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Numerical Politics
Developing California’s annual budget is the
most important set of decisions state government
makes. The budget allocates limited resources to
a vast number of programs and thereby establishes,
in concrete terms, the state’s priorities. Reaching
agreement on the budget is an arduous process. After
the governor submits his or her recommendations
to the state legislature in early January, lawmakers
have less than six months to answer two questions:
how much money does the state have to spend? And,
how will revenues be distributed among the state’s
many programs? Both the governor’s Department of
Finance (DOF) and the Legislative Analyst’s Office
(LAO) prepare independent revenue estimates, but
neither figure is binding, so lawmakers have a range of
options when projecting revenues. The final number
has significant consequences: pursuant to the state’s
constitutional balanced budget requirements (see
California Constitution Article 4), the legislature’s
revenue projections determine the amount of money
it can appropriate. The stakes are high and political
considerations often influence what otherwise would
be a purely empirical determination.
During the 2013-2014 budgeting cycle, for example,
Governor Brown and the legislature clashed over
whether to use the more conservative Department of
Finance projections or the more optimistic numbers
from the Legislative Analyst’s Office. After much
negotiation, Brown convinced the legislature to
accept the DOF numbers in exchange for reducing
the amount of money he wanted to set aside to reduce
outstanding debts.1 Similar negotiations will likely
occur in 2014 since the DOF’s estimates for the
state’s 2014-2015 revenue are $2.5 billion lower than
the LAO’s.2 Rating agencies have expressed concern
about the politicization of revenue forecasting, and
some scholars have suggested that California needs
structural reforms to its budgeting process.3 This
paper examines state budgeting processes across the
nation and considers California’s various options for
reforming its revenue forecasting.
Ultimately, this paper recommends that California
adopt a consensus revenue system with a panel
composed of representatives from the legislative
branch and the executive branch, as well as people
outside of government. Initially beginning as a nonbinding agreement, it would allow for the structural
problems in the current system to be mitigated, by
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moving the disagreement over revenue estimates
outside the floors of the legislative chambers and
into the hands of a qualified body. This paper begins,
however, with an examination of the major players
in the budget process, the executive and legislative
branches.

Institutional Players in
Budget Process

the

Executive
In every state, the governor’s most important
responsibility is to propose a state budget. Typically
drafted by the governor’s budget office, this initial
proposal lays out the executive’s spending priorities.
In every state, the executive has an independent office
that makes fiscal projections.* The governor is able
to use revenue estimates to pursue certain spending
priorities. California witnessed this feature of the
budget process in the 2013-2014 cycle, during which
Jerry Brown pushed for lower revenue estimates as
a way of keeping overall spending levels in check.
The blueprint of the executive proposing a budget
to the legislature is a common practice, even if the
number of executive departments or composition of
the executive budget office varies. Some states have
several different departments to assist with revenue
estimating, while others keep the job in the budget
office. The executive’s control over the process varies
based on the relative strength of the legislature.

Legislature
The legislature has wide latitude to alter
the governor’s budget and enact its own spending
priorities, limited mainly by the threat of an executive
veto. The legislature’s power to check the executive is
bolstered by the independent estimates it can acquire
on its own. This factor has led more than two-thirds
of the states to set up a separate budget office that
can independently assess the executive’s numbers
and otherwise analyze the governor’s proposed
budget. California has its own independent agency
in the LAO. The legislature’s ability to check the
*Some states adopt a 2-year budget cycle instead of an annual
budget. In these states, there are frequent revisions to the budget
estimates, and the legislature amends the budget accordingly,
if necessary. Washington, for example, has quarterly estimates
conducted by the Office of Financial Management, the governor’s
budget office.
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executive’s numbers is an enormous asset, especially
when it comes to the revenue estimate. When the
governor’s numbers are not the only ones, the
legislature can reject them and propose alternatives.4
Independent budget agencies can take many forms.
First is the LAO model, whereby both houses of the
legislature jointly oversee the agency, and is used
by 32 states. The office serves both houses and is a
nonpartisan voice on budgetary and other legislative
matters. The agency’s unity allows the legislature
to speak with one voice, which helps to balance the
governor’s power. LAO analyses are taken quite
seriously, the result of hard won independence.5
Second is the model whereby each house in the
legislature has its own budget agency; it is employed
by 4 states. While this model allows for three
separate estimates, it generally means the legislature
will not speak with unity when it comes to budgetary
matters. Under the third model, nonpartisan staffers
are placed on relevant budget committees; it is
used by 9 states. Though this model allows various
committees to verify the estimates of the governor, it
again lacks a definitive authority to make statements
on proposals such as the governor’s budget. States
assign varying roles to these agencies in the budget
process. Some, like Connecticut, have the legislative
budget agency take the central role in developing
revenue estimates, while other states such as Nevada
have the agency play a smaller role in estimates. In
any form, however, these agencies provide a second
opinion on the executive’s revenue estimates.

Revenue Estimating Processes
Used by Other States
Consensus Forecasting
Twenty-eight states use some form of consensus
forecasting to estimate revenues. In this process, a
panel, whose composition and appointment varies by
state, generates an estimate that both the executive
and legislature must use when drafting and revising
the budget. While some studies have shown this
method is more accurate than others, recent studies
have cast doubt on these conclusions.*6,7 Regardless,
consensus forecasting solves some of the political
* See Appendix 1 for a table of every state and the structure of
their revenue estimating process.
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problems that normally stem from negotiations
over revenue estimates. While elected officials are
experts in making political and policy decisions,
few have technical experience choosing between
varying forecast models.† Therefore, debates over
revenue estimates tend to be less technical than
political; members of both the legislature and the
executive may attempt to manipulate numbers to
back spending priorities. Consensus forecasting is
an attempt to reduce political considerations in the
revenue estimating process.‡
The essential characteristics of consensus
forecasting bodies are straightforward. They must
include representatives from both the executive
and the legislative branches, and may allow input
from other sources as well.§ To ensure a variety of
perspectives and a broad knowledge base, consensus
forecasting bodies often call on economic forecasting
experts from outside of government. These bodies
must work based on unanimity, not majority vote.
Consensus forecasting is only successful if all parties
can agree on the number and later employ it. Since
continued agreement on the estimate is imperative,
there must also be a mechanism for a member of
the forecasting committee, if he or she believes that
conditions have changed enough for the estimate
to be invalid, to call for another estimate. Finally,
the estimate must be binding so that the governor
and the legislature are forced to use the consensus
estimate. Without this requirement, the entire idea
of a consensus estimate makes little sense.
Florida started informally using the consensus
forecast in 1970. A senior budget officer, growing
concerned over the amount of time he witnessed
legislators debating the coming revenue estimates
instead of policy, invited high-ranking staff members
† Some have noted that a legislator’s staff may have experience
with revenue estimating. Even when this is the case, it fails to
solve the structural and efficiency problems with which this paper
is concerned.
‡ Some may argue that legislators should have responsibility
for estimating revenues, but this view has two problems.
First, legislators are typically less expert in deciding between
competing revenue estimates than in debating about how much
the state should be able to spend. Second, by fixating on revenue
estimates, lawmakers have less time to discuss how best to
distribute state funds that are actually available. .
§ This takes a wide variety of permutations, but the basic structure
will typically include from the legislature either elected officials or,
more common, budget analysts, and a member of the governor’s
budget team.
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Figure 1. Map of the various forecast methods used by the states.

from both the legislature and the governor’s office
to come together and forge a consensus estimate.
By simply including the staffers relevant in the
budget negotiations, the major stakeholders had
representation, allowing the initial structure to
succeed. For more than a decade, this informal
arrangement worked and avoided time-consuming
negotiations on the floor of the legislature. When
budget tensions rose in the early 1980s, the legislature
codified this process.8 By beginning informally,
the various players were able to develop their roles
and responsibilities within the process, making the
formal consensus process easier to establish. Some
Florida officials have argued that the consensus
process is partially responsible for their state’s higher
bond ratings.9
Put simply, a consensus forecast, calls for a panel
of experts to meet and generate the requested

forecast.10 The panel’s composition varies state by
state, but at minimum includes representatives from
the executive and legislative branches. These officials
are the most important members of any forecasting
committee, as they represent the institutions
responsible for adopting the budget. Losing their
support can result in a failure to reach consensus.
Many states have also found it helpful to include
the input of academics, consultants, or even private
citizens.11 The method of appointment varies by
state, with some states granting appointment power
to the governor and legislature leaders, while other
states employ different processes.
The size of the forecasting bodies also varies
by state, with some panels having as few as two
to three members, and others more than a dozen.
Arrangements range from quite simple to complex,
and vary in the involvement of government officials.
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For example, in Iowa, the voting members (also
known as principals) are the governor (or designee),
the director of the Legislative Services Agency (or
designee), and a third member selected by the other
two.12 This simple format, while providing the ease
of having only three voting participants, helps to
ensure efficiency, but excludes other relevant parts
of the state government and citizenry. Maine, on
the other hand, employs “the State Budget Officer,
the Associate Commissioner for Tax Policy, the
State Economist, an economist on the faculty of the
University of Maine System selected by the chancellor,
the Director of the Office of Fiscal and Program
Review and another member of the Legislature’s
nonpartisan staff.”13 Whatever model is chosen, the
key factor is ensuring that the stakeholders in the
budget process, the executive and the legislature, are
represented and endorse the final estimate.
As with any model, there is a risk that a consensus
forecast model might fail. Therefore, a backup is
essential to eliminating political gridlock. While
this can take many forms, one possible method
that certain states have adopted is to have an
official isolated from the drafting of the budget
make a determination on revenue estimates. Even
in states with well-functioning forecast systems,
the lack of a formalized consensus forecast can be
detrimental. The budget saga in Connecticut in
2009 provides an example of the necessity of having
both a consensus forecast and an independent party
to serve as the backup. Prior to 2009, Connecticut
worked off a system where the legislature chose
between competing estimates from the executive
and legislative budget agencies.14 From 1999 to
2008, the average gap between the estimates of the
Office of Fiscal Analysis (OFA) and the governor’s
office were only 0.75%, but in 2009 this gap grew to
9.3%.15 Governor M. Jodi Rell originally announced
that the budget would produce an $8 billion deficit,
while the nonpartisan OFA projected an $8.7 billion
deficit. The discrepancy was the result of differing
assumptions and technical details used in calculating
the revenue estimate. Adding to the confusion,
Governor Rell released a revised budget that
estimated the deficit to be only $6 billion. After critics
accused the governor of changing revenue estimates
to avoid some painful spending cuts, a conference
was convened between representatives from the
OFA, the Office of Personnel and Management, and
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the Comptroller’s Office. When this effort to resolve
differences failed, legislative leaders spent weeks
disputing the revenue estimate with the governor,
instead of dealing with substantive policy issues.16
In response to this fiasco, the legislature passed a
law that made a consensus forecast mandatory, with
the state comptroller’s estimate the official estimate
if the governor and legislature did not agree. The
following year, the revenue estimating process went
much more smoothly.17 Consensus estimates, more
than other methods, balance the interests of involved
parties while also limiting the politicization of the
budget figures.
Private Citizens Separate from Government
One state, Nevada, has attempted to depoliticize
the process by preventing any elected member of
the legislature, public employee, or employee of an
institution that receives public funding from voting
in the Economic Forum, the state’s forecasting
committee. Appointments to the committee are
made by the executive and the legislative branches;
the governor makes three appointments, while
the Senate Majority Leader and the Speaker of the
Assembly make one each. The Technical Advisory
Committee on Future State Revenues was established
to provide technical support for the forecasting
group; it consists entirely of public employees and a
representative of the higher education system. This
body has representatives from several departments
and areas throughout the state government.18
When making the actual forecast, Nevada’s
Economic Forum looks to several different forecasts
prepared by the following groups: various state
government staff, Fiscal Analysis Division staff,
Budget Division staff, and staff from the agencies
responsible for collecting certain revenues. Outside
of government, the state contracts with Global
Insight, a national forecasting firm, to provide
independent forecasts. After reviewing the forecasts
presented, the five voting members of the forum
agree to a number that the state uses for the budget.
This procedure’s main benefit is that elected officials
are separated from the process of selecting the
estimate. This brings in another layer of expertise to
the estimating process. The five individuals currently
serving on the forum include a CPA, a CFO and
treasurer of a Fortune 500 company, and a managing
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director of a consulting firm. All appointees to the
commission have extensive expertise with financial
and tax planning, giving them greater credibility
to choose between different forecasts. While the
governor and heads of the legislative chambers can
exert some influence on the process through their
appointments to the commission, their influence is
limited by the variety of estimates and the experience
of the members of the forum.
Official Disconnected from the Budget Process
Texas has established a process whereby the state
comptroller, an official who is not directly involved in
drafting the budget, establishes the revenue estimate.
Separately elected by the voters, the comptroller
has the sole responsibility for the Biennial Revenue
Estimate (BRE). This arrangement, while avoiding
drawn out negotiations over the revenue the state
will see in the coming budget cycle, simultaneously
gives the comptroller a major role in the budget
fight. Susan Combs, the current comptroller, has
influenced the budget process through her official
estimates and her ability to certify that the state
budget is balanced.
As former Texas Comptroller John Sharp once
said, “the legislature can’t spend more than you
say it can.”19 Naturally, this means that the state
comptroller cannot be completely neutral in the
budget process; everything she does will influence
the budget negotiations. For example, in the 2011
estimate, Combs drastically underestimated revenue,
which resulted in large cuts to social services
throughout the state. In a March 2013 interview,
she noted how she tries to be conservative because
she does not “want to let people think there’s a
lot of money and then find that there’s not.”20 As
a result, Texas’s spending levels are likely to be set
at a more conservative estimate precisely because
the comptroller systematically uses conservative
numbers or methodology when estimating
revenue. Although the legislature can override the
estimate with a four-fifths majority, that has never
happened.21 Therefore, the spending level set out
by the comptroller is the spending level of the state.
Combined with a constitutional mandate to certify
that budget does not exceed estimated revenues, the
Texas Comptroller is able to play a large role in the
budget process. Though structurally disconnected
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from the process, the elected comptroller still has a
large role in budget negotiations.
Like Texas, Wisconsin also selects a person to
make an estimate but has opted to choose someone
more cleanly divorced from the budget process.
While Texas has assigned revenue estimating
responsibility to an elected official, Wisconsin given
the task to the director of the Legislative Fiscal
Bureau, the legislature’s budget agency. Though not
codified in law, the tradition is for the budget to
employ the Bureau’s numbers.22 This arrangement
dispenses with the inherent political nature of
having an elected official make the decision, while
also avoiding a political impasse over the numbers.*
A single person or department making the decision
still presents some problems. First, it does not allow
for the inclusion of different methods as consensus
forecasting allows. Second, there is the risk that other
sections of government could reject the estimate. In
Wisconsin, it is entirely possible that the governor
could completely reject the estimate put forward by
the Bureau. Texas has solved this problem by adding
an extremely tough override, but Wisconsin has
no such override since using the Bureau’s estimate
is not mandated by statute. A consensus forecast is
successful because it is accepted by the major players
in the budget process; not including them in the
process risks losing their approval, thus opening to
door to political battles over the estimate.
Executive Office
Seven legislatures (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia,
Minnesota, Oklahoma, Virginia, and West Virginia)
use the executive branch’s estimate. Five of these
states do not have a unified, independent budget
agency to give an alternative, independent assessment
of the revenue forecast. The other two, Arkansas and
Alabama, do have an independent forecasting body,
but use the governor’s estimate anyway. Granting
the governor sole power to estimate revenues
increases efficiency; the legislature will not invest
time debating revenue estimates because
*

The Wisconsin Department of Revenue also makes
an estimate for the governor’s proposed budget, which is
used in the initial governor’s budget. This number, however,
is typically abandoned in favor of the Legislative Fiscal
Bureau’s number.
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the governor has sole authority to set the number.
Nevertheless, the risk of an executive manipulating
revenue estimates to reach desired spending levels is
real. For California, this approach would make the
governor’s estimate binding and would undermine
the legislature’s budget authority.

Possibilities for California
California should consider adopting a
consensus revenue forecast system. More than any
other system, this method allows for the inclusion of
major players in the budget negotiations, namely the
legislature and the governor. In other models, one or
both of these essential players is marginalized, which
potentially compromises the forecast’s legitimacy.
Moreover, by adopting the consensus forecast,
California can limit the debates within the halls of
the legislature over how much money the state will
have over the course of the next year. Instead, the
legislature and governor can focus their expertise of
making substantive policy decisions.
We propose the following format for consensus
forecasting in California.
The
arrangement
should be a three-person panel with the following
participants: the director of the DOF (or designee),
the director of the LAO (or designee), and a mutually
agreed upon third party, preferably outside of
government. The directors of the DOF and LAO are
essential for the committee because they and their
staffs understand the budget better than perhaps
anyone else in state government. This knowledge
can be applied to offer the most sensible estimates
possible. The third member should be someone who
has an understanding of either California politics
(even if he or she operates outside of it) or economic
forecasting. One such possible person could be an
economist from the publicly funded UC system,
similar to how Kansas uses economists from its
public universities. With highly qualified participants
and small size, the committee could reach an accurate
estimate in a short period, allowing the governor to
use this number in his initial proposal. This panel
would meet, at minimum, twice a year: first, for the
Governor’s initial budget and, second, for the May
Revision of the revenue estimate. In this sense, it
would simply substitute the current estimates given
by both the LAO and the DOF.
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Because the panel we envision has a simple
structure, the governor and legislature could try using
it on an experimental, non-binding basis. Naturally,
this would require the blessing of both leaders of the
legislature and governor to be effective. Florida had
success trying consensus forecasting in this informal
way and, when the time came to codify the process
into law, experience had smoothed over the kinks
in the process.23 On the other hand, establishing a
binding procedure would ensure that the process
commences immediately, avoiding the risk of
additional years of haggling over revenue estimates.
We believe that a backup procedure is necessary
in the event that the consensus body cannot agree.
That backup must be an individual who is not
party to the initial process, yet is familiar with state
finances and revenue sources. The state controller is
well qualified on both of these counts. Relying on
the elected controller is not a perfect solution as the
position is subject to partisan influence and could
thus provide incentives for the panel to deadlock,
but the system requires someone to have the last word
on revenue estimates, and the controller seems to us
to be the best available option.
To become effective, the consensus revenue
forecast system has to be binding. If it lacks the force
to be used in both the governor’s and legislature’s
budget plans, then it has no force at all, and the new
process of identifying a revenue estimate will not be
any more efficient than it is now. While some states
have provisions in place to revise the estimate in
circumstances where the members of the committee
believe that state’s revenue outlook has changed
drastically, this seems unnecessary given California’s
use of the May Revision. The panel’s estimates
would be on the same schedule as the DOF and
LAO, and therefore give estimates. This would allow
the projections to follow changes in the state’s fiscal
outlook.
California’s revenue estimating process has been
broken for years. It leads to inefficiencies in the
budget process and risks bringing party politics
into an area where the most accurate numbers are
essential. A consensus forecasting system, though
no silver bullet, would be a welcome change in
this process, and balance the needs for inclusion by
involved parties and the need for efficiency in the
broader budget process.
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Appendix 1
State

Forecasting
Method

Forecast
in State
Budget

AL

Governor

Governor

AK

Governor

Governor

AZ

Governor and Legislature

Consensus

AR

Governor

Governor

CA

Governor and Legislature

Negotiation

CO

Governor and Legislature

Negotiation

CT

Consensus

Consensus

DE

Consensus

Consensus

Notes
Executive Budget Office staff works in
conjunction with an economist from the
Center for Government and Public Affairs at
Auburn University at Montgomery and agencies
responsible for the collection of revenues.
Department of Revenue is responsible for
estimating revenues.
The Joint Legislative Budget Committee and
the Governor's Office of Strategic Planning
and Budgeting each independently produce
nonbinding estimates. Policymakers typically
request that the two staffs come together on
a consensus estimate, which usually involves
averaging the two numbers.
The Director of the Department of Finance
and Administration is responsible for estimating
revenues.
Both the Department of Finance and the
Legislative Analyst's Office release revenue
estimates, with the governor and legislature
negotiating over what the final revenue estimate
will be.
The legislature decides between the independent
forecasts of the Office of State Planning and
Budgeting and the Colorado Legislative Council
through a joint resolution.
The directors of the Office of Personnel
Management and the Office of Fiscal Analysis
meet to decide a revenue estimate. In the
event that they cannot reach a consensus, the
independently elected state comptroller chooses
the revenue estimate.
The Delaware Economic and Financial Advisory
Council, comprised of dozens of business
leaders and academics, is responsible for
estimating revenues.
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FL

Consensus

Consensus

Consensus forecasts are established by
representatives from the governor's office,
the Senate, the House, and the Coordinator
of the Legislative Office of Economic and
Demographic Research.

GA

Governor

Governor

The Office of Planning and Budget sets the
revenue estimate.

Consensus

The Council on Revenues, comprised of seven
members appointed by the governor and leaders
of both legislative chambers, is responsible for
estimating revenues.

HI

Consensus

ID

Governor and Legislature

Negotiation

The governor establishes his own revenue
estimate, then the Economic Outlook and
Revenue Assessment Committee, an 18-member
bipartisan body, makes its own estimate
(or decides that the governor's estimate is
reasonable). This is then sent to the Joint
Financial Appropriations Committee, which then
has the option of using its own number.

IL

Governor and Legislature

Negotiation

The governor sends his own revenue estimate,
but the legislature is able to pass its own revenue
estimate for use in the final budget.

Consensus

Two committees are involved, the Indiana
Economic Forum and the Revenue Forecast
Technical Committee. The Economic Forum,
comprised of people outside of government,
focuses just on economic forecasting. The
Technical Committee, representative of the
legislative and executive branches, uses the
Economic Forum's forecast to come up with
state revenue estimates.

Consensus

The Revenue Estimating Conference consists of
three members: the Governor (or Governor's
designee), the Director of Legislative Services
Agency (or designee), and a third member agreed
to by the other two.

Consensus

A consensus revenue estimate is agreed upon
by representatives from Division of the
Budget, Legislative Research Department, the
Department of Revenue, and one consulting
economist each from Kansas, Kansas State, and
Wichita State universities.

IN

IA

KS

Consensus

Consensus

Consensus

Numerical Politics

KY

LA

ME

MD

MA

MI

Consensus

Consensus

Consensus

Consensus

Consensus

Consensus
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Consensus

The revenue estimate is prepared by the
Consensus Revenue Forecast, a group jointly
appointed by the State Budget Director and
the Legislative Research Council (LRC). While
the LRC provides staff, either the State Budget
Director or the LRC can request a revision of the
original estimate.

Consensus

Louisiana's Revenue Estimating Conference
consists of the governor, the president of
the senate, the speaker of the house, or their
respective designees, and a faculty member of a
university in Louisiana with expertise in revenue
forecasting.

Consensus

The Revenue Forecasting Committee consists
of the State Budget Officer, the Associate
Commissioner for Tax Policy, the State
Economist, an economist on the faculty of the
University of Maine System, the Director of
the Office of Fiscal and Program Review, and
another member of the Legislature’s nonpartisan
staff. The committee must use the economic
assumptions and forecasts of the Consensus
Economic Forecasting Commission.

Consensus

The Consensus Revenue Forecasting and
Monitoring Group, consisting of representatives
from executive departments and the legislative
budget agency, sends to the governor a
recommendation for the coming revenue
estimate. Although this is not binding, if the
proposed budget exceeds the number of the
Board, the governor must explain why in his
budget message.

Consensus

The Secretary of Administration and Finance
meets with the chairs of the House and Senate
Ways and Means Committees to establish a
revenue estimate.

Consensus

The voting members in Michigan's revenue
estimating conference are the State Budget
Director and the Directors of the Senate and
House Fiscal Agencies or their respective
designees. The governor and senior officials from
the Department of Treasury may also participate.

Numerical Politics

MN

MS

MO

MT

NE

NV

NH

NJ

NM

NY

Governor

Consensus

Consensus

Negotiation

Consensus

Private

Governor

Governor

Consensus

Consensus
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Governor

Minnesota Management and Budget prepares the
estimates for use in the state budget.

Consensus

The Revenue Estimating Conference consists of
the State Economist, the State Fiscal Officer, the
State Treasurer, the Chairman of the State Tax
Commission, and the Director of the Legislative
Budget Office. Although the revenue forecast is
not binding, it is nearly always accepted.

Consensus

Revenue estimate made by House and Senate
appropriations staffs, Division of Budget and
Planning, and staff from University of Missouri.

Negotiation

The Budget Office and the Legislative Fiscal
Division both independently calculate revenue
estimates and then compare forecasts and work
together toward the best forecast.

Consensus

Revenue estimate is made by the Economic
Forecasting Board, which is composed of five
legislative appointees and four gubernatorial
appointees, but no representative from the
Legislative Fiscal Office.

Private

The state's Economic Forecasting Group, which
is composed of five economic and taxation
experts from the private sector, provides a
binding revenue estimate.

Negotiation

The governor relies on an initial revenue estimate
by the head of Administrative Services, though
the legislature passes its own revenue estimate by
a majority vote.

Negotiation

The legislature conducts a review of the
governor's budget, and following several months
of revenue collection, establishes the final
revenue estimate.

Consensus

Economists from the Department of Finance
and Administration, Taxation and Revenue
Department, and the Legislative Finance
Committee develop the estimate.

Consensus

Since 2007, the legislature and the executive
are required to create a consensus estimate.
In the event that no consensus is reached, the
independently elected state comptroller chooses
the revenue estimate.

Numerical Politics

NC

ND

OH

OK

OR

PA

RI

Consensus

Consensus

Negotiation

Governor

Governor

Governor and Legislature

Consensus
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Consensus

The Fiscal Research Division and the Office of
State Management and Budget come together to
create a joint, non-binding forecast.

Consensus

Under an informal arrangement, North Dakota
achieves a consensus forecast through a
conference with tax and finance legislators, the
legislative fiscal officer, the Director of Office
of Management and Budget (OMB), and OMB
analysts.

Negotiation

The Office of Budget and Management works
with the Department of Taxation to create a
revenue forecast. This is eventually compared
with the estimate given by the Legislative Service
Commission, and then a final revenue estimate is
agreed upon.

Governor

The State Board of Equalization, consisting of
the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Attorney
General, State Treasurer, State Auditor and
Inspector, State Superintendent of Public
Instruction, and President of the Board of
Agriculture, certifies estimated sources of
revenue for the following year, which then caps
the legislature's spending.

Negotiation

The governor makes his own estimates, which are
then reviewed by the Ways and Means committee
and the Legislative Fiscal Office, which makes
further recommendations to the Ways and Means
committee.

Negotiation

The Secretary of Revenue and the Secretary of
the Budget establish the revenue estimate. The
legislature may amend the estimate, however.

Consensus

Twice a year, a public Revenue Conference is
held with the principals being the Budget Officer,
Senate Fiscal Advisor, and House Fiscal Advisor.
These principals can call for another conference
if they feel the fiscal situation has changed
enough to warrant another estimate.

Numerical Politics

SC

Consensus
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Consensus

The Board of Economic Advisors consists
of the following: one member appointed by
the Governor to serve as chairman, a member
appointed by the chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee, one member appointed
by the Chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee, and a representative of the
Department of Revenue who serves ex officio
as a non-voting member. All of the members
have a working knowledge in revenue forecasting
and the state budget process. The staff is
supplemented by an official from the offices of
the Governor, Senate Finance Committee, House
Ways and Means Committee, Department of
Revenue, and State Budget Office.
Both the Bureau of Finance and Management
and the Legislative Research Council
prepare estimates. The legislature’s Revenue
Subcommittee references these estimates when
choosing their own estimate.

SD

Governor and Legislature

Negotiation

TN

Consensus

Consensus

TX

Comptroller

Other official

UT

VT

Consensus

Consensus

The State Funding Board meets and makes a
range of revenue estimates for the governor to
choose from.
The comptroller makes the Biennial Revenue
Estimate, but this can be overridden by a fourfifths vote in the legislature (though this has
never happened).

Consensus

After making independent forecasts, the
Legislative Fiscal Analysts, governor's office, and
Tax Commission come together and agree on a
unified estimate.

Consensus

Consensus forecast is established by the
Emergency Board, which is made up of the
governor and the chairs of the House Committee
on Appropriations, the House Committee
on Ways and Means, the Senate Committee
on Finance, and the Senate Committee on
Appropriations. Prior to the Board meeting,
consulting economists attempt to reach a
consensus recommendation. When one is not
reached, the Board determines the estimate.

Numerical Politics

VA

WA

WV

WI

WY

Governor

Consensus

Governor

Governor And Legislature

Consensus
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Governor

Virginia uses a two-step process. The Board of
Economists reviews the revenue estimate, and
then it is reviewed by business leaders.

Consensus

An independent agency, the Economic and
Revenue Forecast Council is composed of
two members appointed by the Governor and
four members from the Legislature. Legislative
members are appointed by the chairman of
each of the two largest political caucuses in each
legislative chamber. The council's chair is selected
from among the legislative appointees, is held by
the majority party, and alternates between each
chamber.

Governor

The Department of Revenue, overseen by
the governor's office, has the sole authority to
establish the revenue estimate.

Other official

Although the governor's budget originally uses
revenue estimates from the Department of
Revenue, the Legislative Fiscal Bureau's number
are typically incorporated into the governor's
budget upon their release.

Consensus

The Consensus Revenue Estimating Group is
responsible for the state’s revenue estimate. The
Group is co-chaired by the Legislative Service
Office and Fiscal Manager and is composed
of staff representing both the executive and
legislative branch.

Numerical Politics
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