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Sponsor Statement

HJR 2
“Proposing amendments to the Constitution ofthe State of Alaska
relating to the duration ofregular sessions ofthe legislature ai dto a
biennial state budget.”

In an effort to promote efficiency and effectiveness in state government, | have introduced HIR2.
HJR2 proposes amendments to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to a biennial state
budget. In the first year of a two-year legislative session the Governor would propose and the
Legislature would adopt a budget for the next two fiscal years. The second year of the session
would be freed up for other legislation and be limited to 60 consecutive days.

As it currently stands, the state budget process is a tedious annual event. This process involves
hearings, debates, and closeouts with considerable time spent by the various departments drafting
their budgets. Once the agencies have prepared a budget, they must defend and revise, with little
time for actual implementation before they start all over again preparing for the next year. A
biennial budget would allow agencies to devise their budgets for two fiscal years, giving more time to
implement the budget and allow for advanced planning initiatives. This would result in cost

efficiencies and greater productivity overall.

With a biennial budget, the “off-year” would then be focused on legislative issues and prioriues
other than the budget. The off-year length of the session could be significantly reduced from 120
days to just 60 days and be a further cost savings to the state. It should be noted that HIR2 does
not limit other legislation to just the off-year, it would be business as usual with the exception that

the budget would be tackled during the first year.

As aresource state, we recognize that Alaska’s annual revenue is a moving target. HIJR2 responds to
this by allowing for a supplemental budget during the off year as needed, without going through the

expense and hassle of a full budget review.

Each year the idea of smaller, smarter government is addressed by the legislature and each year more
concepts have been considered and adopted. With a move toward privatization, results-based
government, and consolidation of services, we are malting progress in that direction. Passage of
HJR2 would continue that success.
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THE AXLIAMCE

... for responsible evelopment of Alaska's Qil, Gas & Mineral Resources
January 25, 2001

Representative Lisa Murkowski
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801

RE: House Joint Resolution 2, Biennial State Budget

Dear Representative Murkowski:

I understand that HJR 2 is on the agenda for discussion in the House State
Affairs Committee. On behalf of the Alaska Support Industry Alliance (The
Alliance) 1’d like to offer the following comments in support of this House

Joint Resolution.

The Alliance is a statewide, non-profit trade organization representing over
50 businesses, organizations and individuals that provide goods and services
in support of oil and gas exploration, development and production.
Collectively our members employ 29,000 people; 25,000 of those are
permanent residents of the state.
Vv

Since its inception in 1979, The Alliance has advocated a balanced state
budget. We believe state government should do business like a business and
investigate new ideas that would allow the public sector to do more with less -
be more efficient and effective in planning and executing our state budget and
budget: process. Budgetaiy efficiency would send a message to potential
investors that Alaska has a solid and sound fiscal plan, and that its “house is in
order - a good place to do business.”

Specifically, The Alliance believes that a two-year budget cycle could result

in the following:

» An opportunity for more effective aeency planning. A biennial budget
would be conducive to developing proactive spending habits instead of
reactive spending dialogue.

« The opportunity to analyze state programs based on performance and
results, prior to yearly budget appropriations.
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»

The potential for a shortened legislative session. The budget typically takes an enormous
amount of time to hammer out. By undergoing the full process every other year, we could
save state dollars and resouro

Greater utilization of all ou lesislators and their expertise. Traditionally, the Senate and
House Finance committees are made up of the more senior members of each body. The
House Finance Committee members serve on no other committee. In many cases, we are
missing their valuable input, wisdom and vast experience in creating other critical legislation.
A two-year process would afford all legislators time to focus their attentions - one year on

budget, the next on legislation.

Flexibility to address emergency needs or supplementary requirements. A biennial budget
process would not preclude supplemental budget considerations due to circumstances of

need. These could be addressed on a case-by-case basis.

Twenty states have already adopted a biennial budget process. That’s a good indication that other
states are “thinking outside of the box.” We believe that Alaskan must also embrace new ways of
thinking, and for this reason, we encourage the legislature to continue dialogue on the biennial

budget process.

The Alliance further believes that all measures should be considered with an open mind, whether
it be results-based budgeting, consolidation of government programs, elimination of non-
essential services, use of a two-year budget cycle, and/or privatization of some government
functions. Ultimately our goal must be to begin to live within our means.

Sincerely,

General Manager
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February 13, 2001

Representative Lisa Murkowski
State Capitol
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Murkowski,
Re: Support of State biennial budget

The members of the Alaska Municipal League and the Alaska Conference of Mayors
voted in November, 2000 to support a state biennial budget as part of our top legislative
priority to “adopt a long-range fiscal plan.” (See attached AML/ACoM Legislative

Platform)

HJR 2 that proposes voter consideration of a constitutional amendment’to adopt a
biennial budget and reduce the length of the legislative session to 60 days in non-budget
years. This appears to be a reasonable approach. According to the National League of
Cities, western states with populations and economies similar to Alaska (North Dakota,
South Dakota, Wyoming) all have biennial budgets with shorter sessions in non-budget
years. South Dakota, and Wyoming have 40-day legislative sessions in budget years, with
35/20 day sessions respectively in non-budget years. The North Dakota legislature can
meet a maximum of 80 days over two years and can allocate the time between the years

as needed.

While Alaska’s major revenue source is volatile, the purpose of a long-range fiscal plan
is to create more stability. Therefore, a biennial budget may add to stability of seiVvices
while allowing for annual modifications as necessary.

Juneau is in its third cycle of biennial budgeting. Craig Duncan, Finance Director, spoke
highly of time savings, and acceptance by the assembly. The assembly still has the ability
to fine tune the budget each year, or make major changes if necessary.

Executive Director

Cc: AML Board of Directors and Legislative Committee

Member of the National League of Cities and the National Association of Counties



THE
FOLLOWING
DOCUMENT(S)
ARE
POOR
ORIGINAL

COPIES



2001

STATE LEGISLATIVE

PR IO RITIE S L

Voonveaw [ Sewitr 2>t e
LW R % e

Urge the Legislature to adopt a state long-range fiscal plan
that considers the direct and indirect impacts on municipal
services and local taxes. A long-range fiscal plan should
include:

* A biennial state budget, and

» Preservation of local control ofsales tax.

As specifically required by the Alaska Constitution and inter-
preted by the Alaska Supreme Court, the Legislature must
increase per student state education spending to meet
increased costs necessaiy to provide an adequate education for

all Alaskan children.

As akey componentofastate long-range fiscal planto stabilize
local taxes, the Governorand Legislature are urged to restore
$50 million to communities through the existing revenue
sharing programs, or create a voter-approved categorical
Community Dividend Program for public safety, roads,
and other key local services.

Provide adequate operation and maintenance funding forexist-
ing, as well as new surface, air, and marine transportation

infrastry Cture,

Continue funding for ongoing state and local deferred main-
tenance of roads, schools, and other public improvements
through bonding and other funding mechanisms.

L]
R T Y

State su'p'p(grt for an Alaska Local Government Summit, to
include state, municipal andtribal governments, to determine if
state policies onlocal governmentare consistentwith the intent
ofthe Alaska Constitution and ifimprovements are warranted.

millisk'ti.CMn fi'li'tnvo f Ahi\WLv
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Fiscal Affairs Program
Annual And Biennial Budgeting

The Experience Of State Governments

Ronald K. Snell, National Conference of State Legislatures
February 2000 (updated November 2000)
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Introduction

The trend among state governments for the past 50 years has been to abandon biennial budgeting for
annual budgeting. Forty-four states practiced biennial budgeting in 1940. Twenty-one do so now.
There were several reasons for the shift to annual budgeting, but in general the shift has been part of
the resurgence of state legislative power since the middle ofthe century. In the past decade, however,
hvo states have returned to biennial budgeting from annual budgeting, and no state has shifted from

biennial to annual budgeting.

The growing role in legislatures in state government can be measured by the shift from biennial to
annual legislative session. In 1940 only four state legislatures held annual sessions; now 43 do so. A
shift to annual budgeting tended to follow the move to annual sessions, as state budgets became
larger and more complicated and as federal grant-in-aid programs to state and local governments

2/8/01 3:28 P
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became increasingly prominent in the 1960s and 1970s. At the same lime, state finances became
more dependent upon personal income and sales taxes, enlarging the revenue stream and making it
somewhat less stable than in the past, adding another reason for adoption of annual budgets.

State changes have not moved in only one direction. Connecticut returned to biennial budgeting in
1991, reversing the decision it made to go to annual budgeting when the state shifted to annual
legislative sessions in 1971. Arizona made a gradual transition from annual to biennial budgeting in
the course of the 1990s, and completed the process with the enactment of a biennial budget in 1999.
Kansas provides smaller agencies with biennial budgets and larger agencies with annual budgets, a
practice Arizona used in the mid-1990s. A few states have moved from annual to biennial budgeting
over the past 20 years or have changed back and forth, because of partisan politics, uncertainty as to
which worked better, or both. As this report will show, state experience does not make a clear case
for the superiority of either biennial or annual budgeting over the other.

True biennial budgeting-enactment of a consolidated two-year budget—eccurs only in three
states-Oregon, North Dakota, and Wyoming (table 1). 0;egon and North Dakota have biennial
legislatures as well-they meet in regular session only once in two years. Although the Wyoming
legislature meets annually, in the non-budget year its session is scheduled for only 20 days.

Except for those three, the practice is for biennial budgeting states to enact separate budgets for two
fiscal years at once. Since most of the states that do this have annual legislative sessions in which
they can and do revisit the budget, table 1 may overstate the extent of true biennial budgeting.

As already noted, the long term trend has been for states to move to annual budgeting. Biennial
budgets are more likely to be found in the less populous states, as are biennial legislatures. Among
the 10 largest states-whether measured by population or by legislative appropriaticns-only Ohio
and Texas use biennial budgets, and only Texas has regular biennial sessions of the legislature.

Table 1. Annual And Biennial Budgeting States

(Boldface indicates the 10 most populous states)

Biennial Session
Biennial Budget

Annual Session
Biennial Budget

Annual Session
Annual Budget

wysiwyg://257/http:/Avww,ncsl.org/programs/<lscal/annlbien_h

(29 States) (15 States) (6 States)
Alabama Arizona Arkansas
Alaska Connecticut Montana
California Hawaii Nevada
Colorado Indiana North Dakota*
Delaware Kentucky Oregon*
Florida Maine Texas
Georgia Minnesota
Idaho Nebraska
Ilinois New Hampshire
lowa North Carolina
Kansas Ohio
Louisiana Virginia
Maryland Washington
Massachusetts Wisconsin
Michigan Wyoming*
Mississippi
Missouri
New Jersey
New Mexico
New Y ork
Oklahoma

2/8/01 3:28 P.
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Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Tennessee

Utah

Vermont

West Virginia

Biennial budget states that enact a consolidated two-year budget. Other
biennial budgets enact two annual budgets at one time.

Population estimates are for 2000.

These are the other issues this report examines:

1. Significant differences of budget administration between states with annual and biennial

budgets.
2. Advantages and disadvantages of a biemiial budget cycle.
3. The consequences of a biennial budget cycle for predictability and planning certainty for

executive branch agencies and legislative committees.
4. The ability of governors and legislatures to respond to changing events and changing budget

priorities.
5. The likelihood and consequences of increasing reliance upon supplemental appropriations in a

biennial budget cycle.
6. The contention that biennial-budget states spend more money than annual-budget states.

1. Significant differences or variations among the states utilizing a biennial budget process.

Biennial and annual budgets do not seem to cause significant differences in budgeting practices
among the states, although state practices vary so widely for reasons of politics and history that it is
difficult to single out any one reason for differences in practice.

There does not appear to be any consistent relationship between state budget and legislative cycles
and the powers governors have to cut budgets or transfer funds between agencies or programs. A
governor's power to reduce budgets or make transfers varies greatly from state to state, but it does not
appear to be consistently greater in states with biennial budgets or legislative sessions than in other

states.

Arkansas, for example, which has a biennial legislature and budget, imposes strict limits on the
governor's power to transfer funds among programs in an agency appropriation, denies the power to
transfer funds among agencies, and limits the governor's power to cut the budget with provisions that
are enacted in the budget itself. Despite the biennial legislative sessions, the legislature preserves a
significantamount of control over changes in the budget when it is not in session. This is no different
in its effect from the practice in the annual-budget state of Tennessee, where the constitution
encourages the governor to call a special session of the legislature if budget cuts are needed, and

where transfers are similarly limited.

Some states with annual legislatures and budgets provide governors with remarkably broad
administrative authority over the budget. lowa, Indiana, South Carolina, and South Dakota allow
their governors unlimited power to transfer funds among state agencies. Ten of the states with annual
legislative sessions allow their governors to reduce budgets by unlimited amounts to cope with
revenue shortfalls. Only five of the 20 states with biennial budgets give their governors as much
power to reduce spending. Thus the budget cycle in itself does not appear either to create a need for
strong executive budget review powers or to prevent the need for them.

of 7 2/8/01 3:28 P>
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2. Advantages and disadvantages of a biennial budget cycle.

There is little evidence of clear advantages of either annual or biennial state budgeting practices.
These are the findings of two major studies. In 1972, the Council of State Governments examined the
issue, a favorable time for doing so since states' experience in shifting from biennial to annual
budgeting was recent enough to allow comparisons of biennial and annual budgeting within some
states. No clear findings emerged, and the study concluded that:

In reality, a State can develop a good system of executive and legislative fiscal and
program planning and controls under either an annual or biennial budget. The system
would work differently with the alternative timespans, but could be effective under

either approach.

Analysts at Texas A & M University reviewed the CSG study in the course of their own examination
of annual and biennial budgeting in 1984, and came to the same conclusions:

The arguments used to justify and refute both annual and biennial budgets remain
essentially unchanged [since 1972]~and unproven. The success of a budget cycle seems
to depend on the commitment of state officials to good implementation rather than on

the method itself.

Major advantages of biennial budgeting are said to be that it is conducive to long-term planning; that
it allows more time for program review and evaluation; and that the process itselfis less expensive

and time-consuming than that of annual budgeting.

Long-term planning. Many states, like the federal government, carry out long-term planning efforts
that are independent of their budget cycle, but there is no evidence that biennial budgeting
particularly favors those efforts. Evidence from states which have changed from annual to biennial
budgeting over the past 30 years fails to provide strong support for the contention that biennial
budgeting is conducive to long-term planning. The Council of State Governments' 1972 study of
eight states produced such conflicting evidence that it could neither confinn nor reject the idea. An
in-depth study of five states carried out by faculty of Texas A&M University in 1984 was also
inconclusive on the point, as is the study done by the General Accounting Office in 1987. Analysts in
Connecticut, however, emphasize that the governor and legislature have greatly increased their
long-term budget forecasting and analysis since the state adopted a biennial budget in 1991.

Program Review and Evaluation. A strong argument for biennial budgeting is that it allows more
time for performance evaluation, and thus can encourage administrators and legislators to move in
the direction of outcome-focused budgeting rather than continue to focus on budget controls. This
was one of the principal arguments that led Connecticut to return to biennial budgeting. Proponents
contended that, "The present system (of annual budgeting) does not allow enough time to review
expenditures in depth. Those preparing the budget finish one year and then immediately plunge into

the next year's budget."”

It is not clear that Connecticut's experience has lived up to this goal, since budget revision and
consideration of new programs has, according to participants, taken up about as much time in the
non-budget years as writing a budget does in the budget sessions. Analysts

in two other biennial budget states-Ohio and Oregon-emphasize that their budget cycles facilitate
policy consideration and reflection. Oregon's biennial legislative schedule provides time for interim
study committees to undertake major projects in the absence of a legislative session.

Comparisons between states are very difficult, however, and many legislatures with annual budgets
carry out sophisticated program and performance review through specialized staff agencies with
legislative oversight. Although it seems intuitively certain that biennial budgeting encourages
legislative performance review and evaluation, there is probably no way to prove that the opportunity
is more beneficial than the existence of a strong performance evaluation effort in an annual-budget

X7 2/8/01 3:28 PN
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state.

Budgeting costs. Biennial budgeting may reduce executive branch costs of preparing budgets, since
the process is consolidated in comparison with annual budgeting. State experience appears to bear
this out, according to the studies cited in the notes on the previous page. Annual budgets certainly
create greater pressures on all budget staff and policy makers than biennial budgets, since in many
states preliminary work on the next fiscal year's budget is simultaneous with beginning the
implementation of the current budget and wrapping up the previous fiscal year's budget.

Economic and fiscal circumstances probably have more to do with a state's rigorous review of its
fiscal priorities than its budget cycle does. For example, in the early 1990s many states discovered
serious shortfalls in the middle of a fiscal year. They reviewed earlier budget commitments,
considered cuts and revenue increases, revised spending priorities, and in effect wrote new budgets.
This was primarily an executive activity in some states, and in others there was the usual budget
process of executive recommendations and legislative enactments.

In years when political leadership and economic circumstances are unchanged, budget processes can
be fairly routine, regardless of whether an annual or a biennial budget is being written. Conversely,
appropriations for the second year of a biennium are not secure if economic conditions have altered

for the worse.

3. The consequences of a biennial budget cycle for predictability and planning certainly for
executive branch agencies and legislative committees.

It is obviously more difficult to project revenues and expenditures accurately for a biennium
(requiring forecasts of events 30 months away) than for an annual budget (requiring forecasts for 18
months). Accurate forecasting is important for state governments, partly because of the focus o n -----
balancing resources and spending and partly because inaccurate forecasts attract political attacks. As
one would expect, the consensus is that forecasting is more accurate in states with annual budgets.
Accuracy in forecasting, in turn, reduces the need for special sessions of the legislature, supplemental

appropriations, and reserves.

Biennial budgeting represents a commitment of policy direction and funding amounts for a longer
period than annual budgeting; it also means that agency personnel have to spend less time in budget
planning and presentations than under a system of annual budgeting. Does this mean more
predictability and certainty of planning for them and for legislative committees, in matters other than
total revenue and expenditure forecasts? The answer to that question is generally yes, but the increase
in the certainty of policy and funding commitment may in fact be small.

State governments tend to budget incrementally, which means in effect that budgeting for the coming
period, whether annual or biennial, begins with the current level of expenditures and tends to divide
up any additional resources largely in proportion to the size of program budgets in the past. In the
absence of dramatic economic change, state budgets rarely impose dramatic changes in agency

budgets.

Predictability tends to continue under both kinds ofbudgeting cycle because state budgeting is
incremental in nature. Between 60 percent and 70 percent of most states' general fund appropriations
are for elementary, secondary and higher education, health care programs, other entitlement
programs, and corrections. Such programs are not susceptible to sweeping changes in funding levels
or program redesign. Predictability and stability characterize them regardless of the budget cycle.

Economic cycles can make state budgets uncertain and unstable. Seve” y percent of state tax revenue
comes from sales and income taxes, which are very sensitive to the lie «hofthe economy. The boom
of the 1980s affected annual and biennial states alike: they prospered d expanded their budgets.
The recession o 1990 and the slow recovery have had unsettling effects on states regardless of the
length of their budget cycles. State experience suggests that nothing they can do about the length of
their budget cycles can isolate them from external factors such as the condition of the economy and
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federal mandates.

4. The ability of governors and legislatures to respond to changing events and changing budget
priorities.

State governments have developed mechanisms to deal with unexpected fiscal and policy
events-constitutional and statutory provisions to allow for transfers of revenue among programs with
departments, rainy day funds, the reduction of expenditures when legislatures are not in session, and
the use of unanticipated grants from the federal government. The National Conference of State
Legislatures recently published a study of the solutions states have found to such problems. This
report has discussed some of them already in making the point that there does not appear to be
greater executive authority over state budget administration in states with biennial budgets than in

states with annual budgets.

State balanced-budget requirements require prompt action when revenues fall short of projections.
Fifteen states give their governors full authority to cut the budget when there is a revenue shortfall.
Very few prohibit the governor from making any spending cuts. California, which has a full-time
legislature, prohibits the governor from making such cuts, but that is exceptional.

Most states take a middle way. They give the governor limited authority to make cuts and require the
legislature to act when circumstances require more extensive action than the governor has a thority
to take. Maryland, for example, allows the governor to cut any line-item appropriation by as much as
25 percent. Connecticut and Kentucky limit such cuts to 5 percent. In Oklahoma, the governor's cuts
must affect all appropriations equally, meaning that elementary education funding must be cut along
with programs where cuts would produce less of a public outciy. This provision tends to bring the
legislature into the picture when cuts have to be made.

When constitutional and statutory provisions do not cover a problem, a special legislative session is
necessary. Partly because of fiscal difficulties, legislatures in 31 states held more than 50 special
sessions in 1991. But legislative reapportionment and education reform were as likely to be the cause
of special sessions as the recession was. Reforming the state school funding formula required Texas
to hold three special sessions in 1989 and four in 1990. Overall, states with biennial legislatures
appear to have had no more special sessions than states with annual, part-time legislatures in the four

years beginning with 1988 and ending in 1991.

5. The likelihood and consequences of increasing reliance upon supplemental appropriations in
a biennial budget cycle.

According to older studies of state decisions to shift to annual budgeting from biennial budgeting,
supplemental appropriations became less common after the shift. But in recent years supplemental
appropriations have been common in all states-not just those with biennial budgets-becausc of the
unpredictable changes in the national economy and because of cost overruns in Medicaid programs.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, many state budgets were hit by revenue shortfalls and expenditure
overruns. The former tended to occur in the three largest state tax sources-the general sales tax,
personal income taxes, and corporate income taxes where a small error of estimate can create a
significant dollar shortfall. Overruns occurred largely in Medicaid programs, to a less extent in other
entitlement programs, and to a small extent in elementary education and corrections.

Annual legislative sessions and annual budgets provide for reasonably timely responses to such
issues and insure that requests for supplemental appropriations will be reviewed in the context of the
entire state budget. States where annual legislative sessions review biennial budgets for the offyear
also can put supplemental requests into perspective. In either case, consideration of supplemental
appropriations is often as difficult and time-consuming as consideration of an original departmental
budget, and, by focusing attention on a few agencies, is likely to bring entire departmental budgets

back into the political arena.
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The extent to which budgets are actually revised for the second year of a biennium varies from state
to state and from time to time, largely depending on economic and fiscal conditions. Connecticut's
experience has been that budget revisions and adjustments to account for new programs cause
off-year budget revision to be about as time-consuming as creation of the full budget. Ohio's
experience has been the opposite: except for the regularly scheduled enactment of a capital budget in
the off-year, the biennial budget usually receives a minimum of adjustment and the adjustments are

not time-consuming.

6. The contention that biennial-budget states spend more moi.ey than annual-budget states.

The possibility that biennial budgeting results in lower state budgets than annual budgeting was
raised and rejected in NCSL's earlier study of annual and biennial budgeting. One careful student of
the issues has recently reopened the question, and failed to find strong evidence on either side ofthe
issue. She has, however, argued on the basis of multiple regression analysis that states with annual
budgets are likely to spend less per capita than states with biennial budgets. Since her research does
not appear to correct for the fact that some states are responsible for a much greater share of total
state and local government expenditures than other states, the question has to remain open.

Conclusion

There is little evidence that either annual or biennial state budgets hold clear advantages over the
other. Evidence from the past is inconclusive on the question whether biennial budgeting is more
conducive to long-term planning than annual budgeting is. Some evidence indicates that biennial
budgeting is more conducive to program review and evaluation. Biennial budgeting is likely
somewhat to reduce budgeting costs for executive agencies, but it also is likely to reduce legislators'
familiarity with budgets. States with biennial budgets and biennial legislative sessions do not appear
to have given greater authority over budget revision to governors than other states have. Forecasting
is likely to prove more accurate in annual-budget states than in biennial-budget states, reducing the
need for supplemental appropriations and special legislative sessions.

In the short run, economic conditions largely determine how efficiently a state budget is enacted and
whether it requires extensive change in the course of administration. In the long run, the political
expectation that state operations budgets will be balanced annually or biennially is one of the basic
controlling elements of state budgeting, far more important than the length of the budget period or

the frequency of legislative sessions.

Notes:

The author is indebted to Steven D. Gold and Harold Hovey for their suggestions for revising an
earlier version of this report. This paper benefits from the research presented in Barbara Yondorf,
"Annual versus Biennial Budgeting: The Arguments, the Evidence: A Presentation to the Wisconsin
Assembly Ways and Means Committee, January 26,1987," (Denver, Colo.: National Conference of

State Legislatures, 1987).

These states have changed their budget cycles since 1968.

National Conference of State Legislatures Denver Office: Washington Office: .
INFO@NCSL.ORG (auloresponse directory) 1560 Broagway, Stite 700 444 North Capitol Street, N.W., Suite 515
Denver, CO 80202 .
Tel: 303-830-2200 Washington, D.C. 20001
Fax: 303-863-8003 Tel: 202-624-5400
Fax: 202-737-1069
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'Mo objection: Sen. Dave Donley, an Anchorage Republican, shru

% SEARMAO'SULUVAWHEasSociatedphess
gs at what the Senate Judiciary

Committee, all agreed was a workable idea to limit.the. legislative session to 75 days as Sens. John
forgerson, center, a Kasilof Republican, arid Robin Taylor, a Wrangell Republican, look on.

Short...
Continued from Page Al

“We’re in a certain sense giving -
lip... legislative power,” he said.

Rokeburg said he decided to

su;laport this proposal because lie
believes a long-term fiscal plan
will be adopted within a fewyears,
which will provide more year-to-
year stability in income.
V Also, lie likes the idea of limit-
ing legislative sessions during
non-budget years to 60 days and
he believes agencies will operate
liiore effectively with two-year
budgets.

If approved by both the House
and Senate, the constitutional
amendment would go to voters
this falLY; ' -'v

the Senate proposal by Sen.
Sean Parnell, an Anchorage Re-
publican; is also in the form of a
constitutional amendment. He
said a 75-day session will save the

"Btatenrioneyistnd eJntica.nioracan-g'

QidateSWKiff fitftjhe Lefy /iy

The Legislature now convenes
in January and meets until mid-
May. Parnell's measure /would
push opening day to late Febru-
ary. . oo’ “

The measure drew, little dis-
sent from the three members of
the Senate Judiciary Committee
present on Friday. Chairman
Robin Taylor, a Wrangell Republi-
can, suggested that the starting
date might be moved back to Jan-
uary to accommodate lawmakers
who work in seasonal-industries
such as fishing...." :-.;y .

"I think the deader part of win-
ter is better," Taylor said.

Parnell said he w.as concerned
that might give legislative budget-
writers less time to work after the
Department of Revenue issues its

 annual spring revenu * forecast.

Seri. John Torgersan, a kasilof
Republican who co-chairs the Sen-
ate Finance Committee with Par-
nell, called the proposal “very
wvorkable” butobserv<ad that some

';'lawmakers.might find themselves

..MMcteg$j»tivg processm & te H

pand to fill whatever time we give
it,” Parnell said, adding that the
Legislative Affairs Agency has es-
timated the state would save more
than $2 million on the change.

working more in the interim be-

tween sessions.
"I'm not sure the amount of

work is going to change," said
Torgerson, R-Kasilof.

Rick Urion, a former member
of the Legislature who now works
as a lobbyist, testified in favor of
the measure.

“The Legislature is sort of like
water. It will occupy whatever
space you give it," Urion said. "If
you could harness the.wasted en-
ergy in this building, you could
light the state for the year.”

mUrion served before 121-day
limit was imposed in J9B4.

§.11
The Associated Press contribut-
ed to thisreport. V.Y
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Saturday, January 22, 2000

2-year budget hacked

Plan could save state thousands
i

ByDANJOLING

The Associated Press

JUNEAU - Shifting to a two-year budget plan would save state
money and allow the Legislature to meet for shorter sessions, the
sponsor J. a constitutional amendment said Friday.

Rep. Gail Phillips, R-Homer, told the House Judiciary Committee
that her measure would save thousands of dollars in agency staff time
now taken up by annual budget preparations. The measure would
also save money by shortening legislative sessions to 60 days in
years when the budget is not taken up.

"It gives a far greater efficiency and effectiveness in our budget, and
it saves us money," Phillips said.
1

judiciary Committee members agreed and voted unanimously to
approve the measure. Phillips said estimates of actual savings are
being researched and will be reported when the bill is taken up by the

House Finance Committee.

Under the plan, two-year budgets would be considered by legislators
in the first year after an election. Other bills could be considered in
either year, but any measure approved the second year that spends
money would have to wait to be implemented until the next budget

cycle, Ph.JL"s said.

The former House speaker said the second session of the Legislature
could be shortened considerably if lawmakers had no budget matters
to consider. But the real savings in state government would come
through greater productivity by agency personnel who would not
have to prepare budgets and defend them before lawmakers every

year.

"They can do real planning and have the time to spend on programs,”
Phillips said.

Rep. Norm Rokeberg, R-Anchorage, agreed.

"The administration spends so much time budget-building, they can't


http://www.adn.com/stories/T00012

2-year hiicigpt backed 000122 hUp://ww.adn.com/slories/T000122;

gel Iheir work done,” Rokeberg said. "That rnay be the singular thing
that swings my vote."”

Jack Fargnoli of the governor's Office of Management and Budget
said the governor supports the notion of a biennial budget.

During off-budget years in other states, Fargnoli said, lawmakers are
free to focus on pressing issues like rural economic development or

welfare reform.

In response to a question from Rokeberg, Fargnoli said he could not
say whe*'j—fhe change w uld mean a reduction in personnel, but
savings could be achieved by a reduction in travel and overtime.

In the case of a major downswing in the amount of projected
revenue, Phillips said, legislators could take up the budget again to
make adjustments. But even that would be less time-consuming, she
said, because departments could be reduced by percentages.

"You wouldn't have to go through the whole budget process,"” she
said.

Back [lop 1Home 1User Agreement
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Two-year budgeting
worth discussing

A two-year budget cycle for the state is an idea that
House Speaker Gail Phillips promises to pursue
during the session. It’s a capital idea. According to
Phillips, if the state operates with a two-year

budget, the Legislature could cut down the amount of time it
meets, a savings of both time and money. The second year of
every legislative session could be shortened dramatically.

What the speaker wants is a serious discussion, and we

think the topic deserves that. Yes, it’s difficult to forecast
budgets in a commodity-dependent economy like Alaska. But
" the stale could save millions of dollars if lawmakers would do
more long-range budgeting, and many areas of the budget
are stable from year to year. As long as revenue projections
are conservative and responsible, a biennial budget should be
workable with the help of supplemental budgeting. <

We welcome the discussion and debate about biennial

.budgeting. Jt may be the needed step to'control fluctuating '
budgets and costly legislative sessions'.-:" ' e-
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MW>AiciicU20? Anchor*(jp Ai?siia99Sn3 + |JW7)SS3-H7M « FAX (307>S63-9225 e« www.alaskamineu org

907 2,if°JA j463%4S60

March 20.2001

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski
Alaska State House of R iprcscntativces
State Capitol

Mails'op 3100

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Re: HJR 2 - Biennial State Budget
Dear Representative Murkowski:

The Alaska Miners Association (AMA) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on HJR 2, which proposes amendments to the Stale Constitution relating to a biennial
budget. This issue is ;t top priority Tor AMA and its members.

The AMA is -escased to see that this legislation is being put forward and we fully
support JFJR 2. Wt el this legislation will lead to greater efficiency and effectiveness in
oar state government by having a two-year budget cycle in place. This will allow the
legislature and administration to address other pressing issues requiring the full attention
and focus of our lawmakers during die "off-year".

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important issue.

Sincerely,
Alaska Miners Association

Stunloy T. Foo
(A'-ting) Executive Director
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Lawma

kers

attempt to

trim session

Reps seek two-year budgets

lister

A group offreshman and sopho-
more representatives is investigat-
ing whether legislative sessions
and state budgeting can be re-
formed through regular laws,
rather than constitutional amend-

ments, :
But the lawmakers are still
looking hard at 90-day and 60-dav
sessions and a biennial state budgf-
et, which they believe would result
in a more "efficient legislative

r0Cess. ,

P 2\ ?—?ouse State Affairs subcom-
mittee this morning discussed four
proposed constitutional amend-

ments.

Aﬁ of them would shorten the
period in which the Legislature is
In session. One, authored by An-
chorage Republican ReP. Lisa
Murkowski. also would call for the
stale budget to be set on atwo-year
cyc\lﬁ : o .

hile House Mﬂonty Leadi.
Jeannette James, a North Pole Re-
publican. sat in for part of the dis-
cussion. the seven lawmakers who
ﬂartlmpated throughout the two-
our hgggng all have been elected
sinc L
D ]hmk the risk is. the longer
you're here, the more comfortable

Please see Reforms, Page 8
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Continued from Page 1

ou get with the status quo,” said
ep. Andrew Halcro, an Anchor-
age Republican who is in tiis sec-
ond term.

Proposed amendments by Hal-
cro, Anchorage Republican Norm
Rokeberg and Soldotna Republi-
can Ken Lancasterwould establish
90-day sessions every year. Now
the annual regular session is lim it-
ed by the constitution to 121 days.

Halcro’s amendment also calls
for legislators to begin their teims
in December, ratherthan January,
allowing a month of preparatory
work in their districts before the
Legislature convenes. He also
would allow interim meetings of
committees. o

Murkowski would lim it sessions

in even-numbered years to 60
days, aIthouPh she said she's not
firm on the [ength. The heart ofa
her proposal is settmg a two-year
budget during oda-numbéred
years, when sessions would re-
main 120 days. .

The premise is that legislators
don't really need all the time they
take to do their business.

“There's alot of stirring around
and not a lot of motion forward in
that first month,” Murkowski said.

In discussion, the sponsors of
the legislation and subcommittee
members gained "a different
awareness” about alternatives to
constitutional amendments, said
subcommittee chairman Hugh
Fate, a Fairbanks Republican.

Legislative staffer Tam Cook
said that in going to a biennial
budget, “you can get 95 percent of
the way there" without amending
the constitution. The constitution

prohibits the appropriation of rev-
enues not yet received, Cook said.
So the LeP|sIature could do all of
the calculations necessary for a
two-year budget but could not offi-
mal,ly adopt the second half of it
UHH the next regular session, she
said.

A statutorK limit on session
length would have little if ani le-
gal force. Cook said. If lawmakers
acted on bills after the statutory
deadline, the courts probably
would reject any challenges to the
validity of the "new laws on the
grounds that the Legislature "by
implication” had suspended the
deadline, she said.

But she didn't rule out a statu-
torY deadline as an effective polit-
ical tool for self-discipline.

James, the majority leader,
said she thinks that putting a long-
range fiscal plan in place Is neces-
sary before doing any of the other

structural reforms, although she
sda|d a biennial budget is "a super
idea.

"We should never take up a con-
stitutional amendment lightly,”
Murkowski said. But she said the
biennial budget could go "hand in
hand" with a Iong-.ranPe fiscal
plan and could be”implemented
gradually. Halcro said support for
new taxes in a long-range plan
could be gained by showing the
public "we re willing to change the
way we do business now."

urkowski broached the idea
of selecting an agency - say. the
state Department of Education
and Early Development - and try-
ing to draft a biennial budget “just
to see how possible it is to do this
before we rrllove fodrward with a
constitutiona ?@ﬁ? ment.

Bill MeAllister enbereedred
a billn&unedticipre.aom
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Alaska State Chamber of Commerce
Priority 2001 -1

Long Range Fiscal Planning

The Alaska State Chamber of Commerce urges the Administration and Legislature to adopt and
implement a unified long-range fiscal plan for the state. The plan should address a strategy to
bring state spending in line with revenues, encourage and promote economic investment and
business development, maintain the state’s infrastructure and implement a deferred maintenance
plan for all state-owned facilities, and further establish performance measures for state services
in concert with rcsults-bascd government.

The plan should implement a biennial state budget; privatize state services which could be
competitively provided by the private sector; promote development of new businesses that could
competitively provide goods or services currently provided by the state; and utilize a systematic
funding mechanism, such as general obligation bonds, to meet the state’s capital needs. The
budget shall disclose all revenue and expense items.

ADOPTED

Pgoember 2PQQ

BY BY
Pamela La Bolle
President Chairman
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Headquarter):
217 2nd Street. Suite 201
Juneau, Alaska 99801

(907) 586-2323 FAX 463-5515

asceiuno@nrialasica.net

Roglonr' <km —
P.O.B
Anchorage, Ala:
(907) 278-2722 FAX
asccanch@ptialaskn.net Of COMMERCE

March 21,2001

Representative Lisa Murkowski
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska

Re: HIR 2, Biennial Slate Budget

Dear Represent. *ve Murkowski:

The Alaska State Chamber of Commerce supports HIR 2, proposing an amendment to the state
constitution to establish a two-year budget cycle, rather than the current annual budgeting
process.

We believe that a biennial budgeting cycle would provide for greater efficiency in state
government by allowing state agencies more time to carry out the programs for which they are
responsible, rather than spending an great deal of time every year preparing and defending their

budgets.

The legislative process would also benefit from a two-year budget cycle. During the alternate
years, Legislators could focus their time and resources on other legislative matters, allowing
them to complete their work on policy issues and priorities in a shorter period oftime. The
shorter session should result in a significant cost saving to the state.

The State Chamber also believes that the biennial budget process should be an integral part of
long-range fiscal planning and would facilitate the long-range planning process.

Thank you for introducing HIR 2, and we will encourage your fellow Legislators to support this
measure.

Sincerely,

Pamela La Bolle
President
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Alaska State Legislature
Labor and Commerce

Member:

Military and Veterans Affairs
Community and Regional Affairs
Lecisiative Council

Joint Armed Services REPRESENTATIVE LISA MURKOW SKI
Government Hill « Elmcndorf « East Anchorage

To: Representative John Coghill, Chairman, House State affairs
From: Representative Murkowski
Date: March 12, 2001

Re: House Joint Resolution 2

Sessian:

Aiaska State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Phone: (907) 465-3783

Fax: (907) 465-2293
Representaiive_Lisa_Muikow5ki@)lcgis.siaic.ak.iis

Interim:

716 West 4th Avenue.
Anchorage, AK 99501-2133
PHONE: (907) 269-0174

Fax: (907) 269-0177

Please schedule House Joint Resolution 2 “Proposing amendments to the Constitution of the State
of Alaska relating to the duration of regular sessions of the legislature and to a biennial state budget”

for a hearing in House State Affairs Committee as soon as possible.

Included with the request is:

) HIR2

2) Sponsor Statement

3) Letters of Support

4) Experience of State Governments
5) Past editorials

Thank you for your consideration.



