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                         VETO MESSAGE - No. 144 
  
TO THE SENATE: 
  
I am returning herewith, without my approval, the following bill: 
  
Senate Bill Number 1699, entitled: 
  
    "AN  ACT  to  amend the executive law, in relation to members of the 
      state police with injuries or illness incurred in the  performance 
      of duties" 
  
    NOT APPROVED 
  
  This  bill  would  entitle  a  member  of the State Police to full pay 
during the entire period of  a  duty-related  disability.  Currently,  a 
trooper is entitled to that benefit during a period of disability for up 
to  two  full  years,  which can be extended by taking vacation and sick 
time. Under this bill, if the trooper could neither return to  work  nor 
qualify for a disability pension, then the period of leave with full pay 
would  continue  until  the  trooper's  mandatory  retirement age, which 
recently was raised from 57 to 60. The trooper's entitlement to full pay 
would be limited only by the requirement  of  performing  "light  police 
duty"  if  offered, if medially suitable, and if "consistent with his or 
her status as a member of the state police." The bill would also entitle 
the trooper to full reimbursement of medical costs, not limited by work- 
ers' compensation schedules or any other system of health coverage. 
  
  As in previous years, the Division of State Police ("DSP") strenuously 
objects to this bill on numerous grounds, including that: (1) it circum- 
vents the collective bargaining process; (2) it could result in a member 
of the State Police remaining out of work, at full pay, for  many  years 
prior  to  mandatory retirement; (3) it allows troopers to remain out of 
work, or even to return to light  police  duty,  for  unlimited  periods 
which  could  severely  compromise  DSP's  ability  to perform its vital 
police functions; and (4)  the  requirement  to  reimburse  all  medical 
costs, independent of any schedules or controls, could lead to unreason- 
able  and  excessive  expenses  to  the  State.  The significance of the 
projected costs to the State is confirmed by the Division of the Budget, 
which also objects to this bill. 
  
  Governor Pataki cited these same grounds when he vetoed this  bill  on 
three  prior occasions, in 2004, 2005 and 2006. Because I too find these 
grounds compelling, I reach the same result. I am fully appreciative  of 
our  State  Troopers'  immense service and sacrifice. The laws we enact, 
however, must reflect a reasonable accommodation of legitimate interests 
of all parties, and this  approach  does  not  balance  these  competing 
interests. 
  
  The  proponents  of  this bill argue that two years can be an insuffi- 
cient time period for an injured trooper to  return  to  work,  and  the 
result  may  be that in rare circumstances a trooper may be compelled to 
leave the force because of a work-related injury. There  is  significant 



merit  to  this argument, and I would welcome the opportunity to explore 
alternative approaches that  could  address  it  without  simultaneously 
created the problems noted above. 
  
  In sum, in the form this bill was passed, it would threaten the abili- 
ty  of  the State Police to perform its law enforcement mission with the 
effectiveness we have come to expect, it would  entail  excessive  cost, 
and  it  was  adopted  in  circumvention  of  the normal and appropriate 
collective bargaining processes. Under all these circumstances, I cannot 
approve  it.  Nevertheless,  I  encourage DSP and its members' represen- 
tatives to work together and try to agree on more reasonable terms  that 
would serve the legitimate needs of all parties. 
  
  The bill is disapproved.                      (signed) ELIOT SPITZER 
                              __________ 

 
 


