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when they are spending someone else's money?

If it's your personal finances, what do you do when your income 
drops? You cut your spending. Why is this so hard to understand, 
when it relates to government?

A Plan That Would Work:

Cut state spending to balance the budget this year and every year, 
regardless of the impact on state services. That is what balance is. 
Whatever the amount, cut an adequate amount from spending to 
balance the budget, without pulling it from reserves.
If we don't have the money-we don’t have the money.

Solving this problem will not be easy or pleasant. But you weren't 
elected to get paid and NOT do what is right.
We want and need spending reductions and we need them now.
Tell the people the truth and do it now.

The state must do as all citizens and businesses do when in financial 
straits. Cut back. I have heard very little from the legislature 
about cutting payroll, cutting non-essential services and cutting 
travel expenditures.

I am sure that there is too much governmental waste.
Start with trimming the fat first.

The state has the largest number of employment ads. when I 
look in the Anchor: Daily News classifieds. Not only does the
state have the most ads, but the wages offered are higher than 
their private sector counterpart. Why?

What is the annual payroll expenditure is for the state of Alaska?
How much money would a 10% reduction be equal to? Maybe not 
enough to fill the so-called gap, but, it's a start.
Or reduce each department budget by 10%, or at least by 5%.

I think you should assemble a panel of 13 state residents, 
give them each red pens and let them have a look at the budget.
I am available for the job.

I am not the only Alaskan that views our budget (overspending) gap 
this way. The answer is not to take more money from the residents, 
but to live within your/our means.

ALASKANS NEED RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT NOW. 

ALASKANS NEED YOU TO BE RESPONSIBLE NOW.

Yours truly

RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT

5 of 6 2/11/2002 2:33 P1



RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT

Josef Princiotta 
330 L Street, Suite 200 
Anchorage, AK 
99501-5916

(907) 562-6306
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RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT

Subject: RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 
Date: Sun, 10 Feb 2002 03:22:53 -1000 

From: Josef Princiotta <JosefP@bodymap.com>
Organization: Center for Rational Thinking

To: Representative Richard Foster <Representative_Richard_Foster@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Senator Robin Taylor <Senator_Robin_TayIor@legis.state.ak.us>.
Senator Ben Stevens <Senator_Ben_Stevens@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Alan Austerman <Senator_Alan_Austerman@legis.state.ak.us>.
Senator Kim Elton <Senator_Kim_Elton@Iegis.state.ak.us>.
Senator Lorin Leman <Senator_Loren_Leman@legis.state.ak.us>.
Senator John Covvdery <Senator_John_Cowdery@Iegis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Lyda Green <Senator_Lyda_Green@iegis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Georgianna Lincoln <Senator_Georgianna_Lincoln@legis.state.ak.us>.
Senator Gene Therriault <Senator_Gene_Therriault@legis.state.ak.us>.
Senator Bettye Davis <Senator_Bettye_Davis@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Rick Halford <Senator_Rick_Halford@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Donald Olson <Senator_Donald_01son@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator John Torgerson <Senator_John_Torgcrson@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Dave Donley <Senator_Dave_Donley@!egis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Lyman Hoffman <Senator_Lyman_Hoffman@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Randy Phillips <Senator_Randy_Phillips@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Jerry Ward <Senator_Jerry_Ward@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Johnny Ellis <Senator_Johnny_Ellis@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Pete Kelly <Senator_Pete_Kelly@legis.state.ak.us>,
Senator Gary Wilken <Senator_Gary_Wilken@legis.state.ak.us>,
Representative Ethan Berkowitz <Representative_Ethan_Berkowitz@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Harry Crawford <Representative_Harry_Crawford@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Joe Hayes <Representative_Joe_Hayes@!egis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Beth Kerttula <Representative_Beth_Kerttula@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Beverly Masek <Representative_Beverly_Masek@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Eldon Mulder <Representative_Eldon_Mulder@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Drew Scalzi <Representative_Drew_Scalzi@!egis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Con Bunde <Representative_Con_Bunde@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Eric Croft <Representative_Eric_Croft@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Joe Green <Representative_.Joe_Green@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Bill Hudson <Representative_BiIl_Hudson@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Vic Kohring <Representative_Vic„Kohring@Iegis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Lesil McGuire <Representative_Lseil_McGuire@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Lisa Murkowski <Representative_Lisa_Murkowski@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Gary Stevens <Representative_Gary_Stevens@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Mike Chenault <Representative_Mike_Chenault@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative John Davies <Representative_John_Davies@legis,state.ak.us> 
Representative Gretchen Guess <Representative_Gretchen_Guess@Iegis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Jeannette James <Representative_Jeannette_James@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Albert Kookesh <Representative_Albert_Kookesh@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Kevin Meyer <Represcntative_Kevin_Meyer@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Scott Ogan <Representative_Scott_Ogan@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Jim Whitaker <Representative_Jim_Whitaker@legis.state.ak.us>, 
Representative Sharon Cissna <Representative_Sharon_Cissna@legis.state.ak.us>. 
Representative Fred Dyson <Representative_Fred_Dyson@ legis.state.ak.us>.
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Taxes

Subject: Taxes 
Date: Sat, 9 Feb 2002 2 1:54:21 -0900 

From: "grizzly" <grizzly@grizzlycharters.com> 
To: <:>

I would like to see the State o f A laska cut it's spending before you put new taxes on the people. 

Thanks
John &  Jo Earls 
G r iz z ly  Charters 
PO  Box 1664 
Homer, A laska 99603 
toll free 888-948-438S 
grizzly®  grizzlvchartcrs.com 
www.grizy.lvchartcrs.com/

2/11/2002 2:32 P’
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Subject: New Taxes
Date: Thu, 7 Feb 2002 10:25:27 -0900 

From: "Thomas Walton" <ursaphoto@ak.net>
To: "Alan Austerman" <Senator_Alan_Austerman@legis.state.ak.us>.

"Ben Stevens" <Senator_Ben_Stevens@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Dave Donley" <Senator_Dave_DonIey@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Gary Wilken" <Senator_Gary_Wilken@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Gene Therriadlt" <Senator_Gene_Therriault@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Jerry Ward" <Senator_Jerry_Ward@legis.state.ak.us>,
"John Cowdery" <Senator_John_Cowdery@legis.state.ak.us>.
"john Torgerson" <Senator_John_Torgerson@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Loren Leman" <Senator_Loren_Leman@ legis.state.ak.us>,
"Lyda Green" <Senator_Lyda_Green@legis.state.ak.us>.
"Pete Kelly" <Senator_Pete_KeIly@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Randy Phillips" <Senator_Randy_Phillips@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Rick Halford" <Senator_Rick_Halford@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Vic Kohring" <Representative_Vic_Kohring@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Scott Ogan" <Representative_Scott_Ogan@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Pete Kott" <Representative_Pete_Kott@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Peggy Wilson" <Representative_Peggy_Wilson@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Norman Rokeberg" <Representative_Norman_Rokeberg@legis.state.ak.us>. 
"Mike Chenault" <Representative_Mike_Chenault@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Lisa Murkowski" <Representative_Lisa_Murkowski@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Lesil Mcguire" <Representative_Lesil_McGuire@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Kevin Meyer" <Representative_Kevin_Meyer@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Ken Lancaster" <Representative_Ken_Lancaster@legis.state.ak.us>,
"John Harris" <Representative_John_Harris@legis.state.ak.us>,
"John Coghill" <Representative_John_Coghill@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Joe Green" <Representative_Joe_Green@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Jim Whitaker" <Representative_Jim_Whitaker@Iegis.state.ak.us>,
"Jeannette james" <Representative_Jeannette_James@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Huge Fate" <Representative_Hugh_Fate@legis.state.ak.us>.
"Gary Stevens" <Representative_Gary_Stevens'®legis.state.ak.us>.
"Fred Dyson" <Representative_Fred_Dyson@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Eldon Mulden" <Representative_EIdon_MuIder@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Drew Scalzi" <Representative_Drevv_Scalzi @ legis.state.ak.us>,
"Con Bunde" <Representative_Con_Bunde@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Carl Morgan" <Representative_Carl_Morgan@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Brain Porter" <Representative_Brian_Porter@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Bill William" <Representative_Bill_Williams@legis.state.ak.us>.
"Bill Hudson" <Representative_Bill_Hudson@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Beverly Masek" <Representative_Beverly_Masek@legis.state.ak.us>,
"Andrew Halcro" <Representative_Andrew_Halcro@legis.state.ak.us>

H ello ,
I want th i s  to be C ry s ta l  C lear . Other than an Alcohol tax. MO New Taxes. 

CUT Spending, '/then I say No new Taxes l e t  me c l a r i f y  NO, None, Zero, Nien, 
Neit. S ta te  Spending i s  out of c o n t ro l .  6 b i l l i o n  d o l la r s  i s  obscene. C U T  
i t !  ! !

Thank You 
Thomas Walton
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A la s k a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re
P u b lic  O p in io n  M e ssag e s

Thomas M Corbitt,
Po Box 132 
?o Box 132
C lam  Gulch, A K  99568-0132 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n :
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill R E S O U R C E S

I"vc been encouraging our local cannery to run a line o f clam  chowder 
made from A laskan vegetables m ilk  and clams. Th is type o f 
value-added product using natural and healthy A laskan ingredients can 
be easily  marketed via. the internet year-round to boost off-season jobs. 
Date Sent: 02/11/2002

Mrs. Debra Joslin,
2549 PO Box 377 ST  
Delta Junction. A K  99737 

Phone: 895-4565 

E-mail:

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 2  
A ffilia tio n : Republican Party 
R eg V o te r: U

S u b je c t/B ill  T A X A T IO N

I really appreciate your taking a stand against taxation in A laska. We 
need to cut the budget as lean as possible and i f  that still doesn"t work I 
would far rather give up my PFD  check before we go to any taxation. 
Thanks.
Date Sent: 02/11/2002

.vlr. John j Ketscher,
424 Marine W y 201 
424 Marine W ay Room 201 
Kodiak. A K  99615 

Phone: -
E-mail: jkctschcr@ hottnail.com

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 7 
A ffilia tio n : 
R eg V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill HB 397 Supports

I support H B  397.

Date Sent: 02/11/2002

William P Arnold,
Po Box 1392 
Po Box 1392
Sterling, A K  99672-1392 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

S u b je c t/B ill SJR  23 Supports

I would like to see this resolution moved onto the floor for a vote. 
Date Sent: 02/11/2002

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n : 
R eg  V o te r: Y

Public Opionion Messages Received, 2/11/2002 Page 21
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M ich ae l S M cb r id e .
■ Po Box  6 
Kcnai, A K  99611

Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@ gci.nct

C o n s titu e n c y : N 
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n : S e l f  
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill  H B  360 Opposes

A la s k a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re
P u b lic  O p in io n  M e ssa g e s

Please do N O T  give any more P U B L IC  money to private enterprise. 
Th is is C O R P O R A T E  W E L F A R E  at taxpayers! expense. W hy  not 
make sure money is available for funding present and future essential 
government services such as education roads public health &  safety. 
Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

M ich ae l S M cb r id e ,
Po Box 6 

K e n a i.A K  99611
Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@ gci.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 6 0  
A ffilia tio n : S e l f  
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill  H B  258 Opposes

Please do N O T  support any new funding source b ills  ( T A X E S )  until all 
public funds given to private businesses ind ividuals and special interest 
groups have been completely elim inated. Use O U R  pub lic  funds for 
constitutionally mandated government services such as schools roads 
public health &. safety O N L Y . Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

M ich ae l S M cb r id e ,
Po Box 6 
K e n a i.A K  99611

Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@ gci.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n : S e l f  
R eg V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill  H B  10 Opposes

Please do N O T  seriously consider any new funding source ( T A X E S )  
until a l1 pub lic funds given to private businesses ind iv idua ls and special 
interest groups have been completely elim inated. Use O U R  pub lic  funds 
for constitu tiona lly  mandated government services such as schools 
roads pub lic  health & safely O N L Y . Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

M ich a e l S M cb r id e ,
Po Box  6 
K e n a i.A K  99611

Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: niatrixent@ gci.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N 
D is tr ib u tio n : 6 0  
A ffilia tio n : S e l f  
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill H B  199 Opposes

Please do N O T  seriously consider any new funding source C O A X ES ) 
until all pub lic  funds given to private businesses ind iv idua ls and special 
interest groups have been completely elim inated. Use O U R  pub lic  funds 
for constitu tiona lly  mandated government services such as schools 
roads pub lic  health &  safety O N L Y . Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

Public Opionion Messages Received, 2/11/2002 Page 19
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Michael S Mcbride,
. Po Box  6 

. Kenai, A K  99611
Phor e: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@gci.nct

C o n s titu e n c y : N 
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n :
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill H B  229 Opposes

A la ska  S ta te  L e g is la tu re
P u b lic  O p in io n  M e ssa g e s

Please do N O T  seriously consider any new funding source (T A X E S )  
until all public funds given to private businesses ind iv idua ls and special 
interest groups hove been completely elim inated. Use O U R  public funds 
for constitutionally mandated government services such as schools 
roads public health &  safety O N L Y . Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

Michael S Mcbride,
Po Box  6 
K e n a i.A K  99611

Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@gci.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N 
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n :
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill H B  303 Opposes

(Please <do N O T  seriously consider any new funding source (T A X E S )  
until all public funds given to private businesses ind ividuals and special 
interest groups have been completely elim inated. Use O U R  pub lic funds 
for constitutionally mandated government services such as schools 

roads public health & safety O N L Y . Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

Michael S Mcbride,
Po Box  6 
K e n a i.A K  99611

Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@gci.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n : Self 
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill H B  324 Opposes

Please do N O T  support this b ill. Terrorist targets in A laska  should be 
protected by companies owning them. The State can assist using 
resources currently in place without spending this obscene amount o f 
public funds. Please put my money in education transportation public 
health &  safety. Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002

Michael S Mcbride,
Po Box  6 
K e n a i.A K  99611

Phone: 77-6 54 
E-mail: matrixent@gci.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N 
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n : self 
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill SB  236 Opposes

Please do N O T  support this b ill. Terrorist targets in A laska  should be 
protected by companies owning them. The State can assist using 
resources currently in place without spending this obscene amount o f 
public funds. Please put my money in education transportation public 
health &  safety. Thank you.
Date Sent: 02/10/2002
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A la s k a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re
P u b lic  O p in io n  M e ssa g e s

Mrs. Betty M Phillips,
. 3875 Geist Rd E333 

1787 H o llow e ll Rd 
Fairbanks. A K  99709-3549 

Phone: -
E-maii: tph illips@ ideafam ilies.org

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 40  
A ffilia tio n : IDEA Homeschooling parent 
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill E D U C A T IO N

Reg. 4 A A C  33.420-.490 Statewide Correspondence Programs arc 
burdensome and unnecesary. W e already abide by law take state tests 
submit learning plans and progress reports. Our results are also 
outstanding.
Date Sent: 02/08/2002

Mrs. Betty M Phillips,
3875 Geist Rd E333 
1787 Ho llow e ll Rd 
Fairbanks. A K  99709-3549 

Phone: -
E-mail: tph illips@ ideafam ilics.org

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 40  
A ffilia tio n : IDEA Homeschooling parent 
Rec, V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill E D U C A T IO N

Reg. 4 A A C  33.420-.490 Statewide Correspondence Programs are 
burdensome and unnecessary. W e already abide by state law submit 
yearly learning plans and progress reports and have excellent results in 
state testing.
Date Sent: 02/08/2002

Ms. Harriet A Drummond,
2139 H i Merest PI 
2139 H illc rcs t PI 
Anchorage, A K  99503

Phone: 279-7722 

E-mail: harrietd@alaska.net

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n : 
R eg  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill T A X A T IO N

I strongly support Rep. Con Bunde"s courageous and timely amendment 
in committee proposing a variety o f tax revenues that are fair and 
broad-based. P L E A S E  encourage your colleagues to pass this 
amendment out o f committee and get it to the fu ll House and then 
Senate SO O N . Thank you!
Date Sent: 02/08/2002

Thomas M Corbitt,
Po Box 132 
Po Box 132
C lam  Gulch . A K  99568-0132 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C o n s titu e n c y : N  
D is tr ib u tio n : 60  
A ffilia tio n :
R e g  V o te r: Y

S u b je c t/B ill E C O N O M IC  D E V E L O P M E N T

.adies ai d Gent'emen Please consider developing our existing pulp 
wood resources in' > paper products including toilet paper towels and 
other consumer industry related paper products. Thank you. You r 
servant in Jesus Christ Tom  Corbitt.
Date Sent: 02/08/2002
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M rs . L o r i J  Stenberg ,
P.o.box 240408 
Po B ox  240408 
Douglas, A K  99824 

Phone: -
E-mail: Stenjnu@ aol.com

C o n s t i t u e n c y :  N 
D i s t r i b u t i o n :  6 0  
A f f i l i a t i o n :  s e l f  
R e g  V o t e r :  Y

A la s k a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re
P u b lic  O p in io n  M e ssa g e s

M r . M e r le  L W inke lm an ,
Pob 56711
Po Bo;: 567 II
North Pole. A K  99705

Phone: 488-4301

E-mail: W inkW oocls@ hotm ail.com

C o n s t i t u e n c y :  C  
D i s t r i b u t i o n :  6 0  
A f f i l i a t i o n :  
F le g  V o t e r :  Y

Matilda C J Bee,
Po Box 569 
Po Box  569
Bethel, A K  99559-0569 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C o n s t i t u e n c y :  N  
D i s t r i b u t i o n :  7  
A f f i l i a t i o n :
R e g  V o t e r :  Y

Roger C Labe r,
319 Riverside Dr 
319 R iverside Dr 
Scldotnu. A K  99669 

P h o n e :  - 
E -m ail :

C o n s t i t u e n c y :  N 
D i s t r i b u t i o n :  6 0  
A f f i l i a t i o n :
R e g  V o t e r :  Y

S u b j e c t / B i l l  H JR  25 Opposes

Vote against H JR  25 &. H B  213. It should be easier tor citizens to 
create laws through initiatives. Trust the citizens.
Date Sent: 02/08/2002

S u b j e c t / B i l l  H B  332 Supports

T H E  C D  V S  A  E N A B L E D  T H E  TW O  T O  P R O V ID E  IM M E D IA T E  
S H E L T E R  C O U N S E L IN G  A N D  S U P P O R T  G R O U P S  T O  
H U N D R E D S  O F  F A M IL IE S  A C R O S S  T H E  Y K  D E L T A . T H E IR  
F U N D IN G  IS E S S E N T IA L  T O  T H E  M U C H  N E E D E D  S E R V IC E S  
T H A T  W E  P R O V ID E  
Date Sent: 02/08/2002

S u b j e c t / B i l l  B U D G E T

N O  S T A T E  T A X E S - C U T  G O V E R N M E N T  E X P E N S E S - T A X  
IN C R E A S E S  A R E  A  R E S T R A IN T  O N  E C O N O M IC  G R O W T H -W E  
W IL L  A D A P T !!  -W e  already pay 49% o f our income to Federal 
T a x e s - I wasnit born so I could work for the governm ent.- They work 
for me and I say balance the budget.

Date Sent: 02/08/2002

S u b j e c t / B i l l  E D U C A T IO N

Dear Legislators I am concerned about proposed regulation changes by 
the Board o f  Education regarding Statewide Correspondence Programs. 
W e appreciate the support and guidance o f the ID E A  program. Success 
is validated by test scores seen on the D O E"s website. The new regs 
over-rcgulatc and restrict freedom for private re lig ious curricu lum . 
Help.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

Charley L Walton,
1062 Si'wle Creek Rd 
1062 Steele Creek Rd 
Fairbanks. AK 99712 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

I haven"t had time to total all of the expenditures for your perks and 
bonuses above your salary but it seems unfair to pick one industry to tax 
with the alcohol tax to balance the budget. Let"s look at the pork fat 
before singling out industry.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Melissa S Bouden, 
716 Box 556 DR 
Valdez. AK 99686 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 7
Affiliation: Advocates for victims of violence 
Reg Voter: U

Subject/B ill HB 332 Supports

I encourage you to keep supporting the council. Working in a shelter 
with women of domestic violence I see the need of attorney help that 
the council provides. And the support that they have given us to help 
these women move on with their lives.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Jam es M Morgan,
1200 W Dimond Blvd #519 
1200 W Dimond Blvd #519 
Anchorage, AK 99515 

Phone: -
E-mail: jimmorgan@gci.nct

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 258 Opposes

I oppose HB 258 because it is an unfair tax on Alaska businesses. 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Ms. Melissa S Bowden, 
716 PO Box 556 DR 
Valdez. AK 99686 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 7 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: U

S ubject/B ill HB 332 Supports

I encourage you to keep supporting the council. Working in the shelter 
of DV I see the need of attorney help that the council provides and the 
support that they have given us to help these women move on with their 
lives.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002
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Michelle R Dewitt,
Po Box 2257 

.Po Box 2257 
Bethel, AK 99559-2257 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 7 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 332 Supports

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

THE CDVSA IS STILL AN IMPORTANT RESOURCE FOR OUR 
COMMUNITIES. COUNCIL FUNDING PAYS FOR PROGRAMS 
THAT SAVE LIVES. PLEASE RENEW THE CDVSA 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Winifred V Kelly,
Po Box 1971 
Po Box 1971 
Bethel, AK 99559-i 971 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 7 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 332 Supports

THE CDVSA IS STILL AN IMPORTANT RESOURCE FOR OUR 
COMMUNITIES. COUNCIL FUNDING PAYS FOR PROGR.AMS 
THAT SAVE LIVES. PLEASE RENEW THE CDVSA 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Erin P Smith,
PoE x 1765 
Po Bex 1765 
Bethel. AK 99559-1765 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 7 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 332 Supports

THE CDVSA ENABLES THE TUNDRA WOMEN"S COALITION 
TO PROVIDE IMMEDIATE SHELTER COUNSELING SUPPORT 
GROUPS OUTREACH AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION 
EDUCATION TO HUNDREDS OF FAMILIES ACROSS THE 
YUKON KUSKOKWIM DELTA. THEIR FUNDING IS ESSENTIAL 
ITO THE MUCH NEEDED SERVICES THAT WE PROVIDE.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Jerry  B Clcworth,
907 Park Dr 
907 Park Dr 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 9 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

I am very concerned about the State implementing a sales tax which 
traditionally is a local option. If we have to tax for additional revenue I 
would prefer a state income tax at the traditional 16% rate. With the 
advent of the internet sales taxes put us at a competitive disadvantage. 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002
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Mrs. Linda VVinkeiman,
1310 POB 56711 LP 

. North Pole. AK 99705
Phone: 488-4301
E-mail: npg@inosquitonet.com

C onstituency: C 
D istribution: 60 
A ffiliation: 
Reg Voter: U

Subject/B ill DEBT

A l a s k a  S t a l e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

NO STATE TAXES OF ANY KIND-GOVERNMENT EXPENSES 
THE PROBLEM-TAX INCREASES ARE A RESTRAINT ON 
ECONOMIC GROWTH-Government Expenses Should Concern Only 
Needs THAT Directly Benefit ALL People Not Payments to Special 
Interest Groups which involve Just a FEW People. This is the 
BIGGEST problem of Government over spending.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Rieta M Walker,
57060 East End Rd 
57060 East End Rd 
Homer, AK 99603 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Subject/B ill BOUNDARIES

Please deny the proposed annexation to the City of Homer. 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Darrell M Walker, 
57060 East End Rd 
57060 East End Rd 
Homer, AK 99603 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Subject/B ill BOUNDARIES

I am apposed to the annexation by the City of Homer. 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

M argaret E Angaiak,
Po Box 1256 
Po Box 1256 
Bethel, AK 99559-1256 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 7 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 332 Supports

THE CDVSA IS STILL AN IMPORTANT RESOURCE FOR OUR 
COMMUNITITES. COUNCIL FUNDING PAYS FOR PROGRAMS 
THAT SAVE LIVES. PLEASE RENEW THE CDVSA.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002
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James D Glazier,
■- Po Box 8583 

'• • Po Box 8583
Nikiski, AK 99635 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

S ubject/B ill PERMANENT FUND

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

I suggest you put a 5% tax on the PFD checks. 2001 PFD $ 1850.00 @ 
5% tax equals $92.50 on each PFD check. 582 203 checks were paid 
out times 92.50 tax = $53 853 777 in possible revenues. Could be 
yearly revenue it makes dollars foi the state and it makes good sense. 
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Jerry  J  Mccutcheon,
Po Box 101838 
Po Box 241623 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

S u bject/B ill TAXATION

Before you tax the general public pass a tax on alcohol at least $.25 a 
drink.Pass a tax on tobacco.At least try to capture a small percentage of 
the real cost to the state. Pass a tour boat tax of $ 100/head. Pass an 
excess oil profits tax.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Susan J  Cullcy,
Po Box 694 
Po Box 694
Valdez, AK 99686-0694 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 7 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

S ub ject/B ill HB 332 Supports

The Council on Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault is a much 
needed source for everyone who works with abused women. I work as 
an advocate and volunteer to work with women and children that this 
group serves. Please pass HB 332.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002

Vickie L Williams,
Po Box 113 
Po Box 113
Valdez, AK 99686-0113 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 7 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

S u b ject/B ill HB 332 Supports

I whole heartedly support CDVSA"s being reinstated. The Network of 
victim support services need their umbrella of help. Through their help 
sexual assault (both adults and children) are better able to end the pain. 
Please support the council on Domestic Violence and Sexual assault. 
Please.
Date Sent: 02/07/2002
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

Mrs. Madeleine D Betz,
666  11 th Avenue 205 
666  11 th Ave #205 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 2
Affiliation: Tanana Valley League of Women Vot 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill BUDGET

I support exploring additional sources of revenue to fund State 
government besides oil revenue. Please look into institution a tax on 
either income or sales of goods. Let partisan ideology by the wayside 
and consider what is best for all Alaskans.
Date Sent: 02/11/2002

rs

Phyllis Ogar,
3221 Douglas HWY 
Juneau, AK 99S01 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: U

Subject/B ill TAXATION

I oppose state income tax. Cost of living extremely high here. As retiree 
living here year round added expenses would reduce my purchasing 
power. I would have less money to put back into economy. Alaska 
offers perks which allow retirees to remain in Alaska. Please consider 
retaining our older population by opposing state income tax.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Richard L Hutchison,
Po Box 84909 
1919 Lathrop St #101 
Fairbanks, AK 99708 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill Fiscal Gap

Lance R Jordan, 
4130 Crennog St 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

If the nature of funding for state government and services is going to be 
modified I strongly feel that all Alaskans should share in the 
responsibility. Therefore the permanent fund should be utilized not a 
state income tax.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Subject/B ill TAXATION

Cut state spending in all areas by I third before you add taxes. That also 
includes cutting our PFD percentage by 1 third my understanding is our 
state spends over double the next highest slate as far as per capita 
spending by state government lets drop that down to a little more than 
the next highest.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002
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Cheryl A Keepers,
Po Box 74898 
3981 Fahrcnkamp Ave 
Fairbanks, AK 99707 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 9 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 367 Opposes

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

Denali Kid Care is a vital support for families that saves Alaska money 
in the log run. Remember the old sayingan ounce of prevention is worth 
a pound of cure"? It"s still ture. I urge you to defeat this bill."
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

M r. Christopher B Dewitt,
Po Box 240694 
Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: 364-1554 
E-mail: cdewitt@blm.ak.gov

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: Myself 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

I oppose a state income tax. I support liquor tax per drink limited luxury 
sales tax and removing PDF payoff if it was used to balance the budget. 
Instead of subsidising the federal government keep it and balance the 
budget. My support for these issues would have to include a spending 
and balanced budget bill.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Edna A Rcsari,
4031 North Star St 
4031 North Star St 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 8 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 367 Opposes

I wish to oppose HB 367 regarding Denali Kid Care. I"m a school nurse 
and see many children benefiting from this program.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

M r. Gregg L Ashwill,
2212 Cliff Ct 
2212 Cliff Ct 
Anchorage, AK 99517 

Phone: -
E-mail: airman@alaska.com

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 40 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill SB 258 Opposes

I adamantly oppose any kind of tax on Alaska businesses. This will 
discourage business startups. Reduce the State budget to areasonablc" 
number. The spending in this State is rcdiculous."
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Public Opionion M essages Received, 2/13/2002 Page 3

mailto:cdewitt@blm.ak.gov
mailto:airman@alaska.com


Janies C YVcidner,
5479 Chcna Hot Springs Rd 
5479 Chena Hot Springs Rd 
Fairbanks. AK 99712 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

S u b ject/B ill t a x a t i o n

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

I support actually cutting the budget. There is no need for any of these 
taxes. Cost of operating the State of Alaska"s government is more than 
other states such as Wyoming Idaho North Dakota.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Kathleen A Lawton,
11435 Mausel Rd 
11435 Mausel Rd 
Eagle River, AK 99577 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

S u b ject/B ill HB 66 Opposes

Also SB 14. As a soil chemist plant physiologist and environmental 
specialist I believe the Pesticide Right to Know bill is a waste of 
Alaska"s time and money at this time. I respect Representative Cissna's 
efforts but this bill is not needed. Please choose to spend that money 
elsewhere.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

M r. Thomas R Kelly,
4211 Passage Wy 
Anchorage. AK 99516

Phone: 269-8040
E-mail: kellyt@katewwdb.com

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

S u b ject/B ill HB 258 Opposes

As a business owner I strongly oppose the introduction of this 
legislation. And I would urge you to vote against this proposed change 
which would tax businesses on gross revenue. Another example of 
trying to tax people who arc trying to be productive.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Clifford E Boner,
He 60 Box 2465 
He 60 Box 2465 
Copper Center, AK 99573 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

S ub ject/B ill SCR 25 Opposes

Who is going to pay the bill for a lawsuit to change ANILCA7 Either do 
your job or get out of dodge!
Date Sent: 02/12/2002 ~
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Kenneth J  Mears,
1941 Wickersham Dr 
1941 Wickersham Dr 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

Contributions from non-resident guides fisherman and lodges who have 
priority over urban and rural residents arc hard to get with their very 
sharp pencils. A gross renewable resource business tax with liberal 
resident credits could do it. The stale AG had previously willed this 
possibility as the money is not spent here.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Jerome R Moore,
Po Box 140223 
Po Box 140223 
Anchorage. AK 99514-0223 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TOURISM

I am against the proposed S6 million ads for the tourism industry. There 
are no guarantees for any return on the money spent. The economy is 
bad alot of folks are putting off travel plans. The major amount of the 
money is spent in the company businesses.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Ms. Michelle s Tabler,
13241 Vei n Dr 
13241 Vern Dr 
Anchorage, AK 99516

Phone: 274-2886 
E-mail: mtabler@alaska.net

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

I am VERY opposed to a state income tax. Use the Permanent Fund 
FIRST for state government - that is what the Fund was set up for. 
Don"t tax my income while thousands of people who don"t work won"t 
pay the tax AND still receive their Permanent Fund checks. Michelle 
Tabler
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Linda L Sisson,
129 Parkwood Cir 
129 Parkwood Cir 
Soldotna, AK 99669 

Phone: -
E-mail: jsisson@ideafamilies.org

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 59 
Affiliation: Sisson Homeschool 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill EDUCATION

The proposed regulations by D.E.E.D. regarding restrictions on the use 
of privately purchased curricular materiaI[4AAC33.421(d)
4AAC33.421(c( I )and 4AAC33.421(g)(2)] NEED TO BE 
RE-WRITTEN! We have a constitutional right to use Christian 
curriculum purchased with private funds. This regulation would prohibit 
this freedom.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

J
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A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

Jeffrey A Sisson,
129 Parkwood Cir 
Po Box 3585 
Soldotna, AK 99669 

Phone: -
E-mail: csisson@conncct.kpbsd.kl2.ak.us

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 20 
A ffiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill EDUCATION

I oppose the D.E.E.D proposed regulations affecting homeschooling in 
Alaska. These regulations if allowed to pass would d e . state I.D.E.A. 
and other homeschooling programs in Alaska. THESE 
REGULATIONS NEED TO BE RECONSIDERED. Homeschooling is 
a wonderful alternative educational system and it would he too bad to 
loose it.
Date Sent: 02/12/2002

Leora A Pooler, 
PoBox 714 
Po Box 714 
Sterling, AK 99672 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N  
D istribution: 60 
A ffiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ili TAXATION

Is it the water in Juneau? Have you guys gone crazy? All we hear 
coming out of Juneau is taxes taxes taxes! How can you DREAM of 
taxes and appropriate tourism S6 M? Be advised: people are watching 
VERY carefully. I gaurantee tax supporters are serving their last term in 
Juneau.
Date Sent: 02/13/2002

Mr. Michael K Segelhorst, 
3910 Image Dr 
Anchorage. AK 99504

Phone: 33-8788 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 27 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

Stop taking direction from the Anchorage Daily News. Listen to people 
and read the polls. Spending cuts and spending cap are needed first. No 
new taxesyet". Remember you were elected generally as fiscal 
conservatives. Please keep your promises and remember it"s an election 
year."
Date Sent: 02/13/2002

Lapriel C Stephan,
Po Box 112114 
Po Box 112114 
Anchorage, AK 99511-2114 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

C onstituency: N 
D istribution: 18 
Affiliation:
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill HB 303 Opposes

Bad bill HB 303 the sales tax proposal. Youfre definitely more apt to 
lose at the next election if you pass HB 303. Use the interest from 
permanent fund if necessary cut give-away programs and social 
services. Didn"t need to give money to ANWR advertising 
Date Sent: 02/13/2002^
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Dr. Thomas. N Davis,
375 Miller Hill RD 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 

Phone: -
E-mail: ncildavs@mosquitonet.com

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: U

Subject/B ill TAXATION

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

P u b l i c  O p i n i o n  M e s s a g e s

I strongly support reinstatement of the Alaska Income Tax as proposed 
by Governor Knowles. I strongly oppose imposition of a sales tax. T. 
Neil Davis Voter ID 00090959.
Date Sent: 02/13/2002

M r. Leroy K Smith,
10030 Gebhart DR 
Anchorage, AK 99515

Phone: 248-8375 
E-mail: lspara@acsalaska.net

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: U

Subject/B ill TAXATION

I support a seasonal sales tax - everybody pays including tourists using 
infrastructure. Regarding municipal or borough objections share it. A 6 

percent sales tax with I percent to the muncipalilies village or borough 
collecting it.
Date Sent: 02/13/2002

Janet Lemire,
Po Box 293 
Po Box 293
Klawock, AK 99925-0293 

Phone: 826-3007 
E-mail: lemirecharters@yahoo.com

C onstituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: Y

Subject/B ill TAXATION

Any kind of taxation is not a good idea. The economy is not good now 
and we Alaskans who arc left arc struggling enough as it is. Face reality 
and cut spending.
Date Sent: 02/13/2002

Mr. Bret W Kunkle, 
1901 McCormick RD 
North Pole, AK 99705 

Phone: - 
E-mail:

Constituency: N 
Distribution: 60 
Affiliation: 
Reg Voter: U

Subject/B ill TAXATION

Rep. Kohring"s recently released approach to cure the fiscal problems 
of state government by shrinking the size of government receives the 
full support of me and my co-workers here at the refinery in North Pole 
Date Sent: 02/13/2002
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Rci permanent fund proposal,Reply

Subject: Re: perm anent fund proposal,Reply 
Date: Mon, 11 Feb 2002 14:48:16 -0800 

From: "W." <william.sIone@acsaIaska.net> 
To: "Representative John Coghill" <Representative_John_Coghill@legis.state.ak.us>

T h an k s f o r  r e v ie w in g  a n d  f o r  y o u r  com m ents 

S lo n e

  O r i g i n a l  M essag e  ---------
From : " R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  J o h n  C o g h i l l "
< R e p r e s e n t a t i v e _ J o h n _ C o g h i l l 0 1 e g i s . s t a t e . a k . u s >
T o: "W ." <w i l l i a m . s l o n e @ a c s a l a s k a . n e t >
S e n t :  S u n d ay , F e b r u a r y  1 0 , 2002 6 :4 1  PM 
S u b j e c t :  R e: p e r m a n e n t  fu n d  p r o p o s a l , R e p ly

>  Dear W. L. Slone,
>
> Thanks fo r  the very  thoughtfu l so lu t io n  to our Permanent Fund Earnings
> usage fo r  A laskans. Much o f  what you propose would have c o n s t i tu t io n a l
> and IRS b a r r ie r  ra m ifica t io n s  tha t would be s i g n i f i c a n t . However the
> b iggest b a rr ie r  would be the p o l i t i c a l  one o f  p u b l ic  m is tru s t  and
> l e g i s l a t i v e  re luc tance  in  i n s t a l l i n g  such a complex system. An agreement
> o f  s i x t y  l e g i s la to r s  and a governor on such an is su e  would be nex t to
> impossible.
> I  am making a copy o f  your proposal and w i l l  show i t  to some le g i s la to r s
> and maybe th i s  could spark fu r th e r  d is  ussion.
> Thanks fo r  the time you have put in to  th i s  idea, I  t r u ly  respec t you
> e f f o r t .
> John Coghill
>
>

2/11/2002 2:36 PM
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State Budget 
*

Subject: State Budget
Date: Mon, 11 Feb 2002 12:52:35 -0900 

From: Delia Call <deliac@ciri.com> 
To: '"Representative_John_Coghill@legis.state.ak.us"' <Representative_John_CoghiIl@legis.state.al<

R ep. C o g h i l l :  I ' l l  k e e p  t h i s  s h o r t .
H e r e 's  w h a t t h i s  a n d  m any h a r d w o r k in g  A la s k a n s  w a n t :  e
- c u t  s p e n d in g  b y  c r e a t i n g  e f f i c i e n c i e s  i n  S t a t e  g o v e rn m e n t o f f i c e s  
- r e q u i r e  s t a t e  w o rk e r s  who a r e  f r e q u e n t  f l y e r s  t o  u s e  m i le a g e  p l a n  m i le s  
to w a rd s  s t a t e - r e l a t e d  t r a v e l ,  n o t  p e r s o n a l  u s e .
- c a p  o r  e l i m i n a t e  p e rm , fu n d
- i f  a  t a x  i s  n e e d e d  t o  c l o s e  t h e  g a p , l e t  i t  b e  a  s a l e s  t a x .
Two o f  t h e  t h r e e  a b o v e  w o u ld  a f f e c t  me -  a s  a  r e c e i v e r  o f  p e rm , fu n d  a n d  a s  
a  b u s i n e s s  m a n a g e r  i n  c o l l e c t i n g  t a x e s .  B o th  w o u ld  b e  b u rd e n s o m e , h o w e v e r , 
t h e r e  i s  no  l o g i c  t o  d i s t r i b u t i n g  p e rm , fu n d  c h e c k s  a n d  c o l l e c t i n g  incom e 
t a x e s  fro m  t h o s e  o f  u s  w o rk  h a r d  t o  s u p p o r t  o u r s e l v e s  an d  o u r  f a m i l i e s .
T hank  y o u ,
D e l i a  C a l l  
A n c h o ra g e  c i t i z e n  
508 Lynwood D r . ,  A p t .  B 
A n c h o ra g e , AK 99518

2/11/2002 2.35 PM
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DEFICIT

Subject: DEFICIT 
Date: Mon, 11 Feb 2002 14:55:40 -0600 

From: "Grawunder, Phillip L." <Phillip.Grawunder@BakerPetrolite.com> 
To: "'Representativejohn^oghil^legis.state.ak.us'" <Representative_John_Coghi 11 @legis..state.al<

R ep . C o g h i l l ;
P le a s e  f o r w a r d  ray p o s i t i o n  to  o t h e r s  who w i l l  l i s t e n .  K eep up  t h e  g o o d  
f i g h t !

JUST SOLVE THE PROBLEM

I f  o u r  d e f i c i t  i s  $.'.3. C u t s p e n d in g .  Why i s  i t  t h a t  a l l  e l e c t e d  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  w h e c n e r  s t a t e  o r  f e d e r a l ,  r e f u s e  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h i s  when 
t h e y  a r e  s p e n d in g  so .neone  e l s e ' s  m oney?

I f  i t ' s  y o u r  p e r s o n a l  f i n a n c e s ,  w h a t do y ou  do  when y o u r  in co m e  d r o p s ?  You 
c u t  y o u r  s p e n d in g .
Why i s  t h i s  s o  h a r d  t o  u n d e r s t a n d ,  w hen i t  r e l a t e s  t o  g o v e rn m e n t?

A P la n  T h a t  W ould W ork:
1 . C u t P e rm a n e n t Fund D iv id e n d  p a y m e n ts  t o  e v e ry o n e  i n  t h e  s t a t e .

I n i t i a t i n g  a  S t a t e  In co m e T ax i n  A la s k a ,  w h i l e  g i v i n g  aw ay 
m oney to  a l l  c i t i z e n s  o f  t h e  s t a t e  i s  l u d i c r o u s !  We a s  c i t i z e n s  o f  th e  
s t a t e  DO NOT DESERVE a  P e rm a n e n t F und  D iv id e n d ,  w hen th e  s t a t e s '  e x p e n s e s  
a r e  a lm o s t  tw i c e  a s  much a s  i t ' s  r e v e n u e s .  In  f a c t  we d o n ' t  d e s e r v e  a  PFD 
u n d e r  a n y  c i r c u m s t a n c e s .  The o n ly  r e a s o n  o u r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  h a v e n ' t  v o t e d  
to  r e p e l  i t  i s  b e c a u s e  th e y  w o u ld  b e  u n p o p u la r  a n d  a l l  t h e y  w a n t i s  t o  g e t
r e - e le c te d - N O T  do w h a t i s  r i g h t  f o r  th e  s t a t e !

2 . I n i t i a t e  a  5% S t a t e  s a l e s  t a x - i t  i s  t h e  o n ly  f a i r  t a x ,  a n d  we g e t  
t o u r i s t s  t o  p a y  a l s o .  E v e ry o n e  p a y s ,  u n l i k e  a n  in co m e  t a x  w h e re  o n l y  c h o s e  
t h a t  w ork  p a y .

3 . C u t S t a t e  S p e n d in g  to  b a l a n c e  t h e  b u d g e t  t h i s  a n d  e v e r y  y e a r ,  
r e g a r d l e s s  t h e  im p a c t  on s t a c e  s e r v i c e s .  I  d o n ' t  h a v e  th e  a c t u a l  v o lu m e 
t h a t  ffl & #2 a b o v e  w i l l  p u l l  i n t o  t h e  t r e a s u r y - b u t  y ou  d o .  W h a te v e r  th e  
am o u n t, c u t  a n  a d e q u a te  am oun t fro m  s p e n d in g  t o  b a l a n c e  t h e  b u d g e t ,  w i t h o u t  
p u l l i n g  i t  f ro m  r e s e r v e s .  Y es, i t  w i l l  h u r t  m any p e o p l e ,  b u t  i f  we d o n ' t  
h a v e  th e  m oney-w e d o n ' t  h a v e  t h e  m oney.

T h in k  a b o u t  why s t a t e  r e v e n u e s  a r e  d o w n - p r o d u c t io n  i s  dow n, a n d  i t  w i l l
c o n t i n u e  t o  d e c l i n e  a t  a  r a t e  o f  5% i t  i s n ' t  co m in g  b a c k .  T he o n ly  way t o
g e t  r e v e n u e  b a c k  t o  p r e v i o u s l y  h ig h  l e v e l s  i s  t o  p ro d u c e  ANWR.

I t ' s  l u d i c r o u s  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  w i l l i n g  t o  s p e n d  S12MM on 
p ro m o t in g  to u r i s m ,  when y o u 'r e  o n ly  w i l l i n g  to  s p e n d  SIMM on p r o m o t in g  ANWR. 
The b u d g e t  c a n ' t  b e  b a la n c e d  w i th  t o u r i s m  u n l e s s  y o u  t a x  e a c h  t o u r i s t  
th o u s a n d s  o f  d o l l a r s  t o  come t o  A la s k a !

S o lv in g  t h i s  p ro b le m  w i l l  n o t  b e  e a s y  o r  p l e a s a n t .  B u t y o u  w e r e n ' t  e l e c t e d
to  g e t  p a i d  a n d  n o t  do  w h a t i s  r i g h t - w e  w a n t s o l u t i o n s .  I n  b u s i n e s s  i f  y o u
d o n ' t  p e r f o r m - y o u  g e t  f i r e d .

I f  y o u  d o n ' t  p e r f o r m  we w i l l  d o  e v e r y t h i n g  vie c a n  t o  e l e c t  so m eo n e e l s e .  We 
d o n ' t  w an t e x c u s e s  we w a n t y ou  t o  do  w h a t i s  r i g h t .  And y e s ,  y o u  m ig h t  n o t  
g e t  r e - e l e c t e d  i f  y o u  do s o l v e  t h e  p r o b le m - b u t  y o u  w i l l  know t h a t  y o u  d id  
s o m e th in g  y o u  c a n  b e  p ro u d  o f  t h e  r e s t  o f  y o u r  l i f e .  You w i l l  a l s o  know 
t h a t  t h o s e  b e f o r e  y o u  d i d n ' t  h a v e  t h e  g u t s  t o  do  th e  r i g h t  t h i n g  , b u c  y o u  
d i d .

A concerned citizen;

2/11/2002 2:35
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DfcFICIT

P h i l  G raw u n d er 
12600  S h e lb u r n e  
A n c h o ra g e , AK 99516 
Home 3 4 5 -4 9 5 3  
C e l l  2 2 3 -3 6 8 8
P h i l l i p . G r a w u n d e r Q b a k e r p e t r o l i t e . com

P h i l  G raw u n d er 
< < P h il  G ra w u n d e r . v c f> >

Phil Grawunder <Phillip.Gravvunder@BakerPetrolite.coin> i 
Area Mgr.
Baker Petrolitc
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H f l & L

T h e  S t a t e  S p e n d i n g  S p r e e  o f  t h e  1 9 9 0 s

by D ean  S tan se l a n d  S te p h e n  M o o re

Executive Summary

T oday, a lm o s t  w i th o u t  excep tion , s ta te  gov­
e rn m e n ts  a re  aw ash  in  tax  revenues. B etw een  
1992 a n d  1998 s ta te  rev en u es grew  a t  a lm o s t 
tw ice th e  r a te  o f  in f la t io n  p lu s  p o p u la t io n  
g ro w th . If  s ta te s  h a d  re s tr ic te d  in c reases  in  
sp e n d in g  a n d  tax  c o lle c tio n  to  th e  ra te  o f  in fla ­
tio n  a n d  p o p u la t io n  g ro w th  over th e  p erio d  
1992-98 , th e  s ta te  ta x  b u rd e n  w o u ld  be $75.2 
b illio n  low er to d ay , o r  $278  less p e r  p e rso n . In 
M ich igan , th e  excess ta x  b u rd e n  f ro m  1992 to  
1998 cam e to  $ 7 8 7  p e r  p erso n ; in  N ew  M exico, 
$661; in  M in n e so ta , $573 ; in  C o n n e c tic u t, $535; 
a n d  in  W isco n sin . $520 .

In  1999 s ta te  tax  re c e ip ts  a re  ag a in  exceeding  
ex p ec ta tio n s. S ta te s  w ill a lso  beg in  to  receive 
fro m  to b a c c o  l i t ig a t io n  s e ttle m e n ts  a n  a d d i t io n ­
al revenue b o n u s  w o r th  $ 2 0 6  b illio n  over th e  
n ex t 25 years.

As rec o rd  ta x  rev e n u es  have p o u re d  in to  s ta te  
co ffers, s ta te  g o v e r n m e n t  e x p e n d itu re s  have 
soared . In  a n  e ra  o f  a lm o s t n o  in f la tio n , s ta te  
b u d g e ts  g rew  bv 4 .5  p e rc e n t in  1996, 5 p e rc en t 
in  1997. a n d  n ea rly  6 p e rc e n t in  1998. F o u r  
s ta te s  (V erm o n t. F lo rid a . N evada, a n d  S o u th  
D ako ta ) a c tu a lly  ra ise d  th e ir  sp e n d in g  by 10

p e rc e n t o r  m o re  in  1998. T h e  s ta te s  n o w  s p e n d  
ro u g h ly  $ 6 0 0  (a d ju s te d  fo r  in fla tio n )  m o re  p e r  
p e rso n  th a n  th e y  d id  in  1990. S even  s ta te s  have 
p e rm it te d  th e i r  b u d g e ts  to  m u s h ro o m  by m o re  
th a n  30  p e rc e n t  a f te r  a d ju s t in g  fo r  p o p u la t io n  
g r o w th  a n d  in f la t io n :  M is s is s ip p i.  O re g o n , 
A rk an sas . W e s t V irg in ia . T exas, M isso u ri, a n d  
N ew  H a m p s h ire .

O v er th e  p a s t  fo u r  years, o n ly  a b o u t  o n e  o f  
every th r e e  d o lla r s  o f  th e  u n e x p e c te d  rev en u e  
s u rp lu s e s  h a s  b e e n  r e tu r n e d  to  taxpayers. U n less 
s ta te s  b e g in  to  c a p  e x p e n d itu re  g ro w th  a n d  c u t  
taxes to  re d u c e  th e  rev en u e  in ta k e  o f  s ta te  g o v ­
e rn m e n ts , th e y  m ay  be faced  a t  th e  e n d  o f  th is  
e x p a n s io n  w ith  th e  s a m e  m assiv e  d e fic its  t h a t  
c re a te d  t id a l  w aves o f  red  in k  w h en  th e  1980s 
b o o m  e n d e d .

O n e  o f  Jesse V e n tu ra 's  m o s t  p o p u la r  m e s ­
sages in  h is  im p ro b a b le  b u t  su c ce ssfu l in d e p e n ­
d e n t  c a m p a ig n  f ^ r  g o v e rn o r  o f  M in n e s o ta  w as a 
p ro m ise  to  g ive back" th e  b u rg e o n in g  b u d g e t 
s u r p lu s  re v e n u e s  to  th e  ta x p ay e rs  o f  th e  s ta te . It 
is sa d  b u t  rev e a lin g  t h a t  so  few o f  th e  g o v e rn o rs  
o f  e i th e r  p a r ty  have p ro m ise d  to  d o  th e  sa m e  
d e s p ite  m u it i-b il l io n -d o lla r  w indfalls.

Dean Stansel is an associate policy analyst at the Cato Institute. Stephen Moore is director of fiscal policy studies at 
Cato.



Last year alm ost 
h a lf the states 

had gigantic 
reserves o f 10 

percent o r m ore.

Introduction

W ith  th e  eco n o m y  b o o m in g , tax revenues 
are p o u rin g  in to  s ta te  treasuries, a n d  m o s t 
s ta te  g o v e rn m e n ts  a re  in  ex ce llen t fiscal 
sh ap e .' L ast year, th e  50 s ta te s  c losed  th e ir  
b o o k s  w ith  a co m b in ed  su rp lu s  o f  $36 b illion . 
A t 9 p e rc en t o f  expend itu res , b u d g e t reserves 
a re  a t  th e ir  h ig h e s t level in  nearly  tw o decades.11 
P redictably , th o se  large su rp lu se s  have c rea ted  
in ten se  po litica l p ressu re  in  s ta te  cap ita ls  fo r 
new  a n d  ex p an d ed  sp e n d in g  p rog ram s.

T en  years ago . the  s ta te s  w ere in  th e  m id s t 
o f  a s im ila r  fiscal boom . Few s ta te s  resisted  th e  
p ressu re  to  use th e ir s u rp lu s  revenues to  c reate  
costly  new  sp e n d in g  p rog ram s. T h e n  w hen  th e  
ec o n o m y  w e n t in to  a d o w n tu rn  in  1990. th e  
s ta te s  f o u n d  th e m se lv es  in  w h a t m a n y  
d escribed  as th e ir  w o rs t fiscal crisis s ince  th e  
D epression . T h en -g o v em o r M ario  C u o m o  o f  
N ew  Y ork described  th e  s itu a tio n  in  h is sta te : 
"W e are b ro k e  d o w n  to  th e  m a rro w  o f  o u r  
bones." T h a t  s ta te m e n t co u ld  have describ ed  
th e  fiscal p lig h t o f  a b o u t h a lf  th e  s ta te s  in  th e  
ea rly  1990s. R evenue g ro w th  slow ed , b u t  
d e m a n d s  to  m e e t all th e  new  sp e n d in g  c o m ­
m itm e n ts  d id  n o t ; ’

S ta te s  have b een  b u ild in g  u p  th e ir  "rainy 
day" fu n d s  in  recen t years to  p ro te c t a g a in s t a 
recession. A ccord ing  to  th e  N a d o n a l A ssoc­

ia tio n  o f  S ta te  B u d g e t O fficers, la s t year all b u t  
10 o f  th e  50 s ta te s  h a d  end-o f-year balances 
th a t  exceeded th e  3 to  5 p e rc en t o f  ex p en d i­
tu re s  rec o m m en d e d  by m o s t financia l a n a ­
lysts.' A lm o st h a lf  th e  s ta te s  h a d  g ig an tic  
reserves o f  10 p e rc en t o r  m ore .

Yet even w ith  th o se  large revenue reserves, 
s ta te  sp e n d in g  has so a re d  in  recen t years. By 
v irtua lly  every m easu re , s ta te  b u d g e ts  have 
e x p a n d ed  faste r in  th e  1990s th a n  they  d id  in  
th e  fiscally reckless 1980s. M oreover, s ince  
1994 s ta te  b u d g e ts  have g ro w n  50  p e rc en t 
faste r th a n  th e  federal b u d g e t. R a th e r  th a n  
re tu rn in g  e..cess revenue to  s ta te  taxpayers, all 
to o  o f te n  to d a y  g overno rs a n d  s ta te  leg isla tors 
across A m erica are sp e n d in g  th e  taxpayers' 
su rp lu s .

S o m e  s ta te  o ffic ia ls  h av e  tr ie d  to  ju s t ify  
th e  b ig  b u d g e t h ik e s  by a rg u in g  th a t  v ita l 
p u b lic  p ro g ra m s  have b ee n  neg lec ted  by g o v ­
e rn o rs  a n d  z .te  le g is la tu res . T h e  t r u th  Is t h a t  
s ta te  g o v e rn m e n ts  have b ee n  o n  a  lo n g - te rm  
tr e n d  o f  ra p id  g ro w th . S ta te  g o v e rn m e n ts  
c o n s u m e  a la rg e r sh a re  o f  g ro ss  n a t io n a l  
p r o d u c t  to d a y  th a n  ever befo re  in  h is to ry . 
F ig u re  1 sh o w s th a t ,  s in ce  1960, s ta te  rev en u e  
as a  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  G D P  h a s  ro u g h ly  d o u b le d . 
A nd  it  is u n tr u e  th a t  s ta te s  are d o in g  m o re  
b ecau se  lo calities a re  d o in g  less. F ig u re  2 
sh o w s th a t  combined s ta te  a n d  local taxes a s  a 
p e rc en ta g e  o f  m e d ia n  fam ily  in c o m e  have

i Figure 1
State Revenues as a Percentage of GDP
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'Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census and Bureau of Economic Analysis.



Figure 2
State and Local taxes as a Percentage of Median Family Income. 1955-97 
(two-income family)
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Source: Tax Foundation.

a lm o s t d o u b le d  ov er th e  p a s t fo u r  decades.
M arty  o f  th e  a reas  o f  s ta te  b u d g e ts  th a t  are  

sa id  to  be "u n d e rfu n d e d "  have  ac tu a lly  seen  
d ra m a tic  inc reases over th e  p as t d ecad e  o r  
m o re . S ince 1970 s ta te  s p e n d in g  o n  e d u c a ­
t io n  p e r  s tu d e n t  a d ju s te d  fo r  in f la tio n  h as  
ro u g h ly  d o u b le d . S ince  1980 s ta te  h ig h w ay  
s p e n d in g  h as  a lso  risen  fa s te r  th a n  p o p u la ­
tio n  a n d  in f la tio n . S ta te  h e a lth  an d  w elfare 
sp e n d in g  h a s  risen  th ree  tim es  faste r th a n  
p o p u la t io n  a n d  in fla tio n . S u rp lu s  o r  n o t. 
th e re 's  no  case fo r  e x p a n d in g  s ta te  govern- 
m e n . s till fu rth e r .

W hile  m a n y  R e p u b lic an  gov ern o rs  have 
b ee n  c u t t in g  taxes, th o se  tax  re d u c tio n s  have 
b ee n  in a d e q u a te  to  keep pace  w ith  th e  h u g e  
rev en u e  w in d fa lls  fro m  th e  s tro n g  e c o n o m ic  
e x p a n s io n  o f  th e  p a s t six years. S ince 1994. 
d e s p ite  $15  b ill io n  in  tax  c u ts , s ta te  tax  c o l­
le c tio n s  have exceeded  e x p e c ta tio n s  by  a 
cu m u la tiv e  $30  b illion . A b o u t tw o -th ird s  o f  
th a t  revenue  w in d fa ll w ere sp e n t, ra th e r  th a n  
re b a ted  to  taxpayers.

T h e  resu lt h as  been th a t  s ta te  tax reven­
ues have d ram a tica lly  o u tp a ce d  p o p u la tio n

1 905  1 995  1 997

g ro w th  a n d  in f la tio n —w hich  are c o n s id e red  a 
s ta n d a rd  b e n c h m a rk  fo r n o rm a l rev e n u e  
g row th . F ro m  1992 to  1998 s ta te  tax  revenue 
grew  by 45 percen t, w hile p o p u la tio n  a n d  
in f la t io n  ro se  by a c o m b in e d  22 p e rc e n t 
(F igure 3). In  1998 alone, th o se  excessive tax  
co llec tions c rea ted  a  revenue w ind fa ll o f  $75 
billion, o r  $278  p er c a p ita  (Figure 4).'1 W ith  31 
sta te s  now  hav ing  R ep u b lican  governors, m o s t  
o f  w h o m  to u t  them selves as ta x -c u ttin g  fiscal 
conservatives, th e  resu lts  o f  o u r  analysis are 
su rp ris in g . S ince large b u d g e t su rp lu se s  are 
expected  ag a in  in 1999 an d  2000. th is  year's  
b u d g e ts  sig n ed  in to  law by the g o v ern o rs  will 
be critical in  d e te rm in in g  th e  fu tu re  fiscal 
co u rse  o f  th e  sta tes. T h e  choice facing  G eo rg e  
W. B ush  o f  Texas, G ray Davis o f  C alifo rn ia, 
Jo h n  E ng ler o f  M ich igan , T o m m y  T h o m p s o n  
o f  W isconsin , a n d  m o s t  o th e r  go v ern o rs  th is  
year is to  d ram a tica lly  c u t  taxes o r  to  c o n tin u e  
th e  sp e n d in g  sp ree  o n  new  an d  e x p a n d ed  s ta te  
p rog ram s. T h is  s tu d y  show s th a t  th e  s ta te s  
th a t  use su rp lu se s  to  c u t  high tax ra tes c a n  be 
expected  to  experience the  fastest ec o n o m ic  
g ro w th  in  th e  fu tu re .

T a x  r e d u c t i o n s  

h a v e  b e e n  

i n a d e q u a t e  t o  

k e e p  p a c e  w i t h  t h e  

h u g e  r e v e n u e  

w i n d f a l l s  f r o m  th e  

s t r o n g  e c o n o m ic  

e x p a n s i o n  o f  t h e  

p a s t  s ix  y e a r s .



Figure 3
State Revenue Growth Outpaces Population and In fla tion, 1992- 98
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M edicaid  sp en d in g  h as d o u b le d  fro m  8 to  16 
percen t o f  to ta l s ta te  budgets . In  percen tage 
term s, public  welfare, a d m in is tra tio n , in te rest 
o n  general debt, a n d  especially  co rrec tions 
have also been h ig h -g ro w th  areas in s ta te  b u d ­
gets since 1980.

N o m a tte r  h ow  it is m easu red , s ta te  sp e n d ­
ing  has accelerated  in  th e  1990s. As F igure  5 
show s, real s ta te  sp e n d in g  has even been g row ­
in g  slightly  faster in  th e  1990s th a n  it d id  in 
th e  1980s—w hen m a n y  s ta te  b u d g e ts  d o u b led  
in  size.1' S ta te  ex p e n d itu re s  ex p an d ed  by 3.4 
percen t per year in  th e  1980s. a f te r  ad ju stin g  
fo r  in fla tio n , c o m p a re d  to  a 3.5 p e rc e n t 
g row th  ra te  in  th e  1990s. O n  a p e r  cap ita  basis, 
real s ta te  sp e n d in g  h as  g ro w n  by 2,5 percen t 
p er year in  th e  1990s. s lig h tly  faste r th a n  in  the 
1980s.

S ta te  sp e n d in g  p e r  $ 1 ,0 0 0  o f  p e rso n a l 
incom e n u d g ed  u p w a rd  by 0.1 p e rc en t p e r  year 
in  th e  1980s. In  th e  1990s s ta te  o u tlay s have 
g row n a t  a n  a n n u a l ra te  o f  1.3 p e rcen t above 
incom e grow th . A n a  th e re  is n o  sign  o f  a 
sp en d in g  slow dow n. S ince 1996 s ta te  general 
fu n d  sp en d in g  h as  acce le ra ted  to  3.1 percen t 
o f  real g row th  p e r  year, co m p a re d  to  th e  1.7 
percen t per vear g ro w th  ra te  fro m  1990 to  
1996.7

T h e  B ig g est S p e n d in g  S ta te s
T h e  n a tio n w id e  sp e n d in g  to ta ls  fo r the  

s ta te s  m a sk  th e  h u g e  d iversity  in  b u d g e t 
trends a m o n g  th e  s ta tes. T ab le  2 sh o w s th a t 
the  sp e n d in g  tre n d s  in  ind iv id u al s ta te s  varied 
from  a h igh  o f  58.8 p e rc en t in  O re g o n  to  
A laska's 0.6 p e rc en t decline in  real sp e n d in g . 
Alaska w as th e  on ly  s ta te  w ith  a n  ab so lu te  
decline in  sp e n d in g , a n d  th a t  w as a re su lt o f  
the  d ro p  in <1 prices, w h ich  has severely 
reduced  th e  s ta te 's  oil tax  revenues.

• T h re e  s ta te s  in c reased  real s p e n d in g  by 
m o re  th a n  50  p e rc e n t f ro m  1990 to  
1997: O re g o n  (58 .8  p e rc e n t) . T ex as 
(52.9 p e rcen t) , a n d  M iss iss ip p i (51.5 
percen t).

• T h ree  o th e r  s ta te s  in c reased  real s p e n d ­
in g  by less th a n  10 p e rc e n t fro m  1990 to  
1997: A laska  (0.6 p e rc e n t decline), 
W y o m in g  (5.5 p e rc e n t) , a n d  R h o d e  
Is lan d  (8.1 percen t).

T o  c o n tro l fo r d iffe ren ces in  s ta te  p o p u la ­
tions, g o v e rn m e n t sp e n d in g  a n d  tax  figu res 
are o f te n  m e a su re d  o n  a p e r  c a p ita  basis. 
T able 3 sh o w s th e  10 s ta te s  w here  real p er 
ca p ita  s ta te  s p e n d in g  in c reased  th e  m o s t

Table 1
S h iftin g  Spending P rio r it ie s : State Spending by Function (in  m illions  o f 1997 do lla rs )

1980 1990 1997

1980 -97  Real Increase 

Mil. $ Percentage

Education S171.420 S226.634 S275.821 S104.401 61%
Public welfare S86.198 S128,957 5203.204 $117,006 136%
Health and hospitals S34.805 $52,411 S63.193 S2B.388 82%
Highways S48.819 $54,360 S60.204 $11,385 23%
Correction $8,673 $21,212 $29 ,043 $20,370 235%
Governmental administration 513,624 S22.556 S28.656 S15.033 110%
Interest on general debt $13,183 $26,452 $26,310 $13 ,127 100%
Natural rcsourcas S8.471 $12,173 S12.909 S4.437 52%
Police protection $4,412 S6.346 S7.501 53,089 70%
Parks and recreation $3,012 S3.432 53,900 5888 29%
Other and unallocable $52,262 S69.332 S77.434 $25,173 48%

In  the 1990s state 
outlays have 
grown at an 
annual rate o f  1.3 
percent above 
income growth.
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Figure 5
State Spending G rowth Up Slightly in the 1990s

■1980-90 

□  1990-97

Total Stale Spending

0.191
________

Stale Spending per SI.000 Personal 
Income

PerCapila Slate Spending

The spending 
trends in 

individual states 
varied from  a high 
o f  58.8 percent in 

Oregon to 
Alaska’s 0.6 per­

cent decline in real 
spending.

f ro m  1990 to  1997 a n d  th e  10 s ta te s  w h ere  it 
in c reased  th e  least.

• Real per c a p ita  sp e n d in g  grew  by m ore  
th a n  35 p ercen t in  fo u r  states: M ississippi 
(43.0 percei. ). O re g o n  (39.9 percent), 
A rkansas (38.2 percent), an d  W est V irgin­
ia (36.3 percent). M ississippi m oved fro m  
the  4 1 st h ig h e s t sp e n d in g  s ta te  in  1990 to  
th e  2 6 th  in  1997. O reg o n  m oved u p  16 
rankings: f ro m  the  2 9 th  to  th e  13th h ig h ­
est sp e n d in g  state .

* Real p er c a p ita  sp e n d in g  declined in  th ree  
sta tes: A laska (9.8 percen t), A rizona (1.2 
percent), a n d  W y o m in g  (0.3 percent) a n d  
g rew  by less th a n  6 p e rcen t in  tw o o th e rs : 
N evada (3.6 percent) a n d  V erm o n t (5.8 
percen t). A rizo n a’s p e r  cap ita  sp e n d in g  
ra n k in g  im proved  fro m  2 6 th  to  4 6 th  in 
th e  n a tio n . N evada 's p er cap ita  sp e n d in g

p o s it io n  im p ro v ed  fro m  19th  h ig h e s t to  
3 2 n d  h ighest.

A n o th e r  w ay to  express g o v ern m e n t s p e n d ­
in g  a n d  tax  figures, w h ich  co n tro ls  fo r d iffe r­
ences in  th e  size o f  s ta te  econom ies, is o n  a  per
51 .000  o f  p e rso n a l in c o m e  basis. T ab le  4 
sh o w s th e  10 s ta te s  w h ere  s ta te  sp e n d in g  p er
51 .000  o f  p e rso n a l in co m e increased  th e  m o s t 
fro m  1990 to  1997—led by once-frugal N ew  
H a m p s h ir e —a n d  th e  10 s ta te s  w h ere  it 
in c reased  th e  least.

• S ta te  sp e n d in g  p e r  $1 ,000  o f  perso n a l 
in c o m e  g rew  by m o re  th a n  20  p e rc en t in  
six s ta tes: N ew  H a m p sh ire  (24.5 p e r­
ce n t) . W est V irg in ia  (22.2  p e rc en t) , 
O re g o n  (22.1 percen t). M ississipp i (21.9 
percen t), M isso u ri (21.8 percent), a n d  
A rk an sas (21.0 percent).
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Table 2
Total State Expenditure (millions of 1997 dollars), 1990-97

Increase,
State 1990-97 Rank 1997 Rank 1990 Rank

U.S. Total 27.2% . . . S893.827 — S702.591 —

Oregon 58.8% 1 S12.388 27 S7.803 29
Texas 52.9% 2 S48.887 3 S31,974 3
Mississippi 51.5% 3 S9.006 31 S5.943 31
Arkansas 48.1% 4 S7.685 32 S5.188 34
Georgia 46.5% 5 S21.975 13 S15.004 14
Idaho 46.1% 6 S3.674 43 S2.515 44
Utah 43.9% 7 S6.818 36 S4.738 37
Nevada 42.6% 8 S5.130 39 S3,598 41
Florida 40.4% 9 S37.464 5 $26,687 8
Missouri 39.1% 10 S14.230 21 S10.229 22
Tennessee 38.4% 11 S14,284 20 S10.323 21
West Virginia 38.1% 12 S7.145 34 $5,174 3 .
North Carolina 37.9% 13 S22.864 11 $16,576 12
New Mexico 37.7% 14 S7.059 35 S5.125 36
New Hampshire 37.2% 15 S3.324 45 S2.423 46
Colorado 35.8% 16 S10.861 28 S7.998 28
Kentucky 35.6% 17 S12.949 23 S9.548 26
Nebraska 35.5% 18 S4.802 40 S3,544 42
Washington 33.2% 19 S22.207 12 S16,667 11
Minnesota 32.2% 20 S18.443 15 S13.950 16
South Carolina 32.2% 21 S12.847 25 S9.717 25
Pennsylvania 30.4% 22 S39.296 4 S30.136 5
Delaware 30.2% 23 S3.404 44 S2.614 43
Illinois 30.2% 24 S35.302 8 $27,115 7
Alabama 30.0% 25 S12.945 24 $9,961 24
Montana 29.9% 26 S3.204 46 $2,466 45
Wisconsin 29.8% 27 S18.200 16 S14.025 15
Kansas 29.7% 28 S7.496 33 S5.780 32
Hawaii 29.4% 29 S6.093 37 S4.708 38
Indiana 28.0% 30 S16.370 17 S12.794 18
Michigan 27.2% 31 S36.092 7 S28.376 6
South Dakota 25.4% 32 S2.070 50 S1.651 50
Virginia 24.3% 33 519,287 14 S15.518 13
Louisiana 23.4% 34 S14.286 19 S11.572 20
Arizona 22.3% 35 S12.419 26 $10,154 23
California 21.4% 36 S117,643 1 596,888 1
Ohio 20.7% 37 S37.407 6 S31.004 4
Iowa 20.5% 38 S9.348 30 S7.760 30
Oklahoma 19.9% 39 S9.593 29 S8.004 27
Maine 18.8% 40 S4.441 41 S3.740 39
Maryland 16.7% 41 S16.200 18 S13,877 17
New York 14.6% 42 S83.243 2 S72.652 2
Connecticut 13.8% 43 S13.826 22 S12.145 19
North Dakota 12.5% 44 S2.426 47 S2.156 47
Massachusetts 12 .0% 45 S25.791 10 S23.017 10
New Jersey 11.7% 46 S29.430 9 S26.356 9
Vermont 10.4% 47 S2.123 49 S1.923 49
Rhode Island 8. 1% 48 S4.002 42 S3,703 40
Wyoming 5.5% 49 S2.127 48 32,016 48
Alaska -0.6% 50 S5.722 38 S5.759 33
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Table 3
Per Capita Total State Expenditure (1997 dollars), 1990-97

Between 1990 
and 1996 the 

number of state 
and local 

government 
employees grew 
from fewer than 

15.4 million to 
nearly 16.8 

million.

State
Increase,
1990-97 Rank 1997 Rank 1990 Rank

U.S. Total 18.6% . . . S3,340 . . . $2,817 . . .

G reatest S pend ing Increase

Mississippi 43.0% 1 53,293 26 $2,306 41
Oregon 39.9% 2 $3,819 13 $2,730 29

Arkansas 38.2% 3 $3,046 33 $2,204 45
West Virginia 36.3% 4 $3,935 12 $2,887 21
Texas 34.1% 5 $2,515 50 $1,876 50
Missouri 32.0% 6 $2,634 48 $1,995 49
New Hampshire 30.1% 7 $2,834 42 $2,179 46

Nebraska 29.2% 8 $2,898 38 $2,242 44

Pennsyt vama 29.0% 9 $3,269 29 $2,533 32
Kentucky 28.1% 10 $3,313 24 $2,586 30

S m allest S pend ing  Increase

Alaska -9.8% 50 $9,392 1 $10,412 1
Arizona - 1 .2% 49 $2,726 46 $2,760 26
Wyoming -0.3% 48 $4,433 5 $4,446 2
Nevada 3.6% 47 $3,059 32 $2,953 19

Vermont 5.8% 46 $3,605 19 $3,406 9
New Jersey 7.6% 45 $3,655 16 $3,398 1 1
Maryland 9.9% 44 $3,180 30 $2,893 20
Rhode Island 10 .0% 43 $4,053 9 S3.686 8
Massachusetts 10.2% 42 $4,216 7 $3,825 6
North Dakota 11.9% 41 $3,785 14 $3,383 12

* S ta te  sp e n d in g  p er $1 ,000  o f  p erso n a l 
incom e declined in  six  sta tes: W y o m in g  
(10.7 p o r te n t) , A laska (9.3 p e rc e n t) , 
N evada (8.2 percent). A rizona (7.2 p e r­
cent). N o rth  D a k o ta  (6.4 percen t), a n d  
S o u th  D ak o ta  (0.4 percent). In  W yom ing  
an d  A labam a th a t  dec line in  sp e n d in g  
has been a ttr ib u ta b le  to  th e  d ec line  in  oil 
prices.

S ta te  a n d  L oca l B u re a u c ra c ie s  in  th e  1990s
Betw een 1990 a n d  1996 th e  n u m b e r  o f  

s ta te  a n d  local g o v e rn m e n t em ployees grew  
fro m  fewer th a n  15.4 m illio n  to  nearly  16.8 
m illion." T h a t is a n  increase o f  9.2 p ercen t, o r
1.5 percen t per year. As F igu re  6 show s, s ta te  
a n d  local bu reaucracies a re  g ro w in g  faste r in

the  1990s th a n  th ey  d id  in  th e  1980s. In  c o n ­
tra s t. p r iv a te -se c to r  n o n f a r m  e m p lo y m e n t 
g ro w th  h as  been  slo w er th a n  i t  w as in  th e  
1980s.

• T h e  n u m b e r  o f  s ta te  a n d  local g o v ern ­
m e n t em ployees in c reased  by 1.28 p e r­
ce n t per year in  th e  1980s. In  th e  1990s 
s ta te  em p lo y m e n t h a s  acce le ra ted  to  1.48 
percen t p e r  year.

• T o ta l n o n fa rm  p riv a te -sec to r em p lo y ­
m e n t g ro w th  declined f ro m  1.91 p e rc e n t 
p e r  year in  th e  1980s to  1.46 p e rc e n t p e r 
year in  th e  1990s.

'  In  th e  1980s s ta te  a n d  local g o v e rn m e n t 
em p lo y m e n t g ro w th  lagged  b e h in d  to ta l 
n o n fa rm  e m p lo y m e n t g ro w th  (1.28 to



Table 4
Total State Expenditure per S 1,000 Personal Income. 1990-97

Increase,
State 1990-97 Rank 1997 Rank 1990 Rank

U.S. Total 9.3% . . . $139.46 . . . $127.64 . . .

Greatest Budget Increase
New Hampshire 24.5% 1 $108.14 50 S86.84 50
West Virginia 22.2% 2 $216.62 3 $177.31 6
Oregon 22.1% 3 $169.60 14 $138.90 26

Mississippi 21.9% 4 $190.91 7 S156.66 15

Missouri 21.8% 5 $117.31 43 $96.33 47

Arkansas 21.0% 6 $163.08 18 $134.79 32

Texas 19.5% 7 $114.91 46 $96.13 48

Pennsylvania 17.5% 8 $133.05 33 $113.19 40

Florida 16.7% 9 $109.02 49 $93.39 49

Kentucky 15.1% 10 $171.32 12 $148.80 18

Smallest Budget Increase
Wyoming -10.7% 50 S205.77 4 $230.45 2
Alaska -9.3% 49 $388.98 1 5429.04 1

Nevada -8.2% 48 $123.83 40 S134.94 31
Arizona -7.2% 47 $133.00 34 $143.33 20

North Dakota -6.4% 46 $185.87 8 $198.64 4

South Dakota -0.4% 45 $136.92 32 $137.42 29

Vermont 0.1% 44 $163.21 17 $163.00 9
Colorado 1.2% 43 $111.10 48 $109.74 44

New Jersey 1.8% 42 $119.02 42 $116.91 36

Washington 2.7% 41 $161.17 19 $156.96 14

1.91 percen t p e r  year).
* In the  1990s th e  g ro w th  o f  s ta te  a n d  local 

g o v ern m en t bu reaucracies is o u tp a c in g  
to ta l n o n fa rm  e m p lo y m e n t g ro w th  (1.48 
to  1.46 p ercen t p e r  year).

W hile to ta l U.S. s ta te  a n d  local em ployees 
increased by 1.48 p e rc en t p e r year from  1990 to
1996. as T able 5 show s, th e  record  in  ind iv idual 
s ta tes varied w idely fro m  a h ig h  o f  5.58 p ercen t 
per year in  N evada to  N ew  Y ork’s 0.88 percen t 
per year decline.

• Six s ta te s  increased  th e ir  s ta te  a n d  local 
bureaucracies by m o re  th a n  3 percen t per

year f ro m  1990 to  1996: N evada  (5.58 
percent). A rizo n a  (4.48 percent), Id ah o  
(3.67 percen t). U ta h  (3.49 percent). Texas 
(3.06 percen t), a n d  N ew  M exico (3.04 
p e rc e n t) .

• S ta te  a n d  lo ca l g o v e rn m e n t e m p lo y ­
m e n t  h a s  declined in  tw o  s ta te s : N ew  
Y ork  (0 .88  p e r c e n t  p e r  year) a n d  R h o d e  
Is la n d  (0 .20  p e rc e n t) :  it h a s  g ro w n  by 
less t h a n  0 .5  p e rc e n t  p e r  y e a r  in  th re e  
o th e rs : N ew  Jersey  (0.21 p e rc e n t p e r  
year), M a s s a c h u s e t ts  (0 .28  p e rc e n t) , 
a n d  M ic h ig a n  (0.42 percen t) .

T h e  increased g r o w t h  in the size of state

T h e  p r iv a t iz a t i o n  

t r e n d  s h o u l d  

le a d  to  r e d u c e d  

b u r e a u c r a c ie s ,  n o t  

e x p a n d e d  o n e s .
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Figure 6
State and Local Bureaucracies Outpace G row th o f the Private Sector in the 1990s

States increased 
their tax burdens 

by an unprece­
dented am ount in  i 

1990 and  1991.

Total Nonfarm Employment

Jersey, Lowell W eicker o f  C o n n e c ticu t, B ruce 
S u n d lu n  o f  R h o d e  Is lan d , B ob  C asey  o f  
Pennsylvania , a n d  G eorge V oinovich o f  O h io  
all e n a c ted  "soak  th e  rich" in co m e tax  in c re a s­
es. T h o se  s ta te s  su ffe red  su b s ta n tia l losses o f  
jo b s , incom e, a n d  in v e s tm e n t c a p ita l rela tive 
to  th e  re s t o f  th e  n a tio n  fo llow ing  th o se  ta x  
h ikes.u

In  1995 th e  t r e n d  w as d ra m a tic a lly  
reversed. T w en ty -e ig h t s ta te s  en a c te d  tax  c u ts  
th a t  year. " [N in e tee n  n ine ty -five | w as th e  
largest ta x -c u ttin g  year fo r s ta te s  in  a decade ." 
c o n c lu d e d  e c o n o m is ts  A r th u r  L a ffe r  a n d  
V icto r C a n to  in  th e ir  a n n u a l re p o r t r a n k in g  
th e  tax  co m p etitiv en ess  o f  th e  s ta te s .1-' In  1996 
a n o th e r  28 s ta te s  c u t th e ir  tax  b u rd en s , a n d  in  
1997 a n d  1998. 30  s ta te s  c u t  taxes.

In  M ic h ig a n  Jo h n  E ng le r has  c u t  taxes 
m o re  th a n  20  tim es in  e ig h t years in  office a n d  
is n o w  p la n n in g  to  c u t  th e  s ta te  in c o m e  tax  
from  4.3 to  3 .9 p e rcen t s ta r t in g  in  2000. N ew  
Jersey's C h ris tin e  T o d d  W h itm a n  c u t  in c o m e  
taxes by 30  p e rc e n t in  1995. W is c o n s in 's  
T o m m y  T h o m p s o n  has c u t in co m e a n d  p ro p -

Slale & Local Government Employment

a n d  local bu reaucrac ies has  com e a t  a tim e  
w h en  m o re  a n d  m o re  g o v ern m en ts  a re  t u r n ­
ing  to  c o n tra c tin g  o u t  a n d  o th e r  fo rm s o f  p r i­
v a tiza tio n . T h e  p riv a tiza tio n  tre n d  sh o u ld  lead 
to  red u ced  bureaucracies, n o t ex p an d ed  ones. 
In  a d d itio n , n u m e ro u s  s ta te s  have im p o sed  so- 
called h ir in g  freezes, yet th e ir  payrolls c o n t in ­
u e  to  ex p an d . F o r  instance. A rkansas has  been  
u n d e r  a  h ir in g  freeze for m ore  th a n  a decade 
now , b u t  th e  s ta te  ad d ed  2 ,000 ad d itio n a l 
em ployees a year fro m  1990 to  1996. T o ta l 
s ta te  e m p lo y m e n t th e re  increased  by 20  p e r­
c e n t over th o se  six years."

W h a t  D r iv e s  S p e n d in g ?  R e v e n u e  G ro w th
T h e  firs t h a lf  o f  th e  1990s w as a p e rio d  o f  

ec o n o m ic  s ta g n a tio n , steeply rising  tax  b u r ­
dens. a n d  ris in g  s ta te  ex p en d itu res  o n  w elfare 
a n d  h e a lth  care.'" S ta tes increased  th e ir  tax  
b u rd e n s  by a n  u n p rec ed en ted  a m o u n t  in  1990 
a n d  1991. M oreover, rates o f  incom e taxes, th e  
m o s t d es tru c tiv e  o f  s ta te  taxes." w ere ra isea  
s u b s ta n t ia l ly  in  m a n y  s ta te s . G ovs. P ete  
W ilson  o f  C alifo rn ia , Jam es F lo rio  o f  N ew
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A verage A nnua l Change in S la te  and Loca l Em p loym ent and N on fa rm  Em p loym en t, 1 98 0 -9 0  and 1 9 9 0 -9 6
Table 5

S la te  & Local Government Employment Total Nonfarm  Employment
State 1 9 9 0 -9 6 Rank 1 9 8 0 -9 0 Rank 1 9 9 0 -9 6 Rank 1 9 8 0 -9 0 Rank

U .S . Total 1 .48% . . . 1 .28% . . . 1 .46% . . . 1 .91% . . .

Nevada 5 .58% 1 3 .11% 3 5 .22% 1 4 .50% 1
Arizona 4 .48% 2 2 .73% 5 4 .18% 4 3 .87% 3
Idaho 3 .67% 3 1 .74% 17 4 .1 9% 3 1 55% 32
Utah 3 .49% 4 2 .29% 9 4 .7 3% 2 2 .77% 10
Texas 3 .06% 5 2 .70% 6 2 .53% 14 1 .95% 24
New Mexico 3 .04% 6 2 .21% 11 3 .02% 8 2 .23% 19
W ashington 2 .78% 7 2 .44% 8 1 .99% 26 2 .91% 8
Kentucky 2 .65% 8 1.12% 30 2 .15% 21 1 .97% 22
South Dakota 2 .54% 9 0 .75% 36 3 .21% 6 1 .95% 23
A rkansas 2 .48% 10 1.20% 24 2 .73% 11 2 .21% 20
C o lo rad o 2 .43% 11 1 .41% 22 3 .75% 5 1 .97% 21
North Carolina 2 .37% 12 1 .86% 14 2 .21% 19 2 .74% 11
Tennessee 2 .25% 13 1 .81% 16 2 .4 4% 15 2 .30% 18
Minnesota 2 .25% 14 1 .22% 27 2 .26% 17 1 .85% 26
O regon 2 .22% 15 0 .95% 31 2 .83% 9 1 .79% 27
M issouri 2 .20% 16 0 .92% 33 1 .50% 34 1 .76% 28
W isconsin 2 .07% 17 0 .6 5% 39 2 .14% 22 1 .69% 31
Louisiana 2 .06% 18 0 .82% 34 2 .19% 20 0 .0 7% 48
North Dakota 1 .97% 19 0 .74% 37 2 .5 3% 13 0 .8 1% 45
Florida 1 .95% 20 3 .15% 2 2 .32% 16 4 .1 8% 2
K an sa s 1 ,95% 21 1 .42% 21 2 .03% 24 1 .43% 35
South Carolina 1 .91% 22 1 .97% 12 1 .37% 35 2 .66% 13
Delaw are 1 .90% 23 0 .57% 41 1 .35% 37 2 .98% 7
Montana 1.81% 24 0 .1 6% 45 3 .19% 7 0 .5 9% 46
Georg ia 1.74% 25 2 .22% 10 2 .79% 10 3 .31% 5
New Hampshire 1 .70% 26 2 .50% 7 1 .63% 32 2 .80% 9
Hawaii 1 63% 27 1 .94% 13 0 .03% 46 2 .7 2% 12
A labama 1 .60% 28 1 .21% 28 1.84% 27 1 .89% 25
M ississippi 1 .50% 29 0 .66% 38 2 .56% 12 1 .22% 39
Connecticut 1 .40% 30 1 .22% 26 -0 .42% 49 1 .30% 37
Illinois 1 .38% 31 0 .18% 44 1 .19% 39 0 .8 7% 43
Virginia 1 .30% 32 1 .23% 25 1 .30% 38 2 .99% 6
N eb raska 1 .30% 33 0 ,9 3% 32 2 .2 5% 18 1 .52% 33
W est Virginia 1 .29% 34 -0 .54% 49 1 .73% 30 -0 .2 5% 49
Oklahom a 1.28% 35 1 .61% 19 2 .0 9% 23 0 .5 0% 47
Wyoming 1.25% 36 3 .03% 4 1 .84% 28 -0 .5 7% 50
A laska 1.09% 37 3 .47% 1 1 .68% 31 3 .46% 4
Indiana 1 .06% 38 1 .13% 29 1 .84% 29 1.71% 30
Ohio 1.04% 39 0 .45% 42 1 .36% 36 1 .12% 41
Iowa 1.03% 40 0 .6 3% 40 1 .99% 25 1 .00% 42
Californ ia 1 .00% 41 1 .82% 15 0 .36% 42 2 .41% 16
Pennsylvania 0 .93% 42 -0 .43% 48 0 .44% 41 0 .8 4% 44
Vermont 0 .91% 43 1 .50% 20 1 09% 40 2 .5 5% 14
Maine 0 .73% 44 1 .64% 18 0 .16% 45 2 .4 9% 15
Maryland 0 .63% 45 -0 .58% 50 0 .26% 44 2 .41% 17
Michigan 0 .42% 46 0 .0 5% 46 1 .52% 33 1 .43% 34
M assachusetts 0 .28% 47 -0 .39% 47 0 .2 9% 43 1 .18% 40
New Jersey 0 .21% 48 0 .78% 35 0 .0 2% 47 1 .74% 29
Rhode Island -0 .20% 49 0 .3 0% 43 -0 .3 5% 48 1 .25% 38
New York •0 .88% 50 1 .30% 23 •0 .61% 50 1 .31% 36

Source: Samuel Khrenhall. "The New Geography ol Government Jobs: Hiring in State and Local Government Shifts to South and 
West, and to Medium and Small Stales." Center lor the Study o f the States. Albany, N.Y.. Government Employment deport no. 2. 
Deeemhet 1007
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Table 6
America’s Tax-Cutting Governors

By fiscal year 
1997, real per 

capita sta te  
revenues had  

reached a h igh  o f  
$3,884.

Governor State Tax Cut

Jane Hull Arizona $120 m illion business tax cut

Mike Huckabee A rkansas $80 m illion  incom e tax cut

John Rowland C onnecticut 10 percent income tax cut

Tom Carper D elaw are 17 percent reduction in top incom e tax rate

Zell Miller* Georgia Cut income tax & phased out sales tax on food

Benjam in Cayetano Hawaii 18 percent reduction in top income tax rate

Philip Balt* Idaho S40 m illion property tax cut

Terry Branstad* Iowa 10 percent income tax rate cut

Bill Graves K ansas Property & income tax cuts

Parris G lendening Maryland 10 percent income tax cut

Paul Cellucci M assachuse tts $1 b illion  income tax cut

John Engler M ichigan 24 tax cuts, includ ing 10 percent incom e tax cut

Arne Carlson* M innesota 20 percent property tax cut

Kirk Fordice M iss iss ipp i C apita l gains & incom e tax cuts

Ben Nelson* N ebraska Incom e tax rate cuts

C hristine W hitm an New Je rsey 30 percent income tax rate cut

Gary Johnson New Mexico Incom e tax rate cut & gas tax cut

George Pataki New York 20 percent income tax rate cut

Jam es Hunt North C arolina Cuts in incom e tax & sa les ta xo n  fuod

Frank Keating O klahom a Incom e tax rate cut

Tom Ridge Pennsylvania S2 b illion  income tax cuts

Lincoln Almond Rhode Is land 10 percent income tax rate cut

David Beasley* South C aro lina Phaseout of car tax

W illiam  Janklow South Dakota 25 percent properly tax cut

Don Sundquist T ennessee Blocked income tax

George W. Bush Texas $1 b illion  property tax cut

Michael Leavitt Utah Property & sales tax cuts

Howard Dean Vermont Incom e tax cut

Jim  G ilm ore Virginia Phaseout of car tax

Tom m y Thom pson W iscons in 15 percent income tax rate cut

‘ Lett o ffice in I9 0 l).

erty  taxes. G eorge W. B u sh  o f  T exas e n a c ted  a 
SI b illion  p ro p erty  tax  c u t  in  1997. T ab le  6 
sh o w s th e  tax c u ts  e n a c ted  by th e  g o v ern o rs  in 
recen t years.

D esp ite  th e  acco lades th a t  g o v e rn o rs  have 
received fo r th e ir  ta x -c u ttin g  ca m p a ig n s , o u r  
analysis su g g ests  th a t, in  m o s t cases, rec en t tax 
c u ts  have n o r o ffse t th e  leg isla ted  tax  increases 
o f  th e  early 1990s. T ab le  7 sh o w s th a t  th e re

are 11 s ta te s  th a t  have h ig h e r  p e rso n a l in co m e 
tax ra tes to d a y  th a n  they  d id  a t  th e  s ta r t  o f  th e  
decade. T h ere  a re  e ig h t m o re  s ta te s  th a t  have 
h ig h e r s ta tu to ry  c o rp o ra te  ta x  rates.

C a lifo rn ia 's  fiscal s i tu a tio n  in  th e  1990s is 
illustrative. In  1991 Gov. P ete  W ilson  enac ted  
a $7 b illio n  increase  in  in c o m e  a n d  sales 
taxes—th e  la rgest tax  increase  o f  an y  s ta te  in 
th e  n a tio n  ever. B ut in  th e  m id  a n d  late 1990s
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Tabic 7
State Top Income Tax Rates, 1990 vs. Today

State
P e rso n a l In com e Tax Corpora te Incom e Tax
1 99 0 Today % change 1990 Today % change

A labama 5 5 0% 5 5 0%
Alaska 0 0 0% 9.4 9.4 0%
Arizona 7 5 .1 7 -26 .1% 9.3 9 -3 .2%
Arkansas 7 7 0% 5 6.5 +8.3%
California 9 .3 9 .3 0% 9.3 8 .84 •4 .9%
Co lo raoo 5 5 0% 5.5 5 •9 .1%
Connecticut 0 4 .5 New Tax 11 5 3.5 -26 .1%
Delaware 7.7 6 .4 -16 .9% 3.7 8.7 0%
D.C . 9 .5 9 .5 0% 10 9 .975 •0 .3%
Florida 0 0 0% 5.5 5.5 0%
Georgia 6 6 0% 6 6 0%
Hawaii 10 8 .75 0% 6.4 6.4 0%
Idaho 8 .2 8 .2 0% 8 8 0%
Illinois 3 3 0% 7.3 7.3 0%
Indiana 3.4 3.4 0% 7.9 7.9 0%
Iowa 9 .98 8 .93 -10 .0% 12 12 0%
K ansas 5 .95 6 .45 +8.4% 6.75 7.35 +8.9%
Kentucky 6 6 0% 8 8.25 +3.1%
Louisiana 6 6 0% 8 8 0%
Maine 8 .5 8 .5 0% 8.93 3 .93 0%
Maryland 5 4 .8 5 -3 .0% 7 7 0%
Massachusetts 5 .95 5 .95 0% 9.5 9.5 0%
Michigan 4 .6 4.4 -4 .3% 2 .35 2.3 -2 .1%
Minnesota 8 8 .5 +6.3% 9.8 9.8 0%
Mississippi 5 5 0% 5 5 0%
Missouri 6 6 0% 5 6 .25 +25 .0%
Montana 11 11 0% 6 .75 6 .75 0%
Nebraska 6.41 6 .6 8 +4.2% 7.24 7.81 +7.9%
Nevada 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
New Hampshire 0 0 0% 8 7 -12 .5%
New Jersey 3 5 6 .37 +82 .0% a 9 0%
New Mexico 8.5 3 .2 -3 .5% 7 6 7 6 0%
New York 7 .875 6 .8 5 -13 .0% 9 9 0%
North Carolina 7 7 .7 5 + 10.7% 7 7 0%
North Dakota 3 .92 5 .54 4 +41 .4% 10.5 10.5 0%
Ohio 6 .9 7.201 +4.4% 8.9 8.5 •4 .5%
Oklahoma 7 6 .7 5 -3 .6% 6 6 0%
Oregon 9 9 0% 6.6 6.6 0%
Pennsylvania 2.1 2.8 +33 .3% 8.5 9 .99 + 17 .5%
Rhode Island 6 .4 2 8 8 10 .4 94 +63 .2% 9 9 0%
South Carolina 7 7 0% 5 5 0%
South Dakota 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Tennessee 0 0 0% 6 6 0%
Texas 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Utah 7.2 7 -2 .8% 5 5 0%
Vermont 7 84 9 .9 + 26 .3% S .25 9 .75 -1 8 .2%
Virginia 5 .75 5 .75 0% 6 6 0%
Washington 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
West Virginia 6 .5 6 .5 0% 9.375 9 •4 .0%
W isconsin 6 .9 3 6 .77 -2 .3% 7.9 7.9 0%
Wyoming 0 0 0% 0 0 0%

13



t

I
I

Because sta te  i 
incom e tax codes 
have a g raduated  

rate structure , 
unless state  law­

m akers are i 
continually  

cutting taxes, tax 
burdens will 

autom atically  
rise.

-SI.5C

Figure 7
Per Capita State Revenues. 1980-97

1980 1985 1990

California has cut taxes under Wilson. Yet. as 
the Las Angeles Times reported. "Wilson the tax 
cutter has no t come close to matching Wilson 
the tax raiser. Tax increases at the start of 
W ilson's adm inistration in 1991 hover at 
S3.6 billion a year above recent cuts. '"  The 
overall tax burden is far higher now than in 
1990. Even in Arizona, a state that led the 
nation in incom e tax cuts in the 1990s under 
form er governor Fife Symington, tax rev­
enues have outpaced population growth and 
inflation.

Figure 7 shows that by fiscal year 1997, 
real per capita state revenues had reached a 
high o f S3.884. T hat represents an increase of
26.1 percent since 1990, a growth rate o f 3.4 
percent per year compared to the lower 1980s 
grow th rate o f  2.6 percent per year. This rev­
enue tide is mainly attributable to strong 
national economic growth. In recent years as 
the economy has picked up steam, revenue 
grow th has accelerated. In fiscal year 1996 
state tax revenues increased bv 5.4 percent 
over the prior year; in FY97 they rose by 6.2

1995 1997

percent: and in FY98 they rose by 7.4 per­
cent.1"'

Because state income tax codes have a 
graduated rate structure, m eaning th a t rev­
enues rise faster than  income growth, unless 
state lawmakers are continually cutting  taxes, 
tax burdens will autom atically rise. T hat has 
indeed been the case over the last two years, 
as personal incom e has lagged behind rev­
enue. growing only abou t 5 percent per year 
over th a t period. Population has grown by 1 
percent per year over th a t period.

T h e  S ta t e s ’ $75  B il l io n  R e v e n u e  B o n a n z a
A reasonable benchm ark for state tax rev­

enue collections is the growth o f a state's 
population  plus inflation. In fact, several 
states cap spending or taxes, or both, a t that 
level.

In this section we estim ate the size of 
excess tax collections by states by m easuring 
how m uch states' actual revenue intake has 
exceeded inflation plus population growth 
over the course o f the current economic
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$75 Billion Revenue Windfall in 1998 (tax revenue figures in millions of dollars)
Table 8

State

Actual
Tax

Revenue
1992

■'dual 
Tax Actual 

Revenue 1992-93 
1998 Increase

1992-98
Population

Growth

1992-98
CPI-U

Growth

1992-98 
Population 

Growth 
♦ Inflation

Est. 1998 
Revenue with 
Pop. Growth * 
Inflation Cap

1998
1993 per Capita 

Revenue Revenue 
Windfall Windfall Rank

U.S. Total S327.822 S476.250 45 3% 6.0% 16.3% 22.3% S401.004 S75.246 $278

Michigan S11.279 $21,263 88.5% 3.7% 16.3% 20.0% S13.540 $7,723 $787 1
New Mexico S2.238 $3,971 77 5% 9.9% 16.3% 26.2% $2,824 $1,148 $661 2
Minnesota S7.450 ■11.797 58.4% 5.7% 16.3% 22.0% S9.088 $2,708 S573 3
Connecticut S6.059 33 804 45 3% 0.1% 16.3% 16 4% S7.051 S I .752 S535 4
Wisconsin S6.91I $11 056 60.0% 4.4% 16.3% 20.7% S8.341 $2,715 S520 5
Kansas $2,802 $4,667 66 6% 4 4% 16.3% 20.7% $3,383 $1,285 $489 6
Mississippi $2.49-1 •4 282 71 5.4% 16.3% 21.8% $3,037 S I .245 S452 7
Massachusetts $9,903 $ ’ 4 497 46 4% 2.6% 16.3% 18.9% $11,776 S2.721 S443 8
Delaware $1,340 : 1 972 47 2 7.8% 16.3% 24.1% $1,662 $310 $417 9
Missouri $5,131 $8,250 60 3% 4.7% 16.3% 21.0% $6,211 $2,038 $375 10
North Dakota $755 $1,113 47 5% 0.4% 16.3% 16.8% $881 $232 $364 11
California $46,128 $68,237 47 9% 5.9% 16.3% 22.2% S56.367 S i t ,871 $363 12
Rhode Island $1,276 $1,826 43.1% -1.2% 16.3% 15.1% S 1.470 $357 $361 13
Colorado $3,533 $5,992 69.6% 14.7% 16.3% 31.1% S4.631 S I .361 S343 14
Indiana $6,476 $9,740 50.4% 4.5% 16.3% 20.8% S7.822 S I .918 $325 15
Ohio $12,115 $17,961 48.3% 1.9% 16.3% 18.2% $14,320 $3,641 S325 16
Illinois $13,463 $19,929 48 0% 3.6% 16.3% 19.9% $16,142 $3,787 $314 17
North Carolina $9,010 $13,792 53.1% 10.4% 16.3% 26.8% $11,421 $2,370 $314 18
Utah $1,988 $3,279 64 9% 15.4% 16.3% 31.8% $2,619 $659 $314 19
Virginia $7,025 $10,626 51.2% 6.4% 16.3% 22.7% $8,620 S2.006 S295 20
Georgia S7.267 $11,590 59.3% 13.0% 16 3% 29.4% S9.401 S2.188 $286 21
Florida S14.412 $22,385 55.3% 10.5% 16 3% 26.8% $18,273 $4,112 $276 22
Nevada $1,817 $3,152 73 5% 31.1% 16 3% 47 4% S2.679 $473 S271 23
Kentucky S5.081 $7,214 42.0% 4.7% 16.3% 21.1% $6,151 $1,063 S270 24
Arkansas $2,748 S4.017 46.2% 6.0% 16.3% 22.3% S3.362 $654 $258 25
Tennessee $4,526 $6,991 54.5% 8.3% 16.3% 24.7% S5.642 S I .349 S248 26
Maryland S6.502 $9,127 40 4% 4.7% 16.3% 21.1% S7.872 $1,256 $245 27
Nebraska $1,890 S2.670 41 3% 3.8% 16.3% 20.1% $2,269 S400 $241 28
Montana $951 $1,383 45.4% 7.0% 16.3% 23.4% $1,173 $213 $238 29
Oregon $3,313 $4,950 49 4% 10.4% 16.3% 26.7% S4.197 $753 S229 30
Iowa S3.602 $4,902 36.1% 2.0% 16.3% 18.3% $4,261 $642 S224 31
South Carolina S3.936 $5,669 44 1% 5.6% 16.3% 22.9% $4,837 $833 S217 32
Idaho $1,391 $2,091 50 4% 15.3% 16.3% 31.6% $1,830 $261 $212 33
Washington $8,468 $11,914 40.7% 10.6% 16.3% 27.0% S10.750 $1,164 S205 34
Oklahoma $3,874 $5,361 38.4% 4.4% 16.3% 20.8% $4,679 S682 $204 35
Louisiana $4,250 $5,857 37 8% 2.3% 16.3% 18.6% $5,041 $816 S187 36
South Dakota $565 $810 43 3% 3.2% 16.3% 19.6% S676 S 134 S182 37
Vermont S763 $1,014 32.9% 3.7% 16.3% 20.0% S916 $98.2 $166 38
Maine $1,664 $2,146 29.0% 0.8% 16.3% 17.1% $1,949 $197 $158 39
Texas S17,031 $24,664 44 8% 11.9% 16.3% 28.2% $21,833 $2,831 S143 40
West Virginia S2.352 $3,000 27.6% 0.3% 16.3% 16.6% $2,743 $257 $142 41
Alabama $4,210 $5,742 36 1% 5.2% 16.3% 21.5% $5,125 $617 S142 42
Arizona $4,827 $7,176 48 7% 20.7% 16.3% 37.0% S6.615 $562 $120 43
Pennsylvania S16.270 S20.310 24 8% 0.2% 16.3% 16.5% S18.953 $1,358 S113 44
New York $30,110 $37,059 23.1% 0.5% 16.3% 16.9% $35,185 S1.873 S103 45
New Jersey $12,803 S15.555 21.5% 3.7% 16.3% 20.0% $15,365 S190 S23 46
Mew Hampshn $856 $1,026 19 3% 6.4% 16.3% 22.7% $1,051 ■$25 •S21 47
Hawaii $2,710 $3,174 17.1% 3.6% 16.3% 19.9% $3,250 •$76 •S63 48
Wyoming S646 $704 a 9% 3.8% 16.3% 20.1% $776 -372 -SI 50 49
Alaska SI .603 $1,157 -27 3% 4.7% 16 3% 21.0% S1.939 ■S782 •S I,273 50

Sources: Cato Instiinte: bureau o f  the Census: and C enter fo r the Study o l the States.
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I f  every sta te  had  
strictly adhered  
to a revenue cap 

from  1992 
th rough  1998, 

taxpayers w ould  
have saved a com ­
bined to tal o f  $75 

billion.

expansion chat began in early 1992. The 
answer is provided in Figure 4. If every state 
had strictly adhered to such a revenue cap 
from 1992 through 1998, taxpayers would 
have saved a combined total o f $75 billion, or 
$278 per capita, in 1998 alone. In other 
words, even if states had passed $75 billion in 
tax cuts in 1998. their revenues still would 
have grown by about 22 percent, o r 3.4 per­
cent per year—the level o f inflation and pop­
ulation growth. Instead, stace tax collections 
climbed by 45 percent (6.4 percent per year).

As Table 8 shows, the size o f the revenue 
windfall varies substantially from state to 
state. Taxpayers in five states would have 
saved more than  $500 per capita in 1998: 
M ichigan ($787). New Mexico ($661). 
M innesota ($573). Connecticut ($535). and 
Wisconsin ($520). There were only four states

Figure 8
State Budget Surpluses. 1979-98

where tax revenues grew m ore slowly than 
population and inflation from 1992 to 1998: 
Alaska. W yoming, Hawaii, and New 
Hampshire."1

W h a t e v e r  H a  j p e n e d  t o  t h e  
T a x p a y e r s ’ S u r p l u s ?

O ne o f the m ost con ten tious issues in 
state capitals today is w hat to do  w ith the 
huge revenue surpluses. As Figure 8 shows, 
year-end balances in the states are at their 
highest levels in nearly two decades. The 
states closed their books on  FY98 w ith a 
com bined surplus o f $36 billion, o r 9 per­
cent o f expenditures.17

Many budget experts believe th a t those 
reserves are larger th an  is fiscally necessary.

1979 I9S0 19*1 |9*7 19*3 19*4 19*5 19X6 19*7 19** 19*9 1991) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 199* 1997 199*
Source: National G overnors ’ Association and National Association o f  State Budget O ffice rs . The F isca l Suivey 
o f  the Slates. December 1008 and previous editions.

/99* ind previous editions.
16



Table 9
21 States with 1998 Reserves of 10% 
or More

Balance as 
Percentage 

State of Expenditures

Alaska 142.3%
Nebraska 29.2%
Delaware 28.4%
Indiana 23.0%
Minnesota 21.5%
Iowa 20.4%
Kansas 19.7%
Colorado 17.4%
Nevada 15.7%
Arizona 15.5%
Oregon 15.2%
Maryland 13.3%
North Dakota 13.3%
Mississippi 13.1%
Michigan 12.9%
Wyoming 12.6%
Texas 11.5%
Oklahoma 11.2%
South Carolina 10.5%
Maine 10.0%
Rhode Island 10.0%

As revenue 
poured  in  faster 
than  expected, 
spending 
increased right 
along w ith it.

W hile financial ana lysts  do  take s ta te  
reserves into account when assigning state 
bond ratings, m ost recom m end a reserve in 
the range o f 3 percent to 5 percent.1" Forty 
states had reserves larger than  5 percent in 
FY98. and 21 of those had reserves that were 
10 percent or larger (Table 9).,!l Greater-than- 
expected revenues are the cause of the large 
accumulating surpluses. Over the past four 
years, state tax collections—from sales, person- 
al income, and corporate income raxes, the 
three main sources of state revenue—have 
exceeded expectations by a total of S30 bil­
lion.- Figure 9 illustrates that, in each o f the 
last five fiscal years, projected state tax collec­
tions have steadily risen over the course of the 
budget cycle. The aggregate revenue surplus 
over revenues recommended in the governors'

budgets came to S54.4 billion. Those rising 
revenues have coincided with rising spending 
increases (Figure 10). T h at is. as revenue 
poured in faster th an  expected, spending 
increased right along w ith it. The aggregate 
excess spending over levels recommended by 
the governors was S63.7 billion from 1994 to
1998.

Take FY98. for example. In early 1997 when 
governors pu t forth  their recommended bud­
gets for FY98. thev projected that tax collec­
tions would come in at $306 billion, and they 
proposed increasing spending by 3.6 percent. 
Later in 1997. when FY98 budgets were enact­
ed by the state legislatures, tax collection esti­
mates had risen to S317 billion. Those enacted 
budgets called for an increase in spending of
5.5 percent. T he final num bers for FY98

17



Figure 9
Increasing Tax Collections

S340 r ~

FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998

Source: National G overnors ’ Association and National Association o f State Budget 
O fficers . The F isca l Survey

Figure 10
Increasing Spending Hikes

□ R e c o m m e n d e d

F Y  1 9 9 4  F Y  1 9 9 5  F Y  1 9 9 6  F Y  1 9 9 7  F Y  1 9 9 8

Source: National Governors' Association and National Association o f  State Budget O ffice rs . The F isca l Survey 
o l I lie Stales. M ay 190S and previous editions.
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reported by the states indicated that tax collec­
tions came in at S328 billion, a $22 billion 
windfall over and above the original estimate 
o f  $306 billion. Furthermore, although the 
governors had originally called for only a 3.6 
percent increase in spending in FY98. when all 
was said and done, spending rose bv 5.7 per­
cent.

As a result, instead of increasing spending 
by $13.8 billion in FY98. as the governors had 
originally proposed, rhe states increased 
spending by $22.1 billion. T hat am ounts to 
more than $8 billion in unexpected spending 
hikes in a single year. In addition, by allowing 
their budget reserves to rise well above the rec­
om m ended level of 3 to 5 percent of expendi­
tures, state governments held onto another 
S16 billion o f taxpayer funds. So. while many 
state legislators argue that tax cuts are "unaf­
fordable." last year they collected about $25 
billion o f unexpected tax receipts—more than 
S350 per family of four—that could have been 
used to provide additional tax relief, but were 
not.

W h y  S ta te  B u d g e ts  S h o u ld  Be F a ilin g , N o t  
R is in g

State lawmakers allege that their budgets 
are rising because they are facing increased 
dem ands to spend in the 1990s. For example, 
state policymakers typically argue that with 
the renewed emphasis on states' rights and 
federalism under the Republican Congress, 
the federal governm ent is devolving more 
spending responsibilities to  the states—for 
example, in the areas of welfare and criminal 
justice—w ithout a com m ensurate increase in 
resources.

The tru th  is, however, tha t federal spending 
on  grants to states and localities has been 
growing, not falling. Federal grants to state 
and  local governments did decline in the 
1980s. from $155.7 billion in 1980 to $144.7 
billion in 1990 after adjusting for inflation—a 
reduction of 7.1 percent. But as Figure 11 indi­
cates, the largest reductions occulted in the 
first two years of the Reagan administration. 
1981 and 1982. Real federal aid remained level 
throughout the mid-1980s and has surged 
since 1987. From J990 to 1998. federal aid rose by

almost half in real terms, from $144.7 billion to
S215.9 billion.-1 So real federal aid is about 40 
percent higher now than it was in 1980.

It is noc even clear that federal aid is an 
unmixed blessing for states as they attem pt to  
balance their budgets. Federal dollars alm ost 
always come with costly strings attached. The 
federal government collects those doliais from 
taxpayers all over the country, skims some off 
the top for administrative and other costs, and 
then sends the remainder to the 50 states with 
num erous one-size-fits-all restrictions on  how 
the money can be spent. Invariably, tha t cre­
ates enormous winners and losers am ong the 
states, often attributable primarily to  the 
political seniority of each state's congressional 
representatives. In fact, in Mississippi and 
West Virginia, homes o f influential Sens. 
Trent Lott and Robert Bvrd. the federal gov­
ernm ent spends more than $1.50 for every 
dollar of federal taxes paid by residents." In 
contrast, federal spending in Connecticut and 
New Jersey am ount to only about 70 cents for 
every dollar of federal taxes paid by the resi­
dents.

It is true that there are certain high-priority 
areas of state budgets for which the public is 
dem anding more funding. One o f those areas 
is law enforcement. As the public continues to 
adopt a "lock 'em up" attitude toward crim i­
nals. state spending on prisons, police, and the 
courts has more than roughly doubled.

Yet there is a series o f factors that have 
generated substandal budgetary savings for 
states in the 1990s and should be contributing 
to shrinking state budgets. Most o f those fac­
tors are related to the robust U.S. economy.

The first factor is declining interest rates. 
States are large net borrowers. They borrow to 
fund highways, school construcdon. prisons, 
and other capital spending. In 1997 state gov­
ernments spent $26.3 billion on interest pay­
ments. But long-term interest rates over the 
past six years have fallen by more than  200 
basis points. Therefore, as Table 1 indicated, 
after doubling in the 1980s from $13.2 billion 
to $26.5 billion, interest payments on  state 
debt (in real terms) have actually declined 
slightly in the 1990s. Hence, debt service has 
cost states less in recent years.

F r o m  1 9 9 0  to  

1 9 9 8 , f e d e r a l  a id  

r o s e  b y  a lm o s t  

h a l f  i n  r e a l  t e r m s ,  

f r o m  $ 1 4 4 .7  

b i l l i o n  t o  $ 2 1 5 .9  

b i l l io n .
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Figure 11
Real Federal G rants to State and Local G overnm ents, 1980-98

Welfare rolls 
have fallen 

bv 42 percent 
nationw ide 
since 1994.
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Source: Budget o j'the U.S. Government—H isto rica l Tables. F Y  1909, Tab le 12.1 , p p .2 0 3 -4 .

The second factor has been the im pact o f a 
strong economy and welfare reform legisla­
tion on welfare caseloads. Welfare reform has 
been an astonishing success story in the states 
and at the national level. Following the lead of 
the states, the federal governm ent in 199G 
adopted work requirements, tim e limits, and 
new eligibility restrictions for welfare benefits. 
The result has been tha t welfare rolls have fall­
en by 42 percent nationwide since 1994.2-1 In 
that year there were 14.4 million Am ericanson 
welfare: by the end o f 1998 the num ber had 
dipped to 8.4 m illion /' Since welfare is the sec­
ond largest item in state budgets, reduced wel­
fare payments have saved billions o f dollars."' 
Unfortunately, states have misallocated m uch 
o f those savings to new areas o f spending, such 
as day care and job  training, where gov­
ernmental programs are o f dubious efficacy.

A third factor th a t should  be restraining 
state expenditures has been the dram atic slow­
down in health care cost increases in recent 
years. As the private sector has moved to 
greater reliance on patient cost sharing, m an­
aged care, and com petition, the inflation rate 
for health care in the United States has fallen 
from 9 to abou t 3 percent since 1990. This too 
has generated an unexpected fiscal benefit for 
states, because aside from  the federal govern­
ment. the states are the largest purchasers of 
health care services. If medical inflation were 
as high today as it was in 1990, states would be 
spending $5 billion to $10 billion more per 
year on Medicaid and o ther health and hospi­
tal services.

A final econom ic factor benefiting the 
states has been the steady decline in unem ­
ployment. Each year states spend about $20

20



billion on unem ploym ent benefits/'1 Today 
the unemployment rate is a t its lowest level in 
20  years, and the problem in many states is not 
a shortage of jobs but a shortage o f workers. 
The increase in the num ber o f workers paying 
into unemployment com pensation systems 
and the decline in the num ber o f unemployed 
drawing benefits have created huge and in 
some cases unprecedented surpluses in state 
unemployment insurance trust funds.

When those four factors are taken together, 
it would be reasonable to expect that state 
spending would be flat o r even declining 
slightly—even w ithout a long-overdue recon­
sideration of the scope o f state government. 
Instead, the budgetary savings have simply 
helped finance an explosion o f expenditures in 
other areas of state budgets.

T h e  E c o n o m ic  C a s e  f o r  S ta te  
T a x  C u t s

There is increasing evidence that their tax 
and budget policies car. have a significant 
impact on the relative economic performance 
o f states. Studies have consistently shown that 
states with high and rising tax burdens are 
more likely to suffer economic decline, while 
those with lower and falling tax burdens are 
more likely to enjoy ro b u st economic 
grow th/7 For example, a 1996 study by the 
Federal Reserve Board of A tlanta examined 
state economic performance from 1960 to 
1992 and found th a t "tax rates [average and 
marginal | are negatively related to growth and 
are sufficiently variable over time to reason­
ably explain variations in growth rates.,,a<

A study by the jo in t Economic Committee 
o f Congress examined the economic growth 
records of the 10 states tha t had raised taxes 
the most in fiscal years 1990 through 1993 
and the 10 states th a t had cu t taxes the m ost 
during that same period. The top 10 tax-hik­
ing states experienced a net gain of only 3.000 
new jobs, an increase in the unemployment 
rate of 2.2 percentage points, and a $484 real 
decline in personal income per family of four/" 
In contrast, the top 10 tax-cutting states saw
653.000 net new jobs, an increase In the unem ­

ployment rate o f only 0.6 percentage points, 
and a $300 real increase in personal income per 
family of four.

The contrast was even greater when only 
income tax changes were considered. The top 
10 income-tax-hiking states experienced the 
net loss of 182,000 jobs, a 2.3 percentage point 
increase in the unem ploym ent rate, and a 
$613 real decline in personal income per family 
of four. The top 10 income-tax-cutting states 
saw 975.000 net new jobs, an increase in the 
unemployment rate o f  only 0.3 percentage 
points, and a $148 real increase in personal 
income per family of four. O ther studies have 
found similar correlations between high taxes 
and slow economic growth.

We have updated the 1993 Joint Economic 
Committee analysis using Census Bureau data 
through 1997. We find that the negative rela- 
donship between taxes and  growth at the state 
level is still as pronounced as ever. Table 10 
shows our findings. The 10 states with the 
highest per capita state tax burdens in 1990 
experienced economic grow th th a t was at 
most half the rate o f tha t of the 10 states with 
the lowest per capita state tax burdens.

•Population growth was 10.5 percent in 
the lowest tax states vs. only 5.5 percent 
in the highest tax states.

'  Real personal income grew by 23.7 per­
cent in the lowest tax states bu t by only
9.9 percent in the highest tax states.

•Job growth was 14.9 percent in the lowest 
tax states, com pared to only 3.9 percent 
in the highest tax states.

Is  C u t t in g  S ta te  T a x e s  F isca lly  
I r r e s p o n s ib le ?

In recent years proposals to reduce or even 
cap state taxes have been resisted for two rea­
sons. First, opponents m aintain that state tax 
cuts will deplete state treasuries of funds need­
ed to pay the bills and keep the budget in bal­
ance. Second, opponents claim th a t the high­
est priority for any unexpected tax revenues 
should be to fix the schools, rather than  to c at 
taxes. This section examines the validity of 
each o f those claims.

The first Issue is whether tax reductions

S ta te s  w i t h  h i g h  

a n d  r i s i n g  ta x  b u r ­

d e n s  a r e  m o r e  

l ik e ly  t o  s u f f e r  

e c o n o m ic  d e c l in e ,  

w h i l e  t h o s e  w i t h  

lo w e r  a n d  f a l l in g  

ta x  b u r d e n s  a r e  

m o r e  l ik e ly  to  

e n jo y  r o b u s t  e c o ­

n o m ic  g r o w th .
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V

Table 11)
1990s Economic Growth in 10 Highest Tax States and 10 Lowest Tax States

1990 Real
per Capita Personal Employ-

State Tax Population Income ment
Revenue U.S. Growth U.S. Growth U.S. Growth U.S. 

State (1997 S) Rank 1990-97 Rank 1990-97 Rank 1990-97 Rank

U.S. Total S1.446 7.3% 16.5% 9.1%
High-Tax Slates

Alaska S3,435 1 10.2% 13 6. 1 % 47 15.8% 12
Hawaii S2.578 2 6.7% 23 3.6% 50 3.8% 43
Delaware $2,074 3 9.3% 16 17.3% 21 7.0% 35
Connecticut S1.968 4 -0.6% 49 10.0% 40 -6.0% 50
New York S1,953 5 0.8% 47 7.5% 46 - 1 .6% 49
Massachusetts S1.913 6 1.7% 43 1 1 .2% 36 3.2% 46
Minnesota S1.910 7 6.8% 21 18.1% 17 11.9% 20
Washington S1.861 8 14.5% 7 25.5% 10 18.0% 7
California S1,782 9 7.8% 18 7.7% 45 4.5% 42
Wyam. ig $1,657 10 5.8% 28 13.4% 34 6.7% 37

High-Tax States Total 5.5% 9.9% 3.9%

Low-Tax Slates

New Hampshire S658 50 5.5% 30 15.2% 29 5.6% 40
South Dakota $882 49 5.9% 26 17.9% 18 14.1% 14

Texas $1,061 48 14.0% 8 27.0% 8 15.8% 11
Tennessee $1,066 47 9.8% 15 24.6% 11 13.3% 16
Colorado $1,141 46 17.8% 5 34.3% 3 24.6% 4
Mississippi $1,142 45 5.9% 25 22.8% 13 9.1% 30
Alabama $1,159 44 6.7% 22 18.2% 16 17.3% 8
Nebraska S1.176 43 4.8% 35 15.1% 30 10.9% 24
Arkansas $1,180 42 7.2% 20 21.9% 14 9.5% 29
Missouri S1.184 41 5.4% 33 15.4% 26 13.2% 17

Low-Tax States Total 10.5% 23.7% 14.9%

R e v e n u e  g r o w th  is  

o f t e n  f a s t e r  t h a n  

a n t i c ip a t e d  i n  tax - 

c u t t in g  s ta t e s  a n d  

s lo w e r  t h a n  a n t i c ­

i p a t e d  in  t a x - r a i s ­

in g  s ta te s .  |

lead to a subsequent deterioration in a state's 
fiscal condition. The evidence from the 1990s 
indicates th a t they do not. If tax cuts con­
tribute to fiscal deterioration, then the bond 
ratings o f states tha t cut taxes should be worse 
than  those o f states that raise them. A com ­
parison o f tax-raising and tax-cutting states in 
the early 1990s found tha t the average 
M oody’s bond rating in 1995 of the tax-cut- 
ring states was between Aaa and Aa. The aver­
age Moody's bond rating of the tax-raising

states was between Aa and Al. Moreover, the 
tax-cutting states had m uch larger budget 
reserves (7.1 percent o f state expenditures) 
than  the tax-increasing states (1.7 percent).;u

Because state tax cuts can stim ulate eco­
nom ic development in a state, whereas state 
tax hikes can retard it. revenue growth is often 
faster than  anticipated in tax-cutting states 
and slower than anticipated in tax-raising 
states. After California’s record $7 billion tax 
hike in 1991. actual revenue growth came in
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below projections in each of the next three 
years. The same was true in New Jersey. New 
York is perhaps the most amazing story o f all. 
Tax increases in the late 1980s produced ane­
mic revenue growth for the state treasury. But 
revenues have been climbing so rapidly since 
Gov. George Pataki's tax cuts in 1995 that, 
according to the Empire Foundation, a New 
York taxpayer watchdog group. "Even when 
the final and deepest phase of New York's 
income cu t was implemented (in 1997). the 
state's resurgent economy generated more 
income tax revenue under Gov. George Pataki 
than it ever did under former Gov. Mario 
Cuomo.""

An analysis by state budget analyst Michael 
Flynn of the American Legislative Exchange 
Council finds that the New York experience 
was not unique. Table 11 shows that in the 15 
states that cut income taxes by at least $75 mil­
lion between 1995 and 1998, income tax rev­
enues climbed by a robust 10 percent or more 
in every state except Michigan (where income 
tax revenues fell by 18 percent). In 8 of the 15 
states income tax revenue growth was a t or 
above the rate for all 50 states (29 percent).^ 
Clearly, tax cuts can be an act of fiscal p ru ­
dence and provide an economic stim ulus for 
states.

The second objection to tax cuts is tha t 
money should be reserved for underfunded 
public schools. It is understandable that politi­
cians are sensitive to this argument. Public 
opinion polls consistently show that educa­
tion is a top priority in our society. But the 
reality is tha t school funding already has been 
rising dramatically for a very long time. In 
1970 spending on the public schools was 
roughly $3,400 ppr pupil (in today's dollars)."' 
By 1997 per pupil expenditures had nearly 
doubled to $6,600. even after adjusting for 
inflation. Smaller class sizes are the latest fad 
in public education. But class sizes have been 
steadily declining for the past quarter century. 
Since 1970 the num ber o f pupils per teacher 
has declined by 23 percent, from 22.6 to 17.3.

There is no evidence tha t greater funding 
has led to better schools." If m ore m oney 
were the answer to  improving education,

then the highest spending states w ould have 
the finest education systems in the land, and 
the lowest spending states would be perform ­
ing poorly. But state officials who believe th a t 
increased education funding is the key to  bet­
ter school perform ance may be interested to  
learn tha t in 1997 the 10 highest spending 
states spent twice as m uch as the 10 lowest 
spending states, b u t average SAT scores in 
the more frugal states were 16 percent higher 
than in the big-spending states.1'

As does any monopoly, the governm ent's 
educational m onopoly tends to provide poor 
service for its custom ers and have inflated 
costs. Per pupil spending in our public school 
system h nearly double the average tu ition  at 
America's private schools. "' T hat private tu i­
tion figure includes all o f the nation 's m ost 
expensive nonsectarian private schools, like 
Sidwell Friends where W ashington 's elite 
send their children. When those exclusive 
high-cost schools are om itted, the contrast 
between the cost o f public an d  private 
schools is even greater. Public education 
spending per s tu d en t is more th an  two and a 
half times the average tu ition  at Catholic 
schools, many o f which are in the inner cities, 
and double the tu ition  at o ther religious 
schools.17 For a fraction o f the price, those 
schools provide a better education than  do 
m ost governm ent-run schools. They spend 
less because they have less bureaucracy, 
concentrate on the basics, impose discipline, 
and are held accountable for their perfor­
mance by parents and students w ho are there 
by choice.

There is no debate th a t America's schools 
need to  do a better job  o f educating o u r chil­
dren if the nation is to remain in ternational­
ly competitive in the next century. Spending 
more money on  the public schools, however, 
has been tried in earnest for decades, and it 
has yielded at best mixed results. As educa­
tion analysts John C hubb and Terry Moe of 
the Brookings Institu tion  have noted:

As for money, the relationship 
between it and effective schools has 
been studied to death. The unani-

T a x  c u ts  c a n  b e  

a n  a c t  o f  f is c a l  

p r u d e n c e  a n d  p r o ­

v id e  a n  e c o n o m ic  

s t i m u l u s  f o r  

s ta te s .
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Table 11
Revenue Growth in Tax-Cutting States (S millions)

Per capita  
savings o n  taxes 

w ould have been 
$278 th is year i f  
every sta te  h ad  
im plem ented  a 

popu la tion  p lus 
in fla tion  tax cap.

State

FY95-98 

Personal 

Income 

Tax Cuts

F Y 95-98  P ersonal Income 

Tax Revenue Growth

Amount Percentage

Arizona -S408 $396 28%

California -$431 $8,433 48%

Connecticut -S533 $1,160 52%

Georgia -$140 $1,226 34%

Iowa -S154 $724 48%

M assachusett -S395 $1,823 32%

Michigan -$462 -$1,003 -18%

Minnesota -S465 $1,076 31%

Nebraska -.$84 $248 35%

New Jersey -$752 $865 19%

New York -54,046 $2,469 15%

North Caroline -S226 $1,454 34%

Ohio -5721 $535 10%

Oregon -$343 $696 27%

Pennsylvania -$81 $1,299 27%

mous conclusion is tha t there is no 
connection between school funding 
and school performance.'*

New solutions, including choice in educa­
tion, charter schools, teacher pay for perfor­
mance. and ending tenure to get rid o f bad 
teachers, would seem to be m uch m ore 
promising ways to improve the schools than  
simply writing larger checks to an  ailing p ub­
lic school system.

S i m p l e  R u le s  f o r  R e s t o r i n g  
F is c a l  D i s c i p l i n e  t o  t h e  

S t a t e s

Over the past several years state politicians 
have proven themselves either unwilling or 
unable to return their m ulti-billion-dollar 
revenue windfalls to taxpayers th rough  tax

relief. W ith m ore surpluses likely on  the way 
in 199S, states should consider the following 
steps to restore fiscal discipline.

T a x  a n d  E x p e n d i tu r e  L im i ta t i o n s
One successful strategy em ployed by som e 

states to prevent squandering  budget su r­
pluses has been to  constitu tionally  require 
excess tax revenues to be re tu rned  to  taxpay­
ers. Such measures are called tax an d  expen­
diture lim itations. T he evidence suggests 
that states with tax and  expenditure lim ita­
tions have done a better jo b  o f restraining 
state governm ent grow th th an  have states 
w ith o u t such d isc ip lin ing  m easu res .'1 
California. Colorado. M issouri, and W ash­
ington each have constitu tional tax lim ita­
tions that restrict the grow th o f  revenues to 
the rate o f population  grow th plus inflation. 
Those states generally require th a t any rev­
enue in excess o f th a t am o u n t be rebated to
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the people. For example, in 1997 Colorado 
rebated S I42 million in tax revenues to tax­
payers. while Missouri gave back S318 mil­
lion in rebate tax credits.'"

As the data in Table 8 (discussed earlier) 
indicated, the per capita savings on taxes 
would have been $278 this year if every state 
had implemented a population plus infla­
tion tax cap prior to  the current expansion.

C u t A n ti-G ro w th  I n c o m e  a n d  C o r p o r a te  
T a x  R a te s  F ir s t

Most of the economic evidence indicates 
that not all tax cuts are the same. States with 
no or flat-rate income taxes have ou tper­
formed their neighbors in term s o f job  
grow th, popu lation  grow th, and  incom e 
gains. The real personal income growth in 
states with no or low income taxes was 223 
percent between 1962 and 1994. bu t it was 
only 175 percent in states with high income 
tax rates." The first priority o f states in cu t­
ting taxes should be to reduce excessive per­
sonal and corporate income tax rates.

S u p e r m a jo r i ty  V o te  R e q u i r e m e n t  to  R a ise  
T a x e s

T hirteen states, includ ing  Arizona. 
California, and Nevada, have adopted mea­
sures requiring th a t any tax increase by the 
legislature m ust pass by a superm ajority vote 
in both houses. M ost require a two-thirds 
vote, bu t o thers require three-fourths or 
three-fifths. Those measures have been high­
ly effective at deterring routine tax increases 
during  nonem ergencies .u Superm ajority  
requirements are m ost effective when they 
are applied to all tax increases—whether in 
income taxes, business taxes, sales taxes, or 
excise taxes.

P a s s  T o b a c c o  S e t t l e m e n t  F u n d s  B a c k  to  
T a x p a y e rs

Lust November 46 states reached an agree­
ment with the tobacco industry on a S206 
billion settlem ent o f  their suit over the m ed­
ical trea tm ent costs o f sm oking-related  
illnesses. Previously, four o th er states— 
Florida. M innesota. Mississippi, and T ex as-

had reached separate agreem ents w orth S40 
billion. State coffers will soon sta rt to see the 
impact of th is huge settlem ent, with total 
annual paym ents s ta rting  at S4.5 billion and 
rising to S9 billion.

At least six states have already decided to 
spend this w indfall on  things such as chil­
dren's program s and  nursing homes, having 
approved legislation even before the settle­
m ent was final." T h at is the wrong approach. 
Ultimately, the tobacco settlem ent payments 
will be borne bv consum ers in the form of 
higher prices. Thus, the windfall to state trea­
suries should  be rebated to all state taxpayers 
or returned to sm okers via a reduction in 
tobacco taxes.

C o n c l u s i o n

Gov. Jesse V entura's im probable victory in 
Novem ber was propelled  in p a r t by his 
promise to pass back surpluses to taxpayers. 
Few others have followed his lead. Republi­
can governors have boasted o f their tax cu t­
ting, bu t those tax cu ts have in alm ost all 
cases been insufficient to  return  to taxpayers 
the excess m oney th a t states have garnered 
from the econom ic expansion. Nationwide, 
only one-third o f the su rp lus m oney has been 
dedicated to tax cuts. State legislators have 
irresponsibly treated the excess tax collec­
tions as if they were lottery winnings.

The states should  restrain spending and 
pass back revenue surpluses to the American 
workers and businesses who created them  in 
the first place.
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H o u s e  o f  R e p re s e n ta t iv e s State Capitol, Rm  216 

Juneau, A K  99801-1182 
(907) 465-3725 
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O ffice o f  the C h ie f C lerk

January 14, 2002

M E M O R A N D U M

TO: State Affairs Committee 

FROM: Suzi Lowell, Chief Clerk —'

SUBJECT: Executive Order No. 103

The Speaker has referred Executive Order No. 103 to the State Affairs and Health, Education and 
Social Services Committees concurrently. Unless disapproved by a special concurrent 
resolution, the order becomes effective on the 60th legislative day. (AS 24.08.2100) The 60th 
day is March 14, 2002.

Please return all pertinent information to the Chief Clerk's Office on or before that date.



Executive Order 103

Transferring the maintenance of certain permanent files of the certified copies of
regulations and orders of repeal from the lieutenant governor to the state archivist

■ Current statute (AS 44.62.080(2)) provides that the lieutenant governor shall 
"maintain a permanent file of the certified copies of regulations and orders of repeal 
for public inspection."

■ Records of state's regulations from statehood to present date are housed in the 
lieutenant governor's office in a vault measuring nine feet long by eight feet wide.

■ Existing space is unable to support addition of shelving or cabinets or to support 
conditions necessary to preserve the records over time.

■ Records are to be maintained for permanency, security, and easy  access  by the 
public.

■ These requirements would be achieved by transferring to the state archivist, on an 
annual basis, the originals of regulations on file in lieutenant governor's office for five 
years.

■ State archives staff is trained in records preservation to protect important records 
from deterioration through regular use and maintain a dedicated reading room that is 
monitored and readily available to public. Space is climate and fire controlled.

■ Other records of historical significance are maintained by the state archivist
(i.e: original executive orders, original enrolled cop ies of all Acts and resolutions).

■ Executive O rder represents a custodial change in records maintenance with no fiscal 
impact since additional staff and space are not required.
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T h an k s  f o r  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  l a s t  w eek  on t h e  S A 's  c o m m itte e  a c t i o n  
r e g a r d i n g  HB 213 a n d  HJR 2 5 . S o r r y  I  m is s e d  y o u r  c a l l .

I  s e e  t h a t  t h e  E x e c u t iv e  O rd e r  t r a n s f e r r i n g  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n  f i l e s  f ro m  
o u r  o f f i c e  t o  t h e  a r c h i v i s t  i s  i n  y o u r  c o m m it te e .  I t ' s  p r e t t y  in o c c u o u s  
( a d d r e s s e s  a  m a jo r  s p a c e  a n d  r e c o r d  a g in g  p r o b le m ) ;  h o w e v e r , I ' l l  

h a p p i l y  g i v e  y o u  a  t o u r  o f  o u r  " v a u l t "  i f  y o u 'd  l i k e  : - )  I ' v e  a t t a c h e d  
som e b u l l e t s  i n  c a s e  yo u  h a v e n ' t  s e e n  th em .

I f  I  d o n ' t  h e a r  f ro m  y o u , I ' l l  a s su m e  a l l  i s  w e l l  w i t h  SA on  t h i s  i s s u e  
k n o w in g  t h a t  y o u  h a v e  m uch b i g g e r  " f i s h  t o  f r y " !  T h a n k s , R y n n ie v a .
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TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

P.O. BOX 110020 
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811-0020 
PHONE: (907)465-3560 
FAX: (907) 465-2090

M arch 16,2001

The H onorable John Coghill 
Chairm an, H ouse State Affairs Com m ittee 
State Capitol Room 102 
Juneau, Alaska 99801

D ear Representative Coghill:

The H ouse State Affairs Com m ittee is currently considering HB 1, w hich w ou ld  
relocate legislative sessions from  Juneau to Anchorage. The purpose of this letter 
is to state the opposition of the Knowles A dm inistration to this legislation.

The position of the A dm inistration is that legislative sessions should  be held  in  
the state capital. M odern com m unications technology has greatly im proved  the 
ability of Alaska's citizens to m onitor and  participate in  the legislative process 
w hether they live in Anchorage or Barrow. Relocating legislative sessions to 
A nchorage is an  unnecessary and expensive proposal that only recreates the 
divisiveness of previous capital m ove attem pts -  the same attem pts w hich  
Alaska voters have rejected three times.

Sincerely,

Director

01-A33LH printed on recycled papor



O U lcial b u s in e ss

Alaska State Legislature
H O U S E  O F  R E P R E S E N T A T IV E S

S ta te  C a p ito l 
J u n e a u ,  A K  99801-1182

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

The Honorable John Coghill, Chairman 
House State Affairs Committee

Representative Norman
Representative Joe Green

January  31, 2001
//

House Bill 1
Location of Legislative Sessions

We would request that you schedule House Bill 1 for a hearing before the House 
State Affairs Committee.

Attached are:

1. House Bill 1
2. Sponsor Statement
3. Sectional Analysis
4. April 1998 report on State Capitol Building from Capital City Fire 

Rescue
5. "Legislators Get Settled for Session's Opening", The Daily Sentinel 

[Sitka], January  5,2001
6 . "Fog disrupts weekend flights", Juneau Empire, November 20, 2000
7. "Fog keeps Juneau fuzzy, causes airport, road woes", Juneau Empire, 

February 17,1998
8 . "W eather grounds Juneau flights", Juneau Empire, January  10,1997
9. "Fog fuels fight over legislative move", Anchorage Daily News, 

January  22,1997
10. "Fog fuels debate", Ketchikan Daily News, January  22,1997
11. "Victorious Bears re tu rn", Juneau Empire, February 10,1997
12. "State winner lost in fog", Juneau Empire, February 10,1997
13. "W aiting for the big plane", Juneau Empire, February 12,1997
14. "Fog delays, cancels flights", Juneau Empire, February 17,1997

T h a n k  you  fo r  y o u r  co n s id e ra tio n  o f  th is  req u est
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(Thousands o f D o lla rs)
Mote: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 2,308.3 2,116.7 2,150.7 2,185.6

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other (Specify Type)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 2,308.3 2,116.7 2,150.7 2,185.6

Estimate o f any cu rren t year (FY2001) cost: 0.0

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

(Rev 2/7/2001 OM8I
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Governor's Office of Management and Budget Date/Time 2/12/01 3PM

Annalee McConnell Date 02/12/2001
OMB

For distribution information, call the Governor's Leaislative Office
P a g e  1 o f  2__
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HB 1 Move Legislature to Anchorage Fiscal Note Calculation

FY 98 FY 99 FYOO
% Change Anchorage CPIU 1.5% 1.2% 1.2%

A d m in is tra t io n 81.7 74.7 74.7
C om m erce 105.1 105.1 105.1
C o rre c tio n s 59.9 59.9 59.9
E duca tio n 92.7 92.7 92.7
E nv iro nm en ta l C o n se rva tio n 86.7 89.3 92.0
F ish  and Game 205.7 208.2 210.7
G ove rno r 755.0 610.2 616.3
Hea lth  & S oc ia l S e rv ice s
Lab o r 55.4 58.2 61.1
Law 318.7 258.7 258.7
M ilita ry  and V e te rans  A ffa irs 8.0 8.0 8.0
N a tu ra l R esou rce s - - -
P ub lic  S a fe ty  To ta l 70.7 70.7 70.7
Revenue 145.4 151.2 157.3
T ra n sp o rta tio n  and  P u b lic  F a c ilit ie s 86.9 90.7 94.6

To ta l E xecu tive  B ranch 2,071.9 1,877.6 1,901.8

FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07
1.5% 1.5% 2.0% 2 .0% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

74.7 91.0 05.3 85.3 85.3
105.1 117.1 117.1 117.1 117.1
59.9 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7
92.7 103.3 103.3 103.3 103.3
94.7 96.6 99.0 101.5 104.0

213.8 229.2 234.9 240.8 246.8
623.7 841.2 696.9 714.3 732.2

64.1 61.7 63.3 34.9 66.5
258.7 355.1 295.4 295.4 295.4

8.0 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7

70.7 78.8 80.7 80.7 80.7
163.5 162.0 166.1 170.2 174.5
98.8 96.8 99.2 101.7 104.3

928.4 2,308.3 2,116 7 2,150.7 2,185.6

Prepared by OM B/BP 2/12/01
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« F I S C A L  N O T E

NO._________________ _____
STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: HB 1
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE: _____

Revision D a t e : _______________________ Department Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency
Title: "An Act relating to the location of________  BRU:___ __________ Legislative Council_______
legislative session; and providing for an effective....______________ __________________________________
Sponsor: Representative Rokeberg and Green Component: Council and Subcommittees
Requestor: House State Affairs___________________ __________________________________

COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 229.0 -353.5 -353.5 -353.5
0.0 0.0 3855.0 3305.4 3305.4 3305.4
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 4084.0 2951.9 2951.9 2951.9

CAPITAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
0.0 0.0 4,084 2951.9 2951.9 2951.9

0.0 0.0 4,084 2951.9 2951.9 2951.9

GENERAL FUND 
FEDERAL FUNDS 
OTHER FUND SOURCE 
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) HB 1 relocates the Legislative Session to Anchorage 
beginning with the convening of the Second Session of the Twenty-Third Legislature. This fiscal note addresses 
the increased costs and savings to the Legislative Branch only. It does not quantify costs to the Executive Branch 
for travel to Anchorage to testify on bills or attend hearings. It also does not quantify costs the Executive Branch 
would incur or save by moving state agencies from leased space to the state owned Capitol (previously estimated 
renovation costs were over $1,000,000). This fiscal not does not attempt to evaluate the various social and 
economic impacts on either Juneau or the Municipality of Anchorage.
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2 HB 1

There would be no increased personal services expenditures or savings. There would be a cost 
shifting of full time positions transferred' from Juneau to the Municipality of Anchorage. In 
addition, session positions currently filled in Juneau would be transferred to Anchorage.
T ravel

Legislator relocation expenses

There would be a cost savings for relocating Legislators for the session. 28 Legislators reside 
within 50 miles of Anchorage and would not need to relocate. Currently, 3 Legislators reside 
within 50 miles of the Juneau Capitol and do not relocate. Most Legislators and their families 
permanently reside in areas closer to Anchorage than Juneau, which would result in reduced 
relocation costs due to the lesser distance traveled. Estimated annual Legislator relocation savings 
are $101,656.

P erso n a l S erv ice s

Session Per Diem Expenses

There would be a cost savings in session per diem if the Legislature convened in Anchorage if the 
federal government maintained the current per diem rate. The per diem rate fluctuates. Currently, 
the per diem rate is $21 less in Anchorage than Juneau from the beginning of session until April 
30th, and $68 more in Anchorage than Juneau from May 1st until the end of session. Currently 3 
Legislators living within 50 miles of the Capitol receive 75% of the federal per diem rate. 
Estimated annual session per diem costs savings are $211,857.
Moving the Legislature's Full Time Personnel

All Legislative offices and positions now permanently located in Juneau will move to the 
Municipality of Anchorage except a portion of the Juneau Legislative Information Office, Juneau 
Legislator’s offices, a portion of the Juneau Ombudsman’s Office, and the Juneau Office of 
Legislative Budget and Audit. Approximately 65 Juneau-based employees who occupy permanent 
full time positions will be transferred to Anchorage to provide data processing, printshop, 
maintenance, supply, legal, research, personnel and financial support services for the Legislature in 
an efficient manner. We estimate 50 people and their families will elect to move at an estimated 
cost to the Legislature of $582,500 (50 times $11,640/family).
Reduced Session Travel

It is estimated that the Legislative Branch would see a $40,000 decrease in travel costs during the 
session because the 28 Legislators located in the Anchorage area would not need to travel from 
Juneau to Anchorage to attend to legislative and constituent concerns. The 8 Legislators located in 
Southeast would need to return home occasionally and the 24 Legislators from other areas in the 
State would not need to travel as far.



3 HB 1

O ffice Space

In Juneau, the Legislature occupies state owned space in the Capitol (74,300 sq ft) and the Terry 
Miller Legislative Office Building (27,720 sq ft office, 4,000 sq ft gym), Community and Regional 
Affairs Building (5,600 sq ft), State Office Building (6,554 sq ft), and the Court Plaza Building 
(1,603 sq ft). The Legislature rents storage space in the Goldstein Building (4,085 sq ft). 
Excluding the gym in the Terry Miller Building, the Legislature occupies 119,862 square feet of 
space in Juneau. Lease expenses in Juneau equal $28,000 annually for our leased storage space. 
The Legislature does not currently pay for any office space in Juneau.

Research reports produced by this Agency and others consistently recommend the Legislature 
acquire at least 140,000 square feet of office space if they relocate to Anchorage. This would 
allow for the necessary expansion of Legislators offices, many of which are very small, the 
enlargement of senate and house chambers, and larger committee rooms. The Legislature might 
wish to provide an office for visiting Executive Branch officials, enlarge the cafeteria area, or add 
other amenities.

If the Legislature relocated it would likely construct a legislative building at some point in the 
future. A capital appropriation would be needed to fund construction. This fiscal note does not 
include a cost for construction of a new legislative building.

As it would take some time to build a legislative building in Anchorage, the Legislature would be 
obliged to rent space in an existing building or buildings. At the present time, Anchorage does not 
have 140,000 square feet of Class A commercial or state owned space available in a single facility. 
Hopefully, the Legislature could rent office space in buildings within reasonable proximity to each 
other. According to Property and Facilities Management, Municipality of Anchorage, Class A 
space in Anchorage currently runs between $2.10 and $2.25/squarefoot. 140,000 square feet at 
$2.25/sq ft is an annual lease expense of $3,780,000.

The $3,780,000 would be decreased by $446,600, the annual Anchorage LIO office space rent, and 
$28,000, the current Juneau storage rent. For purposes of this fiscal note we will assume the 
Legislature will lease existing space and the annual increase to the Legislature’s lease budget will 
be $3,305,400.

This cost would be offset somewhat if Executive Branch agencies moved into the state owned 
space vacated by the Legislature in the Capitol, the Community and Regional Affairs Building, and 
the Court Plaza Building. The Terry Miller Legislative Office Building may only be used for 
Legislative purposes and could not house Executive Branch agencies per the agreement with the 
City and Borough of Juneau. The Juneau LIO is already housed in the Terry Miller Legislative 
Office Building. The Juneau Ombudsman’s Office, the ' ivision of Legislative Audit and Juneau 
Legislator offices would be moved into the Terry Mil' Legislative Office Building and would 
take up one or two floors. As this fiscal note does not address savings or costs to the Executive 
Branch we have not quantified costs to relocate State agencies into the vacated space or to remodel 
the space to meet the needs of the Executive Branch.

C o n tra c tu a l
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The cost to the Legislature for installing our existing phones system with minimal additions in 
Anchorage would be approximately $120,000. In addition, the Information Technology Group 
would have to increase the capacity of their switching equipment in Anchorage to support the 
increased number of phones. Usually, the department involved splits the cost of the upgrade with 
ITG. The Legislature’s portion of the upgrade might be as high as $46,000. If the building fell 
outside the ITG Anchorage phone boundaries, local charges would be accessed by the local 
telephone company.

The Legislature would probably need to wire a rental building for our computer network at a cost 
of $200,000. The Legislative Affairs Agency traditionally does its own wiring. If a private 
contractor performed the work, the cost would be higher.

F reight

The Legislative Affairs Agency estimates that moving the majority of Juneau based legislative 
offices would require 27 full size vans. According to Reliable Transfer, the cost of each van from 
Juneau to Anchorage, estimated at 12,000 pounds, each would be approximate $6,800. 27 times 
$6800 equals $183,600.

This fiscal note addresses the main costs to the Legislative Branch to hold regular sessions in 
Anchorage. Some unforeseen costs and savings might only become apparent if the Legislature 
moved. One cost not included, which the Legislature would probably fund before deciding 
whether or not to move the legislature, would be a study to determine the economic and social 
impact to the two communities. The cost of such a study is not included in this fiscal note.

Communications



" Dedicated to making state government nark he/ter for all Alaskans 
by improving amI enhancing Juneau as Alaska s Capital City M

What is the Alaska Committee?
Since I CW .  this all-volunteer organization has worked 
tirelessly to make access to our state capital easier and 
more dependable lo r a ll Alaskans. Efforts o f  the Com­
mittee have also been directed at im proving facilities 
and accommodations for visitors to the Capital.

O u r  E fforts Include:

C o n s titu e n t A it  lu re  P ro gram . A  cooperative effort o f  
A laska A irlines, the C ity  and Borough o f  Juneau, and 
the Alaska Committee, this program provided reduced 
airfares to Juneau during the legislative session.

Im p ro ved  Access. W ith the support o f  the C ity  and 
Borough o f  Juneau and the Alaska Committee, Alaska 
A ir lin e s  invested over S20 m illio n  to develop a Global 
Positioning System landing program and equipping 
the ir fleet. In addition, the Committee has continued 
to support road access to Juneau.

\ Televised C overage o f  the  L e g is la tu re . Support o f  
Gavcl-to-Gavcl coverage o f  the Alaska State Legisla­
ture during the legislative session remains a major p ri­
o rity  for the Committee. This is made possible by fund­
ing largely from  the C ity  and Borough o f  Juneau. This 
live coverage is available in 2S communities stretching 
from  Barrow to Ketchikan to Dutch Harbor serving a 
population o f  almost 500,000 Alaskans.

O ther. The Committee continues to work on improve­
ments for the Capital including air, surface and elec­
tronic access as well as better fac ilities for the Legisla­
ture. W ith our sponsorship and support o f  the annual 
Com lech technology conference, electronic access to 
the Legislature and various State government functions 
have continued to increase dram atically

I’lie Committee welcomes any suggestions that you may 
have to improve A laska’s Capital C ity  so that it w ill 
better serve your needs.

lilt’ VLitkii t mil mil let'
rOHiu 221.IK .luiirdu, VK WHU2-2UN (907) 46.M.10*
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A ll fares are fo r round-trip travel to and from Juneau during the regular 120-day legislative session. Must be an Alaska Airlines Mileage Plan 
Member. One coupon per member. Coupons arc sent out with your regular Mileage Plan statement in December. I f  not received, coupons may be 
requested by calling Miicage Plan at 1-800-65*1-5669. Valid fo r travel to Juneau on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Saturday, and travel from 
Juneau on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Saturday, and Sunday. Subject to change without notice.



F I S C A L  N O T E

STATE O F ALASKA
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): 
Title: Move Legislature to Anchorage

Dept. Affected:
'BR U : ________
Component:________

Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
() Publish Date:

HB 1

All

Sponsor:
Requester:

Rep. Rokeberq
House State Affairs

E x p e n d i tu re s /R e v e n u e s

Component Number: 

(Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 2,308.3 2,116.7 2,150.7 2,185.6

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES I ! I I

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) | I | i

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type) •

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 2,308.3 2,116.7 2,150.7 2,185.6

Estimate o f any cu rren t year (FY2001) cost: 0.0
Check th is  box (X) if fund ing  fo r  th is  b ill is inc luded in the G overnor's  FY 2002 budget p roposa l:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate paqe if  neces-^ry)
Calculation fo r Executivo Branch only updated fo r inflation from  prievious bills (see  allached spreadsheet). The most recent move 

the Legislature to Anchorage bill for which departments prepared individual fiscal notes was C SSSSB  19 (FIN ) In 1995  which would 
have become effective in FY 98. These data have been updated for past and projected inflation in this fiscal note. Inflation history 
and projections provided by Department o f Labor Research and Analysis Section and OMB respectively. The D H 3S  fiscal note was 
inadvertently misplaced and will be added as soon as available.

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by: 
Agency

(Rov 2/7/2001 OMB)

Brad Pierce. Senior Policy Analyst Phone 465-4677
Governor's Office of Management and Budget Date/Time 2/12/01 3PM

Annalee McConnell Date 02/12/2001
OMB

For distribution information, call the Governors Legislative Office
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HB 1 Move Legislature to Anchorage Fiscal Note Calculation

FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
% Change Anchorage CPIU 1.5% 1.2% 1.2%

A d m in is tra t io n 81.7 74.7 74.7
Com m erce 105.1 105.1 105.1
C o rre c tio n s 59.9 59.9 59.9
E duca tion 92.7 92.7 92.7
E nv ironm en ta l C onse rva tio n 86.7 89.3 92.0
F ish  and Game 205.7 208.2 210,7
G ove rno r
Health & S oc ia l S e rv ices

755.0 610.2 616.3

Labo r 55.4 58.2 61.1
Law 318.7 258.7 258.7
M ilita ry  and Ve te rans A ffa irs 8.0 8.0 8.0
Natu ra l R esou rce s - - -
P ub lic  S a fe ty  To ta l 70.7 70.7 70.7
Revenue 145.4 151.2 157.3
T ra n spo rta tio n  and  P ub lic  F a c ilit ie s 86.9 90.7 94.6

Tota l E xecu tive  B ranch 2,071.9 1,877.6 1,901.8

FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07
1.5% 1.5% 2.0% 2.0% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%

74.7 91.0 85.3 85.3 85.3
105.1 117.1 117.1 117.1 117.1
59.9 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7
92.7 103.3 103.3 103.3 103.3
94.7 96.6 99.0 101.5 104.0

213.8 229.2 234.9 240.8 246.8
623.7 841.2 696.9 714.3 732.2

64.1 61.7 63.3 64.9 66.5
258.7 355.1 295.4 295.4 295.4

8.0 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7

70.7 78.8 80.7 80.7 80.7
163.5 162.0 166.1 170.2 174.5
98.8 96.8 99.2 101.7 104.3

1,928.4 2,308.3 2,116.7 2,150.7 2,185.6

Prepared by OM B/BP 2/12/01



Alaska State Legislature
H O U S E  O F  R E P R E S E N T A T IV E S

S ta te  C a p ito l 
J u n e a u , A K  99801-1182

SPONSOR STATEMENT 
HOUSE BILL 1 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION LOCATION 
By Representatives Norman Rokeberg and Joe Green

"An Act relating to the location of legislative sessions; and providing for an 
effective date."

House Bill 1 calls for the legislature to convene in the Municipality of Anchorage beginning in 2004. 
HB 1 does not propose to move the capital; it only addresses where the legislature meets.

The majority of Alaska's population lives well away from the current committee hearings, floor 
sessions, and daily business of the legislature. Access to legislators is limited to only those Alaskans 
who can afford the expensive and arduous travel to Juneau. Special interest groups, lobbyists, and 
individuals with the financial means can access the legislature in its current remote location, but 
representative government demands that legislators hear from the majority of the citizens, not just 
the wealthy. No other state in the Union requires 95% of its legislators to relocate to a capitol 
inaccessible by road, thereby drastically reducing the potentially available pool of young legislators 
with families. The statewide teleconference system is a necessary improvement, but insufficient 
solution to this problem.

The Anchorage area offers the advantages of access, including superior transportation access by 
road, rail, or air; superior commercial office space available at competitive rates; larger and more 
varied residential space for legislators and staff; and a larger labor pool from which to draw 
professional and clerical staff. There are also outstanding visitor facilities for individuals and 
groups doing business with the legislature. Both the private and public sector will realize savings 
from sucli relocation.

The legislature is presently housed in an obsolete building, constructed in 1931. The State Capitol 
and surrounding parking are grossly inadequate and were not constructed for the primary purpose 
of conducting today's legislative activities. The building is clearly unsafe as it violates numerous 
life-safetj and building codes. It does not have an automatic sprinkler system for fire suppression, 
has antiquated electrical service, fails to met structural requirements for earthquakes, contains 
countless fire code violations, does not provide adequate access for the disabled community, and is 
inefficiently laid out and expensive to maintain and operate.

In Anchorage, where the bulk of the legislators live and conduct their business during the 
legislative interim, a leased building provides year round offices for 19 House members, 10 Senate 
members, the Ethics Committee, and the Anchorage Legislative Information Offre. In addition, it 
is interesting to note that some legislators from rural areas also have their interim staff housed in 
the Anchorage Legislative Office Building.

M'licial B usiness

TITLE:



Suitable premises for the chambers and associated office premises arc or will be available in the 
Anchorage commercial real estate market. The cost of refitting the premises and constructing 
suitable chambers could be bargained for as part of the leasehold obligation.

There is concern regarding the potential loss of jobs in Juneau. This could be offset by Juneau's 
economy hosting more private businesses: tourism, timber, fishing, mining, etc., on a year-round 
basis rather than for only four to five months a year. There would still be a continued presence of 
the Executive branch of government. In the short term, the economy in Juneau may feel the effects 
of a legislative move, but a majority of Alaskans would benefit during the long term. It must be 
realized that the Juneau area is home to some of the best fishing, timber, and mining opportunities 
in the state -  if these opportunities could be accessed. Such natural resource industries could 
provide high-paying, long-term jobs. Juneau, the town mostly built on old mine tailings, now seems 
to have a problem letting a mine open and/or operate. Commercial fishing seems to be a thing of 
the past as most of the vessels tied up in the harbor appear to be pleasure-type craft, not the old 
work horses of the sea. A modest timber industry could certainly appear feasible in a proper 
regulatory environment.

In the most recent municipal election, by approximately 84 votes, the voters of Juneau defeated a 
proposal to connect Juneau to the Alaska Highway. Enhanced ferry service was the winner but the 
majority of Alaskans would like to be able to access their capital city without the extra costs of 
ferry or other transportation means. A road into Juneau would allow more people to visit Juneau 
on their schedule -  rather than that of the ferry or airline. Access to our legislature needs to be 
cost-effective and delivery of democracy to the majority of our citizens should be the highest 
priority of state policy.

Session per diem rates would be favorably impacted as well as the legislature's travel budget. 
Currently unly three legislators are being paid at the lower per diem rate. By meeting in 
Anchorage more than 10 times as many legislators would be paid at this lower rate. In addition, 
tremendous moving costs could be avoided since mere than half of the legislators live in, or 
commute to, Anchorage.

All in all, moving the legislative session to Anchorage would give the largest number of citizens the 
most access to their legislators. Your support of this legislation would be appreciated.

ED1:01/31/01
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Alaska State Legislature
H O U S E  O F  R E P R E S E N T A T I V E S

State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
HOUSE BILL 1 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION LOCATION 
By Representatives Norman Rokeberg and Joe Green

"An Act relating to the location of legislative sessions; and providing for an 
effective date."

Technical amendments reflecting the location change of the legislature.

Provides that the legislature shall convene in the Municipality of Anchorage at an 
appropriate location in Anchorage arranged by the Legislative Council.

Provides that the Chief Clerk and Senate Secretary shall remain at the location of 
- fa  e session until their work is completed as directed by the director of the council.

Provides that a legislator is entitled to reimbursement for moving expenses from the 
member's place of residence to the Municipality of Anchorage.

Provides that the Alaska Public Offices Commission's registration form for 
lobbyists must include any temporary residential and business addresses and 
telephone numbers in the Municipality of Anchorage during regular legislative 
sessions.

Provides that the director of lobbyists shall be made available in a public place 
adjacent to the legislative chambers in the Municipality of Anchorage.

Amends statute concerning annual student guests to delete reference to "in the 
capital".

Amends statute concerning essay contest for annual student guests.

Amend statutes concerning standards of conduct to reflect reference to city in which 
session is being held rather than "capital" city.

Provides that the convening cf the Second Session of the Twenty-Third Alaska State 
Legislature will take place in the Municipality of Anchorage.

Effective date: Ju ly  I , 2003.

ED1:01/31/01
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820 Glacier Avenue « juneau, Alaska 99801 
Telephone (907) 53S-5322 

Fax (907) 586-8323

Mr. Don Johnston, Maintenance 
Legislative AfFain Agency 
State Capitol Building - Room 12 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1 182

Dear Don:

Attached is the fire inspection report you requested on the State Capitol Bunding. This report 
was prepared by both the Fire Marshal and the Building Official of the City and Borough of 
Juneau.

After carefully reviewing the report, it appears to me that the majority of hems needing attention 
are of a house keeping nature with a m in im um  cost associated to them. (F o r example, adding a 
flammable liquid storage cabinet in the workshop area, providing a portable fire extinguisher in 
the kitchen area, documenting various test rrpons on existing systems throughout the building, 
etc.).

The one item needing the most consideration involves the building corridors because some of 
them are also pan of the exit system. In this regard, you have eighteen months to develop a plan 
to bring the corridors up to compliance.

As I understand it, you accompanied Fire Marshal Curtis Jones on the inspection so the above 
mentioned items probably don’t come as a surprise.

If there is anything else we can do to be of assistance, please call me or Curis.

Respectfully,

CAPITAL CITY

Michael L. Doyle 
Fire Chief

MD:djb
c: Curtis Jones, CBJ Fire Marshal 

Chris Roust, CBJ Building Official 
Dave Palmer, City Manager

April 9, 1998



820 G lacier Avenue « juneau. Alaska 9980! 
Telephone (907) 586-5322 

Fax (907) 586-8323

April 9, 1998

Mr. Don Johnston, Maintenance 
Legislative Affairs Agency 
State Capitol Building 
Room 12
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 

Dear Don:

Thank you for your assistance during the February 19, 1998, fire inspection of the State Capitol Building 
by Juneau Fire Marshal Curtis Jones. This appears to have been the first request for such an inspection 
of the Capitol since the State Fire Marshal deferred enforcement o f the building and fire codes to the City 
and Borough of Juneau in 1982.

The codes sections cited below are from the 1994 editions of the Uniform Fire Coce (UrC) and the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC).

1) WORKSHOP: Fire rated doer separating the workshop from the boiler room must be provided 
with an automatic closing device. The door shall remain in the closed position unless held open 
by an approved holding device which will allow the door to close upon activadoo of the fire 
alarm system (UFC1112).

2) PAINT LOCKER: If flammable or combustible liquids are used in the workshop area, no 
storage is allowed in this room outside an approved  Flammable Liquid Storage Locker. This 
area is classified as Hazard Occupancy. Tne exit door from the paint spray room must swing in 
the direction of exit travel. Please provide Explosive Proof Construction data for the concealed 
exhaust fan (UFC7902.5.9).

3) ELEVATOR / MAIN STAIRWAY: Please provide a copy of the test report by an individual or 
company holding a valid permit as required (13AAC 50.035) showing that elevator recall and 
stairway doors close upon activation of the fire alarm system (UFC Appendix I-A 3).

,f) KITCHEN: Provide a portable fire extinguisher with a minimum of 40 BC rating. This
extinguisher must be mounted no more than five feet in height from the top of the extinguisher 
and within 30 travel feet from the stove (UFC1006.2.7 & UFC Standard 10-1).

o
5) GENERAL STORAGE: Throughout the building, reduce storage height to at leas; two feet 

below ceiling. Exception: when storage is against a wall (UFCl 1033.2.2).



EMERGENCY POWER SUPPLY SYSTEM: Please provide a copy o f the biannual maintenance 
test report for the emergency power supply system (UFC Standard 5.6) (NFPA 110-6.3).

FIRE ALARM SYSTEM: Please provide a copy o f the annual fire alarm test report. Test report 
must include the name of the company or individual and their valid permit number as required 
by State Fire Marshal (13 AAC 50-035) (UFCI001.4 & CBJ Title I9.09.010(b)(13)).

STANDPIPE SYSTEM: Please provide a copy of die five year standpipe test report for the 
interior and exterior systems. Report must include the name o f the company or individual and 
their valid permit number as required by State Fire Marshal (13 AAC 50-035) (UFCI01.4 & CBJ 
■Title 19.09.010(b)(l7)).

CORRIDOR WIDTH: The required width of the corridors shall be unobstructed. Exit travel 
through an intervening room may be allowed provided the exit door meets the required minimum 
width, has no locking devices, and has smoke detectors that are connected to the fire alarm 
system located on each side o f  the door (UFC Appendix I-A 2.3 & UBC Appendix 3407.3).

GUARDRAILS: The fire escape guardrails installed under budding permit 9442 issued in 
September of 1973 appear to not have been inspected for building code compliance. The 1970 
Uniform Building Code, which was in effect at the time, in section 1714 called for 42" high 
guardrails on the fire escape landings and stain with intermediate rails spaced such that an object 
9" in diameter could not pass through. Current codes call for no more than 4" spacing between 
intermediate rails. The existing guardrails do not meet cither the 1970 or current codes.

CORRIDORS: The Uniform Building Code and Uniform Fire Code sections dealing with 
Life Safety in Existing Non-High Rise Buildings contain requirements for corridors which are a 
pan o f an exit system serving an occupant load of 30 or more in an office building. Such 
corridor walls and ceilings shall have not less than one hour fire resistive construction, doors 
shall be 20 minute fire rated with self closers and smoke gaskets, and transoms shall have J/« hour 
rated fixed glazing (UFC Appendix I-A 2.3 & UBC Appendix 3407.3).

City records show that the Capitol was built in 1929 which was two years after the first edition of 
the Uniform Building Code was written and long before it was adopted in Alaska. The 1927 
edition o f the UBC did not require fire protection of corridors in new buildings and the UBC did 
not have a requirement for fire protection of corridors in existing non-high rise buildings until 
the 1982 edition. The concept o f a fire protected corridor, free from smoke, allowing safe 
exiting of the occupants of a building during a fire is now a fundamental life safety requirement 
of building and fire codes throughout the world.

The requirement for such fire ratings may be eliminated if an approved automatic sprinkler 
system is installed throughout the building. There may be other options to allow this building to 
retain its historic character with approval of the building official. Examples include covering 
door panels less that 1 3/8 inches thick with wood-trimmed sheet rock and installing fixed V* 
hour fire rated windows behind frosted glass door windows in doors or transoms.

We have attached some information concerning the preservation of historic building components 
from the Uniform Code for Building Conservation as well as Appendix Section 3407.3 from the 
Uniform Building Code concerning corridor protection.


