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FISCAL SURVEY OF THE STATES

February 1985, Update

The nation's states ended fiscal year 1984 (FY 1984) with a
balance of about $6.3 billion. Estimates for fiscal 1985 place
the ending general fund balance at about $5.3 billion. These
levels are a welcome turnaround from the historically low
year-end balance of §2 billion in fiscal 1983, However, as
Figure 1 illustrates, the current improvement still leaves the
states with about half of the general fund balances that they
held prior to the recent recession. Expectations based on past
patterns are that the balance will stabilize as states make
adjustments to the improved economy by:

fol repealing the emergency tax increases of the the early 1980s;
o restoring funding to programs that were severely cut;
o funding a few carefully selected program initiatives

demanded by state vofters; and
c allowing their ending balances to grow to more reasonable
levels as buffers against economic uncertainties.

FIGURE 1

Year—End Balances of the States
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National totals, however, mask a wide range in the size and
trend of balances in individual states. In 1984, more than
one-half of the aggregate general fund ending balance was
accounted for by eight states, and in FY 1985, five states are
expected to make up a similar proportion of the total. The
majority of the states still have balances of three percent or
less., Twenty-four states were in this range in FY 1984 and the
number will increase to twenty-eight in 1985, Only 16 states
are expecting general fund balances of greater than 5 percent in
FY 1985, Figure 2 shows the geographic distribution of balances
in percentages for FY 1985,

Year-End General Fund Balance

The size of unobligated balances as a percent of state general
fund expenditures is a significant indiecator of the fiscal
condition of state governments, In establishing credit ratings
for state bonds, financial analysts give close serutiny to this
ratio and other factors indicative of fiscal condition,
Traditionally, analysts have accepbted a five percent ratio of
unobligated balances to expenditures as a reasonable minimum
level,

State balances serve a number of other very important purposes
such as: '

o hedges against economic uncertainty and the resulting
margin of error in revenue and expenditure forecasts;

0 reserves against the unexpected expenses of natural
disasters, court-mandated spending, and liability
awards: and

o working funds to meet the cash flow requirements of the
state.

Annual Expenditure Growth

Compared to the prior year, state general fund expenditures grew
by 8.0 percent in FY 1984, They are expected to grow by 10.8
percent in fiscal 1985, When adjusted for inflation, the
inereases are only 2.8 percent and 5.0 percent respectively,
When looking at individual states, it is important %to note that
some states with biennial budgets (e.g.: Minnesota) allocate aill
capital spending to one year of the cycle. This results in
annual expenditure growth figures which vary considerably from
year-to-year, while underlying operating budgets are more
stable.
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The modest rate of growth in real state spending comes after a
deep recession that forced states to substantially cut budgets
in FY 1982 and 1983. Much of the forced savings came from
deferral of capital expenditures, across-the-board program cuts,
reductions in state agency personnel, and elimination of state
personnel merit and cost-of-living inereases. In FY 1984 and
1885, Governors and Legislators have restored some of these
cuts, They have also recognized widespread citizen demand for
increased education funding, spurred by the report of the
National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at

Risk (April 1983).

Figure 3 clearly shows the sharp reductions in real-dollar state
spending that occurred in fiscal 1982 and 1983. 1In FY 1984,
real spending increased, but was still about two percent below
the base level of FY 1981. It is not until FY 1985 that real
state spending will exceed the 1981 level, and then it will only
be about two percent above the level of four years ago. For
comparison purposes, Figure 3 also shows the steadily rising
level of real Federal spending.

FIGURE 3

Redl Dollar Spending Changes
Base Year: 1981
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Revenue Growith and Tax Changes

Annual revenue growth was strong in FY 1984, showing an increase
of 13 percent over 1983, This was due to the combination of a
stronger than expected economic recovery and the continuation of
tax increases necessitated by the recent deep recession. A much
smaller increase of 7,5 percent is expected in FY 1685, due to
the moderating economy and the reduction of tax rates in a
number of states,

Many states adopted temporary tax measures during the recent
recession to help supplement falling revenue colleections. For
example in 1983, eight states passed major personal income tax
increases and 3 states1passed major sales tax increases, all of
which expired in 1984, These temporary tax changes help
explain both the high revenue growth in FY 1984 and the sharp
decrease in the rate of growth in FY 1985,

During fiscal 1984 there was no c¢lear pattern to state tax
changes. Fifteen states raised revenue by increasing tax rates,
broadening the tax base, making temporary taxes permanent, or
extending a temporary tax inerease. Another 15 states opted to
decrease taxes by reducing rates, narrowing the tax base,
distributing a tax rebate, accelerating scheduled tax decreases,
or allowing a scheduled tax decrease to expire, According to
the Fall 1984 Fiscal Survey of the National Conference of State
Legislatures, these tax actions resulted in raising tax revenue
by $2.8 billion in some states and lowering tax revenue by $1.9
billion in octher states, for an aggregate net gain of less than
one billion dollars.

At the time of publication, 14 states are proposing tax
decreases for fiscal 1986, while 16 states may raise taxes. If
all of these proposals were to be adopted, the decreases would
lower revenues by approximately $1.9 billion, while the tax
increases would raise them by $0.8 billion. Thus, the aggregate
effect of the current proposals would be to lower revenues by
$1.1 billion, or about one-half of one percent, in comparisen to
simply leaving existing tax and revenue laws in place.

Regional Differences in Fiscal QOutlook

Different regions in the country are experiencing différent
economic and budget pressures and not all states are sharing
equally in the recovery. Many energy-producing states, such as
Louisiana and QOklahoma, are now experiencing significant
declines in severance tax revenue due to falling prices for
crude oil, 3Some mineral industries, such as coal, copper and
molybdenum, have not yet rebounded from the recession, causing



localized pockets of high unemployment within producing states.
The Northwest is also experiencing a slower recovery because of
its reliance on lumber and related industries. Finally, farm
states, such as Jowa and Kansas, continue to experience severe
economic stress because of depressed farm prices and high
interest rates,

The strongest recovery is apparently in the Great Lakes and most
Mid-Atlantic states where the manufacturing sector was hard hit
by the recession, but is now showing a strong recovery,
California's economy is also faring well, based on strong growth
in high-teech industries.

In summary, the recession and recovery have had an uneven effect
across the country, The industrial states were the first to
feel the recession and the first to enjoy the recovery. Energy
and mineral-~based states were the last to experience the
downturn and may be the last to recover.

Rainy Day Funds

Currently, 24 states have budget stabilization or reserve funds,
sometimes known as "rainy day" funds. Primarily as a result of
experiences of the last recession, at least ten of these states
adopted rainy day funds during the last three years, Rainy day
funds are designed to set aside revenue while good economic
conditions prevail and then draw~down these reserves during poor
economic times. Reserve funds can help contribute to a state's
countercyclical budget policy by smoothing revenue and
expenditure flows during economic cycles, Rather than being
forced to immediately cut budgets and raise taxes during
recessions, states with such funds can supplement their revenues:
by transferring reserves to the General Fund. Wall Street bond
analysts now take rainy day funds into account when assessing a
state's creditworthiness.

In FY 1988, eleven states had $1 billion set-aside in separate
reserve funds, which are not included in general fund balances.
This was equal to about 3.8 percent of general fund spending in
those eleven states, or about 0.6 percent of spending for all
states. It is projected that in FY 1985, sixteen states will
have accumulated $1.6 billion in their separate reserve funds,
equalling 3.8 percent of their own spending and about 0.9
percent of general fund spending for all states.

It is important to note that eight other states have not created
separate reserve funds, but instead have mandated that a
specified general fund ending balance will be designated and
serve as a rainy day fund.



Generally, both separate and "designated"™ funds serve 2z
different function than d¢ normal general fund ending balances,
General fund balances are primarily used as a cushion against
minor inaccuracies in revenue and expenditure forecasting, or
are used to cover unanticipated expenditures. Rainy day funds
are designed to deal with major changes in economie conditions
and the uncertain timing of economic cyecles,

National Debate on State Surplus Levels

Recently, the press and some federal officials have circulated
accounts and estimates of a developing, sizable budget surplus
at the state and local level. Some of these overly optimistic
views of the condition of the state and local sector arise from
misuse of the National Income and Product Accounts (NIPA).
Others arise from an unrealistic attempt to project future
levels of the NIPA.

National Income and Product Accounts measure gross receipt and
expenditure levels for large sectors of the economy, but do not
measure their fiscal conditions. Several specific problems
exist in the state and local sector NIPA account. First,
capital spending is included in outlays while the borrowing that
finances a sizable portion of such spending is not inecluded in
receipts. Thus a decrease in the proportion of bond supported
capital spending compared to that supported from current
revenues will result in an apparent improvement in the balances
reported by the NIPA. Second, the NIPA do not provide any
breakdown among states nor between state and local levels., This
masks significant differences that exist within the sector,

Furthermore, the accounts do not reflect important aspects of
state and local finance structure. General Operating Fund data
is lumped together with thousands of special funds which are
limited to supporting narrowly defined programs and are often
generated by earmarked revenues, For example, the existence of
a surplus in a state fish and game fund has no relevance in a
discussion of the state's ability to support broad-based
services,

To complicate matters, the one significant breakdown in the
state and local sector -- between "social insurance® and "other
funds" -~ is too often ignored in fisecal discussions,. Social
insurance funds are composed almost entirely of pension funds
that cannot legally be used to support other government
programs,



The national income and product accounts are valuable in
formulating national macroeconomic fiscal pelicy, but are
inappropriate as a measure of the fiscal health of state and
local governments., In fact, the economist responsible for these
accounts has consistently cautioned against using them to
ascertain the sector's fiscal health.

Background and Methodology

The Fiscal Survey of the States series is published by the
National Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO) and the
National Governors' Association (NGA). The series was started
in 1977, and surveys are conducted and published annually, or
when appropriate, semiannually. The Survey presents aggregate
and individual data on the states general fund receipts,
expenditure, and balances. While not the totality of state
spending, these funds are used to finance most broad-based state
services, and are the most important element in determining the
fiscal health of the states,

The field survey on whiech this report was based was taken by the
National Association of State Budget Officers in late calendar
198%. The questionnaires were completed by state budget
officers.

Fiscal 1984 closed for 46 states on June 30,1984, HNew York's
fiscal year ended on March 31, 1984; Texas' on August 31, 198%4;
Michigan's and Alabama's on September 30, 1984, Thus, fiscal
1984 numbers are actuals, but with adjustments possible as a
result of audits, Fiscal 1985 was only partially complete when
the survey was taken, so the data represents projections for the
entire year, Legislative amendment to FY 1985 budgets also
remaing possible, and could result in changes to expenditures
and thus ending balances,

The structure of the survey presumes budgeting identities as
follows:

(1) Beginning Balance + Revenue + Adjustments = Resources
(2) Resources - Expenditures - Transfers = Ending Balance
(3> Ending Balance, Year 1 = Beginning Balance, Year 2

Exceptions to this identity result from rounding and from the
practice in a few states of making adjustments between the
ending balance in one year and the beginning balance in the
next., These exceptions have only a minor impact on the overall
results of the survey,



Reporting concepts within this structure vary from state to
state, as do definitions of what activities are included in the
general fund., Thus, the results of the fiscal survey are not
strictly appropriate for comparisons among states. They are
more appropriate for comparisons over time in the same state,



NOTES

States with temporary personal income tax inereases were:
Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin, Colorado, and South Carolina. States with
temporary sales tax increases were: Colorado, Idaho, and
Nebraska. Utah, Arizona, and Vermont had temporary
inereases that were either made permanent or extended past
the original 1984 expiration date.

Based on information from "State Budget Actions in 1984n,
National Conference of State Legislatures, Denver, Colorado,
September 1984; and on Significant Features of Fiscal
Federalism, 1984 Edition, Advisory Commission on

Intergovernmental Relations, Washington, D.C., forthcoming.



Takle A-

1

BENERAL FUND ENDINS BALANCES BY &Ta TE, 1983 - 198%5
{§ sillions)
FY 1983 FY L1984 FY 1983
STATE Ectimates
ALRBARR [T B B 278 T - i
ALASKA B& 224 (280}
ARTZONA 0 Y 19
ARKANSAS 0 & O
CALIFORNIA {371) 491 b 785
{0L0%ADD 0 3t 5
CONNECTIEUT (48] 0 200
DELAWARE 49 97 121
FLORIDA 121 121 i1
GEORGIA 22 0 0
HAWALT 130 105 178
IDAHD 0 ] ]
ILLINGIS 1o 217 217
INDIANA &0 102 19
10WA B { )
KaNSAS 44 94 88
KENTUCKY 41 E) 32
LOUISIANA 183 52 &
HAINE 2 17 10
MARYLAND 33 18 i5
MASSACHUSETTS b4 19 : 144
HICHIGAN 22 283 2
MINNESDTA 72 375 870
HISB185EPPT 5 i 3
MISEDURL a4 i7? 5
MONTANA al 39 29
NEBRASKA 13 45 b
NEVADA 48 19 45
NEW HANPSHIRE (40) 24 48
NEW JERSEY 98 601 417
HEW MEXICOD 1hé 154 130
KEW YORK 0 ol 102
HORTH CARDLINA 72 253 14
NORTH DAKDTA 43 1o 139
0H10 L1 35 122
QKLAHOHA 17 & 48
OREGDN 22 1 12
PENNSYLVANIA (235} 76 188
RHODE ISLAND 3 32 13
SOUTH CARDLEHR 18 o ] ]
SO0UTH DAKGTA 19 39 33
TENKESSEE 14 147 94
TELAS 1,007 743 394
UTAH 12 81 5t
VERHONT {31) (34} {19)
VIRRIKIA 142 81 4
WASHINGTDN 32 238 K1)
HEST VIRGINIA 62 142 2%
WISCONSIN t182) Jab 326
YYOHING 179 4 ]
TOTAL 2,027 6,344 9,322
DI8T. OF COL. (279) (264} {244)
NOTESY ™~ Daficits are shawn by { T, o T T

Beg FDDTNOTES to Tab

es -3 through A-3 for explanations of ending balances in several states.
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g A-2

ahi
BALAN

LES
FPEXFENRBITURES

GENERAL FUNDS

SEPRKATE REBERVE FUNDS

STATE FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 1985 Fy 1983 FY 1984 FY 1983
ACRBARR ) 138 L - ) —mT
ALASKA 2. 7.7 =7.8% .31 9.6% 8.2%
ARIIONA 0,07 3.0% &7

ARKANSAS 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

CALIFORNIA <271 2.1 3.9

COLORADD 0.0 1,81 3.1

CONNECTICUT ~1.5% 0.0% G 0% 4.6% & 24
DELAWARE 7.0 13.5% 15, 0%

FLORIDA 2.4% 2.1% 1.8

BEORGEA 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%

HAWAL L 9.5 7.6 B.6%

1DARD 0404 1.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.7
ILLINDIG 1.4 2.4% 2,34

INDIANA 2.81 3.8% Qb 241
10k 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0. 4% 0.5%
KANSAS 343 b 4% 5.3%

KERTUCKY LB LT 2.1

LEUISIANA .74 1,43 0. 1%

HAINE 0.3% 2.2 L2% Lol f.4%
NARYLAND i.0% D53 0. 8%

HAGSACHUSETTS 1.5% 0. 4% 2.8% .

HICHIGAN 0,54 3. 3% 0% 0. 1% 0.1% 71.8%
NINKESCTA .04 8.2% tL.8%

HI851851FF1 1.2% 0.8 2%

BISSO0URI 2.4% 8.4 10.4% 1.3}
HONTARA 17, 1% 10, 9% 1.7%

HEBRASKA 2.1 ba 0,73, 4.9% 4.2%
NEVADA 1.9 19,9 .34

HEW HAMPSHIRE ~12.5% 6.0% 12,3

NEW JERSEY 2.1% 9.0% G ok

NEW MEXLCO 12.0% 12,11 9.6% T.4% 6 3% 613
NEHW_YORK 0. 0% 0.3% 0ed%

NORTH CAROLINA 210 b.74 0.3%

NORTH DAKOTA 10.4% 22,9% 25.9%

1 H 0.6% L2 1.4%

BKLAHOMA 0,94 0. 4% 2.9% 13.7% 10.5%
OREGEN 4% 4.8 4.4%

PENNSYLVANIA =3 1% 1.0% 2.2%

RHOBDE ISLAND 0.3 3.51 1.4] 0.3%
SOUTH CARDLINA 0.9% 2,64 0.0% 3.0% .74 4,84
SOUTH DAKOTA b.9% 13. &% 10.3%

TENNESEEE 0.8 L7 2.2

TEAAS 22,0%, 14.91 7.0%

UTAH 1.2% .81 4.4%

YERMONT -3.5% -10.6% ~3 A%

VIRBIRIA 4,04 2,9 2.3% .81
HASHINGTON 0.8% 6.7 0.7% 6.7%
NEST VIRGINIA 4.9 10, 5 £T0

RISCONSIN -4,5% 9.0% 1.8

WYOMING F1 Y L% th. 1% &.0% 31.0% 34.2%
TOTAL 1.3% 3.8% 2.9% 0.3% 0,63 0.9%
DIST. OF COL. “17.2% -14.8% -12.4%

Wifes:

expenditure hase doss nob include transfers.



Table A-3
FY 19B3 BTATE GENERAL FUNDS
{$ aillipns)

o _ RCTUALS

Beginning _ Ending
STATE Balance Revenue  Adjustments  Resources Expenditures Transters  Balance
ACREARA H 1,92 [t:1) 1988 1,535 0 1i
ALASKA 2h6 3,388 91 3,945 3,40 449 b 84
ARTZIONA 8 1,505 15 1,588 1,568 ) ]
ARKANSAS 0 1,143 0 1,148 1,140 b 0
CALIFORNIA (3 21,233 0 21,230 24,718 70 {591)
COLERADD 15 1,429 99 1,343 1,943 0 0
CONKECTICUT {40) 3,234 0 3,194 3282 0 (48)
IELAWARE a1 487 0 738 489 0 49
FLOR1DA 237 4,99 0 3,201 §,130 0 {2
BEORGIA 3 3,872 " 3,480 3,638 0 22
HAKATT 210 1,283 12 1,475 LG ] 130
IDAHO 0 414 0 41h 414 0 0
ILLINDIS 187 8,437 | 8,424 7,834 &80 1o
INDIANA 0 24280 0 2,260 2,149 & &0
10HA 22 1,845 0 1,B47 1,858 ] B
KANSAS 80 1,364 14 §,457 i, 413 0 44
KENTUCKY 19 2,208 76 2,303 24262 0 il
LIOUTIRIANA 2N 3,817 a0 4,138 34897 100 181
HAINE 19 478 19 116 695 19 2
HRRYLAND 154 3,09 8 3,260 3,227 ] 5
HASEACHUSETTS § 4,718 ) 4,723 4,429 230 b
NICHIGAN b 4,919 0 4,925 4,834 47 22
RINNESOTA (598) 4,384 i1 3,799 3,584 144 72
HIGS1ESIPPI 39 1,183 7 1,232 1,217 0 15
HISE0URI 42 2,214 1 2,279 2,225 0 o4
NINTANA 34 314 42 390 333 0 i
NEBRASKA {14 7:8 4 744 731 0 5
HEVADRA 46 379 42 487 §44 (6) 48
HEW HAMPSHIRE {331 312 10 289 320 q {40
NEW JERSEY ki 4,484 {12 4,781 8,455 0 %
HEW MERICD 209 1,343 0 {02 1,385 0 164
REW YORK h2 16,951 500 17,543 14,533 989 0
HORTH CAROLINA 109 3,404 0 3,512 3,441 0 n
KORTH DAKOTA 109 303 0 442 415 4 43
] 30 7,0b4 {23) 7,093 7,049 ] 4
DKLAHONA 296 1,404 ¢ 1,900 1,883 0 17
OREGON 8 1,402 0 1.610 1,588 0 22
PENNSYLVANIA 7 7,321 4] 7,349 7,404 0 {2331d
RHODE ISLAND 3 850 B Ba1 fiid 0 3
SBUTH CARDLINA 4 1,970 0 1,974 1,538 20 a 18
SOUTH DAKDTA 20 275 0 9 276 0 19
TENNESSEE 32 1,822 0 1,854 1,831 9 14
TEXAS 1,33} 8,220 (2,08718 1,494 4,974 L ¢ 1,007
UTAH 33 902 43 378 Dh4 2 i2
VERMONT {0 293 294 324 ] {30
VIRGINIA 213 3,029 0 3,242 24531 b0 102
WASHINGTON 241 3,793 0 4,003 3,900 12 32
HEST VIRGINIA 78 1,255 20 14353 1,271 0 62
WISCONSIN 24 3,B14 30 3,892 4,074 0 (182)
WYONING 157 a2 0 329 350 0 ¥4}
TOTAL 4,194 158,758 (778} 142,174 154,703 T84 2,027
DIST. OF CBL. {51  (294) 1,778 0 1,778 1,422 136 (279)

ROTES:




FODTNOTES FOR FY 1985 GENERAL FUND DETAIL

Transfer to a budget reserve fund,

&K - Includes $400 transfer to Permanent Fund.

LA - Set-aside in special reserve fund,

PA - Governor and legislature agreed en plan to fund this deficit in the next fiscal year.

1Y ~ Transfer of dedicated revenues to other funds,

T¥ - Transfer to Foundation School Progras,

OC - Cuaulative balances include “pre-home rule deficits.” Other figures are strictly ansual,
Transfers include retirement of $17.0 of the cumulative debt and an adjustment to GAAP.

i = M o oy S



Table A-4
FY 1984 STATE BEMERAL FUNDS
(% nillions)

Beginning . Ending
STATE Balance Revenue  Adjustments  Resources Expenditures Transters  Balance
ALABARA i 203 €3] 2T T.954 9 213
ALASKA g4 3,390 (27 3,450 2,924 300 b 224
ARIZONA 0 1,833 70 1,903 1,847 ] Fh
ARKANGAS 0 1,344 {105) 1,262 {262 0 0
CALIFORNIA (391 23,809 144 23,359 22,869 0 9«
COLORADD 0 1,738 0 1,738 1,707 0 3
CONNECTICUT {48) 3,840 (3 3,789 34624 165 4]
DELAMARE 49 79 ! 818 721 0 '
FLOAIDA 12 9,769 ) 3,890 3,769 0 121
BEDREIA 26 3,983 0 3,961 3,961 ] 0
HAWRIT 130 1,353 9 1,494 1,389 0 103
IDRHG 0 500 (3 497 484 4a 9
ILLINDIS 110 §,707 0 9.817 8,878 122 217
IHDIANA &0 2,992 g 3:057 2,473 282 102
10WA ] 1,974 0 1,982 1,982 0 ]
KANGAS 52 d {547 0 1,59% 1,503 0 9%
KERTUCKY 41 2,364 43 2,468 2,427 0 4
LOULGTANA 184 3,992 167 3,880 3,828 0 52
HAINE 2 178 12 789 734 16 17
MARYLAND 33 3,418 2 3,453 3,430 9 18
MASSACHUSETTS b4 5,004 0 G¢068 4,894 154 19
HICH1GAN 20 9,59 0 J.616 5,332 0 283
NINNESOTA 12 54049 1} 3,137 4,360 203 35 ¢
NISS1551PP] 15 1,333 0 1,348 1,337 0 i1
HIGSOURI 34 2,494 8 24006 2,354 1 199 ¢
HORTANA 83 g 330 3 3% 357 ! 39
NEBRASKA 15 782 0 797 152 0 45
HEVADA 49 475 0 474 393 0 79
NEW HAMPSHIRE [h) 2n 457 49 879 400 a5 24
NEW JERBEY 96 7,079 51 7,287 kbbb ] a01
NEW MEXICO 146 1,259 9 1,425 1,274 0 154
HEW YORK 0 19,089 253 19,322 17,620 1,651 51
NORTH CAROLINA 12 3,957 ] 4,0 3774 ) 283
NORTH DAKOTA 43 532 0 975 480 {L5) 110
OHID 44 8,134 {9411 8,082 1,778 11 93
(KLAKONA {7 1,559 25 1,601 1,554 39 f
OREGDN 23 1,539 ] {562 1,491 0 It
PENNSYLVANIA {235) ] 8,297 45 8,068 7,991 ] T4
RHODE 1SLAND 4 935 0 739 202 5 32
SOUTH CAROLINA i8 2,228 0 2,248 2,1 80 a 53
SOUTH DAKOTA 19 308 0 327 287 ] 19
TENNESSEE (k) 14 2,070 0 2,084 1,811 26 147
TEXAS 1,007 8,974 0 9,981 5,994 4,245 743
UTAH 12 1,117 23 1,154 1,073 0 81
VERMONT {31) 333 1 303 i 0 (38)
VIRGINIA 102 3,43 0 3,938 2,844 10 81
RASHINGTON 32 4,033 0 4,065 3,809 0 254
WEST VIRBINLA 42 1,434 0 1,498 1,354 0 142
HISCONGIN (1821 4,329 44 4,353 4,040 23 360
WYIHING 179 363 {113) 427 355 b8 4
T0TAL 2,087 179,524 bib 182,198 167,007 8,845 by344
DIST, OF €OL. T11  (279) 1,720 0 1,920 1,789 131 {264

HGTESF"NE?aEive BrEries and deficita ara shown ib [ 1. _ _
A1l entries are subjeck to minor revisions based upon final audits,



FOOTHATES FOR £Y 1984 GENERAL FUND DETAIE

Includes transfer to a budget reserve fund.

AK - Trapster to Persanent Fund.

EA -~ $427 designated as Reserve for Economic Uncertainity; $63 for appropriations carried forward.

k8 - Cash halance

BN - Includes $250 in budget reserve fund and $122 of appropriations carried forward,

HO - $120 minieus required to seet cash flow demands.

N7 - Ditference froe FY B3 ending balance is due to change to BAAP.

NH - ‘Equity’' balances, including reserves for entumbered and unexpended eppropriations.

OH - Dutstanding obligations from prior years.

PA - Megative balance froa FY 83, eliminated in ‘B4 Bovernor's budget,

TN - Beqinning Balance includes #10, and Ending Balance includes #50, in Revenue Fluctuation Reserve.

BE - Cumulakive balances include *pre~home rule deficits.” QOther figures are strictly annual.
Transters include retirement of $15.2 of the cumulative debt and an adjustsent to GAAP.

banll Ll S T - T T B~ R I - - T



Table A-5
FY 198% STATE GENERAL FUNDS
{$ aillions!

STRTE

ACRBARR™

ALASKA
ARTZONA
ARKANSAG
CALIFORNIA

EOLORADD
CORNECTICHT
DELANARE
FLORIDA
BEORGIA

HAWATT
1DAHD
ILLING1S
INDIANA
106A

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUTSIARA
HAINE
HARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS
HICRIGAN
HINNESOTA
HISBIBSIPPI
RIBSOURT

HONTANA
HEBRASKA

REVADA
NEW HAKPSHIRE (gl
NEW JERBEY

NEW HEXICD

NEH YDRK

HORTH CARCLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
0H10

DKLAHDNA
OREGGK
PENNSYLYANIA
RHODE ISLAND
S0UTH CARDLINA

GOUTH DAKOTA
JENNESSEE [j1
TEIAS

UTAH

VERMONT
VIRGINIA
HASHIKGTON
HEST YIRGINIA
HISCONSIN
HYORING
TOTAL

DIST, OF COL. [k]

o _ ESTINATER
Beginring , Ending
Balante Revenue  Adjustments  Resources Expenditures Transfers  Balance
218 YL (&1 pI%1:2 Y 8- ] [62=""
224 3,318 &7 3,608 3,583 00 b (280
Jh 2,130 9 2,184 2,107 0 79
0 1,442 {104) 1,338 1,334 0 0
491 26,077 ) 24,368 23,382 0 783 c
A 1,867 0 1,898 1,784 39 93
¢ 3,858 {2) 3,858 3,654 0 200
97 833 0 230 809 0 i2
12{ 64275 0 4,390 b,283 0 1§31
0 4,302 0 4,302 4,302 0 0
105 1,470 3 1,412 §,484 0 128
bl 485 b4 558 558 0 0
217 7,994 ) 10,211 9,294 740 211
102 3,287 ] 3,389 3,024 344 4 19
0 2,138 0 2,134 2,103 34 a 0
96 1,657 0 1,753 1,665 0 Bl
4 2,49 17 2,852 2,900 0 52
32 4,150 80 d 4,232 4,24 0 &
17 827 16 Ehy 833 16 10
18 3,783 ] 3,801 3,785 0 15
1y 5,508 0 94529 5,223 159 144
283 Jy572 0 3,855 9467 387 a 2
31 9283 12 3,640 4,848 222 370 e
i1 1,414 0 1,427 1,39 0 3l
199 2,714 9 2,913 2,872 82 a 289 ¢
39 Ik 0 403 3Th 3 29
45 810 0 453 849 9 &
79 448 0 24 481 ) 43
24 398 ] 427 391 an 48
b0} 7,400 9 #,001 7,084 0 417
154 1,324 0 1,479 1,349 0 130
g h 20,908 148 21,054 19,679 1,326 102
253 4,278 ] 4,531 4,517 0 14
1o Ghb ) b74 a37 0 139
95 7,083 ta7l 3,091 8,674 93 122
b 1,703 0 1,709 1,641 0 48
) 1,459 (10) 1,720 1,648 0 12
4 8,614 40 8,730 8,542 0 e
32 730 18 1,000 984 3a 13
a5 2,350 0 2,405 2,408 ] ]
N 313 )] 354 321 0 3
147 2,442 )] 2,389 2,447 a8 7]
743 10,563 0 11,303 9,694 5,216 354
81 1,208 0 £,289 1,238 0 51
(361 an 0 EL31 340 0 {1
8! 3,702 0 3,783 3,657 0 Bb
256 4,113 0 4,349 4,339 0 30
142 1,447 0 1,589 1,343 0 2h
340 4,506 a7 4,523 4,5% 0 326
4 370 0 374 322 0 74
by 344 192,928 345 199,367 185,045 9,281 3,322
{264) 2,074 0 2,074 1,575 160 (284)

AOTES: Negative entries and deficifs are shown in (.
% entries are subject to acdification through legislative ammendaent

Al



FODTNOTES FOR FY {985 GENERAL FUND DETALL

Includes transfer to a budget reserve fund,

AK - Depasit to Permanent Fund.

ER ~ $970 designated as Reserve for Econosic Uncertainity; $15 far appropriations carried forward.

LA - Disputed petroleum royality payment.

WA - Includes $375 in reserve fund, $50 in special school fund, and #3 of appropriations carried forward,

HO - $130 ainimua required to aeet cash flow demands

NH - "Equity’ balances, including reserves far encuabered and unexpended appropriations.

NY - Reserved for unanticipated defititsy not otherwise available for expenditure.

PR - Governor has proposed funding & budaet reserve fund and a tax reduction froa this balance.

TN - Beginning and Ending Balances include $50 in Revenue Fluctuation Reserve Fund.

OC - Cumulative balances include "pre-hose rule defirits.* ther figures are strictly annual.
Transfers include retirement of $20,1 of the cusulative debt.
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Table A-4
ANARLYSBIS OF ESTIMATED EYPENDITURE CHANGES
{percent change year to year)

-------- FY 1983 to 1984 --~m-—-- ~——————- F{ 1984 tp {985 -~~w-—--
STATE Noainal Real Hominal Real
ACABRAA 1.5 1.1 3T 15.0%
ALASKA ~{4.2% -18.3% 22.5% 16,2
BRIZONA 16,31 16,8% 14,13 8.1%
ARKANSAS 10.7% YA 8,74 0.4%
CALIFORNIA 8.4 0,1 1.9 £, 0%
£OLORADD 10,8% .43 4,5 ~0.9%
EONNECTICUT 11.8% b.5% 0.9% -4,4%
BELAWARE 4,47 ~0.3% 12.2% .41
FLORIDA 12.5% I} 8.9 3.3
BEDRGIA 8.31 K} B.&% 2.9%
HAWATL 3.3 ~1.74 . 8% 1.3%
10AHD 16.3% 10.8% 15.31 %.31%
ILLINDIS 13.3% 7.9 4.2% ~1.2%
INDIANA 2441 1B.5% 13.2% 7.31
10WA b 7% 164 b.1% 0. 5%
KANSAS 6.4% 1.3 10.8% 50%
KENTUCKY 7.3 2:.2% 0% -2, 3
LOUISTANA -0, 8% -0.5% 10.9% Si%
MAINE 8.8% 382 10.2% 4.4%
HARYLAND 6.4% 1.4% 10,21 4.5%
MABSACHUSETTS 10,54 .24 474 1.2%
MICHIGAN 10.3% 5.0 2.5% -2.81
HINNESDTA 27.74 21.2% 8.3% 0.8%
MIS51551PRT 9.9% 4,71 4.4 -1.0%
K1550URT 5.9% ) 0.8% 9.2% 3.9%
MONTARA 7.2% 2.1% i 5.3% -0, 21
NEBRASKA 2.9% ~2.0% 12.9% 7.0
NEVADA ~11,1% ~15.34 21.9% 15.5%
NEH HAHPSHIRE 23.0% 19,13 ~2.3 -7.3%
HEW JERSEY 43.2% 36, 5% 13.8% 7.8%
NEW MEXICO -8.24 ~12.61 bu1% YA
NEW YORK bob? 1.5 f1.7% ’ 9%
KORTH CAROLINA 9. 7% 4, 5% 19.6% 13.44
NORTH DAKGTA 15.7% 10.2% 11.9% , 8.0
DHIG 10.3% TRV 11.6% 5.81
OKLAKOHA -17.4% -28.30 b7 {28
(REGON ~b,1% -10.41 10.5% 5.8y
PENNSYLVANIA S04 g.1% b.9% 1,31
RHDDE 15LAND 514 013 .14 34
SOUTH CARBLINA 9,0% 3.8 13.9% 8.0%
SOUTH DAKDTA 4.0% -1.04 11.8% 8.0%
TENNEGSEE 4.4 ~Qa b 28.0% a 21.4%
TEYAS 9.14 3.9% 14.0% g.1%
UTAH 11.3% B 0% 15, 4% 9.4%
VERMONT 4,4% -0.5% b, 3% 0,74
VIRBINIp % 10. 1% 4,81 7.0 Lol
NASHINGTON ~2.3% ~7.0% 13.9% B.0%
WEST VIRSINIA &7 1.47 15.3% 9.3%
HISCONSIN -1 4% -6 3% 14.6% 8.4%
HYORING 1,41 ~3.4% -9.34 ~-14.0%
TOTAL 8.0% 2.8% 16.8% 5.0%
DIST. OF COL. 10,34 Gel% 10.4% 4,67

ROTESy EecTudes Transfers onless nofed wiEhE.

1984 Deflakor: Fa 01
1985 Deflatar: S5

& TH - Reflects major program improvements and salary increases for public education.



Table #-7
BUDGET STABILIZATION & RES
{Ending Balances, % &

- D ] -

ERV
ilion

E FUND BALANCES
iliions)

STATE FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 17835
Estigates

s ow
BRI 2008 ’ @ 7
ARKANGAS
CALIFORNIA

COLORADD

CONNECTICUT 163 189
DELARARE

FLORIDA

BEORGIA

HAKATL

1DAKD 3 4
ILLINDIS

INDIANA 63
10KA 8 10

KANSAS
KENTULKY

NAINE i
HARYLAND ? 122

HASSACKUSETTS

MICHLGAN 3 4 405
KINNESOTA

MI85ISBIPPI

HISS0URT 3 a

g
‘37

NEVADA : % a

NEW HAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

HEW HEX1L0 HIN ‘ 82 82
NEW YORK

HORTH CARDLINA

NORTH BAKOTA

(H10

OKLARONA 213 a 178 a
DREGON

PENNGYLVANTA

RHODE 1SLAND 3
SQUTH CAKOLINA 58 98 3]

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAR

VERNONT

VIRGINIA 23
KASHINGTON 30
WEST VIRGINIA

RISCORGIN
WYOHING 21 110 ' 110

TOTAL 501 {,015 1,401

DIBY. OF COL.

ROTEST ™ O0ES AT~ TACCODE " RESERTE "SACARCES AECE A TRIR " GERERAC FORDS TR SEQERARC STATES:
See Footnotes to Bemeral Fund tables for these reserve designations.

a ~ Cash Flow Reserve, not included in general fund balance.



