
Executive Summary 
As required by law, the Governor released his FY22 budget proposal to the public and the legislature on 
December 15, 2020. The Legislative Finance Division prepared this Overview of the Governor’s Budget 
and “Subcommittee Books” for each agency in accordance with AS 24.20.211-.231. 
The overview provides a starting point for legislative consideration of the Governor’s spending and 
revenue plans. It does not discuss the merits of budget plans; it focuses on outlining the fiscal situation 
and presenting the budget in a way that provides simple, clear information to the legislature. 
Alaska has a long-term fiscal challenge: the current fiscal year, Fiscal Year 2021 (FY21) is the ninth 
straight year of deficit spending. Though the State has reduced UGF expenditures by 43% over that time 
and increased revenue by setting up a structured draw from the Permanent Fund, we still face a 
structural deficit. During this period, the State has gone from $16.3 billion in reserves to under $1 billion 
at the end of this year. 
The Governor’s FY22 budget request is smaller than the FY21 budget (other than the Permanent Fund 
Dividend) but still leaves a deficit of over $2 billion, which the Governor fills by increasing the draw 
from the Permanent Fund beyond the statutory sustainable draw. The Governor also draws an additional 
$1.2 billion from the Permanent Fund for a second dividend payment in FY21, for a total of $3.2 billion 
in overdraws from the Fund. 
The Governor recognizes that this is unsustainable, however, and in his budget release he emphasized 
that these draws are necessary because of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Governor’s long-term plan 
calls for balancing the budget in FY23 by adding $1.2 billion of unspecified new revenue, reducing the 
dividend by $400 million, and further reducing agency operations. 
The legislature faces dual problems: a state struggling with a historic pandemic that has caused record 
unemployment and economic hardship, and a long-term budget crisis that has drained the State’s budget 
reserves. The incoming legislature faces difficult choices that will have a lasting effect on the State of 
Alaska.  
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Alaska’s Long-Term Fiscal Challenge 
Fiscal Year 2021 represents the ninth straight year the State of Alaska has run a fiscal deficit, starting in 
FY13 when oil prices exceeded $100 per barrel. Large but manageable deficits in FY13 and FY14 gave 
way to multi-billion-dollar gaps when oil prices crashed in FY15. 
The degree to which petroleum revenue collapsed is striking: in FY12, UGF petroleum revenue totaled 
$8.9 billion, while in FY22 it is projected to total just $808.9 million. This is lowest total in nominal
terms since FY78, the year oil began flowing down the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. In inflation-adjusted 
terms it is the lowest since FY75, the year construction began on the pipeline. This decline is primarily 
due to reduced production (current production is about a quarter of the peak) and lower prices. 

This is not a temporary problem: while FY21 and FY22 likely represent a low point for Alaska’s 
revenue outlook due to the coronavirus pandemic, the Department of Revenue projects petroleum 
revenue to increase by a few hundred million over the FY22 low. While there are some promising 
potential fields that could be developed to increase production, new fields like Pikka or Willow may 
take several years to provide significant production tax revenue. Even if the State’s revenue position 
improves significantly (due to higher oil prices or increased production), the State would face a 
structural deficit, as it did in FY18 and FY19 when petroleum revenue was more than double its current 
level. 
Alaska had ample budget reserves at its disposal to cushion the shock when revenue plummeted in 
FY15. The State’s budget reserves peaked in FY13 with $16.3 billion combined in the Constitutional 
Budget Reserve (CBR) and Statutory Budget Reserve (SBR). Using budget reserves has shielded 
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Alaska’s economy from some of the impact of the budget problems. At the end of FY21, however, the 
SBR will be empty and the CBR is projected to hold under $1 billion, so we are now essentially out of 
spendable reserves. The remaining balance of the CBR can still serve as a cashflow tool but can no 
longer absorb the State’s deficit spending. 

Heading into FY22, a structural deficit remains but is much smaller than it would have been without 
action by policymakers. It is tempting to regard nine years of budget deficits as wasted time, but in truth 
the legislature and Governors have managed to reduce the budget significantly and adopt a major 
revenue measure. These efforts have not been sufficient to eliminate the deficit, but they do improve our 
position. 
The FY13 budget totaled $7.8 billion UGF, compared to just $4.5 billion in FY21 (a 43% reduction). By 
far the largest reduction was to the capital budget, which dropped from $2.1 billion UGF in FY13 to 
$120 million UGF in FY21. Reductions occurred in most major expenditure categories: statewide items 
fell from $1.4 billion in FY13 to $446 million in FY21, and agency operations fell from $4.5 billion at 
their peak in FY15 to $3.9 billion in FY21. 
The only major item to increase over this period is the Permanent Fund Dividend, even though 
appropriations for this item have not followed the statutory formula since FY16. The FY14 dividend 
(following the statutory formula) was $900 per person and cost $604 million, while the FY21 dividend 
(appropriated below the statutory amount) was $992 per person and cost $680 million. From FY10 
through FY14, the statutory PFD amount was depressed by the stock market crash of the 2008-2009 
Great Recession. Starting in FY15, the recession fell out of the five-year average, so the statutory 
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calculation doubled from $604 million in FY14 to $1.2 billion the following year; it is projected to cost 
just over $2 billion in FY22. 

��

��������

�	������

��������

�������

���������

���������

���� ���� ���	 ���
 ���� ���� ��� ���� ���� ����

$*��

����&

����

$% "&

�����	��������������	�
������ ��

���� �����!�"���� # ������ �����!�"���� �+*,�-��. �!/�� �-�"�����

/����0�+1����� �2 )����.����3���2 '�1�����(����� ���������������-�"�����

Legislative Fiscal Analyst's Overview of the Governor's FY2022 Request

Overview  [Long-Term Challenge] 9



The agency operations reductions appear relatively modest compared to the size of the drop in revenue: 
the $514.2 million reduction in UGF spending from FY15 to FY21 represents an 11.4% decrease. Those 
reductions have not been equally spread, however. Public protection agencies (the departments of 
Corrections, Law, Public Safety, and the Judiciary) actually saw an increase of $38 million (6.0%). The 
Department of Education, which mostly consists of formula-driven funding for school districts, was 
reduced by $35 million (2.6%). Health and Social Services, which includes large formula-driven 
programs such as Medicaid, was reduced by $77 million (6.0%), although the FY21 budget was inflated 
somewhat by $95 million of one-time spending on the COVID-19 pandemic. Most of the reductions fell 
on the other twelve agencies, which saw their budgets reduced by $441 million (35.6%). 
On the revenue side, Alaska adopted a Percent of Market Value (POMV) draw from the Permanent 
Fund starting in FY19, which is now the largest source of UGF revenue. This had a major impact on the 
deficit: without the POMV draw, the FY21 deficit would balloon from an estimated $900 million to over 
$3 billion. However, no broad-based revenue measures have been adopted. A few minor revenue-
generation bills have been adopted, such as legislation increasing hunting and fishing license fees and a 
$0.0095 per gallon fee on motor fuels to support oil spill response, but these measures have had a 
limited impact on the deficit. 
Despite these spending reductions and the POMV draw, Alaska still faces a massive deficit in FY22 and 
future years. Making up this gap from reserves is no longer possible, so the State now has a choice: 
enact some combination of spending cuts and revenue increases to eliminate the deficit or spend 
unsustainably out of the Permanent Fund or other accounts, which will make the deficit even larger in 
subsequent years. 
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Alaska’s Fiscal Situation in FY22 
Entering the FY22 budget year, Alaska faces a difficult budget situation. The COVID-19 pandemic 
damaged the State’s economy and drove down oil prices even further, exacerbating the State’s fiscal 
situation. There are insufficient budget reserves 
available to continue to fill the deficit. 
The Legislative Finance Division has two budget 
baselines for FY22, one reflecting current policy and 
the other reflecting current law. Both baselines assume 
that agency operations budgets match the FY22 
Adjusted Base, which is the FY21 budget with one-
time spending removed and contractual obligations 
added.1 Both assume a capital budget of $150 million, 
which represents a typical capital budget over the past 
six years. The difference is their treatment of statewide 
items: in the current policy scenario, we assume that 
items will be funded as they were in FY21, while the 
current law scenario assumes that they will be funded 
in accordance with statutory formulas. 
In FY21, the Governor vetoed all funding for school debt reimbursement, municipal capital project 
reimbursement, and the Regional Educational Attendance Area (REAA) fund capitalization. The 
legislature did not override these vetoes. The legislature also declined to fund the statutory calculation 
for oil and gas tax credit purchases (due to a bonding bill that was later ruled unconstitutional) and 
funded the PFD below the statutory calculation. The Current Policy scenario assumes that these policies 

continue into FY22. The Current Law scenario 
assumes that statutory calculations are followed for 
all these items. 
Under the Current Policy scenario, FY22 UGF 
spending would total $5.2 billion, leaving a deficit 
of $886.2 million. In the Current Law scenario, 
FY22 UGF spending would be about $6.7 billion, 
leaving an even greater deficit of about $2.4 
billion. 
To put this deficit in perspective, $2.4 billion is 
equal to 62% of UGF agency operations spending, 
or 52% of the non-PFD budget.  

1 The one exception is the K-12 formula; for this item, both scenarios use the FY22 projected formula amounts rather than the 
Adjusted Base figure, which represents the FY21 budgeted amount. 

FY22 Current Policy and Current Law 
Scenarios 

UGF Revenue 4,271.9  4,271.9  

Current 
Policy 

Current 
Law 

Agency Operations 3,887.9 3,887.9 
Statewide Items 434.5  603.0 
Capital Budget 150.0  150.0  
Subtotal 4,472.4 4,640.9 
PFD 680.0  2,023.9  
Total Spending 5,152.4 6,664.8 

Deficit (886.2) (2,392.9) 

Statewide Items Detail
Current 
Policy 

Current 
Law 

Debt Service 92.5  94.9  
School Debt 
Reimbursement

-    54.2*  
State Retirement Payments 342.0  342.0  
REAA Fund 
Capitalization

-    34.2 
Community Assistance -    17.6**  
Oil and Gas Tax Credits -    60.0  
Statewide Items Total 434.5  603.0  
*Plus $29.3 million from the School Fund (DGF) 
**Plus $12.4 million from the PCE Fund (DGF)
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Governor’s Budget Proposal 
Overall View 
The Governor’s FY22 budget totals $6.3 billion UGF. This leaves a deficit of over $2 billion, which the 
Governor fills by making two draws from the ERA: a $3.1 billion POMV draw and a separate $2 billion 
draw for the FY22 statutory dividend. The Governor also proposes paying an additional $1.2 billion 
from the ERA for an FY21 supplemental PFD. In total, the Governor’s budget proposal calls for $6.3 
billion from the ERA, $3.2 billion above the statutory POMV draw. 
The Governor’s 10-year plan, however, points toward a path to a balanced budget in FY23. The 
Governor proposes to change the statutory PFD formula from 50% of statutory net income to 50% of the 
POMV draw, which reduces projected dividend payments by about $400 million below the current 
statute. His 10-year plan calls for about $100 million in agency operations reductions per year in FY23 
and FY24 and then sub-inflationary growth in subsequent years. Most significantly, his plan calls for 
between $900 million and $1.2 billion in undefined “new revenue” beginning in FY23. 
The Governor’s plan aims to combine immediate economic stimulus with a longer-term solution to 
Alaska’s budget challenge. The stimulus comes in the form of the supplemental FY21 PFD, the larger 
FY22 PFD, and a $350 million general obligation bond package. The long-term solutions come as a 
combination of reduced future PFDs, undefined future spending cuts, and undefined future revenue. 
There are several challenges for this approach: 

1. Overdrawing the ERA reduces the Permanent Fund’s value, increasing future deficits and 
necessitating more significant budget reductions or revenue measures in the future. 

2. The need for economic stimulus is acute and immediate, but the stimulative effect of a bond 
package and large fall PFD will not be felt for months. By then, the economy may be well on its 
way to a vaccine-fueled recovery. 

3. Legislators and the Governor would need to quickly agree on new sources of revenue – to raise 
the $1.2 billion the Governor’s plan requires in FY23, a new tax would need to take effect July 1, 
2022. Such a plan would need to be enacted in the 2021 session to take effect that immediately. 
The Governor also indicated that future taxes should be subject to a popular vote, which may 
also impact the timeline if the legislature agrees. 

4. The Governor has not yet stated which future budget reductions and new revenue he would 
support. Legislators may be wary of signing onto a plan without knowing what concepts the 
Governor would support or oppose. 

In evaluating the Governor’s plan, legislators will need to weigh the economic benefit of stimulus 
spending against the long-term cost of overdrawing the ERA. Each $1 billion drawn from the ERA 
increases the long-term deficit by $50 million in inflation-adjusted terms, so the Governor’s $3.2 billion 
of overdraws will increase future deficits by $160 million per year in real terms. Is this a worthwhile 
trade? Should stimulus spending be targeted more narrowly? Will the federal government provide 
sufficient stimulus, or will federal efforts continue to stall? These are literally billion-dollar questions for 
the State, and legislators will need to weigh the trade-offs carefully. 
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A major risk with this plan is that it may prove easier to approve spending than deficit-filling measures. 
If the legislature agreed to the Governor’s FY21/22 stimulus proposals but did not act on revenue 
measures or future spending reductions, Alaska’s fiscal situation would become further unbalanced. The 
ERA could rapidly meet the same fate as the CBR and SBR if the legislature authorizes overdraws this 
year without taking action to address the long-term budget gap. 
The Governor does not specify which potential new revenue sources he would support. For more 
information about potential revenue sources, see the chapter in this publication entitled “Revenue 
Requirements of the State.” 
The legislature could also choose an entirely different combination of spending reductions, dividend 
formula changes, and revenue increases to close the deficit. What is clear is that further delay is costly 
because the remaining funds available to bridge the gap are dwindling. Spending the ERA causes future 
deficits to grow, requiring more future taxes or spending reductions, and increases the risk of depleting 
the ERA. Spending designated reserves like the Power Cost Equalization fund would increase the need 
for UGF spending to maintain the programs they support. These DGF funds only combine for a $1.5 
billion balance anyway, so even drawing these funds in full would only delay the problem slightly, not 
resolve it. With insufficient funds left in the CBR to fill the deficit in the Governor’s budget, every year 
of delay will only cause the problem to grow. 
Some advocates for the Governor’s plan note that the Permanent Fund has greatly exceeded investment 
forecasts thus far in FY21, and therefore spending beyond the statutory draw poses no problems because 
the money is available. This argument ignores the central reasoning behind the adoption of the POMV 
draw in the first place: investment returns are inherently volatile, and a stable draw allows the State to 
budget predictably through the highs and lows. The ERA is not a budget reserve, it is the safety margin 
supplementing the source of the majority of the State’s general fund revenue. There is enough money to 
support overdraws now but riding the upswing of a volatile stock market is an inherently risky strategy. 
If the additional earnings are left in the ERA, future POMV draws will be larger (meaning future deficits 
will be smaller) and the ERA will be more resilient against future downswings. 
The legislature could reject the Governor’s calls for stimulus spending and pass a budget with a smaller 
dividend, once again filling the deficit from the CBR. The Governor’s budget, modified to include a 
reduced PFD that matches the FY21 payment, would leave a roughly $700 million deficit, which could 
be filled from the CBR. However, this does not avoid the need for additional budget reductions or 
revenue starting in FY23, since the CBR does not have a sufficient balance to fill the deficit in both 
years.  
Governor’s Agency Operations Changes 
The Governor’s budget for agency operations totals $3,810.5 million UGF, $77.4 million below LFD’s 
baseline. Detailed analysis of these changes appears in the Agency Narratives section of this publication. 
A few highlights: 

• Medicaid funding is reduced by $35.1 million UGF. However, the Governor’s budget 
reappropriates FY21’s estimated Medicaid lapse of $35 million to FY22 Medicaid operations. 
This effectively negates any reduced funding in FY22. 
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• The University of Alaska is reduced by $20 million UGF, per the three-year compact agreement 
between the Governor and the Board of Regents. 

• The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities is reduced by $17.2 million UGF below 
Adjusted Base. $14.1 million of this is due to one-time fund source changes to utilize federal 
funds available to DOT through the CARES Act and $3.6 million is a reduction to the Alaska 
Marine Highway System. 

• Public Assistance Administration is reduced by $3.4 million UGF ($7.0 million all funds) and 
101 positions due to enhanced use of Electronic Document Management and telework. 

• All other changes net to a reduction of $1.7 million. 
The reductions in this budget illustrate the difficulty of making further large-scale operating cuts. The 
DOT fund changes will likely need to be reversed in FY23. The $35.1 million Medicaid reduction relies 
on one-time backstop funding; maintaining this funding level in FY23 will require a decrease in service 
level. This is the final year of the University’s $70 million reduction compact. To make the deeper 
reductions proposed in FY23 and FY24 in the Governor’s 10-year plan, larger statutory changes will 
need to be explored. 
Governor’s Statewide Operating Items 
The Governor’s budget for statewide items totals $464.1 million UGF, which is $29.6 million above 
LFD’s Current Policy baseline, and $139.9 million below the Current Law Baseline. 
School Debt Reimbursement and the REAA Fund 
The Governor funds School Debt Reimbursement and the Regional Educational Attendance Area 
(REAA) fund at 50% of the statutory funding level. In FY21, the legislature’s budget included full 
funding for these items, but the Governor vetoed it. The Governor’s FY21 veto totaled $100.2 million, 
of which $84.3 million was UGF and $15.8 million came from the School Fund (DGF). 
In FY22, the estimated amount for full funding of school debt reimbursement drops to $83.5 million, as 
several older projects are paid off and the moratorium on new debt continues. In addition, the vetoed 
money from the School Fund is still available, which reduces the UGF need for this item. As a result, 
full funding would require $54.2 million in addition to the School Fund balance. The Governor’s 50% 
funding totals $12.5 million. 
The Governor also funds the REAA capitalization at 50%, which is calculated to be $17.1 million. This 
amount is set by a statutory formula that links the school debt amount to the relative share of students in 
rural and urban communities. The fund is used without further appropriation by the Department of 
Education and Early Development for school construction and major maintenance in the REAAs. Over 
the past several years, reductions in school debt reimbursement have been matched by reductions to the 
REAA capitalization.  
Oil and Gas Tax Credits 
HB 331, a 2018 bill to establish the Alaska Tax Credit Certificate Bond Corporation to purchase oil and 
gas tax credits, was declared unconstitutional by the Alaska Supreme Court in September 2020. As a 
result, approximately $760 million of oil and gas tax credits are available for State purchase. AS 
43.55.028(c) provides a formula for appropriations to the oil and gas tax credit fund to purchase these 
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credits. When oil prices are below $60, that calculation is 15% of production taxes levied (not including 
tax credits taken against the production tax), which is an estimated $60 million in FY22. These 
purchases are subject to appropriation, and the legislature did not appropriate anything to the Tax Credit 
fund in FY21. 
The Governor’s budget includes the statutory $60 million deposit in FY22 but takes it from Alaska 
Industrial Development and Export Authority (AIDEA) Receipts, which are considered an Other fund 
source. The use of this fund source is clearly an attempt to lower the apparent cost of the budget, as there 
is no link between AIDEA and the tax credits. This item should be funded with UGF, if the legislature 
chooses to fund it. If the legislature determines that AIDEA has excessive funds on hand, it can either 
appropriate these funds directly to the general fund or change AIDEA’s dividend calculation in statute. 
Using AIDEA receipts directly in the budget is not consistent with transparent budgeting practices. 
Community Assistance 
The Community Assistance Program provides funding to municipalities, unincorporated communities, 
and Native village councils in Alaska to support local government activities. The total distribution each 
year equals one�third of the balance of the Community Assistance Fund on June 30 of the previous fiscal 
year. This means that there is a built-in delay to the program: capitalization of the fund in FY22 will 
contribute to the payments made in FY23.  
The current iteration of the program pays out base payments, which cost a total of about $19.5 million, 
and then distributes remaining funding on a per-capita basis. Per AS 29.60.850, the annual deposit into 
the fund may not exceed $30 million or the amount necessary to bring the fund balance to $90 million, 
whichever is greater. In FY20, the Governor twice vetoed $30 million deposits appropriated by the 
legislature and vetoed $1.3 million of the FY21 deposit made by the legislature. In FY22, the 
distribution will be $22.9 million total. 
AS 42.45.085 provides that the Power Cost 
Equalization Endowment (PCE) Fund may be 
used as a funding source for this program if it has 
sufficient earnings. The statutory amount available 
from PCE to Community Assistance in FY22 is 
$12.4 million. However, this statute does not 
override AS 29.60.850, which allows the fund to 
be capitalized up to a $90 million balance; it merely provides one possible funding source for that 
capitalization. A larger capitalization using UGF would be allowable under the statute if the legislature 
wants to increase payments. Based on the Governor’s proposed FY22 deposit, $19.5 million would flow 
out to local governments in FY23, roughly enough to pay the base payments but no per capita payments. 
Other Statewide Items 
The Governor’s budget fully funds State debt and retirement obligations. It does not fund municipal 
capital project debt totaling about $2.4 million, which the Governor also vetoed in FY20 and FY21.
The Governor’s December 15 budget submission included legislation regarding the Public Employee 
Retirement System (PERS), which is not actually built into his budget but is included in the 
accompanying fiscal summary. Currently, PERS employers (including the State of Alaska, many 

FY21 FY22 (Gov) FY23
Starting Balance 60.0  68.7  58.2  
Distribution (1/3 
of balance)

20.0  22.9  19.5 
Deposit to Fund 28.7  12.4 ? 
Ending Balance 68.7  58.2  ?  
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municipal governments, and some school district employers) pay 22% of employee payroll to the PERS 
trust to pay off the unfunded liability in that system. The 22% rate is set in statute, but the actuarial 
contribution in FY22 is 30.11% percent. The difference between the 22% cap and the actuarial rate is 
paid by the State with UGF, estimated to be $193.5 million in FY22. 
The Governor’s proposed legislation would eliminate the cap for the State as an employer and instead 
pay the full actuarial contribution, causing about $95 million of State costs to move from this statewide 
item to agency budgets. It would not affect rates for non-State employers, including subdivisions of the 
State such as State-owned corporations. The shift into agency operations allows some of the $95 million 
to be paid for with non-UGF fund sources. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) estimates a 
savings of $43.3 million UGF, which will be shifted to other fund sources (primarily the federal 
government). 
OMB’s estimated savings includes a $10 million “buffer” for UGF to be used in place of funds sources 
that may prove unrealizable – not all of the identified non-UGF fund sources have additional receipts 
that could be used. The actual savings will be determined in a fiscal note when the bill is heard by the 
legislature. 
Capital Budget  
The Governor’s FY22 capital budget submission totals $1.5 billion, of which $58.5 million is 
unrestricted general funds (UGF). The Governor’s capital budget consists primarily of projects that 
leverage other Non-UGF fund sources.  $7.5 million (12%) of the UGF in the Governor’s capital budget 
is used to match federal funding totaling $1.16 billion. The remaining $101.6 million required match is 
covered through the Governor’s proposed Alaska Housing Finance Corporation Statewide bonding 
package. The major federal match projects are: 
•    Federal-Aid Highway Match (Department of Transportation and Public Facilities) – ($71.2 million in 
AHFC Statewide Bonding) to match $680 million of federal funds; 
•    Federal-Aid Aviation State Match (Department of Transportation and Public Facilities) – ($14.7 
million in AHFC Statewide Bonding) to match $190 million of federal funds; and 
•    Village Safe Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Projects (Department of Environmental 
Conservation) – ($15.7 million in AHFC Statewide Bonding, and $0.5 million in Statutory Designated 
Program Receipts) to match $52.3 million of federal funds. 
The Governor’s office has not provided any information regarding the estimated annual cost of servicing 
the AHFC bond debt going forward. The language of the proposed bond package states that the cost of 
debt service will be deducted from the annual divided that AHFC pays to the General fund, essentially 
making this an annual UGF cost in all but name. While this does lower the FY22 UGF amount, this 
mechanism cannot be counted on to reduce future capital budgets 
The Governor’s FY22 capital budget spends $49.3 million on the State’s $1.3 billion backlog of 
deferred maintenance. No Deferred Maintenance (DM) funding was appropriated in FY21 and the 
Governor proposes a total of $13.3 million in supplemental DM spending. The Governor’s budget does 
not include specific funding for the University of Alaska’s DM backlog, which makes up the vast 
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majority of the State’s total backlog. Both the FY21 supplemental and the FY22 appropriations would 
be paid for out of the Alaska Capital Income Fund (ACIF).  
For the second year in a row the budget does not include funding for School Construction or Major 
Maintenance. The Governor has announced that he will put forward a proposed General Obligation 
Bond package that may address one or both of these areas.  
In FY21 no specific Capital budget was passed, though some items were included in the Operating bill 
(HB 205). This left approximately $172 million in unfunded Governor’s proposed projects.  The 
Governor approached this issue in three ways.: 
•    Through the Legislative Budget and Audit committee Revised Program Legislative (RPL) process 
•    By proposing a fast track supplemental bill  
•    By delaying the project or program until FY22  
After taking these actions there are still around $54 million in unfunded projects; with some of them 
funded indirectly through Federal CARES act funding.   
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The Legislative Finance Division's (LFD) fiscal model provides legislators with a projection tool that 

is designed to show the impact of policy changes on the State’s fiscal situation. By default, it uses the 

Department of Revenue’s revenue forecast, inflation and investment earnings rates from Callan (the 

State’s investment consultant), and assumptions based on the current budget. 

The scenario included on the following page provides projections of what would happen given model 

input assumptions and the Governor’s FY22 and FY21 Fast Track Supplemental budgets adopted as-is 

with no additional budget cuts or revenue. This scenario is presented to show the magnitude of the 

fiscal problem that needs to be addressed, based on current forecasts. LFD is policy-neutral regarding 

the method of addressing the issue and therefore leaves any possible scenarios for fiscal improvement 

at the request of legislative committees or individual legislators. 

Under these fiscal conditions, the FY21 Fast Track Supplemental would require an additional $1.2 

billion from the ERA in addition to the POMV. The FY22 budget deficit is projected to be $2.2 

billion, all of which would be drawn from the ERA. As a result, the ERA’s balance would quickly 

erode and our total reserves would be insufficient to cover the State’s budget deficit beginning in 

FY28. Over the model time span, fiscal deficits total almost $17 billion. That is the size of the issue 

that must be addressed through further budget reductions or revenue measures. 

The second scenario depicts a scenario based on the Governor’s 10-year plan. This plan suggests 

raising new revenue beginning with $1.2 billion in FY23 and decreasing to $900 million in FY30. The 

Governor’s 10-year plan does not specify the source of this possible revenue. LFD’s model of this 

scenario assumes a flat $1 billion per year of new revenue (the average value in the Governor’s plan) 

rather than a fluctuating amount. The Governor is yet to propose a new tax or other revenue-

generating measure. The Governor’s scenario also assumes $100 million reductions to agency 

operations per year in FY23 and FY24 and 1.5% growth from FY25 on. An additional $43.3 million 

in savings from proposed legislation are included. In this scenario, the budget is balanced in FY23 and 

beyond. 

LFD’s assumptions for the scenario based on the Governor’s plan differ slightly from those in the 

Governor’s scenario, which causes LFD to show an FY23 deficit in the $200 million range even in the 

Governor’s plan. These differences are caused by LFD’s assumption of $50 million per year of UGF 

supplementals, LFD’s assumption of a flat $1 billion per year in new revenues, versus a fluctuating 

amount, and some minor differences in baseline costs of statewide items. 

!������
�!����������	
�����������

The LFD fiscal model output assumes that statutory inflation proofing does not occur until FY25, due 

to the additional $4 billion deposit made in FY20. The model assumes an additional $1.2 billion PFD 

in FY21, a statutory PFD beginning in FY22. 

The model also assumes $50 million in supplemental appropriations per year, and the statutory draw 

to the oil and gas tax credit fund is made from the general fund.  

Legislative Fiscal Analyst's Overview of the Governor's FY2022 Request
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The second scenario differs from the Governor’s 10-year plan for a few reasons. The 10-year plan 

does not include an assumption for supplemental appropriations. While the 10-year plan’s undefined 

revenue averages out to $1 billion per year, the FY23 revenue is $1.2 billion. This differs from LFD’s 

flat $1 billion. 

The middle columns show variables and assumptions that can be modified in the model. The inputs 

included in the example use LFD’s default assumptions as outlined above. 

Left side: the top graph shows UGF revenue compared to the UGF budget, and which fund sources 

would be used to fill deficits. The next graph shows budget reserve balances, including the CBR, 

SBR, and ERA. The table on the bottom provides data on the total reserve balances, the size of the 

deficits, and how much of the deficit is being filled by the ERA. 

Right side: the top graph shows a comparison of the PFD per recipient under model assumptions vs. 

the statutory calculation. The middle graph shows how ERA overdraws affect future POMV 

calculations. Since the POMV calculation is based on a five-year average of the Permanent Fund 

value, each FY in the chart shows the total 5-year impact on the POMV calculation resulting from 

that FY’s lower Permanent Fund value.  The final graph shows the payouts from the ERA for 

dividends and the general fund. The bottom table summarizes the draws from the ERA. 
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Recap of 2020 Session and Overview of Governor’s Supplemental Requests 
 The 2020 legislative session ended abruptly due to the coronavirus pandemic, forcing legislators to 
quickly wrap up work on the budget in March. As a result, the budget process diverged significantly 
from previous years. 
The FY20 budget process had also been unusual, with two 
rounds of appropriation bills and vetoes. That process was not 
wrapped up until the signing of SB 2002 and HB 2001 in 
August of 2019. In December 2019, the Governor submitted a 
fast track supplemental budget, HB 234, to fill emergent holes 
in the FY20 budget. The Governor’s proposed fast track 
supplemental budget totaled $303.8 million UGF ($576.0 
million all funds), covering items such as Medicaid and fire 
suppression. This exceeded the amount of UGF 
appropriations that could be made without a supermajority 
vote to access the CBR. 
Without supermajority support for CBR access, the fast track 
bill languished in the Senate. On March 2nd, the Governor 
requested a supplemental appropriation for the State’s 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Instead of attaching the 
items to the fast track, the legislature added them to the 
Mental Health budget bill, HB 206. The Mental Health bill is 
required by the terms of a legal settlement to contain only 
mental health items, but the Mental Health Trust agreed to 
waive this requirement to allow passage of this unique bill. 
The House passed the operating budget on March 3rd, widely 
reported as the earliest in recent history. This allowed the 
Senate to act very quickly and pass its version of the 
operating budget on March 23rd, which again was historically 
early. The Senate followed an unusual, accelerated process: 
subcommittees met but did not close out and make official 
recommendations. Instead, subcommittees’ informal 
recommendations were incorporated by the Senate Finance Committee. That committee also added most 
of the Governor’s capital budget to the operating bill, making it an omnibus bill. 
Not all of the Governor’s proposed capital budget was incorporated into HB 205, however, as the 
legislature appeared to anticipate returning to session later in the year. LFD identified $172 million of 
projects ($34 million of which was funded with UGF) that were not added to the operating bill. These 
included routine items such as deferred maintenance and Fish and Game federal projects, as well as one-
time requests such as technology upgrades for the Department of Administration. 
Many of these “missing” capital projects are included in the Governor’s FY21 fast track supplemental 
budget request. Others are incorporated into the Governor’s FY22 request, which includes increased 

Timeline of 2020 Budget Bills 
12/15/19 Governor’s budget release 
1/21/20 First day of session 
2/26/20 House passes fast track 

supplemental bill (HB 
234) without CBR access

3/2/20 Governor’s first COVID-
19 supplemental budget 
request

3/3/20 House passes operating 
(HB 205) and Mental 
Health (HB 206) budgets

3/11/20 Senate passes Mental 
Health (HB 206) budget 
with COVID-19 
supplemental items, House 
concurs

3/18/20 Senate passes fast track 
supplemental (HB 234) 
with CBR access

3/23/20 Senate passes combined 
operating and capital 
budget (HB 205)

3/25/20 House concurs on fast 
track but CBR access fails

3/28/20 Conference Committee on 
HB 205 adopts budget 
bill; House and Senate 
pass bill with CBR access 
on 3/29
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amounts for some projects. Several projects were also funded through the RPL process in August (see 
the “RPLs and Ratification Bill” section on the following page). See the Capital Budget Overview 
section of this publication for details on the status of the FY21 capital budget. 
The Governor’s FY21 fast track also includes operating items to adjust Technical Vocational Education 
Program Account funding to address a shortfall, replace lost revenue in the Alaska Vocational Technical 
Center, and to replace administrative funding in the Department of Education and Early Development 
that was previously funded through the School Bond Debt Reimbursement appropriation that the 
Governor vetoed. The largest item is an additional Permanent Fund Dividend payment of about $1.2 
billion; combined with the $992 check send out earlier in the fiscal year, the total distribution in FY21 
would match the statutory calculation. 
RPLs and Ratification Bill 
The day before the legislature passed the operating budget, March 27, 2020, President Trump signed the 
Coronavirus Aide, Relief, and Economic Security Act (known as the CARES Act). This legislation 
resulted in a large flow of federal money to the State of Alaska, which had not been accounted for the in 
preparation of the FY20 and FY21 budgets. 
The CARES Act provided a $1.25 billion from the COVID-19 Relief Fund (CRF) for the State to spend 
on COVID-19 relief but allowed the State to determine how to deploy this funding. It also provided over 
$280 million for specific purposes, including stimulus payments for Alaska fisheries, education funding, 
rural and international airport funding, and more. In some cases, the legislature had appropriated 
sufficient receipt authority to spend the added federal money without immediately modifying the budget. 
The legislature had granted open-ended federal receipt authority to the Department of Health and Social 
Services’ Public Health division, so the Governor directed $337.5 million to that division to be spent by 
State agencies for COVID-19 costs. In many other cases, however, there was not sufficient budgetary 
authority. 
On May 1, the Governor proposed to distribute the federal funding using the Revised Program 
Legislative (RPL) process laid out in AS 37.07.080(h). This process allows for “the increase of an 
appropriation item based on additional federal or other program receipts” conditional on review by the 
Legislative Budget and Audit (LB&A) Committee. The Governor’s proposed RPLs included $562.5 
million of grants to local governments, $290.0 million for Small Business Relief grants, $100.0 million 
for Alaska fisheries, and $490.0 million for Statewide Aviation and the Rural Airport System. 
The LB&A Committee approved these RPLs on May 11, but not before noting concerns raised by 
Legislative Legal Services that these items were outside the scope of the RPL process and were 
vulnerable to legal challenge. That legal challenge came just two days later, prompting the legislature to 
return to session on May 18. The legislature approved HB 313 on May 20, which ratified the previous 
RPLs as valid appropriations. 
The RPL process has been used twice so far in FY21. In August, the LB&A committee approved a 
package of RPLs that primarily consisted of capital projects that had not been included in HB 205. In 
December, the LB&A Committee approved a package of miscellaneous non-CARES Act items. The 
Governor proposed three more RPLs in January 2021 covering items from the December 2020 federal 
stimulus bill. 
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Revenue Requirements of the State 
AS 24.20.231(2) provides that the Legislative Finance Division analyze the revenue requirements of the 
State. The following section provides a brief analysis along with potential revenue sources and any 
issues therein. 
UGF revenue projections are approximately $2.1 billion less than what is needed to balance revenue 
with proposed appropriations in the Governor’s FY22 budget. AS 37.07.020(c), Responsibilities of the 
Governor, states that “proposed expenditures may not exceed estimated revenue for the succeeding 
fiscal year.” This statute requires that the Governor’s December 15 budget proposal must be balanced 
with sufficient anticipated revenue to meet appropriations. The Governor’s 10-year plan includes new 
revenue beginning in FY23 ranging from $900 million to $1.2 billion per year but does not specify the 
source. 
New Revenue Options 
To introduce additional revenue, the State could increase existing taxes or impose new ones. Alaska is 
the only state without a statewide broad-based tax, so existing taxes are primarily resource-based taxes 
or excise taxes on certain consumer items such as motor fuels, alcohol, and tobacco. Increasing existing 
taxes may cause Alaska to have higher rates than other states, but increases could bring in revenue 
quickly with minimal administrative costs. New taxes would take longer to set up and would require 
additional administrative costs. However, significant revenue could be generated with new broad-based 
taxes. 
The following options are reflective of common practice in other states, and do not constitute a policy 
recommendation. Equity, economic impacts, efficiency, and other considerations are not presented here 
but should be addressed if the legislature chooses to explore revenue options. 
Modify Existing Taxes 
Oil and Gas Production Tax: Alaska’s oil and gas production tax is projected to bring in $156.1 
million in FY22. Past proposals to increase this tax have included raising the tax “floor” from 4% of 
gross revenue to 5% or higher; capping the per-taxable barrel credit at $5; or more complex changes 
proposed in the House version of Chapter 3, SSLA 17 (HB 111) or the Ballot Measure 1, which failed to 
pass in 2020. 
Corporate Income Tax: The petroleum and non-petroleum corporate income taxes are projected to 
bring in a combined $5 million in FY22. This low amount (compared to $217.7 million in FY19) is due 
to economic conditions as well as provisions in the federal CARES Act which have allowed taxpayers to 
carryback losses against past tax liabilities. Alaska’s 9.4% top marginal rate is the fourth highest in the 
US. Alaska is one of two states with a corporate income tax but no individual income tax (along with 
Florida), which results in C-Corporations paying taxes but S-Corporations not paying taxes (as their 
income flows through to the owners and personal income is not taxed).  The Department of Revenue 
(DOR) estimates that taxing S-Corporations at the same rates as C-Corporations would raise $80 million 
in the first full year administered.  Another potential change would be to decouple Alaska’s tax code 
from the federal code, which would eliminate unanticipated shifts in revenue due to changes in federal 
tax law (such as the aforementioned CARES Act provision). 
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Other Resource Taxes: Alaska’s Mining License Tax is estimated to bring in $43.3 million in FY22. 
The Fisheries Business and Fishery Resource Landing taxes are estimated to bring in $20.8 million in 
UGF revenue and an additional $24.2 million that is shared with municipal governments. National 
comparisons for these taxes are difficult. 
Excise Taxes: Alaska imposes excise taxes on several consumer goods. The largest of these are:

• Tobacco taxes: Estimated FY22 revenue is $55.2 million, of which $37.9 million is UGF and 
$17.3 million is DGF. Alaska’s cigarette tax of $2 per pack ranks 16th nationwide. The tax on 
other tobacco products is 75% of the wholesale price, which ranks 8th nationwide. 

• Alcoholic beverage tax: $41.2 million, split equally between UGF and DGF. Alaska’s tax is 
designed to tax all alcoholic beverages equally on a per-drink basis. The $12.50 per gallon tax on 
liquor and $2.50 per gallon tax on wine are the highest in the country, and the $1.07 per gallon 
tax on beer is second highest. 

• Motor fuel tax: $34.7 million, all DGF. Alaska’s $0.08 per gallon tax ranks 50th nationwide. 
Tripling Alaska’s tax to the national median of $0.24 would bring in an additional $69.4 million. 

• Marijuana taxes: $32.0 million, of which $8.0 million is UGF and $24.0 million is DGF. Alaska 
taxes $50/ounce for flowers, $15/ounce for stems and leaves, and $25/ounce for immature 
flowers/buds. National comparisons are challenging because many states have a mix of per-
ounce and excise taxes. Eleven states currently permit and tax retail marijuana sales. 

New Taxes 
Income Tax 
Income is taxed in 41 states, while two states exclusively tax dividends and interest. Alaska had an 
income tax from statehood until 1980, when it was repealed. Of these, 32 have progressive income 
taxes, and the remaining 9 have flat taxes. At the time of its repeal, Alaska’s income tax brackets ranged 
from 3% to 14.5% and brought in $117 million in FY79. Adjusted for inflation and population, that is 
the equivalent of about $600 million in 2020. 
The most recent income tax bill considered in Alaska, HB 115 (introduced in the 2017 session), had a 
progressive tax rate ranging from 2.5% to 7% and was estimated to bring in about $700 million per year. 
HB 115 called for implementation in the following January, so the first fiscal year would only see half a 
year of revenue. 
DOR estimates an individual income tax levied at 10% of federal income tax liability would generate 
$350 million in the first full year administered. Using federal income tax liability would be consistent 
with Alaska’s existing corporate income tax. However, most other states levy individual income taxes 
based on federal Adjusted Gross Income (AGI). LFD estimates an individual income tax based on 3% of 
AGI, with no exemptions or deductions, would generate $850 million in the first full year administered. 
Sales Tax 
Statewide sales taxes exist in 45 states, while four states have no state or local sales tax. Alaska is the 
only state that has no statewide sales tax but allows for the collection of local sales taxes. Of the 45 
states with a statewide sales tax, 37 have additional municipal sales taxes. In Alaska, sales taxes may be 
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levied at the city or borough level. As of 2019, 103 of Alaska’s 129 taxing municipalities imposed sales 
taxes, at rates ranging from 1.5% to 7.5%. 
The most recent statewide sales tax proposed in Alaska was HB/SB 5004 (introduced in 2016), which 
would have imposed a 3% sales tax with exemptions for groceries. It was projected to bring in $500 
million per year. Like an income tax, a sales tax would likely take at least six months to implement. 
DOR estimates a broad-based 4% sales tax including all services and exempting only prescription drugs, 
medical equipment, and business-to-business purchases to resale, would generate $1.2 billion in the first 
full year administered. DOR estimates that a 4% sales tax styled on Wyoming’s sales and use tax would 
generate $630 million in the first full year administered. This tax would exempt groceries, prescription 
medicine, medical equipment, and all business-to-business sales and services. 
Property Tax 
All 50 states have property taxes that are applied by either local or municipal governments. Alaska has a 
statewide property tax for oil and gas property, but other property is taxed only at the municipal level. 
Fifteen of Alaska’s nineteen boroughs levy personal property taxes, in addition to twenty-one cities 
(some of which are within boroughs). Some boroughs rely very heavily on property tax revenue, and 
Alaska’s average property tax burden ranks 21st nationwide despite not being universally applied.  
Alaska could impose a statewide property tax that excludes oil and gas property. Implementing such a 
tax would be administratively challenging because property values would have to be determined in any 
area of the state that does not already have a property tax. Unlike most states, Alaska does not require 
that real estate sale prices be reported publicly to ensure accurate assessments. 
DOR estimates that a tax on all in-state property of 0.1% (10 mills) of assessed value would generate 
$117.5 million in the first full year administered. 
Payroll Tax or Head Tax 
Alaska had a $10 per worker “head tax” to pay for a portion of the education budget until its repeal in 
1980. Such taxes are a flat amount per person rather than a percentage of income. No other state 
currently imposes a head tax. 
Several pieces of legislation have proposed graduated head taxes or other payroll taxes. Such taxes could 
build on the existing payroll tax administered for worker’s compensation so they could be implemented 
with fewer additional resources. However, these taxes would have a narrower base than an income tax 
because they exclude dividend and investment income, so their revenue-raising potential is more 
limited. 
DOR estimates a $30 payroll tax on all resident and nonresident workers in Alaska would generate 
$13.5 million in the first full year administered. DOR estimated the initial implementation cost to be $11 
million, with an additional $0.8 million in annual administration costs.  
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Multi-Agency Items: Rates, Consolidations, and Salary Adjustments
The Governor’s budget contains several changes that affect multiple agencies. This section provides an 
overview of these items so that readers can see an explanation in a single place.
Central Service Agency Rate Adjustments 
Central service agencies such as the Division of Personnel and Labor Relations (DOPLR) and the Office 
of Information Technology (OIT) provide services that support programs across State agencies. These 
agencies are funded by charging other programs for their services. These rates are based on relevant cost 
drivers; for example, DOPLR costs are driven by employees, so other programs are charged based on 
the number of employees. 
These rates are often set after budgets have been approved by the legislature, which causes strain on 
agencies if their rates turn out to be higher than expected. This can cause agencies to make mid-year 
expenditure reductions to ensure they can pay their rates, which may cause them to provide a lower 
service level than the legislature expected in preparing their budgets. 
The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and these central service agencies are working to change 
the rate structure to provide rates in advance to make costs more predictable during the budget 
development process. This process will also change the rate structure to be simpler, basing more rates on 
easy-to-understand metrics like employee counts. 
Locking in rates in advance poses some risk to the rate-setting agencies, however, if their rates do not 
generate sufficient revenue to meet their expenditures. The Governor’s budget addresses this concern 
through adding appropriations (see Operating Language, Section 13) that allow OMB to transfer up to 
$5 million of lapsing general funds to cover unexpected shortfalls. $5 million represents about 3% of the 
total amount billed by these agencies. 
There are several changes in agency budgets that are related to these changes. OMB will no longer 
charge agencies for its budget analysts, so it is no longer a central service agency (making it a more 
neutral party to distribute the lapsing funds). This shows up in the Office of the Governor’s budget as a 
fund change (see the Office of the Governor section of this publication). The Governor’s budget also 
reduces receipt authority for several central service agencies (OIT, DOPLR, and Accounting) so that 
their budgets are in line with anticipated revenue with the new rate structure (see the Department of 
Administration section of this publication). The Department of Corrections and the Department of 
Transportation and Public Facilities budgets also feature significant movement of funds within the 
agencies to match the new billing structures. 
Administrative Consolidations and Reorganization 
In the FY22 budget, the Governor continues the centralization process of many administrative functions 
begun under the previous governor. In FY22, procurement staff from all executive branch agencies will 
be consolidated into a new Office of Procurement and Property Management (OPPM) within the 
Department of Administration. 62 positions will be transferred into this new office from twelve 
agencies. This consolidation process is directed by Administrative Order 304, issued in February 2019. 
For more details on this new office, see the Department of Administration section of this publication. 
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The Statewide Contracting and Property allocation will no longer exist, and all remaining funding will 
be transferred to OPPM. 
A separate reorganization effort continues in the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities’ 
Division of Facilities Services. This division was established in FY19 to centralize facilities staff across 
agencies, covering State-owned buildings. In the FY22 budget, the Governor proposes transferring 
management of all State facilities from the Department of Administration to this division. This transfer 
includes lease management and facilities administration. For more details on the transfer, see the 
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities’ section of this publication. 
Salary Adjustments 
The Governor’s budget bill as submitted to the legislature consolidated contractual salary adjustments 
into a single statewide appropriation for each union. This structure is intended to clearly identify the 
fiscal impact of each change but poses some problems for the technical budget process.
The Governor’s budget was written with the assumption that these salary adjustments will be moved to 
agency budgets. As drafted, it has negative fund sources in some allocations and Transfers in (TrIn 
transactions) and out (TrOut transactions) are often for amounts that include salary adjustments. Astute 
readers of budget reports on OMB’s website may notice that totals slightly differ between reports, as 
some reports reflect the Governor’s bill as written and others reflect the Governor’s budget with the 
salary adjustments allocated to agencies. LFD’s reports match the Governor’s bill as transmitted, but 
additional minor adjustments by the legislature will be necessary to avoid negative appropriations. 
The salary adjustments total $11.1 million, of which $6.1 million is UGF. 
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