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Net Economic Benefit to Alaska
of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System

SUMMARY

Construction and operation of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation
System (ANGTS) could easily provide in excess of $5 billion in
present value of economic benefits to Alaska in 1982 dollars if the
effects of construction on price levels in Alaska can be held

to a minimum. If the inflationary impact of construction is

not held in check, its adverse consequences could result in a

real net cost to the state from ANGTS.

The assumptions behind these conclusions are very conservative.
Limited time and resources were available for testing alternate
assumptions. Since the most important question to be answered
by this sort of analysis is whether on the whole economic
benefits are positive or negative, conservatism supplies a
"failsafe" test. If benefits are positive, or nearly so, in
the worst imaginable case, the project can be endorsed with
confidence.

Arguably this is so for ANGTS. The high inflationary impact
case assumed price level escalation slightly in excess of the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) experience and persistence
of these elevated price levels for eleven years. Such an impact
would result in a net cost to the state of almost $1 billion.

The extraordinary inflation associated with ANGTS is assumed to
occur during and immediately following the construction period.
The persistence of elevated price levels, resulting from inflation
during that period, is assumed in order to provide a worst case
test. A large backlog of state capital projects and continued
high levels of state spending of petroleum revenues might result
in such persistence.

Since one can never know what the future will hold, some find
it helpful to think in terms of probabilities. If one feels
that there is no more than an 80% chance of the high
inflationary impact, as specified here, occurring, then one
can expect the project to result in positive benefits.

In light of the possibility of negative benefits to Alaska from
ANGTS, it may be felt that prudence requires a much more extensive
testing, and judgment as to likelihood, of alternate assumptions
before the state endorses the project or makes any commitments

for financial support.

Specific findings or prop051tlons from the economic benefit
analysis are:

1) benefits of ANGTS are:

a) an increase in the present value of Sadlerochit
0il production if gas is also produced;

b) higher bonus, royalty, or net profit share bids
on lease sales;



2)

3)

4)

c)

d)

e)

)

availability of property and sales taxes in excess
of local government expenditures for ANGTS impact;

an increase in income and wealth of Alaska
residents resulting from wage gains and increased
corporate profits;

availability of gas revenues in excess of state
expenditures for gasline impact if there is a minimal
ANGTS inflationary impact;

high inflation can create significant windfalls to
property owners who are leveraged;

costs of ANGTS are:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

the increase in state expenditures required to
maintain existing levels of service can exceed
gas revenues, with a high inflation impact from
ANGTS;

the greatest cost of a high inflation impact can

- be the reduction in value received for the
-expenditure of state revenue in excess of the amounts

required for existing levels of service;

even low inflation will reduce the real value of
permanent fund dividends more than gas royalties
increase them for as long as the elevated price levels
persist; population increases will further dilute
their value to individuals;

high inflation can significantly erode the wvalue
of government assets and personal savings;

the inflationary impact of the gasline could be
compounded by high levels of state spending at

.the same time;

the state may have some capability to assist in ANGTS
financing:

a)

b)

there might be general funds available for investment
between FY 84 and FY 88; however, this possibility

is becoming increasingly clouded by current oil
market developments;

the state's gas royalties from Sadlerochit would
have a present value of roughly $1.5 billion in
1982 dollars at a minimum;

the amounts of gas revenues estimated in the analysis
are conservative in that:

a)

‘gas liquids may provide additional revenues;
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b) gas marketability may not require reduced wellheads
at the outset, as projected, if tariffs are
levelized and/or rolled-in pricing is possible;

c) oil brices and the controlled gas price of the Prudhoe
Bay Unit may increase faster than projected;

d) decontrol of Prudhoe Bay Unit gas might mean greater
revenues in the long run;

the amounts of gas revenues are optimistic in that
delivered gas prices are assumed to have parity with
0il prices in Btu terms;

levelization of ANGTS tariffs probably would increase
state benefits if Prudhoe Bay prices remain controlled;
however, levelization might decrease state benefits if
Prudhoe Bay prices are decontrolled;

the state may have an interest in further analyzing
marketability measures that may be undertaken by
FERC to determine their effect on state revenues
and possibly to try to influence such decisions.



NET ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO ALASKA
OF THE ALASKA NATURAL GAS TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

I. CONCEPT AND METHODOLOGY

Definitions

The net economic benefit to Alaska of the Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation System (ANGTS) is composed of the change in
revenues and expenditures of state and local governments, the
change in personal income of Alaskan residents, and the effects
of inflation in Alaska in excess of national rates of inflation
which are attributable to construction and operation of the
gasline. The revenue, expenditure, and personal income items
include the multiplier effects of ANGTS construction.

The present value of the net economic benefits is the value
today of the benefits and costs to be received or incurred

in future years. The present value is less than the actual
benefits when they occur because the present value, invested
at some positive rate of return, would compound to the amount
of the future benefit. Thus, one would be indifferent
between the present value received today and the actual value
received in the future.

Purpose

This economic benefit study seeks to provide guidance to the
state in answering the question "to what extent should the

state support the ANGTS project, if at all?". State support
could be either in the form of subsidies, investment, or non-
financial support such as permitting and regulatory measures.

To answer this guestion, the benefits from state support of
ANGTS should be compared to the benefits of all other uses

of state funds. This is not practical. As a surrogate, the
next best use of state funds is assumed to provide a real rate
of return of 3% per annum. If the present value of ANGTS

benefits —-- calculated by using 3% as the state's opportunity
cost —- is positive, then support of ANGTS, if necessary, would
be a better use of state funds than other alternatives. If the

present value is negative, the state should not support ANGTS.
More specifically, consider the following possible outcomes:

a) if state support is critical to the project's
completion, the state in theory should be willing
to subsidize ANGTS up to the amount of positive
benefits in present value terms that the state
would receive. Subsidy means both direct payments
or grants or tax relief as well as acceptance of a
return on investment less than 3% per annum.
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b) if state support is not crucial and the present
value of benefits is positive, there should obviously
be no subsidies and any investment by the state would
have to earn at least 3% in real terms. In this
situation, an investment by the state in the ANGTS
can be evaluated on its own terms, with due con-
sideration for alternative investment opportunities,
alternative expenditure priorities, diversification,
risk and regulatory conflicts.

c) if the present value of benefits is negative, there
should obviously be no subsidies and the earnings on
any investment by the state would have to exceed the
normal earnings or opportunity cost of 3% on state
investments by the amount of the present value.

It should be noted that there are at least two ways in which
use of this economic benefit analysis may be a defective guide
to decision-making:

aj there is no consideration of environmental or
socioeconomic effects such as congestion, crime,
etc.

b) the benefits are calculated by comparing the ANGTS

project to not producing Prudhoe gas at all; the
correct approach would be to compare it to the next
best alternative, be it methanol, use as in-state
boiler fuel or whatever; in other words, the gas

is assigned a zero opportunity cost when it may
really have some value even if ANGTS is not built.

Method of Analysis.

The benefits of ANGTS are estimated for four different gasline
construction cases representing combinations of low and high
inflation scenarios and weak and strong state expenditures.
Comparison of these cases reveals how sensitive the estimated
benefits are to assumptions about inflation and spending.

The benefits for the four cases are calculated as the difference
from base cases of weak and strong state expenditures in which
there is no gasline.

The low inflation scenario assumes gasline construction
results in cumulative inflation totaling 5.55% in excess of
the base case (no gasline). See Table IX. This level of
inflationary impact is assumed to be consistent with construction
of ANGTS at the IROR (incentive rate of return) centerpoint
cost. This cost is the estimated cost of construction as
filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)

by Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company plus 30% as an allowance
for anticipated but ‘unidentified cost overruns. These
overruns are assumed to result generally from unforeseen
technological and managerial problems.
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The high inflation scenario assumes gasline construction
results in 18.06% inflation in excess of the base case.
This high estimate of inflation is assumed to be consistent
with a construction cost 10% in excess of the centerpoint
cost (or roughly 40% over filed costs). The annual rates
of excess inflation for this scenario are shown in Table X.

The weak state expenditure scenario is modeled on the
assumption that per capita expenditures remain at FY 82
levels of service in real dollars.

In the case of capital expenditures, this means the capital
budget shrinks to an amount equal to one-twentieth of the
value of capital stock (cumulative, depreciated capital
expenditures as shown in Table XVIII) escalated by changes

in population. This is all that is required to maintain'the
existing level of capital stock if one assumes it depreciates
to zero over a twenty year period. L/

Highway repair costs resulting from gasline construction
have been estimated separately in Table XV and are added to
the capital budget amount required for non-highway capital
stock during the years of construction.

1/ As a practical matter, because capital facilities often
come in large chunks, expenditures may be more than they
would be if they could be provided in truly per capita
increments. However, governments could also choose to
tolerate congestion in use of existing facilities
rather than create excess capacity.

2/ In 1978 Northwest agreed in principle to reimburse the
state for highway repair costs and socioeconomic impact
costs. However, they are indicating that they will
make reimbursement only for those costs that are allowed
in the rate base by FERC. The state pipeline coordinator's
office has estimated $19.7 million (in FY 80 $) in
state costs during FY 81-88 for migrants and their
families directly employed on the gasline and $96.6
million additional costs for migrants and families
induced to come to Alaska by ANGTS construction but not
directly employed on the line. These costs are based
on FY 80 levels of service. See the attached letter of
July 21, 1980 from Commissioner Ward of the Alaska
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities to
Northwest regarding highways costs. The socioeconomic
cost estimates are based on "The Relationship Between
the Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline and State and Local
-Government Expenditures", Goldsmith and Mogford, Institute
of Social and Economic Research, December 1980 and
state agency estimates., Northwest is (continued-next page)



The FY 82 level of service budgets take into account the
facts that not all state operating and capital expenditures
are related to population changes and that the composition
of migrant families is different from the average Alaskan
family, thus not requiring the same pattern of state expen-
ditures. :

The strong state expenditure scenario projects state expenditures
at the level that would be permitted if the proposed consti-
tutional spending limit, Legislative Resolve 1, SLA 1981, is
ratified by the voters.

In this scenario, the impact of the gasline on expenditures
is greater first of all because the base for capital budgets
under the spending limit is not one-twentieth of the wvalue of
the state's capital stock, but a much larger amount based on
FY 82 capital expenditures. Secondly, spending limits will
go up in full proportion to population increases, not just

by the fraction of the budget that is population sensitive

or responsive to migrant demographics. '~ Compare Tables XIII
and XIV.

The FY 82 level of service budgets are a fairer measure of
what costs can be assigned to gasline impact in that costs
rise only to the extent required to maintain the given level
of service. However, the spending limit budgets are a more
realistic estimate of what the actual level of services will
be.

Components of Economic Benefit

The specific elements of economic benefits for which guantitative
estimates are shown in Tables I and II need some explanation.

For state government, net economic benefit is composed of:

1.) the change in the FY 98 general fund balance
a.) this figure measures the effect of both the increased
state expenditures resulting from gasline impact and
the increased state revenues from the gasline for the
entire period FY 83 through FY 98;

2 continued/ reimbursing the state for pipeline surveillance
and monitoring which is budgeted at $51.3 million for
FY 81-88. Any of these costs allowed in the rate base
could result in an adverse though miniscule effect on
wellhead values and a definite though miniscule increase
in pipeline income taxes.




b.) it also measures the erosion of the real dollar value
of the general fund balance due to gasline caused
inflation; the FY 98 figure is in 1982 $ which in the
gasline scenarios means it was reduced by an additional
5.55% or 18.06% compared to the no gasline base case;
these percentages are the additional inflation generated
by gasline construction;

2.) the change in the FY 98 permanent fund balance
a.) this figure accounts for the increase in the balance
as a result of 25% of Prudhoe Bay unit gas royalties
being deposited in the fund between FY 83 and FY 98;

b.) the figure also measures the erosion of fund value
caused by additional gasline-related inflation as
described above;

c.) the extent to which this figure is positive or negative
would indicate whether the total value of permanent
fund dividends in real dollars increased or decreased
without considering the dilution that would come from
population growth caused by the pipeline; if 50% of
earnings at 12% interest are paid as dividends, the
effect on annual dividends would be 6% of the effect
on the fund balance; ,

3.) FY 99-2016 gas revenues :
a.) beyond FY 98, additional state expenditures and inflation
resulting from the gasline are ignored;

4.) FY 86-2016 reduced oil recovery
a.) counted as an economic cost in this analysis is a
total reduction in Sadlerochit o0il recovery of 140
million barrels as a result of gas production. This

is based on van Poollen's March 1980 reservoir )
simulation of o0il production with waterflooding, with
and without gas production;

5.) gas revenues from other fields

a.) ANGTS would make possible gas revenue from reservoirs
other than Sadlerochit depending on the economics of
production; a September 25, 1980 Department of
Natural Resources study, "Proven and Probable 0il
and Gas Reserves, North Slope, Alaska" estimated
6.4 trillion cubic feet (TCF) in gas reserves on
North Slope acreage leased at that time in addition
to Sadlerochit;

3/ Point Thomson and Flaxman Island areas - 4.5 TCF;
Lisburne reservoir, Sag Delta and Duck Island areas - 1.9 TCF.



b.) ANGTS would also increase gas revenues by increasing
bonus, royalty, or net profit share bids on acreage
vet to be leased;

6.) erosion of other state assets
a.) other state assets such as the retirement funds and
the rainy day fund will be worth less as a result
of gasline-caused inflation;

b.) asset values are based on 1980 fund levels; roughly
speaking, changes from this level would have to come
from the general fund; thus, the analysis of gasline
impact on the general fund avoids the necessity of
considering future balances of these other assets.

Local government benefits are the excess of revenues over
expenditure based on 1979 levels of service per capita. Addi-
tional revenues are from property taxes and sales taxes.

The figures for local government include only the gasline

construction years. This is the period of major impact. 4/
It is assumed that both revenues and expenditures of local

governments keep pace with inflation. Thus, the lingering
effects of gasline inflation after the construction period
make no difference in economic benefits in real dollars.

- Private sector benefits include increases in corporate profits
of Alaska-owned businesses and increases in wages of existing
Alaska residents. For estimating the wage gains, it is assumed
that only gasline jobs result in wage gains in real dollars

and that existing residents receive 60% of the gasline jobs.

4/ Fairbanks will continue to receive some significant
additional property taxes on the gasline after con-
struction. The North Slope Borough will receive
additional property taxes only during construction

when construction workers are present. This is because
the borough is already at its per capita property tax
limits.



II. RESULTS AND SENSITIVITY

Results
For the state as a whole, and for all three sectors -- state
government, local government, and the private sector =-- the

gasline provides significant benefits if it does not cause
much additional inflation in the state.

If there is significant inflation, then state government
potentially is a loser even though local government and the
private sector remain immune from any adverse effects. The
effect on the state as a whole could be negative.

The negative effects of gasline inflation on state government
come about because 95% of the state's general fund revenues,
namely petroleum revenues and interest income, would not

increase with inflation that occurs only in Alaska. These
revenues are determined by world and national markets and
price levels. Thus, gasline inflation eats away at the real

value of the state's revenues as state expenditures rise with
inflation while petroleum revenues and interest remain unaffected.
The other way of looking at this is that each dollar of state
revenue purchases less real goods and services.

Interpretation of Effects on State Government

A. GENERAL FUND

In the low inflation scenarios, it is clear that the main result
of ANGTS would be to increase state revenues well in excess of
any need for increased state expenditures or ill effects of
inflation.

In the high inflation scenarios, clearly the effects of inflation
predominate and require some further interpretation.

In comparing FY 98 fund balances, the gasline scenarios' fund
balances in real dollars are reduced by the additional inflation
caused by the gasline. This implies that the effects of gas-
line-caused inflation on price levels persists indefinitely or
that the fund balances are spent before the effects of gasline-
caused inflation have receded. The first implication is very
unlikely -~ the second, rather likely.

The general fund balances shown in Tables I and II combine
two adverse effects of inflation which can be segregated.

The first effect of inflation would be to increase the state
expenditures required to maintain a given level of service.

-10-



This effect can be most clearly discerned by examining the
FY 82 level of service budgets. 5/ If one compares FY 98
general fund balances without adjusting the gasline scenario
balances for any additional inflation caused by the gasline,
one can determine that in the high inflation case the general
fund balance is $628.5 million (1982 dollars) less than in
the base case. This is the extent to which the increase in
state expenditures required to provide the existing level of
services would exceed gasline revenues. The culprit is sure
to be inflation rather than population impact from ANGTS,
since the change in the general fund balance is positive in
the low inflation case.

The second effect of inflation, the reduction in real goods
and services that would be received from expenditure of
state revenues in excess of those required to maintain the
FY 82 level ci service, would amount to $4,635.8 million. 6/
The expenditure of these funds is not caused by gasline
impact but gasline impact would reduce the value received
for them. 7/

B. PERMANENT FUND

Assuming the excessively high price levels resulting from
gasline inflation eventually return to normal, the effects
of inflation on the permanent fund balance could be ignored.
Arguably this is so, since the permanent fund balance is
never supposed to be spent. In that case, the FY 98 permanent

fund balances would be $290.6 million and $260.1 million higher

in 1982 dollars in the low and high inflation scenarios than
in the base case.

5/ As previously discussed, the spending limit budgets provide

increasing levels of service, especially through capital

expenditures in excess of those required to maintain existing

stock.

6/ The difference between the $628.5 million decrease in
the general fund in the preceding paragraph and the
total decrease of $5264.3 million shown in Table II
is $4,635.8 million.

7/ It should be noted that in the high inflation scenario,
- reliance upon the spending limit budget for evaluation
of gasline benefits would be misleading. The spending
limit case shows the cost (negative benefit) of ANGTS
to be smaller than the FY 82 level of service case.
The reason is that the most significant effect, the

erosion of general fund assets by inflation, is diminished

because the high rate of spending has already diminished

general fund balances. The problem is that the reduction
in value received for these greater expenditures is not
measured.

-11-



However, as discussed previously, this item serves to indicate
the change in the value of permanent fund dividends. The
longer the effects of gasline inflation persist, the closer
the effect on permanent fund dividends comes to the effect
shown for the permanent fund balance.

C. REDUCED OIL RECOVERY

When the difference in o0il recovery between the gasline cases
and the base cases is present valued, the economic cost of
reduced oil recovery becomes a positive benefit. This requires
some explanation.

The effect occurs because there can be greater o0il production
until FY 98 if gas is also produced. There will be less oil
produced thereafter and total recovery is less for the entire
period 1986-2015. But the possibility of earning interest on
revenues from greater production during the early years can
offset the net loss in recovery under certain assumptions
about o0il prices, and does in this case.

Expected Value 8/

If one were to use FY 82 level of service budgets as the best
measure of economic benefits, assign equal probabilities to
high and low inflation and a 20% chance to the line never being
completed once it's begun, the expected present value of the
benefits of ANGTS to Alaska would be $1,455.1 million in 1982
dollars.

Taking a less rosy view and assigning a 75% chance to high
inflation and a 25% chance to low inflation and a 50% chance
to the line not being completed, the expected present value
would be $212.6 million.

Arguably, factoring in non-completion is relevant only for
investment purposes and not for calculating economic benefits
which would be received if the line is completed. In that
case, the two previous expected values would be $1,818.8
million and $425.3 million.

However, factoring in a zero benefit for non-completion could

be conservative. Non-completion could have most of the negative
effects of gasline impact expenditures and gasline inflation
with none of the positive effects of gasline revenues.

8/ Expected value is the average of several values weighted
according to their probability of occurence.

-12-



Sensitivity to Inflation

The net economic benefits of ANGTS and their present value can
be judged by Tables I and II to be highly sensitive to inflation.
The swing in economic benefits approaches $9 billion between

the high and low inflation scenarios in the case of a weak

state spending response. The swing occurs entirely in state
government benefits. Local government and the private sector
are unaffected by inflation.

The results are partly a reflection of the assumption that the
relatively higher price levels induced by the gasline persist
through FY 98. One might ordinarily expect the rate of inflation
to subside to less than normal rates in the aftermath of con-
struction.

The experience with construction of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline
System (TAPS) is an interesting comparison in this regard.
Table XI shows that indeed sub-normal inflation rates finally
did begin to occur two years after TAPS became operational.
Four years after completion about one-sixth of the effect of
TAPS inflation on price levels had been erased.

The assumed persistence of gasline-caused relative price levels
through FY 98 could occur as a result of record levels of

state spending of o0il revenues throughout the period. Going |
into FY 82, the state had a backlog of $2,541.6 million in
capital projects. 9/

The change in benefits as a result of inflation also clearly
depends on the level of gasline inflation.

Again, the level generated by TAPS, 15.83%, is interesting

by comparison. Arguably, the fact that Alaska's economy will
be significantly larger when ANGTS is constructed, and the fact
that ANGTS is presumably being more carefluly planned and
managed for cost control and may have a lesser percentage of
its expenditures in Alaska, means that it will generate less
inflation than TAPS did.

9/ $769.9 million in general fund projects and $391.7 million
- in bond fund projects as of June 30, 1981 according to the
"Annual Financial Report" of the state for FY 81 plus

FY 82 capital appropriations of $1380.0 million.
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On the other hand, the 18.06% high inflation figure for ANGTS
could conceivably be low if construction occurs against a
backdrop of an already overheated Alaskan economy resulting

from expenditure of state petroleum revenues. The attached
letter of January 29, 1982 from John Bates, Deputy Commissioner,
Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities,

re: "construction costs escalation" is of interest in this
regard. His letter states that material cost and "wage increases
could easily result in a construction escalation rate of 2%

per month (24% per year) in 1982".

Although there is the question of how much of the construction
cost inflation gets translated into consumer price inflation,
for much of the state budget, namely the capital budget,
construction costs are very relevant.

In any event, the high inflation assumptions serve as a
pessimistic case to test the sensitivity of project benefits
to unanticipated levels of inflation.

The sensitivity of economic benefits from ANGTS to inflation
is very suggestive as regards state expenditures and should
give decision makers pause. At current levels of state
expenditures, the state can be characterized as burning the
candle at both ends. A substantial portion of the "principal"
of the state's petroleum wealth, rather than only the interest
thereof, is being spent, while the value of the remaining
principal, whether in the ground or the permanent fund, is
being eroded by inflation caused by the spending.

What should give one pause is the scale of the effect suggested
by the gasline analysis with inflation rates paramount to

what may now be occuring, as suggested by the aforementioned
letter from John Bates. For state expenditures one can

expect inflation's effect to be even greater than that suggested
by the gasline analysis as there are unlikely to be any
offsetting revenues commensurate with those from ANGTS.

This analysis suggests two important matters for consideration
by budgetary decision makers -- one, slowing state expenditures,
and two, timing capital expenditures to avoid the simultaneous
construction of major projects such as a new capital, Susitna
and ANGTS. Simultaneous construction could magnify inflation
synergistically. Any positive benefits from ANGTS could easily
be negated in such circumstances.

Sensitivity to State Expenditures

The benefits from ANGTS are not nearly so sensitive to state
expenditures -- as long as higher expenditures can be achieved
without generating inflation.

-14-



In the low inflation scenarios: the pattern of spending makes
little difference. This would very likely be the case in the
high inflation cases as well if one measured the reduction in
value received for the higher expenditures when spending up
to the limit.

Further Sensitivity Analysis

This limited analysis could be expanded to consider the effects
on ANGTS benefits to Alaska of various other overruns or under-
runs of ANGTS construction costs, o0il price levels, relative
parity of gas prices with o0il prices, ANGTS tariff structures,
treatment of conditioning costs, other gas reserves, etc.

From this, the expected value of ANGTS benefits might be more
meaningfully calculated.

Conservatism of Assumptions

Absent further sensitivity analysis, several things can be said
about the relative conservatism of certain assumptions and the
general effect on economic benefits of changes in those assumptions:

1.) gas liquids
even ignoring the possibility of petrochemical
development based on gas liquids, some additional
revenue could be received for gas ligquids that
might be put in TAPS; the assumed MMBtu to MCF
ratio of 1.055 assumes some gas liquids go into
ANGTS; the state will receive no revenue from gas
or gas liquids consumed in the conditioning plant
or for field operations;

2.) o0il parity
gas delivered by ANGTS is assumed to be marketed at
a price equivalent to that of o0il in terms of Btu's;
this may be optimistic; more likely, gas will sell
at some discount from oil in Btu terms;

3.) oil prices
the price assumed for o0il works out to be around
$36 per barrel 10/ in 1982 which is clearly too
high in light of today's oil markets; the assumed
growth rate of 8% per annum for oil prices may or
may not be too high in the long run; 8% is less
than the assumed inflation rate for Alaska of 9%
absent gasline impact; Alaskan inflation has his-
torically been 1.5 percentage points below U. S.
inflation in normal times; rates of growth in oil
prices in excess of 8% could greatly increase ANGTS'
benefits to Alaska;

T — . —— . — T — g " G — S, — . g s " s Yl W W S T T

10/ $5.13 per MMBtu for oil from Table VI in 1980 x 8%
inflation to 1982 x 6 MMBtu per barrel of oil.
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4.) gas prices
a.) Natural Gas Policy Act (NGPA) ceiling vs.
netback price

the wellhead prices in this analysis are

~calculated as the lesser of a netback from the
delivered sales price or the NGPA controlled
price; this results in zero wellhead values

for the first three or four years of production

increasing over a few additional years to the

NGPA ceiling price; this could be conservative

for several reasons:

i.) producers might not agree to resolving
the marketability problem in the early
years by reducing wellhead values; the
problem might be entirely or partially
overcome by rolled-in pricing or
levelizing the ANGTS tariff; now-lapsed
gas sales contracts contained language
that would have permitted reduction of
wellhead values below the NGPA ceiling
prices only in case of economic hardship
and subject to renegotiation by all

. parties involved in ANGTS; if Sadle-
rochit gas is sold at the NGPA price
from the outset or if higher prices are
allowed by FERC later to recoup these
amounts, the economic benefits from
ANGTS would be roughly $1.6 billion
greater; the present value of the
benefits would be $600 million greater; 11/

ii.) if gas prices are decontrolled, losses at
the wellhead to provide marketability in
the early years might be overshadowed by
much higher netbacks in later years if oil
prices grow at rates greater than 8%; in
present value terms this increase would be
somewhat muted;

iii.) prices of gas from reservoirs other than
the Prodhoe Bay unit would not be controlled
even under NGPA;

11/ The figures quoted can be determined from the attached
computer runs prepared by Chuck Logsdon of the Department
of Revenue. His discounted cash flow figures were dis-
counted at 10% to 1980; the above figures are discounts
of 9% for inflation and 3% real rate of return for the
present value figure, to 1982.
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b.) NGPA price escalator
the U. S. inflation rate implied by this analysis
(see item 3 above and Table XI) is 10.5% as
measured by the CPI; the ceiling price escalator

. under NGPA is the GNP implicit price deflator

adjusted to approximate the CPI; thus, this
analysis should have escalated the NGPA ceiling
by 10.5% rather than 8%;

ANGTS tariffs

the gas price netback calculations assumed that

ANGTS tariffs were higher in the early years and
declined as the rate base was depreciated; if tariffs
are instead levalized, state benefits may be greater
if Prudhoe Bay prices remain controlled but relatively
less if decontrolled; since tariffs are lower in

early years, more total dollars over the project

life will have to be paid to equity owners to give
them the same rate of return; since the rate of

return to be allowed is expected to be higher than

the 3% (in real dollars) used to value state benefits,
income taxes on ANGTS equity returns will be greater
even in present value terms; however, the present value
of state gas revenues at the wellhead would arguably
be less by similar reasoning, at least in a decon-
trolled, netback price situation; the net effect could
be negative since the wellhead revenue generally
outweighs the income tax revenue; the state might

want to develop a detailed analysis to better determine
the effects on state benefits of levelized tariffs
and/or reduced wellheads and possibly take a position
on what means should be used to overcome marketability
problems;

population

the effects of population on state expendltures are

conservative in two respects:

i.) the population impact of gasline and conditioning
plant operations was not considered;

ii.) the population increase resulting from ANGTS
was projected by the Institute of Social and
Economic Research MAP model based on government
spending at a level required to maintain the
FY 81 level of service per capita; this analysis
calculated costs based on maintenance of FY 82
level of service or some higher level resulting .
from spending at the spending limit; in either
case provision of the same services to pipeline
employees as the rest of the populace receives
would result in higher state employment and
total population;
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7.

8.

)

)

conditioning costs

the gas revenue figures assume that conditioning
costs are passed on to consumers as part of the
ANGTS tariff; even though the ANGTS waivers would
make the plant part of ANGTS, there may still be
some chance, part or all of the conditioning costs
would be borne by the producers and state through
a reduced ceiling price or the allocation of costs
between gas and liquids;

severance taxes

the gas revenue figures are too low in that
consideration was not given to the fact that
severance taxes can be added on to the NGPA
ceiling price; accounting for this would increase
income taxes from producers.
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ITI. WEALTH

Increases in real or financial wealth of Alaskans is an economic
benefit that has not been estimated in the preceding analysis.

Real Wealth

As a result of ANGTS, there will likely be increased investment
in plant and equipment in Alaska. This constitutes an increase
in real wealth. Some portion of this will be owned by Alaskans.

The extent of investment in Alaska as a result of ANGTS is rather
uncertain however because of the boom-bust nature of the develop-
ment. The possible specter of excess capacity after the construc-
tion period may temper investment plans. This of course does

not apply to development-type investments such as gas liquids-
based petrochemicals that might accompany ANGTS.

Financial Wealth

Financial wealth is an increase in savings of individuals. The
higher personal incomes of Alaskans resulting from ANGTS will
undoubtedly result in some increase in their savings, which
means higher incomes in the future.

To the extent the investment response to the prospect of ANGTS
is limited, higher than usual profits from construction activity
would accrue to existing businesses. As a result the value of
these businesses increase, if only temporarily as a result of
the boom-bust nature of ANGTS,

This might be perceived as an additional economic benefit because
those who sell out during the high tide of gasline construction
can experience a gain in financial wealth. However, if markets
and information were perfect, the gain would equal the present
value of the additional profits. These have already been counted
as a net economic benefit to the private sector.
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IV. INFLATION AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME AND WEALTH

In the economic benefit analysis, inflation was assumed to have
no effect on the private sector. While this may be true as a
whole, inflation may have different impacts on various groups
within the private sector. These differing effects can occur
with respect to.both income and wealth.

Income
Some idea of the effect of inflation caused by ANGTS can be gained
by looking at the TAPS experience. The following table shows

that practically all employment groups had increases in real
wages during TAPS construction from 1973 to 1976:

Alaskan Wage Rate Growth in the 1970s

Average Monthly Wage Increase (percent)

Industry 1973 1976 1979 1973-76 1973-79
All Nonagricultural $1,006 $1,928 $1,741 92 73

Employment
Mining 1,617 2,705 3,370 67 108
Construction 1,635 4,041 2,910 147 78
Manufacturing 961 1,409 1,745 47 82
Transport, Communications

& Public Utilities 1,141 2,023 2,264 77 98
Trade 778 1,149 1,239 48 59
Finance, Insurance

& Real Estate 897 1,197 1,572 33 75
Services 751 1,499 1,272 100 69
Government 1,024 1,418 1,749 42 71

* * *

U.S. per Capita
Annual Income $4,981 $6,401 $8,706 29 ) 75

Anchorage Consumer
Price Index (Oct.) 123.8 167.6 211.4 35 71

Reprinted from "Analyzing Economic Impact in Alaska"”, Scott Goldsmith,
Institute of Social and Economic Research, 1981,
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By 1979, in the wake of TAPS construction, the wages of trade and
services employees had decreased in real terms compared to pre-
pipeline days.

However, the effect on individuals in trade services may not have
been negative. The decline in real wages may have resulted from
changes in the kinds of jobs or skill levels of employees as

- younger or less experienced employees moved into these jobs. It
may reflect a decline in the number of hours worked. '

Wéalth

Possibly the most significant effect of gasline inflation on
the private sector is to transfer financial wealth from lenders
to borrowers.

The total value of assets held by borrowers will increase with
inflation. However, debt service costs, which are generally at
fixed interest rates, will remain the same. Thus, the inflationary
increase on the portion of assets financed by debt will accrue as
additional financial wealth to the owner upon sale.

A rough estimate of this increase in borrower's financial wealth
can be made. Total assessed property values in Alaska as of
Janaury 1, 1981 were $16.6 billion excluding oil and gas property.
If the high inflation estimate of 18.06% is used, the increase

in property values is $3 billion. As of January 1981, total
Alaskan bark loans, Alaskan savings and loan institutions' loans,
and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) mortgages were
approximately $2.5 billion or 15% of assessed value. Thus, 15%

of $3 billion or $450 million would be the increase in borrowers'
financial wealth. This is a conservative estimate of the transfer
of wealth to owners of Alaskan property (not all to whom would

be Alaskans) since many bank and S & L loans are resold to outside
banks or mortgage companies and are not on the books as assets

of Alaskan banks or S and L's.

The effect of inflation on lenders is to see their loans and
fixed-rate investments in the money or bond markets decrease in
value by the amount of the gasline-caused inflation. This can
be roughly estimated as follows:

Alaskan bank, S&L, and credit union deposits $2,794,555,000
December, 1980

State Appropriations to Loan Programs 1,560,700,000
FY 81 and FY 82

TOTAL SAVINGS AND/OR LENDING $4,355,255,000
Inflation of 18.06% will reduce the value of these funds saved or

lent by $786 million. Again, not all of these funds are provided
by Alaska residents; some are from outside corporations.
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V. ALASKA'S CAPACITY FOR INVOLVEMENT IN ANGTS FINANCING

The analysis performed for determining economic benefits can also
be used to answer the questions how much surplus general funds
might the state  have to invest in ANGTS or how much would its
Sadlerochit gas royalties be worth if used to assist in financing.
The increasingly dismal outlook for oil prices, at least in the
short run, means that the amounts estimated in this analysis are
probably too high. At least, this would be the case with general
funds of which there could possibly be no surplus in the next

few years.

General Funds

A budget forecasting model was used to estimate the previously
discussed effects of ANGTS on state government. The model
calculated general fund balances out to FY 98 for six scenarios
obtained by combinations of

1) no gasline, gasline with low inflation, gasline
‘with high inflation;

2) FY 82 level of service budgets, budgets at the
spending limit.

The model was also run an additional six times for each of the
cases with the assumption that all funds in excess of the above
budget levels were spent on capital projects. 12 /

In all cases, the amounts availakle for capital projects were

in excess of the currently anticipated capital budgets for each
year from FY 84 to FY 88 by almost one billion dollars or more.
For FY 83 all available funds are budgeted. (Compare Table XVIII
to the computer runs.)

In total, the amounts available for capital during the period

FY 83-98 are over $25 billion in FY 83 dollars in the worst case.
The total capital projects for the period, including the best
available estimates for Susitna and the capital move, are only
$12 billion in as-spent dollars. Of course, capital budgets
have not been formulated beyond the Governor's six—-year plan as
yet.

12/ The amounts so spent on capital projects are substantially

T less than the cumulative general fund balances in the
first six runs due to the loss of interest earnings. Involve-
ment in gasline financing would presumably earn interest,
somewhat augmenting the amounts available,

-22-



Royalties

A Division of Petroleum Revenue computer model was used to fore-
cast gasline revenues to FY 2016. Three cases were projected

based on:

1) Sadlerochit gas prices at the Natural Gas Policy
ACT (NGPA) ceiling;

2) netback gas prices based on the two ANGTS construction
costs scenarios described earlier;

The present value in 1982 $ of the royalties calculated in these
three scenarios is:

1) $2,174.6 million at the NGPA ceiling:;

2) $1,594.3 million in the low inflation-centerpoint
construction cost (30% overrun) case;

3) $1,474.0 million in the high inflation--10% over
centerpoint construction cost (40% overrun) case.

The royalty amounts are discounted at 9% for inflation and

3% for a real rate of return to obtain their present wvalue.
Gas prices had been escalated at 8%.
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Table I
Present Value of Net Economic Benefits to Alaska
of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System

( MILLIONS 1982 $)

LOW INFLATION SCENARIO

FY 82 Level of
Service Budgets

Budgets at
Spending Limit

Benefits (Costs) Discounted @ 3%

a) State Government 3375.5 3250.1
(1) FY 98 General Fund Balance 1641.0 1515.6
Increase (Decrease) fraom Base Case
(2) FY 98 Permanent Fund Balance ( 21.9) { 21.9)
(Decrease) from Base Case
(3) FY 99-2016 Gas Revenues 1325.5 1325.5
(4) FY 86-2016 Reduced Oil Recovery 501.6 501.6
(5) Gas Revenues fram Other Fields ? ?
(6) Erosion of Other State Assets ( 70.7) (70.7)
due to Gasline Inflation
(Retirement Funds, Rainy Day Fund)
b) ILocal . Government 112.0 112.0
¢) Private Sector 1118.4 1118.4
Present Value of Net Economic Benefits (Costs) 4605.9 4480,5

Page 1 of 2

HIGH INFLATION SCENARTO

FY 82 Level of
Service Budgets

Budgets at
Spending Limit

(2198.6)

(3280.5)

( 534.0)

1344.4
501.6
?

( 230.1)

112.0

1118.4

(968.2)

(2119.9)
( 534.0)

1344.4
501.6
?

( 230.1)

(1038.0)

112.0

1118.4

192.4



NOTES: a)

(1) & (2) Amounts from Table II discounted 3% per annum fram 1998-1982

(3)
(4)
(6)

Annual amounts frem Division of Petroleum Revenue computer runs discounted at 9% inflation

and 3% for real rate of return

Net difference in Sadlerochit oil recovery (see footnote a) (4) fram Table IT ) discounted at 3%
real rate of return and multiplied by $20 per barrel in 1982 $ and 30% state share

Amount fram Table IT

b) Amounts fram Col. 5, Table XXII discounted at 3% real rate of return to 1982 and escalated at 9% inflation

to 1982

c) Amounts fram Col. 3, Table XXI discounted at 3% real rate of return to 1982 and escalated at 9% inflation

Page 2 of 2
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Table II
Net Econamic Benefit to Alaska

of the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System

(Millions 1982 $)

LOW INFLATION SCENARTO

FY 82 Ievel of
Service Budgets

Budgets at
Spending Limit

Benefits (Costs) not Discounted

a) State Government 4161.0

(1) FY 98 General Fund Balance
Increase (Decrease) fram Base Case

2633.3

(2) FY 98 Permanent Fund Ralance
(Decrease) fram Base Case

( 35.2)

(3) FY 99-2016 Gas Revenues 2473.6
(4) FY 86-2016 Reduced 0il Recovery (840.0)
(5) Gas Revenues fram Other Fields .?

(6) Erosion of Other State Assets

due to Gasline Inflation
(Retirement Funds, Rainy Day Fund)

( 70.7)

b) Local Government ~ 127.6

c) Private Sector 1233.2

Net Economic Benefit (Cost) 5521.8

Page 1 of 2

3959.8

2432.1

( 35.2)

2473.6

(840.0)

( 70.7)

127.6

1233.2

5320.6

HIGH INFLATION SCENARTO

FY 82 Ievel of

Service Budgets

Budgets at
Spending Limit

(4682.0)

(5264.3)

( 854.4)

2506.8

( 840.0)

2

( 230.1)

127.6

1233.2

(3321.2)

(3401.8)

( 854.4)

2506.8
( 840.0)

?

( 230.1)

(2819.5)

127.6

1233.2

(1458.7)



NOTES: a) (1) & (2) FY 98 balances in FY 83 $ from Legislative Finance computer runs discounted at 9% inflation to
1982 $ and further discounted by the additional inflation from Tables IX and X in the gasline
scenarios; also includes $70.3 million and $77.7 million in ¢/MCF severance taxes (1982 $) for the
low and high inflation scenarios that were cmitted from the computer analysis compounded @ 3% real
rate of return to FY 98.
(3) Annual amounts from Division of Petroleum Revenue computer runs discounted at 9% inflation to 1982 $
(4) Net difference in Sadlerochit oil recovery from "Estimated State and Local Revenue from the Alaska
Highway Natural Gas Pipeline Project”, Berman and Myers, October 1980, Table B-1 valued at a constant
$20 per barrel in 1982 $ multiplied by an assumed state share of 30%; Berman and Myers work is based
, on the March 1980 "Three-Dimensional Reservoir Study, Sadlerochit Formation" by Van Poollen.
(6) 1980 fund balances multiplied by additional gasline inflation from Tables IX and X.
b) Sum of Col. 5, Table XXIT escalated at 9% per annum to 1982
c) Sum of Col. 3, Table XXI escalated at 9% per annum to 1982
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TABLE ITI
ATASKA REVENUES
ASSUMING NO GAS LINE CONSTRUCTION

($ Millioms)

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
Petroleum Other Tax
Income Property and License
FY Severance Royalties Tax Tax Revenue
82 1718.7 1678.4 713.0 155.0 210.0
83 1819.6 1767.0 304.0 157.0 212.8
84 2214.1 2145.1 360.0 225.0 222.4
85 2616.1 2542.6 373.0 283.1 244 .8
86 2970.9 2869.6 400.0 304.2 269.5
87 3420.7 3322.2 430.0 317.9 296.7
88 3179.9 3629.1 460.0 317.9 326.7
89 3540.8 4003.8 490.0 318.0 359.6
90 3386.2 3880.4 520.0 318.0 395.9
91 3138.7 3667.7 550.0 318.0 435.9
92 3061.4 3644.4 580.0 305.0 479.9
93 3095.6 3709.9 610.0 293.0 528.3
94 3092.8 3723.3 640.0 281.0 581.6
95 2740.0 3404.3 670.0 270.0 640.2
96 2572.1 3276.6 700.0 259.0 704.9
97 2771.4 3552.8 730.0 251.0 775.9
98 2799.9 3673.6 730.0 238.0 854.3
NOTES :
1. "Petroleum Revenue Production Forecast', Alaska Department of Revenue, December 1981; amount is total

severance from Table 1 less Prudhoe Bay gas production taxes from Table 2.

Ibid.; amount is total royalties from Table 1 less Prudhoe Bay gas royalties from Table 2. _

4. Long range computer projections provided by Research Division, Alaska Department of Revenue.

FY 82-FY 84 derived from "Revenue Sources', Alaska Department of Revenue, January 1982.

FY 85-FY 98 escalated at 1% above the inflation rate of 97% used in projecting budget growth with no
gasline.
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TABLE IV
Alaska Revenues
Assuming Gas Line Construction
Iow Inflation
(S Millions)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Petroleum Other Tax
Income - Property and license
FY Severance Royalties Tax Tax Revenue
82 1718.7 1678.4 713.0 157.0 211.5
83 1819.6 1767.0 304.0 169.0 219.3
84 2214.1 2145.1 360.0 256.0 240.1
85 2616.1 2542.6 373.0 399.0 298.4
86 2970.9 2869.6 400.0 543.2 352.9
87 3460.7 3322.2 641.5 857.9 359.7
88 3219.9 3629.1 663.0 836.3 367.7
89 3580.8 4003.8 684.6 814.8 389.9
90 3426.2 3916.7 706.1 793.2 418.2
91 3256.9 3847.3 747.3 771.6 453.3
92 3257.3 3965.2 792.3 737.0 495.4
93 3348.7 4149.1 833.7 703.4 544.0
94 3357.0 4196.6 861.2 669.8 598.6
95 3014.3 3915.3 899.3 637.2 658.5
96 2844.4 3829.6 918.6 604.6 724.8
97 3033.1 4148.5 948, 2 575.0 797.6
98 3076.6 4317.2 948.1 540.4 878.0

NOTES: 1, 2 & 3. Amounts from Table IIT plus amounts from Division of Petroleum Revenue camputer run projecting
gasline revenue based on $27 billion rate base for the Alaska line segment and conditioning
plant. Gas wellhead prices are shown in Col. 5, Table VI . ¢/MCF severance added to computer
run amounts. '

4. FY 82-86 amounts from Col. 1, Table 2 of "Estimated State and Iocal Revenue from the Alaska
Highway Natural Gas Pipeline Project", Berman and Myers, October 1980, escalated 10% per
annum to yield nominal dollars.

FY 87-98 amounts from Division of Petroleum Revenue camputer run.
5. Amounts from Table VIT



TABLE V
Alaska Revenues
Assuming Gas Line Construction
High Inflation
($ Millions)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Petroleum Other Tax
Incame Property and license
Fy Severance Royalties Tax Tax Revenue
82 1718.7 1678.4 713.0 157.0 211.5
83 1819.6 1767.0 304.0 169.0 219.3
84 2214,1 2145.1 360.0 257.0 240.2
85 2616.1 2542.6 373.0 409.0 299.8
86 2970.9 2869.6 400.0 572.8 359.4
87 3460.7 3322.2 642.7 911.9 367.1
88 3219.9 3629.1 664.2 888.1 372.8
89 3580.8 4003.8 685.7 854.5 393.5
90 3426.2 3880.4 707.2 840.7 420.8
91 3193.1 3736.9 730.0 817.0 455.3
92 3186.3 3839.3 772.4 780.2 497.3
93 3295.9 4051.4 818.4 744.4 545.9
94 3357.0 4196.6 862.0 708.7 600.5
95 3014.3 3915.3 890.1 673.9 660.6
96 2844.4 3829.6 919.3 639.2 . 727.2
97 3033.1 4148.5 948.9 607.4 800.2
98 3076.6 4317.2 948.9 570.6 880.9

NOTES: 1, 2 & 3. Amounts fram Table IIT plus amounts fram Division of Petroleum Revenue camputer run

projecting gasline revenue based on $29.7 billion rate base for the Alaska line
segment and conditioning plant. Gas wellhead prices are shown in Col. 8 of Table VI.
¢/MCF severance added to computer run amounts.

4, FY 82-86 amounts from Col. 1, Table 2 of "Estimated State and local Revenue fram the Alaska
Highway Natural Gas Pipeline Project", Berman and Myers, October 1980, escalated at inflation

. rates in Table X to yield nominal dollars.
FY 87-98 amounts from Division of Petroleum Revenue computer run.

5. Amounts from Table XIIT.



) TABLE VI
ALASKA NORTH SLOPE GAS PRICES

LOW INFLATION SCENARIO
( CURRENT ANGIS ESTIMATE )

(3) (4) (5)

HIGH INFLATION SCENARIO

(40% ANGTS OVERRUN)
(6) (7) (8)

Escalated at 8% per annum; 1980 oil value fram "Cost of Service for ANGTS",

ANGTS
Delivered Alaska Gas Alaska Gas
Unit Cost Wellhead Wellhead
Base Case Netback Netback
($/MMBtu) ($/MMBtu) ($/MCF)
15.90 -
15.30 -
14.80 -
14.30 .62 .65
14.00 2.12 2.24
13.80 3.61 3.81
13.80.. - 4.86 5.13
- 5.24 5.53
- 5.66 5.97
- 6.12 6.46
- 6.60 6.96
- 7.13 7.52

October 19, 1981; 1980 NGPA ceiling price fram FERC,
Interpolated fram Chart on page 729 of "Cost of Service for the ANGTS".

Col. 4 x 1.055 MMBtu per MCF for Sadlerochit gas
Interpolated in 1980 $ from chart on page 731 of "Cost of Service for the ANGTS"; escalated at 8% per

(1) (2)
Alaska Gas
.01l Wellhead
Price NGPA Price
FY (S/MMBtu) ($/MMBtu)
80 5.13 1.786
87 8.79 3.06
88 9.49 3.30
89 10.25 3.57
90 11.07 3.85
91 11.96 4.16
92 12.91 4.50
93 13.95 4.86
94 15.06 5.24
95 16.26 5.66
96 17.57 6.12
97 18.97 6.60
98 20.49 7.13
NOTES: 1. & 2.
3.
4. Col. 2 -~ Col. 3 +Col. 1
5.
6.
annum for nominal dollars.
7. Col. 2 - Col. 6 + Col. 1
8. Col. 7 x 1.055 '

ANGTS

Delivered Alaska Gas Alaska Gas
Cost Wellhead Wellhead

40% Overrun Netback Netback

($/MMBtu) - ($/MMBtu) ($/MCF)
17.48 - -
16.66 - -
15.99 - -
15.65 - -
15.15 .97 1.03-
15.11 ' 2.30 2.43
14.96 3.85 4.06
14.68 5.24 5.53
15.06 5.66 5.97
15.41 6.12 6.46
15.91 6.60 6.96
15.98 7.13 7.52

Federal Inspector for ANGTS,



Table VII
ATLASKA NON-PETROLEUM REVENUES
RESULTING FROM GASLINE CONSTRUCTION
LOW INFLATION
($ Millions)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corporate Other Excise
Income Taxes Corporate Taxes Total
of Pipeline Income and Non-Petroleum
FY Contractors Taxes Licenses Revenue
82 1.1 .1 .3 1.5
83 4.8 .7 1.0 6.5
84 9.2 3.2 5.3 17.7
85 26,2 9.6 17.8 53.6
86 33.7 16.3 33.4 83.4
87 21,2 13.1 28.7 63.0
88 1.9 13.5 25.6 41.0
89 12.5 17.8 30.3
90 10.6 11.7 22.3
91 8.4 9.0 17.4
92 7.6 7.9 15.5
93 7.7 8.0 15.7
94 8.2 8.8 17.0
95 8.8 9.5 18.3
96 9,6 10.3 19.9
97 10.4 11.3 21.7
98 11.4 12.3 23.7
Notes: 1. Amounts from Table 2 of "Estimated State and Local Revenue from the Alaska

Highway Natural Gas Pipeline Project", Berman and Myers, October 1980, lagged
one year to reflect current estimated construction commencement date and
escalated 9% plus the additional inflation from Table IXper annum.
2 & 3., Amounts from Table 5 of Berman and Myers lagged one year and escalated as in
footnote 1, '
4, Col, 1 + Col, 2 + Col. 3,



Table VIII
ALASKA NON-PETROLEUM REVENUES
RESULTING FROM GASLINE CONSTRUCTION
HIGH INFLATION
(S Millions)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Corporate Other Excise
Income Taxes Corporate Taxes Total
of Pipeline Income and Non-Petroleum
FY Contractors Taxes Licenses Revenue
82 1.1 .1 .3 1.5
83 4.8 .7 1.0 6.5
84 9.3 3.2 5.3 17.8
85 26.9 9.9 18.2 55.0
86 36.3 17.6 36.0 89.9
87 23.7 14.6 32.1 70.4
88 2.1 15.1 28.9 46.1
89 13.9 20.0 33.9
90 11.8 13.1 24.9
91 9.4 10.0 19.4
92 8.5 8.9 17.4
93 8.6 9.0 17.6
94 9.1 9.8 18.9
95 9.8 10.6 20.4
96 10.7 11.6 22.3
97 11.7 12.6 24.3
98 12.8 13.8 26.6
NOTES 1. Amounts from Table 2 of "Estimated State and Local Revenue from the Alaska

Highway Natural Gas Pipeline Project'", Berman and Myers, October 1980, lagged
one year to reflect current estimated construction commencement date and
escalated 9% plus the additional inflation from Table X per annum lagged one
year for fiscal year basis and delay in payment dates.
2 & 3. Amounts from Table 5 of Berman and Myers lagged one year and escalated as in
footnote 1.
4, Col. 1 + Col., 2 + Col. 3



TABILE IX
Impact of Gasline on Alaska Inflation

Iow Inflation Estimate
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

AEIRS AETIRS Annual Annmial Additional
CPI CPI Inflation Inflation Inflation
FY No Gasline Gasline No Gasline with Gasline Due to Gasline
81 2.466 2.501 - - -
82 2.684 2.751 8.84% 10.00% -
83 2.919 3.024 8.76 9.92 1.06%
84 3.169 3.318 8.56 9.72 1.07
85 3.445 3.646 8.71 9.89 1.07
86 3.753 4,017 8.94 10.18 1.09
87 - - - - 1.14
88 - - - - -
NOTES: 1. Projected Anchorage CPI from Table IT, "Alaska Economic Information and Reporting System",

Alaska Department of Commerce and Econamic Development, July, 1980.
2. Projected Anchorage CPI from Table II of a July 10, 1980 run of the AEIRS model simulating
gasline construction.
3 & 4. Annual percentage increase in Cols. 1 and 2.
5. (1 + Col. 4/100) = (1 + Col. 3/100) - 1; amounts lagged one year to reflect current
estimated construction commencement date.



TABLE X
Impact of Gasline on Alaska Inflation
HIGH INFLATION ESTIMATE

(1 (2) (3)
Alaska
Gasline Additional Cumulative
Construction - Inflation Additional
Calendar Cost Due To Inflation
Year Billions 1980 $ Gasline
82 .6 - -
83 1.2 2% 2.00%
84 3.3 47 6.08%
85 3.3 6% 12.44%
86 2.4 5% 18.06%
Total 10.8

Notes:
1. Incremental construction costs for line with 307 overrun for IROR centerpoint interpolated from
chart on page 714 of '"Cost of Service for the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System', FERC
Federal Inspector for ANGTS, October 19, 1981.

2. Arbitrary estimate of the author.

3. Product of inflation for current year times all previous years.



TABLE XI

IMPACT OF TAPS CONSTRUCTION ON INFLATION

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
U.S. Anchorage Anchorage Inflation During Anchorage Inflation Below
CPI U.S. Anchorage Anchorage vs. U.S. TAPS Construction in Excess 67-73 Average Margin
Year (October) Inflation CP1 Inflation Inflation of 67-73 Average Margin Following TAPS Construction
67 101.1 100.0
68 105.7 4. 55% 102.6 2.60% (1.95%)
69 111.6 5.59 107.3 4.58 (1.01)
70 118.1 5.82 111.5 3.91 (1.91)
71 122.4 3.64 114.4 2.60 (1.04)
72 126.6 3.43 116.9 2.18 (1.25)
73 136.6 7.90 123.8 5.90 (2.00)
74 153.0 12.01 140.0 13.08 1.07 2.607%
75 164.6 7.58 157.4 12.42 4.84 6.37
76 173.3 5.29 167.6 6.48 1.19 2.72
77 184.5 6.46 177.3 5.79 ( .67) .86
78 200.9 8.89 194.7 9.81 .92 2.45
79 225.4 12:20 213.7 9.75 (2.45) (.927.)
80 253.9 12.64 236.5 10.67 1.97) (.44)
81 279.9 10.24 253.7 7.27 (2.97) (1.44)
Average 1967-1973 Margin Below U.S. Inflation (1.53)
Cumilative Inflation 15.837, 2.82%

NOTES :

Colums 6 and 7 assume that in the absence of TAPS, Anchorage inflation would have been 1.53

percentage points below U.S. inflation.



Table XII
Alaska Population

(000)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Conditioning ,
Gasline Plant Total Population

Non-Gasline Construction Construction Population Growth
FY Population Population Population with Gasline with Gasline
82 425.6 .4 - 426.0
83 437.7 3.7 .5 441.9 3.73%
84 450.1 17.6 1.9 469.6 6.27
85 462.9 35.3 3.6 501.8 6.86
86 476.0 31.1 3.2 510.3 1.69
87 489.6 19.1 1.9 510.6 —
88 503.5 503.5 , (1.39)
89 517.8 517.8 2,84
90 532.5 532.5 2.84
91 547.6 547.6 2.84
92 563.1 563.1 2.84
93 579.1 579.1 2,84
94 595.6 595.6 2.84
95 612.5 . 612.5 2.84
96 629.9 629.9 2.84
97 647.8 : 647.8 2,84
98 666.2 666.2 2.84

NOTES: 1. FY 82 = July 1, 1981 population from "July 1, 1981 Population, Municipalities and Census Areas",
Department of Community and Regional Affairs escalated at one-half the average compound growth
rate between the 1970 and 1980 census which was 2.84%;

FY 82 and beyond = prior year population x 1.0284

2. Population 3.B from Table II of "The Relationship between the Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline and
State and lLocal Government Expenditures", Institute of Social and Economic Research, December
1980 divided by pipeline construction employment in Table 2 of ISER lagged one year and multi-
plied by estimated pipeline construction employment in Table II-1 of "Gasline Planning Update",
Northwest Alaska Pipeline Company, September 1981; figures include direct, indirect, and government
spending induced employment impact and employees' families.

3. Same ratio as footnote 2 multiplied by direct employment on conditioning plant construction
interpolated from Table VI-2 of "Gasline Planning Update" til peak construction year of FY 85.
Population declines thereafter at same rate as Col. 2.

4. Col. 1 + Col. 2 + Col. 3

5. Annual percentage increase in Col. 4



TABLE XIIT
State of Alaska
Nominal General Fund Budget Growth at the Level Permitted by the Proposed Constitutional Spending Limit

(1) (2) (3)

GASLINE GASLINE
FY NO GASLINE IOW INFLATION HIGH INFLATION
83 12.10% 14.26% 15.33%
84 12.10 17.07 20.47
85 12.10 17.72 23.47
86 12.10 12.05 12.11
87 12.10 10.24 9.00
88 12.10 7.48 7.48
89-90, annually 12.10 12.10 12.10

NOTES: 1. Annual inflation at 9% x average population growth of 2.84% between 1970 and 1980 census.

2. Population growth fram Col. 5, Table XII x ammual inflation of 9% x additional inflation
due to gasline from Col. 5, Table IX

3. Population growth fram Col. 5, Table XII x annual inflation of 9% x additional inflation
fram Col 2, Table X



TARLE XIV
State of Alaska
Nominal General Fund Budget Growth Required to Maintain FY 82 Level of Service

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

NO GASLINE GASLINE GASLINE
IOW INFLATION HIGH INFLATION

FY Operating Capital Operating Capital Operating Capital
83 11.36% 11.70% 13.21% 13.31% 14.26% -14.36%,
84 " " A 15.09 14.51 18.43 17.83
85 " " 15.53 14.78 21.17 20.38
86 " " 11.73 12,38 16.05 16.73
87 " " 10.53 11.64 9.28 10.38
88 " " 8.28 9.74 8.28 9.74
89-98, annually 11.36% 11.70% 11.36 11.70 11.36 11.70
NOTES: 1. & 2. Real growth rates fraom Cols. 1 and 2, Table XyI x 9% annual inflation

3. & 4. Real growth rates from Cols. 3 and 4, Table XVI x 9% annual inflation x additional

inflation due to gasline from Col. 5, Table IX
5. & 6. Real growth rates fram Cols. 3 and 4, Table XVI x 9% annual inflation x additional
inflation due to gasline fram Col. 2, TableX



High
Original Original Low Inflation Inflation
Cost Cost Cost Cost
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate
FY (Nominal $§) (1980 $) (Nominal §) (Nominal $)
82 8.4 6.9 - -
83 25.7 19.3 9.1 9.3
84 31.1 21.2 28.3 29.3
85 31.0 19.2 34.1 37.0
86 207.1 116.7 34.0 38.2
87 - - 227 .4 253.0
TOTAL 303.3 183.3 332.9 366.8
NOTES:
1. Amounts from July 21, 1980 letter from Commissioner

TABLE XV
STATE OF ALASKA
HIGHWAY COST IMPACT OF THE GASLINE
($ MILLIONS)

Robert Ward of the Alaska Department of Transportation
and Public Facilities to Al Kuhn of Northwest Alaskan
Pipeline Company.

FY 82-85: amount from Co. 1 discounted at 10% per
annum, the inflation rate assumed in
Commissioner Ward's letter.

FY 86: amount from Commissioner Ward's letter

Col. 2 inflated at 10%Z per annum to succeeding year to
reflect current estimated construction commencement date.

Col. 2 inflated at 9% per annum plus additional inflation
from Table X +to succeeding year.



TABLE XVI
STATE OF ALASKA
REAL GENERAL FUND BUDGET GROWTH REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN FY 82 LEVEL OF SERVICE PER CAPITA

(1) (2) 4 (3) (4)
No Gasline Gasline
FY Operating Capital . Operating Capital
83 2.17% 2.48% ' 2.77% 2.86%
84 2.17% 2.48% 4.47% 3.94%
85 2.17% 2.48% ) 4.87% 4.19%
86 2.17% 2.48% 1.40% 1.99%
87 2.17% 2.48% .26% 1.27%
88 2.17% 2.48% (.66)% .68%

89-98, annually 2.17% 2.48% 2.17% 2.48

NOTES:

1. 2.84% population growth (see Footnote 1, Table XII ) x .764 which is the proportion
of the general fund operating budget estimated to be population sensitive in Table 5 of ISER study
(mentioned in Footnote 2, Table xIT ); this includes a percentage for government support activities
in the same ratio as directly population sensitive programs are to the total general fund budget;
it also includes population sensitive programs outside the impact area from Table B.1l of ISER.

2, 2.84 population growth x .872 which is the proportion of the general fund and general
obligation bond capital budget estimated to be population sensitive in Table B.3 of ISER; this growth
rate is to be applied to one-twentieth of the total capital stock in Col. 5, Table XVII adjusted for
inflation at 9% over a three year construction period, a factor of 1.2.

3. No gasline growth rate from Col. 1 x (additional gasline growth rate, ((1 + Col. 5,

Table XII)/1.0284)-1, x .735 population sensitive operating budget in impact areas derived from ISER
Table 5 x .919 to reflect different age and family structure of migrants); .919 is derived from
Table B.2 and Table 5 of ISER by comparing the total population sensitive general fund budget per
capita to the cost per capita calculated for migrants.

4. No gasline growth rate from Col. 2 x (additional gasline growth rate, ((1 + Col. 5,
Table XII)/1.0284)~1, x .465 population sensitive non-highway impact area capital budget estimated
from Table B.3 of ISER x .917 to reflect different age and family structure of migrants); .917 is
derived from Table B.4 of ISER; this growth rate is to be applied to one-twentieth of the non-highway
capital stock in Col. 10, TableXVII adjusted for inflation (see Footnote 2).



TABLE XVIII
STATE OF ALASKA

STATE-FUNDED CAPITAL STOCK IN MILLIONS OF FY 82 §

TOTAL . NON-HIGHWAY
(1) (2) . (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Gen.Fund G.0.Bond Annual Value of Value of Gen.Fund G.0.Bond Annual Value of value of
Capital Authoriza-  Projects Projects Cap.Stock Capital Authoriza~ Projects Projects Cap.Stock
FY  Approp. tions Completed Completed FY 82 § " Approp. " tions Completed Campleted FY 82 §
63 6.8 2.0
64 8.2 7.0 2.8 7.0
65 .9 .9
66 2.0 62.6 6.8 25.2 1.8 52.1 2.0 7.4
67 1.3 13.2 15.2 53.6 1.3 8.2 9.8 34.6
68 1.8 44.7 .9 3.0 1.8 33.5 .9 3.0
69 2.3 64.6 200.7 2.2 53.9 167.5
70 2.0 146.2 14.5 42.1 2.0 111.5 9.5 27.6
71 61.2 46.5 125.7 57.5 35.3 95.4
72 8.4 124.5 2.3 5.9 - 8.4 114.5 2,2 5.6
73 11.6 148.2 345.3 10.5 113.5 264.5
74 7.5 189.5 61.2 125.4 7.4 152.2 57.5 117.8
75 12.4 132.9 248.6 11.1 122.9 229.9
76 16.2 201.1 11.6 20.9 14.8 150.0 10.5 18.9
77 10.9 197.0 325.1 10.1 , 159.6 263.4
78 29.8 271.3 12.4 18.2 27.3 188.4 11.1 16.3
79 138.9 217.3 281.4 137.7 164.8 213.4
80 100.6 289.7 10.9 12.9 89.9 206.1 10.1 12.0
81 707.4 301.1 328.2 622.2 , 215.7 235.1
82 1380.0 - 138.9 138.9 1287.9 137.7 137.7
83 390.3 358.1 296.0 271.6
84 707.4 595.4 622.2 523.7
85 1380.0 1065.6 3175.5 1287.9 994.5 2728.0

NOTES: 1. FY 63-79 amounts from general appropriations act plus Ch. 134 for FY 79. FY 80-82 amounts from "Alaska Budget in Brief, ~
FY 82," Division of Budget & Management.
2. Amounts from "Annual Financial Report" State of Alaska, various years.
3. Col. 1 and Col. 2 lagged three years.
4. Col. 3 x Department of Commerce Construction Index derived from Table 13 of the ISER study (mentioned in Footnote 2,
Table XII)adjusted to FY 82 $ assuming 9% annual inflation for FY 80-85.
5. This is what the value of all projects would be in FY 82 $ upon campletion of all authorized projects in FY 85 after
depreciating each year's projects over a 20 year period.
6. Amounts for highways from "Annual Financial Report," State of Alaska, various years and "Free Conference Committee Report,
Operating and Capital Budget" Alaska lLegislature, various years and Session Laws of Alaska, various years, are deducted from Col. 1.
7. Col. 2 less amounts for highways bond issues from "Annual Financial Report," State of Alaska, various years.
8. Col. 6 and Col. 7 lagged three years
9. Same method as Footnote 4.
10. Same method as Footnote 5.



LADL VL

State of Alaska
Capital Projects
($ Millions)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS

Governor's Licensed West Creek SUSITNA Capital Total
Six-year or under Bradley Lake Devil Total City Cap%tal

FY Capital Budget Construction Taximina Watana Canyon Hydro Relocation Projects
83 1156.0 228.0 200.0 25.6 453.6 - 1609.6
84 1819.4 200.0 50.0 250.0 . 13.4 A 2082.8
85 981.8 180.0 220.0 400.0 64.0 1445.8
86 782.9 160.0 490.0 650.0 120.8 1553.7
87 1001.2 600.0 600.0 110.7 1711.9
88 1106.2 750.0 750.0 143.4 1999.6
89 900.0 900.0 120.5 1020.5
90 1000.0 1000.0 150.9 1150.9
91 750.0 750.0 - 97.6 847.6
92 610.0 610.0 153.0 763.0
93 460.0 480.0 940.0 172.5 1112.5
94 610.0 610.0 145.7 755.7
95 760.0 760.0 120.8 880.8
96 830.0 830.0 134.5 964.5
97 900.0 900.0 88.9 988.9
98 860.0 860.0 39.8 899.8
TOTAL 6847.5 5855.6 11263.6 1676.5 19787.6

NOTES: 1. Computer total of general fund (including voter approval) projects contained in "Executive Budget, Book 2-

Capital Budget and Six Year Capital Program, FY 83", Jay Hammond, Governor, provided by Budget and Management.

2. Figure provided by Alaska Power Authority.

3 & 4. Figures provided by Alaska Power Authority; assumes 9% inflation; costs not yet definitive; project feasibility

uncertain; Watana costs $3.5 billion in January 1982 $

5. According to Alaska Power Authority, Devil Canyon will cost $1.55 billion in January 1982 $ and would be
constructed over a seven year period beginning sometime between 1990 and 1996; scheduled appropriations in
Col. 5 estimated by camparison to Watana schedule in January 1982 $

6. Sum of Col, 2 thru 5

7. Amounts from a table on pages 82 and 83 of "Financial Plan and Detailed Economic Projections, Background
Report No. 9", Capital Site Planning Commission, March 1978 which are in 1978 dollars have been inflated
at 9% per annum and lagged four years; figures are net of land sales and developers costs and represent state
and municipal investment exclusive of any financing costs.

COMMENT: These amounts have not been appropriated; appropriation of these amounts may depend on future levels of state
revenue.



TABLE XIX
Alaska Personal Income
Resulting from Gasline Impact
(Millions 1980 $)

(1 (2) (3) (4)
Gasline Corporate Personal
Construction Profits From Income
Corporate Indirect From Gasline
FY Wages Profits Gasline Impact Impact
82 13.9 5.3 1.1 20.3
83 171.9 21.2 6.4 199.5
84 593.1 37.2 25.5 655.8
85 1115.8 95.7 70.2 1281.7
86 980.9 111.7 108.5 1201.1
87 591.3 63.8 78.7 733.8
Notes:
1. Amount from Col. 8, Table XX
2. Income taxes of pipeline contractors from Table 2 "Estimated State and Local Revenue from the

Alaska Highway Natural Gas Pipeline Project', Berman and Myers, October 1980 + .094 Alaska tax
rate x 507 rough assumption of Alaskan-owned businesses' share of contracts; amounts lagged
one year for construction commencement.

3. Income taxes from Table 5 of Berman and Myers + .094; lagged one year.

4. Sum of Cols. 1 through 3



TABLE XX
Alaska Employment and Wages
Resulting from Gasline Impact

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
EMPLOYMENT WAGES (Millions 1980 $)

CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION
FY Staff Craft Other Total Staff Craft Other Total
82 220 32 134 386 8.3 1.9 3.7 13.9
83 1290 1072 2185 4547 48.5 63.0 60.4 171.9
84 2859 4216 8607 15682 107.4 247.9 237.8 593.1
85 3607 7805 18875 30287 135.5 458.9 521.4 1115.8
86 1957 5255 21660 28872 73.5 309.0 598.4 980.9
87 314 378 20172 20864 11.8 22.2 557.3 591.3

NOTES:

1. & 2. Ratio of staff and craft to total pipeline construction employment as contained in Table 2,
"The Relationship Between the Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline and State and Local Government
Expenditures", Goldsmith and Mogford, ISER, December 1980, applied to estimated pipeline and
conditioning plant construction contained in Tables II-1 and VI-2 of '"Gasline Planning
Update", Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company, December 1980; ratio lagged one year;

3. Col. 4 less Cols. 1 and 2;

4. Ratio of Col. 4 to Col. 1 on page A-11 of "ISER" x sum of Col. 1 and Col. 2 above, ratio
lagged one year; includes state government employment;

5. Ayerage salary of $37,650 as calculated on page A-6 of "ISER" x Col. 1;

6. Average wage of $20 per hour for 70 hour weeks for 42 weeks per year as calculated on
pages A-5 and A-7 of "ISER" x Col. 2;

7. Col. 3 x average weekly earnings for non-government and non-service employment for
November 1980 of $531.27 as calculated from February 1981 and 1982 issues of "Alaska
Economic Trends', Alaska Department of Labor, x 52;

8. Sum of Cols. 5 through 7.



TABLE XXI
PRIVATE SECTOR ECONOMIC BENEFIT
FROM GASLINE IMPACT
(MILLIONS 1980 $)

(L (2) (3)
Wage .
Gains of Corporate Total
FY Alaska Residents Profits Benefits
82 1.9 6.4 8.3
83 27.9 27.6 55.5
84 96.1 62.7 158.8
85 167.7 165.9 333.6
86 110.1 220.2 330.3
87 9.0 142.5 151.5
NOTES: h
1. This assumes only pipeline employees experience a gain in wages in real dollars. It assumes
that 60% of pipeline jobs go to Alaska residents, based on a review of the TAPS experience
in "The Relationship Between the Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline and State and Local Government
Experiences,'" Goldsmith and Mogford, ISER, December 1980. The gain in wages is calculated
on the basis of wage rates in footnotes 5, 6, and 7 of Table XX applied to 60% of the employment
in Cols. 1 and 2 of Table XX
2, Sum of Cols. 2 and 3 from Table XIX
3. Sum of Cols. 1 and 2.



TABLE XXII
Alaska Local Government
Revenues and Expenditures

from Gasline Impact
(Millions 1980 §)

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
Additional Additional Expenditures Surplus
FY Revenue Operating Capital Total (Deficit)
82 .3 1 - .1 .2
83 2.1 1.5 .3 1.8 .3
84 7.2 6.9 1.4 8.3 (1.1)
85 25.6 13.8 2.8 16.6 9.0
86 62.8 12.1 2.5 14.6 48.2
87 59.7 7.4 1.5 8.9 50.8
TOTAL 157.7 41.8 8.5 50.3 107.4
Notes:

1. Sum of Col. 5, Table 3 and Col. 6, Table 5 of "Estimated State and lLocal Revenue from the Alaska
Natural Gas Pipeline Project', Berman and Myers, October 1980; amounts include direct and indirect
effects of gasline construction on local property and sales taxes;

2. Estimated calendar 1979 expenditures per migrant of $353.70 per annum in 1980 $§ from '"The
Relationship Between the Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline and State and Local Government Expenditures',
Goldsmith and Mogford, ISER, December 1980, multiplied by the sum of gasline and conditioning plant
construction-related population increases from Cols. 2 and 3 of Table XII;

3. Expenditures of $72.28 per migrant required to maintain 1979 level of local government fixed

assets as estimated by Goldsmith and Mogford multiplied by population impact as in footnote 2.

Col. 2 + Col. 3.

. Col. 1 - Col. 4.

w4
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6281 .1

LG5 .7

132225
164901.0
127038

b .

o
-

11492.5
3472.8
~3242.2

7254.5
7072.3
2014.3

2126. 3
2172,3
2219.,3

252.6

258.8

265,32

74,1
5746

301.6
3i1.9
312.2

2754.5
2800.7
2857.0

4500,0
4271.6
41587, 3

4484.0
6752,1
A7R2.2

225769
24984 .4
272078.8

P

T TO o
SR B S

3989.5
4203.7

1995 23R b e 43T T b

1294
1997

1298 . 19245.7

2123.8
2090.1

7039.0

7021.,9
422D D

2287.4
2314.5
D344,4

271.8

278,95
285.,4

325.9
328.5
3029.0

2878.0
2933.5
X+ 3z Lo 20

4161.,0

4088.4
3283.,.0

6781.3
67482
A46E51 . X

29003.8

30497 .4
31945.8

-

-

EETETR
26 5 =

4494, 8
4595, 6
IR YW & ¥

R

64630.6
6685.7
AL43.,.3

B a g

2417 .9
2470.2
2523.7

292.5
299.,7
INZ2.2

327.3
324.0
319.4

3044 .7
3099.0
3154.,2

AGBS .9
35846.7
2489 .1

6521.5
63971
AR270.2

32893.9
33764.7
344465, 8
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s B
2
: ASSUMPTIONS s
3 4
" 5
é
s EXISTING FETROL. ;
¢ e HERT MNEL SEVERANECE IHCOME FROFERTY OTHER EOYALTIES ROYALTIES L]
7 SERVICE DEBRT TAXES TAX TAX REVENUE X% TO PF  50%Z TD FF .
8
i
11983 24,2 DO 1819, 4 204.,0 i852.0 2i2.8 19 72462,0 0.0 12
" 1984 91,3 0.0 2s214.1 3460.,0 22%,0 222, 4 251451 0.0 >
vIeRs 87,9 0.0 2:616.1 373.0 283,1 244,8 2y542,6 0.0 s
2 1984 04,0 0.0 2,970, 9 400,0 304,72 269.5 2:849. 6 0.0 1
81987 B1.9 0,0 3,420.7 420,0 317.9 294,7 3,322,2 0.0 7
41988 78,9 0,0 3,179.9 450,0 317.,9 3267 316291 0.0 o
1000 704 0,0 125408 490, 0 18,0 259, A 2,954,0 49,8 20
1990 59,5 0.0 3,384,2 520,0 318.0 395.9 3,793.3 7841 |
"1eel ig, e 0,0 2»,1328,7 550,0 18,0 435,9 3,582,9 84.8 m
1902 38.2 Q.0 3:041 .4 880.0 I05,0 479,99 Iy 339.4 255.0 24
91993 31,7 0,0 3,095, 4 410,0 293,0 528,3 2,349,8 360.1 . "
MO1994 25,8 0.0 3:092.8 640,0 281.,0 581,64 3:256041 463.2 s
1905 22.0 0,0 29740, 0 H520.,0 2720.0 LA, 2 220894.8 50728 28]
1994 21,5 0.0 2,572.1 700.0 259.,0 704.%9 24470.0 60644 "
1997 14,7 0,0 2,771, 4 730,0 251.0 775.9 2,778.8 744.0 .
B I K33 - T, 17 SN S Q£ D2 7299.,9 7230.,.0 233, 0 354.3 2,803.4 820.0 2
H 133
; 3
35]
vl ANNUAL BATE OF IMTEREGT ON GENERAL 4 FEEMANENT FUNDS = 0,120 e
“ ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS = 0,100 v
of MATURITY PERIQIN OM NEW EOMOS IN YEARS = 10,000 W
‘T_Z-LJF_DEERAT,J;uG BUDGET IN G.F. CASH BAl = 0,200 »
W% OOF ROYALTIES 70 PERMANENT FUNL = 0,250 o
2 OFERATING BUDGET GROWTH RATE = 0,114 w
A 7 OF PFERMANENT FUND. EARNINGS FEAID AS DIVIDENDS = 0,500 el
4 CAPITAL BUDGET GROWTH RATE = 0,117 )
) IMFLATION RATE = 0,090 o
| r12 IF PERMANENT. FUND _INCOME BASED ON 5 YEAR AUFRAGE = 1..000 N
T FER CAFITA DIVILEND = 50,000 ¥
| NUMEER OF FRIOK YEAR DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 2,946 o
Y GROWYH _BATE. IN_DIVINENIO_RECIPIENTS = 0,028 -
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TG TOCLUHKMENT
At — et U

o

CECASTING

MODEL

13~-FER-B2 . -

NO GASLINE
REFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES
e - FY82. LEVEL. OF. SERVICE-BUDGEITS

su

RFPLUS

SFENT OM CAFITAL

YEAR

e END REVENUE. . INTEREST

1982
1993

IR18L.7

TOTAL
REVENUE

OFERATING
BUDGET

CAFPITAL
RUDGET

DERT
SERUICE

FERMANENT
FUND
DIVITENDS

TOTAL
BUOGET

SURFLUS
OR
DEEICTIT

FERM-
ANENT
ELUND

GEMERAL
FUND
END QF YEAR

REVENUE REQ
FOR GF BAL
aF 0 MIt

92,4

4211..0

1830,2

1421.8

113.,2

1525

381272, 4

2

b

4005.3
4771.9

~693.,4

>

1984
1983

1984 460246.8

1987
1eae
12892

44630,32
5424.,0

495740
7006,3
74698.8

471.9
988.7

1252.3

S202.2

6412.7
2349,

2028.1
2269.6

2E22.5

2963.0
3747.5
4359.1

13e.8
163.8
1461.9

162,3
231.8
00,4

5302,2
4412.7
7249, 1

b

S606,2
6503.0
7459,1

P

o

P

1490,7
166748
1829.4

B3447.7
B474.1

QHIR.2

2814.6
3134.3
3490.4

5108.0
49461 .4
G9404.3

157.8
154.8
144.5

367 .2
422,46
ARG .0

8447.,7
B&74.1

2528.2

L e o

8513.6
?664.3
10944,2

b o+ .

DORDOoOOR

P

1990
1991
1992

7504,1
7172.2
2095.,9

1971.8
20460.4
21272.72

94746 .0
?232.5
Q023,58

ipes ., @
4328.5
ARDIO D

4902,3
4167.7
1594,4

135.4
114.8
114,1

551.,3
621.,6
A494 . R

9476,0
9232.,5
90207, 5

3
i

12218,7
134541
142306, 3

.- -

1993
1994
1295

7219.3
7272,
472445

2219.8
2334.5
2382.,0

243941
L5984
1385

59367.7
5977.%
L4654 .4

32469.2
2747, 4
15334

31,7
25.8
23,0

770.35
B47.,6
Q254

?439.1
9398, 4
$138.,5

b -

16033.9
17413,3
18707.8

DO DO PRODTD OO

-

)

= OO PC>D

b

1994
1997
igeg

6541.8
A984.,4
2159.,9

2439,4
2553, 1
RI2IG 2

BoR1,2
?337.5
PRV, 4

7412.7
82G4.8
QIR .4

8%6.7
1001.7
111i8.8

21,5
16.7
14,4

1003,5
1082.7
11463, 32

9334.,5
10335.8
114B9 .1

wboobooboopbonly
suboopboopocopbonh

19993. 4
21377.2
22829 .4
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e LEGIELATIVE—FINANCE

STATE OF AlLASKA

WORKING O
et PPt

CLUMENMT
PP

BUDGET FORECASTING MODEL
FY 1983 %

L

12-FER-82 [ P

NO GASLINE

e DERTOF -REVENUE  ESTIMATES
FYg2 LEVEL OF SERVICE BRUDGETS
GURPLUS BFENT OM CAFITAL

CYEAR e
ENI KEVENUE

1982

e e LQLAL
INTEREST REVENUE

ORERATING

FERM

CARITAL DERT £

ANENT
NI

SURFLUS

T0T1Al 0k

FERM-
ANENT,

GENERAL
ELINT

REVENUE REQ
EOR _GE RAL

EUDGET

nIvi

ERURGET SERVICE

LENDS

RULGET

DEFICIT

FUND

A005 .3

ENII OF YEAR

~h23.4

oF $0 MIL

39244
416.4

—-B32, 2~

1983 3818.7
1984 4248, 0
1988 AT80.2

4211.,0
4844, 4
5397.,.4

1830.,2
1849 .8
1210.3

1421.8
2718.4
3154.2

113.,2
127.3
1372.9

132.35
148.9
1951

35317.6
4864,4
53972 .4

=3
~

. .

4771.9
5143.,3
5475 .1

P~

- -

1986 4707.8
1987 4928.5
-1 988 4003, b -

L7, 0
105641
e 1084, 0

5474.,8
9984.5
G622 b

1951.,7
1993.9
203221

IT4H46.0
3618.7
A224.,.5

125.0
111.,8
100, 4

232.1

240.1
275,32

5674.8
984,53
5432, 4

3759.8
6031.,2
4281 .1

P

1289 45905
1990 4105.0
-1991 35995

1090.8 5681,4
1078,7 5183,7
10340 AL33L 5

2081.2
2126.3
21223

3223.4 87.4
2681,7 74,1
2091 . & G204

28%.2

30146

31192

3681.4
3183.7
44633.5

§

- -

65237
6684,0
A252.1

L e -

1992 A2467.41
1993 3049 .3
1994 Bk R 2 W R —

79,4 42446 .8
37247 3P87.2
901l 4 37219.8

2219.3
2247. 4
23146.5

1655.,0 2,5
1380.9
1064.8

'319,9

325.39
328.5

4246.8
3987.2
31719.8

3

6782,2
6781.3
A248.2

1995 2398.6
1996 2133.8
1997 2090 .1

390.5 3249.1
795.7 2929.5
2640 20854.,..1

23464646
2417.,9
2420,2

545,2
292.5 7
l

3292.0
327.3
324.,0

3249.1
3044.7
3099.0

- -

H
[y
[y
D UTOoOR OO DOPR OO OO

~- 4

4651.3
4321.,5
4397.,1

» -

J b
B -

1998 19457 751.,0 2716.,7

29237

0
299,72 I
307.2 4,0

3194

MRNODPDODLOOP OO DD
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i
S
M
~

o

6270, 3
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ASSUMFTIONS

-

3

3

s

EXISTING FETROL ,

TERT MEW __SEVERANCE IMCOME PROFERTY OTHER —ROYALTIES ROYALTIES ’

SERVICE DERT TAXES TAX TAX  REVENUE XX TO FF  50% TO FF |

il

=3 3 4.2 o A 18104 A4, 0O 1520 2128 13- 2462,.0 Q. 12]
984 ?1.3 0.0 2s214,1 3560.0 225.0 222, 2,145.1 0.0 W
PBS B7.9 0,0 2561641 373.0 283,1 244,88 255426 0.0 13
P34 84..0 0.0 D3,920.9 A00..0 304,02 D462.5 2eBA2.A 0,0 14
vR7 81,9 0.0  3,420.7 430.0 317.9 294.7  %,322.2 0.0 M
P98 78,9 0.0 3:179.9 440,0 317.9 326.7  3r629.1 0.0 -
ee_ . I0LA 0.0 Z.540.8 490, 0 218.0 59,6 X29%54,0 49,8 o
790 59.5 0.0 3,384.2 520.0 318.0 IP5.9  3:793.3 78.1 "
791 3.9 0,0  3,13B.7 550.0 31,0 435,9  I,582.9 84.8 N
292 38.2 0.0 3r041.4 580.0 303.0 479.,9 3:308%.4 2595.0 24
793 1.7 0.0  3,095.6 10,0 29%,0 528.3  3,349.8 340.1 W
794 25, 0.0 3:092,8 440,0 281.0 581.6  3,260.1 463 .2 o
295 27000 00 25240,0 &20.0 220.0 H40 .2 23894, 5 8907, 8 28
296 21,5 0.0 2,572.1 700.0 259.0 704.9  2:;670.0 6066 W
97 16,7 0,0 2,771.4 730.,0 251.,0 775.9  2,778.8 744.0 "
298 e YA A 0.0 20299, 9 2320.0 233.,0 2354 .3 2s803.48 B320.0 2]
33}

34

33

INUAL _BATE OF INTEREST 0N GENFRAL + PERMAMENT FUNIS = 0,120 e
{HUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW RONDS = 0.100 M
YTURITY FERIQD ON NEW RONDS IN YEARS = 10,000 »
OF _ORERATING . BUDGET IN G.F. CASH BAlL = 0.200 4
OF ROYALTIES TO FERMANENT FUND = 0.250 M

"ERATING BUDGET GROWTH RATE = 0.114 .
OFE FERMANENT. . FUNI EARNINGS #ATH AS DIVIDENDS = 0,500 44
WFITAL BUDGET GROWTH RATE = 0.117 2
OF GF ABDEDR TO CAFITAL BUDGET = 1,000 M

IFLATION RATE . = 0,090 L
.7 IF FERMANENT FUND INCOME EASED ON 5 YEAR AVERAGE = 1,000 W
'R CAPITA DIVIDEND = 50,000 i
IMBEER _OF. FRIOF_YEAR NIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = INCY YA 2
{OWTH RATE IN DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 0,028 >
53]

58]

57

59

3¢

o N js0f
6|

821

i3]
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63
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STATE OF aALASKA 1

LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING DOCUMENT v

RUNGET FORECASTING MOLEL 4

<)

3 §

1%5-FEE~83 A

NO GASLINE o

DEFT OF REVEMUE ESTIMATES o

RUDGETS AT SFEMDING LIMIT _ = "

o

PERMANENT SURFLUS FERM- REVENUE o

YEAR TOTAL OFERATING CAFITAL DERT FUND TOTAL 0K ANENT FOR GF ) g

END KREVENUE INTEREST REVENUE BULGET BULDGET SERVIGE DIVINENLS BULGET QEFICIT FUND  ENIN OF YEAR QF 50 MIL "

o O OO e e e et e e e e et e e e e e "

1982 4005, 2 A, 4 o

1933 A818.7 394,9 42173,%5 1884.7 933,73 113,2 1525 3065, 6 1147 .9 4771 .9 A5, 5 .0 o

1LoR4 4&30.3 7081 5338,4 2092,6 10462 138.8 162,32 3439.9 18928.5 TE0G 2 ; 0.0 e

1985 424, 1157 .4 6581 .4 2345,8 1172.8 163.8 231.8 1?14.h 26672 8505,0 0.0 8

1986 009u.d 1482,8 7779, 6 24RY .4 1314.7 161,9 200,46 4406, 3372.7 7459 .1 83?2. 0.0 i

1987 5 2I05.8 9262.8 2947 .8 1473%.8 157 .8 367.2 4946.7 4314, 1 89513.6 12709.¢ 0.0 |

19a8 29763 9982, 6 2204.5 1652.A 154,8 423, 6 5535, 1 4447 .5 9664, 3 17154, & 6,0 T

1789 371%.2 11414.0 704.3 13562 1446,5 485, 0 6187.9 5226.,1 10944.2 2REABD .6 0,0 g

1990 4507, 1 12011.3 4152,5 2075.2 135, 4 51,3 6915, 4 5095, 8 12218.7 27478.4 0.0 .

1991 5282.4 12454, 6 4455, 0 2327.4 114.8 621.6 7718.,8 4735.8 13454 ,1 I3214.3 0.0 T e

1992 709%,9 H033,0 13128.8 5218.3 2609.0 114, 1 694.8 B636 .2 4492, 6 14730.,3 G0 9 0.0 2

1973 7219.3 £775.3 13994.6 5347, 7 2924.7 31.7 770.5 95765 4418,1 146053.9 b i

1994 72721 7501 .7 14773.8 8557 .5 327B.6 25,8 B4V . 6 10709 .5 4044, 4 1741%,3 0.0 e

1995 6744.,5 81471 14893, 6 7350.9 367543 23,0 925, 4 11974. 54 2919.,0 18707.8 43108,3 0, i &
1996 6541, 8 8647, 4 15209.2 §240.4 4120.0 21.5 1003.5 13385.4 1823.8 19993, 4 49912, 1 )

1997 6984 .4 7091, 4 16075.8 $237.5 4418.5 16.7 1082.7 14955, 3 1120.5 21377.2 51052, 6 0.0 0

1998 7159 ,9 ¥411,3 16571,2 10355, 2 517743 14,4 1163.3 16710.,2 ~139.0 22839.6 509135, 6 0.0 &
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G

LEGISLATIVE

TATE OF ALASKA
FINANCE WORKING

LDOCUMENT

BUNGET

FORECASTING MODEL
Fy 1983 ¢

3

15-FE

R-822

NO GASBLINE
DEFT _QF

BEVENUE

RUDGETS AT

BFENDING

LIMIT

TEAR
ENII

REVEMUE

INTERE

ST R

TOTAL
EVENUE

DFERATING

CAFITAL

BUDGET BRUOGET

DERT
SERVICE

FERMANENT
FUND
DIVIRDENDG

TOTAL
BULGET

SURFLUS
ORr
DEFICIT

FERM-
ANENT
FUNI

GEHERAL
FUND

REVEMUE REQ
FOR GF BAL

1982
19332

2318.7

3924.9

4213.4%

1866.7 ?33.3

113.2

152.9

304856

1147.9

4005.3
4771.%

EHIL OF YEAR

~&934.4
404,05

0oF $0 MIL

0.0

1964
1983

1986

4248.0
4565, 2

4707, 8

649,46
274.2
1299.4

4897 .6
55394
6007.,2

1919.8
1774,4

2020,5 °

s A G b

959.8
P87 .1
1015,2

1273
137.9
125.0

14€.9
195.1

232.1

I155.9
32945

3402.9

1741.,7
2244.9

5143.,3
54751
S759.8

2158.7
422%.4

_b480.8

19837
1988
19289

4928,4
45534
4590.95

1633.5
1934,4

2215,2

63620
6488.0
6805.49

2083.3
2147.7
2208.8

1044.,1
1073, ¢
1104.3

111.8

2460,1
275,3
289, 2

3504.3
353974
36896

Tx0E7 .
FBYO, 6
3l1é,1

4031.2
6281 .1

69257

Y003 .4
1113044

G.0
G0
_LDe0
0.0
G40

1990
19291
1992

410%,0
I599.5

2671

24565, 6
26351.1
27777

6370, 4
6200.3

6044,9

22716
2334.2

2402, 4

1135.,7
1168.0
1201.2

J01.4
311.9
319.9

37283.0
3873.8
3974 .3

2787 .64
2376.8

2068 .9

6684.,0
6732

6782,2

1503

LY

1616743

1293
1994
1995

J049.,5
2818.2
2378. 4

2861.9
2907.2
28766

3911.5
$572%.3

chgE -
9295 .2

2471.0
25421.2
2613.5

1235.4
1270.95
1304.7

2553
I28.95

S

329.0

4045, 2
4150, 3
4257, 4

1856.2
15731
1037.8

6781.3
6748.,2
465143

000
[V ¢)
2.0

0.0
0.0
00

1996
1997
1798

2133.8
20701
194658,7

2827.1
272046

2583.8

4960,9
4810. 6
4549, 4

2687.8
2764.3
2842,

1343.8
1382.1
1421.4

3273
324.0
319.4

4366.0
4475, 3
4587 .4

5%4.9
335.3
-38.2

6321.5
63971
6270.3

162846.8
1527703

A3977 7

0.0

LIS

RN




ASSUMFTIONS

EXTSTING FETRQL .
DERT NEW SEVERANCE INCOME FROFERTY OTHER ROYALTIES ROYALTIES

GERVICE DERT TAXES TAX TaxX REVENUE X% TO PF O G0X TQ PF
1783 94.3 0.0 1,819,4 304.0 1570 212.8 157670 0.9
1784 71.3 0.0 252141 360.0 225.90 222.4 2r14G5.1 0.0
198% 87.% 0.0 2161641 373.0 283.1 244.8 2y54246 0.0
1984 25.0 0.0 2:9270.9 400.,0 304.2 28%. 5 218490 & 0.0
1987 81.%9 0.0 39420.7 430,90 317.% 296.7 2,322.2 0.0
1788 2.9 0.0 3+179.9 44600 317.%9 32647 31,6291 0.0
192879 0.0 3:540,8 490,90 318.0 359.4 Fr904.0 49.8
1790 0.0 3,3846.2 H20.0 318.0 395.9 T979%:3 7.1
1991 0.0 3:138.7 230.,0 318.0 435.9 31382.9 84.8
1992 0.0 3,0481.4 380.0 305.0 479 .9 3,389.4 255.0
1993 0.0 3,095, 6 &£10.0 293.0 528.3 3:349.,8 3460.1
1294 0.0 3,092.8 640.0 281.0 G81.4 352601 46%F .2
1998 0.0 2:740.0 470.0 270.0 6402 2r6894.3 S07.8
1926 0.0 2s572.1 700.0 239.0 704,9 25670.0 L0646
1997 0.0 2:771 .4 730,90 251.,0 7739 2:778.8 744,90
1798 0.0 29799 .7 730.0 238.0 354.3 2,803:46 870.0

AMNUAL RATE QF TNTEREST ON GENERAL + FERMANENT FUNDS = 0.120
ANNUAL REATE OF INTEREST ON NEW EKONDS = 0,100
MATURITY FERIOD OM NEW EONDS IN YEAKRS ) = 10,000
% 0F OFERATING G.F. CASH kAL = 0,200
% OF ROYALTIE 1 FERMANENT FUNID = 0.250
OFERATING BULDGET GROWTH RATE = 0.121
% O0F FERMANENT FUND EARNINGS FAID AS DIVINENDG = 0.%00
CAFITAL BUNGET GROWTH RATE = 0,121
INFLATION RATE = 0,090
‘1’ IF FERMANENT FUND INCOHE RASED DN 5 YEAR AVERABE = 1,000
FER CAFITA DIVIDEND = 50,000 B
NUMBER OF FRIDK YEAR DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 2,964

GROWTH RATE TN DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS 0,028

i
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QTATE OF ALASKA &

LEGISLATIVE FINAMCE WORKING DOCUMENT o

FUDGET FORECASTING MODEL g

53

4 ¢¢]
15-FEE-82 ¥
4]

NO GASLINE iq
DEFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES o4
RURGETS AT SFENBING LIMIT er
SURFLUS BFEHT ON CAFITAL o
FERMANENT SURFLUS FERN-  BENERAL REVENUE FREQ o

YEAR TOTAL  OFERATING CAFITAL  DERT FUNI TOTAL OR ANENT F UM FOR GF Bal .
ENIL  REVEMUE INTEREST REVENUE EUUGET BUDGET SERVICE. DIVIDENDS EULGET  DEFICIT FUNDC END OF YEAR OF 0 HIL 2
1582 4005, 32 69T, 4 »
1983  1818.,7 391,3 4209,9 1866.7 1384.,2  113.2 152.5 3516.5 65%.4 4771.9 0.0 0.0 ¢
1984  4630,3 6676 529749 2092.6 2904.3  138.8 162,3 §297.9 ) S406.2 0,0 ) g
1985 5424.0 981.4 6405,3 234%5.8 3644.0  163.8 231.8 4405,3 0,0 4505,0 0,0 0.0 g
1984 6096.8 1241,8 7338.6 2629, 6 424646 161,9 300,46 7338.46 0.0 74591 0,0 0,0 N
1987 47570 1476.7 8A33.7 2947.8 4960.,8  157.8 347.2 g413,7 6.0 8513.6 0.0 6.0 T
19688 7006, 3 1649, 5 8455 .9 A304,5 4772.,9 154,8 423, 6 8455,9 0.0 9664,3 0,0 0,0 o
1989  7498.8 1806.1 9504.,9 3704.3 51469.0  146.5 485.0 9504,9 0.0 10944,2 0.0 0.0 o
1990 75041 1942.,5 9446, 6 4152,5 460743 125.4 551, 3 PA44, & ~0.0 12218,7 0.0 0,0 "
1991 7172,2 2023.9 91961 4655,0 3204.7 114.8 521,6 7196, 1 0.0  13454,1 0.0 0,0 il
1992 7095.9 2082,8 §178.,7 5218.3 3151.5  114.1 694.8 9178.7 “0,0 14730,3 0,0 e
1993 721%9.3 2175.2 9394.,% 5849 .7 2924.7 31,7 7705 9578, % -182.0  16053.9 0.0 P
1994 72721 2325.1 9607, 2 &EE7 .5 3278.¢6 25,8 847.6 10709.,5  -1102.3 17413.3 0,0 1
1995 6746.5 254%.,2 929%5,7 7350.9 3675.3 23,0 9325.4 11974.6  ~2678.9 18707.8 0,0 g
1996  6541.8 278%,0 $326.8 8240.4 4120.0 21.5 1003.5 12385,4  -4058.6  19993.6 0.0 )
1997  6984.4 I032.3 10016.7 9237.,5 4618.5 16,7 1082.7 14955,3 ~4938,6  21377.,2 0,0 -l
1998  715%.9 3293,3 10453,2 10355,2 5177.,3 14.4 1163.3 16710,2  =4R57.0  22R39.4 0.0 o
U i
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i3

STATE OF ALABKA )

LEGISLATIVE FINAMCE WORKING DOQCUMENT "

BULGET FORECASTING MQDEL 3

FY 1982 § 7

4 L&A
5|

15-FER-82 o
6

NO GASLINE "
DEFT OF REVE ESTIHMATES "
RUDNGETS AT DING LIMIT i
SURFLUS SPENT ON CAFPITAL <
PERMANENT SURFLUS FERM- GENERAL REVYEMUE REQ 4

YEAR TOTAL ﬂFIRATINU CAFITAL DERT FUND TOTAL OR ANENT FUNR FOR GF sl o
END REVENUE INTEREST REVEMUE SET BUDGET SERVICE DIVIDENDS BULGET LEFICIT FUNIF  END OF YEAR 0‘ $O MIL "~
1982 4005, 2 ~&93, 4 . o
1983 2318.7 3721.3 4209.9 184667 1384.2 113.2 152.5 3314.5 69344 4771.9 0.0 0.0 o
1984 4248.,0 612,95 4860.,9 1919.8 2644 ,35 127,32 148.9 483605 ~-0.0 5143.3 0.0 0,0 5]
1985 45865 .2 324.0 5391,2 1774.,4 3083.9 137.9 195.1 G391 .2 0.0 G47%, 1 0.0 0.0 sy
1986 4707.8 PuEG.? S666.8 2030.,5 3279.1 125.0 232.1 94666.8 0.0 a7592.8 0.0 0.0 ol
1987 A4928.5 1044,1 G974.6 2088.3 3514.4 111.8 26041 I97444 0.0 6031.2 0.0 0.0 ]
1288 4553 .4 10721 S3625.,7 2147.7 3102.1 100.6 27543 562%.7 0.0 6281.,1 0.0 0.0 "
1989 4590, 5 10769 38467 .9 2208.8 3082.1 87.4 28%2.2 56879 Q.0 65257 OO o
1990 4103. 1062.6 51674 227144 2520, 4 74.1 301.6 91474 ~0.0 4684.0 0.0 "
17%1 3029 .9 1015.7 44615.2 2336,2 1909 .4 G746 311.9 4615,2 0.0 46752 .1 0,0 '
1992 AT4T7 1 95%.0 42261 2402.6 1451.0 2.9 319.9 4224641 ~0.0 6782,2 DO B
1992 3049 .5 ?18.8 39468, 32 2471.0 1235, 4 13.4 325.9 4045.2 =786, 9 678143 0.0 1
1994 2818.2 9204,9 3723.1 2%41.,2 1270.5 10.9 228.5 4150.3 -427.2 6748.2 0.0 il
199G 2398, 4 2063 3304, 2613.5 1306.7 g.2 - 322.0 4257 .4 ~9E2.4 4G, 0.0 -
1996 2133%.8 08,4 3042.~ 2487 .8 1343,8 7.0 327.3 436640 ~1323.8 6321.5 0.0 ’’
1997 2090, 1 ?207.4 2927.95 2784,3 1382.1 540 324.0 4475, 3 ~1477.9 639741 Q.0 1
1998 1948%,7 2041 2862.8 2842,9 1421 .4 4.0 319.4 4587 .6 -1717.8 6270.3 0.0 o
e o . - o o o s i o o om eem i m m sim v m e s o e o i o e o e e o S o e o e s s - P
— — e e o . e - pais o e et ey — . - e e e e . e e o o em e o - ‘(
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) 7

|

i

) : e
e e o et e o e !



, SSUMPTIONS

FETROL
DERT NEW SEVERANCE INCONHE FROFERTY OTHER ROYALTIES ROVALTIES

SERVICE DERT TAXKES TAX TAX REVENUE X% TQ FFOS0X TO FF

1983 F4.2 12819.6 304.0 167,90 212.8 1s747.,0 0.0

2s214.1 3460.0 225,00 22244 2:145,1 BROSY

0
19494 G1.3 0
0 2261641 E73.0 283.1 244.8 25428 0.0

1985 87.9

1586 26,0 299709 400.Q 3N4.2 289, 25,8894 0.0
1987 g1.,9 . 3:420,7 420,90 317.9 2946,7 Ayd22. 2 0.9
1788 R, 9 . 31179.7 450.0 317.9 3246.7 Fr 6291 0.0
1989 7044 . 3,540,8 499.0 318,0 359,46 2:954.0 49.8
17290 NE ] 3r384.2 520.0 318.0 3959 By 7933 3.1

- -

3+138.,7 990.0 218.0 435.9 3r082.9 64,8
F3:061.4 G80.0 305.0 477.%9 3,389, 4 25%.,0

1991 8.9
1992 802

32095, 4 610.0 293.0 528.3 3,349.8 36041
32092.8 440.0 281.0 38146 3926041 4632
25749.0 470.90 R70.,0 640,2 228965 507.9

1993
1974
1999

ERY

1274 21,4
1997 16407
1298 14.4

2,572, 1 700.0 259.0 704.9 29670.0 60644
29771.4 73040 251.0 775.9 2,778.8 744,0
2:799.9 730.0 238,90 854.3 2s203.6 8700

- .

OO DD O OO D OIT oD
SO QOIO OO D OO OO T oD

-

AMNUAL, RATE OF THT 8T ON GENERAL + FERMAMENT FUNDS

0,129

HENUAL R&ETE OF INTEREST ON NEW RONDSG
HATURITY FERIOD N NEW BONDS IN YEARS
4 0F OFERATING BUDGET IN G.F. CASH Ral

0.100
10.000
0.200

HoH oRiR

% 0F ROYTALTI T PERMANENT FLUND
OFERATING RUDGET GROWNTH RATE
Z 0OF PERMAD T FUND EARMIMGS FAIDR A8 DIVITENDGS

0,250
0,121
0.500

i M

CAFITAL RU T GROWTH RATE
Z 0F GF AL TO CarlTalL BUDGET
INFLATIOM RATE

0,121
1.000
0,020 e

Wt

1 ITF FERMANENT FUND INCOME ERASED ON & YEAR AVERAGE
FER CHFITA DIVIDEND
MUMEBEFR OF FRIOK YEAR NIVIDEND RECIFIENTS

1,000 iy
50,000
2,966

LR U ]

IR

GROWTH RATE IW DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS 0,028




STATE QF ALABKA 9

LEGISLATIVE FIMANCE WORKING DOCUMENT ©°

RUDGET FORECASTING MODEL 4

o5

i [
& b
1G~-FEB~B82 -
GASLIMNE NEC 12846-L0W INFLATION k
LEFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES i
FYg82 LEVEL OF SERVICE BUDGETS o7

57}

FERMAMENT SURFLUS FERM- GENERAL _ REVENUE REQ )

YEAR TOTAL OFERATING CAFITAL DEET FUND TOTAL R ANENT FUND FOR GF RAL Ry
END REVEMUE IMTEREST REVENUE EULGET BUNGET SERVICE [IVIDENDS BULGET REFICIT FUND  EMND OF YEAR QF 0 MIL '
e e e e s n e o o m o n e o b o o o ot e o et om0 e e on e o v e s o o e i n e ot B s i nn e o e e e m o nn m e o e st s o
1982 4005.3 6%, 4 i
1733 3837.2 400.6 4237.7 1848044 124,4 113,2 152.5 2320.9 1914.8 4771.9 1223.4 0.0 tr
1284 446790 7260,3 5439.,3 2141.4 240.7 13g.8 162.3 2683.2 27562 S9606.2 3979244 0.0 N
1935 G573.5 13026 6894640 2473.9 2779 143.8 231,8 3147.4 3748, 6 6505.0 772R8.2 0.0 o
1988 HALT 2 19638+4 8387.46 2764,1 308.0 161.,9 300.6 3534.,46 4853.,0 745%9.1 12581.2 0.0 i
1987 7771 .5 2802.2 10573, 64 30552 53343 157.8 348742 4113,5 646041 8513.4 12041.,3 0,0 <t
1988& 776847 3751.6 11520.,3 3308.1 320.6 "154,8 423 .6 4277.2 7243.2 2466443 26284.,4 0.0 ¢
1989 23420.5 4825.,0 13246.,0 J4534.0 434.,3 146,59 485.,0 4751.8 8494.2 10244,2 3477846 0.0 51
1980 BIHAT7 0205 14277.2 4102, 5 48744 135.,4 551.4 027647 000,46 12230.6 A3779.,2 040 '
19291 80%3.4 7292.,8 153861 4568.,5 3544.4 114,8 622,1 5849.8 25336.4 13514.2 G53315.4 040 ‘
1992 a1Le2, 2 BAGE, 3 16847.4 5087.5 408.1 14,1 69646 650643 10241.,1 1487%.6 b36547 0.0 ”
19%3 84514 10141.8 185%93.,4 55454 67942 31.7 774,8 7151.1 11442.3 16329.9 7509%9.,0 0,0 ~ N
1994 851 117564 20274,6 630% .0 758,7 25.8 86,1 7949,6 12325.0 178322.4 87424,1 0.0 P
1995 qO0B. 2 13442, 4 21458.2 7025.7 847.5 23,0 ?23%.8 8834,0 12622.2 19285,7 1000463 0.0 W
1996 7813,0 ) 0.1 23015,1 7823.8 246.6 21.5 1025 .5 2817.,4 13197.7 2074%5,7 113244,0 0.0 e d ]
1997 BR77.3 17073.1 25352.4 g712.6 1057.4 1647 1113.6 10200.3 14452.,1 22326.,0 1276961 0.0 §
1598 B486%, 3 19088.5 27552.0 ?702,4 1181.1 14,4 1204.,2 12102.1 15449.9 23993.,5 143146,0 0,0 (
[RRR [ g — e e . - - - . - v 4 o m e wre S o - o ———r o - e mE m= e = m— e . v —— - oo o m o - ——— - — A4
JU— — N o
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STATE OF ALABKA ]
LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKIMG DOCUMENT e
HUDGET FORECASTING MOLEL
FY 1983 % ~
% 4]
5 "
{4
15-FER-82 ..
GASLINE REC 1986~L0W INFLATION o
NERFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES or
FYB2 LEVEL OF SERVICE BULGETS "
FERMANENT SURFLUS FERNM- GENERAL REVENUE FEW o
YEAK TOTAL OFERATING CAFITAL DERT FUND TOTAL (1] ANENT FUND FOR GF RAL n
END KEVENUE INTEREST - REVENUE EUDGET BULGET SERVICE RIVINENDS RUBGET DEFICIT FUND  ENII OF YEAR OF 0 MIL 1z
ey - m e A e mae e - S ——— ——— . o w o e T . b S ————— ——— s b [P R -~ ———— iy —— _ - — e — mm S B e b - —— e = - e a am e e bew sk 42
1982 4005,3 ~693 ., 4 "
1783 3837.2 400.6 423F7.7 1860.6 194.6 113.2 152.5 2320.9 1916.8 4771.9 1223, 4 0.0 or
1984 4252.,7 697.5 4990, 2 19646 220.8 127.3 148.9 2461.54 2528, 6 5143.,3 14510 0.0 T
1985 4707.9 1096.4 5804.3 2082.3 233.9 137.9 195.1 2649.1 3155.1 5475,1 6504.,7 0.0 ec
1986 4954 .8 1519.9 6476.7 2134.4 237.8 125.0 232.1 2729.4 3747, 4 5759.8 9715.0 0.0 .
1987 SEO5 .5 1789%.1 79490, 4 2144.4 377.8 111.8 2460, 1 2914.1 4576, 5 6031.,2 13489.3 6.0 T e
LoRe H049, 1 2430, 7487.,4 21501 293, 9 100.6 275.3 2779.9 4709.6 6281.1 17083.1 0.0 "
1989 G020, 9 2877.3 7893.1 2194 .6 260.2 87.4 289 .2 2833.3 5064,8 S25.7 20737.4 0.0 &
1990 4516, 7 3292.,4 7810,1 2%434,2 2666 74,1 301.4& 20866.5 3923, 4 66506 23948.,7 0.0 2
1991 40461 .8 35460.0 7721.8 2E72.8 273.2 57.6 312.2 2935.8 4786.0 6782.3 26757 .3 0.0 s
1992 3771.9 3985.1 7757.0 2342.4 280.0 G2.5 32007 2995 ,7 4761.3 4851 .0 29309.,3 0,0 &
1993 E570.0 4234.0 73541 2353, 1 286.9 13,4 327.3 3020.7 4833, 4 5897.9 T172208 P D
1994 33011 A5%4.0 78571 2444.,9 294,0 10,0 331.8 3060,7 4776, 4 6910.6 23879.7 0.0 &
1995 7R47.4 4781.7 7627.1 2477, % 301,323 8.2 334.1 3141.5 4487, 6 68567 35569.,9 0.0 e
19964 TEAR .4 4958. 6 7507 .0 2552.0 308.8 7.0 334.,5 3202.2 4304.,8 6766.8 346937.8 0.0 e
1997 2477,5 51091 758646 2607.2 3146.4 5.0 333.2 3261.9 4324.,7 £681.,0 38212.6 0.0
1596 23236 5240.5 7564.1 2663.7 324.3 4,0 330, 6 3322.5 4241, 6 658741 I9299.,0 0.0
S o _ e e R &
‘FH
T U SO o — —— - - ‘
9
i




ASSUMFTIONS

EXISTING FETROL.
DERT NEW SEVERANCE INCOME FROFPERTY OTHER ROYALTIES KOYALTIES .
SERVICE DERT TAXES ThAX TAX FEVENUE XZ TQ FF 30X TO FF
1983 74,3 0.0 1,819.6 04,0 169.0 219.3 1+767.0 0.0
1924 71.2 0.0 2:214.1 3460.0 256.9 240 .1 2:145.1 0.0
1985 879 0.0 2v616.1 373.0 399.0 298.4 2,342, 6 0,0
1986 6.0 0.9 299709 400,0 G43.2 352.9 2:889.6 0.0
1987 ai1.v 6.0 35,420.7 £41.5 857.9 359.7 3,322.,2 0.0
1988 78.9 0.0 3517949 663,00 83458.3 367.7 316291 0,0
1989 70406 0.0 3:,540.8 684446 814.8 389 .9 31954.0 47.8
1990 9.8 0.0 3,421,323 7061 793.2 418.2 3,838.6 78.1
1991 8.9 0.0 39 256.9 747 .3 771.6 453.3 327625 84.8
1992 33.2 0.0 3,287.3 792.3 73740 495 .4 32710.2 25%.0
1992 1.7 0.0 3,348,7 833.7 703.4 %44,0 3:789.0 360.1
1994 25.8 0.0 393570 861.2 a469 .8 39346 3r733.4 463.2
1995 23,0 0.0 35014.3 887.3 637.2 658, 5 32,407,585 907,68
1996 21,3 0.0 2:844 .4 718.6 60446 724.8 3,223.0 60846
1997 1647 0.0 3,033.1 ?248,2 575.0 79746 31r404.,5 744,0
1298 14.4 0.9 3:0746.6 248.1 940.4 878.0 31447.2 870.0 _

AMMUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL + FERMANENT FUMDS = 0.1290
AHNUAL RATE OF IMTEREST OH NEW EONDS = D.100
MATURITY FERIOGD ON NEW RONDE IN YEARS = 10,000
4 QF OQFERATING BURGET IN G.F. CASH BAL = 0.200
ZO0F ROYALTIES TO0 FPERMANENT FURND = 0,250

A OF FPERMANENT FUMD EARNINGS FAID AS DIVIDENDS = 0.3500

AMELATION RATE = 0.0290
‘17 IF PERMANEMT FUMD INCOHE BASED ON & YEAR AVERAGE = 1,000
FER CARITA DIVILEMD = S50.000
MUMBER OF PFRIOR YEAR DIVIDEMD RECIFIENTS = 2,266

GROWTH RATE IN DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS

i

0,028




1)’

STATE OF ALASKA °

LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING DOCUMENT ¢

BUNGET FORECASTING MODEL ‘

97)

4 , ©
&

15-FEE-82 )
RS

GASLINE DEC 19686-1.0W INFLATION '
REFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES a
FYg2 LEVEL OF SERVICE RUNGETS "
SURFLUS SFENT ON CARITAL k&
FERMANENT SURFLUS FERM-- GENERAL REVENUE REQ or

YE&R TOTAL OFERATING CAFITAL DEBRT FUNI TOTAL oRr ANENT FLNT FOR GF BRal r
END REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE BUNGET RUDGET SERVICE DIVIDENDS BULGET DEFICIT FUND  ENR OF YEAR OF 40 MIL_ '
1982 4005.3 ~653.4 '%
1233 3837.2 320.,9 4228,0 1850.6 1408.3 113,2 152.5 3534.6 $73.4 4771.9 0.0 QLQ_,&WMW_]ﬂ
1284 446790 67040 5349.90 2141.,4 2904846 138.8 162, 5349.0 0.0 56062 0.0 0.0 i
1985 G923 5 87,7 5381.1 2473.%2 3711.4 163.,8 231.8 6581.1 0.0 650G.+0 0.0 0.0 1
19848 a1, 2 12591 7678.3 2764.,1 4451.7 161.9 3006 7678.3 0,0 74591 0.0 0.0 mu'“mww4
1987 777145 1534 .4 ?305.8 3055.2 5725, 6 157.8 367.2 7305.8 0.0 8513.4 0.0 0.0 |
Lope 77687 1751.,0 92519.8 3308.1 5633.2 i34.8 423 .4 ?519.8 0.0 ?664.3 0.0 0.0 o
17289 2420, % 1928641 103466 3584.0 6031.1 14465 48%5.0 103446.6 0,0 109244.2 0.0 0.0 "
1990 B2GET 20677 10324, 4 41025 553%.1 135.4 551.4 10324.4 0.0 12230.6 0.0 0.0 -
1991 8093.4 2165.1 10258.9 456895 4953%.1 114.8 62241 10258.,95 0.0 13514.2 0.0 0.0 ’J
1292 R1I92., 2 2255.0 104471 087 .5 4549,0 114,1 69646 10447.1 0.0 1487%9.,6 0.0 0~0““m_,__'ﬂ
1993 8451 .4 374.,7 10824.3 U465 .4 4354.4 3L.7 774 .8 10824.3 0.0 146329.9 0.0 0.0 "
1994 g5ia, 2 25032.,0 11021.3 6309.,0 3830,3 25,8 8561 11021.,3 Q.0 17832.4 0.0 0.0 o
1292% 2008 .48 258, 10992 .2 702%.7 2603.7 23.0 ?39.8 10592.,2 0.0 19285.7 0.0 0.0 Fr

1996 78132.0 2625.0 10437.2 7823.8 1567 .1 21.5 10255 10437.9 0.0 20745.7 0.0 0.0 f
1297 8R779.3 270244 10981.4 {712,686 1138.8 1647 1113.6 10981.6 ~0.0 22326.0 0.0 0.0 id
1998 BA63, 5 2887.4 11320,9 ?702, 1181.1 14.4 1204.2 12102, ~-781.,1 23993.5 0.0 781 .1 '_fﬂ
Eyr-
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STATE OF ALASKA s

LEGISLATIVE FINAMCE WORKING LOCUMENT g

RUDGET FORECASTING MODEL “

FY 1983 4 o

N G|

6 143

15-FER-82 g

SLINE DEC 1985-L0W INFLATION s

LEFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES o

FYBZ LEVEL UF GERVIGE BULGETS "

SURFLUS SFENT OR CAFITAL "

FERMANENT SURFLUS FERM- GENERAL REVENUE REQ o

YEAFR TOTAL OFERATING CAFITAL DERT FUND ToTAL ]S ANENT FUND FOR GF RAL e

ENT REVENUE INTEREST REYVENUE EULGET BUDGET SERVICE DIVIDENDS RUTIGET WEFICIT FUNTI END OF YEAR OF $0 ML ,

1982 . 4005,3 ~693 .4 o]

1933 390.9 4228.0 1880.6 1408.3 1132 152.5 I534. 6 593, 4 4771.9 0.0 N o

1984 614,7 4907 .4 1964,6 266606 127 .3 148 .9 4907 .4 0.0 5143,3 0.0 0.0 o

4707 % 831.3 5539.2 2082.3 3124.0 137.9 195,11 5539,2 0.0 54751 0.0 0.0 e

4956 . 5 372.3 5925, 1 Z124.4 3337.5 125.0 39,1 5929, 1 0.0 575948 0,0 Y] =

S50%,5 1087.0 6592, 5 2164.4 4054, 2 111.8 260.,1 6572.5 0.0 6031.2 0.0 0.0 ,

5049, 1 1138.0 6187.2 21501 3661.2 100.6 275.3 6187 .2 0.0 6281.1 0.0 0.0 o

1985 5020.9 1148.5 61567, 4 7196.6 I596.2 §7.4 789.2 5157.4 0.0 5T VT 007 TN T T

1990 4%514.7 1131.1 5647.8 2244,2 3027.9 74,1 301.64 5647.8 0.0 66906 0.0 0.0 i

1991 4061 .8 1084.6 5148 . 4 2292.8 2485.8 57.4 312.2 S5148.4 0.0 6782.3 0.0 0.0 :

1992 377149 1038,3 4810, 2 2342.,4 2094.5 52.5 320.7 4810.2 0.0 6851.0 R 0.0 T

1993 357G.0 1063.,1 4573,1 2393 .,1 1839,3 13.4 327.3 4573.,1 0.0 6897 .9 0,0 0,0 ot

1994 3261, 70,0 42711 2444,9 1484, 4 10,0 331.8 42711 0.0 6910, 6 0.0 0.0 :
1995 2847.4 ¢183.5 3785.9 2497.,9 925.7 8.2 334.,1 3785,9 0,0 68546 .,7 0.0 T

1996 2548, 4 856,32 2404.6 25%52.0 511.,2 7.0 334.5 3404.,6 0.9 6766 .8 0,90 0.0

1897 2477 .5 808.7 3286.2 24607.2 340.8 5.0 333.2 3286,2 -0.0 6681,90 0.0 0.0
1998 2327.4 784, 5 3108.,0 5663.7 324.3 4,0 330.4 3322.9 ~214.5 &587.1 0.0 T FiaLsT




. 13
ASSUMFTIONS A
o
EXISTING FETROL K
WEET NEW SEVERAMCE IHCOME FROFERTY DTHER _ ROYALTIES ROYALTIES o
RERVICE DERT TAXES Thax TAaX REVENUE X% TO FF  50% TO FF ve
[ iRe

1983 99,3 0.0 128196 04,0 149.,0 219.3 19742,0 0.0
1984 P13 0.0 2,214,1 340.,0 254.0 240,1 2r145,1 0.0 '
19RS a7, g 0.0 2rd16410 2732,0 399.0 298.4 2,542.4 0.0 &
1986 24,0 0.0 25970.9 400,90 543 .2 352.%9 258896 0.0 &
1oar 81,9 0.0 3,420,7 £41.5 57.9 359.,7 3,322,2 0,0 W
198% 7E.9 0.0 31799 6461,0 834.3 367.7 3,429.1 0,0 %
1989 7044 0.0 2:540.8 484, 6 814.8 IB%.9 3:954.0 49,8 w
1990 59,5 ) 3s421.2 706.1 793.2 418,72 3,838,646 78,1 o
1991 39,72 0.0 34256.9 747.3 77144 453,3 31762.5 84,8 <
1993 AH.2 0.0 212573 792.3 737.0 495, 4 3:710.2 255.0 ' o
1993 0,0 3,348.7 833,7 703,4 544,0 3,789.,0 360, 1 o
1994 0.0 3s357.0 3461.2 669.,8 598.4 3,733, 4 463,52 "
1995 ) 0.0 3,014.3 8689, 3 637.2 658.5 3:407.5 507.8 e
1994 21.5 0.0 2:844,4 ?18.6 604.6 724.8 3,223,0 606 ¢ or
1997 16,7 0.0 3,033.1 948.2 575.0 797 46 31404.5 744.,0 o
1998 14.49 0.0 3507446 P48, 1 540 .4 878.0 27447.2 870.0 €
0|
pg¢:
AMMUAL RATE OF THTEREST ON GENERAL + FERMANENT FUMDS = 0,120 e
ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW RONDS = 0,100 e
HATURITY FERIGUR ON HEW EONDS IN YEARS = 10,000 a
% OF RATING BUDGET IM G.F. CASH RAL = 0.200 §
%o OF TIES TO FERMAMENT FUND = 0,250 N
% 0F FERMANEMT FUND EARNINGS FATD AS DIVINENDS = 0.500 &
Z OF _GF AIHDED 10 CAFITAL BUDGET = 1.000 e
INFLATION RATE = 0,070 7
‘17 IF PERMANENT FUNDI INCOME BRASED ON %5 YEAR AVERAGE = 1,000 i
FER CARITA DNIVINENT = 50,000 -
NUMBER OF PRIOR YEAR DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 2,966 &
GROWTH RATE TN RIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 0.028 e
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STATE 0OF ALASKA i
LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING DOCUMENT d
KULGET FORECASTING MODEL -
7 . ®
15~FER~82 2
GASLINE DEC 19846~L0W INFLATION ‘
DEFT OF REVENMUE ESTIMATES o1
BUDGETS AT SFENDIMG LIMIT I
.+
FERMANENT SURFLUS FERM- GENERAL g
YEAR TOTAL ODFERATING CAFITAL DERT FUND TOTAL DR ANENT FUHL F i . T
END  REVENUE INTEREST REVEMUE EUDGET KULGET SERVICE LIVIDENDS BULGET DEFICIT FUNI'  END OF YEAR OF $0 MIL :
1962 4005 .3 ) T
1983 3837.2 13%2.0 427432 1704.4 952,1 113.2 152.5 3122.2 1154 4771.9 o
1934 46“7.) 722.,4 5401.4 22%29,4 1114,7 138.8 162.3 445, 2 175642 5406,2 y
1785 .?J,J 1144.4 67379 2624.5 1312,2 163.8 231.8 4332, 3 2405, 4 4505, 0 . o
1984 414 1451.0 8070,2 2540,.8 1470,3 161.9 300.6 4873.5 3196.7 7459 .1 g819.1 0.0 "
1787 ,'*L,E 222646 100581 3241.9 1620.,3 157.8 367.2 5387.8 4670.3 8513.6 1’4a9 3 0.0 i
19GE  7768.7 2002, 6 10772.3 2484, 4 17421 154,8 423, 6 5804.,9 4967, 4 9534.3 BVZ TS 0,0 I
1987 8420.% 3801.0 122215 3906,0 1952,9 146.,5 48%5,0 6490, 4 5731.1 10944, 23187.8 0.0 [
1990 4658,0 12914,7 4278.6 2109,2 135.4 551,4 7254, 6 5660,0 12230, s 28B47,9 0,0 it
1991 55169 13510.3 4508, 4 2454.1  114.8 6221 80974 55109 13514.2  34353.8 RS A
1992 3801 14%72,3 5502, 4 2751.,0 114.1 696,56 9084,1 5508.2 14679.6  39867.0 0.0 ol
17293 7266.0 15717.6 6148,1 3083.9 31,7 774.8 10058.5 5457 .1 14329,9 524.0 0.0 bl
1994 : 8160.4 16678.6 4914.5 3457,0 25.8 856, 1 11253, 4 S5425.,2 178332.4 009;j.h""' 0.0 Py
1995 8003.8 297248 17001.5 7751 .1 3875.3 23.0 937.8 1258%,2 4412,2 19285.7 5363.4 0,0 l
1994 7813.0 5719,7 17532,7 £489.0 4344.,3 21.8 1025,5 14080.3 3452,4 20745 .7 ;8h1u.8 0.0 =
1997 a279.3 10371.5 186%0.8 9740,4 4849 ,9 1647 1113.4 15740, 6 2%10.2 22326.0 617351 T o0 -
1998 B44F.H 10941, 2 19404.,7 10%19.0 5459 .2 14,4 1204,2 17596.8 1807.9  2399%.5 3533, % 0.0 o
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1983 ¢

FORECASTING MODEL

34

7

L1E-FE

B-82

bhtdu[NL

REVEHUE

DEC 19846-L0OW INFLATION
ESTIMATES

UUUh"l‘ AT

SPEMOING LIMIT

REVENUE

IMTEREST »

TOTAL

REVENUE

OFERATING
BUDGET

CAFITAL
BULGETY

DERT

SERVICE

FERMANENT
FUNL
DIVIDENDS

TOTAL
BUDGET

SURFLUS
OR
DEFICIT

FERM--
ANENT
FUNI

GENERAL
FUND

END OF YEAR

REVENUE REQ
FOR GF RaL
OF $0 MIL

-
—( g / 4+ .-:2

Poge

439

4274.2

1904.,4

292,13

113.2

3132.2

1154.9

4005.3
4771.9%

~&G3 .4
4606

000

1986

4292,
4707, ?
4956, 8

k.7
63.~
1274.9

4955, 49
56711
6231.7

20454
220%7.0
2270.8

1022.6
1104.4
1135.3

127.3
137.9
125.0

3344.,2
3646, 4
3763.3

1611 .2
2024.8
2468.,4

5143.3
5475.1
5759.8

2033.,7
3705
L0377

0.0
0.0
0.0

1987
1288
1989

GE0N .G

SA9 .1
S020.9

16199
1252.1
2266.4

7125.4
7001.3
7287 .3

22964
224646
2329.0

1143.3
1132.,2
1144.4

111.8
100.6
87.4

3814.8
3772.8
3870.90

3308.5
3228.9
3417.3

6031.2
6281.,1

602%5.7

3847.8
1134%5.7
13826.2

0.0
0.0
0.0

1990
1291
19292

45167
4061 .8
3771.9

2548.1
2768.7
29374 6

7064.8
&830.5
67095

2395,3
2443, 4

2533.4

11974
1231.6
1266.6

74,1
5746

92.5

3968.5
4054,3
4173, 4

3096, 2
2763547
253641

6690,6
6782.3
6851.,0

15780.8
17243.5
18355.9

0'0
0.0
0.0

1993
1994
1995

E570.0
201 .1
147 .4

30592
162+
3197.2

&537 .3
6463.,5
6044 .4

2505.,5
2867946
2755.8

1302.7
1339.7
1377.8

13.4
10.0
8‘:‘2

4248.8
4361, 1
4475.9

2350.,5
2102, 4
1568.7

5897.9
6910.6
68354,7

19330.7
19745.3
19683 .6

Q.0
0,0

1994
1997
1998

2548.4
2477.5

") b4

PRt It )

3170.4
3103.6
3003.8

5718.8
5581.2
H5327.3

2834.2
2914.8
299747

1417.0
1457.3
1498,7

700
3.0
400

4592.,7
4710.3
4831.0

112441
870.9
49643

&4766.8
6581.0
6587 .1

19184.5
18471.3
17442.5

@/~ v oK ®

T
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ASSUHFTIONS

EXTSTING FETROL
BT NEW SEVERANCE INCOME FROFERTY OTHER ROYALTIES ROYALTIES
SERVICE DEET TAXES TAX Tax REVENUE X% TO FF 50%Z TO FF
19283 94,32 0.0 1,819, 6 204.0 169,90 219.3 1:767.0 0.0
1784 913 0.0 25214, 36049 2356.0 240.1 29145,1 0.0
1985 87.9 0,0 2r1616.1 73,0 199.0 298.4 2,542,6 0.0
1284 6.0 0.0 259707 400.0 O43.2 352.% 2186926 0.0
1987 Ql.9 0,0 3,420.7 &41.45 837.9 359.7 Fr322.2 0.0
1988 78¢5 0.0 35179.9 6630 836.3 367.7 31,6291 0.0
1289 706 0.0 35540.8 684,46 814.8 389.9 3:954.0 49.8
1990 G995 0+0 Fr4Z1.d 70641 773.2 418.2 3,838.6 781
1991 8.9 0.0 392069 747 .3 77146 453.,3 32762.5 - 84.8
1992 8.2 0.0 3,257.3 792.3 737.6 495.4 3y710.2 255.0
1993 31.7 0.0 $5348.7 8I3.7 703.4 544,0 3,789.0 360.1
1994 2%.8 0.0 3133790 8461.2 569 .8 598,464 3:733.4 463.2
199G 23.0 0.0 3,014,323 889.3 63742 658.5 32407.5 507.8
1996 2143 0.0 2,844.4 P18+ 4 6046 724.8 3,223.0 60646
1997 1647 0.0 3,033.1 248,2 750 797,6 35404.,5 744,0
1998 14.4 0.0 310764 248.1 340.4 878.0 31447.,2 870.0

ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON GENERAL + FERMAMENT FUNDS = 0,120
ANMUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW BONDS = 0,100
MATURITY FPERIOD ON NEW EBONDS IN YEARS = 10,000
4 OF ¢ RATING RUDGET IN G.F. CASH RAL = 0,200
4 O0F ROYALTIES TO PERMANENT FUND = 0,250
% 0F FERMANENT FUND EARNINGS FAID AS DIVIDENDS = 0.300
INFLATION RATE = 0,090
10 IF PERMAMENT FUMD INCOME BASER ON § YEAR AVERAGE = 1.000
FER CAFITA DIVIDEND = 50,000
NUMBER OF FRIOR YEAR DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 2:966

GROWTH RATE IM DIVIDEND RECIFPIENTS = 0.028
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STATE OF ALASKA "l
LEGISLATIVE FIMANCE WORKING DOCUMENT S
BULGET FORECASTING MODEL i
i
8 e A
15-FEE-82 b
GASLINE LEC 19&6-10W INFLATION
LEFT OF REVEWUE ESTIMATES
BUNGETS AY SFPENDING LIMIT . e o
SURFL.US SFENT 0ON CAFITAL o
§
FERNANENT SURFLUS FERM- ~ GENERAL -~ REVENUE REQ o
YEAR TOTAL  OPERATIMG CAFITAL  DERT FUND TOTAL oR ANENT FLUNI FOR GF BAL "
END  REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE BUDGET EUDGET SERVICE DIVIDENIG BULDGET  DEFICIT FUNT _OF YEAR OF 0 MI -
1982 4005,3 e
1983 2837.,2 435,4 4273,5 1904.4 1409,0  113.2 152.5 3579.1 493,4 4771,9 0,0 0,0 3
1984 4679,0 682,7 5361.7 2229, 4 2831,2 138, 8 162,12 53461.7 0.0 5606.2 0.0 0.0 ;
1985  5593,5 977.8 6571.2 2424.,5 3951.1 163.8 231.8 6571.2 0.0 6505.0 0.0 0.0 %
6419, 2 12404 7659.8 2940.8 42%6.,5  161.9 300.6 765%.8 0.0 7459.,1 0.0 0.0 N
7771.5 1511.0 P282.5 3241.9 5515.5 157.8 367,32 9282.5 6.0 851376 7 0.0 T T 0.0 |
7768,7 17261 9494,9 3484.4 5432,0 154.8 423,46 9494 .9 0,0 9664,3 0.0 0.0 o
8420.5 190041 10320,6 3906.0 5783, 144,95 485,0 10320.6 0.0  10944,2 0,0 0.0 '
8256, 7 2036.9 10293, 6 4378.6 5228,2  135.4 551.4 10293, 6 0.0  12230.6 o0 T 0.0 o
8093.4 2127.2 10220.5 4908, 4 4575.2  114.8 622.1 10220.5 0.0 13514.2 0.0 0.0 |
8192,2 2208,3 10400,5 5502,4 4087,4  114,1 696, 6 10400,5 0,0  14879.6 0.0 0.0 i
8451, 4 2317.7 10749.3 41481 3794.6 31.7 774.8 107693 0.0 16329,9 0.0 0.0 .
8518, 32 2449.8 10948.0 6914.5 3457.0 25.8 856,1 11253.4 -285.4  17832.4 0.0 285, 4 8
3008.8 2629.8 10438, 6 77511 3875.3 23.0 939.8 12589.2  -1950,7  19285,7 0.0 1950,7 !
1996  7813.0 2869.0 10681.9 8489.,0 4344,3 21.5 1025.5 14080.3  -3398.4  20745,7 0.0 S 3398.4 ]
1997 9279.3 3139.0 11418,3 974044 4849,9 16,7 1113.6 15740.6  -4322,3  22326,0 ~0,0 4322, .
1998  B443.5 3425.4 11889.1 10919,0 5459,2 14,4 1204,2 17596.8  -5707.7  23993,5 0,0 57077 b
[ — s e an o e s i i o . = - . W m—a s o . i M W - Y - —— b o - v o - on U me e e e et T o bm me Gw G e e o e mm e oo o e m mm aim et e mm ;e e o ne e oom e v o o o - - n o e v e s e bt s s |:‘
N
0]
{4l
£
°
b
.
1
'\; i
’



8| I
. STATE OF ALASKA &
2 LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING [OCUMENT "
b EULDGET FORECASTING HODEL g
4 FY 1983 4 i
4 ' <
: 8 183
y i
o 15-FER-82 :
: GASLINE DEC 1984~L0W INFLATION i
’ DEFT OF REVEMUE ESTIMATES i
! RUNGETS AT SFENDING LIMIT &
; SURFLLUS SFENT ON CAFITAL g
o O]
1 &
: FERMANENT SURFLUS FERM-  GENERAL REVENUE RER "
4 YEAR TOTAL _ OFERATING CAFITAL _ DEET FUND TOTAL R ANENT FUND FOR_GF EAL -
y ENIl  REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE BUDGET BUNGET SERVICE LIVINENDS BUDGET  DEFICIT FUNI' ENI OF YEAR OF  $0 MIL "
|
: 4005,3 -693, By
i 3337.,2 4354 4272.5 1904.4 1409.,0  113.2 152.5 3579.1 593.4 4771.9 0.0 .
: 4292.,7 62643 4919,0 2045.4 2597.4  127.3 148,79 4919.0 0.0 5143.3 0.0 "
' 47079 823.0 5530, 9 2209.0 2988,9  137.9 195.1 5530.9 0.9 54751 0.0 R
! 4956, 8 958, 0 5914.,8 2270.8 3286.8  125.0 232, 5914.8 0.0 5759 .8 0.0
! 5505 .5 1070.5 6575.9 229646 3907.4  111.8 260.1 6575.9 0.0 6031,2 2.0 N
11988 5049.1 1121.9 6171.0 2264, 6 2530.4  100.6 275.3 6171.0 0,0 6281.1 0.0 o
11989 5020,9 1133.0 5153.,9 2329.,0 31448.3 87.4 289.2 4153.9 ~0.0 6525.7 0.0 3
1 190 amie.y 1114.3 5431.0 2395.3 2840.0 74.1 01,6 5631.0 0.0 6690.6 0,0 &
11991 4061.8 1067.6 5129.3 2463.4 2294.1 57.6 312,2 5129.3 0.9 4782.3 0.9 ¥
1992 3771.9 1016.8 4788.7 2533.4 1861.9 52,5 320,7 4788.7 -0.0 6851.,0 0.0 u
1993 3570.0 9790 4549 .1 2605.5 1602, 13.4 327.3 4547 .1 0.0 4897.9 0.0 5
1994 2201.1 949 .4 4250, 5 2479, 6 1339.,7 10.0 331.8 4361 .1 ~110.6 4910.6 0.0 3
1995 2847.4 235.0 3782.4 2755.8 1377.8 8.2 334.1 44759 ~693.,5 4856.7 0.0 o
1996  2548.4 935.8 3484,2 28324,2 14170 7.0 334.5 4592.7  -1108.5 6766.8 0.0 P
1997  2477.5 939.3 3416.9 2914.8 1457.3 5.0 333,2 47103  -1293.4 6481.0 ~0.0 1293,4  ___F
1998 2323.4 940 .4 3264,0 2997.7 1498.7 4.0 320.6 4831.0  -1547.0 658741 0.0 15670 &
i
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ASSUMFTIONS

EXISTING

21

NEW

SEVERANCE

FETROL
INCOME

FROFERTY

OTHER

ROYALTIES

ROVALTIES

1983

SE

L'

4.2

CE DERT

TAXES

1,819.4

TAX

04,0

TAX

169.0

RE

VENUE

219.3

X T PF

12767.9

GOX TO PF

000

1784
1985
1986

71.3
87,9
5E.0

. 5 fe

-

25214.1
226161
2+970.9

346040
37340
400.0

2546.0
3922.0

5432

240.,1
298.4

352.9

2y14% .1
253426
29yB57 .6

0.0
G40
040

1987
1988
1989

Bl +%
72.9
7006

-

...

39420.7
311799
3+540.8

641.95
663.,0
84,6

857.9
836.3
214.8

359.7
3877
189.9

39322.2
3946271
359254.0

0.0
0.0
49.8

19290
1991
1992

.G
38.9

38,2

- .

-

Je421.2
Fr2546.9
3,257.3

7061
74743
792.3

793.2
771.6
737.Q

4182
453 .3
49544

3,838.6
327625
3,710, 2

78.1
84.8

2550

1993
1794

1295

I1.7
25.8

23,0

. -

3,348.7
32357.0
3,014.3

833.7
841.2

889.2

703.4
6569.8
&37.2

544.0
378,84

608.5

3,789.0
3,733.4
Ay407,0

3601
463.2
507 .8

1796
1997
19298

213
16,7
14.4

. .

O OO T OCOOOI0 O O OO0
O OO0 OO SOOIV O DO OO

-

37844.4
3,033,1
3:076.6

?18.6
948.,2

?48.1

604.6
575.0

540.4

724.3
7978
878.,0

39,223.0
35404.,08
35447.,2

60646
744.0
870.0

ANNUAL

RATE CF

INTEREST ON GENERAL + FERMANENT

FUNDS

#

0,120

ANMUAL
MATURITY FERIOD

4 OF

RATE OF

OFERGTIMG

INTEREST OW NEW RONDS

(M
BUD

NEW KONDS
PET IN GoF.,

IN YEARS
CASH RAL

0,100
10.000
0.200

n OF
X 0F
4 OF

ROYALTIE
FERMAMENT
GF _ALDED

TGO

FUND
CAFPITAL

TGO

F

RMANENT
EARNINGS

FUND

FAID NS

RUNGET

DIVIDENDS

Bofy

0,250
0.500
1.0660

INFLATION

fll
FER

RETE

IF FERMANENT FUND INCOME EASED ON & YEAR
CAFITA DIVIDEND

AVERAGE

0,020
1,000
50,000

NUMEER OF FRIOK
GROWTH RATE

YEAR
IN DIVTDEMD

DIVIDEND
RECIF

RECIFIENTS

TENTS

Higouw oufn

i

20988
0.028




STATE OF ALASKA g
LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING DOCUMENT P
KUDGET FORECASTING MODEL

9 ]
T "
15~-FEE~82 "
GASLINE DEC 1986~HIGH INFLATION -
NEFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES “
FY82 LEVEL OF SERVICE RUDGETS . &

: FERMANENT SURFLUS FERM- GENERAL REVENUE REQ
YEAR TOTAL NDFERATING CAFITAL DEERT FUNE TOTAL 0K ANENT FUND FOR GF ERAL "
ENIH REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE BULGET RULNGET SERVICE DIVIDENDS ERULDGET DEFICIT FUNDI END OF YEAR OF $0 MIL &
- - R U S OO o — it - —— ——— e e - et b i e A e Wt b T b e e S8 e s e mu e M Sem mms o W e ek em S GG Gwm dmm SN el Ui ey OB Ide bve vam WA AN e [ — i ——— - e . S ro - b ey P v b aras e s ek Ao e f 7
1982 4005,3 ~4693, 4 o
1933 3837, 444,0 4283,2 1877.9 196.5 113.2 152,59 2340.1 1943.,1 4771,9 1249.,7 0.0 i
1984 4480 .1 776.0 5456,2 2224,0 249,9 138.8 162,3 2774.9 2681,2 54606.,2 3931.0 0.0 N
198% G604, 7 1289.2 £894.,0 2694.8 302.5 163.8 231.8 3392.,9 3501.2 6505,0 7432, 1 ) &
198¢ L4553 1920.,6 837%,9 3127.3 348,2 161.9 300.6 2938,0 4438,0 7459.1 11870.1 0.0 v
1987 34,1 2704.,5 10538.5 3417.,5 5951 157.8 287.2 4537. 64 6000,9 8513.4 17871.,0 0,0 «
1988 7024,8 IBO5,9 11422, 2700,5 4346,9 154.8 423,64 4715.8 670740 2664.,3 24578,0 0.0 o
1989 8474.9 45983,8 13073,7 4120,8 488.1 146,59 485,0 5240.,5 7833,2 10944,2 32411.2 0.0 &
1990 G245, 7 5703, 2 13948, 9 4588, 9 545.2 135.4 551.,3 5820,9 8128,0 12221,1 40539,2 0,0 it
1991 7FTELP 68%%,1 4 14832.,0 5110.3 6089 114.8 621.,7 5455,7 82174.3 13474.8 48915 .5 0,0 e
1992 8051,9 £60464,8 16116.7 5490.8 680.,2 114.1. 695 .6 7180.7 8934, 1 14804,0 578%1.,5 0,0 e
1993 8353, 127223.5 4337.3 725%.8 1.7 772,27 72901 .4 9822,1 16223,2 &7673.27 0,0 g
1954 X659, P 19342,0 7057,2 848,7 29,8 852.,7 8784,3 10557.,7 17719, 4 78231.,3 0.0 N
1995 20448, 4 20292.64 7858,9 248,0 23,0 935.,0 9764,9 10527.8 19168.4 88759 .1 0,0 ]
1994 7RE0, T 21575, 0 87516 1058.,9 21,5 1019.6 10851.6 10723,4 20626,0 99482, 5 0,0 5
1997 8315.,0 23589.,7 9745,8 1182.8 16.7 1106.9 12052.,2 11537.5 22205,2 111020.,0 0.0 X
1998 8497 .4 25411.,2 10852.,9 1321.1 14,4 1197.2 13385.6 12025.4 23872,.2 123045, 0,0 ]
§
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o STATE OF ALASKA
o LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING DOCUMENT
N EULDGET FORECASTING MOREL
b FY 1982 ¢
(¥4 - . e
P
[+ 74
o | 5-FER-82 - _ i .
9]
- GASLINE DEC 19B6-HIGH INFLATION
e NEFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES e i B
" FYB2 LEVCL OF SERVICE KUDGETS
e
134
> FERMANENT SURFLUS FERM—  GENERAL —~ REVENUE RE@ — 7
g YEak TOTAL  DOPERATING CAFITAL  DEET FUNI TOTAL OR ANENT FUND FOR GF Bl
o ENDI INTEREST EULGET BUNGET SERVICE TNIVINENDS EUNGET  LEFICIT FUNIL ENI OF YEAR OF  $0 MIL
25 e v o — e e -t o oo - . m——— v m s i e - o e e wm mis e e - ——— " - Nt aate e mm = e W me mm M e W b e M e e e e m S s e b e e e ey tm mes des ke e o bois aty TSt o sese g i e biae rems M Aem bore wm aeie Aves i
a1 1eg2 4005,3 ~69%,4
w1983 38372 4456.0 42831,2 1877.9 1946.5  113.2 152,5 2340,1 1943, 1 4771.9  1249.7 0.0
4 1eee 4293.7 712.0 5005, 7 20403 229,33  127.3 148.9 2535, 8 2459,8 5143, 3 36064 0,0
d 1985 4717.5 1085.1 5302, 4 22481 254.4 137.9 195.1 2855.7 2944 .,9 5475, 1 255 .5 0.0
W 1vBs 49847 1483, 1 $447.8 2414,8 248,9  125,0 232.1 2040.8  2426.,9 5759.8 9165.9 0.0
TR 55478 1915.9 7445.8 2477.0 421.4 111.8 260, 1 3914.6 4351,2 631,72 12440.3 0.0
119RE  50B&.Y 237, 1 7424.,0 2405.0 284,0 100,64 27%,3 3064.,9 4359, 1 6281, 1 15974.0

1989 S05%.3 27421 77954 24571 291.0 87.4 289,29 3124.7 46707 6525,7  19325.7

1990 4510.7 3119.9 7630.5 5103 298.,2 74,1 301.6 3184.2 4444 .3 66853 TEE174.3

1991  4003.3 3440, 4 7443 ,7 2544.7 305, 4 57.4 312.0 3239,9 4203,8 4762,5  24549.,0

199D ZP07 .3 Z713.3 7420, 4 2620,2 313.2 52,5 320.3 3306.2  4114,4 6B16.2  26636,5
‘ 1992 3528.5 3958,2 74864 3476 .9 320.9 13.4 325.,4 3337.4 41490 48537,8  28586.1

1994 ZEL7.2 4178.4 7495,7 3734,9 328,9 10.0 30,4 3404,2 4091.4 6866.8  30317.2

1995 4353,2 7214,7 2794,1 337.0 q,2 332.4 3471.7 3743,0 4815,0  31554.9

1994 447646 7037.3 854, & 345.4 7.0 332,54 3539.4 3497.8 47278 32449.1

1997 4570.,9 7059 .1 2914.4 353.9 5,0 331,2 36066 452,46 £644,8  33222.4

1998 4443, 5 49763 2979.5 362, 4.0 328.7 3674.9 3301.5  6553.8  33780.7

T T I S S R NN -V S S 0 O T W SO S M SN 20 S 0. 0. S}

o

T~ A 1A



ASEUMFTIONS &

»

28]

EXISTING FETROL \&

DERT MEW SEVERANCE IMCOME FROFERTY OTHER ROYALTIES ROYALTIES <

GERVICE DERT TAXES TaAX TaX REVENUE X% TO FF 50Z TO FF "

g

1963 a2 0.0 1,819, 6 204.0 16%2.0 219.2 1,767.0 0.0 &
1984 P13 0.0 2:214.1 JA0.0 2570 240.2 29145.1 0.0 9
1985 872.9 0.0 2561641 373.0 409.0 292.8 2:342.6 0.0 g
19346 4.0 0.0 2y970.% 400.0 572.8 359.4 2,862 .6 0.0 o
1787 G1.% 0.9 317420.7 642.7 ?11.% 367.1 3,322.2 0.0 o
1988 8.9 0.0 3+1792.9 aé64.,2 888.,1 372.8 Jr629.1 0.0 4
198¢ AR 0.0 3,540.8 6585.7 864.5 393.4 3,954.0 4% .8 )
1990 9.0 0.0 J3:386.2 707.3 340.7 420.8 3+,802.3 78.1 N
1991 8.9 0.0 3:193,1 730.0 817.0 453.3 JybE2.1 84.8 s
1992 .2 0.0 3,186.3 772.4 780,32 4927 .3 3:,584.3 299.0 N
1993 0.0 3y295.9 818.4 744 .4 545.9 Iy6%1.3 360.1 -
1994 0.0 353570 §62.0 708.7 600.5% 3,733.4 463.2 "
1995 0.0 3,014.3 890,1 673,79 66046 3:407.,5 507.8 N
1994 0.0 2,844.4 P19.3 63%2.2 7272 J3:223.0 605+ 6 "
1997 1é.7 0.0 3,033.1 48,9 607 .4 800.2 3»404.5 744.,0 a
1998 4.4 0.0 3:075.46 ?48.9 S570.6 880.9 3r447.2 870.0 i
ANNUAL RATE OF THYEREST ON GEMERAL + FERMAMENT FUMNDS = 0.120 o "
ANNUAL. RATE OF IMTEREST ON NEW BONLDS = G.100 oy
MATURITY PFERIOD ON MEW EBONIS IN YEARS = 10.000 ﬂ
% 0OF QFERAT] RUDE G.F. CASH RAL = 0,200 e L ﬁ
noOF ROYALTIES TO PERMANENT FUND = 0,250 o
% 0F FERMA T FUND EARMINGS FAILN A5 DIVIDENDS = 0.500 )
IMFLATION FATE = 0,070 L
‘1 IF FPERMAMENT FURD INCOME BASEDR ON 9 YEAR AVERAGE = 1,000 i
FER CAFITA DIVIDEND = 50,000 &
NUMBER OF FRIOR YEAR DEIVIDEMD RECIFIENTS = 2.946 s R . o
GROWTH RATE TN DIVIINEND RECIFIENTS = 0.028 +
fei
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STATE OF ALASKA
LEGISIATIVE FINAGNCE WORKING DOCUMENT . . e

BUNIGET FORECASTING MOUEL

10

15~-FEE~82

GASLINE DEC 198&4~HIGH INFLATIOHN
DEFT GF REVE . ESTIMATES
FYas LEYE RUICE RUNGETS

SURFLUS On CarITAL

FERMAMENT SURFLUS FERM- GENERAL =~ REVENUE REQ
YEAR TOTAL OFERATIMNG CAPITAL DERT FUND TOTAL Or ANENT FUND FOR GF RA&L
ENIE INTEREST REVENUE RUNGET BUDGET SERVICE DIVIDENDS BULGET ODEFICIT FUNIY  ENDI OF YEAR OF $0 MIL
1982 4005.3 -693.4
1983 337 .2 4362 A273.3 1877.9 1436.3 113,2 192,68 3579.9 693.4 A771.% 0.0 0.0
1984 44620,1 684.9 5369.0 222440 28B39.9 138.8 162.3 5365.0 -0.0 560642 0.0 0.0
1985 5604.% G776 6582, 4 2494.8 3492, 163.8 231.8 638244 -0.0 6305.,0 0.0 0.0
1986 6485, 3 12332.0 7688.,3 3127.3 4098.5 161.9 300,46 74688.3 0.0 7459,1 0.0 0.0
1787 78341 14%6.6 ?330.6 3417.5 5388.1 157.8 367 .2 ?330.6 0.0 8513.46 0.0 0.0
1988 78268 1710.0 9536.8 3700.5 92597.9 154.8 423,46 2536.8 -0.0 92664.3 0.0 0.0
1289 8474.%9 1881.3 103546.2 4120.8 5603.8 144,95 48%5.0 10356.2 -0.0 10744.2 0.0 0.0
1990 G24%5.7 2013.,0 10258.46 4588.9 4982.9 135.4 991,32 10258.4 0.0 12221.1 0.0 0.0
1991 797649 2092.2 1006%.1 5110.3 4222.3 114.8 621.7 100569.1 0.0 13474.8 0.0 0.0
1992 8O51,9 2161.8 10213.7 9690.8 3713.2 1i4,1 695,64 10213.7 0.0 14804.,0 0.0 0.0
1993 83531 25747 10620.8 6337.3 3479.2 31.7 772.7 10620.8 0.0 16223.2 0.0 0.0
1994 8559 .9 2393.5 10953.4 7057.2 3017.7 23.8 852.7 10953.4 ~0.0 17719.4 0.0 0.0
1995 8048 .4 2472,0 10520.4 7858.9 1703.6 23.0 935,90 10520.4 0.0 19168.4 0.0 0.0
1996 7850.7 2029.7 10380.3 B8751.6 1058.9 21.9 10192.6 10851446 ~471.,3 20626, 0 0.0 471.3
1997 8315.0 2661.6 10976.6 ?745.8 1182.8 16.7 1106.9 12052.2 ~10735.6 22205.2 0.0 10756
1998 8497, 4 2869, 9 11367.3 10855, 9 1321.1 14,4 1197.2 13385.6 ~2018.3 23872.2 0.0 2018.3
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192

REVENUE

INTEREST

REVENUE

BULGET

RULGET

SERVICE

DIVIDENDS

RULGET

DEFICIT

FUNT

4005.3

END' OF YEAR

1733
194
1985

3837.2

4293.7

4717.5

436.2
H28.3
822.8

4273.3
4722,0
59540, 3

1877.9
2040,3
2248.1

14346.3
2605.4
2939.2

113.2
127.3

137.9

3579.9
4922.0
5540.3

693.4
~-0.0

4771.9
5143.3
5475.,1

REVENUE REQ
FOR GF HAL
oF

0 MIL

Q.0
0.0
0.0

1986
1987
1988

A984.7
5549 .8

G084, 9

95241
1040.2
1111.4

5934.8
65610.0
4198.,3

2414.8
2421.0
2405.0

3164.8
3g17.1
3417.3

125.,0
111.8
100.4

5936.8
65810.0
64198.3

i
ped e

-

5759.8
6031.2
6281 .1

.
0.0
0.0

1939
1220
1291

4003»3

1121.7
i101.2
1050.90

617%5.0
5611.8
5053.3

2457.1
2510.3

2564.7

3341.4
2725.8

2119.0

87.4
74.1
S7.6

6175.0
5611.8
$5053.3

. .

HERTT7
6685.3
67625

- .

-

0.0
0.0
0.0

1992
1993
1994

27073
35280

2347 .2

P95.3
PI7.9
P27.6

4702, 7
4486 .4
4244 .8

2620.2
26746.9
2734.9

1709.7
1469.7
1169.5

32.9
13.4
10.0

4702.7
4486.4
© 4244.8

P—

6816.2
4852.8
6866.8

P

0.0
0.0
0.0

1925
1996
1997

28&1.5
2H60.7

2488.2

878.9
825.1

79640

3740.4
3385.8
3284.7

2794.1
285%4.46
2916.4

505.7
345.4
353.9

8.2
7.0

5.0

3740.4
35376
360646

I

+ .=

6815.0
6727.8
6644.8

. -

0.0
153.7

321.9

1998

787.9

3120.8

2979.95

3462.7

4.0

3674.9
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e EXISTING FETROL i€
Wy UERT HEW  SEVERANCE INCOME  FROFERTY  OTHER ROYALTIES ROYALTIES B
" SERVICE DERT TAXES TAX TAX  REVENUE X% TO FF  $50% TO FF &
o< ’
ol 19832 0.0 15819.4 304.0 149.0 219, 1,767,0 0.0 3
N 1984 0,0  2,214.1 360.,0 257.0 240,2  2,143.1 0.0 ‘
| 1985 0.0 2+416.1 373.0 40%.0 " 299.8  2,542.6 040 .
Pl 1986 0.0 249709 400.0 572.8 59,4 2+869.6 0.0 e -
1987 0.0  34420.7 642, 911.9 36741 Fr322.2 0.0 i
w1908 0.0  3,179.% 664.2 889.1 372.8  3s629.1 0.0 i
ol 1989 0.0  3,540.8 685 .7 B64.,5 392.5  3,954.0 49.8 o
¥ 1990 0.0 FyIBE.R 707.2 840.7 420.8  3,802.3 781 %
W 1991 0,0  3,193.1 730.0 817.0 45%.3  3,652.1 84.8 "
ol 1992 0.0 3y186.3 772.4 780.2 497.3  3,584.3 25%.0 I
w1993 0.0  3y295.9 B18.4 744.4 S545.9  3:691.3 36041 r
o 1994 0.0 393570 842.0 708.7 600.5  3,733.4 463,22 b
W 1998 0.0  3,014.3 890.1 6739 6606  37407.5 507.8 1
81996 0,0 2,844.4 ?1%.3 639.,2 727.2  3,223,0 606.6 3
o 1997 0.0  3,033.1 $48,9 607 .4 BO0.2  3,404.5 744.0 o
ol 1998 0.0  3:076.4 948,9 570.6 830.9  3,447.2 870.0 e
o] ¥
o M3
kad
ol ANNUAL FATE OF IMTEREST ON_GEMERAL + FERMANENT FUNDS = 0,120 - i
7l ANNUAL RATE OF INTEREST ON NEW EONDS = 0,100 "
of MATURITY FERIOD ON MEW EONDS IN YEARS = 10,000 i
ol % OF OFERATING RUNGET IN G.F, CASH RAL = 0.200 S ‘
ol % OF ROYALTIES TO PERMANENT FUND = 0,250 ‘
o % OF PERMAMENT FUMII EARNINGS FAID AS RIVIRENDS = 0.500 i
A % OF GF ANNED TO _CAFITAL BUDGET = 1,000 o
W INFLATION RATE = 0.090 N
W L’ IF PERMAMENT FUND INCOME BASED ON 5 YEAR AVERAGE = 1,000 i
w FER _CAFITA DIVINENR e 50.000 R
W HUMEER OF PRIOR YEAR DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 2,966 &
of GROWTH RATE IN DIVIDEMD RECIFIENTS = 0.028 o
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’ STATE OF ALASKA &
« LEGISLATIVE FINANCE WORKING DOCUMENT 3
g BUNGET FORECASTING MODEL :
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4 11 E—— -
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4]
] 15-FER-B2 i
9] — e e ey}
’ GASLINE LEC 1986~HIGH INFLATION j
. DEFT OF REVENUE ESTIMATES .
9 BUNGETS AT SFEMIING LIMIT B - ) &
| e
:
’ FERMANENT SURFLUS FPERM-  GENERAL __ REVENUE REQ |
1 YEAR TOTAL  OFERATING  CAFITAL  DEET FUND TOTAL 0F ANENT FUNT FOR GF RAL -
j ENIL REVENUE INTEREST REVENUE BUDGET BUDGET SERVICE NIVIDENDS BUNGET  DEFICIT FUNDL END OF YEAR OF  $0 MIL -
sl PROSPRR R — - my e e wn - i — e e e ma s s . W s e b - W M - ——— - e — - e m———m b e B e . . i —— - - - — - i i i o on a4t ot v st e tatn bons o Bote e i 7]
BREXEE 4005, 3 $93.4 g
4 1983 3837.2 438.2 4275.4 19222 961,0  113.2 152.5 3148,9 1126.5 4771.,9 433, 1 0.0 -
] 1984 4480.1 71%5,9 53960 2315,7 1157,8  138.8 162.3 3774.5 1621.5 5606.2 2054, 6 0.0 g
11985 56047 1117.8 6722, : 1425.5  163.8 731.8 4484, 3 20383.4 3505.0 4693, 0 avo o
1 1986  4455.3 1584.0 8039, 3 1602,6  161.9 300.6 5270.,5 2768.8 7459, 1 68618 0,0 ’
|_1987  783a. 10004, 1 3493.9 1746.8  157.8 367.2 57458 4238.3 8513,6 111001 0,0 "
(SEL 10657.5 1755.2 1877.5  154.8 423, 6 6211.2 4446.3 764,37  15544.4 0.0 o
| 1egs 12035, 4 4209.6 2104.7  146.5 485,0 6945 .8 5089.6 10944, 206360 0.0 .
11990 2576 .8 4719.0 2359.4  135.4 551,3 7765, 1 4B11.7  12221.1  25447.7 0.0
1991 50744 13051, 3 5290.,0 2444.8  114.8 &21.7 8671.4 2379.9  13474.,8  29827+4 0,0 ;
11992 57903 13842,2 5930, 1 2964.9  114.1 6956 9704.6 4137.6  14804.0  33945.1 0.0 g
11993 4501.5 14854,7 6647 6 3323.6 31.7 772.7 107754 4079.1  16223.2  38044.2 0,0 d
T 1994 72004 15760.2 452,0 3725.8 25.8 852,7 12056, 2 X704.,0  17719.4  41748.2 0.0 g
1 1995 ¢ 7810,0 15858, 4 A op 41766 23,0 935.,0 13483, 3 2370.2  19168.4  44118,4 0.0 g
1 1996 7850.7 82739 161245 9344 ,5 4682,0 21,5 1019.6 15087 .5 1037,0  20626,0  45155.4 0.0 -
{1997  8315.0 85615,6 16930.6 10497 .6 5248, 5 16.7 1106.9 168697 50,9  22205.2  A45216.3 0.0 %
1 1998 R497.4 8620, 6 17318,0 11767.8 5883.5 14.4 1197.2 18862.9 -1544,9 23872,2  43671,4 0.0 e
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GAGL INE

DEC 1986~
DEFT _DOF REVENUE ESTIMATES

HIGH IMFLATION

BUDGETS AT SFEMDING LIMIT

YEAR
EMNT

KREVENUE

INTEREST

TOTAL
REVENUE

GFERATING
RULGET

CAFITAL
RUDGET

DEERT
SERVICE

FERMANENT
FUND
DIVIDEMDS

TOTAL
BUDGET

SURFLUS
Ok
GEFICIT

FERM~
ANENT
FUNI

FUND

1982
1982

39%7 .2

438.2

4275, 4

17222 .2

?261.9

113.2

1525

3148.72

1126 .5

4005.,3
4771 .9

EMD OF YEAR OF

~-693.4
433,1

GENERAL

FOR

'REVENUE RE
GF RAL

1984
1935
1986

4291.,7
4717.5
4964, 7

456.8
?40.9

1222.2

4950, 5
3658.3
6207.8

2124.95
2408.5
2475, 2

1062.2
1203.2
1237.5

127.3
137.9
125.0

148.9
195.1

232.1

3462,9
3?42,
4046%.8

1487 .6
1715.7
2128.0

a143.3
54791
9759.8

1884.,9
3445.0
298.,6

1937
1eae
1989

] ;4‘ -8

1537.3
129.8

212

22,

7087.2
LAF26.7
717463

24752
2440.,7
23101

1227.5
1220.3

1255.90

111.8
100.6
7.4

260.1
275.3
289.2

4084.5%
40346 .9
4141.6

3002.5
2889.8
3034.7

6031.2
628141
65257

”'iaé\.u
10104,1
12304,6

1990
1991
1792

’”c\‘) 3

6879,9
6350 0
6373, 3

281,95
2654.9
2730.4

1220.6

1327.4

1365.1

~
-
-

o
. .

301,46
312.0
320.3

4247.8
4351.9
4468,3

2632.,2
2198.1
1905.0

668B5.3
6762.5

13920.8
149469 .5

1993
1994
1995

$274.8
6107.6
G94638.2

2808.0
2887.9
2%270.0

1403.9
1443.9
1434.,9

-

[P

3246.4
330.4
332.4

4551.7
4672.2
47255

1723.0
1435.4
842.7

}352.8
68&6.8
681%5.0

14070.3
146178.8
15485.6

15638.9

o

1996
1997

19%8

2560*3

543q

o
MY p

5259.5
0864
4754.4

3034.,5
I141.4

3220.7

1527.2
1570.6
1615.3

-

-

B n N O i N
S O Oy O ST on

.

33246
331.2
228.7

4921.2
5048.2
G9178.4

328,3
18.2
~424,1

6727.8
6644.8
6553.8

14728.7
13530.8
11989%.35
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ASSUMFTIONS

EXTIHTING
UERT

MNEW

SEVERAMCE

FETROL
INCOME FROFERTY OTHER

FOYALTIES ROYALTIES

SGERVICE

1983

94,2

DEET

TAXES

1,819.46

TAX TAX REVENUE

304.0 169.0 12193

X% TO FF

11767.0

50% TQ

1984
1985
1286

G133
87.%

846.0

2221441
226161
2,970.9

350.0 25740 240.2
373.0 40%2.0 299.8
400.,0 572.8 359.4

2:145.1
2,542, 6

298869, 4

1987
1288
1989

81.%
8.9

70

35420.7
351794
3:540,8

42,7 F11.9 387.1
L6412 883.1 372.8
683 .7 864.5 393.9

35322.2
39632941
3:754.0

1990
1991
1992

59,5
38,9

38,8

39384602
351931
J3,184.3

7072 840.7 420.8
730.0 817.0 45%,3
772.4 780.2 497.3

3,802.3
3365241
3,584.,3

1¥92
1994

199%

1.7
25.8

L0

3»295.%9
3y357.0
3:014.3

818.4 744.,4 9545.9
862, 708.7 400.5
890.1 673.% 66046

3:691.3
3:+733.4
3:407.5

1994
1997
1998

2140
14,

14,4

2,844, 4
3:033,1
320744

?19.3 6392 7272
748.9 60744 800.2
748.9 570.4 880.9

3y223.0
3+404.5
3:447.2

AMNUAL RATE OF

INTEREST ON BENERAL + FERMAMEMT FUNMDS

0.120

ANMUAL RATE OF

INT

MATURITY FERIOD ON

W QF OFPERATIMNG RUDGE

AT ON NEW BRONDG
BONDS IM YEARS
GQFO

CASH RAL

i ogih

0.100
10.000
0.200

w OF ROYALTY
% OF PERMANENT
IMFLATION BATE

e

FLURD

ANENT FUND
EARNINGS FAID AS DIVIDENDS

Hoby

0.250
0.300
0.0%0

‘17 IF PERMANE

NUMBER OF FRID

MT FUNID
PER CaFITA DIVIDEND
R YEAR

DIVIDEND

INCOME RASED ON &

RECIFIENTS

YEAR AVERAGE

il iopih

1,000
50.000
2264

GROWTH RATE IN DIVIDENI

RECIFIENTS

0,028

@/ v e e m
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I P ST S STy

GASLINE DEC
DEFT OF RE
BUNGETS AT

DING

1986~HIGH INFLATION
- ESTIMATES
LIMIT

SURFLDS

SFENT

on

CAFITAL

YEAK
END

REVEMUE

INTEREST

TOTAL
REVENUE

OFERATING
EUIGET

CAFITAL
EULGET

IERT
SERVICE

FERMANENT
FUNL
DIVINENDS

TOTAL
RULGET

SURFLUS
DR
DEFICIT

FERNM-
ANENT
FUND

GENERAL
FUND

ENI OF YEAR

1982

4005.3

~693 .4

LR

J

i

ol

r

i.d

e et e e s S

i

-

]

REVENUE REQ 1
FOR GF Ral e
OF  $0 MI B

19832 ZRTT, 9 A34.8 4A72 .0 1922,2 1320.7 113.2 152,59 35784 693.4 4771.9 0.9 — “()M.(‘)“»":

1984 4480, 1 67S.,8 S5359,0 2315 .7 2742.,2 138.8 162.3 5359, 0 0,0 56062 0.0 0,0 "y

15 5604, % 64,6 565469 . 4 2859 .2 3314.7 143.8 ZT1.8 567 .4 0.0 6505,0 0.0 0.0 e

'8 4 1215.7 7671.0 3205.4 4003.,1 161.9 300.6 7671.0 -0.0 74591 0.0 0.0 L

PR 1483%,2 9317.,3 X491,9 5298,3 157.8 367 .2 9317.,3 0.0 8513.64 0.0 0.0 e

R 1699,7 95246, 5 3755,2 5192.8 154,8 423,46 9526.5 0,0 946464.3 0.0 0.0 e

1989 £8474.9 1871.8 10346 .7 4209, 4 5505.4 146.5 485.0 10346.7 0.0 10944.2 0.0 0.0

1990 2000, 10246,2 4719.0 4840,4 135,4 551.3 10246.2 ~0.0 12221.,1 0.0 0.0 by

1991 2074, 3 10051.2 20,0 4024, 4 114.8 621.7 10051.2 0.0 13474,8 0.0 0,0 2

1992 10185.,0 5920,1 3449.3 114.1 695 . 6 10189.0 ~0,0 14804,0 0.0 0.0 N
1993 10597 .8 5647, & 3323, 4 31.7 772.7 10775, & -177.8 16223,2 0.0 177 .8
1954 £ 10983, 4 74%52.0 3725.8 25.8 852.7 12056.2 -1072.7 17719. 4 0.0 1072.7

1995 6048, 10706, 4 B8353.7 4176. 6 23.0 935.0 13488.3 ~2781.8 19168, 4 0.0 2781.8 B

1996 TR0, 7 10768, 1 P344,5 4682,0 21,5 1019.6 15087.5 ~4319,4 ~20624,0 0,0 4319.4 x

1997 a315,0 11508.3 10497 .4 5248,5 16.7 1106.9 16869.7 ~5361,4 22205,2 0.0 5361.4 -

1998 R457.4 3487.3 11984.7 11767.8 5883,5 14,4 1197.2 18B62.9 ~6878,2 23872.2 0.0 478,22 ‘

A.’;

—— . - L
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DEC 1986-HIGH INFLATION
ESTIMATES

aT

[

SPE
GRFENT

0N

DIMG LIMIT
CAFITAL

YEAR

TOTAL

OFERATING

CAFITAL

DERT

FERMANENT
FUND

TOTAL

SURFLUS
aRr

FERM-
ANENT

GENERAL
FUND

REVENUE REQ
FOR _GF_RAL

EMNI

1982

REVENUE

INTEREST

REVENUE

RULGET

BUDGET

SERVICE

DIVIDENDS

RUDGET

REFICIT

FUND

END

0OF YEAR

oF

0 MIL

1983
1964
12845

A837.2
4293.7
A717.5

424.8
422.8

811.9

4272.0
4916.8

G529.3

1722.2

2124.5
2404.9

1390.7
2515.8

2782.%

113.2
127.3
137.9

152.8
148.,9
195,11

3578.46
49165

9529.3

o~
~0

. -

-

1986
1287
1988

4984 .7
3549 .8
S084,9

Qxg.,7
1050.8
1104.7

5923.4
6600.6
61%91.6

2475.2

2475.2

2440.7

3091.1
3753.5
3375.0

125.0
111.8
100.6

232,
260.1

275.,3

3923.4
6600.6
6191464

]

5759.8
40312
6281.1

. i

-

1989
1990
1291

5053.3
4510.7
AGO3 .3

1114.1
1094,3
1041.0

6156944
3405.0
5044,3

2310.1
2561.5

2654.9

3282.8
2647 .9
2019.8

87.4
74.1

9746

289 .2
301.6
312.0

6169 .4
9605.0
G044.,3

-

6925.7
6685.3
67625

i

0.0

1ee2
1993
1294

377,32
TE2B .5

J317

?684.0
?48.2
939,23

44691 .2
44766

42565

2730.4
2808.0
2887,9

1588.1
1403.9
1443.9

G20
13.4
10.90

320.3
326 .4
330.4

4691.3
40951 .7

4672.,2

NO OO0 OO Ol
=20 O o0 O0IOC s

6816.,2
6852.8
68466.,8

- .

Do 0O OT oTeO

199%
1996
1997

2861.5
256G.7

24€8.,2

?45.0
?51.6
PhG b

3B0L .G
3512.3
3443.8

2970.0
I0%4.5

3141 .4

1484.9
1627.2

1570.6

8.2
7.0

5.0

332.4
332.6
331.2

4795.5
4921.2
5048.2

6815.,0
6727.8

6644 .8

<
. s [
OO oo OO 0D

1998

"}:":) + C)

9574

3290.3

1615.3

4,0

328.7

3178.6

6553.8

=]
<
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ASSUMFTIONS 2

EXTSTING FETROL

DERT NEW _SEVERANCE INCOME  FROFERTY  OTHER ROYALTIES ROYALTIES -

SERVICE DERT TAXES Tax TaX  REVENUE X% TO FF S0%Z TO FF -

1983 94,3 0.0 1,819.4 204,0 149.0 219.3  19767.0 0.0 :
19494 71.3 0.0  2r214.1 360.,0 257.0 240,22  2r1435.1 040 &
1985 87,9 0,0  2,616,1 373.0 409.0 299.,8  2,542.6 0.0 s
1986 36.0 0.0 299709 400.0 572.8 359.4  2:869,6 0.0 . 0
1987 81.9 0.0  31420,7 642.7 F11.9 367.1  3r322,2 0.0 2

1988 78,9 0.0 351799 664,72 888.1 372.8  3,829.1 0.0

1989 0.0 3,540.8 685.,7 B&4 .G 393,95 3:954,0 49.8 :
1590 0.0 F,386.2 70742 840.7 420.8  3,802.3 78,1 i
1991 0.0  3,193.1 7300 817.0 A455.3  3,652.1 B4.8 &
1992 0.0 3,186.3 772.4 780,32 497.3  3:584.,3 255, 0 &
1993 0.0 39295.9 B18.4 744 .4 545.9  Ir691,3 36041 u
1994 25.8 0.0  3,357.,0 62,0 708.7 00,5  3,733.4 463.2 &
1995 23,0 0.0  3,014.,3 890.1 673,79 660,6  31407.5 507.8 .
1996 21,5 0.0  2s,844,4 919.3 639 .7 727.2  3,223.0 606, 6 g
1597 16,7 0,0  3,033.1 748,79 607 .4 BOD.2  3:404.5 744.,0 "
1998 14,4 0.0  31076.4 ?48,9 570.6 B80.9  31447,2 870.0 g
1]

51

ANNUAL RATE OF THTEREST ON GENERAL + FERMANENT FUNDS 0.120 )
ANNUAL RATE 0OF INTEREST ON NEW RONDS = 0,100 i
MATURITY FERIOD ON NEW EONDS IN YEARS = 10.000 3
% _OF OFERATING BURGET IN G.F, CASH EAL = 0,200 I
%OOF ROYALTIES TO PERMANENT FUND = 0,250 N
%OOF FERMAN FUHDL EARNINGS FAID AS DIVIDENDS = 0.500 o
% _QF GF AUDED TO CAPLITAL BURGET = 1,000 u
INFLATION RATE = 0,090 i
f1° IF FERMANENT FUHD INCOME EASED ON & YEAR AVERAGE = 1.000 &
FER CAFPITA RBIVIDEND = 50,000 bt
MUMEER OF FRIOR YEAR DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS ' = 2.966 o o
GROWTH RATE IN DIVIDEND RECIFIENTS = 0.028 %
N
i
L
)
N —— S
I

°
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Mr. Edwin (A1) Kuhn, Director
Government & Environmental -Affairs
Northwest Alaskan Pipeline CQmpany
1801 K Street, N.W.

Hashington. D. C. -20006

- Dear Mr. Kuhn.

In accordance with our ongoing discussions regarding Northwest Pipeline
jmpact on the State highway system, our Department has prepared an
estimate of what the expected cost of that impact will be. We have
made every effort to fairly discriminate between the effects of non-
pipeline related use and those impacts which can be related to the
_pipeline construction effort. ‘ :

As can be seen in the attached report, pipeline related use will be

equivalent ‘to many years of expected -normal usage, necessitating repair o

and reconstruction*of these,routes.much ‘sooner- than uould be: normally L
anticipated.f i Cn i L - e

In addition, certain maintenance costs which are directly related to
traffic volume can be expected to “increase substantially.

In order to properly protect other highway users and our taxpayers'
investment in our present roadway system, gas pipeline project costs
must include $300 Mil1lion for reimbursement to the State of Alaske .
to repair pipeiine-related damages to our highway system._eqm, E

We would like to meet with you at your eariiest convenience to discuss

this proposal. Jvt:
Sincerely, ¢¢x4ezé%4¢7 *‘“::flf

{ 7
Robert H. Ward
Commissioner

.v:c‘v .

Enclosure.

R4H:JCB:rm



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES
Division of Planning and Programming

NORTHWEST ALASKAN PIPELINE COMPANY HIGHWAY IMPACT REPORT
June 27, 19é0

The following analysis has been undertaken to determine the relative
impact construction of the Northwest-Alaskan Natural Gas Pipeline will
have on the Alaska Road System.

Information received from Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company officials
concerning their Tine hauling operations (pipe, insulation, equipment
and POL products) were analysed to determine the expected traffic in
terms of volume and equivalent axle Toadings (EAL's). Equivalent axle
loadings are used by our Department to develop the design parameters
for highway construction, the physical characteristics being directly
related to the requirements to sustain a projected number of EAL's over
a 20 year design 1ife. The more EAL's in those 20 years, the stronger
the road will need to be.

In addition to the Tine haul traffic, the impact of support traffic for
the pipeline, including camp mobilization, hauling from staging areas,
and the -shipment of foodstuffs and other commodities, will be very sub-
stantial. It has been estimated from experience with the Alyeska Pipe-
line that this will equal approximately 50% of the 1line haul traffic.

Non-pipeline traffic on roads south of Fairbanks have historically
experienced volume increases of 7% to 8% per year, a trend which is
expected to continue. North of Fairbanks there is a lack of historical
data, but it can be assumed that truck traffic there would level out
near the volumes experienced in the past two years. These years should
represent the amount of traffic necessary to sustain current levels of
activity and should not contain significant levels of pipeline construc-
tion traffic.

Assuming an average age of 10 years for these roads, the number of EAL's
which could normally be expected in a 20 year life was computed. This
20 year EAL expectancy has been compared in Table 1 to the number of
EAL's generated by pipeline related traffic. The comparative usage was
then used to allocate estimated highway rebuilding costs to pipeline
impact, as shown in Tables 2 and 4. Results of that investigation
indicate that the Northwest construction effort will expend between 19%
and 96% of the traffic loadings we would normally expect on the routes
studied. Applying this to the repair and reconstruction estimates
prepared by our Design section results in a cost of $84,700,000 in
today's dollars attributable to pipeline related traffic.



Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company Highway Impact Report
Page 2. :

This excludes areas where pipeline related gravel hauling is to be done
on public highways. These areas total approximately 42 miles. Deter-
mination of traffic volumes and equivalent axle loadings in these areas
is very difficult due to lack of information on the hauling units which
will be utilized. This is complicated by the fact that these areas are
jsolated sections where enforcement of legal loading regulations will
be inhibited by lack of weigh stations. It may be possible to treat
these areas as construction haul roads allowing the use of off road
equipment, detours and other forms of traffic control. Repair of these
sections would become the total responsibility of Northwest Alaskan
Pipeline Company and should be done immediately after hauling is finished.
Repair cost of these sections is estimated at $4,116,000 in today's
dollars.

Another important factor which is left out of this discussion is impact
on bridges. Our computations indicate that the 80 ft. pipe hauling units
will have one axle group (tri-axle) grossing over 58 kips, or ‘approxi-
mately a 40% overload. This problem must be analyzed by our Bridge Design
section to determine the impact in this area.

t
Past research has also indicated that increased frequency of loading may
accelerate roadway damage; however, this information is not available in
a quantifiable form which could be applied to the situation at hand.

Pipeline related traffic has also been compared on an annual basis to
normal traffic in order to determine expected additional maintenance
costs. These comparisons are shown in Tables 3-C through 3-D. This
information has been analysed by our Maintenance section and applied to
historical maintenance costs to arrive at an estimate of increased costs
due to pipeline impact. These costs are shown in Table 4. The resulting
estimate of pipeline related maintenance costs is nearly $67,000,000 in -
1980 dollars. This estimate is based upon the assumption that reasonable
load restrictions will continue to be imposed during breakup, periods of
excessively wet weather, or other conditions which could lead to extensive
sub-base damage.

In summary, our recapitulation of estimated costs for the known impacts of
pipeline construction includes the following:

Roadway & bridge repair and reconstruction-------- $112,588,000

Roadway repair in areas impacted by
gravel haul----==—ce-mmm e 4,100,000

Additional maintenance costs during
pipeline construction------ccccmmcmmmma - 66,800,000
TOTAL: $184,488,000

This cost is given in 1980 dollars.



Northwest Alaskan Pipeline Company Highway Impact Report

Page 3.

The effect of inflation on these figures is substantial. Using a 10%
inflationary constant with 1980 as the base year, the estimated costs
for the known impacts of pipeline construction would be:

Roadway repair and reconstruction (1986)-----=---
Roadway repair in areas impacted by

gravel haul (1986) =memmemmmomme e
Additional maintenance costs

during pipeline construction:

1982 ----cmmeememem 8,400,000
1983 ~—mmmmmmmeee e 25,700,000
1984 ---—memmmeeeem 31,100,000
1985 ---~--mmmemeem 31,000,000
96,200,000 -=--=—==mmmun
TOTAL:

$199,822,000
7,300,000

96,200,000

$303,422,000
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JAY 5. KAMMOND, COVERNOR

STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC FACILITIES o mg;‘,fmm 99811
PHONE:

- DEPUTY COMMISSIONER — PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING

'AJanuery 28,1982 °

Honorable Vic Fischer .
. Alaska State Senator e T ' ‘ : ‘

Pouch V . R o ‘ ’

Juneau,. AK 99871 o ’ . : Coe

Dear Senator Fischer.',

Re: Construction Costs Esca]at1on ' o ,f’ L

Mr Bob Williams of your staff contacted my. off1ce on January 18, 1982,
request1ng a brief explanation of the reasons behind the great increases
in construction costs: as compared to.the consumer price index.

At the current time; the demand for construction-related materials is
- out-stripping overall population increases. 'The current availability of
Tow-interest loan programs' has greatly stimulated construction associated
with smaller deve]opment projects, especially housing. Large-scale
capital funding by the State and the 0il industry has further 1ncreased
~demand for the 11m1ted supp]y of materials. . .

In a. survey conducted by HMS, Inc. of Anchorage durlng October of 1981,

it was found that basic material costs for steel, copper, aluminum, etc R
as .well as manufactured items, have been increasing at a 30% annual rate.
It was also found that some items, such as concrete, have -shown surpr1s1ng
price stability. HMS, Inc., determined that the overall.annual inflation
rate for materials is approaching 20% annually. Material cost increases
combined with union contract wage increases could easily.result in a con-
struction escalation rate'of*z% per month (24% per year) in 1982.

I hope this information helps clarify your observation that construct1on
prices are rising.at a much faster rate than the overall consumer pr1ce
index. If I can be. of further help, p]ease contact me. :

Sincerely,

' John C. Bates
Deputy Commissioner
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T0:

FROM:

MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Revenue

Joe Donohue DATE: February 18, 1982

Deputy Commissioner
) FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:

Chuck Logsdon (f:z¢<i

Petroleum Economist
Petroleum Revenue Division

ﬂ\ SUBJECT: Gasline Analysis

Subsequent to my memorandum to you on January 25, 1982 I reworked the
input assumptions to reflect the possibility of zero wellhead price for
the first several years of ANGTS operation.

Milt Barker provided me with numbers published from U.S. Senate Hearings
on the ANGTS waiver recommendation. The numbers included Northwest's
current cost estimates and wellhead prices from the Federal Inspectors
cost of service simulation model.

[ ran three cases:
1. Center point cost estimate and Federal ceiling price @
wellhead.
2. Center point cost estimate and cost of service model wellhead
(0 for the 1st three years).
3. 40% cost overrun and cost of service model wellhead pr1ces
(0 for the 1st four years).

These runs are attached for your information.

I telecopied these numbers to Milt on February 12, 1982 as he needed
them for input into his cost-benefit projections which were presented
February 16, 1982.

These revenue projections should take care of the problems mentioned in
Mary Halloran's memo to you February 8, 1982. As nearly as I can tell
the cost of the conditioning plant is handled by the cost of service
model as allocated entirely to the consumers through the tariff.

CLL:q1
cc: Fred Boetsch, Petroleum Revenue

Mary Halloran, Dept. of Natural Resources
Milt Barker, Legislative Finance __



MEMORANDUM  State of Alaska

TO:

FROM:

NOTE :

Department of Revenue

Joseph K. Donohue DATE: January 25, 1982

Deputy Commissioner
FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:

Charles L. Logsdon SUBJECT: Prudhoe Bay Gas
Petroleum Economist Revenue Projections
Petroleum Revenue Divisig

Attached you will find several tables which Tay out projected gas revenues
under varying assumptions concerning wellhead price, actual construction
cost of the Northwest Alaska ANGTS segment, and property tax methodology.

For comparative purposés. I havé run out the numbers for the fo]]ow1m§
cases: -

High price, $27 B construction cost, and trended deprec1at1on for

Case 1 -
property tax purposes; } ;{fg»f
Case 2 - High price, $24 B construct1on cost and trended depreciation;
Case 3 - Low price, $27 B construct1on cost, st. Tine depreciation for
’ property tax;
-%§§§(é,; Low ‘price, $24 B construction cost, st. line depreciation,

The other assumptions regarding key variables such as number of wells and
assumed inflation appear with each output.

Since the algorithm for revenue projection is computerized further
sensitivity analyses could be performed.

The various input assumptions are as follows:

ASSUMPTIONS
Column
1. Volume (bcf/day) is assumed to be the amount delivered from

conditioning plant; actual production volume will be closer to
2.4 bcf/d at the wellhead.

2. Righ price is-calculated by inflating the FERC’ ceiling-pricexof
$1.78/Mcf (1.63/MMbtu) in December 1978 by.:7% per-annum. A1l
cond1t1on1ng costs are- vassed -forward to consumer in tariff. Low
pr1ce is assumed- £0°be $1.25/Mcf in 1986 inflated at the rate of
7% annual]y This is to account for downward pressure on
welThead price to assure: marketab111ty downstreamns

- [1-(300 * wells * days) exp /460
3 ELF daily prod. * days/ /3007

The price and inflation assumptions in this memo were modified
to those in the February 18, 1982 memo of Charles Logsdon for
use in the benefits analysis.



CoTumn
4. Severance tax is at 10% * ELF * non-royalty production * price

5. Royalties are equal to production * (price - fier cost) * .125.
Field cost assumed to be $.20/Mcf times 7% annual inflation.

()]

. Two Ways A. Property Taxes (2%) calculated on inflated undepreciated
base assuming an initial cost of $27 B. Inflation is
assumed to be 7%.

B. Property taxes (2%) are calculated on a straight line
depreciation remaining life basis.

7. Production expenses are assumed to be $500 million and inflated
by 3% until 2005 when they are assumed level at $850 million.

8. The production income tax is calculated as .275 * .094 * (Gross
production value less royalties less severance tax less
production expenses) .275 is a factor used to scale production
income tax estimates in line with the current corporate income
tax law.

9. ANGST-Northwest income tax is calculated on straight line
depreciated equity of 25% of the estimated $27.0 billion
construction cost with a rate of return after tax equal to 17.5%.
A federal tax rate of 42% and a state tax rate of 9.4% are
assumed.

10. $27.0 billion is assumed to be the center point cost of
construction; hence, if the NW ANGTS portion of the gas line
costs $24 B to build the rate of return would be:

24.0 24..0
2077 " 13/ 5577

[22.75 - 1.167 / 1.16

R = /(17.5) X (1.3) + 8(

18.61%

CLL:11

cc: Vincent Wright
Milt Barker



INFUT ASSUMFTIONS

Yoo Rose
EF imecte '(\0\(‘ Coa u(:(rw/ Pode 05

RATE OF INFLATION (FERCENT) ! 8.0%

COST OF CONSTRUCTION? 27000

ECONOMIC LIFES 25

FERCENT EQUITY! 25.,00%

HISCOUNT RATES 10.00%

CHTR T RATE OF RETURNS  17.%%

Al VALOREMD  ORYIGINAL COST

F1SCal. YEAR VOLUME FRICE
1987 2.000 3,060
1988 2.000 3,308
LoB9 2.000 J.569
L9290 2,000 3,855
1991 2,000 4,163
1992 2,000 4.496
1993 2.000 JBEE
1994 2,000 G244
1995 2.000 G664
1996 2,000 64117
1997 2,000 64606
1998 2,000 74135
1999 2.000 7.706
2000 2.000 3.322
2001 2,000 8.966
2002 2.000 ?.707
2003 2,000 10,483
2004 2.000 11,322
2005 1.600 12,228
2006 1.280 13.206
2007 1.020 14,263
2008 0.820 15.404
2009 0.660 L6636
2010 0.320 17.967
2011 0.420 19.404
2012 0.340 20,9564
2013 0,270 22,633
2014 + 210 24,443
20159 « 210 26.399
2016 0.210 28.517

FOR

THE NORTHWEST ALASKA SEGMENT QF

-
L ?Oﬂ‘ '\\ 44
V

\‘(‘&""/‘/\,

COS{‘ Cr{ (\wf;!\’w(“ ¥ D =

Wﬁﬂ’mﬂaoﬁ ‘P\M,a,e, ® vl C()/Q:-,/;
Q% Tu-lotriome

JJJoOOO
G960 000
340,000
G920.000
S500.000
490,000
480,000
470,000
460,000
450,000
440,000
430,000
420,000
416,000
400,000
390,000
380,000
370,000
360,000
350,000

340,000

J20 000
320,000
310.000
300,000
300,000
300,000
300,000
300,000

ELF FROD. EXFENSE FLELD COST

0.840 H00.000 0200
0.839 G930 4350 0.216
0. idi 46360 0.233
0.843 G&HL4450 0,252
0.826 G979 640 0272
0.805 997030 0.294
0773 614,940 0317
0.748 433,390 0.343
0719 652,390 0370
0.+660 6714960 0.+400
0.589 AP 120 0.432
0.576 712,880 0466
0.535 734,270 0.504
0.511 7564300 0,544
0.461 770,980 0.587
0.406 BO2.350 D624
0359 8264420 0,685
0.314 BE1L.220 0.740
0260 850.000 0799
0,229 B850.000 0.863
0.212 '”0.000 0932
0193 B3E50.000 1,007
0172 8‘7/) 000 1.087
0149 850.000 1174
0167 HBI0.000 L.268
0.186 8350.000 1.3706
0,186 B50.000 1.479
0.186 830,000 L.598
0.186 BE0.000 Le728
O.186 BEOL.000 1.863

ANGTS



©

FROJECTED STATE OF ALASKA NATURAL GAS REVENUES FROM
FRUDHOE RBAY EXTRACTION & SALE THROUGH ANGTS
- FRODUCTION FIPELINE TOTAL DISCOUNTED

FISCAL YEAR SEV. TAX ROYALTY Al UALLOREM INCOME TAaX INCOME TAX zhh REVENUE PhﬂHVle

1987 164,182 260,975 40,000 33.828 QL1 E00

1988 1727.018 201,693 G518.400 34,709 203.040

19289 190,859 304,401 496,800 40,4264 194,580 ] 7 5

1990 207.516 328,753 4754200 44,339 1864120 l“4| KAt

1991 - 219.718 7. 054 uJ 400 A8.,714 1774660 1254,.749

1992 231,137 103 458 432,000 33524 1694200 1269319 : ’

1993 239,619 414,135 410,400 G836 160.740 12683,730 5404.346

1994 250.591 447,265 388.000 640550 1H2.280 1303.486 3747, 4W

1995 2604199 483,047 367,200 70.802 143,820 1325.,068

1996 257.799 GR1.690 345,600 77910 135,360 1338 .360

1997 248,394 D63.425 324,000 85.7087 126,900 134,509

1998 262,564 H08 499 302,400 P3.693 118,440 1385596

1999 263,269 657,179 S 280,800 102,634 109.980 1L413.862 u!O% 157

2000 271,410 709,754 259200 1l2.120 101520 1454.011 L ?.286

2001 264,477 766,534 2374600 122,816 ?23.060 L4B4.,407 P19 886

2002 251,762 827,857 2146.000 134,524 4,600 1514, 741 H705.966

2003 240,268 394,085 194,400 147 .141 764140 1““ K GB79.294

2004 227.061 P65.4612 172,800 160.0818 67 4680 15 .?7“ 401,127

2005 162,696 834,289 151.200 ! 136,352 59.220 1744.;d6 A£165.192

2006 123,863 720.826 129,600 115,683 uO 760 1140,732 L2LD.704

2007 ?8.504 620,361 108,060 96,707 42,3060 P65.071 270 A, 5911

2008 77.824 538,619 B846.400 81.260 42.240 017.7%52 A7 0300

2009 460,305 468.204 64,800 674961 25,380 LBLEG) LATNN 0N

2010 44,452 398.399 43,200 54,730 16.9206 UG7.700 L0LL .57

2011 43,442 347,527 21.600 44,815 B.460 46T . 844 L490.817

2012 42,219 303,838 0.000 36,310 0.000 382,366 &H508.907

2013 364,209 260,586 0.000 28,013 0.000 324,808 G22.912

2014 30.416 218.892 0+000 20,015 0.000 269,323 33,45

2015 32.849 236,403 0.000 23.374 0.000 A92.626 3.8467

2016 35.477 255,315 0.000 27.002 0.000 317.794 &JJ4.147




INFUT ASSUMFTIONS FOR

RATE OF INFLATION (FERCENT)?®

COST OF CONSTRUCTION? 27000

ECONOMIC LIFES 28

FFRLEHT EQUITYS 25.00%

DTSCOUNT RATE? 10.00%

LN]R FT RATE OF RETURN! 17.5%

AL VALOREM:  ORIGINAL COST

FISCal. YEAR VOL.UME BFRICE
1987 2.000 0.000
1988 2,000 0.000
1989 2,000 0.000
1990 2,000 0+650
1991 2,000 2.240
1992 2.000 3.810
1993 2,000 54130
1994 2.000 W.JKO
1999 2.000 54970
1996 2.000 6460
1997 2,000 6.960
1998 2.000 7520
1999 2,000 8.050
2000 2.000 8.610
2001 2,000 ?.210
2002 2,000 P.860
2002 2,000 10,3550
2004 2,000 11.290
2005 1,600 12,080
2006 1.280 12,
2007 1.020 13.830
2008 0.820 14.790
2009 0. 660 15.830
2010 0.52 16.940
2011 O. 4h0 18,120
2012 0.340 19390
2013 0.270 20.750
2014 0.210 22,200
2015 0.210 23.750
2016 0.210 25,420

8.0%

V\)MCQ\O(J;( PW(LQ, ‘(:VOYVL |
{%\, A\QG5T%>\
Oc\ober 19142

WEL LS
550.000
395,000
60,000
540,000
G320.000
00000
490,000
480,000
470,000
446G.G00
450,000
440.000
430,000
420,000
410.000
400.000
390.000
380,000
370,000
36G.000
330,000
340,000
330,000
320.000
310,000
300.000
J00.000
300,060
J00.000
J300.000

THIE

ELF
0.840
0,839
0.837
0.843
0826
0805
0773
0.748
0719
0660
0.589
0+976
0535
0511
0461
0+406
0.359
0,314
O . ...(()O
022
0212
0193
0.172
0.149
0167
0.186
0.186
0.186
0.186
0.186

FROT.

3004000
G30.450
G446 360
GEH2 450
G79+640
B97.030
614.940
H63B.390
620390
6710960
692,120
712,880
734,270
756300
778930
802.350
8260420
”“J 220

504000
350.000
390,000
850,000
8E50.000
850.000
850,000
830.000
850,000
350,000
850,000
B50.000

EXPENSE

SEGMENT OF

FIELD CO8T

0+200
0216
0233

0252

0.272
0.294
0.317
0.343
0.370
0.400
0.432
0466
0,504
(544
O.o87
0.6324
0685
G740
0.799
0.863
0922
1.607
1.087
Ls174
1.268
1370
1.479
1,598
1725

1.863

w5

ANGTS

Vel [ )
Lc)“its? Sl 0

Jedeval Ins Pr*c,\o‘r Lov ANGTS |

Mozl



FISCAL

YEAR
1987
1968
1989
1990
1994
1992
1993
1994
1995
1994
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

SEV.TAX
0,000
0.000
0.000

34,992

118,222

195.864

253,148

264,243

274,264

")7') ’1‘-7

261,695

276,739

275.035

280.6801

271,015

255,735

241,795

226,419

160,729

121.180

95,517
74,725
57.284
41,912
40,568
392.064
23.197
27.624
29,553
31,631

FROJECTED STATE OF
FRUDMOIE

ROYALTY
0,000
0,000
0,000

360323

179570

320,847

439,162

473,335

510,983

“520993

595,700

H43. 4640

HBB.606

736,029

786.809

041,833

?200.164

Q62,687

023,490

704,121

600,232

515,665

443,939

374,041

322,922

279.540

237.391

197.397

211,023

225,701

Al VALOREM

40,000
318,400
496,800
475.200
453,600
422,000
410,400
388,800
3674200
345,600
324,000
302,400
280.800
259,200
237.4600
216,000
194,400
172.800
1351 .200
129,600
108.000
86,400
&4, 800
3.200
21.600
0,060
0,000
0.000
0.000
0.000

ALASKA NATURAL
RAY EXTRACTION %

FRODUCTION
INCOME TaX

0.000

0,000

0.000

0.000
19.589
43,106
63,014
b9 4
75,494
83,201
21,204
PP 686
108.017
116.640
126,316
136,950
148,201
160,306
134,950
112,720
923.142
77,195
63,646
50.388
40,437
31.994
27.8394
16,198
18,847
21.742

GAS REVENUES FROM
SALE THROUGH ANGTS

FIFELINE
INCOME TAX
211,500
203,040
194,580
186,120
1770660
169,200
160.740
152,280
143,820
360
126,900
118,440
109,980
101,520
93,060
84,600
764140
67,680
59,200
50,760
42,260
33,840
25,280
16.920
£.460
0.069
G000
0.0060
0.000
0,000

TOTAL
GAag

B1500
721,440
4691 .380
732,635
248,441

L161.017

26,453

1347572

1371.761

1389 .411

1I399.578

L1440 .913

1462, 438

1494,190

1514.799

1E3E.118

1560.700

1889 .891

1329.597

1118.390
939.190
787.82

ﬁb.149
526,462
433.907
350,598
294,462

”/V G7%

ENUE

DISCOUNTED

CAGHITLLOW
385,638
732,195

1015.408

1297.871

14630363

2000.,299

2384526

A739 0303

3067 .772

3370.148

3647.047

I906.,200

4/60./09
4 ;,:.Jooo.h
509464420
H219.136
Ju1..97
284,615
5437.245
180,545
910,716
537,324
35477 .731
5942 611
HG72.09%
HEE1 . 205
GE20.312




INFUT ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE NORTHWEST ALASKA SEGMENT 0F ARGTS

o . -
ATIZ OF THFLATION (FERCENT)Y S 8,0% 0% Cost Ouarnun ( o,
06T OF CONSTRUCTIONS 29700 . ;DA - e
CONOMIC LIFED 2% fole of Ketwvrnao= 16,007

A v
ERCENT EQUITY S 25, 00% A oy, 1 7T 3
v e;C(:)s..Jr-J‘r RATIE 1.0 .,00% We!. ,\AOQO Y WAL 'cvc;m r GOQJ/@@ inSPoC (o~

+

NTR FT RATE OF RETURND  17.5% Cost ot Serveo M_OCLQQ
0 VALOREM:  ORIGINAL COST

ISCAHL YEAR VOI.UME FRICE WELLS ELF FROD, EXPENSE FIELD CAsT
1987 2,000 0.000 550,000 0.840 900,000 0.200
1288 2.000 0.000 555,000 0.839 30,450 0.216
1987 2,000 0,000 S60.000 0.837 G446 4360 0.233
1990 2,000 0.000 340,000 0.843 GH2 4450 0.252
1991 2,000 1L+030 520,000 0826 G79+4640 0272
1992 2,000 24430 H500.000 0.80% $97.030 0.294
1993 2,000 44060 490,000 0773 614,940 0317
1994 2,000 S B30 480,000 0.748 633,390 0.+343
1995 2,000 G970 470,000 0719 G2 390 0+370
1996 2,000 44460 460,000 0660 6714960 0.400
1997 2,000 64960 450,000 0,589 6924120 0432
1998 2,000 74520 440,000 08576 712,880 0+466
1999 2,000 84080 430,000 0535 734,270 0504
2000 2,000 g.610 420,000 0511 7564300 0,544
2001 2,000 9.210 410,000 0.461 778,980 0,587
2002 2,000 ?.860 400,000 Gsa06 a02,350 0,634
20032 2.000 10,55 39G.000 0.359 826,420 0,485
2004 2,000 11.290 380.000 0.314 851,220 0.740
2005 1,600 12,080 370,000 0260 850,000 0.799
2006 L+ 280 12,920 360,000 0,229 BEH0. 000 0863
2007 14020 13.830 350,000 G212 830,000 0.932
2008 0,820 14,790 340.G00 0,193 850,000 1007
2009 0,660 15.830 330,000 0172 850,000 1.087
2010 0,320 164940 320,000 04149 850,000 14174
2011 0.420 18,120 3104000 O.167 850,000 1.268
2012 0.340 19390 J00.000 0,186 850,000 14370
2013 0.270 2047350 300,000 0,186 850,000 1+479
2014 0.210 22,200 300,000 0186 850,000 1.598
2018 0.210 22,750 300,000 0.186 850.0600 Le725
2016 04210 254420 F00+000 0.1.86 830.000 L8863



FROJECTED STATE OF
FRUDHOE

AL AGKA NATURAL,
RAY EXTRACTION & SALE

FRODUCTION

GAS REVENUES FROM
THROUGH ANGTS

FEFELINE

TOTAL

DISCOUNTED

F18CAL YEAR SEV.TAX ROYALTY AL VALOREM INCOME TaX [NFUHE TAX GAG REVENUE CASHFL.OW

D 1987 0,000 0.000 594,000 0.000 806709 4139469
1288 0.000 0.000 870,240 0.000 774,440 775.2%1
1209 0.000 0.000 546,480 0,000 19u 693 742,172 1090.004

2 19290 0.000 0.000 G223, /QO 0,000 187,184 709,904 1363.703
19291 S4.361 469 1G9 : 1.260 L78.67% go2.41%5 1644.944
1290 124,921 194,922 224054 170.167 P87 .364 12U9 . 549

D 1923 200.3%47 J41.u1, 440 460711 161,659 1201.4671 2307.,630
1794 264,243 4730335 427,680 468,914 153,150 1387.,322 2672956
1995 274.264 510.9203 403,920 754494 144,642 1409.302 3010,331

2 1996 272,257 HO2.993 3680.140 83.201 1364133 1424.744 3320.397
1997 261,695 RE.700 3564400 Y1.204 127,625 1432.704 34603,850
1298 276,739 643,648 332,640 P9.686 119.117 1471.830 3B6B.572

2 1999 275,035 4688606 308,880 108,017 110,608 710 4112.3864
2000 280.801 7364029 285,120 1164640 102,100 4338.427
2001 "/1 015 786,809 261,340 126,316 93.592 45446 ,405

> 2002 2055.735 841.833 237,600 1364950 835.083 155 4737.701
2003 241,795 Y0G0.1464 213.840 148,201 7643575 anO.u/u 4914,217
2004 226,419 P62.687 120,080 160,306 68.067 14607 .,.558 G077.42%

2 2005 160,729 823,498 166,320 134,950 59,558 1345,085 uk01.:60
2006 121.180 704,121 142,560 112.730 51,050 1131.640 G3296.519
20067 P5.917 600,232 118.800 P3%.142 42,542 P50, 232 836%.000

2 2000 74,725 15,665 95,040 77409% 24,033 796,458 5424,243
2009 07,304 443,939 71,280 630646 25,325 661,774 5A45.941
2010 41.912 374,041 47520 50,308 17.017 G30.878 F34Y6.325

D 2011 40.568 322,922 A3.760 40.437 8.508 436,195 5519.110
2012 594,064 279,540 0,000 31,9294 0.000 2350.590 5535.,716
2013 33.197 237.391 0,000 23.894 0,000 294,482 SSAY L39S

2 2014 27,4624 197397 0.000 164,198 0,000 241,219 GG57.837
2015 29, HET 211,023 0.000 18.967 0.000 259 . 443 G567 .06Y

- 2016 31.631 225,701 0.000 21,743 0,000 279,075 85764.,097

i
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STATE OF ALASKA

THE LEGISLATURE

1981 Legisiative
Source : Resolve No.
FSS-FCCSSIR 4 ‘ 1

Proposing amendments to the Constitution of the State of
Alaska relating to limiting increases in appropriationms.

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

* Section 1. Article IX, Constitution of the State of

Alaska, is amended by adding a new section to read:

SECTION 16, APPROPRIATION LIMIT. Except for appro-
priations for Alaska permanent fund dividends, appropria-
tions of revenue bond proceeds, appropriations required
to pay the principal and interest on general obligation
bonds, and appropriations of money received from a non-
State source in trust for a specific purpose, including
revenues of a public enterprise or public corporation of
the State that issues revenue bonds, appropriations from
the treasury made for a fiscal year shall not exceed
$2,500,000,000 by more than the cumulative change, de-
rived from federal indices as prescribed by law, in
population and inflation since July 1, 1981. Within this
limit, at least one~third shall be reserved for capital
projects and loan appropriations. The legislature may
exceed this limit in bills for appropriations to the
Alaska permanent fund and in bills for appropriations for
capital projects, whether of bond proceeds or otherwise,
if each bill is approved by the governor, or passed by
affirmative vote of three-fourths of the membership of
the legislature over a veto or item veto, or becomes law
without signature, and is also approved by the voters as
prescribed by law. Each bill for appropriations for

capital projects in excess of the limit shall be confined-:

to capital projects of the same type, and the voters
shall, as provided by law, be informed of the cost of
operations and maintenance of the capital projects. WNo
other appropriation in -excess of this limit may be made

except to meet a state of disaster declared by the gover-
nor as prescribed by law. The governor shall cause any
unexpended and unappropriated balance to be invested so
as to yield competitive market rates to the treasury.

* Sec. 2. Article XV, Constitution of the State of Alaska,

is amended by adding new sections to read:

SECTION 26. APPROPRIATIONS FOR RELOCATION OF THE
CAPITAL. 1If a majority of those voting on the question
at the general election in 1982 approve the ballot pro-
position for the total cost to the State of providing for
relocation of the capital, no additional voter approval
of appropriations for that purpose within the cost ap-
proved by the voters is required under the 1982 amendment
limiting increases in appropriations (art. IX, sec. 16).

SECTION 27. RECONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT LIMITING
INCREASES IN APPROPRIATIONS. If the 1982 amendment
limiting appropriation increases (art. IX, sec. 16) is
adopted, the lieutenant governor shall cause the ballot
title and proposition for the amendment to be placed on
the ballot again at the general election in 1986. If the
majority of those voting on the proposition in 1986
rejects the amendment, it shall be repealed.

SECTION 28. APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT. The 1982
amendment limiting appropriation increases (art. IX,
sec. 16) applies to appropriations made for fiscal year
1984 and thereafter.

* Sec. 3. The amendments proposed by this resolution shall

be placed before the voters of the state at the next general
election in conformity with art. XIII, sec. 1, Constitution of
the State of Alaska, and the election laws of the state.
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