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SUMMARY

This report updates and expands Zaxing Metropolis, an IBO report issued in 2000 that found
that local government taxes claimed a substantially greater share of resources in New York City
than in other large U.S. cities. Here we extend the analysis to include all overlapping state as
well as local government taxes imposed within cities. We find that New York City’s tax bite is
still highest among cities with populations over 1 million.

The report also examines how much of New York City’s extra tax burden is due to the
exceptional costs of transfer programs—particularly Medicaid—in our state, including the
uniquely large share of costs that must be directly funded by local government.

The report bases its analysis on calculations of taxable resources and tax effort during fiscal

year 2003-2004 for each city. Taxable resources are the combined dollar amount of resident

household incomes and business surpluses (income less employee compensation) in each city.

Tax effort is the ratio of direct and overlapping government tax collections to taxable resources

and is expressed in the report as taxes collected per $100 of taxable resources. Our main

findings:

e In2003-2004 state and local taxes absorbed $9.02 of every $100 of taxable resources in
New York City, more than in any of the other cities examined and 47 percent more than
the $6.16 average tax effort in those cities.

*  Local tax effort in New York City was 90 percent higher than the average in the other large
cities, while state tax effort in the city was 6 percent above average.

e Local personal and business income tax effort alone was $1.82 in New York City compared
to an average of $0.23 in the other large cities. The difference accounted for more than half
of the total state and local tax effort differential with the other cities. These unusually high
local income taxes came on top of above average property and local sales tax effort.

e The ratio of state income taxes to taxable resources was also much higher here than in the
other cities, but this was mostly offset by lower than average state sales and other tax effort
in the city.

*  Medicaid, welfare, and other transfer program funding required $2.23 per $100 of taxable
resources in New York City, including $1.11 of direct city tax effort. Almost nine-tenths of
these impacts were due to Medicaid alone. The tax effort required to fund these programs
in the other large cities averaged $0.74, only $0.01 of which was raised through local taxes.

e The difference in Medicaid and other transfer program funding requirements was
responsible for over half of the overall tax effort differential between New York City and the
other large cities.
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INTRODUCTION

This report updates, revises, and expands Zaxing Metropolis,
IBOs initial study of taxation in the United States’ largest
cities." As in the original study, this report estimates the taxable
resources in our nation’s most populous cities and calculates
the combined municipal, county, and other overlapping local
government taxes imposed on those resources. In addition, the
present study computes the portion of staze taxes falling on
taxable resources within each city. This yields a comparison of
big city tax regimes that incorporates—and displays—differences
in the division of fiscal responsibilities between the states and
their local governments as well as among overlapping local

governments.

In this study we also look at a major difference on the expense
side of state and local government budgets that accounts for

a portion of the variances we find on the tax side—the fiscal
impacts of income distribution or transfer programs, notably
Medicaid and public assistance.

TAXABLE RESOURCES

To measure a city’s tax capacity we estimate its gross taxable
resources (GTR), comprising the aggregate incomes of households
residing in the city and the surpluses generated by businesses

in the city. These are the principal flows of spending power

that taxpayers use to pay all taxes—not only taxes on income
and profits, but also taxes on transactions and assets (such as

real property). GTR accounts for the dimensions along which
cities may importantly differ with respect to tax capacity: in the
amount of output created by their local industries, and in the
amount of that (and any other) output retained as income by

their resident populations.

Gross taxable resources is similar to the measure used in the
original report, but several adjustments have been made to
improve completeness and analytic consistency, most notably the
use of resident personal income (PI, derived from the Bureau of
Economic Analysis, BEA) rather than household income (from
the Current Population Survey, CPS) on the individual income
side, and the use of gross operating surplus (GOS) rather than
net surplus (gross less depreciation) on the business income
side.? (Note that these changes boost each of the components
of GTR by anywhere from a third to a half, depending on the
city; consequently the measures of local tax effort in this report
are not directly comparable to the measures in its predecessor.)
PI has been augmented by estimated capital gains, but excludes
proprietors’ income, rental income, and a small portion of
dividends and interest, which are all included in GOS.

The first table shows GTR and its components in our subject
cities for fiscal year 2003-2004.° In raw dollar terms, New York
City’s half trillion dollars of taxable resources dwarfed that of
any other U.S. city. More revealing are the per capita GTR
figures. Here Dallas ($74,383) and Houston ($72,835) ranked
substantially higher than the other big cities, followed by San
Diego ($63,814) and then New York ($61,622). The poorest
big city, San Antonio ($38,127), indeed had barely half the per
capita taxable resources of its Texas brethren. Philadelphia’s tax
base was not much stronger. New York City’s per capita GTR
was moderately (about 14 percent) higher than the average for
the other eight big cities.

These overall taxable resource differentials are driven mostly

by large variances on the business income side of the base. Per
capita business GOS in San Diego and New York were nearly
double the levels in San Antonio and Philadelphia—but were
dwarfed in turn by Houston and Dallas. Houston’s large business

Table 1. 2003-2004 City Gross Taxable Resources
Gross Taxable Resources S in billions Per Capita
Business Business
Resident Gross Total Gross Resident Gross Total Gross
Personal Operating Taxable Personal Operating Taxable
City Population| Income Surplus Resources Income Surplus  Resources
New York City 8,147,351 $281.0 $221.0 $502.1 $34,492 $27,130 $61,622
Los Angeles 3,827,806 107.2 79.4 186.5 28,000 20,734 48,734
Chicago 2,868,473 82.2 70.4 162.7 28,664 24,556 53,220
Houston 2,010,656 57.1 89.3 146.4 28,418 44,416 72,835
Philadelphia 1,474,155 38.7 22.8 61.6 26,279 15,487 41,766
Phoenix 1,402,672 34.3 29.7 64.0 24,461 21,191 45,652
San Diego 1,263,684 455 35.1 80.6 36,005 27.809 63,814
San Anfonio 1,224,161 28.7 18.0 46.7 23,437 14,690 38,127
Dallas 1,206,854 36.6 53.2 89.8 30,302 44,081 74,383
Non-NYC Average 1,909,807.4 53.8 49.7 103.5 28,167.1 26,048.9 54,216.0
SOURCES: IBO for taxable resources, Census Bureau for population.
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income base is mainly a function of its oil and gas sector, which
accounts for nearly a quarter of the city’s business GOS. Dallas’s
strength is broadly distributed: the city ranked first or second
among big cities in per capita GOS in 13 major industrial
sectors, ranging from finance, real estate, and business services
(in all of which Dallas actually ranked above New York) to
manufacturing, trade, and construction. In New York City real
estate, finance, information, and business services comprised
almost 80 percent of total business GOS. Manufacturing,
conversely, contributed less than 2 percent. (See Appendix Table
Al for details.)

Turning to the household side of the tax base, New York was
just behind San Diego in average resident PI but well ahead

of everyone else; our $34,492 in per capita PI was 22 percent
higher than the $28,167 average for the other eight cities.

We were much more (57 percent) above average in per capita
capital gains (again see Table Al), a reflection of the oft-noted
concentration of substantial household wealth in our city. It
should be noted, however, that excluding personal current
transfer receipts, the remaining New York City per capita PI
($26,534) was only 14 percent above the other city average
($23,360). New York’s per capita transfer receipts ($7,958), on
the other hand, were 66 percent above the other city average
($4,807). This was mostly due to per capita Medicaid and public
assistance transfers, which were nearly three times greater than
the average for other cities ($3,690 versus $1,367).* The large
variances in Medicaid and public assistance do not appear to be
a simple function of underlying need, at least insofar as this is
reflected in the overall poverty rate: New York City’s poverty rate
in this period (19.6 percent) was almost identical to the other
big city average (19.2 percent).

but excludes identifiable tax “exports,” taxes imposed on visitors
or commuters to a city rather than resident households and
businesses. To estimate tax exports, IBO simply netted out any
taxes on hotel occupancy and nonresident personal income;
although a significant share of cities” sales tax revenues are both
exported to visitors and imported by city residents who make
purchases elsewhere, we have not estimated these additional
effects. Exported taxes may have important impacts on a city’s
economy as well as overall state and local revenues, so the detail
tables at the end of the paper do provide the amounts of visitor

and commuter tax collections and, for illustrative purposes,
exports/ GTR.

Although the choice of the fiscal year was dictated by the
availability of data, it is important to note that in 2003-2004
many states and localities were still coping with the fiscal stresses
of the recent national recession. New York City and state had
enacted personal income and sales tax surcharges, since expired.
California had taken a series of measures that temporarily
increased personal and corporate income tax liabilities. When
measured in a different year, big city tax effort levels and
differentials would change somewhat from what we have

found for 2003-2004, but without substantially affecting the
large differentials between New York City and the other cities
documented below.

Taxes by Type of Government. Table 2 breaks out 2003-
2004 tax collections by level of government, collections per
$100 GTR, and collection shares. New York City collected
$27.5 billion in nonexported taxes. Other local agencies (the
Metropolitan Transit Authority, MTA) collected $714 million®
and New York State an estimated $17.1 billion from city

TAX EFFORT Figure 1. Relationship Between Taxable Resources
And Tax Effort
Tax effort refers to
the portion of tax $10.00
capacity being used
bypgovtzrnmeit and x  $9.00 *NYC
is expressed here g $8.00 -
as nonexported tax PPy o Phi
collections per $100 g §7.001 ¢ LA
GTR. Along with § $6.00
direct municipal taxes 2 $500
this includes estimated
collections within a $4.00
city by the state and "%’QO ’%’@0 ’XYQO "?7@0 "%‘QO "?«5:?0 "%’}0 "%’@0 "Y')QO "%\0 "%’Qo
overlapping local % % % % % % % % % % %
(county, school, special Per Capita GTR
district) governments, SOURCE: IBO.
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Table 2. 2003-2004 City and Overlapping Taxes by Type of Government
A. Total Taxes by Type of Government Dollars in millions

Local Government | Total State
City City County School OtherlLocal Total Local State  and Local
New York City $27,494.6 $- $- $713.5 $28,208.1 $17,093.2 $45,301.3
Los Angeles 1716.0 3416.8 207.4 17.6 5357.85 7481.59 12839.44
Chicago 2458.4 447.3 1854.7 685.4 5445.81 3550.83 8996.64
Houston 1217.6 419.3 1704.2 374.4 3715.45 4380.53 8095.98
Philadelphia 2515.1 - - - 2515.15 1895.25 4410.40
Phoenix 663.6 424.7 848.2 - 1936.46 2065.56 4002.02
San Diego 218.1 1330.1 103.6 - 1651.79 3197.24 4849.03
San Antonio 451.9 260.4 771.9 115.5 1699.72 1541.69 3141.42
Dallas 786.3 333.2 974.8 195.0 2289.35 2380.04 4669.39
B. Taxes by Type of Government per $100 Gross Taxable Resources

Local Government | Total State
City City County School Other Local Total Local State  and Local
New York City $5.48 $- $- $0.14 $5.62 $3.40 $9.02
Los Angeles 0.92 1.83 0.11 0.01 2.87 401 6.88
Chicago 1.61 0.29 1.21 0.45 3.57 2.33 5.89
Houston 0.83 0.29 1.16 0.26 2.54 2.99 5.53
Philadelphia 4.09 - - - 4.09 3.08 7.16
Phoenix 1.04 0.66 1.3 - 3.02 3.23 6.25
San Diego 0.27 1.65 0.1 - 2.05 3.96 6.01
San Anfonio 0.97 0.56 1.7 0.25 3.43 3.30 6.73
Dallas 0.88 0.37 1.1 0.22 2.55 2.65 5.20
Non-NYC Average 1.21 0.80 0.8 0.17 2.96 3.20 6.16
NYC Above (Below) Avg. 4.27 -0.80 0.8) (0.03) 2.66 0.21 2.87
C. Percentage Distribution of Taxes by Type of Government

Local Government | Total State
City City County School OtherlLocal Total Local State  and Local
New York City 60.7 - - 1.6 62.3 37.7 100.0
Los Angeles 13.4 26.6 1.6 0.1 a.7 58.3 100.0
Chicago 27.3 5.0 20.6 7.6 60.5 39.5 100.0
Houston 15.0 5.2 21.0 4.6 459 54.1 100.0
Philadelphia 57.0 - - - 57.0 43.0 100.0
Phoenix 16.6 10.6 21.2 - 48.4 51.6 100.0
San Diego 4.5 27.4 2.1 - 34.1 65.9 100.0
San Antonio 14.4 8.3 24.6 3.7 50.9 49.1 100.0
Dallas 16.8 7.1 20.9 4.2 49.0 51.0 100.0
Non-NYC average 19.7 13.0 12.7 2.7 48.1 51.9 100.0
SOURCE: IBO.
NOTE: Excludes exported taxes. For type of tax/type of government detail and exported taxes see Tables A2 and A3.

households and businesses. There were thus a total of $45.3
billion in state and local nonexported tax collections in the
city. This translates into $5.62 in total local collections per
$100 GTR ($5.48 city plus $0.14 MTA) and $3.40 in state
collections, for a total of $9.02 in nonexported taxes per $100
GTR. (There were another $2.4 billion, or $0.48 per GTR, in

tax exports.)

No other large city comes close in total tax capacity used up by

state and local taxes. Philadelphia is second, with $7.16 per $100
GTR, but New York City’s tax effort is 25 percent higher. Even if
exported taxes, including Philadelphia’s uniquely large commuter

tax, are included, New York City tax effort is still 17 percent
higher.

For the eight big cities other than New York, average local tax
effort was $2.96 per $100 GTR and average state effort was
$3.20, for a combined state and local effort of $6.16 per $100
GTR. New York City’s tax effort was larger by $2.87 per $100
GTR (47 percent). In other words, even after accounting for our
somewhat stronger than average tax base, the taxes imposed in
New York City are almost half again as high as those collectively
imposed in the other largest U.S. cities.
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In fact, as Figure 1 shows, there is for the other large cities a
fairly robust negative correlation between the strength of a

city’s tax base (measured in per capita GTR) and its tax effort
(collections per $100 GTR). Cities with weaker than average
bases (San Antonio, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Los Angeles) tend
also to have heavier than average taxes placed on those bases,
while cities with strong bases (Dallas, Houston, San Diego) have
relatively lighter taxation. (Chicago is just below average in both
per capita taxable resources and tax effort.) But New York City
sits far outside the trend line.

New York City also stands out with respect to the high share of

total tax effort directly attributable to local government—over 62

percent. Chicago and Philadelphia were similarly weighted
towards local tax effort, but in San Diego and Los Angeles the
relative state/local tax burdens were reversed, and the average
local tax effort share for the large cities other than New York was
48 percent. There will be more discussion of New York state/
local tax effort below, but we can note here that the supposition
that high New York City municipal taxes are offset by relatively
low state taxes, is not sustained. While the burden of local taxes
in New York City approaches double the average for the other
large cities ($5.63 compared with $2.96), this comes on top of
a New York State tax effort that is itself actually slightly higher
than average ($3.41 compared with $3.19).

Table 3. 2003-2004 City and Overlapping Government Taxes by Type of Tax
A. Total Taxes by Type of Tax Dollars in millions

General Personal Business
City Property Sales Income Income Utility Other Total
New York City $11,445.0 $7,811.3 $15,651.8 $5,345.4 $613.0 $4,434.8 $45,301.3
Los Angeles 3,052.6 3,111.9 3,369.6 1,281.8 596.5 1,427.0 12,839.4
Chicago 3,371.6 1,603.1 1,354.2 832.9 861.2 1,073.7 8,996.6
Houston 2,841.8 2,870.9 - 577.9 105.9 1,699.6 8,096.0
Philadelphia 891.2 726.4 1,387.8 785.5 62.8 556.7 4,410.4
Phoenix 1,212.3 1,852.9 424.5 198.5 - 313.8 4,002.0
San Diego 1,192.7 1,488.4 1,301.4 409.5 - 457.0 4,849.0
San Antonio 1,296.7 1,172.8 - 111.8 0.2 560.0 3.141.4
Dallas 1.775.7 1,608.7 - 366.7 36.4 882.0 4,669.4
B. Taxes by Type of Tax per $100 Gross Taxable Resources

General Personal Business
City Property Sales Income Income Utility Other Total
New York City $2.28 $1.56 $3.12 $1.06 $0.12 $0.88 $9.02
Los Angeles 1.64 1.67 1.81 0.69 0.32 0.76 6.88
Chicago 2.21 0.98 0.89 0.55 0.56 0.70 5.89
Houston 1.94 1.96 - 0.39 0.07 1.16 5.63
Philadelphia 1.45 1.18 2.25 1.28 0.10 0.90 7.16
Phoenix 1.89 2.89 0.66 0.31 - 0.49 6.25
San Diego 1.48 1.85 1.61 0.51 - 0.57 6.01
San Antonio 2.78 2.51 - 0.24 - 1.20 6.73
Dallas 1.98 1.79 - 0.41 0.04 0.98 5.20
Non-NYC Average 1.89 1.73 0.95 0.55 0.20 0.84 6.16
NYC Above (Below) Avg. 0.39 ©.17) 2.17 0.51 (0.08) 0.04 287
C. Percentage Distribution of Taxes by Type of Tax

General Personal Business
City Property Sales Income Income Utility Other Total
New York City 25.3 17.2 34.6 11.8 1.4 9.8 100.0
Los Angeles 23.8 24.2 26.2 10.0 4.6 11.1 100.0
Chicago 37.5 16.7 15.1 9.3 9.6 11.9 100.0
Houston 35.1 35.5 - 7.1 1.3 21.0 100.0
Philadelphia 20.2 16.5 31.5 17.8 1.4 12.6 100.0
Phoenix 30.3 46.3 10.6 5.0 - 7.8 100.0
San Diego 24.6 30.7 26.8 8.4 - 9.4 100.0
San Antonio 41.3 37.3 - 3.6 - 17.8 100.0
Dallas 38.0 34.5 - 7.9 0.8 18.9 100.0
Non-NYC average 30.7 28.1 15.4 8.9 3.3 13.7 100.0
SOURCE: IBO.
NOTE: Combined nonexported state and local taxes. For type of tax/type of government detail see Tables A2 and A3.

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE

5



Table 4. New York City Tax Differential by Broad Type of Government and Tax
Nonexported Taxes Per $100 of Gross Taxable Resources
Local [ State [ Total state and local

Income Other Totall Income Other Totall Income Other Total
City taxes taxes taxes taxes taxes taxes taxes taxes taxes
New York City $1.82 $3.79 $5.62 $2.36 $1.05 $3.40 $4.18 $4.84 $9.02
| 0s Angeles 0.20 2.67 2.87 2.29 1.72 4,01 2.49 4,39 6.88
Chicago 0.02 3.55 3.57 1.41 0.91 2.33 1.43 4.46 5.89
Houston 0.11 2.43 2.54 0.28 2.71 2.99 0.39 5.13 5.63
Philadelphia 1.93 2.16 4,09 1.60 1.48 3.08 3.53 3.63 7.16
Phoenix - 3.02 3.02 0.97 2.25 3.23 0.97 5.28 6.25
San Diego 0.01 2.04 2.05 2.11 1.86 3.96 212 3.89 6.01
San Anfonio 0.06 3.37 3.43 0.18 3.12 3.30 0.24 6.49 6.73
Dallas 0.13 242 2.55 0.28 2.37 2.65 0.41 4.79 5.20
Non-NYC Average 0.23 2.73 2.96 1.27 1.93 3.20 1.50 4.66 6.16
(NYC Above (Below) Avg. 1.59 1.06 2.66 1.09 -0.88 0.21 2.68 0.18 2.87
Pct. of Total Difference 55.7 37.1 92.8 38.0 -30.8 7.2 93.7 6.3 100.0
SOURCE: IBO.

Taxes by Type of Tax. Table 3 breaks out tax effort by type of
tax, for all levels of government combined. (Also see Tables A2
and A3 in the appendix detailing collections and tax effort by
type of tax for each level of government.) For two of the basic
major tax categories, property and general sales, New York City
tax effort was roughly comparable to that of the other large
cities: 21 percent higher in property tax effort ($2.28 per $100
GTR in New York City versus $1.89 for the other eight cities),
and 10 percent lower in general sales tax effort ($1.56 versus
$1.73). New York was also about average in combined utility and
other tax effort ($1.01 here, $1.04 in the other cities).

It is in the area of income taxation—personal and business—that
New York City really stands out. The city’s personal income tax
effort of $3.12 per $100 GTR was more than triple the $0.95
average for the other eight cities. Even excluding the three cities
in Texas, which has no individual income tax, the other city tax
effort in this area was much lower than New York’s. Similarly
when it comes to business income taxation, including net
income and franchise taxes, New York City’s tax effort ($1.06)
was nearly double the average of the other cities ($0.55).

The Tax Differential by Type of Government and Tax. Table
4 summarizes and cross-references the findings described above.
Tax effort is shown for (a) combined personal and business
income taxes and (b) combined property, sales, and other taxes
at the local, state, and total levels. This shows the following (all
dollar amounts are per $100 GTR):

e Local income tax effort in New York City ($1.82) was
eight times the average in the other big cities ($0.23);
the difference accounted for $1.59 (56 percent) of the
total $2.87 tax effort differential between New York City
and the other cities. Other local tax effort was also above

average, and accounted for $1.06 (37 percent) of the
total differential. The overall $2.66 local tax differential
constituted 93 percent of the total differential.

*  State income taxes borne by city taxable resources were also
much heavier than average and added $1.09 (38 percent)
to the New York City tax effort differential, but other state
taxes borne by city resources were $0.88 (31 percent) lower
in New York than in the other cities. This left a net state tax
effort differential of $0.21, 7 percent of the total.

*  Combining all levels of government, state and local income
taxes comprised $2.68 (94 percent) of the total New York
City tax differential, while all other taxes contributed a net
$0.18 (6 percent).

At the local level, only Philadelphia’s wages and earnings tax

and net profits tax were comparable to New York City’s personal
and business income taxes. (Most of the other big cities have
small franchise-type business taxes. None have local personal
income taxes.) Philadelphia, however, has relatively low property
taxation, and almost no local sales taxation: local income tax
effort there was a substitute for, rather than an addition to,
other local tax effort. By the same token, in New York, the state
income tax effort was a substitute for state sales and other tax
efforc. What makes the municipal income taxes in New York
City stand out is not just that they have almost no counterparts
among other big cities but that they are not substitutes for other

typically employed big city taxes.

This synopsis seems to reinforce the impression that nearly

all of the differential tax burden between New York and other
cities should be laid at the door of City Hall. That impression
evaporates, however, when the impact of transfer programs on
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the level and distribution of tax effort is considered. are two of this country’s principal vehicles for transferring

income or benefits to individuals on the basis of need. For the
EFFECT OF MEDICAID AND OTHER TRANSFER most part the costs of these programs are shared in varying
PROGRAMS ON TAX EFFORT proportions between the federal and state governments; usually

local governments have no direct fiscal responsibilities, or have

Medicaid and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)  only relatively small responsibilities. But in all respects New York

Table 5. Impact of Medicaid and TANF-Related Spending Requirements on Tax Effort

A. Nonexported Taxes Required by Medicaid (MA) and TANF-Related Programs Dollars in billions

Medicaid Required TANF Required Total MA & TANF Required

Total state Total state Total state
City Total local State and locall  Total local State and locall  Total local State and local
New York City $4,907.75 $4,982.06 $9,889.81 $664.35 $655.88 $1,320.22 $5,572.10 $5,637.93  $11,210.03
Los Angeles - 1,437.3 1,437.3 50.4 256.7 307.2 50.4 1,694.1 1,744.5
Chicago - 826.5 826.5 - 70.1 70.1 - 896.6 896.6
Houston - 1,014.0 1,014.0 - 38.0 38.0 - 1,052.0 1,052.0
Philadelphia - 529.1 529.1 - 4.9 419 - 571.0 571.0
Phoenix 61.6 136.3 197.9 - 10.2 10.2 61.6 146.5 208.1
San Diego - 613.7 613.7 1.6 109.6 111.2 1.6 723.3 724.9
San Antonio - 356.9 356.9 - 13.4 13.4 - 370.3 370.3
Dallas - 550.9 550.9 - 20.7 20.7 - 571.6 571.6
Memo: Impact of New York Medicaid/TANF-related cost sharing
NYC w/o cost sharing $-  $7,591.70  $7,591.70 $- $1,044.78  $1,044.78 $- $8,636.5 $8,636.5
Impact of cost sharing 4,907.8 (2,609.6) 2,298.1 664.3 (388.9) 275.4 56721 (2,998.5) 2,673.6
B. Medicaid and TANF-Related Required Taxes per $100 GTR

Medicaid Required TANF Required Total MA & TANF Required

Total state Total state Total state
City Total local State and locall  Total local State and locall  Total local State and local
New York City $0.98 $0.99 $1.97 $0.13 $0.13 $0.26 $1.11 $1.12 $2.23
Los Angeles - 0.77 0.77 0.03 0.14 0.16 0.03 0.91 0.94
Chicago - 0.54 0.54 - 0.05 0.05 - 0.59 0.59
Houston - 0.69 0.69 - 0.03 0.03 - 0.72 0.72
Philadelphia - 0.86 0.86 - 0.07 0.07 - 0.93 0.93
Phoenix 0.10 0.21 0.31 - 0.02 0.02 0.10 0.23 0.32
San Diego - 0.76 0.76 - 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.90 0.90
San Antonio - 0.76 0.76 - 0.03 0.03 - 0.79 0.79
Dallas - 0.61 0.61 - 0.02 0.02 - 0.64 0.64
Non-NYC Average 0.01 0.66 0.67 0.01 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.73 0.74
NYC Above (Below) Avg. 0.97 0.33 1.30 0.13 0.06 0.19 1.10 0.40 1.49
Memo: New York City tax effort due to New York Medicaid/TANF-related cost sharing and cost level
NYC w/o cost sharing $- $1.51 $1.51 $- $0.21 $0.21 $- $1.72 $1.72
Impact of cost sharing 0.98 0.52) 0.46 0.13 0.08) 0.05 1.11 (0.60) 0.51
NYC Above (Below) Avg.
w/o cost-sharing 0.01) 0.85 0.84 0.01) 0.14 0.13 0.01) 0.99 0.98

C. Medicaid and TANF-Related Shares of Total Nonexported Taxes

Medicaid Required TANF Required Total MA & TANF Required

Total state Total state Total state
City Total local State and locall  Total local State and locall  Total local State and local
New York City 17.4 29.1 21.8 24 3.8 29 19.8 33.0 24.7
Los Angeles - 19.2 11.2 0.9 3.4 2.4 0.9 22.6 13.6
Chicago - 23.3 9.2 - 20 0.8 - 252 10.0
Houston - 23.1 12.5 - 0.9 0.5 - 24.0 13.0
Philadelphia - 27.9 12.0 - 2.2 1.0 - 30.1 12.9
Phoenix 3.2 6.6 4.9 - 0.5 0.3 3.2 7.1 5.2
San Diego - 19.2 12.7 0.1 3.4 2.3 0.1 22.6 14.9
San Antonio - 23.1 1.4 - 0.9 0.4 - 24.0 11.8
Dallas - 23.1 11.8 - 0.9 0.4 - 24.0 12.2
Non-NYC Average 0.3 20.6 10.8 0.2 2.1 1.2 0.5 22.7 12.0
Memo: Impact of New York Medicaid/TANF-related cost sharing
NYC w/o cost sharing - 37.8 17.7 - 5.2 2.4 - 43.0 20.2

SOURCES: IBO, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, state and county departments of social services.
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Table 6. Tax Effort Excluding Medicaid and in city originated program costs that were borne by

TANF-Related Spending Requirements state taxes falling on households and business in (and
Total Statg|  commuters to) the rest of the state—the result of the fact

City Total Local State  and Local| that the city generated 65 percent of the state’s income

New York City $4.51 $2.28 $6.79| transfer costs but yielded only 42 percent of state tax

Los Angeles 2.85 3.10 5.95( collections.

Chicago 3.57 1.74 5.31

Houston 2.54 2.27 4.81| Table 5 picks up the story from there. Here we see that

Phi|0d§lphi0 4.09 215 0241 Medicaid accounted for $9.9 billion of the city’s $11.2

Phoenix 2.93 3.00 5.92 e .

San Diego 505 3.07 511 billion m.tra-nsfer program-required nonexported taxes.

san Antonio 3.43 2 5] 504| The Medicaid burden alone represented nearly 22 percent

Dallas 255 201 4.56| of total nonexported taxes in New York City, with public

Non-NYC Average 295 247 5.42| assistance claiming another 3 percent. Both shares

NYC Above (Below) Avg. 1.56 -0.19 1.37| exceeded—in some cases far exceeded—those of all the

SOURCE: IBO. other big cities.

is very different: in the sheer magnitude of the transfer program
costs and tax effort they require; in the degree to which the costs
and tax effort requirements are shared with local governments;
and in the impact that cost sharing has on the levels and
distribution of tax effort within the state. These differences
converge to yield a striking result: Medicaid and other transfer
programs generated over half of the average overall tax effort
differential between New York City and the other large cities.

State and local cost sharing exacerbated the fiscal burden of
Medicaid and other transfer programs in New York City. But
even without cost sharing the level of tax effort required to
finance transfer programs here would have far exceeded the level
required in the other large cities. Medicaid accounted for the
lion’s share of this difference.

The Scale of Required Tax Effort. In 2003-2004, $42.6 billion
was spent on Medicaid in New York State. Another $4.8 billion
was spent on TANF and related income transfer programs,
including cash assistance for recipients who were not TANF-
eligible or had exhausted their eligibility, as well as the state’s
earned income and child care tax credits. Of the expenditures,
$20.3 of the Medicaid expense and $2.8 billion of the public
assistance expenses were borne by the state and local (city or
county) governments, the rest being federally funded. Almost
two-thirds of New YorK’s transfer program expenditures ($27.8
billion Medicaid, $3.0 billion public assistance) originated in
New York City; of the city’s $30.8 billion in total program costs,
$15.1 billion were not federally funded.

Of that last amount, $11.2 billion was borne by state and local
taxes on New York City households and businesses. Taxes on
commuters and visitors to the city supported another $740
million in city transfer program costs. This left $3.1 billion

In terms of combined state and local tax effort, Medicaid
required $1.97 per $100 GTR in New York City, nearly triple
the $0.67 average in the other cities. New York City’s $0.26
TANF-related tax effort was closer to four times the $0.07 other
city average. Our combined $2.23 transfer program required
tax effort exceeded the $0.74 other city average by $1.49—thus
generating over half of the overall $2.87 tax effort differential
shown on Table 4.

Distribution of Required Tax Effort. It is not just the scale of
Medicaid and other transfer program costs and their required tax
effort that is so much higher in New York. Local governments

in New York bear uniquely large shares of those costs and are
therefore directly accountable for uniquely large portions of the
required tax effort. State mandated cost-sharing shifts about
three-eighths of the city’s nonfederal Medicaid and TANF-related
program costs to City Hall. Consequently, the city was required
to directly pay $4.9 billion for Medicaid and another $665
million for TANF-related programs in 2003-2004 (almost $5.6
billion total), or in nonexported tax effort terms a combined
$1.11 per $100 GTR—in itself more than the total Medicaid
and TANF-related tax effort required in any other big city.

In no other big city did the municipal or county government
face a remotely comparable mandate to fund transfer programs.
California’s county-funded general relief program absorbed $0.03
of tax effort in the city of Los Angeles, but this still represented
only 3 percent of the total transfer program required tax effort
in that city. In Arizona the state funded a little under 25 percent
of total Medicaid expenditures and the counties collectively
another 5 percent. The Maricopa county Medicaid contribution
required $0.10 in tax effort in Phoenix—a significant portion of
total transfer program required tax effort there, but very small
compared to the tax effort impact of the local funding mandate

8 NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE



Table 7. Rank of 9 Largest | " New York City. Overall
- Medicaid burdens in
U.S. Cities by Tax Effort . .
Phoenix, by other big
By Total State and Local Taxes .
Rank Cify TotalTon] S standards, appear
] New York City s00p| extraordinarily low.
2 Philadephia 7.16
3 Los Angeles 6.88| One consequence of
4 San Antfonio 6.73| all this was that while
5 Phoenix 6.25] Medicaid and public
é7> ic:\n Diego gg; assistance absorbed a
1cago 71 hefty 33.0 £
.0 percent o
8 Houst 5.53
0 DZILIJZSOH 5op| State tax effort in New
SOURCE: IBO York City (Medicaid
NOTE: Total Tax per $100 of alone 29.1 percent), these
gross taxable resources programs at the same time

claimed 19.8 percent of
local tax effort (Medicaid alone 17.4 percent)—the latter shares
without parallel in the other large cities.

Impacts of Cost-Sharing. We saw earlier that the distribution of
state/local tax effort was skewed towards the local in New York
City, the result of very high local tax effort (90 percent above

the other big city average) on top of slightly (6 percent) above-
average state effort. However, were New York State not shifting
Medicaid and other transfer program costs to localities, the New
York City tax effort distribution would look quite different, and
the city’s overall level of transfer-required taxation would be
affected as well.

On the one hand, the transfer program cost shift allowed New
York State to reduce its required taxes by $8 billion statewide,
with $3 billion of that relief benefiting New York City
households and businesses.® On

in other big cities, not 6 percent higher. Indeed, but for the
transfer program cost shifts, New York City would have joined
the California cities (Los Angeles—$4.01, San Diego—$3.96) in
having the highest state tax effort.”

Buct at the same time, without transfer program cost-sharing the
city’s own tax effort would have been $1.11 lower, and local tax
effort would be reduced from $5.62 to $4.51—that is to say, 53
percent higher than the other city average, instead of 90 percent
higher. In sum, removing cost-sharing would have dropped
nonexported state and local tax effort in the city from $9.02 (of
which 62 percent was local) to just under $8.51 (with 53 percent
local), a net tax effort saving of $0.51.

The net cost-sharing burden in New York City dwarfs the
impacts of whatever transfer program cost-sharing there is
among the other large cities. Without state/county Medicaid
cost-sharing in Arizona the overall tax effort would have been
$0.05 lower in Phoenix, and with state rather than county
funding of general relief in California, overall Los Angeles tax
effort would have been $0.02 lower, and San Diego tax effort
$0.01 higher.

Note that even without cost-sharing, Medicaid would have
required $1.51 of tax effort in New York City and public
assistance another $0.21, a total of $1.72, or $0.98 more than
the average transfer program required tax effort in the other big
cities. This is the part of the city’s tax effort differential that is
due to the exceptional levels of Medicaid and TANF-related costs
in New York as opposed to the way the state redistributes the

fiscal responsibilities for those costs.

the other hand, Medicaid and
public assistance cost-sharing
forced the city to increase its

Figure 2. Relationship Between Taxable Resources and Tax Effort

Excuding Transfer Programs

& NYC

o
,00

Per Capita Gross Taxable Resources (GTR)

) 7 2) 2y
20 20 20 70 20 20 o (2
72 % ) 2] 2] 22 % 2] %

own nonexported tax collections $10.00
by $5.6 billion. Thus transfer
. . o $9.00
program cost-sharing increased 5
total nonexported state and g 9$8.00
local taxes in the city by a net g $7.00
$2.6 billion. o
& $6.00 -
5
In tax effort terms, the state = $5.00 |
burden in the city would A
. 4.00
have been increased by $0.60 0 'g °
. : > %,
without its transfer program %, o,
. . b %
cost savings, that is, from $3.40
to $4.00—25 percent higher
than the average state tax effort  [SOURCE: 1BO.
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TAX EFFORT APART FROM TRANSFERS

In Table 6 we see that after the Medicaid and other transfer
program required tax collections are accounted for, the
remaining nonexported state and local tax effort was $6.79 per
$100 GTR in New York City, compared to an average of $5.42
in the other large cities. The city’s non-Medicaid/ TANF-related
tax effort was $1.37, or 25 percent, larger than the other city
average—a far cry from the 3-to-1 tax effort differential for the
transfer programs themselves. When comparing New York to Los
Angeles, Phoenix, and San Antonio, the non-transfers tax effort
differential shrinks to 14 percent; with respect to Philadelphia it
was 9 percent. Thus when it comes to the portion of state and
local tax effort funding the provision of public education, public
safety, environmental services, transportation, infrastructure, and
so on, New York City still leads the pack, but it is no longer in a
league of its own. Figure 2 shows how much closer we are to the
big city trend line without Medicaid and TANF-related transfer
programs.

CONCLUSION

IBO’s analysis has shown that New York City stands well apart
from other large U.S. cities in the size of our overall tax effort;
the conjunction of high tax effort with a relatively strong tax
base; the large amount and share of tax effort accounted for by
local (as opposed to state) government; and the amount and
share of tax effort produced specifically by local income taxation.

New York City also differs greatly from other large U.S. cities
in the amount and share of tax effort required for Medicaid
and other income transfer programs—in particular, for direct
local funding of transfer programs. Indeed, the sharing of fiscal
responsibilities for such programs in New York State is one
reason why the local share of total tax effort is so much higher
here than in the other cities.

We have seen that what makes our local personal and business
income taxes unique among the big cities is not just that other
cities typically do not have these taxes, but that in New York

City they come on top of an otherwise more standard array of

local taxes: they add to, rather than substitute for, the tax effort
typically associated with property and sales taxes. Likewise, the
tax effort required by Medicaid and other transfer programs in
New York City, and particularly the required direct local tax
effort, comes on top of the tax effort funding the otherwise
more standard bundle of local government functions such as
education, public safety, and environmental protection.

The scale of the burden imposed by these differentials may

be grasped by observing that in 2003-2004 New York City’s
households and businesses faced over $14 billion more in state
and local taxes (including $7.5 billion more in transfer program
required taxes) than if New York City had had the average tax
effort (and average transfer program costs) of the other large
cities. Indeed, just the difference with Philadelphia’s second-place
tax effort cost taxpayers here over $9 billion.

Finally, it is important to stress that taxes are just one factor in
peoples’ choices of where to live, work, and invest. These choices
are also influenced by the scope and quality of government
services provided within each city.

Written by David Belkin and Eldar Beiseitov

END NOTES

! Uaxing Metropoli} and the Yppendix to Taxing Metropoliy were published in February
2000 and focused on fiscal year 1997.

*As explained in the appendix the population survey data are plagued by problems
of underreporting of income. However, the surveys remain useful for measuring
aggregate income ratios, and we have used some of these ratios to share down
components of PI from the county to city level. However, for two cities, Chicago
and Phoenix, this may have somewhat over-estimated taxable resources relative to tax
collections.

This fiscal year was used because at the time the information was assembled, 2004
was the most recent year for which the data used to estimate taxable resources was
available.

“Almost all of this was accounted for by Medicaid (New York City, $3,443 per
capita; the other big cities, $1,257 per capita), although the gap in per capita public
assistance ($247 here, $105 in the other cities) was also large in proportional terms.
*Metropolitan Transportation Authority taxes consist of surcharges on state business
income and utility taxes, a small (0.25 percent in 2003-2004) add on to state and
local sales taxes, and a share of mortgage recording taxes, collected within the region
including New York City and seven surrounding counties.

°Our default assumption is that state’s $8 billion transfer program cost savings
lowered state taxes across the board. This implies that the state tax savings were
accompanied by an additional small (under $100 million) reduction in MTA tax
surcharges that are collected as percentages of state tax collections; city taxpayers
reaped roughly two-thirds of this saving. We do not include this marginal (about
$0.01 in tax effort terms) secondary impact in our cost sharing impact calculations.
’Or, to make the comparison more precise, Los Angeles—$4.02, San Diego—$3.98,
when cost sharing is removed there as well.
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APPENDIX

This appendix contains short methodological notes on a number
of technical and background matters pertaining to the findings
presented in the main body of the paper: the scope and focus

of our analysis; the use of BEA personal income (PI) rather

than population survey income data in our measure of taxable
resources; the use of gross rather than net operating surplus
(GOS), and the methodology for estimating GOS at the city
level; adjustments to eliminate double-counting of income
included in both PI and GOS; the difference between IBO’s
gross taxable resources and a U.S. Treasury Department tax
capacity measure called total taxable resources; the treatment of
tax exports; Chicago accounting adjustments; and the definitions
and sources for Medicaid and TANF-related costs.

Scope and Focus of Analysis. While covered

the 10 most populous U.S. cities, the present paper includes only
the nine cities with populations above 1,000,000. This cutoff
was suggested by the substantial population size gap between the
cities rounding ouc this list and what is now the tenth largest city
in the country, San Jose, California.

Our focus is on fiscal year 2003-2004, which for most of our
jurisdictions ran from July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004 (for
Chicago, see below). Our population numbers in Table 1 are an
average of the Census Bureau’s July 1, 2003 and July 1, 2004
estimates (obtained from Census SUBEST2005-1). Our gross
taxable resource estimates also cover the 2003-2004 period, for
which we have averaged calendar year 2003 and 2004 GTR

estimates.

Personal Income. The Census Bureau’s Current Population
Survey (CPS) and newer, larger sample American Community
Survey (ACS) both provide aggregate houschold income data

at the city level. In contrast, the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s
measure of personal income is not available below the county
level, and had to be estimated at the city level for inclusion in
IBO’s measure of city resident taxable resources. Nevertheless,
estimated PI was deemed preferable to the population survey
data because of a problem affecting both the ACS and CPS: the
underreporting of income, especially nonwage income (both
money income and the cash value of benefits) on the surveys.
This is particularly evident, and particularly acute, when
reported receipts of transfer incomes or benefits in a population
are compared to program payments to that population as picked
up by the BEA. Thus in New York City in 2004, BEA reported
$2.0 billion in family assistance income, ACS $878 million. For
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), BEA gave $2.3 billion,
ACS $1.3 billion. Statewide, CPS reported $25.3 billion as

its “market value of Medicaid,” while BEA recorded payments
totaling nearly twice the amount, $45.0 billion—the latter
number agreeing much more closely with federal program data.
(The ACS does not tabulate Medicaid or other noncash income
items.) There are also huge shortfalls of dividends, interest, and
rental income in the ACS and CPS ($20 billion to 22 billion

for New York State in 2004) compared with the (nonimputed)
counterparts in BEA’s accounts ($74 billion for New York State).
Likewise net capital gains as reported in the CPS ($5.5 billion in
New York State in 2004) are only a fraction of what is recorded
by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS, $45.1 billion).

While the population surveys are thus a problematic source

of aggregate income data, they remain useful for measuring
aggregate income ratios, notably, city/county income (and in
some cases population subclass or program participant) ratios.
It is these ratios (generally from the ACS) that we have used to
share down BEA’s county-level data on employment, property,
and transfer income to the city level. Two instances should be
mentioned, however, where the ACS-mediated share down gave
us uncertain results. The city of Chicago had 45.8 percent of
Cook County wages and salaries over the 2001-2003 period
according to the ACS, but only 43.2 percent according to the
IRS and the Illinois Department of Revenue (IDOR). (City
and county IRS and IDOR statistics were built up from zip
code level data.) Similarly, Phoenix’s tax year 2000 adjusted
gross income (AGI) as reported by the Arizona Department

of Revenue (AZDOR) was 31.1 percent of Maricopa County
AGI, while the city/county share of aggregate houschold income
was 37.9 percent according to the ACS (and the AGI share was
37.1 percent according to the CPS). Since the ACS ratios are
used to estimate resident PI at the city level, while the liability
ratios accompanying AGI are used to derive the portion of
state personal income taxes falling on city resident PI, these
discrepancies leave open the possibility that IBO has somewhat
underestimated tax effort in Chicago and Phoenix.

Gross Operating Surplus. GOS here includes taxes on
production and imports (TOPI) net of government subsidies,
and thus equals state gross domestic product less compensation
of employees (COE). Using gross rather than net surplus (as we
did in Zaxing Metropolis) makes the business income measure
more consistent with the household income measure, as PI itself
is a gross metric (no exclusions are made there for depreciation of
personal assets).

GOS includes both corporate capital charges and proprietors’
income. Proprietors’ income is drawn from BEA’s Personal
Income series. In calculating corporate capital charges at the state

level BEA relies on Census Bureau value added data for goods

12 NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE


http://www.ibo.nyc.ny.us/iboreports/taxcapacity222.pdf

producing industries and on receipts and payroll data from
Census’s quinquennial economic census for service industries,
with adjustments to align the latter with its own industry wage
and salary numbers (see BEA’s |Gross Domestic Product by State|
Estimation Methodolog)) [2006], pp. 7-8). Additional sources are
brought in to estimate state utility, transportation, insurance,

banking, and real estate sector capital charges.

As in Taxing Metropolis, private industry GOS was shared

down from the state to county levels via industry compensation
ratios, the latter derived from BEA’s state and county CA06
Compensation by Industry tables, whose data are nearly identical
to COE. (BEA is now using a similar methodology in developing
what it describes as “illustrative ‘top-down™ gross metropolitan

area estimates. See |Gross Domestic Product by State Estimation|
Vethodology, p. 24.) The final industry GOS share downs

were then effected by drilling down to obtain county and city

aggregate wage data from the Census Bureau’s 2002 Censuses of
Industry. These final city-level industry GOS estimates were then
summed to obtain total private GOS. As discussed in Zaxing
Metropolis, the limit of this approach is that where the ratio of
GOS to COE is larger or smaller for an industry in the city than
for that industry statewide, we cannot capture that difference.
This becomes a problem if the biases towards greater or lesser
relative GOS are large and differ nonrandomly from one city to
the next (that is, in City A the actual industry GOS/COE ratios
tend mostly to be substantially larger at the city level than the
state level, in City B the actual industry ratios are systematically
smaller than at the state level, and so on). Thus far we have not
seen a basis for suspecting nonrandom bias variances between

cities.

Some discussants have suggested that there may be a distortion
in our measure of GOS due to the fact that in New York
City—more so than in other big cities—many large firms are
represented by the presence of national headquarters, as opposed
to regional production facilities. If headquarters do over-
represent GOS (that is, if too much value added or receipts data
are juxtaposed with headquarters payroll data), or if the GOS
associated with headquarters over-represents the private resources
that city and overlapping governments can directly or indirectly
tax, then New York City’s gross taxable resources have been
overstated, most likely more so than the GTRs of most or all

of the other large cities have been overstated. If this is the case,
then the tax effort (and transfer program burden) differentials
between New York City and the other large cities are even greater
than what we have measured here.

Adjustments for Double-Counting Income. Generally speaking,
most of the gross domestic output (GDP) of a region flows to

its resident households as income. As a result, there are large
overlaps between the gross product and personal income of a
city, state, or region. Most of that overlap is eliminated by the
exclusion of compensation of employees by place of work, so
that only the GOS portion of GDP is kept on the business

side, while including employee compensation by place of
residence in PI on the household side. But GOS itself includes
items—proprietors’ income, rent, and a portion of dividends and
interest—that also show up in resident PI, so further adjustments
either to GOS or PI are required to eliminate double-counting
of taxable resources. It proved easier to remove proprietors’
income on the resident personal income side, as what BEA
includes there on the proprietors line is actually income by place
of work. Here too we make a small adjustment to exclude the
estimated dividends and interest flowing from local industry to
local households, and we exclude rent, assuming (as does the
treasury department in constructing its taxable resource measure,
discussed below) that substantially all the (cash and imputed)
rent included in PI by BEA derives from and is also counted in
local real estate sector GOS.

Gross Taxable Resources and Total Taxable Resources. GTR
is similar but not identical to the U.S. Department of Treasury
Office of Economic Policy’s [lotal Taxable Resourcey (TTR).

The latter is derived by making a series of additions (dividends

and monetary interest, net realized capital gains, federal old

age and disability insurance program transfers and workers’
compensation, gross commuter earnings) and subtractions
(mostly federal indirect business taxes, contributions for social
insurance) to GSP. IBO’s GTR is about 8 percent larger than the
treasury department’s TTR at the state level, for the most part
because GTR retains a// the personal current transfers (including
Medicare, Medicaid, public assistance, SSI, food stamps, and
other income maintenance) and imputed interest and rent
counted in PI by BEA, and to a lesser extent because federal
indirect business taxes (i.e., federal TOPI) are not removed.
(Conversely, as noted above we make a small adjustment to PI
to exclude the estimated dividends and interest flowing from
local industry to local houscholds; the treasury deapartment
notes the double-counting but does not adjust for it.) When the
transfers and imputations included only in GTR are removed,

it is generally about 5 percent to 7 percent smaller than TTR,
except in New York, where, because Medicaid looms so large, it
is 9 percent smaller.

In including federal indirect business taxes, imputed income,
cash and noncash income transfers, etc. in GTR, IBO reasons
that while these components of gross income may not all be
directly available for taxation by state and local governments,
they are fungible with other components of gross income that
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are available for taxation. Moreover, insofar as current personal
transfer income is netted out from taxable resources (the

tax effort denominator), then the portion of taxes providing
(redistributing) that income should be netted out from tax
collections (the tax effort numerator). But this would only
obscure the scope—and differences—in tax effort generated

by distributive programs, an important focus of our study.

For all these reasons we adhere to the economic definition of
income used by BEA under which transfers and imputations are
counted.

Tax Exports (and Imports). As described in the text, tax exports
are taxes that are collected from visitors or commuters to the
city rather than from resident households or businesses. As a
practical matter this boils down to taxes on hotel occupancy
plus nonresident personal income taxes. In Phoenix a tax on
short-term auto rentals is also counted as an export. This by no
means exhausts the list of tax exports: in particular, significant
amounts of retail, eating and drinking place, and amusements
sales tax revenue can be attributed to the commuters and visitors
to large central cities. Since we cannot at present capture these
effects, this means that the nonhotel related sales tax burden

on city resident households and business within the city is being
overstated. Offsetting this, however, is another effect we do not
capture: the sales taxes borne by city residents outside the city,

in their own capacity as commuters and visitors to regional

(and more distant) locations—in effect, tax imporss. In some
instances the amount of (nonhotel-related) sales taxes paid by
city residents shopping elsewhere may exceed the amount of
(nonhotel-related) sales taxes paid by nonresidents in the city.
This appears to be the case for example in Chicago, where the
city generated only 13.5 percent of the statewide sales tax (ST),
despite having 20 percent of the PI. (We noted above that the
city’s PI might be overestimated relative to AGI. But Chicago’s
18 percent share of state AGI was also substantially larger than
its sales tax share.) Roughly a fifth of the sales tax is paid by
businesses rather than households, but the share of statewide
industrial activity located in Chicago (29 percent of gross
product) is higher than the PI share—and more than double the
sales tax collections share. In New York as well, New York City’s
share of statewide taxable nonhotel sales (37 percent) lagged our
shares of PI (42 percent) and industrial output (57 percent). This

too is symptomatic of a net sales tax importer.

State Tax Sharedowns. We use a variety of data sources and
tools to estimate city-borne shares of New York State and

MTA taxes. The personal income tax (PIT) share is estimated
from a combination of tax year 2000 city and state adjusted
gross income (AGI) and liability data and 2003 city and state
household income data from ACS. The state’s general, banking,

and insurance corporation taxes were shared down using
industry GOS ratios. (The same methodology was used to share
down business income and franchise taxes in the other states.)
For the state sales tax we were able to draw on statewide taxable
sales data by county. The state itself also provides real property
transfer tax and estate and gift tax collections by county.

For the other cities the state tax sharedown methodologies varied
with the availability of data. Wherever the state provided actual
data or its own estimate of collections by city or county these
were used. For Los Angeles and San Diego, state income tax
liability was available by county, and city/county PI ratios were
used to estimate liability by city. Pennsylvania and Arizona both
provided state PIT liability by city (in the latter case for tax year
2000, and this was trended up (using PI ratios) to estimate PIT
in Phoenix in 2003-2004). For Chicago AGI and income tax
liability numbers were built up from zip code level data. Chicago
state, county;, city, and other sales and use tax actual collections
by industry were available from the Illinois Department of
Revenue (see the following note for adjustments we made to

the sales tax accounting). For Texas, IBO used state/city sales

tax ratios and city sales tax collections to derive estimated state
taxes in the cities. For California, our source for all overlapping
(including state) sales and use tax collections data in the cities
was a private provider, HAL Companies.

For all the big cities, city shares of state motor fuel tax collections
were estimated using a combination of state and metro area
product line sales data (gasoline sales) and metro area and city
industry sales data (gas station sales) from the Census Bureau’s
2002 Economic Census to derive state and city gasoline sales.

Chicago Adjustments. Two special accounting adjustments
concerning Chicago need to be noted. Generally the fiscal year
runs from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2004. In Chicago the city
(but not overlapping governments) fiscal year coincides with the
calendar year, but in calculating Chicago gross taxable resources
we have kept to the same period as with the other cities, and in
compiling the tax collections have (where monthly or quarterly
collections data were not available) averaged the city’s 2003 and
2004 annual collections.

We count the municipal tax (MT) and countywide tax (CST)
portions of the Illinois state sales tax as, respectively, Chicago city
and Cook County sales taxes. MT and CST are, like the city and
county home rule sales and use taxes, allocated back to the city
and county based on point of sale—there is no redistribution
between local jurisdictions based on some other revenue
allocation formula (such as population). (Where we find such
formulae, we classify the tax as a state tax, and the tax revenues
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distributed to local governments as intergovernmental aid.) Were
we to count M T and CST as state taxes, the local share of total
Chicago tax effort would drop from 61 percent to 58 percent—
still on the high side. Local tax effort would fall from $3.56 per
$100 GTR to $3.44, and state tax effort would increase from
$2.32 to $2.45—still unusually low.

Medicaid and TANF, Medicaid includes administrative costs
and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program. The source
for these data is the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, |[CMS-64 Quarterly Expense Reporf. The Medicaid
expenditures reported here tend to be higher (and also somewhat

differently categorized) than what is reported by state health
departments; we use U.S. Health and Human Services numbers
to provide consistency across states. But for the shares of
nonfederal Medicaid spending supported by the state and local
governments in New York and Arizona we have relied on the
statistics provided by the respective state Departments of Health.

Nationwide the federal share of Medicaid costs in 2003-2004
was 59 percent, but in the states in our sample it varied from
around 53 percent (California, Illinois, New York) to 71 percent
(Arizona). Pennsylvania at 57 percent and Texas at 62 percent
were closest to the national average. (Note that in this fiscal

year the federal share was boosted by three percentage points
nationwide to provide temporary fiscal relief for the states.)

For TANE, nonfederal expenditures include TANF basic
assistance, non-TANTF assistance counted towards the states’

TANF “maintenance of effort” or MOE (in New York, this
includes the family safety net), and related MOE expenditures
such as child care. In New York and Illinois, the state’s
refundable Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and other
refundable tax credits are included in the non-TANF MOE;

the other states in our study do not have EITCs. (There is now
also an EITC in New York City’s personal income tax, but this
was established subsequent to the year of our study.) All the
states in our study except Texas have additional cash assistance
programs for needy individuals who are not eligible for TANE
These programs have no federal funding component and are not
counted towards the MOE. We are including these in our count
of TANF-related expenditures. The federal share of total TANF-
related expenditures was about 54 percent nationwide, but varied
from just 41 percent in New York to 51 percent in California, 55
percent in Illinois, 60 percent in Pennsylvania, and 68 percent in
Arizona and Texas.

The basic source for TANF-related expenditures is the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families, [TANF Financial Datd (see Tables B-E for
nonfederal expenditures and Table F for total expenditures); the

New York City shares of TANF-related costs were drawn from
the New York State Office of Temporary Disability Statistics
(see INYS OTDA Caseload Statistici). The data for the non-MOE
assistance programs were obtained from the respective states.

You can receive IBO reports electronically—and for free.
Just go to www.ibo.nyc.ny.us
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http://www.cms.hhs.gov/MedicaidBudgetExpendSystem/02_CMS64.asp
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ofs/data/tanf_2004.html
http://www.otda.state.ny.us/bdma/default.htm

ol 'L S0 60 L0 90 4 Gl Gl 9y $ODIAIBS POOJ PUD UOHOPOWWOIDY
S0 €0 L'0 40 4] 40 7’0 90 9L eC UOI}08108] PUD “JUSUIUIDHBIUS ‘SHY
7L Ll 90 'L 80 'L 0¢ el LT 99 ©DUDJSISSO [01O0S PUD B10D UY|ooH
L'0 00 00 00 L'0 20 L'0 L'0 4] G0 $ODIAISS [DUOHDONPT
ol 60 €0 oL 60 G0 gl oL Gl ve SOOIAIBS O}SOM PUD SALDUSIUILIPY
80 e'L /0 20 €0 20 1'¢C 'L 70 [oNe] w®th\_®+c® puo ww_COQEOO JO +C®E®®OCO_>_
v'e 9'¢ 60 ee Gl o'l 9'G z9 L'y ol SOOIAISS [DIUYOS} PUD [PUOISSS}01d
691 g6l ey 44! I'6 v'e A L'T8 z0ge 0'/8 Buispe| PUD ‘IDIUSI ‘©10ISS [0DY
LY 'S Sc 8¢ 9'¢ GC 1% 6'6 €9 zee ©dUpINsU| PUD S2UDUlY
8¢ GC 8l oy 9L Gl ze L'y 6Ll LT UoLPWIO|
el 4 90 0] L0 90 L'e o'l A4 GC Buisnoya1om pUD UOLHOdSUD|
(o4 Ve 8l o'l 8l 60 ee o'l A% 8L oD [0}y
LT L'e 'L 0¢ v'e oL 'S L'e 4% 8'6 PP} SJOSS|OYM
ST LT 'L 90 LT vl 8'G GC L'e 8¢ BulnooINUDIA
Gl L'l o'l 60 9L 0] 9'¢ vl 4 G'¢ UOHONISUOD
6l 9¢ 00 80 60 60 69 z'l 8l Ly SOUIINN
ze L'e €0 00 L'0 00 9’1z 00 70 00 (uoyopiyxe spb puo (1o Bupnioul) BUIUIA
L'0$ 00s% L'0$ 20s% 20s 00$% 00$ 00$ L'0$ L'0$ Buiuny pun ‘Buiysy ‘Aljseio} ‘einynoLby
‘B0 [ele] VS as oyd IYd NoH Se) V1 OAN
DAN-UON
suoyiq uj siojjog Aisnpul Aq sniding BuypiadQ ssoi19 ssauisng
0°001 0°001 0°001L 0°001 0°001 0°001 0°001L 0°001 0°001L 0°00L BUODU| [DUOSISd JUSPISeyY D}O)
ey 8y ze L'S ey o'l oY 4% 4] GG supd |pHdoD
L'ZL 0zcl ¢8l gLl Syl §'6¢ 6'¢cl L8l 9'/L L'ez sjdioda1 J8sUDI} JUSLND [DUOSISd
zel 9l L6 2zl 60l L0l GGl 44! vl eel s818jUl PUD spUSPING
7'59 9'69 8'89 L'89 £0L 6'[S 9'99 679 0'€9 1'6S ouspisel Jo ©op|d AQ sBuluIns seAo|dWe |oN
‘B0 [ele] VS as oyd IYd NoH Vo) V1 OAN
DAN-UON
SaIoys EQCOQEOU SWODU| |[DUOSISd judpIsay
L91°82$ 20€°0€$ LEV'ETS 500°9€$ 19v've$  6£2'92% 81v'8zs$ 799'82$ 000°8Z$ 23443 BWODU| [DUOSISd JUSpISaY JOL
Al Sop’L (374 el £50°L 605 9gL’L T61'L 95’1 906’1 suO |PHAPD
L08Y L9'e c6Cy oLy 665 VGl V6 09¢'S L6 8G6'L sjdi®dai Jajsuply fusLND [OUOSISd
VA SlLL'Y 6922 88Y'S 859 108C Lov'y olse L00y 68Ty $818JUl PUD SPUSPIAIQ
zer8LS 180°12$ eZL9LS 62572$ RIWALS v12'GLS ve6'8L$ 209'81$ 9T LLS 682°02$ ouspIsel Jo ©op|d AQ sBuluInS ©8A0|dWe |oN
‘B0 (e} VS as oyd IYd NOoH (Vo) V1 DAN
OAN-UON
pjdpD 19 Ssjusuoduwiod SWODU| [PUOSID JudpISay
8'¢G$ 9'9¢$ £'82$ g'Sv$ £res L'8€$ 1°£S$ [Z4H TLo0LS 0'182$ BUODU| [DUOSISd JUSPISeyY D}
€T gL 60 €T Gl 80 €T v'e 9'G GGl supd |oHdoD
T6 vy (o] 4] 0§ vl 6L v'Gl 88l 89 sjdioda1 JasUDI} JUSLND [DUOSISd
L'z 0§ 8¢ 69 ¢ L'y 88 Lol €6l S've s818jUl PUD sPUSPING
z'ses v'sTs L61$ o'les 74y v'2es L'8€$ 7'e8$ G'/9% 1'991$ ouspIsel Jo ©op|d AQ sBuluIne eeAo|dwe N
‘B0 [ee] VS as oyd IUd NoH (Se) V1 DAN
DAN-UON
suojig ul siojjog sjuouodwod awodU| [PUOSIad juspisay
£08°606°L  ¥S8'90C°L  19L'vge'l  ¥89'€9Z'L  2/97T0'L  SSL'vip'lL  999'0l0T  €/7'898'C  908°/Z8'C  ISEIPL'8 uolpjndod
‘B0 [ele] VS as oyd IYd NoH Se) V1 OAN
DAN-UON

lIbjeq jusuodwio) 82INosay B|qPXD] $SOIS AJID Y00Z-€00Z 'LV SlapL

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE

16



"noaINg sNSUSY) 'S'N PUD ‘SISAJoUY DILIOUODT JO Nbaing ‘Odl :S3DANOS

714 l'zz 86z 681 891 v/l 08z £6l Vx4 661 (8104085 |ID) BWOLUI SI10j81doId [owB N
0°001L 0°00L 0°001L 0001 0°001L 0°00L 0°001L 0001 0°001L 0°00L SO9 ssauisng [pjo]
7'l ol gl 8l 7'l eT 'L zl o'l z'l SOOINBS IOUIO
0¢ 0¢ 92 o4 ¥4 Ve 7'l 1'C 6l 4 SODINISS PO PUD UOHOPOUIUWODDY
60 G0 90 90 80 ol S0 60 L'e ol UOH0SI08) PUD “JUSUIUIDLSIUS ‘SHY
8'C L'e g ze 8T 8 €T 8'L v'e 0¢ ©DUDJSISSO [DIO0S PUD SI0D UYDSH
20 L'0 Lo L'0 20 60 20 4] 20 z0 SOOIAISS [OUOHOONP]
0C L'l 6l yird 0¢ L'C 0¢ gl 6l Gl SODIAISS OISDM PUD SALLOLSIUILIPY
9L Ve 6'¢ S0 L'L 0l [ [N} G0 Gz sosidiaius pup salUDdWOoD JO JUBUISBDUDIA
69 69 zs g6 AL T8 €9 8'8 zs v SODJAISS DDIUYDS} PUD [OUOISSSJ0ld
ove £9¢ 6'€C oy L08 0L¢ z6l 1A%% 08¢ 76 BuIsOS| PUD ‘D{USI ‘S40}s |08y
v'é g6 8¢l 6L zelL oLl v's vl 08 9Vl ©dUpINsU| PUD S2UPUIY
L'l 8y 66 an g'g 99 9'¢ 6G 06l 9Tl UOHOWIO|
LT 4 e ol *ird LT v'e LT 8T 'L Buisnoysiom pup uoiopodsuol|
9oy oV 86 v's L'9 ov L€ LT (e} ge OPDI} (1048
v's 8'G z9 9'G 08 5874 L'9 0¢ g'g vy S0} B|PSS|OUM
0s L'S 8'G 8l 68 L'9 g9 ge 6'¢ L'l PunnjooINUDI
0¢ 43 9'G 9¢ g'g Ll 4 0¢ 9l 9l UOHONISUOD
8¢ 8y Lo 144 6¢C 6'¢ L'l 8l €T 1'C solIN
7’9 6 o'l L'0 20 00 zve 00 S0 00 (uoopxe SO PUD |10 Bulpnoul) BUUlN
20 00 S0 S0 9'0 L'0 00 L'0 z0 L'0 puiuny pup ‘Bulysy *Aljseio) ‘ainyNoLby
"Bro 34 VS as oyd 1Ud NoH [V} V1 OAN
DAN-UON
salpys Aisnpu Aq SO ssauisng
008G 1826 €8¢ g9z's 166°¢ 889°¢C 8erZl 8Ly oLy o0y (8104085 |ID) BWODU S10}8doId .oWBYy
6v0'92$ 180'vv$ 069'V1L$ 608'L2$ l61°12¢  L8v'SL$ oLY'PYS 955'vC$ y€L'02$ oelL'Les SO ssauisng |pjo]
118 ogy gee ¢1s G6¢C §Ge Gé7 96C 4ei4 9ze SOOI ISULO
618 €06 L8e L0L zes vie L19 LS €6¢ 665 SOOINISS POO) PUD UOHOPOUIUIODDY
ove 1ce 88 6L 291 Sl (0144 61¢ [Ty 082 UOHDSIO8] PUD “JUSUIUIDLSIUS ‘SLY
lvL (VAN 805 €06 268 s 900°L Lyy 969 cl8 ©DUDJSISSO [DIO0S PUD SIDD UYIDSH
zs L€ 9l 9z 9¢ evl 89 o t474 ole} SOD|AISS [OUOHOINP]
91S v/ G8e eie7 ve9 628 88 £9¢ 88¢ 417 SOOIAISS OSDM PUD SALOLSIUILIPY
zly 1£0°L V.S gel 8z¢ 0S1 L€0'L 08¢ L0l 0£9 soslidIo|ud PUD $8IUDAWOD JO JUBUISODUDIA
[8'1 €20'¢ 89/ 6€9C 260'L LLT'] €8/C €L1T 6.0l 7102 SOOIAISS [DDIUYDD} PUD [OUOISSSJ0ld
£98'8 00091 805°¢ 9Ge'LL G059 G2L'S 1858 véeLL 788’/ 6/9°01 BuISOS| PUD ‘[OJUSI B40ISS DY
LSV'T 90Cy €e0c 661 965°C 669°1 viv'e Spy'e 259°L 1G6'¢ ©2UDINSU| PUD SoUDUIY
9002 1oLz ost'L o9L'e 2oLl 920°L 885°L Lyl voL'e o0v'e UOHOWLIO|
269 286 il 8.2 Tes Ly 825’1 €59 G/S 60¢ Buisnoya1om pUO UoLHOdSUD|
g6l L10T 'l €05°L 96¢'1 819 659°1 759 oolL’l 296 SlelYINTISIEN]
Lov'L GrsT oL6 rSs°L €0l G99 €0LC il 'L L61'L BPDI} BIPSS|OUM
v6zT'l 692'C 858 06\ 968’1 (37) G982 €98 G08 cLy BuuN;ODINUDIN
vaL gyl 9z8 gL 9LL'L 09 808’1 véy vze vey UOHONISUOD
686 oelLe Ll 129 £09 109 6zr'e 4974 *Vi4 €48 sOlIN
LL9°L 8852 682 ve or 0 960l 9 901 L (uoyopiyxe sPb puo (|0 BuipnioUl) BUIUI
vr$ L1$ 19% (4t 41 oLs$ 81$ rL$ ees L1$ puyuny pup ‘Buiysy ‘Aljseio) ‘©Inynouby
"BAo I°Q VS as oyd 1ud NOoH (Vo) V1 OAN
DAN-UON
pydpD 184 Aljsnpuj Aq SO ssauisng
L'l L1l oy /9 0¢ ov 06z o¢l 181 0'vy (8104085 |ID) BWODU] S10}811doId oWy
L'6V$ T'eS$ 0'8l$ 1'5€$ L'62% 8'2¢$ €68$ v'0LS V6L 0'122% SO ssauisng |pjo]
L0 G0 €0 90 v'0 G0 ol 80 gl LT SOOI IOULO

17

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE



9°100°5$ T 165% v'TESS 8'89% _v.o 17'rs £'955$ 8'29% §'68.% 8'/8¢°'L$ v'92L% T 168% 0joL
09961 L0/ 517 414 £3668'L £62¢ 819 zeor £228 9229 - 91018 =
960 G'02S 698V 9'ee 1’6152 v'iIee L'l 1°22¢ 9°598 8°¢0l 2’168 100017 [pjoL | &
- - - - - - - - - - - 0207 Y10 m
- - - - - - - - - - - |O0Y3s .m
- - - - - - - - - - - AjunoD | 2
.geQes G288 59873 Qees LG1gZs zl1ees 1S L2zes 25983 22018 21688 AlD
9'€81'8$ 9°L8% - 9'L8% 0'960°'8% 9'669°L$ 6'501$ 6°LLS$ - 6'0£8'2$ 8'Ly8‘es 10j01
0'Lgr'y 7’0 - 7’0 G'08¢ 7 £'€89°L 6'G0L Soly - OVLL'T - S{0IS
LeoL'e 'Ly - 'Ly S'SLL'E €9l - 191l - 0'969 8'1v8°C 109017 |bjoL | F
rvie - - - AZAY - - - - [OR°i4% v'9c [°O0TJBUIO (G
cv0L'L - - - Zv0L’ L - - - - - cvoL'L |O0Y3s w..
goly - - - coly - - - - - goly Ajunod
G8'19C'LS 2e VS - [WA%S 9'LLT'LS €913 - 7 191$ - 0'8res 6'1698 AlID
£eee’6s 99¢€$ S091$ L'9L1$ 9'966'8% L'€L0°1$ 2'198% 6°2e88 Trse'Ls 1'€05°L$ 9'LLe'es 10j01
828/ 0'¢eC G'09L 'L/ 8'055'C G'CEC G'CSe 9'G08 CrSe L 0'908 - S{0IS
§'0S8S°'S Ly0L - Ly0L |8'sv¥'s clys £°80S LT - L°269 9'LLE'E 10001 |PjoL %
C6EL 8¢S - 8¢S 7'G89 - - - - 0'¢cee £eor [©007 IBYI1O w.
L'V68'L - - - L7688l - - - - - L7688l |O0YOs w
gLy - - - [WA%% L'L - - - 7601 20ee Ajunod
£'60G°CS 6'0SS - 6'0SS 7'8G17'CS G'ee8S$ /£'80G$ 2'L2S - /'G9ES £'62/$ AlID
L8sz'els [AINE] §°162$ L1918 _w.omm.wpw ozev'Ls 6'965$ 8'182'L$ 9'69¢'e$ 6LLL'eS 9'2s0'es 10j01
OVLLL 0'€6C G'LGC Sy Q' L8V, 0'8CL L - 7'606 9'69¢’C 9'v/0'C - {015 5
L'y8r's €921 - €92l |g-sse's L'662 G966 veLe - £'£€0°L 9'2s0'e 10901 |PjoL W
9'LL - - - 9LL - - - - - 9LL [0007 1IBYL0 | 5
702 - - - v'L0C - - - - - v'L0C |00Y3s Am
0'oer'e cel - cel EAAVAS 9'or S've - - 1'099 §'169C Aunod |8
1'6¢8°LS L'eLLS - L'eLLS 09LL’LS 7'8G2$ 0'CLSS v'TLES - C'LLES 0'9¢LS AlID
WA WAL 8'68€°2$ 0'688°L$ 8°005$ _.m L0€°Sy$ RANA L) 0'€19$ v'spe'ss 8159‘G1$ €'118'/$ o'SpLLS 10jo1
EyLL6L 1'LZ0'C 0'G88’L ‘9L 2'€60°LL 2'96¢ L L'VLC 8'/9L'L 7'0/0°0L 2 789°C - {015 W
B'2LS'8C L'Yy9¢ - L'Yy9¢ 1’80282 9'gel’‘e £'8€¢ 9°LLS'E 6'185°S LeL'y 0'SpriLL 10207 |pjoy | =
G'LeL 08 - 08 S'elL 7'961 [4Y% (14 - L91C - [©007 IBYIO M
- - - - - - - - - - - |ooyog [~
- - - - - - - - - - - AjunoD m
€168°/2$ /'9GES - /'9GES 961 LTS 2'er6'cs |'£628 7'81e'eS G'18G'GS 7'0L6'ES 'Sy’ LLS AlID
oJo1 pepodx3 |pjo) | (sexo] swoou) (soxo| pepodxsuoN payoadsun AN EltVelell]] Elt¥elell]] SOIDS |DIBUSS Aladold usuwuienob A

JuspisaluoN) | AoupdnooQ IpjoL pup JIBYIO ssauisng |ouUosIad JO |one]

Jsinuwo) [©4OH) JOISIA

soxp] papodxy AJID [DIUSD Ul SJUBWIUISOAS) D07 PUD PUD 8jpIS AQ Po}o8]|0D soxp] popodxeauoN

suoliw Ul Siojjlog

$002-€002 ‘SolD "S'N isebinT 8y} U] spuswuIdA0S Buiddbpaa0 pup joeiiq AQ pejos||0D S8XD] |DJO] "2V elapL

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE

18



'SJUSUWND0P SNUBAS) +C®ECL®>O@ J8YJO puUD ‘8lols ‘\LCDOO ~>t0 |oUoUIPPL PUD wtOQmw_ |OIOUDUIS [ONUUY ®>_mc®£®kQEOQ JUBWUIBA0S ‘Odl :STIDINOS
9°621'66$ zszl'zs 8'€80°L$ v Ly0'l$ le'v00°16$ 8'696'9$ 0€99°L$ 9'¥95'v$ 9L£8°L$ 6VEEVLS SVe9'SLS 1040}
G'eer'/T 8°0r6 696G 8'Cre £'T67'9C S'ZYY'S £'9GG 8'0£5°C 02.69 8'066'6 - o) | F
1'969‘52 SP8L°L 6987 9'L69 9°L1S've v'Les'L £901°L 8'€€0°L 9'598 Lyve'y GVE9'SL 10901 [jOL w
L1yl 8'€S - 8'€S 6'/88'L - - - - £'¢L8 ovLS 0007 I8 | =
8Y9r'9 - - - 8797’9 - - - - - 8Y9r'9 looyos | &
v'9LL9 CRZa! - oprl 8'1£9'9 L'L9 874 - - G9eTL 9'60£'S Aunoo | &
'C10'LLS 0'986$ 6981 2'66V$ 1'/2001$ Z'997'L$ 8'180°LS 8'620'L$ 9'G98$ v've2'2$ £'Sre’es AD |~
v'zeL'vs 0°€9$ - 0°€9$ v'699°v$ 0298 r'9es £'99¢$ - £'809'L$ L'SLLLS 10401
G'S0v'Z v'ST - (&4 0'08€°C v'2/8 7'9¢ 9252 - £'812'L - O404S
6'92¢'c S°LE - g'Lg v'682°C 9'6 - Lyl - 0°06€ L'SLLL 102017 |DJOL | o
06l - - - 0'G6L - - - - 0'G6L - (0007 18Ui0 |2
8'vL6 - - - 8.6 - - - - - 8VL6 looyos | 8
zeee - - - zeee - - - - - zeee AjunoD
6'€28$ G /€S - G/£$ £'98/$ 9'6$ - L'yLLS - 0G61$ ['/9v$ AID
rL1e'es €98 - £9L$ lrivi‘es 0°095$ 20$ gLLLS - 82LLLS L'962°1$ 1040}
£'1/G'L 008 - 008 L LYG'L L'vSS Z0 2'S8 - 1’206 - SIDIS | o
L'9r9‘L £9v - €9V L'66S°L 6S - 992 - 9'0L2 L9621 10201 [PJoL | 3
GSLL - - - GSLL - - - - €801 €L 0007 1eU0 | &
6 LLL - - - 6 LLL - - - - - 6LLL joouos | &
7'09¢ - - - 7092 - - - - - 7092 Aunop | &
£'86v$ £ors - X% 6'LGY 6G - 997 - v'ZoLs 1'/GT$ AID
9°892°G$ 9°617$ SoLL$ 1°60€$ 0°6v8°v$ 0'LSv$ - G560V v LOE°LS v'88vLs LT6LLS 10401
1'0/8°C 62L1 SoLL 729 ZL61'S 0'0vy - G668 7108’1 £'9G0’L - awis |,
G'868°L L'9ve - L9ve 81691 691 - ool - L'2er LT6LL 10201 [pjoy | 2
- - - - - - - - - - - 10007 10U40 | g
9'e0L - - - 9'e0L - - - - - 90l looyos | Q&
7ory'L £9LL - £9LL Loee’L G'8 - - - L'ove 9'180°L Ajunop | ©
G'8res vogLs - 708 L 1’812 G - 00L$ - 02618 g'/$ AID
LeEL'Y 1€l 682 8201 0200V 8€LE - §'861$ Svevs 6258°L$ £TITLS I0}0)
6'LrL'e 7oL 682 Gy 9'G90°C 6'90€ - 686l Sy 9Gell - Ellelly
L7166°L €65 - €65 G'9¢6°L 69 - - - TLIL I AtAll 10201 [pjoy |
- - - - - - - - - - - [0007 JIBYO m
2'8r8 - - - 2'8r8 - - - - - z8rs looyos | X
6681 z'Sl - z's1 Lvey ey - - - 6922 G'g6l Ajunod
[0°€0/$ Lors s Lors 9'£99$ 928 . - . £:06v$ PASYARS Te}

19

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE



clL'8$ 96'0% 98°0% 0L'0% oL LS 06'0$ oL'0% 8T’ 1S SC'C$ EINE] SY'LS 0oL
oLe L0 £00 v0'0 80'¢ /£'0 0L'0 S0 380 10" L - SIIely h”
€6V G8°0 6L0 S0°0 60V S0 000 [4:4] Lv'L LL°0 Sl I020] Ipjo) | &
- - - - - - - - - - - [0o0] oY | &
- - - - - - - - - - - [jooyos |8
- - - - - - - - - - - Aunoo | &
£6'7S G8'0$ 6/'0$ S0'0$ 60'17$ 7508 0008 25'0$ L7'L$ JANS Sy LS AlD
65°6$ 90°0$ - 90°0% lesss oL'L$ L0°0$ 6£°0$ - 96°1$ v6°1$ 10§01
20'¢ £0'0 - £0'0 66'C Gl'L /00 820 - o' L - S]0IS
JAx4 €00 - €00 L4°K4 100 - LL'0 - 8v'0 V6L I020] jo) | F
920 - - - 9C0 - - - - 7Z'0 00 [020]IBUIO | S
oLl - - - 9L'L - - - - - 9Ll |00yog w'
620 - - - 6C°0 - - - - - 620 AjunoD
98'0$ £0'0$ - £0'0$ £8'03 10'0$ 00'0$ LL'0S - 7208 /7'08 AlID
LL9$ 2e 08 LL0$ cLos 68'G$ 0/°0$ 95°0% 66°0$ 68°0$ 86'0$ 1z'es 10§01
8V'C GL'0 L1'0 S0'0 £€'C Gl'0 £20 £G'0 680 £G'0 - S]0IS
v9'€ £0°0 - £0°0 LS'E G660 €€°0 200 - 9v'0 lee 1020] |PjO) %
870 70’0 - 70’0 j140] - - - - GlLo 0ge0 [©20] J8YIO w.
lc'L - - - Lzt - - - - - [k 100Y2s @
620 - - - 6¢'0 L00 - - - 00 [} AjunoD °
79 LS £0'0$ - £0'0$ 19'1$ GG'0$ £€'03 20'03 - 7208 /7'08 AlID
LLss 2e 08 €108 60°0% |es-9$ 9,°0$ 2€°0$ 6908 18°1$ L9°1$ v9'L$ 10401
yAN% 9L'0 L0 200 [{oN4 090 - 670 18| L1'L - S]0IS 5
14-X4 £0°0 - £0°0 L8°C 9L0 2€0 0z0 - 960 9L 1020] |PjOL W
L00 - - - L00 - - - - - L00 [020] IBUIO | 5
LL'0 - - - LL'0 - - - - - L0 |00yog .m
78l 100 - 100 €8l 200 100 - - Ge0 ! AunoD | 8
86'0$ 90'0$ - 90'0$ 26'03 7108 1€'0$ 0C'0$ - 02'0$ £0'08 AlID
0S°6$ 8v°0$ 8€°0% 01°0$ 20'6$ 88°0$ cLos 90°1$ cLes 96°1$ 8e'2$ 10401
18'¢ or'0 3¢'0 £0'0 or'¢e 920 S0'0 Ge'0 10'C £/'0 - S]0IS w
169'S £0°0 - £0°0 lzo's €90 £0°0 L0 LLL 280 82'C 1020 |pjo] | =
L0 000 - 000 710 70’0 L00 S00 - 70’0 - [©20] J8YIO M
- - - - - - - - - - - jooyos | =
- - - - - - - - - - - AjunoD ,m.v
GG'GS £0°0$ 00'0$ £0°0$ 817’63 6G'08 9008 9908 LL'LS 8/'03 82'CS AlID
|oJ01 papodx3 |pjo] | (sexo] suwoou| (sexo| papodxauoN payoadsun AlN EilelelV]] EilelelV]] Sl [JEINETS Apedold Jusuiuienob A
JuspisaluoN) | Aocupdnoop ojo1 puD JBYLIO ssauisng |ouUosIad JO |one
JBINWWOD |©10H) JOLSIA
soxp] papodx3 :owa AJID [DIJUSD Ul SJUBWILIBAOS) |DD0T PUD 8)p}S AQ PO}od||0D SOXD] papodxauoN
002-€002 ‘S9uID 'S'N —mwm._o._ Oy} U] SjUDWIUIBA0S mc_Qn_D_._0>O puUDp JO3lIJ JO $©21N0S3Y B|PXP] SS0IDH oo_.w lad saxp] eV ejap]

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE

20



*Ajluo uolsN|| 10} pepIAcId 19 00L$ 1od SexXDL [0 PUD PaHOdXe $82IN0seY| S|CDXD] SSOIS) AQ PEQIOSAD AlJO8IIP JOU 810 sexp) paodx] :31ON
‘04l :304N0S
Lr'9$ 92°0$ €108 €108 91'9% ¥8°0$ 0z'0$ §6'0$ S6'0% €L'1% 68'1% 10401
L&' L1'0 /00 700 0C'e 990 £0'0 £v'0 780 121 - ]IS W
(] L0 900 800 96C 810 €10 clLo oLo 2s0 68’1 1020] |PjOL W
LL'0 {e)o] - [{e)o] LL'0 - - - - LL'0 900 0001 IBULO [ <
840 - - - 840 - - - - - 840 looyos | Q
280 00 - 00 080 {e)o] 000 - - SglL'o 790 Ajunod m.
cC'1S [ANS 90'0$ 90'0$ 1g'1$ 810 €108 ZL'0$ 0L'0$ £2°0$ 0or'0$ Ao | =
LTS £0°0 - £0°0$ 0z's$ 86'0% ¥0°0$ Lv'0$ - 6L'18 86'1$ 10401
89°'C £0'0 - £0'0 G9'C £6'0 70'0 8¢'0 - 96" L - 1015
6G°C v0'0 - 0’0 G6'C 100 - €10 - €v'o 86°1L I020] IPJO] | o
c¢0 - - - [44} - - - - [44} - 020 JoUIO | &
60" L - - - 60'L - - - - - 60'L looyos | &
L£°0 - - - L£0 - - - - - LE0 Aunod
26'0$ 70'0$ - 70'0$ 88'0$ 10'0$ - £1°08 - 2¢'0$ 2G'0$ AlD
68'9% 9108 - 9108 €L'9% oc'iL$ 00'0$ v20$ - 16°¢$ 8,28 10401
AR 900 - 900 0¢'¢ 6L L 000 3L'0 - £6'L - 1015 ¢
€G°¢ oL'0 - olL'o | [y 100 - 900 - 860 8/C I020] [PjO] | 3
GC'0 - - - Gc0 - - - - €¢0 c00 [000] IBUIO W
59'1 - - - 99'L - - - - - S9'L |oouds | &
950 - - - 950 - - - - - 950 AnoD | §
[0'LS 0L'0$ - 0L'0$ £6'0$ 10'0$ - 90'0$ - Se'0$ GG'0$ AlD
€6°9¢ 25°0$ 108 8€'0$ 10'9% L5°0% - 16°0$ 19°1$ s8'1$ sv'is 10401
3Ly [RA0] 710 800 96'¢ GG'0 - 050 19| e 1 - 8018 | .,
GE€'C L€0 - L€0 S0°C 200 - 100 - S0 8yl 1020] |pjol | 8
- - - - - - - - - - - [000] JoUIO | g
€L'0 - - - Lo - - - - - Lo looyos | @
6L L 710 - 1’0 G9'L [{e)o] - - - 0e'0 ve'l Ajunop | ©
cv'0S 91'0$ - 910 /20 100 - 10'0$ - 7208 10'0$ AlD
9V'9¢ 12°0$ S0'0$ 91'0$ SC'9$ 6v'0$ - 1€°0$ 99'0$ 68'C$ 68'1$ 0jol
Se'e [4%0) S0'0 L0'0 £C'¢ 877'0 - L0 990 L] - S10IS
LLI'E 600 - 600 c0'e L0'0 - - - gL'l 68°L I000] [pjo] | 3
- - - - - - - - - - - 1000l Jeuio | @
A - - - el - - - - - el 100Y2Os m
690 00 - 00 990 L0 - - - Geo 0g0 AjunoD
oL'LS 9008 - 9008 v0'LS 0008 - - - £1°08 1208 AN

21

NEW YORK CITY INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE



