Governor’s study examines higher costs

by Mary Halloran

OfMfice of the Governor

Apop.unhnttlnc:y Alaskans
who say our mmﬂmldbc
pared to the is that this state
spends two, or four, or six times as
much as any other on public services.
Why can't Alaska be more like Kan-
sas or Vermont or Utah, they ask?

Thﬂmﬁmwumthﬂﬁ]uhpm—
vides its citizens more services than
most others, that it costs more to pro-
vide them here and that Alaskans en-
Joy benefits from their government
that are rare or nonexistent in other
states.

Those are the conclusions of a study
my office conducted recently at the re-
gucst of Gov. Steve Cowper and the

udget Summit he formed with key
legislators in January. The governor
wanted to know why Alaska spends
more per resident than other state
governments.

We found that government
Alaskan has dropped to about the
evel it was in 1979 — before the oil
boom — excluding Permanent Fund
dividends and adjusting for inflation.

Today, the state spends about
ﬂBﬂﬂfﬂrmhMashn about four
times the national average. During the
apendmg of the early l%

C‘-Iplll spending reac
nearly SIFC':=

'Fm'l'me are ﬁw: main reasons for
Alaska’s comparatively high rate of
spending:

*Alaska’s state government pro-
vides many services that in most other
states are delivered and paid
local government. For nuuph in
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guards and
average, all other states pay only 65
percent of those costs. The difference

costs us nearly $39 million a year.

It’s the same story with other ser-
vices — natural resource protection
and development, the courts and
judicial system and air transportation.
Overall, Alaska pays 20 percent more
of those costs than other states, which
total about $175 million more each
year,

[t costs more to deliver services in
Alaska than in other states. No
Alaskan needs to be reminded that this
state is big — one-fifth the size of the
mmmummermﬁ states. Alaska’s

ty is one person per

mile, compared to 67 people

Elur ‘mile in the continental

ited States. As a result, it costs con-

siderably more 1o provide basic health

care, education, public protection and

qunhmuuvnr}'nﬂmpmlwumu
and benefit.

hccurdm% to the American
Chmmhfgb;m costs are 34
percent in Alaska's major
population centers; another index puts
rural Alaska costs 45 to 85 percent

than the national average. That
higher cost of doing business adds
about $300 million tunmﬂnte budget
each year.

. ®0Over the years, Alaska has adopted
and routinely funds a host of programs
and benefits that are rare at best and
mostly nonexistent in other states.

Among the 27 identified i
ﬂll: study - are E l=‘4ur:|:ljl
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payments to senior citizens
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OPINION

In a year,
Alaska pays $19.4
million more for
public employee
health insurance
than the national

average.

grams — $831 million — represent ap-
ximately 30 percnet of the state

et each year.
*Alaska debt — reimbursing local
governments for school construction,

Sl 140 per per-

son, almt 10 times the national

aven%JThls year those costs add
1 million to the state

*The benefits Alaska pays its lic

employees are higher than in other

states. For example, in January Alaska
spent SSE:rG::d‘mﬁ for 1;0.][]1 in-
surance oyee, nt
mﬂmﬂ:mﬁuﬂlmﬁlz

@ month. In a year, Alaska pays $19.4

million more for public employee

health insurance tﬂl the national

average. The shorter work week (37.5

hours) and liberal vacation, sick leave

and retirement policies contribute to
yet additional costs.

Wlu does this study tell us? For one

, these five factors total nearly

$I billion or more than 50 percent

of the entire state budget. For
whatever reason, that's what Alaska
pays above .nd bevond the rational
average for basic public services and
benefits.

It’s no secret that we spend more on
our citizens than the national average
But much of that spending can be
directly attributed to Alaska's unigue-
ness — our special programs, our hi
that will change depends on the will-
ingness umm to do without
some of those services and benefits.
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