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SU B JE C T Appropriation Limit (CSSjR  l(JU D))

T O : Senator Ralph Seekins
Chair o f the Senate Judiciary Committee
Attn: Brian Hove

FR O M : Tamara Brandt Cook 
Director /

Here is a final CSSJR 1 for the Judiciary Committee. Please be aware that this resolution 
raises legal problems. In addition, it includes in places language lhat is not clear and does 
not comply with usual drafting style. The following is a partial list o f potential specific 
problems:

(1) The first sentence appears to permit appropriations to, essentially, double 
each year under the limit.

(2) The resolution refers to particular executive branch agencies, to the Finance 
Committees o f the legislature, and to one federal agency, the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis. Normally the constitution refrains from referring to specific government 
agencies because they are changed from lime to lime through government reorganization. 
Any constitutional provision that refers to a particular government agency can become 
obsolete or difficult to apply if the agency is changed.

(3) In (j) and (k) reference is made to u treasurer. Alaska does not have the office 
of state treasurer.

(4) Subsection (g) states: "the governor may issue a proclamation declaring a 
fiscal em ergency and shall cause the legislature to assemble in special session solely for 
that purpose." Is it a mandatory duty or permissive power of the governor to call a 
special session in this situation?

(5) How does the provision in subsection (h) preventing the legislature from 
adjourning "for a joint recess" work in connection with the restriction in Art. II, sec. 10 
on one house adjourning for longer than three days unless the other concurs? May each 
house take turns adjourning so that no "joint recess" occurs under subsection (h)?
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(6) How does the pay restriction in subsection (h) mesh with Art. D. sec. 7 which 
requires legislators to receive salaries and travel expenses?

(7) Subsection (j) uses the term "non-self-liquidating general obligation bond." 
How do these bonds differ from other general obligation bonds? What is a "general- 
fund-supported revenue lease bond"?

1 think it is unlikely that this resolution, if adopted, would be found valid under the 
reasoning of Bess v. Ulmer, 985 P.2d 979. The court in that case found a distinction 
between amendments to the constitution that the legislature may propose and revisions 
that the legislature may not propose. At page 987 the court noted that "an enactment 
which is so extensive in its provisions as to change directly the 'substantial entirely' o f the 
constitution by the deletion or alterations of numerous existing provisions may well 
constitute a revision thereof [while] even a relatively simple enactment may accomplish 
such far reaching changes in the nature of our basic governmental plan as to amount to a 
revision also." The process of amendment, on the other hand, is proper for those changes 
which are "few, simple, independent, and of com paratively small importance." The 
legislature may not propose "sweeping changes" to the state constitution. In considering 
whether a particular change is within the power o f the legislature to propose the court 
identified four factors it would consider: (1) whether the proposal is simple to express 
and understand; (2) whether it is complete within itself; (3) whether it relates to only 
one subject; and (4) whether it substantially affects only a few sections of the 
constitution. It is not certain that this resolution meets any of these four factors. In 
addition, because the thrust of the resolution is to limit a basic power of one of the 
branches of government, the legislative power of appropriation, the court may view this 
resolution as a "sweeping change" to the constitution.

TBC:lmb 
05-050.1 mb
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CS FOR SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 1( ) 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TW ENTY-FOURTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY

O ffered :
R efe rred :

S ponso r(s): S E N A T O R  D Y SO N

A RESOLUTION 

1 Proposing amendments to the Constitution of the State of Alaska relating to an

2 || appropriation limit. 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

4 || * Section 1. Article IX, sec. 16, Constitution o f  the State o f  Alaska, is repealed and

5 || readopted to read:

6 || Section 16. Appropriation Limit, (a) Subject to (b) o f this section and

7 || except as provided in this section, appropriations made for a current fiscal year shall

8 || not exceed the amount appropriated for the fiscal year two years preceding the current

9 || fiscal year by more than the product o f that prior year's appropriations multiplied by

10 || the sum o f one plus the percentage change in State population, and then multiplying

11 || that resultant product by one plus the percentage change in the Consumer Price Index.

12 || However, the percentage change in the Consum er Price Index shall be no greater than

13 || the percentage change in personal income o f  State residents. The Department of

14 || Commerce, Community, and Economic D evelopm ent or its successor agency shall

15 || determine the change in per capita personal incom e based upon the Alaska personal

16 || income statistics produced by the Bureau o f  Econom ic Analysis in the United States

L

-1-
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1 Department o f  Commerce. In this subsection,

2 (1) "percentage change in State population" m eans the percer. age

3 change for the latest available estimates as compiled by a State agency;

4 (2) "percentage change in the Consumer Price Index" means the

5 percentage change for the latest available estimates for all urban consum ers for the

6 Anchorage metropolitan area as compiled by a federal agency.

7 (b) I f  the appropriation limit amount calculated in this section for a current

8 fiscal year is less than the appropriation limit amount calculated for the immediately

9 preceding fiscal year, the appropriation limit amount for the im mediately preceding

10 fiscal year shall apply to the current fiscal year.

11 (c) Calculations made under (a) o f this section shall not include appropriations

12 (1) to the Alaska permanent fund established in Section 15 o f  this

13 article;

14 (2) o f Alaska permanent fund income for payments o f  permanent fund

15 dividends to State residents;

16 (3) o f money received by the State from a source other than the Stale i

17 or federal government that is restricted to a specific use by the term s o f a gift, grant,

18 bequest, or contract;

19 (4) o f State general obligation bond and revenue bond proceeds;

20 (5) required to pay obligations under revenue bonds;

21 (6) o f money received from the federal government;

22 (7) o f money received as tuition, fees, or contract receipts, or from

23 other sources apart from the general fund by the University o f  Alaska;

24 (8) o f dedicated funds and trust funds;

25 (9) o f money for expenditures by a State agency to provide sendees to

26 another State agency that has also received an appropriation o f the same money;

27 (10) o f money previously appropriated for a different purpose or to a

28 different recipient; and

29 (11) made under (d), (/), or (m) o f  this section.

30 (d) The appropriation limit imposed by this section may be exceeded for a

31 fiscal year in an emergency as defined in (e) o f this section. Any expenditure

| W O R K  D R A F T  W O R K  D R A F T  24-LS0292\F
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exceeding the limit imposed by this section for a declared emergency as provided for 

in this section shall be for that purpose only and shall be directly related to, and 

proportional to the costs arising from, the emergency. Furthermore, such funds shall 

not be considered in the base for determining the following year's appropriation limit.

(e) "Emergency," for the purposes o f (d) o f  this section, means the existence, 

as declared by the governor, o f  conditions o f disaster or o f  extreme peril to the safety 

o f  persons or property within the State, or parts thereof, caused by an attack or 

probable or imminent attack by an enemy o f the United States, epidemic, fire, flood, 

drought, storm, civil disorder, earthquake, or volcanic eruption. "Emergency" docs 

not include revenue shortfalls, excessive spending, or sim ilar conditions limiting the 

ability to fund government operations.

(f) The commissioner o f  revenue, or the head o f a successor agency, shall, on 

a quarterly basis, report to the governor and the members o f  the Finance Committees 

in each house regarding the State's compliance with the appropriation limit imposed 

by this section for the current fiscal year. The report shall include updated estimates 

o f revenues and expenditures and the appropriation limit for the current fiscal year. If 

the Department o f  Revenue estimates that current fiscal year total expenditures might 

exceed the appropriation limit imposed by this section, the report shall include 

recommendations for corrective actions.

(g) If, following enactment o f  the budget bill, the governor determines that, 

for that fiscal year, general fund revenues will decline substantially below the estimate 

o f  general fund revenues upon which the budget bill for that fiscal year, as enacted, 

was based, or general fund expenditures will increase substantially above the estimate 

o f  general fund revenues, or both, or if, following the enactment o f  the budget bill for 

fiscal year, the governor determines that, for that fiscal year, total expenditures are 

expected to ex-eed the appropriation limit imposed by this section for that fiscal year, 

the governor may issue a proclamation declaring a fiscal em ergency and shall cause 

the legislature to assemble in special session solely for that purpose. The 

proclamation shall identify the nature o f the fiscal emergency and shall be submitted 

by the governor to the legislature, accompanied by proposed legislation to address the 

fiscal emergency. Any legislation proposed or enacted in response to the fiscal

-3-
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emergency declared under this section shall com ply with the requirements o f  this 

section.

(h) If the legislature fails to pass and send to the governor a bill or bills to 

address the fiscal em ergency declare j  under (g) o f  this section by the tenth day 

following the issuance o f the proclamation, the legislature may not adjourn for a joint 

recess until that bill or those bills have been passed and signed by the governor. 

Neither the governor nor any member o f the legislature shall be entitled to an> salary, 

per diem, or other expense allowance for any day after the tenth day following the 

issuance o f the proclam ation until legislation addressing the fiscal emergency has been 

passed and signed into law by the governor. No forfeited salary, per diem, or expense 

allowance shall be paid retroactively.

(i) A bill addressing the fiscal emergency declared under (g) o f this section 

shall contain a statem ent to that effect.

(j) W henever, b°.sed on the most recent Departm ent o f  Revenue estimates, or 

the estimates o f  its successor agency, and based on laws then in effect, the estimated 

total amount o f  debt service for the current fiscal year or any o f the succeeding four 

fiscal years on non-self-liquidating general obligation bonds and general-fund- 

sunported lease revenue bonds exceeds six percent o f  the estimated general fund 

revenues for that fiscal year, exclusive o f transfers from other funds during that fiscal 

year, the treasurer may not sell any additional non-self-liquidating general obligation 

bonds or general-fund-supported lease revenue bonds.

( P  If the percentage under (j) o f this section is six percent or less, the 

treasurer may sell those bonds to the extent that, based on the most recent Department 

o f Revenue estimates, or the estimates o f its successor agency, and based on laws then 

in effect, the additional debt service will not cause the percentage to exceed six 

percent for the current fiscal year or any of the succeeding four fiscal years.

(I) The legislature may, upon the affirmative vote o f at least two-thirds o f  the 

members o f each house, adopt an appropriation that exceeds the limit under (a) o f this 

section if  the governor requests the appropriation in response to extraordinary 

circumstances. The governor's request must include at least the following 

information: (1) identification o f the specific extraordinary circumstances; (2) the

W O R K  D R A F T  W O R K  D R A F T  24-LS0292VF
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amount requested for appropriation; (3) the period o f time over which the 

appropriation is intended to be used; and (4) a plan for recovering the amount o f 

money appropriated under this subsection. An appropriation made under this 

subsection ;n iy not be used for the paym ent o f bonds, notes, or other evidences o f  

indebtedness. For purposes o f this subsection, "extraordinary circumstances" shall be 

defined by law passed by at least two-thirds o f  the members o f  each house.

(m) If the legislature by law, declares that an extraordinary circumstance 

exists, upon the affirmative vote o f at least two-thirds o f  the members o f  each house, 

the legislature may pass an appropriation that exceeds the appropriation limit under 

this section to address the extraordinary circumstance.

* Sec. 2. Article XV, Constitution o f  the State o f  Alaska, is amended by adding a new 

section to read:

Section 30. A pplication, T ran sitio n , and Repeal. The 2006 amendment 

relating to an appropriation limit (art. IX, sec. 16) first applies to appropriations made 

for fiscal year 2008. However, for purposes o f  making calculations under the 

appropriation limit for fiscal years 2008 through 2010, it shall be assumed that, 

excluding appropriation listed under Section 16(c) o f Article IX, the amount 

appropriated for

(1) fiscal year 2006 equals $3,250,000,000; and

(2) fiscal year 2007 equals $3,393,000,000.

* Sec. 3. The amendments proposed by this resolution shall be placed before the voters of

he state at the next general election in confc’-mity w ith art. XIII, sec. 1, Constitution o f  the

hate o f Alaska, and the election laws o f the state.

-5-
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
M iscellaneous

1.5

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

|C AP ITAL EXPENDITURES | | | I I I

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | | |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands o f Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Menta l Health
O ther (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

1.5

TOTAL 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

E s tim a te o f any cu rre n t yea r (FY2005) cos t:
M ark th is bo x (X) If fu n d in g fo r th is b ill is in c lu d ed

POSITIONS

0.0
n o r 's FY 2006 budge t pron th e G ove r p osa l: 1

Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

AN A t V SIS: (Attach a separate papa if necessary)
This figure includes the cost of providing information about this issue in the Official Election Pamphlet, as 
required by AS 15.58. However, only six measures can be printed on an 8 1/2 by 14 inch ballot. If th i 
measure requires printing an 8 1/2 by 18 inch ballot the cost will increase by $22.0.

Prepared by:
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

Lauri A llred, Adm in. Ass istan t Superv isor Phone 465-4611
Division o f Elections Date/T ime 2/4/05 11:40 AM

Laura A. Glaiser Date 2/4/2005
Office o f the Lt. Governor, Division o f Elections
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A M E N D M E N T

OFFERED IN TH E SENA TE 
Cy Senator Fred Dyson 
To: SJR1 (24-LS0292VA)

1 Page 1, Lines 7 through 9: Conceptual am endm ent to reflect that the base

2 year is the second fiscal year prior to the fiscal year being considered, as

3 opposed to the im m ediately preceding year.

Amend.02
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A M E N D M E N T  X

OFFERED IN THE SENATE 

TO: SJR 1

Page 2, line 29:

Delete ", (g), or (k)"

Page 3, line 7:

Delete "persons an"

Insert "persons or"

Page 3, line 20, through page 4, line 13:

Delete all material.

Reletter the following subsections accordingly.

Page 4, line 29:

Delete "(h)"

Insert "(g)"

Page 5, line 6:

Delete "(h)"

Insert "(g)"

Page 5, line 14:

Delete "many"

Insert "may"

Delete "not-self-liquidating"

- 1 -

BY SENATOR DYSON



S enator Fred D yson

Dated: January 21, 2005 
Contact: Senator Fred Dyson a t (907) 465-2199

The adoption of an effective, reasonable con tutional spending limit is an integral step in the development 
of any effective long-range fiscal plan for the state. Senate Joint Resolution 1 (SJR 1) would amend Article
IX, section 16 of Alaska's Constitution by establishing a new appropriations limit in a manner that more 
tightly constrains budget growth than does the existing appropriation limit, and is more closely aligned to 
Alaska's current revenue picture. Passage of SJR 1 would ensure that the state has a long-term, predictable 
spending plan that helps the state control spending in good times so that the state has the necessary funds to 
care for the people of Alaska when times are not so good.

The existing constitutional appropriation limit, adopted by voters in 1981, has not worked as anticipated 
and. as a result, has not been effective in restraining state spending. One primary reason for its failure is that 
the base upon which the limit was set was too high. Another is that the escalator factors, population and 
inflation, were cumulative vear after year resulting in a limit that eventually became so high as to effectively 
not be a limit. In fact, given the increases ' inflation and population over the last 20 years, our “limit” is 
currently more than $6 billion. SJR 1 will amend the existing appropriation limit to more accurately reflect 
current budgeting and spending while making sure we provide for increased costs due to inflation and a 
growing population.

While this resolution sets a more effective limit, it is realistic in that it provides mechanisms for addressing 
unforeseeable emergencies. Should the need arise additional funds can be appropriated beyond the limit if 
the governor declares an emergency.

Another change is the removal of an existing provision that requires the legislature to reserve one-third for 
capital projects and loan appropriations, whether needed or not. Over the years, several attorney general 
opinions have been written on the meaning of the constitutional limit. Those opinions counter the plain 
English meaning of the language and have allowed the legislature and the administration to avoid this 
requirement. The resolution removes this arbitrary and superfluous requirement.

Finally, the proposed amendment would also limit the amount of debt service the state can incur. This is 
intended to help keep the state from mortgaging its future to fund capital projects for today -- a practice that 
created a recent near disaster in California. The provision limits indebtedness to 6% of general fund 
revenues.

A proposed amendment to the o rig ia l resolution deletes references to the constitutional budget reserve.
The amendment also includes a provision for the state to exceed the appropriations limit for extraordinary 
circumstances such as is anticipated for construction of the natural gas line.

PROVIDED BY SENATOR FRED DYSON

During Session (January-May): Alaska Slate Capitol • luncau. Alaska 99801 • (800) 342-2199 • (907) 46S-2I29 • (907) 46S-4S87 fax 
During Interim (|une-December): 10928 Eagle River Road • Eagle River. Alaska 99S77 • (907) 694-6683 • (907) 694- I0IS fax 

Senator.Fred.Dyson@legis.5tate.ak.us • www.akrepublicans.org

mailto:Senator.Fred.Dyson@legis.5tate.ak.us
http://www.akrepublicans.org
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1 Insert "non-self-liquidating"

2 Page 5, line 15:

3 Delete "general - fund-supporting"

4 Insert "general-fund-supported"

5 Page 5, line 16:

6 Delete "(k)"

7 Insert "(j)M

8

9 Page 5, following line 20:

10 Insert a new subsection to read:

11 "(/) The legislature may, upon the affirmative vote of at least two-thirds of the

12 members of each house, adopt an appropriation that exceeds the lim it under (a) of this

13 section if the governor requests the appropriation in response to extraordinary

14 circumstances. The governor's reqc st must include at least the following

15 information: (1) identification of the specific extraordinary circumstances; (2) the

16 amount requested for appropriation; (3) the period of time over which the

17 appropriation is intended to be used; and (4) a plan for recovering the amount of

18 money appropriated under this subsection. An appropriation made under this

19 subsection may not be used for the payment of bonds, notes, or other evidences of

20 indebtedness. For purposes of this subsection, "extraordinary circumstances" shall be

21 defined by law adopted by at least two-thirds of the members of each house."

L -2-



DATA AVAILABILITY & SOURCES

Data Availaole
FY07 limit relies 
on data from: CY 2004 data available:

Inflation: mid-February, US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics CY04
Population: late January, Alaska Department of Labor, Research & Analysis CY04
Personal Income: late April, US Bureau of Economic Analysis CY04

February 2005 
January 2005 
April 2005

Provided by Senator Fred Dyson 10:51 A M / /  1/20/2005



Public Data Query Page 1 o f 2

U.S. Department 
of Labor
Bureau of Labor 
Statistics
Bureau o f Labor S tatistics Data

www.bls.gov  3

I

Search | A-Z Index

BLS Home | Program s & Surveys | Get Detailed Statistics | Glossary | W hat's  New | Find I t )  In  DOL

Change
Output From :| 1987 To:|2004 p j ^ j)
Options:

G include graphs n e w i More Formatting Options i
Data extracted on: January 20, 2005 (3 :2 2 :42  PM)

Consumer Price Index - All Urban Consumers

Se rin s Id : C U U R A 4 2 7 S A 0 ,CU U S A 4 2 7 S A 0  

Not S e a s o n a l l y  A d j u s t e d  

Area : An ch o r a g e ,  A K  

Item : A l l  items 

Base P e rio d : 1 9 8 2 - 8 4 = 1 0 0

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual HALF1 HALF2

1987 108.2 108.3 108.1

1988 108.6 108.4 108.9

1989 111.7 110.9 112.5

1990 118.6 116.9 120.4

1991 124.0 123.3 124.7

1992 128.2 127.3 129.1

1993 132.2 131.5 132.8

1994 135.0 134.3 135.8

1995 138.9 138.2 139.5

1996 142.7 141.8 143.7

1997 144.8 144.1 145.4

1998 146.9 146.7 147.0

1999 148.4 148.6 148.3

2000 150.9 150.0 151.9

2001 155.2 154.4 156.0

2002 158.2 157.5 159.0

2003 162.5 161.1 163.9

2004 1 166.7 165.6 167.8

http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/servlet/SurveyOutputServlet 1/20/2005

http://www.bls.gov
http://data.bls.gov/PDQ/servlet/SurveyOutputServlet


Table 1.1 Annual Components 01 Population Change For Alaska. 1945-2004.

Ju ly 1 End of Population Average Components Of Change

To Period Change Annual Birth Death

June 30 Population Rale ol Births Rale Deaths Rate Natural Net

Change (%) Increase Migrants

1945-<3 103,000 2,050 1,220 830

1946-47 117,000 14,000 12.73 2,490 24.2 1,200 11.7 1,290 12,710

1947-48 126.000 9,000 7.41 2,890 24.7 1,180 10.1 1.710 7,290

1948-49 132.600 6,600 5.10 3,300 26.2 1,190 9.4 2,110 4,490

1949-50 137,100 4,500 3.34 3.S20 27.3 1,220 9.2 2,400 2,100

1950-51 160,000 22,900 15.42 4,110 30.0 1,310 9.6 2,800 20,100

1951-52 185,500 25,500 14.76 5,130 32.1 1,310 8.2 3,820 21,680

1952-53 193,800 8,300 4.3P 6,270 33.8 1,280 6.9 4,990 3,310

1953-54 200,100 6,300 3.20 6,910 35.7 1,240 6.4 5,670 630

1954-55 206,500 6,400 3.15 7,190 35.9 1,200 6.0 5,990 410

1955-56 212,400 5,900 2.82 7,480 36.2 1,220 5.9 6,260 -360

1956-57 218,600 6,200 2 n8 7,730 36.4 1,240 5.8 6,490 -290

1957-58 220,100 1,500 0.68 7,450 34.1 1,200 5.5 6,250 -4,750

1958-59 224,000 3,900 1.76 6,830 31.0 1,170 5.3 5,660 -1,760

1959-60 230,400 6,400 2.82 7,290 32.5 1,250 5.6 6,040 360

1960-61 236,700 6,300 2.70 7,560 32.8 1,300 5.6 6,260 40

1961-62 242,800 6,100 2.54 7,610 32.2 1,290 5.4 6,320 -220

1962-63 249,900 7,100 2.88 7,670 31.6 1,320 5.4 6,350 750

1963-64 253,200 3,300 1.31 7,480 29.9 1,380 5.5 6,100 -2,000

1964-65 265,200 12,000 4.63 7,170 28.3 1,390 5.5 5,780 6,220

1965-66 271,500 6,300 2.35 6,810 25.7 1,320 5.0 5,490 810

1966-67 277,900 6,400 2.33 6,410 23.6 1,300 4.8 5,110 1,290

1967-68 284,900 7,000 2.49 6,350 228 1,317 4.7 5,033 1,967

1968-69 294,600 9,700 3.35 6,670 23.4 1,330 4.7 5,340 4,360

1969-70 308,500 13,900 4.61 7,230 24.5 1,370 4.7 5,860 8,040

1970-71 319.600 11,100 3.53 7,437 24.1 1,444 4.7 5,993 5,107

1971-72 329,800 10,200 3.14 7,129 22.3 1,462 4.6 5,667 4,533

1972-73 336,400 6,600 1.98 6,781 20.6 1,468 4.5 5,313 1,287

1973-74 348,100 11,700 3.42 6,847 20.4 1,467 4.4 5,380 .,320

1974-75 384,100 36,000 9.83 7,275 20.9 1,497 4.3 5,778 ou,222

1975-76 409,800 25,700 6.47 7,694 20.0 1,570 4.1 6,124 19,576

1976-77 418.000 8,200 1.98 8,175 19.9 1,612 3.9 6,563 1,637

1977-78 411,600 -6,400 -1.54 8,668 20.7 1,654 4.0 7,014 -13,414

1978-79 413,700 2,100 0.51 9,043 22.0 1,654 4.0 • 7,389 -5,289

1979-80 419,800 6,100 1.46 9,400 22 7 1,671 4.0 7,729 -1,629

1980-81 434.300 14,500 3.40 9,912 23.6 1,738 4.1 8,174 6,326

1981-82 464,300 30,000 6.66 10,783 24.8 1,775 4.1 9,008 20,992

1982-83 499,100 34,800 7.22 11,728 25.3 1,862 4.0 9,866 24,934

1983-84 524.000 24,900 4.87 12,319 24.7 1,945 3.9 10,3V 14,526

1984-85 543,900 19,900 3.73 12,727 24.3 2,033 3.9 10,694 9,206

1985-86 550,700 6,800 1.24 12,556 23.1 2,110 3.9 10,446 -3,646

1986-87 541,300 -9,400 -1.72 11,941 21.7 2,096 3.8 9,845 -19,245

1987-88 535,000 -6,300 -1.17 11,483 21.2 2,073 3.8 9,410 -15,710

1988-89 538,900 3,900 0.73 11,468 21.4 2,088 3.9 9,380 -5,480

1989-90 553.171 14,271 2.61 11,776 21.9 2,142 4.0 9,634 4,637

1990-91 569,054 15,883 2.83 11,798 21.3 2,225 4.0 9,573 6,310

1991-92 586,722 17,668 3.06 11,744 20.6 2,214 3 9 9,530 8,138

1992-93 596,906 10,184 1.72 11,347 19.3 2,477 4.2 8,870 1,314

1993-94 600,622 3,716 0.62 10,978 18.4 2.422 4.1 8,556 -4,840

1994-95 601,581 959 0.16 10,439 174 2,500 4.2 7,939 -6,980

1995-96 605,212 3,631 0.60 10,079 16.8 2,707 4.5 7,372 -3,741

1996-97 609,655 4,443 0.73 10,018 16.6 2,574 4.3 7,444 -3,001

1997-98 617.082 7,427 1.21 9,924 16.3 2,642 4.3 7,282 145

1998-99 622,000 4,918 0.79 9,864 16.0 2,609 4.2 7,255 -2,337

1999-00 625,504 3,504 0.56 10,102 16.2 2,829 4.5 7,273 -3,769

2000-01 632,389 6,885 1.09 9,980 16.0 2,934 4.7 7,046 -161

2001-02 640,841 8,452 1.33 9,889 15.6 3,072 4.9 6,817 1,635

2002-03 648,243 7,402 1.15 10,017 15.6 3,098 4.8 6,919 483

2003-04 ' 655,435 7,192 1.10 10,271 15.8 3,030 4.8 7,241 -49

Alaska Department ol Labor and Workforce Analysis, Research & Analysis, Demographics Unit. 

'  Provisional
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SA04 State Income and em ploym ent summary • -  Alaska 
(thousands of dollars)

Code Item
Income by place o f  residence ($ 0 0 0 )

2002 2003

010 Personal incom e 20 ,8 9 9 ,4 7 0 2 1 ,5 7 6 ,0 7 0
O i l N on fa rm  persona l Incom e 1/ 2 0 ,8 8 4 ,5 9 8 2 1 ,5 6 2 ,2 6 1
012 Farm incom e 2 / 14 ,872 13 ,809
020 Popu la tion (pe rsons ) 3 / 6 41 ,4 82 6 48 ,8 1 8
030 Per cap ita persona l Incom e (d o lla rs ) 4/

Derivation o f  persona l Income
32 ,580 33 ,254

035 Earn ings by place o f w o rk 17 ,0 6 0 ,6 0 6 1 7 ,9 9 9 ,6 4 2
036 Less: C on tr ib u tio n s fo r g o ve rnm en t socia l Insu rance 5 / 1 ,7 17 ,4 0 7 1 ,7 90 ,4 9 7
037 Emp loyee and se lf-em p lo yed con tr ib u tio n s fo r g o ve rnm en t soc ia l Insurance 8 37 ,3 64 8 7 9 ,8 5 0
038 Em p lo ye r con tr ib u tio n s fo r g o ve rnm en t socia l Insu rance 8 80 ,0 4 3 9 1 0 ,6 4 7
042 Plus: A d ju s tm en t fo r res idence 6 / -9 9 3 ,0 2 3 -1 ,0 4 0 ,3 6 8
045 Equa ls: N e t earn ings by p lace o f res idence 14 ,3 5 0 ,1 7 6 15 ,16 8 ,7 7 7
046 P lus: D iv idends, In te re s t, and re n t 7 / 3 ,2 02 ,4 3 3 3 ,1 4 0 ,3 0 4

047 P lus: Personal cu rre n t tra n s fe r re ce ip ts 

Com ponen ts o f eam lng s by p lace o f w o rk

3 ,3 46 ,8 61 3 ,2 6 6 ,9 8 9

050 W age and sa la ry d isb u rsem en ts 11 ,892 ,2 86 1 2 ,407 ,1 21
060 S upp lem en ts to wages and sa la ries 3 ,1 1 7 ,5 4 7 3 ,4 0 1 ,7 2 8
061 Em p lo ye r con tr ib u tio n s fo r em p loyee pens ion and Insurance funds 2 ,2 3 7 ,5 0 4 2 ,4 91 ,0 8 1
062 Em p lo ye r con tr ib u tio n s fo r go ve rnm en t socia l Insu rance 8 80 ,0 43 9 1 0 ,6 4 7
070 Pro p r le to rs ’ incom e 8 / 2 ,0 5 0 ,7 7 3 2 ,1 9 0 ,7 9 3
071 Farm p ro p r ie to rs ' incom e 5 ,0 33 3 ,763
072 N on fa rm  p ro p rie to rs ' Incom e

Employment (num ber o f  jo b s )
2 ,0 4 5 ,7 4 0 2 ,1 8 7 ,0 3 0

7010 To ta l em p lo ym en t 410 ,031 4 18 ,2 11
7020 W age and sa la ry em p lo ym en t 3 22 ,3 86 3 2 7 ,7 8 9
7040 P rop rie to rs em p lo ym en t 8 7 ,6 4 5 90 ,422

Fo o tn o te s  fo r  T a b le  S A 0 4  ( S IC  S e r ie s  1 9 69 -2 0 0 2 )

1. N on fa rm  persona l incom e Is to ta l persona l Incom e less fa rm  Incom e.
2. Farm Incom e Is fa rm  ea rn ings less fa rm  em p lo ye r co n tr ib u tio n s fo r g o ve rnm en t soc ia l Insurance .
3. M idyea r popu la tio n es tim a te s o f th e Bureau o f th e  Census.

http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/regional/spi/action.cfm 1/20/2005
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4. 3er car j  personal income Is total personal Income divided by total rn.oyear population.
5. ^ontrlburLns for government social insurance are Included In earnings by type and Industry, but they are excluded from personal 

Income.
6. The adjustment for residence Is the net Inflow of the earnings of Interarea commuters. For the United States, It consists of 

adjustments for border workers: wage and salary disbursements to U.S. residents commuting to Canada less wage and salary 
disbursement .o Canadian and Mexican residents commuting Into the United States.

7. Rental Income of persons Includes the capital consumption adjustment.
8. Proprietors' income includes the inventory valuation adjustment and the capita,' consumption adjustment.

n All state and local area dollar estimates are In current dollars (not adjusted for Inflation), 
o (N) Data not available for this year.

Regional Economic Information System 
Bureau of Economic Analysis 
September 2004

http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/regional/spi/action.cfm 1/20/2005
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% le , t h e  T a x p a y e r s
Heritage's new  f ig h t  f o r  a Taxpayer Bill o f  Rights
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Heritage's D irector o f the Thomas A. Roe Ins titu te fo r Economic Policy Studies, Alison Fraser, 
discusses federal budge t and spending re fo rm w ith Neil Cavuto on FOX News.

^ ^ J e r i t a g e  is u s in g  y o u r  s u p p o r t  to  

I  l l e a u  a  n ew  d e b a te  o v e r  th e  

T a x p ay e r Bill o f  R ig h ts—  a p ro p o s a l  

t h a t  w o u ld  save ta x p a y e rs  a w h o p p n g  

$ 4  ti Lllion o v e r  th e  n e x t d e c a d e . T h a t ’s  a  

lo t  o f  b a n g  fo r y o u r  b u c k . B u t a s  A liso n  

F raser, d i r e c to r  o f  H e r i ta g e ’s T h o m a s  A . 

R o e  In s t i tu te  fo r  E c o n o m ic  P o lic y  

S tu d ie s , e x p la in s , th e  T a x p a y e r  B ill o f  

R ig h ts  is rea lly  a s im p le  idea .

T h e  T a x p a y e r  Bill o f  R ig h ts  w o u ld  

fo rc e  C o n g re s s  to  z e ro  in  o n  th e  u n b r i ­

d le d  g ro w th  in  fe d e ra l s p e n d in g  th a t  is 

p il in g  u p  h u g e  d e f ic its  a n d  c ro w d in g  

o u t  im p o r t a n t  in i t ia t iv e s  s u c h  as  

d e fe n se , M e d ic a re  a n d  S o c ia l S e c u r ity . 

A n d  ju s t  as th e  w e lfa re  r e f o rm s  c ra f te d  

b y  H e r ita g e  a n d  e n a c te d  in  1996  w e re  

b a s e d  o n  su c c e s s fu l s ta te  p r o g r a m s ,  th e  

T ax p ay e r B ill o f  R ig h ts  is te s te d  a n d  

^ ^ r o v e n  su c c e s s fu l a t  th e  s ta te  level.

T ake  C o lo r a d o ,  w h ic h  e n a c t e d  th e  

n a t i o n ’s f i r s t  T a x p a y e r  B ill o f  R ig h ts  in  

1992 . “T h a n k s  to  its  s t r e n g th ,  C o lo r a d o

h a s  s e e n  p h e n o m e n a l  e c o n o m ic  

g r o w th ,” F ra s e r  o b s e rv e s .  “C o lo r a d o ’s 

ta x e s  h a v e  p lu m m e t e d  w h ile  its  e c o ­

n o m i c  a n d  jo b  g r o w th  r a te s  h a v e  

n e a r ly  d o u b le d .”

“A  fe d e ra l  T a x p a y e r  Bill o f  R ig h ts  

w o u ld  l im i t  a n n u a l  s p e n d in g  in c re a se s  

to  th e  in f la t io n  r a te  p lu s  th e  p o p u la t io n  

g r o w th  r a te  a n d  re s e rv e  a n y  b u d g e t  s u r ­

p lu s e s  fo r ta x  re l ie f  a n d  d e b t  r e d u c t io n ,” 

F ra s e r  r e p o r ts .  “S o  r a th e r  th a n  g ro w in g  

6 .4  p e r c e n t  a n n u a lly , w h ic h  w as th e  

a v e ra g e  d u r i n g  th e  p a s t  five y e a rs , f e d e r ­

al s p e n d in g  w o u ld  ty p ic a lly  in c re a s e  by  

a p p r o x im a te ly  3 .3  p e rc e n t  a n n u a lly .” 

F ra s e r  is a n  e x p e r t  o n  fe d e ra l s p e n d ­

in g , e c o n o m ic  g ro w th  a n d  l a b o r  

p o lic ie s . B u t f irs t a n d  fo r e m o s t ,  s h e ’s a 

m o m — w h ic h  g ives h e r  a u n iq u e  p e r ­

s p e c t iv e  o n  th e  n e e d  fo r  th e  T a x p a y e r  

B ill o f  R ig h ts .

“ I w o u ld  love  to  tak e  m y  k id s  o n  

v a c a t io n s  a r o u n d  th e  w o r ld  a n d — sin c e  

th e y ’re  all m u s ic ia n s — b u y  th e m

"A federa l Taxpayer Bill o f  
Rights wou ld limit annual 
spending increases to  the 
in flation rate plus the 
popu lation grow th rate and 
reserve any budget 
surpluses fo r  tax relief and
debt reduction."

—Alison Fraser

S tr a d iv a r iu s  v io l in s ,  b u t  I c a n ’t d o  all o f  

th a t ,” F ra s e r  e x p la in s .  “So i n av e  to  p r i ­

o r i t iz e  a n d  fo c u s  o n  w h a t’s m o s t 

i m p o r t a n t .  T h a t ’s w h a t  w e n e e d  

C o n g re s s  to  d o , a n d  th a t ’s w h a t  th e  

T a x p a y e r  Bill o f  R ig h ts  w ill fo rce  th e m  

to  d o .”

F ra s e r  a n d  h e r  H e r ita g e  c o lle ag u es  

h av e  c ra f te d  a  fe d e ra l v e rs io n  o f  th e  

T a x p a y e r  B ill o f  R ig h ts  b a s e d  o n  

C o lo r a d o ’s su c c e s s , a n d  th e y  a re  n o w  

h a rd  a t  w o rk  to  e n l ig h te n  e le c te d  o f f i­

c ia ls  o n  its  m e r i ts .  “ H e r ita g e  is m e e tin g  

w ith  m e m b e r s  o f  C o n g re s s  to  e d u c a te  

th e m  a b o u t  th e  th r e a t  o f  ru n a w a y  fe d e --  

a l s p e n d in g  a n d  to  e x p la in  w h y  th is  is 

th e  b e s t  s o lu t io n  to  th is  p ro b le m ,’’

F ra s e r  says.

H e r i ta g e  s u p p o r te r s  c a n  a lso  lo o k  

fo r w a rd  to  s e e in g  th is  id ea  d e b a te d  o n  

T V  p r o g r a m s  a n d  ra d io  sh o w s  a n d  in  

A m e r ic a ’s n e w s p a p e rs .  “ M y  co lleag u e  

B ria n  R ied l a n d  I w ill b e  fo c u s in g  q u i te  a 

b it  o n  th e  m e d ia ,” F ra se r  ex p la in s . “ W e’ll 

b e  w r i t in g  o p - e d s  a n d  d o in g  in te rv ie w s  

to  d r iv e  h o m e  th e  n e e d  fo r a  T ax p ay er 

Bill o f  R ig h ts  a n d  to  h ig h l ig h t the p r o b ­

le m s  o f  ru n a w a y  fe d e ra l sp e n d in g .” S
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Kansas Among Worst at Curbing Spending
by Alan Cobb, 5/5/04

I'm proud to be a lifelong Kansan, as well as spokesman for and a member of Americans for Prosperity. 
My wife and I are graduates of USD 259 and Wichita State University, and our three children go to 
Kansas public schools. In total, more than 2,000 fine, upstanding Kansans make up Americans for 
Prosperity.

Last week, the vice president of the Wichita Area Chamber of Commerce voiced his organization s 
opposition to higher taxes. So did Paola hardware store owner Darryl Taylor, who urged legislators to let 
him keep more of his hard-earned dollars so he can hire more of his fellow Kansans. Joining them were 
the National Federation of Independent Business, the Wichita Independent Business Association and 
many other groups representing thousands of Kansans and Kansas businesses.

But interesting things happen when difficult and emotional issues are publicly debated.

When supporters of tax increases lobby for their cause, they often appea' to emotions and attempt to 
discredit their opponents. This year's emotion-focused strategy in Kansas is the cry of "outsiders" 
standing in opposition to a massive tax increase proposed by Kansas legislators.

But we can't let these tactics divert attention from the facts and the very real issues of the continued 
growth of government spendiny, the economy and the erosion of Kansas' job (and taxpayer) base.

Last year, Kansas lost 7,200 jobs, according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. We fell to 40th in the 
nation in job growth. These job losses happened after the 2002 tax increase by the Legislature, which 
raised taxes by $1 billion over five years. In addition, the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis shows that 
our state's production and Kansans' personal income growth severely lags the rest of the nation. And the 
Small Business Survival Committee, based in Washington, D.C., reports that Kansas has the sixth- 
highest number of government er iployees per citizen, compared with other states.

According to the Kansas Legislative Research Department, the education plan that the House passed this 
session would have increased taxes by $1 billion over five years. Government agencies normally use a 
term of five years to compute impact, because unless taxes have sunsets, their impact will go on and on. 
Five years is a proper and reasonable time frame.

We can also measure taxes in Kansas by looking at the amount spent by state government. Between 
1992 and 2000, state spending per Kansas citizen increased by nearly 55 percent. A study by Raymond 
Keating of the Small Business Survival Committee found that Kansas ranked 41st in terms of restraining 
spending. Only nine states aid a worse job of holding back the growth of state spending during this 
period.

If the Legislature wants to increase funding for education, it can. However, it should get the additional 
funding from existing resources instead of from additional taxes on its citizens and businesses. The 
legislature must take fiscal responsibility and set priorities, just as Kansas families, seniors and 
bus.,iesses do every day.

Reasonable people can differ on spending priorities and where additional funding for education should be 
found. But we all must remember that as government spending swells, our prosperity as a state shrinks.

This article appeared in the Wichita Eagle.
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New Studies Justify Need for Taxpayer Protections
by Peggy Venable 

8/18/04

Ronald Reagan said, "Government may protest that it never gets the money it needs, but it always 
manages to find a need for the money it gets."

It was his second inaugural address as California governor in 1971 and he was focused on reining in 
runaway spending. According to a new paper produced by Dr. Barry Poulson, Americans for Prosperity 
Foundation visiting fellow, state and local spending actually outpaced growth of federal spending over 
much of the post-WW II period.

The origins of the tax revolt began with a referendum proposed by Reagan to impose a tax and spending 
limit on California. In 1973, Reagan backed Proposition I, designed to limit the growth of state and local 
government with voting requirements to increase taxes or exceed the spending limits. He recommended 
refunds of surplus revenue, provided for an emergency fund and required state funding for state- 
mandated local spending increases.

Today, it's “round two" as spending limitations in the forms of the Taxpayer's Bill of Rights (TABORs) and 
tax and expenditure limitations (TELs) are sweeping the country.

The movement is based on the novel concept that the size of government should grow proportionally with 
the size of the state.

Special interests stand to gain from increased government spending. Lobbyists spend countless hours 
encouraging legislators to spend more. Some spending, such as education, are generally agreed to be in 
the common good; though there is wide disagreement on what level of expenditure is appropriate.

Those of us footing the bill are not lobbyists. Citizens are busy earning a living, and have only a vague 
idea of how government policies impact their pocketbooks -- until the tax bill comes due.

Generally, in good times, government grows. In bad times, government grows.

As part of that earlier tax revolt, Texas enacted a 1978 constitutional amendment which was designed to 
limit government growth. The measure (Article 8, Section 22) restricted the growth of appropriations from 
non-dediuated revenues to the rate of growth of the state's economy.

According to a new study issued by the Texas Public Policy Foundation, the loopholes in Texas' spending 
limitations are huge. In that paper, author Dr. Byron Schlomach finds if real, per capita non-federal Texas 
expenditures in 2003 were the same as in 1990, Texans could have saved $8.7 billion in state taxes in 
2003. This translates to almost $1,600 in savings for an average family of four in 2003 alone. And that's 
only the state tax bill.

The best way to determine now government has grown is adjusting for population and inflation to look at 
real, per capita expenditures. Using those indicators, state expenditures increased 28.5 percent from 
1990 to 20C3 in Texas.

Since Texas imnoses limits on sales taxes, one could expect that local government growth wc Jld be 
limited. But when compared to 1992 spending, local government spending exceeded population growth 
and inflation by $3.5 billion in 2002 alone.

The 1978 Texas constitutional amendment places weak limits on state expenditure increases. The end of 
the decade of the 1990's found an explosion of local government spending.

Provided by Senator Fred Dyson 1/20/2005



Cities vary tremendously in how much they spend beyond population and inflation increases. In El Paso, 
government spending outpaced those indicators by 42 percent. Dallas was far worse -- real government 
spending increased 55 percent faster than the benchmarks. Houston's spending increased by a relatively 
smaller 21 percent -- and a viable tax revolt is underway in Houston.

It is an indisputable fact that public schools have been the government spending growth industry of the 
1990's. Per student spending has grown 25 percent over 11 years. That translates to property taxpayers 
paying $5 4 billion more than population and inflation growth. That would represent a .40 per $100 
valuation savings, or 28 percent, given the level of 20C0-01 state spending.

During periods of rapidly increasing property values, like in the 1990's, the state's education funding 
obligations fall, freeing state funds for other uses -- a void which was easily filled.

But let there be no mistaxe that state spending for education has grown 500 percent since 1976. 
Advocates of more public school spending have been successful in exploiting the state's declining share 
claiming the state is "not living up to its obligations" and that schools are "undedunded." They fail to 
mention that the state funding has increased annually.

If ever there is a case to be made for spending limitations, it's the Texas public education system.

One of the key provisions of a TEL is to provide opportunity for policymakers to return a surplus to the 
taxpayers or to "make their case" and seek approval for increasing spending. Only when required to ask 
taxpayers for more of our hard-earned money will government be held accountable.

For Texas taxpayers to rest easily, Texas needs to enact real tax and expenditure limitations which 
provide for government growth at all levels commensurate to population and inflation increases.
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Oklahoma TABOR: Let's Adapt Colorado's Plan
By Barry Poulson, Ph.D., and Brandon Dutcher 

9/15/04

In "Rocky stop; Colorado blocks rebate repeal try" (Our Views, Aug. 10), The Oklahoman extolled 
Colorado's “Taxpayers' Bill of Rights" (TABOR) and said Oklahoma needs one, too. We agree.

Oklahoma's business leaders worked hard to get right to work and are working hard for tort 
reform and workers' compensation reform. But if we want to turbocharge the state's economy, an 
Oklahoma TABOR would be as good or better.

Colorado’s TABOR Amendment is widely regarded as the most effective tax ana spending limit in 
the country. S’nce TABOR was passed in 1992, state government in Colorado has grown less rapidly 
than state income. More than $3 billion in surplus revenue has been returned to taxpayers through 
rebates and tax cuts. Over much of the past decade, economic growth in Colorado was among the 
highest in the nation.

Several key provisions should be introduced in a TABOR for Oklahoma:
• It should be constitutional rather than statutory.
• Voter approval should be required for any increase in taxes or debt
• The growth of government at all levels should be limited to the sum of inflation and population

growth.
• Surplus revenue above that limit should be returned to taxpa'^-s through tax rebates or cuts.
An Oklahoma TABOR could stabilize the budget over the business cycle and constrain the growth of

government. The TABOR limit can be linked to the rainy day fund. When the economy is experiencing 
rapid economic growth, as it did in the 1990s, a portion of the surplus revenue can be allocated to that 
fund. When a recession hits, the revenue shortfalls can be offset by transfers from the rainy day fund to 
stabilize spending and balance the budget.

Several recent studies reveal how TABOR could benefit the Oklahoma economy. Economist Stephen 
Moore has shown that with TABOR the state would have generated almost $4 billion in surplus revenue 
over the past decade. Another study shows how a TABOR limit linked to a rainy day fund would have 
stabilized the budget over the business cycle.

An Oklahoma TABOR can be designed to achieve any desired tradeoff between constraining the 
growth of government and reducing the tax burden, arid stabilizing the budget.
The debate over TABOR can be understood in terms of a battle between citizens and special interests -- 
that is, between taxpayers ar .1 tax consumers. Taxpayers want to limit the burden imposed by 
government taxation and spending. Special interests seek to preserve what they perceive to be their 
rights to that spending.

Clearly, state government has to grow to keep up w’th population growth and inflation. That is a 
reasonable benchmark. But if politicians think it should grow faster than that, it's up to them to explain 
why. They'll have a tough go of it.

A survey conducted in May confirmed Oklahomans' fiscal conservatism. Voters think taxes are 
too high. They think state government is too big and wastes too much money. By a wide margin, they 
prefer cutting state spending to raising taxes. An overwhelming 88 percent of them believe state spending 
should grow at the same rate or slower than family income. And they favor an Oklahoma TABOR by a 
margin of 73 percent to 18 percent.

Of course, the battle for Oklahoma's TABOR won't be easy. Tax consumers won't go down 
without a fight. Some of their objections will be valid and some will be ridiculous, but all of them either 
have been answered or will be answered.

Ronald Reagan launched the tax limitation movement in California more than three decades ago. 
Let's make sure that when the Gipper's birthday arrives next Feb. 6, our state legislators are preparing to 
hold hearings on a TABOR for Oklahoma.
Dr. Barry Poulson is a distinguished scholar with Americans for Prosperity Foundation.
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Existing Alaska Constitution
(To be repealed and replaced by SJR 1)

Section 9.16 - Appropriation Limit.

Except for appropriations for Alaska permanent fund dividends, appropriations of revenue 
bond proceeds, appropriations required to pay the principal and interest on general 

obligation bonds, a. J  appropriations of money received from a non-State source in trust 

for a specific purpose, including revenues of a public enterprise or public corporation of 
the State that issues revenue bonds, appropriations from the treasury made for a fiscal 
year shall not exceed $2,500,000,000 by more than the cumulative change, derived from 

federal indices as prescribed by law, in population and inflation since July 1,1981. Within 

this limit, at least one-third shall be reserved for capital projects and loan appropriations. 
The legislature may exceed this limit in bills for appropriations to the Alaska permanent 

fund and in bills for appropriations for capital projects, whether o f bond proceeds or 

otherwise, if each bill is approved by the governor, or passed by affirmative vote of three- 

fourths of the membership o f the legislature over a veto  or item veto, or becomes law 

without signature, and is also approved by the voters as prescribed by law. Each bill for 
appropriations for capital projects in excess of the limit shall be confined to capital projects 

o f the same type, and the voters shall, as provided by law, be informed o f the cost of 
operations and maintenance o f the capital projects. No other appropriation in excess of 

this limit may be made except to meet a state o f disaster declared by the governor as 

prescribed by law. The governor shall cause any unexpended and unappropriated balance 
to be invested so as to yield competitive market rates to the treasury.
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Comparison of Lim its Applied to Historical Factors

I Q R S T U 1 V W X Y
1 96 97 98 99 00 L  01 02 03 04
2 52 3% 55.7% 58.1% 60.0% 61.5% 65.8% 69.7% 73.3% 78.4%
3
4

39 4% 40.4% 42.1% 43.2% 44.5% 45.6% 47.6% 49.3% 50.9%
4,791 4,903 5,005 5,079 5,149 5,285 5,431 5,563 5,732

5~8545 4,750 4,894 5,030 5,129 5,223 5,405 5,606 5,790
6 5,305 5,465 5,617 5,727 5,833 6,036 6660 6,466 6,729
7 4,707 4,849 4,98? 5,060 5,173

1
5,352 5,549 5,730 5,793

8
622.0009 605,212 609.655 617.082 627,504

0.9%
632,389

0.8%
640.841 648.280 655,435

10 0.6% 0.7% 1.2% 06% 1.3% 1.2% 1.1%
11 140.7 143.9 146.1 147.8 1496 1536 156.8 160.1 164.8
12
13

2.7% 2.3% 1.5% 16% 0.9% 2.7% 2.3% 2.1%i 2.9%
$25,948 $26,904 $27,687 $28,226 $29,867

5.8%
$31,883

6.7%
$32,613

2.3%
$33 282 $33665

14 1.3%1 3.7% 2.9% 1.9% 2.1%| -0.1%
15
16
17
18
19
20 
21 
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

FY04
Income

Estimate
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Sensitivity Analysis 
Appropriations Limit Based on FY04 Appropriations

Additive Formula

A I B I c I □ I E F I G H | 1 I fi, n  k

1 Percent Change Inflation

2 $2,917 0.0% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0% 6.0% 7 .0% 8 .0%

3 c 0.0% $2,917.1 $2,946.3 $2,975.4 $3,004.6 $3,033.8 $3,063.0 $3,092.1 $3 ,121.3 $3,150.5

4
o
<0 1.0% $2,946.3 $2,975.4 $3,004.6 $3,033.8 $3,063.0 $3,092.11 $3,121.3 $3,150.5] $3,179.6

5
3a.
o 2.0% $2,975.4 $3,004.6 $3,033.8 $3,063.0 $3,092.1 $3,121.3! $3,150.5................. 1___  __ $3,179.6 $3,208.8

6
a
Vat 3.0% $3,004.6 $3,033.8 $3,063.0 $3,092.1 $3,121.3 $3,150.5 $3,179.6 $3,208.8 $3,238.0

7
c
•0■C 4.0% $3,033.8 $3,063.0 $3,092.1 $3,121.3 $3,150.5 $3,179.6j $3,208.8 $3,238.0 $3,267.2

8
O4*C 5.0% $3,063.0 $3,092.1 $3,121.3 $3,150.5 $3,179.6 $3,208.8 j $3,238.0 $3,267.2 $3,296.3

9
8E
0) 6.0% $3,092.1 $3,121.3 $3,150.5 $3,179.6 $3,208.8| $3,238.0 $3,267.2 $3,296.3 $3,325.5

10
a

7.0% $3,121.3 $3,150.5 $3,179.6 $3,208.8 $3,238.01 $3,267.2;! $3,296.3 $3,325.5 $3,354.7

11 8.0% $3,150.5 $3,179.6 $3,208.8 $3,238.0 $3,267.2 $3,296.3j $3,325.5 $3,354.7 $3,383.8
12
13
14

NOTE: This chart is intended to reflect the affect of various inflation and population percentages. It does not 
reflect the impact of the “No Ratchet Down" provision nor the inflation less than or equal to income limitation.
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Sensitivity Analysis 
Appropriations Limit Based on FY04 Appropriations

Multiplication Formula

A  I B | = I F I ~

Percent Change Inflation
H K

$2,917 0.0% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0% 6.0% 7.0% 8.0%

0.0% $2,917.1 $2,946.3 $2,975.4 $3,004.6 $3,033.8 $3,003.0 ] $3,092.1 $3,121.3 $3,150.5

1.0% $2,946.3 $2,975.7 $3,005.2 $3,034.7 $3,064.1 $3,093.6 $3,123.0 $3,152.5 $3,182.0

2.0% $2,975.4 $3,005.2 $3,035.0 $3,064.7 $3,094.5 $3,124.2 $3,154.0 $3,183.7 $3,213.5

3.0% $3,004.6j $3,034.7 $3,064.7 $3,094.8] $3,124.8] $3,154.8 $3,184.9 $3,214.9 $3,245.0

4.0% $3,033.8] $3,064.1] $3,094.5 $3,124.3] $3,155.11 $3,185.5 $3,215.8 $3,246.1 $3,276.5

5.0% $3,063.0] $3,093.6] $3,124.2 $3,154.8] $3,185.5] $3,216.1 $3,246.7 $3,277.4 $3,308.0

6.0% $3,092.11 $3,123.0] $3,154.0 $3,184.9] $3,215.8 $3,246.7 $3,277.7 $3,308.6 $3,339.5

7.0% $3,121.3] $3,152.5] $3,183.7 $3,214.9] $3,246.1] $3,277.4 $3,308.6 $3,339.8 $3,371.0

8.0% $3,150.5] $3,182.o] $3,213.5; $3,245.0] $3,276.5] $3,308.0 $3,339.5 $3,371.0 $3,402.5

3 c
o

4
**
«
3

5 a
o
Q.

6 a>
o»
c

7 a
£
o

8 C
8

9 a>
a .

10

11
12
13
14

NOTE: This chart is intended to reflect the affect of various inflation and population percentages. It does not 
reflect the impact of the ’No Ratchet Down" provision nor the inflation less than or equal to income limitation.
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