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STATES CONTI NUE TO FEEL

By Elizabeth McNichol, Phil Oliff, and Nicholas Johnson

New state budget estimates for the upcoming fiscal year show that states still face a long and
uncertain recovery. Already, 29 states have projected or have addressed shortfalls totaling $44
billion for fiscal year 2013, the fiscal year that begins July 1, 2012

The Great Recession that started in 2007 caused the largest collapse in state revenues on record.
Since bottoming out in 2010, revenues have begun to grow again, but states are still far from fully
recovered. As of the third quarter of 2011, state revenues remained 7 percent below pre-recession
levels, and are not growing fast enough to recover anytime soon.

Meanwhile, S t actlueaofand health care obligations continue to grow. Next year, states
expect to educate 350,000 more K-12 students and 1.7 million more public college and university
students in the upcoming school year than in 2007-08.*> And some 5.6 million more people are
projected to be eligible for subsidized health insurance through Medicaid in 2012 than were enrolled
in 2008, as employers have cancelled their coverage and people have lost jobs and wages.3

Consequently, even though the revenue outlook is trending upward, states are still addressing large
budget shortfalls by historical standards as they consider budgets for the upcoming year. In some
states with two-year budget cycles, projected shortfalls for fiscal year 2013 have already been closed
through spending cuts and other measures scheduled to take effect in the next fiscal year, but in the
majority of states they must be closed through legislative action in the coming months in order to
meet balanced-budget requirements. Extremely large shortfalls addressed in recent years have led to
deep cuts in critical public services like education, health care, and human services; the new
shortfalls likely will prompt legislators to make further cuts in those areas on top of those already
enacted.

1 Of these 29 states, 13 have two-year budgets ending in fiscal year 2013. These states have, for the most part, closed
their FY13 shortfalls. Two of the 13 fi Maine and Washington fi still face additional shortfalls that have emerged after
their budgets were enacted. Table 2 identifies the states with two-year budgets.

2 U.S. Department of Education, Condition of Education 201 1ables A-2-1, A-8-1, and A-9-1.

? CBPP calculations based on data from the Congtressional Budget Office and Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services.



So state budgets are poised to continue to be a drag on the national economy, threatening
hundreds of thousands of private- and public-sector jobs, reducing the job creation that otherwise
would be expected to occur. Potential (though politically challenging) strategies for lessening the
impact of deep spending cuts include more use of state reserve funds in states that have reserves,
more revenue through tax-law changes, and a greater role for the federal government.

Source: CBPP survey

Our survey of state fiscal conditions shows that:

States continue to fac& major fiscal challenge T'wenty-nine states have already projected
(and in some cases already closed) budget gaps totaling $44 billion for fiscal year 2013 (see Figure 1).
This number is almost certain to grow as governors release new gap projections along with their
proposed budgets in the coming months. These shortfallsar e al | t he more daunt |
options for addressing them are fewer and more difficult than in recent years. Temporary aid to
states enacted in early 2009 as part of the federal Recovery Act was enormously helpful in allowing
states to avert some of the most harmful potential budget cuts in the 2009, 2010 and 2011 fiscal
years. But the federal government allowed that aid to largely expire at the end of fiscal year 2011,
leading to some of the deepest cuts to state services since the start of the recession. Far from
providing additional assistance to states, the federal government is now moving ahead with spending
cuts that will very |Iikely make statesd® fisca

State finances are recovering, bslowly. The data suggest that state finances are improving.
Seven states have reported new shortfalls totaling $2.6 billion opening in their budgets for the
current year (fiscal year 2012). This is less than the mid-year shortfalls states faced last year (fiscal
year 2011), and dramatically lower than in fiscal year 2009 and fiscal year 2010. For next year, the
shortfall totals for fiscal year 2013 are smaller than the totals from the last few years. But they



remain large by historical standards, as the economy remains weak and unemployment is still high.
(Note that even if economic improvement accelerates, state fiscal recovery tends to lag recovery in
the broader economy.)

Figure 2

Largest State Budget Shortfalls On Record
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*Reported to date
Source: CBPP survey, revised December 2011.

The shortfalls that states are projecting for fiscal years 2012 and 2013 are in addition to the more
than $530 billion in shortfalls that states have already closed over the past four years.

State Budget Shortfalls in2012 and 2013

States already have addressed extraordinarily large shortfalls as they developed and implemented
spending plans for fiscal years 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012. Shortfalls are
revenues fall short of the cost of providing services. Every state except Vermont has some sort of
balanced-budget law. So the shortfalls for 2009 through 2012 i which totaled more than $530
billion combined i have already been closed through a combination of spending cuts, withdrawals
from reserves, revenue increases, and use of federal stimulus dollars. Moreover, a number of states
with two-year budgets have already closed significant shortfalls for fiscal year 2013.

Figure 2 compares the size and duration of the shortfalls that resulted from the recession during
the first decade of the 2000s to shortfalls reported to date following the onset of the latest recession.
In the early 2000s, as in the early 1990s and early 1980s, state fiscal problems lasted for several years
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after the recession ended. The same has proven to be the case this time. The most recent recession
was more severe fl deeper and longer fi than the previous one. State fiscal problems also have
proven to be worse and are likely to remain so for the foreseeable future.

Figure3:
Continued Growth of 8.3% per Year Would not Restore
Losses from Recession Until Fiscal Year 2019
$1.2 trillion
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Source: CBPP calculations using NASBO revenue data

Stat esd f iarsifproling doaghiviihitht Hro@dér Sconomy. But states are coming out
of a very deep hole. Figure 3 illustrates the magnitude of the problem. State revenues have begun
to rebound. State tax intake grew 8.3 percent in the 12-month period ending in June 2011 & the
2011 fiscal year for most states. This encouraging growth offers a glimmer of hope that states are
beginning to climb out of the fiscal hole caused by the recession. Unfortunately, that hole was so

deep that even i f r evenui@ shickiohipilyiuniikdyeas t 0 gr ow a
explained below fi it would take Seven yearget them back on a normal track.
Il n other words, revenues probably wondt come

that they cut during the recession unless states raise taxes, at least temporarily, or receive additional

federal aid while the economy slowly recovers.

Figure 3 shows how much states would be collecting if revenues had not dropped sharply due to
the recession but instead had continued to grow at their historical rate of 5 percent. (The 5 percent
rate is based on actual collections between 1980 and 2008, with adjustments for projected inflation



and GDP growth.) It also shows that, at the 2011 rateof 83p er cent , revenues woul
a normal track until 2019.

State tax collections typically grow faster than normal after a recession as they recover from a
reduced base. Butstatesh avenodt seen S ulSpércant ldvebsilce therl9oOwt h  at an

Beyond simply coming out of a deep hole, states face major obstacles that will slow their fiscal
recovery. One is the shifting role of the federal government. It allowed emergency aid to states to
largely expire at the end of fiscal year 2011, leaving states with fewer options to address their still
substantial budget shortfalls in fiscal year 2012 and beyond. Moreover, the federal government has
been moving ahead with spending cuts that will very likely reduce ongoing federal funding for state
and local governments and make state fiscal conditions even worse.

Another major obstacle to recovery is sluggish economic growth. Unemployment remains well
above 8 percent, and many economists expect it to stay at high levels throughout 2012 and beyond.
Continued slow job growth will restrain the rise in state tax receipts. This is especially true for the
salestax. Hi gh unempl oyment and economic uncertaint:
wealth due to fallen property values, will continue to depress consumption, keeping sales tax receipts
at low levels. If, as in past recessions, the incomes of the wealthy recover faster than those of low-
and middle- income individuals and families, this would mitigate somewhat the effect of a sluggish
job market on tax receipts, especially in states with progressive income taxes. Beyond depressing
state revenue collections, the weak economy increases demand for Medicaid and other essential
services that states provide. These factors suggest that state budget gaps will continue to be a
problem for states for some time to come.

Estimates from the states, Tablel:
although incomplete, are ~ States with FY2012 MidYear Gaps |

consistent with this outlook. FY12 Projected Shortfall as Percent
To date, at least seven states Shortfall of FY12 Budget
have seen new shortfalls open California* $930 million 1.1%
in their budgets for the current lllinois $507 million 1.5%
yeat (fiscal year 2012) totaling Kentucky $190 million 2.1%
$2.6 billion. This is less than Louisiana $198 million 2.4%
half of the mid-year shortfall Maine $121 million 4.0%
total that states faced last year New York $350 million 0.6%
(fiscal year 2011) and down Washington* $350 million 2.2%
significantly from those in States Total $2.6 billion 1.2%
tiscal year 2009 and fiscal year

apd Note:Was hi ngton stateds s brefoarthafl |t hetsy
2010. But it still fepresents a $1.4 billion mid-biennium shortfall will be closed in fiscal yea2012.
fiscal challenge for those states. | ca| i f shronritaféasl | is the amount oiémakihge

in fiscal year 2012.

Table 1 lists the mid-year
shortfalls that states have closed or anticipate closing for 2012.

The fiscal year 2013 shortfall projections illustrate the significant fiscal challenge that states
continue to face. Already 29 states have projected shortfalls totaling $44 billion for FY2013, the
fiscal year that begins July 1, 2012 (See Table 2). These preliminary totals may be down somewhat
from the daunting budget gaps of the last several years, but they are still very large by historical



standards. And it is reasonable to expect that this total will grow as governors issue new gap
projections along with the budget proposals they will be releasing in the coming months.

These current and future
shortfalls are in addition to the
gaps that states have already
closed in fiscal year 2012.
Overall, 42 states have closed
shortfalls in 2012 totaling $103
billion. (See Table 3.)

Of course, a faster-than-
expected recovery could reduce
the size of future shortfalls.
But there are factors that could
make it particularly difficult for
states to recover from the
current fiscal situation. For
example, housing markets have
been slow to fully recover; their
decline has depressed
consumption and sales tax
revenue as people refrain from
buying furniture, appliances,
construction materials and the
like. The weakness in the
housing market has also
depressed property tax revenue.
Property tax collections were 4
percent loweih the 12-month
period ending in September
2011 than in the previous 12
months. This places a strain on
local governmentsObudgets and
makes it more likely that they
will look to states to help them
sustain funding for local
services like education and
police and fire protection.

Some states initially were not
affected by the economic
downturn, but the number has
dwindled over time. Resource-
rich states fi  such as New
Mexico, Alaska and Montana

Table2:

States with FY2013 Gaps
FY13 Projected  Shortfall as Percent

Shortfall of FY12 Budget
California* $8.4 billion 9.8%
Colorado $598 million 8.4%
Connecticuta $2.7 billion 14.4%
District of Columbia $53 million 0.8%
Florida $2 billion 8.4%
Hawaiia $500 million 8.9%
Kentucky DK na
Louisiana DK na
Mainea $470 million 15.5%
Maryland $1.0 billion 6.9%
Massachusetts DK na
Minnesota? $1.9 billion 11.6%
Mississippi DK na
Missouri $800 million 10.0%
Nebraska2 $347 million 10.0%
Nevadaz $1.2 billion 37.0%
New Hampshirea $250 million 20.0%
New York $2.0 billion 3.5%
North Carolinaa $2.0 billion 10.2%
Ohio* a $3.0 billion 10.8%
Oregon*a $1.7 billion 24.0%
Pennsylvania $746 million 2.7%
Rhode Island $146 million 4.6%
Texas* a $9.0 billion 20.4%
Vermont $75 million 6.1%
Virginia $145 million 0.9%
Washington* a $3.5 billion 22.2%
West Virginia $200 million 4.9%
Wisconsina $1.6 billion 11.3%
States Total $44.3 billion 10.2%

(a) States in bold have tweyearbudgets ending in fiscal year 2013. These
states have, for the most part, closed the shortfalls listed in this table. Maine
and Washingtonds numbers include ag
after their budgets were enacted'DK" indicates that a bortfall is projected but
magnitude is not yet reported.

*Californiads shortfall i
Oregonds and Ohiofds short |
shortfalls for the 2011-2013 biennium. Estimat e s o f -@dr shorfial
range from $6 to $8 billion.
estimates. Texas underfunded the
its FY1213 biennial budget, leaving a roughly $4 billion budget hotéat will
need to be filled in FY13. Wihreeh i n ¢
fourthsof t he st at e dennfurh shdrtfab will bk dloged in AY18L
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N saw revenue growth in the beginning of the recession as a result of high oil prices. Later,



however, the decline in oil prices affected revenues in these states. The economies of a handful of
other states have so far been less affected by the national economic problems. Only two states,
North Dakota and Montana, have not reported budget shortfalls in any of these years. One other
state 1 Alaskafi faced shortfalls in fiscal year 2010 but has not projected gaps for subsequent yeats.

The Consequences of Shortfalls

In states facing budget gaps, the consequences are severe in many cases i1 for residents as well as
the economy. To date, budget difficulties have led at least 46 states to reduce services for their
residents, including some of their most vulnerable families and individuals." More than 30 states
have raised taxes to at least some degree, in some cases quite significantly.

If revenue remains depressed, as is expected in many states, additional spending and service cuts
are likely. Indeed a number of states that budget on a two-year basis have already made substantial
cuts to balance their budgets for fiscal year 2013. Budget cuts often are more severe later in a state
fiscal crisis, after largely depleted reserves are no longer an option for closing deficits.

Spending cuts are problematic during an economic downturn because they reduce overall demand
and can make the downturn deeper. When states cut spending, they lay off employees, cancel
contracts with vendors, eliminate or lower payments to businesses and nonprofit organizations that
provide direct services, and cut benefit payments to individuals. In all of these circumstances, the
companies and organizations that would have received government payments have less money to
spend on salaries and supplies, and individuals who would have received salaries or benefits have
less money for consumption. This directly removes demand from the economy.

Tax increases also remove demand from the economy by reducing the amount of money people
have to spend. However to the extent these increases are on upper-income residents, that effect is
minimized. This is because these residents tend to save a larger share of their income, and thus
much of the money generated by a tax increase on upper income residents comes from savings and
so does not diminish economic activity. At the state level, a balanced approach to closing deficits fi
raising taxes along with enacting budget cuts i is needed to close state budget gaps in order to
maintain important services while minimizing harmful effects on the economy.

Ultimately, the actions needed to address state budget shortfalls place a considerable number of
jobs at risk.

The roughly $44 billion shortfall that states are facing for fiscal year 2013 equals about 0.29
percent of GDP. Assuming that economic activity declines by one dollar for every dollar that states
cut spending or raise taxes, and based on a rule of thumb that a one percentage point loss of GDP
costs the economy 1 million jobs, the state shortfalls projected to date could prevent the creation of
290,000 public- and private-sector jobs next year.

‘For more detailed Eenboar®anatenBusgetolSntEpdat
http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=1214.



http://www.cbpp.org/cms/index.cfm?fa=view&id=1214

The Role of the Federal Government

Federal assistance lessened the extent to which states needed to take actions that further harmed
the economy. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), enacted in February 2009,
included substantial assistance for states. The amount in ARRA to help states maintain current
activities was about $135 billion to $140 billion over a roughly 2'2-year period N ot between 30

Figure4:
Few Recovery Act Funds (Including August Extension)
Available After 2011
70 billion $62
billion $58
60 billion
50
40
$29
30 billion
20
§7
billi
10 1ion $200
0 million
FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013
FY=Fiscal Year
Revised December 2011.
Source: CBPP analysis using data from U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
U.S. Department of Education, and Congressional Budget Office.

percent and 40 percent of projected state shortfalls for fiscal years 2009, 2010, and 2011. Most of
thismoneywasi Nt he form of increased Medicaid
(There were also other streams of funding in the Recovery Act flowing through states to local
governments or individuals, but these will not address state budget shortfalls.) This money reduced
the extent of state spending cuts and state tax and fee increases.

In addition, H.R. 1586 fi the August 2010 jobs bill fi extended enhanced Medicaid funding for
six months, through June 2011, and added $10 billion to the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. Even
with this extension, federal assistance largely ended before state budget gaps had fully abated. The
Medicaid funds expired in June 2011, the end of the 2011 fiscal year in most states,’ and states had
drawn down most of their State Fiscal Stabilization Fund allocations by then as well. So even
though significant budget gaps remained in 2012, there was little federal money available to close

5 Most states operate on a July-June fiscal year. The exceptions are New York (April-Match), Texas (September-August),
and Alabama and Michigan (both October-September).

fundi



them. Pardallyasatesul, St at esd final 2012 budpepdidgcssthi@nt ai n
the start of the recession.

One way to avert these kinds of cuts, as well as additional tax increases, would have been for the
federal government to reduce state budget gaps by extending the Medicaid funds for as long as state
fiscal conditions are expected to be problematic.

But far from extending this aid, federal policymakers are moving ahead with plans to CUtongoing
federal funding for states and localities, thereby making state fiscal conditions even worse. The
federal debt limit deal this past summer, in addition to cuts enacted in the 2011 appropriations
process, likely will lead to nearly $1 trillion in cuts in non-defense discretionary funding over the
next decade. Fully onghirdof this category of federal spending flows through state and local
governments in the form of funding for education, health care, human services, law enforcement,
infrastructure, and other services that states and localities administer. Large cuts in federal funding to
states and localities would worsen state budget problems, deepen the size of cuts in spending,
increase state taxes and fees, and thus slow economic recovery even further than is already likely to
occut.
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Table3:

- Tabesx
GapsStates Have Faced in FY2012

Shortfall as Percent
FY2012 of FY2012 General
Projected Shortfall FundBudget
Alabama $979 million 13.4%
Arizona $1.5 billion 17.0%
California* $23.0 billion 27.2%
Colorado $450 million 6.2%
Connecticut $2.9 billion 14.7%
District of Columbia $322 million 5.1%
Florida $3.7 billion 11.5%
Georgia $1.3 billion 7.6%
Hawaii $540 million 9.8%
Idaho $92 million 3.6%
Illinois $5.3 billion 16.0%
lowa $149 million 2.4%
Kansas $492 million 8.1%
Kentucky* $780 million 8.3%
Louisiana $1.6 billion 19.4%
Maine $422 million 13.8%
Maryland $1.4 billion 9.5%
Massachusetts $1.8 billion 5.6%
Michigan $767 million 3.6%
Minnesota $3.8 billion 20.3%
Mississippi $634 million 13.8%
Missouri $704 million 8.9%
Nebraska $166 million 4.8%
Nevada* $1.2 billion 37.4%
New Hampshire $250 million 18.4%
New Jersey $10.5 billion 36.0%
New Mexico $450 million 8.3%
New York $10.0 billion 17.6%
North Carolina $2.4 billion 12.1%
Ohio* $3.0 billion 11.1%
Oklahoma $500 million 9.0%
Oregon* $1.7 billion 25.5%
Pennsylvania $3.7 billion 13.4%
Rhode Island $219 million 6.9%
South Carolina $630 million 11.5%
South Dakota $127 million 11.0%
Tennessee DK Na
Texas $9.0 billion 20.5%
Utah $390 million 8.0%
Vermont $176 million 14.3%
Virginia* $2.0 billion 12.3%
Washington $2.5 billion 15.3%
Wisconsin $1.6 billion 11.5%
States Total $102.9 billion 15.9%
Notes: Kentucky and Virginia have twygear budgets. They closed their FY2012 shortfalls when they
enacted their budgets for the FY201+Y2012 biennium.Cal i f or ni ads shortf ¢
shortfall carried forward from FY2011. Oreg
projected shortfalls for the 20122 013 bi enni um. E syear sinatfalerangedrém O
$6to $8 billion. Nevadads short f'DKlindicatesthateh e m
shortfall is projected but magnitude is not yet reported.




Table4:

Total FY2011 Budget Gaps
FY2011 Shortfall

Total Shortfall as

Closed When FY2011 Mid-Year Percent of F2011
Budget Adopted* Shortfall FY2011 Total General Fund

Alabama $586 million $275 million $861 million 12.3%
Arizona $3.1 billion $211 million $3.3 billion 39.0%
California* $17.9 billion* See Note $17.9 billion* 20.7%
Colorado $1.5 billion $257 billion $1.8 billion 25.1%
Connecticut $5.1 billion $0 $5.1 billion 28.8%
Delaware $377 million $0 $377 million 11.4%
District of Columbia $104 million $175 million $279 million 4.5%
Florida $4.7 billion $0 $4.7 billion 19.5%
Georgia $4.2 billion $0 $4.2 billion 25.4%
Hawaii $594 million $220 million $814 million 16.2%
Idaho $84 million $0 $84 million 3.5%
Illinois $13.5 billion $0 $13.5 billion 40.2%
Indiana $1.3 billion $0 $1.3 billion 9.4%
lowa $1.1 $1.1

billion $0 billion 20.3%
Kansas $510 million $60 million $570 million 10.1%
Kentucky $780 million $0 $780 million 9.1%
Louisiana $1.0 billion $108 million $1.1 billion 14.3%
Maine $940 million $0 $940 million 34.7%
Maryland $2.0 billion $0 $2.0 billion 15.3%
Massachusetts $2.7 billion $0 $2.7 billion 8.6%
Michigan $2.0 billion* $0 $2.0 billion* 9.3%
Minnesota $4.0 billion $0 $4.0 billion 25.0%
Mississippi $716 million $0 $716 million 15.9%
Missouri $730 million $0 $730 million 9.4%
Nebraska $329 million $0 $329 million 9.7%
Nevada $1.8 billion $0 $1.8 billion 54.5%
New Hampshire $365 million $0 $365 million 27.2%
New Jersey $10.7 billion $0 $10.7 billion 38.2%
New Mexico $333 million $159 million $492 million 9.1%
New York $8.5 billion* $0 $8.5 billion* 15.9%
North Carolina $5.8 billion $0 $5.8 billion 30.6%
Ohio $3.0 billion $0 $3.0 billion 11.0%
Oklahoma $725 million $0 $725 million 13.7%
Oregon* See Table 5 $378 million See Table See Table
Pennsylvania $4.1 hillion $0 $4.1 billion 16.2%
Rhode Island $395 million $0 $395 million 13.4%
South Carolina $1.3 billion $0 $1.3 billion 26.1%
South Dakota $102 million $0 $102 million 8.8%
Tennessee $1.0 billion $0 $1.0 billion 9.4%
Texas $4.6 billion $4.3 billion $8.9 billion 20.9%
Utah $700 million $0 $700 million 14.7%
Vermont $338 million $0 $338 million 31.3%
Virginia $1.3 hillion $0 $1.3 hillion 8.5%
Washington $3.5 billion 1.1 billion $4.6 billion 29.6%
WestVirginia $134 million $0 $134 million 3.6%
Wisconsin $3.4 billion $137 million $3.5 billion 24.9%
Wyoming $147 million $0 $147 million 10.3%
States Total $122.6 billion $7.4 billion $130.0 billion 19.9%
NoteeCa | i f ehortfall doéssnot include $1.2 billion in proposed reserve replenishmen©Oregonhas

a twoyear budget. See Table 4 for additional gap information.
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Table5:

Total FY2010 Budget Gaps

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California*
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon*
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington*
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Total

FY2010

Shortfall Closed
When Budget

Adopted
$1.2 billion
$1.3 billion
$3.2 billion
$146 million
$45.5 billion
$1.0 billion
$4.2 billion
$557 million
$650 million
$5.9 billion
$3.1 billion
$682 million
$411 million
$9.3 billion
$1.1 billion
$779 million
$1.4 billion
0
$1.8 billion
$640 million
$1.9 billion
$5.0 billion
$2.8 billion
$3.2 billion
$480 million
$780 million
$150 million
$1.2 billion
$250 million
$8.8 billion
$345 million
$17.9 billion
$4.6 billion
$3.3 billion
$777 million
$4.2 billion
$4.8 billion
$590 million
$725 million
$32 million
$1.0 billion
$3.5 billion
$721 million
$278 million
$1.8 billion
$3.4 billion
$184 million
$3.2 billion
0
$158.5 billion

Additional
FY2010

Mid-Year Gap

$400 million
0
$1.9 billion
$247 million
Yes*
$600 million
$513 million
0
$167 million
$147 million
$1.4 billion
$533 million
$151 million
$5.0 billion
$309 million
$533 million
$459 million
$1.2 billion
$777 million
$209 million
$936 million
$600 million
$454 million
$209 million
$437 million
$931 million
$155 million
$384 million
$180 million
$2.2 billion
$650 million
$3.2 billion
$391 million
$296 million
$864 million
0
$1.1 billion
$400 million
$439 million
15.8 million
$170 million
0
$279 million
$28 million
$1.8 billion
$1.4 billion
$120 million
0
$32 million
$32.3 billion

FY2010 Total

$1.6 billion
$1.3 billion
$5.1 billion
$395 million
$45.5 billion
$1.6 billion
$4.7 billion
$557 million
$817 million
$6.0 billion
$4.5 billion
$1.2 billion
$562 million
$14.3 billion
$1.4 billion
$1.3 billion
$1.8 billion
$1.2 billion
$2.5 billion
$849 million
$2.8 billion
$5.6 billion
$3.3 billion
$3.4 billion
$917 million
$1.7 billion
$305 million
$1.5 billion
$430 million
$11 billion
$995 million
$21.0 billion
$5.0 billion
$3.6 billion
$1.6 billion
$4.2 billion
$5.9 billion
$990 million
$1.2 billion
$48 million
$1.2 billion
$3.5 billion
$1.0 billion
$306 million
$3.6 billion
$4.8 billion
$304 million
$3.2 billion
$32 million
$190.8 billion

Total Shortfall as
Percent of FY2010
General Fund
23.7%
28.9%
65.0%

9.1%
52.8%
23.8%
27.0%
18.2%
13.0%
28.5%
28.8%
25.2%
22.4%
43.7%
10.6%
22.6%
33.9%
14.5%
27.8%
28.0%
20.3%
20.4%
15.8%
22.7%
19.3%
22.7%

9.2%
46.8%
28.6%
40.0%
18.2%
38.8%
26.2%
13.9%
28.4%
32.4%
23.6%
34.8%
21.5%

4.3%
12.1%
10.7%
22.1%
28.3%
24.1%
23.2%

8.2%
23.7%

1.8%
29.0%

Notes* Ca |l i f o r-yeargap s inctuded in the total shown for R@11 in Table 1. Oregonhas a twoyear budget.
For Oregon, the size of the combined shortfall before budget adoption fo2BY0 and FY11 is shown here.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizond
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgid
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippt
Missouri
Nevada
NewHampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohid
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesseé
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming
TOTAL

Closed When
Budget Adopted

$1.9 billion
$107 million
$22.2 billion

$150 million
$217 million
$96 million
$3.4 billion
$245 million

$1.8 billion
$350 million
$266 million
$124 million
$808 million

$1.2 billion
$472 million
$935 million

$90 million
$898 million
$200 million

$2.5 billion

$4.9 billion
$733 million
$114 million
$430 million
$250 million
$468 million

$59 million
$1.2 billion

$652 million

$46.8 billion

Table6:

Total FY2009Budget Gaps
FY2009 Shortfall

Additional

Mid-Year Gap

$1.1 billion
$360 million
$1.8 billion

$14.9 billion
$1.1 billion
$2.5 billion
$226 million
$583 million
$2.3 billion
$2.2 billion
$417 million
$452 million
$2.5 billion
$1.2 billion
$134 million
$186 million
$456 million
$341 million
$140 million
$691 million
$4.0 billion
$1.5 billion
$654 million
$363 million
$542 million
$561 million
$50 million
$3.6 billion
$454 million
$2.5 billion
$3.2 billion
$1.9 billion

$442 million
$3.2 billion
$442 million
$871 million
$27 million
$1.0 billion
$620 million
$82 million
$1.1 billion
$1.3 billion
$1.0 billion
$119 million
$63.1 billion

FY2009 Total

$1.1 billion
$360 million
$3.7 billion
$107 million
$37.1 billion
$1.1 billion
$2.7 billion
$443 million
$679 million
$5.7 billion
$2.4 billion
$417 million
$452 million
$4.3 billion
$1.2 billion
$484 million
$186 million
$722 million
$341 million
$265 million
$1.5 billion
$5.2 billion
$2.0 billion
$ 1.6 billion
$453 million
$542 million
$1.6 billion
$250 million
$6.1 billion
$454 million
$7.4 billion
$3.2 billion
$2.6 billion
$114 million
$442 million
$3.2 billion
$872 million
$1.1 billion
$27 million
$1.5 billion
$620 million
$141 million
$2.3 billion
$1.3 billion
$1.7 billion
$119 million
$109.9 billion

Total Shortfall as

Percent of FY2009

General Fund
12.7%
6.8%
36.8%
2.4%
36.7%
14.2%
15.5%
12.2%
10.8%
22.2%
11.5%
7.3%
15.3%
15.1%
9.1%
7.6%
2.9%
7.8%
3.7%
8.6%
10.0%
18.5%
8.5%
9.2%
8.9%
6.0%
19.9%
8.0%
18.8%
7.5%
13.2%
14.9%
9.4%
1.7%
6.6%
11.3%
26.6%
16.3%
2.2%
13.4%
10.4%
11.6%
13.8%
8.5%
11.7%
6.8%
15.2%

1Thesestates provided a range of estimates for their 2009 gaps; this table shows only the low end of the estimates. For more detail
see 29 States Faced Total Budget Shortfall of At Least $48 billion in 2008yailable athttp://www.cbpp.org/1-15-08sfp.htm.
Note: In most cases these shortfalls have already been addressed.
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http://www.cbpp.org/1-15-08sfp.htm

State
Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

For source information for the original shortfall estimates, se29 States Faced Total Budget Shortfall of At Least $48illion in 2009,
available athttp://www.cbpp.org/1-15-08sfp.htm.

Table7: |

Source of Gap Estimates

Source
Governords Officel/ Arise Policy Project

Legislative FiscaDffice/Legislative Finance Division Overview of proposed budget

Joint Legislative Budget Committee, Financial Advisory Committee

Governords proposed budget, /Brgndas Adfocates for Ehildrem aral Ramilies d
Governords budget, Legislative Analysts Office,
Colorado Fiscal Policy Institute/CO Legislative Council

CT Voices for Children analysis of Office of Fiscal Analysis data/ Comptroller/ Ofifdeolicy and
Management

Governords proposed budget

Chief Financial Officer

Revenue Estimating Conference/Office of Economic and Demographic Research

State budget, Georgia State University/ FY11: Georggudget and Policy Institute

Council on Revenues f DepatmentotBudget and Fimamce 6 s Of f i ce
Legislative summary of adopt PressRepodtget / Governor 0
State budget/Voices for lllinois Childreanalysis

St ate Budget Committee/ Governords Budget Propos
Fiscal Services Division/Revenue Estimating Conference

State Budget and Legislative Research Department

Consensus Forecast i ndKentucky Gemter@oBcanomicdolidys of f i ce
Revenue Estimating Conference/ Governords budget
Revenue Forecasting Committee/Office of Fiscal affogram Review/Bureau of Budget/Maine Center for
Economic Policy

Departmentof Legislative Services/ State Board of Rev Estimates

MA Budget & Policy Center

Consensus Revenue Forecast, Senate Fiscal Agendychigan League for Human Services

Management and Budget forecast

Go v e r bbudgetdffice and Missouri Budget Project

Governords office

CBPP analysis of Leg. Fiscal Div. Legislative Budget Analysis: 2013 Biennium

Governords office/ Tax Rate Review Committee/ Gen
Division of Budget and Planning/Board of Examiners and Jan Economic Forum FRiEss Reports

Budget Director/Press reports of revenue shortfalls, court case/New Hampshire Fiscal Policy Institute
Governor 0s oledislatve Serviees Liatest Y 20b2festimate is from July, 2010

Consensus Revenue Estimate/NM Voices for Children/Leg Finance Committee

Division of Budget

North Carolina Fiscal Research Division/ FY1BY13NC Budget and Tax Center

Office of Budget and Management/ FY12and FY13Press Reports

State Tax Commission/OK Policy Institute/ FY12 Fiscal Services Division

Jt. Committee on Ways & Means/September Revenue Forecast/ FY12 OR R&iort/OR Center for Public Policy
Governords office/ Budget Director/ Pennsylvani a
Gover nor ®everty mditgte t /

State Budget and Control Board and revised revenue projections

Governords proposed budget/ South Dakota Budget
Press reports of State Funding Board meeting

Center on Public Policy Priorities analysis of Legislative Budget Board, Comptroller and HHS Commission
data/News Accounts of Estimates from Texas Elected Officials

Governords proposed budget, Legislative Fiscal
State budgetoffice /Public Assets Institute analysis of Joint Fiscal Office data

House Appropri at i/GamsménBenltheénstitute foroFscaloAhalysisc e
Governords Budget/ WA Budget and Policy Center/ F
Forecast Council

Depart ment of R ebudget/kiya2 Badget Birectoo (présg)Vest Virginia Center on Budget and
Policy

Legislative Fiscal Bureau/Wisconsin Budget Project

Consensus Revenue Estimating Group
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