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Robert B. Moore -2 - July 25, 1973

These comments have been presented in keeping with Section 106
procedures under the Historic Preservation Act.

ASincerely,

10ut M~V

Douglas M. Whisman
Historic Preservation Specialist
Administrative Services

DMWrcq
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OFFICE OF THIE GOVERNOR
STATE PUNNING ANT) RESEARCH

MrO0O Rodger W. Pegues

Assistant Director, Cooperative Activities
U. S. Department of the Interior

National Park Service

Pacific Northwest Region

931 Fourth and Pike Building

Seattle, Washington 93101

Dear Mr. Pegues:

Enclosed are the comments of the State of Alaska concerning
the Draft Master Plan for the Proposed Klondike Gold Rush
National Park.

The State of Alaska would like to express its appreciation

for the opportunity to respond on this proposal. The State

is in enthusiastic support of the park concept contained 1in

the Draft Master Plan, and with the resolution of the few

points of concern contained in the following report, the State
looks forward with anticipation to the creation of the histori—
cal park.

I hope that the comments contained in the enclosed report will
be of benefit to you in your planning process, and if the State
can be of any further assistance in providing either additional
information or review, please do not hesitate to contact this
office. *

Very truly yours,

foQuU-*- ¢

James E. Wiedeman
Principal Planner

Enclosure
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Introduced: 2/11/74
Referred: Resources and Finance

BY BANFIELD,M.MILLER,BARBER,BRADNER,
CARROL,CHANCE ,DEGNAN,FERGUSON,FISCHER,

FREEMAN,FRITZ ,GARDINER,GUY ,HUBER
LAKTONEI: MCGILL MCVEIGH ,MALONE ,MEEKINS,

J.MILLER,NAUGHTON,0OSE ,PETERSEN ,RANDOLPH,
IN THE HOUSE SAYLORS .SPECKING,URION .WARWICK AND WILSOI
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 74
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Supporting S. 1622 and HR 7121

BE IT RESOIVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ATASKA:

WHEREAS S. 1622 and HR 7121, bills which would authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish the Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park
in th& states of Alaska and Washington, are pending before the United States
Congress, and

WHEREAS the proposed park would consist of a Skagway unit, a Chilkoot
Trail unit, a White Pass Trail unit, and a Seattle unit; and

WHEREAS the proposed legislation would also permit the Secretary of the
Interior to consult and cooperate with appropriate officials of the Canadian
Government as well as appropriate provincial and territorial officials in
Canada in order to make the proposed park a truly international historic
park; and

WHEREAS a main objective in forming the proposed park would be to pro-—
tect and perpetuate the historical and natural values of the gold rush trails
and historic buildings relating to the Klondike Gold Rush of 1897-98; and

COPY
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WHEREAS this scenic-uistoric-cultural addition to the National. Park
System sould provide immense economic value to Alaska in the form of expanded
tourist revenues; and

WHEREAS the route of the park would traverse one of the most spectacularly
beautiful, as well as historically and culturally important, areas in the
nation; and

WHEREAS, to date, no area within the National Park Syrtern has been
singled out to illustrate the gold rush phase of our national heritage;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that it strongly supports
S. 1622 and HR 7121 and urges the Congress of the United States to expedite
passage of these proposals at the earliest possible time.

COPIES of this resolution shall be 3ent to the Honorable Rogers C. B.
Morton, Secretary, Department of the Interior; the Honorable Hei ry M. Jack—
son, Chairman, Senate Interior and x-"si lar Affairs Committee; the Honorable
James A. Haley, Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee; and
to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Mike Gravel, U. S. Senators,
and the Honorable Don Young, U. S. Representative, members of the Alaska

delegation in Congress.



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR = CITY OF SEATTLE

WES UHLMAN  MAYOR

November 27, 1972

Mr. Rodger W. Pegues
Assistant Director

Pacific Northwest Region
National Park Service
Fourth & Pike Building
Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Mr. Pegues:

We have recently received your proposed bill authorizing
the Secretary of the Interior to establish the Klondike
Gold Rush Park in the states of Alaska and Washington.

The City of Seattle welcomes the opportunity to be part
of such an historical park and enthusiastically supports

the bill as proposed. Specifically, we are excited about
that section of the bill related to the Pioneer Square
Historic District and the acquisition of the Pioneer
Building, the Historic District®s most renowned archi—

tectural and historical monument.

Again, we wholeheartedly support this bill and will be
most nappy to cooperate in any way to speed 1its passage.

Wes Uhlman
Mayor

WU :lph
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RESOLUTION 24596

A RESOLUTION supporting the recommendations of the Klondike Gold Rush National
Historical Park with respect to creation of a Klondike interpretive center in
Seattle"s Pioneer Square Historic District and urging the Congress of the United
States to adopt the recommendations and appropriate funds.

WHEREAS, the stampede for supplies and passage to the Klondike Gold Rush of
1897-"398 can still be traced in a ribbon of historical aq&‘recreational zones
stret* hing from Seattle, Washington, to Skagway, Alaska, .rough Dawson, Yukon
Territory, and beyond, and

WHEP.EAS, a new, unique, international Klondike Gold Ruah National Histor—
ical Par), has been proposed by the National Park Service to ensure the maximum
preservation, the moat comprehensive interpretation, arid the most advantageous
use of the resources of the ribbon of areas relating to the Klondike epic, and

WHEREAS, Seattle, located at the southern end of the region, 1is a major
shipping port for the Pacific Northwest, as well as the most important depar—
ture point for travel and tourism to Alaska and the Yukon Territory, and

WHEREAS, it was upon the arrival of the S. S. Portland in 1897 from Skag-—
way with her gold-laden miners that the first word of "Goldl Gold in the
Klondike!" reached Seattlu docks and spread to the outside world, and

WHER. 1S, it was through this then-small waterfront city that thousands of
stampeders poured, heading for the Yukon; and it was Seattle to which most
returned, and

WHEREAS, much of the early Sesttle still remains, set aside under municipal
zoning as the Pioneer Square Historic District, and entered in the National
Register, and

WHEREAS, as gateway to Alaska and the Yukon, Seattle is ideally suited for
introducing the saga of the Klondike Gold Rush, and

WHEREAS, The District lacks a major interpretive center and the resources
to create one; Now Therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE, THE MAYOR CONCURRING:

That the recommendations of the Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park
Master Plan with respect to Seattle, to wit:

"In order to re-create a vital and stimulating link in the Klondike Gold-Rush
story, and to assist in the rightful restoration of the historical district,
the National Park Service proposes to:

Lease suitable space within the Pioneer Square Historic District
for exhibitions, interpretive programs, theatrical presentations,
living history demonstrations, and supporting services.



COPY

Encourage reacoration of historic structures in the area
in cooperation with the city of Seattle and the Pioneer Square
Association.

Develop an interpretive plan for the Pioneer Square District,
in cooperation with the city and the association, re-creating
through special events, tours, and exhibits, the living history
of the gold-rush days.

Acquire and display historic objects and documents of the gold-
rush era, and, through a multimedia facility anu living inter—
pretive programs, interpret the entire story of the gold rush,
from Seattle to Dawson."

are hereby supported and the Congress of the United States is hereby urged
adopt the recoinnendations and appropriate funds to bring this exciting new
park into reality.

PASSED by the City Council this 17 day of June, 1974, and signed by me
in open session in authentication of its passage this 17 day of June, 1974.

/a/ Sam Smith
President of th"j City Council

Filed by me this 17 day of June, 1974.

ATTEST: /a/ C. G. Erlandson
City Comptroller and City Clerk

BY: /s/ J. F. Fenton
Deputy

I concur: /s/ Wes Uhlman
Mayor

COPY

to



CITY OF SKAGWAY . s

SKAGWAY. ALASKA 99840
GATEWAY TO THE GOLD RUSH OF 9877

September 1, 1972

Mr. Rodger W. Pegues

Assistant Director,
Cooperative Activities

National Park Service

931 Fourth and Pike building

Seattle, Washington 93101

Dear Mr. Pegues:

This 1is in answer to your letter dated August 29, 1972.
The City of Skagv/ay wholeheartedly supports the proposal
for a Klondike Gold Rush National Historical Park and
are anxiously awaiting future developments.

Yours truly,

wloo

Morgan W. Reed/
Mayor
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COMMITTEE REPORT

SENATE i
4/8/81 FURTHER None
Date: | J M 7/
Mr. President:
S
The Committee on JUDICIARY has had SJR 30

amendment to the Constitution of the United States which would require total
federal appropriations not exceed total estimated federal revenues

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:

[ 1 do pass [ 1 do not pass
i ] do pass with attached amendments(s)
<] same ti tie
i/. replace with CS for J»j -V - / new title
and r-ecowmends /rW e /AT A = /=
[ 1 AliID attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Commi tte”
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS/7 OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
! /
[-S 7//£7
/> t r '
CHAIRM@y T



Official Bueiness Jur.eau, Alaska 99811

s a m p 1 e

(Memory #37 - responding to post cards on SJR 30)

June 17, 1981

Thank you for your support of SJR 30, "Relating to an
amendment to the Constitution of the United States which
would require that total federal appropriations not ex—
ceed total estimated federal revenues in a fiscal year
in the absence of a national emergency."”

On April 8, 1981, 1 introduced SJR 30, urging that the
State of Alaska join with thirty other states requesting
congressional action on a balanced budget amendment.

I have held this bill in the Judiciary Committee at the
request of several members of the committee. They are
concerned that a constitutional convention be limited to
balancing the budget. I am confident that we can develop
language to meet- those concerns, and | am hopeful of
passage of this important legislation during the second
session.

Sincerely,

Senator Patrick M. Rodey
Chairman

PMR/ods



Dear Senator: ol

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.
& AC-
NAME
AD@?jSS
Dear Senator: o

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress isnot going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join ?he other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional" alanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

70 /s,

- ADDRESS

juLvtre/)

qU
Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding acf'nn on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right r.

Thank you.

‘M- lju*7 V)/7)ECXECCX

NAME

ADDBRESS

Dear Senator: 0

“Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

Anchorage,

7

Dear Senator: .

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.
NAME I . .
0/ N kvi— (vl
DRESS
LY
Dear Senator: J*

* Please vote forSenate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
ba”ncing the federal budget unless we join the other

thi. ~ ‘ites demanding action on a constitutional balanced
hue*,. amendment right now.
Thank you.

Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless wo join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you,

J(ATX/T- @

NAME

A*SL Lj

- ADDRESS

Dear Son ,ior;

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not goin<3 to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

jQ rute, /Sooner
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Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutiona balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you. RECF " CED

c. U * ft /0n

P3¢ Lafifiehfidz (K-
Pnvam /ia itre/
Dear Senator: &

_Please vote for Senate Joint Resol ution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going ta get serii>us about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a con:stitutional halanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

0 AJ!

— - NAME i

SO /1, IA j.I*]
ADD' r SS

&
Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to ur* serious about
balancing the federal budget unless wo join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

NAME

U .

A ddress

v,

st>

Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

PP
3 3JZA k <8‘

ADDRESS f

Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join :he other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

CFIPT NAVE |

f:1ziG'totmedF 47w rtC

Dear Senator:

Please vote for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
for its passage. Congress is not going to get serious about
balancing the federal budget unless we join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balanced
budget amendment rigt t now.

Thank you.

NAME

ADDRESS

Dear Sonator:

Please voto for Senate Joint Resolution #30and work
(or its passage. Congress is not going to got serious about
balancing tho tedoral budget unless wo join the other
thirty states demanding action on a constitutional balancod
budget amendment right now.

Thank you.

NAME

ADDRESS

ilr- ——



June 20, 1981

Keven: Senator Ziegler asked ire to let you know that the "come home
clause™ in HJR 17 is better and preferable to the language in SJR 30.

Landa Krossa



UNIVERSITY WOMEN
DIVISION

28 April 1981

To: Senator Rodey
F r o m R . Clark, A._A.U.W./Common Cause
Re:"SJR 30:y Balancing the budget by a U.S. Constitutional Convention

We do not believe that the Const? tution 1is the place to
solve the specific economic problems of a particular time in our
history because such a required rigidity might backfire in several
ways: we might lose some public accountability, we may not be
able to adequately respond to sudden changes in the economy, and
we may be precluded from more effective methods for reducing in—
flation since a balanced budget provides no assurance of halting
inflation.

However, we see the threat of a U.S. Constitutional Convention
as the most serious fallout from this resolution, since only
four more states need to petition Washington for such a Convention.
We would request that lines 6-18 be deleted if any further consider—
ation of this resolution is to take plcice. The resolution would
still send to Congress a strong statement on budget balancing and
the reference to a Constitutional Convention would still be left
in on page one as a '"scare tactic".

I am expecting by mail from Common Cause, other suggestions
as to language other states have used to circumvent the Constitutional
Convention issue while still strongly mandating a balanced budget. 1
will share those with you as soon as they arrive.

cc: Bob Cooksey, NBA
Dwayne Carlson, AFL-CIO
Margaret Holland, League of Women Voters



TO: All members of the Senate

FROM: Charlie Parr

The following has been extracted from Senator Moynihan®s Newsletter/3-81:

A CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION WE ALMOST HAD

Now there was a time, and of course it was in York State, when people
of a niind to make changes in government could think BIG.

Those of retentive memory will recall that on March 3, 1858, The New
York Times reported from Albany that 86 state senator had presented a pe—
tition "so brief and so explicit” that it was given entire:

The undersigned, citizens of the State, would
respectfully represent: That owing to the great
falling off of the Canal revenue, as well as the
increasing drafts upon the State Treasury, and the
large expenses of carrying on the several depart-—
ments of the State Government, thereby swelling up
the taxes; therefore, with the view of relieving
the people from the large amount now unnecessarily
expended to sustain the Executi.ve and Legislative
Departments, and to secure the honest and better
administration thereof; your petitioners respect—
fully ask that your Honorable body pass an act for
calling a Convention to so alter the Constitution
as to abolish both the Executive and Legislative
Departments, as they now exist, and to vest the
powers and duties thereof on the President, Vice
President, and Directors of the New York Central
Railroad Company.

The Times correspondent, a i early practitioner of advocacy journal—
ism, went on to explain that the proposal was "intended as a joke" but
"conveys a bitter satire, a satire which is deserved and just." There
followed a discourse on the villainy of the railroads, a detailed indict—
ment of the ruling Democrats (the Democratic State Chairman was then
Erastus,Corning!) , a dismissal of Republicans as an insignificant opposi—
tion, and a prediction that a time would come when "after long suffering”
the people would rise and "retaliate".

They almost did. The state legislature passed the proposition, and
it went on t.e ballot that fall. It failed by only 6,360 votes.

A CONSITUTIONAL CONVENTION WE MIGHT HAVE

I told this tale in an address to the New York Economic Club on the
evening of March 5, by way of calling attention to the steady pace by
which we are seemingly making our way to a national constitutional conven—
tion, called for the purpose of amending the Constitution to require a
balanced budget. There are now 30 states that have passed resolutions to
this effect, the latest being New Hampshire in 1979. Only four more, |1
said, would be needed for the required "two-thirds of the several State"",
which under Article V will 3%equ “~e Congress to call such a c' ivention.



campaign for a convention had started up again, and that resolutions had
failed only narrowly in Missouri and Washington State.

Is anybody watching? Does anybody care? Is anybody thinking what
this could mean?

The amendment would be a small calamity, 1in and of itself. Budgets
must be balanced over time. But to tie the federal government, or your
own family, to a 12 month cycle (as if bound to an agricultural year) 1is
folly. You spend more 1in some years, save more in others. Which of us
would ever have bought a house, or got the children through coJlege with—
out going into temporary debt? Several years ago at a hearing | asked
the then Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors, Charles L. Schultze,
if the Council would try to estimate what would have been the effect of
such an amendment on government Tfinances 1in the recent past. He did just
that and reported back that the "computer blew up".

The world, and not just the United States, was 1in a recession. Peo—
ple were out Ol work, and that year the Unemployment Compensation Trust
Fund paid out much more than it took in. Was that such a bad thing?

It is csl-od counter-cyclical financing. The reason the computer

"blew up" 1is that a rigid requirement for a balanced budget every year
would have stopped those unemployment compensation payments, meaning less
demand, meaning more unemployment, and so through thedownward spiral that

was_the bane of industrial economies until we learned how tomoderate the
business cycle.

But far more serious 1is the potential that our very political consen—
sus could break up 1in the course of a suddenly called Constitutional Con—

vention. It does not matter what the advocates say (I do not think they
are discjmulating, but that they just do not realize),a convention will
be plenipotentiary. It will be free to take up any subject. Article V

requires that the Congress

...on the application of the Legislatures of two-
thirds of the several States, shall call a Conven—
tion for proposing Amendments...

Amendments. Right? Plural.

Moreover, 1if our only precedent, that of Philadelphia in 1787, 1is
binding, the Constitution itself could be scrapped and the delegates

could draw up a new document. That is, after all, what happened to the
Articles of Confederation.
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FINANCE COMMITTEE
LETTER 0F I NTENT

H J R 17

The Finance Committee has reviewed HJR 17 on- the merits of
the constitutional amendment to balance the federal budget.
The Finance Committee requests the Judiciary Committee to
consider the effect of a federal constitutional convention
as requested on page 2, lines 6 through 12, the question of
whether a federal constitutional convention can in fact be
limited as to subject matter, and the applicability and ef—

fect of the resolved clause on page 2, lines 16 through 18.

Rep. Sam Cotten, chairman
House Finance Committee



common Cause

2030 M STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036  (202) 633-1200

Archibald Cox David Cohen John W. Gardner
Chairman President Founding Chairman

23 April 1981

Susan Claik
1109 C Street.
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Susan:

Enclosed is a Common Cause paper on a possible alternative
SJM 105- a limitation on federal spending. While Common Cause
does not actively support or pursue such a limitation, Common
Cause does recognize it as a possible alternative solution to
U.S. economic problems resulting from excessive spending
policies. Basically, this paper outlines some guidelines to
be followed should a legislature petition "Congress to impose
such a spending limitation.

Another alternative to the balanced budget amendment would
be for the Alaska legislature to draft a resolution asking
Congress to balance the budget when economic and political

conditions permit. Other states are considering such resolutions
due to uncertainty abo”t a constitutional convention (Hawaii
and Missouri, for exam* e) . This alternative "would.".eiiminate

the amendment and the constitutional convention; yet would
force Congress to recognize the seriousness of and public
sentiment against excessive spending and growing federal
deficits.

The comparison of state balanced budget amendments to a
federal balanced budget amendment is highlighted in your copy
of the memorandum on "Proposed Balanced Budget Jmendment
Constitutional Convention" on page" 5. Congress and the President
could easily produce a nominal balanced budget; in reality,
spending and taxation might never change, s™.nce excessive spend—
ing could be hidden 1in a second capital budget (as some states
have done).

If I can -be. of any further assistance, don"t hesitate to
call me (202-833-1200, ext. 333). Please let me know what
happens as you pursue this.

Thank ycu so much for your help, Susan.

Sincerely,

PO\]_ -
Pat Callahan
Alaska Liaison



common Cause

2030 M STREET. NW., WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036  (202) 833-1200

Archibald Cox David Cohen John W. Gardner
Chairman PresiOent Founding Chairman

As approved by Governing Board
on February 2, 1980
MEMORANDUM TO THE GOVERNING BOARD

RE: PROPOSALS TO LIMIT FEDERAL SPENDING

During the 1960 % and 1970 %, the country witnessed a huge
growth 1in government spending, tax, and loan programs. While
much of this spending was designed to meet real national needs,
wide-spread citizen disillusionment with government has resulted
in recent years from the popular perception that the government 1is
out of control. The refusal of Congress to discipline itself
has contributed to this condition. Congressional committees
have become special interest havens, seemingly 1incapable of

saying "r.o" to special interest groups. Narrow economic groups
dominate policy Tformulation in their areas of interest. Washing —
ton has become a Special Interest State where, 1in the words of
John Gardner, "every well-organized interest ®wns a piece of the
rock. ™

Common Cause has vorked for several years to improve govorn-
"ment performance and strengthen government institutions. Our
support of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, Sunset legisla—
tion, regulatory reform, congressional committee reform, cjvil
service reform, and multi-year budgeting all stem from this interest

Unfortunately, Congress has not been willing to exerci e

sufficient institutional discipline, and the special interests



have beer, able to continue to dominate events on Capitol Hill.
Congress has failed to date to adopt fundamental reforms
designed to mitigate the power of the Special Interest State -
congressional public financing, Sunset, committee reform,

and multi-year budgeting, to name but a few. The Congressional
Budget Act, the one major tool Congress has adopted 1in recent
years to increase fiscal responsibility, remains 1in a fragile
state. While the Act has resulted in a measure of restraint,
most significant attempts to use the Act to crack down on
undisciplined committees have failed.

Public pressure for more responsible government spending
practices has led to a host of proposals for chahge. At the
July 1979 meeting, the Governing Board reviewed a background
memorandum on proposals to limit federal spending and to re—
quire a federal balanced budget. The Board agreed that Common
Cause should continue to press for Sunset legislation and a
strengthened congressional budget process. The Board also agreed
that:

Common Cause should not, at this time, take a

position on any of the proposals to rerjuire a

balanced federal budget or to limit federal

expenditures, but should continue to monitor and

study these proposals in order to determine

what action, 1if any, we should take 1in the future.
Since July, the staff has monitored spending limitation and
balanced budget proposals and has completed a major investigative

study demonstrating how the Special Interest State fuels in—

flation, "The Government Subsidy Squeeze.™



While Common Cause has not taken a position on the spending
limitation concept, this memorandum outlines Common Cause support
for four basic principles designed to ensure that, any federal
spending limitation that might be adopted be statutory, flexible,
and responsible. The memorandum proposes continued support of our
basic government performance agenda and increased bugger watcnaog

efforts, as well as opposition to constitutional amendments and
rigid statutory proposals calling for spending limitations and a
balanced budget. This memorandum was considered by the Issues and

Minority Empowerment Committees and by the full Board.

Proposals to Control Federal Spending and Taxes
Attempts to control federal spending and taxes have taken
a variety of forms. They differ in thr”e main respects:
some propose amending the Constitution., others propose legislation
some would require a balanced budget, others would
directly 1limit spending or taxes; and some would allow
a majority vote to override the restriction, others would re
quire a super-majority vote.

Pressure to deal with those proposals 1is mounting 1in Congress

and tie states. Significant action couli take* place before the
Easter recess this year. These matters certainly will be 1isnucs
in the 1980 elections. Thirty state legislatures have called on

Congress to propose or call a constitution. 1 convention to pro-—
pose a constitutional amendment to require a federal balanced
budget-. While this effort slowed down somewhat 1in 1979, only

four more states are needed to call a convention. Senate



Judiciary Committee Chairman Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.) has

agreed to a mid-March full committee vote on a Lalan®" id budget
constitutional amendment recommended by a majority of the
Committee®s Subcommittee on the Constitution.

Las+- arch, the House leadership promised a floor vote on a
sperding limitation proposal after narrowly blocking considera—
tion of a related proposal by Representative James Jones (D-0Okla.)
The vote w.t not taken in 1979 but is likely in the spring of 1980.
House Budget Committee Chairman Robert Giaimo (D-Conn.) has intro—
duced a comprehensive spending limitation proposal that covers

tax expenditures as well as direct spending, and House Rules
Committee Chairman Richard Eolling (D-Mo.) has appointed a task
force to make a recommendation on this subject to the Rules
Committee 1in March. Senate Republicans came within a few votes

of Senate approval of tax and spending limitation proposals in

1979, and Senate Appropriations Committee Chairman Warren

Magnuson (D-Wash.) has introduced a spending limitation proposal.

A Common Cause Approach to Spending Limitations
As indicated above, Congress has generally refused to disci—
pline itself in fiscal and other matters. Special interest domi—
nated committees wreak havoc with the national 1interest. While
Common Cause has opposed and will continue to opp se proposals
designed to tie the hands of government unnecessarily, we must
recognize the significance of the current lack of Congressional

discipline.



As indicated above, these conditions have 1led to a host
of proposals to limit federal spending and balance the federal
budget. Proponents of a spending limitation argue that excessive
federal expenditures have contributed to runaway inflation and
have done serious damage to our economy and especially to the
least well off segments of our society. They argue that a federal
spending limit that would place responsibility for fiscal restraint
on the institution of Congress as a Whole is needed to complement
the existing budget process. Proponents argue that a limitation
could act as a powerful counterpressure to the special interests --
a means for legislators to say "no", a way to stop rampant Con—
gressional 1logrolling on narrow interest group subsidies.

Opponents of a spending limitation argue that limitations
restrict the government®"s ability to meet national needs and
respond to changing economic conditions. They argue that powerful
special interests will be able to continue to dominate the budget
process and that limitations would primarily squeeze the poor and
the powerless. Opponents also point out the difficulty of drafting
an enforceable, meaningful limitation.

Common Cause does not have a position for or against the
general concept of a federal spending limitation at this time.

But we could play a role both 1in shaping the upcoming national
and Congressional debate and 1in working towaid a flexible and
responsible proposal that would not cripple the ability of the
federal government to meet real human needs and stabilize the

economy. A careful review of Congressional proposals to bring



federal spending under control suggests four principles for
Common Cause 1in carrying out this role:
*First, any spending limitat.” jn must be comprehensive

and include tax spending and credit programs as well as

direct spending.

eSecond, any spending limitation should be established

by statute rather than by constitutional amendment.

eThird, any majority recorded vote should be sufficient

to override the spending limitation when circumstances

warrant,

eFourth, Sunset legislation and multi-year budgeting

should be adopted in conjuntion with a spending limi—

tation to encourage responsible pruning and planning.
Each of these principles is discu®red below.

First, any spending limitation mus+~ be cer.prehensive and 1in—
clude tax spending and credit programs as well as direct spending.
Studies by Common Cause and others have demonstrated that spending
through the tax code is the fastest growing and least equitable
form of government spending. A spending limitation that covers
only direct spending would likely prove to be counter-productiv2.
It would have the effect of further circumventing the discipline of
the budget process by encouraging the use of ~ff-budget items
such as tax expenditures and credit and loan programs (another
fast growing area that 1is largely hidden from public view). The
comprehensive spending limitation concept was authored by House
Budget Committee Chairman Robert Giaimo (D-Conn.). As we have

said in regard to Sunset legislation, we would oppose any spending

limitation that did not include tax expenditures.



Second, any spending limitation should be established by
statutegrather than by constitutional amendment. A strict
constitutional spending limitation or balanced budget re—
quirement could leave the government with 1inadequate flexi—
bility to respond to legitimate national needs and economic
conditions and could encourage the use of off-budget spending. A
meaningful limitation or balanced budget requirement must contain
technical detail that is inappropriate for the Constitution.
Senator Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), Chairman of the Senate Judiciary
Subcomnittee on the Constitution, has pointed out tnat one of the
major spending limitation proposals 1is almost as long as the entire
Bill of Rig.its. Perhaps Walter Heller, former Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, has best summed up the arguments
against a constitutional amendment in this area: "A meaningful

amendment would not be workable, and a vrrkable amendment would

not be meaningful.™

Third, any majority recorded vote should be sufficient to
override the spending limitation when circumstances warrant. The

purpose of a spending limitation should be to instill discipline

in the majority of the Congress. It should not be to allow minori —
ty rule. The purpose of a spending limitation should be to force
legislators to make public choices through recorded votes. It is

essential tc provide flexibility to enable the government to
respond to national needs and economic conditions 1in an equitable

manner. Requiring a super-majority vote (e.g., two-thirds or



three-fifths) to override the limitation would allow a minority
in Congress to block action 1in the national interest or to
withhold votes to obtain support on other matters. Super-majorities
are now required to amend the Constitution and ratify treaties
but not on matters of providing basic public services. Common
Cause would work for a provision similar to provisions 1in the
Budget Act and Sunset legislation to ensure that this majority
vote principle could not be undercut by a Senate filibuster.

Fourth, Sunset legislation and multi-year budgeting should

, -Pp--,,-, @Eimitation ...0Nn,,,, .

responsible pruning and planning. A responsible spending limita—
tion proposal should be designed to complement and strengthen the
budget process. Other Common Cause proposals are important aspects
of a comprehensive approach. Simultaneous passage of Sunset legis—
lation would facilitate responsible pruning and make way for needed
new prcgrams. Multi-year budgeting would maximize strategic
planning for the future and allow Congress to get a handle on the
large part of each year®s budget that is mandated by law. In
addition, it would minimize the temptation to defer the fiscal
impact of new programs.

Common Cause could work with legislative leaders to help
shape a workable and responsible limitation. In addition, we
could work to help resolve several important technical questions.
The enforceability of a spending limitation 1is the key to its
credibility. If a limitation 1is to be meaningful, it is essential
that attempts to waive the established limit are highly visible

so that the process 1is taken seriously. Another significant



technical question is that of which indicator to use to
establish the limitation. Most current proposals use the
Gross National Product (GNP) -- the limitation is a fixed
percentage of the GNP - but there are at least two problems
with this approach. First, the difficulty of estimating GNP for
a future year might invite Congressional game-playing with economic
estimates. Second, in order to ease the impact of a recession,
government spending might have to go up as the GNP slows down,
exactly the reverse of what 1is likely to happen ixnder a limitation
tied to GNP. Common Cause could work with Congressional leaders
for an adequate enforcement mechanism and a more appropriate method
of establishing the limitation.
Implications For Common Cause State Programs

In February of 1979, the Governing Board authorized Common
Cause organizations in states where spending limitations were
being considered as part of a comprehensive government perfor —
mance package to work for flexible and responsible limitations and
to oppose rigid limitations. As that policy is consistent with
the one proposed 1in this memorandum, adoption of this memorandum
would not result in any change in our state policy regarding
spending limitations.

In November of 1979 , based on a record o<f hasty action by
state legislatures, the Governing Board encouraged state organiza-—
tions to push for careful legislative consideration of resolutions

calling for a federal constitutional convention to draft a con—

stitutional amendment to require a federal balauaced budget. Adoption
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of this memorandum opposing rigid constitutional amendments to limit
spending or require a balanced budget would authorize our state
organizations to oppose the calls for a constitutional convention
for these purposes. Opposition would be based on opposition to
the substance of the balanced budget proposal, not on opposition)
to the concept of a constitutional convention. Legislatures
will be 1in session this year 1in nineteen of the twenty states
which have not called for a balanced budget convention. Conven—
tion resolutions are pending or have already been introduced 1in

twelve of these nineteen states.

Summary

A comprehensive reform package is needed to bring the
Special Interest State under control. A comprehensive Common
Cause program to instill greater discipline in the Congressional
Budget process includes the following essential elements:

estrengthening and continued support for the Congres—

sional Budget Act of 1974;

eSunset Legislation;

eMulti-year budgeting.

Common Cause should continue 1its monitoring of the Budget Act,
intensify 1its budget watchdog activities, and continue to seek
ways to strergthen the budget process.

While Common Cause does not have a position on the general
concept of a federal spending limitation at this time, we do
believe that 1in order to ensure that any limitation that might
be adopted is flexible and responsible it is important that it:

(1) include tax spending as well as direct spending; (2) be a



sratute rather than a constitutional amendment; C3) provide for

an override of the limitation by a majority rather than a super —
majority vote; and (4) be adopted along with Sunset and multi-year
budgeting. As part of this program, Common Cause should oppose
inflexible and potentially counterproductive proposals that do not

meet our principles for a responsible spending limitation.

Organizational Resources

Bruce Adams and Jane Wishner of the Issue Development
staff drafted the original memorandum based on discussions with
members of the staff management committee and the staff issue teams
responsible for budget reform and state government performance.
The memorandum 1is based on a July 1979 Governing Board memorandum
("Constitutional Convention and Balanced Budget and Expenditure
Limitation Proposals™), careful monitoring of spending limitations
and balanced budget proposals, and Coimnon Cause"s new 1investigative
study on the Special Interest State ("The Government Subsidy
Squeeze"). During the last year, we have consulted a host of
proponents, opponents, and commentators on spending limitation
and balanced budget proposals. We have relied on information
from the National Taxpayers Union, Library of Congress, National
Tax-Limitation Committee, Brookings institution, testimony pre—
sented to Congress, and a number of articles and speeches from
the Congressional Record.

Budget reform issues will continue as a top priority tor
Common Cause. The Common Cause budget and inflation watchdog

effort will intensify as a result of the release of our new
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investigative study 1in January. V7ork in supporc ot the xour
principles approved by the Governing Boarc will primarily in—
volve additional efforts by the lobbying and research staffs and

the Common Cause officers.



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

REPRESENTATIVE SALLY SMITH 321 CHURCH STREET e FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701 < IN JUNEAUi POUCH V « JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811

April 10, 1981

Michael A. and Alicia F. Bunce

S.R. 10363-A APR 1 3 1981
Fairbanks, AK 99701

Dear Dr. and Mrs. Bunce:

I appreciate your copying me on your letter to
Senator Fahrenkamp expressing your opposition to a resolu—
tion calling for a constitutional amendment to require a
balanced budget.

There are two resolutions that have been introduced.
Senate Joint Resolution 2 1is in the Senate Judiciary
Committee, and House Joint Resolution 17 1is in the House
Finance Committee. I am forwarding copies of your letter
to both Senator Pat Rodey and Representative Sam Cotten,
Chairs of the respective committees so that committee mem—
bers will be able to take your comments into consideration
during deliberations on the bills. I urge you to contact
both Senatdr "Rodey and Representative Cotten should you
have further comments.

Again, thank you for taking the time to write and
express yrur concerns. It"s good to know that people are

responding to issues that are J special interest to them.

Sincerely,

! h
Alaska State Representative

cc: Sen. Rodey
Rep. Cotten

ig



Dr. and Mrs. Michael Bunce
Star Route 10363-A
Fairbanks,Alasxa 99701

March 30*1981

Senator Bett.ye Fahrenkamp
Pouch V

Juneau,Alaska 99811
eSenator Fahrenkamp:

It has recently come to our attention that o resolution calling
for a constitutional convention to write a constitutional

amendment that would require a balanced federal budget is currently

before the Alaska legislature.

We are vehemently opposed to any such resolution as we see this
as a means of restricting effective economic government action
and do not believe the Constitution of the country should govern
fiscal policy.

We strongly urge your opposition to this resolutlon.il® you do not.
agree we would like a statement of your reasons lor passing this
resolution.

nPDhCi 1 —/l | —JJPJX

Michael A. Bunce Alicia F. Bunce

cc/Scn. Charles B. Parr
Rep. Richard Randolph
Rep. Sally Smith
Sep. Kenneth Fanning



AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY WOMEN COMMON CAUSE
ALASKA DIVISION" ~ " - ALASKA

Susan Raymer Clark, Legislative Chair
1109 C Street, Juneau 99801

586-6952
April 1981
SJR 30
HIJR 17: Constitutional Amendment to

balance the Federal budget

CommonCause/Alaska and the American Association of University
Women/Alaska Division oppose this resolution, because we believe that
the constitution is not the place to solve the specific economic prob—
lems of a particular time in our nation®s history. We do not, however,
oppose either a balanced federal budget or the calling of a
constitutional convention for an appropriate reason.

Our concerns are five-fold:

* such a constitutional requirement could be an economic
straitjacket that might not provide the government with adequate
flexibility to respond appropriately to a recession or to any sudden
change in the economy;

* Congress and the executive branch will devise ways of
getting around the constitutional requirements, resulting in less
rather than more public accountability;

*The Constitution should not be used to mandate fiscal policy;

* A rigid requirement to balance the budget may preclude
more effective methods for reducing inflation, curbing excess
federal spending, and spurring economic growth; and

* Questions are arising as to whether a constitutional con-—
vention can be limited in scope.

In the first case (such an amendment would be too inflexible and
could serve as an economic straitjacket), although provision in
HJR 17 1is made for suspension of the balanced budget requirement in
times of national emergency, such a suspension would require the
approval of a super majority of Congress (ie. 2/3rds or 3/4ths).
In practice such a requirement could well 1lead to minority rule.
The political realities of getting such a large majority of both
Houses to agree to suspension of the balanced budget requirement
would make it extremely difficult, 1if not impossible, to take action
to prevent or forestall an anticipated recession. The requirement of
a super-majority vote could give too much power to a small
minority 1in Congress which could block any action or deliberately
use their votes to obtain support on other unrelated matters, thus
being undemocratic as well as inflexible. By severely limiting
government®s ability to respond to economic crises, those crises
might well worsen. Former chair of the President®s Council of
Economic Advisors argues that "without the freedomof deficit

spending in 1974, the recession we had at the time might have been
as bad as the Great Depression.™



In the second place (technical budget gimmicks will be devised
to get around a constitutional requirement), such a constitutional
requirement would encourage Congress and the executive branch to
play games with the budget in order to meet the requirement, 1including
hiding the true cost of programs from the public. The result would
be less, not greater, government accountability in budgetary
decision making. Many of the states which have constitutional
balanced budget requirements now separate capital budgets
(long-term investments) from operating budgets. A little over
I/5th of the federal budget ($115 billion) could qualify as
capital expenses, and if the federal government were to go
the same route as those several states, the federal budget could
be balanced without any change 1in the actual spending and tax
policies of the government! In addition Congress could increase
the number of off-budget items (now totaling about $33 billion)
which include the Postal Service and the Federal Financing Bank,
and which are excluded by law from the Federal budget. Such
changes in off-budget items would allow the federal government to
meet a balanced budget requirement without any adjustments in
federal spending, and would in fact decrease government
accountability and the visibility of federal expenditures.

Thirdly (fiscal policy should not be mandated in the -
Constitution) , the Constitution should serve two major purpose -
the creation of a structure of government and the establishment
of fundamental rights. The document should not be used to
mandate specific fiscal policies. Such an action would be [like
constitutionally freezing into our economic system the free
coinage of silver, the charter of the First National Bank, or
the National Recovery Act, each of which dealt with the specific
economic problems of its time. To make the Constitution a receptacle
for the specific solutions to the economic problems of a particular
time would cheapen 1its value, shorten its life, and make it 13"tie

different than a collection of legislative statutes. Fiscal icy
involves the sorts of nuances and distinctions that can best be
expressed in statutes, regulations, and executive programs - not

constitutional amendments. 1In fact choosing an effective yardstick
for determining if the budget 1is truly balanced would be a serious
problem sirce the federal budget 1is built on estimates made

almost two years earlier - estimates that can fluctuate wildly as a
result of changing economic conditions.

Fourth (other means exist that may be more effective 1in

dealing with fiscal restraint, means which a constitutional

amendment may preclude),it is clear that fiscal restraint can be achiev
w*r*Vruse of a constitutional amendment. A spending limitation which

is enacted as a statute can be more easily adjusted in response to

varying fiscal and economic conditions and can prove to be

effective. For example, the Congressional Budget and Impoundment

Control Act of 1974 includes only modest spending restrictions,

but the annual deficits have been reduced 65% since its enactmant.

Reagan®"s proposed cutting of tax rates to stimulate private

investment and boost economic growth would be impossible in the

face of a requirement to balance the federal budget each year.

Taxes could, 1in fact, go up. Congress could chose to balance the

budget by raising taxes instead of cutting federal spending.

"What we need on the federal level,”™ comments conservative economist #



Milton Friedman, "is not a budget-balancing amendment but an amend—

ment to limit government spending as a fraction of income." Such
a proposal would hold the growth of Federal spending in any year
to the rate at which the economy grew the year before. When

conservative and liberal economists agree that a balanced budget
amendment would be unwise and counterproductive, we should take
notice.

Finally (a constitutional convention might expand in scope)
Constitutional scholars divide as to whether a convention®s agenda
can be restricted only to budget balancing. The American Bar
Association says it can, but some constitutional experts disagree
(Charles Black,Jr. of Yale Law School and Walter Dellinger of Duke).
13 states have called for a constitutional convention with respect
to abortion, and the same number with respect to bussing. These
could even be approached in budgetary language in terms of no
federal funding, and then Congress would be in the difficult
political and constitutional position of deciding the validity of the
other proposed amendments including school prayer, and the
entire bill of rights. The risk of tampering with the constitution,
and the decisions such action would generate, clearly is not
warranted, since a balanced budget can be acsieved either through

statute or even under existing budget procedures. President ,
Reagan 1is committed7 to gradual achievement of a balanced budget.
He should be given the opportunity to carry out his pledge. In

short, something as extraordinary as a second constitutional conven—
tion surely should be reserved for an objective that cannot be
attained without a change in the Constitution.

We do not question the need for a responsible answer to the serious

questions that have been raised about national fiscal policy and

the federal budget. We believe the manner in which the Congress deals
with the budget has significantly contributed to the economic problems
we now face as a nation. However, we believe that the Congress should

respond to these problems by fully utilizing and strengthening its
existing budget process, improving its program evaluation capacity by
establishing sunset process, and discontinuing programs that are
wasteful or obsolete.

Alaska, especially, now has a special responsibility to give
a convention call serious consideration, because of the haste
with which many states have rushed to pass resolutions. ONLY THREE
MORE STATES ARE NEEDED TO MAKE THE 2/3rds REQUIRED 1in order for
Congress to call a constitutional convention. Of the states which
approved the first 2! resolutions, only six held public hearings
and only six prepared committee reports. Recorded floor votes were
taken in only 12 of the 21 states.

There is no quick fix solution to our present economic
difficulties. The balanced budget amendment is a false panacea
generating more problems than it would solve. The results could
be counterproductive ranging from less government accountability in
budgetary decision making due to game playing, to actual tax raises
rather than spending cuts to acheive a balanced budget. We urge you
to reject the proposed call for a constitutional convention for
the purpose of balancing the budget.



Sample Coh-Con Testimony/Stein/Aprjl 7

Mr. Chairman, 1 am [name], [title] of Common Cause in
(

[state]. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this
committee to testify against the proposed call for a consti—
tutional convention to write a constitutional amendment that
would require a balanced federal budget.

Article V of the U.S. Constitution states that Congress,
"on the Application of the legislatures of two-thirds of the
several States shall call a convention for p. oposing Amend—
ments." IT three-fourths of the legislatures then ratify these
amendments, they would become part of our Constitution. Thirty
states have passed resolutions asking for a constitutional
convention to draft a balanced budget amendment. If thirty-
four states act, a convention could well be convened pursuant
to Article V.

The proposed resolution warrants serious consideration by
the [state] legislature. This process should include thorough

RY

committee discussions and floor debates as well as ample oppor—
tunity for public comment. Passage of a convention call is not

merely an expression of the legislature®s opinion. It could

load to the seco: d constitutional convention 1in our nation®s

history.
States now considering conventional calls have a special \
responsibility to give them serious consideration because of \

the.haste with which many states have rushed to pass resolutions. P



Of the states which

approved the

first 21 resolutions, only e

six held public hearings and only six prepared committee reports.
Recorded floor votes were taken 1in both houses 1in only 12 of
the ?.1 states. ,
Common Cause believes that careful scrutiny of the proposed
resolution will lead the legislature to reject it. While we do
not oppose a balanced federal budget, we believe that convening
a convention to draft a balanced budget amendment would be
extremely unwise and counterproductive.
Briefly, here are our reasons for opposing any resolution
calling for a constitutional convention to draft a balanced

budget amendment:

One, a balanced budget am

requirement 1in the U.S.

into an economic straitjacket.

a balanced budget would severe

respond to economic crises and

For example, the federal

taking the steps necessary to

Economist Walter Heller, forme

Council of Economic Advisors,

amendment that "without the

the recession we had at the ti

Great Depression.”

Heller*s fears arc justif

Ho 1i/er tried to balance the bu

a mere recession

Constitution,

government

freedom of deficit

was transformed

endment would place an inflexible

one that could easily turn

A constitutional amendment requiring

ly limit government®s ability to

might well worsen those crises.

could find itself barred from

respond to economic downturns.
V*

r chairman of the President®s

argues 1in opposing a balanced budget

spending in 1974,

me mi<;-ht have been as bad as the

ied. In 19 , President Herbert

dget by raising taxes. Soon after,

into the nation®s worst economic
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depression. It is no surprise, therefore, that most economists

oppose a balanced budget amendment. When conservative economists

like Milton Friedman and Alan Greenspan agree with liberals

like Charles Schultze and Walter Heller, we should all takqg note.
Two, a rigid requirement to balance the budget may preclude

more effective methods for reducing inflation, curbing excessive

federal spending, and spurring economic growth. President

Reagan has proposed cutting tax rates to stimulate private

investment so as to boost economic growth. Such a course could

well be impossible if the President and Congress were faced with

a requirement to balance the federal budget each year.

In addition, Congress could chose to balance the budget by >

raising taxes instead of cutting federal spending. That is why
Congressman Jack Kemp, author of the Kemp-Roth proposal to reduce
federal tax rates by one-third, opposes a balanced buaget amendment,
Conservative economist Milton Friedman also is worried that a
balanced budget amendment vould not curb spending. "What we need
on the federal level," Friedman has said, "is not a budget-
balancing amendment but an amendmenteto limit government spending

V.
as a fraction of 1income."

Three, Congress and the Executive Branch will devise technical
budget gimmicks to get around a constitutional requirement. A
balanced budget requirement would encourage Congress to play
games with the budget to obscure the true costs of government

programs. The result would be less government accountability in

bi .getary decisionmaking -- not more.

J
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For ?xample, if Congress adopted the accounting system
currently used by state governments, it could balance the
federal budget without making any substantive changes. As
members of this committee are well aware, most states including
[state], must abide by requirements in their state constitutions
to balance state budgets. But states need only balance their
operating budgets, not their capital construction budgets. If
t.he federal government were to move to a separate capital
budget, the federal budget could be balanced without any change
in its actual spending or taxing policies. Similarly, Congress
could increase the number of off-budget items, such as the

Postal Service and the Federal Financing Bank. These expenditures

Fourth, Tfiscal policy should not be mandated by the U.S.
Constitution. The U.S. Constitution should only serve two major
purposes - the creation of governmental structure and the
establishment of fundamental rights. As Charles Schultze,
former President Carter"s chief economist, lias stated, to make
the Constitution "a receptacle for th.e specific solutions to
the economic problems of a particular time would cheapen its
value, shorten its life, and make it little different than a
collection of legislative statutes.”

Economic policy is too complicated and uncertain to be
set permanently in the Constitution. For example, how could
convention delegates draft an amendment that would 1include an
ef active yardstick for determining if the budget is truly

balanced? The federal budget for a given fiscal year 1is built



on estimates made almost two years before the end of that year.
Estimates can fluctuate wildly, as a result of changing economic
conditions. Last year, Tfor instance, President Carter proposed
a balanced budget for the current fiscal year. But according
to current estimates, that budget will run a deficit of about
$50 billion.

The lasc word on whether the federal budget were balanced
could well belong to a federal judge. Such a development
could entangle the budget process in endless litigation and
lead to judicial intervention.

I~ifth, convening a constitutional convention to author a
balanced budget amendment raises the ominous possibility that
delegates will propose changes to the Bill of Rights or other
constitutional provisions. Constitutional scholars divide on

on the question of whether a constitutional convention can be

limited in scope. The Americcin Bar Association has said that
a convention®"s agenda can be .restricted. But some constitutional
exports disagree -- including Charles Black Jr. of the Yale Law

School and Walter Dellinger of Duke University Law School.
Even if Congress were to try to limit a convention call,

no one can say with certainty what a convention would do once it

were empowered. The only precedent - our constitutional
convention in 1787 - gives credence to fears of a runaway
convention. We should remember that the 1787 convention was

convened simply to revise the existing Articles of Confederation.



The cisk of tampering with the constitution, and the
decisions such action would generate, clearly 1is not warranted.

A balanced budget can be achieved either through statute -- which
more easily can be adjusted to meet changing economic con--
ditions - or even under existing budget procedures. President
Reagan 1is committed to the gradual achievement of a balanced
budget. He should be given an opportunity to carry out his
pledge. In short, something as extraordinary as a second con-—
stitutional convention surely should be reserved for an objective
that cannot be attained without a change in the Constitution.

We share .ie concern of most Americans over the current
high inflation and the inefficiency and ineffectiveness of our
bloated federal bureaucracy. To address these persistent problems,
we have proposed that Congress strengthen 1its budget process and
en .ict a comprehensive Sunset law to evaluate government programs
and to terminate those that are wasteful or obsolete.

There is no quick fix solution to our present economic
difficulties. The balanced budget amendment 1is a false panacea
because it would generate more probl%ms than it would solve. We
urge this committee and the state legislature to reject the
proposed call for a constitutional convention to write a balanced

budget amendment.



Balanced Budget Means Higher Taxes’

b
Layton P

B .*
P Iglympia Bureau

OLYMPIA — A proposed const.'utional
amendment to balance thc U.S. budget would
very likely lead to increased federal taxes, state
legislators were warm'd yesterday.

_That's just the opposite elfect sponsors of a
hill calling for the amendment are hoping for

and the_comment by Glen Pascall of the Wash-

ington Research Council could slow down the
ru-h to adopt the measure ,

The constitution can be amended if approved
In three-fourths of the states.

"The requirement of a balanced budget law
can be met icountcredi entirely through a lax
Increase.” Pascall told members of the House
Constitution and Elections Committee. _

Instead of a budget balancing memaorial, said
Pascall, director of the conservative private tax
watchdog group, legislators would do belter to
call for @ Constitutional amendment to tie fed-
eral spending to national economm?rowth.

Although Pascall told ! ¢ committee Congress
has abused" its ability to spend beyond réven-
ues. he said even conservative econgmists agree
thert are individual vears when deficits are ap-
ﬁro,prlate, rovided there is assurance they will
e iu,,-10' hy sin pluses. in boom verms"

n

tuber »ill/*n Lioiips joii.cd m Pascall*. oppo

sinon to the memorial sponsor»*d by most Repub-

licans in the House

Chuck Sauvagc, state Common Cause dirgc-
tor. quoted economist Waller Heller that “with-

out the freedom of deficit spending in 1974, the
recession we had at ibal time might have been
as had as the great depression” of the 1930s

_And he quoted conservative economist Miltoa
Friedman, adviser to former President Richard
Nixon, as saying the proposed amendment is “a
serious mistake o , ,

Also speakin aﬁalnst it was Judith, Turpin
Federal Way, of the American Association ol
University Women, who objected to the poten
tial for a federal constitutional convention if the
memorial is adoBted by Congress.

As outlined_by Johin Sonineland, Sjmkane. of
the National Taxpayers I-mon. the memorial
*would provide for calling such a conventjon
"only if Congress fails lo act on the ihudget hal
anctngl amendment."

Pascall objected also to a Democratic memo-

rial which merely commends Congress, for its
efforts to balance the budget by 1UUI, saying that
it was "too late." , ,

The committee took no action on the hill

Neither did it aet on the ratification of a
measure to give resident* of itn- District f Co
Uiuihia |ull Voting rights, lie liming nproenia
tion in Congress

The constitutional amendment siting repre-
sentation lo Washington. DC,,  supported by
the League of Wonien Voters, whose Washin
ion stale’ president, Marilyn Knight, said the lac
?ef re |r_%s”entatlon is a "blight on our democratic

ublic.

IDBut conservatives opposed it. Joe Wish, .mipi-r
of the Was,hlrl?ton slate_Young Americans lor
Freedom said “There is a fundamental conflict of
interest between DC. and the  stuti-s DC has
a special interest in the perpetual expansion ot
the_federal government. _ o

Tom Dixon. director of Hie lacoioj Cihan
League, said conservative cummenLs an- on_Hu-
issue are "code words loi racism. Jerome Page
of the Seattle Crlvan League charged that lloum-
Republicans have already "lucked tip on Hie
measure _ - _

_R:-p. Peggy Maxie. D-Sejtile, asked Hi* com
mittcc to approach the rotistituiionai amend
ment — which needs ratification by tun third*
oi_ihe slates lo go into_effect — “with an open
mind.". She said"Ihe District of Columbia pays
214 billion yearly in federal income laves and
had a higher raw- ol casualties m tin Vietnam
war than-any slate

More* nnc* of lhr lru.s-
[<ilnr>“on [I*"I*" //->,
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How Not to Balance the Budget “

~Now that the political pendulum is swinging to the
right, economic conservatives are striving to keep it
there. Some, led by California’s Gov. Jerry Brown,
seek a constitutional amendment to requiré that the
Federal budget be balanced. So far, 25 state legisla-
tures have endorsed this radical idea in one form or
another and called for a constitutional convention to
propose it as an amendment. Advocates of the idea
would forbid deficit spending, leaving the nation with
noready way to fight recession or even depression.

* Now, thereisa movement fora more cautious con-
servative initiative. It, too, calls for a constitutional
amendment to limit the growth of government, but it
would not wholly abandon flexible fiscal policy. A
erosaI,_ongmaIIy championed by Nobel laureate.
lilton Friedman and a group called the National Tax
Limitation Committee, may soon be introduced in Con-
gress. At last weekend's meeting of Republican politi-
calleaders, the idea was embraced as an alternative to
themore extreme notion of Governor Brown.

The proposal Is to hold the growth of Federal
spending in any year to the rate at which the economy
grew the year beéfore, There would be even tighter re-
strictions’if the inflation rate exceeded 3 percent. Any
surplus would be used to reduce the national debt. The
new spending limits could be lifted in the event of a na-
tional crisis by a two-thirds vote of Congress, but not
ﬁermanentl without a three-fourths vote of both

ouses and the approval of 26 state legislatures.

This idea is more sensible than a forever-balanced

i

budget because It would not eliminate or severely hob-
ble countercyclical fiscal policy. If the nation should
sink into recession, Federal deficits could still be used
to stimulate economic activity, although these would
have to be deficits created by cutting taxes rather than
boosting spending. Since tax cuts can inject money into;,
C ragglnﬁ economy faster than' new  spending pro-,j|(
rams, the amendment would merely encourage the;
overnment to do what it should do anyway in times o ({]
economic weakness. Hence, the economic theories be:1-
hind the proposal are no cause for cqncern,.But the so- *!
cialimplications are. B " ) o
* Underlying the proposal is a belief that there is |
something innately correct or desirable about the cur- #;
rent size of the public sector vis-a-vis the rest of the |
economy. The amendment would make it extremely
difficult'to increase the ratio of Government outlays to
gross national product. The emeri'.en’y provision
would allow a President to_i)lerce the_Locndlnlg ceiling
in a war, but would make it very dtfficu!- to faunch a
moral equivalent of war, whether against po\ >rty and
unemploymentoron behalf of energy Independence.
Thus, even the Friedman proposal is unwi ;e and,
we think, unnecessary. The White House and Congress
already seem intent on limiting the growth of Govern- .
ment without such rigid and arbitrary clamps on”
spending. Once the currentJJenod of austerity ends, i
the Friedman formula would be merely an added ob- r,
stacle to new social pro?rams — an administrative
hurdle that the nation would do betterwithout.l tf



Constitutional Amendment Drive
On Balanced Budget Pushed Anew

ByADAMCLYMER

SptulloTht St» York Timn

WASHINGTON, Mari ) 5— The drive
to call a constitytional convention to pro-
\oose a constitutional amendm?nt re le-
ng the Federal budget to be balanced has
started up a aln,,?néi two State Legisla-
tures narrowly failed to adopt the meas-
ure today. , _

In Missouri and then in Washington
State, foes attached amendments to” the
proposal that kept their states from com-
Pletln% action and |mmed|ate|g/ Aomln
he 30States that have already asked Con-
gress to call a convention,

The Constifution stipulates that such a
call must be issued after 34 states request
It aIthou?h some authorities have argued
that the fact (hat the 30 resolutions are

_not identical 'is a fatal defect In this
inever-before-used method of constitu-
| tional change.

But In Doth states pro?onents con-
tended that thwy could get those amend-
ments deleted In House-Senate confer-
ence? and could then %et the basic pro-

osal passed. The National Taxpayers
Union, an organizatjon that attacks what
It considers excessive Federal spendin
and Is Ieadln(I; the effort nationally, said i
believed that four more states could be
found to pass the progo_sal this year.

David Cohen, president of Common
Cause, said that his public affairs lobby-
mg group was still wor,kmﬁ a%amst the

gl n In the states. He said that [npon,ents
hould  not rely on “technical™ differ-
cne s in the ftexts of different states
proposals, since their S|m|Iar|t?/ of pur-
gose was clear, but rather should oppose

convention because It mqht seek to
%a{nper with other elements of the Consti-
ution.

Congressional Move Seen

. George Snyder, president of the Na-
I tional | ax,oayers Union, who is a former
majority leader in the Maryland State
j Senate, said he believed that 4 convention
could be limited to the budget issue.

But in any case, he said, he did not be- h

lieve a convention would be held because
the pressure from twoor three more state
requests would cause Congress to pro-
pose such an amendment o its own. He

said that had happened in the case of the
amendment requiring popular election of
senators.

All"the amendments that have been (
adopted, dreven considered by the states,
have been CPro osed by Congress. A
spokesman for the Senate’Judiciary Com-
mittee's Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion said today that hearings would begin
next Wednes a¥ on such an amendment.
He also said the subcommittee would
soon begin work on a bjll to detail proce-
dures for a convention, it one Isever held.

A spokesman for President Reagan

said that the Administration did not have
a position on the convention issue. Larry
SPeakes, a derPutx press secretary, sald
of Mr. Reagan, " sa?eneral poficy, he
supports a requirement that the Federal
Government 'balance its budget. His
preference is that the halanced budget be
|mPIemented legislatively. ,
. The measure got its greatest impetus
in 1979, when eight states passed It, but
none were added_In 1980. Mr. Snyder sajd
today that hjs side had "seven’or eight
states towork on™ with some hope of suc-
Cess.

Delays In Ohio and West Virginia

In hoth Ohio and West Virginia, the
State Senate has passed the measure. But
the Speakers of ‘both State Houses arc
seeking to keep the issue bottled up and
off the“floor. Mr, Snyder said that other
states where the measure might be
Pushed this gear were California, Mon-
ana and Alaska.

Today the Missouri House, on an 8f>-to-
76 vote, deleted the State Senat?'s provi-
slon calling for a constitutional conven-
tion, Ieavmgnonly a call for Congress to
balance the budget. One foe, State RePre-
sentative Joe Holt of Fulton, argued that
a convention might result in efforts to
write provisions on abortion, gun control,
busing and equal rights for women.
Iéesgsd not tamper with the document,”

id.

State Representative Guy Sharpe of
Hannibal, backing the convention call, in-1
sisted, "I we're ever,gomg to balance the «
Federal budget, now iSourchance,

The State Ho_us? Speaker, Bap Griffin '
of Cameron, said later that while he hag

been surprised by to_dah/'s vote, he still

expected to get the origihal version out of

a House-Senate conférence and gel it

passed. But toda?/'s action caused fim to

cancel plans to u from Jefterson City to

Washington for Kpress conference.

In Olympia, Wash,, the State Senatg
added an amendment to n House-Pass_e
m?asur in order to regm_re a Sﬁi ewide
referendum on the convention call. House
sponsors attacked that move as "chick-
en" and said they would try to get it re-
moved in conference



States Calling for a

Constrtutional

WASH.
NORTH
MONTANA OAKOTA
OREGON 7 MASS.
° I/ IDAHO
MICH.
CONN.
nevada-
UTAH /
/ COLORADO
*KANSAS
- 4
AR'ZIONA'/ LOKLAHOMA! T
NEW MEXICO C)
TEXAS
ALASKA]
HAWAII
1  '1Passed resolution
ILegislature passed resolution; vetoed by governor
y LTheI tNatiorglal Cohnfgrelndce of S%,ate.
i -will be called. The drive probably will €gIsiatures nas scneduled a meetng -
" By T. R Reld Jprompt some action frompCongre)és on here this week, too, and the legisla-

Wnshiniton PoU 3i*f( W rllrr

' Despite the political hoopla and the
lopsided public opinion palls, the na-
tional campalgn for n constitutional
amendment on the fedcrn| budget
faclesd growing prospects of being de-
railed.

“A backlash from the WashmPton
political establishment and closer
scrutiny of the campaign’s reported
success to date are raising serious
doubt about what seemed, just a few
weeks ago, a near ccrtanty: the con-
vening 0f a constitutional ‘convention
to propose n balnnocd-budget amend-

ment.
"There's no duubt that the conven-
tlon_camP_algn, propelled by a charis-

matic national lender, California Gov.
Edmund G. (Jerry) Drown Jr., and n
broad grassroots ~network
quired considerable momentum. Polls
sar% that more than two-thirds of the
American people support a balanced-
budget amendment, ‘and that must
favor calling a convention, If neces-
sn]y, to gr_opose one. _

*The National Taxpa%/ers’ Union, the
Washington-based lobby coordinating
the drive, snid Friday that 28 of the
required 34 slates have approved a
resolution asking Congress lo call n
convention, The “group“said two more

stoles, Indiana and Montana, are like-

ly to do so within two weeks.

But the campaign’s recent successes
maY_ be misleading. Political and legal
realities suggest™ that chances arc
slight that n"constitutional convention

‘ E.verybod?; here is

afraid of the rogue
© elephantidea of a eon-
- venlioit ... so we
i would give them some*
* thing..."

has ac-

—

othe budget issue—but It Is llkel?/ to
fall far short of a constitutional re-
quirement for a balanced budget. .

Proponents of the convention drive
face three obstacles. . _

They have an uphill fight to win
the approval of the additional states
needed to reach 34. If they do accum-
ulate 34 state resolutions. Con?ress, IS
Iikely to hold many of them Tnvalid.

nd “if proponents “ever approach 34
valid resolutions, Congress is likely to
adopt legislation or Fropos,e a Mmild
amendmeént in order to avoid calling
a convention,

The Constitution says amendments
can lie proposed by atwo-thirds vote
in Congress or by a convention called
at the request of two-thirds (34) of the
states. In° cither case, any proposed
amendment would have "to be ap-
groved by three-fourths (38) of the
tates to take effect.

The drive for a constitutional con-
vention started slowly four Years ago
and then picked up “steam Inst sum-
mer in the furor surrounding Califor-
nia’s Proposition 13. Brown's declara-
tion of support six weeks ago added
now impetus.

_But Brown's su[)port, and the atten-
tion It won for thi convention cam-
aign, spawned a counterattack from
ashington. House Speaker Thomas
P. (Tlp(); O'Neill Jr. FD-Ma,ss.) estab-
lished a task force on the issue. Last
week the task force chairman, Rep.
David Obey (DAVis.) sent a tough let-
ter to eyerr governor warning that
federal aid lo State and local govern-
ne\t is sure to be a victim of a but-
a'.ed-budget austerity wave.

When the governors gather here for
a conference” this week; congressional
leaders will be among them for anti-
convention Iobb?/ln?—although this

ffort. may be offsef by the personal
Fob%ying (Yf Jerry Browr¥. P

tors will be welcomed to Washmqton
b?{ Sen. Edward  Muskic JD-Ma ne),
chairman of the Senate Bu ?et Com-
mittee and a caustic critic of the bal-
anccd-budgct proposal. Muskie will re-
inforce thé message thnt local aid will
be slashed if the states force any
budget-cutting action on Congress.

To counter” the Obey-Muskic argu-
ment, some proponents of a constity-
tional amendment have proposed add-

ing lapnguage that would prohibit any
significant’cuts in local aid. That ided
in” turn, hardens_ the congressional
leadership's opposition to any budget
amendment. _ _

Two Senate committees will hold
hearmg%s early in March gn the wis-
dom o7 holding a convention and on
the need for a constitutional rc%,ula-
ton of the budget. The witness Tlists
suggest that the sessions will portray
a constitutional convention as an invi-
tation to disaster and a bulanced-
budget requirement as an economic
straitjacket. _ _

On’the House side, Chairman Peter
W. Rodino Jr. (D-N.J.) of the Judiciary
Committee has. planned a cautious,
drawnout investigation of the various
proposals for an"amendment limiting
Povernment spending.. "Roding has
aunched a turtle," said one aide to
the House leadership. The purpose I
to create ,enou%h evidence 0f congres-
sional activity To deter additional” leg-
islatures from demanding a constitd-
tional c(?nvennon. , _

President Carter and Vice President
Mandale are as strongly opposed to a
baIanced-,budPet convention as the
congressional leadership, but the
White House lias not yel been active
in the opposition campaign. That may
be starting to change.



Sen. Rieliard Lugnr (R-Ind.)
(I)-Ind.) announcing " that th

Political advisers arc_urging . the
president to take a visible™ paosition
against the convention drive. ,heY ar-

ue that Brown, a potentijal rival for
tho presidency, erred badl?il_m hoard-
ing tills, bandwagon, and Hint Carter
can capitalise by fighting it. And the¥
think such an efloTl would win bac
Democratic liberals who arc disen-
chanted with Carter.

The burgeoning  backlash  from
Washingtoncomesjust its the conven-
tion drive Is moving Into already hos-
tile terrltorXNSmce most states ‘in the
Soutli nntl ‘West already have passed
resolutions, the flﬁht for the Inst half-
dozen states will have to focus on the
industrial  northeast—where  local
budgets are particularly dependent un
fed%ral monem

The proponents recently have suf-
fered the first serious Sethacks of
their four-year effort. Last week's de-
feat of n resolution in Brown's own
stale. California, was a significant psy-
chological blow. Although' the Taxpay-
ers' Unjon lists lowa as one of the
slates that passed n resolution, that
qulslature two weeks ago defeated a
call for an immediate convention, ap-
proving In its place n request for a
convention only It Congress fails to
?etoon llie budget issue by July 1,

[t more slates do demand a conven-
tion on the budget issue, ConPre_ss will
begin to_ scrutinize the resolutions It
has received— and that could be total
to the convention drive.

Of the 28 resolutions approved to
date. 16 ask Congress elll ir to con-
vene a constitutional convention or to
Bropose an amendment of Its own.

ongressional lawyers studying the Is-
sue say flatly that'such conditional re-
quests arc not valid demands for a
convention. Some of those 16 set no
lime limit for Congress to propose an
amendment—so there is no date when
the "conditional" convention call be-
comes effeclive.

left and Rep. Andrew Jucobs
ey expect ~ Indiana to join

Although the intent of most of the
28 resolufions Is clear, the states have
passed a hodgepodge of different pro-
posals. In somie cases, different houses
of the same legislature sent In differ-
ent resolutions, A dozen stales that

assed resolutions have not sent them
0 Congress. . o
_ There also are technical difficulties
in some state resolutions. Delaware,
for ex,amgole, asked for a convention
only if 33 other states propose an
amendment identical to Delaware's
version, To date, no other state has
adopted Delaware's warding. .

Backers of the convention drive say
Congress would be quilty of outra-
geou” nitpicking if it rejected a con-
vent«k' on thoSe technical grounds.
Dnvt Keating of the Taxpayers' Union
agrees. that” some resolutions _are
"marginal,” but says it Is unrealistic
to expect 34 different Ie?|slatures to
agree on nearly identical fanguage.

. Keating says any resolution . re-
jected by Congress would be revised
and resubmittéd quickly. Jut Fred
-Werthelmer._a_.vico president «'r Qot'n
.mon Cause,”which opposes a ronvcu:
Jinn, savs. this is noL.tlic case. "A lot
of states Hint passed this bark whc,|z
nobody was Iopkln? very hard ati
might think twice it they got another
charicST" "

In any case, there is Abroad and bl- "
partisan consensus on Capitol Hill
that Congress would not call a consti-

tutional convention even if 34 argu-
abl% valid resolutions were submitted.

" ver?/body here is afraid of_ the
rogue elephant,idea of a convention,”

% AMIAV«1Kw1!,, li

call for a constitutional convention. At right I1s James
Davidson, president of the National Taxpayers' Union.

said one senior House Republican. "So
we would give them something, a
balanced budget next year or maybe
even a proposed'amendment, before

we would let the states get into the
amending business." _
Stuff writer Mary Russell contributed

to I/iis rgoort.



John EHavelock

2024 ESQUIRE DRIVE
ANCHORAGE., ALASKA 99503
19061 274-6783

March 31, 1981

Mr. Kevin Bruce

Office of Senator Pat Rodey
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Constitutional Amendment on Balanced Budget
Dear Kevin:

I have received the enclosed communication from Common
Cause, an organization for which 1 am the Alaska correspondent.
Can you give me some reading as to whether there is a likeli—
hood that this will go somewhere?

IT it looks like this is going to receive serious atten—
tion, could you tell me what the committees of referral might
be and any information on a time table for consideration.

JEH :pb

Enclosure

cc: Common Cause
Washington, D. C

A FA<H
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Balanced bud

By The Associated Press

The federal government
should be required to balance
its budget each year, and
Alaska, should enact a con-
stitutional limit on both
operating and capital spending,
lawmakers were told today.

The testimony came during a
House Finance Committee
hearing — the first hearing of
the session on proposals to
place a cap on state spending
which Gov. Jay Hammond an
some lawmakers have termed a
toprrlorlty._

'The Legislature has spent
every dime every year..even-
tually it's going to destroy us,"
said Rep. Oral Freeman, D-
Ketchikan.

Feilow Ketchikan Democrat
Terry Gardiner, sponsor of a
proposed constitutional amend-
ment (HJR4) that would limit
capital and operating ex
penditures to the annual growth
rate of the state economy,
urged lawmakers to approve a
spending limit this session —
even though it could not take ef-
fect until 1983, o

"It's important to do it this
Year...so we will have some de-
ense against all the spending
requests next year," Gardiner
said. If passed by the Legisla-

22, 1981

ture, the amendment still wouid
require ratification by voters. It
approved by lawmakers either
this year or next, the amend-
ment would be placed on the
1982 "statewide ballot,

Gardiner said that in the past
he "would vigorously have op-
posed” a limit on state spend-
Ing. But he said the vast amount
of oil revenue pcuing into state
coffers iendates a spending
ceilin’

Vo Uasx.  an excess of
rev ;ue ~ow, Garan t warned
that during the 1990s Prudhoe
Bay oil revenues are to decline
sharply, .

Gardiner also said the rules of
the budgeting game have
changed drastically since Alaska
became so wealthy. Con-
stituents and local "~ govern-
ments are requesting more and
m_odre programs and projects, he
said.
~"Our demands are five or 10
times what they were" a few
years ago, Gardiner said. "We
used to be able to say ‘we don't
have the money," or that taxes
would have to be hiked to sup-
port a new service,

Gardiner noted that Gov. Jay
Hammond, during his first term
in office, was fond of repeating
two rules he considered ap-

propriate — that * users should
pay for services" and that the
state should adopt a “pay as you

0" aﬁproach.

"| think those rules are all out
the window now," Gardiner
said. He said there'sa common
attitude that industry, such as
coal or agriculture, should not
be required to pay for develo[)-
ment when the state has plenty
of money.

The committee plans further
hearings on Gardiner's propos-
al, which is fairly similar to one
introduced by Gov. Jay Ham-
mond. Finance Chairman Sam
Cotten, D-Eagle River, said he
intends to "make every attempt
toget this Passed this year."

efore taking up ‘the state
measure, ccmmittee members
heard testimony from Jim
Clark, president of Maryland's
state Senate, urging Alaska to
join more than two dozen other
states in calling for an amend-
ment to the U.S. constitution re-
quiring the 1. deral budget to be
balanced eacli year except in
emergencies,

With a national debt of about
$985 billion, and annual pay-
ments of nearly $100 hillion re-
quired on the debt, Clark said it
is crucial that Congress be dis-
ciplined by a constitutional
limit. "You can't keep on
spending money(}/ou haven't got
forever,” he said.

geturged

quired to balance "its budﬂet
"and it's worked very well"
Clark said.

Only four more states are
needed to require a con-
stitutional convention to pass a
balanced budget amendment.
Brv law, if two-thirds of the
sf* 35 pass resolutions calling
Lorlda convention, one must he
eld.

Clark urged Alaska to join in
the fight by passing a resolu-
tion sponsored by Rep. Mike
Beirne, R-Anchorage, and 13
other House members calling
for a constitutional amendment
requiring a halanced federal
budget.

But a spokeswoman for Com-
mon Cause of Alas.~ and the
state branch of the American
Association of University Wom-
en said a balanced "budget
admendment would be a bad
idea.

Susan Clark said such an
amendment would be an "eco-
nomic straitjacket" that would
not_gwe government adequate
flexibility to respond to a reces-
sion. She also Congress could
devise ways to get around the
requirement, and that there are
more_effective ways to reduce
inflation and curb excessive
federal spending — such as
weeding out uneeded or waste-
ful programs.
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Balanced budget amendment support asked

By JON MATTHEWS
Daily News reporter

JUNEAU - The president of
the Maryland State Senate
asked Alaska lawmakers here
Wednesday to join 30 other
states seeking a U.S. constitu—
tional amendment requiring a
balanced federal budget.

But some key Alaska legisla—
tors, while voicing support for
less federal spending, appear to
have little enthusiasm for mak —
ing major changes in the U.S.
Constitution.

Sen. Jim Clark of Maryland
urged the House Finance Com —
mittee to approved a resolution
asking Congress to either sub—
mit a balanced budget constitu—
tional amendment to the states
for ratification, or call a consti—
tutional convention on the is—
sue.

Thirty states already have
asked for such a convention,
and four more states are need—

ed to force Congress to call
one.

“You can Tkeep on spending
more money than you ¥e got
and get away with it,>” Clark
said. “The real reason that the
cosi of money isso high now is
that the government has to
borrowsomuch.?”

Clark said his state is re—
quired to balance its budget,
“and 1M sure that ifwe didnT
have to balance the budget in
Maryland, we wouldn Tdoit.””

The Maryland lawmaker
said the national debt is now
rising to $985 billion, and that
payments on the debt are ap—
proaching $100 billionper year.

The U.S. government also
has nearly $1 trillion in liabili—
ties in the federal pension sys—
tem, he said.

Rep. Oral Freeman; I>Ket-
chikan, said he has long felt
that one of the functions of
government is “printing up our

money tobuy our voteswith. ™

Rep. Brian Rogers, D-Fair-
banks, argued the federal gov—
ernment wouldn ¥ now have to
be cutting back on social pro—
grams if itweren T for required
payments on the debt from
“past excesses.””

The finance panel took no
action on the measure.

House Judiciary Chairman
Fred Brown, D-Fairbanks, said
if the House finance panel does
approve the call for a constitu—
tional change, he will request
the resolution (HJR17) be sent
tohiscommittee.

Brown said that while he
doesn T necessarily oppose bal—
ancing the federal budget, he
has major doubts about the
wisdom of calling a constitu—
tional convention to force the
issue.

Brown said that ifa constitu—
tional convention were called
on a balanced budget, “ft3

likely that the entire constitu—
tion would be fair game for
changes" during the gathering.

“We Te talking about a con—
vention that could change such
things as the right of free
speech and the Bill of Rights,””
Brown said. “1t could touch the
very fiber of the American
government and freedoms.””

“1"m not willing to do that
(call for a convention)," Brown
said.

Ted Stein of Common Cause,
a national public interest group
opposing the constitutional
change, said a forced balanced
budget could put the federal
government into “&n economic
straitjacket.””

Stein said such a budget
amendment also could lead to
the federal government "play—
ing games”?with the budget to
disguise spending increases by
creating “6ff-budget”” categor—
ies.



_ Washington — There was a flash-
ing warning light for President Rea-
gan in that vote in the Senate Budget

ommittee the other day rejecting
the 1982 budget resolution. |

In the Ionﬁ run, it is unlikely that
any serious harm has been done to
thé White House's economic recov-
ery program. There are ways to re-
wiite that resolution to project a bal-
anced federal budget in 1984 and thus
sat,Jy the three conservative Re-
ublican senators who defected —

illiam Armstrong of Colorado, Ste-
ven Symms of Idaho and Charles
Grassley of h.wa. Moreover, there is
nothing legally hinding on the Senate
or anyone else in the budget projec-
tion for 1984,

But the message has now heen
spelled out in neon letters that Re-
Pub_hcan conservatives are not going
o sit still for anything that even sug-
gests a temperln? of Reagan's com-
mitment to balance the federal
budget.

"We need to make It clear," Arm-
strong said after the vote, "that
thereare a lot of us who feel that to
balance the budget is a priority of
the utmost, crucial importance."
Any failure to insist on that, he said,
"breaks the contract we have with
the voters."

IN POINT OF FACT, the White
House has not backed away from its
commitment to a balanced budget.
Buf It has not yet produced the Spe-

cific proposals for additional spend-

ing cuts In fiscal years 1983 and 1984
that would wipe out the projected
deficit of almost $45 billion in 1984,
And the three Republicans who cast

tUU 11vVOo 1uurt

The hazards of

an unbalanced budget

by Jack W. Germond
and Jules Witcover

it on faith that these added cuts
would be along later, , ,
_ One reason, obviously, is the vi-
sion of the Democrats in the House
Broducmg a resolution pTOJeCtI.n% a
alanced budget in 1983. Even if the
conservatives disagree, as they do,
with the means used to achieve that
balance on paper — most notably re-
ductions in defense spendlnP = no
Republican wants to be obfiged to
explain why his party apparently is
being outdone by the Democrats on
sucha central isSue.

But quite beyond that, these are
Republicans who want to take full
advantage of what they see as tlieii
single best chance to bring. about
radical change in the waY businessis
done here. AS Symms of Idaho put it:
"We have a window of opportunity
now to straighten out this mess the
liberals left us with.”

BOTH THE WHITE HQUSE and
the chairman of the committee. Sen.
Pete Domenicl, were given some
warning of this before thé vote. Arm-
etrong, for one, urged that the vote
on the resolution be delayed in the
committee until the balance could be
achieved rather than going to the
Senate floor with a measure that
WbOIU|d make them politically vulner-
able.

But 'hose sqnals were ignored
until it was too late, und the result
was a vote that appeured to be a re-
buff to the president, even while he
was still in the hospltp' recjperating
from the uttack on his life.

That startled some of the older
hands here. "If that had been MY
president" — meanina a Democratic

IO”‘.; “1'd have voted for the resolu-
ion.

_ The defectors chose, of course, to
ivoid the inference that this was a
“defeat" for the injured president.
"It's not a defeat for the president's
program,” said Grassley. "The pres-
Ident's program is a balanced bud%(et
in 1984." Said Symms: "I fee! Iike
that vote ... was a victory for Rea-
gan, not a defeat.. tliat's:a good re-
solution but now we can make it bet-

_And Armstrong raised the possi-
biH'y of two hazards for Reagan in
demanding anything less than the
fully balanced budget. One is the pos-
sibility_that if it were not assured,
some Republicans m|([1ht back away
from the tax cuts that comprise the
other main element of the presj-
dent's program. The other, the Col-
orado Republican said, is the chance
that a te,mporlzmg resolution mlght
send a signal to Dusiness and labor
that the Republicans are not serious
about going all the wny. "I we back
awuy from that," he said, "we're
* lying maybe we can't do it."

THERE IS NO SUGGESTION in
the Budget Committee action of any
serious division hetween these con-
servatives and Ronald Reugan on
their final gouls. As Armstrong put
li, "There's no difference on where
we want toend up."

But what the vote In the com-
mittee demonstrated is that these
senators have their own political
agendas — and their own political
commitments to fulfill. And that
means a balanced budget is not ne-
aotiable for a Bill Armstrona. "Our
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Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of State of Alaska relating to
incurring general obligation iniebtedness Kor housing

under

consideration and (a majority of the commi ttee)",(the committee)

reports it back with the following recommendations:

WAl
[ 1 do..._pas.s/A\]bly\]/Qt|/|C [ Mo not pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ Jsame title
[ 1 replace with CS for [ Jnewtitle
and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent"” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Committee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
CHAITRMAN

S 60 (Rev. 12/78)



41

gagor who assumes a mortgage that had been made from proceeds of
a qualified mortgage issue. Tnose requirements are tnc residence re-
S;Jirement (subsection (d)), the 3-year requirement (subjection (e)),

ie purchase price requirement (subsection (f)), and the income re-
guirement (subsection (h)). These requirements are to be determined
based upon the facts us they exist at tne time of the assumption as if
the loan were first being made at that time. For example, the average
income of the statistical area is to be determined by the average in-
come at the time of the assumption and not when the mortgage was
originally made. Similarly, the purchase price requirement is deter-
mined by reference to the purchase price of the residence at the time
of the assumption and not at the time the mortgage was originally
made.

3. Qualified veterans’ mortgage bonds

. The bill also pro des that qualified veterans’ mortgage bonds shall
not be treated as mortgage subsidy bonds. Under this provision, inter-
est on a qualified veterans’ mortgage bond will be exempt from Federal
income taxation if the bond otherwise meets the general requirements
of section 103.

In general, a bond is a qualified veterans’ mortgage bond only if it
meets certain specific requirements. First, the principal and interest
on the bond must be seemed by the general obligation of a State. Sec-
ond, substantially all the proceeds of the bond must be used to provide
residences for veterans.6For purposes of this provision, the term “vet-
eran” has the same meaning as in section 101 of Chapter 1 of Title 38
of the United States Code (relating to veterans’ benefits). Under that
proiision the term veteran means a person who served in the active
military, naval, or air service, and who was discharged or released
theiefrom under conditions other than dishonorable. Third, for bonds
issued after the date of enactment of the bill, the bonds must be in
registered form. (See above for a discussion of registered form.)
Fourth, in order to be a qualified veteran’s mortgage bond, no part of
the proceeds of the bond may be used for acquiring or for refinancing
of existing mortgages. The proceeds of a qualified veterans’ mortgage
bond are to be used solely for new mortgage loans.

4. Ad.ance refunding

The bill prohibits the advance refunding of any bond if a significant
portion of the proceeds are used for mortgages on owner-occupied
housing. This provision applies to all bonds the proceeds of which are
used for such purpoje whether the bond was issued before, on, or after
the date of enactment. Under this provision no obligation may be
issued for the advance refunding of any mortgage subsidy bonds,
including qualified mortgage bonds and qualified veterans’ mortgage
bonds.

In general, an obligation issued for the refunding of a mortgage
subsidy bond will beconsidered to be an advance refunding obligation
if it is issued more than IbO days before the prior issue is redeemed.

*The term "Kubstantinlly.~1i" has the same meonlni; as under section 103(b) (4)
of the Code. -
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THE OPTIONS

Tax-Exe-.ipt Revenue Bonds

Basically the Ullman bill limits Alaska"s issuance of tax-,

revenue bonds used for purchasing mortgages to $200

per year, of which only $100 million conld be issued

by AHFC, the remainder being reserved for municipalities.
Because of several other restrictions, listed in the attach-—
ment, AHFC has doubts about whether there would be even $100
million of cjuao-ified mortgages that they could purchase.
AHFC has commissioned ISER to provide them witxi a report,
due this February, as to just how much demand in terms of

ied mortgages would exist ir. FY 82 as well as totall
mortgage demand. In any event, no tax-exempt revenue bonds
can be 1issued .after December 31, 1983 under the Ullman bill.
Municipalities are waiting for Treasury regulations before
taking any actions themselves.

G 0. Bonds for Veterans

Ti.e one loophole in the bill is that general obligation bonds
for veterans®™ mortgages are not prohibited or limited. This
avenue could possibly fulfill up to 40% of AHFC"s demand.

However, constitutional questions about such, bonds might
effectively preclude their use prior to a constitutional
amendment. The constitution provides that G.G.. bonds are
to be authorized only for "capital improvements;-" Some of
the opinions on this issue hold that there are two tests

of what constitutes a "capital improvement." One is that

a tangible physical asset be created; the other is that the
state acquire a legal interest in the .\sset.

Even if a legab-opinion could be gotten which claimed G.O.
bonds for veterans®™ mortgages were constitutional, the
potential question would remain and might effectively
preclude marketing the bonds. A constitutional amendment,
if passed in the 1982 general elections, would not be of
any assistance until the last half of FY 83.



1. ~"Sale of Tax-Exempt Bonds: Although the Ullman Bill does
sharply restrict the use of tax-exempt bonds, it does allow,

each State to sell tax-exempt bonds to a maximum of 3$200 million
per year or 9% of the average annual mortgages for the past three
years. In the case of the State of Alaska, this means $200 million
per year could be funded through the sale of tax-exempt bonds. How —
ever, legislation further provides that only 50% of this amount can
be utilized by the State Housing Finance Agency. Since the Alaska
Housing Finance Corporation estimates a need of $700 million for
next year, 3$100 million of this amount could be raised from the
sale of tax-exempt bonds with the remaining $600 million from

other sources.

2. Pass Through Mortgage Certificates; Pass Through Mortgage
Certificates are securities participating in a pool of specific
mortgages whereby the actual payments to interest and principal
pass through on a pro rata basis to the holder of the certifi—
cate. because residential mortgages are traditionally paid off
well before their maturity (average of 7 years), such certificates
represent a shorter term investment than 30-year mortgage bonds.
As a result, the required interest rate on such certificates is
usually less than long-term bonds. According to the Barker memo,
Merrill Lynch indicates that such certificates could be sold on
the market for 13 1% as opposed to 15% for mortgage bonds.

3. General Obligation Bonds for-Veterans: The Ullman Bill spe—
cifically allows the sale of tax-exempt general obligation bonds
to fund veteran loan programs similar to those now in effect 1in
California and Oregon. The staff of the Alaska Housing Finance
Corporation has™ already explored this possibility and estimate®s
that -30% to UO%* of the total financing market is represented by
veterans. Assuming the lower Tfigure means that $210 million of
the total $700 million need could be met through 1inexpensive tax-
exempt bonds. Unfortunately, the issue has not been completely
clarified as to whether or not Alaska can sell such bonds without
a Constitutional Amendment. If the Attorney General rules that
they can be sold, then immediate steps should be taken to imple—
ment such a bond sale. If a Constitutional Amendment is required,
it will not be possible to implement such a program during 1981.
Nevertheless, even though there might be a delay in implementing
such a program, it will be a solution to future needs and should
be pursued as quickly as possible.

U. Sale of Tax-Exempt Bonds for Rental Housing: Since the total
thrust of the UlIman®"Bill was to limit the sale of tax-exempt bonds
to make loans for the purchase of housing, it did not in any way
limit the authority of the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation to
sell tax-exempt onds fcr low and moderate income rental housing.
Since Alaska will soon experience a shortgage of rental housing

as well as owner-occupied housing, immediate steps should be takeif
to implement a sale of tax-exempt bonds to provide loans for con—
struction of low and moderate income rental housing.



BRAD BRADLEY REPUBLICAN CAUCUS LEADER

P.0. DRAWER 8-
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99305 COMMITTEES
(PERMANENT ADDRESS CHAIRMAN
PHONE: (907) 337-1060 VETERANS AFFA RS
POUCH V -STATE CAPITOL MEMBER
JUNEAU. ALASKA 998lI STATE AFFAIRS
(LEGISLATURE ADDRESS) RESOURCES
PHONE: (007 463.3791 LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
April 29, 1981
T0: All Senators
FROM: Senator Brad Bradley
by
ank Lee, Staff Assistant
SUBJECT: Request for Co-Sponsorship

Last year, the United States Congress passed a piece of legislation tiat
had severe effects on the bonding capability of states. This piece of
legislation was known as the Ullman Bill, HR 5741. The Ullman Bill
specifically allows the sale of tax exempt general obligation bonds to
fund veterans loan programs, similar to those regulations now in effect
in California and Oregon.

Figures that we have from the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation leads

to an estimation that 30%-40% of their total financing market is represented
by veterans loans. Assuming the lower figure, this means that $210 million
of the total $700 mi] ..ion need could be met through inexpensive tax exempt
bonds. However, the issue lias not been clarified as "o whether Alaska can
sell sucii bonds without a constitutional amendment, in my discussions

with the Attorney General®s Office, 1 have been led to believe that, if

we sold these bonds without a constitutional amendment, we would be exposed
to a friendly court action.

I am proposing that-we get a constitutional amendment on the ballot through
a Senate Joint Resolution. Passage of this amendment would permit the

State to issue tax exempt bonds for veterans housing loans. Rough estimates
indicate a potential savings of $25 million by using the general obligation
bond market; and non-veterans, as well as veterans, would be benefited

inasnv "h as the entire AHFC portfolio would be more profitable.

I would appre rate your co-sponsorship on this very important resolution.
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THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

FISCAL NOTE.

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No. SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 39

Title Amendment to the Constitution of the State of Alaska, relating to incurring general
RKOMBSTftftftfty oblieation debt for housine Date 4/28/81

Requested by Senate Judiciary Committee

FISCAL DETAIL

Agency >.:cted _ State Bond Committee. Dept, .of. Revenue

Program Category Affected General Fund Debt Service

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected.

(Note: Ifmore than one budget component isaffected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 35 FYsse
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVF. 1.
CONTRACTUAL
COMMODITIES
EOIJIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME !
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)

Proposes an amendment to the Constitution of the State of Alaska to allow General
Obligation bonds to be sold for housing for State residents. To be placed on the
next general election ballot.

Any bonds sold will generate additional annualized debt service which would depend
on the amount of bonds sold. Current AHFC level of production is $500-$700 million
per year.

IV. PATE May 4, 198L PREPARED BY  Anselm C. Staack. Treasury Compt .-iler
AGENCY Dept. of Revenue/Treasurv Division___

Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-235]

cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)
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The Committee on JUDICIARY has had S.TR 54

proposing amendments to the Constitutionoof the State of A&aska
relating to the confirmation o" appointments by the governor

under consideration and (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
reports it back with the following recommendations:-""

[ ] do pass [ PHo not pass

[ ] do passwith attached amendments(s)

f f same title

L ] replace with CS for new title

and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note

[ 1 reports it back without recommendation
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) SENATE AMENDMENT

The Judiciary Committee

By
EJR 54
To: SENATE BILL No.
To: HOUSE BILL No.
Page.: Line:
Line. If,Page 1:
Delete "a" and insert "another™ 1in its place
Line 26, Bage 1:
Delete "a"™ and insert "another™ in its place
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 54
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Proposing amendments to the Constitu—
tion of the State of Alaska relating
to the confirmation of appointments

by the governor.

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

*

Section 1. Article 111, sec. 25, Constitution of the State of Alaska,

i9 amended by adding a new subsection to read:

*

(b) The legislature may, by passage of a concurrent resolution
itWwwy' > 0 i CS,
adopted by a vote of two-thirds of the membership "of each house with—
draw confirmation of the head of a principal department. On the with—
drawal of confirmation under this subsection, the governor shall submit
ame for confirmation. Withdrawal of confirmation is not permitted
during the six months after the appointment or during the last six

months of the term of office of the governor.

Sec. 2. Article 111, sec. 26, Constitution of the State of Alaska, is

amended by adding a new subsection to read:

*

(b) Tne legislature may, by passage of a concurrent resolution
/ _ \N.iftoyL N _
adopted by a vote of "two-thirds\of the membership of each house, with—
draw confirmation of a member of a board or commission at the head of a
principal department or a regulatory or quasi-judicial agency. On the
withdrg wab confirmation under this subsection, the governor shall
submlt \ame for confirmation. Withdrawal of confirmation is not

permltted during the six months after the appointment or during the

last six months of the term of office of the governor.

Sec. 3. The amendments proposed by this resolution shall be placed

"1 SJR r4
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before the voters of the state at the next general election

laws of the state.

1,

Constitution of the State of Alaska,

in conformity

and the election

SJR 54
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Jliaie Me”slature
Senate

Committee on judiciary Pouch v

State Capitol
Official Business Juneau, Alaska 99811

MINUTES OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
OF

JANUARY 22, 1982
Butrovich Committee-Room, State Capitol Juneau, Alaska

Legislation Before Committee:

SJR 54 e Proposing amendments the Constitution of the State of
Alaska relating to the confirmation of appointments by the governor.

SSSJR 10 - Proposing amendments to the Constitution of the State of
Alaska relating to agricultural rights in the state lands.

The meeting of the Senate Judiciary Committee was called to order by
Vice-Chairman Bennett at 1:45 P.M. Committee members present were:
Senators Bennett, Ray, and Parr. Senators Rodey and Hohman were absent.

The first legislation before the committee was SJR 54. Pete FroeMech,
representing the Attorney General, spoke against the resolution. It was
his belief that adoption of such an amendment would alter the balance of
power between the executive and legislative branches. He further stated
that a commissioner could not make unpopular-decisions in fear of

removal by the Legislature. It was the view of the Attorney General’s
office that this amendment would be undesirable to the framers of the
Constitution.

Senator Parr explained the purpose behind the amendment and gave abrief
history of his experiences with executive appointments.

Senator Ray moved that on Page 1, Line 16, and on Line 26, the word "a"
be struck and the word "another™ inserted in its place. There was no

objection to the amendmert and it was adopted. Senator Ray further
moved that on Page 1, Line 13, and Line 22, the words "two-thirds" be
deleted and the words "three-fourths" substituted. Senator Parr

objected the amendment. On a roll call vote, Senator Ray voted yes,
Senators Parr and Bennett voted no and the amendment was not adopted.

Senator Parr movea that the resolution pass from committee as amended
with individual recommendations. Senator Ray requested that the chair
hold it over for one meeting and it was so ordered. Senator Bennett
requested that the staff bring this resolution before the committee at
the next meeting.



Tne committee next took up SSSJR 10. Bob Palmer, Office of the
Governor, testified in favor of the resolution. He indicated that this
amendment would end speculation in agricultural land and should keep the
price where farmers could afford to acquire and work parcels. Nick
Carney, Department of Natural Resources, also supported the legislation
and responded to questions by the committee. Marcia Vandercook, of
Senator Kerttula®s office, also spoke in favor of the resolution.

The committee v/as concerned that land claimed by Native Corporations or
local governments that had previously been classified as agricultural
land could not use the land for other purposes. Mr. Carney replied that
this was correct, but that land selectors could have the land
re-classified before it was conveyed. The committee took no action on
the legislation.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:30 P.M.
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February 25, 1982 SENATOR MIKE COLLETTA

The Honorable Victor Fischer
Chairman

State Affairs Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Ak 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

Enclosed 1is a copy of a poll conducted by Dave Dittman for the
Free Committee showing conclusively that Alaskans favor limiting
the terms of legislators.

Based on the overwhelming statistics contained in the poll, I
urge you to schedule hearings as soon as possible on Senate Joint
Pesolution 55, which 1 introduced earlier this session.

The resolution, which must pass this session to gain a spot on
the 1982 general election ballot, would limit the number of terms
a legislator may serve to four consecutive terms in the House and
two consecutive terms in the Senate.

Nothing in the resolution prevents an incumbent from running for
office 1in the opposite house after serving the maximum time 1in one
body, or to sit out a term and seek election to his former seat.

I just feel it is good business practice to rotate people, before
old habits set in. And apparently Alaskans hold the same opinion.
0Of the 455 persons interviewed in 51 communities across the state,
62 percent favored limiting the terms of legislators. The trend
was consistent among Alaskans of all ages, background and areas

of the state.

Again, | request that you take up SJR 55 as soon as possible, 1in
order to allow the public ample time to testify on this matter.

Sincerely,

hike Colletta

cc: all Legislators

flitA. DOX 1400.K. ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 90002 « POUCH V. JUNEAU *10011
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Bittman Research Corporation
Alaska Bank of Commerce Building
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Anchorage, Alaska



SURVEY ACCURACY

The Dittman Research Corporation, recognized 1in 1978 as one

of the nation®"s most accurate political survey research or—
ganizations following a nation-wide comparison of published
pre-election survey results, further enhanced the reputation
following the 1980 General Elections in Alaska. The fi.ial
pre-election state-wide survey published in The Anchorage

Times reported that Frank Murkowski would defeat Clark G -uening
by 82 and become Alaska®s new U.S. Senator. After all chal—
lenged and absentee ballots were counted, the certified results

revealed Murkowski had defeated Gruening by 8.002%.



METHODOLOGY

During the period February 27 - March 5, 1981, residents

of the sample locations listed on the following pages were
personally contacted by telephone by professional interviewing
employees of the Dittman Research Corporation. The v."ews and
opinions of the Alaska residents were recorded on a number

of topics on a strictly confidential basis.

Research design- A random sample design was featured which
provided that all residents of those communities included
in the survey had essentially the same chance of being
interviewed. The sample wa . apportioned based on the pop-—

ulation of the included communities.

Z.i lu selection- The Anchorage sample was selected through
a computer-generated random digit dialing program. This
is particularly important in Anchorage due to a 40% rate

of unpublished and unlisted numbers.

The sample in the other communities state-wide was randomly
selected from current telephone subscribers Jlisted 1in the
most recent telepnone directory for each community. In these
communities the percentage of non-listed numbers does not

exceed 10 %.



PROCESSING THE DATA-

Dittman Research Employees completed the coding and
editing, while all key-punching, verification, and data
processing was completed by Boeing Computer Services
impany through the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) programs. The SPSS package 1is one of the
most sophisticated research-oriented data processing and
analytical systems available, and is designed specifically

for the processing and analysis of survey research data.



SAMPLE LOCATIONS

Sample points are assigned geographically throughout Alaska
in such a manner that all citizens over 18 have essentially

the same opportunity for involvemenc. Samples are drawn from

51 Alaskan communities.
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QUESTION:

Would you favor or oppose limiting the number of terms a legislator
may serve to a maximum of four consecutive terms - 8 years - 1in
the House; and two consecutive terms - also 8 years -- in the
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