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You have asked in what manner, if any, duly author-

ized general obligation bonds may be cancelled effectively so
as to remove them entirely from the books.

As a general rule, in the absence of legislation
authorizing the bond committee or other officers of the exec-
utive to cancel the bonds, the only way to remove them entire
ly from the books is to repeal the authorizing statute. How-
ever, under certain conditions, the appropriation becomes —
void by operation of the law, and when the conditions occur,
the bonds are voided and can be removed from -the books admin-
istratively.

The relevant constitutional language provides that
bonds may be issued only as "authorized by law . . . and ra-
tified by a majority of the qualified voters . . . ." A.laska
Const., art. IX, § 8, "Unobligated appropriations outstand-
ing at the end of the period of time specified by law shall
be void." Id., 8§ 13. The answer to your questions lies in
these two provisions of the constitution, and the provisions
of AS 37.25.020 which read as follows:

An appropriation made for a capital project is

valid for the life of the project and the un-
expended balance shall be carried forward to
subsequent fiscal years. Between July 1 and

August 31 of each fiscal year, a statement sup-
porting the amount of the unexpended balance
required to complete the projects for which

the initial appropriation was made and the
amount that may be lapsed shall be recorded
with the Department of Administration.

The upshot is that bond issues are authorized by
lawand, absent authorizing legislation for executive cancel-
lation, can -- as with any other law -- only be cancelled by
a subsequent law which repeals them. Voter ratification is *J,
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required to issue bonds, but it is not required to repeal
them,, and we see no reason to imply such a restriction. Or-
dinarily, restrictions on the legislature's power to legis-
late must be express or necessarily implied.

However, the constitution also provides for appro-
priations to become void at the time specified by law, and
the law here provides for that to occur at the completion or

other end of the life of the construction project. AS 37.15.-
020. When that occurs, the amount of the lapse shall be re-
corded with the Department of Administration, and that amount
is then'cancelled. And when that occurs, the amount should
also be removed entirely from the books for the purposes of
the bond committee. It appears that most, if not all, of the
situations you describe fall within the coverage of this sta-
tute.

The opinion of the court in Thomas v. Rosen, 569
P.2d 793 (Alaska 1977), raises some question whether the ap-
propriations in legislation authorizing bonds to be issued are
appropriations either under article I1X, section 13, of the
Alaska Constitution or under AS 39.25.020. One would have
thought that they were, but the Delphic opinion in Thomas
suggests otherwise. There, the court stated that it was
"oversimplified” to say that appropriating money in bond leg-
islation made the legislation an appropriation bill, and the
court said that "valid reasons for differentiating between
debt financing and other appropriations from public revenue."
(It did not give any, but that is beside the point.) Never-

theless, Thomas probably stands only for its result: The
chief executive cannot veto items in a bond-appropriation
bill- That being so, the appropriations made from bond pro-

ceeds lapse in accordance with the terms of AS 37.25.020 and
article 11X, section 13, of the constitution.

Accordingly, upon certification to the Department
of Administration that a project is complete, dead, or altered
and that the appropriation for it is no longer needed to com-
plete the project, the appropriation will lapse and the au-
thorization can be removed from the books by the committee.

RWP/pjg
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1 IH THE HOUSE BY ADAMS
2 HOUSE BILL NO. 315

3 . IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST. SESSION

5 A BILL *

*6 For an Act entitled: "An Act prohibiting the sale of certain general obliga-
7 tion bonds; and providing for.an effective date."

8 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

9  * Section 1.« Notwithstanding the provisions of AS 37.15.020 the state
10 hond committee may not sell the following amounts of bonds authorized by the
I following laws:

2 (1) ch. 91, SLA 1980 $ 7,718,800
B (2) ch. 97, SLA 1980 33,000,000
u (3) ch. 99, SLA 1980 28,350,000
5 (4) ch. 118, SIA 1980 156,992,700
1 (5) ch. 121, SLA 1980 63,651,000
7 (6) ch. 95, SLA 1078 29,690,000
8 (1) ch. 96, SLA 1078 1,350,000
s (8) ch. 122, SLA 1978 12,000,000
X (9) ch. 137, SLA 1978 16,446,000
4 (10) ch. 138, SLA 1978 41,450,000
Z (11) ch. 139, SLA 1078 10,440,000
= (12) ch. 140, SLA 1978 3,865,000
2 (13) ch. 145, SLA 1978 21,140,000
% (14) ch. 131, SLA 1976 500,000
% (15) ch. 247, SLA 1976 2,500,000
7 (16) ch. 271, SLA 1076 19,000,000
z (17) ch. 86, SLA 1974 4,500,000
» (18) ch. 118, SLA 1974 900,000

-1- HB 315



(19) ch. 132, SLA 1974 = 2,0.00,000

» (20) ch. 201, SLA 1972 1,000,000

(21) ch. 202, SLA 1972 6,900,000
* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the day following the date of enact-
ment of a version of an Act entitled "An Act making special appropriations
for capital projects for which general obligation bonds have been authorized
but not issued and for defeasance of outstanding general obligation bonds;
and providing for an effective date." if that Act is enacted after this Act.
If that Act is enacted before the enactment of this Act, then this Act takes

effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.070(c) i

-2- HB 315
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- < Introduced: 3/11/81
Referred: State Affairs and
Finance

IN THE HOUSE BY ADAMS
HOUSE BILL NO. 315
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF TIIE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act prohibiting the sale of certain general obliga-
tion bondsj and providing for an effective date.'l
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. Notwithstanding the provisions of AS 37.15.020 the state
bond committee may not sell the follovting amounts of bonds authorized by the

fol lox/ing lav7s:

(1) ch. 91, SLA 1980 8 7,718,800
(2) ch. 97, SLA 1980 33.000.000
(3) ch. 99, SLA 1980 20.350.000
(4) ch. 118, SLA 1980 156,992,700
(5) ch. 121, SLA 1980 63.651.000
(6) ch. 95, SLA 1978 29.690.000
(7) ch. 96, SLA 1978 4.350.000
(8) ch. 122, SLA 1978 12.000.000
(9) ch. 137, SLA 1978 16.446.000
(10) ch. 138, SLA 1978 41.450.000
(11) ch. 139, SLA 1978 10.440.000
(12) ch. 140, SLA 1978 3.865.000
(13) ch. 145, SLA 1973 21.140.000
(14) ch. 131, SLA 1976 600,000
(15) ch. 247, SLA 1976 2.500.000
(16) ch. 271, SLA 1976 19.000,000
(17) ch. S6, SLA 1974 4.500.000
(18) ch. 118, SLA 1974 900,000

COMMITTEE COPY I 1B 315



(19) ch. 132, SLA 1974 2,000,000

(20) ch. 201, SLA 1972 1,000,000

(21) ch. 202, SLA 1972 6,900,000
* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect on the day following the date of enact-
ment of a version of an Act entitled "An Act making special appropriations
for capital projects for which general obligation bonds have been authorized
but not issued and for defeasance of outstanding general obligation bonds;
and providing for an effective date." if that Act is enacted after this Act.
If that Act is enacted before the enactment of this Act, then this Act takes

effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.070(c).
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A Bi-Monthly Report on Government Finance Issues in the States

THE FISCAL LETTEHR

An Infoetion Service of the National Conference of State Legislatures— Eanl S. Mdey, Bxecutive Director

EDITORS: Nanc%Hauswald Vol. I, No, 2
Ken Kirkland March 1981
S tate D eb t M an agem en t

_ To meet the capital construction needs of their constituents, states must finance capita-1
facilities either by expenditures from current revenue or by borrowing in the bond market. A
Pollcy of financing capital investments out of current taxeS and charges can hinder states
rom using their limited fiscal resources for other esseBtldaI purposes. Because most capital

u tget P,erlod_and,may in fact benefit
al financing is done through

investments have useful lives that exceed more than one DUC
future generations of taxpayers, a large proportion of capi
long-term borrowing.

Long-term financing of capital projects can, however, lead to consequences that necessi-
tate states developing debt management policies. Any debt sold to finance a prrOJect will
result in liabilities which must be repaid, with interest, in future years. These repayments
create a fixed obligation or annual debt service in the states' futuré year budgets, No new
expenditure commitments can be made that would result in a state's inability to retire its
bonds. In addition to retiring their debts, states must reco%nlze that any new facility will
generate future additional operating costs that will have to be met. therefore, debt manage-
ment policies must include long-term capital planning and budgeting that examines the state's
future fiscal and economic capacity to pay.

The two major classifications of bonded indebtedness at the state level are ?uaranteed,
or general obligation, which carries with it the full faith and credit of the state and is
secured by the state's general revenues, and nonguaranteed, or revenue, which is secured by
the revenles of the activity for which the debt s sold.

~ The volume of the nonguaranteed debt has been growing much more rapldly than general
obligation debt. State debt management policies should recognize that the growing use of
revenue honds to support a variety of programs such as industrial development, housm%

rf]{g?knecte and pollution control has added to the size and complexity of the tax-exempt bond

146Qurtis Sreet, Suite 2300 Denvey, Colorach 8P, (3B 63630

Engraving provided by the Denver Pubic library, Western History Department.



To Protec_t taxP,ayers and the credit condition of the state against overborrowin?, most
states place limitations on the state Ie%lslature‘s borrowing authority. A survey of con-

stitutional limits on long-term state debt indicates that:
0 13 states require a voter-approved referendum for the issuance of all debt;

0 12 states have imposed dollar limitations on the amount of debt that can he
Issued ran(t;lng from 550,000 to $2,000,000, and require an approved referendum
to exceed these limits;

0 6 states limit debt on a percentage of assessed valuation ranging from
1 percent to 5 percent;

0 6 states limit debt on a percentage of state revenues; and,

0 13 states limit debt onlg by approved legislative authorization, ranging from
a simple majority to a thrée-fourths majority.

These debt limitations usually apply to general obligation debt and not to nonguaranteed debt.

_The securities market is primarily concerned with the state's capacny_to,sup{)ort debt-
service paz/ments along with its other expenditures, and its overall economic-fiscal condition,
The security of the revenue base supporting a bond issue and the state's Iong-term economic
future are probably the most important determinants of the state's wealth and tax base.

Because states compete in the municipal bond market it may be worthwhile to survey the
states' ranking in some debt burden statistics. _Such statistics are a basic part of a%;ency
rankln%s of the ere  quality of bond issues. (These statistics were updated from a s UdY on
"Bonded Indebtedness in Kentucky" by the Kentucky Legislative Research Commission. Data for
%nes% updatﬁs came from State Government FinanceS in 1979, published by the U.S. Bureau of

e Census.

The table lists the states by region with four debt-burden statistics. The number in
parentheses is_the rankln?\| from one to fifty by that statistic, Several mterestmq patterns
emerge from this table. New England and Mideastern states rank much higher on all Tour indi-
cators than other regions, with ‘no state lower than twentieth on any of the statistics. The
Great Plains and Southeastern states have the lowest debt levels, with the exceptions of South
Dakota, Kentucky and West Virginia. The Southwestern and Rocky Mountain states also have low
debt levels. In the Far West® the pattern is mixed with California, Nevada and WashlnPton all
having low debt levels, but Alaska, Hawaii and Oregon having some of the hlghest debt Tevels
in the nation. Oregon's rating comes from its vetérans home loan program, the Iarg?,est of its
kind in the country. Althou%h their debt level is high, much of it i$ secured by Tirst mort-
gages. This table incorporates all state general obligation and state-quaranteed debt, but
0és not reflect the total volume of public authority or moral obligation bonding.

It must be emphasized that bond rating agencies do not base their opinions solely on the
level of debt burden of the states. There are a variety of other factors that are involved
including the state's overall fiscal and economic trends. Thus, a state displaying high debt
burden statistics but experlencmq favorable economic growth can receive a high’ credit quality
rating. Factors that can adversely affect a state's rdting include mismanagement, improper |
use of debt financing, unusually high short-term borrowing, vulnerability to national economic
fluctuations and changes in tax structure.

. The most important aspect of the qua||t¥ rating is its impact on interest costs. While
differences among the quality grades fluctuate dependln% on market conditions, the hl%hest
rated bonds sell "at interest’ rates lower than the lowest rated. This difference can be a
P_efrcen%a%re] pglngj or more of interest and can result in large savings to states over tne full
ife of the bonds.



STATE_PERT: AN QVERVIEW. (FY 1979%
Debt Per  Total Debt Qutstandino Debt Interest as Debt Per $1000

CaDita as a Percentane of a Percentane of of Personal
Own-Source Revenues State Expenditures Income
NEW ENGLAND .
et SR e
Massachusetts 939 (9 116.1% (1] 6.6% E8 118 (12
New Hampshire 833 (13 187.6% (2 6.9% (6 115 (13
Rhode 1sland 1268 (6 160.9% (5 500 511 169 25
Vermont 1036 () 140.7% (8 5.9% (10 160 (6
MIDEAST
Delaware $1469 (4 134.2% (9 7.1% (4 $172 (4
Maryland 890 (10 107.6% (15 5.5% (14 106 (14
ere gl in o a
New Yo 4% 0
P%Vrvms r|vania 550 (1(8 81.0% ({9 5.5% (12 7l (50
GR%Tlir%oFES $ 509 (22 77.9% (20 4.7% (17 S 57 (27
Indiana 103 (48 16.3% (fIB 1.2% (44 14 (48
Michigan 272 (36 33.5% (37 2.6% (29 32 (38
Ohio 349 (28 65.5% (23 3.9% (23 4A (32
Wisconsin 473 (24 57.2% (26 3.9% (21 63 (23)
PL/I\ol\'/\lvg $ 128 (46 19.4% (47 0.8% (46 16 (47
Kansas, 194 (41 31.3% (40 1.5% (42 25 (42
Minnesota 462 (25 50.5% (28 4.1% (20 59 (25
ST g A
AN 70
Nebraska 199 (39 20.7% (44 0.7% (18 %8 (40
South Dakota 842 (12 152.3% (6 4.6% (18 122 (10
SOXHEQ% $ 279 (35 47.9% (30 2.5% (32 $ 45 (31
Arkansas 112 (47 21.2% (46 0.8% (47 19 (46
Florida 301 (33 55.1% (27 3.9% (22 41 (34
Georgia 268 (37 48.8% (49 2.3% (34 40 (35
Kenticky 197 (14 112.6% (13 5.4% (13 122 (1D
Louisiana 656 16 89.4% (17 4.1% (19 99 (16
M|33|53|pp| 347 (29 58.2% (25 3.1% (25 63 (22
North Carolina 198 (40 33.5% (38 2.2% (35 30 (39
South Carolina 542 (19 85.6% (18 1.6% (41 87 (17
Tennessee 317 (32 59.6% (24 3.3% (24 49 (28
SOUTHWEST
Arizona 39 (49 5.4% (50 0.5% (49 6 (49
New Mexico 414 (26 41.3% (34 2.2% (36 64 (21
Oklahoma 522 (21 76.4% (21 2.8% (26 74 (19
RO&%\)Fa?\/IOUNTAIN 173 (43 30.7% (41 1.9% (39 23 (43
PO I 1 s g
. ]
TN 1 ae b
. U
Noing 180 (23 173% (31 74% (33 59 (26
FA%a\l}llEfSJrn|a $ 338 530 40.1% 535; 2.8% EZ? $ 39 536
Nevada HiaNE 9050 LT 19 %3
Oregon 9% (1 A
Washington 386 (59 46.6% E%g} %59(’@ (30 33% |
plaske 1l () 840 7 /7t f7 27 Ez)\
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In developing debt m,anagement policies it is not possible to determine a specific limit
on debt which may” be ainllca le to all states, nor is 1t possible to determine an exact
amount of debt which all states would be able to issue and mana?e efficiently. However, debt
management policies that inclyde debt limits, analyses of the state's capacity to retire
their debt and pay for operating costs associated with it in future }/ear_s, and overall capital
Plannln% and budgetln? can henéfit the state by improving and strengthening its position in
he bond market with the result being greater savings to the state.

a x ing N ongovernmental E x e m p t P roperty

Taxing exempt P_roperty does not appear to be an idea whose time has come--yet. Despite
recurring calls to tighten the granting of exemptions or place user charges on éxempt property,
states and cities have done ver){ little to significantly increase the taxes or charges on
presently-exempt nongovernmenta ,proPerty. But, if governments continue to under%o fiscal
strains, it is possible that during the next decade major changes will occur in the treatment
of exempt property.

Awi,del,¥-used estimate is that one-third of all U.S. property is tax exempt; but, the
great majority of this property is government-owned. Thus, the potential revenue that could
e obte%med from nongovernmental exempt property is far less than the one-third figure would
suggest.

This generalization must be qualified in_several respects. The amount of tax exempt ,
property varies widely from place to ?Iace. The largest concentration of exempt property is
usually” found in the central cities of metropolitan areas; therefore, exempt property may be
much ?reater in certain places than in others. Moreover, substantial evidence exists showing
that the value of exempt property is tt;rowmg faster than that of taxable property, so exempt
p_r?,perty may become an increasingly attractive source of revenue for financially” hard-pressed
cities.

States differ widely in their definitions of tax-exempt property. The best recent survey
of state laws in this re?ard IS a report puplished by the Greater Hartford Chamber of Commerce,
Property Tax Exemptions Tor Non-Profit Institutions:” Problems and Proposals. This stud
describes how all 50 states treat each of the ma]for types. of totally-exempt property (schoals,
churches, hospitals, and cemeteries), and many of the minor types,  such as YMCAs, Chambersof
Commerce, camps, lodges, fraternal organizations, and so forth,

Several years ago, Connecticut broke new ground by providing payments in lieu of taxes
from the state government to local governments in areaS where privaté institutions of higher
education and ptivate hospitals are located. Approximately 38 states compensate localities
for certain types of exempt government propert¥, but Connécticut initiated the first program
to provide payments for nongovernmental proper % While some localities supé)ort such pro-
grams because of the additional  aid received, these programs must be compared with other
mechanism; of p_rowdmg state aid, and the presence of exempt Property may not be the most
appropriate indicator to use in dir.crilyting aid. With many states suffefing from extreme
budgetary pressures, funds for payment in [leu of taxes programs are often “scarce. Ruling
oult state payments, states must find ways to obtain money from taxexempt organizations them-
selves.

Recent experiences in Virginia and New York sug?e,st_ that the forces in favor of obtaining
revenue from exempt organizations are usually not sufficient to overcome resistance from the
organizations themselves. For at least five years, Virginia has allowed localities to levy
service charges on state governmental proPertK and some”types of nongovernmental property.
Among the t?/pes of nongovernmental property that may be subject to sérvice charges are ceme-
teries, colleges and other schools, and certain properties of benevolent or charitable asso-
ciations. While many local governments have levied service char(t;_es on state property to,
reflect the cost of Rollce and fire protection and refuse collection, hardly any localities
have assessed such charges on nongovernmental exempt property.

-



In New York, Ilocalv\ﬂ]o.vernments may dem{ exemptions to certain types of organizations on
a local option basis. ile the largest holders of exempt propertY--s_chools and churches—
are exempt from this law, manY other types of prof)erty could have their exemptions removed.
Nevertheless, relatively few localitieS have availed themselves of the opportunity to remove
such exemptions.

Across the country there are many examples of exempt property for which service char%es

are being paid voluntarily. Private institutions of higher education frequently make suc
ayments, although they are generally for much less thanthe tax they would payit taxable.
andatory service charges fof private exempt property, however, are very rare.

~_ Many other reforms can be implemented to obtain increased revenue. In certain states,
it is reportedly common practice for assessors to grant more generous exemptions than are

prescribed by law. Vigorous enforcement of existing statutes could pay off in such cases.
Along similar lines, New York state has recently instituted a program requiring owners of

exempt property to file applications to verify their qualifications for exemption.

Perhaps the day is not far off when large amounts of revenue will be obtained from tax
exempt property. But that day has not yet arrived.

(NOTE; This article draws on materials presented
sponsored by NCSL in Alban}/, New York in February 1981
exempt property, contact Steven Gold, NCSL-Denveér, (303)

at_a workshop on tax exempt property
For more information about ~tax
623-6600.)

S tate T a X T rend s

With the recession restraining revenue 8r0wth, only nine states had tax increases in
excess of the inflation rate during fiscal 1980, according to a recent Census Bureau report.
Except for North Dakota, all of the states with the fastest tax increases were in the rapidly-
growing West and South.

These statistics do not, however, include local tax revenue, which rose more slowly than
gtgte taxe?. Property taxes, which constitute the majority of local tax revenue, rose only
.5 percent.

Total state tax revenue rose 9.6 percent, much less than the 12%percent rise of con-
sumer prices during this period. ~ There was great variation amon% the states. As the attached
table shows, Alaska and California had the largest increases, while Michigan and Vermont
ranked at the bottom, with decreases in their tax revenue.

These _flndln?s may call into question one of the arguments for indexing state income
taxes. While inflation causes disproportionate increases of income tax revenue when tax rates
are progressive, yields from other taxes are much less responsive to inflation. Thus, state
taxes claimed a smaller proPortlon of personal income in fiscal 1980 than previously. With
federal aid other than grants for, payments to individuals rising less than 6 percent, many
state governments experienced serious” budgetary problems.

Other significant trends in state taxes include the following:

t Five states—Alaska, Hawaii, Oklahoma, Utah and Wyoming—were amon%,the fastest
growers for the second consecutive year. At the other extreme, Indiana, Tennessee
and Wisconsin repeated in the lowest quartile.

» Several states, such as Arkansas, California, North Dakota and Texas, swung from
very low increases in 1979 to very large ones in 1980. Colorado, Nevada and Rhode
Island moved in the other direction, experiencing abnormally small increases.



Percentage change Per Capita
197%-79 ! 198dJ

State Level Rank Level Rank Level Rank
Alaska 76.0" 1 44.9% 1 33,540.90 1
California 18.4 2 8.9 38 853.31 5
Texas 17.8 3 6.5 45 504.95 43
Oklahoma 17.2 4 15.2 il 614.12 19
Arkansas 16.5 ) 1.5 44 532.46 39
North Dakota 14.5 6 4.9 50 566.00 29
Hawall 14.0 I 16.1 9 1,091.13 2

omi ng 13.2 8 18.4 5 862.50 4
Utah 13.1 9 14.7 12 574.80 26
New Mexico 12.0 10 8.7 40 146.21 i
Florida 12.0 11 14.0 14 542.25 33
llinois 11.9 12 9.5 35 629.84 17
Maine . 11.7 13 5.1 49 564.41 30
Georgia 11.5 14 12.1 20 533.31 38
Arizona 11.1 15 15.9 10 687.51 11
North Carolina 10.3 16 11.8 21 573.55 27
South Carolina 10.2 17 11.6 23 572.32 28
South Dakota 10.2 18 9.8 32 392.62 49
New Jersey 10.1 1 8.4 41 559.78 31
Nebraska 10.0 20 9.2 37 518.91 41
New York 9.3 21 6.4 46 7120.54 9
Montana 9.1 22 %8.1 6 5821.32 %g
baHINana 1) 2 &9 3 Wi 4
Mississippi 8.7 25 5.8 47 517.88 42
Massachusetts 8.5 26 9.6 34 680.76 12
Washington 1.3 21 11.0 24 143.11 8
Connecticut 1.1 28 10.8 26 590.59 24
Virginia 1.0 29 9.8 33 527.87 40
Kansas 6.9 30 13.0 16 535.95 27
Alabama 6.3 3l 10.0 f 492.65 45
lowa 6.2 32 12.8 601.73 21
West Virginia 6.0 33 17.3 8 649.36 15
Oreﬁon 5.2 34 19.5 2 575.92 25
ldaho 5.1 35 10.8 21 541.82 34
Del aware 4.8 36 9.4 36 886.11 3
‘aryl and 4.3 37 10.1 29 665.42 14
Missouri 4.1 38 12.8 17 430.28 48
Colorado 3.5 39 18.9 3 537.83 36
Kentucky 3.3 40 12.7 19 608.15 20
Wisconsin 3.2 41 5.5 48 113.20 10
Ohio 3.2 42 11.7 22 444,20 46
Nevada 3.0 43 18.5 4 678.92 13
Rhode Island 2.4 44 17.4 / 592.88 23
Tennessee 2.3 45 8.2 43 430.82 47
Minnesota 2.2 46 13.6 15 188.81 ()
New Hampshire 1.3 47 9.9 31 301.57 50
\I/nd|anf% &2 *8 8.7 39 499.21 gM
ermon -0. 4 14.4 13 , 5
Michigan 13 58 106 23 83259 16
United States 9.6 10.2 623.91

SOURCE:  U.S. Census Bureau, State Government Tax Collections in 1980.
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