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Student Allocation (generally known as the BSA, which is a primary factor in determining K-12 

spending) in each of the following three years, appropriations for K-12 spending might not 

increase. The changes to the BSA would occur, but the legislature is not required to fully fund 

the statutory formula. Similarly, the law provides a formula for permanent fund dividends 

(PFDs), but the legislature can appropriate any amount it chooses. That conclusion is not 

personal opinion; it is the ruling of the Alaska Supreme Court ( Wie/echowski v State, August 

2017). 

So why bother with statutory formulas? Accepting the guidance provided by law means sitting 

legislators don't have to argue every year about how much to spend on programs like 

education, Community Assistance, retirement contributions and power cost equalization. 

Statutory guidance makes it less likely that the Governor/legislature will shift costs from the 

State to local governments, businesses or to the people. In short, statutory guidance makes it 

easier to adopt a budget and plan for the future. 

Arguments supporting statutory guidance prompt questions: We have statutory guidance on 

PFDs, so why argue about the amount paid as dividends? Why doesn't the legislature simply 

pay the amount determined by statute? Alternately, if the legislature is not going to follow 

statutes, why doesn't the legislature change the statutes? 

Answering those questions can lead to discussion of complex issues like individual versus 

common rights to Alaska's resource wealth, distribution of income, and the extent to which the 

people of Alaska understand the fiscal situation. While we do not deny the importance of those 

issues, we tend to see the situation in terms of mathematical relationships. 

There is a dollar-for-dollar trade-off between dividends and revenue, dividends and deficits, 

and dividends and government services 

For those who doubt that dividends affect deficits, or that there is a dollar-for-dollar trade-off 

between dividends and government services, just look at the math. To simplify, let's assume 

the annual POMV (percent of market value, per SB26) payout from the permanent fund 

earnings reserve account (ERA) is $3 billion. If $1 billion goes to dividends, then $2 billion is 

available for government services. Let's also assume that the budget is balanced in those 

circumstances. If dividends take $2 billion of the payout from the ERA, then there is only $1 

billion left as revenue to the general fund and we face a $1 billion deficit. In the absence of 

additional revenue, government services must be reduced by $1 billion. 

To say that increasing dividends takes money from education or other government services 

would reveal a biased perspective. It is just as accurate to say that spending money on 

government services takes money from dividends. It is fair to say that dividends compete with 

government services for available revenue. It is also fair to say that the competition during the 
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In FY10, the Therapeutic Courts 
appropriation was established to segregate 
those functions out from traditional Court 
System Operations. In FY11, additional 
funding (GF and Other) was transferred in 
from the departments of Adminislralion 
($355.0), Correclions ($252.2), Health & 
Social Services ($1.4 million), and Law 
($364. 7) to facilitate centralized tracking of 
Therapeulic Courts funding. 

I 

1 :� : : : 
10Mg1Pln 11Mg1Pln 12Mg\Pln 13MgtPln 14Mg1Pln 

. 

86,916.3 92,795.0 98,904.3 104,204.7 107,374.4 
2,027.6 4,619.7 4,976.5 5,088.6 5,685.2 
1,061.7 1,087.7 1,119.8 1,097.9 1.106.5 
362.6 381.4 388.6 399.8 403.7 
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Overall, the Alaska Court System 
appropriation has increased by 
$15.3 rnillion(17.7%) between 
FY09 and FY19. 
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: : : : : 
15Mg1Pln 16Mg1Pln 17Mg!Pln 18MgtPln 19MgtPln 
108,385.7 106,948.6 103,428.6 101,465.7 101,725.7 
5,565.2 5,714.7 5,304.7 5,570.3 5,666.6 
1,309.7 1,269.7 1,293.2 1,310.8 1,310.8 
416.3 420.5 412.7 441.5 441.5 
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