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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA N1
198 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bn Jsor R 9

Revision Date:

(H) Publish Date: 2/3/93

Department Affected: Office of the Governor

Title:  Amendment to the Constitution RE: prohibiting imposition of taxation BRU: Division of Elections

without voter approval

Component: General and Primary Elections

Sponsor Representative Martin

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 22

Requestor.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:

OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUND SOURCE:

FUNDING:

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1006 GF/MHT1A
OTHER

TOTAL
POSTONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

FY 94 FY 95 FY 98 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
0 0 0 0 0 0
a 0 a 0 0 a
|T 0 0 0 0 a
0 0 a 0 0 0
0 0 a 0 0 0
0 a a 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 a
IT 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 a a 0
0 0 g 0 0 0
0 0 a a 0
O 0 O a a a
T 0 0 0 0 0
0 a 0 a 0 a
0 0 0 0 0 a
0 a a 0 a 0
IT 0 0 0 0 a
a 0 0 a 0

0 0 a 0 0
0 a 0 a 0

Estimate of current year (FY93) ingrecT O

ANALYSIS: (Attacft a separate page i necassary.mtis figure cavers cast of inclusion of information about this issue in the Official Elections
Pamphlet as required by AS 15.58, and pragramming for DataVote counting of votes cast on the measure. However, only 4 measures can be printed
on a single ballot card. Should this measure require printing an additional ballot csrd. the fiscal impact would ha 5L:.4.

Prepared by: Chariot E. TTiidtstun. Qirector Phone 46S4611
Division: ~ Oivision of Elections A . Q»tyMin5/93

Approved by Commissioner:

It Governor John B. Caohili”_—

Agency:  Office of the Lt. Governor
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FISCAL NOTE . -

STATE OF ALASKA ﬁﬂt e 2%/93
198 LEGISLATIVE SESSION \p=Fubiish Date: _ 273193
Revision Oata: Oept. Affected:  Revenue

Title: Prohibiting the imposition of state personal income taxation, state ad BRU: Revenue Operations

valorem taxation on real property, or state retail sales taxation without the approval.. ~ Component: Income A Excise Aucit
Sponsor Representative Martin

Requestor: Representanve Mamn COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 113
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Oollars)

OPERATING FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

3UPPUES

EQUIPMENT

LANO ASTRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING 00 00 00 00 00 00

CAPTTAL

REVENUE FUND SOURCE: i
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receiots
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Proaram Receiots
'006 GF/MHTIA

Other '
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0

POSITIONS: -

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY93) impact: S O(D

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separata page it necessary)
The requirement of voter approval prior to the implementation of certain taxes has no operating budget impect on the Department of Revenue.

Prepared by: Phone: -165-2300
Qivision: Commissioner's"31fica\ /n SS Data: 1/1593
Approved by ( Darrel J. Rexwinkel /T/¢c Date: 1/1593

Agency:

Revenue / :
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HOME
ELECTIVE DISTRICT 14 REP. TERRY MARTIN 355 DONNA DR., #11

ELMENDORF A.F.B.
ANCHORAGE, AK 99504
EAST ANCHORAGE PHONE: 333-6990

GOVERNMENT HILL

DURING SESSION

P.0. BOX V

STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
JUNEAU, AK 99811

Alaska House of Representattives PHONE: 465-3783

Sponsor Summary
HJR9

Requiring the approval of the voters for the
imposition of state income tax, state ad valorem
tax on real property, or state retail sales taxation

HJR 9is intended to prevent exorbitant and disproportionate taxes
from harming Alaskan residents. Taxation, whether of income,
property, or retail merchandise, is not the answer to increasing state

revenues.
Need for Legislation

At present, Alaskans enjoy paying the lowest annual tax per
household in the nation, averaged in our state at $1,632. Nationwide,
the movement to prevent legislatures from implanting tax hikes is
spiraling upward. The most recent states to have eliminated the
ability of legislatures to impose tax increases without popular vote
are: Arizona, Florida, Idaho, Michigan, Colorado, and Oklahoma. The
latter two actually require a supermajority to approve any tax

increases.

These advances in the elimination of unwarranted taxation are
indicative of the national trend. In Alaska, voters are extremely
apprehensive about new and elevated taxes. The general viewpoint
has been to work in conjunction with the legislature, rather than to
grant them full autonomy over taxation. HJR 9would transfer the
final authority of statewide taxation from the legislature to the
citizenry.



ELECTIVE DISTRICT 14 rep. TERRY MARTIN

ELMENDORF A.F.B.
EAST ANCHORAGE
GOVERNMENT HILL

# 1

Alaska House of Represerttatives

Sectional Analysis

HIR 9

Requiring the approval of the voters for the
imposition of state income tax, state ad valorem
tax on real property, or state retail sales taxation

Section 1

HOME

355 DONNA DR., #11
ANCHORAGE, AK 99504
PHONE: 333-6990

DURING SESSION

P.0. BOXV

STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
JUNEAU, AK 99811
PHONE: 465-3783

Amends Article IX, sec. 1of the Constitution of the State of Alaska by
prohibiting any imposition of state income tax, ad valorem taxation
on real property, or retail sales tax, without the approval of the voters

of the state.

Section 2.

Places the amendment proposed by the resolution before the voters

throughout the state in the next general election.



Fiscal

Tax and spending issues are perennial favorites in the initiative states.

This year IS no exception.

Scott Mackev

broad range of fiscal matters will

whether or not to give the governor al-
most unilakeral control over the budget

be before the voters in at least IS
states this month. Issues range in im-process if the Legislature fails to meet

portance from easing debt restrictions
on local governments to a major transfer
in budget authority from the legislature
to the governor.

Unlike previous years when fiscal
ballot initiatives primarily sought to
limit taxes and spending, this
year's proposals include
nearly an equal number of
measures that would increase
taxes or change the mix of
revenue sources to make the
state's tax system more pro-
gressive.

State voters will make de-
cisions on budget process re-
forms, state lotteries, liberaliz-
ing fiscal restrictions on local govern-
ments, and property tax relief. With this
mix 1992 may not be the "tax revolt"
year that some observers predicted in
the wake of widespread state tax in-
creases in 1990 and 1991.

Budget Process Reforms

Citizens in five states—California,
Connecticut, Florida, Missouri and
Rhode Island—will vote on changes in
the legislative budget process. The
most significant change could be in Cal-
ifornia, where voters will decide

Scott Mackev specializes in state and local tax is-
sues for NCSt.

e L es Noventer 152

certain deadlines.

Legislatures in Connecticut and
Rhode Island have placed constitutional
amendments before the voters that
would impose new limits on state
spending. The Rhode Island measure is

Colorado voters could conceivably
approve tax increases and a tax

limitation on the same ballot.

modeled after Delaware's law, which
limits general fund appropriations to
98 percent of the revenue estimate and
requires additional revenues to be
placed in a "rainy day fund."” Fund
balances could be used for repayment
of debt service or capital construction
projects only if they exceed 3 percent of
the revenue estimate. The Connecticut
proposal would limit state spending to
the percentage increase in inflation or
state personal income, whichever is
greater. The General Assembly could
override the limit with a three-fifths
vote and an emergency declaration by
the governor.

Florida voters will decide whether to

Issues Crowd November Ballots

approve astatutory "Taxpayers' Bill of
Rights" similar to those in 13 other
states. Another measure would place
new restrictions on Florida's budget
process, such as requiring a three-day
layover between committee approval
and floor consideration of appropriation
bills. Missouri voters will decide
whether to create a constitutionally pro-
tected "rainy day fund."

Limitations on Legislative Tax Powers
Voters in Arizona and Colorado will
decide whether to place new restric-
tions on the legislature’s ability to raise
taxes. The Arizona measure would re-
quire a two-thirds legislative vote for
tax increases; tax measures vetoed bv
the governor would require a three-
fourths majority to override. In
Colorado, an initiative would
require voter approval for any
new tax increases unless they
were adopted by a two-thirds
legislative vote.

If these initiatives are ap-
proved, Arizona and Colorado
would join seven other states
with supermajority require-
ments for tax increases. Voters

in Oklahoma approved a three-fourths
supermajority requirement in a Septem-
ber referendum.

Property Tax Changes

Property tax limitations will be on
the ballot in Colorado, Florida, Idaho
and Michigan. The Colorado initiative
would require voter approval for prop-
erty tax increases above certain limits,
while the Florida initiative would limit
assessment increases to 3 percent per
year. Similar to California's Prop fition
13, assessments would be brought up to
market value when the home is sold or
substantial renovations are completed.

The Idaho initiative calls for a cap on /

Y



t taxes at 1 percent of market
A/hile Idaho is generally a low
tax state, there are certain areas
iroperty tax payments greatly
his 1 percent cap. These areas
ie forced to roll back property

:ompeting initiatives will be on
3t in Michigan. The "cut and
posal, sponsored by the gover-

nor, would roll back school taxes by 30
percent and limit future assessment in-
creases to 3 percent annually. Another
measure, referred to the voters by the
Legislature, would limit annual in-
creases in state equalized valuation to
the inflation rate or 5 percent, whichev-
er is lower.

Four other states have property tax
measures on the ballot. Kansas voters

Creating and editing
indexes for all your
legal publications

may look impossible. Not with The Index Editor

will decide whether to amend the
stitution to allow the Legislature t
ate a classified assessment sy:
which allows different types of pro
to be valued for tax purposes atd
ent levels. The state constitution
contains a uniformity clause tha
quires all property to be treatec
same. Voters in Arkansas, Calif*
and Oklahoma will consider lir

The Incex Eciitar® = | sofoware system designed specifically oo creace and edic indexes

to law relaced materials. Its feacures include:
* Unlimiced size and number of indexes . . . ,
* On-line editing of index entries, with changes instantly incorporated inco the inclex
* Numeric search, list, and e
* Glohal search and replace

The Index Eclitar* family of products are available by calling:

AR R A Y
INCORPORATED

software marketing
& development

The Commerce Building A lite
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Governors Take Proposals to the’Peoplelffiljlig

overnors'in three states, unable to ....
‘ win legislative support for their fis-

gendas, are seeking to bypass the
Jlegislature with initiatives'on the No-

.vember ballot.".Voters in California, Co | - .

orado and Michigan will decide major

lowing.fiscal.year.-gl-.The ;governor.,. ey during the 1980s that 'hey cannot af: i

.would also have the option of vetoing ;V ford now./ While theTegislature hasj

budget bills that meet the June 15 dead- ~/boosted school funding.substantially, j

: line in order to create the "fiscal emer-\>V the state has not fully-funded. the.;in®

gency". that would give him these ex- r .;creases required by the 1988 law.’r:Sr~t5:
panded powers. A-" Michigan voters will decide whether.1

j.tax and budget questions that could al-yy . - The Wilson initiative would also cut-i™*.to" approve ;a™30; percentTfollbaclc iii.»

ter their)states'~fiscal slandscape for rE,welfare grants by.25 percent. And as a

Vmahy.years tocome. 'mi- -fy

2v.i-in California, Governor Pete Wilson
sisseekingvoter approval of a measure
ethat would substantially alter the.bal-
ance of power between the legislature
and the executive in the budget process.
Not surprisingly, the Legislature would
come out on the short end of the stick;
The measure would reduce the time for
legislative consideration of the budget
by nearly two'months.
quire the Legislature to submit the
budget bill to the governor by June 15
and require that the budget be signed
into law by July 1. Failure to meet
these deadlines would trigger "fiiscal
emergency" powers that would give

would suspend lawmakers® (and the
governor's) pay "between July. 1 and
esuch time as the budget ispassed and.-, -. assessments to 3 percent annually. The'j
msigned into law. -

- tax increase to boost state funding for
K-12 education,'so he launched an ini- - m#ion on assessment increases would not
tiative crusade, k ballot measure.» m-..
sored by Romerwould increase; the-

- state sales tax from 3 percent to a per-
cent and earmark the proceeds for edu-
cation. >

It would re-'

7.school .property taxes -proposed *by 4

j3*%5at the Legislature, the initiative .p' ~Goyefnor John Engler! Governor En-.1

it! gler's "cut and cap"..initiative, would al- ]
-sp limit the future growth in property

" 7 yyjjl- initiative requires the state to make up'\

Colorado Governor Roy Romer was., r.ylocal school revenues, lost because ofj
unable to win legislative approval fora/di); the 30 percent rollbacks However, rev-:]
.’='e'nues lost due to the 3 percent limita- |
rbe-reimbursed through state aid. 'En- i
2gler argues that idichigan's property -
; tax burden, which is among the highest !
2in the country, is hurting small busi-;;
- 'nesses and is responsible:for Michi-»

A school finance reform bill enacted - e'gan's chronically high unemployment.1;
in 1988 committed Colorado to major < ™.Opponents, mcluding’state .teachers'."]
increases in school funding in the early groups, counter that Engler's.argument ;i

the governor almost unilateral control- "'1990s. The state finds itself in the same ;*%is a red herring and.that.the initiative j
over program expenditures for the fol- /..boat as others that promised K-12 nion™ ?;£.would devastate s<xbdls'w;™a/S%"c::"..i

property tax exemptions.

Liberalizations of Local Tax Restrictions

Not all of the ballot measures will re-
strict taxes and spending. Voters in Ari-
zona will decide whether to relax
spending and debt restrictions on local
governments. Missouri citizens will
vote on allowing local governments to
pass tax increases with a four-sevenths
majority instead of a two-thirds majori-
ty. Honda voters will decide whether to
give counties the authority to levy a
penny sales tax.

In California, a broad tax increase
package would significantly weaken the
portion of Proposition 13 that limits tax-
es on business property. The current
law limits assessment increases for busi-
ness property to 2 percent annually, un-
less the business is sold or substantially
renovated. The proposed ballot mea-
sure would require business property to
be reassessed at full market value every
three years, unless the business could

Sale leyslatures Noventer 192

prove that 50 percent of its stock had
not changed hands during the 3-year
period. Passage of this initiative could
provide local governments in California
with between S550 million and SI .2 bil-
lion in new revenue in FY 1994.

whether to increase taxes on business
property by liberalizing the property tax
limits approved in 1990. Under the pro-
posal,
schools would be limited to 2 percent of
market value. The cap under current
law, once fully phased in, is 0.5 percent
of value.

Tax Increases and Tax Shifts

Arkansas, California, Colorado, Massa-
chusetts, North Dakota and Oklahoma.
Included are cigarette lax increases
(Arkansas and Massachusetts), sales tax
increases (Colorado and North Dakota),
and Medicaid provider taxes (Okla-
homa). California's "soak the rich™ ini-

tiative would raise personal income tax
rates and most business taxes while re-
ducing sales taxes by a quarter-cent and
repealing the sales tax on candy and
snack foods. Itwo Id also reinstate the
renter credit for higher income renters.

A South Dakota initiative would cre-
ate a new personal and corporate income
tax with graduated rates ranging from 2
percent to 5 percent. Itwould also repeal
the sales tax on food, clothing and utili-
ties and roll back property taxes.

The broad range of fiscal initiatives
on the 1992 ballot defy sweeping gener-
alizations. In Colorado, for example,
voters could conceivably approve tax
increases and a tax limitation on the
same ballot. Arizona voters could liber-
alize local tax restrictions at the same
time that they severely restrict state tax
options. What seems dear is that gover-
nors and citizens of some states are
moving to circumvent the legislature in
ways that threaten the legislative role.in
budgeting and policymaking. il

3

In Oregon, voters will decide

business property taxes for

Tax increases will be on the ballot in
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HOWTO STOP PAYING 40% OF YOUR INCOME INTAXES
What's more, you couid be paying 50%'by the end of the decade.

SMARTWAYSTO STAYAHEAD OFTHEFErS by Teresa Tritch

These money-saving strategies willwork now—and through the '90s.

mBox: How to find agreat taxpro (and why it’shard). Page 83

SURPRISING TACTICSTO CUTSTATETAXES byDeborah Lohse
State and local taxes have been climbing 11% faster than the
federal bill; you can save a lotwith these little-known tips.
mTable: How your state taxes rank against the others. Page 90

SLASHING THE TAXES ONYOUR HOME byMarguerite T. Smith
In many piaces. perhaps 50% of all properry-tax assessments are
flat-outwrong. Correcting such errors can saveyou 10% or more.
mTable: How property taxes in 100 localities compare.Page 99
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TODAY’S 11 TOP UTILITY STOCKS byJew Gilbert

With CD yieldsatapa’hetic 3%, check outthese topnotch electric

utilities. They pay 5% so 7% and promise solid growth.

THEPERILS OFASECtND MARRIAGE byJohn Manners
Here’swhathappened vhenBob and Gloria Soleim brought
children, assets and prit rcommitments to theirwedding.

WHATTO ASK YOUR LIFE INSURANCEAGENT byCarlaA. Fried
Getstraight answers to these queries before you buy a poiicy.

BROKER-SOLD FUNDSWORTH THE PRICE byGaryBelsky
Despite theirup-front fees, these 14 funds are such stunning
performers thatthey stillcould beatcomparable no-load funds.

1993 FOLDOUTTRAVEL CALENDAR by Sandy Sheehy
The best places to go for high-value vacations each month this
year—featuring treks, trains, trails, tennis and where to loaf.

DEPARTMENTS

EDITOR’S NOTES It’snow bank depositor beware. Page5
YOURLETTERS You clamor for repeal of anewwithholding tax. Page 9
READERS’ POLL Tell us howyouwould cut the deficit. Page 15
NEWSLINE How Clinton's early changes will affect you. Page 18
BANKING SCORECARD Ducking the higher home-buying fees. Page 35
FUND WATCH The way to make money injunk bonds. Page 49

WALL STREET Where new blood may deliver 60%-plus returns. Page 65
MONEY HELPS Marlys Harris answers your questions. Page 145
MONEY PRO Shoot for 23% with these stocks. Page 149

FORECAST Four splendid inexpensive stocks. Page 152
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TELL US YOUR IDEAS.
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could risk having New York State and City insist
that they are due taxes on your interest, dividends
and capital gains as well as the income from your
job. While New Jersey will give you acredit for the
New York taxes, your final bill will be the same as if
you lived in Manhattan.

It can be difficult to prove thatyou aren’t actually
aresident of the high-tax state even though you own
a home there. The reason: If you spend more than
halfthe year in the high-tax state, you meet the defi-
nition of resident used by many states. You can tty
to prove otherwise by, say, showing thatyou vote in
the otherstate, registeryourcar there and belong to
social clubs and send your kids to schools there. But
fewer and fewer revenue-hungry states accept such
evidence as conclusive. In the end, you may have to
either pay up or give up your second home. “Domii-
cile isastate of mind,” says Gattegno, "but the bur-
den of proofisall vours.”
mlf you’'re married, don't automatically file a standard
joint state return. Ten states (Arkansas, Delaware,
lowa; Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Tennessee and Virginia) and the District
of Columbia give aspecial break to married couples
in which both spouses have income and file a joint
federal retum. These states let a couple calculate
each spouse’s state tax separately -a: I'we- effec-
tive rates than if they filed jointly—and file a
so-called joint-separate retum. For example, a Vir-
ginia couple with one spouse earning 540,000 and
the other 520,000, two children and 510,000 in item-
ized deductionswould pay a 1992 state tax 0fS2,434
by filing jointly. With ajoint-separate retum, how-
ever, the couple would pay only $2,204, a 5230 sav-
ing. "Two-earner couples should calculate their
taxes both ways to find the lower tax,” advises
Kenneth Zemsky, a partner with Ernst & Young
in New York City.
mlLook into triple-tax-exempt bonds. If you're in the
28% federal tax bracket or higher and live in a state
with heavy income taxes, you might consider buying
municipal bonds issued in your home state. That's
because they are triple-tax-free: Any income they
generate is exempt from federal, state and local
taxes. (Only Indiana, Utah and, in some cases,
North Dakota exempt income from other states’
munis.) For example, Fidelity's New York Tax-
Free High-Yield Fund, which, despite its name, in-
vests primarily in investment-grade bonds, is 100%
tax-exempt for residents of New York State. For
top-bracket taxpayers—a combined effective rate
0f39.51% if they live in New York City—the fund’s
current 5.39% vyield is equivalent to 8.91% from a
taxable investment. (For more about investing in
municipal bonds, see page 82.)
mConsider investing in Treasury securities. While in-
come from Treasury bills, notes and bonds is taxed
federally, it is free of all state and local taxes. You
can buy Treasuries direct from the Federal Reserve

D MNEY JANURY BB

i;ourlourthmnnarstu'dy of

Tha table at right lists tha - 7!
; hx load of a family that

0 .WorthDakota= Bgze'dr

12. Abbamal
13 Louisiana rlr'

"earned $72,385 in 1992, pitta™~ C-,14 Mississippi™
$2,782 inintaraat, $4S5inj2:M™ V-1s

dividends and $1,472 in capi-

tal gaina. They apant $35,112 “<.
on food, clothing, preacrip- ;-rl'

. tion drug*, household goods,

s new car ($12,458) and other'

items. Their two autos eon-

sumed 1,912 gallons of gas.

.. Tha first two columns show
' each state's rank and the fam-

ily's combined bill for state

and local income, sales, prop-

erty and gas taxes. Tha third

column grades each state an Vv

. the likelihood of tax in-
creases in 1993 or 1994, ac-
cording to tax experts: A, no
major tax hikes axpactad

x(seven states); B, moderate "-2

chance (16): C, strong prob-
ability (15); and D, bast bat
(13). Property taxes are esti-
mates of this family's bill In
each state. Tax ratas in the
comments column are for
couples filing jointly in 1992.

All atata income tax eati-
mataa ware provided by tha
state and local tax group of
Ernat & Young, tha Interna-
tional accounting and man-
agement consulting firm.

—Dbeborah Lohse
%Féﬁu rces: Varr inc.: AFG'O)/
[l by Ciiiisnt for for Justics

and ih Injuful* on Taaonon and Eco*
no»n< Policy Notes: ‘Additional local in
cams *a, may also ba asisissd. * Local
incomt lot colcafaitd on stats rsium.
““Mons" msons slats imocsss no, aeam

rat; "0" msons no 108 aopliss to 100VIS
orcmid hsir.

16 West\iiginia
17 . Missouril

18 South Carolina
19 Arisons
,.'20 Indians'

21 Kentuckyl
22 Montana

23 Oklahoma
24 Kans

25 Pennsylvania
26 lowal

27 ' Arkansas

28 lllinois

29 Virginia

'30 North Carolina
31" Colorado m
32 Georgia

-3 Newlay
34 Michiganl
35 California
36 Idaho

37 Nebraska

38 Ohio

39 Utah

40 Vermont

41 Hawaii

42 Minnesota
43 Rhodelsland
44 Connecticut
45 Oregon

48 Maryland!
47 Maine

48 Massachusetts
49 Wisconsin

AL
i-v -

50 District of Columbia

51 NewYorkl

Compiled by Kirsten Chancellorand

Deborah Lohse
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CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, MY NAME IS RESA JERREL, AND
| AM THE STATE DIRECTORFOR NATIONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT
BUSINESS - NFIB/ALASKA. | AM HAPPY TO BE HERETODAY TO TESTIFY IN
FAVOR OF HJR 9.

NFIB/ALASKA |S COMPRISED OF 5,000 SMALL AND INDEPENDENT
BUSINESS OWNERS.  THE LEGISLATIVE AGENDAOF NFIB/ALASKA 1S
DETERMINED BY OURBALLOT. THE BALLOT IS OUR ANNUAL POLL OF OUR
MEMBERS ON A SERIES OF ISSUES DEEMED CRITICAL TO SMALL BUSINESS.

A MAJORITY VOTE, OF THE MEMBERS IN RESPONSE TO THE POLL, SETS OUR
POLICY AND POSITION ON LEGISLATIVE ISSUES. WE THEN SHARE THE
RESULTS OF OUR POLL WITH THE LEGISLATURE AND ADMINISTRATION. THERE
IS NOT ENOUGH SPACE ON THE ANNUAL POLL TO PLACE EVERY POSSIBLE ISSUE
BEFORE OUR MEMBERS. THEREFORE, WE ALSO USE THE PREVIOUS YEARS
BALLOT RESULTS AS GUIDANCE ON ISSUES.

ALTHOUGH WE HAVE NOT POLLED OUR MEMBERS ON THIS SPECIFIC
RESOLUTION, WE DO HAVE RESULTS ON THE ISSUE OF TAXES THAT GIVES US A
VERY GOOD IDEA OF WHERE THEY STAND.

ON THE 1993 STATE BALLOT THE MEMBERS OVERWHELMINGLY VOTED,
(93X) TO REDUCE STATE GOVERNMENT SPENDING BEFORE INCREASINGPRESENT
TAXES OR IMPOSING ~ NEW TAXES.

ALSO, IN 1990 THE MEMBERS VOTED CLEARLY TO REJECT, (BOX) THE
REINSTATEMENT OF THE STATE PERSONAL INCOME TAX.

NFIB/ALASKA THANKS YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THIS
LEGISLATION. IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS | WOULD BE HAPPY TO TRY AND

ANSWER THEM.





