
S. 2 
Spending Limit

•S2 with Explanation (S1 is 
Companion Bill).

•Copy of S2 Scenario from 
the Office of Economic 
Research. 
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Tax Expenditures Limitation 
(TEL’s) and Reserve Funds

• Tab #2

• NCSL Document titled “NCSL 
State Tax and Expenditure Limits 
2008.”

• Do not confuse Tax / Expenditure 
Limits with the General Reserve 
Fund and the Capital Reserve 
Fund

• S2 is unusual because it is a 
hybrid, part limitation and part 
reserve fund
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Tax Expenditures Limitation 
(TEL’s) and Reserve Funds

• H3395 & H3396 – Explanation

• Senate Version Elements
Increase GRF to 5%
Use CRF at End of FY
Mid‐year Reductions based on 

Collections
S897 Commission on 

Streamlining Govt.

• House Version 
Increase GRF to 5%
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Tax Expenditures Limitation 
(TEL’s) and Reserve Funds

QUESTIONS (page 21, Tab 2)
1. What is limited, revenues or expenditures?  Does the Limit 

apply to revenues or spending, or are there exclusions?
2. Should the growth factor be population plus inflation, or 

state personal income growth?  Which measure of 
inflation and population will be used?

3. How is the growth rate calculated (e.g., what time periods 
are used?)

4. Is the baseline revenue or spending a one year amount or 
multi year average?

5. What triggers the limit to be adjusted, and how often 
might that occur?

6. For revenue limits, is there a threshold after which a 
rebate is activated?

7. Is there a disaster or emergency exemption?
8. Is an adjustment allowed for a major state‐local funding 

relationship change? 
9. Can a limit be overridden by a supermajority vote of the 

legislature?
10. Is there a sunset date on the fiscal limit?
11. Are any limits extended to local government revenue or 

outlays?
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Most Effective Limitation 
is the Tax Cut

• Most Effective Limitation is to 
Forgo the Revenue Collection (Tax 
Cuts)

• Tax Cuts Over the past 4 Years

• BEA Summary of Tax Cuts 
(Page 28, Tab 3)
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Tax Cuts as Spending 
Limitations

Tax Relief in South Carolina
Netted Over $500M in the last 4 years 

Relief passed by the General Assembly since 2005 
includes:

Total elimination of the state’s “grocery tax”.    
$354 million  

Elimination of the state’s bottom income tax 
bracket. $86 million

Reduction of the tax on small business from a 
top marginal rate of 7% to a flat rate of 5%.       
$129 million
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Growth in Total 
Expenditures

• Chart of Growth in Expenditures 
by Sources of Funds

• Other Funds Chart  (Page 29, Tab 4)

• Federal Funds Chart  (Page 30, Tab 4)
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Actual Expenditures by Source
Average Annual Percent Growth
FY1994‐95 through FY2008‐09

TOTAL Funds  5.2% 
General Funds 2.7% 
Federal Funds  6.3% 
Other Funds  6.8%

Note: If measured through FY2007‐08, General Fund average annual 
growth is 4.4% per year. 
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How do Expenditures 
Grow?

• Federal Funds & Other Funds
Joint Appropriations Review Committee Ruled 

Unconstitutional

Federal & Other Funds Oversight Act  Title 2 Chapter 65

• Agency Processes  (Pages 31 ‐36, Tab 5)
– BD 100 process   Section 2‐65‐40

– Budget Development phase

– APA Process (regulations)

– Proviso

– Separate Statute (Example of 
H3161)
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Explanation of 
Existing Limit

Calculation by Two Methods: The 
Official Limit Is the Greater of 
the Two Results

• Method 1
3 Year Moving Average of Total 
Personal Income Growth for 
South Carolina

• Method 2
9.5% of Total Personal Income

• Graphs and Tables (Pages 37‐44, Tab 6)
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S2 Explanation

• Explanation of Elasticities

• Dr. Gillespie’s presentation of 
April 29, 2008

• Citation from Gillespie’s 
Presentation  (Page 60, Tab 7)
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Elasticities

• Elasticity is a measure of 
responsiveness.

• It is a simple calculation:

% Change in General Fund Revenues
e =    ______________________________

% Change in Total Personal Income
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Elasticities
(Page 45, Tab 7)

• If the measure is greater than 1, 
then revenues are growing faster 
than the state economy

• If the measure is exactly 1, then 
revenues are growing with the 
state economy

• If the measure is less than 1, then 
revenues are growing slower than 
the economy  
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Options
Choosing any alternative is more 

conservative than existing limitation

• S2 as Currently Written (10 year rolling 
average of General Fund Revenue) 

(Page 67, Tab 8)

• Personal Income (3 year rolling average)

• Updated Carnell Felder Law (2 Year Interval 
with 75% Growth Limit) 

H3010 of 1993 (Senate Conferees Setzler, Leatherman 
& Matthews), repealed by H3400 (A155) of 1997, Part 
II, Section 13.
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Options
To What Base?

• Index Approach
in the current limit there is only one 
base (FY85‐86 $2,886.826M) and 
that number is then inflated with 
the 3 year average of Personal 
Income.  This is the same concept as 
mathematical compounding.

• Updated Base Approach
uses a published number from 
recent history (previous completed 
FY General Fund Revenues)
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Options
To what funds should the 

limitation apply?

– General Funds Part 1A 

– Supplemental Funds

– Surplus Funds

– Capital Reserve Fund

– Debt Service

– Emergency Situations
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Specifics to Consider

• S1 is not necessary procedurally

• Need for a Trigger Implementation when 
General Fund Revenues Recover to a Level of 
FY06‐07 Collections 

• Zero out negative numbers
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Other Viewpoint on S2

• Ulbrich & Saltzman “Rolling 
Average with Zeroes”  (Page 68, Tab 9)

TAB 9 18
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 South Carolina Board of Economic Advisors 
 Statement of Estimated Revenue Impact   

 
 

S.C. Board of Economic Advisors, 1000 Assembly Street, Suite 442, Columbia, SC, 734-3805 
 

Date:   January 15, 2009 
 
Bill Number:  S. 2 
 
Author:  McConnell, Peeler, Leatherman, Sheheen, Rose, Courson, et al. 
 
Committee Requesting Impact:  Finance  
  
Bill Summary 
A bill to amend Section 11-11-410, Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1976, relating to implementation of the limit on 
state spending imposed pursuant to Section 7(c), Article X of the Constitution of South Carolina, 1895, so as to 
revise this limit by imposing an annual limit on the appropriation of state General Fund revenues by adjusting such 
revenues by a rolling ten-year average in annual changes in General Fund revenues and the creation of a separate 
Budget Stabilization Fund in the state treasury to which must be credited all General Fund revenues in excess of the 
annual limit, the revenues of which much first be used to stabilize General Fund revenues available for 
appropriation, to provide for suspension of this appropriations limit in emergencies and define emergencies, to 
provide that a cash balance in the Budget Stabilization Fund in excess of fifteen percent of General Fund revenues 
of the most recent completed fiscal year may be appropriated in separate legislation for various nonrecurring 
purposes, and to define surplus General Fund revenues. 
 
REVENUE IMPACT 1/

This bill would have no effect on state General Fund revenue.  Cyclical economic conditions will 
require allocations to or from the proposed Budget Stabilization Fund depending on whether 
growth in the General Fund is above or below the annual average percentage change in 
revenue collections during the previous ten fiscal years.  
 
Explanation 
This bill, upon ratification of an amendment to Section 7(c), Article X of the Constitution of South 
Carolina, provides that General Fund revenue available for appropriations is limited to the prior 
year’s revenue increased by the average of the percentage growth in revenue collections during 
the previous ten fiscal years.  Revenue collections above this limit shall be allocated to a Budget 
Stabilization Fund.  The bill provides for withdrawals from the Fund in years when revenue 
collections fall below the ten-year annual average growth rate.  Additionally, the bill establishes 
that the maximum balance in the Fund shall not exceed 15% of the prior year’s General Fund 
collections.  Withdrawals for emergencies declared by the General Assembly or appropriation of 
Fund balances greater than fifteen percent of the prior year’s collections shall be by majority 
vote.  Any other withdrawals will require a two-thirds vote in each branch of the General 
Assembly.   
 
/s/WILLIAM GILLESPIE 
William C. Gillespie, Ph.D.                                                                             Analyst:  Shuford 
Chief Economist 
 

1/ This statement meets the requirement of Section 2-7-71 for a state revenue impact by the BEA, or Section 2-7-76 for a local revenue 
impact, or Section 6-1-85(B) for an estimate of the shift in local property tax incidence by the Office of Economic Research. 
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South Carolina General Assembly 
118th Session, 2009-2010 

 
S. 2 
 
STATUS INFORMATION 
 
General Bill 
Sponsors: Senators McConnell, Peeler, Leatherman, Sheheen, Rose, Courson, Elliott, Massey, Hayes, 
Davis, Bright and L. Martin 
Document Path: l:\s-jud\bills\mcconnell\jud0018.kw.docx 
 
Introduced in the Senate on January 13, 2009 
Currently residing in the Senate Committee on Finance 
 
Summary: State appropriations 
 
 
HISTORY OF LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS 
 
 Date Body Action Description with journal page number  
 12/10/2008 Senate Prefiled 
 12/10/2008 Senate Referred to Committee on Finance 
 1/13/2009 Senate Introduced and read first time SJ-72 
 1/13/2009 Senate Referred to Committee on Finance SJ-72 
 3/9/2010 Senate Recalled from Committee on Finance SJ-37 
 3/10/2010 Senate Special order, set for March 10, 2010 SJ-34 
 3/10/2010 Senate Recommitted to Committee on Finance SJ-35 
 
View the latest legislative information at the LPITS web site 
 
 
VERSIONS OF THIS BILL 
 
12/10/2008 
3/9/2010 
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RECALLED 
March 9, 2010 
 

 S. 2 
 
Introduced by Senators McConnell, Peeler, Leatherman, Sheheen, 
Rose, Courson, Elliott, Massey, Hayes, Davis, Bright and 
L. Martin 
 
S. Printed 3/9/10--S. 
Read the first time January 13, 2009. 

             15 
16  

Page 4 of 73



[2] 1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A BILL 
 
TO AMEND SECTION 11-11-410, CODE OF LAWS OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, RELATING TO 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LIMIT ON STATE SPENDING 
IMPOSED PURSUANT TO SECTION 7(C), ARTICLE X OF 
THE CONSTITUTION OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1895, SO AS 
TO REVISE THIS LIMIT BY IMPOSING AN ANNUAL LIMIT 
ON THE APPROPRIATION OF STATE GENERAL FUND 
REVENUES BY ADJUSTING SUCH REVENUES BY A 
ROLLING TEN-YEAR AVERAGE IN ANNUAL CHANGES IN 
GENERAL FUND REVENUES AND THE CREATION OF A 
SEPARATE BUDGET STABILIZATION FUND IN THE 
STATE TREASURY TO WHICH MUST BE CREDITED ALL 
GENERAL FUND REVENUES IN EXCESS OF THE ANNUAL 
LIMIT, THE REVENUES OF WHICH MUCH FIRST BE USED 
TO STABILIZE GENERAL FUND REVENUES AVAILABLE 
FOR APPROPRIATION, TO DEFINE EMERGENCIES AND 
TO PROVIDE FOR SUSPENSION OF THIS 
APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT IN EMERGENCIES, TO PROVIDE 
THAT A CASH BALANCE IN THE BUDGET 
STABILIZATION FUND IN EXCESS OF FIFTEEN PERCENT 
OF GENERAL FUND REVENUES OF THE MOST RECENT 
COMPLETED FISCAL YEAR MAY BE APPROPRIATED IN 
SEPARATE LEGISLATION FOR VARIOUS NONRECURRING 
PURPOSES, AND TO DEFINE SURPLUS GENERAL FUND 
REVENUES. 
 
Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South 
Carolina: 
 
SECTION 1. Section 11-11-410 of the 1976 Code is amended to 
read: 
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 “Section 11-11-410. (A) State appropriations in any fiscal year 1 
may not exceed appropriations authorized by the spending 2 
limitation prescribed in this section.  State appropriations subject 3 
to the spending limitation are those appropriations authorized 4 
annually in the State General Appropriation Act and acts 5 
supplemental thereto which fund general, school, and highway 6 
purposes.  A statement of total ‘General, School, and Highway 7 
Revenues’ must be included in each annual General Appropriation 8 
Act.  As used in this section the appropriations so limited as 9 
defined above must be those funded by ‘General, School, and 10 
Highway Revenues’ that must be defined as such in the 1985-86 11 
General Appropriation Act;  it being the intent of this section that 12 
all additional nonfederal and nonuser fee revenue items must be 13 
included in that category as they may be created by act of the 14 
General Assembly.  15 
 (B) The limitation on state appropriations prescribed in 16 
subsection (A) is an amount equal to either those state 17 
appropriations authorized by the spending limit for the previous 18 
fiscal year increased by the average percentage rate of growth in 19 
state personal income for the previous three completed calendar 20 
years or nine and one-half percent of the total personal income of 21 
the State for the calendar year ending before the fiscal year under 22 
consideration, whichever is greater.  As used in this section, ‘state 23 
personal income’ means total personal income for a calendar year 24 
as determined by the Budget and Control Board or its successor 25 
based on the most recent data of the United States Department of 26 
Commerce or its successors.  During the initial year this spending 27 
limit is in effect, the actual state appropriations for general, school, 28 
and highway purposes for the fiscal year 1985-1986 must be used 29 
as the base figure for computation of the spending limitation if the 30 
average rate of growth method is used.  31 
 (C) The Comptroller General, or any other authorized agency, 32 
commission, or officer, may not approve or issue warrants which 33 
would allow disbursements above the amount appropriated for 34 
general fund purposes unless and until the General Assembly 35 
authorizes expenditures in excess of the limitation through 36 
procedures provided for in this article.  This subsection may not 37 
apply to funds transferred from the reserve fund to the general 38 
fund.  39 
 (D) The Division of Research and Statistical Services of the 40 
Budget and Control Board shall annually compute and certify to 41 
the General Assembly a current figure to limit appropriations as 42 
provided in subsection (B) of this section prior to the Budget and 43 
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[2] 3 

Control Board’s submission of its recommended budget to the 1 
House Ways and Means Committee.  2 
 (E) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (A) of this 3 
section, the General Assembly may declare a financial emergency 4 
and suspend the spending limitation for any one fiscal year for a 5 
specific amount by a special vote as provided in this subsection by 6 
enactment of legislation which relates only to that matter.  The 7 
authorized state appropriations for the fiscal year following the 8 
suspension must be determined as if the suspension had not 9 
occurred and, for purposes of determining subsequent limits, must 10 
be presumed to have been the maximum limit which could have 11 
been authorized if such limitation had not been suspended.  12 
 The special vote referred to in this subsection means an 13 
affirmative vote in each branch of the General Assembly by 14 
two-thirds of the members present and voting but not less than 15 
three-fifths of the total membership in each branch.  16 
 As used in this section: 17 
  (1) ‘Annual limit’ means the total of general fund revenues 18 
that may be appropriated in the next state fiscal year.  This annual 19 
limit is calculated by adjusting general fund revenues available for 20 
appropriation in the current fiscal year by a percentage equal to the 21 
average annual percentage change in the total of general fund 22 
revenues over the preceding ten completed state fiscal years as 23 
calculated by the Board of Economic Advisors.  For purposes of 24 
the annual limit, a legislated increase or decrease in general fund 25 
revenues as estimated by the BEA must be added to or subtracted 26 
from the then applicable annual limit. The general fund revenues 27 
of the current fiscal year may include BSF transfers, made 28 
pursuant to subsection (C)(1) of this section. 29 
  (2) ‘BEA’ means the Board of Economic Advisors 30 
established pursuant to Article 9, Chapter 9 of Title 11, or any 31 
successor agency performing similar functions. 32 
  (3) ‘Budget Stabilization Fund’ or ‘BSF’ means a fund 33 
established in the State Treasury separate and distinct from the 34 
general fund of the State and all other funds to which must be 35 
credited automatically general fund revenues accruing in a fiscal 36 
year in excess of the annual limit.  Earnings on the BSF must be 37 
credited to it and balances in the BSF carry forward in it to 38 
succeeding fiscal years. 39 
  (4) ‘Emergency’ means: 40 
   (a) the existence of an operating deficit in the general 41 
fund of the State for a completed fiscal year after the exhaustion of 42 
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the Capital Reserve Fund as made in a finding by the Budget and 1 
Control Board upon sequestering the Capital Reserve Fund; 2 
   (b) a catastrophic event outside the control of the General 3 
Assembly including, but not limited to, a natural disaster, severe 4 
weather event, act of God, or act of terrorism, fire, war, or riot;  5 
   (c) compliance with an order or decree entered by a court 6 
of competent jurisdiction; and 7 
   (d) compliance with a federal statute or regulation 8 
imposing a nonfunded mandate on this State. 9 
  (5) ‘General fund revenues’ means the revenues of 10 
state-imposed taxes and fees, earnings on investments, and 11 
miscellaneous revenues to the State accruing in the fiscal year to 12 
which the annual limit applies, all of which by law must be 13 
credited to the general fund of the State and used for the general 14 
operation of state government, but not including any amounts 15 
credited to the BSF.  General fund revenues also include those 16 
revenues credited to the general fund of the State but which by law 17 
are required to be appropriated from the general fund of the State 18 
for a specific purpose or purposes.  By way of illustration but not 19 
limitation, general fund revenues do not include revenues of taxes, 20 
user fees, other fees, or miscellaneous revenues required by law to 21 
be credited to funds in the State Treasury separate and distinct 22 
from the general fund of the State and which by law must be 23 
appropriated for some special use or uses, whether or not those 24 
uses include the general operation of state government.  By way of 25 
illustration but not limitation, revenues credited to the following 26 
separate funds in the State Treasury are not general fund revenues: 27 
   (a) the General Reserve Fund and the Capital Reserve 28 
Fund established, respectively, pursuant to Section 36(A) and (B), 29 
Article III of the Constitution of this State and Sections 11-11-310 30 
and 11-11-320; 31 
   (b) the State Highway Fund and the State Non-Federal 32 
Aid State Highway Fund established pursuant to Section 57-11-20; 33 
   (c) the Education Improvement Act of 1984 Fund 34 
established pursuant to Section 59-21-1010(B); 35 
   (d) the Trust Fund for Tax Relief established pursuant to 36 
Section 11-11-150(B);  37 
   (e) the Homestead Exemption Fund established pursuant 38 
to Section 11-11-155; and 39 
   (f) the State Institution Bonds and State Highway Bonds 40 
Debt Service Fund established pursuant to Section 11-11-340. 41 

Page 8 of 73



[2] 5 

  (6) ‘OSB’ means the Office of State Budget of the State 1 
Budget and Control Board, or a successor agency performing 2 
similar functions. 3 
 (B) Except as provided in subsection (D) of this section, the 4 
General Assembly may not appropriate general fund revenues for a 5 
fiscal year in an amount that totals more than the annual limit.  The 6 
annual limit applies in all stages of the budget process, including 7 
the Governor’s proposed budget, and this compliance must be 8 
certified by the OSB in an addendum to the Governor’s proposed 9 
budget, the Ways and Means Committee’s report on the annual 10 
general appropriations bill, the bill as it passes the House of 11 
Representatives, the Senate Finance Committee’s report on the 12 
bill, the bill as it passes the Senate, and the report of a conference 13 
or free conference committee on the bill.  The same certification 14 
must accompany any other bill or joint resolution appropriating 15 
general fund revenues. 16 
 (C)(1) When the BEA makes or adjusts a forecast of state 17 
revenues, that forecast or adjustment must include a forecast or 18 
adjustment of general fund revenues as defined pursuant to 19 
subsection (A)(5) of this section, not including a BSF transfer and 20 
the then applicable annual limit.  If the forecast or adjustment of 21 
the general fund revenues is less than the annual limit, there is 22 
transferred for that fiscal year whatever BSF balance is available to 23 
offset as much of this projected shortfall as the balance permits, 24 
but in no case more than the amount necessary, that when added to 25 
the forecast, equals the annual limit.  This transfer must be 26 
accomplished by a separate line item in the annual general 27 
appropriations bill. 28 
  (2) If revenues in the General Reserve Fund established 29 
pursuant to Section 36(A), Article III of the Constitution of this 30 
State and Section 11-11-310 are used to offset a year-end operating 31 
deficit, and a balance then exists in the BSF, then the Comptroller 32 
General shall transfer so much of the BSF balance as is available 33 
to the General Reserve Fund to replace revenues used from the 34 
General Reserve Fund.  This transfer does not replace or supplant 35 
the minimum replenishment amount otherwise required to be made 36 
to the General Reserve Fund. 37 
  (3)(a) Cash balances in the BSF not exceeding fifteen 38 
percent of general fund revenues for the last completed fiscal year 39 
as certified by OSB may be appropriated by the General Assembly 40 
in separate legislation upon an affirmative recorded vote in the 41 
House of Representatives and the Senate by two-thirds of the 42 
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members present and voting, but not less than three-fifths of the 1 
total membership of the House of Representatives and the Senate. 2 
   (b) Cash balances in the BSF in excess of fifteen percent 3 
of general fund revenues for the last completed fiscal year as 4 
certified by the OSB may be appropriated by the General 5 
Assembly for capital improvements, retirement of debt, 6 
non-recurring tax rebates, and other nonrecurring purposes in 7 
separate legislation solely for that purpose receiving an affirmative 8 
majority vote in the House of Representatives and the Senate. 9 
 (D) If there is a finding of an emergency, the annual limit may 10 
be exceeded for a fiscal year and a concomitantly larger transfer 11 
made from the BSF to the general fund of the State for that fiscal 12 
year up to the amount by which the annual limit is exceeded.  13 
General fund revenue appropriations above the annual limit 14 
pursuant to a finding of an emergency are not included in the 15 
calculation of the annual limit.  Transfers to the BSF for a fiscal 16 
year for which there is a finding of an emergency apply only to 17 
general fund revenues accruing in excess of the annual limit plus 18 
the amount by which the annual limit is exceeded.  An emergency 19 
exists if the General Assembly makes a finding enacted as part of 20 
the annual general appropriations act or other act or joint 21 
resolution appropriating general fund revenues which: 22 
  (1) specifies the emergency; and  23 
  (2) which is adopted by an affirmative recorded vote in the 24 
House of Representatives and the Senate. 25 
 (F)(E) In any a year when surplus funds general fund revenues 
are collected, such revenue

26 
 this surplus may be appropriated by the 

General Assembly to match funds for public education, public 
27 
28 

welfare, public health, road and highway construction, 29 
rehabilitation, replacement, or maintenance financed in part with 30 
federal participation funding or federal grants or tolls, or to 31 
accelerate the retirement of bonded indebtedness in the manner, for 32 
the purposes, and at the times provided by law, or transferred to 
the general fund reserve, or tax relief or for avoiding the issuance 

33 
34 

of bonds for projects that are authorized but not issued or any 35 
combination of these purposes without regard to the spending 36 
limitation imposed by this section.  For the purposes of this 
section, surplus funds

37 
 general fund revenues mean that portion of 38 

such revenues, as defined in subsection (A)(5) of this section, over 39 
and above revenues authorized for appropriation in subsection (B) 40 
which are available for appropriation and have not been 41 
appropriated and that are not required to be credited to the BSF.” 42 

43  
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

SECTION 2. This act becomes effective after the ratification of 
an amendment to Section 7(c), Article X of the Constitution of this 
State authorizing its terms and first applies for appropriations for 
the first state fiscal year beginning more than one year after that 
date, prior to which the unamended version of Section 11-11-410 
of the 1976 Code continues to apply.  

----XX---- 
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State Tax and Expenditure Limits—2008 
by Bert Waisanen 

Overview 

The first years of the 21st century have brought renewed interest in the structure and effectiveness of tax 

and expenditure limitations (TELs). These fiscal mechanisms are designed to provide certain strictures to 

restrain the growth of governmental budgets either on the tax side or the spending side or on both. This 

paper reviews the use of state TELs and explores the policy issues associated with fiscal limits. 

As of December 2008, 30 states operate under a tax or expenditure limitation. Ohio is the most recent state 

to impose one. In their 2006 session, legislators crafted a statutory spending limit based on population plus 

inflation growth or 3.5 percent, whichever is greater. This is the second enactment of a TEL in several years. 

Maine enacted a spending limit in 2005.  Several states, like Maine and now Ohio, have statutory spending 

or tax limit mechanisms, while others, such as Colorado, have TELs embedded in their state constitutions. 

Colorado is commonly viewed as having the most restrictive set of fiscal limits, and will be further explored 

in this report. 

Twenty-three states having spending limits, four have tax limits, and three have both. About half are 

constitutional provisions and the other half are statutory. Many of the existing TELs were enacted in two 

periods of time—the late 1970s and early 1990s. These periods coincided with economic fluctuations in the 

United States and began shortly after the property tax revolt in California that resulted in passage of 

Proposition 13. This paper will review the states’ experience with TELs. 
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 Types of Limits 

In general, no two TELs are exactly alike in their design and characteristics. While the general goal of limits 

is the same—to restrain government tax revenues or spending outlays—they vary considerably in design, 

scope and restrictiveness. In the first NCSL report on TELs, four categories of traditional TELs were 

identified: expenditure limits, revenue limits, appropriations limited by the revenue estimate, and hybrids or 

combinations. In addition, within these categories, some TELs also may include certain exceptions and 

exemptions. Also, some states have other provisions that require voter approval or supermajority legislative 

votes.  

Figure 1. State Tax and Expenditure Limits, 2008 
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Traditional limits refer to revenue, expenditure or appropriation limits. The features and restrictiveness of 

these limits vary considerably. Such variations make it difficult to categorize state TELs, but generally, they 

fall into one of the categories described below:  

Revenue limits. Revenue limits tie allowable yearly increases in revenue to personal income or some other 

type of index such as inflation or population. The limit provides for the refund of excess revenues to 

taxpayers.  

Expenditure limits. This is the most common type of state TEL. Expenditure limits, like revenue limits, are 

typically tied to personal income or a growth index. The impact of expenditure limits depends upon the limit 

parameters. In many states, the limit is tied to a growth index related to the expansion of the economy. 

Somewhat more restrictive are expenditure limits with refund provisions if revenues exceed the authorized 

spending level.  

Appropriations limited to a percentage of revenue estimates. This variation of a spending limit simply 

ties appropriations to the revenue forecast, typically ranging from 95 percent to 99 percent of expected 

revenues. It does not establish an absolute limit or tie growth to a measurable index. Delaware, Iowa, 

Mississippi, Oklahoma and Rhode Island have this type of appropriation limit in place. 

Hybrids. States also have combined components of various limits. For example, Oregon has a state 

spending limit tied to personal income growth, and a provision requiring refunds if revenues are more than 2 

percent above the revenue forecast. This law limits spending and, in a sense, limits revenues by tying them 

to the forecasted amount. Colorado is another hybrid state. 

Other Tax and Expenditure Limitations 

A number of states operate under voter approval or supermajority requirements that are not tax or 

expenditure limitations in the traditional sense; however, they can limit state revenue and expenditure 

options. Therefore, they are discussed here as a type of limitation. Often these measures are more 

restrictive than traditional limits. 

Voter approval requirements. This is the most restrictive type of limit since all tax increases or tax 

increases over a specified amount must receive voter approval. Only three states have adopted voter 

approval requirements. Currently Colorado requires voter approval for all tax increases, and Missouri and 

Washington require voter approval for tax increases over a certain amount. 
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Figure 2. Legislative Supermajority and Voter Approval to Raise Taxes, 2008 

   

  

  

  

  

 Source: National Conference of 

State Legislatures, 2008. 

 

 

Supermajority requirements. Sixteen states now require supermajority votes to pass tax increases. 

Supermajority requirements dictate either a three-fifths, two-thirds or three-fourths majority vote in both 

chambers to pass tax increases or impose new taxes. The effectiveness of supermajority requirements 

depends upon the political makeup of the legislature. In states with one predominant party, the majority 

party may have enough votes to increase taxes or block tax proposals.  

Formulas for Fiscal Restraint 

Generally, two camps have developed regarding the formulas used in fiscal limits: the more strict restraints 

of population growth plus inflation and the more flexible economic responsiveness of percent of personal 

income. Why are certain economic indicators contained in these formulas viewed as having such impacts? 

Population growth is generally a steady, if not slow or stagnant, demographic indicator in a state. Generally 

it is not volatile, and it takes significant population inflows through interstate migration and international 

immigration to register a big increase year over year. Such events typically only occur in certain pockets of 

the country and from time to time. The consumer price index (CPI) inflation measure also has grown slowly 

in recent years. While the CPI trend is related to the low inflation environment experienced in the United 

States, it is by no means a guarantee of future levels. Also, it is widely accepted in economic circles that as 

the official government estimate of inflation, the CPI has the capacity to understate actual inflation. This 

occurs because of important adjustments that are made to the data over time.  In general, the personal 

income growth measure tends to track economic ups and downs, with incomes decreasing during recessions 

and increasing during expansionary periods. As a result, use of this indicator is intended to keep budget 

growth restrained to the level of general economic growth in a state. 
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Interest Groups Are Generally in Two Camps 

Supporters of TELs argue for their expansion into more states as a means of downsizing state government 

and containing spending and taxes. The CATO Institute is among groups that are strong advocates for TELs. 

CATO supports TELs that limit government spending to the inflation rate plus population growth index and 

mandate immediate rebates of government surpluses. The Americans for Prosperity Foundation (APF) 

believes that TELs should be enacted in the states, and that states with them experience fewer tax 

increases. APF argues that TELs are most effective when they include the population and inflation formula, 

are put into state constitutions, and include voter approval for tax increases. 

On the other hand, groups such as The Bell Policy Center have reservations about the impact of TELs on a 

government’s ability to fund public services adequately. The Bell Center concludes in its 10-year review of 

the Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights (TABOR) in Colorado that TELs in the state have indeed limited government, 

that education and health programs have borne a disproportionate share of cuts, that TABOR prevents state 

budgets from recovering after recessions, and it has diminished the role of elected officials. The Center for 

Budget and Policy Priorities argues that while restrictive TELs sound reasonable, they are “actually a recipe 

for sharply reduced public services and an impaired ability to respond effectively to public needs, federal 

mandates, and changing circumstances.” It also argues that public services have declined since the passage 

of TABOR and particularly since the latest recession.  

Studies on the Impact and Effectiveness of TELs 

A number of academic studies have been completed over the past few years to examine how well TELs work 

and what other implications they may have had for state fiscal policy. For example, the Center for Tax Policy 

examined TELs, noting that limiting the growth of government through fiscal caps is much more prevalent 

than property tax limits. It outlined the structures of TEL mechanisms as follows: 

• Method of codification (statutory or constitutional)  

• Method of approving the limit (e.g., citizen vote, legislative referendum, legislative action)  

• Formula of limit  

• To what the limit applies  

• Treatment of any surplus  

• Waiver provisions  

• Requirements for passing tax increases (legislative or popular vote) 

The Center then qualified the level of fiscal restrictiveness of each state’s TEL based on these criteria, with 
the key factors being the constitutional requirement, the population and inflation economic factor, voter 
approval requirements for spending and tax increases, and legislative supermajorities for considering tax 
increases. Colorado was ranked the most restrictive TEL state and Rhode Island the least. 
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A 1999 California study on the topic of TELs found that they may have an impact on borrowing costs, 

specifically the bond yields that affect debt servicing costs. Co-authors James Poterba and Kim Rueben 

found that states with strict spending limits faced lower borrowing costs during the previous two decades, 

while alternatively, states with strict tax limits faced higher than average borrowing costs. The authors 

concluded that higher bond costs may reflect the difficulties limits can add to raising revenue to meet debt 

payments.  

Another study considered the question of TELs’ impact on government growth and size. It found that since 

most TELs did not “outlaw growth in government” that they did not have a strong effect on the size of 

government. However, the study did find government size limitation effects in TELs states with low income 

growth, and increased government growth in states with high income growth. In other words, TELs were 

responsive to income growth, perhaps because the majority of states use personal income in their TELs 

mechanisms.  

In 2004, as Wisconsin considered a TABOR-like fiscal limit mechanism, a University of Wisconsin study 

simulated what the state’s budget trends would have been had TABOR been in effect since 1986. It 

concluded that such a TEL would have restricted government spending, and estimated that state spending 

would have been $8.4 billion lower from 1986 to 2003. This would have required “a dramatic reduction in 

state government and school district spending.”  

Pros and Cons  

There are numerous arguments in favor of state tax and expenditure limitations. For example, limits are 

said to: 

• Make government more accountable  

• Force more discipline over budget and tax practices  

• Make government more efficient  

• Make governments think of creative ways to generate revenues—for example, advertising on state-

owned facilities  

• Control the growth of government  

• Enable citizens to vote on tax increases and determine their desired level of government service  

• Force government to evaluate programs and prioritize services  

• Raise questions about the advisability of some functions provided by state government;  

• Help citizens feel empowered and result in more taxpayer satisfaction  

• Help diffuse the power of special interests 
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There are arguments against state tax and expenditure limitations as well. For example, limits are said to: 

• Shift fiscal decision making away from elected representatives  

• Cause disproportional cuts for non-mandated or general revenue fund programs  

• Fail to account for disproportionate growth of intensive government service populations like the 

elderly and school-age children;  

• Make it harder for states to raise new revenue so that scarce resources may be shifted between 

programs;  

• Cause a “ratchet-down” effect where the limit causes the spending base to decrease so that 

maximum allowable growth will not bring it up to the original level;  

• Result in excess revenues that are difficult to refund in an equitable or cost-effective manner  

• Result in declining government service levels over time  

• Fail to provide enough revenues to meet continuing levels of spending in hard economic times  

• Shift the state tax base away from the income tax to the more popular (but regressive) sales tax if 

voter approval is required  

• Shift the tax base away from broad taxes (property, sales and income) to narrowly defined sources 

such as lotteries and user fees 

TELs in the News: Colorado’s TABOR 

Perhaps the most well known TEL is Colorado’s Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights. TABOR is a set of constitutional 

provisions Colorado voters adopted in 1992 that limits revenue growth for state and local governments and 

requires that any tax increase by state or local government (counties, cities, towns, school districts and 

special districts) be approved by the voters of the affected government.  

TABOR is principally a revenue limit. It limits annual revenue the state government can retain from all 

sources except federal funds to the previous year’s allowed collections (not necessarily actual collections) 

plus a percentage adjustment equal to the percentage growth in population plus the inflation rate. Any 

revenues received in excess of this limit must be refunded to the voters. When revenues fall, the following 

year’s limit on collections is still based on the allowed collections of the previous year. The result is that in 

years following a recession, allowed revenues will grow only from the worst revenue collection year of the 

recession to the extent allowed by the rate of population growth and inflation. (This "ratchet" provision was 

eliminated in 2005, discussed later.)  Although citizens may vote to allow the state to keep the excess, 

TABOR limits the times when such votes may occur.  

TABOR also affected a 1991 limit on spending growth that the General Assembly had passed. It made the 

limit impossible to amend except by a vote of the people. This provision, known as Arveschoug-Bird, limits 
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the growth of general fund expenditures to 6 percent more than the previous year or 5 percent of personal 

income, whichever amount is lower. In practice the 6 percent limit has generated the lower amount.  

Colorado’s early experience with TABOR included very rapid demographic and economic growth because of 

substantial migration (30 percent population growth from 1990 to 2000) and the rapid expansion of the 

electronics and telecommunications industries in the state. Taxpayers saw substantial “TABOR refund 

checks” as revenues above the limit were returned to them. The General Assembly subsequently reduced 

personal income and sales tax rates to reduce surplus (returnable) revenues.   However, TABOR itself was 

not responsible for economic growth in the state.  

Contraction in electronics and telecommunications industries occurred rapidly in 2000 and 2001, shrinking 

the state economy and tax collections. The interaction of an additional constitutional provision with the 

TABOR revenue limit exacerbated the state’s budget problems. Voters in 2000 approved Amendment 23, 

which requires the General Assembly to increase base per-pupil funding for K-12 education by inflation plus 

1 percentage point annually through 2010, and by inflation thereafter. K-12 funding now accounts for 42 

percent of the Colorado general fund budget.  

Without any voter-approved adjustments to the limit, the TABOR cap ensures that state revenue growth will 

remain below the rate of economic growth in the state.  At the same time, Amendment 23 requires an 

increasing share of allowable revenue growth be directed to K-12 education.  

TABOR prevented the creation of a traditional state rainy day fund through implication as well as its 

requirement that revenues in excess of a limit be returned to the voters. Reserves of 3 percent of the 

general fund are allowed, but any use must be repaid in the following fiscal year. Thus the reserve fund is 

more like a cash-flow reserve than a rainy-day fund. 

Changes to TABOR in 2005 

Following the pressure points exposed by the impact of a severe recession in the early 2000s, there was 

bipartisan agreement that some easing of the existing limits would be helpful in allowing the state budget to 

recover and move forward. For example, former Republican Joint Budget Committee Chairman Brad Young 

states that TABOR shrinks state government relative to the economy every year, regardless of federally 

mandated spending and other budget demands, and results in direct democracy, rather than representative 

governance. Certainly there are other viewpoints about TABOR, but the challenges associated with post-

recessionary fiscal policy under TABOR were shared by members of both parties in the state.  

On November 1, 2005, voters in Colorado approved a legislative referendum related to TABOR's allowable 
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revenue base.  The approval of Referendum C allows the state to retain all revenues it will collect for the 

next five years.  In 2011, a new revenue base will be selected, and growth from that base will be limited to 

the increase in population plus inflation.   This change effectively removes the so-called "ratchet effect" 

which had frozen the revenue base at its 2002 recessionary low.  By approving the referendum, voters 

decided to forego projected mandatory tax refunds that would have been required had allowable revenue 

collections been left at the former base level.  The revenue impact over five years is $3.743 billion.  

Other State TELs Actions 

Colorado voters are not the only ones considering TELs modifications. On November 8, 2005 voters in 

California defeated a proposal known as Proposition 76, which would have revised the state's spending 

growth limit from one based on income growth and population to one based on the average of revenue 

growth over the preceding three years.    

Also in 2005, Maine enacted a spending limit.  Under Maine's legislation, a statutory spending limit tied to 

average personal income growth limits state appropriations.  

Ohio legislators approved a spending cap in 2006.  Initially the Ohio TEL proposal had qualified to be on the 

November ballot as a constitutional change.  However, a gubernatorial candidate who had earlier been a 

chief proponent of an initiative changed his approach and supported a statutory spending limit that was 

ultimately approved by the state legislature.  The ballot question was then removed prior to the election.  

The new spending cap statute limits state spending growth to the percentage growth in population plus 

inflation or 3.5%, whichever is greater.  It also imposed a 2/3 supermajority requirement or governor-

declared emergency to exceed the new appropriations limit. 

During the November 2006 elections, voters in Maine, Nebraska and Oregon rejected new tax and spending 

limit initiatives by wide margins.  In Nebraska, for example, 70 percent of voters rejected the proposal.  

Earlier in the year, other TABOR-like proposals either did not qualify for the ballot or were disqualified and 

removed by courts.  These included states such as Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nevada and Oklahoma.  

The proposals all generally included a spending limit tied to population growth plus inflation and voter 

approval of tax increases. 

As a result, the last five statewide votes on TELs, from 2005 to 2006, have all gone against new limits, or in 

the case of Colorado, relaxed an existing one.   

While no single reason may exist to explain the results, out-of-state influences including financial support for 

petition drives and public relations activities, combined with the historical trend of good economic times 
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reducing interest in new state fiscal limits, are among the possible explanations for the defeat of tax and 

spending limits in the most recent elections.  

TELs Engineering: Things to Consider if Designing a Fiscal Limit 

The details matter in the design of a fiscal limitation mechanism and many questions must be answered. The 

Minnesota House Fiscal Analysis Department published in 2004 an issue brief with some of the questions to 

consider regarding a tax or expenditure limit. Here is an overview: 

1. What is limited, revenues or expenditures? Does the limit apply to all revenues or spending, or are 

there exclusions?  

2. Should the growth factor limit be population plus inflation, or state personal income growth? Which 

measures of inflation and population will be used?  

3. How is the growth measure calculated (e.g., what time periods are used)?  

4. Is the baseline revenue or spending a one-year amount or multi-year average?  

5. What triggers the limit to be adjusted, and how often might that occur?  

6. For revenue limits, is there a threshold after which a rebate is activated?  

7. Is there a disaster or emergency exception?  

8. Is an adjustment allowed for a major state-local funding relationship change?  

9. Can a limit be overridden by a supermajority vote in the legislature?  

10. Is there a sunset date on the fiscal limit?  

11. Are any limits extended to local government revenues or outlays? 

Conclusions 

If state economies are volatile, state budget costs are higher than average inflation (such as for health 

care), or other external changes occur (such as natural disasters), then states with TELs may see pressure 

points develop when these forces and fiscal limitation mechanisms come into contact. The level of flexibility 

in a TEL’s structure to respond to sweeping changes or volatile fiscal environments will help shape the 

responses legislatures make when these situations arise. 

The most restrictive TELs will ensure that voters will have a direct say over fiscal issues in a state, and 

legislators will have reduced fiscal policy-making authority. In addition, interest groups whose funding 

priorities are exposed to fiscal restrictions may seek to carve out protections for those priorities. 

State fiscal affairs are conducted in an atmosphere of continuous change resulting from economic 

fluctuations, demographic realities, intergovernmental relations and external factors. This makes it likely 

that the dual effort to deliver state government services and restrain state government growth will remain a 

delicate balance for the foreseeable future.  
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Legislative Supermajority to Raise Taxes—2008 

State Year Applies To… Initiative or Legislative 

Adopted Referendum Supermajority 

Vote Required 

Arizona 1992 I 2/3 All taxes 

Arkansas 1934 R 3/4 All taxes except sales and alcohol 

California 1979 I 2/3 All taxes 

Delaware 1980 R 3/5 All taxes 

Florida 1971 R 3/5 Corporate income tax 1 

Kentucky 2000 R 3/5 All taxes 2 

Louisiana 1966 R 2/3 All taxes 

Michigan 1994 R 3/4 State property tax 

Mississippi 1970 R 3/5 All taxes 

Missouri 1996 R 2/3 All taxes 3 

Nevada 1996 I 2/3 All taxes 

Oklahoma 1992 I 3/4 All taxes 

Oregon 1996 R 3/5 All taxes 

South Dakota 1996 R 2/3 All taxes 

Washington 1993 I 2/3 All taxes 4 
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1.   Constitution limit income tax rate to 5%. A 3/5 vote egislature is needed to surpass s corporate  in the l
5%. If voters are asked to approve a tax hike, it must be appro  of those voting to pass.  ved by 60%

2.   Tax and fee increases can be voted on by the legislature in odd-numbered years. 

3.   If the governor declares an emergency, the legislature can raise taxes by a 2/3 legislative vote; 
otherwise, tax increases over approximately $70 million must be approved by a vote of the people. 

Tax increases producing revenue that do not exceed the spending limit must be approved by 2/3 legislative 
vote; tax increases that produce revenue over the limit must receive 2/3 approval by the legislature and 
voters.  The 2/3 tax increase supermajority was suspended for two years and reduced to a simple majority 
through June 30, 2007, by legislation enacted in April 2005. 

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, 2008. 

State Tax and Expenditure Limits 2008 

State Year 

Adopted 

Constitution Type of Limit Main Features of the Limit 

or Statute 

1982 Constitution Alaska Spending A cap on appropriations grows yearly by the 

increase in population and inflation. 

Arizona 1978 Constitution Spending Appropriations cannot be more than 7.41% of 

total state personal income. 

California 1979 Constitution Spending Annual appropriations growth linked to population 

growth and per capita personal income growth. 

Colorado 1991 Statute Spending General fund appropriations limited to the lesser 

of either a) 5% of total state personal income or 

b) 6% over the previous year’s appropriation. 

  1992 Constitution Revenue & Most revenues limited to population growth plus 

Spending inflation. Changes to spending limits or tax 

increases must receive voter approval. 

  2005 Referendum Revenue & Revenue limit suspended by voters until 2011, 

Spending when new base will be established. 

Spending Spending limited to average of growConnecticut 1991 Statute th in personal 
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income for previous five years or previous year’s 

increase in inflation, whichever is greater.  

  1992 Constitution Spending Voters approved a limit similar to the statutory 

one in 1992, but it has not received the three-

fifths vote in the legislature needed to take full 

effect.  

Delaware 1978 Constitution Appropriations Appropriations limited to 98% of revenue 

estimate. to Revenue 

Estimate 

Florida 1994 Constitution Revenue Revenue limited to the average growth rate in 

state personal income for previous five years.  

Hawaii 1978 Constitution Spending General fund spending must be less than the 

average growth in personal income in previous 

three years.  

Idaho 1980 Statute Spending General fund appropriations cannot exceed 5.33% 

of total state personal income, as estimated by 

the State Tax Commission. One-time expenditures 

are exempt.  

Indiana 2002 Statute Spending State spending cap per fiscal year with growth set 

according to formula for each biennial period. 

Iowa 1992 Statute Appropriations  Appropriations limited to 99% of the adjusted 

revenue estimate. 

Louisiana 1993 Constitution Spending Expenditures limited to 1992 appropriations plus 

annual growth in state per capita personal income. 

Maine 2005 Statute Spending Expenditure growth limited to a 10-year average 

of personal income growth, or maximum of 

2.75%. Formulas are based on state’s tax burden 
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ranking. 

Massachusetts 1986 Statute Revenue Revenue cannot exceed the three-year average 

growth in state wages and salaries. The limit was 

amended in 2002 adding definitions for a limit 

that would be tied to inflation in government 

purchasing plus 2 percent.  

Michigan 1978 Constitution Revenue Revenue limited to 1% over 9.49% of the 

previous year’s state personal income. 

Mississippi 1982 Statute Appropriations  Appropriations limited to 98% of projected 

revenue. The statutory limit can be amended by 

majority vote of legislature. 

Missouri 1980 Constitution Revenue Revenue limited to 5.64% of previous year’s total 

state personal income.  

1996 Constitution Revenue Missouri, Voter approval required for tax hikes over 

continued approximately $77 million or 1% of state 

revenues, whichever is less. 

Montana* 1981 Statute Spending Spending is limited to a growth index based on 

state personal income.  * In 2005 the Attorney 

General invalidated the statute, and it is not in 

force at this time. 

Nevada 1979 Statute Spending Proposed expenditures are limited to the biennial 

percentage growth in state population and 

inflation.  

New Jersey 1990 Statute Spending Expenditures are limited to the growth in state 

personal income. 

North Carolina 1991 Statute Spending Spending is limited to 7% or less of total state 

personal income.  
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Ohio 2006 Statute Spending Appropriations limited to greater of either 3.5% or 

population plus inflation growth.  To override need 

2/3 supermajority or gubernatorial emergency 

declaration. 

Oklahoma 1985 Constitution Spending Expenditures are limited to 12% annual growth 

adjusted for inflation. 

  1985 Constitution Appropriations  Appropriations are limited to 95% of certified 

revenue. 

Oregon 2000 Constitution Revenue Any general fund revenue in excess of 2% of the 

revenue estimate must be refunded to taxpayers.  

  2001 Statute Spending Appropriations growth limited to 8% of projected 

personal income for biennium.  

Rhode Island 1992 Constitution Appropriations  Appropriations limited to 98% of projected 

revenue (becomes 97% July 1, 2012). 

South Carolina 1980 Constitution Spending Spending growth is limited by either the average 

growth in personal income or 9.5% of total state 

1984 personal income for the previous year, whichever 

is greater. The number of state employees is 

limited to a ratio of state population.  

Tennessee 1978 Constitution Spending Appropriations limited to the growth in state 

personal income. 

Texas 1978 Constitution Spending Biennial appropriations limited to the growth in 

state personal income. 

Utah 1989 Statute Spending Spending growth is limited by formula that 

includes growth in population, and inflation. 

Washington 1993 Statute Spending Spending limited to average of inflation for 
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previous three years plus population growth.  

Wisconsin 2001 Statute Spending Spending limit on qualified appropriations (some 

exclusions) limited to personal income growth 

rate. 

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, 2007. 
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Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.  Washington, D.C.   www.cbpp.org 
The Center for Tax Policy.  Littleton, Colo.  www.centerfortaxpolicy.org 
Economic Policy Institute.   Washington, D.C.   www.epi.org  

• Mandy Rafool. “State Tax and Expenditure Limits.” NCSL. 1996.  

• Michael New. Limiting Government through Direct Democracy: The Case of State Tax and 
Expenditure Limitations. CATO. 2001.  

• Barry Poulson. The Next Generation of Tax and Expenditure Limits. Americans for Prosperity 
Foundation. 2004.  
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http://www.ncsl.org/programs/fiscal/taborpts.htm  
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Top 10 Statewide 
Other Fund Revenue Sources
Fiscal Years 1994‐95 and 2008‐09
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Top 10 Statewide 
Federal Revenue Sources

Fiscal Years 1994‐95 and 2008‐09
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e

OSB Number 
OFFICE OF STATE BUDGET

ADJUSTMENTS TO EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATION AND ESTIMATED REVENUE
AS ESTABLISHED IN CURRENT FISCAL YEAR APPROPRIATION ACT

BD-100

  Agency Name Agency No. Fiscal Year

    PART I - ADJUSTMENT TO EXPENDITURE AUTHORIZATION
Project/Phase Budget Total FUNDING SOURCE

Program Program Title Mini Project Phase Object Authorization Earmarked Restricted Federal
No. Object Code Titl Code No. Code eCod Adjustment 3000 4000 5000

TOTAL           $ $0 $0 $0

Explanation

  Agency Signature Lead Analyst
  Date      Date

  State Budget Analyst Grant Services Manager
  Date Date

4/4/2007 This form may also be used to reduce expenditure authorization and related projected revenue as necessary. 1
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PART II - ADJUSTMENT TO ESTIMATED REVENUE
The total of Parts II A and II B must equal the total increase in expenditure authorization established in Part I.

A.     Expenditure Authorization Supported by Cash Brought Forward
Is all or part of the expenditure authorization established in Part I (Adjustment to Expenditure Authorization) supported by actual cash received and brought
forward from the previous fiscal year?

YES NO

If "YES", what is the amount of Cash Brought Forward By Funding Source (i.e. Detail Subfund) being utilized to support the change in expenditure
authorization in Part I?

Earmarked Restricted Federal All Funds
Detail Subfund Amount Detail Subfund Amount Detail Subfund Amount Total

TOTAL PART II A

B. Expenditure Authorization Supported by Increase in Projected Revenue
Any expenditure authorization established in Part I not supported by Cash Brought Forward (Part IIA) must be supported by revenue to be received in
the current fiscal year above the level included in the Appropriation Act (as amended).  Provide related Revenue information below.

Detail Revenue
Subfund Object Code Revenue Object Title Amount

TOTAL PART II B

 Represents amount Comptroller General should increase/decrease projected revenue.  Total Parts II A and II B 
2
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S.  549--Medical Affairs Committee:  A JOINT RESOLUTION TO DISAPPROVE 

REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONTROL, RELATING TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION FEES, 
DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 4015, PURSUANT TO 
THE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE 1976 CODE. 

(Without reference--March 10, 2009) 
(Read the second time--March 11, 2009) 
(Senator Leventis desires to be present.) 

 
 

 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

A JOINT RESOLUTION 
 
TO DISAPPROVE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL, RELATING TO ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION FEES, 
DESIGNATED AS REGULATION DOCUMENT NUMBER 4015, PURSUANT TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE 1, CHAPTER 23, TITLE 1 OF THE 1976 CODE. 
 
Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina: 
 
SECTION 1. The regulations of the Department of Health and Environmental Control, relating to 
Environmental Protection Fees, designated as Regulation Document Number 4015, and submitted 
to the General Assembly pursuant to the provisions of Article 1, Chapter 23, Title 1 of the 1976 
Code, are disapproved. 
 
SECTION 2. This joint resolution takes effect upon approval by the Governor. 

----XXX---- 
 

SUMMARY AS SUBMITTED 
BY PROMULGATING AGENCY. 

Regulation 61-81, State Environmental Laboratory Certification, is authorized by S.C. Code Ann. 
Section 44-55-10 et seq., the State Safe Drinking Water Act; Section 48-1-10 et seq., the S.C. 
Pollution Control Act; and Section 44-56-10 et seq., the S.C. Hazardous Waste Management Act. 
This regulation requires the evaluation and certification of environmental laboratories performing 
environmental testing for regulatory compliance monitoring purposes in South Carolina.   
 
Regulation 61-81 is funded by user fees authorized by statute at S.C. Code Ann. Section 48-2-10 et 
seq. and provided in Regulation 61-30, Environmental Protection Fees. This amendment of 
R.61-30 is needed to increase the fees necessary to continue the complete implementation of the 
Environmental Laboratory Certification Program pursuant to Regulation 61-81. The fee increases 
will be used according to regulation to process applications, perform certification renewals, 
perform certification maintenance, perform evaluations, and issue certifications to environmental 
laboratories. 

----XX---- 
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Existing Fee Schedule Proviso contained in the Appropriation Act 

 

Agency  has  requested  an  amendment  to  the  proviso  for  the  Responsible  Father  Registry 
mandated by Section 63‐9‐820.  Section 63‐9‐820(I) authorizes DSS to charge a fee.  

 
26.7  (DSS: Fee Schedule)   The Department of Social Services shall be allowed to charge  fees 
and  accept  donations,  grants,  and  bequests  for  social  services  provided  under  their  direct 
responsibility on the basis of a fee schedule approved by the Budget and Control Board.  The fees 
collected shall be utilized by the Department of Social Services to further develop and administer 
these program efforts.  The below fee schedule is established for the current fiscal year. 
   
Day Care 
  Family Child Care Homes (up to six children)   $        15 
  Group Child Care Homes (7‐12 children)   $        30 
  Registered Church Child Care (13+)  $        50 
  Licensed Child Care Centers (13‐49)   $        50 
  Licensed Child Care Centers (50‐99)   $        75 
  Licensed Child Care Centers (100‐199)   $      100 
  Licensed Child Care Centers (200+)  $      125 
  Central Registry Checks 
    Non‐profit Entities  $          8 
    For‐profit Agencies  $        25 
    State Agencies  $          8 
    Schools    $          8 
    Day Care   $          8 
    Other ‐ Volunteer Organizations  $          8 
Other Children's Services 
  Services Related to Adoption of Children from Other Countries  $      225 
  Court‐ordered Home Studies in Non‐DSS Custody Cases  $      850 
  Licensing Residential Group Homes Fee for an Initial License  $      250 
  For Renewal    $        75 
  Licensing Child Caring Institutions Fee for an Initial License  $      500 
  For Renewal    $      100 
  Licensing Child Placing Agencies Fee for an Initial License  $      500 
  For Renewal    $        60 
  For Each Private Foster Home Under the Supervision of a Child Placing Agency  $        15 
  Responsible Father Registry 
    Registry Search  $        50 
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H.3161 

Sponsors: Rep. Harrison 
 
Introduced in the House on January 13, 2009 
Introduced in the Senate on March 31, 2009 
Currently residing in the Senate 
 
Summary: Motor vehicle hearing office 

 

Original bill raises the filing fee for a motor vehicle hearing to $250 (from $150), with 
the  revenue  being  retained  by  the  Administrative  Law  Court  to  employ  hearing 
officers and support staff to conduct the hearings. 

 
The  amendment  by  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  increases  various  court  filing  and 
motion  fees  until  June  30,  2012,  with  the  revenue  going  to  operate  the  Judicial 
Department.   After June 2012, the fees revert to the original amount. 

 (BEA estimated the additional revenue to the Judicial Department to be $16.2 million)  

 

Section 3:  Increases motion fees from $25 to $75 

  (BEA estimate ‐ $2.9 million) 

 

Section 4:  Increases Circuit & Family Court filing fees from $150 to $300 

  (BEA estimate ‐ $10.6 million) 

 

Section 5:  Increases Magistrates Court filing fees for summons and complaints from 
$25 to $50 and all other Magistrates Court civil filings from $10 to $20  

  (BEA estimate ‐ $2.7 million) 
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CONSTITUTIONAL SPENDING LIMIT

FISCAL SPENDING GENERAL FUND HIGHWAY EDUCATION
YEAR LIMIT APPROPRIATIONS TRUST FUND IMPROV. ACT CAPACITY

1993-94 5,387,132,000 3,794,597,315 335,413,953 312,825,000 944,295,732
1994-95 5,790,582,000 3,931,506,744 296,055,162 346,960,000 1,216,060,094
1995-96 6,126,360,000 4,106,891,517 668,212,922 381,650,000 969,605,561
1996-97 6,534,290,000 4,377,462,210 711,986,729 403,326,792 1,041,514,269
1997-98 6 939 940 000 4 673 907 531 734 617 995 429 403 364 1 102 011 110

S.C. Code of Laws, Section 11-11-410

South Carolina law provides that state appropriations in any fiscal year may not exceed appropriations authorized by the constitutional spending 
limitation.  The limitation on expenditures is calculated by two methods, with the official limit defined as the greater of the two results.  
Expenditures included under the spending limit are those from the General Fund, Highway Trust Fund, and the Education Improvement Act.

Method #1:  The state appropriation authorized by the spending limit for the previous fiscal year increased by the average percentage rate of 
growth in state personal income for the last three completed calendar years.

S.C. Constitution, Article X, Section 7, Subsection (c)

Method #2:  Nine and one-half percent of the total state personal income for the calendar year ending before the fiscal year under consideration.

1997-98 6,939,940,000 4,673,907,531 734,617,995 429,403,364 1,102,011,110
1998-99 7,385,965,000 4,615,171,682 1 749,139,468 454,425,528 1,567,228,322
1999-00 7,955,680,000 4,944,864,072 799,403,490 493,991,535 1,717,420,903
2000-01 8,329,980,000 5,303,919,518 957,510,763 532,391,162 1,536,158,557
2001-02 9,208,792,000 5,551,903,922 859,421,024 547,809,059 2,249,657,995
2002-03 9,456,585,000 5,444,436,227 2 827,596,562 543,282,467 2,641,269,744
2003-04 9,932,038,000 4,954,073,827 861,914,182 543,187,398 3,572,862,593
2004-05 10,205,951,000 5,222,408,712 1,139,902,672 552,502,240 3,291,137,376
2005-06 10,767,015,000 5,617,181,458 1,202,303,484 625,948,389 3,321,581,669
2006-07 11,511,150,000 6,108,004,521 1,285,539,533 653,416,646 3,464,189,300
2007-08 12,027,698,000 6,722,195,635 998,899,010 690,236,203 3,616,367,152
2008-09 12,816,912,000 6,735,714,190 1,051,099,010 644,714,375 4,385,384,425
2009-10 13,501,378,000 5,714,023,234 1,045,030,421 532,044,107 6,210,280,238

1 The FY 1998-99 General Appropriation Act does not contain provisions/appropriations for implementation of LIFE scholarships; this initiative was passed 
under separate legislation (Act 418).  Therefore, the estimated cost of implementation of LIFE scholarships ($26.5 million) has been added to state funds for 
FY 1998-99.

2 The FY 2002-03 General Appropriation Act does not contain non-recurring appropriations for First Steps to School Readiness; this was passed under 
separate  legislation (Act 356).  The cost associated with First Steps ($7 million) has been added to the state funds for FY 2002-03.
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1982 29,155 5.35%
1983 31,715 8.78%
1984 35,810 12.91% 9.01% 1985-86 2,886,826        
1985 38,534 7.61% 9.77% 1986-87 3,168,766        
1986 40,900 6.14% 8.89% 1987-88 3,450,350        
1987 43,838 7.18% 6.98% 1988-89 3,691,072        
1988 47,510 8.38% 7.23% 1989-90 3,958,056        
1989 51,381 8.15% 7.90% 1990-91 4,270,841        
1990 55,647 8.30% 8.28% 1991-92 4,624,278        
1991 57,987 4.21% 6.89% 1992-93 4,942,667        
1992 61,377 5.85% 6.12% 1993-94 5,245,058        
1993 64,220 4.63% 4.89% 1994-95 5,501,773        
1994 68,841 7.20% 5.89% 1995-96 5,825,899        
1995 72,664 5.55% 5.79% 1996-97 6,163,432        
1996 77,285 6.36% 6.37% 1997-98 6,556,022        
1997 82,160 6.31% 6.07% 1998-99 6,954,191        
1998 88,470 7.68% 6.78% 1999-00 7,425,863        
1999 93,605 5.80% 6.60% 2000-01 7,915,751        
2000 100,913 7.81% 7.10% 2001-02 8,477,571        

Calendar 
Year

Calendar Year 
Personal Income

Annual 
Growth 
Rate

3-Year 
Growth Rate

FY to Which 
Limit Applies

Limit Per 3-
Year Growth

2001 104,199 3.26% 5.62% 2002-03 8,954,221        
2002 106,985 2.67% 4.58% 2003-04 9,364,245        
2003 110,644 3.42% 3.12% 2004-05 9,656,096        
2004 117,230 5.95% 4.02% 2005-06 10,043,828      
2005 124,379 6.10% 5.16% 2006-07 10,561,797      
2006 134,204 7.90% 6.65% 2007-08 11,264,143      
2007 141,244 5.25% 6.41% 2008-09 11,986,664      
2008 146,335 3.60% 5.58% 2009-10 12,655,891      
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SPENDING LIMITATION 
 
South Carolina Constitution ‐ Article X 
 
SECTION 7.  Limitation on  annual expenditures of  state government and number of  state employees;  
annual budgets and expenses of political subdivisions and school districts.  
 
(a) The General Assembly shall provide by law for a budget process to insure that annual expenditures of 
state government may not exceed annual state revenue.   (1985 Act No. 10, Section 1.)  
(b) Each political subdivision of the State as defined in Section 14 of this article and each school district 
of this State shall prepare and maintain annual budgets which provide for sufficient income to meet its 
estimated expenses for each year.   Whenever  it shall happen that the ordinary expenses of a political 
subdivision for any year shall exceed the income of such political subdivision, the governing body of such 
political subdivision shall provide for  levying a tax  in the ensuing year sufficient, with other sources of 
income,  to  pay  the  deficiency  of  the  preceding  year  together with  the  estimated  expenses  for  such 
ensuing  year.    The General Assembly  shall  establish  procedures  to  insure  that  the  provisions  of  this 
section are enforced.   (1976 (59) 2217;  1977 (60) 90.)  
(c)  The  General  Assembly  shall  prescribe  by  law  a  spending  limitation  on  appropriations  for  the 
operation of state government which shall provide that annual  increases in such appropriations may 
not exceed the average growth rate of the economy of the State as measured by a process provided 
for by the law which prescribes the limitations on appropriations;  provided, however, the limitation 
may be suspended for any one fiscal year by a special vote as provided in this subsection.  
During  the  regular  session  of  the General Assembly  in  1990  and  during  every  fifth  annual  regular 
session  thereafter,  the  General  Assembly  shall  conduct  and  complete  a  review  of  the  law 
implementing this subsection.  During such session, only a vote of two‐thirds of the members of each 
branch present and voting shall be required to change the existing limitation on appropriation.  Unless 
that is done, the existing limitations shall remain unchanged.  
Upon  implementation of the provisions of this subsection by  law, such  law may not be amended or 
repealed except by the special vote as provided in this subsection.  
The special vote referred to in this subsection means an affirmative vote in each branch of the General 
Assembly by two‐thirds of the members present and voting, but not less than three‐fifths of the total 
membership in each branch.   (1985 Act No. 10, Section 2.)  
(d) The General Assembly shall prescribe by  law a  limitation on the number of state employees which 
shall provide that the annual  increase  in such number may not exceed the average growth rate  in the 
population  of  the  State  measured  by  a  process  provided  for  in  the  law  which  prescribes  that 
employment limitation;  provided, however, the limitation may be suspended for any one fiscal year by 
a special vote as provided in this subsection.  
Upon  implementation of  the provisions of  this  subsection by  law,  such  law may not be  amended or 
repealed except by the special vote provided in this subsection.  
The special vote referred to in this subsection means an affirmative vote in each branch of the General 
Assembly by two‐thirds of the members present and voting, but not  less than three‐fifths of the total 
membership in each branch.   (1985 Act No. 10, Section 3.)   
 
  CROSS REFERENCES  
Statutory limitation on imposition of additional or increased taxes, see Section 11‐11‐440.   
LIBRARY REFERENCES  
States 115, 121.   
Westlaw Topic No. 360.   
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C.J.S. States Sections 322 to 323, 358 to 372.   
RESEARCH REFERENCES  
Encyclopedias  
S.C. Jur. Public Officers and Public Employees Section 54, State Employees.  
 
 
 
 
 
Statutory Companion to Constitutional Provision 
 
 

ARTICLE 5. 

 

  APPROPRIATIONS LIMITATIONS 

 

SECTION 11‐11‐410. Appropriations subject to spending limitation;  financial emergency;  surplus funds.  

 

(A) State appropriations in any fiscal year may not exceed appropriations authorized by the spending 
limitation prescribed in this section.  State appropriations subject to the spending limitation are those 
appropriations authorized annually in the State General Appropriation Act and acts supplemental 
thereto which fund general, school, and highway purposes.  A statement of total “General, School, and 
Highway Revenues” must be included in each annual General Appropriation Act.  As used in this section 
the appropriations so limited as defined above must be those funded by “General, School, and Highway 
Revenues” that must be defined as such in the 1985‐86 General Appropriation Act;  it being the intent of 
this section that all additional nonfederal and nonuser fee revenue items must be included in that 
category as they may be created by act of the General Assembly.  

(B) The limitation on state appropriations prescribed in subsection (A) is an amount equal to either 
those state appropriations authorized by the spending limit for the previous fiscal year increased by 
the average percentage rate of growth in state personal income for the previous three completed 
calendar years or nine and one‐half percent of the total personal income of the State for the calendar 
year ending before the fiscal year under consideration, whichever is greater.  As used in this section, 
“state personal income” means total personal income for a calendar year as determined by the Budget 
and Control Board or its successor based on the most recent data of the United States Department of 
Commerce or its successors.  During the initial year this spending limit is in effect, the actual state 
appropriations for general, school, and highway purposes for the fiscal year 1985‐1986 must be used as 
the base figure for computation of the spending limitation if the average rate of growth method is used.  

(C) The Comptroller General, or any other authorized agency, commission, or officer, may not approve 
or issue warrants which would allow disbursements above the amount appropriated for general fund 
purposes unless and until the General Assembly authorizes expenditures in excess of the limitation 
through procedures provided for in this article.  This subsection may not apply to funds transferred from 
the reserve fund to the general fund.  

Page 41 of 73



(D) The Division of Research and Statistical Services of the Budget and Control Board shall annually 
compute and certify to the General Assembly a current figure to limit appropriations as provided in 
subsection (B) of this section prior to the Budget and Control Board’s submission of its recommended 
budget to the House Ways and Means Committee.  

(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (A) of this section, the General Assembly may declare a 
financial emergency and suspend the spending limitation for any one fiscal year for a specific amount by 
a special vote as provided in this subsection by enactment of legislation which relates only to that 
matter.  The authorized state appropriations for the fiscal year following the suspension must be 
determined as if the suspension had not occurred and, for purposes of determining subsequent limits, 
must be presumed to have been the maximum limit which could have been authorized if such limitation 
had not been suspended.  

The special vote referred to in this subsection means an affirmative vote in each branch of the General 
Assembly by two‐thirds of the members present and voting but not less than three‐fifths of the total 
membership in each branch.  

(F) In any year when surplus funds are collected, such revenue surplus may be appropriated by the 
General Assembly to match funds for public education, public welfare, public health, road and highway 
construction, rehabilitation, replacement, or maintenance financed in part with federal participation 
funding or federal grants or tolls, or to accelerate the retirement of bonded indebtedness or transferred 
to the general fund reserve, or tax relief or for avoiding the issuance of bonds for projects that are 
authorized but not issued or any combination of these purposes without regard to the spending 
limitation.  For the purposes of this section, surplus funds mean that portion of revenues, as defined in 
subsection (A) of this section, over and above revenues authorized for appropriation in subsection (B).  

 

CREDIT(S)  

 

  HISTORY:  1984 Act No. 487, Section 3.  
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SECTION 128 
ESTIMATE OF GENERAL, SCHOOL, HIGHWAY, 
AND EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT ACT REVENUE 
Fiscal Year 1985-86 
                                             Estimate 
                                            FY 1985-86 
                                          June 14, 1985 
Regular Sources: 
Retail Sales Tax                          $ 906,007,000 
Income Tax: 
 Individual                               1,006,150,000 
 Corporation                                193,315,000 
  Total Income and Sales                 $2,105,472,000 
All Other Revenue: 
 Admissions Tax                               6,900,000 
 Aircraft Tax                                   500,000 
 Alcoholic Liquor Tax                        46,634,000 
 Bank Tax                                     8,000,000 
 Beer & Wine Tax                             61,780,000 
 Business License Tax                        30,500,000 
 Cable Television Fees                            7,000 
 Coin-Operated Device Tax                     6,900,000 
 Commercial Nuclear Waste Tax                 4,940,000 
Contractors License Tax                         825,000 
Corporation License Tax                      27,500,000 
 Department of Agriculture                    5,457,860 
Dept  Supported Appropriations                8,998,445 
 Documentary Tax                             14,400,000 
Earned on Investments                        63,100,000 
Electric Power Tax                           14,100,000 
Estate Tax                                   21,100,000 
Fertilizer Inspection Tax                       225,000 
Gasoline Tax - Counties                      16,700,000 
Gift Tax                                      1,500,000 
 Insurance Tax                               60,957,250 
Miscellaneous Departmental Revenue           15,984,194 
Motor Transport Fees                          4,624,537 
Private Car Lines Tax                         1,200,000 
Public Service Assessment                     3,359,837 
Public Service Authority                      1,850,000 
Retailers License Tax                         1,500,000 
Estimate  
FY 1985-86 
June 14, 1985 
Savings & Loan Association Tax                 500,000 
Soft Drinks Tax                             16,200,000 
Workers' Compensation Insurance Tax          7,871,000 
Total All Other Revenue                 $ 454,114, 123 
Total Regular Sources                   $2,559,586,123 
Miscellaneous Sources: 
Circuit & Family Court Fines        $  1,676,000 
Debt Service Transfers                   $  15,641,611 
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Housing Authority Reimbursement               370,393 
Indirect Cost Recoveries                   15,487,349 
Mental Health Fees                          3,800,000 
Parole & Probation Supervision Fees         2,760,000 
Unclaimed Property Fund Transfer              500,000 
Waste Treatment Loan Repayment                400,000 
Total Regular & Miscellaneous Revenue $ 2,600,221,476 
Less: 
 Reserve Fund Transfers 
 Annual Appropriation Limitation 
 One Percent Reserve/Capital Fund 
Total All Sources of Revenue          $ 2,600,221,476 
Total Highway Revenue                     286,605,000 
Education Improvement Fund: 
 1% Retail Sales Tax                      224,932,750 
 Earned on Investments                      1,170,000 
 Earned on Investments                      2,629,229 
Total Education Improvement Fund          228,732,229 
Total General, School, Highway 
and E.I.A. Revenue                    $ 3,115,558,705 
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SC Spending Limit Components, 1952‐2007
Elasticities Over Time

Elasticity Elasticity
Personal General % Change General Fund/ CPI + % Change General Fund/

Period Income Fund % Change Personal Income Population % Change CPI + Population

1 2 3 4

1952‐1957 2.07% 3.71% 1.79            1.90% 1.95

1957‐1967 7.01% 8.93% 1.27            2.81% 3.18

1967‐1977 11.05% 13.11% 1.19            7.63% 1.72

1977‐1987 10.07% 9.27% 0.92            7.83% 1.18

1987‐1997 6.43% 5.47% 0.85            4.96% 1.10

1997‐2007 5.32% 4.50% 0.85            3.87% 1.16

Note: on average 
General Fund 
Revenues grow less 
than Personal Income

Note: on average 
General Fund Revenues 
grow faster than CPI + 
Population
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Calculating the impact of an appropriations rule for the SC General Fund
Rule = appropriations cannot exceed avg annual growth in 5‐yr OR 10‐yr rolling average
INCLUDES FORMULAS
SC General Fund
Total Base Recurring Revenue
1970 to 1980 actual revenue receipts from OSB 'revenue' worksheet (may be more than GFR)
1981‐current = BEA total recurring general fund revenue (including revenue for Trust Fund for Tax Relief)

Avg annual growth= ((current$/older$)^(1/n time periods)‐1)
BSF = Budget Stabilization Fund as defined in S.2 of 2010 (surplus revenue goes there)
IMPORTANT: rolling avg based on last completed FY, so it lags over 1 year "behind" (see formulas)
Rolling Average Includes Revenue Declines set to ZERO

Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
GFR Annual Revenue GFR declines Annual Revenue 10 yr average Rev Surplus 5 yr average Rev Surplus

FY Current $ Growth Rate set to prior yr Growth Rate ann increase to BSF? ann increase to BSF?

1970 456,644,156 456,644,156
1971 504,540,819 10.5% 504,540,819 10.5%
1972 581,481,922 15.2% 581,481,922 15.2%
1973 737,078,379 26.8% 737,078,379 26.8%
1974 824,761,098 11.9% 824,761,098 11.9%
1975 875,480,916 6.1% 875,480,916 6.1%
1976 975,538,680 11.4% 975,538,680 11.4%
1977 1,109,730,542 13.8% 1,109,730,542 13.8% 13.9% no
1978 1,276,798,456 15.1% 1,276,798,456 15.1% 14.1% yes
1979 1,426,842,804 11.8% 1,426,842,804 11.8% 13.8% no
1980 1,598,097,635 12.0% 1,598,097,635 12.0% 11.6% yes
1981 1,701,571,132 6.5% 1,701,571,132 6.5% 11.6% no
1982 1,801,878,907 5.9% 1,801,878,907 5.9% 13.3% no 12.8% no
1983 1,958,531,071 8.7% 1,958,531,071 8.7% 12.9% no 11.8% no
1984 2,194,979,610 12.1% 2,194,979,610 12.1% 12.0% yes 10.2% yes

ULBRICH/SALTZMAN   Analysis

1984 2,194,979,610 12.1% 2,194,979,610 12.1% 12.0% yes 10.2% yes
1985 2,360,697,292 7.5% 2,360,697,292 7.5% 10.3% no 8.9% no
1986 2,509,255,373 6.3% 2,509,255,373 6.3% 10.3% no 9.0% no
1987 2,692,754,087 7.3% 2,692,754,087 7.3% 10.4% no 8.1% no
1988 2,938,379,079 9.1% 2,938,379,079 9.1% 9.9% no 8.1% yes
1989 3,137,145,049 6.8% 3,137,145,049 6.8% 9.3% no 8.4% no
1990 3,294,770,987 5.0% 3,294,770,987 5.0% 8.7% no 8.5% no
1991 3,300,330,516 0.2% 3,300,330,516 0.2% 8.2% no 7.4% no
1992 3,327,012,852 0.8% 3,327,012,852 0.8% 7.5% no 6.9% no
1993 3,541,783,531 6.5% 3,541,783,531 6.5% 6.8% no 5.6% yes
1994 3,907,529,994 10.3% 3,907,529,994 10.3% 6.3% yes 4.3% yes
1995 4,210,113,188 7.7% 4,210,113,188 7.7% 6.1% yes 3.8% yes
1996 4,342,758,808 3.2% 4,342,758,808 3.2% 5.9% no 4.5% no
1997 4,587,384,026 5.6% 4,587,384,026 5.6% 6.0% no 5.0% yes
1998 4,844,352,037 5.6% 4,844,352,037 5.6% 5.6% no 5.6% no
1999 5,268,274,883 8.8% 5,268,274,883 8.8% 5.5% yes 6.6% yes
2000 5,387,328,255 2.3% 5,387,328,255 2.3% 5.1% no 6.5% no
2001 5,484,292,839 1.8% 5,484,292,839 1.8% 5.3% no 6.2% no
2002 5,300,557,851 ‐3.4% 5,484,292,839 0.0% 5.0% no 5.1% no
2003 5,305,054,270 0.1% 5,484,292,839 0.0% 5.2% no 4.8% no
2004 5,571,105,806 5.0% 5,571,105,806 1.6% 5.1% no 3.6% no
2005 5,984,889,141 7.4% 5,984,889,141 7.4% 4.5% yes 2.5% yes
2006 6,586,892,020 10.1% 6,586,892,020 10.1% 3.6% yes 1.1% yes
2007 7,124,792,158 8.2% 7,124,792,158 8.2% 3.6% yes 2.1% yes
2008 6,902,435,004 ‐3.1% 7,124,792,158 0.0% 4.3% no 3.7% no
2009 6,041,464,093 ‐12.5% 7,124,792,158 0.0% 4.5% no 5.4% no

2010 (est 5,742,259,868 ‐5.0% 7,124,792,158 0.0% 3.9% no 5.4% no
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specifications.) 

(A162, R239, H3010)  

AN ACT TO AMEND THE CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, BY 
ADDING SECTION 11-11-140 SO AS TO LIMIT APPROPRIATIONS IN THE ANNUAL 
GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT TO AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED THE BASE 
REVENUE ESTIMATE, TO DEFINE BASE REVENUE ESTIMATE, TO PROVIDE 
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FOR AN INCREASE IN THE BASE REVENUE ESTIMATE ON THE WRITTEN 
CERTIFICATION OF THE BOARD OF ECONOMIC ADVISORS, AND TO PROVIDE 
WHEN AND FOR WHAT PURPOSES SURPLUS REVENUES MAY BE 
APPROPRIATED.  

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina:  

Appropriations based upon Base Revenue Estimate  

SECTION 1. Article 1, Chapter 11, Title 11 of the 1976 Code is amended by adding:  

"Section 11-11-140. (A) General fund appropriations in the annual general appropriations act 
may not exceed the base revenue estimate as calculated pursuant to subsection (B) or as adjusted 
pursuant to subsection (C).  

(B) For purposes of this section, the base revenue estimate is the lesser of:  

(1) (a) the total of recurring general fund revenues collected in the fiscal year completed before 
the General Assembly first considers the annual general appropriations bill;  

(b) increased by a sum equal to seventy-five percent of the amount the general fund revenue 
estimate of the Board of Economic Advisors for the upcoming fiscal year exceeds the amount in 
subitem (a) of this item; or  

(2) the general fund revenue estimate of the Board of Economic Advisors for the upcoming fiscal 
year.  

(C) The base revenue estimate may be increased or decreased (1) by any amendment to the 
general appropriations bill which affects the Board of Economic Advisors revenue estimate or 
(2) enacted legislation which affects the board's estimate, if the board certifies in writing the 
change in estimated revenue.  

(D) Appropriations from surplus may not be made before the first meeting of the General 
Assembly following the Comptroller General's closing of the books on the fiscal year in which 
the surplus occurred and may be appropriated only for nonrecurring purposes.  

(E) In making a recommendation to the General Assembly for the fiscal year 1994-95 budget, 
and for each year thereafter, the Budget and Control Board shall not incorporate or realize any 
revenue derived on the basis of any future change in a method of accounting, as determined by 
the Budget and Control Board, unless such change in a method of accounting is based on 
statutory authority specifically granted to the Budget and Control Board or a statutory enactment 
changing the method of accounting."  

Time effective  
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SECTION 2. This act takes effect upon approval by the Governor and first applies with respect 
to appropriations for fiscal year 1994-95.  

Approved the 15th day of June, 1993.  
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