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MEMORANDUM
TO: House Finance Committee Members
FROM: Al Adams, Chair 1T/3?2/\

House Finance Committee
SUBJ: Comparison of HB 11 and SS HB 85
Sii..i larities

Both bills would repeal the permanent fund dividend
program for 1983 and subsequent years.

Both bills contain a section regarding compilation of
jury lists (section 4 of HB 11 and section 1 of SS HB
85). Each section would delete use of the Department
of Revenue®s list of individuals who filed for a
permanent fund dividend in compiling names of
individuals for jury duty.

Differences

The most significant difference in the two bills
concerns the fate of the income from investment of the
principal. Under current law, 50% of net income 1is
transferred to the permanent fund dividend account to
pay dividend checks. Additionally, an amount
sufficient to offset inflation reverts back to the
principal, and the remaining income goes to the
undistributed income account for reinvestment.

HB 11 leaves the statute regarding computation of net
income (AS 37.13.140) and disposition of income (AS
37.13.145) intact. Therefore, after "inflation
proofing™ the principal, all the rest of the net income
would go to the undistributed income account.

SS HB 85, on the other hand, provides that, after a
brief stopover in the undistributed income account, all
the income would revert back to the principal "to be
treated as principal of the permanent fund in all
respects".



Excerpt from Attorney General®s Opinion Re: Appropriation Limit
Questions, Pertinent to the Permanent Fund Dividend Progranm
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aends;

(2) an appropriation of revenue bond proceeds;

(3) an appropriation to pay principal and iInterest.on
general obligation bonds; -

(4) an appropriation of money received from nonstate
sources 1in trust for a specific purpose, including revenues
of a public corporation that issues revenue bonds; and

(5) an appropriation to meet a state of disaster de—

clared by the governor.

You have requested our interpretation of exceptions (1) ana (3)

set out above.

AN

A. Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend 1lAcertion J
The appropriation 1limit provides: "Except for appro-—
priations for Alaska permanent fund dividends ... appropriations

from the state treasury made for a fiscal year shall not exceed
$2,300,000,000...." A question obviously arises as to whether
"Alaska permanent fund dividends™ means only those cash payments
provided to individuals under AS 43.23 or if the word "dividend”
encompasses other concepts for the distribution of income earned
by the Alaska permanent fund.

We believe the answer”™ to your question concerning an-
propriations for permanent fund dividends depends on whether the

exceptions will be construed strictly or Jliberally. Usually;
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[ T VA
\PX< .Yisions _in__a“state/cons titution® are construed liberally using

the same rules of construction prescribed for other laws VitbTre-"
"gard given to the broader., objectx and,,scope .of the constitution as
a charter of popular government. Eghert v. Dunseitbu 24 N_W.2d
907 (N.D. 1946); 168 A.L.R. 621. Professor Sutherland explains
the modem view for construing express exceptions as follows:
The older rule strictly interpreted both ex—

ceptions and provisos but today the prevailing

view favors determining the effects of such provi—

sions according to the usual criteria of decision

applicable to other kinds of provisions as well

without the use cf any artificial presumptions to

the effect that qualifying Jlanguage should be

strictly construed.
SUTHERLAND STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION &47.11 (4th ed. 1974)(foot—
notes omitted). The FCC did not express an intent to limit this
exception to only appropriations to finance cash payments to in-—
dividuals under AS 43.23.

The appropriation limit "must be interpreted consistent—
ly with the permanent fund amendment contained 1in article IX,
section 15. Section 15 provides that the legislature may dispose
of the income of the Alaska permanent fund "as* provided by law.”*
Each legislature may reexamine existing law and enact different
laws providing for the use of income earned by the Alaska perman—
ent fund. IT section 16 were 1interpreted so that, the exception
"to"permanent fund dividends, applied only to appropriations to fi—

nance cafh dividends under AS 43.23, the legislature would essen—

tially .-be denied the flexibility to adjust to.changing philoso-
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fphiesluoncerhihg™ "the~propriety_Tof."making "cash payments directly.
to residents which section 15 expressly reserves to it. 2/ In
interpreting and applying the constitution, it must be remembered
that the constitution 1is not a lifeless or static 1instrument
whose interpretation is confined to conditions and outlooks which
prevailed at the time of 1its adoption. Yakus v. United States.
321 U.S. 414 (1944); Warwick v. State, 548 P.2d 384 (Alaska
1976) .

The word "dividend” has no precise legal meaning.

Trustees of University v. North Carolina R. Co., 13 WORDS AMD

PHPVASES 107 (Permanent ed.); 22 Am. Rep. 671. Webster defines
"dividend”” as follows: "an individual share of something distri —
buted among a number of recipients.” We are not aware of any
legal principle which would preclude the characterization of oth—

er distribution programs as "dividends.”” Rather, the words used

?/ The Thirteenth Legislature may reject direct cashdistri.bu-
lion in favor of a pit>which?it

?ndPadoptiacreofethe appropriation limit, the permanent fund divi-
a al /ms undergoing considerable scrutiny and change by both
the legislature and the courts. The legislature adopted the. pro-
mnngpd annropriation limit amendment on_ July 15, 1981. At that
posed approp constitutionality of the permanent fund
5 - oroeram as it was then structured was on appeal to the
nlYi .riat” Supreme Co~St. On June 14, 1982, the United States

™ Court 1issued an opinion which fbund the method estab-
rene Cour amount of dividends under that program

C
Sup
1 Wcause th~Method romoted discrimin ion based on 1len h
vé(ijg ecause tne meunuu R i\neust 13, 19a8 , amendments to %Ee

-p~law took effect. *The people were undoubtedly aware that
the dividend law in effect on election day in 1982 was not chis-
eled in marble.

u
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by the drafters of the amendment afford broad Ilatitude to the
legislature to enact new distribution programs which will not be
impaired by the appropriation limit.

It is well-settled law that a provision of a state ™
constitution must receive a Vliberal, practical construction to
meet changed conditions and growing needs of the people. County
of Alameda v. Sweeney, 312 P.2d 419, 424 (Cal. 1957)." Under the
permanent fund amendment, the discretion granted to the legisla—
ture to enact, amend, or repeal the present dividend program un —
der AS 43.23 to meet the growing needs of the people 1is unfet—
tered. However, the operation of exceptions from the appropria—
tion limit must be interpreted consistent with the intent of the
framers of the organic law and of the people adopting it. State
v. Lewis, 559 P.2d 630, 637 (Alaska 1977).

rOne important <consideration should be <carefully ob-—
served. rMThe Alaska Supreme Court has found that the purpose of
the existing dividend program is to force the legislature to con-—
sider the reimposition of.taxes when the decline of oil revenue
~encourages "resort“to’permanent fur.d income to finance" state gov-
"emmentl”- Williams v. "obel, 619 P.2d 448, 454 (Alaska 1981),
revlid 451 U.S. 905 (1982). The people can be expected to vigil—
antly protect their dividends by forcing the legislature to seek
sourcedl other than the permanent fund to finarce state govern-—

ment; IT a substitute.._distribution program accomplishes the same
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;purpose™® it will more..”" likely qualify wunder, the exception in"'-
section 16 than 1if it fails to achieve that purpose. IT the
"-_constituehcy "benefitted by a_dividend; is narrow, thir"dividend "mag
ot beMa.,.dividend™iny the’ senseintended by”the drafters -"of %
o/ section”16~ and "the"pedple who adopted”’it. Proposals soon to be
considered by the legislature include replacing the existing

distribution to all residents with a distribution of part of the

permanent fund 1income to municipalities and as a substitute for

the existing longevity bonus, and use of a part of tha 1income to

finance large capital projects.

A vast majority of the population of the state resides

in or is served by municipal governments. It is also a fact that

Ld »

we all seek security for our "golden years.™ The constituents of
these proposals seem broad enough to satisfy the purpose of the
current, dividend law. * The use of permanent fund 1income to fi—
nance large capital projects presents a closer: question. The
"character, of each project must be considered to determine if it
"serves a state public purpose, rather than a local special pur—
pose. ~Additionally, if the project is viewed as merely an alter- -

v * * 1

hate way of financ}né étate government operations, the. basic 1in-"-
tent of the dividend law might not be served.

We <cannot advise with certainty”whether the financing
of largicapital projects with permanent fund 1income would con—

stitute a dividend of the Alaska permanent fund for purposes of
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the appropriation limit. Some may argue that the benefits pro—

vided by "public works 1 projects are too localized to approximate
the benefits provided by the existing dividend law. However, in
State v. Lewis, 559 P,.2d 630 (Alaska 1977), the Alaska Supreme
Court decided that "[1] egislation need not operate evenly in all
parts of the state to avoid being classified as Ilocal or spe-
cial.” Lewis at 643. A definite answer will come only when tne
courts interpret article IX, section 16 of the Alaska Constitu—
tion. However, we believe that if the legislature enacts a dis—
tribution program which is consistent with the intent of the per —
manent fund dividend law, any appropriation to implement that

program will be exempt from the appropriation limit.

B. Appropriations Required to Pay the Principal and Inter-
est on General Obligation Bonds

Under AS 43,18.100 -- 43.18.135 the state, subject to
available appropriations, vreimburses municipalities for the pay—
ment of a percentage of principal and interest to retire general
obligation bonds 1issued by the municipality to finance school
construction, costs. Although they have been amended from time to
time, these statutes have been in effect since 19717~ You have
asked whether appropriations to retire municipal®“general obliga—

tion debt are within "the exception stated to the appropriati®-:.;
v

limit>”

The exception reads as follows: "Except for ... appro-
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The Honorable Mitch Abood, Jr., Chairman
House State Affairs Committee

Alaska State Legislature
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Juneau, Al aska 9981 1

Dear Representative Abood:

I appreciate this opportunity you have given me to submit additional
information on the effect the Permanent Fund Dividend Program has had on
the national image of Alaska. While the impact was never expected to be
favorable, it has turned out to be much worse than feared.

From Seattle to Miami, Boston to Los Angeles, Dallas to Chicago,
newspapers articles and editorials have been headlined with such banners
as "Alaska®s. New Giveaway Of Our Money" (Chicago Syn-Timos, 7/10/82),
"Alaskans Pipe Up To Get Share Of Oil-Profit 'Fundsl (ihe"flailas Morning
News, 7/19/82), "Fraud and Greed Hinder Program To Di stri bute Alaska Oil
Money" (New York Times, 8/29/82), '"Alaskans May Divvy Up $415M[illion]"
(Bo iIn Herald American, 6/5/82), and 'S1,000 Checks for Everyone Fail To
M Viaskans Happy' (Washington Post, 8/22/82). People Magazine, iIn 1its
Aun-it 30, 1982 issue, Teatured ai article entitled "The GreatTTaskan
Giveaway Puts Gold In Them Thar Mailboxes." Accompanying the article
were pictures of a woman kissing the mailman as he delivers her check,
another happy Alaskan smilingly sporting her new mink coat and al2year
old girl trying out anew waterbed. In these recessionarytimeswith
high unemployment and high energy prices nationwide, articles like these
do not endear our State to our fellow Americans.

The underlying theme throughout all of the articles is that Alaskans
are sharing in the oil wealth created by taxes imposed on cur oil. In a
June 10, 1982 Chicago Sun-Times editorial, the newspaper stated:

The money is out of the pockets of, and should be shared
with all Americans--the people who buy and consume energy.

The editorial proceeded with strong suggestions that Congress should limit
State severance taxes and impose a national severance tax to be shared
with all of the States. Similar sentiment was expressed in a Cincinnati
Inquirer editorial:
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Talk about a recession anomaiy--the County Commissioners®

Association of Ohio has found a whopper: Alaska is so rich that

it is doling out %1 ,000 checks tc each of its 415,000 resi-

dents. What"s worse, part of the do!e comes from Ohioans.

The net energy using States, with many being members of a group
called the Northeast-Midwest Coalition, are looking at their net energy
producing sisters with a combination of jealousy and resentment. They
look at Alaska with its balanced budget, contributions from the general
fund into the Permanent Fund and Permanent Fund Dividend distribution and
compare that situation with that in their ownStates where many of their
residents are wondering how much longer they will be receiving a pay-
check, or worse, an unemployment check. Convinced that the energy pro-
ducing States are exporting energy taxes, legislation has been introduced
in Congress to limit the levels of State severance taxes.

The power of a State to impose a severance tax was upheld in the 1981
U.S. Supreme Court decision in Commonwealth Edison Company v. Montana.
That court upheld Montana®s 30% severance tax on coal but qualified the
holding by saying that though the power to impose the tax is clear, the
level of the tax is essentially a matter for legislative and not judicial
resolution. Thus, the bills which have been introduced seek only to
limit rather than eliminate State severance taxes.

During the last session of Congress, two bills were introduced to
limit State severance taxes. H.R. 6330 was introduced by Representative
Wolpe on May U, 1982, and Senator Dixon introduced S. 2890 on Sep-
tember 0, 1982. Both bills would limit State severance taxes while H.R.
6330 additionally wonld impose a national severance tax on crude oil,
natural gas, or coal. H.R. 6330 would limit the lev*l of tax to the 1978
level adjusted for inflation while the rate under S. 2890 would be lim-
ited to a rate C0 generate revenue sufficient to meet the costs incurred
by the State and any political subdivision thereof which are directly
attrbutable to the production within the State of crude oil, natural

gas, or coal. '"Severance taxes'" are defined in the bills as any tax or
fee levied on, measured by, or otherwise imposed with respect to crude
oil, natural gas, or coal. Not included in the limitation are income,

sales, property or other taxes which apply with respect to a broad range
of business activity or property types and which do not result in a sig-
nificantly higher rate of tax than that imposed on other activities or
property.

The impact on Alaska revenue would be disastrous if either of these
ills became law. Our estimates indicate that between $5 billion and

§é billion in revenues would be lost during the period from 1985 through
1990. Though the best economic analyses end with the conclusion that
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Alaska"s oil severance taxes are not passed forward to consumers because
of the price of the oil 1is determined in the marketplace and not by the
producers, severance tax limiting legislation will remain alive and
threatening so long as the public believes the energy producing states
and their residents are becoming personally and individually rich at
their expense.

Another area of concern in which Congress may affect the State"s
revenue is the exemption of State royalty oil and gas from the Windfall
Profit Tax Act of 1980. Oil produced at Prudhoe Bay is subject to the
Windfall Profit Tax but the State enjoys an exemption from the tax on its
12 1/2 percent royalty interest. Should the Windfall Profit Tax extend
through 1993 and the State lose its royalty exemption, we estimate the
revenue loss to be approximately $1.2 billion. It is not impossible that
those seeking severance tax limitations would also attempt to destroy the
State royalty exemption or any other special treatment afforded Alaska
and other net-enc-rgy producing States.

The cost of energy and the problems in the economy are emotional
issues, and emotion sometimes overpowers the most brilliant economic
analyses. We do not believe that residents of other States ,™ear the
burden of Alaska taxes on oil production because of the basic nature of
the crude oil market itself. Governor Sheffield"s recommendation to end
the Permanent Fund Dividend program is timely and appropriate. The
Governor®s alternatives for the oeneficial use of earnings from the
Permanent Fund, creation of the Alaska Investment Fund, reinvestment in
the Permanent Fund to protect the Fund from inflation, State revenue
sharing, municipal assistance, and the longevity bonus program, would
result in the equitable distribution of benefits throughout the state
while at the same time providing for a more evenly balanced economic
growth. The short-term benefits of the Dividend program are
substantially outweighed by the resulting threat to our basic sources of
revenue through acts of Congress iIn response to the expressions of burden
and outrage by their constituents.

For your reference 1 have enclosed brief analyses of H.R. 6330 and
S. 2890 along with a summary of our calculations of State revenue losses
which would result from the passage of either bill. You will also find
our calculations of the expected loss from the State royalty o”1 exemp-
tion under the Windfall Profit Tax Act and various press arti les and
editorials referring to or commenting on the Permanent Fund lividend
program. If 1 can be of further assistance, please call on me.

Robert D.
Commissioner of Revenue

RDH:DMB:mc

Enclosures
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introduced
indicative

Summary:

Revenue

Position:

STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

FEDERAL LEGISLATION

summary reflects certain tax areas for which bills have been
in Congress. Though the bills may not still be active, they are
of the type of legislation we expect to be discussed in the future.

S. 2890

A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to limit thr

amount of severance taxes imposed by States on oil, natural gas,
and coal.

This bill would limit severance tax collections to an amount

equalling the costs incurred by the State or any political
subdivision which are directly attributable to the production of
crude oil, natural gas, or coal. The burden of proof to
substantiate the rate of tax is on the taxpayer if the severance
tax rate does not exceed the 1978 rates and on the States if the
rate is higher than the 1978 rate, with the 1978 rate adjusted
for inflation. The U.S. Attorney General or taxpayer may bring
suit challenging the rate of tax. Severance taxes are defined as
taxes on the production of coal, oil or natural gas and include
any taxes which impose a significantly higher rate on producers
and production property than on other activities or property.
This bill is based on the theory that a State severance tax is
expo-ted to consumers.

Impact: We estimate that the bill would effectively limit Alaska

severance taxes to the 1978 levels. Estimated . revenue loss
to the State would be between $5 billion and billion
over the period 1985 through 1990.

Our interest of course is primarily in the oil severance tax
limitation. Severance taxes are not carried forward to consumers
because the price of oil is determined in the marketplace which
prevents producers from adding on severance taxes to raise prices
above the market price. The bill would harm the States which
need additional revenues under the new Federalism of the Reagan
adiiiini strati on while not benefitting consumers. Alaska opposes
this bill.



Federal

Summary:

Revenue

Position:

Legislation (cent.)

H.R. 6330

A bill to limit State severance taxes and impose a hational
severance tax on crude oil and limit State severance taxes on
crude oil, natural gas and coal.

The proposed National Crude Oil Profit-Sharing Act would
establish a 30 percent permanent profit sharing tax on crude oil
to be paid by producers. 75% of the proceeds of such a tax would
be applied to the Feieral deficit with the remaining 25% to be
distributed by block grants to the States. The bill would also

limit State severance taxes to their 1978 levels, adjusted for
inflation.

Impact: The revenue imp@gt would be similar to S. 2890, between

$5 billion and billion over the period 1985 through
19S0. Because the proposed methods for determining block
grants disfavor Alaska, little, if any, of the loss would
be made up by block grants. Additional losses would result
if the national severance tax increased oil prices with a
corresponding decrease in demand.

This proposed act would be detrimental to the national economy.
No tax is proposed for imported oil which may result in a price
benefit to foreign producers. Northeastern States which rely
substantially on foreign oil would directly benefit from any
price differential. The national severance tax would cause
inflation by increasing the price of domestic oil equal to the
market price (domestic oil is currently selling below the OPEC
price). The increased production cost due to the new tax would
discourage domestic production and new exploration and
development increasing unemployment and greater dependency on
foreign producers. Because of the market pricing structure
consumers would not benefit from reduction in State severance
taxes. With the proposed block grant structure, producing States
subject to the boom and bust socioeconomic effects of resource
development would be losing severance tax income. In addition,
the sharing of the proceeds of the national severance tax favors

the populous net energy using States. Alaska opposes this
legislation.



FY 1935
1986
1987
1988
1989

\ 1990

FY 1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

N
oil
Production
(MMbbls/day)

1.726
1.817
1.830
1.830
1.890
1.716

* Assumes

Current
Est imated
Severance

1220.34
1333.01
1354.78
1532.76
11449-79
1200.94

DECEMBER 1982 FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS

Severance Tax Revenues Using "Kolpe"™ Cap
0O R T H c L 0O P E c 0O
Gas North Slope Oil
Production Revenue Production

$/bbl (bct/day) $/Mcf (MM$) (MMbblIs/day) $/bbl

-5928 -024 -0603 373.99 -0524 .59:10
.6343 -024 -0645 421.24 -0466 -6343
.6706 .024 -0739 453.92 -0415 6736
.7262 -024 0791 485.76 -0364 7252
7770 .024 -0046 536.75 -0318 7770
-8314 .024 -0905 521.53 -0276 -8314
language of HR 6330 introduced by Mr. Wolpe May 6, 1902.

Decrease iIn

Est imated
Severance

With Cap

395.25
442 .60
481.76
514.20
565.07
55i1.21

Projected Severance Tax Due to Imposed Cap
(Millions 3)

Net
Revenue
Loss

025.09
891.
07J
1013.56
003.92
737.73

5224 .53
(30% Case)

Current
Estimated
Severance

14T0.49
1639.44
1729.05
2003.62
1973.71
1940.92

I NL ET
Gas
Production
(bcf/day) $/McfF*
.451 .0603
.499. e .0645
.651 .0739
.651 .0791
.651 .0046
.645 .0905
Estimated
Severance
Cap
395.25
442 .60
481.76
514.20
565.07
551.21

Cook
Revenue

21.26
21.36
27.04
28.44
29.12
29.68

Inlet Total

Revenue

395.25
442 .60
481.76
514.20
565.87
551.21

Net

Revenue

Loss

1095.24
1196.04
1247 .29
1409.42
1407 .04
1397.71

7834.34

(Mean Case)



Base Price

3Fy 1903
1984
1905
1906
1987
1988
1.,09
1990
1991
1992
1993

1 Assumes Inflation é

2 Average expected wellhead (Pump Station One) price from December Forecast assumptions.
Notice that windfall tax base falls to zero as real oil

positive as real

3 Windfall " tax

15.50
17.51
18.73
20.04
21.45
22.95
24.55
26.27
20.11
30.00
32.19

life assumed through FY 1903 (see WPT Act).

oil

IMPACT OF WINDFALL PROFITS TAX ON ANS ROYALTY CRUDE OIL

1 Removal Price?

19.601
17.36
18.22
19.87
21.01
24.45
27.14
30.15
33.69
37.65
41.80

FY 1903
FY 1984
FY 1905-1907

price begins in the late 1900°s.

prices decline,

North Slope
Production
Tier O .e
(MMbbls/day)

t en becomes

Royalty
Share
(MHbbU/day)

-191
-108
J87
-192
-.190
-190
-190
-168
-142
2119
-104

State WPT
Liability
(Millions $)

151.26

0

0

0

0
72.82
125.73
166.55
202.45
230.16
255.36

_ 1204.33
I



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO Louann Cutler DATE . February 23, 1983
Professional Assistant

House Finance Committee FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO: 465_2302

from: Joseph k. Donohue subject: PFD Appropriations

Deputy Commissioner, Taxation
Department of Revenue

At your request, 1 have prepared the attached chart tracing the
appropriations made to the PFD program from inception to date.

JKD:EJ:ms

02-001 A(Rov.10/79)



Appropriation History of PFD Program

Fy 8 Ch 120 SLA 80 Sec. 52

*  TOTAL Appropriations for 1979 Dividend Payments $129,330,300
Administrative Cost Allocation from Fiscal Note SB 122 Ch. 21 SLA 80
Enforcement Division $378,100
Audit Division 12,100
Admi.i. Services 440,100
TOTAL Administrative Cost (830,300)

Supplemental Ch. 92 SLA 81 for 1979 Dividend Payments 12,500,000

Available for 1979 Dividend Payments $141,000,000

FY 82 Ch 82 SLA 81

Total Appropriation for 1980 Dividend Payments $149,961,800
The balances of administrative costs from FY81L were
carried forward in FY82.

Refundable Credits (Included in total) (,632,000)

Available for 1980 Dividend Payment 148,329.800

A supplemental for $419,000 was received, Ch 101 SLA 82 Sec. 52,
for administrative costs associated with. PFD processing.

FY 83 Ch 101 SLA 82 Sec. 18
Total Appropriations for 1981 Divi "end Payments $150,400,000
Administrative Cost Allocation from Fiscal Note
SB 842 Ch 102 SLA 82

Enforcement Division $777,200
Public Services 824,900
Treasury Division 159,800
Administrative Services 834,400
TOTAL Administrative Costs (2,596,300)
Available for 1981 Dividend Payments $147.803.700

Chapter 101 SLA 82 Sec. 17 reappropriated Ch 120 SLA 80, Ch 82 SLA 81, and Ch 92 SLA 81
for the purpose of making 1979 and 1980 Permanent Fund Dividend Payments.

Chapter 101 SLA 82 Sec. 19 further appropriated the above for the purpose of making
Pennanent Fund Dividend payments under any bill passed by the Twelfth Legislature in
event the original Permanent Fund Dividend Program was invalidated by the US Supreme
Court.



The Supreme Court ruled the original program invalid. Senate Bill 842 was signed and
became Chapter 102 SLA 82. This established the new Permanent Fund Dividend program.

The total available for $1,000 dividend petyments as a
result of reappropriation was: $437.133.500

FY 84

At the recommendation of the Office of Management and Budget, the Department of Revenue
reflected the FY84 administrative cost of the PFD distribution program in the operating
costs of the Department. This was done in recognition of the PFD program as an on-going
function of this Department. The net result was to reflect the $2.6 million in the FY84
budget as continuation.

In preparing the FY84 Executive Budget, OMB chose to reflect the repeal of the PFD

program. In so doing, the administrative costs of each affected BRU was reduced as
follows:
Enforcement ($ 689,700)
Admin. Services (654 ,800)
Public Services 789,400)
Treasury (160,600)
TOTAL Reduction (2,294,500)

The total to be distributed in FY84 is approximately $170 million,, the sum of one half
the FY82 earning of the Permanent Fund and one-half the estimated FY83 earnings of the
Permanent Fund.

FY 85

The estimated amount to be distributed iIn FY85 under current law is $122 million.



Total

Attachment D

Reduction due to Dividend Repeal

Division

Administrative Services

Personal Services

Contractual
Commodities

Enforcement

Personal Services
Travel
Contractual

Commodities

Public Services

Personal Services
Travel
Contractual

Commodities

Treasury

Personal Services
Travel
Contractual

Commodities

Impact

$
654.8
205.0
asl. 1
2.1
bc'9.7
568.5
43.5
72.6
5.1
789.4
356.8
68.9
360.5
3.2
160.6
57.8
4.2
95.4
c.2
2294.5

PFT Positions
Deleted

of"

PPT/Temp.
Positions
Deleted

15

14

30

9£.0(0?E



Il_e — LI B EEEA VAl LA AN
FISCAL NOTE CO O
LEGISLW IVfalttWKE n u
Bill/Resolution Not
Title repealing the permanent fund dividend program
Requested by House State Affairs Committee Date 1/21/83

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected_ mRALE..
Program Category Affected Peva-va OAr-2nr.?
BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected Public Services
(Notes If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-itenm
amounts and funding, .-for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
EY 83 FY 84 FYy 85 Fy 86 Fy 87 Fy 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL 707 ) 0

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I, ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 1I11)

Repeal of the permanent fund dividend program is already reflected
in the Executive Budget.

IV. DATE 1/27/83 PREPARED BY P A Wall

AGENCY " Revenue
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 45S-73Q3
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/82)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Pric



FISCAL NOTE

I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution Number: HB1 1
Title: An Act repealing the permanent fund dividend program. _
Requested by: House State Affairs Committee Date: January 21, 1953

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected: Revenue ~
Program Category Affected: Permanent Fund, Dividend Fund
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected:
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

1 FY 83 | Fy 84 FY 85 FY86 Fy 87 FY88
i i

100 PERSONAL SERVICES | — - - - - -

200 TRAVEL - - -

300 CONTRACTUAL |

400 COMMODITIES |

500 EQUIPMENT | - - - - -
|
|

600 LAND b STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC

TOTAL I -1 _ _ _

FUNDING (Millions of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND - - - -1
FEDERAL FUNDS - - - 1 _ -
OTHER (Specify Source)! - - - I _ i -

1 ' ' oo

0 0
POSITIONS

FULL TIME - % _ _ |
PART TIME - _ _ -
TEMPORARY - 1. = _ l - 1]_ -
I1l. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 1II)

The aforementioned amounts reflect no impact since what is proposed is, | am
informed by Management and Budget, already implied in the governor®s budget.

IV. DATE: January 24, 1983 PREPARED BY: Vincent Wright
~AGENCY: Revenue - Research

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE : 465-2174

cc: Office of Management and Budget

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 01/83)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Pricel
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2 >3" THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

Bill/ResdlutLon No. HB ~ .
Title An act repealTng the permanent-f-und-di.vjdend program ~

Requested bv House State Affairs"™” Finance ~ Date 01-28-83

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected_ Department of Revenue

Program Category Affected General Government

BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected EnTorcement Division

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 85 FY 86 Fy 87 Fy 88

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC,

TOTAL -0- o

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OT-1ER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

V.

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 111)

DATE 01-28-8? PREPARED by Manilia L. Gemmer, Director
AGENCY Department ot Revenue Tt

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE "(907) "65~2366

<:c: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
«13-001 (Rev. 12/82) ,

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Price”|



FISCAL NOTE

I. REQUEST T*
Bill/Resolution Number: HB 11 _
Title: "An act repealing the permanent fund dividend program; and providing
for an effective date.”
Requested by: House State Affairs Com¥ittee Date: 1/21/83

1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected: Department of -Revenue
Program Category Affected: Revenue Collection and Management
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected: AdministrativeServices Div.
(Note: |If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

1l Fy 83 FYy 84 FY 85 FY 86 FYy 87 FY 88

J
100 PERSONAL SERVICES |
200 TRAVEL |
300 CONTRACTUAL |
400 COMMODITIES |

500 EQUIPMENT | - - - -
|
|
J

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC

TOTAL 1 -0- -0- -0-

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND J -
FEDERAL FUNDS | -
OTHER (Specify Source)]

——
—
> ——
—

POSITIONS
FULL TIME - )
PART TIME - ! i
TEMPORARY —C—_ _0_ | _0_- 1 1
I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section II1I)

The repeal of the Permanent Fund Dividend program has already been reflected in the
Governors FY84 Executive Budget.

IV.  DATE: f/IM/0d? PREPARED BY:

AGENCY: Revenue
Original: Legislative Finance FriONE: 465-2313
cc: Office of Management and Budget

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 01/83)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Price



J_L.UJL LITIUAL. Ul .10 Ul UUILUI L,
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FISCAL MOTH QjJ Expenditure Type

I )Revenue Type
REQUEST

Bill/Resolution Ho.

Title  An Act repealing ?ﬁelﬁermanent fund gH-u-Hdot- nmp-ratn.

Requested by House State Affairs Date 1-19-83

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected_ Department of Public Safety
Program Category Affected Life and Property Protection
BRU, Program, Or SubprograrMs) Affected nrivpr/Vphi>iP Rpry-irec;
(Note: If more than one budget component 1is affected, separate line-itenm
amounts and funding for each component 1in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY S3 FY sS4 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 Fy 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

CENERAL FUND
FEDEPAL FUNDS n
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I1l. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 111)

This would have no fiscal impact on Division of Motor Vehicles.

Office of Managemev~Cnd Budget
Reviewed by: MikefMaher, Program Budget Analyst
Division of Budget Review

IV. DATE January 1Q 1QRS PREPARED BY Bill Brown Phone 465-4335
DIVISION Motor Vehicles Initials j
Original: Legislative Finance DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY t/";«t/Initial"s
cc: Budget and Management N a
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) y

33-001 = fReVt 12/82)
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THIPTZEVTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE

REOUEST
Bill/Resolution No. House Bill No. 11

Title "An Act repealinE the permanent fund dividend progranm;

Requested by House State Affairs Date 1-18-83 _proviailiif
for an -
FISCAL DETAIL effective date

Agency Affected Office of the Governor

Program Category Affected Division of Elections

BRU, Program, Or Suhprogram(s) Affected p-jy-; sip-n of tlerTi"on=:

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EOUIPMENT

60C LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

G7NERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

positions None
FULL TIME 1
PART TIME
TEMPORARY ]

I1l. ANALYSIS (See fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 1I11)

No additional fiscal 1impact 1is anticipated. The Division of
Elections already prepares a microfiche listing of all persons
who have registered to vote in this state. This list 1is

generated from a magnetic tape compatible with Department of
Administration data processing equipment.

IV. DATE 1-18-83 PREPARED BY Danlth D. Arnoldt, Deputy Directo-p
AGENCY Office of the Governor. Div. of Electic

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE _5.ge-.6i 8]
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/82)




FISCAL NOTE

1. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. HB 11

TitleAct Repealing the Permanent Fund Dividend Program
Requested by Date 1/21/83

I1.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Administration
Program Category Affected General Government
BRU, Program, or Subprogramls) "Affected

Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-
g p p
item amounts and funding for each component in the analysis
section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 Fy 87 FY 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TUTaC (11.0) (11.5) “(12.1)
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND (11.0) (115 (121)
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY
I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
IV. DATE 1/24/83 PREPARED BY Tom Haas"”~ /- [/p

“"AGENCY Administration - Finance
PHONE  465-2240
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) VY'

3/34D1/0124-1 o



MSG 83-00010787 PRTY 1 02/23/83 1A:12:45 ORIG: LIOO IN= 0006 ouT= 0027
FROM: OOROTHY IN DILLINGHAM TO: GAIL/JUNEAU
TARGET: LJHA SUBJ: TESTI. NY FOR PERM. FUND HEARING

BELOW IS TESTIMONY TO THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE MEMBERS CONCERNING
THE REPE/.L OF THE PERMANENT FUND PROGRAM

FROM: WAYNE SCHROEDER, BOX 116, DILLINGHAM, ALASKA 99576 TELEPHONE 842-598<t

I OPPOSE THE HB 85 AND HB 11 DUE TO THE FACT THAT IT IS A GREAT PROGRAM.
WHO KNOWS HOW TO SPEND MY MONEY MORE THAN ME» MY DAUGHTERS INTEND TO USE
THEIR MONEY FOR COLLEGE. I CONSIDER THAT ONE HECK OF AN INVESTMENT. HOW
CAN THE REPEAL OF THE PROGRAM MATCH INVESTMENT PLANS BETTER THAN THAT?
THANK YOU.



THE FOLLOWING DOCUTEmS) NAY NOT FILM
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To Distribute Alaskan OilMoney
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An embarrassment of  amuwomes

GLOBE TIMES
fORIAI n

riches in Alaska" .

if4/1! SEP 3 tS8*

Alaska seems to be on the way to becoming America’s first
welfare state, at least as long as the oil holds out.
The state government has been mailing out a $1,000 check to

every man, woman and child, and it may give away more. AIaS kan POI|t|C|an_S :

The money comes from oil taxes and royalties, and Alaska is

handing it out because it's coming in faster than it can be spent. - N Ot TV (@) | m I Spender

So everybody in Alaska is grateful for this unexpected bonus, e« .M W [uDITORIAL j <
right? ; 'f£ Poiiiicians are notoriousNor taking money fr

Not quite. An official in Alaska’s Revenue Department says taxpayers™ pockets to squander on ridiculous p
people are calling, not to say thank you but to complain thst the | jects. But somethingsamiss inAlaska.
cheers are late. “We have received enraged and irate calls from1 7 Hast m the Alaskan government started s
just spout everybody,” she said. “You’'ve never seen so many ing out $ checks to every man. woman and ct
greedy peopie in your life.” who has lived in the state at least six months,

But not everyone on the last frontier has lost his pioneering How can that be possible? Alaska doesnt e\
spirit. y have a state income tax.

“1"ve lived here 30 years and I don“tsee why I should rely on Several years ago Alaskan politicians wanted_
the state for subsistence,” grumbled one man . . demonstrate their faith in peoples ability t© dec:

An Anchorage newspaper reporter, after talking to many how their money should be spent. Revolutionary id

people, said the consensus was that the giveaway is dumb—but B ing taxpayers with :ro_wn money.- a
- . . , In order toshare the state’ ail taxesand roalti-
the only thing dumber is not to apply for it as long as they’re

. 1 - legislators set up a‘““permanent tund'” created i
handing the money out. t - e °m —
Alaska’s situation, of course, is academic as far as people in  ry 'jw* If state revc'ntles from the Pi
Wisconsin are concerned, since our state’s problem is the ei = rhpri._ *:'|.|L'e f an ,mlnera) resources. The yea;
opposite of a surplus. . . chq_cok.?n W nggggnmglef\(l)gntwolpéegest on tlhr% fu&gl
But just for fun, what would we do if they struck oil here and Jev Hammond wants t give away re money
the money flowed into the state’s treasury faster than we could T putting all of the ail money — about JO billion — ir
use it? J the permanent fund. Checks would be reduced wht
Would we reduce the oil royalties? There'd be opposition to ever stale representatives voted for pork barrel pi
that. We'd be dealing with a disappearing resource, and once -, Jects that drain money from the fund. In that wa
gone it would be gone forever. A sensible argument could be -l.people would really feel like government spendi{
made that if you don’t grab the revenue now you’ll never see it. was money coming from treir pockets. * ,
Still, a fat surplus in the public till that isn’t earmarked for d’\; Hammond says it keeps Voters interested
specific purposes is a problem. Kept too long, it gets spent $mWhat are you idiotsdoing withmy money?™
foolishly.'Given away, it's unearned income that can breed a 1 * The stale expects tomail out $415million in checl
welfare mentality. .. thisyear. A A

T ;Isthisextra money making Alaskans happy?

1 -PWe have received enraged and irate calls frol
I just about everybody,” says a Revenue Dcpartmel
* worker. “You Ve never seen so many greedy people\

But that's Alaska’s worry. It certainly isn’t Wisconsin's.

""your Iife."’ - -
/"= * Maybe those of us iin the lower 48 states just dorl
s .V Vv —em of e aaTm L1 ..TE=TRKipw how blessed we are tohave politicians"sperdiil
Am y /'y >”0Out money for us — spariing us headaches, high blo<]

t7presStjre and displays efgreed. How thoughtful . ™~
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Alaskans given.
$1,00C shares--.v-
of oil.wealthA,-

By KARIN DAMzZS il

AssociatKl Press .. -. - Ny

1

JUNEAU, Alaska — The first batch of
$1,000 checks was mailed to about a thousand
Alaskans today under an unprecedented plan to
share mere than $500 million in state oil wealth,
wiih residents. - 'VVA -

The checks were dropped in the mail less
than 12 hours after Coy_Jay_ Hammond signed
landmark legislation establishing a program to
give every man, woman and child who has lived
in Alaska at least since April a one-time cash
payment of $1,000.

Smaller payments will be awarded in future
years under the bill, which replaces a distribu-
tion plan .that was invalidated by the U.S. Su-
preme Court 'his week.

The high court railed that the stale could not
diwy up its oil wealth based on a 1980 formula
which v/ould award larger payments to people
who have lived in_Alaskalonger. & 1.

Revenue Commissioner Tom Williams said
the earlier people applied for their distribution
from the earnings of the $3 oiliion Alaska Per-
manent Fund, the state's nest-egg savings ac-
count, the sooner they yrill receive their dividend
checks. Applications arc being processed in the'
order they are received. 1 =

To qualify for a share of the state's bankroll,
residents must have lived in Alaska for at least
six months by Oct. 16 — the deadline for submit-

ting 19H2 dividend applications. & = - 1

“The new plan 'All finally allow all Alas-
kans to receive an equitable portion of the earn-

ings of their oil wealth," Hammond said. “Al- 1
though that share will not be allocated as =

appropriately as it might have been, the size of j
that share will be directly tied to the prudence in
which we add to the permanent fund and invest
it/ . e o t-Strut.);u. it =]

Hammond has been a major advocate of cre-
ating the fund as a hedge agaipst excessive
spending by the statc.-'~ I oar...

The governor also"said the distribution plan
may result in reduced government spending be-
cause residents will trie part of their dividends to
buy services from the private sector.- « e’ -

"The dividend won't make Alaska the Prom-
ised Land no matter how hard the economic
"iimcs’.may~appea/tc>Be,)to'fesiden’s.elsewhere,”]
iHamnjond said”>

ICS AJIGEIES C*C
D. 1033255 S 1,234,115

JUN 17 1382

Energy and Ei

I! . .

.AIYI&LS&(& Gov. Jiy S. Hammond the New England Aquarium. Scien-
signed a bill lo create a 49.000-acre tists believe the Atlantic branch of
eaqle sanctuary in the Chilkat River  the right whale family includes only
Valley to commemorate the 200 about” 200 animals. Other right
anniversary of selection of the bald  whale species are found in the Paci-
eagle as the national symbol. Ham-  fic and South Atlantic.
mond noted that the bald eagle Isan ' *ezlf

endangered or threatened speciesin e . .
every iale except Mlaska. Modt of *The International Atomic Energy

the “eagles are concentrated in Agency has approved a safeguards
southeastern A|aska, which has -agl’eementWIth Argen“na covering

the nation's supplies of partially en-
(rjuer?sse forests and abundant.salmon ricned uranium from the Syoviet

_ o v. Union, an agency spokesman said in
Marine scientists say they have  Vienna. The agreement, approved
found in the Bay of Fundy, between * June 9, was sought by Argentina
Canada and the northeast United  and spells out details ‘of how and
States, a summer nursery and feed-  when inspections in Argentina may
ing ground of a now rare and little  be carried ouL The agency said the’
studied species of whale. As many  arrangement will cover an initial
as 60 right' whales, apparently  shipment of 220 pounds cf 20% en-
named “rgght" because early hun- riched uranium. Such low-grade
ters considered the 60-ton” mam-  uranium may be used in power
mals the easiest of its kind to kill, ~ plants or in research but would be
have been sighted in two areas of  of little use for nuclear weapons,
the bay, according lo Seen <rausof  experts said.

~. : "Jaunt uii'd e jo sjoajjo apjs
alp pue mauiire ipeq r joj pozucpdsoq seas
-10cnuvf uj a.v, psinbutjay ,jo uopjpuoo atp
uo ubai3 ajais WV:Iap o\" pjes uctusajiods
junco amoJddns c d",003jns.jouliu,,\ioj icijd
esoy XilSdia]UR uoi3u]gsx,s\ j$jooq ac pazj
eiviidsog sc.mismbuqgay uic(lj].,u aoiisnp,

|2 S, 'OTOIS, Itniui ue juapjsai jpe
SuiaiS u-gd aAH'ElJati e w szsé)d’ s}afﬁelﬁ
o .Sfrd)r aay 1svq.. ]EUoans_uootm.
sem .</[enuyu uoupiu ocis inoqu ainqujsip oI,

deud.aif Fay/iudnsVqi.vC
L0 M A
] \Aé-}CL' _slcusvw it-A0p Brr.n Wsk Vsa\;\psviﬁn‘r ]
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Lira nna Crag Aucuit bought their
rinov frontjiwalcr Jojhija Jonnott.“Shsr-

ir.g tf-o u<e,i:fh ii nice,

cho scys-

ots*/:stedwith acream ot instant
wealth tc oe found in She permafrosted
bcwels ot the earth. Few ot them
earned enough to pay back the cost ot
their passage; many died in the frigid
wpcles of the cruel flortn.

Alas, they came too soon. This year
Alaska has finally yielded up its tabled
wiicit!.. Ina wincfall o! storybook pro—
portions, S440 million is being distribut—
ee in the 43th state,"St,000 to every
mun. woman and child. “I've always
wanted a mink coat," bubbles Janice
Sand.-49. an Anchorage phone compa-—
ny employee 'who pooled her check
with that or her husband lane co-work—
er! Mike Ic acquite a lottee-cclcred
mink, with white trim."! love Mike with—
out the coat." she says, "but!sure do
love him more with it."

~he state government's unusual i?2.r-
gess is a ruacticn tc a true embarrass—
ment cl riches. Since the huge oii
strike el Aieska'c Pruchoe Bey in 1S5-,
the state has reaoed over ?1t orliion m
ia*e& and royalties. Republican Gov.
Jay Hammond, who under Alaska law
canno* run lor a third consecutive
term’, usee me money to abolish the
Islate income tax in t?EO. He a’so sal
up a state "savings account" for Suture
nc-ec;. “hat fund has now reached SS..4
bi.iioft. Unaer Hammond’s original
pivr.. the state wcuid have paid out
pa.r: a! the interest at « rate of 950 oer

jperson m: every year s*residence ir;
the state. This year tne U.S. Supreme
Coot*, disallowed that, so the present
jsystem, passed by the legislature as a
:backup went inlo et'ect, in tSBu a'i
i re-ticer.ts are expected to receive S355
Iper person and in ',9J4. S2«7.
I FcrLida Pollelt, 22, arid he: fiance,
]2c-ysar-0iJ Greg Aucun. the bonanza
i'ed tc mcniage. Gc’iege sweethearts
jat Washington Stele. they came to
lAlack a months ago. just ihtime to
!'m-ei the minimum residency 'epuirc-
meut lor the St ,000checks. "We've*
bt-t-n thinking about Getting married foi
ouiisorry lime," cay; Lisa, "But we
Jwere waiting unt«l wo were more tinari-
cirl; secure." The couple used halt ot
then money npurchase wedding
rii.es—er.Sot )diamonc tor Lisa and a
SOCO yo-s band tor Greg— at an An-
jchuragt* jewelry s'ore whose newppc—
;p;t ads reid; "Splurge! It's na; every
loayou get Si.CGC; lio". me Gtate"'
COMTiNUe;



o W *f o1 /I [I'S.re will*
ee ivlw. uf :n3n V2<
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- m u! *ic iir>y fbnir.c viHai;-?
1G). 2C0 ir.ilet:
B ¢ Auch-jrage. 5ri*y:; H"ai"utu
" 0C "or f.e; ~."xtwin*;-"
Jur.-f (=;; mv

SN iz

- rov. iz
* Cv-'- ph- -hd-jci'ior,. tut oir:w
n r; no;. cooc this\ear. it;rsu*;;
- .|jo:— "ay iamily. Svitfybdtly
k5.~
LhZirr.g*«>T5 h34i 1t*id€r
o mm-f"_.in wnt
- Lie* fi— 2rr. co*. p;urX:licl
orcfc™i wit it ".re- rasas!
. . mpirsp .p,uend iTract tne u*
- jir. hver- rr.rve au.' =

pJoe /o:H;+rctT ;-

tho'? f.ved ir. ‘issi.s

iiaf.f
I m ; a? a lrwckur, Ic-G-

V.
. / ‘orgiirne HC.vc.raic *:
, wt.ng r. *ror.t the reel Of the-
tegifr .mu lobbies dele--

. & the «%% 0 f4i.iio.is Jopromote
* eze Jor l:io A"askariS," He argues
le®e r.w-. V .-* Mo "ir.icu Mack:; a

. o "C-.i c “21°v rmiiii; .

= On;.. :n-2ul.: be fcii.Suiry
: d¥rp.iv/oroecdlic
h,.v; v.fe.y’J schools w,in"lv..
no:ht =)
Wnsrio Bjlluta will savo tfie money for
winter. Says his wife, Fedoeia, wistfully, |

,a I
WriV me noiits9 e«
|

= i.;F JFtoSi 1I"S i.vsrinsiy."”
v vingir« fiwon“t oven gashmy Tracy Flee-d, 12, trios oi/ta new wiiter.bo'A
MARI*'1T AILS! :N'i “It's irinda weird to get trilr.," slve sayi,
“t-ut rvcot tohiivo money." warrtc-d to Suy myseh new furniUr-e."
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' 'Alaska Dividend Program
I Violateghqual Protection -«

. The US. Supreme Court has held that
Masliaiplan todistribute dividends from its
Permanent Fund violated the equal protec-
t|0n1quarantee. _

~ The State of Alaska amended its con-
stitution to require establishment of a Per-
manent Fund into which the state was re-
quired to deposit at least 25 percent of its
mineral income each year. The state
legislature subsequently enacted a dividend
?rogram to distribute annually a portion of
he fund’s earnings to_ the ‘state’s adult
residents. Each adult resident would receive
one dividend unit for each Xear of residenc
after 1959, the first year of Alaska statehood.
The distribution plan was chaIIen?ed by
residents who had _lived in the state only
since 197% - oo 1
The US. Supreme Court ruled that the
plan violated the constitutional guarantee of
equal grotectlon._The court said the state
had shown no valid state Interest rationally
served by creating fixed, permanent
distinctions between an ever ‘increasing
ume.r of perpetual classes of concededly
ona Tide residents.” Neither creating an in-
centive to maintain Alaska residence nor
assuring prudent management of the fund

t.and the state’s natural resources were ra-

tionally related to the plan's distinctions
among residents, said the court, and rewar-
dlnq citizens for past contributions was “not
a Tlegitimate state'- purpose.” -Alaska’s
reasoning would “permit the states to divide
citizens into expanding numbers of perma-
nentclasses,” a result'that was “clearly in-
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laska has its problems, but money isn’tone of them. Or ...

ingenuity, for that matter.

*

The Alaska Permanent Fund, which nets about 10 /'l
percent ot oil Broduotlon revenues from state lands, hasac- >E;e/. |

cumulated 83

illion, and the state isdetermined to give half of

the fund’s annual earnings — to Alaskans, of course. ;- -
Two years ago the legislature approved a program that
would pay the state’s 416.000 residents S50annually for each year
they’ve lived in Alaska since statehood in 1959. That was
challenged as discriminatory by two Anchorage attorneys, ana

the U.S. Supreme Courtis expecte

13

summer. b

d todecide

the case this

* m
[ ] ".

Some state officials are concerned that people in “the lowe'r

48" mightresent the generous giveaways. Bu&ttbat

didn’t sto(gn—irt a



|
= @O

Ow

DO
==

O

= &
=5=1° wa [of

o _ﬁS.
pi
—u Ll

" S o
I o

0 ars
N
IR~ Sle)

o R )

L] —
w
-

c K-

=5 o=

~eR =
w!
Vvl

w
[«]
® o
.

u
“ 30 -
[— r

3
th
53

(@]
=

>
SO
“xa

QT
1 =R
N
@QO 30(/:
I

ol oo

(p]
o

* - —
S )

“roses] o
el

C;O-

[T

-
«

.
CO «
2k —

[

>
~

m‘O'I‘Bh

101 =
Q))Ow’_:

= wvm O '*ﬁﬁs‘“

| C,-_6I< -E l\)&
B
»
i
w
a1
o
o

Qo 1 qi> T <o s a

T V> ani\s@um

[ Rl ec_ll
o0 4= .,
o
o

&

e

—
= I~m <
o

>

9

proLY
"ol
a8 >

SthEVROO

&

“ 50 >r M
tow ow to’r'

us ANGELES. CALF
WV JORVAL

JUN 24832 04&>

Cat
S~

Government tawrsri
® Alaska Dividend Program,

', Violated Equal Protection ‘=

<AMI
v The_ US, é\upré)me Court has held tha
ALAS.ka'5pIan to distribute dividends from its
Permanent Fund violated the equal protec-
tion guarantee. .

_ TQ_he State ot Alaska amended its, con-
stitution to require establishment of KPer-
manent Fund into which the state was re-
quired to deposit at least 25 percent of its
mineral income each year. The state
legislature su_bse_%uently enacted a dividend
Program to distribute annually a portion of
he fund’s_earnings to the “state’s adult
residents. Each adult resident would receive
one dividend unit for each Xear of residenc
after 1959, the first year of Alaska statehood.
The distribution plan was challen?ed by
residents who had lived in the state only
since 197:i.J -’ oo Yol

The US. Supreme Court ruted that the
plan violated the constitutional guarantee of
equal protection. The court said the slate
had shown no valid stale INterest rationally
served by creating “fixed, perm3.ent
distinctions between an ever increasing
number of perpetual classes of conceded]y

ona (I residents.” Neither creating ari in-
centive to maintain Alaska residence nor
assuring prudent management of the fund
v-and the state’s natural resources were ra-
tionally related to the plan’s distinctions
among residents, said the court, and rewar-
ding citizens for past contributions was “not
a legitimate state" purpose.” Alaska’s
reasoning would “ permit the states to d vide
citizens into expanding numbers cf perma-

nent classes,"” a result that was "clearly im-
- . - Lo.0m . .
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lasi a r?as its problems, but money isn'tone of them. O.éf,\'/,

Ingenuity, for that matter. ' .

— The Alaska Permanent Fur.d, which r.ets about 10 ’|r m

percent of oil B(o_duction revenues from state lauds, has ac-
illion, and the state isdetermined to give half of

oy, e

cumula ed $3 _
the fund’s annual earnings — to Alaskans, of course.

Two years ago the legislature approved a program that

would par- the state’s 416.000 residents $50annually for each yea::

they’ve lived in Alaska since stacehood in'J59. That was

challenged as discriminatory by two Anchorage attorneys, ancf

the U.S. Supreme Court is exp acted to decide the case this

summer. . .

1
|

Som 3state officials are concerned that people in “the lower

48" might resent the generous giveaways. F.ut that didn’t stop-.
—*hn A tuagLcflmlIfcil nnn-iln on nltfrralivp- - inst in CSISC the COU7t
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Hulings ..
Government LawfZ-1X

» Alaska Dividend Program
i. Violated lﬁaug.! Protection _ -

L ¥ The US. Sudpreme Court has held that
Alaska's plan to distribute dividends from its
Permanent Fund violated the equal protec-
tion guarantee. _

~ The State of Alaska amended its-con-
stitution to recuire establishment of a Per-
manent Fund into which the state was re-
quired to deposit at least 25 percent of its
mineral income each year. The state
legislature subsequently enacted a dividend
Erogram to distribute annually a portion of
he fund’s_earnings to the ‘state’s adult
residents. Each adult resident would receive
on? dividend unit for each year of residency
after 1553 the firstyear of Alaska statehood”,
The distribution plan was chaIIen?ed by

residents who had lived in the staie only
sincei3?3., . -, "
The US. Supreme Court ruled that the

plan violated the constitutional guarantee of
equal protection. The couyrt said the state
had snown no valid state Interest rationally
served by creating "fixed, permanent
distinctions between an ever ‘increasing
number cf perpetual classes of conctdecly
bona fide residents." Neither creating an in-
centive to maintain Alaska residence nor
assuring prudent management of the fund
*vand the slate’s natural resources were ra-
tionally related to the plan's distinction*
among residents, said the court, and rewar-
dmgi Citizens for past contributions was “not
? Tlegitimate state" purpose.” Alaska's
reasoning would “permit the states to divide
citizens into expanding numbers of perma-
nent classes,” a'resuitthat was "clearly ira-
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will away

percent of oil Broduction revenues from state lands, has ac-
cumulated $4billion, and the state is determined to give half of
the fund’s annual earnings — to Alaskans, of course. 2%
Two years ago the legislature approved a program that
would pay the state's 416,000 residents $50annually for each yeai
they’ve lived in Alaska since statehood in 1959. That was .
challenged as discriminatory by two Anchorage attorneys, ana
the U.S. Supreme Courtisexpected to decide the case this
summer. ' . * . * At
Some:tate officials are concerned that p60ﬁ|e in “the lowdi
48“ might resent the generous giveaways. But thatdidn’t stop-

——1in*t in rase the CJul
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fIS T.V. CLIPS

DATE
TIME
NETWORK
PROGRAM

June 16, 1982 ACCOUNT NUMBER 4411
7:00-7:30 PM
CBS

CBS Evening News

Dan Rather reporting:

It has been eighty-five years since gold was dis—
covered in_Alaska .setting off a stampede in which men
clawed and scrambled for riches. As Terry Drinkwater
explains, i1tls considerably easier for residents to share
the state s latest bonarza, the first in what will be an

annual bonus.
Terry Drinkwater:

All Alaskans had to do was sign up. Every man, woman,
and child who has Ulived here for at least six months is
entitled to a thousand dollars. 1t oil money. The state
had collected four hundred and fifteen million dollars in
taxes from the oil companies and the wealth is now being
shared.

Governor Jay Hammond: I think it will perhaps revolution—
ize the concept of government spending and reverse the
trend that has occurred in the United States, and certainly
here in the state of Alaska, which 1is-people look to the
government to do everything.

Drinkwater: Two years age as the oil riches were piling

up in the state treasury, Alaska tried to start giving away
the money, TfTifty dollars for every year anyone had lived

up here. But the courts held up that plan and finally, just
this week,the Supreme Court ruled ct was unconstitutional
and that the money had to be distributed equally. Penny
Zobel and her husband Ron filed the case. They were new—
comers and are still none too popular with sourdoughs.

Ron Zobel: I am happy that finally all citizens will
benefit equally. I think that the notion that a person
rights are dependent upon how long he or she has [lived in
this state 1is constitutional nonsense.

Drinkwater: Today 1in Juneau, the capital, officials were
verifying names and about to start up the computer to

write the checks. Most residents are unbvrstandably del_ght-
ed the money 1is on its way,but some Ala.”.ans have reserva—
tions .



Resident 1: Mine 1is going to go to my school tuition
for next year, but 1 also think it"s bad for the states
image.

Resident 2: I think most of the people outside think of
us as the blue-eyed Arabs and that®"s not the case.

Resident 3: I suppose I1°11 spend it. I"m not really in
favor of the program. I"d rather have a new r”ad to my
house.

Drinkwater: By coincidence;gold was discovered up here

on this very date back in 1897 and; of course;the gold rush
followed. Alaskans today are hoping there wonj t be anonhjej-

rush of outsiders now coming North seeking a share of the
oil richesTl__-
S- [ -
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In Deficit Bucket

" I CUIlwin.— t . t
Uaska is having trouBifi g\iA(/Ing mon-' payment. That would cost $416 million,
away. = - " Sounds like a lot of money and quite
Two years ago, the Legislature abonanza for Alaskans.V-..

sed a* law offering every resident , We were going to make some little
for each year of Alaskan residence, joke about Alaskans being able to get
« Anchorage lawyers challenged 'oiled or something, but another news
. formula, contending that it dis-"item caught oureye.
minates against newcomers. The A o ee v
‘tis pending. ¢ o ot e o'
Just in case the law is thrown out, The item said that the House Ways
aska has adopted a backstop pro- and Means Committee had approved
am. This legislation calls for a $1,000. legislation raising the federal govern-
jTnent to ever}' person, regardless off; ment’s debt ceiling to $1,127 trillion,
ngth of residence, with smaller an-,  jhe fjSCal 1952 budget puts the inter-
ial payments thereafter. . = eeS( on the national debt this year at
more than $106 billion.

This means that the Alaskan wind-
fall wouldn't even make the national
debt interest payments for two full

n

Alaska has established the Alaska
ermanent Fund, financed by money
eom oil wells on state lands. Half of its
inual earnings are to go to state resi- a S [~ [ *
ents. The fund currently contains $3; e
illion. Each of the state’s 416,000 resi-  After that, we didn’t feel like joking
ents would be eligible for the $1,000 anymore.
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Alaskans pipe up to get

sHareof o1l1

PAGE ONE

Special loThe N«u-s \

FAIRBANKS, Alaska — Thou-
sands of Alaskans will be keeping a
sharp eye on their mailboxes next
week. The check — S1.000 for every
man, woman and child — is in the
mail. - : . ®

.The first dividends went out Fri-
day in a unique distribution of
state funds. More than 403,000
adults and children who have lived
in the state for at least six months
are eligible to apply for a $1,000
payment fronrthe earnings of the

Alaska Permanent Fund, S3.1 hil-i#v Byt
V- down his SI,000 check.. "I'm not

"lion from state oil royalties, j?
tt.it  «orr,tnps of the Perma-

year under the law Coy. Jay.Ham-
mond signed Thur:day nig'nt.
Hammond said .he wanted
Alaskans to realize that "this is
their money that the politicians are
ﬁaying out for pro%rams the state

as no business being involved
with." . %

Not everyone supports the divi-
dend plan.

Steve Cowper, a Fairbanks law-
yer seeking the Democratic nomi-
nation for governor, said, "There
are a lot of other things to do with
the money.".;”* V. _
owper won't be turning

oing to be a martyr to my view
g gooo P y " y }’%

ay
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|
| Alaska Forms Back Up

Wealth VD\i/stribution Plan'

JUNEAU — Alaska Governor Jay Ham-
mond vowed lo Spprove a back up plan to
distribute Alaska’s oil wealth to residenLs
after the U.S. Supreme Cour! struck down
the original law which based dividends on
length of residence. ¥ e

The Supreme Court, in an 81 vote, yester-
day reversed a decision by the Alaska State
Supreme Court, saying r>)an~onfairly
discriminated again?' = fers by pro-
Posmp to award the U triends to long

esidents.

Ime

Anchorage attorneys ».on and Patricia
Zobel had challenge', the plan in 1980, claim-
mg it violated the equal protection clause of
thé U.S. Constitution.

Alaskans apparently will continue to
receive dividends from the permanent fund,
a trust account created by voters in 1976
put away some of the state’s oil income..

Hammond, calling the high court rulin
“far and away the greatest disappointmen
to me in my almost 20 years in political of-
fice," said ‘he would approve a "back-up"
plantﬁ)assed by the legislature earlier this
mon . . ° -® e , o

That program would give Alaskans 51,000
each this year, regardless of length of
residence. Eligible for the payment would be
anyone with at least six months.Alaska
residence by the time the application period
expires in niid-October. S

Distribution of nearly $300 million in divi-
dend checks to Alaska’s 400,000 residents has
oeen held up pending a decision on the
original proposal, approved by the state
legislature in 1980. (Reuters)
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payment. Thatwould cost $1-3million.
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ment’s debt ceiling to $1,127 trillion.
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Alaskans pipe up to get
sKareof ofl-
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Special to The News \ year under the law Goy. Jay Ham-
mond signed Thursday night.
FAIRBANKS. Alaska - Thou—  Hammond said .he wanted

sands of Alaskans will be keeping a Alaskans to realize that "this is

sharp eye on their mailboxes next thejr money that the politicians are

man. woman and child — isinthe has no [iusiness being involved

mail, v . i with."” %

.The firstdividends went out Fri—  Not everyone supports the divi-
day in a unique distribution cf dend plan. %
state funds. More than 400,000 Steve Cowper, a Fairbanks law-

adults and children who have lived
in the stale for at least six months
are eligible to apply for a S1.000 are a lot of other things to do with
payment from the earnings of the the mone SE NP Y e

Alaska Permanent Fund, S3.1 bil-syL- But Cowper won’t be turning
"lion from state oil royalties: j-. e down his SROQO check.. "I’'m not

ttir v, oorri{ap50f  perma< going fo be a martyr to my yiew

yer seeking the Democratic nomi-
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Alaska Forms Back Up

Wealth Distribution Plan’

w

JUNEAU — Alaska Governor Jay Ham-
mond vowed to cpprove a back up plan to
distribute Alaska’s oil wealth to residents
after the U.S. Supreme Court struck down
the original law which Liocd dividends on
length ofresidence. e,

The Supreme Ccurt, in an 8-1 vote, yester-
day reversed a decision by the .Alaska State
Supreme Court, saying the plan®“unfairly
discriminated against newcomers br Pro-
P.osm to award the iargest dividends to long
ime residents.

Anchorage attorneys Ron and Patricia
Zobel had challenged the plan in 1980, claim-
ing it violated the equal protection clause of
the U.S. Constitution, & * -

Alaskans_ apparently will continue to
receive dividends from“the permanent fund,
a trust account created by voters in 1976 to
putaway some of the state’s oil income.:

Hammond, calling the high court rulin
"far and away the greatest disappointmen
to me in my almost 20 years in political of-
fice,” saio "he would approve a "back-up”
plantﬁassed by the legislature earlier this
month. . A
That program would give Alaskans S1.00C
each this Ey_ea_r, regardless of length of
residence. Eligible for the payment would be
anyone with at least six months.Alaska
residence by the tlnl)e the application period
expires in mid-Qctober. S

Distribution of nearly S200 million in divi-
dend checks to Alaska’s 400,003 residents has
been held up pending a decision on the
original proposal, approved by the state
legislature in 1980. (Reuters)
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Alaskans...
to share”
oll wealth:

eoell)e

Each resident
may get $1,000

ALUXKOMdPEES] 13133

JUNEAU, Alaska — Every man,
woman and child who has lived in
Alaska for six months could pocket
S1.000 in cash this summer under a
new plan aimed at sharing the state’s
oil wealth with itscitizens.

Under the plan, approved Thurs-
day by the state legislature, S41S mil-
lion in payments could be mailed out
beginning in mid August.

The state’s has a population of 419.*
600, but officials say some residents
will be Ineligible and some probably
won't fill out applications.

A program enacted two years ago
called for annual payments to resi-
dents of S50 for each year they had
lived in Alaska since statehood in
1959. But an Anchorage couple sued,
arguing that the program discrimi-
nated against newcomers. The state
Supreme Court rejected their argu-
ments. and an appeal is pending be-
fore the US. Supreme Court.

Faced with the delay caused by the
suit, the legislature approved Gov.
Jay Hammond’s new program, which
will take effect If the Supreme Court
strikes down the first plan or If it
fails to rule by-July 1S.-*- .

Aammond’s plan calls for the S1.000
payments this year and future annu-
~payments to all Alaskans regard-
less of length of residency. The size
of the payments would depend on
income earned by the Alaska Perma-
nent Fund, a savings account estab-
lished by voters in 1976 that collects
about 10 percent of the revenue from
oil production on state lands. It has
about S3 billion init. 1 = . i

State officials estimated payments
ot S356 in 1983 and S247 in 1984.

One opponent, Sen. Tim Kelly, said.
"Ever American in the Lower 48
Sstatcsl who is in a depressed zone or
a high unemployment zone is going
to resent Alaska's wealth and put =
tremendous pressure on their con-
gressmen to take that wealth from ,
the state of Alaska."
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JUNEAU. V"Alaska *-—;"<AP) -
Every man, woman and child who
<] has [ived in Alaska for six months
j could pocket SI1,000 in cash this
summer under a new plan aimed at
sharing the state’s oil wealth with
Its citizens. - C

Under the plan; approved by the
state Legislature. $415 million in
payments could be mailed out be-
giining in mid-August.  v-

The state has a population of
419,600, but officials say some resh
dents will be ineligible and some
probably won't fill out applications.

A program enacted two years
ago called for annual paymerits to
residents of S50 for each year they
had lived in Alaska since statehood
nl P 5 9 v T -y "

But an Anchorage'couple,” Ron
and Patricia Zobel; filed suit on
_grounds that the program discrimi-
inated against newcomers. The state
Supreme Court reLected their argu-
hments, and they have appealed to
the U.S. Supreme Court. -' .

Faced with the delay caused by
the suit, the state Legislature ap-
proved Gov’Jay Hammonds “back- *
stop” program “to lake effect if the
U.S. Supreme Court strikes down
the first plan or if it fails to rule by
Jul1y 15, an arbitrary deadline.-

he backstop plan calls for the
$1,000 payments this year and fu-
ture annual payments to all Alas-
kans regardless of length of resi-
dency. The size of the payments
would depend on income earned by
the Alaska Permanent Fund, a sav-
ings account that collects about 10
per cent of the revenue from oili
producUon on state lands,

. State- officials estimated pay-
ments at $356 in 1983 and §347 In

1984: Y

The fund, which now-stands at
$3 billion, was established by voters
In 1976. Half of Its annual €arnings
are earmarks 1for payments., *

Sen. Bill Kay voted against the
backstop plan, ‘saying it Is' prema--,
ture because the court has yet to
rule. |, sdamlejyz!. ' _
1 Another opponent, Sen. Tim
Kelly, said, "Every American in the
Lower 48 states who is in a de-
pressed zone or a high uncmploy-
ment zone is going to resent Alas-
ka's wealth and put- tremendous
Pressure on their congressmen to
ake that wealth from the state of
Alaska." | o’
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Each resident
may get $1,000
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JUNEAU, Alaska — Every man,
woman and child who has lived in
Alaska for six months could pocket
$1,000 in cash this summer under a
new plan aimed at sharing the state's
oil wealth with its citizens.

Mux.icifd Piai

Under the plan, approved Thurs-
day by the stafe legislature, S41S mil-
lion in payments could be mailed out
beginning in mid-August.

The slate's has a population of 419.-
600, but officials say some residents
will be ineligible and some probably
won't fill out applications.

A program enacted two years ago
called for annual payments to resi-
| dents of SSO for each year they had
lived in Alaska since statehood in
1959. But an Anchorage couple sued,
arguing that the program discrimi-
nated against newcomers. The state
Supreme Court rejected their argu-
ments, and an appeal is pending be-
fore the US. Supreme Court.

Faced with the delay caused by the
suit, the legislature approved Gov.
Jay Hammond's new program, which
will take effect if the Supreme Court
strikes down the first plan or if it
fails to rule by-July 15......... -

Hammond's plan calls for the $1,000
parments this year and future annu-
~payments to all Alaskans regard-
less of length of residency. The size
of the payments would depend on
income earned by the Alaska Perma-
nent Fund, a savings account estab-
lished by voters In 1976 that collects
about 10 percent of the revenue from
oil production on slate lands. It has

about S3 billion in It.

State officials estimated payments
at $356 in 1983 and $247 in 1984.

One opponent. Sen. Tim Kelly, said,
"Ever American in the Lower 438
Istales] who is in a depressed zone or
a high unemployment zone is going
lo resent Alaska's wealth and put
tremendous pressure on their con-
gressmen to lake that wealth from
the state of Alaska."
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Dividend

(Continued from Page One)
violated equal protection provi-
sions of the U. S. Constitution. V-

"This is the v*ay we were cer-
tain it would turn out," said the
Zobcls who have put up with'
such local disapproval as "Zobels _ | - -
Drop Dead" bumper stickers!" « . i -

"The Constitution has been S d A | a S k a J
vindicated,” said Zobel. "Alaska I mm LI A .
is part of the United States and JS a Sg L * Hl|-
must start acting that way . ..
Hopefully, the governor and the
Legislature will realize there arc
no loopholes in the equal protec-
tion clause of the U. S. Constitur

: N
lion." e
The case was appealed to the Inval Id -.
U. S. jSupreme Court after the [ |

Alaska Supreme Court ruled

-

C
-

against the Zobcls 3-2. WASHINGTON - The U
Gov. Jay Hammond, who con- ed States Supreme Court
ceived ‘he plan, said the ruling voided the State _OfAJItJSk_a._'Sp
was "by far and away the great- to distribute millions of'cioilar;
est disappointment to me in my state oil revenue dividends to t
almost 20 years in political idcnts based UPon their length

office.” lime as residents. L
Reluctantly, Hammond said he The Justices ruled 8-1 agall
would have to go along with the the distribution plan approved
"backstop bill" passed by the the Alaska Legislature in 19
1952 legislature. Under that plan, and aimed at giving resider
awaiting the governor’s signa- S13 hm|II|on in oil and m: ter
ture, each resident of at leas: 60 wealth revenues.
days will receive S1,000, piOvided: The amount any one Alasl
proper application has beem could receive from the progra
MAE.", oo eeeee e . , was dir.:tly related to his time (
Writing ,or the majority, ou: residence in the stale dating froi
preme Court Chief Justice War-, | statehood i ippp. A residcr
ren Burger noted: “ If the stales/, over 18 would receive a divit

of S50 for each year in

can make the amount of a cash ]
state up to a maximum ante
\

dividend depend on length of

uresidence, .what.would preclude ., or S1.050.
varying university’ tuition., on a, ~In_Anchorage, Ron and Pa
sliding scale Ivscd on years of cia Zobel, two attorneys v
residence?" L4 oy came to Alaska in 1978, brou;
He added, ~Alaska’s reason- suit against the plan on ground
ing could open the door jo state ivj(Continued on "Page 9, Coiumn 3)°

apportionment of other rights,
benefits and services according to
length of residency. It would per-
mit the states lo divide citizens
into expanding numbers of per-
manent classes. Such a result\l
would be clearly impermissible."!)

Alone in dissent, Justice W il-,
liam Rehnquist- argued, "Alas-1
ka’s distribution of (its) wealth is
in substance no different from
any other state's allocation of
economic benefits." - e

Under another act of the 1980
Alaska Legislature one-fourth of
the revenues gained from oil and . im o—m
mineral leasing is kept in a per-
manent fund.

The principal of the fund can-
not be spent — only invested —
and one-half of the earnings from
the investments were to be paid to
citizens in the form of "divi-
dends.”

Much of the wealth comes
from the millions of barrels of oil
pumped out of the frigid Prud-
hoe Bay oil field, north of the
Arctic Circle.
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Backlash Seen on Alaska Oil Plan

M/ A ~:Ii:

JUNEAU, Alaska; June 5 (AP)-A new plan *o
pay $1,000 in state oil money to every man,
wrata and child who has lived in Alaska at least
dx months could spur “very adverse publicity” in
ess fortunate states, according to Gov. Jay Ham-
mond. ' =l Com >, -

“That’s the negative downside" of trying to
share Alaska’s oil wealth with residents, Ham-
mond said Friday after the legislature passed a
plan that could put the payments mto pockets of
Alaskans this summer.;/ A <y .y ' Wl ~ o

The 'share-the-wealth plan was ‘approved
Thursday at the urging of Hammond, who argued
" at |f Alaska’s 419,600esidents have a personal

'in the state’s wealth, they will pay closer

tion to how it is mvested

Hammond said there will be an. “enormous

I—Jon" for state'officials to explain the pro-
t'L. other Americans, because people 'in de-

Equal Bo%s

ForAIaskans

Long| ~|eAIask? residents may de-
erve something for stic mg It out,
utrtsrorenramone h uBreme

Pressed areas of the country may feel Alaskans arej
launting their state’s wealth. \
State Sen. Bill Ray,'who voted against the plan, !
also said he is worried about a backlash. “Alaska’s
image is that were a bunch of spendthrift, Jolu*-
freed Arabs,” he said. A
The $1,000 payments will be made if the U.S. e
Supreme Court strikes down an existing distribtA j
tion program, or if the court has not ruled by July/
15. If the high court has not ruled, the progTart
will "begin July 15 with a four-month period
which .Alaskans may apply for the paymen" Virm *¢
They may apply any time during that period, pJ -m'-e'
in order to be eligible for the money, they nKJ
have been resrdents for at least six months vpe.

the
1yhat means only

a \ a4
people who have lived hirejjf

ka since May 15 would be eIrg-"e for th$w

ments.".

Court na Wweek. The Colirt I
valrdfrto’Allas a’s an to distribute. ...... .......
Its oIl icvenyc win

S
Wh |sek dﬁeca e f %state
ft state sIS S(C) uisatron 0 i
\9vou\1r? recelve th maximum @'
ﬁgﬁf’féﬁﬁfe who b 46 fhestatein

agkas-rfrovale for such a re-’
Woasre ﬁsn to?rr ltrgratfeostate H}r
ates can make rre amount of cash

- V'."'s - . - o
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JUNEAU, Alaska (AP) — Every
man, woman and child who has lived
in Alaska for six months could pocket
$1,000 in cash this summer under a
new plan aimed at sharing the state's
oil wealth with its residents.

Under the plan, approved by the
state Legislature on Thursday, $415
million in payments could be mailed
out beginning in mid-August.

The state has a population of
419,600, but officials say some resi-
dents will be ineligible and some prob-
any won’t fill out applications.

A program enacted two years ago
called for annual payments to resi-
dents of $50 for each year they had
lived in Alaska since statehood 'in

1959, > ee m ’ .

But an. Anchorage couple, Ron and
Patricia  )bel, filed suit on grounds
that the program discriminated
against newcomers. The state Su-
preme Court rejected their argu-
ments, and they have appealed to the
U.s. Supreme ourt.-

Faced with the delay caused bﬁ the
suit, the state Legislature on Thurs-
day approved Gov. Jay Hammond’s
"backstop" program to take effect if
the U.S. Supreme Court strikes down
the first plan or if it fails to rule by
July 15, an arbitrary deadline.

The backstop plan calls for the
$1,000 payments this year and future
annual payments to all Alaskans re-
gardless of length of residency.
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Fail to Make Alaskans Happy

*

‘J'a M etr}ews
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"m*ANCHORAGE, Alaska-On this
Anorthernmost frontier of American
poEtical science, a state government
has decided to see if money really
will buy happiness.

Y."One thousand dollar checks have
been going out for a month to every
man, woman and child in this oil-
rich state. So far few of the recipi-
ents have even bothered to say
| thank you. V. ees-

m  almost feel that I'm on welfare "

grumbled Ron Moore, a 36-year- ol

realtor’ from Soldotna. "1've lived

Here 30 years and | dont see why I

eshould rely on' the state for subsis-
"tence.” The giveaway “was very poor-

ly planned," said Kathy Potter, an
office supply sales supervisor here

E}Klans to buy drapes with her

1

money. WMere shouft have been a

better way to do it”

In the state Revenue Department
at Juneau, Colleen Brown reported
the givers are not blessed by the re-
ceivers, who only call to complain if
their checks have not arrived. “We
have received enraged and irate calls
from just about everybody," Brown
said. .“You've never seen so many
gieedy people in your life." o . <
= 50 go die early days of Alaska’s
revolutionary scheme to share its oil
taxes and royalties with its people,
enot through ivew roads or deeper .
harbors or any of the other pork bar-

V.tel proLects Washington is familiar
with, but with blue and yellow
checks instantly cashable at any

-bank.. They are'called “permanent
miund dividends" and Alaska’s expe-
»'s  See CHECKS, A4, Col. 1
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e 'have benefited from the giveaway, intereston the fund. < .
though in some cases not for lack of  "Hammond wants to give away
trying. " . even more. He has argued that ail of
e The Fairbanks Environmental  the oil money, now about S4 billion a
Center asked its members some time  year, ought to go into the permanent
ago to donate all or part of .their.;"fund.. He said people ought to be
checks to the center, but so far fewer  paid- from the “interest ‘and .the
than 10 contributions have come in."."/amount of their .checks” reduced
The University of Alaska Foun'da- * whenever state reﬁresentatives voted
tion estimated it has received be- . for a large pork barrel project that !
tween 15 and 20 dividend checks. ma drained money from the fund. Since
Instead, with each check in the  the state income tax has been nhn]- 1



'S

islature decided to go ahead and give
the same amount to everyone who

V had been in the state at least sis

months;- adding, the dividends that
.had not been paid since 1980..That
brought the payment for everyone

£.this year up to 81,000. *>-} =

VA,
jvii/

&\f

Hon Zobel said that like many of

Syhifl" fellow Alaskans he was never

-very happy with the idea of the gov-
t-eminent giving away cash." But now
idhat the checks are arriving, the hate
<email and threatening phone calls
..othat accompanied his original suit
>.bave tapered off. The checks coming
-fo iiimself, his wife, and their 15
month-old son will be invested in
Alaska-oriented stock, he said.
" Politicians here worry about what
the giveaway will do to the state's
relationship with the lower 48 states.
They say they fear a mass inflow of
American jobless, already a problem
because of the widespread and some-
what erroneous impression " that
Alaska is full of job opportunities.
Under the current plan, Alaskans
will each get 9350 in 1983, $??' in
1984, and then the annual payments
will begin increasing again at an un-
known rate. Nearly every politician
>n the state expects the legislature to
change the plan in some way next
year. But the Revenue Department's
Brown said, "They may find it very

P

V1 hard to get "people to give up" the
\ © yearly dividend, no matier how un*
.JgTateful most have seemed for the
W money. A

\

The checks have allowed a num-

e Dber of peo.'le to realize old dreams.

Brown snia her office received a let-
ter from an elderly Eskimo man liv-
ing in one of the coldest regions of
the states northern bush. “After
thanking us profusely,” Brown said,
“He said that he was going to use the
money to buy a refrigerator. 1 don't
know if he was ribbing us or not."



islature decided to go ahead and give

e the same amount to everyone who
‘Khad been in "the state at least sir |
# months;, adding, the dividends that

had not been paid since 1980,.Thflt

JJ,.brought the payment for everyone
£.this year up to $1,000.

/iv-.Ron Zobel said that like many of
b'his' fellow Alaskans he was never

Ayery happy with the idea of the gov-

evemment giving away cash; But now

j"that the checks are arriving, the hate

-mail and threatening phone calls
-that accompanied his original suit
rhave tapered off. The checks coming
-to himself, his wife, and their 1b
month-old son will be invested in
Alaska-oriented stock, he said.
" Politicians here worry about what
the giveaway will do to the state's
relationship with the lower 48 states.
They say they fear a mass inflow of
American jobless, already a problem
because of the widespread and some-
what erroneous impression " that
Alaska is full of job opportunities.'
mUnder the ament plan, Alaskans
will each get $350 in 1983, $250 in
1984, and then the annual payments

¢ will begin increasing again at an un-

A

y

known rate. Nearly every politicia m
in the state expects the legislature to
change the plan in some way next
year. But the Revenue Department's

1 Brown said, “They may find it very

I ( hard to get people to give up" the

\'" yearly dividend, no matter how un-
;] grateful most have seemed for the
W money.

\

il

The checks have allowed a num-
ber of people to realize old dr.-ams,
Brown said her office received a let-
ter from an elderly Eskimo man liv-
ing in one of the coldest regions of
the state's northern bush. “After
thanking us profuseh * Brown said,
“He said that he was going to use the
money to buy a refrigerator. 1 don't

Ve know if he was ribbing us or not."



WRITTEN TESTIMONY BY SENATOR FERGUSCN

PRESENTED TO HOUSE FINANCE AND

STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEES

CONCERNING HOUSE BILL 85 AND HOUSE BILL 11

THESE BILLS WILL ELIMINATE THE PERMANENT FUND

DIVIDEND PAYMENTS. 7. HAVE CONCERNS OVER HOW THE

FUND EARNINGS WILL BE DISTRIBUTED IF THE DIVIDEND

PAYMENTS ARE REPEALED.

THE INTENT OF THE PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND LAW

WAS AND CONTINUES TO BE DISTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUAL

.7 mlYMENTS TO ALL RESIDENTS OF ALASKA. THE

ADMINISTRATION HAS DESIGNED PROPOSALS *TO USE THE

PERMANENT FUND EARNINGS. THE ATTORNEY GENERAL S

OFFICE HAS ATTEMPTED TO JUSTIFY THE

ADMINISTRATION®S PROPOSALS BY INDICATING THE VOTER

APPROVED SPENDING LIMIT EXCLUDED PERMANENT FUND

DIVIDENDS AND THAT DIVIDENDS MEAN SOMETHING OTHER



ADMINISTRATION®" . PROPOSALS *"-"ILL NOT GIVE DIVIDEND

TO INDIVIDUALS THROUGH CASH PAYMENTS. LEGISLATIVE

INTENT OF THE LAW CANNOT 3E CHANGED THROUGH

PERSUASION OR ANY OTHER MEANS. ASK ANY ALASKAN

WHAT THE DIVIDEND PAYMENT KEANS TO THEM AND THE"

WILL TELL YOU INDIVIDUAL CASH PAYMENTS. OTHERWISE,

WHY HAVE THEY FILLED OUT FORMS FOR THE LAST THREE

YEARS TO RECEIVE THE PAYMENTS.

THE SPENDING LIMIT APPROVED BY THE VOTERS IN

THE NOVEMBER 2, 1983 ELECTION HAL SEVEN EXCEPTIONS.

e ONLY SEVEN SPECIFIC ITEMS ARE RESTRICTED FROM

THE SPENDING LIMIT.

1. AN  APPROPRIATION FOR ALASKA PERMANENT

FUND DIVIDENDS;

2. AN APPROPRIATION OF REVENUE BOND

PROCEEDS;



3. AN APPROPRIATION TO PAY PRINCIPAL AND
INTEREST ON STATE GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS;

4. AN APPROPRIATION OF MONEY RECEIVED FROM
NON-STATE SOURCES IN TRUST FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES;

5. AN APPROPRIATION TO THE ALASKA PERMANENT
FUND;

6. AN APPROPRIATION FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS IF
THE APPROPRIATIONS BILL IS CONFINED TO PROJECTS OF
THE SAME TYPE;

7. AN  APPROPRIATION TO MEET A STATE OF
DISASTER.

"THE EFFECT OF REPEALING THE DIVIDEND PROGRAM
wWiLL BE THAT ANOTHER PROGRAM WILL BE OFFERED TO
TAKE TTS PLACE IN ORDER TO RETURN SOME OF THU
EARNINGS BACK TO THE PEOPLE.

WHEN THE EARNINGS FROM THE DIVIDEND FUND®
EXCEED THE AMOUNT THAT CAN BE EXPENDED FOR CAPITAL

AND  OPERATING ITEMS UNDER THE VOTER APPROVED



SPENDING LIMIT, THEN-THAT EXCESS AMOUNT OF REVENUES

AVAILABLE FOR APPROPRIATION MUST GO BACK TC- A VOTE

OF THE PEOPLE.

ALL OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET ITEMS ARE

INCLUDED WITHIN THE SPENDING LIMITATION.

THE TERM "PERMANENT FUND DIVIDEND™ WAS

INCLUDED WITHIN THE TEXT OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL

AMENDMENT, AND WAS USED TO COVER THE PERMANENT FUND

DIVIDEND PAYMENTS PROGRAM.

IF THE DIVIDEND PAYMENT PROGRAM 1S REPEALED,

THEN THE EARNINGS FROM THE PERMANENT FUND CAN ONLY

BE USED FOR:

1. FURTHER CAPITALIZATION OF THE FUND; OR

2. TRANSMITTAL OF EARNINGS TO THE GENERAL

FUND, WHICH IS THEN GOVERNED BY THE SPENDING

LIMITATION.



ARGUMENTS AND OPINIONS TO DATE INDICATE THAT

THE LEGISLATURE CAN MAKE DIRECT APPROPRIATIONS FROM

THE EARNINGS FROM THE PERMANENT FUND FOR SPECIFIC

OPERATING OR CAPITAL PURPOSES, THEN THESE

EXPENDITURES WOULD FALL WITHIN THE SPENDING LIMIT.

TO INDICATE OTHERWISE WOULD BE A CIRCUMVENTION OF

THE CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATION AND THE VOTE OF THE

PEOPLE.



S Blit Sheffield, Governor
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DEPARTMENT OF LAW
- STATE CAPITOL
OFF/CE OF THEATTORNEY GENERAL E&%ﬁ?é@b’ #6300

February 7, 1983

Gene Dusek, Director of Budget
Office of Management & Budget
Pouch AM .
Juneau, AK 99811 .
Re: Appropriation, limit
questions
Our file: 366-374-83
Dear Mr. Dusek:

You have asked for our opinion concerning issues relat—
ing to the appropriation limit 1imposed by Alaska Constitution,
article IX, section 16. These 1issues are as follows:

(J) Are appropriations to reimburse a municipality for

payment of the principal and interest on general obligation
1 LAt e ey ' oW )
“school construction bonds subject: to the appropriation lim—
it? We believe they are not*

(2) IT the permanent fund dividend law <AS 43.23) is
amended or repealed and another plan for the distribution of
permanent fund innme is enacted, will appropriations to
finance the new distribution program be included in the ap-—
propriation limit or will those appropriations be outside
the limit? Generally, we bexieve that other distribution
plans could qualify-as dividends!™ Howevercertain limita—
tions should be observed to make sure that the new plan sa-—

tisfies the intent of the appropriation limit.

(3) How will the appropriation limit be implemented if
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anticipated state “revenues®™ afe"“1ess_. than "the 1limit for a
fiscal year? we assume that the appropriation limit will be ;
Napplied with .common sense, to empower the legislature to act”

"without "regard to" allocationsimposed by the appropriation|
% e

-limit when economic conditions dep]ete the state tFeaéury.ﬂ

— = W e -

(4) fHow. will multi-year appropriations be cgynted—for

N - X

purposes of the appropriation limit? jgsWe!believe a multi—
year appropriation will be counted against the appropriation
mlinit for the first year in which it could be expended.

(5) What® i1s the definition of ™"capital* projectl’ as
that term 1is used in the appropriation limit? There is m1ome

r>

v;
history which rsuppo ts .a -liberal interpretation of the term

. . i - o
"capital project.”
l. BACKGROUND
The appropriation Ilimit, Alaska Const, art. 1IX, sec.

16, was drafted during a period of anticipated high revenue
yields fron oil and gas production. In June. 1981, the Alaska De—
partment of Revenue forecast that the state would earn approxi—
mately $4,895,300,000 during FY 82. Revenue Sources. Alaska De —
partment of Revenue (June 1981). That forecast did not 1include
the revenue dedicated to the Alaska permanent fund under AS 37.-
13.010. The revenue actually earned by the state during FY 82 A *

less the permanent fund contribution, was $4,108,400,000. Reve-
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nue Sources. Alaska Department of Revenue (Jan. 1983). The leg—

islature had exhibited a proclivity for appropriating all avail—
able revenue and more. 1/ Former. Governor Jay S. Hammond intro—
duced SJR 4 during the first session of the Twelfth Alaska Legis-
lature. .'However, the legislature failed to enact a version of
SJR 4 during the first regular session and on June 25, 1981, Gov-
emor Hammond called a special session of the legislature to con—
sider SJR 4. In his address to the legislature, Governor Hammond
cited the following circumstances which required the eractment of

SJR 4:

(@) the FY 82 operating budget 1increased 32 percent
over the FY 81 operating budget;

(2) the FY 82 capital budget increased 127 percent
over the FY 81 capital budget; and,

(3) for FY 82, the legislature appropriated an amount
equal to 59 percent of the total spent for capital projects
since statehood. 1981 S. Jour., FSS Jour. Supp. No. 1, p. 3.

A second free conference committee (FCC) 1initially ap-—

pointed during the regular session met to continue consideration

of SJR 4 during the special session. 1981 S. Jour., p. 1744, A

1/ Thg $1.8 billion contribution to the Alaska permanent fund
Tsec. & ch. 61, SLA 1981 as amended by sec. 68, ch. 92, SLA 1981
and sec".~16, ch. 101, SLA 1982) 1is a continuing operating appro—
priation which literally causes total unobligated appropriations”

to txceed available state revenues for each fiscal, year since en—
actment. - .
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transcript of the open meetings of the FCC exists and forms a
part of the history of the appropriation amendment (the tran-—
script). However, evident.,from review of the transcript
SagTother _disjcussionsT;concerningthe 1intent of the amendment
were-,conducted outsjde” of open committee meetipgs.. While the
.transcript is helpful, it "presents on”y a partial record of the e
"deliberations of the drafters of the amendment.

The FCC purported to adopt a letter of intent to accom—
pany its report to the house and senate. 1981 S. Jour*, FSS, p.
5. However, the letter of intent 1is not set out in the journal.
A search of tne bill files of the Department of Law yielded a
copy of the missing letter of intent. See Ex. 1.

The campaigns for and agaii. "t adoption of the appropri—
ation limit began in September of 1982. The Anchorage Daily News
criticized the proposed amendment for the following reasons:

(1) the ceiling is too high, revenues will exceed the

limit onlv once before the year 2000; and

(2) the one-third reservation for capital projects and

loan appropriations was included because the legislature
"failed to make the distinction between a wise public agenda
— on which capital projects and loans surely would appear
- and an effectively timeless state constitution - in
which no such spending demands should be dictated.

Anchorage Daily News, Sept. 3, 1982, at Al14, "opinion." The
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Daily News based 1its opinion concerning revenue 1iforecasts on a
report made public by the legislative finance division rf the
Legislative Budget and Audit Committee. Anchorage Daily News,”
Sept. 2, 1982, at 1. On September 17, 1982, the Daily News urged
Governor Hammond to oppose the adoption of the appropriation lim—
it. The Anchorage Times basically took no position on the amend-
ment. However, on October 19, 1982, the Times reported the re—
sults of a poll sponsored by supporters of the amendment. The
poll, conducted the week of September 16-23, 1982, showed that
the amendment was recognized and favored by the public as a
"spending limit." The pollsters asked if the respondents had
heard of the proposed amendment to the state constitution which
sets a limit on 1increases on state appropriations. By a three-
to-one margin, respondents said they were not familiar with the
amendment when it was detcr5.bed as an ™"appropriation, limit."™ An—
chorage Times, Oct. 19, 1982, at A-4. On October 26, 1982, the
Juneau Empire editorialized 1in favor of adoption of the amend-—
ment. Juneau Empire, Oct. 26, 1982, at 4.

During the week of October 24, 1982, the major dailies
of the state published articles on the amendment. Governor Ham—
mond received coverage 1in most of those stories by saying "It P
[the adoption of the appropriation limit] may be our last chance *
to control the juggernaut which otherwise will likely crush us »\ *

into bankruptcy.ll Anchorage Daily News, Oct. 29, 1982 at B3
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On Sunday, October 31, 1982, the Daily News in its forum section,
published an article by Governor Hammond in which he again strong—
ly advocated adoption of the amendment because revenue projec—
tions and the growing vulnerability of the permanent fund com—
pelled him to plead for the support of the people,. Anchorage
Daily News, Oct. 31, 1982, at K3. On the preceding Friday, the
Daily News quoted Pjvemor Hammond as follows: "Don"t let anyone
tell you that passage of Proposition 4 won"t Ulimit spending.”
Under recently revised revenue estimates, passage of the ballot
issue would bar the legislature from appropriating between $80
million and $380 million 1in fiscal 1984 alone. Anchorage Daily
News, Oct. 29, 1982, at B3.

At the 1982 general election, the voters approved the
adoption of SJR 4 by a vote of 110,669 for the amendment and
70,831 opposed to the amendment, State of Alaska Official

Returns by Election Precinct General Election Nov. 2, 1982, Div.

of Elections, Office of the Governor.

Il. EXCEPTIONS FROM THE LIMIT
The appropriation limit contains seven express excep—
tions. Five of those exceptions are for appropriations which are

completely outside the limit and do not require voter approval. <

They include:

@9) an appropriation for Alaska permanent fund divi-



Gene Dusek, Director of Budget February 7, 1983
O ffice of Management & Budget Paee #7
366-374-83

dends;

(2) an appropriation of revenue bond proceeds;

(3) an appropriation to pay principal and interest, on
general obligation bonds;

(4) an appropriation of money received from nonstate
sources in trust fo- a specific purpose, including revenues
of a public corporation that issues revenue bonds; and

(5) an appropriation to meet a state of disaster de—
clared by the governor.

You have requested our interpretation of exceptions (1) and (3)

set out above.

A. Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend Exception™

The appropriation limit provides: "Except: for appro-—
priations for Alaska permanent fund dividends .. . appropriations
from the state treasury made for a fiscal year shall not exceed
$2,500,000,000...." A question obviously arises as to whether
"Alaska permanent fund dividends™ means only those cash payments
provided to individuals under AS 43.23 or if the word "dividend"”
encompasses other concepts for the distribution of income earned
by the Alaska permanent fund.

We believe the answer™ to your question concerning ap—
propriations for permanent fund dividends depends on whether the

exceptions will be construed strictly or liberally. Usually,
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provisions in a state constitution are construed liberally using
the same rules of construction prescribed for other laws Vith re-
vgard given to the broader object and scope of the constitution as
a charter of popular government. Eghert v. Dunseith. 24 N.W.2d
907 (N.D. 1946); 168 A.L.R. 621. Professor Sutherland explains
the modern view for construing express exceptions as follows:
The older rule strictly interpreted both ex—
ceptions and provisos but today the prevailing
view favors determining the effects of such provi—
sions according to the usual criteria of decision
applicable to other kinds of provisions as well
without the use of any artificial presumptions to
the effect that qualifying Jlanguage should be
strictly construed.
SUTHERLAND STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION &47.11 (4th ed. 1974)(foot—
notes omitted). The FCC did not express an intent to limit this
exception to only appropriations to finance cash payments to in—
d|V|duaIs_Mﬂﬂer AS 43.23.:
The appropriation limit must be interpreted consistent-
dy with the permanent fund amendment contain;-1 in article IX,
section 15. Section 15 provides that the legisxature may dispose
of the income of the Alaska permanent fund "as provided by law."
Each legislature may reexamine existing law and enact different
laws providing for the use of income earned by the Alaska perman—
ent fund. “If section 16 were interpreted so that the exception
tc permanent fund dividends applied only to appropriations to fi—

nance ca”h dividends under AS 43.23, the legislature would essen—

tially be denied the flexibility to adjust to changing philoso-
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whies. concerning the propriety of making cash payments directly
to residents which section 15 expressly reserves to it. 2/ In
interpreting and applying,the constitution, it must be remembered
that the constitution 1is not a Ulifeless or static instrument
whose interpretation is confined to conditions and outlooks which
prevailed at the time of its adoption. Yakus v. United States.
321 U.S. 414 (1944); Warwick v. State, 548 P.2d 384 (Alaska
1976) .

The word "dividend” has no precise legal meaning.
Trustees of University v. North Carolina R. Co., 13 WORDS AND
PHRASES 107 (Permanent ed.); 22 Am. Rep. 671. Webster defines
"dividend™ as follows: "an individual share of something distri—
buted among a number of recipients.” We are not aware of any
legal principle which would preclude the characterization of oth—

er distribution programs as "dividends.™ Rather, the words used

2/ The Thirteenth Legislature may reject direct cash distribu—
tion in favor of a plan which it determines will promote public

purposes more effectively. During the period of consideration

and adoption of the appropriation limit, the permanent fund divi—
dend law was undergoing considerable scrutiny and change by both

the legislature and the courts. The legislature adopted the pro—
posed appropriation limit amendment on July 15, 1981. At that

time the question of the constitutionality of the permanent fund

dividend program as it was then structured was on appeal to the

United States Supreme Court. On June 14, 1982, the United States

Supreme Court 1issued an opinion which fbund the method estab-

lisned for determining the amount of dividends under that program

void because the method promoted discrimination based on length

of residence in the state. On August 13, 1982, amendments to the

dividend law took effect. The people were undoubtedly aware that

the dividend law in effect on election day in 1982 was not chis-

eled in marble.



Director of Bu

dget February 7, 1
Management &Budgg Ypa

t P

by the drafters- of the amendment afford broad latitude to the
legislature to enact new distribution programs which will not be
impaired by the appropriation limit.

It is well-settled law that a provision of a state™
constitution must receive a liberal, practical construction to
meet changed conditions and growing needs of the people. County
of Alameda v. Sweeney, 312 P.2d 419, 424 (Cal. 1957)." Under the
permanent fund amendment, the discretion granted to the legisla—
ture to enact, amend, or repeal the present dividend program un—
der AS 43.23 to meet the growing needs of the people 1is unfet—
tered. However, the operation of exceptions from the appropria—
tion limit must be interpreted consistent with the intent of the
framers of the organic law and of the people adopting it. State
v. Lewis, 559 P.2d 630, 637 (Alaska 1977).

"One important consideration should be <carefully ob-
served.m Mmhe Alaska Supreme Court has found that the purpose of
the existing dividend program is to force the legislature to con-
"sider the reimpositicn of taxes when the decline of oil revenue
"encourages resort to permanent fund income to finance state gov-—
ernment” Williams v. Zobel, 619 P.2d 448, 454 (Alaska 1981),
rev'd 451 U.S. 905 (1982). The people can be expected to vigil—
antly protect their dividends by forcing the legislature to seek
sourced5 other than the permanent fund to finance state govern-—

ment; If a substitute distribution program accomplishes the same
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Apurpose,” it will more Jlikely qualify under the -exception 1in
"section 16. than if it fails to achieve that purpose. If the
constituency benefitted by a dividend is narrow, the dividend may"-
mot]| .\beV;aE dividend ] _ 1iix."the sense intended by the drafters "of
y section 167and the people who" adopted it. Proposals soon to be
considered by the Jlegislature include replacing the existing
distribution to all residents with a distribution of part of the
permanent fund 1income to municipalities and as a substitute for
the existing longevity bonus, and use of a part of the 1income to
finance large capital projects.
th vast majority of the population of the state resides
in or is served by municipal governments. It is also a fact that
we all seek security for our "golden years."-" The constituents of
“these proposals seem broad enough to satisfy the purpose of the
current”™ dividend law?! *The use of permanent fund 1income to fi-
nance large capital projects presents a closer question. The
Acharacter of each project must be considered to determine if it
serves a state public purpose, rather chan a local special pur-
pose. yArdditionally, if the project is viewed as merely an alter—
nate way of financing state government operations, the basic in—
tent of the dividend law might not be served.
We cannot advise with certainty®whether the financing
of larg4 “capital projects with permanent fund income would con-—

stitute a dividend of the Alaska permanent fund for purposes of
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the appropriation limit. Some may argue that the benefits pro—

vided by "public works" projects are too localized to approximate
the benefits provided by the existing dividend law. However * in
State v. Lewis, 559 P.2d 630 (Alaska 1977), the Alaska Supreme
Court decided that "[1]egislation. need not operate evenly in all
parts of the state to avoid being classified as local or spe-
cial.” Lewis at 643. A defiH};e«;nswer J%II coméuﬁﬁly when the
courts interpret article IX, section 16 of the Alaska Constitu—
tion. However, we believe that if the legislature enacts a dis-
tributio:#;}ogram whiéh is. consistent with the intent of the per —

manent fund dividend Jlaw, any appropriation to implement that

program will be exempt from the appropriation limit.

B. Appropriations Required to Pay .the Principal and Inter-
est on General Obligation Bonds ?

Under AS 43.18.100 -- 43.18.133 the state, subject to
available appropriations, reimburses municipalities for the pay—
ment of a percentage of principal and interest to retire general
obligation bonds 1issued by the municipality to finance school
construction costs. Although they h”ve been amended from time to
time, these statutes have been 1in effect since 1971.. You have
asked whether appropriations to retire municipal general oﬁ]iga——

tion debt are within the exception stated to the appropriation
v limit.;:?2.:

The exception reads as follows: "Except for ... appro-
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priations required to pay the principal and interest on general
obligation bonds...." 7"e3Lording”.of the. exception does not spe—
cify whether the bonds must be 1issued by the"state”""to" fJualify?
Later in section 16, the drafters carefully identified "appropri—
ations of money received from a nonstate source....”"™ T®ince the.
drafters could easily have expressly limited this exc”tion”~ta?
state general olligation bonds, an implication can be drawn that
a strict construction Jlimiting the exception to state general
obligation bonds was not intended;"" )

The purpose of the exception recognizes that appropria—
tions to retire general obligation bonds may be to the state"s
"great advantage." Governor®s transmittal letter, 1981 FS3 S.
Jour., p. 16. Presumably the advantage accrues from the state’s
enhanced <credit rating which results in Jlower debt service
charges, for subsequent bond issues. It is probable that the ex-
istence of the school construction debt assistance provisions
of AS 43.18 have the same effect upon the bond rating assigned to
municipalities. The 1identical purpose is achieved by appropria—
tions made to finance the reimbursement program. Less state as—
sistance will be necessary in the future 1f local bond ratings
remain favorable.

There are some considerations which weigh against this
construction. Debt service for general obligation bonds 1is fi—

nanced by a continuing appropriation. AS 37.15.012. General
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obligation bonds are debts of the state secured by contracts
(trust indentures); the impairment of contracts is prohibited by
the state and federal constitutions. The reimbursement program
under AS 43.18 does not transform municipal general obligation
bonds into debts of the state. AS 43.18.130(a)- However, the
financial burden imposed on municipalities, 1if their local tax
effort were eincreased to compensate for the loss of assistance
under AS 43.18, could be devastating tv the local taxpayer. Ac—
cording to the Department of Education, for fiscal year 1984 the
estimated total entitlement for school debt retirement 1is
$36,900,000. This total 1is estimated to increase to $44,300,000
by fiscal year 1988.

Accordingly, we believe that appropriations to retire
municipal general obligation school bond indebtedness under AS
43.18 are "required"” and qualify as an exception to the spending
limit. We believe that the appropriation for school bond indebt—
edness can be represented as a moral obligation of the state for
the following reasons:

(1) the appropriation is made under a statute of gen—

eral application;

(2) the statute has been in effect since 197T; and

(3) the reimbursement program 1is heavily relied upon

by imunicipalities when they establish the local tax effort

necessary to support local bonded indebtedness.
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Ill. "revenue"shortfall

You have also asked how to interpret the appropriation
limit if the amount of state revenues subject to the Ilimit is
less than the amount determined to be the 1limit for a fiscal
year, as provided in section 16. You wish to lavw specifically
how the allocations within the limit for operating expenses and
capital projects would be 1interpreted. As we have indicated,
section 16 imposes an appropriation limit rather than a spending
limit. We have earlier advised that the legislature may mak®
appropriations which exceed available revenues. 1981 Inf. Op.
Att"y Gen. (June 24; J77-159-81). However, oblig: tions may not
be paid under those appropriations unless there is enough surplus
money available in the treasury.

*Theoretically, the amou:.t of anticipated state revenue

vshould have no effect on the operation of the tppropriation lim-
it. However, under AS 37.07.020(c), the governor®s proposed bud-
get may not exceed estimated revenues for the succeeding fiscal
year. /“SO, the amount of surplus revenues anticipated to be
received by the state was an issue hotly publicly debated before
adoption of section 16. The newspaper articles written about the
appropriation limit before the election commonly reftrred to the
amendment as a "spending limit.” These articles were undoubtedly

instrumental 1in forming the voters®™ understanding of the effect

of the proposed amendment.

V*
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Section 16 provides, in part: "W]thir1 this limit, at
least one-third shall be reserved for capital projects and 1nan
“appropria:ions[" This wording is"ambiguous'When applied for a
year in which revenue available for appropriations falls short of
the adjusted limit for that year. Under .those circumstances, it
is not clear whether the reservation for _capital~ projects and
loan appropriations is calculated based on the total amount actu-—
ally appropriated for that fiscal year (i.e., less than the lim—
it) or on,,,the limit amount ($2.5 billion) for that fiscal year
adjusted for population and inflation. Apparent ambiguities con-
"tained in the state constitution may be resolved by the contempo—
raneous construction by law or by the administrative agency
*“charg™ with 1implementation of the provision. Amador Valiev
Joint Union High School District v. State Board of Equalization,
583 P.%d 1281 (Cal. 1978).

A review of the FCC transcript reveals no discussion of
the 1intention of the drafters when they used the phrase "within
this lir it.” Revenue projections at the time painted a rosy pic—
ture for the future.- No history 1is available to indicate that
the FCC even considered the effect of the amendment 1f the state
suffers a sharp decline in revenue. Former Governor Hammond was
clearly concerned by the possibility of a spendthrift legislature

with ail-overflowing treasury at its disposal.

Under the circumstances, we believe it would be unwise
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blindly apply the allocations 1imposed by the appropriation
flimit when .conditions impose an--even ,more stringent limit than
intended by the FCC;! 3/ ~ e .appropriation limit drastically-al —
ters the most significant power of the legislaturer:- "the"power
appropriate® The power to enact general law is largely nullified
unless the money to finance enforcement or implementation of the
law is appropriated. CTonsequently, we believe that ah interpret
*tation which restricts the legislature™ power to respond to the "
m''needs of the state during unanticipated periods of revenue de—
cline will not be endorsed by the courts. See State ex rel. Co—
lumbus v. Keterer, 189 N.E. 252 (Ohio 1934). Rather, we believe ,
. that the courts will recognize that the evil which the appropria-;
tion limit was designed to remedy does not exist when revenues
ar™ below the limit; “Under ®hose circumstancesa court would
y ,bly affirm an interpretation that restores the full lawmak-"
ing powers of the legislature to make appropriations in the best
interests of the state. We believe the best way to resolve the

ambiguity is to disregard the one-third allocation reserved for

3/ The reservation for capital projects and loan appropriation
effectively restricts appropriations to finance the* operating
budget without restricting the relative sharo for capital proj—
ects. The operating budget finances all manner of essential pro-
frams for the preservation of the public health, safety, and wel-

are. "Some of these expenditures are for so-called entitlement
programs (aid for families with dependent children, for example)
which for fiscal year 1982 comprised 42 percent of the operating
budget.
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capital projects au". loan appropriations when economic conditions
impose a limit which 1is more restrictive than that set out 1in
section 16. 4/ The literal "languageof the constitution may bev
Siit
22,7
202 (1819). Wre the geﬂgral welfare is involved, constitr.tion—t

al questions should be approached from the pragmatic, rather thua”
-o0l.1"-"-.-Lir-T". . -
from a legalistic point of view. State v. Board of Administra—

tion, 25 So. 2d 880 (Fla. 1946).

IV. ATTRIBUTION OF CAPITAL APPROPRIATION TO A FISCAL YEAR

Another question you have raised is how the words "ap-—
propriation ... made for a fiscal year"” should be applied to ap-—
propriations for capital projects. AS 37.25.020 provides "An
appropriation made for a capital project is valid for the life of
the project and the unexpended balance shall be carried forward
to subsequent fiscal years."” This provision recognizes that cap—
ital projects often span more than one fiscal year before .comple—

tion. The balance of the appropriation remains available in sub-

4/ Another possible interpretation would 1limit the operating
budget allocation for a fiscal year to two-thirds of the total

limit ($2.5 billion) adjusted for inflation and population. This
interpretation is consistent with our earlier observation that
there mty be no relationship between appropriations and revenue.

However, even under this 1interpretation, 1in a fiscal year with
depressed revenues, the one-third reservation for capital proj—
ects 1is meaningless.
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sequent fiscal years and is carried forward to those succeeding
fiscal years. According®""to"the Department of Administration, a;?
of ~une30, 1982, the total of all "carry forward"™ capital, appro-"
priatfg%%HW%s: ‘approximately”. $1,591,000,000/ and the total ofi
all "carry forward" operating-"appropriations :was, $1:;862,000,000
The FCC debated the intent of the limit concerning this
issue. Transcript at 47-55. It is clear that the FCC was aware
that multi-year appropriations are made. There was an attempt by
Representative Hugh Malone to amend the proposal so that a legis—
lature could not appropriate for a fiscal year subsequent to the
upcomirg™"fiscal year. This amendment was not adopted. Senator

Bill ;(ay observed that tha intent of the amendment was to include

only those appropriations which are expended during the fiscal

year. According to Senator Ray, appropriations which remain un—
expended at the end of a fiscal year should lapse. Transcript at
52. Representative Rick Halford interpreted the proposed amend—

ment to make multi-yr.ar appropriations count against the 1limit
each, year because eael: succeeding legislature could amend or re—
peal these appropriations at will. During all of these discus—
sions, no distinction was made between operating and capital ap-—
propriations. However, these comments probably referred only to
multi-year operating appropriations. See JTranscript at 65-66.

V' The debate on this issue discloses that the FCC was

confused about the operation of carry forward appropriations.
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They formulated the $2.5 billion base by taking the fiscal year
1982 appropriation total and reducing that amount by $60 million.
Transcript at 2-5. However, 1982 appropriations were made based
on forecasts of anticipated surplus for that fiscal year, reduced
by expected expenditures for "carry forward"™ appropriations. We
assume, therefore, that the drafters did not intend to count
carry forward appropriations in the limit established for each
fiscal year.

We believe that a commonsense”way to interpret the ap—
propriation limit, which 1is supported by past practice, 1is to
*tount appropriations.that are available for expenditure in a fis-
"cal year only against the limit for the first fiscal year during
which they could be completely expended. This should be done
even if an unexpendedrbalance, is carried forward into the next
fiscaimyear. That balance™must bo considered obligated for the
purposegl of the appropriation limit;7 Unexpended balances of a
prior year appropriation should not be counted with the current
year appropriations in complying with the limit for the .current
year. If the legislature provides that an appropriation may not
be expended until a later fiscal year, the appropriation should
be counted o".ily against the limit for that later fiscal year.

-

VI* DEFINITION OF THE TERM "CAPITAL PROJECT™

The approp iation limit amendment 1introduces the term
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Constitution. This new term causes some concern because a simi—
lar term, "capital improvement,” 1is used in other sections of ar—
ticle IX setting out the general obligation bonding authority for
local governments and the state. There are two Alaska -Supreme
Court cases which address the meaning of "capital improvement.”
See City of Juneau v. Hixon, 373 P.2d 743 (Alaska 1962) & Wright
v. City of Palmer. 468 P.2d 326 (Alaska 1970). The supreme court
did not adopt an all-inclusive definition of capital improvement
in those cases. Rather, the cou™.t concluded that there was noth—
ing in the history of municipal bonding in Alaska or in the min—
utes of the constitutional convention that indicates that the
term "capital improvement”™ was intended to denote projects radi—
cally different than those for which municipalities had been per —
mitted ~to incur bonded indebtedness in the past.

When former Governor Hammond first introduced SJR 4,
the proposed amendment consistently used the term "capital im—
provement." It was not until the second FCC took up considera—
tion of the proposal that the term capital project was used.
Senator Ray defined capital projects to be "what the definitive
judgment of a majority of the legislature determines they are."
Transcript at 22. This was in response to an observation by Rep—
resentative Malone that many appropriations designated as capital

differ little from items set out in the operating budget. Tran-
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script at 21. fFormer assistant attorney general Rodger W. Pegues
explained to the FCC that "we're using the.terw1 capital "proiect~
wﬁich pretty much means the capital budget -;areas wher;w&ga IIIIIII ;re
dealing”with capital 1investment or,, long-term, financing and "thel
bulk of.your spending. That"s a broader term than “*capital® im-
provement.

There appears to be support in the history for an in—
terpretation of "capital project” which includes more objects of
expenditure than "capital 1improvement,” which traditionally has
been limited to public works of a permanent nature. 5/ It": 7is
possible, though, that the two terms will be construed to have
the same meaning. The supreme court left room for the term "cap-—
ital 1improvements™ to acquire new meanings to accommodate the
changing activities of state government. However, the appropria—
tion Iﬂmit implies that a general obligation bond may be 1issued

for capital project. 6/ It is probable that a court would find

that not all capital improvements may be characterized as capital r

5/ In recent years, opinions of the attorney general have some—
what broadened this interpretation to permit the use of bond pro-—
ceeds to finance some unique activities under the Village Safe
Water Act, see Inf. Op. Att"y Gen. (April 2; J-99-078-81); and to

rehabilitate a leased jail facility. See Inf. Op. Att"v Gen
(Mar. 19; A66-398-78). m
6/ Article IX, section 16 provides: "The legislature may exceed

this limit in bills for appropriations to the Alaska permanent
fund and in bills for appropriations in capital projects, whether
of bond proceeds or otherwise, ...." (Emphasis added.) = ---—--—-
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projects?. ~~_distinguishing factor may be that the constitution
erequires some permanent thing of value to show for the public];:
*debt incurred. A more liberal construction may be warranted when.,

public debt is not incurred”

VI. CONCLUSION
The wording of the appropriation limit does not beginV(

"to live up to the high standards of clarity and simplicity.”
adopted by the original framers of the Alaska Constitution.,
There are many who will regard this opinion as mere justification
to exploit "loopholes”” woven 1into the fabric of the amendment.

However, we hope this opinion will provide the impetus to either,
adopt amendments to clarify the ambiguities noted dr .to ..enact
legislation which interprets the “amendment so that the ambigul —

ties are avoided. We hope this opinion has answered your ques-

m
m

tions.

Sincerely yours, /]?

Norman C. Gorsuch
Attorney General

—7
Jame”™ L. Baldwin
Assistant Attorney General



LETTER OF INTENT

2nd Free Conference Committee on SJR 4

The basic problem faced by Alaska is runaway growth
in spending for state government operations and fox capital
projects. This growth is generated by revenues from resources
which are nonrenewable and finite. Some limitation is there—
fore essential. The constitutional amendment proposed by the
2nd Free Conference Committee will provide a realistic limi—
tation and yet allow, by popular approval, for expenditures
in excess of the limitation for capital projects and for con—
tributions to the permanent fund. Those who favor such expen—
ditures can have no reasonable objection to the. voters deter—
mining which capital projects and contributions are worthwhile
and which are"not.

mThe term.i.Tapital project” is used rather than the
term "capital improvement™ 1in order to have a broader reach.

Capital improvements are pretty much limited to public facil—

- . * . .

ities having . more or less permanent nature. Highways, air—

ports, buildings, and ferries are examples. Capital projects
............ * o). . »S. *

include capital improvements and _Iso othef'expenditures which
require a multi-year, investment or otherwise tend to fall into
the category of capital costs as opposed to day-to-day ex—
pensesI® Computers, large-scale resources inventories, and
"high-cost special equipment and instruments for libraries,

schools, and museums are some examples.

Exhibit 1 - p.1 of 3



In addition to limiting the excess appropriations
to capital projects and contributions to the permanent fund,
the proposed amendment requires bills for capital projects to
be confined to capital projects of the same type. This 1is
somewhat more narrow than the single-subject rule. It will
require projects in a bill to be parts of an-overall system.®
This will inhibit the packaging of diverse projects into one
bill. As a further restraint on logrolling, the bills for ex—
cess appropriations are subject to the item veto, including
the appropriation of general obligation bond proceeds which
are in excess of the limit. Bond proceeds which are not 1in
excess of the limit are not subject to an item veto.

There are three exclusions from the limitation.

Debt service is necessarily excluded. An additional exclu—
sion is provided for appropriations for permanent fund divi—
dends . Non-state money, that is, money received from the
United States or others to. be used for specific purposes,” is
also excluded. This exclusion includes revenue bond proceeds,
the revenues generated by the international airports, and

other public enterprises which operate on revenue bonds. The

first exclusion is required by the federal constitution®s pro—

hibition against impairing contracts. The other exclusions
are provided because the use of the money for those purposes |<
is not a part of the problen. A S

The proposed amendment requires the governor to

cause any unexpended and unappropriated balance to be invested -1



so as to yield competitive rates to the treasury. The words
"as prescribed by law"™ were not included so that the clause
will be self-executing. However, the governor performs all
executive functions in the manner prescribed by law, and the
mtatutes on loan p;ograms and investments will control here so
long as they are consistent with the constitution™s require—
ments .

Additionally, so as to eliminate any reasonable
grounds for opposition by those who wish to relocate the cap-—
ital ,» the resolution includes a transitional measure to ex—
clude relocation costs, if they are approved at the 1982 gen—
eral election, from the requirement of additional voter ap—
proval under the amendment. Another transitional measure
provides for the amendment to take effect beginning with the
budget for fiscal year 1984.

Finally, still another transitional measure places
the mmendment on the ballot again at the 1986 general election

to allow it to be repealed by the electorate should it prove

to be unworkable. If it is unworkable, the people will re—
peal, it. IT it works, they will not.
Sen. Bill Ray Rep. Richard W. Halford
Sen.\?onald E. Gilman Rep. Robdrt H. Bettisworth
Sen. Frank R. Ferguson Rep. -Hugh Malone

- 3 -
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FISCAL NOTE

Bill/Resolution No. HB H
, Title An act repealing the permanent fund dividend program

Requested by House State Affair"s & Finance*- -5 Date 01-28-83

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Flevenue
Program Category Affected General_Government
BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected Enforcement Division
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
Fy 83 Fy 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 Fy 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL *
400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.

TOTAL ~0~ —0-
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

I1l1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section III)

IV. DATE 01-2G-56 PREPARED BY Mari 1la L. Gemmer, Director
"AGENCY Department ot Revenue e

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE  (907) "65~236C~

ccr Budget and Management

Prii 1 Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/82)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Price”| A



illle act Kepeanng the Permanent Fund Dividend Program
Requested by Date 1/21/83

Il1.""fiscal detail Hhees, - *
Agency Affected Department of Administration
Program Category Affected General Government
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected_

(Note: " If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-
- item amounts and funding for each component in the analysis
section.) -
" EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars) - -
Vr . FYy 83 FY 84\/ FY 85 Fy 86 FY 87 FY 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

.300 CONTRACTUAL ........

400 COMMODITIES-.......

500 EQUIPMENT--7 ** o
600 LAND & STRUCTURES----. -

700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.

TOTAL - (11.0) (@1.5) U2.1) *";r
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars) -
«
GENERAL FUND (U.0) (1.5 (12.1) "o

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

111, ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1I1I)

IV. DATE 1/24/83 PREPARED BY

AGENCY Administration - Finance
PHONE N55-2240

Original: Legislative Finance
cc: e Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) Vy°*

> S mi o
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FISCAL NOTE

legisldF(ef HW «ce hb u

Bill/Resolution No.. o
“Title repealing the permanent fund dividend program

Requested by House State Affairs Committee /mete  1/21/83

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected_ _Revenue
Program Category Affected __ -Ravoaue-Operat-ons
BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected Public Services!
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-itera
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)
Fy 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS ETC.

TOTAL 0. 0. - © —
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

[11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section [Il)

Repeal of the permanent fund dividend program is already reflected
in the Executive Budget.

G oa?
V. DATE 1/27/83 PREPARED BY PA Wall
AGENCY Revenue
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-2393

cc: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/82)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Prid



Bill/Resolution Number: HB "1 o TIr

Title: "An act repealing the permanent fund dividend program; and providing”
for an effective date."

Requested by: House State Affairs Committee® Date: 1/27783"

I1. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected. Department of Revenue
Program Category Affected: Revenue Collection and Management
BRU, Program,, or Subprogram(s) Affected": Administrative Services Div.
(Note: |If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands ef Dollars)
I FY 83 | FYy 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES -
200 TRAVEL _
300 CONTRACTUAL o
400 COMMODITIES o _
500 EQUIPMENT -
600 LAND & STRUCTURES -
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC -

TOTAL -0- | -0- | -0-

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS - 1 - 1
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY
o |

o | o

I11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section 1I1)

The repeal of the Permanent Fund Dividend program has already been reflected in the
Governor®s FY84 Executive Budget.

IV. DATE: PREPARED BY:
1 AGENCY:

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE:

cc:® Office of Management and Budget

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 01/83)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Price



I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution Number: HB 11
Title: An Act repealing the permanent fund dividend program.
Requested by: House State Affairs Committee Date: January 21TT983

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected: Revenue
Program Category Affected: Permanent Fund, Dividend Fund
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected:
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

F FYy 83 I FY 84 | FY 8 | FY 8 | FY 87 I FY 88
| F F
100 PERSONAL SERVICES - i
200 TRAVEL -
300 CONTRACTUAL -
400 COMMODITIES -
500 EQUIPMENT -
600 LAND & STRUCTURES -
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC -

TOTAL -1 -1 - 1

FUNDING (Millions of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND - 1 -

FEDERAL FUNDS -

OTHER (Specify Source) - - 1 -
I
I

POSITIONS
FULL TIME
PART TIME - 1 - - 1
TEMPORARY -1

I1l1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section I11)

The aforementioned amounts reflect no impact since what is propsed 1is, | am
informed by Management and Budget, already implied in the gove nor®s budget.

IV.  DATE: January 24, 1983 PREPARED BY:, Vincent Wright 7/
AGENCY: Revenue - Research

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE:  465-2174

cc: Office of Management and Budget

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 01/83)

OMB Reviewed by: Glen Price'
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Nagka J&ate Plejtelatars

House of Representatives

Committee on Slate Affairs Paxgw
State Ca

itol
Official Business Juneau, Alasﬂa 90811

AGENDA .
DATE: 1/28/83
TIME: 1:00 p.m.
l. Call meeting to Order
A. Note the committee members, present.

B. Welcome those observing the meeting.

C. Remind those who have not signed in to do so. And remind those
giving testimony to speak up and state their name before talking.

1. Announce legislation under consideration:

EO 53 - Creating Office of Budget and Management

HB 11 - Repealing the permanent fund dividend program.

hi

Other notes or reminders:

There is a note in vour file. iSmfe-. to ask Mr. MocDowell from DBM. Lj. <

HSA Form #004



% . Chapter 102

23.085, and %.23.095 as set out in seC 43.23.050(b),
tion of permanent fund dividends durlrt (2) determining the number of permanent fund dividends that would
provisions of AS 43.23 and notwithjtans., n paid during 1982 if sec. 19 of this Act had not taken effect and an

not be enacted into law before the effit. o aate of the number of permanent fund dividends for a prior year under
=V =1.5J.04, and
nont fund for fiscal year 1982 tranaf«—»- (3 dividing the amount determined in (1) of this subsection by
ed for payment of permanent fund dividers stunt determined in (2) of this subsection.
e dividend fund and be used for payrent © \ asq. 25. If secs. 2 -5 and 14 of this Act take effect under the
83 along with the fiscal year 1983 earclrp serytiloni of sec. 27 of this Act, then all other provisions of AS 43.23, as
ferred to the dividend fund, Inch. 21, SLA 1980 and as amended in secs. 8, 10 - 12, and 15 - 17

dend distribution under this section (r it fi* < Act. remain in effect.

AS 43.23 for the years 1979 - 198l. =Sec. 26. Notwithstanding the provisions of AS 43.23.014(c), enacted in
SLA 1980, is repealed. im i of this Act, tAilch require an individual to file an application for
43.23.050(c) are repealed. p .it year permanent fund dividends within one year after reaching 18 years

-014, 43.23.020, 43.23.030, 43.23.040, *i- p H«. an individual may file a claim during 1983 for permanent fund dlvl-
-23.080, 43.23.090, and 43.23.100 are re-  pex for all prior years for which the individual is eligible if that

I-i.rLival has turned 18 years of age on or before the last day for filing an

, 13, and 14 of thio Act are repealed, —mration durirg 1983.
applies only to the determination of the *Sec. 27. Sections 2-5, 14, 23, and 25 of this Act take effect 60 days
ad to be paid in 1983 and applies only I! Kar the date that the United States Supreme Court decides that AS 43.23.010

tributed under sec. 19 of this Act on ot i jrnpid but also decides that AS 43.23.010 would not violate the United
that date, the United States Supreme Ci¥* nweo constitution if the amount of a permanent fund dividend verc doter-

by sccumilated years of residency in the state beginning on or a,fter
ntrary provisions of AS 43.23.030, by 1, 199
of revenue shall give public notice of IS* A g 28, sections 1 and 22 of this Act take effect 60 days after the
dend to be pald in 1983. The careasslcet* L*=f* Crc United States Supreme Court decides that AS 43.23.010 is in-
; because the amount of a permanent fund dividend is determined by accu-
ount of incase of the Alaska permanent f'l sed vyears of residency in the state whether those veers are counted
year 1983 transferred to the dividend f-r- or after January 1, 1979.

-18- 1CS CSSB 842(FIn) am H -19- 11CS CSSB 842(Fin) am NI
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hesrcnsibilitv for Recommendations:

The legislative enactment creating the Alaska Permanent For.d Corporation
mandates that the trustees in their annual report submit their "recommendations
of any needed changes, and any other information the board believes would be of
interest to the Governor, the Legislature, and .the public." (Sec. 37.13 170)

Ondcr present law, this could be the most important contribution by the
trustees. Furthermore, under efficient trust administrntirn while the grantor
(the Legislature) has the responsibility for determining the policy and objectives
of a trust, the trustees (the board) have an obligation to draw cn their
collective experience and submit options and consccuc-nces with decision, in
this case, by the Legislature.

Contrast with Province of Alberta:

when the Alberta legislature created the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, they opted to centralise their oil endowment in one corporation with
broad powers and responsibility for all investments in both profit and non-profit
projects, research, loans, etc. Our Alaskan Legislature has made the decision to
use multiple channels through which the oil revenues are directed. These
channels might be broadly classified as follows:

Operating budget
Capital budget
e.g. educational, public works, etc.

3. Grants to municipalities, boroughs and other authorities.

4. Loan programs (including equity participations) for business and housing.

5. Permanent Fund Corporation
Consequences of Multiple Channels:

The fact that we in Alaska have chosen the multiple route concept does not mean
we can escape from the need for coordination and forward planning of various
operations funded basically from a single source. Else we run the danger of:

1. Overlapping, w.ith more than one agency treating the same problem.

2. Kissing objectives, with worthwhile projects not fur.rfed.

.3. Emphasizing the immediate, with inadequate attention to the long-term
concerns.

4. Substituting public funding for existing private sources of capital.

5. Concentrating on state funding rather than public leadership in getting
local participation.

In the absence of a long-term plan, the Legislature has made a commendable
effort to coordinate and arrange the relative priorities during the course of.
the sessions. However, the policy-making body will always perform, best when free

from operating burdpns.
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v ,A brief review of the Ferhihe.nt Fund as presently constituted should,

not cr.lv identify possible modifications in the Fund itself, but also
evidence why the Fund needs to be coordinated with alternative avenues for

disposition of oil revenues.

Investment Problems:

1.- Because the investment criteria provide only for money instruments,
there is no hedge against inflation.

2. Clarification of policy regarding disposition of current earnings of
the Fund would be beneficial. The law now provides for a 50 percent dividend
distribution to the people of Alaska. If the other 50percent could be retained
in the Fund, these benefits would accrue:

(@ Longer term investments could be made with higher returns.
(b) 1t would facilitate a partial offset to inflation.
(c) Assuming the residentpopulation of Alaska will increase, it would
help maintain the dividend irate aswell as the per capita assetvalue-
of the Fund.
3. There appears to be no investments in Alaska from the Fund, contrary to

the intent of Sec. 37.13.120 (@) ().

Alternative Investment Concepts:

The Legislature has stated that the Fund "Should be used as a savings device"

and its assets "only be used for income-producing investments." It also mandates
the use of the "prudont-man rule." However, an important fact, which necessarily
affects investment thinking, 1is the prospective site ofthe Fund. Latest Department

of Revenue forecasts estimate the Permanent Fund tobe$28 billions by the year
2000. -

Once the concept is accepted that the oil revenues proceed from one source;
that many of the projects authorized by the Legislature ire in principle a type
of permanent funding for the benefit of all Alaskans; then there is no reason why
the total funding cannot bo split with direct grants or loans and participation
reserved to the Permanent Fund.

For example*, if a hydro-powcr project is deemed worthy from a credit and
public standpoint to be funded by the Legislature (oi through its designated agency)
with 50 percent of the cost as a grant, the other 50 percent could be an investment
by t icePermanent Fund. If the Permanent Fu id charged say 101,. the net cost to
the project would be 5k which wruld probably make it viable and ensure a profitable

return to the Fund.



To offset infration, there must D6 a return {0 the Fund that covers the
CPI (Consumer Price Index) escalation plus a normal return for the use of the

funds. This cannot ccmo from interest alone hut requires ar. equity instrument.

Examples are:

(1) Ownership in real estate. This can be in land with a responsible
builder putting up the improvements. A good example 1is the ownership by the
University of Washington of choice, central core real estate 1in Seattle. or

the state could lease, rather than sell, some of the land received from the
Federal government with rentals to the Permanent Fund. Under proper safeguards,
and with most of the money put up by. strong partners, the Fund could take a
position in improvements such as buildings, parking garages, port facilities, etc.
(2) Marketable stocks. Because of the prospective size or the Fund, some
investment must be outside®of Alaska. Any commitment in stocks should be split
among several 1investment advisories with a satisfactory track record to
ensure competition of performance and reduction in risk and regular grading of
the results.
(3) Ownership in natural resources related enterprises. If the gas line is
built, it will probably involve financing by the owner of the gas, namely, the
major oil companies. If they put their money 1in, there should be little risk to
the Fund by taking a combination position of limited debt ar.d equity. The same
principle and safeguards can be applied with respect to financing the extraction.
of gas liquids or an additional refinery. In addition to the equity features, there
are collateral benefits of getting the project underway and ensuring consistency
in state policies of taxation, regulation, etc.
(4) Public service projects.
(€)) It is well known that intra-state communication rates are substantial I
higher than inter-state. Many areas have inadequate service. While the
state could subsidize operating costs, as it has with respect to television
the Fund could make a lim;tcd equity investment in a satellite with-the
lead company 1i.n this field in Alaska.
() power-.-both hydro and fosil fueled--is needed for public benefit.
If public owned, consider matching funds with loeai authorities. If-
privately owned, the same financial strength from the principal owners
should be rt .e;," id as in the .discussion of natural resources. Already
in this memorandum has been pointed out how a combination of grant ar.d loan
from the Fund can help both the project and the Fund.

(c) Water authorities. While Alaska is blessed with a tremendous natural



s for industry, such as fish processors and future mining

residential. Again, the financing can be by a formula using state

and income to" the Fund. Frequently, such water projects can be tied

in with power generation and transmission.

(d) Transportation. Many communities in Alaska need new or expanded

marinas, harbor improvements, and airports. While the Legislature

may wish to fund these projects through direct appropriation or grants,

local participation would justify need and the Fund could be used for

revenue-producing projects. This was the technique used by both the

cities of Anchorage and Kodiak to finance crane installations at their

respective docks, with ultimate payment coming from Sea Land Corporation.
Investment in Alaska:

The foregoing suggestions provide for enlarged, profitable investment in
Alaska with strong safety factors, an oft-mentioned concern of the public. With
the prospective size of the Permanent Fund, a bold, new approach 1is needed to
have any meaningful investment 1in Alaska. This can be accomplished through real
estate, income-related projects, and public service projects. Again, the size of
the Fund will involve outside investment and the basic principles are equally
applicable to the benefit of the Fund.

Frankly, the Fund should be able to follow the lead of our national 1insurance
companies and make private placements.

Summary:

It is apparent that the investmc it restrictions on the management of the
Permanent Fund can be safely and beneficially modified. In so doing, there should
be coordination with other agencies and disbursements of the Legislature. This
will mobilize the funding capabilities of the state and ensure leadership for
bettqr living.

To put this 1in perspective: if a new arrival in Alaska can step off the plane
and acquire a home with over $30,000 in subsidy by the state in interest during the
life of the Ica®n, should wc not stimulate projects that produce 1income, and at the
same time, benefit a broad section of the Alaskan population, many of whom have

lived here all their life?



* 1t would serve as a national model and show we are responsible custodians of
both our land and our wealth. Thus would we best escape being designated as the
"blue-eyec Arabs"™ of the North.

The very success in the public mind cf our handling the Permanent Fund 1in
coordination with other agencies will 1in the long run determine the amount placed
in the Permanent Fund, especially as the General Fund mav run down.

The interrelationship of all the allocations of oil money strongly supports
the principle of long-range planning and budgeting. We need in the state a five-year
and ten-year budget .of cash outflow, especially capital expenditures. This 1is not
as difficult as may first appear.

There are many obvious benefits:

1. Discipline in thinking and computation.
2. A rational basis for allocation of funds.

3. Freedom from pressures on the Legislature.by lobbyists and special-
interest groups.

4. Furnish the extra time tlo the Legislature to exercise its prime public
policy function.

Recommendation:

It is my suggestion that the Legislature make use of the Board of Trustees of
the Alaska Permanent Fund Corporation to serve in this connection as a review body
in a staff position to the Legislature..

The advantages are as follows:

1. The trustees are completely objective with no authority but their ideas.
All decisions must be- made by the Legislature.

2. This procedure does not disturb existing agencies nor alter the multiple
approach to distribution of the oil money.

3. It gives the trustees something meaningful to do. They could thereby
discharge the responsibilities which che public assumes they have.

4. It is cost effective. There would be no need to hire expensive outside
consultants. The facts and considerations are available . The task could be -
accomplished through existing departments and personnel with mininthl aid and

secretarial help.

Elmer Rasmuson



JAY S.{HAMMOND. GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE POUCHS
OFFICE OF WE COMMISSIONER E’EI%IE\EU’(M%Z%H

February 2, 983

The Honorable Mike M. Miller
Alaska State Legislature
House of Representatives
Pouch V

Juneau, AK"99811

Dear Representative Miller:

During my talk last Friday, | alluded tc the fact that there would be
over one billion dollars in bonds (both general obligation and revenue)
sold this coming year. Below is a summary of anticipated sales by agency
and attached is a breakdown of our statistics received from those
agencies involved.

1/1/83 through 7/1/83 through

Agency 6/30/83 6/30/84

Alaska Housing Finance Corporation 350 million 840 million
Alaska Industrial Development Authority 90 million 250 million
Alaska Power Authority none 35 million
Municipal Bond Bank Authority 30 million 45 million
State Bond Committee 80 million none
Total estimated bond sales 550 million 1,170 million

You also asked whether or not the Governor®s alternatives to the
existing Permanent Fund Dividend program would be considered dividends
for purposes of the constitutional State Spending Limit. Those
alternatives, as set out in his Budget Address, are:

Alaska Investment Fund

Revenue Sharing and Municipal Assistance
Longevity Bonus program

Reinvestment in the Permanent Fund itself.

PonpE



The Honorable Mike M. Miller
February 2, 1983
Page 2

The Department of Law is currently researching this matter. It is their
unofficial advice that preliminary research suggests that items 2, 3, and
4 will be considered a dividend. Research is still pending on the Alaska
Investment Fund. As research has not been completed and the Department
has not released an official opinion, you must consider this view
unofficial.

IT there is additional information you need, please do not “estitate
to contact me.

s*

Robert D. Heath
Commissioner of Revenue

RDH:CB:ml1
Attachments

cc: The Honorable Mitchel E. Abood, Chairman
and Committee members
House State Affairs Committe
w/attachments

Glen Price
Management and Budget
w/attachments



Questions submitted to the agencies contacted:

1.

How many millions of dollars of GO and revenue bonds do you estimate
will be sold between 1/1/83 through 6/30/837?

How many millions of dollars of GO and revenue bonds do you estimate
will be sold during FY 84?

What was the interest rate at your last bond sale?

What is the total bonded indebtedness of your agency?



Alaska Housing Finance Corporation

Estimated between 1/1/83 and 6/30/83:
A. Taxable: 150 million dollars
B. Veteran®"s GO: 100 million dollars

C. Tax exempt: 100 million dollars

Estimated during FY 84:

A. Taxable: 500 million dollars (1st mortgage)
15 million dollars (2nd mortgage)

B. Veteran®s GO: 225 million dollars
Note: Authorized to sell 400 million dollars by 12/30/84

C. Tax exempt: 100 million dollars
TOTAL estimated- bonds to be sold: 1,190 Million
A. Taxable: 11.6750 True interest cost
12.6700 Cast of funds

B. Veterans: 8.7273 True interest cost
9.4000 Gout of funds

C. Tax exempt: 10.550 True interest cost
11.220 Cost of funds
The Corporation®s lending activities are:
$2,490,125,000 issued in total

$2,443,615,000 outstanding as of 1/1/83



ALASKA INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

Estimated between 1/1/83 and 6/30/83:
A. Revenue: 40 million dollars

B. GO: 50 million dollars

Estimated during FY 84:
A. Revenue: 100 million dollars
B. GO: 150 million dollars

TOTAL estimated bonds to be sold: 340 Million

A. Revenue: variable from issue toissue

B. GO: 11.23 True interest cost (average)

The Corporation®s lending activities are:

GO: $101,325,000 issued in total
Revenue: $310,000,000 issued in total

GO: $ 90,000,0000utstanding as of 1/1/83
Revenue: unavailable at this time



ALASKA POMER AUTHORITY

Estimated between 1/1/83 and 6/30/33:
A. Variable demand rates: none

B. GO: none

Estimated during FY 84:
A. Variable demand rates: none
B. GO: 35 million dollars
TOTAL estimated bonds to be sold: 35 Million
A.  VDR: Tax Exempt Mote Rate + 1/4 of 1% = approx 9% quarterly
Earned interest in investments estimated at 11%
B. GO: Variable rate not tax exempt
Earned interest iIn investments estimated at 13%
The Corporation®s lending activities are:
Variable rate demand notes: $165 Million issued

GO: $35 mill ion issued



Municipal Bond Bank Authority

Note: FY 82 actual was $48,500,000 issued of both types
Estimated between 1/1/83 and 6/30/83:
A. Revenue: none

B. GO: 30 million dollars

Estimated during FY 84:
A. Revenue: 15 million dollars
B. GO: 30 million dollars

TOTAL estimated bonds to be sold: 75 Million

A. Revenue: 10.34 True interest cost

B. GO: 10.34 True interest cost

The r.orporationJs lending activities are:
$130,000,000 issued in total

$122,000,000 outstanding



STATE BOND COMMITTEE

Total State bonded indebtedness (debt to maturity): $1,435,716,090*
Interest Rate at next bond sale: calculate at 9% for 10 year period
Anticipated Sales this year: 80 million dollars

interest rate at last bond sale ($185 M on 10/20/82) at 7.73%

1. Estimated between 1/1/83 and 6/30/83:

Tax exempt: 80 million dollars

2. Estimated during FY 84:

Tax exempt: none authorized excluding the Veteran®s GO Bonds
mentioned in item 4 below.

TOTAL estimated bonds to be sold: 80 Million

3. Tax exempt: 8.73 True interest cost

4. The Corporation®s lending activities are:

Authorized GO Bonds: $1,400,550,500

Issued GO Bonds: $1,319,057,000
Unissued GO Bonds: $81,493,500
Outstandi ng; $1,007,898,000

Note: The ,74 figures do not include the November, 1982 authorization of
400 million to purchase mortgages for qualifying vets as these are
mortgage revenue bonds (see AHFC report) which are, however,
unconditionally guaranteed as a general obligation of the State. $50
million of these were sold 1/26/83






FISCAL NOTE

. REOUEST
Bill/Resolution Mo. House Bill No. 11! L
« Title "An Act repealing the permanent fund dividend program; and
Requested bv House State Affairs Date 1-16-83 "providing
for an '
1. FISCAL DETAIL . effective date
Agency Affected Office of the Gove”no-T-
Program Category Affected Division of Elections
BRU, Program, Or Subprogram(s) Affected p-iy-ic-jon ~f rigptions
(Note: If more than one budget component is affectea, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88
100 PERSONAL SERVICEL
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC.
TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- ~0- -0-
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUNL'
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)
POSITIONS None
FULL TIME
PART TIME
TEMPORARY
[11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section Ill)
No additional fiscal impact 1is anticipated. The Division of
Elections already prepares a microfiche listing of all persons
who have registered to vote in this state. This list 1is
generated from a magnetic tape compatible with Department of
Administration data processing equipment.
V. DATE 1-18-83 PREPARED 3Y Danith D. Arnoldt . Deputy Pi *per.tnr>

AGENCY Office of the Governor. Div. of Electic
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 586-6181
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/82)




LFr-ISEATURE 8?

FISCAL NOTE 0 Expenditure Type
| | Revenue Type

I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No. he 11
3*™ 6— An Acl repealing the permanent fund Hiv-Mont- p-mg-ram.
Requested by House State Affairs Date 1-19-83
[I. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected,. Department of Public Safpfv

Program Category Affected Life and Property Protection

BRU, Program, Of Subprogram(s) Affected T)riwr/Vp}n>lp Sprvirpa

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item
amounts and funding for each component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 Fy 87 Fy 88

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS,CLAIMS,ETC

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS n
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME
PART TIMS ©
TEMPORARY

[11. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instruction, Section III)

This would have no fiscal impact on Division of Motor Vehicles.

Office of "lanaga7x™""(nd Budget
Reviewed by: MikefMaher, Program Budget Analyst
Division of Budget Review

[V. DATE January 1Q, IQR3 PREPARED BY Bill Brown Phone 46S5-4335
DIVISION Motor Vehicles Initials r
Orlglnal Leg|slative Finance <« DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETYfA~t/Initials
get and Management * ~T7 I M
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) y

33-001- (Rev. 12/82)



NOTE REGARDING THE FOLLONING FRAVE(S) ON FUCROFIUL:
COVPLETE DOQUIB™IT IS AVAILABLE IN CRIGINAL FILES,
TITLE PAGE ONLY HAS BEEN FILfED.
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