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Most Alaskans agree that development of a long-range fiscal plan is one of the greatest challenges facing our state.
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As we begin work on a new plan it is important to recognize that the Republican Majority’s five-year plan, which we completed last year, has built an excellent foundation for Alaska’s long term financial health.
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Where the money is being spent this year:

Permanent Fund Dividend 

26% - $1.1 Billion

Permanent Fund Inflation 

Proofing

17% - $713 Million

K-12 Education  Formula* 

Support

17% - $706 Million

All Other (Governor, 

Admin., Revenue,  etc.) 

7% - $293 Million

Natural Resource 

Management

2% - $96 Million

Debt Service

2% - $104 Million

Transportation

4% - $159 Million

All Non-Education Formula* 

Programs 8% - $328 Million

Public Safety/

Justice/Corrections

8% - $343 Million



University of Alaska

5% - $203 Million

Health and Social Services

3% - $141 Million

Legislature

1% - $37 Million

*Formula programs are based in statute and guarantee a specific level of benefits to qualified recipients.

Non-education formula programs include:  Medicaid, Adult Public Assistance, Longevity Bonus, Revenue 

Sharing, Foster Care, Elected Officials Retirement, Shared Fisheries Business Tax and Temporary Assistance. 


In dealing with the fiscal gap, the key is general fund spending versus revenue.  Today real per capita spending of state general funds is significantly less than 1979.
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Fiscal Plan:  The First Steps

1)

Maintain budget discipline 

2)

Continue to utilize outcome based budgeting to 

increase government efficiency

3)

Fix the Constitution by passing SJR 23 and

SJR 24

4)

Adopt fiscal gap reducing legislation


Under that plan the permanent fund was protected and increased by $5 billion to over $25 billion in June, 2001.  It is currently $23.5 billion.  61% of that increase was by discretionary legislative action.
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•

The current constitutional appropriation

limit is not working

•

The language is misleading

•

The language is unclear

•

The limit has grown too large


A very surprising fact to most Alaskans is that over the past five years, the constitutional budget reserve, including the PCE endowment, actually increased to over $3 billion in June.
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Senate Bill 186

Limiting Municipal Debt

Sponsored by

Senate Finance Committee
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We held the line against more than $800 million of Governor Knowles’ proposed spending increases and actually reduced general fund spending.

We implemented successful major government reforms including:

· Education funding reform

· Welfare reform

· We reduced state bureaucracy and merged state departments

· Reformed power cost equalization

· Underground storage tank funding reform

· Relieved corrections overcrowding

· Increased funding for the University of Alaska and vocational training

We also initiated results-based budgeting, and we increased non-oil revenue.
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What would SB 186 do?

•

It would cap municipal bonding to $15,000 per capita, an amount 65

times higher than the statewide average.

•

It would limit the local share of oil and gas property tax to 10 mills for

any municipality exceeding this limit. This limit is phased in over a 10

year period.

•

It would allow a municipality to refinance existing debt in excess of

this limit, as long as the refinancing does not extend the term of the

debt.

•

And it would allow a municipality to generate new debt in excess of

this limit at an annual rate of $1,000 per capita

.


As we build on this tremendous progress and work toward a public statewide consensus on where we, as Alaskans, go from here the Senate Majority intends to continue to:

1. Protect the permanent fund.

2. Exercise budget discipline.

3. Use results-based budgeting with missions & measures to continue our progress for a smarter, smaller state government.

4. Make constitutional and statutory systemic changes to reduce the fiscal gap as the first step in developing a new long-range fiscal plan.

After five years of actual reductions in general fund spending, this years’ budget increased general fund spending.  But it is still almost $60 million below the governor’s requests and $7 million below last year’s levels when adjusted for population and inflation.

If not for a major decrease in one-time funds, increased medicare/medicaid costs, and major increases to K-12 education, the University of Alaska and public safety, general fund spending would have gone down again this year.

Additional state revenue will be a needed element in a new long-range fiscal plan, but the first step in such a plan should be continued government reforms to create a more efficient and fairer state government.  Only after such needed reforms should Alaskans be asked to consider any major new taxes.
(SLIDE 9)
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The Senate Republicans believe that before considering major new taxes on Alaskans, government should first be as well run as possible.
To help develop proposals to continue our successful efforts toward a small, smarter state government, earlier this year I wrote the commissioner of every state department and asked if they had any idea for legislation to help improve state government efficiency and reduce the state’s fiscal gap.

Not one made a single suggestion or request for such legislation.  I repeat, Governor Knowles’ commissioners did not have a single suggestion for new statutory changes to help reduce the fiscal gap.
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Even so, the Senate Finance Committee developed a package of fiscal reform legislation that continues the Republican Majority’s commitment to fiscal responsibility and government reform before new taxes.

This package presents the first step of a new long-range fiscal plan that has the potential of reducing the fiscal gap by over $12 ½  million a year at first with reductions increasing to over $100 million a year within 10 years.  That is a very conservative estimate not including the cumulative impact of these savings.

We do not contend that this is a comprehensive long-range fiscal plan, but we do say it has the essential first ingredients that any new long-range fiscal plan must have to be successful.

The basis of government in America is our constitutions.  When we start to create a new financial plan we need to look and make sure that our constitution is functioning properly.

It’s clear that there are two parts of our state constitution that deal with fiscal policy that are not functioning properly.  They are the existing constitutional appropriation limit and the existing constitutional budget reserve provision.

(SLIDE 11)

[image: image11.wmf]CBRF:  The View from Here

$0

$500

$1,000

$1,500

$2,000

$2,500

$3,000

$3,500

$4,000

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

millions

1995 CBRF Balance Forecast

2000 CBRF Balance Actual and Forecast


One thing was clear from the overwhelming rejection in September 1999 of the last fiscal plan proposal. . .

Alaskans do not want to give government a blank check.

As that plan left the Senate, it included a constitutional spending limit and specific budget reductions.  The House, working with the governor and the Democratic Minority, removed those important fiscal restraints.  That was one of the main reasons I strongly opposed the September 1999 proposal – because it lacked clear, enforceable fiscal restraints.

Public opinion polling tells us that to be acceptable to the majority of Alaskans, any new plan must start with reasonable limits on government spending.

The first step to the Senate Finance Committee’s fiscal plan is exactly that. . .

To limit the expansion of government spending through the adoption of Senate Joint Resolution 23, revising the existing constitutional appropriation limit.

TALK ABOUT SLIDE 11        (SLIDE 12)

[image: image12.wmf]$0

$2,000

$4,000

$6,000

$8,000

$10,000

$12,000

1979

1985

1990

1995

2000

 Permanent Fund Dividends

Capital, Debt Service and Loans

Operating

Real Per Capita General Fund and PFD Spending FY1979 - FY2002


The existing constitutional appropriation limit was adopted by the voters in 1982.  This provision currently limits government spending to about $6 billion; however, we only currently spend about $3 billion.  The enormous size of the current appropriation limit occurred because the constitutional provision has a built-in escalator clause for inflation and population.  To correct this, our most recent version of SJR 23 proposed to base any allowable increases on previous years’ budgets and to limit those increases to only 2 percent.  SJR 23 also clarifies what is and is not included in the appropriation limit.
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In revising the existing constitutional appropriation limit, we are learning from the mistakes of the past.  We recognize, however, that circumstance change.  That’s why SJR 23 contains a special provision to have voters review it again in 4 years and then every 6 years thereafter.  If it is not functioning correctly, if people want to spend more than the limit allows, or if we solve the fiscal crisis, Alaskans can vote it out of the constitution.
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The Constitutional Budget Reserve language of the constitution is working well as a fiscal shock absorber, but it is not working as intended to control spending.

The Constitutional Budget Reserve (CBR) was established in 1990, and has been used to help fill the gap between state revenues and expenditures.  When the CBR was created, the original intent was that funds could be withdrawn with a simple majority vote to help cover a budget deficit as long as current spending did not exceed the previous year’s spending, but a three-quarters vote of the legislature would be necessary to withdraw any funds in excess of the previous year’s spending.

In 1994, the Alaska Supreme Court misinterpreted this provision to require a ¾ vote to withdraw any funds from the CBR.  This creates a situation in which small groups of legislators can “blackmail” the majority and hold the budget hostage.  These legislators can trade their votes, which are crucial to withdraw CBR funds and balance the state’s budget, in exchange for additional spending.

We estimate the cost this year to access the CBR with a ¾ majority vote to balance the budget was nearly $150 million.

Senate Joint Resolution 24 corrects this bizarre imbalance of spending power by proposing a constitutional amendment that makes it clear a ¾ vote is not necessary when spending does not exceed the previous year’s.

If this resolution passes, the amendment will be placed on the next state general election ballot in Fall 2002 for approval by the people of Alaska.
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Both these proposed constitutional amendments have already passed the Senate and have begun hearings in the House.  Our plan also includes seven other fiscal gap reducing proposals, three of which have already passed the Senate, including SB 186 Limiting Municipal Debt, which I will talk about next.

All together, the savings associated with these reforms grow exponentially in the out years to far exceed their present day value of over $12 million the first year, growing to over $100 million a year within ten years.

Once again, we do not contend that they constitute a complete plan, but these proposals are all in place to pass next year and they are an excellent and necessary first step for any comprehensive new plan to be acceptable to the majority of Alaskans.

SB 186 Power Point Presentation:
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Restoring the Original Intent of 

the 1990 CBR Amendment

•

The CBR is functioning well as a fiscal shock 

absorber, but is not working as intended to 

control spending

•

Small groups of legislators can force increased 

spending by withholding CBR votes

•

Last year the cost of buying the votes needed to 

access the CBR was about $150 million

•

What will this cost grow to in future years?
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Why is there a need for SB 186?

Ø

SB 186 protects the state from having to

bail out a local government which has

incurred excessive debt.

Ø

SB 186 restores the original intent for a

statewide distribution of oil and gas

property tax.

Ø

SB 186 could generate in excess of $100

million in additional state revenue annually.
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North Slope Borough Specifics

That Make Limiting its Debt

Good Public Policy

Ø

Their debt is based on a non-renewable resource.

Ø

Their debt is incredibly excessive, 65 times the statewide average.

Ø

Their operating budget is incredibly high, 10 times the statewide

average.

Ø

The North Slope Borough is using debt to pay for their operating

budget.

Ø

They are depriving 98% of Alaskans of a fair share of this revenue.

Ø

The North Slope Borough has a $470 million savings account.

Ø

The North Slope Borough’s infrastructure is already built.
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Is SB 186’s Limitation on Debt

Reasonable?

Ø

20 times the statewide average.

Ø

The limitation is phased in over 10 years.

Ø

Allows for refinancing of existing debt.

Ø

Allows new debt of $1000 per resident each

year (that alone is over the statewide

average).
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How is SB 186 Fair to all

Alaskans?

•

SB 186 would limit a high debt municipality’s taxing ability to 10

mills on oil and gas property. 

 

This roll-back would be consistent with

the intent of the 1974 law, which was set up to prevent the

monopolizing of oil and gas property wealth by any one community.

•

Over 10 years the roll-back could bring the state  hundreds of millions

of dollars in additional revenue, which would be used for the

betterment of the entire state, rural and urban.

•

The North Slope Borough would still be able to issue debt at a rate 20

times higher than the state average, and higher than the next highest

debt municipality. This would allow the North Slope Borough, (with

only 1.3 percent of the population) to still take over 46 percent of the

total oil and gas property tax available to municipalities statewide.
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Percentage of Taxable Oil and

Gas Property

The North Slope Borough

with 1.3 percent of the

population contains over

79 percent of the taxable

oil and gas property. The

rest of Alaska, rural and

urban, has 98 percent of

the population but only

21 percent of the taxable

oil and gas property.
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The North Slope Borough’s

Position

•

The North Slope Borough wants Alaskans to believe that it

should be allowed to monopolize this revenue, and debt at

the expense of the rest of rural and urban Alaska.

•

Yet the 2000 Fitch bond rating report states that the North

Slope Boroughs infrastructure is fully funded.

•

Furthermore the North Slope Borough currently has a $470

million savings account.

•

And the North Slope Borough, aside from having the

highest per capita operating budget in Alaska, is the only

municipality with its debt service in excess of its operating

budget.

(Education costs are excluded for statewide consistency.)
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1999 Per Capita Expenses

•

These figures shows

how much is spent on

every Alaskan by

municipality.

•

In 1999 the North

Slope Borough spent

6 times more per

capita than the next

highest community,

Valdez.

•

And almost 11 times

more than the state

average.
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1999 Actual Debt Service Payments
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•

The North Slope’s

1999 Debt Service is

roughly 4 times that

of the average

Alaskan

municipalities

operating budget.

•

The North Slope has

the highest debt of

anywhere in the state,

urban or rural.

•

Once the oil and gas

is depleted from the

North Slope who is

going to pay off the

debt?
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Debt Service to Operating

Budget

•

North Slope is the

only community to

have a higher debt

service than

operating budget.

•

North Slope has the

second highest

operating budget in

the state.

•

Yet they have one of

the smallest

populations.
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1999 Total G.O. Bonded Debt Per Capita

•

The North Slope

Borough’s total per

capita bond debt is

nearly 108 times

higher than the

statewide average.

•

In 2000 Valdez, which

houses the second

largest concentration

of oil and gas wealth

in the state, retired its

debt completely.
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Summary

•

The North Slope has the highest debt load in the state.

•

They still issue new debt every year to fund an infrastructure that is

said to already be funded.

•

They monopolize oil and gas tax wealth that could be used to further

programs in other rural areas, then try and convince Alaskans that the

urban/rural divide has its roots in Anchorage and Fairbanks.

•

The North Slope unreasonably issues new debt annually on the back of

oil and gas a depleting, nonrenewable resource.

•

And for the North Slope Borough to force the state into a possible

position of having to bail them out or face a damage to the state’s

credit rating, is wrong and unacceptable.
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Senate Bill 186

Limiting Municipal Debt

Sponsored by

Senate Finance Committee
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What would SB 186 do?

•

It would cap municipal bonding to $15,000 per capita, an amount 65

times higher than the statewide average.

•

It would limit the local share of oil and gas property tax to 10 mills for

any municipality exceeding this limit. This limit is phased in over a 10

year period.

•

It would allow a municipality to refinance existing debt in excess of

this limit, as long as the refinancing does not extend the term of the

debt.

•

And it would allow a municipality to generate new debt in excess of

this limit at an annual rate of $1,000 per capita

.
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Why is there a need for SB 186?

Ø

SB 186 protects the state from having to

bail out a local government which has

incurred excessive debt.

Ø

SB 186 restores the original intent for a

statewide distribution of oil and gas

property tax.

Ø

SB 186 could generate in excess of $100

million in additional state revenue annually.
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North Slope Borough Specifics

That Make Limiting its Debt

Good Public Policy

Ø

Their debt is based on a non-renewable resource.

Ø

Their debt is incredibly excessive, 65 times the statewide average.

Ø

Their operating budget is incredibly high, 10 times the statewide

average.

Ø

The North Slope Borough is using debt to pay for their operating

budget.

Ø

They are depriving 98% of Alaskans of a fair share of this revenue.

Ø

The North Slope Borough has a $470 million savings account.

Ø

The North Slope Borough’s infrastructure is already built.
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Is SB 186’s Limitation on Debt

Reasonable?

Ø

20 times the statewide average.

Ø

The limitation is phased in over 10 years.

Ø

Allows for refinancing of existing debt.

Ø

Allows new debt of $1000 per resident each

year (that alone is over the statewide

average).
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How is SB 186 Fair to all

Alaskans?

•

SB 186 would limit a high debt municipality’s taxing ability to 10

mills on oil and gas property. 

 

This roll-back would be consistent with

the intent of the 1974 law, which was set up to prevent the

monopolizing of oil and gas property wealth by any one community.

•

Over 10 years the roll-back could bring the state  hundreds of millions

of dollars in additional revenue, which would be used for the

betterment of the entire state, rural and urban.

•

The North Slope Borough would still be able to issue debt at a rate 20

times higher than the state average, and higher than the next highest

debt municipality. This would allow the North Slope Borough, (with

only 1.3 percent of the population) to still take over 46 percent of the

total oil and gas property tax available to municipalities statewide.
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Spending Is Going Down

•

Per capita state general fund spending is

currently about $3800 per Alaskan. For state

services, in today’s dollars, that is $921 

less

than in FY79 when the oil era began.  Combined

operating and capital general fund spending is

$1,186 

less

.

•

However, when Permanent Fund dividends are

added to general fund spending, the total is

$534 

more

 per capita than FY79.
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Percentage of Taxable Oil and

Gas Property

The North Slope Borough

with 1.3 percent of the

population contains over

79 percent of the taxable

oil and gas property. The

rest of Alaska, rural and

urban, has 98 percent of

the population but only

21 percent of the taxable

oil and gas property.
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The North Slope Borough’s

Position

•

The North Slope Borough wants Alaskans to believe that it

should be allowed to monopolize this revenue, and debt at

the expense of the rest of rural and urban Alaska.

•

Yet the 2000 Fitch bond rating report states that the North

Slope Boroughs infrastructure is fully funded.

•

Furthermore the North Slope Borough currently has a $470

million savings account.

•

And the North Slope Borough, aside from having the

highest per capita operating budget in Alaska, is the only

municipality with its debt service in excess of its operating

budget.

(Education costs are excluded for statewide consistency.)
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1999 Per Capita Expenses

•

These figures shows

how much is spent on

every Alaskan by

municipality.

•

In 1999 the North

Slope Borough spent

6 times more per

capita than the next

highest community,

Valdez.

•

And almost 11 times

more than the state

average.
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1999 Actual Debt Service Payments
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•

The North Slope’s

1999 Debt Service is

roughly 4 times that

of the average

Alaskan

municipalities

operating budget.

•

The North Slope has

the highest debt of

anywhere in the state,

urban or rural.

•

Once the oil and gas

is depleted from the

North Slope who is

going to pay off the

debt?
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Debt Service to Operating

Budget

•

North Slope is the

only community to

have a higher debt

service than

operating budget.

•

North Slope has the

second highest

operating budget in

the state.

•

Yet they have one of

the smallest

populations.
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1999 Total G.O. Bonded Debt Per Capita

•

The North Slope

Borough’s total per

capita bond debt is

nearly 108 times

higher than the

statewide average.

•

In 2000 Valdez, which

houses the second

largest concentration

of oil and gas wealth

in the state, retired its

debt completely.
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Summary

•

The North Slope has the highest debt load in the state.

•

They still issue new debt every year to fund an infrastructure that is

said to already be funded.

•

They monopolize oil and gas tax wealth that could be used to further

programs in other rural areas, then try and convince Alaskans that the

urban/rural divide has its roots in Anchorage and Fairbanks.

•

The North Slope unreasonably issues new debt annually on the back of

oil and gas a depleting, nonrenewable resource.

•

And for the North Slope Borough to force the state into a possible

position of having to bail them out or face a damage to the state’s

credit rating, is wrong and unacceptable.

[image: image54.wmf]SJR 23

Reforming the Constitutional

Spending Limit

•

The current constitutional appropriation

limit is not working

•

The language is misleading

•

The language is unclear

•

The limit has grown too large
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North Slope Borough Specifics

That Make Limiting its Debt

Good Public Policy

Their debt is based on a non-renewable resource.

Their debt is incredibly excessive, 65 times the statewide average.

Their operating budget is incredibly high, 10 times the statewide average.

The North Slope Borough is using debt to pay for their operating budget.

They are depriving 98% of Alaskans of a fair share of this revenue.

The North Slope Borough has a $470 million savings account.

The North Slope Borough’s infrastructure is already built.
















_1070085634.ppt


The North Slope Borough’s Position 

		The North Slope Borough wants Alaskans to believe that it should be allowed to monopolize this revenue, and debt at the expense of the rest of rural and urban Alaska.

		Yet the 2000 Fitch bond rating report states that the North Slope Boroughs infrastructure is fully funded. 

		Furthermore the North Slope Borough currently has a $470 million savings account.

		And the North Slope Borough, aside from having the highest per capita operating budget in Alaska, is the only municipality with its debt service in excess of its operating budget.



(Education costs are excluded for statewide consistency.)
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1999 Actual Debt Service Payments 

		The North Slope’s 1999 Debt Service is roughly 4 times that of the average Alaskan municipalities operating budget.

		The North Slope has the highest debt of anywhere in the state, urban or rural.

		Once the oil and gas is depleted from the North Slope who is going to pay off the debt?
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1999 Total G.O. Bonded Debt Per Capita

		The North Slope Borough’s total per capita bond debt is nearly 108 times higher than the statewide average.

		In 2000 Valdez, which houses the second largest concentration of oil and gas wealth in the state, retired its debt completely.
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Summary

		The North Slope has the highest debt load in the state.

		They still issue new debt every year to fund an infrastructure that is said to already be funded.

		They monopolize oil and gas tax wealth that could be used to further programs in other rural areas, then try and convince Alaskans that the urban/rural divide has its roots in Anchorage and Fairbanks.

		The North Slope unreasonably issues new debt annually on the back of oil and gas a depleting, nonrenewable resource.

		And for the North Slope Borough to force the state into a possible position of having to bail them out or face a damage to the state’s credit rating, is wrong and unacceptable.
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Debt Service to Operating Budget

 

		North Slope is the only community to have a higher debt service than operating budget.

		North Slope has the second highest operating budget in the state. 

		Yet they have one of the smallest populations.
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1999 Per Capita Expenses

		These figures shows how much is spent on every Alaskan by municipality. 

		In 1999 the North Slope Borough spent 6 times more per capita than the next highest community, Valdez.

		And almost 11 times more than the state average.
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How is SB 186 Fair to all Alaskans?

		SB 186 would limit a high debt municipality’s taxing ability to 10 mills on oil and gas property.  This roll-back would be consistent with the intent of the 1974 law, which was set up to prevent the monopolizing of oil and gas property wealth by any one community. 

		Over 10 years the roll-back could bring the state  hundreds of millions of dollars in additional revenue, which would be used for the betterment of the entire state, rural and urban.

		The North Slope Borough would still be able to issue debt at a rate 20 times higher than the state average, and higher than the next highest debt municipality. This would allow the North Slope Borough, (with only 1.3 percent of the population) to still take over 46 percent of the total oil and gas property tax available to municipalities statewide.
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Percentage of Taxable Oil and Gas Property 

The North Slope Borough with 1.3 percent of the population contains over 79 percent of the taxable oil and gas property. The rest of Alaska, rural and urban, has 98 percent of the population but only  21 percent of the taxable oil and gas property. 
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Is SB 186’s Limitation on Debt Reasonable?

20 times the statewide average.

The limitation is phased in over 10 years.

Allows for refinancing of existing debt.

Allows new debt of $1000 per resident each year (that alone is over the statewide average).
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Senate Finance Long-Range Fiscal Plan:  The First Steps

Maintain budget discipline 

2)	Continue to utilize outcome based budgeting to increase government efficiency

3)	Fix the Constitution by passing SJR 23 and

	SJR 24

4)	Adopt fiscal gap reducing legislation
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What would SB 186 do?





		It would cap municipal bonding to $15,000 per capita, an amount 65 times higher than the statewide average. 

		It would limit the local share of oil and gas property tax to 10 mills for any municipality exceeding this limit. This limit is phased in over a 10 year period.

		It would allow a municipality to refinance existing debt in excess of this limit, as long as the refinancing does not extend the term of the debt.

		And it would allow a municipality to generate new debt in excess of this limit at an annual rate of $1,000 per capita. 
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Why is there a need for SB 186?

SB 186 protects the state from having to bail out a local government which has incurred excessive debt. 

SB 186 restores the original intent for a statewide distribution of oil and gas property tax.

SB 186 could generate in excess of $100 million in additional state revenue annually.
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Senate Bill 186 

Limiting Municipal Debt

Sponsored by 

Senate Finance Committee
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State of Alaska Budget General Fund and Permanent Fund Spending

Fiscal Year 2002 - $4.3 Billion

Where the money is being spent this year:
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SJR 24

Restoring the Original Intent of the 1990 CBR Amendment

		The CBR is functioning well as a fiscal shock absorber, but is not working as intended to control spending

		Small groups of legislators can force increased spending by withholding CBR votes

		Last year the cost of buying the votes needed to access the CBR was about $150 million

		What will this cost grow to in future years?
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Senate Finance Long-Range Fiscal Plan:  The First Steps

Maintain budget discipline

2)	Continue to utilize outcome bas budgeting to increase government efficiency

3)	Fix the Constitution by passing SJR 23 and

	SJR 24

4)	Adopt fiscal gap reducing legislation
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Senate Majority Plan

Protect the Permanent Fund

Exercise budget discipline. This year we held total state spending increases to below inflation and population increases

Use results-based budgeting with Missions & Measures to continue our progress for a smaller, smarter state government

Make constitutional and statutory systemic changes to reduce the fiscal gap as the first step in developing a new long-range fiscal plan
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Why We Had More in the CBRF in FY 2000

than We Forecast in 1995



		$253.1 Actual Budget Cuts

		$458.8 Elimination of Projected Budget Growth







Chart9


			394.3			711.9			444.1			1339





Higher Oil Revenue


Lower General Fund Spending


Greater Earnings on CBRF


More Settlements into CBRF


millions


$711.9





Graph1


			








Graph1


			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01


			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02


			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03


			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04


			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05


			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06


			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07


			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08


			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09


			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10





Oil Revenue


Non Oil Revenue


Income Tax


Sales Tax


Highway Fuel Tax


Alcohol Tax


Natural Gas Tax


Leg Fin New Rev.


Transfer to GF


CBRF


CBRF Sub Account


Budget Deficit


millions


2010.6402


373.382


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1524.45926


361.05364


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


514.4871


0


0


1322.773755722


360.376244278


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


716.85


0


0


1195.0205713512


359.7294286488


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


845.25


-0


0


1104.4440166982


361.0059833018


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


784.2033681652


150.3466318348


0


884.7436612913


362.3063387087


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


808.8474312575


344.1025687425


830.4530664188


363.8969335812


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1205.65


770.1364449679


374.3135550321


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1255.55


715.0933546602


376.1566453398


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1308.75


663.8233443503


378.0266556497


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1358.15





Graph2


			








Graph2


			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01			FY01


			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02			FY02


			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03			FY03


			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04			FY04


			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05			FY05


			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06			FY06


			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07			FY07


			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08			FY08


			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09			FY09


			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10			FY10





Oil Revenue


Non-Oil Revenue


Income Tax


Sales Tax


Highway Fuel Tax


Alcohol Tax


Natural Gas Tax


Leg Fin New Rev.


Transfer to GF


CBRF


CBRF Subaccount


Budget Deficit


millions


2010.6402


373.382


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1524.45926


361.05364


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


514.4871


0


0


1322.773755722


360.376244278


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


716.85


0


0


1195.0205713512


359.7294286488


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


845.25


-0


0


1104.4440166982


361.0059833018


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


784.2033681652


150.3466318348


0


884.7436612913


362.3063387087


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


808.8474312575


344.1025687425


830.4530664188


363.8969335812


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


0


1205.65


770.1364449679


374.3135550321


0


0


0


0


350


0


0


0


0


905.55


715.0933546602


376.1566453398


0


0


0


0


350


0


0


0


0


958.75


663.8233443503


378.0266556497


0


0


0


0


350


0


0


0


0


1008.15





Graph3


			Higher General Fund Revenue			$   394.3


			Lower General Fund Spending			$   711.9						253.1			458.8


			Greater Earnings			$   444.1


			More Settlements into CBRF			$   1,339.0


						2889.3








Graph3


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0





Higher General Fund Revenue


Lower General Fund Spending


Greater Earnings


More Settlements into CBRF


millions


$711.9





Graph4


			FY


			91			291


			92			247


			93			914


			94			437


			95			1,543


			96			586


			97			570


			98			343


			99			56


			00			448


			01 (Proj.)			100


			02 (Proj.)			45


			03 (Proj.)			45


			04 (Proj.)			45


			05 (Proj.)			45








Graph4


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





millions





Graph5


			










$394.3


$444.1


$1,339.0


 $711.9 


$0.0


$500.0


$1,000.0


$1,500.0


$2,000.0


$2,500.0


$3,000.0


$3,500.0


millions


Higher Oil Revenue Lower General Fund Spending


Greater Earnings on CBRF More Settlements into CBRF





_1063803204.ppt


SJR 23

Reforming the Constitutional

Spending Limit

		The current constitutional appropriation limit is not working

		The language is misleading

		The language is unclear

		The limit has grown too large
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The Current Spending Limit vs Recent Appropriations
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																					TOTAL FUNDS ($ millions)


																					Authorized			Percent Change from 2nd Prior Year			Dollar Change from Prior Year			Spending Limit if SJR23 were in effect			Allowable Dollar Change from Prior Year Limit			Allowable Dollar Change from Prior Year Auth			Over(+) Under(-) Spending Limit


																		2008												3,569.9			0.6


																		2007												3,569.3			136.7


																		2006			3,432.6									3,432.6			0.6


																		2005			3,432.0									3,432.0			131.5


																		2004			3,300.5									3,300.5			-80.4			0.5


			Allowable increase (2 years):									4.0%						2003			3,300.0									3,380.9			212.5			207.3			-80.9			-2.4%


																		2002			3,173.6			4.2%			(77.30)			3,168.5			-296.6			-82.4			5.1			0.2%


																		2001			3,250.9			-2.4%			204.30			3,465.1			374.2			418.5			-214.2			-6.2%


																		2000			3,046.6			2.5%			(285.20)			3,090.9			31.1			-240.9			-44.3			-1.4%


																		1999			3,331.8			13.2%			359.80			3,059.8			-41.2			87.8			272.0			8.9%


																		1998			2,972.0			-0.3%			29.90			3,101.0						158.9			-129.0			-4.2%


																		1997			2,942.1


																		1996			2,981.7


			*Enacted


			All numbers taken from LFD Fiscal Summaries in Summary of Appropriations


			Authorized does not include: PFD funds, federal funds, debt retirement, duplicated, reappropriations


																		ignore this stuff


																					GF Only ($ millions)


																					Authorized									Spending Limit if SJR23 were in effect									Over(+) Under(-) Spending Limit


																		2002*			2,367.1									2,425.9									-58.8


																		2001			2,271.9									2,408.9									-137.0


																		2000			2,310.4									2,401.5									-91.1


																		1999			2,294.2									2,455.6									-161.4


																		1998			2,287.1									2,515.5									-228.4


																		1997			2,338.7


																		1996			2,395.7








GF Fed Other breakout


			


									1996			1997			1998			1999			2000			2001			2002


			GF


						Operating			2,218.1			2,207.2			2,137.5			2,159.4			2,143.8			2,114.4			2,166.8


						Capital			116.0			100.1			91.5			85.4			82.5			71.2			114.0


						Statewide			171.0			124.4			130.4			95.4			91.1			99.2			123.4


						TOTAL			2,505.1			2,431.7			2,359.4			2,340.2			2,317.4			2,284.8			2,404.2


			Federal


						Operating			729.5			737.6			793.0			884.3			917.1			983.7			1,138.7


						Capital			343.4			352.5			314.9			593.4			850.3			847.2			924.9


						Statewide			40.9			43.9			90.6			34.8			81.6			123.0			25.5


						TOTAL			1,113.8			1,134.0			1,198.5			1,512.5			1,849.0			1,953.9			2,089.1


			Other


						Operating			871.3			891.2			947.0			1,005.8			973.1			1,126.8			1,157.5


						Capital			121.2			188.1			170.2			406.2			191.8			647.4			445.2


						Statewide			136.8			44.3			80.5			79.8			122.8			132.5			146.0


						Dupe			-506.5			-488.4			-482.6			-413.1			-488.4			-672.0			-827.3


						TOTAL			622.8			635.2			715.1			1,078.7			799.3			1,234.7			921.4


			Debt Service						146.2			125.1			102.7			86.8			70.2			103.8			152.1


			GF+Other-Debt Service						2,981.7			2,941.8			2,971.8			3,332.1			3,046.5			3,415.7			3,173.5


						1999 forward: dupe accounted for seperately in op, cap, statewide


						1998 backward: dupe accounted for as lump sum outside total appropriations


			GF + OTHER						3,127.9			3,066.9			3,074.5			3,418.9			3,116.7			3,519.5			3,325.6


									4,241.7			4,200.9			4,273.0			4,931.4			4,965.7			5,473.4			5,414.7








SJR23 Limit Graph


			


																														Allowable Increase (2 years):			4.0%						Authorized			SJR23 Spending Limit Sec (a)			SJR23 Spending Limit Sec (b)


																														sec (b):			6.0%			FY00			3,046.6


																																				FY01			3,250.9


																																				FY02			3,173.6


																																	2.0%			FY03*			3,237.1


																																				FY04						3,300.5			3,364.0


																																				FY05						3,366.6			3,431.3


																																				FY06						3,432.6			3,498.6


																																				FY07						3,501.2			3,568.5


																																				FY08						3,569.9			3,638.5


																																				FY09						3,641.3			3,711.3


			Not included in SJR23 Limit:


			Permanent Fund dividends, G.O. & revenue bond proceeds, reappropriations, duplicated funds,


			and funds from non-State sources.


			*FY03 Authorized inserted in order to calculate FY05 Limit.


			All numbers taken from LFD Fiscal Summaries in Summary of Appropriations


			*FY03 Authorized estimated at 2% increase over FY02.


			Sec (a) allows for up to a 4% increase over the amt appropriated 2 years prior.


			Sec (b) states an additional 2% may be appropriated with a two-thirds vote of both houses.


			Not included in SJR23 Limit:


			Permanent Fund dividends, G.O. & revenue bond proceeds, reappropriations, duplicated funds,


			and funds from non-State sources.


			All numbers taken from LFD Fiscal Summaries in Summary of Appropriations
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Const Spending Limit FY81-FY02


			


																																													Auth


																																										FY96			3,127.9


																																										FY97			3,066.9


																																										FY98			3,074.5


																																										FY99			3,418.9


																																										FY00			3,116.7


																																										FY01			3,519.5


																																										FY02			3,325.6


						82			83			84			85			86			87			88			89			90			91			92


			Constitutional Limit			2,851.5			3,175.0			3,433.4			3,680.0			3,806.2			3,783.3			3,753.1			3,841.5			4,121.8			4,469.0			4,791.3


						93			94			95			96			97			98			99			00			01			02


			Constitutional Limit			5,035.9			5,201.0			5,343.3			5,533.8			5,673.5			5,865.2			6,028.1			6,053.8			6,142.8			6,431.2


			Actual Appropriations												2,505.1			2,431.7			2,359.4			2,340.2			2,317.4			2,284.8			2,404.2


			Not included in Constitutional Limit:


			Permanent Fund dividends, revenue bond proceeds, principle & interest on G.O. bonds, and funds from non-State sources.
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									Pop			CPIU			Inflation


						July 1 Pop			Factor			Anch			Factor												FY			Spending Limit


						434,300						89.0															81


						464,300			1.07			94.9			1.07												82			2,851.5


						499,100			1.15			98.3			1.11												83			3,175.0


						524,000			1.21			101.3			1.14												84			3,433.4


						543,900			1.25			104.6			1.18												85			3,680.0


						550,700			1.27			106.8			1.20												86			3,806.2


						541,300			1.25			108.0			1.21												87			3,783.3


						535,000			1.23			108.4			1.22												88			3,753.1


						538,900			1.24			110.2			1.24												89			3,841.5


						553,124			1.27			115.2			1.29												90			4,121.8


						569,300			1.31			121.3			1.36												91			4,469.0


						587,129			1.35			126.1			1.42												92			4,791.3


						597,669			1.38			130.2			1.46												93			5,035.9


						601,555			1.39			133.6			1.50												94			5,201.0


						602,897			1.39			137.0			1.54												95			5,343.3						Actual GF Appropriations


						607,314			1.40			140.8			1.58												96			5,533.8			2,505.1


						609,873			1.40			143.8			1.62												97			5,673.5			2,431.7


						621,400			1.43			145.9			1.64												98			5,865.2			2,359.4


						628,436			1.45			148.2			1.67												99			6,028.1			2,340.2


									- 0						- 0												00			6,053.8			2,317.4


						626,957			1.44			151.4			1.70												01			6,142.8			2,284.8


						635,000			1.46			156.5			1.76												02			6,431.2			2,404.2


						Limit			Pop factor						Infl Factor			FY 00 Spend Limit


						2,500,000,000			1.45						1.67			6,053,750,000


						Convert calendar


						CPIU to


			FY			Calendar			FY


						85.5


			81			92.4			89.0


			82			97.4			94.9


			83			99.2			98.3
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			91			124			121.3


			92			128.2			126.1


			93			132.2			130.2


			94			135			133.6


			95			138.9			137.0


			96			142.7			140.8


			97			144.8			143.8


			98			146.9			145.9


			99			149.5442			148.2


						635,000


			GF			2,404,300,000			3786.2992125984


			TOTAL			5,414,700,000			8527.0866141732


			Total + PFD from Pg 2 Fissum			7,243,700,000			11407.4015748031


									2880.3149606299
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						1995			1996			1997			1998			1999			2000			2001			2002


			1995 CBRF Balance Forecast			2,211.20			1,992.50			1,839.40			1,299.80			701			0


			2000 CBRF Balance Actual and Forecast			2,011.90			2,554.60			3,171.70			3,559.10			2,628.30			2,735.90			3078			2867.7


			2000 CBR Borrowing Actual and Forecast						172.8			68.3			325			1,100.70			297.5			-93.3			336.9


			Estimated CBRF Balance if Minority Amendments Passed									3,154.58			3,481.21			2,422.92			2,276.28			2,188.95			1,395.58
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						Balance						Additions to Balance																											Year						Total						Year End												balance			vs CAFR


			Fiscal			Forward			Beginning												Investment			Total			Change in			To Balance			17(d) Sweep			Balance			End						Fund			Net			Cash									Change in			per																		Interest earnings


			Year			Adjustment			Balance			Total			Contributions			Interest			Earnings (2)			GF liability			GF liability			GF			(excluded) (3)			Adjustments			Assets			GF Liability			Balance			Receivables			Balance			leg audit			dor			Balance			CAFR			error


																					5.8%


			Total through FY99									5,768,345.0			2,439,283.0			2,555,329.0			773,733.0						3,835,963.0			2,144,501.5			519,774.8


															32.1


			1991			0.0			0.0			297,475.0			291,511.0			0.0			5,964.0			10,059.0			10,059.0									5,178.0			292,594.0			10,059.0			302,653.0			1,798.0			290,796.0			290,796.0			291,209.0			290,796.0			302,653.0			0.0									1991			0.3


			1992			(66,165.0)			236,488.0			326,659.0			203,994.0			104,167.0			18,498.0			(86,035.0)			(96,094.0)												649,182.0			(86,035.0)			563,147.0			822.0			648,360.0			648,360.0			624,274.0			357,564.0			563,147.0			0.0									1992			0.6			44.05%


			1993			(744.0)			562,403.0			812,717.0			400,423.0			388,809.0			23,485.0			849,331.0			935,366.0									159,155.0			684,944.0			849,331.0			1,534,275.0			5,523.0			679,421.0			679,421.0			691,387.0			31,061.0			1,534,275.0			0.0									1993			0.7			69.13%


			1994			63,027.0			1,597,302.0			423,243.0			154,286.0			241,763.0			27,194.0			1,418,774.4			569,443.4			368,582.0						11,737.0			613,507.6			1,418,774.4			2,032,282.0			(323,373.0)			936,880.6			936,881.0			940,564.0			257,459.6			2,032,282.0			0.0									1994			0.9			15.14%


			1995			(18,899.0)			2,013,383.0			1,594,033.0			792,919.0			679,131.0			121,983.0			1,702,978.7			284,204.2			22,418.0			95,506.9			89,455.0			1,993,892.3			1,702,978.7			3,696,871.0			(17,980.0)			2,011,872.3			2,011,872.0			2,041,935.0			1,074,991.8			3,696,871.0			0.0									1995			2.0			33.73%


			1996			0.0			3,696,871.0			696,527.0			219,621.0			366,041.0			110,865.0			1,875,813.6			172,834.9			284,873.6			74,352.0			12.0			2,517,596.4			1,875,813.6			4,393,410.0			(37,037.0)			2,554,633.4			2,554,633.0			2,556,183.0			542,761.1			4,393,410.0			0.0									1996			2.6			9.90%


			1997			1,550.0			4,394,960.0			735,656.0			196,294.0			371,936.0			167,426.0			1,958,501.0			82,687.4			0.0			166,019.4			(18.0)			3,172,097.0			1,958,501.0			5,130,598.0			358.0			3,171,739.0			3,171,739.0			3,171,739.0			617,105.6			5,130,598.0			0.0									1997			3.2			8.46%


			1998			0.0			5,130,598.0			731,452.0			149,577.0			212,716.0			369,159.0			2,382,330.5			423,829.5			423,829.5			89,264.1						3,479,719.5			2,382,330.5			5,862,050.0			(79,417.0)			3,559,136.5			3,559,137.0			3,559,137.0			387,397.5			5,862,050.0			0.0									1998			3.6			4.15%


			1999			0.0			5,862,050.0			150,583.0			30,658.0			190,766.0			(70,841.0)			3,427,129.0			1,044,798.5			1,044,798.5			94,632.5						2,585,504.0			3,427,129.0			6,012,633.0			(42,827.0)			2,628,331.0			2,628,331.0			2,628,331.0			(930,805.5)			6,012,633.0			0.0									1999			2.6			3.25%


			2000			0.0			6,012,633.0			562,603.0			238,395.0			361,336.0			(37,128.0)			3,835,963.0			408,834.0			408,834.0			111,438.8						2,739,273.0			3,835,963.0			6,575,236.0			(96,685.0)			2,735,958.0									107,627.0			6,575,236.0			0.0			FY00 CAFR page 140						2000			2.7			6.01%


			2001			0.0			6,575,236.0			256,700.0			45,000.0			0.0			211,700.0			3,748,379.0			(87,584.0)			(87,584.0)									3,083,557.0			3,748,379.0			6,831,936.0			(94,400.0)			3,077,957.0									341,999.0						6,831,936.0									2001			3.1			0.00%


			2002			0.0			6,831,936.0			263,800.0			100,000.0			0.0			163,800.0			4,222,353.0			473,974.0			473,974.0									2,873,383.0			4,222,353.0			7,095,736.0			(94,343.0)			2,867,726.1									(210,230.9)						7,095,736.0									2002			2.9			0.00%


			2003			0.0			7,095,736.0			145,869.0			0.0			0.0			145,869.0			4,939,153.0			716,800.0			716,800.0									2,302,452.0			4,939,153.0			7,241,605.0			(50,000.0)			2,252,452.0									(615,274.0)						7,241,605.0									2003			2.3


			2004			0.0			7,241,605.0			109,028.5			0.0			0.0			109,028.5			5,784,453.0			845,300.0			845,300.0									1,566,180.6			5,784,453.0			7,350,633.5			(50,000.0)			1,516,180.6									(736,271.5)						7,350,633.5									2004			1.5


			2005			0.0			7,350,633.5			63,738.0			0.0			0.0			63,738.0			6,718,953.0			934,500.0			934,500.0									695,418.5			6,718,953.0			7,414,371.5			(50,000.0)			645,418.5									(870,762.0)						7,414,371.5									2005			0.6


			2006			0.0			7,414,371.5			6,900.2			0.0			0.0			6,900.2			7,871,853.0			1,152,900.0			1,152,900.0									(450,581.3)			7,871,853.0			7,421,271.7			(50,000.0)			(400,581.3)									(1,045,999.8)						7,421,271.7									2006			(0.4)


			Figures for 1991 combine the Statutory Budget Reserve Fund with the Constitutional Budget Reserve Fund. The SBR has had a zero balance since 1991.																																																												150,583.0


			Pre 1997 balances are reported at fair market value by the Department of Revenue and at book value in the annual Comprehensive Financial Reports. After 1997, balances are reported at market value so that balance adjustments should no longer be required.						gasb in 97																																																						(42,827.0)


			Additions to the Constitutional Budget Reserve include principal and interest associated with settlements of disputes involving oil revenue. Revenue varies annually. The Department of Revenue anticipates no large settlements after FY00.																																																												(1,044,798.5)


			Investment earnings remain in the Constitutional Budget Reserve. The Department of revenue projects a 5.6 percent rate of return. Estimates of earnings are based on prior year-end assets plus half of contributions less half of anticipated transfers to the						describe settlement and mms																																																						(937,042.5)


			Draws from the Constitutional Budget Reserve are loans to the general fund. At year-end, appropriable balances are swept from various accounts into the Constitutional Budget Reserve. Appropriation bills typically reverse the year-end sweep on the first da						source DOR. Includes unrealized gains and losses.


			Projected Constitutional Budget Reserve draws will change with state revenues and expenditures.





David Teal:
This is the typically quoted CBR balance


David Teal:
concluded years are from CAFR GF liability. Highlighted years are from Fiscal Summary


David Teal:
includes GF surplus of 70,072.8


Bruce Tangeman:
From FY99 CAFR pg 146


David Teal:
p144 cafr


David Teal:
keyed numbers are from July 2000 revenue update.


Bruce Tangeman:
From FY00 CAFR pg 142


Bruce Tangeman:
FY00 CAFR pg 142


David Teal:
$100 million PCE is included as GF liability in FY00 CAFR pg 140


David Teal:
No adjustment for PCE required-it's in the GF liability already


Bruce Tangeman:
FY00 CAFR pg 140


David_T:
PCE endowment removed from cash balance


Bruce Tangeman:
From Spring 2001 Rev Source Book pg 28


Bruce Tangeman:
From Spring 2001  Rev Source Book Updated 6/30/01


David Teal:
transfer to PCE Endowment fund per HB 246 and HB 247. Effective date should have been in FY00, but the transfer occurred 7/3/00
revised 9/12/00 to occur in FY00


Bruce Tangeman:
Plugged number to equal Spring Revenue Forecast Final estimate 6/30/01
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			CBR - 5 year summarized cash-flow as reported in Fiscal Summary


						Ending Balance			Borrowing from CBRF			Amendments						Earnings			Interest			adj end									Earnings if Minority Amendments Passed			Settlements Into CBRF			Ending CBRF Balance			Ending CBRF Balance  with Minority Amendments Aapproved


			1995			2,011,872.3			22.4			- 0						121,983.0			6.06%			2,011.9			(2,009,860.4)						110.9			1,500.2			2,135,333.1			2,013,461.01


			1996			2,554,633.4			284.9			- 0						110,865.0			4.34%			2,554.6			(2,552,078.8)						124.6			551.5			2,665,765.0			2,555,024.60


			1997			3,171,739.0			68.3			16,300.0			16,300.0			167,426.0			5.28%			3,154.6			(3,168,584.4)						166,591.9			566.6			170,442.3			3,322,529.2


			1998			3,559,136.5			325.0			54,300.0			70,600.0			369,159.0			10.37%			3,481.2			(3,555,655.3)						363,528.9			344.0			539,620.3			3,868,384.4


			1999			2,628,331.0			1,100.7			140,500.0			211,100.0			(70,841.0)			-2.70%			2,422.9			(2,625,908.1)						(67,025.8)			50.0			467,728.6			2,419,754.5


			2000			2,735,958.0			456.8			254,900.0			466,000.0			(37,128.0)			-1.36%			2,276.3			(2,733,681.7)						(33,668.8)			448.3			430,592.1			2,447,380.7


			2001			3,077,957.0			(87.0)			365,800.0			831,800.0			211,700.0			6.88%			2,188.9			(3,075,768.1)						186,549.6			45.0			642,424.1			2,898,838.6


			2002			2,867,726.1			484.9			560,800.0			1,392,600.0			163,800.0			5.71%			1,395.6			(2,866,330.5)						131,746.0			100.0			805,839.2			2,438,287.2


						2,252,452.0						- 0			1,392,600.0			145,869.0			6.48%			769.7			(2,251,682.4)


			Projected			As of July 2001





Amanda_R:
From CBR Analysis in Summary of Appropriations


Amanda_R:
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Chart7 PPoint


			1979			1979			1979


			4163.9051454831			1756.0532251344			0


			4590.6097209344			6373.6975520305			0


			5889.2848773497			1803.096656855			1.0105155932


			5708.8616360164			1723.937443226			669.4012412527


			6350.669639483			2159.1769329605			493.3489532159


			1985			1985			1985


			5610.6752946402			987.0236123946			762.928965703


			5018.0995978685			303.2215548091			998.8174214857


			4894.6653894944			504.7108671827			463.7674856102


			5317.2791067843			616.4486651017			1023.0478254916


			1990			1990			1990


			4808.5960491532			805.053227713			1056.0543275637


			4670.2337690672			1126.6366264287			984.9492542049


			4553.4692761963			1216.9829190963			1007.2773648519


			4529.5995111223			371.0379047154			1037.2702947455


			1995			1995			1995


			4070.4589480169			255.2143755194			1127.0799688118


			3914.8049254996			236.1883524556			1275.0427413183


			3679.6071311893			172.7229609147			1467.569972377


			3566.1213405329			184.4128259616			1686.0140256331


			2000			2000			2000


			3305.831365299			240.9044953556			1785.8017107328


			3294.7629341814			364.5632211277			1728.4800467489
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						Real Per			Real Per			Real Per


						Capita			Capita			Capita


			Fiscal Year			Operating			Total			Total + PFD


			1979			4,216			4,854			4,854


			1980			4,164			5,920			5,920


			1981			4,591			10,964			10,964


			1982			5,889			7,692			7,693


			1983			5,709			7,433			8,102


			1984			6,351			8,510			9,003


			1985			5,909			6,938			7,509


			1986			5,611			6,598			7,361


			1987			5,018			5,321			6,320


			1988			4,895			5,399			5,863


			1989			5,317			5,934			6,957


			1990			4,933			5,548			6,682


			1991			4,809			5,614			6,670


			1992			4,670			5,797			6,782


			1993			4,553			5,770			6,778


			1994			4,530			4,901			5,938


			1995			4,275			4,660			5,683


			1996			4,070			4,326			5,453


			1997			3,915			4,151			5,426


			1998			3,680			3,852			5,320


			1999			3,566			3,751			5,437


			2000			3389			3525			5389


			2001			3305.831365299			3546.7358606546			5332.5375713874


			2002			3294.7629341814			3659.3261553091			5387.8062020581


						Operating			Capital, Debt Service and Loans			Permanent Fund Dividends


			1979			4,216			$638			$0


						4,164			$1,756			$0


						4,591			$6,374			$0


						5,889			$1,803			$1


						5,709			$1,724			$669


						6,351			$2,159			$493


			1985			5,909			$1,029			$571


						5,611			$987			$763


						5,018			$303			$999


						4,895			$505			$464


						5,317			$616			$1,023


			1990			4,933			$615			$1,133


						4,809			$805			$1,056


						4,670			$1,127			$985


						4,553			$1,217			$1,007


						4,530			$371			$1,037


			1995			4,275			$385			$1,023


						4,070			$255			$1,127


						3,915			$236			$1,275


						3,680			$173			$1,468


						3,566			$184			$1,686


			2000			3,389			$136			$1,864


						3,306			$241			$1,786


						3,295			$365			$1,728








FY 79-02 Per Cap Spending


																								REAL PER CAPITA APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL 1979-2002


																					General Fund												General Fund																					Permanent Fund Program


																					Operating Appropriations												Total Appropriations									Change												Appropriations


																																										From Prior


									July 1			June																														Year In																														Real Per


									Alaska			Anchor-									Per			Real Per									Per			Real Per						Real Per												PFD																		Capita


			Fiscal						Popula-			age									Capita			Capita									Capita			Capita						Capita						Real Per						Program									Total									Total


			Year						tion			CPI-U						Operating			Operating			Operating						Total			Total			Total						Total						Capita PFD						Cost									Plus PFD									Plus PFD


																		(millions)						(FY 2000 $)						(millions)						(FY 2000 $)																		(millions)																		(FY 2000 $)


			1979						413,700			73.6						860			2,080			4,216						991			2,394			4,854						N/A						0															991									4,854


			1980						419,800			81.3						953			2,269			4,164						1,354			3,226			5,920						22.0%						0															1,354									5,920


			1981						434,300			88.8						1,187			2,732			4,591						2,834			6,526			10,964						85.2%						0															2,834									10,964


			1982						464,300			95.4						1,748			3,766			5,889						2,284			4,919			7,692						-29.8%						0															2,284									7,692


			1983						499,100			97.8						1,868			3,742			5,709						2,432			4,872			7,433						-3.4%						694						219									2,651									8,102


			1984						524,000			101.0						2,253			4,299			6,351						3,019			5,761			8,510						14.5%						500						175									3,194									9,003


			1985						543,900			104.3						2,247			4,131			5,909						2,638			4,850			6,938						-18.5%						571						217									2,855									7,509


			1986						550,700			107.6						2,228			4,046			5,611						2,620			4,758			6,598						-4.9%						745						303									2,923									7,361


			1987						541,300			107.9						1,964			3,629			5,018						2,083			3,848			5,321						-19.3%						947						391									2,474									6,320


			1988						535,000			108.3						1,901			3,553			4,895						2,097			3,919			5,399						1.5%						1,041						424									2,521									6,491


			1989						538,900			109.9						2,111			3,917			5,317						2,355			4,371			5,934						9.9%						1,126						460									2,815									7,093


			1990						553,171			114.7						2,098			3,793			4,933						2,359			4,265			5,548						-6.5%						1,122						482									2,841									6,682


			1991						569,063			121.9						2,236			3,929			4,809						2,610			4,586			5,614						1.2%						1,048						491									3,101									6,670


			1992						586,684			126.0						2,314			3,944			4,670						2,872			4,895			5,797						3.3%						979						488									3,360									6,782


			1993						596,808			130.3						2,373			3,977			4,553						3,008			5,039			5,770						-0.5%						988						525									3,533									6,778


			1994						600,765			133.6						2,437			4,056			4,530						2,636			4,388			4,901						-15.1%						1,007						558									3,194									5,938


			1995						601,646			137.0						2,362			3,925			4,275						2,574			4,279			4,660						-4.9%						988						565									3,139									5,683


			1996						604,966			140.7						2,322			3,839			4,070						2,468			4,079			4,326						-7.2%						1,093						643									3,111									5,453


			1997						609,311			143.9						2,301			3,776			3,915						2,439			4,004			4,151						-4.0%						1,239						749									3,189									5,426


			1998						621,400			146.1						2,239			3,603			3,680						2,344			3,772			3,852						-7.2%						1,444						893									3,237									5,320


			1999						625,676			147.8						2,210			3,533			3,566						2,325			3,715			3,751																		1,045									3,370									5,437


			2000						629,831			149.2						2,135			3,389			3,389						2,220			3,525			3,525																		1,174									3,394									5,389


			2001						633,900			151.4						2,127			3,355			3,306						2,282			3,600			3,547																		1,149									3,431									5,333


			2002						637,943			153.7						2,165			3,394			3,295						2,405			3,770			3,659																		1,136									3,541									5,388


						Population estimates from Department of Labor as of July 1 (beginning of each fiscal year).


						Population for FY 2001 - FY 2002 estimnated by OMB from DOL data.


						Inflation for FY 2001-02 estimated by OMB.


						Appropriation history taken from Legislative Finance 25 year budget history file.  Excludes special one-time approps.


						FY 2002 spending based on authorized budget and Spring Forecast Permanent Fund projections.


			OMB/BP


			6/01/01


																								Year to									Year to


									570,300												Operating			Year Change						Total			Year Change


									586,900									1979			852									1,097


									601,300									1980			960			$108						1,160			($64)


									612,500									1981			1,364			$405						2,587			($1,427)


																		1982			1,706			$342						3,445			($858)


			1991									121.9						1983			1,898			$192			0.11			2,849			$597


			1992									126.0						1984			1,958			$60						3,087			($238)


			1993									130.3						1985			2,111			$153						3,872			($785)


			1994									135.1						1986			2,117			$6						2,832			$1,040


																		1987			1,844			($272)						2,398			$434


																		1988			1,911			$67						2,255			$142


																		1989			2,066			$155						2,358			($103)


																		1990			2,013			($54)						2,288			$70


																		1991			2,286			$274						2,555			($267)


																		1992			2,325			$39						2,772			($217)


																		1993			2,282			($43)						2,661			$110


																		1994			2,282			($1)						3,103			($442)


																		1995			2,485			$203						2,572			$530


																		1996			2,371			($113)						2,506			$66


																					*Negative #s are yr to yr increases.
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CBRF:  The View from Here
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Republican Majority’s

Five Year Fiscal Plan

Was a Success
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State General Fund Per Capita Spending Is Going Down

		Per capita state general fund spending is currently about $3800 per Alaskan. For state services, in today’s dollars, that is $921 less than in FY79 when the oil era began.  Combined operating and capital general fund spending is $1,186 less.



		However, when Permanent Fund dividends are added to general fund spending, the total is $534 more per capita than FY79.
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Senator Dave Donley

Co-Chair Senate Finance Committee

Presentation on

Long-Range Fiscal Plan








