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Ladies:

In its December 1994 report to the Governor'and the General Assembly, the Spending
Affordability Committee requested the Department of Fiscal Services to prepare a study of =2
spending affordability process and the manner in which Maryland’s spending limit is calculated.
This report responds to the Committee’s request.

About half the states have some manner of budget limitation. Maryland’s spending limit
aims to keep the growth of state expenditures in ne with growth in the state’s economy. This
state’s process is unique in that spending limit is determined through a deliberative proct  not
by strict formula, and is advisory rather than mandatory on the Govemor or the Legislature.
Notwithstanding its advisory status, analysis of long term spending trends indicates tt
Maryland § process S has been effectlve in restraining budgetary growth.

The limit established by the committees each December applies to appropriations to be
requested in the upcoming session. These include deficiency appropriations for the curre fiscal
year and amounts for the following fiscal year. Budget growth is measured with reference to
appropriations made at the prior session. In administering the limit, the Committee has exc ded
federal funds and certain hi; =r education funds from the calculation. Likewise, PAYGO capital
appropriations made through the operating budget are outside the limit. The report finds the
committee’s approach to calculating the limit to be workable and appropriate. Suggestlons are
made with respect to other aspects of the committee’s process, however.

The report was prepared by David Smulski and Warren Deschenaux. The manuscript was
prepared by Tammi Greim.

I trust this document will prove useful to the Committee’s work.
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About 1 is Repo

In its 1994 report to the Governor ¢ e General Assembly, the Spending
Affordability Committee noted that the “sp 3 affordability process has been in
effect for more than a decade. In this me the scal and economic dynar - as
changed from one of steady annual growth to one in which growth is more moderate
and less certain. In liy t of the changed environment, it may be appropriate for the
General Assembly to re-examine the spending affordability process, including the
method for measuring the budget under the spending affordab ty concept.” To assist
the committee, e Department of Fiscal Services was re 1ested to prepare a study of
the spending affordability process during the 1995 legislative interim.

This report is in response to the Committee’s request. Its sections provi :the
fc owing:

® Section 1 provides an overview of tax and spending limitations among
states. Limits in five states and Maryland are described.

° Section 2 assesses the impact the affordability process has had o state
finances: Is the goal of the affordability process being met? What are the
impacts on legislative consideration and executive implementation of the
budget?

° Section 3 considers the method used to calculate Maryland’s affordability limit
in light of current fiscal conditions and pc cies.

® Section 4 looks at procedural aspects of the process, including the reporting
' calendar and related processes like program evaluation activities.
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Section 1—Overview of Tax and Spending Limitations

At Least 24 States, Including Maryland, Have Tax or Spending Limits

In the late 1970's a budget limitation movement swept across the st: s. A
catalyst was California’s roposition 13. Adopted by initiative in 1978, the measure
rolled back property taxes and limited cir increase. The law also required { t new
state taxes have a two-thirds majority vote 1 the state legislature. Today at least 24
states have expenditure or tax limitations procedures of some kind. These states are
indicated in Exhibit

Depending on the state, budget limits apply to revenues, appropriations, or
both. The comprehensiveness of budget limits vary, as some states exclude certain
types of revenues or expenditures from the calculation. The base for measuring
allowable budget growth also differs. States in the west tend to reflect population and
inflation measures while others are keyed to changes in personal income. Toi strate
the variation in approaches, an overview of the budget limitation procedures used in
five states is provided. These are: Arizona, California, Connecticut, New Jersey, and
Texas. Each represents a unique approach to budget limitation.

Arizona

The appropriation of  ecific state revenues are limited by the state constitution
to 7.12 per'éent of personal income. Personal income is estimated by an Economic
Estimates Commission. Revenues subject to the limit include: taxes; university
collections; and licenses, fees, and permits. The revenues may be for general fund or
special fund urposes. Revenues exempted from the limit include:

®  Interest and dividends;

° Receipts from sales, rentals, and consideration for services;

® Federal grants;

° Donations and gifts; and,

® Revenues received by the state acting as a trustee, custodian, or agent.
Spending is determined through adjusted base level aj ropriations, which

represents general and special fund appropriations for operating and capital p  oses.

Adjustments are made to account for multiple year appropriations and exempted

revenues. For example, funds from an increase 1 gas and vehicle license s are

subtracted from the limit calculation. In addition, unappropriated and ce non-
education appropriated funds are added to the base level.
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| Co ecticﬁt

Appropriation growth is limited by the state constitution to either the percentage
-increase 1 personal income or the percentage increase in inflation, whichever is
greater. The increase in personal income is calculated by determining the average
annual increase of state personal income for the prece ng five years. Thei rease in
the national consumer price index for urban consumers for the preceding year
determines inflation. Appropriations in the previous fiscal year are used as the base.
Subject to the limit are : general an special fund appropriation expenditures
authorized by the state legislature. The following are exempted from the spending cap:

o Expend 1res of the first year only for implementing federal mandates or court
orders -- subsequent years state matching fun are subject to the cap;

° Transfers to the Budget Reserve Fund,
® Expenditures for the State Employees Retirement Fund;
° Debt Service; and,

° Grants to distressed municipalities.

Connecticut’s spending cap covers about four-fifths of the total budget. he
system has been criticized because e current services budget is w turally
constrained, and reductions may be required if the budget is over the cap, evi though
revenues may exceed expenditures. The state constitution requires that all el  ents of
~ the spending cap be codified with a three-fifths majority of the state legislature. To
date, definitions of personal income, inflation, and general budget expenditures remain
uncodified due to the lack of the required majority.

New Jersey

Appropriation growth is limited by statute to the growth in personali ome.
The previous fiscal year is used as the base. Appropriations for general government
operations are subject to ¢ limit. Appropriations excluded from the limit clude:
e  State aid to local governments and school districts;

L Grants to individuals, and ublic or private agencies;

© Subsidies the state elects to provide without any clear responsibility;
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® Federal funds;
° Debt service and capital projects; and,

° Appropriations from the Property Tax Relief Fun Casino Control F d, and
Gubernatorial Elections Fund.

Growth in personal income is measured as the average inc 2ase of - 1« al
income over the four fiscal years previous to the base year. ase year appro; tions
are adjusted to reflect transfers or assumptions. The limit may be exceeded >ugh
a two- irds majority vote in each legislative body, and the Governor cannot request
an appropriation higher than the limit.

The limit in New Jersey basically plies to state agency operations. which
amount to less than one-third of the annual appropriation. Since the Governor 1s the
ability to liberally move funds in and out of general government operations, this
amount may shrink even further. The Governor’s Office computes the limit and as
the au ority to veto elements of the legi tive appropriation to get within the statutory
limit.

Texas

The increase in appropriations is limited by the state constitution to the growth
in personal income. Personal income growth is defined as the estimated personal
income for the next biennium divided by the estimated personal income m the
current biennium. The constitution requires that e es 1ates be derived from
personal income data from the United States Department of Commerce.
Appropriations from state revenues are subject to the limit unless specific rever s are
dedicate by the state constitution.

Appropriations resulting from income and sales taxes, as well as a non-tax
revenues, are subject to the limit. Constitutionally dedicated revenues not subject to
the limit include: ' :

° Virtually all gas tax revenues, 25 percent of these revenues 1nd education;
° Twenty-five percent of all occupation taxes;

® Twenty-five percent of the oil tax; and,

® Twenty-five percent of the natural gas tax.



Spending Affordability Committee Report

Federal funds are not covered by 1e limit. Debt service payments are covered.
Capital projects are covered if their funding comes from non-dedicated revenues. 1
total, a) roximately one-half of the state budget is subject to the limit.

The state constitution requires that the egislative Budget Board c: ulate the
limit, subject to certification by the state comptr« er. Spending may not exceed the
board’s estimated growth rate unless there is a majority vote in each ouse. ( ‘rall,
appropriations in Texas have fa :n within the established limit.
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Committee has consisted of 18 legislators and has been assisted by an advisory
committee of private citizens. By statute (State Government Article, Article 2, Subtitle
10), the Committee must report to 2 Governor and the Legislative Policy Cor 1ittee
by December of each year with recommendations concerning the upcoming session’s
budget. These recommendations include:

e A level of state spending;
® A level of new debt authorization;
® A level of state ersonnel;

® The use of anticipated surplus, if any; and,
® Other findings and recommendations deemed appropriate.

If the level of spending growth recommended exceeds the annual increase in
relevant economic indicators, the Committee must provide an analysis as to the extent
the recommendation exceeds such indicators. Similarly, if the Governor:  1its a
budget request in excess in the amounts recommended by the Spending Affc  bility
Committee, the Governor must e lain the rationale for excee the
recommendations. This provision: o pertains to the budgets presented by the budget
committees to the Senate and House of Delegates for consideration.

Unlike other state spending limit provisions, the law which establishes the
Spending Affordability Committee provides only general guidance as to how the
spending limit should be set. The statute sets a goal for the process “to limit the rate
of growth of state spending to a level that does not exceed the rate of growth of
the state’s economy” and directs the Committee to “review in detail the status and
projections of the revenues and expenditures of the state and the status and projections
of the economy of the state.” The Committee is to consider “economic indic: s such
as personal income, gross state product, or other data” in evaluating future
expenditures.

Setting the Limit. The details of implementation are left to the Committee. The
process of arriving at a limit has remained consistent notwithstanding lack of a
statutory basis, and is similar to that first proposed by the Special Joint Commi ‘¢ in
1979.

The limit applies to the appropriations proposed in the annual budget, i  ding
any deficiency appropriations requested in the current fiscal year, and is compared to
appropriations made in the preceding budget. Subject to the limit are appropriations
made from state source revenues, comprising general funds, special funds and current
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unrestricted funds in higher education. Excluded from the calculation are:
® Federal funds and restricted fund appropriations in higher education.

° PAYGO capital appropriations made in the « erating budget. These include
capital appropriations for higher education, housing, economic development,
transportation and the environment.

® Contributions to the revenue stabilization account of the State Reserve Fund.

° Technical adjustments including special fund appropriations representing
payments from appropriations in other agencies to avoid “double counting”
(State Use Industries), local -funds passed through the state budget (Local
Health), and those needed to recognize changes in budget practice or maintain
comparability, as when an on-budget unit goes off-budget.

The rate of increase allowed under e limit is established by vote of the
legislative members of the Committee. To assist its deliberations, the Depar ent of
Fiscal Services provides a forecast relating to the state’s economy, state revenues, and
state budget requirements. The limit whii  results from the Committee’s deliberations
represents its judgement as to the level of spending growth which is desirable in light
of the ecofiomic and fiscal circumstances anticipated in the upcoming fiscal year.

Although the budget s1 mitted by the Governor frequently exceeds e limit
proposed by the Committee, the legislature has consistently acted to bring
appropriations within the limit. The limit was exceeded in fiscal 1985, as 3 result
of adoption of a supplemental budget funded through anticipated savings in the state
retirement program; the General Assembly did not reduce the budget to recognize the
savings. No limit was est: shed for the fiscal 1993 budget because legislative
consensus was lacking on the appropriate budg: iry response to the state fisc crisis.
The record of adherence to budget limits is reported in Appendix 1.
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The Calculation of Spending A fordability Has Infl ‘ed the SI e of
Executive Budget Submissions, and Aspects of Budget Implementatio

Spending affordability is now a part of the context in which executive budgets
are formulated and considered. Consequently, the elements of the spending
affordability calculation -- whir items are included and which are exc ded --
influence the shape of executive budget submissions and aspects of t Igetary
administration. Certain of these impacts are described below.

Spending Affordability Has Influenced What Is 1 nded in the B 1get

It is probably the exclusion of PAYGO capital and reserve fund appro  ations
which have had the greatest impact on the shape of the budget. Excluding these items
means they need not compete with other spending for a lace in the budget under the
limit. Most recently, exclusion of contributions to the reserve fund ar policy
direction from the Committee facilitated the rapid replenishment of the Ry Day
Account after the fiscal crisis of the early 1990s. Ending balances grew fi 1$0.3
mi on in 1992, to over $370 million by fiscal 1996. Similarly, the capital exclusion
permitted the substantial general fund construction programs of fiscal years 1990 and
1991 ($208.9 million and $98.9 million, respectively), and the dramatic growth in the
capital program of the Department of Transportation of the late 1980s (from
expenditures of $301 million fiscal 1986 to $608 miltion  fiscal 1990).

Spending Affordability Encourages the Executive to Reduce
Appropriations Through the Budget

A normal part of budgeting practice is to assume that some portion of funds
budgeted will not be expended. For this reason, estimates of the balance of the general
fund at the end of a future fiscal year, for instance, include a factor for reversions
(funds appropriated v ich are not expended). Under this concept, savings are
recognized at the end of the fiscal year v en unused appropriations are reverted or
canceled as part of the process of closing out the fiscal year.

The spending affordability process has accelerated savings of this type in some
cases from the end of the fiscal year to mid-year through the budget bill and
supplemental budgets. This effect is manifested in increasing reliance on appropriation
withdrawals for the current budget year (i.e. negative deficiency appropriations) to
create fund balances and room under the spending limit for other appropriations.
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While the rationales for the decision to budget this way can be complex, some
primarily result from the presence of the limit. A recent example includes reductions
taken during the 1994 session to fiscal 1994 special fund appropriations « the state
lottery and retirement agencies. 7 is action created $7.5 million under the limit for
addition: general fund spending. In the absence of the spending affordability limit,
the unexpended portion of these special fund appropriations would most likely have
been canceled at ¢ end of the fiscal year.

7T e Budget Amendment Process Permits Certain Spen g to Avc
the Limit

Under state law and budget bill language, special and federal fun
appropriations provided in the budget are characterized as estimates. In the event that
revenues in excess of estimates are realized, appropriations may be increased by the
Governor by budget amendment. However, amendments increasing special a  federal
fund appropriations are subject to review by the budget committees of the General
Assembly before they become effective.

Appropriations made in this fashion are not captured in the calculation of the
spending limit, which presents an opportunity to systematically understate special fund
expenditures, including higher education funds, in order to elude the limit. Indeed,
the Spending Affordability Committee expressed this concern in its 1991 report.

While the possibility remains for such budget manipulations to occur, a
comparison of actual spending to original appropriations indicates that, in the
aggregate, state source expenditures rarely exceed the aggregate of original
appropriations. Exhibit 6 reflects both the limited magnitude of aggregate i reases
and the fact that special fund increases in this depiction tend to be offset by general
fun reversions. Significant exceptions to this pattern are apparent in fiscal years 1986
and 1987 when special fund expenditures of the Maryland Deposit Insurance Fund
(MDIF) exceeded amounts originally budgeted. Funds used to resolve the savings and
loan crisis were generally excluded from the affordability limit by the Comn e.
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Exhibit 6

Comparing Appropriations to Actual E xpenditures
Constant Dollars - State Funds
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° be administratively feasible given the structure of the state budget and
legislative and executive budget processes.

Appropriatio : Are Ex« ided fromt :De itio of Spending Based on So ‘ce
of Funds or Purpose of Appropriation

As commonly understood, state spending corresponds to the total quantity of
appropriations included in the Maryland State udget. Such a formulation would be
easy to understand, simple to administer, and apparently in sync with the program’s
objectives.

The current definition of spending under the spending affordability concept is
more elaborate, however. Certain appropriations are excluded based on the source of
funds or the purpose of appropriation. Exhibit 7 illustrates the adjustment process as
it I ‘o the Jast three budgets and indicates the magnitudes of funds subject to or
exc from the spending limit. Appendix 2 provides a detailed description of the
calculation. The following pages explore the reasoning behind the method used to
calculate the spending affordability limit.
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xhibit 7

Defining the Budget for Spending Affordability

$ in Billions

12

94 -

Budget Year
(o]
(4]
T
—

96

r Amount Subject to Limit Funds Excluded

[ Other Exclusions

1934 1995
1. Start with total appropriations
Current Year Deficiencies 43 100
Budget Year Appropriations 12,469 13345
'y
2. Exclude federal funds and certain higher education revenues
3,07 3328
State Appropriations 9455 10,118
3. Exclude amounts allowed for certain purposes
Capital 434 588
Reserve Fund 9% 111
Other/Technical 4 87
1 786"

4. To arrive at the amount of appropriations subject to the limit

Appropriations Limited 8,891 9332
Percent of Total Budget Limited 71.1% 694%
Percent of State Approps Limited 943% 22%

% Change

151
14425
15% 13380

78% 3,658

747
310
113
471% LI70

50% 9,752

66.9%
893%

1996 % Change

84%

9.9%

48.9%

45%

Note: Data relates for final actions on budgets adopted at the 1993, 1994, and 1995 le gislative sessions.
"Other" exclusions: $25minterfund transfer/ $32.7mlocal funds/$21m Me dicaid reversion

$35mdonation incentive program/$4.1m workers compe nsation liability /$26.8m state use

Sources: Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning, Fiscal Dige st, Executive Budget
De partment of Fiscal Services analysis of fiscal briefing materials and files
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Current unrestricted fund appropriations, net of general funds appropriated to
higher education institutions and federal indirect cost recoveries, are included in the
definition of spending used to calculate the affordability limit. The amount involved
is not trivial. In the 1995 session, higher education funds accounted for $770 million
(nearly eight percent) of the $9,752 m ion in appropriations subject to the limit.

1 e rationale for including these funds has been questione however, on
theoretical and practical grounds. It has been noted that the revenues supporting these
appropriations are not derived from taxes. Nor are the various fees and charges from
which they are derived directly controlled by the legislature or e Governor.
Moreover, during the fiscal crisis it was noted that when general fund reductions in
higher education were offset by increases in student charges, the resulting gr 1 in
current wrestricted fund appropriations put additional pressure on other approp  ons
subject to the limit. ,

These critical observations are, stric r speaking, accurate. At the same time,
however, state higher education institutions are public entities, governed by st: and
accountable to boar . selected by the Governor, who also determines the an s to
be allowed in the budget submitted to the General Assembly. Likewise, the General
Assembly retains the power to restrict or reduce appropriations.

In?ddition, the state does significantly influence the amount of tuition: 1
fees by the amount of state funds provi :d. An increase in the level of state funds
tends to lessen the rate of increase in tuition and fees. A limited increase or a de: :ase
in state funds usually results in a greater rate of increase in tuition and fees.

Viewed in the context of its statutory urpose to limit “state spen« " in
relation to the state’s economy these appropriations may reasonably be included under
the calculation. It is important, however, to be mindful that higher ed ition
institutions have achieved a substantial level of autonomy and are seeking greater
freedom from “state” systems. This issue would need to be reconsidered in the event
that the movement to autonomy also moved institutional costs out of the state idget
system.

Capital Appropriations: Since 1983 capital | propriations made through the
operating budget (also known as PAYGO appropriations) have been excluded from the
calculation of the affordability limit. Excluded are appropriations for: hc ing;
economic development and water facility financing; purchase of open space and
development rights for agricultural properties; waterway improvement; football
stadium construction; public school construction; and transportation projects.
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Program evaluation can be a useful tool in determining the efficiency and
effectiveness of state operations. To date no evaluation has resulted, however. In light
of this, it can be argued that the provision should be deleted from the code. As an
alternative, however, the legi iture may wish to consider augmenting this provision
to have the Spending Affordability Committee reco mend to the Legisla ¢l ¢y
Committee government policies, programs or activities in nee of specialre v.
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Concluding Observations

Maryland is one of a number of states which has adopted a form of expenditure
or revenue limitation. The spending affordability process used here is distinguished from
that applied in most other ites by its reliance on the judgement of a legislative body to
determine the limitation in lieu of a strict formula to establish a spending ceiling.

Notwithstanding the discretion given to the Spending Affordability Cor 1ittee,
there is evidence that the process has been effective in controlling budget growth. It has
also strengthened the role of the legislature as guardian of the public purse.

The spending affor 1bility limit covers only state source spending. However,
certain state source appropriations, primarily spending in the operating budget fi capital
purposes and additions to reserve funds, are not counted under the limit. The spending
affordability limit seeks to limit the growth of ongoing state spending below the rate of
growth in the economy. Appropriations for capital purposes and additions to the reserve
funds have been excluded from the spending limit. If higher education institutions scome
“state aided” institutions with a state grant and no direct state control, then tuition and
fees could be excluded from the limit.

Certain other aspects of implementation could be revised to improve the process.
The report deadline could be modified. Items to be considere by the Cor 1 ee in
setting the limit might be broadened. Presentation of budget changes used in legislative
deliberations might better explain the relationship of the spending affordability bt et to
the total budget.

Overall, this report concludes that the basic concepts used in the process are
sound. However, evolution in the fiscal environment and legislative practice may make
it appropriate to make some adjustments to the law which governs the process and the
manner in which it is implemented. The spending affordability process has been effective
in limiting state spending, particularly in times of significant economic growth. It can also
serve to guide budget decision-making in an era of slow economic growth and constraints
on government spending.

33
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Appendix 1

SPENDING AFFOR

RECOMI

ILITY COMMI TEE
DATIONS

TO T. L GOVERNOR AND THE LEGISLATIVE POLICY COMMITTI

Fiscal

Year

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993
1994

1995

1996

Growth
Rate

10.18%
9.00%
6.15%
8.00%
7.70%
7.28%

e
8.58%
8.79%

9.00%

5.14%

2.50%
5.00%

4.50%

Committee
Recommendation

Basis of
Calculation

90% of growth in
personal income

80% of growth in
personal income

102% of growth in
personal income

120% of growth in
personal income

75% of growth in
personal income

90% of growth in
personal income

3-year avg. of growth
in personal income

100% of growth in
personal income

100% of growth in
personal income

60% of growth in
personal income

No recommendation

85% of growth in
personal income

107.6% of growth in
personal income

35

Legislative
Action
Amount Growth Amount
(In Millions) Rate {In Millions)

$431.9 9.62% $412.8
428.0 5.70% 269.8
326.7 8.38% 402.0
407.2 7.93% 404.6
421.5 7.31% 402.2
430.2 7.27% 429.9
557.5 8.54% 552.9
618.9 8.78% 618.2
691.6 8.98% 689.7
421.8 5.00% 410.0

10.00% 823.3
216.7 2.48% 215.0
4432 5.00% 443.2
420.0 4.50% 420.0



Appendix 2
SPENDING Al ORDABILITY

Goals of Spending Affordability

> limit/control the rate of growth of ongoing state spending to a level that does not exceed
the rate of growth of the state’s economy. Growth in Maryland personal income 1s been
determined to be the best indicator of the growth of e state’s economy. The control of state
spending is exercised through the budgetary process as well as through legislative oversight and
program review.
Calculation of Spending Affordability

These items are included in the calculation of spending affordability:

. All general fund, special fund, and higher education current unrestricted appr: riations
subject to the exclusions set forth below.

. Deficiency appropriations are included with the subsequent year’s appropriation (i.e. fiscal
1994 deficiency appropriations were included with the fiscal 295 budget).

These items afe exclu  from the calculation of spending affordability:
. Federal fund appropriation.
. Higher education restricted fund appropriations.

. Appropriations to the Revenue Stabilization Account (Rainy Day Fund) of : State
Reserve Fund.

. Appropriations for capital rojects on a pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) basis or financed by
debt. These appropriations include but shall not be limite to:

1. PAYGO appropriations in the Board of Public Works.

2. Appropriations for transportation capital programs. An adjustmentis ma ) the
capit: apprc riations for the State Highway Administration for the allo  n of
administrative overhead and equipment service costs (currently objects .1Z . .16

in the State Highway Administration budget presentation). This ac  nent
provides a consistent application for all transportation modal administra
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Appendix 2 (continued)

Appropriations for agencies that go off-budget are adjusted to ensure comparal  * (i.e.
the previous year’s appropriation is de icted from the base for the purpose of ¢ uting
the affordability limit).

Appropriations withdrawn by the Governor via budget amendment under the Governor’s
authority to reduce up to 25% of an . propriation is deducted from the base for the
purpose of computing the affordability limit.

Additional local transportation fun appropriated contingent on a revenue measure are
excluded for the purpose of computing the affordability mit in the year which they are
appropriated. In subsequent years these funds are included for the purpose of cc outing
the a )rdability limit.

Other technical or comparability a ustments: for example, in fiscal 1995 an addition was
made to the base to reflect the Maryland In tute for Emergency Medical S 1S
(MIEMS) becoming a special fund agency. Prior to this time, MIEMS had been ex: d
from the affordability mit because it was funded with current restricted appr: riations.
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Year

1971

1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994

Personal
Income

18,442
20,012
22,148
24,535
26,639
29,045
31,599
34,713
38,769
43,229
48,405
53,098
56,853
62,531
69,223
75,026
81,155
88,052
96,212
102,906
107,926
110,903
116,570
1. 394

Appendix 3
Summary of Data Used in Analysis
(% in millions)

% Chg State Expn % Chg Expenditures As Pct of Pl Approps

Pl less SRF Expend Annual Pre/Post Less SRF
855% 1,4045 76% 85% 1,389.1
851% 1,556.3 10.8% 7.8% 8.5% 1,580.7

10.68% 1,8170 16.7% 3 82% 85% 1,850.5
10.78% 2,044.1 125% 83% 8.5% 2,1354
8.58% 2,278.1 11.4% 8.6% 85% 2,366.0
9.03% 25992 14.1% 89% 85% 26579
8.79% 2,859.7 10.0% 9.1% 8.5% 2,968.0
9.86% 3,038.7 B8.3% 8.8% 85% 3,197.7
11.68% 34747 14.3% 9.0% 85% 3581.2
11.51% 3,904.1 124% 9.0% 85% 39179
11.97% 40323 33% 83% 8.5% 4,085.8
9.69% 4,219.7 4.6% 79% 85% 4,238.8
7.07% 4,730.3 121% 83% 8.1% 4,708.6
9.99% 4,999.1 5.7% 8.0% 8.1% 5,0554
10.70% 53745 75% 7.8% 8.1% 5527.8
8.38% 6,1904 15.2% 83% 8.1% 5,907.8
8.17% 6,624.8 7.0% 82% 8.1% 6/429.7
8.50% 7,095.0 7.1% B.1% 8.1% 7,0959
9.27% 7,789.8 98% 8.1% 8.1% 7,785.1
6.96% 8,904.3 14.3% 8.7% 8.1% 8,876.8
4.88% 9,049.7 1.6% 84% 8.1% 9,268.1
2.76% 8,908.1 -1.6% 8.0% 8.1% 91292
5.11% 9,1149 23% 7.8% 8.1% 9,320.7
414% 94157 33% 7.8% 8.1% 9,408.3

Sources: Supplemental Financial Data ofthe Comptroller, 1971-1992
Maryland State Budget, U.S.Deparmentof Commerce
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% Chg
Approps

13.8%
17.1%
15.4%
10.8%
12.3%
11.7%
7.7%
12.0%
94%
43%
3.7%
11.1%
74%
9.3%
6.9%
8.8%
104%
9.7%
14.0%
44%
-1.5%
2.1%
0.89%





