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ACIR staff members--Susannah Calkins, Michael Lawson, and
Bruce McDowell--prepared this report. They were assisted by
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THE AGRICULTURAL RECESSION:
ITS IMPACT ON THE FINANCES OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Highlights

The agricultural recession has been widely reported. Although
much has been written about its causes and its effects upon individual
farmers and their communities, little attention has been paid to its
effects upon the financial health of state and local governments.
However, Senator David Durenberger has observed that:

My experience in Minnesota and throughout the country

strongly suggests that the current agricultural re-

cession, and its effects on the broader rural economy,

are beginning to affect——and will increasingly hamper—

the abilities of local governments in rural areas to

raise sufficient revenues to finance basic pudlic

services like education, public safety, and transporta-

tion.

In December 1985, Senator Durenberger and other members of the

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations asked the staff
of the ACIR to make a quick reconnaissance study. It was suggested
that this study could provide a basis for the more detailed analysis
about to be undertaken by the newly-formed Commission on Agricultural
Policy. The ACIR staff was directed to examine intergovernmental issues
and analyze readily available sources of data. In addition, the staff
was instructed to identify issues which the new Commission might wish
to examine and data sources which might be relevant to their work.

This brief ACIR study focuses on ten sample farm-dependent states

in the North Central, Plains, and South regions. As an integral part
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of the study, a series of indicators was chosen to show the degree of
fiscal stress experienced by state and local governments in these
states. On the basis of the indicators, the study finds that:

o Local governments in North Dakota and Montana show
signs of fiscal stress, and the state governments
in these two states are facing financial strains
that may limit their ability to help shield their
localities from the combined effects of the farm
recession and the drop in energy prices.

o Local governments in Iowa and Nebraska also show
signs of fiscal stress; in addition,their state
governments are experiencing some financial stress.
State help in dealing with local conditions stemming
from the farm crisis is more likely here than in
North Dakota and Montana, but the states will not
find it easy.

o Local governments in Missouri apparently are fiscally
stressed, but the state 1is not. Thus, the state may
be in a better position to help shield its local
governments from the farm recession.

o Localities in Arkansas, Minnesota, and Mississippi
show few signs of increasing fiscal stress, although
the state governments in these three cases do appear
to be financially strained. If further local stress
should develop, state help might be problematic.

o Localities in Georgia appear to be relatively trouble
free, and so does the state.

0 Local governments in the heavily farm-dependent
counties of the ten sample states will be hurt more
than those in other counties by the planned termi-
nation of federal revenue sharing later this year.
These governments--as is typical of smaller goven-
ments--receive a larger proportion of federal grants
in the form of general revenue sharing, rather than
categorical grants-in-aid.

o Most of the farm counties are more dependent on state
aid than their nonfarm counterparts.
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0 Because of the inherent “"stickiness” of property tax
asgessment levels, most farm counties in the sample
have yet to register substantial drops in property
tax revenue. However, over time, the significant
deterioration in the property tax base will be
reflected in diminished property tax collections.

o In striking contrast to the relative stability of
local property tax revenues, major state revenue
sources——especially the general sales and income
taxes--exhibit a high degree of sensitivity to the
changes in the state economy. The vulnerability of
state revenue systems to the decline in the farnm
econonmy is strikingly illustrated by the recent
sharp drop in revenue flows in Nebraska, North
Dakota, and Montana.

© Because of the high sensitivity of state revenue sys-
tems to economic fluctuations, the most immediate
threat posed by the farm crisis for local governments
will come in the form of reductions in state aid to
localities. Reductions in sid to local school systenms
have already taken place in several states--Iowa,
Nebraska, Arkansas, and Montana.
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THE AGRICULTURAL RECESSION:
ITS IMPACT ON THE FINANCES OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Definigg Fiscal Stress

Fiscal stress is certainly an arguable concept; it can be defined
in a variety of ways. Viewed in absolute terms, fiscal stress of an
individual government would be apparent if that government were unable
to provide an adequate level and quality of public services at a
reasonable level of taxation. However, this definition raises further
questions: what are adequate levels of services or reasonable levels
of taxation? VieQed in relative terms, a fiscally-stressed govern~
ment would be unable to provide services that are roughly equivalent
to services available to citizens in other jurisdictions——at roughly
equivalent levels of taxation. Yet, relative stress can be viewed in
a more pragmatic way—fiscal stress is apparent vwhen a rather sudden
decline in revenue receipts forces the jurisdiction to cut its

expenditure levels. This view of fiscal stress has been adopted.

Methodology

In sorting through many diverse sources of information about the
condition of the ten sample states (selected'in consultation with the
staff of the Senate Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee), it

became apparent that several indicators of present or potential fiscal
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stress could be pulled together for each of the states, for their

local governments in general, and for the local governments in the

most farm~dependent counties in those states. While recognizing

that the best indicators of fiscal stress would be significant decreases
in the levels of local services, such indicators are not available.

Most of the indicators used are revenue data, which serve as crude
proxies for potential cuts in services.

Three tables summarizing these measures of fiscal stress led to
the general findings stated in the Highlights at the beginning of this
report. Data presented in these three tables are examined in greater
detafl in this oection of the report, after a brief description of the
sample drawn for this quick study.

Nationwide, there are 702 counties that derived 20X or more of
their total labor and proprietor income from farging/ranching'during
1975-79 (Exhibit A). As the exhibit shows, these counties are largely
in the North Central, and Plains states, with others scattered in the
Northwest and throughout the South. Of the 10 states chosen for this
-'preliminary.analysis, seven are in the main concentration in the mid-
section of the nation, while the other three are in the south.

The farm-dependent counties in the sample North Central and
Plains states (Iowa, Kansas, ﬁinnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
and North Dakota) were chosen for their concentratfions on grain——among

the hardest hit sector of the agricultural economy. The southern



EXHIBIT A

702 FARMING-DEPENDENT COUNTIES

20 percent or more of total labor and proprietor income
wvas from production farsing/ranching during 197579,

Source: Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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states were added to the sample to provide some comparison with other

types of farming and different traditions of state and local government.
Even these sanple states and counties vary from one another

considerably in their degree of farm-dependence. Table 1 (page 8)

ranks the ten states by their ;ercentage of all personal income in

each state that comes from farms (ranging from almost 102 in North

Dakota to less than one percent in Montana, against a national average

of 1.437), and Table 3 (page 15) shows the proportion of counties in

each state meeting the farm dependency criteria (ranging from 72X in

North Dakota to 20X in Georgia).

Indicators of State Fiscal Stress

Local finances are closely linked with state finances because
local governments unable to raise revenues sufficient to provide
necessary services from their own revenue sources are likely to
turn to their state governments for fiscal assistance. The extent
to which states can assist their troubled governments depends on
both the financial well-being of the state as a whole and the insti-.
tutional arrangements between state and local governments—-e.g.,
state aid to local governments, the formulas on which those grants
are based, and the historical pattern of state assistance to local
governments. Table 1 examines this second topic.

| The states are arrayed in order of the importance of farm income
as a percentage of all state personal income (column 1). The data in

column 1 indicate the degree of exposure of the state government to



Indicators of Flecal Strees for 10 Selected State Govermmente

(1) - (2) &) (%) (5) (6) &)
Percentage Energy & State Changes in
State of all State Mineral Budget State Funding
[Ranked on Peraonal Percent Change in Rev. as a X Cuts Since for Education Fiscal
the Basis of Incone State Revenue of Own-Source FY86 Budget Since 1986 Stress
Farm Dependence] Prom Farms  1984-85 1985est. GCen. Revenue  Adopted Budget Adopted Apparent
U.S. Average 1.432 9.1 4.92 n.a. 17 n.a. n.a.
North Dakota 9.88 1.1 {f19.s 22.0 x] Decreased Yes
Towa 6.96 [ 2.9 8.4 0.4 O I—DEA Yeo
Nebraska 6.88 2.7 ] 7.9 1.5 & Secreased] Yes
Arkansas A0 13.2 [ 3.3 1.5 [x] Decreased Yes
Kansas 4.02 6.8 1.4 S.4 Increased Yes
Georgia 3.3 © 4.4 7.7 0.1 Increased No
Minnesota 3.34 [ 3.04] -4.3 1.3 [:] Increased Yes
Misstesippi 3.28 4.1 7.7 5.3 [:] No Change Yes
Missouri 1.30 9.8 6.4 2.6 Increased No
Montana 0.91 T 9.8 -4.2 21.1 [:] Decreased Yes

Sources:

Notes:

= Indicator of actual or potentisl fiscal stress.

Farm income data based on Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business, August 1983;: Percentage
increase in state tax revenue for 1985 based on Census, State Tax Revenue in 1985, February 1986; Percentage
change in state general fund revenue in FY 86 and information on state aid to education based on telephone
conversations with gtate officials, March 1986. All 1986 estimates made between Novewber 1983 and March
1986. ACIR staff compilation end calculations.

KS: Estimates made as of November 1986 and incorporate a drop in oil prices from $27/bbl. to $20/bbl. Because

ofl

prices have fallen well below $20/bbl., the 1986 estimate is probably too high.

MN: There was a 10X surcharge on individual income tax still in effect for the first half of Y 85, making the
1986 decrease more pronounced than it otherwise would be.

NE: Festimates made as of February 1986 and assuwe an increase in the individual income tax from 19% to 20% of
federal tax liability.

-e-
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financial problems experienced by many farmers and farm-related
businesses. However, a high percentage of personal income derived
from farming is not necessarily an indication of state fiscal stress.
For example, a state that has a significant percentage of its personal
income derived directly from farming also may have an even greater
percentage of its personal income from economic sectors that are
enjoying robust economic growth. Furthermore, it must be recognized
that some farmers-particularly those carrying large high-interest
debts—are affected more adversely than others by the current farm
Tecession.

The data in §olumns 2 and 3 display the rate of growth in state
revenues during the last two years; they may be compared with the
national average which is given at the top of the column. If a
state's revenues do not keep pace with population growth, inflation.
and the traditional demand for public services, undoubtedly the
fiscal stress of a state govermment will increase. The fact
that a number of the selected states have rates of revenue growth
well below the naticnal average gives a strong indication that
the revenue bases of these states were not growing at a rate
necessary to continue full financing of many state and local
programs. In fact, North Dakota, Nebraska, and Montana have
experienced actual reductions in state revenues without reductions
in state tax rates. Among the states surveyed, only Minnesota
enacted a reduction in state tax rates (after an earlier increase)

and experienced a drop in collections.



The inclusion of data on energy and mineral revenue as a
percentage of own source general revenue (column 4) initially may
seem incongruous with this attempt at identifying the fiscal stress
in agriculturally dependent states. However, several of the sample
states--most notably North Dakota and Montana, but also Kansas
and Mississippi-—derive significant portions of their state revenues
either directly from oil and energy industries in the form of
severance taxes or royalty fees, or indirectly from the economic
resources that energy industries provide in the state. With the
recent dramatic drop in oil prices, governments in states with a
high dependence én energy industries will be affected adversely.
The problems caused by drops in state revenue due to falling energy
prices will be particularly acute for states already affected by
the agricultural recession.

Cuts in the FY 1986 budget made after the budgets were enacted
(columns 5 and 6) present direct measures of the fiscal stress of
the selected states. Note that of the 17 states nationwide that
have enacted such cuts, seven are represented in the ten states
selected for this study (column 5). Cuts in state aid to
education (column 6) provide an even better measure of fiscal stress
because education is generally considered to be the most popular
state-local program--drawing large amounts of support from middle
class taxpayers and various-education interest groups. Typically,
education is one of the last government functions to be cut in

austere times.
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Based on these data, it appears that only two of the states
in the ten-state sample are not experiencing some degree of fiscal
stress--Georgia and Missouri (Table 1, column 7). Based on the
factors identified in columns 1-6, North Dakota and Montana are
facing fiscal stress on two fronts. In the case of North Dakota,
not only does it have one of the highest percentages of state
personal income derived from farming, but it also has one of
the nation's highest percentages of state own-source revenue
drawn from severance taxes and royalty fees. The overall budget
cuts and the cuts in aid to education were forced by the precipitous
drop in state reveﬁues in FY 86 as evidenced in column 3.

While Montana's indicators read much the same as North Dakota's,
its lesser dependence on agriculture makes its fiscal position
slightly better than that of North Dakota.

According to the indicators, the states of Iowa, Nebraska,
Arkansas, Kansas, Minnesota, and Mississippl also exhibit some
fiscal stress. All of these states have sluggish rates of growth
~'in their state revenues, and all but Kansas have made cuts in

their FY 1986 budgets.

Indicators of Local Fiscal Stress.

The fiscal condition of local governments in the 10 sample
states is set forth in Table 2. One key indicator of existing
local fiscal stress is shown: the change in local revenue is
shown both for own-source general revenue and for tax revenue.

Four indicators of potential vulnerability to fiscal stress
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 TABLE 2
—— Fiscal Profiles of Local Governments in Ten Selected States
Stress Indicat;rs H i Potentials for Increased Stress
Change In Federal
Local Revenues Aid as !State Aid Dependence: 1984, Property
1982-84 1/ % of All} (% of General Revenue) 3/, Tax as | Fiscal Local
---------- Seeccecee! Local ecemeceerccccccccccccacctol § OWn- Home State Fiscal
©cal Govts. om- ! General Source | Rule 5/ Piscal
QASelected Source Gen.! Tax Revenue! All {County {Muni.{School{Revenues;---~--=== Stress (Stress
..-Ees Revenue !Revenue! 1984 2/!Local| Only {Only | Only | 1984 &4/{City; Co.iApparent 6/ Apparent
-------- cscoccccenalecresce locanccteleccanlesncneclocccclececanlacenecToleccntanceleocecccccciiencnaanaa.
8. Avg. 20.4%! 19.1%! ° 6.5%} 32.7! 32.0{ 19.6] S51.6] A7.1%} 3.2} 3.7} n.a. ! n.a.
bl T T lepococep ! cnccanes - cossveslaswenlecvcaass coness corn  cone [ cocnscsncovas cacsssse
lorth Dak, ) i .[::::Er q [s. . .
ota o} @5 s3] 16.8i[56.q 5.1  3.5[ed  ws YES
owa ) ' =
1.0 [129]  s.af 3.2f 23.00 2e.2f s0.4 EB; YES YES
ebraska 17.0% ' s.6x! 20,60 18.1} 13.7! 28.0f [s2.u4 s.sild . ves YES
thansas I 17.0%! 22.4%!  6.5%§ 38.5] 17.2] 1.6] é60. 37.7%} 3.0! 3.0} YES N
ansas [ 1s.08]  w.7xi23.6] 7.9 s.of w2.9) ss.exi s.0f s.0f  ¥ES %
eorgia 22.1%) 22.5% '." 25.8) 125! w.si{ 8.3 ss.xl 3.0 5.0 "o N
innesota 2.0%! ss.oal  s.ox[39.0 Giedi 1909 (53  w.sx w.0f 3.0f  yES o
[}
isss ‘ 1
‘setssippt 25.9%!  21.0% s.sx‘@ 16.5} 251 70.3  se.ux h.o@; YES o
issoury ol lo.2d [7.74 257 10.7) 7.6 s2.3] s6.3%) s.0(59 M YES
l' ] [} [) \
ontana ssoxi [7.08  e.ent22.7) 7.l s.slosss ot s.0lG3  ves vES

;:] Actual or potential fiscal stress; see notes 1/ thru 6/for interpretations.
7 Local revenue growth of 16% or less indicates fiscal stress.
: The more dependent that local governments are on federal aid, the more likely they are to experience

increased fiscal stress from federal aid cuts. 4
! & These indicato:s nu::‘be re:d together. The amount of future state aid depends on the degree of fiscal

Stress at the state level. Local governments can expect state aid to shield them from fiscal stress
only if the state itself is fiscally healthy.

A larger than average dependence of local governments on the property tax makes them more vulnerable to
Sagping agricultural land values (at least in the long run, as property assessments gradually reflect

/ the decline).
: On a scale of 1 to S, 1 is greatest freedom from state control and 5 is least. The less freedom that

local governments have from state control concerning their fiscal affairs, the less likely the local
gOVernnents are to be able to cope with their own fiscal stresses. An index of 4.0 or greater

indicates potential difficulty.

burce: ACIR Staff Compilation based on ACIR, Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1985-86, various tables,
and on ACIR, Measuring Local Discretionary Authority, report M-131, November 1581, varjous tables.

T




(dependence on the property tax, fiscal home rule, state aid de-
endence, and federal aid dependence) are also displayed. In
addition, Table 2 summarizes the indicators of fiscal conditions

of local governments and repegts the summary findings on state
fiscal distress in the 10 sample states, for purposes of comparison.

This rating of local fiscal conditions is riskier than the
rating of states, because the data do not go beyond 1984 and the
farm situation has further deterioratéd since that time. Neverthe-
less, this table can be interpreted in conjunction with the more recent
data in Table 1 to yield a general sense of current fiscal stress at
the local level. The established relations between the fiscal affairs
of the states and their localities usually do not change rapidly
or dramatically.

Table 2 shows that growth in local revenue during 1982-84 lagged
behind the national average in six of the ten states, either in total
own-source revenues, or tax collections or both. If that lag continues
for a long time, it could mean either reduced services, higher tax rates,
or increased dependence upon state or federal aid.

Local g§vernments in North Dakota,lceorgia, and Missouri are
more dependent than average on federal aid. This makes them
vulnerable to cuts in federal aid-- including the termination of
of general revenue sharing.

Local governments with a high degree of dependence on state aid--
such as those in North Dakota, Arkansas, Minnesota, and Mississippi--

are vulnerable to reductions brought about by fiscal stress at the
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state level. Because the state governments in these states are exhibit-
ing symptoms of fiscal stress, they may find it difficult to maintain
or increase their current levels of aid to local government.

Greater than average dependence on the property tax shows up
in Table 2 for local governments in North Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska,
and Montana. This dependence on the property tax makes local govern-
ments in these states vulnerable to drops in property tax revenues
caused by falling farm assessments.

These states——North Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska, and Montana--also
provide less than average fiscal home rule authority to their cities,
or counties, or both. Abacnée of fiscal home rule restricts the
ability of these jurisdictions to raise tax rates or tap additional
Tevenue sources-—particularly relevant for local governments with a
high degree of dependence on a property tax base that is declining.
Lack of fiscal home rule is also a problem for cities in Minnesota,
counties in Missouri, and both cities and counties in Mississippi.

The overall ratings indicate that local governments in five of the
ten statesg are exh;biting signs of fiscal stregs: North Dakota, Iowa,

Nebraska, Missouri, and Montana.

Indicators for Farm-Dependent Local Governments.

Table 3 compares the sources of revenue available to local
governments in the farm dependent counties vis-a-vis local governments

in all other counties in the 10 sample states. lj Unlike Tables 1

1/ These data represent county level aggregates for all types
of governments within each county-—i.e., county, city,
and township governments as well as school districts and

special districts.




-15-

eguoyieIndwod puw uojIvYJdwod Jjelrs YIov

*0S dYqe], ‘G °ON ‘y °"Top ‘dusuyy

IUIEUIIA0) JO Enjpuaduo) ‘SIUWUIFA0CH JO SNEUI) Zgel ‘ONSUID Y] JO nEAAng °*Sen WOl BIWp
aduwu]j JuILIIA0E (2an3TNITA8y jJo JuIuwlaeddg *geq IYI JO UOTSJATQ YO18a6dY DjwWOuUCIZ WOI)
Paujv3Iqo Sujmis] wWoaj A[IJALIFP IwM0Juf [8u0sIad TI¥ JO 330W 30 Z(Z 9APY IBY] EITIUNOD JO 387 33danog

L 44 M 19 €Ll 6°¢ 0°? 0°001 6°Cy *3y :susjuoy
£°cz 1°vy IR %4 9°s 81 0°001 *8y-uoy :wusjuoy
0°9¢ 6°97 rAdI1Y 9y A 4 0°001 [ (% *8y :janoseIn
T°0y | M 14 8°v 6°L 81 0°001 *8y-uoy :}an0SEIN
8°61 138 ) ¢ 9°6¢ 0°2 1y 0°001 44 % 4 *8y :jddyssyssik
6°S€ L M4 0°6¢ 2°s §°2 0°001 *8y-uoy :jddyssysery
vsz €T g°yy 9° 6°1 0°001 0y -8y :wjosauupy
9z [ M 44 9°yy 1°¢ (3 | 0°001 *8y uoy :wjoRauuly
L X4 L°Tt 9°Cy 6°7 L % 0°001 1°07 *8y :vjd1099
<y L°€T L M ¥4 99 81 0°001 *Sy-uoy :®18309
€62 8°6y L L°1 L1 0°001 - 1°8¢€ *8y :evsuwy
0°9¢ $°tt £ 9°y sl 0°001 *8y-uoy :swsuwy
t°9 8°91 (94 ] 8°9 8°C 0°001 €L 8y :sesusyay
2°% 6°1Z (5L 1% 6°S £ 0° 001 *8y-oN :sweunay
| & ¥4 L°SY 9°TT | S 4 | 4 0°001 6°69 *8y :wysvaqan
€8¢ y°s€ 9°61 (44 1 0°001 *8y-uoy :eyssIqaN
1°€2 €8¢ 9°v¢ [4d / 6°1 0°001 14444 *8y :mao]
L°% 1°9¢ L A % % 1 2 ] 1 0°001 *8y uoy :mao]
$°07 1°82 0°9y L M % [ A 4 0°001 L' *3y :wioyeq YIoN
9°LT T°9 z°6¢ 9°< $1 0°001 *8y-uoy :®mioyeq ylaoN
Iy°0¢€ 11°82 26°€€ 26°S 29°1 20°001 *eu v¥201 ‘1IV 1S1a °1dd °*S°n
cadj °*udy saxe} PIV *1w3s PIV dujawyg snusasy uspuadag-By
*26IH 9 4£3aadoag 1eadpag  INUIAYY TRa3UdH Sa3juno)
sadawy) a34a0 833Uy %010 11V Jo
‘saxe] 11V 1Radpag 3dv3uadayg
334310
() (9) s) (v) (€) ) (1)

2861 ‘sajwig ITdmes ual uy 83juno) 1V
*0A JUIPUNIG-AIPJ UJ SINUIAIY JUIBUIIA0CYH J¥I0]

€ 219%;



-16-
and 2, information contained in this table does not provide direct
indicators of fiscal condition. It does, however, indicate exposure
of agriculturally-dependent governments to reductions in state and
federal aid. Table 3 also gives an indication of the reliance of
these govermments on the property tax and other local own-source
revenue.

The first observation about Table 3 is that agriculturally depend-
ent local governments tend to rely more heavily on general revenue
sharing that other governments (column 3). The termination of this
progran in September 1986 will hurt agriculturally dependent goven-
ments more than other governments. Furthermore, because GRS funds
wvere available to general purpose governments only, the impact of
the discontinuation of this program will have a greater effect on
these governments than the figures in Table 3 would suggest, since
included in these figures are data vwhich include data for school
districts and special districts.

Secondly, in eight of the 10 states surveyed, agriculturally
dependent local govermments are relying more heavily on state aid
than other governments (column 5). Thus, cuts in state aid would be ,
more likely to hurt governments in agriculturally dependent areas
than in other areas. Agriculturally dependent governments in North
Dakota, Arkansas, Minnesota and Mississippl receive between 44 and
60 percent of their general revenue from their respective state

governments. State governments in all of these states are exhibiting

signs of figcal stress.



Finally, agriculturally dependent local governments in six of the
ten states examined rely more heavily on the property tax than do other
governments. This, however, is an ambiguous indicator. Although we know
that there have been substantial decreases in the value of farm land, we
cannot assume a significant decline in property tax revenue in the short
run. Property tax revenues tend to be fairly ctablelbecause (1) the
drop in assessed values of farm land usually occurs with a significant
time lag after the actual drop in the price of farm land, (2) in the
absence of tax rate limitations, reduced assessments reflecting market
conditions can trigger increased mill rates designed to maintain needed
revenues, and (3) when land is assessed on the basis of use value
rather than market value the fluctuations in use value tend to be
congiderably less than the fluctuations in market value.

Because the property tax is considered by public finance experts to
be one of the most stable sources of revenue, s high degree pf dependence
on this tax source tends to act as insurance for local governments against
economic downturns. Despite the increased property tax burden placed on
, financially-stra;ned taxpayers, the stability of the property tax tends
to protect local governments ftom-vagaries of tﬁe locgl econony in the
short run.

In all likelihood, the farm-dependent counties evenutally will be
faced with a downturn in their most important revenue source-~the
property tax. Thus, they will be faced with the need to cut expendi~-

tures and service levels or seek additional revenues, or both.
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AN EXPLORATION OF THE DATA AND DATA SOURCES

In addition to requesting a preliminary analysis of the inter-
governmental aspects of the farm recession, Senator Durenberger asked
the ACIR staff to identify sources of data which would be useful in the
studies of the newly-created Commission on Agricultural Policy. This
section of the report responds to his request by identifying sources of
dgta collected nationally. It does not include the wide variety of data

that are collected by the individual states.
Values of Farm Land

Data Sources and Availability. The U.S. Department of Agriculture

annually surveys the market values of farm land in each state. The

survey results are reported in the publication Agricultural Land Values

and Markets: Outlook and Situation Report. Results of the surveys done

in the spring are published in the late summer of the same year.
(See Appendix Table 1 for farm market values by state for 1979-86.)
County-by-county assessment data are published by the U.S. Bureau

of the Census in its Census of Governments series every five years. The

most recent data are for 1981. Data for 1986 will not be available for
several years.

In an effort to obtain more up-to-date assessment information,
the ACIR staff has participated with staff of the Senate Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations in a telephone survey of the sample counties.

Results of the survey will be made public by the Subcommittee.
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Relevance of the Data. Market values of farm property are often

cited as important indicators of the general state of the farm economy.
However, property tax assessments and collections——the basis of most local
government own-gource revenueg——are not closely tied to market values.
There are several reasons. First, property tax assessments have always
lagged market values. Most states do not attempt annual reassessments;
for example, Indiana reassesses every eight years. In addition, a large
number of states now assess some or all farm property on the basis of its
use value r;ther than its market value. Definitione of use value and the
extent to which property is assessed on the basis of use value vary from
state to state. All of these factors combine to give property tax collec-

tions greater stability than one might expect, given the recent volatility

in the price of farm land.

Property Tax Rates

Data Sources and Availability. The Economic Résearch Service of

the U.S. Department of Agriculture publishes effective property tax

rates for agricultural land in a document entitled Farm Real Estate:

Historical Series 1950-85, December 1985. (See Appendix Table 2.)

Effective rates for farm property are reported at the state level
only and are published with a two-to-three year lag. This report also
contains other agricultural real estate data through 1985 (e.g.,

number if farms, value of land, value of buildings, farm debt).
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Relevance of the Data. This tax rate information, reported as

property tax payments per $100 of market value of the land, 1s quite
helpful in making state~by-state comparisons of property taxes during
a8 particular year or examining property taxes within a single state
over a period of time. However, as with any property tax data, any
conclusions drawn from effective rates of property must be carefully
guarded and clearly explained. For example: F¥From the data in
Appendix Table 2, one could correctly conclude that, nationwide,
1978 effective property tax rates of farm land were actually higher
than they were in 1983—the effecfive rate dropped from $.59 per
$100 of market value to s.Sb; However, such a statement requires
further clarification. In the short run, property owners pay

taxes out of current income rather than from the value of the
property. Effective property tax rates (property tax liabilities
expressed as a percentage of the market value of property) c¢ould

be decreasing at the same time that the property tax liabilities,
expressed as a percentage of s farn income, are increasing. There-
fore, 1f one examined the effective property tax data ;n the USDA
report and found that effective property tax rates were decreasing
in a state, one could not necessarily conclude that the burden of
the property tax on individual farmers was decreasing. Taxes on
property are clearly decreasing in this example, but it remains

to be determined whether burdens on individuals are decreasing.
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(This example also holds for many non-farm property taxpayers as

vell-——-e.g., the elderly, unemployed petroleum workers.)

Property Tax Collections and Delinquencies

Data Sources and Availability. Although the Bureau of the Census

publishes property tax collections on an annual basis in its Government
Finance series, it does not do so for units of government with popula-
tions less than 50,000--the same govermments that would be of most
interest in examining the effect of the agricultural recession on local
governments. Like the assessment data, the Census Bureau publighes
collections information on all units of local government i{n its Census

of Governments series.

Property tax revenues for all units of general purpose govern-

ments are available from Census' general revenue sharing tape on an
annual basis. These data are more current than those found in the five-

year Census of Governments series. This data series will be dropped with

the termination of general revenue sharing.

To the best of our knowledge, delinquency data are not collected by
the federal government. Some, but not all, states collect this information.
Because these data are not readily available, the ACIR staff working with
the Senate subcommittee staff has attempted to compile them for the

sample states in its telephone survey.

Relevance of the Data. Clearly, for ascertaining the financial

health of local governments, property tax collection data are essential.



Laggardly growth or an actual decline in property tax revenues may
indicate sluggish growth (or decline) in the tax base, the inability of
local officials to raise tax rates sufficiently to compensate for the
sluggish growth (or decline) in the tax base, or both.

Increases in delinquency rates clearly reflect rising economic
digstress in the community. Growing delinquency rates are likely to make

it impossible for local governments to maintain existing services.
Local Revenue Systems

Sources of Data and Availability. In addition to property taxes

discussed above, local goverhnento obtain revenue from other sources
locally and from state and federal aid. Pubdlished in Census' annual
government finance series are data on various tax revenues, user charges
and intergovernmental aid—but these annual data are only aQailable for
governments with populations greater than 50,000 and local government
data aggregated at the state level. Such data are published

approximately 12-18 months following each government's fiscal year.

Again, the five-year Census of Governments contains information on all
units of government but there is a substantial lag in the publicatiod of

such data. Data for all units of Egperal purpose governments are

available from Census' general revenue sharing tape. (See Appendix
Table 3 for state-by-state distribution of local revenue by source;

see Appendix Table 4 for the nationwide percentage change in local

revenues over time.)



Relevance of the Data. The degree of dependence on particular

revenue sources indicates the exposure of local governments to economic
fluctuations and reductions in intergovernmental aid. The more diverse
the sources of revenue, the easier it becomes for local governments to
weather economic storms.

Information on state sid to local governments indicates the availa-
bility of assistance from this source. However, if numerous local govern-
ments in a state are experiencing difficulties and the state government
itself i1s experiencing difficulties, the state govermment may not have
sufficient revenues to help these local governments. Local governments

are less dependent on federal aid than on state sid. Anticipated cuts

in federal aid could add to these pressures.

State Revenue Systems

Sources of Data and Availability. Data on state government revenue

are found in the Census publications cited above. In addition, quarterly
data for state tax revenue are available from the Bureau approximately
- five months. after the end of each calendar quarter. Note that this
quarterly information does not include data for federal aid, user
charges and miscellaneous general revenue. (See Appendix Table 5 for
distribution of state revenué sources; see Appendix Table 6 for the
nationwide percentage change in state revenue over time.)

The National Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO), located

in Washington, D.C., compiles data on state general fund revenues and
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expenditures for recent years and publishes estimates for future fiscal
years. The National Conference of State Legislatures, headquartered in
Denver, Colorado, also tracks state revenues and expenditures and is an
excellent source of descriptive as well as analytic material. (See

Appendix Tables 7 and 8 for examples of the information that is publighed

in NASBO's Fiscal Survey of the States.)

Relevance of the Data. Because local governments in most states

receive a significant portion of their revenue from state governments

and would look to the state for additional assistance in times of crisis,
the financial condition of state governments is an important factor in
assessing the fiscal health of local governments. The sources of state
revenue must be examined carefully to determine the impact that changes
in economic activity in certain industrial or service sectors would

have on state coffers—e.g., the agricultural recessfon or the recent
drop in energy prices. These particular downturns not only effect
individual and corporate income tax collections but collections of

general sales taxes and severance taxes as well.

State~Local Tax Burden

Data Sources and Availability. Per capita state-local tax collec~

tions or taxes as a percentage of state personal income can be obtained

from Census' annual Government Finance series. These data are published

approximately 12-18 months after the conclusion of the state fiscal
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years. Data for state government only can be calculated from figures

published in the State Government Tax Collections series and this

information is published six-to-nine months after the conclusion of the
state fiscal years. (These data are also published in ACIR's annual

Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism; see Appendix Tables 9, 10,

and 11.)

Relevance of the Data. State-local tax burden figures give a

relative measure of the burden borne by taxpayers in each state. How-
ever, conclusions made from such data have to be drawn carefully. A
state with a relatively high tax burden may find it very difficult to
raise additional revenue to compensate for shortfalls resulting from the
agricultural recession. Yet, the same high tax burden may also lead to
the conclusion that citizens from the state have a higher tolerance for
taxes and may not resist a tax increase. Data on tax burdens must be
examined in the context of the political culture.

A second point must be made with regard to tax.burden figures:
in some states a significant portion of state-local taxes may be ex-
ported to citizens in}othér states. Per capita taxes in states like
Alaska and Wyoming are quite high, yet a large portion of these taxes
represent taxes on energy--taxes that are paid by corporations,
stockholders and energy consumers in other states. The tax burden
borne by residents is much less than the figures would indicate. States
that enjoy a considerable amount of tourist travel (e.g., Nevada and

Florida) not only derive revenue from the taxes fimposed on the purchases
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of residents but on the purchases of visitors as well. Collections from
these taxes help ease the overall tax burden on residents. (It gshould be

noted that the presence of visitors or energy-related industries imposes

service costs upon the host states.)

Trends in Service Delivery

Data Sources and Availability. To assess the trends in local

demands for services (and, indirectly, demand for revenues to finance

the services), there are several measures available: two of the more

important are local expenditures for education and for general assistance.
The National Education Association's Estimates of School Statistics

provides state-by-state estimates of enrollment, receipts, and expenditures

for education. It also shows the distribution of sources of funding

among federal, state, and local governments. Preliminary data for the

current school year are available in the middle of that year. (The

distribution of revenue for educational purposes by level of government

i{s also published in ACIR's §1§n1ficant Features; see Appendix Table 12.)

The Social Security Bulletin, published monthly by the Social

Security Administration of the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, provides monthly data on a wide range of cash payment pro-
grams under Social Security, ﬁublic assistance, black lung, and unem-
pPloyment insurance programs, including related state and local programs.
Among these data are figures on “general assistance” from 40 states

that voluntarily report them. The published state-by-state data for
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general assistance (number of cases and number of recipients) run about
20 months behind the publishing date. The "Annual Statistical Summary”
of the Bulletin carries average monthly figures and amounts of payments

dating back to 1936, but only for the nation as a whole.

Relevance of the Data. Measures of local service delivery would be

preferable to measures of revenue; service levels measure the outputs of
governments while revenues only measure the inputs. Although data on the
tofal service demands are not avallable, data on funding in specific
programmatic areas assist in assessing the overall service demands on
particular governments.

In making state-by-state comparisons, researchers should be particu-
larly attentive to the wide variations in the assignment of functions
between state and local governments. For example, the state government
in Hawaii provides 1007 of the state-local funding for education, whereas

the state of New Hampshire provides less than 102 of nuch'funding. (See

Appendix Table 13.)

State and Local Government Responses to Fiscal Crises

One valuable indicator of fiscal stress at the state or local level

can be the actions of the governments themselves to respond to changes

in economic circumstances. Particularly significant are increases in

tax rates (or changes in tax bases), budget cuts, and reductions in

governments employment.
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CHANGES IN TAX RATES. State tax actions are recorded on a timely basis

in State Tax Review, published weekly by Commerce Clearing House.

Changes are also recorded in the individual state volumes of CCH's

State Tax Reporter. In addition, groups such as the National

Association of State Budget Officers, the National Conference of
State Legislatures and the ACIR publish i{nformation on changes in
income, general sales, and certain excise taxes. (See Appendix
Table 14.)

BUDGET ACTIONS. The National Association of State Budget Officers
publishes information on state budget actions in {ts annual Fiscal

Survey of the States. A particularly valuable indicator of fiscal

stress is the information on states which have been forced to make

cuts in previously-adopted budgets. (See Appendix Table 15.)

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT. The U.S. Bureau of the Census publishes data on
state and local government employment with a lag of less than a year in

its Public Employment series. Annual figures are reported for state

governments and larger local governments. Figures for all units of

government are published in the five-year Compendium of Public

Eoployment (figures for 1982 were published in 1984). (These
state-by-state data are compared to each state's population in

ACIR's Significant Features; see Appendix Table 16.)
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Indicators of General Economic Conditions

Although this is not intended to be an all-inclusive 1list, the
following data give a general picture of state-wide (and, in a few

instances, local) economic conditions.

PERSONAL INCOME. A basic indicator of economic health 18 per capita
personal income. Every August the Bureau of Economic Analysis
publishes state personal income for the prior calendar year in its

Survey of Current Business. County-by-county data are also pub~-

lished in the Survey with a lag of approximately 16 months.

(State-by-state per capita personal income are published in ACIR's

Significant Features; see Appendix Table 17.)

BEA also publishes income by sector--including farm income.
Due to the inclusion of inventory adjustments and federﬁl transfer
payments (such as agricultural price supports), the BEA's farm
income figures are not particularly useful indicators of year-to-
year changes.

The Economic Research Service of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture publishes farm income data from 1955-84 in its report

Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: State Financial Summary,

1984, March 1986. In addition to other data, state-by-state

statistical information is available on cash receipts from farm
marketings, government payments, farm production expenses and

changes in farm inventories.



UNEMPLOYMENT RATES. Each month the Bureau of Labor Statistics releases

state and area employment and labor force data in its Employment and

Earnings publication. Unfortunately, information on payrolls and
industries are available only for non-agricultural workers; these
data provide an overall measure only. These data do not reflect
directly the 'employmenf' situation of many farmers because they

are typically owner-operators of their own businesses.
TOPICS FOR FURTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL INQUIRY

There are a variety of additional topics that the Commission on
Agricultural Policy should consider as it analyzes the effect of the
agricultural crisis on state and local governments. Although the 1list
below certainly is not exhaustive, it does point to areas of research

that would be relevant to the Commission's work.
State and Local Economic Development

Economic development often is discussed as a panacea for many of
the financial problems that befall government. Clearly, reality falls
well short of that. Nonetheless, government officials should fully
explore the current panoply of tax provisions, zéning regulations, and
state technical and financial assistance that affect local economic
development. To the extent that government and business decisionmakers
can expand and diversify local and state tax bases, local governments

will be better able to provide the services needed by their citizens.



One source that might be helpful in further studies of these matters is

ACIR, The States and Distressed Communities: Final Report, Report

A-101 (Washington, DC: ACIR, 1985).
The Role of State Aid

State officials, in close consultation with local policymakers,
should examine the state-local intergovernmental aid system in their
state. To the extent that these officials deem appropriate and
feasible, state assistance should take into account the financial
capacity of local govermments. In operational terms, this might, for
example, involve changing some state-to-local transfers from a return-
to—-source basis to a power—-equalizing basis. A brief exploratory
analysis of the factors now used in ten sample states is offered in
Appendix 2 of this report.

ACIR has studied this issue at least twice in the past (State Aid

to Local Government, Report A-34, April 1969; and The State of State-

Local Revenue Sharing, Report M-121, December 1980), and the Commission

is currently pursuing research on intergovernmental aid formulas. ACIR

also provides several studies of state and local fiscal capacities.
Fiscal Home Rule

In many cases, revenue options for local governments are constrained
by their respective state governments. Statutory or constitutional

strictures on property tax rates, annual increases, or annual changes in
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assessmente exist in many states. In addition, prohibitions against or
limits imposed on local income or sales taxes restrict the ability of
comnunities to diversify their revenue bases.

ACIR's most recent survey of local home rule is Measuring Local

Discretionary Authority, Report M-131, November 1981; ACIR's most

recent summary of limits on local taxing, spending and debt appears

in Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1985-86, Report M-146,

February 1986. Both provide a basis for further work.
State Role in Local Government Financial Management

In the 1985 ACIR report on local financial emergencies, state over-
sight of local government finances was suggested as a means of identify-
ing local fiscal problems before thdy get to the crisis stage. State
oversight also encourages standardized accounting practices émong'10c31
governments, allowing local officials themselves to assess more adequately
the financial conditfon of their respective governments. In the event
state oversight pinpoints potential fiscal problems for a particula;
.-government, qualified state personnel can be made available to provide
the technical expertise necessary for the local government to resolve
its own problems--expertisge that all-too~often is unavailable to small

local governments. The 1985 ACIR report (Bankruptcies, Defaults, and

Other Local Government Financial Emergencies, Report A-99), and

suggested state legislation available from the Commission, provide

a basis for further work in this field.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1
Farn Real Estate Values: Aversge Value Per Acre of Land

and Buildings, by State, Grouped by Farm Production Region,
Peb. 1, 1979-81; April 1, 1982-85; and Feb. 1, 1986 1/

State 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Dollers
New En;land
Connecticut 2,227 2,387 2,517 2,610 2,655 2,814 3,208 3,721
Maine 538 594 642 680 708 750 856 993
Massachusetts 1,443 1,608 1,752 1,874 1,963 2,081 2,372 2,752
Nev Hampshire 919 1,004 1,078 1,136 1,174 1,244 1,419 1,646
Rhode Island 2,370 2,523 2,646 2,729 2,760 2,926 3,335 3,869
Vermont 660 721 774 815 842 893 1,017 1,180
Mideast
Delavare 1,500 1,798 1,928 1,787 1,82% 1,868 1,642 1,757
Maryland 1,800 2,238 . 2,530 2,376 2,121 2,185 2,097 1,887
Nev Jersey 2,701 2,947 3,040 3,181 3,140 3,234 3,525 3,913
Nev York 670 720 773 821 817 842 808 824
Pennsylvania 1,273 1,464 1,568 1,513 1,520 1,642 1,510 1,450
Great Lakes
I1linois 1,858 2,041 2,188 2,023 1,837 1,800 1,314 1,143
Indisna 1,589 1,863 2,031 1,804 1,610 1,594 1,259 1,058
Michigan 978 1,111 1,289 1,278 1,223 1,223 1,052 936
Ohio 1,483 1,730 1,831 1,629 1,504 1,444 1,126 1,013
__Wisconsin 856 1,004 1,152 1,144 1,113 1,046 847 11
Plains
Tova 1,550 1,840 1,999 1,889 1,684 1,499 1,064 B4T
Kansas 501 $87 619 628 601 583 466 387
Minnesota 901 1,086 1,281 1,272 1,165 1,083 823 609
Missouri 726 902 990 945 856 856 659 606
Nebraska 525 635 729 730 701 617 444 364
North Dakota kTY) 405 436 455 439 439 360 317
__South Dakota 256 292 329 349 348 338 250 215
Southeast :
Alabana 639 780 910 885 826 809 769 761
Arkansas 770 918 1,056 1,096 972 933 849 708
Tlorida 1,149 1,381 1,565 1,518 1,576 1,608 1,527 1,435
Georgila 777 896 971 926 929 910 865 822
Kentucky 861 976 1,033 1,058 1,049 1,007 906 870
Louisians 1,001 1,256 1,454 1,414 1,351 1,351 1,256 1,005
Migsissippi 681 819 1,034 981 894 939 835 752
North Carolina 1,051 1,219 1,340 1,297 1,314 1,380 1,242 1,130
South Carolina 773 900 972 980 946 927 899 872
Tennessee 860 976 1,070 1,040 1,014 1,044 982 992
Virginis 930 1,028 1,118 1,096 1,125 1,114 1,091 1,146
West Virginia $92 669 681 723 688 667 $54 537
Southwest
Arizona 199 267 287 302 289 253 265 231
New Mexico 143 185 192 195 178 182 163 134
Oklahoma 512 614 681 725 699 699 566 481
_Texas 386 436 468 539 S4é 593 652 541
Rocky Mountain
Colorado 322 387 434 451 454 468 435 357
1daho 585 698 774 839 814 814 749 644
Montana 196 235 251 271 259 264 222 204
Utah 400 $30 567 589 $60 571 S14 478
. VWyoming 144 161 180 . 193 193 197 177 154
Far Vest 1/
California 1,186 1,424 1,732 1,900 1,918 1,918 1,726 1,571
Nevada 191 248 262 268 249 254 229 199
Oregon S04 587 668 705 705 658 579 521
Washington 692 736 877 922 933 961 923 812
48 States 628 737 819 823 788 782 679 596

——

1/ These values are based on land-value benchmarks obtained from the Census of Agriculture.

SOURCE: Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Outlook and Situation Summary,

égricul

tural Resources, April 9, 1986, p. 5.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2
Farm Real Estate Taxes Per $100 Market Value

State 1983 1982 1981 1980 1978 1973 1968
nited States Average 54 4 0.0 0.59 Q.96 1.01

New ingland

Connecticut 0.84 0.82 0.79 0.81 0.94 1.14 1.44
Maine 1.09 1.08 1.07 1.06 1.08 1.49 2.08
Massachusetts 1.21 1.21 1.28 1.38 1.57 2.13 2.15
New Hampshire 1.04 1.00 0.97 0.96 1.02 1.33 2.02
Rhode Island 1.38 1.27 1.25 1.21 1.26 1.69 1.75
Vermont 1.22 1.09 1.16 1.10 1.13 1.48 1.95
Mideast _—
Delaware n.a. 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.17 0.27 0.37
Maryland 0.37 0.31 0.28 0.30 0.40 . 0.70 0.83
New Jersey 0.81 .0.75 0.73 0.70 0.76 1.27 1.51
New York 2.23 2.06 2.04 1.94 1.86 1.85 1.75
Pennsylvania 0.89 0.79 0.68 0.63 0.73 1.06 1.33
‘Great Lakes _
Illinois 0.78 0.71 0.66 0.65 0.72 1.55 1.36
Indiana 0.57 0.47 0.40 0.41 0.39 1.22 1.06
Michigan 2.08 1.87 1.67 1.62 1.47 1.47 1.30
Ohio 0.66 0.57 0.48 0.50 0.64 0.98 0.98
Wisconsin 1.50 1.31 1.31 1.28 1.33 1.50 2.08
Plains
Iowa 0.56 0.48 0.53 0.54 0.63 1.19 1.26
Kansas 0.58 0.49 0.48 0.47 0.64 0.98 1.21
Minnesota 0.60 0.49 0.43 0.44 0.55 1.22 1.49
Missouri 0.35 0.34 0.31 0.33 0.44 0.70 0.74
Nebraska 1.05 0.91 0.82 0.82 0.94 1.26 1.23
North Dakota 0.51 0.48 0.46 0.48 0.58 1.12 1.09
South Dakota 0.90 0.78 0.80 0.84 0.84 1.38 1.24
Southeast
Alabama 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.19 0.26
Arkansas 0.24 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.33 0.45 0.51
Florida 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.53 0.79 0.89
Georgia 0.50 0.46 0.41 0.40 0.46 0.56 0.64
Kentucky 0.22 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.30 0.48 0.56
Louisiana 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.20 0.28 0.38
Mississippi 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.20 0.23 0.41 0.45
North Carolina 0.35 0.33 0.31 0.32 0.36 0.44 0.51
South Carolina 0.28 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.30 0.42 0.44
Tennessee 0.40 0.36 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.52 0.49
Virginia 0.43 0.41 0.38 0.38 0.43 0.54 0.51
West Virginia 0.11 0.11 ~-0.12 0.11 -0.16 --0.28 0.45
Southwest
Arizona 0.37 0.30 0.29 0.31 0.60 0.85 1.07
New Mexico 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.49
Oklahoma 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.26 0.31 0.56 0.58
Texas 0.29 0.28 0.31 0.33 0.41 0.54 0.56
Rocky Mountain
Colorado 0.42 0.35 0.34 0.36 0.44 0.68 0.93
Idaho 0.39 0.32 0.32 0.37 0.50 0.79 0.79
Montana 0.46 0.43 0.46 0.51 0.51 1.01 0.95
Utah 0.27 0.25 0.24 0.24 0.40 0.71 0.98
Wyoming 0.37 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.35 0.70 0.79
~Far West
California 0.37 0.36 0.40 0.48 0.67 1.82 1.50
Nevada 0.15 0.12 0.11 0.18 0.44 0.65 0.80
Oregon 0.59 0.54 0.55 0.54 0.65 0.90 1.45
Washington 0.39 0.37 0.37 0.43 0.59 1.02 0.88
Alaska 1/
Bawaii 1/

1/ Data not available on Alaska and Hawaii.

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Farp Real
Estate, Historical Series Data, 1950-83, Washington, DC.
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APPENDIX TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF LOCAL ONLY CENERAL REVENUE
BY SOURCE, BY BTATZ AND RIGION, 1984

LOCAL Ceneral Charges
Ceneral Property Salas & 1Individual Corporate All &
Revenue Federal State Tax Gr. Repts. Income Tax Income Tax Other Misc.
(mill4ons) Ald Ald fevenue Revenue __ Revenue _Revenue Tazes Revenue
Yolted States $323,235.5 6.5% 32.73 28.61 3.93 1.82 . . ‘
Yev England 14,527.4 9.2 28.5 49.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 12.6
Connecticut 3,545.6 5.3 23.0 $9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 11.5
Maine 1,058.1 8.5 29.6 46.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 14.6
Massachusetts 7,592.9 11.7 33.) 40.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 13.6
Nev Nampshire 919.8 5.9 13.2 69.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 10.9
Rhode Ieland 963.2 8.8 26.4 5.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 8.8
~Versont 447.9 6.2 24.4 57.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 o2
Bideast 74,514.0  7.: 30.7 30.3 .8 5.3 2.0 3.8 5,
Doluurc 606.1 10.: ‘10’ l’o’ 0.0 2.7 °o6 l-‘ 23.
Dist. of Col. 2,949.7 42.% n.8. 13.5 10.1 16.3 0.0 8.8 8.8
Maryland $,593.8 6.2 28.8 27.4 0.0 13.4 0.0 S.5 18.7
New Jersey 10,844.1 4.3 3.3 46.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 13.8
Nev York 40,385.0 5.6 - 32,3 28.3 8.1 3.8 3.0 3.3 15.2
~Jennsylvasia 14,135.4 7.2 30.1 27.7 0.0 7.4 2.1 3.0 0.8
Srest Lakes 54,765.8 6.7 30.7 34,7 2.2 2.8 0.0 2.1 0.8
Illinois 15.2‘7.‘ 9.0 23.9 7.5 6.4 0.0 0.0 5.0 8.2
Indiana 5,972.9 3.9 36.3 .l 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.4 25.0
Michigan 13,116.6 6.2 26.9 40.3 0.0 2.4 0.0 1.0 23.2
Ohio 13,534.2 6.4 3.2 28.7 1.8 8.3 0.0 1.3 20.3
~Nisconsin 6,854.3 3.8 43,2 33.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 19.5
2atng 22,816.8 $.7 30.7 30.6 2.4 0.6 0.0 2.6 7.4
IWI E ,807.‘ 5.2 33.2 3.7 0.0 5.0 0.0 0. 23.2
Ransss 3.206.‘ 4.7 23.6 34.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 2.5 31.7
Minnesota 7,273.2 8.0 39.0 26.6 0.0 0.0 1.2 28.2
NMigsourt 4,828.2 1.7 28.7 24,1 7.9 2.8 0.0 7.0 24.8
Nebraska 2,070.1 4.7 20.6 39.2 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.1 30.8
North Dakots 801.3 7.6 41.1 27.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 22.4
~South Daketa 829.9 8.6 8.8 34.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 " 1.9 32.6
Southeast 38,711.1 6.7 32.7 22.4 1.5 0.3 0.1 1.5 28.8
Alabana 3.611-3 .3 32.8 10.7 8.4 1.0 0.0 6.1 33.5
Arkansas 1,911.7 6.5 3.5 20.7 2.2 0.0 0.0 2.9 29.2
Plorida 14,477.3 6.1 30.9 25.% 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 32.3
Ceorgia 7,119.8 8.1 25.8 23.2 4.6 0.0 0.0 4.7 33.6
Kentucky 3,000.3 6.8 41.3 13.9 0.0 s.1 1.3 4.9 26.7
Lo\ll.‘.u 5.‘33-0 6.2 30.9 13.6 17.5 0.0 0.0 2.8 29.0
H"".'.t”t 2,561.8 5.5 41.3 19.3 0.0 0.0 «0 1.2 32.7
Woreh Carolina 5,929.8 6.9 4.4 22.6 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 23.1
South Carolins 2,693.9 7.1 3.0 29.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 28.3
Tennesses 4,376.9 8.7 24,9 22.9 10.2 0.0 0.0 4.2 29.1
Virginia 5,933.5 5.3 31.8 32.1 4.8 0.0 0.0 9.5 16.5
sVest Virginie 1,681.8 6.5 41.4 22.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 $.2 2.8
Southwest 30,062.3 5.2 30.4 28.2 (W) 0.0 0.0 3.7 28.6
‘r‘:om ‘,31000 6.0 37.0 21.8 S.b 0.0 ) 0.0 2.4 o
Wev Mexico 2,371.2 6.6 3.7 8.3 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.8 40.1
Oklahoms 3,517.0 6.0 35.3 18.7 12.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 25.7
i.!gggn 19,864.1 4.7 26.9 33.6 3.7 0.0 0.0 2.9  28.2
~Scky Mountain 10,424.5 5.0 28.3 29.5 6.6 0.0 0.0 2.4 28.2
Colorado 4,847.9 4.8 25.3 29.1 11.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 26.0
l‘lhO 963.0 5.% ”-’ 26.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 26-‘
Montans 1,198.6 6.6 22.7 37.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 3.8
Utan 1,991.9 5.7 30.5 26.2 S.1 0.0 0.0 2.6 29.9
;.!zggxq. 1,423.1 3.1 32.3 30.8 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.6  31.0
~Ar Weot 1/ 55,019.8 3.4 41.4 21.1 4.4 0.0 0.0 4.8 23.1
Celifornia 43,592.4 S.1 43.0 20.3 4.9 0.0 0.0 4.4 22.3
Nevada 1,408.7 3.6 3.0 17.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.4 34.0
°ftgon ’,915-5 9.0 27.1 39.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 20.9
Vashington 6,106.2 5.1 40.7 16.8 4.9 0.0 0.0 - 4.8 27.7
Alagka 1,812.4 4.6 46.2 16.9 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.8 28.3
-!535;; 581.3 16.3 6.7 49.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.3 16.0

.
Rounds to sero.
v Excluding Alaska and Havaii.

'°“'CQ: Computations based on ACIR Governsent Pinance Spreadsheet Diskettes derived fros data tape supplied
by U.S. Buresu of the Census for FY 1984.

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

LOCAL OWN~-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE

Percentage Percentage Percentage
Change Change Change
1972-77 1977-82 1982-84
U.S. Average 58.3% 60.0Z 20.42
Arkansas 61.3 84.4 17.1
Georgia 7841 91.7 22.1
Iowa 44.1 64.0 11.4
Kansas 55.0 87.1 15.8
Minnesota 37.9 81.3 24.9
Mississippi 61.7 78.3 25.2
Missouri 44,1 52.1 13.4
Montana 60.7 70.8 35.2
Nebraska 68.5 52.1 17.0
North Dakota 50.6 60.5 10.1

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Government Finarnces (various years).
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APPENDIX TABLE 5

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF STATE GOVERNMENT ONLY GENERAL REVENUE
3Y SOURCE, BY STATE AND REGION, 1984

STATE Intergov. General Charges
Genersl Traasfers Property Sales & Individual Corporate All &

Revenue Yederal from Local Tax Cr. Repts. Income Tax Income Tax Other Misc.

§l11110n02 Ald Cov'mts. Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Taxes Revenue

Rited States $330,740.1 23.0% 1.63 1.2% 18.9% 17.81 4.7 16.92 15.9

bev England 19,414.0 22.5 1.5 0.2 16.6 19.4 7.0 15.9 16.9

Connecticut %,929.8 19.3 0.1 * 27.2 5.7 $.2 21.6 17.9
Matne 1,634.6 27.2 1.2 0.9 19.3 16.0 3.2 16.9 15.3
Massachusette ’.26600 21.7 2.3 * 13.5 30.1 1.9 11.9 13.0
%ev Hampohire 1,014.6 27.3 2.6 1.6 0.0 2.2 9.4 28.5 28.4
thode leland 1,682.7 26.0 1.0 0.4 14.7 16.9 3.8 12.6 26.9
Jermont 886.4 3.2 0.4 0.1 9.1 16.9 2.6 9.9 21.8
Mdeast 69,239.5 23.4 4.6 0.5 14.0 22.6 .0 6.1 13.8
Delavare 1,328.4 17.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 25.9 3.4 24.4 28.6
Marylend 6,547.6 20.9 0.5 1.8 15.1 24.6 3.0 15.8 18.3
Nev Jersay 11,942.0 19.5 1.2 0.4 17.2 14.8 7.0 20.5 19.4
Yev York 34,093.9 25.4 8.6 0.0 11.4 27.5% 4.3 11.8 10.8
~Jlennsylvania 15,327.7 23.7 0.5 1.2 17.7 16. 6 $.6 21.5 13.2
Steat Lakes 56,619.7 22.9 1.2 1.2 19.2 21.6 5.1 3.7 15.1

llinols 14,159.8 24.1 0.5 1.3 18.7 20.9 ) 6.5 4.0
Indigns 6,519.4 21.8 0.3 0.3 30.2 18.6 2.0 10.9 15.9
Nchigen 14,635.7 24.1 2.7 1.1 15.5 23.1 8.8 9.9 14.8
Ohio 13,370.0 21.8% 1.1 0.9 19.% 18.6 3.9 16.9 17.6
Vsconsin 7,934.7 22.2 0.6 2.1 17.3 27.5 5.0 12.6 12.7
Yaigg 23,718.4 22.7 0.9 0.2 19.4 20.9 3.7 16.1 16.1

Iw‘ 3.712.2 2209 100 000 1’0' 21-2 jo‘ ls.‘ IST
Kangqg 2,905.1 22.% 0.6 0.8 17.9 19.5 4.7 18.7 15.3
Nonesote 7,824.1 20.0 1.0 0.1 16.0 29.6 3.9 15.3 14.1
:x-.ourx $,065.3 24.8 0.4 0.1 26.2 17.8 3.3 12.8 14.6
tbraska 1,922.3 261 1.8 0.1 19.5 15.8 3.5 16.7 18.3
Yoreh Dakota 1,%91.0 22.7 1.0 0.1 147 $.3 3.1 25.9 27.2
Eﬁpu:h Dakots 898.4 32.2 0.8 0.0 19.9 0.0 2.0 18.0 27.1
Qutheast 64,602.9 24.5 0.6 0.9 21.6 13.5 4.1 19.6 15.:
Alabana 5,318.9 23.9 0.8 1.1 13.8 1.7 4.2 20.0 24.5
:Plnnoau 2,626.7 28.6 0.2 0.2 21.4 16.3 4.0 16.5 12.6
lorida 10,322.4 19.9 0.5 1.4 38.6 0.0 3.8 27.8 08.6
Seorgia 6,468.8 28.9 0.1 0.2 21.0 22.7 4.9 12.3 09.9
Rentucky 4,825.8 26.4 0.2 4.8 15.6 14.7 4.1 18.8 15.4
:°ulllann 6,111.8 23.9 0.1 * 14.8 6.7 6.3 25.8 26.7
'tuatuatppz 3,094.8 29.7 0.4 . 28.0 8.4 3.6 16.3 13.6
s°r:h Carolina 7,827.6 23.2 1.5 1.0 13.5 24.0 3.0 19.0 12.8
Suth Carolina 3,969.2 23.1 0.5 0.2 20.1 20.0 4.0 1.7 16.4
fNnessee 4,617.3 31.7 0.7 0.0 29.4 1.2 4.9 18.9 13.2
vtfl(ntl 7,034.9 20.6 1.1 0.4 11.8 25.0 3.5 17.0 20.6
et virginta 2,784.7 24.4 0.2 28.3 14.2 3.3 15.8 13.8
Uthvest 27,564.5 19.7 0.5 0.5 21,7 4.6 1.3 1.4 20.3
:rtxon. 3,761.5 15.9 2.2 33 30.3 14.0 5.2 14.1 14.9
v Mexico . 2,943.5 16.9 1.1 . 0.5 19.6 2.5 1.8 22.) 35.3
gilnho-. 4,430.4 19.9 0.4 0.0 10.3 14.8 2.2 32.7 19.7
N 16,429.0 21.1 0.1 » 23.1 0.0 0.0 36.7 18.9

\€¥Z_!gpnznln 10,154.2 36.4 0.5 1.7 17. 15.2 1.9 17.3 19.9
I°1°rndo 3,833.1 24.2 0.3 0.2 20.6 19.9 2.3 12.6 19.9
N‘-ho 1,202.8 25.9 0.9 * 20.1 18.9 2.1 16.0 16.1
u°htcun 1,223.7 30.0 0.8 3.2 0.0 13.9 2.9 27.7 21.3
"‘-h 2,325.4 27.8 0.7 22.8 16.6 1.9 10.2 20.0
n;lg:gg; 1,569.2 27.1 0.4 7.8 11.3 0.0 0.0 32.0 21.4
\E\!ggg,xf“ $2,312.2 23.7 0.7 3.4 22.8 20.0 t.4 10.3 2.7
ifornis 40,432.3 24.6 0.5 2.6 21.7 22.8 8.0 8.2 11.6
o'v-d. 1,262.7 19.7 0.6 2.6 32.6 0.0 0.0 ».a 11.4
u"lon 3,816.7 24.0 1.8 0.0 .9 3.8 12.8 25.7
*l"hin(ton 6,800.3 19.2 1.8 10.2 40.1 0.0 0.0 16.6 12.1
R te 5,025.0 8.2 0.1 2.6 0.0 .0 6.1 30.6 52.4
vty 2,089.7 19.9 0.1 0.0 30.6 19.3 1.8 8.1 20.2

"2
%unde to saro
Y
Y Exeluding Alaska and Havali.

&Nrg.: Computations based on ACIR GCovernment Finance Spresdsheet Diskettes derived from data tape supplied by
U.S. Bureau of the Census for FY 1984,

) :
'S, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations



APPENDIX TABLE 6

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN STATE REVENUE, SELECTED PERIODS 1972-86

State OWN SOURCE Revenue ’ State TAX Revenue

1972-77 1977-82 1982-84 1984-85(p) 1985-86(est.) 1972-77 1977-82 1982-84 1984-85

U.S. Average 71.5%  70.0%  21.0% 9.1% 4.9% 68.87  60.97  21.0% 9.1%
Arkansas 76.9 65.4 21.7 13.2 3.3 74.6 57.4  22.0 13.2
Georgia 59.3 73.9 20.4 14.4 7.7 59.1 72.1 20.5 14.4
Towa 72.3 59.9 13.4 2.9 4.4 70.2 54.5 12.2 2.9
Kansas 79.1 57.1 21.8 6.8 1.4 83.6 48.9 24.0 6.8
Minnesota 81.5 59.5 32.9 3.0 -4.3 87.7 52.9 33.6 3.0
Mississippi 69.3 58.2 17.7 4.1 7.7 64.8 50.9 19.0 4.1
Missouri 54.4 54.9 .32.3 9.8 6.4 52.2 44.7 32.0 9.8
Montana 75.2 99.6 6.2 9.8 -4.2 70.9 69.4 10.2 9.8
Nebraska 83.1 54.1 23.5 -2.7 7.9 91.8 40.4 24.2 -2.7
North Dakota  95.8 93.3  21.6 1.1 -19.5 87.8 79.8 28.5 1.1

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Government Finances (various years); State Tax Revenues for 1985;
preliminary figures for state own source revenue and 1986 estimated figures for state own
source revenue based on telephone survey of state officials, March 1986.

.—6€-
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APPENDIX TABLE 7

FY 1985 04 STATE GENERAL AODS

(8 in @iltions)
ESTIMATED FIGAMES

Segiming trding hutge
State Selarce Sevenue Adjustemrts Sesarces Eaparditures Trarafers Salorce Stabitzation Ffud
Al sbems 308 2,492 €6) 2,7 2,m 13
Alaske W) 38 403 3,3% 2,003 (351) 139 n"s
Arizone % 2,31 A H 2,367 2,37 7"
Arkersos ° 1,629 1,620 1,621 °
Catifornia 1,306 N8,2% 29,602 28,70 [¢.2] 863 Lad
Coloredo® " 1,94 H 1,062 1,097 ") (10) hed
Comnacticut ° 4,081 4,081 3% o7 ° w
Delowere 180 [ 1,4 1,060 35 125 oo
Hon:h "3 [ R 144 6,990 6,008 (40} ) 14 W
Georgis 07 (R 23 [ 8,25 8,228 [] we
Houni i 130 1,526 43 1,608 1,60 $8
ideho 0 556 4 o s83 0 °
Itiinois &9 [ X 144 10,354 10,008 (38) 20
Indisre 13 3,352 3,607 3,120 (206) [ }] "“Ss
lows ° 2,340 (209) 2,31 2,1 0 2
Kars s 120 1.6N .M 1,76 ? $2
lcnggky 110 2,763 2,873 2,678 195
Louisiana [ ] 4,062 4,161 4,49 )
Neine t4l [273 6 961 954 3 4 1
Nerylerd 49 4,155 4,204 4,155 $0
Nassachusetts® 92 6,250 189 6,531 6,25 (200) 36 "%
Wichigan "y 6,059 %) 6,083 6,021 “?) 15 “9
Nirnesote 538 4,78 $,253 4,927 €159) 134 -
Wississippi $4 1,687 (44) 1,497 1,513 1% 0 40
Hissouri 25 2,937 3,202 3,13 [
#fontane 8 m 405 360 45
Webraske 13 &9 5 856 85 $ 16 z
Weveds 'Y 4 H 841 &7 7
Wew Mampehire 48 616 Loy e 18 38
Wew Jersey [1H] 8,277 33 9,122 8,770 352
Seu Mexico 112 1,310 [ .14 1,309 1,413 é 102 Lad
Wew York 102 909 B,01 2,12 (1,026) 183 o
worth Carctine 380 4,7 5,17 5,131 bl
Worth Dakots 161 92 653 553 100
Ohio e 9,600 9,09 9,54 (44 3] -]
Okl shome 100 1,892 0 2,032 2,082 M °
Oregan® 141 1,479 1,651 1,609 42
Perraylvanie 30 9,120 6 "n 9,187 155) 150 -]
ehade Island 02 1,03 1,01 1,053 (6) 62 10
South Corol ina® i3 2,551 2,602 2,60 (14} (1] ®
South Dekota ) ™ n 330 2
Terrwssee 205 2,748 2,953 2,620 (208) 125 Led
Texss Be 10,685 10,919 $,5% ¢5,200) &0
Uteh 19 1,.2n H 1,292 1,304 13 []
Versont 20) 408 4 ) ]
virginis® 134 W1, 15 4,233 4,059 ” 0
Uashington ] 4,537 4537 4,535 3 0
West Virginis 163 1,516 1,67% 1,665 13
Visconsin 314 4,754 7% §, 16k 4,922 1]
Wyoming 139 395 $34 402 r6) 55 120
Totst! 8,003 205,602 o 2%,200 201,98 €8,032) 4,250 2,55
Dist. of Col.® @3) 2,25 H 2,008 2,%s €102y 260)

Shucipet stabilizstion fund is inciuded in ending belarce.

WOIES: Figures may not edd due to rounding. For explanstion of adjusteents end transfers, see footrotes st the end of the Apperdix.
Trensfers going into the General Fund sre positive mmbers ond transfers from the Cenerst Fund are negative rumbers.

- -H The projected deficit does not teke into sccount the 2 percent holdbeck in expernditures. 1f the holdbeck is not Lifted, the endirg
betence will be 328 million.

oC: Cumuistive belarces include pre-hame rute deficits. ?tu:r figures ore orvaml.
[_H The Goverror ig ing & new budiget stebilizstion .
on: Experddi tures m":m':ns_ wete split erbitrarily, :ira;'ro:‘- 48 percent, second yeer = 52 percent.
$C: flizetion fund will be used to cover roting ielt.
VA: ::?::l.:uyl:;:‘vun:‘- for ::e M:miu- or?canoimd in the tirst yeer of the busget and sre subject to corry forwerd in the
secondd yeor,
t
SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officers, National Governors

Association, Fiscal Survey of the States, March 1986, pp. 32-33.
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APPENDIX TABLE 8

YEAR-END BALANCES AS A PERCENT OF EXPEMDITURES, FY 1984-85 10 FY 198687

----------- W'l '“ ‘M|~ “l““-----o~..-. .....-.--'“.nr‘." “ ‘mi(m..........
Stote FY 198485 FY 1985-86 7 1906-87 FY 1984-85 Y 198586 Y 198587
Al sbame 308 13 [ 12.8 0.5 0.0
Alsshe 2%) 159 n 6.0 $.7 2.9
Arizare % n [ v 0.0
Arkarsos 0 0 0 % L0 0.0
Catifornia 1,386 . 863 1,188 S. .0 3.9
Cotorado 1% (10 2 0.9 -0.5 2.1
Corvectiant [} 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delowsre 180 123 % 2.5 3.4 0.6
Floride 13 9 ° 0.0
Georgis 207 ° 0 @ 0.0
Howni . 130 58 3 8.9 3.8 0.2
idaho [ 0 2 0.0 0.0 0.3
Itiinois 479 20 n.e. $.2 2.2 n.s.
Indians 55 [ 1] 62 - 1.9
low ° 0 ° (c:0) < 0.0
torass 120 52 % € C:;;B 3
Centucky 1o 195 135 R . 4.9
Lovisians » %) na. 2.4 0.2 n.e.
Hoine 21 4 1 2.5 0.4 0.1
Serylard 49 $0 4 1.3 1.2 0.1
Nessachusetts 92 3 a3 1.7 0.6 1.2
Hichigan "r 15 21 0.4
Kinnesots 538 17 100 @ 2.0
Nigsissippi $4 0 ] 0 0.0
Nissouri 265 ) 4 10.4 0.1
Sont sna 28 (3 36 7.4 12. 8.9
Webraske 13 16 28 1.6 3.3
Nevech 5 [ 34 %6 1.5 ' 0.9
Geuw Hampshire 48 38 26 1.9 8.6 s.8
Sew Jersey 812 352 180 10.6 4.0 2.0
Sew Mexico 1" 102 122 8.2 r.2 8.4
Sew York 102 153 0.5 0.7 0.7
North Coaroline 380 & 16 8.6 0.9 0.3
worth Dakots 169 100 3 2.6 qb 73
Ghio ¢ b 3] 118 3.4 6" 1.1
Ok { shosm 100 ] a8 6.0 0.0 5.3
Oregen 7 42 > 10.6 2.6 1.4
Pernsylvenis 310 150 9 3.6 1.6 0.1
Rhode Island 62 42 1 6.6 4.0 0.4
South Caroline 8 [42] [ 2.5 -0.3 0.0
South Dekots 40 E3) 8 12.6 6.0 24
Ternessee 205 125 ™ 8.6 4.8 2.6
Texss . 34 40 0 4.2 0.7 0.0
Uteh 1% 0 0 ‘1.8 0.0 0.0
Verwmont (20) 1 4 5.5 0.3 0.9
virginis (Y4 " 0 1.6 4.3 0.0
Weshington 0 3 7 0.0 0.1 1.5
West Virginie 163 \ 3 0 1.0 0.8 0.0
Wisconsin 31 222 76 6.8 6.5 1.5
Wyaning 139 [ 88 .7 ".7 .7
Tots! 8,003 4,250 4.3 2.
Pist. of Col. (24%) (2460) (20) -12.1 1.2 -10.9

SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officer, National Governors'
Association, Fiscal Survey of the States, March 1986, pp. 36-37.
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APPENDIX TABLE 9
PER CAPITA STATE-LOCAL TAX COLLECTIONS, B8Y STATE AND REGION,
SELECTED YEARS 1953-84 (ladexed to the U.S. Average)

1984
Per Indexed
Cepita to U.S.

State and Region Taxes Average 983 1982 1980 1973 1965 1953
U.8. Average &/ $1,35¢6 100 $1,214__ 81,148 9987 9664 $264 3132
Wew England 1,488 110 110 109 (1] [ 13 100 __ 105
Connecticut 1,655 122 118 114 108 105 110 107
Maine 1,229 ” 1] [ 1] [ ) 86 a8 97
Massachusetts 1,549 114 11? 11? 126 123 114 127
Nev Nampshire 1,092 [} 70 78 75 7 ) L )
Rhode Islend 1,403 103 107 108 10t »? 100 L L]
Versont ,27} 94 94 93 91 (1] 03 104
Mideast 1/ L7473 129 127 126 122 16 10 100
Delavare , 400 103 105 105 107 09 14 76
Dist. of Col. 2,300 170 176 169 149 114 109 100
Maryland 1,503 m 111 110 112 110 ”” 9?
New Jersey 1,637 121 120 117 115 109 102 108
fev York 2,130 157 156 153 15 T 154 141 140
Pennsylvanis 1,309 97 96 ? )9 i 93 86
Creat Lakes } 377 102 100 7 ) 8 107 303
Illinois L4058 104 103 104 110 - 110 10 102
Indisns 1,093 [ }] 75 n 18 87 9 [ 1]
Michigan 1,973 116 113 109 109 103 110 111
Ohio 1,246 92 91 85 82 80 11 86
Wisconsin ,556 115 117 108 107 108 117 18
Plains ,286 95 95 [¥ 92 91 02
Towa ,273 94 96 95 98 [ 1) 105 11
Kansss 1,260 93 9 ” % ] 103 111
Minnesota 1,706 126 121 1§ 3 114 114 113 114
Migsouri 1,012 75 n 73 n” 7 [ 1 78
Nebraska 1,232 ] 9% 90 L 87 3 %
Worth Dakots 1,334 L[] ” 9% 86 L 1] % 108
South Dakots 978 7 75 80 80 82 91 105
Southeast 1,027 16 76 16 74 73 70 71
Alsbema 916 [} 6 66 6 62 [} S7
Arkansas 866 (2} 64 63 66 61 60 60
Plorids 1,073 78 80 7”7 n 78 8 102
Georgls 1,073 79 80 80 78 7 12 72
Kentucky 953 70 73 74 78 75 [1) 59
Louisisns 1,114 82 a? 9 3] 85 | 7 101
Kissfosippl m (1} 63 65 65 67 64 62
North Carolins 1,027 76 75 78 7¢ 2] - n 72
South Carolina 981 172 72 12 72 (3 [ 73
Tennessee [} ) 65 66 66 66 68 (Y 66
Virginia 1,210 89 90 87 87 1 ] n 8
West Virginia ,113 82 80 83 81 80 73 66
Southvest L1647 84 y7 90 89 83 [1] 92
Arisons 2246 92 8 [1] 102 " 101 102
Nev Mexico 1,194 88 86 ] 89 83 92 89
Oklahoss 1,159 85 L 3] 100 84 73 82 100
Texas 1,118 82 [ }] [ 1] 82 78 78 77
Rocky Mountain 1,314 97 97 100 101 90 101 108
Colorado 1,339 9 96 (1] 100 95 111 117
1daho 953 70 72 -73 16 8o 1 2] - 104
Montana 1,275 % L 2 105 101 2 100 102
Utsh 1,133 84 79 )] [} 76 97 L ]
Wyoming 2/ 2,504 85 201 208 142 103 108 123
Par Vest 3/ YA 109 10% 111 104 111 19 125
California ,50) 111 110 114 119 131 kY 26
Nevada 1,353 100 100 100 L 1] 116 122 138
Oregon 1,321 97 101 97 ”»” 9% 106 112
Vashington 1,416 104 108 99 100 102 m 118
Alaske 4,704 347 404 559 424 127 [ 1) 7
Rawvail 1,543 114 120 121 129 128 113 102

Note: Regional collections for 1953-1980 are unveighted aversges. 1981-84 figures are veighted
averages.

1/ Excluding Washington, D.C.

3/ Because much of Alaska's tax revenue is derived frow the taxstien of ofl and aineral produc-
tion and the income of oil companies, per cspita tax collections grestly overstate the actual tax
burden borne by the residents of Alaska. To s lesser extent, this ts true of other states deriving
zevenue from seversnce taxes (such as Wyoaing).

3/ Excluding Alsska and Hawail.

E/ Estimated, based on the U.$. average change between 1953 and 1957 (the sarifeest year resdily

available).

Sources: Computations based on ACIR Government Pinsnce Spreadsheet Diskettes derived from 1984 data
tape supplied by Bureau of the Census. TPor prior yesrs see U.S. Bureau of the Census,
GCovernmental Pinsnces in [yesr]. S5ee slso, ACIR, Significant Peatures of Fiscal Federaliss,

prior years.
U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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APPENDIX TABLE 10 A
STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUE IN RELATION TO STATE PERSONAL INCOMEZ,
BY STATE AND RECION, SELECTED YEARS, 1953-84

1. Tax Revenue as a Percent of Personsl Income.

State and

Region 1984 1983 1982 1981 1978 1978 1965 1953
United States 11.71% 1.05% _10.9¢% 1.29% 2,758 2.29% __10.45% _ 71.%8%
Wev England 11.52 1.22 11.27 1.82 3.49 2.99 9.9) 7.90

Connecticut 11.1 0.38 0.22 0.20 .64 10.82 '9.08 [ N
Maine 12.59 12.10 11.98 11.89 13.29 12.59 10.98 8.9
Massachusetts 11.74 11.76 11.95 13.28 15.11 14.20 10.21 8.7
Nev Hampshire  9.26 8.9 9.0% 8.68 10.51 10.75 9.5 8.28
Rhode Island 12.10 12.03 1.9 11.53 12.52 11.94 10.19 7.02
Vermont 12.86 12.18 12.36 12.58 14.48 15.46 12.72 9.62
Mideast 1 13.68 12.84 12.86 13.11 14.50 13,54 10. N1
Delavare 11.18 10.92 10. 10.84 12.28 11.66 . 21
Dist. of Col. 14.61 14.46 14.17 14.69 13.63 10.67 8.09 $.90
Maryland 11.68 11.13 10.94 11.24 13.02 12.26 9.3 6.3
Nev Jersey 11.67 11.17 10.98 11.21 12.42 11.59 9.07 6.59
Nev York 16.46 15.38 15.57 15.84 17.19 16.65 1.8 8.7
Pennsylvania 11.44 10.70 10.70 10.92 12.25 11.68 9.47 6.17
Great Lakes 1.98 10.96 10. 44 10.59 11.60 11.. 9.73 ~ 6.78
11lincis 1.35 10.41 "10.29 11.05 11.80 11.73 3.89 6.3
1adians 10.47 9.05 9.00 9.23 10.29 11.18 10.24 7.08

Michigan 13.75 12.45 11.64 11.57 12.67 11.66 10.67 7.3

Ohio 11.12 10.26 i WY 9.20 9.93 9.69 8.64 5.87

Wisconsin 13.75 13.18 12.23 12.24 14.16 13.83 12.5% 8.9)
Plaine 1.4] 10.74 10.12 10.45  11.77 1.73 10.83 2

Tova 11.91 10.85 10.51 11.08 11.62 2.14 11.63 .22

Kansas - 10.34 9.66 9.44 10.03 11.29 10.86 11.70 s.71

Minnesots 14.39 13.22 11.96 12.00 14.16 13.94 12.72 9.3

Missourt 9.30 9.19 8.59 8.7 9.9 10.3% 8.74 6.14

Nebrasks 11.05 10.81 10.10 10.37 12.15% 10.96 9.3 7.69

North Dakota 11.53 10.27 10.25 11.24 11.63 10.98 11.77 11.27

South Dakota 10.02 9.58 9.93 10.85 11.48 11.60 12.60 10.79
Southeast 10.19 5.81 $.70 10.12 11.01 10,70 10.04 .86

Alabama 9.9 $.36 9.16 9.85 10.21 9.94 9.74 7.00

Arkansas 9.7 9.23 8.90 9.32 10.18 9.90 9.77 7.92

Plorida 9.5 9.04 [ 1831 9.3 10.64 9.9 10.53 9.20

Georgla 10.53 10.32 10.30 10.55 11.26 10.79 3.96 7.67

Kentucky 10.18 10.07 9.97 10.32 11.26 11.32 9.62 6.47

Louisfana 10.91 10.45 11.03 11.54 12.28 12.99 12.05 10.43

Missiesippi 10.80 10.03 10.07 10.78 11.77 11.84 11.85 9.37

North Carolins 10.64 10.18 10.11 10.29 10.93 10.58 9.97 8.25

South Carolins 10.79 10.53 10.20 10.66 11.09 10.46 9.67 8.61

Tennessee 9.26 9.09 9.00 9.56 10.74 10.04 .71 7.32

Virgints 10.14 ..97 9.72 10.05 11.05 10.67 8.5% 6.09

West Virginia 12.07 11.18 11.47 0.71 11.29 12.27 9.85 $.81
Southvest 10.25 3.73 10.02 0.56 11.15 11.06 10.16 7.34

Arizons 12.05 10.84 10.45 1.49 14.28 13.26 12.15% 8.50

Nev Mexico 12.60 11.66 12.82 14.02 13.26 13.54 12.16 8.66

Oklahoma 10.57 10.26 11.12 11.05 10.66 10.5%3 10.44 9.07

Texas 9.71 9.30 9.52 10.04 10.55 0.56 9.60 6.68
%ocky Wountain 12.02 11.25 11.49 11.25 12.91 1.78 11.61 .60

Colorado 10.62 $.77 10.13 10.20 12.55 11.61 11.40 %)

1dsho 10.10 .93 9.3 10.01 12.00 11.02 12.14 9.00

Montana 12.93 12.55 13.12 12.87 13.76 12.87 11.78 7.62

Utah 12.86 11.30 11.50 11.89 12.66 11.63 11.78 8.4é

Vyoming 2/ 20.89 20.23 19.98 15.53 15.95 13.43 11.28 8.73
Far West 3/ 11.61 10.97 10.99 11.30 15.13  14.07 11.79 8. 5%

California 11. 54 10.83 11.12 11.49 15.80 14.59 11.98 8.41

Nevads 11.11 10.25 10.14 10.26 13.10 13.23 10.69 7.93

Oregon 12.3% 11.93% 11.08 11.85 12.80 12.13 10.94 8.24

Washington 11.76 11.44 10.28 10.04 12.73 12.06 11.18 8.07
Alasks 2/ 28.55 33.03 45.42 $0.02 17.49 21.45 8.11 $.03 &4/
Navail — 12.93 12.87 12.75 13.78 14.02 14.44 11.72 8.23 ¥/

1/ Excluding the District of Columbis.
77 Becsuse most of Alaska's revenue fs dcrtvcd fros the caxation of o1l production snd the

income of oil compsnies, the receat figures for the state of Alaska greatly overstate the sctual
tax burden borne by the residents of Alaska.

To a lesser axtent, this true of other states
deriving vevenue from severance taxes (such as Wyoaing).
3/ Excluding Alaska and Hawvail

TV Estimated, based on the U.S. average change betveen 1953 and 1957 (the sarliest year
rcndlly avatlnblc).

Sources:

Census, Governmental Finances in [yesr].

Piscal Pederalisn, prior years.

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

Computations based on ACIR Government Tinance Spreadsheet Diskettes derived from 1984
data tape supplied by Bureau of the Census. Por prior yesrs see U.S. Bureau of the

See also, ACIR, Significant Peatures of
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APPENDIX TABLE 11

STATE AND LOCAL TAX REVENUEZ IN RELATION TO STATE PERSONAL INCOME,
8Y STATE AND REGCION, SELECTED YEARS, 1953-1984

2. State Index Nuaber Relsted to U.$. Average (U.S. = 100.0)
State and
Region 1984 1983 1982 1981 1978 1975 1965 1953
United States 100.0 100.0 00.0 100.0 100.0 00.0 100.0 100.0
Nev England 96.4 101.5 02.8 0.7 105.8 04.1 §5.4 104 .2
Connecticut - 95.4 93.9 93.2 90.3 91.3 88.0 86,9 79.9 ~
Maine 107.5 109.4 109.3 105.3 104.2 102.4 105.1 - — 118.1
Massachusetts 100.3 106.3 109.0 117.6 118.% 115.3 7.7 115.7
Nev Hampshire 79.1 80.8 82.6 76.9 02.4 87.8 9.0 109.2
Rhode Island 103.3 108.8 109.2 102.1 9.2 97.2 97.5% 92.6
Vermont 109.8 110.2 12.7 111.5 113.6 125.8 121.7 126.9
Midesst 1/ 116.8 116.2 17.3 116.1 113.7 113.4 100.9 98.4
Delavare 95.5 98.8 00.1 96.0 96.3 9.9 85.9 $5.%
Dist. of Col. 124.7 130.8 129.3 130.1 106.9 86.8 77.4 77.8
Marylend 9.8 100.7 9.8 99.6 102.1 99.8 9.4 3.3
Nev Jersey 99.6 101.1 100.2 99.3 97.4 9.3 86.8 86.9
Nev York 140.6 138.8 142.0 140.4 134.0 135.5 113.6 116.0
Penneylvania 97.7 96.8 97.6 96.8 96.1 5.0 90.6 81.4
Grest Lskes 102.3 99.2 95, 93.8 91.0 2.4 3. 9.4
1llinois 96.9 6.2 93. 97.9 - 92.5 S.b S.1 34.0
Indiena 89.4 81.9 2.1 81.8 80.7 9.7 98.0 9.4
Michigsn 117.4 112.6 106.2 102.5 99.4 9.9 102.1 9.4
Ohio 9.9 92.8 6.4 81.% 77.9 8.8 82.7 77.4
Wisconsin 117.4 3119.3 111.6 108.5 111.1 112.5 20.1 17.3
Plaine $7.5 97.1 2.4 92.6 ~92.3 95.4 03,6 08.
Tova 101.7 98.2 5.9 98.2 9.1 98.8 111, 21,
Kansas 88.3 87.4 6.1 8.9 8.5 88.4 112.0 114.9
Minnesots 122.8 119.6 109.1 106.3 111.1 113.4 121.7 123.7
Missouri 79.4 83.1 78.4 na 78.0 8.2 83.6 81.0
Bebraska 94.3 97.8 9.1 1.9 95.3 89.2 89.4 101.5
North Dakots 98.5 92.9 93.6 99.6 9.2 9.1 112.6 148.7
South Dakots 85.6 86.7 90.6 96.2 90.0 9.4 120.6 142.3
Southeast 87.0 88.7 88.5 89.7 86.4 87.1 — 96.1 103.7
Alabans 85.3 84.7 83.5 87.3 80.1 $0.9 93. 92.3
Arkansas 83.2 83.5 81.2 82,5 79.8 80.6 9.5 104.5
Plorida 81.2 s1.8 79.4 82.8 83.5 80.9 100.8 121.4
Georgls 89.9 93.4 9.0 93.5 8.3 7.8 95.3 101.2
Kentucky 87.0 91.1 90.9 91.5 88.3 92.1 92.1 85.4
. Louistans 93.2 94.5 100.6 102.3 96.1 105.7 115.3 137.6
Mississippt 92.2 90.8 1.9 95.5 92.3 9.3 113.4 123.6
North Carolina 90.8 92.1 92.2 91.2 85.7 86.1 95.4 108.8
South Carolina 92.1 5.2 3.1 9%.5 87.0 85.1 9.3 113.6
Tennessee 79.0 82.3 82.1 84.7 84.2 8l1.7 9.9 96.6
Virginis 86.6 90.2 8.7 89.0 86.7 86.98 81.8 80.3
Vest Virginia 103.1 101.1 104.7 94.9 88.% 99.8 b4 .3 89.8
Southvest 87.5 88.1 1.4 93.6 87.5 90.0 7 4 96.8
Arizona 102.9 98.0 95.4 101.8 112.0 107.9 116, 112.1
Nev Mexico 107.6 105.5 117.0 124.2 104.0 110.2 116.4 114.2
Ok lahoms 90.2 92.8 101.4 9.9 83.6 8.7 9.9 119.7
Texas 82.9 84.2 86.9 89.0 82.7 85.9 91.9 88. ]
- Rocky Mountsio 102.6 101.7 104.% 99.7 101.3 95.9 111.1 113.3
Colorado 90.7 88.4 92.4 90.3 98. 4 94.5 109.1 117.8
1daho 86.2 89.8 87.0 88.7 9.1 89.7 116.2 118.7
Montana 3110.4 113.6 119.7 114.0 107.9 102.) 112.7 100.8
Utah 109.8 102.2 104.9 105.3 99.3 9.6 112.7 111.3
Wyosing 2/ 178.4 183.0 182.2 137.6 125.1 109.3 107.9 115.2
Far west 37 $9.1 $9.2 100.2 _100.1 116.7 114.% 112.8 [16.0
California 98.5 98.0 101.4 101.8 123.9 118.7 114.6 110.9
Nevads 94.9 92.7 92.5% 90.9 102.7 107.6 102.3 104.6
Oregon . 105.5 108.1 101.1 105.0 100.4 98.7 104.7 108.7
Washington 100.4 103.5 $3.8 89.0 99.8 9.1 107.0 106.5
Alasks 2/ 243.8 298.8 414.4 443.1 137.2 101.3 17.6 66.4
Bavait — 110.4 116.5 116.3 121.8 110.0 117.5 112.2 108.6

1/ Bxcluding the District of Coluabis.
3/ Because sost of Alaska's revenue is derived from the taxstion of ofl production and the

- 1 companies, the tecent figures for the state of Alaska greatly overstate the

income of of

sctuel tax burden borne by the residents of Alaska.

states der{ving revenue froms severance taxes (such as Vyoaming).
3/ Excluding Alasks and Havail.

To & lesser extent, this true of other

Sources: Computaticns based on ACIR Government Pinance Spreadsheet Diskettes derived frow 1984

dats tape supplied by Buresu of the Census.
Census, Covernsentsl Finances in (year}].

Piscal Federalisa, prior years.

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernnental Relations

For prior years sse U.S. Buresu of the
$ee also, ACIR, Significant Festures of
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APPENDIX TABLE 12

STATE~LOCAL DIRECT EXPENDITURE POR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION:
PEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL SHARE OF PINANCES, SELECTED YZARS 1960-1984

1983-84 1979-80 1969-70 1959-60
Ped. State locsl® Ped. State Local* Fed. State locsl® Ped. State local#
U.S. Average 6,61 48,32 %5.0% 9.21  48.9% %4.0% 7.2 40.9% 51,82 J. 72 39.5% 56,88
Nev England .4 37,4 57,2 b, 5 36, 59.3 4,6 23.8 71,6 n.d. n.a. B.da.
Connecticut 3.3 37.4 57.3 N 1.5 62.5 2.1 5.2 72. 3.0 26.8 70.2
Maine 7.7 $0.5 61.8 9.6 48.9 41.5 6.7 32.% 60.8 4,0 30.6 65.4
Massachusetts S.5 3.5 $5.0 6.5 36.3 §7.2 6.0 20.0 74.0 2.0 20.% 7.5
Nev Hampshire 3.6 8.1 88.2 S.1 6.8 8.1 S.1 8.} 86.7 6.6 S.3 90.1
Rhode lsland 6.6 35.9 59.5 5.9 38.8 55.4 5.9 35.3 s8.8 4.0 18.1 17.9
Versont 3.9 34,7 59.3 7.7 28.0 64,2 2.9 37, 60.0 0.8 23,1 76.1
Wideast [ 41,7 54, 6.3 4).5 $2.2 5. 9 41,6 52.6 N.8, n.8. fn.a.
" Delavare 8.6 68,2 23, 13.0 6.7 2.3 b 71, 1.3 4.2 78.9 18.9
Dist. of Col. 11.8 0o 88.2 15.8 a.a. 84.2 30.2 n.a. 9.8 0.8 n.a. 99.2
Maryland 5.6 39.6 $4.8 8.0 40.2 S1.8 6.4 35.2 $8.4 6.9 3.4 $6.7
Rev Jersey 3.4 40,0 6.6 4.1 40.4 55.% S.é 27.0 7.6 1.8 24,1 4.4
New York 3.8 4.4 54.9 5.0 40.6 4.4 4,7 46.4 48.9 1.2 3%.3 59.%
Pennsylvanis 0.3 45.4 $0.3 .S 45.0 46,5 6.2 46,2 47,6 1.8 30.2 48.0
Great Lakes .7 39.6 6.7 o 42.8 48.5 4,9 35,7 59.4 B.8, B.a. Bod,
Illiaode 7.6 7.7 L ) 12.8 61,2 46,0 S.7 36,6 9.5 2.7 18.9 78.4
Indiana 4.2 $3.4 42,4 6.9 86.1 37.0 6.8 3.4 53.8 3.1 29.8 67.1
Michigan 5.0 32.0 63.0 7.4 42,7 49.9 3.9 43.1 $1.0 2.8 43.8 $3.4
Ohio ' 5.3 42.8 s1.9 7.7 40.6 51.6 $.0 28,3 6.7 2.8 30.3 66.9
Wisconsin 4,7 39.3 55.9 5.5 37.6 56.8 2.5 31.6 65.9 2.9 21.) 75.8
Plaine 5.8 43.6 50,7 1.7 &2.7 49,7 8,2 33.3 0.4 D.8, B.8. n.a.
lova 5.5 42,5 52.0 6.7 42,2 51.0 3.6 28.0 b8.4 2.9 12.1 85.0
Kansas 4.8 43.5 S$i.6 6.9 43.3 49.8 S.9 31.2 62.9 5.3 21.% 73,2
Minnesota 4.6 54,4 41.0 6.1 $6.6 37.3 S.3 46.0 48,7 2.7 38.2 59.1
Missourd 6.9 3.7 $6.4 9.7 36.7 $3.6 7.9 3.7 8.4 4.8 30.5 64,7
Nebrasks S.8 29.5 64.7 7.9 18.2 73.9 6.4 17.6 76.0 4.3 4,3 9.4
North Dakota 7.1 $9.9 33.0 7.7 46.5% 45.7 9.3 25.7 65.0 1.7 31.3 67.0
South Dakota 11.0 27.5 61.5 13.9 20.8 65.3 .7 3.1 75.2 5.3 8.6 86,1
Southeast 9.6 55.4 35.0 13.1 56.0 30.9 2.9 56.0 33, D.8. B.8. N.8.
Alabanma 12.7 70,7 16.6 12.6 69.0 18.4 5.2 33.3 1.8 8.1 69.3 22.6
Arkansas 11.4 87.6 na 14,5 $3.0 32,8 18.2 44,8 37.3 8.0 42,7 44,3
Plorida 7.8 53.7 38.5 11.0 55.2 33.7 9.5 55.7 34,8 2.2 $7.7 40.1
Georgis 9.5 $0.8 39.7 11.8 87.6 30.6 10.5 58.3 3.1 11. 62.8 25.1
Kantucky 10.5 70.2 19.4 12,5 69.7 17.8 13.6 $6.2 30.2 4,7 4.9 0.4
Louisiana 9.8 $3.3 36.9 14.8 54,4 30.8 11.9 $6.4 3. 2.4 67.7 29.9
Mississippd 17.8 56.7 25.5 24.1 $3.1 22.8 21.4 $2.4 26.2 9.2 $2.4 8.4
North Carolins 10.4 61.3 28.3 15.2 62.4 22.3 15.6 65,7 18.7 4.7 68.3 27.0
South Carolina 8.3 $7.1 34.6 14.9 $6.8 28.3 14,0 9.5 26.4 S.8 70.9 23,3
Tennessee 13.2 45.8 43.0 14.0 48.3 »a 11.9 48.0 40.1 3.7 8.0 42,3
Virginia 6.9 43.5 49.6 9.5 40.9 49,6 1.1 3.4 52.% 9.5 36.5 $4.0
West Virginia 8.1 62.8 29.1 10.6 60.1 29.3 12.4 48.2 39.4 4,2 84,2 4].6
Southwest 8.6 50,4 41,0 1,8 S5l.1 37.35 10.1 47,3 YN ) B8 N8 N.d.
Arizona 10.3 52.0 7.7 1. ~4l,8 7.3 8.2 66.4 45.4 6.8 38.5 33.7
Nev Maxico 1.7 75.3 13.0 16.6 63.4 20.0 17.7 61.9 20.4 15.2 69,4 15.4
Oklahoma 7.8 62.4 30.0 11.5 $7.7 30.9 11.8 43.8 44,4 1.2 42,2 50.6
Texas 8.3 45,64 46.4 11,0 50.1 38.9 9.3 46.4 44,3 4,6 49.9 45,5
Rocky Mountain §.5 - 448 49.7 7.2 45.5 47,2 .8 33.8 57,3 Dol Ne8, n.8,
Colorado 4,5 40,3 55.2 6.1 41,0 32.9 .6 2.8 4.5 5.7 19,9 - Te. &
1daho 6.7 64,7 2s8.5 9.5 §5.0 35.8 8.4 3.8 83,8 s.8 33.2 61.0
Montana .5 44,9 45.6 8.4 49,3 62,2 8.5 25.4 66.2 3.7 25.4 70.9
Utah 5.8 53.2 41.0 7.8 4.0 38.2 7.6 52.8 39.5 5.3 41.9 52.8
Vyoming 3.3 28.7 67.9 6.6 29.6 63.8 20,2 24.8 55,0 $.7 45.7 68,6
Yar West 1/ 7.2 65.0 27.9 9.5 6/.3 23.2 3.6 38.6 55.8 B.8. N.8. n.a,
Celifornia 7.9 66.9 25.2 8.7 71.2 19.1 5.3 37.3 7.4 3.6 82,7 $3.7
Nevada 4.1 39.9 $6.0 8.6 58.93 32.9 8.8 36.% $4.7 9.4 56.4 3.2
Oregon $.6 26.8 65.6 9.9 35.5 54,6 6.0 20.8 73.2 4.8 29.5 66.0
Washington 5.6 75.1 19.2 8.6 0.8 20.6 6.6  56.6 36.8 5.7 6l.1 33.2
Alaska 1.8 75.5 22.7 13.0 70,2 16.9 27.1 53.3 19.6 17.9 $0.0 32.1
Havait 9.1 90.6 0.3 12.5 85.2 2.4 9.7 87.2 3.2 13.6 65.9 16.5

*local and other revenue.

1/ 1ncluding Alasks and Havail.

Source: ACIR staff compilstion from Nationsl Bducation Association, Estimates of School Statistics, 1984-85, Tabdle 8,
p. 37, March 1985 (see also prior years).

U.S. Advigsory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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APPENDIX TABLE 13

TABLE 20--STATL PERCENTAGE OF STATE-LOCAL GENERAL EXPEZNDITURE, PROM OWN REVENUEL
SOURCES, TOTAL AND FOR SELECTLD PUNCTIONS, BY STATE AND REGION, FY 1984

Total
General Publice Realth & Local
State and Region Expenditure . Velfars Righvaye Bospitale fducstion
U.S. Average (133 823 31 492 L§}4
Nev England 6) 94 3 ~ 7 20
Connecticut 60 93 7 92 k1)
Maine 63 L )4 S6 72 (1]
Massachusetts 67 97 [13 70 42
Nev Bampshire 'Y ” 61 s2 % s
Rhode Islsnd (1) L] 48 ”” 38
Vermont 67 100 S 4 37
Mideast 49 1 [ 9 Y3
Delavars 73 )9 S T3
Marylend 36 100 28 % 42
Nev Jersey 87 1 34 59 41
New York 43 30 3/ 33 2 43
Pennsylvania 59 100 715 78 47
Grest Lakes 6 )7 [ 50 42
I11in0is 3 4 [9 &1
Indians 9 48 sl 3 6
Michigan b 3] 2 n” S 34
Ohio 8 [ 1] 80 32 43
Wisconsin 33 74 4 od 4
Plaine 57 78 36 46 46
Tows 58 [} s 39 [ 3
Kansas 49 1 2] 46 49 &
Ninnesots 60 [ 1) )Y (1) 7
Missouri 56 [ ] 38 44 3
Nebrasks 48 72 60 o8 31
North Dakota ” 81 (2] % o4
South Dakots 38 82 50 59 y
Southeast 9 87 73 2
Alabans 63 995 73 3
Atkansas (1] ”» 3] &% 'Y
Plorids 43 86 (1] n s
Georgls 53 % S1 28 36
Keatucky 74 1 2] 90 (11 78
Louisians 1) % o4 3 L1}
Missiseippi 63 -8 62 29 69
Morth Carolina 67 53 %0 87 - 68
South Carolina 67 . 9 8 > ] . 62
Tennessee 33 [ ] 73 7Y $2
Virginias 59 14 80 73 47
West Virginis 69 99 86 34 68
Southwest 2 85 58 46 &
Arisona S 57 7 $0
Nev Mexico 75 82 72 (1] [ 1]
Oklahoma 61 100 7 52 68
Texas 47 )2 &7 42 49
Rocky Mountain 35 4 65 49 AT
Colorado 32 1 57 31 113
1dsho 64 82 78 24 1]
Montana . 9 70 3] (73 $0
n - R S -
osin 3 27 30
Far West 2/ 0 95 6 L3 70
California b1 95 60 41 73
Nevada 30 73 57 18 42
Oregon s3 78 63 68 b}
Washington (3] 100 62 37 80
Alasks 83 9 73 82 77
Rawaii 81 96 33 9?2 100
Exhibit: Pederal Atd as &
T of S-L Expenditures 192 $5% 272 82 72

Note: State transfers to local governments are {ncluded with state expenditures and
deducted from local expenditures.

1/ Because of inconsistencies in the data, this e not derived from Census dats.
Rather it is an estismate of & state public welfare official ia New York.

2/ Excluding Alsska and Havaii.

Sources: Computations for 1984 based on ACIR Coveroment Finance Spresdshest Diskettes

derived from dats tspe supplied by U.S. Buresu of the Census. Published
sources: Census, Covernmental Finances $n 1983-1984 and State Covernment
Finances, 1984. Computations were performed as follows: [State Direct
Expenditures (GF, Table 13) plus State Intergovernmental Txpenditure (SGF,11)
less State Intergovarnmental Revenue fros Federal (SGY7,7) less State Inter-
governmental Revenue from Local (SGF,7)] divided by [Total State-Local
Direct Expenditure (GF,13) less Totergovernaental Revenue fros Pederal
(Gr,5)). Local E Education data from Nstional Zducation Auuoctltton,
Betimates of School Statistice, 1984-85 (® 1984 by NEA),

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations



-47~
APPENDIX TABLE 14
NAJOR STATE TAX INCREASES IN 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984 AND 1985

Individual No Tax
State and Region Incoms Sales Business Cigarette Alcohel Motor Puel Miscelleneous Incresse
U.S. TOTAL TAX CHANGES 33 46 35 62 &7 69 61 1
Nev England
Counecticut 3 1,3 3,5¢ 3 3.4 3
Maive 3 3 3,4 1 3 2,8
Massschusstts 3 3
Nev Bampshire 1,3 3,8¢ 1,3 1,3¢ 3
Rhode lslend 3 3 2,5,%¢ 3 1,3,% 2
Vermont 4 2 4 3 1 1,2,3
Mideast
Delavare 4 1
Maryland sc 2
Wev Jersey 2 2 2 S s
Nev York 3,5¢ 3,5¢ 1,3
Peansylvanie 1.3 3 3 1
Creat Lakes
Illinois 3 3 3 5¢ 3 LY
Indiena 2 2 1 1,8 s
Michigan 2,3 2
Ohio 2,3 1 1,2,3 1 1 1,3,%
Wisconsin 3 2,3 - 1,2,305¢ 1 1,3
Plains
Tove  _ 3 1,38, 1) 1.3 )
Kansas h L 1,2,3¢ 3, 3 3 3,
Minnesots 2,38 2,4 2 8,5¢ 1,3 3
Miesours 2,383 2,8¢
Nabreska 2¢ 3¢ 3,3 1,2,3¢,8¢ 1,8 H 1,
North Dakota 3,5¢ 3 3,5¢ 3 1,3 3
South Dskota 1,5 1 1,4¢ 1,4,%
Southeast
Alsbama 4 4 3,4
Arkansae 3 3 3, ] 1,3
Plorida [4 2 3 s¢ 3 308 208
Georgla X
Kentucky Se S 2 2
Louisisana 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Mississippt 2,40 2,340 50 2.4¢ 5,3¢ 1,3 3,8
North Carolina 1 3
South Carolina 2%,3%,S¢ 4 3 1 2,3
Tennessee 3 4,5¢ 4 1 1,8 2,3,4
Virginis 2,5 1,2 S
Mest Virginis 3 1 3 13 1,3 H
Southwest
Arizons 3,4% 4,5% 4 1,2,5 3,4,5
Kev Mexico 3 3 3 s¢ 1 3
Oklahoma 4,3 ) 3¢ 4,5 4,3 3,8
Texas 4 4 4 4 4
Rocky Mountain
Colorado 3., se 3.“ ’os‘ 303‘ 1 J 2
1daho 3,40 3 1,2, 1
Montans 3,5¢ 5 . 3 1
Utah ’.‘. ’u‘ znsc 1.103 ‘.‘ 3,‘
Wyoming 1
Par Vest
Calffornis ’ . - . 1
Nevada 1 3, 5¢¢ 1,3,5¢ 1,8 3.5
°?C|Qh 2.3.. lozo"os 3¢ ‘!’!s 1
Washington 1,2,3 2,) 1,2,%¢ 1,2,)¢ 1,3 3,4,5
Alaska ' H 3 1
Hewati S S

1-=Tax incresse {n 1981. 2--Tax increase in 1982. 3—Tax increase in 1983. 4--Tax fncrease in 1984.

S==Tax increase fn 1985. .
®--Indicates states that incressed revenue fros a tax without directly fncreasing the tax rate, but

by changfng the tax base (e.g., by suspending indexing).
a-=Nebraska raised it ssles tax rate and exempted food fros the sales tax. These two actions approximately
offeet each other in terss of their effect on tax vevenue. It also raised its {ncome tax from 182 to 202
of federal tax lisbility, but this essentially offset the 10I federsl tax reductioca.
b--Maine cancelled a tax decresse passed by fnitiative vhich would have retrosctively tndexed the income tax.
The retroactive feature of this initiative vas eliminated, but future tax sdjustments were not changed.
c-~Passed contingent cigarette tax incresase which will be triggered if the federal government allows an 8¢/pack
clgarette decresse to taks place as scheduled {n 1985.
e~~Indicates states that extended or made permanent previously snacted temporary taxzas.
f-~Florida repealed worldwide unitary tax but raised the corporate incose tax

Note: Table does not distinguish differences between temporary and persanent tax {ncresses. Table notes
only legislative and citizen passed tax changes enacted in the specified yesr. It does mor fnclude
adainistrative tax increases.

Source: ACIR staff compilations based on the Natfional Conference of State Legislatures, Legislative Pinance
Paper # 49, “State Budget Actions in 1985, Legislstive Finance Paper #45, "State Budget Actions in
1984;" Leglslative Pinance Paper #38, “State Budget Actions in 1983;" Legislative Pinsnce Paper
#37, “State Tax Action in 1982, Denver, CO; Commerce Clesring House, State Tax Reviev.

¥e. 2.

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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APPENDIX TABLE 15

STATE BUDGET CUTS ADOPTED SINCE ENACTMENT OF THE FY85-86 BUDGET

(As of February 1986)

Cut as % Exempted
Amount of Gen. Action Selective or Dare Program/
Stare tin millions) Fund Exp. Taken by Across-the-Board  Enacted Notes
Arkansas $ 603 4.3% Governor selective 11785 & Cuts made according to
2/86 original budget priorities (st
cut = [%:2nd cut = 3.3%)
Colorado 37.8 2.0 Governor across-the-board 10/85
Hawaii 329 2.0  Governor selective 7/85 Fixed costs. e.g.. retirement
and welfare benefits
Idaho 7.6 1.2 Gov.-Ist cut across-the-board 9/85 Ist cut: schools: corrections
Leg.-2nd cut 2/86 cut only 1% 2nd cut:
, education. welfare. and
. corrections
lowa 80.7 3.85 Governor  across-the-board 10/8S
Louisiana 79.0 1.8 Governor selective 3/86
Minnesota £9.0 1.7 Pending in  selective and n.a. Debt service: welfare
(FY&6) Legislature  across-the-board programs:; education cut less
268.0 5.0 n.a
(FYR7)
Mississippi 729 4.67 Financial selective and 11/8S  Education cut less
Mgmt Board across-the-board 1/R6
Montana 7.0 2.0 Governor across-the-board 1/86 Basic schoo! aid: legislative
and judicial budgets
Nebraska 17.0 2.0 Legislature selective and 11/85  Public Safety & Human
across-the-board Services cut less
Oklahoma n.a. 4.5 Governor across-the-board 11/85  Governor asked agencies to
save, since next year
revenues will be down 16%
South Carolina 46.0 2.0 Governor across-the-board. 1/86 Corrections cut 1.5%. Mental
Health and Tax Commission
-exempted
Texas 1.309.5 13.0  Governor seleclive 2/86 K-12 education, highways,
(biennium) and retirement systems.
Much smaller cuts in
Corrections and Mental
Health and Mental
Retardation.
Utah 13.2 1.0 Legislature  selective 286
Vermont 2.5 0.6 Governor selective 11/85  Schools, debt service,
welfare benefits, retirement
benefits, and emergency
funds
Wisconsin 230.0 2.3 Legislature  selective 2/86 State operations were cut
(biennium) about 5.8% for FYB7 and aid
1o local governments and
individuals cut less or
exempted.
SOURCE: National Association of State Budget Officers, National Governors'

Association, Fiscal Survey of the States, March 1986, pp. 7-8.
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APPENDIX TABLE 16

PULL-TIMZ BQUIVALENT EMPLOYMENT OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS PER
10,000 POPULATION (with Pederal esployment exhibit), BY STATE,
SELECTED YEARS 1957-1984 l/

Pull-tiese Cquivalent
State-Local Employses Par 10,000 Populatien

State and Region 1984 1983 1982 1981 1978 1972 1967 1962 1957
United States 472 465 468 _&76 492 443 378 321 280 2/
Exhibit: -
Pederal Enployment 3/ 119 117 117 119 126 134 148 133 141
Bev England
Coanecticut 44 431 437 450 434 404 M7 295 77
Maine 453 451 447 451 432 444 359 302 262
Nassachusetts 442 446 444 N 478 448 377 339 b 313
Nev Nampshire 432 419 418 43 443 422 33 296 273
Rhode lsland 465 465 456 463 471 422 34 29 287
Versoot 464 438 468 475 485 $00 366 321 268
Nideast
Delasvare 505 507 21 530 sS4l 536 405 33é 267
District of Columdia 763 738 7% nz 73 664 470 348 262
Waryland 491 498 513 $13 549 473 385 317 260
Nev Jarsey 480 478 482 490 490 418 326 292 265
Nev York 363 551 $46 43 s18 s19 443 373 350
Pennsylvania 301 383 386 397 404 380 316 270 227
Crest Lakes
llitooie 425 421 425 439 447 416 352 300 253
Indians 440 43S 434 8446 449 408 362 s 262
Michigan 446 432 431 442 407 428 376 2 279
Ohio 431 429 424 434 436 400 332 295 260
Visconsin ) 473 451 449 466 467 4S) 374 P31 ] 253
Rlaine
lows 493 489 489 494 304 439 393 335 292
Kansas S$24 $23 $30 $40 335 478 420 359 320
Minnesots 461 468 438 488 491 465 388 328 285
Missours 438 432 446 450 456 417 350 286 250
Nebraska 564 581 365 879 $91 526 424 31 3né
North Dakota 521 $00 s01 499 49 474 403 343 281
South Dakota 493 483 494 $02 518 475 427 330 296
Southeast
Alsbama 481 484 481 484 S01 427 M0 279 259
Arksasas 4352 44S 453 452 449 396 338 an 248
Tlorida 443 438 449 453 511 491 414 M1 309
Ceorgla 528 542 835 825 548 486 365 303 272
Keatucky 425 410 406 413 437 389 b R3] 265 230
Louisiana 528 s18 515 $09 $24 484 402 356 320
Misstsnippl S18 $00 496 502 508 468 %4 292 260
North Carolina 489 476 479 490 495 413 329 275 242
South Carolina 497 481 488 499 $87 451 324 m 23S
Tennessee 461 454 460 476 492 465 37 305 264
Virginis 492 481 486 498 $41 446 p 7%} 278 259
Vest Virginis 489 482 485 489 498 471 372 304 227
Southvest
Arizona 458 451 472 491 557 529 408 338 283
New Mexico 360 866 864 s78 560 $38 432 28 298
Oklahoms 51t 5135 530 527 505 466 400 321 301
~Texas - 488 473 - 476 478 ‘300 431 337 307 264
Rocky Mountain
Colorado 482 477 490 507 564 $26 462 373 12
1daho 487 455 468 480 13 498 395 345 306
Montana 37 s18 $30 846 $82 $13 414 s? 314
Utah 450 431 444 439 495 520 405 346 283
Wyoming 677 661 659 653 611 678 567 446 368
Par West
Califoraia 447 438 YO 458 489 &77 408 367 334
Nevada 481 473 480 497 602 397 468 382 )
Oregon 486 483 486 504 $39 $02 423 30 321
Washington 471 451 454 466 512 500 438 366 324
Alaska 793 8ié 820 803 725 122 468 W7 206
Haveity 476 480 498 496 320 $24 432 3235 323

1/ Nusber of eamployees are as of October for sll years except 1957 which fs ae of April.
2/ U.S. average for 1957 excludes Alasks and Havaii (prior to ststehood).

3/ Pull-tise equivalent federsl civilisn employees. Published full-time equivelent figures for
federsl employees not avaflable for 1980-1984. Estimates based on average ratic of full-time equivse-

lent esployment to all employment (.9524) for 1974-1979.

Sources: ACIR compilation from U.3. Buresu of the Census, Census of Governments, various years; Pudlic
Baployment in [year), (Table 12 in the 1984 edition).

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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APPENDIX TABLE 17

STATE PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME EXPRESSED AS A PERCENTAGE OF
U.S. AVERAGE, SELECTED YEARS 1929-1984

Per Capita Per Capits Personal Income as a Percentage of
Personal U.8. Average (100)

Income
State and Region 1984 1984 1982 1979 1974 1964 1954 1944 1934 1929

U.S. Average 17 $12,789 $12,789 $11,113 $8,651 §5,448 $2 592 $1,781 §1,186 425 $697

Wev England 14 421 113 105 103 37 L1] (1) 101 133 112
Connecticut 16,557 129 125 118 119 125 129 134 155 146
Maine 10,817 [ 1) 8 80 82 83 79 ) 98 85
Massachusette 14,703 116 111 104 105 109 106 109 146 130
Nev Haspehire 13,188 103 100 1 1 1 2 92 92 [ 1] 113 %
Rhode loland 12,818 100 [ 1] L 1} L 1) 102 105 106 141 124
Versont 10,798 84 86 84 84 82 78 78 87 89

Mideast 14,004 109 108 106 116 117 120 122 150 141
Delavare 13,675 107 107 105 115 123 130 124 148 145
Dist. of Coluadis 17,108 134 133 127 138 131 136 131 218 181
Maryland 14,664 113 111 108 108 107 106 111 123 111
Nev Jersey 15,440 121 118 113 117 120 125 131 1 132
Nev York 14,318 112 110 106 115 122 121 129 162 165
Pennsylvanis 12,314 96 98 98 101 101 101 104 114 110

Creat Lakes 12,740 100 99 105 104 105 108 107 102 109
Illinois 13,802 108 108 113 117 17 21 317 120 136
Indiana 11,n? 92 - 90 % ”? 1] 101 100 [ 7 87
Michigsn 12,607 L] » 107 109 109 114 116 107 113
Ohto 12,355 Ll ] 100 102 103 110 111 108 111
Viscoosin 2,475 98 y? 100 96 97 96 93 90 97

Plains 2,555 8 I [ 1] 94 88 90 87 64 16
Iova 2,159 S 6 101 98 93 97 82 63 82
Kansss 13,249 104 107 106 ” 96 ” 9 (1 76
Minnesots 13,246 104 102 103 100 2 % 84 8s 85
Missourd 12,150 L 2 9% 3] 2 9% 9% . 8 8
Webrasks 12,430 »” 9 9 90 90 9% 0 60 84
North Dakots 12,360 97 L L) 93 102 78 70 84 42 $3
South Dakotas 11,067 87 84 87 78 71 78 80 42 59

Southeast 11,182 87 7 86 83 74 69 67 $7 $3
Alabans ), 992 78 8 79 17 71 02 62 39 [
Arkansas 9,805 ” 76 77 79 69 ] 86 42 43
Plorida 12,763 100 98 95 9% 87 1] ” 80 74
Georgla 11,550 90 87 a5 86 78 n 70 $? 50
Kentucky 10,300 8l 82 82 82 74 n 64 4 86
Louisians 10,810 85 9 86 79 76 75 14 61 59
Misslssippi 8, 69 10 70 69 39 s1 LX) 39 41
North Carolins 10,850 8s 82 82 a5 75 (1] (1 38 48
South Carolina 10,117 79 78 78 78 67 (3] 61 48 38
Tenoessee 10,418 81 [ )} 82 8 74 (1] 72 8?7 S4
Virginia 13,253 104 102 98 " 1] 84 75 74 62
West Virginia 9,729 76 81 82 81 75 69 69 74 66

Southwest 12,212 95 99 96 85 84 5 81 67 69
Arizons 11,841 93 90 93 92 87 1 [ Y 83 84
Nev Mexico 10,260 80 84 83 76 79 79 73 s$? © 58
Oklahoma 11,655 9 100 93 8 8 [ )} 7 L1 ] 65

- Texas ’ 12,572 98 102 - 98 (1] 87 90 87 67 68

Rocky Mountain 11,878 93 96 96 91 90 93 9% 86 84
Colorado 13,846 108 110 105 98 97 96 89 87 9
1daho 10,089 79 81 85 9 83 84 90 89 72
Montana 10,546 82 87 87 88 87 ” 9 85 85
Utah 9,730 76 78 82 82 88 87 89 74 80

__Myoming 12,235 96 110 114 95 95 102 103 95 96

Far Weet 2/ 14,007 110 110 113 106 111 118 126 118 117
California 14,488 113 114 115 110 120 122 132 140 162
Nevada 13,317 104 107 115 112 120 13 124 126 125
Oregon 11,613 91 91 100 9 99 102 119 104 97
Washington 12,792 100 105 109 104 106 112 129 104 107

Alasks 17,478 137 152 134 129 116 129 n.8. N.8. n.a.

Ravail 13,038 102 104 106 108 108 101 104 0.8 n.8.

8.8.~~not available
Note: Regionsl averages prior to 1979 are unveighted averages.

1/ 1Includes Alasks and Hawaii since 1964 but not in earlier years.

2/ Excluding Alasks and Hewaii.

ACIR ptaff compiletion and cslculations based upon U.S. Departsent of Commerce, Bureau
of Econosic Analysis, Survey of Current Business, August 1985, p. 18; Survey, prier
years.

Sources:

LA
S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
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APPENDIX 2

A BRIEF EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF STATE AID IN
TEN SAMPLE STATES

Surprisingly, local governments nationwide receive a larger pro-
portion of their general revenues from state aidl than from the
property tax. Nationwide, state aid represented 337 of local general
revenue in 1984, compared to 29% for the property tax. (See Appendix
Table 3.) Clearly, the analysis of local fiscal conditions requires
an examination of state aid. On one hand, local governments may
view state aid as a potential source of additional assistance during
times of fiscal stress. Conversely, there is a distinct possibility
that states may be forced to reduce aid to local governments, if the
states themselves are suffering from financial stress.

Comparative analysis of state aid must be undertaken with care.
Reliance on state ald varies considerably from state to state; for
example, local govermments in California receive 43X of their revenues
from the state, while in New Hampshire local governments receive
only 13%. Even within a single state, stgte aid can vary signifi-
cantly between individual jurisdictions and types of local government.
These differences stem from wide variations in the way states and
local governments divide service responsibilities. (See Appendix
Table 13.) The most striking example is the case of Hawaii in which
the state has assumed full responsibility for education; yet nation-

wide, states fund an average of 52% of education.

1/ sState aid statistics also include a small amount of federal pass-
through funds.
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Types and Amounts of State Aid

Table 2, presented earlier on page 12, shows that the dependence
of local governmments on state ‘aid varies considerably among the ten
sample states. It is above average in North Dakota, Arkansas, Minne-
sota, and Mississippi; near the national average in Iowa; and below
average in Nebraska, Kansas, Georgia, Missouri, and Montana. (See
Appendix Table 3 for data on all states.)

Appendix Table 18 shows how the composition of this aid varies
from one state to another. Education takes the lion's share of
state aid to local governments in all ten sample states, amounting
to over 70% of the total in each state except Minnesoéa (60%) and
Nebraska (412). Highway aid is the only other type of state aid
(other than miscellaneous and combined purposes) that is substantial
in all 10 samplé states; it ranges from less than 4% in Montana to
about 16% in Nebraska. General local govermment support is important
in eight of the 10 states (ranging from about 62 in Arkansas and
Kansas to nearly 26% of all state aid in Nebraska); it is insig-
nificant in Georgia and Missouri. These three large types of state
aid, combined, account for between 82X and 96% of all state aid in
the 10 sample states.

State aid for public welfare is a significant portion of

state aid in only three of the 10 states--Minnesota (13%), Nebraska

(4%), and North Dakota (3%).
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State aid for health and hospitals, although available in all
10 of the sasmple states, is a significant share of state aid in only

four of these states--Georgia (8%), Nebraska (72), Arkansas (22),

and Ransas (2%).

State aid for corrections and law enforcement accounts for no
more than 1% of all state aid in any of the 10 sample states, and
is not available at all in North Dakota.

Appendix Table 19 shows the dollar amounts of state aid going
to the various types of local governments for each of the seven

major state aid functions in the 10 sample states during 1982 (the

most recent such data are available).

Factors Used in Distributing State Aid

Deciding which local governments get how much aid for what

kinds of programs is a complex undertaking. Different states approach

this task in different ways.

One way to approach the task is to distribute funds according
to need-based criteria. Aid might be based upon financial need, that
is, the relative ability of raising adequate revenues within the local
jurisdiction compared to other jurisdictions. Or, need might be based

upon a measure of program units eligible for assistance (like caseloads,

miles of roads, or numbers of students).
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Often times, however, state aid is distributed on the basis
of factors not related to need. For example, ceilings might be
added to need-based formulas to keep state aid programs from becom-
ing too expensive. Conversely, floors might be placed in state aid
formulas so that each government gets at least some state assistance.

In numerous instances, state ald is simply collected by the
state and returned to the locality in which the revenue originated.
Some state aid is divided équally among the eligible local governments.
In other state aid programs, projects must be approved ahead of
time by the state (and political influence may play a greater part
in the decision than program need), or the aid may go directly to
a recipient named in the appropriations act, or funds may flow in
proportion to local expenditures, assessed values, or prope:ty tax
levies (implying that those jurisdictions already able to spend
the most may receive the most aid).

The ability of a state aid program to assist local governments
that are experiencing financial difficulties because of a downturn
“in their rural economies depends significantly upon the extent to
which the ai{d is distributed according to need. Appendix Table 20
summarizes, from the 1982 Census of Governments, the various types
of factors used to distribute state aid to all types of governments
in the 10 sample states.

Based upon the data in Appendix Table 20, it appears that the

overall state aid systems in North Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota
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APPENDIX TABLE 20

Nusber of Progras Areas Using

Various Factors for Distributing All State Aid Prograss

in Ten Saaple States, 1962

H ! H :
: H iState |
H Ten Sasple States { 1IN S
Factors Used to ! iNo.  iProg. !
Distribyte State Aid H ND JA NE AR KS BA MN M5 MO NT iStates lAreas !
Need-Based Factors: ' ] ! !
B el el H H H H
Population ! 2 4 3 3 2 A 2 24 10 271
Land Area H 1 i i { 1! §¢ S5
Reisbursesent of: ! : : !
Tax Loss { { 2 2 2 2 L &1 10
Other Loss ! | ! |
Expenditure } i 3 3 i 1 3 3 4 5 IV 100 271
Per Capita Incose ! ! ! [ B
Fund Balance ! i H I
Tax Capacity ! 1 i i t I3
Levy Linit H { : | 1
Tax Effort ' 2 { ! 2 ! s 81
Non-Fed, Match ! i i 1 i 1 11 6! (Y
Hold Haraless * ! 1 ! S
Coapensatory Need ! 1 ' S I B
Progras Need ! 4 ] 1 1 3 3 3 2 3 20 100 28
Non-Need Factors: ' ! ! ]
Ceiling ] 3 ! 2 ! 2 3 1 1 8 14}
Floor ! i | 2 i | H S b
Place of Drigin ' 3 ! 2 3 4 4 3 3 2! 94 251
Approved Projects : 2 3 3 3 5 4 5 3 4 4! 101 3
Cospetitive Merit ! ! 1 2 H IV 4
Equal Shares ! 2 2 2 i 2 2 H & 111
Base Year Ast. : i ! | : 41 4
Approp. to Nased Recipient | 1 4 1 : } I el
Local Expenditure ! 3 2 ] 3 4 2 5 3 4 2V 10 330
Assessed Value ! 1 | 1 21 4 51
Property Tax Levies ! i 1 i 1 2 [ St b
Required Local Effort ! i i 2 2 1 st 71
ToTALS ! !
No. Factors Used ] i
--Needs ! b 7 5 ) s & 10 ) ) 6!
--Non-Needs ! 5 é 9 8 8 7 8 8 7 H
--Ratio {Needs/Non) 12 L2 W6 W6 B9 L2 8 .7 i)
No. Factors X Progras Areas ! :
~-Needs ¢ 12 15 9 g 10 12 17 13 13 10
--Non-Needs Coo0 1117120 5 A N0 17 12}
-=Ratio (Needs/Non) ¢ 1,2 t4 5 5 .5 .8 .8 8 .8 .8 E
H '
H ND A N AR K 6A KN NS MO MY
! :

*Temporary hold-

0“rce:

harmless provisions shield governments from rapid

decreases in aid.

ACIR staff compilation based on U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1982 Census of
State Pavments to Local Governments. October 1984,

Cavrermments:
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reflect a greater concern about distributing afd to localities on
the basis of need than was found in the aid formulas of the other

states. Of course, this i1s an extremely general and tentative

conclusion, because it does not evaluate the actual flow of funds

created by the complex combinations of factors in multiple programs.

These state—aid systems may be examined more closely by look-
ing at the major program areas (Appendix Table 21). Considering
all of these states together, more non-need factors appear to be
used than those based upon need in each of the seven major functional
areas. Nevertheless, the three most significant state-aid functionsg~--
education, general local government support, and highways——are based
more on need than are the other programs. Education programs tend
to be based most often on direct measures of program need, reimburse-
ments of local expenditures, and levels of local expenditure. General
local government support is most often based upon population,
reimbursement for state-imposed tax losses, and place of origin of
shared revenues. Highway programs most frequently take into account
population, direct measures of program need (like road mileage and

number of vehicles registered), and place of origin of the gasoline

tax.
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Nusber of States Using
Various Factors for Distributing State Aid Prograes
in Seven Prograa Areas

APPENDIX TABLE 21

Seven Progras Areas

H ! H
! i Progras
! Sen. Local Corrections Misc, & ! No. ! Areas
Factors Used to ! Public Governsent Health & & Law Cosbined ! Prog. ! I
Distribute State Aid {Education Nelfare Support Highways Hospitals Enforcesent Purposes ! Areas | States
Need-Based Factors: ! H !
Population H 2 7 8 1 7 -] 25
Land érea ! 4 1! 21 5
Reisbursesent of: H ! ! 0
Tax Loss { ] 5 H 1! 9
Other Loss H i H 1
Expenditure ! L ] 4 i 4 $i 5 23
Per Capita Incoae ! ! ' 1 1
fund Balance H 1 - B 1
Tax Capacity ! 2 : 1 2
Levy Linit ! 1 b 1
Tax Etfort H ] | 2 | 41! §
Non-Fed. Match ! 4 1 2! 3 '3
Hold Haraless * ! § ! 11 |
Coapensatory Need ! | H 11 1
Progras Need ' 10 2 2 ? | i 6! 11 29
Won-Need Factors: s ! !
Seeccrscsconcane : H H
Ceiling ! 7 2 i 1 ] 51 14
Floor H 4 i H 21 H)
Place of Origin ! 7 | 7 b ‘ 6! 51 27
Approved Projects ! é i 4 8 4 9! ('R 32
Cospetitive Merit ! 2 21 21 4
Equal Shares ! 4 | 4 i 2V 5 12
Base Year fAat. : ! ! 1 [ 4
Approp. to Nased Recipient ! 2 2 2 1 4 7
Local Expenditure ! 9 3 | 3 3 S 10 1 34
Assessed Value H 2 i 1 14 4 5
Property Tax Levies ! 1 4 ' 2 H
Required Local Effort ) 5 { | i i 14 ('R 10
T0TALS H H
No, Factors Used ! i
~-Needs ' 11 3 3 S 4 2 !
-=Non-Needs H 11 é 9 9 L) 3 10 ¢
~-Ratio (Needs/Non) ' 1.0 R o3 .4 1.0 ol .41
No. Factors I States : 4 ‘
~=Needs H 40 ? 15 21 S S 2t
~-Non-Needs H 48 10 19 23 13 10 384
--Rat10 (Needs/Non) : .B o7 .8 .9 4 .5 o4 f

*Temporary hold-harmless provisions shield governments from rapid decreases in aid.

Source:

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations.
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