EVALUATION OF
TUG HILL COMMISSION PROGRAMS
WHITE PAPER
TO THE
GOVERNOR AND LEGISLATURE
January 2014
Prepared by:
NEW YORK STATE TUG HILL COMMISSION
In cooperation with
THE COUNCILS OF GOVERNMENT
OF THE TUG HILL REGION

315-785-2380/2570

315-785-2574 (fax)

Dulles State Office Building
317 Washington Street
Watertown, New York 13601

Jan Bogdanowicz, Chairman
Michael G. Yerdon Sr., Vice Chairman
Thomas Boxberger, Secretary
Leona M. Chereshnoski
Roger W. Maciejko
Kenneth W. Vigus
Arnold E. Talgo
John K. Bartow, Jr., Executive Director

Helping local governments and citizens shape the future of the Tug Hill region.

315-785-2380 / 2570

315-785-2574 (fax)

e-mail: tughill@tughill.org

website: www.tughill.org

Dulles State Office Building
317 Washington Street
Watertown, New York 13601-3782
Chairman
Jan Bogdanowicz
Vice Chairman
Michael G. Yerdon, Sr.
Secretary
Thomas Boxberger

January 22, 2014

Members
Leona M. Chereshnoski
Roger W. Maciejko
Kenneth W. Vigus
Arnold E. Talgo
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The board of the Tug Hill Commission is pleased to present its five-year report, as called for in
the Commission’s enabling legislation, Article 37 of the Executive Law. On behalf of my fellow
Commissioners and the region’s Councils of Government we are pleased to report that Tug Hill
communities and local elected officials continue to overwhelmingly value the programs and
services of the Commission.
This report evaluates the Commission programs through a survey of local elected and appointed
officials from the Tug Hill region’s 61 towns and villages, and several officials of key county,
local and state organizations as well as nongovernmental organizations within the region. The
survey was conducted in October and November of 2013, under the guidance of the five Councils
of Government that operate in the Tug Hill region.
The survey was originally developed for the Commission by Cornell University over 30 years
ago, and slightly modified over the years as Commission programs evolved. The survey has been
utilized several times over the years, and this is the third time the survey has been used since the
Commission was codified in the Executive Law in 1998.
Results to this survey are similar to earlier years. That is, local officials feel strongly that the Tug
Hill Commission programs and services need to be continued, and provide services that these
rural communities otherwise could not support on their own. Analyzing the results of the survey
leads the Commission, in concert with the officers of the region’s Councils of Government, to
recommend that no changes are needed in the Commission’s legislation at this time.
Our thanks to each of you for continuing support for the Tug Hill Commission programs and to
our partnering agencies who have forged outstanding relationships that benefit the region.
Sincerely,

Jan Bogdanowicz
Chair

John K. Bartow Jr.
Executive Director

cc: Tug Hill State legislative delegation – Senators Griffo, and Ritchie;
and Assembly Members Barclay, Blankenbush, Brindisi, and Butler
Helping local governments and citizens shape the future of the Tug Hill region.
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Article 37 of the Executive Law
2013 marked the 40th anniversary of the New York State Tug Hill Commission. For its
first 25 years the Commission was a Legislative Commission under Chapter 972 of the
Laws of 1972 and its subsequent amendments. Known as the Temporary State
Commission on Tug Hill, the Commission served its first 25 years under various
“sunset” provisions of each amendment to Chapter 972. In 1998, the Commission was
established as an Executive Branch Commission under Article 37 of the Executive
Law. For the past fifteen years the Commission has had a tangential relationship with
the New York Department of State and continues to operate as an independent
Commission serving the Tug Hill region and its communities.
Article 37 of the Executive Law defines the Tug Hill region as a 2,100 square mile, 1
million acre region “lying between Lake Ontario, the Black River and Oneida Lake,”
encompassing forest, farmland, and waters important to the State, and deserving of
technical assistance due to its small population and relative poverty. Article 37
establishes the Commission as a non-regulatory state agency that provides technical
assistance to the 61 towns and villages and to community organizations of the Tug Hill
region with the mission of “municipal assistance, conservation, preservation and
development in the region.”
The Commission’s unique non-regulatory model of working with local governments is
framed on the concept of “leveraged conservation.” Working with the 61 towns and
villages in the region to advance regional conservation and economic sustainability has
been recognized both statewide and nationally as a successful means of achieving
mutual benefits. Very rural communities receive the training, technical assistance and
professional services in exchange for their working collaboratively on regionally
beneficial goals. This model has produced tremendous resource conservation efforts,
unique local governance structures and helped to sustain the region’s working
landscapes that are so important to the rural economy. In fact, over the past few years
the Commission has assisted in New York’s first consolidated 3 town Justice Court and
New York’s first voter initiated village dissolution, thus now 20 villages in the region.
Section 847-e of Article 37 calls for an annual report to the Governor and State
Legislature (the Commission’s annual newsletter report Headwaters) and an every fiveyear report on the results of a survey of local officials “throughout the Tug Hill region
in regard to the effectiveness of commission programs.” This White Paper is that
report.
“The purpose of the commission is to enable local

governments, private organizations, and individuals to
shape the future of the Tug Hill region, and to
demonstrate and communicate ways that this can be
done by other rural areas. Commission programs are
geared toward the conservation and productive use of
the natural resources of the region, strengthening the
long-term economy, employment, cultural and social
resources, and the general well- being of the rural
communities.” Executive Law Article 37, Section 847a – Statement of legislative findings and purpose;
Chapter 440 of the Laws of 1998
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Sustaining the Mission
In 1976, after rounds of public meetings throughout the region, the Commission
recommended a program of technical assistance to communities to help them, singly and
together, protect the environment and strengthen the economy through local action. In
the years since, the Commission’s legislation has been renewed several times (as its
legislation “sunset”), each time reconfirming its mission regarding the economy,
environment and local action.
In 1998, the Commission’s legislation was again
renewed (this time removing its sunset provision) making the Commission permanent
with essentially the same mission.
Each of these reconfirmations of mission makes sense in that local communities and
residents support this role for the Commission as demonstrated by the Commission’s
Local Leader Surveys and its regular community surveys. The Commission recognizes
that local leaders have regularly rated the Commission’s “basic” programs highest.
They have found Commission services for land use planning assistance, helping in
finding money for key community investments (e.g. water and sewer facilities, parks and
“downtown” revitalization activities), skill development workshops, and the Annual
Local Government Conference most important to them.
The Commission’s mission also makes sense in terms of statements of state and national
policy. For example, the State’s open space plan recognizes Tug Hill as one of the
State’s important natural resource areas. At a national level, the U.S. Forest Service
has recognized Tug Hill as part of the “Northern Forest” where traditional uses of
the land and traditional land ownership patterns ought to be retained. Tug Hill is also
within the Great Lakes Basin which has been nationally and internationally recognized as
an important natural asset.

Other Tug Hill Related Legislation
In addition to its basic enabling statute, the Tug Hill Commission has a few other
statutes that bear on its work. They include the Article 5 of the Real Property Tax Law
which ensures payment of taxes on certain fee simple and all conservation easements
purchased by the state; the Tug Hill Reserve Act (Chapter 846 of the Laws of 1992)
which enables local governments and COGs to identify “Special Areas” vital to
protecting natural resources and character landscapes and also limits government
immunity from certain actions affecting such designated areas; and, most recently,
an amendment to the Public Service Law (Chapter 72 of the Laws of 2004)
designating the Tug Hill Commission with “Party Status” for the siting of major
transmission facilities under Article VII of the Public Service Law.
In 2007 the Tug Hill Councils of Government asked the Commission to revisit the Tug
Hill Reserve Act and refine the criteria for designating Special Areas. The intent was
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to standardize the definition of Special Areas within the region and to encourage
Councils of Government and local communities to complete the designation of them.
In 2010 we completed the revision of a Special Areas guidebook and a r e w o r k i n g
w i t h a l l 1 6 Cooperative Tug Hill Council towns on re-designation of Special Areas
within the region.
To fulfill its statutory responsibility under Article VII of the Public Service Law, the
Commission in 2004 adopted a policy governing its party status under Article VII of
the Public Service Law – Siting of Major Transmission Facilities. In summary, this
policy states that the Tug Hill Commission adopts a position of neutrality in its role
under any Article VII proceeding and uses its position as a “party” to stay informed of
any proceeding regarding a major transmission facility in the region and to use its
designation and receipt of information to ensure affected municipalities are informed
during any siting process. This statute does not give the Commission any regulatory
authority or the ability to hold hearings on any siting in the region.
To date, the Commission monitored one major transmission line project within the
region that was proposed to serve off-shore wind development on Galloo Island in Lake
Ontario. That transmission line review was terminated by the Public Service
Commission in May of 2013 with no final decision made pursuant to Article VII.

Establishing, Maintaining and Building on Partnerships
The Commission’s programs servicing the region’s 61 towns and villages rely on a
basic team approach comprised at its core with 10 core staff based in its Watertown
office and 4 full-time and several part-time circuit riders serving the five Councils of
Government (COGs). While this core team is a major asset, it is finite. To
maximize services and benefits to the region the Commission relies heavily on a
myriad of partnerships. The Commission’s most important partnership is the
partnering we are able to establish with our communities and is most evident in the
partnership we have with our COGs. In addition, the Commission has a long-standing
tradition of partnering with public agencies and the private sector to leverage resources
(both human and financial), expertise and skills to help meet the needs of the region’s
communities.
One of our core partners in the public sector is the New York State Department of
State. The Department of State provides administrative help to the Commission, as
established in the Commission legislation of 1998. In addition to the administrative
help DOS now provides their Local Government Division, Coastal Division and
Counsel’s Office provide technical assistance to the Commission and financial
assistance to the region’s communities. Other key state and federal partners include:
N.Y.S. Department of Environmental Conservation; N.Y.S. Environmental Facilities
Corporation; N.Y.S. Department of Transportation; The Empire State Development
Corporation; N.Y.S. Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation; N.Y.S.
Department of Agriculture and Markets; N.Y.S. Education Department; N.Y.S. Office
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of the Comptroller; New York Sea Grant; Hudson River/Black River Regulating
District; USDA Rural Development; and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Through
these partnerships we are able to increase efficiencies in Commission services and bring
substantial resources to help meet the needs of our communities.
The Commission has also partnered for many years with public and private universities.
Whether it is Jefferson Community College who hosts our annual Local Government
Conference or the SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry who has
offered research and graduate student interns over the years to aid our communities,
these institutions have come to provide invaluable assistance to the Commission. Other
institutions that the Commission has partnered with recently include:
Clarkson University; Syracuse University; SUNY Potsdam; SUNY Oswego and Paul
Smiths College.
The Commission also relies heavily upon our local government partners for
enhanced services to the region. Key local government partners include the four
county governments in the region and their industrial development agencies; county
planning departments; soil and water conservation districts and farmland protection
boards.
In addition, there are numerous town and village clerks, code
enforcement officers, economic development specialists and attorneys whose help is
invaluable as well as generous. Our town and village elected officials are our key
leaders. They truly are the “change makers” within the region and their support is
invaluable to the Commission’s success.
In the private sector, the Commission establishes partnerships with both not-for-profit
and for-profit corporations. In the not-for-profit arena the Commission works
extensively with: Tug Hill Tomorrow Land Trust; The Nature Conservancy; The
Northern New York Community Foundation; Pratt-Northam Foundation; Adirondack
North Country Association; Association of Towns of N.Y.S.; New York Planning
Federation; and, American Planning Association.
These partners not only bring
financial resources to communities, but also technical assistance to the Commission’s
planning and training services.
Increasingly, the Commission is also partnering with private for-profit corporations to
help bring resources and services to the region. Private sector partners have included:
Harden Furniture, Inc.; Iberdola Energy Corporation; Pragma Partners; National Grid
Corporation; 3-B Timber; Brookfield Power Corporation; Iroquois Gas Transmission
Services; and many other corporate and small business enterprises.
Since 2009, the Commission has also played a significant role with the three Regional
Economic Development Councils that divide the region – North Country (Jefferson and
Lewis Counties); Central New York (Oswego County); and Mohawk Valley (Oneida
County). The Commission serves on the State Agency Resource Teams that serve each
of the Councils, has provided staff to many of the Council working groups and has
developed a number of policy and issue papers to support Council Strategies and
Priorities.
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Other major state and federal partners have been the State Legislators and Federal
Congressional Delegation who serve the region. These partners have provided
immense support for the Commission over the years and their service to the region’s
communities has been outstanding. The Commission has been able to help our
legislators by administering financial grants they provide to local governments and
community-based organizations and by providing background information on issues
shared by communities in the region, which often result in legislation.
Through these partnerships the communities not only get access to resources, but the
Commission is able to educate partners on the unique issues of our rural communities.
In many instances, we have influenced bureaucracies so they can better accommodate
the concerns and opportunities of our region. The Commission will continue to rely on
these and other partnerships to keep the work it does for Tug Hill towns and villages of
high quality at low cost.

Commission Organization and Programs
The Commission is governed by a board of nine individuals whom are residents of the
region and appointed by the Governor, the President Pro tem of the Senate, and
Speaker of the Assembly (see Appendix B for the present appointed Commissioners).
These Commissioners serve a concurrent term of five years and oversee all policy,
finances and staff of the Commission. The present term of sitting Commissioners
expired on July 31, 2013. New appointments have been made by the President Pro tem
of the Senate, and the Commission is awaiting appointments by the Speaker of the
Assembly and Governor.
Tug Hill Commission programs provide technical assistance in a variety of areas
related to our three core program units: Land Use Planning and Technical Assistance;
Natural Resources Management and Development; and Community and Economic
Development. Comprised at its core with 10 specialists based in its Watertown office
and 4 full-time and several part-time circuit riders serving the five Councils of
Government (COGs) this modest but very talented staff respond to the needs of our
communities and Councils of Government.
See Appendix C for a Commission
Organization Chart and Map of our Councils of Government.
At any one time, the Commission is likely to be working on 70 or more projects, all
with local government or organization “client” that requested the assistance (see
Appendix D, the Commission “project list.”) Projects include: land use planning and
zoning; infrastructure financing and development (sewer and water systems, municipal
facilities, telecommunications and technology development; siting and review of
energy facilities; parks and historic preservation; watershed management; rural
economic development (especially in the areas of forestry, farming, recreation and
“Main Street” revitalization); leadership and capacity development through workshops
and the Commission’s annual Local Government Conference; and, a series of technical
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issue papers. In managing by projects, the Commission ensures that is responsive to
local needs, working on something that has a distinct beginning and an end, and results
in a physical or institutional change which can be measured.
The Commission’s annual budget is about $1.1 million (see Appendix E for a 10-year
budget summary), most of it State appropriations. As Part of Governor Cuomo’s
efforts to curtail growth in the State’s General Fund expenditures, the Commi ssion
has lived on level funded appropriations since 2010 and been able to stay within
the Division of Budget Cash Ceilings for each fiscal year. While this has pressed
Commission resources we have managed within these budget guidelines.
In any given year the Commission helps local communities and organizations find an
average of $1 million to $3 million annually in grants and loans to help with
advancing their projects. As noted earlier, the Commission has also served its
community and businesses on the three REDC’s, expanding this remote rural region.
The Commissioners and staff pride themselves on being a lean, efficient and effective
resource for the communities and residents of the region.

Earlier Tug Hill Leaders Surveys
The Tug Hill Commission exists, first and foremost, because the people in the Tug Hill
region want it. It was local initiative that led to the Commission in 1972 when the
threat of taking forest land out of production drew the region together in concern.
The Commission has relied on local officials and citizens to guide its programs from
the beginning, when it gauged local concerns through eight public forums that involved
1,200 people in 1974, to its transition from a study mode to an operational agency in
1981, to the inclusion of a local leaders survey in its enabling legislation under Article
37 of the Executive Law. Few state agencies place their fate and existence in the
constituents they serve and the Tug Hill Commission would not have it any other way.
The Tug Hill Commission has conducted surveys in 1985, 1990, 1994, 1998, 2003,
2008 and 2013. Results have been comparable over the period of time with an
overwhelming majority of respondents indicating that they wish the Commission
programs to continue.

Results of the 2013 Survey
The 2013 Local Leaders Survey was mailed to 371 locally elected and appointed
officials and persons with knowledge of Tug Hill and the programs of the Commission.
Responses to the survey totaled 151, for a 41% response rate. For a mailed survey
the response rate was exceptional and certainly provides a statistically valid
assessment of the Commission and its programs. Appendix A includes the actual
survey instrument with responses for each question. The following is a summary of the
results.
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Local Leader Profile
Respondents represented 95% of the 41 towns in the Tug Hill region and 75% of the 20
villages. 9 7 % of the respondents indicated that they occasionally (43%) or frequently
(54%) worked with Commission staff.

Program Effectiveness and Importance
Ten of the thirteen categories measured for “importance” had over 80% of the
respondents indicate that the Tug Hill Commission programs were important or
essential to the future of the Tug Hill region. Remaining consistent over the years of
our surveys, helping communities protect the environment (99%) and workshops to
increase local officials skills and knowledge including the annual Local Government
Conference (98%) led all categories as essential or important; followed by: land use
planning assistance to towns and villages (97%) support to groups of communities
working together, especially local Councils of Government (96%); and helping
communities find money for water, sewer, housing and similar infrastructure (91%).
87% of the respondents felt that it was important or essential for Tug Hill Commission
circuit riders to attend municipal board meetings.
In rating the “effectiveness” of Commission Programs, training and technical assistance
(92%) and land use planning and zoning (87%) rank the highest of all categories.
Other top rankings where for helping communities protect the environment (80%),
supporting intergovernmental cooperation (78%) and finding monies for infrastructure
(72%).
In ranking characteristics of the Tug Hill Commission, respondents answered the
following in terms of excellent, good or fair: Cooperation (97%); Understanding Area
Needs (96%); Expertise (96%); Promptness (96%); Objectivity (95%); and,
Innovativeness (88%).
Commission Role
98% of respondents believe that the Tug Hill Commission should continue its mission
and 93% of the respondents agreed that the Commission provides services which local
governments need and cannot afford by themselves. In other responses:
•

100% feel that local control is important to extremely important to their
community.
• 98% responded that intermunicipal cooperation and planning are important
to the region.
• 87% indicated they strongly agree that the Commission works effectively to
support local cooperation and planning.
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•

88% responded that the Commission works to enhance local control (10%
responding they don’t know).

There were numerous written responses to three open ended questions in the survey
which are included in the attached compilation of results. While the comments are too
numerous to note here, it is humbling to note that there was only one negative comment
conveyed by the respondents.
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Appendix A

SUMMARY OF THE TUG HILL COMMISSION
LOCAL LEADERS SURVEY – 2013

Appendix B

NYS TUG HILL COMMISSIONERS
2014

TUG HILL COMMISSION MEMBERS – 2014
Jan Bogdanowicz, Chairman
Montague (Lewis County) Term: August 1, 2009 – July 31, 2013
Appointed to Commission on March 23, 2009, by Governor David A. Paterson

Michael G. Yerdon, Sr., Vice ChairmanMember
Redfield (Oswego County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on May 30, 1997, by Senator Joseph L. Bruno
Served as Vice Chairman from November 19, 2002 to December 3, 2004
Reappointed to Commission by Senator Joseph L. Bruno on Aug. 19, 2003
Elected as Secretary – November 28, 2006 to December 10, 2008
Reappointed to Commission on November 14, 2008 by Senate Majority Leader President Pro Tem Dean G. Skelos
Elected as Chairman on December 10, 2008
Re-elected as Chairman on December 15, 2010

Leona M. Chereshnoski, Vice Chairman
Lorraine (Jefferson County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on November 3, 1983, by Speaker of Assembly Stanley Fink
Reappointed by Speaker Miller - February 1987
Reappointed by Speaker Sheldon Silver on June 15, 1999
Reappointed by Speaker Sheldon Silver on December 8, 2005
Served as Vice Chairman from June 1988 to November 19, 2002
Elected Vice Chairman on December 10, 2008
Re-elected as Vice Chairman on December 15, 2010
Reappointed by Speaker Sheldon Silver on April 30, 2012

David J. Reader, Secretary
Parish (Oswego County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on December 8, 2005 by Speaker Sheldon Silver, NYS Assembly
Elected as Secretary on December 10, 2008
Resigned as a member on September 26, 2011

Thomas E. Boxberger, Secretary
Watertown (Jefferson County) Term: August 1, 2008 – July 31, 2013
Appointed to Commission on November 14, 2008 by Senate Majority Leader President Pro Tem Dean G. Skelos
Elected as Secretary on December 15, 2010

Roger W. Maciejko, Member
Turin (Lewis County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on February 1996 by Senator Joseph L. Bruno
Reappointed to Commission by Senator Joseph L. Bruno on September 5, 2003
Reappointed to Commission on November 25, 2008 by Senate Majority Leader President Pro Tem Dean G. Skelos

Anne C. Schuler, Member
Annsville (Oneida County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on August 29, 1985, by Speaker of Assembly Stanley Fink
Reappointed by Speaker Miller - February 1987
Reappointed by Speaker Sheldon Silver - August 7, 1996
Reappointed by Speaker Sheldon Silver - June 15, 1999
Reappointed by Speaker Sheldon Silver – December 8, 2005
Elected as Secretary – November 19, 2002
Reelected as Secretary – November 30, 2004
Elected as Vice Chairman – November 28, 2006 to December 2008
Resigned as member on June 24, 2009

Arnold E. Talgo, Member
Steuben (Oneida County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on October 3, 1996, by Governor George E. Pataki
Reappointed by Governor Pataki on September 25, 1998
Elected as Chairman – November 19, 2002
Reelected as Chairman – November 30, 2004 – November 28, 2006
Reappointed to Commission by Governor Pataki on May 20, 2004

Kenneth W. Vigus, Member
Boonville (Oneida County) Term: August 1, 2003 – July 31, 2008
Appointed to Commission on October 24, 2002, by Governor George E. Pataki
Reappointed to Commission by Governor Pataki on April 26, 2004
Elected as Vice Chairman – December 3, 2004
Elected as Chairman – November 28, 2006 to December 10, 2008

Appendix C

NYS TUG HILL COMMISSION
ORGANIZATION CHART
COUNCILS OF GOVERNMENT REGION MAP
WITH REDC BOUNDARIES

Appendix D

NYS TUG HILL COMMISSION
PROJECTS LIST

Appendix E

NYS TUG HILL COMISSION
10 YEAR BUDGET
2003-2004 – 2013-2014

Tug Hill Commission
Appropriations/FTE Trend
FY2003-04 to FY2013-14
9/6/13
APPROPRIATION
Personal Services
Non-personal Services
Total General Fund
Special Revenue
Number of staff
APPROPRIATION
Personal Services
Non-personal Services
Total General Fund
Special Revenue
Number of staff
APPROPRIATION

Personal Services
Non-personal Services
Total General Fund
Special Revenue
Number of Staff (FTEs)

2003-2004

2004-2005

2005-2006

2006-2007

2007-2008

849,000
101,000
950,000

904,000
101,100
1,005,000

922,000
104,000
1,026,000

958,000
110,000
1,068,000

1,026,000
110,000
1,136,000

53,000
16

53,000
16

53,000
16

53,000
16

53,000
16

2008-20091

2009-20102

2010-20113

1,106,000
110,000
1,216,000

1,103,000
110,000
1,213,000

1,084,000
110,000
1,194,000

53,000
17.8

33,000
16.6

33,000
15

2012-20136

2012-20137
“Cash Ceiling”

2011-20124

2011-20125
“Cash Ceiling”
994,000
866,000
110,000
83,000
1,104,000
949,000
33,000
15

2013-148
Appropriation

2013-20149
“Cash Ceiling”

53,000
15 (12)

969,150
107,250
1,076,400

842,000
83,000
924,000

969,000
108,000
1,077,000

842,000
83,000
924,000

2004-2014
“Cash”
Changes
-9.9%
-8.2%
-9.7%

33,000
15 (12)

33,000
15 (12)

33,000
15

33,000
15 (14)

-38%
-13%

1

Reflects Voluntary Reduction in Work Force as requested by Executive.
Reflects first attrition due to transfer of 1 senior manager w/o ability to backfill.
3
Staffing level reflects RIF of 2 positions effective 12/31/10 w/o ability to backfill until 11/12
4
Reflects Appropriation as included in Final Budget with a 10% reduction from 2010-11
5
Reflects DOB “Cash Ceiling” of 2010-11 cash levels from Legislative Appropriation. Additional 9%
reduction. Necessitates transfer of PS to NPS to support essential program needs. Includes 5 “furlough
days” in 2011 on all staff. Includes 3 attritions (2 retirements and 1 transfer) brining actual staff level to
12 FTEs. “Cash Ceiling” would support 14 FTE’s.
6
Reflects 2.5% reduction from 2011-12 appropriation as part of Executive directive for recurring agency
deficit savings.
7
Reflects a 2.5% reduction from 2011-12 “Cash Ceiling” and an overall 14% reduction from
Appropriation. Reflects 4”furlough days” on all staff. “Cash Ceiling” would support 14 FTEs.
2

8

Executive Budget request reflects a General Fund 0.1% increase as requested by Executive.
Reflects 0% change from 2012-13 level “Cash Ceiling” as being recommended by DOB. Cash Ceiling
would support 14 FTE’s and but will not support scheduled salary increases. On NPS we will likely exceed
“Cash Ceiling” limits.
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