
State Funds $84,639 $86,149
1.8% 1.8%
All Funds $133,172 $133,958
9.5% 0.6%

Moving Funds Off Budget

The Governor's  Executive  Budget
proposes amendments to the budget
process which will have substantial
changes to All Funds accounting
principles adopted almost 30 years ago.
The Executive proposes to move the
tuition and other university revenue for
the State University of New York (SUNY)

and the City University of New York
(CUNY) off budget, which would lower
All Funds disbursement by $4.1 billion
though the spending will still occur.
Further, it does not provide an accounting
for the increased revenue that would be
generated by the proposal to allow tuition
levels at SUNY and CUNY to increase
subject to an index limitation that this
year would allow for tuition to rise by
9.5 percent.

The General Fund accounts for
unrestricted taxes and receipts, and
spending on state operations and local
governments  not  funded  through
dedicated revenues. For SFY 2010-2011
the Governor proposes 0.7 percent
growth in the  General Fund
disbursements over SFY 2009-2010
which is projected to be $54.1 billion, a
decrease of 0.9 percent from the prior
year.

In addition, the Executive’s Financial Plan
forecasts out-year General Fund current
services gaps in SFY 2011-12 of
$14.3 billion, $18.3 billion in
SFY 2012-13 and  $20.7 billion in
SFY 2013-14 (see Figure 1).

Another measure of State spending is
State Funds which consists of the General
Fund plus non federal Special Revenue,
Capital Project, and Debt Service Funds.
State Funds spending for SFY 2010-11 is
projected to total $86.1 billion, an
increase of 1.8 percent or $1.5 billion
higher than SFY 2009-10.
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The State Finance Law requires the
Executive to propose and the Legislature
to adopt a balanced budget. Based on the
Executive’s current services forecast the
Governor Budget proposal closes a
$7.4 billion gap in SFY 2010-11. This gap
includes the rolling over of $500 million
deficit from SFY 2009-10 in order to
avoid the use of Tax Stabilization Reserve
Funds.

Executive General Fund Current
Services Budget Gaps Estimate
$25.000 - ($in Millions)

$20,713

20,000 $18,331
15,000 1 $14,311
10,000 1 &7 419
5,000 j
O T T T T

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Figure 1

Closing the SFY 2010-11 Budget Gap

The  Executive  Proposal  includes
recommendations that are intended to
close an estimated $7.4 billion General
Fund budget gap in SFY 2010-11. The
Executive has indicated that these actions
are comprised of the following:
$4.9 billion in spending reductions;
roughly $1.2 billion in revenue actions;
and the use of $565 million in non-
recurring resources; and $692 million
from actions enacted in the Deficit
Reduction Plan of December 2009. (see
Table 2).

Overview 2

In enacting last year’s budget over
$10 billion were made available from the
State Personal Income Tax surcharge and
the federal Stimulus Funds to lessen the
SFY 2010-2011 deficit. Absent these
funds the deficit for this year would be
over $15 billion. The Executive does not
recognize these as non-recurring although
a significant part of the growth in the
deficit in the years following SFY 2010-11
is due to the lack of such funds.

Table 2
Combined General Fund
& HCRA Budget-Balancing Plan
SFY 2010-11 Executive Budget
($in Millions)
2010-11
Current Services Gaps ($7,418)
DRP (Dec. 2009): $692
Agency Reductions $360
Aid to Localities $427
All Other ($95)
Budget Recommendations $6,726
Spending Control $4,870
Aid to Localilties $3,639
Agency Reductions/Fringe Benefits $1,221
Debt Service Savings $10
Tax/Fee Changes $1,070
Tax Audits/Recoveries $221
Non-Recurring $565
Executive Budget Gaps $0

With the adoption of the Gap Closing
Plan the Executive Projects out-year
budget gaps would be reduced in
SFY 2011-12 to $6.3 billion, $10.5 billion
in SFY 2012-13 and $12.2 billion in
SFY 2013-14.

All Funds by Function

The majority of State spending provides
grants to local governments for education



and for the health, safety and welfare of
its citizens (see Figure 2). In addition, the
operation of State government and
General State Charges accounts for
20 percent of State spending. The
remaining 10 percent of the budget is
used to finance Capital Projects and Debt
Service on outstanding bonds.

2010-11 All Funds Spending

State
Operations general
15% State
Charges

5%
Debt
Service
4%

Capital
Projects
6%

Grants to
Local
Governments
70%

Figure 2

Executive Revenue Proposals

The Executive proposes over $2.0 billion
in various tax and revenue increases
when fully implemented, offset by
$221 million in new tax credits. The
proposed General Fund tax actions total
$1.4 billion in SFY 2010-11 increasing to
$1.9 billion in SFY 2011 12. Additional
new and increased fees that impact the
General Fund total $53.8 million in
SFY 2010-11. Proposed charges and
assessments in the All Funds total
$387.4 million in SFY 2010-11. The
Executive proposes to provide General
Fund tax credits of $4 million in
SFY 2009-10 for low income housing,
and proposes a new Excelsior program
and an expanded Film Credit allocation

that costs $50 million and $168 million,
respectively, in SFY 2012-13.

Deficit Reduction Plan

In December 2009 the Legislature passed
a Deficit Reduction Plan which provided
$2.7 billion to address a current year
deficit. The Executive estimates that this
plan produces recurring savings of
$700 million to $875 million over the
next four fiscal years. This included
recurring savings in Agency Operations,
Health Care, Mental Hygiene, Education
and Local Government Aid. This plan
provides $692 million in savings for
SFY 2010-11.
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Table 3

Executive Combined General Fund and HCRA
Gap-Closing Plan for 2010-11
(Millions)

Current Services GAP Estimates (before any actions)
Approved Deficit Reduction Plan Actions

Total Executive Budget Gap-Closing Actions

2010-11

(7,418)
692
6,726

Spending Control

4,870

Local Assistance
School Aid/Lottery Aid
Health Care
School Tax Relief Program
Human Services/Labor/Housing
Higher Education
Mental Hygiene
Education/Special Education
Local Government Aid
All Other

Bonded Capital Spending Reductions

State Agency Operations/Fringe Benefits

Stage Agency Operational Reductions
Workforce Savings
Fringe Benefits/Pension Amortization

Revenue Actions

3,639
1,625
823
213
201
208
46
139
325
59

10

1,221
709
250
262

1,070

Tax Actions

Syrup Excise Tax

Cigarette Tax

Sale of Wine in Grocery Stores

Information Returns for Credit/Debit Cards
Medicaid Provider Assessment

Work-Zone Cameras for Speed Enforcement
Civil Court Filing Fees

All Other Revenues Actions

Tax Audit and Recoveries

Non-Recurring Resources

799
465
210
92
0
216
25
31

1)
221
565

Federal TANF Resources
Physician Excess Medical Malpractice Payment Timing

Available Fund Balances/Resources
Lottery Investment Flexibility

School Aid Overpayment Recoveries

Executive Budget Surplus/(Gap) Estimate

261
127

95
50

32
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EDUCATION

The Commitment to Education

In his 2010-11 Executive budget, the
Governor responded to the current
economic climate by cutting aid to
schools by $2.1 billion, which is offset by
the use of $726 million in Federal
Stimulus Funds leaving a net reduction to
schools of $1.4 billion, the largest cut to
education ever proposed by a Governor.

This plan is $4.6 billion below what was
pledged to schools for Foundation Aid
under the CFE agreement (see Figure 3).
Moreover, the Executive once again
stretches out the timetable for full
implementation by three vyears.  This
means that the phase-in of Foundation
Aid will take 10 years.

The Foundation Aid formula, which the
Assembly had originally developed and
initiated, provides comprehensive
operating funds in an equitable and
transparent manner and reflects the
conditions of school districts and the
students they serve. Past increases in
Foundation Aid coupled with the EXCEL
capital program of 2006-07 have
demonstrated our commitment to provide
a sound basic education for all children
throughout the State.

Foundation Aid- Original Plan vs.
Executive Plan
($in Billions) o
—
18 -
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Figure 3

Governor’s Proposal Cuts Education
Funding by $1.4 Billion

The Governor’s 2010-11 budget provides
$20.7 billion in General Support for
Public Schools which is a $1.1 billion
decrease from School Year 2009-10 and a
$1.4 billion decrease from a commitment
to fulfill present law obligations. This
proposal would result in a $1.4 billion net
reduction in education aid for the
2010-11 School Year.

The Executive education proposal is
comprised of a $2.1 billion Gap
Elimination Adjustment (GEA), which is
partially offset by $726 million in Federal
ARRA funds (see Table 4). The proposal
maintains current reimbursable formulas
and freezes Foundation Aid. The budget
overlays the GEA calculation on top of all
formula aids excluding Building Aid and
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Universal Prekindergarten. This is the
fourth time the Governor has proposed
cuts to school aid in the past 14 months.

Table 4
Executive Gap Elimination Adjustment
($ in Millions)
SY 2010-11
Gap Elimination Adjustment (2,138)
Federal ARRA Restoration 726
Net Reduction (1,412)

The Executive GEA calculation would
take into account student need,
administrative efficiency, wealth and
residential tax burden. Additionally, the
Executive proposal includes a cost shift
for summer special education programs
that results in an additional cost of
$86 million to school districts in this
school year.

Universal Prekindergarten: A First Step
in Learning

The Assembly has been on the forefront
of fighting for the continuation and
growth of the Universal Prekindergarten
(UPK) program. Over the past four years,
both funding and participation have been
growing dramatically, from 259 districts
and 75,281 students in 2006-07 to 451
districts and an estimated 109,031
students in the 2009-10 School Year for a
cost of approximately $399 million. In
fact, nearly 180 school districts have
reached full implementation, realizing the
goal of a truly universal program. This
growth in participation is a clear
indication of the recognition of the value
of prekindergarten to a child’s ongoing
educational experience (see Figure 4 ).
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Figure 4

For more than three decades, educational
research has consistently documented the
clear, lasting benefits that the investment
in a high quality prekindergarten program
has on student preparation, achievement
and college attendance. Prekindergarten
programs provide the first learning step in
building a foundation upon which to
support  future learning. Children
attending prekindergarten programs are
better prepared to meet the rigorous
demands facing them in their schooling
and ultimately, in the global economy.

As with Foundation Aid, the Governor
proposes to extend the freeze on UPK
into the 2011-12 School Year, thereby
preventing continued growth. Although
the Executive Financial Plan projections
indicates continued growth beginning in
the 2012-13 School Year, there is no
concomitant statutory commitment. The
Assembly remains committed to the
implementation of a truly universal
prekindergarten program.



Investment in Quality

Over the previous several years the
Assembly has spearheaded efforts to
dramatically increase State support for
education, especially in districts where
the need is the most acute.  The
abrogation of the commitment to fully
fund Foundation Aid risks the State’s
moving backward on recent educational
gains.
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HEALTH

The SFY 2010-11 Executive budget
includes $51.5 billion to support
projected Medicaid spending, an increase
of $882 million or 1.7 percent over last
year.

The Executive proposal includes a
number of spending reductions across all
health sectors, and it also includes several
revenue actions to offset State spending
obligations associated with the Medicaid
program. In the aggregate, the Governor’s
proposal recommends $1.8 billion in
State health care actions, which when
combined with a Federal contribution for
such costs, represent an overall health
care impact of $2.7 billion (see Table 5).
This translates into a $458.8 million State
share ($780 million All Funds) impact on
hospitals, nursing homes, home care and
personal care service providers.

Table 5
Components of the
Executive Healthcare Actions
($ in Millions)

State Share All Funds
Reductions ($593.2) ($1,190.1)
Provider Assessments (215.6) (215.6)

Medicaid Fraud
Collections (300.0) (600.0)
Payment Deferrals (127.4) (127.4)
Taxes and Fees (647.6) (647.6)
Total ($1,910.8) ($2,807.7)
Reallocations 61.9 1415
Net Actions ($1,848.9) ($2,666.2)

Specifically, the Executive plan would
reduce State support across all health
sectors by $593.2 million ($1.2 billion All
Funds), and would adopt or expand
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assessments, taxes and fees by an
additional $890.2 million. A $300 million
increase in the Medicaid fraud target and
a $127.4 deferral in an Excess Medical
Malpractice insurance premium payment
are also included in the plan. These
actions are accompanied by
$61.9 million in spending reallocations
(see Table 6 ).

Table 6
Executive Budget Actions
($in Millions)

State Share All Funds
Hospital Services ($244.6) ($382.1)
Nursing Home Services (240.2) (243.1)
Home Care Services (74.0) (154.8)
Pharmacy Services (47.1) (57.8)
Insurance Actions (197.4) (267.4)
Medicaid Managed Care (61.4) (147.9)

Medicaid Fraud
Collections (300.0) (600.0)
Other Medicaid/HCRA (42.7) (71.6)
Taxes and Fees (674.6) (674.6)
Public Health (66.9) (66.9)
Total Actions ($1,848.9) ($2,666.2)

Hospital Cuts

The Governor’'s budget would reduce
State share support for hospitals by a net
$244.6 million. Included in the Executive
plan is a proposal to reduce State support
for Indirect Medical Education (IME)—a
line of reimbursement for teaching
hospital-specific costs that would now be
transferred to overall hospital payment
rates, obstetrics rates and the Doctors
Across New York Program. The Governor
also proposes an overhaul to the indigent
care program, which would result in a



redistribution of indigent care payments
among New York’s hospitals. In addition,
the Governor proposes to increase the
gross receipts assessment to 0.7 percent
and to eliminate the remaining trend
factor for calendar year 2010.

Over the past few vyears, significant
reforms have been implemented with
respect to the Medicaid reimbursement
methodology for hospitals and these
reforms have put a financial strain on
many facilities as they struggle to adapt.
Additional reductions in reimbursement
can further disrupt the availability of
hospital services across the State.

Long Term Care Reduction

The Executive proposal would also
reduce State support for nursing homes,
home care and personal care providers by
a total $214.2 million ($397.9 million All
Funds). As in the hospital sector, the
Governor’s proposed budget would also
eliminate the 2010 trend factor and
increase the gross receipts assessment
levied on nursing homes (these
assessments would not be eligible for
reimbursement by Medicaid), home care
agencies and personal care providers.

The Executive budget would delay the
implementation of a regional pricing
reimbursement model until March 2011
and would allow nursing home rebasing
to go forward until February 2011. Also
included in the Executive proposal is an
initiative to limit the over-utilization of
personal care services.

The Executive’s long term care reform
agenda has been centered on the
transition of care from an institution-based

model to a community-based model.
These reforms are jeopardized by
proposed reductions to home care.
Likewise, proposed reductions to nursing
homes strain their ability to provide
necessary services in areas of the State
that do not have access to
community-based alternatives.

Pharmacy and EPIC Cuts

In total, the Governor proposes
$47.1 million in reductions
($57.8 million All Funds) to the Medicaid
pharmacy and Elderly Pharmaceutical
Insurance Coverage (EPIC) program. The
Medicaid program currently covers any
HIV/AIDS drugs, anti-rejection drugs,
anti-psychotics or anti depressants that are
denied by a dual-eligible enrollees
Medicare Part D plan. The EPIC Program
currently covers any drugs that are denied
by a senior’'s Medicare Part D plan. The
Governor proposes to eliminate this
“wrap-around” coverage in both the
Medicaid program and the EPIC program
and requires these individual to obtain all
their covered drugs through a Part D plan.
The Governor also proposes changes to
the Preferred Drug Program that would
accelerate the approval of additional
classes of drugs into the program.
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Medicaid Enrollment Growth

The Governor’s plan for SFY 2010-11
comes on the heels of successive
reductions in  Medicaid  provider
reimbursement over the previous two
state fiscal years, at a time when the State
is witnessing unprecedented growth in
the Medicaid program. While some
additional spending is attributable to the
State’s assumption of a greater share of
local Medicaid spending and its takeover
of Family Health Plus, the recent
economic downturn has generated a
16 percent  increase in  Medicaid
enrollment over the last two years. At
present, more than one in five New
Yorkers are enrolled in the Medicaid
program (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5

Looming Loss of Federal Support

In addition, the State is on the verge of
losing a short term infusion of federal
support made available through the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009. The State of New York has
traditionally  received a  Medicaid

Overview 10

matching rate of 50 percent—the lowest
possible rate under federal law. Under
this Act, New York received an
enhancement in its Federal Medical
Assistance percentages (FMAP), which
committed an additional $7.13 billion to
New York over a span of three state fiscal
years (see Table 7).

Table 7
State Benefit from the Enhanced FMAP
($in Millions)
SFY 2008-09 SFY 2009-10 SFY 2010-11
$1,092 $3,155 $2,883

Without changes at the federal level, the
increase in FMAP will expire at the end of
calendar year 2010, and the State of New
York would return to its base matching
rate. The loss of this FMAP enhancement
now presents serious fiscal challenges for
the Medicaid program.

Medicaid has always provided a safety
net for the indigent, the disabled and the
elderly, and has increasingly become a
necessity for the unemployed and their
families who have witnessed job loss or
underemployment during national
recession, which began in December
2007. The compounding effect of
underlying enrollment growth, a loss of
Federal funds and proposed reductions in
provider reimbursement contained in the
Executive proposal has the potential of
undermining the health care delivery
system in New York State.



HIGHER EDUCATION

In  SFY 2010-11, the Governor
recommends $321 million in reductions
for Higher Education (see Table 8).

Table 8
Executive Budget Reductions

SFY 2010-11

($in Millions)
Reduce Operating Support
SUNY/CUNY ($143)
Reduce Operating Support for SUNY
Statutory Colleges ($15)
Reduce Base Aid SUNY/CUNY
Community Colleges ($57)
Use Federal ARRA Funds to Support
Community Colleges ($50)
TAP Reforms and Scholarship
Reductions ($37)
Eliminating New Merit Scholarships ($5)
Other Higher Education Savings
Actions ($14)
Total Reduction ($321)

The  Governor recommends  State
operating support of $1.086 billion for
State-operated campuses of the State
University of New York (SUNY) and
$576.6 million for the Senior Colleges of
the City University of New York (CUNY)
in the 2010-11 Academic Year. This
results in a reduction of General Fund
operating support of $136.4 million
below the 2009-10 Academic Year
adjusted levels for SUNY. The Executive
proposal reduces General Fund operating
support by $63.6 million for CUNY
Senior Colleges below the 2009-10
Academic Year adjusted levels.

The Governor’s Tuition Proposal

The Executive proposal includes a new
framework for establishing tuition at our
public University systems. Tuition policy
would be wholly determined by the
SUNY and CUNY Board of Trustees, who
would be unaccountable to the public.
The Executive proposal also removes
$4.1 billion in SUNY university revenues
off-budget. The SUNY and CUNY Board
of Trustees would have the ability to
increase tuition as much as 250 percent
of the five year average of the Higher
Education Price Index.

In 2010-11, this would result in a
9.5 percent tuition increase, raising SUNY
tuition by $472 from $4,970 to $5,442
and raising CUNY tuition by $437 from
$4,600 to $5,037. In order for the
systems to re-coup the losses that result
from the Governor’s proposed cuts in
State funding, SUNY would need to raise
tuition by 12.5 percent or $621 for
resident undergraduate students and
CUNY would need to increase tuition by
8.5 percent or $391 for resident
undergraduate students. These increases
would result in two-year increases of
$1,241 or 30 percent for SUNY students
and $991 or 25 percent for CUNY
students.

Further, each Board of Trustees would be
permitted to charge varying tuition rates
by school and by program across the
system. This proposal removes the checks
and balances on tuition decisions, and as
shown in the table below fosters
extraordinary tuition rates when fully
exercised (see Figure 6). If the Executive’s
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proposal had been in place following the
2003-04 Academic vyear, tuition would
stand at $8,346 in 2010-11 an increase of
$3,376 or 91.9 percent. Over the period,
tuition increased by $620 or 14 percent.

The SUNY system was created to ensure
that all students of New York can receive
a quality education at an affordable price.
These tuition changes would make it
difficult for students from working
families to have continued access to
educational opportunities through public
higher education. In hard times, the
Assembly believes in keeping public
education publicly controlled, publicly
funded, and publicly accessible.

Projected Impacts of the
Executive SUNY Tuition Proposal
$ 8- 2003-2009

Tuition Rates
($ in Thousands)
IS o

N
I

0 |
™ < 0 (e} N~ [e0] (2]
o o o o o o o
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Fiscal Year
I Actual SUNY Tuition
—O— Estimated SUNY Tuition
Figure 6

Governor Recommends Cuts to the
Tuition Assistance Program

On the 35™ anniversary of the creation of
the program, the Executive proposal
recommends $825 million for the Tuition
Assistance Program (TAP) for the 2010-11
Academic Year. This represents a

Overview 12

$52.7 million cut to the program and is
the 4" time the Governor has proposed
cuts to the program in the last 18 months.

The Executive proposed TAP cuts are
comprised of the following: the
elimination of TAP eligibility for graduate
students; cutting TAP awards by changing
TAP academic eligibility standards;
reducing all TAP awards across the board
by $75; including all public and private
pension benefits within the calculation of
net taxable income for TAP purposes;
reducing TAP awards from $5,000 to
$4,000 for students who are enrolled in
proprietary colleges granting two year
degree programs; reducing TAP awards
for financially independent married
students, and eliminating awards for
students that are in default of Federal
student loans from TAP eligibility.

The Executive does not increase TAP to
accommodate the tuition increases
proposed by the Governor at SUNY and
CUNY making the maximum award less
than the cost of tuition at public colleges
for the first time in the history of the
program (see Figure 7). As a
consequence, students will have to bear
the entire burden of Governor Paterson’s
tuition increases without any additional
support from TAP. This translates into
additional costs that are not supported by
TAP of $442 for SUNY students and $37
for CUNY students.

The most recent increase in the award
levels provided by the TAP program
occurred in SFY 1999-2000. Even as
costs have increased over this last decade,
the TAP awards have not been increased
for what is now the longest period in the
program’s history.
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Figure 7

Cutting State Support for Community
Colleges

The Executive recommends a base aid
reduction for SUNY and CUNY
Community Colleges of $285 per full
time equivalent (FTE) student, decreasing
the level of State support from $2,545 to
$2,260. The Executive also offsets an
additional  reduction of $250 in
State-support per FTE with $67 million in
temporary Federal Stimulus funding. As a
result, 2010-11 State support for SUNY
Community Colleges stands at
$437.8 million and at $175.5 million for
CUNY Community Colleges. This is
significantly below the level of support
required by current law. By diminishing
State support for community colleges at a
time when SUNY and CUNY have record
enrollments, the Executive proposal
places barriers to a higher education that

some of our most vulnerable students
may not overcome.

Removing Attorney General, State
Comptroller, and Legislative Oversight of
Land Use and Public Private Partnerships
at SUNY

The Executive Proposal creates a new
State  University Asset Maximization
Review Board to undertake land leases,
joint ventures, and public private
partnerships without special legislation.
The board is a three member board that
must act within 45 days of receiving a
proposed project and make decisions
through majority rule.  Prior Attorney
General and State Comptroller oversight
of SUNY contracting activities would also
be removed.

The Executive proposal also moves the
State  University ~ Construction  Fund
outside of the budget process; allows the
SUNY Construction Fund to utilize
Design/Build and Construction Manager
at Risk delivery methods; and permits
SUNY non-profit affiliates to utilize
Dormitory Authority of the State of New
York financing to construct facilities or
dormitories.

Updating the Infrastructure of SUNY and
CUNY

The Executive proposal continues the
planned 5-year critical maintenance
investment of $2.75 billion at SUNY and
$1.42 billion at CUNY enacted in
2008-09. In 2010-11 the Executive
appropriates  $550 million for critical
maintenance projects at SUNY State
operated campuses and $284.2 million
for critical maintenance projects at CUNY
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Senior College campuses. An additional
$22.4 million is provided for projects at
SUNY  Community  Colleges and
$34.5 million for CUNY Community
Colleges.

Maintaining Opportunity in
Postsecondary Education for All New
Yorkers

The Assembly has made opportunity
programs that increase access the
cornerstone of its higher education
policy. The Executive budget maintains
funding for each of the opportunity
programs; the Educational Opportunity
Program (EOP), the Higher Education
Opportunity Program (HEOP), the Search
for Education, Elevation, and Knowledge
(SEEK), and College Discovery. The
Executive budget also maintains funding
for the Science and Technology Entry
Program (STEP), the Collegiate Science
and Technology Entry Program (CSTEP),
and the Liberty Partnerships Program.

However, the Governor recommends
eliminating $3.4 million in funding for
child care programs offered at SUNY and
CUNY campuses. This proposed cut will
clearly place a barrier on families’ efforts
to pursue a college education.
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STATE WORKFORCE

The Executive Proposal for Workforce
Reductions

By the end of State Fiscal Year
(SFY) 2009-10, the Executive estimates
there will be 196,375 State employees,
3,541 below the actual workforce
number at the start of the fiscal year. The
Executive proposes to reduce the State
workforce by another 674 positions by
the end of SFY 2010-11, bringing the
workforce total to 195,701. The Executive
recommends 16,065 new hires and a
16,605 reduction of positions due to
attrition and 134 due to layoffs (see Table
9). The Executive workforce tables do not
include the use of temporary workers.

Reduction

Unspecified = Workforce

Proposals

The SFY 2010-11 Executive Budget also
assumes $250 million in reductions from
unidentified State Workforce actions. The
Executive proposal does not make any
recommendations for how these savings
may be achieved.

The Governor indicates that it could
come from the elimination of negotiated
salary increases for public employee
unions or through the deferral of five days
of salary payments for State employees.
These concessions were proposed in last
year’s budget and no agreement was
reached. Even though the Governor is
hopeful that there will be an agreement
reached between the unions and the
Executive this vyear, the outcome of
negotiations is far from certain.

Temporary Workers

Despite the Assembly’s efforts to reduce
the State’s reliance on expensive contract
workers, information was recently
brought to light revealing the extent to
which the State relies on temporary
workers. Over a 19 month period from
April 2008 through November 2009, the
State spent over $62 million on temporary
workers at dozens of State agencies
despite the fact that a hiring freeze was in
effect during the entire period. There has
been no approval of these hires by the
Director of Budget or accounting of fees
charged by placement agencies. More
than 12 state agencies and facilities have
expenses exceeding a million dollars on
temporary  workers  hired  through
temporary service agencies since April
2008. The Department of Health (DOH)
alone has spent more than 13 million in
taxpayer dollars on temporary services,
followed by the State University of New
York (SUNY) at $9.5 million, Office of
General Services (OGS) at $5.7 million,
and the State Education Department (SED)
at $4.7 million.

The Executive Pension Plan-Payment
Deferrals and Benefit Cuts

The Executive assumes $216.7 million in
savings resulting from a proposal to allow
the State and localities outside New York
City to defer a portion of their pension
payments for six consecutive vyears,
beginning with the 2010-11 fiscal year.
An additional amount of pension
contributions of $5 billion would be
delayed over the next five years with total
repayment of $7.4 billion. Therefore, the
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Governor estimates that the net long-term
cost to the State for the period of 2010-11
through 2025-26 would be a net
additional $2.1 billion in pension costs.

The Executive proposal would also
require current and future retirees to pay
10 percent of Individual Medicaid Part B
premiums and 25 percent for dependent
coverage. The Executive estimates that
this will cost retirees $30 million in
SFY 2010-11.

Finally, the Executive is recommending
$15 million in savings resulting from
allowing the New York State Health
Insurance Plan (NYSHIP) to become self
insured.

Information Technology Workers

As a result of the Assembly’s ongoing
efforts to reduce the State’s reliance on
contract workers, the Legislature and
Governor enacted Chapter 500 of the
Laws of 2009 during Extraordinary
Session to reduce the number of
information  technology (IT) contract
workers. That law authorizes up to 500
term IT appointments for up to 60
months. Following two years of service,
the appointee would be eligible to take a
promotion examination and thus join the
civil service system. This action will save
an estimated $50 million in SFY 2010-11.
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Table 9

WORKFORCE IMPACT SUMMARY REPORT

ALL FUNDS
2008-09 Through 2010-11
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11
Major Agencies Actual Estimate New  Fund Net Estimate
(03/31/09)  (03/31/10)  Abolitions  Attritions Fills  Shifts Mergers Change  (03/31/11)

Children and Family Services 3,874 3,576 (75) (582) 578 0 0 (79) 3,497
Correctional Services 31,159 30,027 0 (1,689) 1,629 0 0 (60) 29,967
Education 3,129 2,998 0 (283) 200 0 0 (83) 2,915
Environmental Conservation 3,657 3,368 0 (105) 51 0 0 (54) 3,314
General Services 1,652 1,548 0 (54) 6 0 0 (48) 1,500
Health 5,704 5,491 0 (332) 321 0 (€} (12) 5,479
Labor 3,779 4,011 ) (417) 409 0 0 (10) 4,001
Mental Health 16,716 16,297 0 (2,070) 1,942 0 0 (128) 16,169
Mental Retardation 22,590 21,786 0 (2,074) 2,163 0 0 89 21,875
Motor Vehicles 2,820 2,812 0 (214) 211 0 0 3 2,809
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 2,188 2,073 0 87) 20 0 0 (67) 2,006
Parole 2,121 2,006 6) (110) 65 0 0 (51) 1,955
State Police 5,901 5,702 0 172) 0 0 0 (172) 5,530
Taxation and Finance 5,049 5,178 0 (434) 580 0 298 444 5,622
Temporary and Disability Assistance 2,101 2,359 0 (221) 241 0 0 20 2,379
Transportation 10,185 9,701 0 (429) 338 0 0 91) 9,610
Workers' Compensation Board 1,463 1,425 0 (55) 80 0 25 1,450
SUBTOTAL - Major Agencies 124,178 120,358 (83) (9,328) 8,834 0 297 (280) 120,078
Minor Agencies 12,312 12,159 (51) (1,078) 1,095 0 (297) (331) 11,828
SUBTOTAL:

Subject to Executive Control 136,490 132,517 (134) (10,406) 9,929 0 0 (611) 131,906
Not Subject to Executive Control
Audit and Control 2,517 2,552 0 (150) 150 0 0 0 2,552
City University 12,653 12,933 0 (1,306) 1,306 0 0 0 12,933
Law 1,935 1,847 0 (122) 22 0 0 (100) 1,747
State University 41,605 41,778 0 (4,223) 4,260 0 0 37 41,815
State University Construction Fund 120 135 0 (13) 13 0 0 0 135
SUBTOTAL:

Not Subject to Executive Control 58,830 59,245 0 (5,814) 5,751 0 0 (63) 59,182
Off-Budget Agencies
Roswell Park Cancer Institute 1,947 2,025 0 (170) 170 0 0 0 2,025
Science, Technology, and Innovation 27 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
State Insurance Fund 2,622 2,564 0 (215) 215 0 0 0 2,564
GRAND TOTAL 199,916 196,375 (134) (16,605) 16,065 0 0 (674) 195,701
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LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

For local government fiscal years ending
in 2011, the Executive Budget reduces
overall Local Aid by $1.3 billion. (see
Table 10) The Executive Budget further
proposes local revenue options that could
provide a total of $175.4 million for
municipalities.

Aid & Incentives for Municipalities (AIM)
- Local Aid Reduction

The Executive Budget for State Fiscal Year
2010-11  reduces AIM funding by
$320.2 million. In addition, the Executive
proposes eliminating payments to New
York City and Erie County. Erie County is
the only County that currently receives
AIM funding.

Aid & Incentives for Municipalities (AIM)
— LGEG Grants and Efficiency Grants

The Executive Budget recommends
$11 million for the Local Government
Efficiency  Grant (LGEG)  program,
including $10 million for grants and
$1 million for merger incentives. This
reflects a decrease of $2 million from the
SFY 2009-10 post Deficit Reduction Plan
(DRP).

Table 10
Impact of the 2010-11 Executive Budget on Local Governments
Local Fiscal Year Basis Ending in 2011
($in Millions)
School Other  Towns &
Total NYC Districts Counties Cities Villages
School Aid (1,166.2) (469.0) (703.0) 5.8 0.0 0.0
Revenue Actions 175.4 59.5 0.0 1.2 53.7 61.0
Human Services (85.6) (53.3) 0.0 (32.3) 0.0 0.0
Health 27.2 10.5 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0
Mental Hygiene (1.6) (0.5) 0.0 (1.1) 0.0 0.0
Transportation (8.9) (3.9 0.0 (5.0) 0.0 0.0
Municipal Aid (320.2)  (301.7) 0.0 (0.9) (13.4) (4.2)
Public Protection 71.8 8.8 0.0 63.0 0.0 0.0
All Other Impacts 31.7 1.0 7.8 9.4 8.6 4.9
Total (1,276.4)  (748.6) (695.2) 56.8 48.9 61.7
Source: Executive Budget.
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The Executive Budget reduces
reappropriations by 50 percent, or
$12 million to Erie County and the City of
Buffalo. Existing commitments totaling
$13 million will be disbursed.

Video Lottery Terminal (VLT) Municipal
Aid

The Executive Budget proposes reducing
VLT Aid for eligible host municipalities,
including the City of Yonkers by
10 percent, or $2.6 million in
SFY 2010-11. The SFY 2010-11 Executive
budget allocates $23.8 million in VLT aid.

Local Revenue Actions

The Executive proposes a revenue action
that if adopted, could generate an
increase of $71.5 million in New York
City revenue to offset the Executive
Budget reductions. This amount is offset
by a decrease of $12 million from a
proposal to increase the State cigarette tax
rate. The net impact from revenue actions
to New York City is estimated at
$59.5 million. This is comprised of the
following:

e Extend the Mortgage Recording Tax
(MRT) to  cooperatives  raising
$71 million;

The Executive also proposes revenue
actions that if adopted by Local
Governments could generate $1.2 million
for Counties, $53.7 million for Other
Cities and $61 million for towns and
villages.

All Other Impacts

The Executive budget includes the
following mandate relief proposals:

e Wicks Law proposal which would
provide school districts a full Wicks
exemption.

e Procurement  modifications  that
includes:  increasing  competitive
bidding thresholds for commodities
and public works projects, allowing
contracts for services to be awarded
on “best value” rather than lowest bid,
using  Federal guidelines  for
cooperative purchasing for
information technology products and
services, allow Local Governments to
hold reverse auctions and allowing
localities to purchase materials and
equipment through pre-existing State
and local government contracts.

e The Executive Budget would provide
for pension amortization. This would
permit Local Governments to amortize
a portion of their pension costs from
2010-11 through 2015-16.
Participation would be adopted via
local option. Municipalities would be
able to amortize costs exceeding
contribution rates of 9.5 percent for
NYS State and Local Employees’
Retirement System and 17.5 percent
for the NYS Local Police and Fire
Retirement System in 2010-11. Future
contribution rates that are amortized
would be increased by one
percentage point each year through
2015-16. Repayment would be made
over a ten year period, at an interest
rate determined by the Comptroller.
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The fiscal impact to localities is as
follows:

e Counties are projected to realize a
savings of $9.8 million.

e Other Cities are estimated to realize a
savings of $8.4 million.

e School districts are projected to
realize a savings of $6.7 million.

e Towns and villages are estimated to
realize a savings of $4.5 million.

Additional ~ miscellaneous  proposals
would reduce local aid by a net
$1.6 million. They include an increase to
New York City for rent administration
billing, a decrease in reimbursements
from 75 percent to 50 percent from Water
Navigation Enforcement Grants and from
reforming the processing of dog licenses.

Aid & Incentives to Municipalities (AIM)
— Local Aid Distribution

In SFY 2010-11, the Executive proposed
that the total $734.6 million AIM
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allocation be distributed based upon a
local reliance factor. Municipalities that
are dependent upon AIM funding for
more than 10 percent of their total
revenue will receive a two percent
reduction, while municipalities with AIM
reliance below 10 percent will realize a
five percent  reduction  from  their
SFY 2009-10 Enacted Budget allocations.

Actions taken in the SFY 2009-10 Deficit
Reduction  Plan  reduced aid to
non-calendar year cities outside of New
York City by $5.3 million, but did not
impact the calculation of the new
SFY 2010-11 base due to the fact that
reductions were from the SFY 2009-10
Enacted Budget. Therefore, the combined
actions in SFY 2009-10 and SFY 2010-11
will impact non-calendar year cities by
two percent and five percent, which is the
same reduction that every calendar year
city will realize in SFY 2010-11. (see
Table 11)



Table 1

1

2010-11 Executive Budget---Aid and Incentives for Municipalities Proposal

Municipality

BUFFALO
YONKERS
ROCHESTER
SYRACUSE
NIAGARA FALLS
UTICA

ALBANY

TROY
SCHENECTADY
BINGHAMTON
ROME

MOUNT VERNON
NEW ROCHELLE
LACKAWANNA
WHITE PLAINS
AUBURN
WATERTOWN
JAMESTOWN
NEWBURGH
ELMIRA
POUGHKEEPSIE
NORTH TONAWANDA
LONG BEACH
KINGSTON
GLEN COVE
AMSTERDAM
MIDDLETOWN
COHOES
LOCKPORT
PLATTSBURGH
ITHACA
TONAWANDA
OSWEGO
GLOVERSVILLE
PEEKSKILL
OLEAN
ONEONTA
CORTLAND
GENEVA
BATAVIA
OGDENSBURG
SARATOGA SPRINGS

2009-10

Enacted Budget

169,027,453
113,074,558
92,215,689
75,084,069
18,734,214
16,961,328
13,692,858
12,927,988
11,797,825
9,737,955
9,563,065
7,771,514
6,693,312
6,613,009
5,896,127
5,227,801
5,090,176
4,965,773
4,848,886
4,820,625
4,613,607
4,564,065
3,404,144
3,333,284
3,081,878
3,010,137
2,938,692
2,887,748
2,878,631
2,876,844
2,835,051
2,739,531
2,662,694
2,424,201
2,410,385
2,358,120
2,349,730
2,192,027
2,109,796
1,901,664
1,855,708
1,791,676

2009-10

AIM Final

DRP Change Funding
(1,690,275) 167,337,178
(1,130,746) 111,943,812
(922,157) 91,293,532
(750,841) 74,333,228
0 18,734,214
(169,613) 16,791,715
0 13,692,858
0 12,927,988
0 11,797,825
0 9,737,955
0 9,563,065
0 7,771,514
0 6,693,312
(66,130) 6,546,879
(176,884) 5,719,243
(52,278) 5,175,523
(101,804) 4,988,372
0 4,965,773
0 4,848,886
0 4,820,625
0 4,613,607
0 4,564,065
(102,124) 3,302,020
0 3,333,284
0 3,081,878
(30,101) 2,980,036
0 2,938,692
0 2,887,748
0 2,878,631
0 2,876,844
0 2,835,051
0 2,739,531
0 2,662,694
0 2,424,201
0 2,410,385
(23,581) 2,334,539
0 2,349,730
0 2,192,027
0 2,109,796
(38,033) 1,863,631
0 1,855,708
0 1,791,676

- continued -

Proposed YTY
Dollar Change
from 2009-10

(1,690,274)
(1,130,745)
(922,157)
(750,840)
(374,684)
(169,614)
(684,643)
(258,560)
(235,957)
(194,759)
(191,261)
(388,576)
(334,666)
(66,130)
(117,922)
(52,278)
(152,705)
(248,289)
(242,444)
(96,413)
(230,680)
(91,281)
(68,083)
(166,664)
(154,094)
(30,102)
(146,935)
(57,755)
(143,932)
(143,842)
(141,753)
(54,791)
(133,135)
(48,484)
(120,519)
(23,581)
(46,995)
(109,601)
(105,490)
(57,050)
(92,785)
(89,584)

2010-11
Proposed AIM
Funding

165,646,904
110,813,067
90,371,375
73,582,388
18,359,530
16,622,101
13,008,215
12,669,428
11,561,868
9,543,196
9,371,804
7,382,938
6,358,646
6,480,749
5,601,321
5,123,245
4,835,667
4,717,484
4,606,442
4,724,212
4,382,927
4,472,784
3,233,937
3,166,620
2,927,784
2,949,934
2,791,757
2,829,993
2,734,699
2,733,002
2,693,298
2,684,740
2,529,559
2,375,717
2,289,866
2,310,958
2,302,735
2,082,426
2,004,306
1,806,581
1,762,923
1,702,092
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Municipality

ONEIDA
FULTON
GLENS FALLS
DUNKIRK
BEACON
CORNING
HORNELL
HUDSON
PORT JERVIS
JOHNSTOWN
WATERVLIET
RYE
RENSSELAER
CANANDAIGUA
NORWICH
SALAMANCA
LITTLE FALLS
MECHANICVILLE
SHERRILL
Cities Total

TOWNS (1)
VILLAGES (2)
NEW YORK CITY
ERIE COUNTY

Total

2009-10
Enacted Budget

1,790,707
1,766,826
1,745,310
1,711,118
1,669,794
1,622,300
1,576,892
1,533,940
1,480,533
1,462,264
1,314,343
1,311,987
1,227,071
1,215,633
1,146,807
1,008,006
911,772
697,374
404,763
681,561,278

51,802,333
21,650,852
327,889,668
668,332

1,083,572,463

- continued -
2009-10
AIM Final
DRP Change Funding
0 1,790,707
0 1,766,826
0 1,745,310
0 1,711,118
0 1,669,794
(32,446) 1,589,854
(15,769) 1,561,123
0 1,533,940
0 1,480,533
0 1,462,264
0 1,314,343
0 1,311,987
(24,541) 1,202,530
0 1,215,633
0 1,146,807
(20,160) 987,846
0 911,772
0 697,374
0 404,763
(5,347,483) 676,213,795
0 51,802,333
0 21,650,852
(26,231,173) 301,658,495
0 668,332

(31,578,656)

1,051,993,807

Proposed YTY
Dollar Change
from 2009-10

(35,814)
(88,341)
(87,266)
(85,556)
(83,490)
(48,669)
(15,769)
(30,679)
(29,611)
(29,245)
(65,717)
(65,599)
(36,813)
(60,782)
(22,936)
(30,240)
(18,235)
(13,947)
(20,238)
(11,429,000)

(2,581,640)
(1,085,458)
(301,658,495)
(668,332)

(317,422,925)

2010-11 Executive Budget---Aid and Incentives for Municipalities Proposal

2010-11
Proposed AIM
Funding

1,754,893
1,678,485
1,658,044
1,625,562
1,586,304
1,541,185
1,545,354
1,503,261
1,450,922
1,433,019
1,248,626
1,246,388
1,165,717
1,154,851
1,123,871
957,606
893,537
683,427
384,525
664,784,795

49,220,693
20,565,394
0
0

734,570,882

(1) Most towns will realize a 5 percent reduction from the Post DRP allocation. Only the Town of Forestburgh
(Sullivan County) will realize a 2 percent reduction.

(2) Most villages will realize a 5 percent reduction from the 2009-10 Post DRP allocation. Only the Village of
Brushton (Franklin County), Village of Cold Brook (Herkimer County), Village of Bridgewater (Oneida County), and
the Village of Oneida Castle (Oneida County) will realize a 2 percent reduction.

Overview 22




Table 12

Impact of the 2010-11 Executive Budget on Local Governments

Revenue Actions
Human Services
Health

Mental Hygiene
Transportation
Municipal Aid
Public Protection
All Other Impacts

Total

Local Fiscal Year Basis Ending in 2010

Total

3.1
(38.3)
4.6
(1.0)
(4.8)
(10.6)
37.4
0.2

(9.4)

($in Millions)

School

NYC Districts
0.1 0.0
(13.5) 0.0
2.0 0.0
(0.2) 0.0
(1.0) 0.0
0.0 0.0
2.0 0.0
0.3 0.2
(10.3) 0.2

Counties

0.8
(24.8)
2.6
(0.8)
(3.8)
(0.8)
35.4
(0.5)
8.1

Other

Cities
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

(7.1)
0.0
0.1

(6.8)

Towns &
Villages

2.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

2.7)
0.0
0.1

(0.6)

Source: Executive Budget.
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TRANSPORTATION

The Executive budget proposes a two year
Department of Transportation (DOT)
Road and Bridge Capital Plan totaling
$6.99 billion (see Table 13), in which
$3.487 billion would be spent in
SFY 2010-11 and $3.503 billion would
be spent in SFY 2011-12. This is a
reduction of  $221 million from
SFY 2009-10 due to decreased funding

available from the 2005 Bond Act which
provided $278 million in 2009-10. As a
consequence of the fact that the Governor
has not recommended a complete
five-year plan, the funding for the final
three years of the 2010-14 plan has not
been establish, leaving a funding gap of
$18.1 billion for the Capital Program.

Table 13
2010-11 EXECUTIVE BUDGET PROPOSED
DOT TWO-YEAR CAPITAL PLAN
($in Millions)
OBLIGATIONS 2010-11 2011-12 TOTAL
Proposed Proposed

State and Local System Construction
Contracts 1,830 1,794 3,624
Administration 122 126 248
State Forces Engineering & Program

Management 413 446 859
Consultant Engineering 173 169 342
Preventive Maintenance 264 278 542
Right of Way 70 69 139
Maintenance Facilities 38 38 76
Special Federal Programs 42 32 74
Rail Development 52 68 120
Aviation Systems 14 14 28
Non-MTA Transit 50 50 100
Canal Infrastructure 16 16 32
Capital Aid to Locals 403 403 806
Total 3,487 3,503 6,990
Department of Transportation and fall of 2009, both systems submitted plans

for 2010-2014. The MTA proposed a

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
2010-2014 proposed 5-year Capital Plans

The current year marks the start of a new
5-year capital project program for both
the DOT and the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (MTA). In the

Overview 24

capital plan of $28.08 billion. During the
spring of 2009, the Legislature took fiscal
action to raise $1.54 billion in revenue
for the MTA so that daily transit
operations may continue unhindered. As
a part of these actions an annual



$400 million was raised to support capital
improvements for the MTA. However, the
submitted MTA capital program still
remained under funded by $9.9 billion.
On this basis, passage of the MTA capital
plan was vetoed by the Governor.

The DOT proposed a road and bridges
plan of $25.8 billion submitted to the
Executive by his Department of
Transportation in November of 2009-10
laid out priorities, but did not include
supporting revenues to fund the plan.
The Executive rejected the DOT Road
and Bridge capital plan on the basis that it
too had insufficient funds and would not
be fiscally sustainable.

Metropolitan Transit Authority Financing

The fiscal year of the Metropolitan Transit
Authority is based on a calendar year, and
for 2010-11 the Authority budget stands
at $4.1 billion. The 2009-10 fiscal year of
the MTA ended with a budget of
$3.9 billion, after beginning the year with
a $1.44 billion deficit before legislative
action was taken. Through a package of
revenue enhancements, legislative action
provided an additional $1.54 billion;
$1.14 billion for operating expenses and
an annual $400 million that will support
$6 billion in the 2010-2014 capital plan.

However, in December 2009, the State
Deficit Reduction Plan (DRP) cut
$141.3 million in state support dedicated
to the MTA; the conclusion of a pending
labor suit filed against the MTA required
an additional $91 million to be paid by
the Authority, and due to downward
revised revenue projections further
lowered available revenues by
$100 million. Facing a new $372 million

shortfall, the MTA has proposed a new
smaller round of service cuts, which are
less drastic but repeat certain service cuts
included in previous plans. The MTA has
proposed phasing out its free metrocard
plan for school children.

Regardless of the fact that the Governor
originally recommended reducing
operating support for the MTA in his Fall
2009 Deficit Reduction Plan, the 2010-11
Executive Proposal restores
$160.6 million in transit aid to the MTA,
including at $25 million restoration of aid
for the free metrocard plan for school
children.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The turbulent economy continues to
present challenges to working families
across the State. The road ahead is still
uncertain and the near-term prospects for
a return to economic growth are tenuous.
According to New York State Department
of Labor, the State continued to lose jobs
in December 2009, and the State’s
unemployment rate rose to 9.0 percent
from 8.6 percent in November 2009.
Now more than ever, the State needs
aggressive leadership to turn our State
around, as well as a strong champion for
job creation. The Assembly has long
been the leading voice in championing
such economic development efforts.

Replacing the Empire Zones Program

In 2000-01, the Empire Zone program
was established as a key Assembly
initiative to spur economic activity in
distressed communities.  Unfortunately,
due to mismanagement the program
became ineffective and ultimately,
extremely costly. These facts led the
Assembly to push for various reforms in
SFY 2009-10. As a result, the program is
set to sunset on June 30, 2010.

The 2010-11 Executive Proposal includes
a new program named the Excelsior Jobs
Program which would replace the current
Empire Zone Program and is restricted to
$250 million annually for a five-year
period. This program would target
specific industries such as high-tech,
bio-tech, clean-tech, green-tech, finance
and manufacturing, thus replacing the
current Empire Zones Program which
targets specific geographical areas. The
concept of targeting specific industries is
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nothing new and has long been argued by
the Assembly in prior years as an
important component of any economic
development plan.

Companies within these industries must
create and maintain at least 50 net new
jobs to New York State over a five year
period to be eligible for three tax credits
which include: an expanded Research
and Development Tax Credit; an
enhanced Investment Tax Credit to
encourage capital expansion in New York
State; and a New Jobs Credit based upon
the number of net jobs created and would
compensate a portion of payroll costs.

New Economic Development Initiatives

The Executive recommends a
$100 million  appropriation  for an
Innovation Economy Matching Grants
Program. This five-year program would
establish a ten percent State funded match
for research and development awards
financed through the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The level
of disbursements proposed by the
Executive in  SFY 2010-11 remain
uncertain.

The Executive recommends a $25 million
appropriation for a New Technology Seed
Fund. The goals would be to provide
financial support for research and
development on New York State
campuses and strengthen partnerships
with the business community to advance
commercialization. These investments
would be made by independent
professionals and require matches of 1:1
from federal or private sources.



The Executive also proposes a new
$25 million appropriation for a Revolving
Loan Fund for Small Businesses. This
program would target funding businesses
owned by minorities, women and other
disadvantaged New Yorkers that have
traditionally been denied access to
mainstream credit markets.

Consolidation of Economic Development
Agencies

The economic development efforts of the
State of New York have been traditionally
administered by ESDC, the Department of
Economic Development (DED) and the
Foundation for Science, Technology, and
Innovation (NYSTAR).

The Executive proposes to consolidate
DED and ESDC into a new entity, the Job
Development Corporation. The proposed
restructuring would produce savings of
$4.6  million in  SFY  2010-11.
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FINANCIAL PLAN

New York State uses a cash basis
Financial Plan to report the amount of
money that is collected and spent during
the State fiscal year. Each vyear the
Division of Budget develops a plan that
shows proposed receipts and
disbursements for the coming fiscal year.
The plan is then submitted as part of the
Executive Budget. It is revised subsequent
to enactment of the budget to show the
effect of the changes made by the
Legislature to the Executive’s original
budget proposal. The plan is then
updated quarterly to reflect actual
experience and revised estimates.

General Fund

The Financial Plan divides receipts and
disbursements into different fund types.
The General Fund is the fund into which
most State taxes are deposited and from
which State Operations and the state
share of local grants are disbursed. The
General Fund provides for funding to
programs that are not supported by
dedicated fees and revenues.

The Executive proposes General Fund
disbursements for State Fiscal Year
(SFY) 2010-11  of $54.5 billion, an
increase of $393 million or 0.7 percent
from SFY 2009-10. Local Assistance is
projected at $35.9 billion, a $506 million
or 1.4 percent decrease below
SFY 2009-10 levels.

The Executive estimates General Fund
receipts for SFY 2010-11 at $54.6 billion,
an increase of $1 billion or 1.9 percent
above SFY 2009-10; $1.6 billion higher in
PIT, $406 million higher in User Taxes,

$22 million higher in Business Taxes,
$20 million lower in Other Taxes,
$605 million lower in Miscellaneous
Receipts.

State Funds

State Funds, in addition to the General
Fund, include non-federal Special
Revenue Funds, Debt Service Funds, and
Capital Project Funds.

The  Executive proposes that in
SFY 2010-11, State Funds disbursements
increase by $1.5 billion for a total of
$86.1 billion. This represents an increase
of 1.8 percent over SFY 2009-10.

All Funds

All  Governmental Funds is a term
referring to all State government funds
within the following fund types: General,
Special Revenue including Federal Funds,
Capital Projects, and Debt Service.

The  Governor proposes an  All
Governmental Funds budget of
$133.9 billion, an increase of
$786 million or 0.6 percent over
SFY 2009-10 estimates.

General State Charges is estimated at
$6.3 billion, an increase of $515 million
above the previous year. This level of
spending includes $1.5 billion in pension
contribution, $1.9 Dbillion employee
healthcare insurance, $1.3 billion to
retiree health care insurance, $1 billion to
social security and $568 million in all
other.
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Table 14

Financial Plan

SFY 2009-10
($in Millions)
Special Capital
Revenue Projects Debt Service (MEMO)
General Fund Funds Fund Funds All Funds
Opening Balance 1,948 2,846 (506) 298 4,586
Receipts 53,554 69,178 8,051 12,383 131,059
Disbursement 54,129 71,470 7,975 4,996 133,172
Closing Balance 1,373 1,770 (508) 283 2,918
Table 15

Financial Plan

SFY 2010-11

($ in Millions)

Special Capital

Revenue Projects Debt Service (MEMO)
General Fund Funds Fund Funds All Funds
Opening Balance 1,373 1,770 (508) 283 2,918
Receipts 54,570 68,834 8,256 13,021 133,001
Disbursement 54,522 70,938 8,858 5,858 133,958
Closing Balance 1,421 1,413 (551) 249 2,484
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General Fund Receipts
SFY 2010-11
Transfers ($ |n |\/|I||I0nS)
Federal Grants 21.4%
0.1%
Miscellqneous
M Personal Income Tax 24,649
oher Taxes Consumption User Tax and Fee 8,635
1.7% Business Taxes 5,710
busines Other Taxes 933
Taxes Miscellaneous Receipts 2,903
105 Federal Grants 60
Transfers 11,680
Consumption personal Total Receipts $54,570
User Tax and Income Tax
Fee 45.2%
15.8%
Figure 8
General Fund Disbursements
SFY 2010-11
($ in Millions)
Debt Senice
3.4% Transfer to
Other Funds
8.0%
General State Grants to Local Governments 35,851
Ch .
76% State Operations 8,317
General State Charges 4,136
Debt Service 1,831
State
Oeration Transfer to Other Funds 4,387
15.3%
cansto Total Disbursements §54,522
Governments
65.8%
Figure 9
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State Funds Receipts

SFY 2010-11
edera ($ in Millions)
015
Miscellaheous
Pty Taxes 63,213
Miscellaneous Receipts 21,353
Federal Grants 61
Total Receipts $84,627
Taxes
74.7%
Figure 10
State Funds Disbursements
SFY 2010-11
($ in Millions)
Capital
Projects
- Sem:'g% Grants to Local Governments 54,001
6.7% State Operations 15,256
General State General State Charges 5,180
oo Debt Service 5,766
. Capital Projects 5,946
e L oeal Total Disbursements $86,149
Operations 0??;22” )
17.7%
Figu