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Chapter One

STATE
CONSTITUTIONS

A review of constitutional revision and actions on
proposals in the states during 1992-93, including general

information on state constitutions, amendment procedures,
and constitutional commissions. Includes a special essay

on the term limits movement in the states.



CONSTITUTIONS

State Constitutions and Constitutional
Revision, 1992-93
States can modify their constitutions several ways, and the processes
have become more popular recently.

by Janice C. May

State constitutional activity in 1992-93 was
generally similar to that of the past biennium
and the 1980s,but there were some significant
changes. Compared with the last two years,
proposals and adoptions of constitutional
amendments were more numerous. No new
constitution or general revision was on the
ballot, but the Louisiana Legislature convened
briefly as a constitutional convention, and con-
stitutional revision commissions were autho-
rized in New York and California. In addition,
history was made when the Florida Commis-
sion won approval for two amendments it sub-
mitted directly to the voters. As a method of
constitutional change, the constitutional ini-
tiative was more popular than ever with adop-
tions reaching new heights. Interest in state
constitutional law by the legal profession and
others continued to add to the literature on
state constitutions.

Use of Authorized Methods

As Table A shows, constitutional changes
by all methods were higher in 1992-93 than
in 1990-91.There were 239 proposals and 160

through legislative action only. The number
of states with some activity also increased. Al-
though more than in 1990-91,the new figures
are far below those of 10 years ago (345 pro-
posals and 258 adoptions) and the averages
per biennium in the 1970s (418.8 proposals
and 261 adoptions). The approval rate in the
current biennium of 66.6 percent was some-
what more than in 1990-91,but lower than the
other biennium on the table.

The constitutional initiative generated 34
proposals compared with 29 during the last
biennium, a record high as measured by bien-
nium averages during the past 60 years. The
approval of 21 of the 34 propositions in 1992-
93 was significant, as the 62 percent rate is al-
most double the average rate of 33 percent.

Table A also includes the first constitutional
convention since the Rhode Island limited con-
vention of 1986. However, the authenticity of
the convention might be questioned since it
was the Louisiana Legislature convening as a
convention. Its proposed “revision” failed at

Janice C.May isan associateprofessorof govern-
adoptions, including two approved by Delaware ment at the University of Texasat Austin.

Table A
STATE CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGES BY METHOD OF INITIATION

1986-87, 1988.69, 199D-91 AND 1992-93

Number of Total Total Percentage
sfotes involved proposok odopted odopted

1986- 1988- 1990- 1992- 1986- J988- 1990- 1992- 1986- 1988- 1990- 1992- 1986- 1988- 1990- 1992-

Method of insto/lation 87 89 91 93 87 89 91 93 87 89 91 93 87 89 91 93

All methods 47 45 41 43 275 267 226 239

Legislative proposol

204 199 145 160 74.3* 74.0” 63.3’ 66.1 *

46 45 41 42 243 246 197 201 191 188 134 137 77.7’ 75.6* 67.0” 67.1 *

Constitutional initiative 9 11 10 13 18 21 29 34 5 llt 11 21 77.7t 55.~ 37.9 61.7

Constitutional convention 1 . . . 1 14 . . . . . . 8 . . . 0 57.1 . . . . . . 0.0

Constitutional commission . . . . . . . 1 . . . . . ; . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . . . . . . 66.6

Key
*_ In calculating these percentages, the amendments adopted in Delowore (where proposals are not submitted to the voters) are excluded.
t — Excludes one Nevada constitutional initiative whose finol adoption requires a second favorable vote.

— Not applicable
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the polls, however. Of considerable signifi-
cance was the addition of a Florida constitu-
tional commission for the first time since 1978.
Two of the three proposals on the ballot were
adopted, the first ever for a commission that
has the authority to submit them directly to
the voters.

Tables 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 summarize the pro-
cedures associated with the three major meth-
ods used to initiate amendments and revisions
to state constitutions: proposal by the state leg-
islature, which is permitted in all states; consti-
tutional initiative authorized in 18states during
the biennium but available in only 17; and the
constitutional convention, accepted as legal
in all states although not expressly authorized
in nine state charters. A fourth method used
to initiate and refer proposed constitutional
amendments to the voters, the constitutional
commission, is authorized only in Florida.

Legislative Proposal
Legislative proposal, the most commonly

employed method for initiating constitutional
amendments, accounted for 201 of the 239
amendments submitted to the voters during
the biennium. Of the 201, 137 were adopted
(including two Delaware propositions that were
not submitted to voters), and 135wereapproved
by the electorate (excluding the Delaware mea-
sures) for a 67.6 percent voter approval rate.
Legislative proposals represented 84 percent of
all proposals, somewhat less than in the preced-
ing biennium because of the larger number of
constitutional initiatives and proposals of the
constitutional convention and the commission.

Constitutional Initiative
The constitutional initiative which empowers

citizens by petition to propose amendments
directly to the electorate (except in Massachu-
setts and Mississippi where the indirect form
is used) is available in one-third of the states.
Appropriate only for making limited consti-
tutional change, the method accounted for
14.2 percent of the total number of proposals
and 13.1 percent of adoptions, which is un-
usually high compared with other years.

The number of initiative proposals and adop-
tions by state during the 1992-93 biennium
were as follows: Arizona (3-2), Arkansas (l-l),
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California (4-2), Colorado (9-3), Florida (2-2),
Michigan (2-l), Missouri (2-2), Montana (2-l),
Nebraska (l-l), Ohio (4-2), Oklahoma (l-l),
Oregon (3-l), and South Dakota (l-l). As the
figures indicate, Colorado led the states in
usage.

During the biennium, Mississippi became
the 18th state to adopt the constitutional ini-
tiative. Mississippi voters had approved the
initiative and referendum in 1914,but the Mis-
sissippi Supreme Court had struck the amend-
ment from the constitution in 1922.An indirect
initiative, the new Mississippi version is ex-
ceedingly complicated and restrictive, both as
to procedures for putting measures on the bal-
lot and their content.

The initiative is indirect because the measure
must be submitted to the Legislature before it
is placed on the ballot, The Legislature which
receivesinitiatives on the first day of the regular
session, may adopt, amend or reject a proposal,
or take no action. But whatever the Legis-
lature does or does not do, a proposal, if it
meets all the requirements outlined, will be
placed on the ballot. However, ballot forms
and choices depend on what course of action
the Legislature takes. If no legislative action
occurs in four months, or if the Legislature
adopts the proposal without any changes, the
measure goes on the ballot in its original form
as received by the Legislature. If the Legisla-
ture amends the proposal, the original con-
stitutional initiative and the amended version
are both placed on the ballot. If the Legisla-
ture rejects the proposal and submits an alter-
native, both the original and the alternative
will be on the ballot. A constitutional initiative
is adopted only if it receives a majority of the
votes on the proposition and at least 40 per-
cent of the total vote cast in the election.

In addition, a fiscal analysis must be attach-
ed to ballot measures; no more than five ini-
tiative proposals can be placed on a single
ballot, and a defeated proposition cannot be
considered again for two years.

During the last biennium, two state supreme
courts denied a place on the ballot to a con-
stitutional initiative on the grounds that the
content violated the U.S. Constitution. It is
unusual for courts to strike from the ballot
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propositions for substantive rather than pro-
cedural reasons. In Strumpf v. Lau, 839 l?2d
120 (Nev. 1992), the Nevada Supreme Court
ruled invalid a measure to impose term limits
on members of Congress. In Re Initiative Pe-
tition No. 349, 838 P.2d 1 (Okla. 1992), the
Oklahoma Supreme Court refused to allow
an anti-abortion proposal on the ballot.

In addition, two state supreme courts held
unconstitutional two initiatives adopted by
the voters. In Colorado, a state district court
held invalid the initiative to restrict the legal
status of gays, lesbians, and bisexuals; and the
Arkansas Supreme Court found unconstitu-
tional the proposition imposing term limits
on members of Congress. (For a full discus-
sion of term limits, see the essay “Term Limits
in the States;’ by Thad Beyle and Rich Jones,
pp. 28-33 of this volume.)

Constitutional Convention
The constitutional convention is the oldest,

best known and most traditional method for
extensivelyrevising an old constitution or writ-
ing a new one. As of January 1, 1992,233 con-
ventions, including the 1982convention in the
District of Columbia, had been held in the
United States. No convention had been held
since 1986until the Louisiana Legislature call-
ed itself into session as a convention in 1992.

Governor Edwin Edwards, a Democrat who
had won the governorship for the fourth time
in 1991,proposed a constitutional convention
as a means of resolving fiscal problems early
in the 1992 Louisiana legislative session. His
initial proposal called for a convention of 85
delegates, 50 of whom would be elected by
districts and the remainder appointed by the
governor or would serve ex officio. When the
Legislature remained unpersuaded, the gover-
nor suggested a one-house convention com-
posed solely of legislators. Upon its rejection,
Edwards proposed a bicameral convention
composed of the legislators. The Legislature
passed a statute containing the necessary pro-
visions for a convention, retaining legislative
compensation, rules, leadership and organiza-
tion. The convention was limited to “state and
local revenues” and related matters; the Trans-
portation Trust Fund was expressly excluded.

The convention/Legislature met as scheduled
on August 23, 1992,and adjourned as required
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after one month, on September 22. The gov-
ernor was unsuccessful in adoption of his
plan to expand the tax base but the conven-
tion agreed to other proposals in its “revision”
package. The most controversial proposal
would have given the Legislature more con-
trol over dedicated funds. In the event of a
pending deficit, the Legislature by majority
rather than a two-thirds vote could shift up
to 10percent of dedicated funds to the general
fund. Supporters of the public schools were
particularly concerned because the Minimum
Foundation Fund is a major dedicated fund.

The voters defeated the “revision” in the
November 1992 general election by a large
margin, 38 percent for, 62 percent against.
Legislators had turned against it, and after
the election, Governor Edwards apologized to
teachers for supporting it.’

Fourteen state constitutions require a regular
periodic vote on the question of calling a con-
vention (See Table 1.4). Eight states mandate
one every 20 years; one state, every 16 years;
four, every 10years; and one, every nine years.
During 1992-93a referendum for a convention
call required by their state constitutions were
on the ballots of three states — Alaska and
New Hampshire, where a vote is taken every
10 years, and Ohio, where it occurs every 20
years. The voters rejected the referendum in
all three states. The votes were: Alaska, 84,929
- 142,735; New Hampshire, 210,346- 217,575;
and Ohio, 1,672,320-2,660,222.

!n 1994 the state of Michigan will face the
prospect of a constitutional convention be-
cause the 16-year mandatory referendum on
a convention call will be on the ballot in No-
vember. The Research Council of Michigan
has undertaken a voter education campaign
to identify and analyze major constitutional
issues. The Council took an active role in
providing citizen information and services at
the time of the Michigan Constitutional Con-
vention of 1962 and when mandatory calls
were on the ballot.

Although no convention call was approved
in the states during the biennium, the voters
in the Northern Marianas Commonwealth,
on November 6, 1993, approved a constitu-
tional convention to propose amendments to
their constitution.
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Constitutional Commissions
Constitutional commissions generally serve

two major purposes: to study the constitution
and propose changes; and to prepare for a con-
stitutional convention. In 1992-93 four com-
missions were operative (Florida, Utah, Alaska
and New York) and a fifth was authorized by
statute (California).

The unique Florida Taxation and Budget
Reform Commission completed its work dur-
ing the biennium and was officially dissolved
on June 20, 1993. Originally authorized by a
constitutional amendment adopted in 1988,
the body was established in 1990 for a three-
year period. Commissions will be organized
every decade in the future.

After numerous meetings, the commission
approved four proposed constitutional amend-
ments for approval or rejection by the voters
at the November 1992 general election. The
Florida Supreme Court removed from the bal-
lot one amendment because it violated statutory
requirements on clarity of ballot language.
The voters approved two of the three remain-
ing measures. Adopted were a comprehensive
change in budgeting and planning and a di-
rective to the Legislature to prepare and adopt
a “Timpayers’ Bill of Rights? The rejected
measure would have allowed city and county
governments, upon voter approval, to levy a
sales tax.

The fact that the commission’s proposals
were approved at the polls was historic. The
Florida Constitution Revision Commission
of 1978 proposed eight amendments, all of
which failed. Thus, 1992marked the first suc-
cess at the polls for amendments proposed
directly to the voters by a commission.

Utah’s Constitutional Revision Commission,
a permanent body since 1977, is required by
statute to submit recommendations for con-
stitutional changes to the Legislature at least
60 days before each regular session. The com-
mission had resubmitted six proposals to the
1992Legislature: major revisions of the labor,
corporations, legislative and executive articles;
and two lesser changes, legislative eligibility
and separation of powers and elimination of
the dedication of the income tax for public
schools. Three of the revisions (legislative, ex-

ecutive and corporations), after referral to the
voters by the Legislature, were adopted at the
general election in 1992.

In 1993, the commission, at the instigation
of the Utah Governor’s Council of Victims
Rights, reviewed and endorsed (with a reserva-
tion about wording) a “Proposed Declaration
of the Rights of Crime Victims:’ The commis-
sion also studied briefly the constitutional issue
of church and state raised by the offering of a
prayer before Salt Lake City Council meetings.
The issue was resolved by the Utah Supreme
Court, which found no violation of the sepa-
ration of church and state in the case of Soci-
ety of Separationists v. Whitehead, 227 Utah
Adv. Rep. 67 (Dec. 1993). The commission’s
most ambitious project of the biennium was
the completion of a comprehensive study, be-
gun in 1990,of the revenue and taxation article.
Recommendations for revision were incorpo-
rated in its 1994 report to the Legislature. The
commission underwent sunset review in 1992
by the State and Local Affairs Interim Com-
mittee, which approved its re-authorization.

Following the defeat of the call for a con-
stitutional convention in Alaska in 1992, the
House of Representatives of the Alaska Legis-
lature created the House Constitutional Re-
vision Task Force by resolution (HR 5) during
the regular session in 1993. The purpose of
the Task Force was to study and make recom-
mendations concerning methods of constitu-
tional revision in addition to the two provided
for in the state charter — amendments by the
Legislature subject to voter approval and the
constitutional convention. The resolution
stated that neither method “lends itself to
adequate citizen involvement” in constitution-
al change, an issue that was raised during the
consideration of the referendum on the con-
vention call. In accordance with the resolu-
tion, a five-member group was appointed by
the Speaker — who also designated the chair.

Teleconferences were used extensively to ob-
tain information on methods of constitutional
revision and how they had worked. In April
1994, the Task Force released its final report.
It recommended a permanent statutory citi-
zens advisory commission called “The Alaska
Commission on the Constitution” to be com-
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posed of seven members. The bipartisan com-
mission was to be chosen by a five-member
selection committee, four of whom were state
officers (the governor, the chief justice, the
Senate president and the House speaker), who
jointly would appoint a fifth member. The
commission would offer opportunities for citi-
zens to participate in discussions and proposals
concerning the Alaska Constitution and have
power to propose amendments to the Legis-
lature. The Task Force also recommended that
a new standing committee, the Joint Commit-
tee on the Constitution, be created to handle
constitutional amendments. It remains to be
seen whether the Alaska Legislature will adopt
any or all of the innovative suggestions.

New York Governor Mario Cuomo support-
ed constitutional revision by convention in his
1992 state of the state address. On May 26,
1993, the governor, by executive order, created
the Temporary State Commission on Consti-
tutional Revision. The 18-member nonparti-
san body was appointed by the governor and
included members of diverse backgrounds,
interests and areas of New York.

The general mission of the new commission
is to prepare New Yorkers for the mandatory
vote on a convention call in 1997or on an ear-
lier call. More specifically, the group is to look
at the processes for holding a convention and
to make recommendations to improve them
and to develop “abroad-based agenda of inter-
ests and concerns which might be considered
by a convention:’ Their first interim report,
“Delegate Selection Process;’ was released on
March 17, 1994, and a 251-page compilation
of articles, “The New York State Constitution
Briefing Book;’ became available in April.
Public hearings were scheduled for later in the
year.

The California Constitutional RevisionCom-
mission is the most recent commission to be
authorized. The Legislature passed and the
governor signed the statute creating the com-
mission in October 1993, after two attempts
to do so in 1991and 1992 had been vetoed by
the governor. The commission is composed of
23 members, 20 appointed and three serving
ex-officio. The commission members were ap-
pointed in April 1994. The Legislature appro-

priated $200,000 to support the commission in
1993-94. The commission will be “sunset” on
July 1, 1996.

The mission of the commission is to study
and make recommendations regarding the
budget process, state governmental structure
and proposed modifications, state and local
governmental duties and relationships, and
community resources and service delivery sys-
tems. The statute emphasizes the need to im-
prove the budget process, which “has become
crippled” and hampered by “gridlock?’ It is
the hope of the sponsors that an independent
citizens commission can provide the Legisla-
ture with recommendations for making needed
changes. A final report is due no later than
August 1, 1995.

Substantive Changes

In 1992-93 no new constitution or other
general revision was on the ballot. There werq
however, three budget proposals of some
breadth: the “revision” drafted by the Loui-
siana Constitutional Convention, which was
defeated at the polls, the budgeting and plan-
ning amendment of the Florida T=ation and
Budget Reform Commission, which passed,
and a budget proposal supported by Gover-
nor Pete Wilson in California, which failed.
Also, the so-called “Tapayers Bill of Rights”
(TABOR), the constitutional initiative adopted
in Colorado, while limited to the revenue ar-
ticle, made major changes.

The corporations article of the Utah Consti-
tution underwent major revision. Several spe-
cific reforms also were important. The amend-
ments to limit legislative terms may well be
the most distinctive development historically.
Among other changes were the extension of
the recall to two states, authorization of coun-
ty home rule in Arizona, executive reforms in
Kentucky and Rhode Island, and judicial in-
novations in Arizona. School vouchers, which
were on the ballot for the first time, were de-
feated. A limitation on the legal status of gays,
lesbians and bisexuals was held unconstitu-
tional in Colorado and defeated by the voters
in Oregon.

One general trend that stands out during the
biennium is the drive to increase direct citizen
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control of institutions and policymaking. The
constitutional initiative was used more than
ever, and direct democracy methods were add-
ed in Mississippi (the constitutional initiative),
Rhode Island (the recall) and New Jersey (the
recall). In Arizona, citizen committees were
created to assist in the nomination of judges
and the number of public members on nomi-
nating commissions was doubled. An Alaska
task force recommended a citizens’ commission
to propose constitutional amendments to the
legislature. Voter approval was required before
certain fiscal policies could be adopted in Colo-
rado (a special case), Arizona, Oklahoma (an
alternative) and Texas. And the popularity of
term limits can be explained at least partially
by the desire to break the hold of incumbents
so that more citizens can run for office.

Table B offers an overview of the general
subject matter of state constitutional change
in 1992-93and the three preceding biennia. As
indicated, finance and taxation drew the most
propositions (54), and the legislative article
was next (42), a familiar pattern in most bien-
nia. Barely half of the fiscal amendments were
adopted, the smallest percentage on the table,
whereas close to three-fourths of the legislative
proposals were approved. The most popular
article was suffrage and elections; all measures
were approved, including a Delaware proposal
adopted by the Legislature. Least popular were
the “State Functions” articles; only about one-
third were approved, the lowest number on
the table.

1

Bill of Rights, Suffrage and Elections
Compared with the last biennium, the num-

ber of constitutional proposals to change state
bills of rights rose from 13to 18. Fifteen were
approved, or 83 percent and almost half of
those concerned crime. Rights of crime victims
were adopted in six states (Colorado, Illinois,
Kansas, Missouri, New Mexico and Wiscon-
sin). Twoprovisions restricted the rights of the
accused. In Texas, voters approved another
limit on the right to bail. Bail could be denied
to a person accused of certain violent or sexual
offenses committed while under supervision
of a criminal justice agency for a prior felony.
In New Jersey, the voters approved a measure
declaring that the death penalty was not cruel
or unusual punishment when imposed on a
person who purposely or knowingly caused
death or serious bodily injury resulting in
death. The Arizona electorate approved of
lethal injection as the sole method of execu-
tion. (Persons condemned before the effective
date of the new provision could choose be-
tween lethal injection and lethal gas.) The
only proposal on juries in criminal cases was
defeated. The New Hampshire proposal would
have retained 12-person juries in capital cases
and in cases of imprisonment exceeding one
year; six-person juries would be allowed in
other cases.

Two proposals opposed to a protected legal
status for persons of “homosexual, lesbian,
or bisexual orientation” were on the ballot.
The Oregon voters turned down the measure,

Table B
SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES IN STATE CONSTITUTIONS:

PROPOSED AND ADOPTED 1986-87, 1986-89, 1990-91 AND 1992-93

Total proposed Total odopted Percentage adopted

Subiect mctter 1986-87 1988-89 1990-91 1992-93 1986-87 1988-89 1990-91 1992-93 1986-87 1988-89 1990-91 1992-93

Proposals of statewide
applicability 251 * 228* 195* 211 * 184t 164+ 121t 139+ 72.9* 71 .6* 61,5” 64.9*

8ill of Rights 12* 21 13 18 10 19 8 15 81.8* 90.5 61.5 83.3

Suffrage & electians 11 12 3 8+ 10 8 2 8 90.9 66.7 66.6 10Q.O

Legislative branch 49 44 45 42 35 33 28 31 71.4 75.0 62.2 73.8

Executive branch 23 22 9 15 19 14 8 13 82.6 63.6 88.8 86.6

Judicial branch 18 18 13 12+ 15 14 7 9

Lacal government

83.3 77.8 53.8 75.0

17 14 10 11 3 64.7 71.4 42.8 60.0

Finance & taxatian 45 54 5; 54 29 :$ 36 2: 64.4 62.9$ 62.0 53.7

State & local debt 12 4 5 3 2 66.6 83.3 7s.0 50.0

State functions 29 2; 29 2: 2; 17 18 9 75.8 77.3 62.0 36.0

Amendment & revision o 5 2 0 2 0 1 0.0 40.0 0.0 50.0

General revision proposals 14 0 : 8 0 0 0 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

Miscellaneous proposals 22 12 15 2; 9 9 16 77.2 75.0 60.0’ 69.5

Local amendments 24 39 31 28 z 35 24 21 79.1 89.7 74.1 * 75.7

Key
● _ Excludes Delaware where proposals are not submitted to vaters
t — Includes Delaware
$ — Excludes ane Nevada constitutional initiative whose final adoption requires a second favorable vote.
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but the voters in Colorado approved it. The
Colorado Supreme Court upheld a preliminary
injunction against its enforcement in 1993and
a state district court ruled the amendment in-
valid under the equal protection clause of the
14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

In other significant actions, Iowa voters
turned down an equal rights amendment, the
Florida electorate approved an amendment to
require the Legislature to draw up a taxpayers’
bill of rights and Washington voters ratified an
amendment allowing chaplains in public hos-
pitals. In addition, Florida voters approved an
amendment that required public access to pub-
lic records and meetings in all three branches
of government, Maryland voters approved an
amendment that allowed six-member civiljuries
and raised the amount in dispute ($5,000) that
would entitle a party to a jury trial in civil
suits, and Arizona’s “Pre-born Child Protection
Act;’ which included a ban on public fund-
ing of abortions, was defeated.

Unlike the last biennium in which only three
suffrage and election proposals were on the
ballot, there were eight proposals this bienni-
um. Very significant was the adoption of the
recall for state officials in Rhode Island and
in New Jersey. In two states, amendments were
passed to make it easier to vote. In Connecti-
cut, the Legislature may allow any qualified
voter to vote absentee, while in Delaware ab-
sentee registration was extended to spouses and
dependents of persons in the armed forces or
merchant marine temporarily absent from the
state or for certain other reasons. Obsolete
voting or office-holding provisions were re-
moved in Nevada and Iowa. A Mississippi
amendment disqualified from public office
persons convicted of a felony in other states
or by the United States. A New Hampshire
proposal to allow National Guardsmen and
certain others to hold public office was defeat-
ed. In Florida, suspension of an election in an
emergency was approved, as was a Kentucky
executive reform amendment that changed
elections for all but constitutional officers
from odd-numbered years to even-numbered
years.

Three Branches of Government
Proposals to change the legislative, executive

and judicial articles accounted for about one-

third of the statewide propositions in 1992-93,
the same as two years ago. Legislativeproposals
continued to outnumber those regarding the
other two branches, but the number of execu-
tive questions grew from two years ago. Pro-
posed changes to the judiciary continued to
decline, though slightly, while the approval
rate was higher than two years ago.

The movement to limit legislative terms by
constitutional initiative picked up speed in the
biennium after its beginnings in Oklahoma,
Colorado and California in 1990. (For a full
discussion of term limits, see the essay “Term
Limits in the States” by Thad Beyle and Rich
Jones, pp. 26-31 of this volume.)

Three measures in Hawaii, all of which
passed, addressed reapportionment, a peren-
nial topic in the state. The major change was
in the population base — from the total num-
ber of registered voters to the total number of
permanent residents. Legislative compensa-
tion items were on the ballot in three states.
The only one to pass was a Wisconsin amend-
ment that requires an intervening election be-
tween a legislative-sponsored pay raise and its
adoption. In New Mexico, the long quest to
substitute a salary for per diem compensation
failed when the voters turned down an amend-
ment creating a citizens’ salary commission
to set legislative compensation.

In Louisiana, significant changes in sessions
and procedures won approval at the polls in
1993.The regular session in the even-numbered
years was reduced from 60 to 30 days and lim-
ited to taxes and other fiscal subjects. Sessions
in odd-numbered years were limited to 60 days
in an 85-day period and cannot address tax
issues. Various deadlines have been inserted
into the procedural rules. After a pre-filing
deadline, legislators are limited to the intro-
duction of five bills unless joint rules permit
otherwise. Another Louisiana amendment and
one in North Dakota were passed to change
the date on which laws become effective. Fi-
nally, Utah clarified certain provisions of its
legislative article, such as the beginning date
for legislative terms, and added some new sec-
tions on deadlines: the regular sessions will
begin one week later than before, the Senate
will have more time to approve judicial ap-
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pointments, and the legislature must call itself
into session to override vetoes no later than
60 days after a session ends.

Twolegislative oversight questions were also
on the ballot. A New Jersey amendment allow-
ing the legislature to reviewadministrative rules
and regulations and invalidate or prohibit them
was adopted, but a similar amendment involv-
ing delegation of legislative authority and its
control failed in New Hampshire.

In California, amendments to elevate the
legislative analyst and the auditor general to
constitutional status were rejected by the
voters. Financing of the two offices would
have been removed from legislative budget
limits. Also in California, two amendments
to change budgeting procedures were turned
down. The more comprehensive of the two,
which was supported by Governor Wilson,
would have granted more power to the gover-
nor over the budget. The second amendment
concerned implementation procedures, and
would have been permitted the Legislature to
disregard the single-subject rule for bills im-
plementing the appropriations act.

All but two of the proposed changes to the
executive articles were ratified. With respect
to terms of office, nine of the constitutional
initiatives on legislative term limits extended
them to the executive office. In addition, the
Mississippi charter was amended to restrict the
lieutenant governor to two consecutive terms.
There were counter-moves as well. The Rhode
Island electorate approved a historic increase
in the term of governor from two to four years.
However, the governor would be able to serve
only two consecutive terms. Also, in Kentucky,
the voters repealed the present one four-year
term provision and allowed the governor and
other high executive officers to serve two con-
secutive four-year terms. In Arizona, the term
of the office of mine inspector was increased
from two to four years.

A major reform in Kentucky was the selec-
tion of the governor and lieutenant governor
as a team — that is, on a single ticket. And an
interesting amendment in Arizona repealed an
amendment adopted in 1986 that required a
majority vote to win the governorship, and a
runoff if no majority were obtained. The 1986

change was a reaction to the election of Gov-
ernor Evan Mecham by 39 percent of the vote.
Mecham was impeached and removed from
office during the first term. An argument for
repeal was that in elections after 1986the run-
off did not change the outcome of the first
election.

Severalballot questions concerned what hap-
pens when the governor is absent from the state
or unable to servq and succession to executive
offices. The Kentucky amendment providing
for the single-ticket and other reforms also
allowed the governor, if unable to perform
duties temporarily, to transfer them to the lieu-
tenant governor; and if both the officers were
unable to act, the attorney general and then
the auditor would be in line to perform guber-
natorial duties. In both Kentucky and Rhode
Island, amendments repealed the prohibition
against the governor serving in his or her ca-
pacity while absent from the state. In addition,
the Kentucky charter was amended to repeal
the requirement of an election to fill a vacancy
in the governorship during the first two years
of tenure. In Maine, the voters adopted a mea-
sure to provide for a method for interim occu-
pancy of the offices of treasurer and secretary
of state in the event of a vacancy. A deputy
would be assigned until the Legislature ap-
pointed a replacement.

Compensation of executive officers was ad-
dressed in two ballot questions, both approved.
Voters in Mississippi prohibited the lieutenant
governor from receiving the lieutenants’ and
the governor’s salary when acting as governor.
In Arkansas, a measure that expressly exclud-
ed “public relations funds” from reimburs-
able expenses of executive and legislators was
adopted.

The revision of the executive article in Utah,
which was adopted at the polls, allowed the gov-
ernor and the judiciary to appoint legal counsel
and clarified the qualifications, terms and
duties of several officers. One change was the
establishment, for the first time, of a minimum
age for the state auditor and state treasurer.

The proposed amendments to the judiciary
articles included changes in judicial selection,
discipline, jurisdiction, courts and costs. Ari-
zona voters ratified comprehensive changes
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in the merit selection system used to appoint
and retain state appellate judges and trial
judges in the two largest counties, Maricopa
(Phoenix) and Pima (Tucson). Other judicial
selection proposals were less comprehensive.
Nevada voters turned down a proposal to re-
quire the selection of the chief justice by a
majority of the members of the court to serve
one or more four-year terms. In Montana, the
electorate opposed a change in the state’smerit
selection system to require timely elections of
judges who are appointed to fill a vacancy;
under the existing law a judge may serve up
to three years without facing the voters. The
Pennsylvania Legislature referred to the voters
anew method for regulating judicial conduct,
which was ratified.

Four measures, all but one of which passed,
concerned jurisdiction. The rejected proposal
would have allowed the Louisiana Legislature
to authorize family courts to hear certain com-
munity property partition cases. A Delaware
provision permitted the supreme court of that
state to hear questions of law certified to it by
the U.S. Supreme Court and other constitu-
tional federal courts and the highest court of
other states in addition to the Delaware courts
and the federal district court in Delaware. In
Nevada, the district courts were allowed to
issue writs of prohibition and writs of habeas
corpus before the sentence was completed.
And in Washington, the district courts as well
as superior courts can now hear cases in equity.

In Mississippi, the Legislature was allowed
by the voters to change the number of circuit
and chancery courts; but in Nevada, the elec-
torate refused to approve the establishment of
intermediate appellate courts. And in New
Jersey, the voters approved an amendment to
require the state to assume more of the costs
of courts now supported by the county prop-
erty tax.

Local Government
The proposed amendments to local govern-

ment articles were few, but not insignificant.
In Arizona, the voters approved a procedure
for allowing county home rule in the two larg-
est counties. An amendment was added to the
New Mexico constitution requiring all elective
county officials to serve four-year terms in-

stead of two, with a limit of two successive
terms. Also, five-member boards of county
commissioners are allowed upon the unani-
mous vote of the board but single-member
districts would be mandatory. In Texas, the
voters approved an amendment to permit the
Legislature to prescribe qualifications for sher-
iffs and to enable county commissioners’ courts
to hold an election to abolish the county sur-
veyor. Two rejected Alabama measures would
have allowed county tax officials and mayors,
sheriffs and other local elective offices to join a
local or a state government retirement system.

Other local government proposals concerned
fiscal matters. New Yorkers voted to allow
more flexibility in the handling of local debt
(extending to the year 2004 the exclusion of
debt for sewage facilities from the local debt
limits, and allowing a different calculation of
debt) and Arizona voters approved an amend-
ment to add general elections to four-year local
elections in which to vote on expansion in the
permanent tax base that determines spending
limits. However, New Mexico voters voted
against an amendment to allow county debt
to repair buildings. Missourians also rejected
a proposal to increase local bonded debt to
retrofit buildings damaged in an earthquake.

Finally, there were three provisions scat-
tered indifferent amendments and articles on
state mandates, two of which passed. The re-
jected measure was a Texasschool finance law
that exempted a school district from comply-
ing with unfunded state educational man-
dates under certain conditions.

Provisions in Maine and Colorado were
adopted. Now no state mandates to local gov-
ernments are lawful in Maine unless the state
provides 90 percent of the funding; the Legis-
lature, by a two-thirds vote, can make an ex-
ception to the ban. The Colorado provision
was part of the Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights. It
allowed local governments to end or reduce,
over a three-year period, subsidies to a pro-
gram delegated to them by the Legislature with
certain exceptions.

Finance
There were 54 proposals to change finance

and taxation articles and four more on local
and state debt, during the biennium. In addi-

10 The Book of the States 1994-95



CONSTITUTIONS

tion, fiscal measures were not infrequently lo-
cated in other articles. It is clear that state
constitutions are documents about raising and
spending money.

Taes were the target of most of the amend-
ments in 1992-93, a common pattern, but the
severity of tax restrictions in a few states was
one highlight of the biennium. The most re-
strictive was the Colorado “Taxpayers’ Bill of
Rights” (TABOR), a constitutional initiative
adopted in 1992after defeat in 1988and 1990.
A distinctive feature of the Colorado propos-
al is the requirement for voter approval of
state and local governmental changes that in-
crease taxes and important decisions concern-
ing spending and debt.

The amendment added new limits on spend-
ing and debt. Before TABOR, no limitations
on spending applied generally to all local gov-
ernments and no limits were imposed on local
or state revenue bonds or multi-year lease
agreements. Under the new law, existing spend-
ing limits have been changed to reflect the rate
of inflation and certain other factors and new
local limits have been imposed. Also, voter ap-
proval is probably required for revenue bonds
and the multi-year financial arrangements.

New restrictive tax procedures were added
to the constitutions of two other states. An
Oklahoma constitutional initiative required
a bill raising revenue either to receive three-
fourths of the vote of each house of the Legis-
lature or voter approval. A measure receiving
the extraordinary majority would not go into
effect for 90 days. The Arizona charter was
changed so that a two-thirds majority of each
house of the Legislature, rather than a simple
majority, must be obtained to increase state
revenue. If the governor vetoes the bill, it takes
a three-fourths vote to override the veto. The
new amendment would not apply if the reve-
nue increases resulted purely from economic
effects.

Most tax proposals in other states concerned
the property tax. In addition to TABOR, 28
such proposals were on the ballot and 13were
adopted. Fifteen were designed to offer a “tax
break” by exemption, postponement or other
means. Only one of the exemption measures
failed, and it was passed when it was on the

ballot the next year (Louisiana). In contrast,
only two of eight other “breaks” were adopted.

Another group of property tax measures was
designed to increase tax revenue either directly
or indirectly by such means as lowering the
vote for tax increases or allowing exceptions
to limits. Only one of nine was approved, an
Arkansas amendment to allow a tax for librar-
ies. Most of the remaining property tax propo-
sitions concerned classification of property.

Only one amendment was devoted solely to
the income tax. In Texas, where the constitu-
tion explicitly allows an income tax, the voters
approved a requirement that voter approval
is necessary before a personal income tax can
be levied. Also, if the taxis adopted, a vote
is also necessary to increase the tax when the
result is to increase income tax liability. Pro-
ceeds from the tax are dedicated solely to edu-
cation, and at least two-thirds must be used
to reduce local school property taxes.

The remaining tax measures were directed
at the sales and excisetaxes. Three of the seven
passed. In California, the voters approved the
repeal of a sales tax on certain foods and the
dedication of 1/2 cent of the current sales tax
to law enforcement. Missouri voters approved
the distribution of 5 percent of a new fuels tax
to cities and counties.

Regarding spending, the voters in three states
adopted state limits for the first time. In Con-
necticut, general budget expenditures must not
exceed the estimated amount of revenue each
fiscal year and, in addition, may not grow
faster than the increase in personal income or
inflation unless the governor declares an emer-
gency. In Rhode Island, appropriations are
limited to 98 percent of state revenue and a
budget reserve account is created for the re-
maining 2 percent. In Virginia, a contribution
to the Budget Stabilization Fund is mandated
when taxes exceed an average tax growth rate.

Several amendments concerned expenditures
for specific purposes. A Louisiana proposal
to allow the state and local governments, by a
two-thirds votq to spend money for economic
diversification was defeated. Also rejected was
a North Carolina measure to enact laws with-
out a referendum to promote private industrial
economic development. Maine voters approved
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a proposition to ensure that a certain level of
appropriations for the Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlifq and North Dakota and
West Virginia voters approved of payments to
veterans of the Gulf War and military service
in certain other areas.

Various proposals concerning trust and other
funds were on the ballot. Six were trust fund
amendments, of which two were adopted: the
Alabama Forever Wild Land Trust and the
Georgia Indigent Care Trust Fund. Rejected
were: the Georgia Transportation Trust Fund,
a North Dakota bicentennial trust fund for
the year 2089, a proposal to divert the prin-
cipal from the Montana Coal Trust Fund for
infrastructure, and in Louisiana, a proposal
to allow the Louisiana Education Trust Fund
to be invested in stocks. Also, Wyoming voters
rejected an amendment allowing the Legislature
to invest state funds in stocks of major corpo-
rations. Public pension funds were the subject
of three propositions, the most comprehensive
of which was adopted in California by consti-
tutional initiative. It was designed to ensure
the independence of the boards in investment
decisions.

Unlike proposals for tax and spending in-
creases, amendments to authorize bonds were
relatively popular at the polls. Of 11authori-
zations of general obligation (GO) bonds,
seven were adopted. Texas led the way with
five GO bond issues, but only two passed, one
for veterans housing and land purchases and
the other for corrections and mental health
and mental retardation facilities. Bonds for
local and regional solid waste and other facili-
ties (Georgia), public universities and certain
other agencies (Oklahoma), funding of inter-
nal improvements for railways (Wisconsin),
capital improvements for state parks and rec-
reation (Ohio), and construction of higher
education facilities (Florida) were accepted by
voters.

Of the four remaining propositions, all of
which passed, three were derived from the re-
vision proposed by the Louisiana convention
and included anew limit on net state supported
debt. The fourth is a New York amendment
that allows new methods for payment of state
bonds.

Functions, Amendments and Revisions,
and Miscellaneous

In 1992-93, the total number of proposed
changes to the policy articles dropped slightly
from the past biennium (from 29 to 25), but
only nine were approved. The main reason for
the low adoption rate is the appearance on the
ballot of highly controversial education pro-
posals, such as vouchers and various public
school financing alternatives. Only three of
the 14education amendments were approved.
Six of the 11proposals to change other policy
articles were approved, and they were mostly
noncontroversial.

The placement in 1992-93of school voucher
proposals by constitutional initiative on the
ballot in California and Colorado attracted
national attention. Both were defeated. The
California initiative would have required the
state to offer to every resident school-age child
an annual scholarship in the form of a voucher
equal to at least 50 percent of the prior fiscal
year’s per pupil spending on public schools (K-
12),an amount estimated to be $2,600per child.
The voucher could be used at any “scholarship
redeeming school;’ which must have at least 25
pupils. The Colorado plan intended to appor-
tion, in the form of vouchers, all state money
for the general support of public school educa-
tion (K-12)among students from age 5 through
21. The value of the voucher was to be at least
50 percent of the average per pupil expendi-
ture in the district of the student’s residence.
The voucher could be used at any school —
public, private or home.

Controversial issues on school funding also
were on the ballot in Texas,Oregon and Michi-
gan. The Texas Legislature, in an attempt to
avoid another state Supreme Court decision
holding the public school financing system
unconstitutional, referred an amendment to
the voters at a special election in May 1993al-
lowing the Legislature to redistribute among
other school districts the property taxes levied
and collected by a district (the “recapture prin-
ciple”) and to consolidate tax bases by means
of county education districts. The voters re-
jected the amendment, often referred to as
“Robin Hood:’ In Oregon an unsuccessful ef-
fort was made to amend a school property tax
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amendment adopted in 1990 whose purpose
was to reduce the tax as a source of public
school funding. The new proposal would have
doubled the rate of the property tax limit and
retained it at that level. Another measure, to
levy a 5 cent sales tax for schools, was also de-
feated. Michigan proposed two measures,
both of which were rejected. Property taxes
would have been reduced, and the state sales
and use tax rates increased to 6 percent. The
new money would have been dedicated to the
schools. A minimum state and local per pu-
pil funding would have been guaranteed.

The voters in Illinois turned down a public
school amendment devoted to basic princi-
ples: Education was a “fundamental right”;
the state had the “paramount duty” to provide
a thorough and efficient system of quality pub-
lic education and equality of educational op-
portunity; and the state had the “preponderate
financial responsibility” for financing public
education.

Other rejected public school measures con-
cerned education boards and school lands.
Tivo were Louisiana amendments to change
education boards to conform to new congres-
sional districts, and one was a Montana mea-
sure to increase the number of regents on the
board of education and to require that one
seat be reserved for a native American; another
Montana proposal would have transferred cer-
tain public school lands to local governments.

The three measures adopted were: requiring
elective local school boards ~Georgia), adding
state Institutes of Technology to the guaran-
teed building fund for colleges and universities
not eligible for the Permanent University Fund
(Texas) and overruling a state supreme court
decision on oil and gas leases affecting school
revenues (Mississippi).

Proposed amendments to policy articles
other than education included a measure to
require businesses to provide labels with warn-
ing about toxic chemicals (rejected in Ohio)
and the repeal of the requirement for a referen-
dum before the construction of low-rent hous-
ing projects (defeated in California). Adopted
was a revision of the corporations article in
Utah; included was a general prohibition of
all forms of restraint on trade or commerce.

In contrast to the past biennium when no
amendments were proposed to the amending
article, two were on the ballot in 1992-93.Only
one passed, the indirect constitutional initia-
tive in Mississippi. Defeated was a Louisiana
proposal to allow the Legislature to refer to
the voters as single amendment changes or
additions to certain fiscal provisions, such as
dedication of state revenues.

Most state charters contain a miscellaneous
or general provisions article for propositions
that apply to more than one article or that do
not fit anywhere else. For convenience, a Colo-
rado measure repealing obsolete provisions in
four articles was included in Table B under
“Miscellaneous?’ Counting Colorado, there
were 23 proposals and 16adoptions for a high
approval rate of almost 70 percent. The num-
ber of proposals was the largest of any of the
biennia in Table B.

Over half of the measures (13) dealt with
lottery and gambling, and eight passed. Voters
in Georgia, Nebraska and Mississippi approved
a state lottery for the first time. (In Mississippi
the prohibition against lotteries was simply
lifted.) In Kentucky, the electorate permitted
charitable groups to conduct lotteries under
legislative authorization. Twoof three amend-
ments to dedicate lottery proceeds were adopt-
ed: for the Great Outdoors Project in Colorado
and for education in Missouri, but not for the
Louisiana Health Insurance Association Fund.
In Colorado, three statewide (and two local)
amendments concerned gaming. The only
measure to pass required the approval of local
voters for gaming to be allowed in local areas.
Propositions were approved in Wisconsin and
Idaho that clarified the meaning of “gambling”
in current law: to prohibit further extension
of gaming (Wisconsin) and to exclude express-
ly casino gambling (Idaho). The voters rejected
simulcast horse racing in Missouri.

Remaining proposals not already reviewed
elsewhere are: changes in the oath of office to
exclude university faculty and certain other
officials (Hawaii), a repeal of the prohibition
against devising property to a charitable or
education institution within a given time peri-
od (Mississippi), requiring a two-thirds vote
of the legislature to reduce state park land
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(Maine), and ending tolls on toll roads leased
to private interests after 35 years or when the
lease expires (California). The California pro-
posal was rejected as was a Missouri propos-
alto allow construction of toll roads (located
in the executive article). All the others were
adopted.

Sources and Resources

As was true of the past biennium and the
1980s,publications on state constitutions and
state constitutional law have continued to mul-
tiply. Ongoing series initiated in the late 1980s
have been joined by new sources including state
constitutional commissions.

The National Association of Attorneys Gen-
eral has continued to publish its State Con-
stitutional Law Bulletin, a 10-issue monthly
inaugurated in December 1987. The Temple
Law Review (TempleUniversity School of Law),
by agreement with the Attorneys General, be-
gan publication in 1992 of an annual winter
issue, “Emerging Issues in State Constitutional
Lad’ To date, the 1992 and 1993 issues have
been published. Emerging Issues was origi-
nally an annual law journal sponsored by the
Attorneys General which also offered a state
constitutional law student writing competition.
The Temple Luw Review has kept this feature
of the journal, and in addition, has sponsored
a state constitutional law symposium.

Annual reviews of state constitutional law
first published by the Rutgers Law Journal
(Rutgers University School of Law at Camden)
in 1989 have entered the fifth year with the
1993 issue. In addition to articles, the reviews
contain yearly summaries of state constitu-
tional law cases.

The Edward McNall Burns Center for State
Constitutional Studies at Rutgers University in
New Brunswick has continued its State Consti-
tutional Commentaries and Notes, which made
its debut in 1989,and has added other materials
under the editorship of Stanley Friedelbaum,

Robert F. Williams, one of the editors of the
state constitutional law series in the Rutgers
Law Journal, has revised his book on state
constitutional law with a new publisher, the
Michie Company of Charlottesville, Va. State
Constitutional Law Cases andikfaterials, sec-

ond edition, came out in 1993. A legal treatise
on state constitutional law was also made avail-
able during the biennium: Jennifer Friesen’s
State Constitutional Law Litigating Individual
Rights, Claims and Defenses, Mathew Bender
and Company of New York, publisher.

State constitutional commissions were
sources of several publications directly or indi-
rectly. The recommendations of the Oklahoma
Revision Study Commission were incorporated
in the first of two issues on the Oklahoma
Constitution in the Oklahoma City Univer-
sity Law Review (Oklahoma City University
School of law), fall 1991. A leading article in
the second issue (summer 1992)by Robert H.
Henry, chairman of the Oklahoma commis-
sion, was entitled, “The Oklahoma Constitu-
tional Revision Commission: A Call to Arms
or the Sounding of Retreat:’

The New York Temporary State Commission
on Constitutional Revision completed two re-
ports in 1994: “Delegate Selection Process”
and “The New York State Constitution Brief-
ing Book? The latter is a 257-page volume of
articles by experts on various constitutional
subjects. More works can be expected during
the Commission’s tenure. In April 1994, the
Alaska Constitutional Revisision Task Force
completed its final report which contains rec-
ommendations for alternative methods of con-
stitutional revision. A consultant to the com-
mission, Gordon S. Harrison, who is director
of the Alaska Legislative Research Agency,
revisited the Alaska constitution in the third
edition of his book, Alaska’s Constitution, A
Citizen’sGuide. More comprehensive than and
in a different format from the two earlier edi-
tions, the book came out in time for guidance
to voting in the November 1992 election on
the call for a constitutional convention.

A very substantial contribution to state
constitutional literature occurred with the re-
lease of 15more legal reference guides to state
constitutions for the projected 52-volume series
edited by G. Alan Tarr and published by the
Greenwood Publishing Group. Five such guides
were complete during the past biennium. A list
of the 20 states for which guides have been
published and their authors appears in the
bibliography at the end of this essay.
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Among other developments of interest, the
Pennsylvania Constitution was highlighted in
an issue of the Widener Journal of Public
Law (the Widener University School of Law)
in 1993. It contained papers from a symposi-
um, “Securing Individual Rights Under the
Pennsylvania Constitution? Cosponsored by
the Roscoe Pound Foundation and the Yale
Law School, a forum on “Protecting Individual
Rights: The Role of State Constitutionalism”
to which more than 100state court judges were
invited was held in 1992. Also, a history of
three Western states that focused on the writ-
ing of their constitutions was also published
during the biennium: David Alan Johnson,
Founding of the Far West: California, Oregon
and Nevada 1840-1890,the University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1992.

The selected list of references at the end of
this summary analysis includes several works
of particular significance: Sources and Docu-
ments of United States Constitution (edited
and annotated by William F. Swindler with
Donald Musch) designed to integrate national
and state constitutional documents into a ref-
erence collection on American constitutional
developments; Model State Constitution, first
published by the National Municipal League
in 1923 and since revised six times; and the
Index Digest of State Constitutions prepared
by the Legislative Drafting Research Fund of
Columbia University. The selected list neces-
sarily excludes many specific items developed
for constitutional reform of particular state
constitutions, including official documents,
special studies, and vast quantity of ephemeral
material stored instate libraries and archives.
Of particular value are the complete, annotated
and comparative analyses of the Illinois and
Texas constitutions, prepared for delegates to
the constitutional conventions of those states.
Also excluded from the list are numerous ma-
terials prepared by groups long identified with
state constitutions, the League of Women
Voters, the National Civic League, and The
Council of State Governments. Excepting the
holdings of the Library of Congress, proba-
bly the most extensive collection of fugitive
and published materials are those of the Na-
tional Civic League and The Council of State
Governments.

Sources of periodic reviews and updates of
state constitutional developments include the
biennial summary of official activities in The
Book of the States. The 1982-83 volume fea-
tured a 50-year review of state constitutional
history and bibliography. From 1982-1986,
Ronald K.L. Collins authored articles on state
constitutional law that appeared periodical-
ly in The National Law Journal. From 1970
through 1985,Albert L. Sturm contributed an
annual survey of state constitutional develop-
ments to the National Civic Review.

Foot notes
‘ Thomas H. Ferrell, “The Louisiana Con-

stitutional Convention of 1992;’ State Con-
stitutional Commentaries and Notes, 3, 4
(Summer 1992): 9-12.
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Notes, A Quarterly Review. New Brunswick,
N.J.: Edward McNall Burns Center for State
Constitutional Studies, Fall 1989 to present.

State Constitutional Conventions, Con7rnis-
sions, and Amendment, 1979-1988.Annotated
Bibliography and Microfiche Collection, Part
5. Bethesda, Maryland: Congressional Infor-
mation Service. 1989. Parts 1-4 (1776-1978)
published irregularly. For annotated bibliog-
raphy published separately for Part I (1776-
1959) see Cynthia Brown entry.

State Constitutional Convention Studies.
11vols. New York, N.Y.: National Municipal
League, 1969-1978.

State Constitutional Studies. 10vols. in two
series. New York, N.Y.: National Municipal
League, 1960-1965.

State Constitutional Law Bul[etin. Monthly
from July-August. Washington, D.C.: National
Association of Attorneys General, Dec. 1987
to present.

Sturm, Albert L., A Bibliography on State
Constitutions and Constitutional Revision,
1945-1975. Englewood, Colo.: The Citizens
Conference on State Legislatures, August 1975.

. Annual summary analyses of state
constitutional developments. Published in the
January or February issues of the National
Civic Review 1070-1985.

. “The Development of American
State Constitutions!’ Publius: The Journal of
Federalism 12.2 (Winter 1982): 57-98.

CONSTITUTIONS

. Thirty Years of State Constitution
Making, 1938-1968.New York, N.Y.:National
Municipal League, 1970.

Swindler, William F., ed. Sources ofDocu-
ments of United States Constitutions. 10vok.
Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.:Oceana Publications, Inc.
1973-1979.

ed. (vol. 1), with Donald Musch
(VOIS,2-4; Sources and Documents of United
States Constitutions, Second Series 1492-1800.
4 vols. Dobbs Ferry, N.Y.: Oceana Publica-
tions, Inc. 1982-1986.

“Symposium Articles? (Pennsylvania Con-
stitution). Widener Journa! of Pub[ic Luw 3,
1 (1993): entire issue.

“A Symposium on State Constitutional Re-
vision:’ Oregon Law Review 67, 1(1988): 1-238.

“Symposium on the Arizona Constitution?
Arizona State Law Journal 20, 1(Spring 1988):
1-368.

“Symposium on Constitutional Revision in
Mississippi;’ Mississippi Law Journal, 56, 1
(April 1986): 1-163.

“Law School Symposium of the 1972Con-
stitution;’ Montana Law Review 51, 2 (Sum-
mer 1990): 237-508.

“Symposium: The Emergence of State Con-
stitutional Law?’ Texas Luw Review 63, 6 and
7 (March/April 1985): 959-1375.

“Symposium on the Texas Constitution?
TexasLuw Review 68,7 (June 1990):1337-1671.

Tarr, G. Alan and Mary Cornelia Porter, eds.
“New Developments in State Constitutional
Lad’ Publius: The Journal of Federalism 17, 1
(Winter 1987): entire issue.

Tarr, G. Alan, ed. Reference Guides to the
State Constitutions of the United States (Pro-
jected 52 Vols.) Westport, Corm.: Greenwood
Publishing Group, 1990to present. States and
authors: Alabama — William H. Stewart, Ari-
zona — John D. Leshy,Arkansas — Kay Collett
Goss, California — Joseph R. Grodin, Calvin
R. Massey and Richard B. Cunningham, Con-
necticut — WesleyW. Horton, Florida — Talbot
D’Alemberte, Hawaii — Anne Feden Leq Ida-
ho — Donald Crowley and Florence Heffron,
Kansas — Francis H. Heller, Louisiana — Lee
Hargrave, Maine — Marshall J. Tinkel, Mis-
sissippi — John W. Winkle III, Nebraska —
Robert D. Miewald and Peter J. Longo, Ne-
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vada — Michael W. Bowers, New Jersey —
Robert F. Williams, New York — Peter Galiq
North Carolina — John V. Orth, Tennessee
— Lewis L. Laska, Vermont — William C.
Hill, Wyoming — Robert S. Keiter and Tim
Newcomb.

Wheeler, John P. Jr. The Constitutional
Convention: A Manual on Its Planning, Or-

ganization and Operation. New York, N.Y.:
National Municipal Leaguq 1961.

. ed. Salient Issues of Constitutional
Revision. New York, N.Y.: National Munici-
pal Leaguq 1961.

Williams, Robert F. State Constitutional
tiw: Cases and Materials. 2d ed. Charlottes-
ville Vs.: The Michie Company, 1993.
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CONSTITUTIONS

Table 1.1
GENERALINFORMATION ON STATECONSTITUTIONS
(As of January 1, 1994)

State or other Number of
jurkdiction constitutions* Dates of adoption

Effective date Number of amendments

of present Estimated length Submitted
constitution (number of wordr) to voters Adonted

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . .
r-

NOV. 28, 1901
Alaaka. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

174,000
Jan. 3, 1959

Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
16,675 (a)

Feb. 14, 1912 28,876
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Oct. 30, 1874 40.720
Juiy 4, 1879

1819, 1861, 1865, 1868, 1875, 1901
1956

783

2;:
171
814

556

1?;
81 (b)

485

124

1;:
65
39

1%
8

X (g)

9J (g)

54

162 (h)
205 (i)

117

1:;
116
81

18
197
113 (g)
1~ (k)

123
213

1;; (1)
151

146 (m)
(n)
56
36

463

99

3::
82
50

23
88
64

1:; (g)

7
47 (r)s)

6

1911
1836, 1861, 1864, 1868, 1874
1849, 1879 33;350

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . .

1876
1818 (C), 1965
1776, 1792, 1831, 1897
1839, 1861, 1865, 1868, 1886, 1%8
1777, 1789, 1798, 1861, 1865, 1868,
1877, 1945, 1976, 1982

Aug. 1, 1876
Dec. 30, 1%5
June 10, 1897
Jan. 7, 1%9
hdy 1, 1983

45,679
9,564

19,000
25,100
25.000 52 (e)

Hawaij . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
fflinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1950
1889

Aug. 21, 1959
July 3, 1890
July 1, 1971
NOV. 1, 1851
Sept. 3, 1857

17,453
21,500
13,200
9,377 (a)

12,500

102
189

;;
52

1818, 1848, 1870, 1970
1816, 1851
1846, 1857

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .

1859 Jan. 29, 1861
Sept. 28, 1891
Jan. 1, 1975

11,865
23,500
51,448

118
65
92

1792, 1799, 1850, 1891
1812, 1845, 1852, 1861, 1864, 1868,
1879, 1898, 1913, 1921, 1974

1819
1776, 1851, 1864, 1867

Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

March 15, 1820
Oct. 5, 1867

13,500
41,349

192
238

Maaaaehuaetta . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Misaisaippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

1780
1835, 1850, 1908, 1963
11K7

Oct.25, 1780
Jan. 1, 1964
May 11, 1858
NOV. 1, 1890
March 30, 1945

36,690@
20,000

144

2:;
148
132

9,500
24,000
42,000

11,866
20,048
20,770

9,200
17,086

27,200
80,000
11,000
20,564
36,900

68,800
26,090
21,675
19,026(0)

22,500(0)

23,300
15.300

----
1817, 1832, 1869, 1890
1820, 1865, 1875, 1945

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire .
New Jersey . . . . .

1889, 1972
1866, 1875
1864
1776, 1784
1776, 1844, 1947

Julyl, 1973
Oct. 12, 1875
Oct. 31, 1864
June2, 1784
Jan. 1, 1948

2;:
184
2;M#k)

New Mexico. . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina. . . . . .
North Dakota .
Ohjo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1911
1777, 1822, 1846, 1894
1776, 1868, 1970
1889
1802, 1851

Jan.6, 1912
Jan. 1, 1895
July 1, 1971
NOV. 2, 1889
Sept. 1, 1851

240
280

2::(0
253

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . . .

1907 NOV. 16, 1907
Feb. 14, 1859
1968(n)
May2, 1843

293(m)
3;;(n)

102

1857
1776, 1790, 1838, 1873, 1968(n)
1842(c)
1776, 1778, 1790, 1861, 1865, 1868,
1895 Jan. 1, 18% 648(p)

South Dakota .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

1889
1796, 1835.1870

Nov.2, 1889
Feb.23. 1870

191

d;(q)
208

1845, 1861, 1866, 1869, 1876
1895
1777, 1786, 1793

Feb. 15; 1876 76;000
Jan.4, 18% 11,000
July9, 1793 6,600

Virginia . . . . . . . . .
Waabington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . .
Wisconsin . . . . . .
Wyoming . .

1776, 1830, 1851, 1869, 1902, 1970
1889

July 1, 1971
NOV. 11, 1889
Apri19, 1872
May29, 1848
Jlliy 10, 1890

18,500
29,400
25,600
13,500
31,800

28
158

1863, 1872
1848
1889

110
174
102

American Samoa .
No. MarianaIslands.. .
Puerto Rico.... . . . . .

1960, 1967
1977
1952

July 1, 1967
Jan.9, 1978
July25, 1952

lf:R
9,2@)

14
49(r)

6

See footnotes atend of table.
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CONSTITUTIONS

GENERALINFORMATION ON STATECONSTITUTIONS—Continued

No/e: An authoritative revision of the number of words in each of the
50 state constitutions will be included in The Book oj the States, 1996-97.

● The constitutions referred to in this table include those Civil War docu-
ments customarily listed by the individual states.

(a) Actual word count,
(b) Eight of the approved amendments have been superseded and are

not printed in the current edition of the constitution. The total adopted
does not include five amendments that were invalidated.

(c) Colonial charters with some alterations served as the first constitu-
tions in Connecticut (1638, 1662) and in Rhode Island (1663).

(d) Proposed amendments are not submitted to the voters in Delaware.
(e) The new Georgia constitution eliminates the need for local amend-

ments, which have been a long-term problem for state constitution makers.
(f) As a kingdom and a republic, Hawaii had five constitutions.
(g) The,figuregiven includes amendments approved by the voters and

later nulllfled by the state supreme court in Iowa (three), Kansas (one),
Nevada (SIX)and Wisconsin (two).

(h) The figure does not include one amendment approved by the voters
in 1967 that is inoperative until implemented by legislation.

(i) Two sets of identical amendments were on the ballot and adopted
in the Maryland 1992 election. The four amendments are counted as two
in the table.

(j) The printed constitution includes many provisions that have been an-
nulled. The length of effective provisions is an estimated 24,122 words
(12,400 annullei) in Massachusetts, and in Rhode Island before the “re-
write” of the constitution in 1986, it was 11,399 words (7,627 annulled).

(k) The constitution of 1784 was extensively revised in 1792. Figures show
proposals and adoptions since the constitution was adopted in 1784.

(1)The figures do not include submission and approvaI of the constitu-
tion of 1889 itself and of Article XX; these are constitutional questions
included in some counts of constitutional amendments and would add two
to the figure in each column.

(m) The figures include five amendments submitted to and approved by
the voters which were, by decisions of the Oklahoma or U.S. Supreme
Courts, rendered inoperative or ruled invalid, unconstitutional, or iilegal-
ly submitted.

(n) Certain sections of the constitution were revised by the limited con-
stitutional convention of 1%7-68. Amendments proposed and adopted are
since 1968.

(o) Of the estimated length, approximately two-thirds is of general
statewide effect; the remainder is local amendments.

(P) AS of 1981, of the 626 proposed amendments submitted to the voters,
130 were of general statewide effect and 496 were local; the voters rejected
83 (12 statewide, 71 local). Of the remaining 543, the General Assembly
refused to approve 100 (22 statewide, 78 local), and 443 (96 statewide, 347
local) were finally added to the constitution.

(q) The number of proposed amendments to the Texas Constitution ex-
clude three proposed by the legislature but not placed on the ballot.

(r) The number of amendments is from 1984-1994.
(s) The total excludes one amendment ruled void by a federal district

court.
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. CONSTITUTIONS

Table 1.3
CONSTITUTIONALAMENDMENT PROCEDURE:BY INITIATIVE
Constitutional Provisions

State or other Number of signatures reqtmed Dtslrtbution of Referendum
jurisdiction on initiative peti(ton signatures vote

Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .

California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .

Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Illinois(a)

Massachusetts(b)

Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .

Mississippi

Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . . . . . . . .

Nehraska . . . . . . . . . . .

Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .

North Dakota . . . . . . .

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .

Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . . .

No. MarianaIslands

15’%’oof total votes cast for all candidates for governor
at last election.

10%’0of voters for governor at last election.

8V0of total voters for all candidates for governor at last
election.

5170of total legal votes for all candidates for secretary
of state at last general election.

8rI10of total votes cast in the state in the last election for
presidential electors.

8$’0of total votes cast for candidates for governor at last
elect ion.

3qo of total votes cast for governor at preceding biennial
state election (not less than 25,000 qualified voters).

IOqoof total voters for all candidates at last gubernatorial
election.

12qo of total votes for all candidates for governor in last
election

8Voof legal voters for all candidates for governor at last
election.

IOqoof qualified electors, the number of qualified electors
to be determined by number of votes cast for governor
in preceding general election.

10’3’0of total votes for governor at last election.

IOqoof voters who voted in entire state in last general elec-
tion.

4qo of population of the state.

10L7oof total number of electors who voted for governor
in last election.

15qo of legal voters for state office receiving highest
number of voters at last general state election.

8%’oof total votes for all candidates for governor at last
eleetion at which governor was elected for four-year term.

10VOof total votes for governor in last election.

50Vo of qualified voters of commonwealth.

None specified.

Must include 5Voof voters for
governor in each of 15counties.

None specified.

None specified.

8%’0of total votes cast in each
of 1/2 of the congressional
districts.

None specified.

No more than 1/4 from any
one county.

None specified.

No more than 20V0from any
one Congressional district

The 8Vo must be in each of
2/3 of the congressional dis-
tricts in the state.

The IOqoto includeat least IOqo
of qualified electors in each of
2/5 of the legislative districts.

The 10Yomust include 5070in
each of 2/5 of the counties.

10%’oof total voters who voted
m each of 75V0of the counties.

None specified.

At least 5qoof qualifiedelectors
in each of 1/2 of counties in
the state.

None specified.

None specified.

None specified.

In addition, 25qo of qualified
voters in each senatorial district.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority voting in election or
3/5 voting on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment
which must be 30qo of total
ballots cast at election.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment
and not less than 40r70of total
vote cast at election

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment
which must be at least 351T0of
total vote at the election.

Majority vote on amendment.
in two consecutive general
elections.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment
if legislature approved it by
majority vote; if not, at least
2/3 vote in each of two sena-
torial districts in addition to
a majority vote.

(a) Only Article IV, the Legislature, may be amended by initiative pe-
tition.

measures must be approved at two sessions of a successively elected legis-
lature by not less than one-fourth of all members elected, sitting in joint

(b) Before being submitted to the electorate for ratification, initiative session.
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ELECTIONS

Term Limits in the States
Voter discontent fuels the term-limits movement in many states,
but the courts may halt it.

by Thad Beyle and Rich Jones

One measure of the public’s recent disdain
for professional politicians is the movement
throughout the states to limit the terms of
state legislators, members of Congress and
state executive branch officials.’ Voters in Cali-
fornia, Colorado and Oklahoma approved citi-
zen initiatives in 1990 that limit the terms of
state lawmakers.2 The Colorado initiative also
applies to members of the U.S. Congress.’ The
movement suffered a setback in 1991 when
Washington state voters narrowly rejected a
term-limits initiative.

In November 1992, while most eyes were on
the presidential election, 14 states passed citizen
initiatives that limit the terms of their elected
officials. This includes California, which ex-
panded its ban adopted in 1990 to include its
congressional delegation, and Washington state
voters who reversed their 1991 decision. Wyo-
ming’s new term limits also stated that “frac-
tions of terms served after the resignation of
an incumbent . . . are counted as a full term~’4
joining several other states that have such a
provision. However, the Nevada state Supreme
Court recently refused a petition to invoke that
state’s restriction on the incumbent governor. ~

In 1993, Maine voters adopted an initiative
that limits the terms of state lawmakers and
constitutional officers. The restrictions in the
Maine law become effective with the 1996 elec-
tions and count years already served when ap-
plying the limit.

Currently, there are 18 states that recently
have adopted term limits for elected officials.
North Dakota limits the terms of federal offi-
cials only, Oklahoma and Maine laws apply
only to state officials and the remainder apply
to both state and federal officeholders.’ (See
Table A for more details on each state.) In
1994, Utah became the first state to impose

limits on state and federal elected officials’
terms through state legislation, effective Janu-
ary 1995.

In the Washington state case, voters defeated
a 1991 proposal that would have limited the
terms of both state and federal officeholders.’
This proposal would have counted years al-
ready served when applying the term limit. A
last minute campaign by the state’s congres-
sional incumbents raised the fear of losing the
clout of long-tenured members of Congress
such as U.S. House Speaker Thomas Foley and
Rep. Al Swift and turned what had looked like
a victory for term limit proponents into a 54
percent to 46 percent defeat of the measure.
The term limit opponent’s theme was “there is
too much to lose;’ and the target of this fear-
ful losing prospective was California and its
large congressional delegation gaining power
over the state. *

Washington voters approved a modified
term limit measure in 1992 that did not count
terms served prior to November 1992 when
applying the limit and would limit federal
officials only when nine other states limited
ballot access or terms. There is still the pos-
sibility the Legislature can change the intent
of the popular vote as “an initiative can be
amended by a two-thirds legislative vote and
after two years, changed by simple majori-
ties?’ But a partially successful lawsuit, dis-
cussed below, has made this possibility moot
for the time being.

Thad L. Beyle is a professor of political science, The
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and
Rich Jones is the director of legislative programs
at the National Conference of State Legislatures.
Nancy Rhyme and Karl Kurtz of NCSL contributed
to this article.
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Table A
TERM LIMITS IN THE STATES:FEDERAL AND STATELEGISLATORS

Combined
federal level: State Level: /+ouse/Sena,e

State Year Senate House Senate l-louse service limit Vote* Date Notes

Adopted

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12 6 8 8 . . . 74-26 a,b

California . . . . . . . . . . 1990 . . . . . . 8 6 . . . 52-48 11/90 a

California . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12/17y 6/lly 8 6 . . . 63-37 a
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . 1990 12 12 8 8 . . . 71-29 1/91 a,b,c
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12 8 8 8 . . . 77-23 a,b
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993 . . . . . . 8 8 . . . 67-33 1996 aa,d

Michigan . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12/24y 6/12y 8 6 59-41 a
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12 8 8/sh 8/sh “ ii 74-26 a,e,f
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12/24y 6/12y 6/12y 8/16y . . . 67-33 a

Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12 8 8 8 68-32 a,b

North Dakota . . . . . . 1992 12 12 . . . . . . ::: 55-45 a,g, h

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12 8 8 8 66-34 a,b,i

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . 1992 . . . . . . 12 12 “ i2 67-33 1/91 a

Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12 6 8 6 12 69-31 a,i

South Dakota . . . . . . 1992 12 12 8 8 63-37 a,b

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..l994 12 12 12 12 ::: N.A. b,k

Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . 1992 12/24y 6/lzY 12/24y 6/12y . . . 77-23 aa

Under Court Challenge

Arkansas** . . . . . . . . 1992 12 6 8 6 60-40 a

Washington*** . . . . . 1992 12/18y 6/12y 8/14y 6/12y ::: 52-48 a,l

Defeated

Washington . . . . . . . . 1991 12 6 8 6 10 46-54 N.A. a,m

Sources: Overall: Gerald Beniamin and Michael J. Malbin (eds), Limiting Legislative Terms (Washington, D.CJ CQ press 1990
“States with Term Limits,” National Conference of State Legislatures (1994): and “Term Limits;’ Center far Policy Alternatives (1994),

and Thomas Galvin, ’’Limits Score aPerfectl4-for-l4, But Court Challenges Loom,' 'CQWeekly Report, November7, 1992,3596-94.

Courts: “Lawyers Argue Limits on Terms in Congress,” CQWeekly Report, January 15, 1994, 83; ’’Term Limits Opponents

Win First Raund,” CQ Weekly Report, February 12, 1994, 342: “Term Limit Backers Seek Supreme Court Help;’ CQ Weekly

Report, March 19, 1994, 689.

● percentage of vote for and against measure.

** The Arkansas Supreme Court ruling on March 7, 1994 upheld the state provisions in the 1992 term limits initiative, but

ruled the limits on federal offices were unconstitutional as only an amendment to the U.S. Constitution could change the

three basic congressional qualifications of age, residency and citizenship. The decision is currently under appeal by term

limit supporters to the U.S. Supreme Court as the first term limit test to reach that body.

*** A U.S. District Court iudge in Washington State ruled on February 10, 1994, that the 1992 term limit initiative was un-

constitutional. The decision is currently under appeal to the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals.

Key:

#/# — number of years in limit adopted/out of this number of years

. ..— Not applicable

sh — In the same house
y — Years

N.A. — Not available

(a) Direct constitutional or statutory initiative used.

(aa) Indirect statutary initiative used.

(b) Applies to consecutive years.

(c) Limitations will not effect currently elected members of Congress until 2002.

(d) Provisions apply to individuals currently holding office.
(e) No more than 16 total years in state legislature.

(f) Federal office term limits do not go into effect until one-half of the states adopt term limits.

(g) U.S. senators and representatives limited to no more than 12 years in any combination.

(h) After a two year break in service, can re-enter service.
(i) Terms are considered consecutive unless there is a break of four years.

(0 State representatives can have no more than 12 years of legislative experience.
(k) Federal office limits do not go into effect until 24 states adopt term limits.

(1) Federal office term limits do not go into effect until nine other states limit ballot access or terms.
(m) Provisions were retroactive.

.
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Table B
THE TERM LIMITS MOVEMENT AND THE GOVERNORS

State Year Pre-1990 status (1) Change New Status (2)

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 no limit Yes two 4-year terms
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . 1992 no limit Yes two 4-year terms
California . . . . . . . . . 1990 no limit Yes two 4-year terms

(a)
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . 1990 no limit Yes two 4-year terms
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 two 4-year terms No
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1993 two 4-year terms No
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . 1992 no limit Yes two 4-year terms
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 two 4-year terms (b) No
Montana . . . . . . . . . . 1992 no limit Yes 8 years in 16 years
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . 1992 two 4-year terms (c) No
North Dakota . . . . . . 1992 no limit No
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 two 4-year terms No
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . 1990 two 4-year terms No
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . 1992 two 4-year terms No
South Dakota . . . . . . 1992 two 4-year terms No
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1994 no limit Yes three 4-year terms (d)
Washington . . . . . . . . 1992 no limit Yes 8 years in 14 years
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . 1992 no limit Yes 8 years in 16 years

Notes:

(1) From Directory of Governors of the Americcm States, Commonwealths, 8 Territories (Washington, D.C.: Notional Gover-

nors’ Association, 1990).

(2) From the election reparts in The New York Times, USA-Today and CQ Weekly Report, The Book of the States, 1992-93,

State Legislatures (November 1992), 27 and (December 1992), 15, and National Conference of State Legislatures, “States

with Term Limits” (January 1994).

(a) Legislature can waive the limitation.

(b) Absolute two-term limit, but not necessarily consecutive.

(c) After two consecutive terms, must wait four years before being eligible again.

(d) Consecutive 12 years, effective 1995. Does not affect current govenor.

Gubernatorial Term Limits As can be seen in Table B, “The Term Limits

Limits on the terms of gubernatorial terms
are nothing new. In fact, during the past few
decades the direction of reform has been to
remove or relax some of these term limits. For
example, in 1955, 17 states limited their gover-
nors to one four-year term or banned immedi-
ate succession, while six other states limited
their governors to two four-year terms. By
1981, only four states limited their governors
to only one four-year term or banned immedi-
ate succession, while 24 limited their gover-
nors to two four-year terms.’0 As of 1994, only
Virginia will limit its governor to a single four-
year term while 28 others will limit their gover-
nors to two four-year terms either consecutive-
ly or absolutely. The direction in this reform
clearly has been to trade the single term limit
for a two-term limit.

Movement and the Governors;’ the passing
of a term-limit initiative in the states has had
about a 50-50 chance of changing guberna-
torial succession possibilities. In eight states,
the governors’ terms were already limited to
two four-year terms. ” In six states, formerly
unlimited terms for governors were restricted
to two four-year terms,’2 while Montana and
Wyoming moved to a limit of eight years of
service in a 16-year period, and Washington
to eight years of service in a 14-year period.
North Dakota’s term limits applied only to the
federal offices.

Term Limits Move Into the Courts

Court challenges to a state’s authority to
limit congressional terms are the next step in
this battle.’3 Speaker Foley and other members
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of Congress challenged the initiative in the
federal courts and on February 10, 1994, a
U.S. District Court judge in Seattle overturned
the term-limits initiative by ruling that the mea-
sure deprives voters of the right to elect qualified
candidates. U.S. District Judge William Dwyer
wrote “voters freedom to choose must not be
abridged by laws that make qualified persons in-
eligible to serve?’4

The judge cited the 1969 U.S. Supreme Court
Powell v. McCormick 7-1 decision that “no
one, not even Congress itself, could add to the
age, citizenship, and residency requirements”
established in the U.S. Constitution. In the
1969 decision, the justices argued that term
limits violated the First Amendment by con-
straining a member’s freedom of association
and the 14th Amendment by imposing undue
restrictions on ballot access for one “disfavored
group of candidates:”5 Legal experts expect
the case eventually will be appealed to the U.S.
Supreme Court, but it must first be appealed
to the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals. ”

On a faster track to the U.S. Supreme Court
is an appeal of a March 7, 1994 decision com-
ing out of Arkansas in which the state’s Su-
preme Court overturned that state’s limits on
federal officials’ terms but let stand term lim-
its for state lawmakers. The Arkansas court
ruled that only an amendment to the U.S.
Constitution could alter the three basic quali-
fications of age, residency and citizenship for
membership in Congress. Term-limit supporters
appealed this decision to the U.S. high court.’7

Other court challenges to the states’ au-
thority to limit congressional terms are likely.
In Wyoming, in a 1991 letter to the secretary
of state, a senior assistant attorney general
indicated it was “doubtful that the statutory
imposition of term limits could withstand a
[constitutional] challenge:’ ‘x

Proponents of term limits in Arizona, Cali-
fornia, Nebraska and North Dakota hope to
avoid court challenges by wording their initia-
tives to deny ballot access to incumbents who
have served a certain number of years. They
reason that the U.S. Constitution, by giving
the states the right to control suffrage in elec-
tions, allows states to regulate ballot access.
However, the Congress can alter those regu-

ELECTIONS

lations by law as in the Voting Rights Act of
1965 and its amendments.

Court challenges to ballot proposals to limit
terms in Florida and Missouri were unsuccess-
ful. In California, the Legislature challenged
the term-limit initiative arguing that a lifetime
ban on state legislative service would disqualify
the most qualified candidates — incumbents
— and deny the voters the right to choose their
representatives. The California Supreme Court
rejected these arguments and upheld the mea-
sure’s constitutionality. ”

Is Turnover the Problem?

Proponents of term limits argue that legis-
latures are dominated by entrenched members
with long tenures who are out of touch with
the needs of the citizens. Because incumbents
have electoral advantages by virtue of their
positions, term limits are necessary to force
turnover and bring new people with new ideas
into state legislatures.

Although turnover has been declining in
state legislatures for the past 20 years, it is still
significant. For example, nationwide, 72 per-
cent of the House members and 75 percent of
senators who served in 1979 had left their re-
spective chambers by 1989. Turnover in the
houses exceeded 80 percent in 23 states while
16 Senates had comparable rates.’(’ There is a
similar turnover among legislative leaders.
During the past decade, 88 percent of Senate
presidents and 94 percent of House speakers
turned over. z’ Membership turnover in state
legislatures continued at a similar pace in the
1990s. Nationwide, 19 percent of all house
members were new following the 1990 elec-
tion, and 29 percent were new following the
1992 election.”

Term limits will begin to force incumbent
lawmakers from office in the mid-1990s. As
they take effect, these limits are likely to signifi-
cantly affect the selection of leaders, profession-
alization of legislatures and the distribution
of power between the branches of government
— all to the detriment of the legislative branch.
Term limits also will significantly alter the
leadership selection process in those states
adopting limits. For example, in California,
which currently has leaders with long tenures,

The Council of State Governments 31



the next speaker of the Assembly who will
preside in 1997 will come from the freshmen
class elected in 1992.

One analysis of the initial California vote
on term limits indicates that minorities may
see the term-limits movement as “an attack
upon their power by abolishing the seniority
that accrues to leaders elected from ‘safe’ ethnic
districts:’ In effect, imposition of legislative
term limits may do as much or more to under-
mine the ability of minorities to achieve rep-
resentation and power than court decisions
negating the newly created “safe” minority
districts.23

A Break in the Action?

The term-limits movement has been driven
by both national groups and local supporters.
It has been heavily financed by certain indi-
viduals and groups at the national level main-
ly from the right side of the political spectrum
and, most usually, Republicans. The ability
to target different states has been facilitated
by direct democracy provisions in some state
constitutions.24

The initiative and referendum provisions in
these state constitutions have opened the door
to placing term-limit proposals before the
voters for action. Of the 18 states that have
adopted term limits in some form, all but
Maine, Washington and Wyoming allow the
direct citizen initiative to place constitutional
amendments on the ballot. Washington and
Wyoming allow the direct citizen initiative to
place proposed statutory changes on the bal-
lot, while Maine allows the indirect citizen ini-
tiative process, which means the Legislature
must take the final step of placing the propos-
al on the ballot. (See Table A notes a and aa).

Now the field of states in which such direct
citizen initiatives can be used is narrowing.
Only Illinois, Nevada and Oklahoma remain
as states in which the direct citizen initiative
can place these controversial limits on the bal-
lot whether they are constitutional amend-
ments or statutory changes. In Illinois, only
the legislative article (IV) of the constitution
can be so amended — governors are immune
to such action.

Indirect citizen initiatives to amend the
constitution can be placed on the ballot in
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Massachusetts and Mississippi, but in Mas-
sachusetts only after it is “approved by two
sessions of a successively elected legislature
by not less than one-fourth of all members sit-
ting in joint session~’25 The direct citizen ini-
tiative can be used to place statutory changes
on the ballot in Alaska and Utah.’c

These citizen-based provisions for gaining
access to the ballot in Maine and Oklahoma
apply only to possible limitations on the fed-
eral offices, as state level limits already have
been adopted there. For governors, the fear of
possible term limitations is even less as only
Massachusetts remains as a state with access
provisions that allow its governor unlimited
terms. All the other states with these initia-
tive provisions already limit their governors
to two four-year terms.

The message of this is that for most of the
term-limit proponents easy access to the states’
ballots to achieve a term-limit vote has been
accomplished. With the few exceptions noted,
from now on the term limit fight to gain access
to the ballot has to be undertaken on the turf
of those who would be most affected by any
such change. This will also be true for changes
in the federal offices if the U.S. Supreme Court
upholds either or both of the Arkansas and
Washington state court decisions — Congress
would have to approve and send to the states
an amendment to the U.S. Constitution. To
date, only the Utah Legislature and governor
have agreed to pass term limitations into statu-
tory law.

Notes

‘ See Gerald Benjamin and Michael J.
Malbin, eds, Limiting Legislative Terms (Wash-
ington, D.C.: CQ Press, 1992) for background,
analysis and a series of case studies on the
current term-limit movement.

2 For a discussion of the 1990 campaigns
in California and Oklahoma see Charles M.
Price, “The Guillotine Comes to California:
Term-Limit Politics in the Golden State;’ and
Gary W. Copeland, “Term Limitations and
Political Careers in Oklahoma: In, Out, Up,
or Down:’ in Benjamin and Malbin, 117-158.

3 John A. Straayer, “Possible Consequences
of Legislative Term Limits;’ Comparative State
Politics 13:3, June 1992, 1-15.
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State Government Capability (Washington,
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fornia, Colorado, Michigan and Washington,
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States Constitutionally Impose Term Limits
on Members of Congress?: A Legal Debate;’
in Benjamin and Malbin, 251-261.

‘4 Thorsted v. Gregoire, U.S. District Court
of Washington, Opinion number C93-770WD,
February 1994. (No citation available). See
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(January 12, 1994), 9.

“ “Term Limits Opponents Win First
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Help;’ CQ Weekly Report, March 19, 1994,689.
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Eu, 54 cal. 3D 492,286 Cal. Rptr. 283, 816P
2d 1309, 1991. See also Appendix A-4, Ben-
jamin and Malbin, 263-274.

‘0 National Conference of State Legisla-
tures, Turnover in State Legislatures, 1979-
1989, April 1991.
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tive;’ State Legislatures, January 1993, 16-19.
“ David L. Martin, “How Minority Voters
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parative State Politics 13:3(June 1992), 34-39.
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Movement;’ Common Cause Magazine, 19:2
(Summer 1993), 37-39. For a discussion and
analysis of these provisions see Thomas E.
Cronin, Direct Democracy: The Politics of
Initiative, Referendum, and Recall (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1989).

“ Table B-9, “State Provisions for Initiative;’
taken from Harold W. Stanley and Richard G.
Niemi, Vital Statistics on American Politics
(Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 1992), 23-24
reprinted in Benjamin and Malbin, 302. See
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Procedure: By Initiative;’ The Book of the
States, 1992-93 (Lexington, Ky: The Council
of State Governments, 1992), 24.
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Referendum:’ The Book of the States, 1992-93,
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Chapter Two

An overview of the states’ chief executives, other
constitutional officers, and executive branch activities in

1992-93. Current information on the office of governor -
including qualifications for office, compensation, powers,

cabinet systems - and the duties, qualifications for office,
annual salaries, methods of selection, and length of

terms for selected executive branch officials. Includes
information on lieutenant governors, secretaries of state,

attorneys general, and state treasurers.































Table 2.1
THEGOVERNORS, 1994

A4w”mum Joint election of

State or other
Length of Number of consecutive governor and Official who

regular term Date of present previous terms allowed by lieutenant
jurisdiction Name and Party

staxeeolr
in years first service term ends terms constitution governor (a) governor Birthdate Birthplace

Alabama. . .
AIa8im. . . . . .
Arizou. . . .
Arkamaas. . . . . . . . . . .
CMifOrmh . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
&lAlut . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .
Pk3rua . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

HawAl . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idabo . . . .
IniBaia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Imdism a. . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . .
LOuiafmm... . . . . . . . .
Maine. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Marylmsd.. . . . . . .

Massachusetts . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mia&fppi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico. . . . .
New York .
Nortbthrolina. . . . . .
North 3hkota . .
04fo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ofshboma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pemayfvmsia
Rhode Island.. . .
Sowth Carottna

South Dakota
Termeseee......
Texas . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Jim Folsom(D)
WafterJ. Hickel(l)
Fife Symington(R)
Jim Guy Tucker(D)
Pete Wifson(R)

Roy Romer (D)
LowellP. Weicker,Jr. (ACP)
Tom Carper(D)
LawtonChiles(D)
ZeffMiller(D)

John D. WaiheeIII (D)
CecilD. Andrus (D)
Jim Edgar(R)
Evan Bayh(D)
Terry E. Branstad(R)

Joan Finney(D)
BreretonC.Jones (D)
EdwinW. Edwards(D)
John R. McKernan,Jr.(R)
WilliamDonaldSchaefer(D)

WilliamF. Weld(R)
John Engler(R)
ArneH. Carlson(R)
Kirk Fordice(R)
MelCarnahan (D)

Marc Racicot(R)
E. BenjaminNelson(D)
Bob Miller(D)
StephenMerrill(R)
Christine. Whitman(R)

BruceKing(D)
Mario M. Cuomo(D)
JarrtesB.Hunt,Jr.(D)
EdwardT. Schafer(R)
GeorgeV. Voinovich(R)

DavidWalters(D)
Barbara Roberts(D)
Robert P. Casey(D)
BruceSundlun (D)
Carroll A. Campbctl,Jr.(R)

Walter D. Miller(R)
Ned Ray McWherter(D)
AnnW. Richards(D)
MikeLeavitt (R)
Howard Dean(D)

4
4
4
4
4

4
4
4
4
4

4
4
4
4
4

4
4
4
4
4

4
4
4
4
4

4
4
4
2
4

4
4

:
4

:
4
2(r)
4

4
4
4
4
2

04/93(b)
12/66
03/91 (e)
03/92(g)
01/91

01/87
01/91
01/93
01/91
01/91

01/66
01/71
01/91
01/89
01/83

ol/91
12/91
05/72
01/87
01/87

01/91
01/91
01/91
01/92
01/93

01/93
01/91
01/89(n)
01/93
01/94

01/71
01/83
01/77
01/93
01/91

01/91
01/91
01/87
ol/91
01/87

04/93(b)
01/87
01/91
01/93
08/91 (t)

01/95
12/94
01/95
01/95
01/95

01/95
01/95
01/97
01/95
01/95

12/94
01/95
01/95
01/97
01/95

01/95
12/95
01/%
01/95
01/95

01/95
01/95
01/95
01/%
01/97

01/97
01/95
01/95
01/95
01/98

01/95
01/95
01/97
01/97
01/95

01/95
01/95
01/95
01/95
01/95

01/95
01/95
ol/95
01/97
01/95

. . .

. . .

. . .
1

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
1
3(i)

. . .
;

. . .
“p)

1

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
2(o)
2
2(p)

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
1

. . .

. . .
1

2
2(d)
2
2
2

2

“i~h)
2
2(d)

2
. . .
.tii

. . .

2

;
2
2(d)

. . .
2

. . .
2
2(h)

(m)
2(d)
2

“i~d)

2(d)
. . .
2

“i~h)

2
2(q)
2

. . .
2

2
2

. . .
3

.

No
Yes
(f)No
No

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No

Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes(k)

:0Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Yes
Yes
No
(f-)
(f)

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes

No
(f)Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No

LG

;2
LG
LG

LG
LG
LG

::

LG
LG
LG
LG
LG

LG
LG

:?
LG

LG

::
LG
LG

LG
LG
LG
Ps
Ps

LG
LG
LG
LG
LG

:;

::
LG

LG

05/14/49
08/18/19
08/12/45
06/13/43
08/23/33

10/31/28
05/16/31
01/23/47
04/03/30
02/24/32

05/19/46
08/25/31
07/22/46
12/26/55
11/17/46

02/12/25
06/27/39
08/07/27
o5/20/4t7
11/02/21

07/31/45
10/12/48
09/24/34
02/10/34
02/11/34

07/24/48
05/17/41
03/30/45
06/21/46
09/26/46

cM/06/24
06/15/32
05/16/37
08/06/46
07/15/36

11/20/51
12/21/36
01/09/32
01/19/20
07/24/40

10/05/25
Sps(s) 10/15/30
LG 09/01/33
LG 02/11/51
LG 11/17/48

Afa.
Kan.

BkYa.
Iff.

Kan.
France
W.v.
l%.
Ga.

Hawaii
ore.
Of&.
Ind.
Iowa

:$0

La.
Maine
Md.

N.Y.
Mich.
N.Y.
Term.
Mo.

Mont.
Neb.
Ill.
Coon.
N.J.

N.M.
N.Y.

::::
Ohio

Okla.
Ore.
N.Y.
R.I.
S.c.

S.D.
Term.
Texas
Utah
N.Y.

Maximum
Length of

Joint election of

State or other
Number of consecutive governor and Official who

regular term Dote of Present previous terms allowed by lieutenant
jurisdiction Name and Party

succeeds
in years Jirst service term erro% terms constitution governor (a) governor Birthdate Birthplace

Virginia. .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin.
Wyoming

American Samoa
Gsram. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. MwimraIslands.
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands.

GeorgeAllen(R)
MikeLowry(D)
Gaston Capcrton (D)
TommyG. Thompson(R)
Michael(Mike)J. Sullivan(D)

A.P. Lutali (D)
Joseph F. Ada (R)
Froilan C. Tenorio (D)
Pedro Rossello(NPP)
AlexanderA. Farrelly(D)

4
4
4
4
4

01/94
01/93
01/89
01/87
01/87

01/85
01/87
01/94
01/93
01/87

01/98
01/97
01/97
01/95
01/95

01/97
01/95
01/98
01/97
01/95

. . .

. . .
1
1
1

No
No
(f-)Yes
(9

LG 03/08/52 Calif.
03/08/39 Wash.

;: 02/21/40 W.v.
11/19/41 Wise.

k: 09/22/39 Neb.

1 2 (x) Yes LG 12/24/19
1 2 (d)

A.S.
Yes LG 12/03/43 Guam

. . . 2 (h) Yes 09/09/39 Saiparr

. . . (f) k:
1

04/05/44 P.R.
“2 id) Yes LG 12/29/23 V.I.

Sources:NationalGovernors’Associationand The Councilof State Governments.
Key:
ACP — A ConnecticutParty
D — Democrat
I — Independent
R — Republican
NPP — NewProgressiveParty
LG — LieutenantGovernor
SS — Secretaryof State
PS — Presidentof the Senate
SpS— Speakerof the Senate

— Not applicable
(a)The followingalsochoosecandidatesfor governorand lieutenantgovernorthrougha joint nomina-

tion process:Florida, Kansas,Maryland,Minnesota,Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Utah, American
Samoa, Guam, No. Mariana Islandsand U.S. VirginIslands.

(b) Suceededto governor’soffice April 1993to serveremainderof unexpiredterm.
(c) Served 1966-69,whenhe resi8nedto becomeSecretary,U.S. Departmentof Interior.
(d) After two consecutiveterms, mustwait four yearsbefore beingeligibleagain. In Nebraska,this

provisionbeginsin January 1995.
(e) Electedin runoff electionFebruary 1991due to no one candidatereceivinga majority of votes

in Novemberi990 election.
(f) No lieutenantgovernor.

(t?)Suceededto governor’soffice March 1992to serveremainderof unexpiredterm.
(h) Absolutetwo-termlimit, but not necessarilyconsecutive.
(i) Servedfrom 1971to 1977whenhe resignedto acceptappointmentas Secretary,U.S. Dept. of in-

terior; reelectedin 1986and 1990.
(j) Prohibited from servingmore than eight yearsout of a 12-yearperiod.
(k) Effectivewith the winnerof the 1995election.
(1)Served1972-76,1976-1980,1984-88.
(m) Prohibited from servingmore than eight yearsout of 16-yearperiod.
(n) Succeededto governor’soffice November1988to serveremainderof unexpiredterm.
(o) Served1971-75and 1979-83.
(P)served.1977-1981and 1981-1985.
(q) proh@ed from servingmore than eight years out of a 12-yearperiod.
(r) EffectweJanuary 1995,the term length increasesto four years.
(s) Officialbears the additionalstatutory title of “lieutenant governor.”
(t) Succeededto governor’soffice August 1991to serveremainderof unexpiredterm.
(u) Successiveterms forbidden.
(v) Prohibited from servingmore than eight yearsout of 14-yearperiod.
(w)A personwhohas beenelectedor whohas servedas governorduringall or any part of two con-

secutivetermsshallbe ineligiblefor the officeof governorduringanypart of the term immediatelyfol-
lowingthe secondof the two consecutiveterms.

(x) Limit is statutory.
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Table 2.2
THEGOVERNORS: QUALIFICATIONS FOR OFFICE

State or other Minimum State citizen U.S. citizen State resident Qualified voter
jurisdiction age (years) (years) (years) (years)

Alabama*. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho* . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana ...., . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi* . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana* (b)
Nebraska(c) . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . . . .
New Jersey......,.. . . . . .

New Mexico*. ,. ...,..
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . . . .
Nortb Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island.,. . . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . .

South Dakota
Tennessee, . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. .....,..,..
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont ..,.....

Virginia*. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin. ..., . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . .

American Samoa .. ..,.,.
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. MarianaIsiands .,..,.,
Puerto Rico..,.. . . . . . .
U.S. VirginIslands .. .,,.,.

7 10

1;
*
5

7
7

. . .
7
5

. . .
*. . .

5
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .
*

*
“i2”

“i5”

2
. . .
. .
.

. . .

. . .
*. . .

6
7

. . .
*

6 . . .

H
25
30
30

*
. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
5
*

“30”
25
30

. . .
6
5

.
*
5

/s;

. . .
6

. . .
5
5

. . .

. .
*. . . . . .
530 .

7. . .
.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . . . . .
4. . .

2;
15

:
10

. . .
.

. . .30

*
5

. . .
.

*
. . .
. . .

. . .
“20”

30
30

. . .

. . 7
30
30
30
30

*
*
5
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

*
. . .
. . .
*
*.

31
30
30

*
*
*

. . .
*

10
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .

3
7 . . .

*
“30”

. . .
5 5 . . .

2
*
*

. . .

. . .

2
“30”
30
30

. . .
7

. . .
.. . .

5
5

.
5

. . .
*

4. . . . . .
*
*
*
*
*

5
. . .

*

5
*
*
*
*

. . .

. .
5

. . .

. . .
. .
5

35
30
35

*
5

. . . . .
*
*

. . .

. . .
5

. . .

. . .
5
5

35
30

. .
*

Source: The Council ofState Governments’ survey, February 1994; ex- (a) Crossed. BoardofSupervisorsofE[ections243 Md.555,221A.2d431
cept as noted by * where information is from The Book- of the States (1966) — opinion rendered indicated that U.S. citizenship was, byneces-
1992-93. sity, a requirement for office.

Note: The information in this table is based on a literal reading of the (b) No person convicted ofa felony is eligible tohold office until final
state constitutions and statutes. discharge from state supervision.

Key: (c) No person in defaultas acollector and custodian ofpublic money
* — Formal provision; number of years not specified. or property shall bceligible to public office; nopcrson convicted ofa felony

—No formal provision. shall be eligible unless restored to civil rights.
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Table2.3
THEGOVERNORS:COMPENSATION

State or other Governor’s office Access to state transportation Travel
jurisdiction Salary

Official
staff (a) Automobile Airplane Helicopter allowance residence

masrarna-. . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . .
California. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . .
Connecticut . .
Delaware . . . .
Fforfda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . .
Idaho* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts .
Michigan . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi* . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana* . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Harnpstsire . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . .

New Mexico*. . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina.
North Dakota . . . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . . . . . . .
South Carolina . .

South Dakota . . . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . .

Virginia*. . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . . . .
Weat Virgirsia . . . . . . . . .
Wisconsin. ..,.. . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Amerfcan Samoa . . . . . .
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. Marfanalslands. . . . .
PuertoRico.... . . . . . . .
U.S. VirginIslands. . . .

$ 51,131
81,648
75,000

1!!$% (d)

60,000
78,000
95,000
97,850
94,390

94,780
75.000

103;097
77,200(h)
76,700

76,476
81,647
73,440
69,992

120,000

75,000
112,025(i)
109,053
75,600
91,615

55,850
65,000
90,000
82,325 (k)
85,000

90,0W
130,000(m)
93,777
68,280

110,250

70,000
80,000

105,OOO
69,900

103,998

72,475
85,W3
99,122
77,250
80,724

11O,OOO
121.000 (0)
72;000 ‘ ‘
92,283
70,000 (n)

50,000
90,000
70,000
70,000
80,000

22
66
41
48
86

39

;!
264

41

28 (g)

1%
35
10

29
43
45
21
98

80
66
36
39(j)
33.5

24
18
18

1;;

2;:
86

2

34
27
87

;;

;:
190

16
17

36

:;
38
7.5 (q)

23
42
16

;?

*
*
**
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
. . .
,..
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
. .

. . .

. .
*
. . .

*
*
. . .. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .
. . .*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
. . .
*
*
. .
. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .
. .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
. .

.L.

(D)
(b)
[:]

(c)

(f)

$l&l(c)

(f)

(b)

{j
$24,0/J c,fl

$95#0(c)

$11.5@I
(f)
(f)

(f)

:;
$26,000

(f-)

(b)
$12:jooo (c)

[3

$105,000 (C)
$2181day

(~;)

(f)

*
*
. . .
(:)
*****
*...***
*****
...****
**** (1)
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*

. . .
*

*
*
*
*

. . .

●

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

Sccfootnotes atend of table.
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+ GOVERNORS

THEGOVERNORS: COMPENSATION—Continued

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, February 1994; ex-
cept as noted by * where information is from The Book oj the S(ates
1992-93.

Key:
● — Yes

— No
N~A. — Not available
(a) Definitions of “governor’s office staff” vary across the states — from

general office support to staffing for various operations within the execu-
tive office.

(b) Reimbursed for travel expenses. Alabama — reimbursed up to
$40/day in state; actual expenses out of state. Alaska — receives per diem
based on location or actual expenses if exceeds per diem. Arizona —
$26/day per diem for food; actual expenses for lodging. Florida — reim-
bursed at same rate as other state officials: in state, choice between $50
per diem or actual expenses; out of state, actual expenses. Illinois — no
set allowance. Iowa — limit set in annual office budget. Kentucky — mile-
age at same rate as other state employees. Louisiana — reimbursed for
actual expenses. Michigan — $35-50/day for in state; no state tax dollars
used for out of state. Montana — reimbursed for actual and necessary ex-
penses in state up to $55/day, and actual lodging plus meal allowance up
to $30/day out of state (no annual limit). Nebraska — reasonable and
necessary expenses. New York — reimbursed for actual and necessary ex-
penses. Pennsylvania — reimbursed for reasonable expenses. Texas — re-
imbursed for actual expenses.

(c) Amount includes travel allowance for entire staff. Arkansas, Mis-
souri — amount not available. California — $145,000 in state; $36,tXH3out

54 The Book of the States 1994-95

of state. Nevada — $21,995 in state; $10,640 out of state. New Mexico —
$95,300 (in state $40,800, out of state $54,500). Wyoming — $42,375 in
state; $36,000 out of state.

(d) Governor has taken a voluntary 5 percent cut in statutory salary.
(e) In California-provided by Governor’s Residenee Foundation, a non-

profit organization which provides a residence for the governor of Califor-
nia. No rent is charged; maintenance and operational costs are provided
by California Department of General Services.

(f) Travel allowance included in office budget.
(g) In f-fawaii, does not include offices and commissions attached to

governor’s office.
(h) Accepts $66,000.
(i) Salary was increased to $110,700, but governor rejected the increase.
0) Currently 18; budget request is for 39.
(k) Governor refused a pay raise and has given 10 percent of his salary

back to the state. Actual salary is $71,587.
(1)Governor does not occupy residence.
(m) Accepts $100,000.
(n) Effective January 1995, salary will be $95,000.
(o) Governor has taken voluntary cut of $31,000 in statutory salary.
(P) Included in general expense account.
(q) AISOhas state planning coordinator.
(r) Governor has a “contingency account” that can be used for travel

expenses and expenses in other departments or other projects.
(s) Governor’s office staff includes office staff to various agencies of

the U.S. Virgin Islands government.



Table 2.4
THEGOVERNORS: POWERS

Vetopower (a)
Item veto—

Item veto— majority
2/3 legislators legislators

No item present to elected to
veto override override

Item veto— Item veto— Authorization for Other statewide elected

3/5 legislators at least 2/3 reorganization officials (c)

elected to legislators elected through Number of Number of
override to override executive order (b) officials agencies

Budeet-makirw crower

State or other Full Shares
jurisdiction responsibility responsibility

Alabama”. . . . . . . . . . .
Abah.. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho* . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Misaisaippi* . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana*. . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico*.. .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carotirra.
North Dakota .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
RhodeIsland. . . . . . . .
South Carolims

SouthDakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*
*
*
*
. .
*
*
. .
*
*
*
*
*
●

☛

✎

✎✎✎
☛

☛

☛

☛ (f-)
*

. . .
●

*
*
*
*
*

*
*

. . .
*
* (f)

* (t-)
* (f-)

“i”(f)
.
*
*
. . .
*
*

.

. .
,..
. .

,..

.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

*
. . .
. . .
*
. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .
c i(d)

6
6
7

4
5

;
8

:
6
6
6

5
7

:
3

. . .
. . .
*
*
*

. . .
s

*

*
.

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. .

. . .
c. . .

. . .
*

. . .
* . .

s. . .
(e)
. . .
c

. . .

. . .

*
. . .
. . .

.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . .

.

.

. .

. . .
.

*
. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .
*

c
s

*
. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
“*”(g)

. . .
*
*

.
. . .

. . . . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. . .

.
. . .
. . .

. . .
c
c
c

5
35

5

7
7
5

*
. . .
.
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*
*

. . .
* 7

5
7
5. . .

s*
. . .
.
. . .

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . . . . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .
*
. . .

.
. . .

. . .

. . .
. .

. . .
*

. . .. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .. . .
7
3
9

11
5

* . . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

“*”(g)
. . .
.
c

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . . . . .
. .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. .
. . .
s

. . .
. .
*

iej. .
s 10

5
4

8

:
4
lo(i)

*
. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . . . . .
*

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
.
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
*

4
8

.
* . . .

c
s

. .
9
3

*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . . . . .

s
. . .
* . . .

Sccfootnotes atend of table.

Vetopower(a)
Item veto-

Item veto— majority Other statewide elected
Budget-making Power

Item veto— Item veto— Authorizationfor
2/31egislators Iegrklators 3/51egislators atleast2/3 reorganization officials(c)

State orother Full Shares No item presentto electedto electedto legislators elected through Numberof Numberof
jurisdiction responsibility responsibility veto override override override to override executive order(b) officials agencies

Virginia*.. .. . . . . . . . . * . . . . . . * so
w8sbkgto9.. .. . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . 2 2
* . . . . . . * 8

Weatvkghia....... . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . 8

* . . . * s 5
wbcOmSia...........

. . . . . . . . . 7
* . . . . . . * (k)

Wyodmg . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

*
. . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * . . . : :

~Samoa . . . . . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . . ● s 1 1
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . * . . . *

No.~Isimsds.. . . . .
. . . . . .

ii)”
* 1 1

● “(i)” *
P8ertoRico . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . *
* . . . . . . *

U.S. V~ Islands . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . : ;

* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * . . . 1 1

Source:TheCouncilofState Governments’survey,February1994;exceptasnotcd by *whereinfer- or otherstateboards orcommissionsarealso inchrded);thenumbcrof agenciesinvolvingthescofficiafs
mation is from The Book ofthe States 1992-93. is also listed.

Key: (d) Lieutenantgovernor’soffice is part ofgovernor’s office.
● — Yes;provisionfor. (e) Impliedthrough abroad interpretationof gubernatorialauthority; no formal provision.

.—No; notapplrcable. (f) Fuffresponsibifityto propose; legislatureadopts orreviscs and governorsignsorvctocs.
C“—Constitutional (g) In NewYork, governorhas itemvetoover appropriations.In Louisiana,governorhas itcmveto
S—Statutory over appropriation bill only.
(a) In aflstates,exccptNorthCarolina,governorhasthepowertovetobifls passcdbythestatelegisla- (h) Governorhasrro veto power.

ture. The informationpresentedhererefers to thegovernor’spowerto itemveto-veto itemswithina (i) Divisionswithingovernor’soffice.
bill-and thevotcs rrcededin the state legislatureto overridethe itemveto. For additionalinformation (j) For sbiftingagenciesbctwccnSecretarialoffices;aflother rcorgarrizationsrequirelcgislativeapprovaf.
on vetoesand vetooverrides,aswell as the numberof days thegovcrnor is allowedto considerbills, (k) In Wisconsin,governorhas ’’partial’’veto over appropriationbills. The partial vetois broader
see Table 3.16, “Enacting Legislation:Veto, VetoOverridesand EffectiveDate.” than item veto.

(b) For additionalinformationon executiveorders, seeTable2.5, “GubernatorialExecutiveOrders: (1)The governorhas an item veto over appropriationsonly.
Authorization,Provisions,Procedures.”

(c) Includesonlyexecutivebranchofficialswhoarepopularlyelectedeitheron a constitutionalor statu-
tory basis(electedmembersof stateboardsof education,publicutilitiescomrrsksions,universityregents,



G U BA U

Provmons Procedures

Alabama*. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. .
Arizona. .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Cafifomia. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . .
Fforida . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idabo* . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iffinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas .
Kentucky .
Louisiana . . . . . .
Maine .
Maryland

Massacbrssetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi* . . . . . . . . .
Missouri. . . . . . .

Morstmsa*.. . . .
Nebraska
Nevada .....,.,
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico*. . . . . . . .
New York
Nortlr Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rbodelsland . . . .
Sossth C9rolfna . . . . . .

S,I(a)
c

. . .
“*”(a)
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

(a)
. . .
s

. . .

. . .
*
*
s
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
s
*

. . . * (b)

“*”(a)
*
*

* (f)
*
*
* (i)
*

. . .
I

. . .

. . .

. . .

“*”(n)

* (V,w)
. . .

* (f,v)
. . .

.
. . .
*

. . .

. .

. .
*
* (ff)

*
. . .
s

.
*
*

. . .
*

“*”(h,hh)

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*

. . . . . . . * (c,d) . . . . .
*
. . .
. .
. .
.
. . .
. . .
. .
. . .
. . .
“;”(k)
.
. .

. . .
*
* (t,u)

“*”(y)

“*”(z)
* (y)

. . .
*(y,ee)

. . .

. . .

.

. . .

‘*”(y)
.

.

* (y)
. . .
.
. .
. . .

. . . *

. . . *(c) :::
* * . . .

“*”(a)
*
*

. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .
*
*

I . . .
*
*

S,1 (e)
s * . . . . .

* . . .s
:

C,s
S,1 (e)

*
*
*
*
*

. . . . . .
*
*
*
*

. . . . . .
. . .
*

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
*“(g,h) “*”
* (g,h) *(c) :::
* * . .

* (j)
. . . “*”(c)
. . . * (c)

. . .
*
*
. . .
*
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .
1

. . .
I

. . .

. .

. .

*
. .

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

. . .
*

. . .
I
I

. . .
I

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .
I

. . .

. .

. .

.
. . . .

. . . .. . .
* (1) * (c,d,m)
* (k,o,p,q) +
* (S,t,u) * (m)

. . . * (d)

s
s
S(r)
s

C,s

*
. .
s

*
*
*

*
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
*

. . . . . .
. . .
*

. . .
*

.
*

. . .
* * *

* *
*
*
*
*

* * * (m)
“*”(q) * (c)
* (bb) * (c,m)
* (cc,dd) * (c)
* * (y)

. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .*

. . .

. . . . .

. . .
*
*

. . .

. .
*

S,I
SI
s
s

*
*

*
. . .

* *(c) .* .
*
*

. . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

“*”(q) ““*“ . . .
*(old) . . . . . .

“*”(a)
*

.
*

iiki
. . .

. . . . .
s

S:1

* * * . . . . . . . . .. . .
. . .
s

I

. . .
s
1

. . .
s

. . .
. . .

s . . .
+ * . . .S,1 .

(h,q,s~:bb,dd)
* * (c) . .C,S,I *

*
*
*
*
* (old)

* * * * *
S,l
C:s

S(a)
I(e)

* (hh) * (c) *
* (c) . . .

“*”(jj) *(c,m) . . .
* (1)

. “;”(c,d,kk) : : :

*
.
.

. . .

*
.
. . .
. . .
. . .

.
*

.
*
(:)*

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .

.
*

Provisions Procedures

sossth Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
Sf[

. . .
*

. . . . . . * (t)
* * (;)

*
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . s

* *
*

*
*

* “*”(c) ““
*

*

Lhh ... .. .. .. . .. . . .
. . . * *

*
. . . . . . * . . . . . .

. . .
Vermont . . . . . .

. . .
S:l

. . . * . . . . . .
*

. . .
* . . . * * . . . . . . . . . “*”(mm) “*” “*” (nn)

Virginia*.. . . . . . S,1 * * * (r) * (00)
Washington . . . . . . . . .

* * * * (hJi,pp) * (c) . . .
*

. .

West Virginia
. .

S!I(e)
. . . . . . . .

*
. . . . . .

*
. . .

*
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
s

* . . .
*

* “*”(qq) “*”(c,m) :::
* *

. . .

Wyoming . . . . . . .
. . .

I
*

I
* * * (p,dd,gg) * (C) . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

American Samoa C,s * * * *
Guam . c

* * * * * (rr) * (rr) . .
* * *

No. MariarraMmrds
. . .

c
*

●
* *

I * c S:l
* . . . . . .

Puerto Rico...
s

*
. . . * s I

*
. . .

U.S. VirgissIsfands
. . . . . .

:
*

*
. . .

*
. . .

*
.

*
. . .

*
. . .

*
. .

* * * . . . *

Source:The Council of State Governments’ survey, February 1994; except asnoted by * whereinfor-
mation is from The Book of the States 1992-93.

Key:
C—Constitutional
S—Statutory
I—Implied
* — Formal provision

— No formal provision
(a) ”Broad interpretation of gubernatorial authority.
(b) To activateor veto environmental improvement authorities.
(c) Executive orders must be filed with secretary of state or other designated officer. In Idaho, must

also be published in state general circulation newspaper.
(d) Governor required tokeep record in office. In Maine, afsosends copy to Legislative Counse~ State

Law Library, andafl county Iaw libraries instate.
(e) Some or afl provisions impfied from constitution.
(f) To regulate distribution of necessities during shortages.
(g) To reassign state attorneys and public defenders.
(h) To suspend certain officials and/or other civil actions.
(O Local financial emergency, shore erosion, polluted discharge and energy shortage.
(D ~legatiOn ofauthorrty over real property (e.g., to counties for park purposes).
(k) Only lfmvolves achange in statute.
(f) To transfer allocated funds.
(m) included instate register or code.
(n) To give immediate effect to state regulations in emergencies.
(o) To control administration of state contracts and procedures.
(p) Tolmpoundor freeze certain state matching funds.
(q) To reduce state expenditures in revenue shortfafl.
(r) Broad grant ofauthority.
———— -— —

(s) To designate game and wifdfife areasor other pubfic areas.
(t) Appointive powers.
(u) To suspend rules and regulations of the bureaucracy.
(v) For fire emergencies.
(w) For financial institution emergencies.
(x) To control procedures for dealing with pubfic.
(y) Reorganization plans and agency creation.
(z) Legislative appropriations committees must approve orders issued to handle arevenueshortfafL
(aa)Ifan energy emergency is declared by the state’s Executive Council or Legislature.
(bb)To assign duties to lieutenant governor. issue writ ofstsecial election.
(cc) Tocon~olprison and pardon administration. -
(dd)Toadminister and govern the armed forcesof the state.
(ee)For meeting federal program requirements.
(ff)Todeclare airpolfution emergencies.
(gg)Relating to local governments.
(hh)To declare water, crop and refugee emergencies.
Q~To transfer funds in an emergency.
(JO Must bepubhshed Inreglste rlftheyhave general applicability and legal effect.
(kk) Can reorganize, but not create.
(fl)Filed with legislature.
(mm) Only executive branch reorganization.
(nn)Toshift agencies between secretarial offices; all other reorganizations require legislative approval.
(oo)Tocontrol state-owned motor vehicIes and to delegate powers to secretaries and other executive

branch officials.
(pp)Regarding annuai, reports of state agencies.
(qq)To transfer functions between agencies.
(rr)Ifexecutive order fits definition ofrule.



Table 2.6
STATECABINETSYSTEMS

Authorization for cabinet system Criteria for membership

State or other
Jurlsdtctlon

Alabama*
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho*
IIlirrois.. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . .
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi*
Missouri

Montana*
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico*.
New York
North Carolina (f)
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island . . . . . . . .
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . .

Virginia*.
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming (j)

American Samoa
Guam
No. MarianaIslands. . .
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands . . . .

g
0

%.c~~
NumberoJgg$

z.z~ membersin
cabinet

: Q
Open

(including Frequencyof cabinet
Q3? governor) cabinet meetings meetings

. . . * . . . . . . * 28 Gov.’s discretion (a)
. . . . . . * . . . * . . . . . . Regularly “*\b)
. . . . . . * . . . * . . . . . . ;;
*

Gov.’s discretion . . .
. . . . . . ● . . . . . . 18 Regularly

* . . . * . . . * . ● 12 Every two weeks : : :

* . . . . . . ● . . . . . . 21
*

Twice monthly *
. . . . . . * . . . 24 Gov.’s discretion . . .

* . . . . . . . . . * . . . ‘*”(C) 17 Gov.’s discretion . . .
Every two weeks

:-:-:------------*------------:-:-:----------:-:-:----------:-:-:---------- t) --------:-:-:--------------~----------------------------------------*-----

Gov.’s discretion
:-:-:----------:-:-:----------:-:-:------------*--------------*------------ t) ----.--..-*-------.----...;:.-..........---.....-...------------.--".:..:---

Gov.’s discretion (e) ●
--*------------~-~-~----------~-~-~----------~-~-~------------*--~~~-------"id) ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
---------------------------------------------------------------------------- (e)----------------------------------------------------------------------------

. . . ,.. * . . . . . . . . . * Monthly or as needed . . .
* . . . . . . . . . * . . . . . ;: Gov.’s discretion . . .
* * . . . . * * 13 Monthly

. . . * “*”(c) Weekly . . .
● . . . . . . “*”(C) ::: . . . ;: Weekly . . .

* . . . . . . . . . ● . . . . . . 12 Twice monthly . . .
. . * . . . * * * 18 Gov.’s discretion . . .

Regularly
~-;-;----------~-~-;------------*------------;-;-;------------*------------" (d) --------~-~-~-------------~~--------------------------------------;-;-;----
. . . * . . . * * . . . . . . Gov.’s discretion . . .

. . * . . . * . . . 24 Monthly ●

~-~-~----------~-~-;------------*------------;-;-~------------*------------"id) --------~-~-~------------2~--------M-o-n!h!~-------------------;-;-;----
--------------------------------------------------------------------------- (d) -------------------------2o-------Mo;;hi;----------------------------
* * . . . * . . . . . . . .

* . . . . . . * . . . 17 Monthly
. . . . . . . * * . . . . . . 7 Gov.’s discretion : : :

~-~-~----------~-;-;------------*------------~-~-~----------~-~-~----------"(d) ----------*--------------~~--------~~-~~~~~-------------------;-;-;----
* . . . . . . * . . . * . . .

16(g) Gov.’s discretion
--*------------I-I-I--------.---*------------;-~-~----------;-;-~----------; id)-----------*---------------i9-------weL~~--------------------;-;-;----

--*..----------I-I-I----------~-~-~----------~-~-~------------*--~~~-------"ihj --------~-~-;-------------------------------------------------------*-----
* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13(i) Gov.’s discretion . . .

. . . . * . . . * . . . ● 22 Gov.’s discretion . .
* . * * Gov.’s discretion

------------”id) --------~-~-~------------~~--------M-o~~hi~---------------------*-----
. . * (h) * . . . . *

* . . . * . . . . . . 6 Gov.’s discretion . . .

* . . . . * . . . Gov.’s discretion . . .
. . . . * . . . * . . . . . . 2: Twice monthly . .
* . . . . . . . . * . . 8 Weekly . . .
* . . . . . . * . . . Monthly *
* . . . . . . . * . . . . . . 1? Gov.’s discretion *

* . . . . . . . . * . . . . . . Gov.’s discretion *
. . . * . . . * . . . . . . H Monthly
. . . * . . . * . . . . 16 Gov.’s discretion ‘*“
* * . . . . . . * . . . . . . 17 Weekly

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * 16 Gov.’s discretion : : :

See footnotes atend of table.
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STATECABINETSYSTEMS—Continued

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, February 1994; ex-
cept as noted by * where information is from The Book of (he States
1992-93.

Key:
* — Yes

(aj indi;d% is a member by virtue of election or appointment to a cabinet-
Ievel position.

(b) Except when in executive session.
(c) With the consent of the Senate.
(d) No formal cabinet system. [n Idaho, however, sub-cabinets have been

formed, by executive order; the chairmen report to the governor when re-
quested.

(e) Sub-cabinets meet quarterly.
(f) Constitution provides for a Council of State made up of elective state

administrative officials,, which makes policy decisions for the state while
the cabinet acts more m an advisory capacity.

(g) Includes secretary of state;most other cabinet members are heads
of state agencies.

(h) In Rhode Island, department heads require advice and consent of
the Senate. In Utah, department heads serve as cabinet; meets at discre-
tion of governor.

(i) Five additional members to be phased in through July 1995.
(j) A four-year, phased-in executive reorganization currently being im-

plemented. The first three cabinet-level agencies went on-line in July 1990;
seven in 1991; two in 1992.
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GOVERNORS

G O

Provision for:

Gov-elect’s
Acquainting

State
Legislation

Office space gov-elect staff
participation Gov-elect to personnel to in buildings with office Transfer of

pertaining to Appropriations in state budget hire staff to be made
State or

to be made procedures and information
gubernatorial available to for coming assist during available to available to routine office (files, records,

other jurisdiction transition gov-elect fiscal year transition assist gov-elect gov-elect functions etc.)

Alabama-. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia.

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho* . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi* . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana*. . . . . . . . . . .
Nehraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey. . . . . . . . .

New Mexico*. . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania .
Rhode Island . . . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia*. . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

American Samoa . . .
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. MarianaIslands . . .
Puerto Rico.... . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands . .

. . .

.

. . .
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
●

☛

☛

☛
☛ (g)

*
*
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

*
. . .
*
*
*

*
. . .
*

. . .
*

*
*
*

. . .
*

●

*
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. . .

$60,000(b)
450,000

10,OOO
25,000

(c)
250,000

*

100,OOO
15,000

40;o&
10,OOQ

100,OOO
Unspecified

10,OOO

5;:8%

1,000:&lO(k)
35,000
30,000

100,OCS3

. . .
22%

(m)

5~jO(n)

(m)

40,000
20,000

Ioo,ooo

50:owq)

10,000 (r)
*

Unspe&ied
(c)

(c)
Unspecified

Unspe&ed
(m)

Unspecified
(v)

Unspecified
250,000(n)

. .

●

✎ ✎ ✎

☛

☛

☛

✎ ✎ ✎

(i*
●

*****
***
●*
*
●***
*****
*
●

●(O)
. . .
. . .

*
*

. . .
*

. . .

●

●

*

“*”(s)

. . .
●

. . .
*
*

* (u)
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

(a)
. . .
. . .
*
*

*

(:)
●

*

*

: (f)
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

9
*
*
*
*

*
*

. . .
*
*

*
●

*
. . .
*

*
*
*
●(a)
*

●

. . .
*

. . .
●

* (1)
●

. . .
*
*

●

. . .
*
●

. . .

9

*
●

●

*

*
●

●

●

*

*

*

*

*

.(h)

*
*

: (j)
*

●

*
*
*
●

*
●

●

*
*

●

●

*
●

*

. .
*
●

●

*

●

,..
●

. . .
●

* (1)
●

. . .
*
●

9
. . .
*
●

. . .

●

●

●

●

☛

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

●

●

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

✎ ✎ ✎

☛

●

☛

●

☛

●

✎ ✎ ✎

✎ ✎ ✎

●

☛ (1)
●

●

*
●

●

. . .
*
●

. . .

●

☛

●

●

☛

✎ ✎

●

●

●

☛

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

●

☛

●

☛

☛

●

☛

●

●

●

●

●

✎ ✎ ✎

☛

✎ ✎ ✎

●

☛

●

●

✎ ✎ ✎

✎ ✎ ✎

✎ ✎ ✎

☛ (1)
●

●

*
●

●

. . .
*
●

. . .

●

●

✎ ✎ ✎

●

☛

☛

●

●

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛ (i)

*
*
*
●

*

*
●

*
*
●(1)

*

: (g)
. . .
*

●

●

●

*
●

. . .
*

. . .
●

*

●

●

●

*
●

. . .

*
●

●

. . .

*
●

. . .

See footnotes atend of table.
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G O

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, February 1994; ex- (1)Activity is traditional and routine, although there is no specific statu-
cept as noted by * where information is from The Book of the States
1992-93.

tory provision.

Key:
(m) Legislature required to make appropriation; no dollar amount stat-

ed in legislation. In New Mexico, $50,000 was made available in 1990. In
. . . — No provisions or procedures Wyoming, $12,500 for transition following 1994 election.
* — Formal provisions or procedures (n) Inaugural expenses are paid from this amount.

● — NO formal provisions, occurs informally (o) New governor can submit supplemental budget.
(a) Governor usually hires several incoming key staff during transition.
(b) Made available in 1983.

(P) If necessary, submit request to State Emergency Commission.

(c) Determined prior to each election by legislature.
(q) Governor’s executive budget recommendation for FY94-95 is to in-

crease this appropriation to $150,000 for transition purposes. This will re-
(d) Can participate in budget office hearings before taking office.
(e) Subject to appropriations.

quire legislative approval in the 94-95 Appropriations Bill.
(r) Made available for 1987.

(f) On a contractual basis.
(g) pertains only to funds.

(s) Responsible for the preparation of the budget; staff made available.

(h) Provided on irregular basis.
(t) Not transferred, but use may be authorized.

(i) Arrangement for transfer of criminal files.
(u) Can submit reprogramming or supplemental appropriation measure

for current fiscal year.
(j) Budget personnel.
(k) Made available in 1990.

(v) Appropriations given upon the request of governor-elect.
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I MP R

Governor and other
state executive and

judicial officers Legislative body Legislative body
State or other subject to which holds power Vote required for which conducts
jurudiction Impeachment of impeachment Impeachment impeachment trial

Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas
California.

Chief justice Official who serves Legislature may call
presides at Vote required for as acting governor if special session

impeachment trial (a) conviction governor impeached(b) for impeachment

*
*
* (e)
*
*

H
s
H
H
H

H
H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H
H

H
S (i)
H
H
H

H
H
H
H
H

H

2/3 rnbrs.
maj. mbrs.

. .

(3)**.
2/3 rnbrs.
2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs.

LG *
*
*
.
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*

.
. . .

.
*
*

*
. . .
.

. . .

. . .
*
*
.

*
*
*
*
.
*
*...................
*

. . .
*
. . .

“ss”

maj. mbrs.

2/3 rnbrs.
2/3 mbrs.

. .

s
s
s

2/3 mbrs.
2/3 rn;r~.r;esent

2/3 mbrs. pr~sent
2/3 mbrs. present

LG
LG

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia.

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

s
s
s
s
s
s
s

2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs.

2/3 mbrs. present

LG
LG
LG

Hawaii
Idabo . .
Illinois.
Indiana
Iowa

* (t-)
*
●

*
*

*
*
*maj. mbrs.

.
. .

2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs. present

2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs. present

2/3 mbrs.

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

*
*
*
*
*

s
s
s

. . ..
. . .
. . .
.
. . .
. . .

. . .
.

s
smaj. mbrs.

sMassachusetts .,
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

*
*
*
*
*

. . .
maj. mbrs.
maj. mbrs.

2/3 mbrs. present

. . .
*
. . .
(:)

2/3” rnbrs.
2/3 mbrs. present
2/3 mbrs. present

(h)

s (g)
s
(:)

Montana.
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey.

2/3 mbrs.
maj. mbrs.
maj. mbrs.

{)
s
s

2/3 mbrs.
0)

2/3 mbrs.

*
*
* (e)
*
* (k)

**

. . .

. . .
maj. mbrs. 2/3 rnbrs.

.

. . .
maj. mbrs.
maj. mbrs.

s 2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs. present
2/3 mbrs. present

2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs.

New
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*
*
* (e)
*

*
.

*
*
.

(:)

s
s

. . .
maj. mbrs.
maj. mbrs.

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island.
South Carolina

* (c)
............... ................. ......

s 2/3 mbrs. present LG*
*
*
*

H
H
H

s
“(ij s

2/3 mbrs. s

.
*
*

2/3 mbrs. present
2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs. . . .

South Dakota
Tennessee.
Texas. .
Utah.
Vermont

maj. mbrs. s
s
s

2/3 rnbrs. s
2/3 mbrs. s

2/3 mbrs.
2/3 mbrs. (o)

2/3 mbrs. present
2/3 mbrs.

2/3 mbrs. present

LG* (e)
*
*
* (e)
*

*
*

LG
.

*
. . .

Governor and other
state executive and

judicial officers Legislative body
State or other

Legislate body Chief justice Official who serves Legislature may call
subject to which holds power Vote required for which conducts presides at Vote required for

jurisdiction impeachment
as acting governor if special session

of impeachment impeachment impeachment trial impeachment trial(a) conviction govern orimpeached(b) for impeachment

Virghsia. . . . . . . . . . . . . * H s
Washington . . . . . . . .

. . . 2/3 mbrs. present
* (e)

. .
H

*
maj. mbrs. s

. . .
*

West Virginia .
2/3 mbrs.

● H s
*

*
Wisconsin. . .

. . . 2/3 mbrs.
* H

*
maj. mbrs. s 2/3 mbrs. present L“G

Wyoming . . .
. .

* (e) H maj. mbrs. s
. . .

* 2/3 mbrs. Ss . . .

Dist. of Columbia
American Samoa . . . .

----------;q~---------------------------H----------------------------------------------------------;------------- (P) ----------*--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2/3 mbrs.

Guam
2/3 mbrs.

No. MarianaIslands
-----------*----------------------------H----------------------2;;-mb;;-----------------------;------------- (P)-----------------------------------2;;mbii----------------------:-:-:-------------------------:-:-:------------

Puerto Rico .
. . .

(r) 2/3 mbrs:
. . . . . .

U.S. VirginIslands -----------------------------------------H----------------------------------------------------------s-------------- (P)----------*-----------------------:!4--rnb:::---------------------:-:-:---------------------------*--------------

Source: State constitutions and statutes.
Note: The information in this table is based on a literal reading of the state constitutions and statutes.

iustices of the ~eace. In North Dakota and South Dakota—county iud~es. iustices of the Deace. and

For information on other methods for removing state officials, see Table 4.5, “Methods for Removal
of Judges and Filling of Vacancies, ” and Table 5.24, “State Recall Provisions: Applicability to State
Officiafs and Petition Circulation. ”

Key:
* — Yes; provision for

— Not specified, or no provision for
H“: House or Assembly (lower chamber)
S — Senate
LG — Lieutenant governor
PS — President or speaker of the Senate
SS — Secretary of state
(a) Presiding justice of state court of last resort. In many states, provision indicates that chief justice

presides only on occasion of impeachment of governor.
(b) For provisions on official next in line on succession if governor is convicted and removed from

office, refer to Table 2.1, “The Governors. ”
(c) Includes justices of Supreme Court. Other judicial officers not subject to impeachment.
(d) A Supreme Court justice designated by the court.
(e) With exception of certain judicial officers. In Arizona! Washington, and Wyoming—justices of

courts not of record. In Colorado—county judges and justices of the peace. In Nevada and Utah—

— —

.- - .
police magistrates.

(f) Governor, lieutenant governor, and any appointive officer for whose removal the consent of the
Senate is required.

(g) House elects three members to prosecute impeachment.
(h) All Impeachments are tried before the state Supreme Court, except that the governor or a member

of the Supreme Court is tried by a special commission of seven eminent jurists to be elected by the Senate.
A vote of 5/7 of the court of special commission is necessary to convict.

(i) Unicameral Legislature;,members use the title “senator.”
(-i)Court of impeachment IScomposed of chief justice and all district court judges in the state. A vote

of 2/3 of the court is necessary to convict.
(k) All state officers while in office and for two years thereafter.
(1) Court for trial of impeachment composed of president of the Senate, senators (or major part of

them), and judges of Court of Appeals (or major part of them).
(m) No provision for impeachment. Public officers maybe tried for incompetency, corruption, mal-

feasance, or delinquency in office in same manner as criminal offenses.
(n) Vote of 2/3 members required for an impeachment of the governor.
(o) Vote of 2/3 of members sworn to try the officer impeached.
(P) Removal of, elected officials by recall procedure only.
(q) Governor, beutenant governor.
(r) Governor and Supreme Court justices.



EXECUTIVEBRANCH

The ExecutiveBranch:Organization
and Issues,1992-93
The number of multiple executives remains high as state elected
officials garner enough support to keep their offices intact.

by Thad L. Beyle

Separately ElectedOfficials
The states continue to hold to the concept

of the multiple executivein terms of how
many statewideelectedofficials there are. In
1992,there were304separatelyelectedexecu-
tivebranchofficialscovering12major offices
in thestates.Thiscomparesto 306electedoffi-
cials in 1972.There weresome shifts for cer-
tain statewideelectiveoffices;however,as in
1992,therewerefivemoreelectedcomptrollers
andfourfewerelectedsuperintendentsof public
instructionas wellas three fewerelectedcom-
missionersof publicutilitiesthan in 1972.’But
for a period in which there was much state
governmentalreform, includingmajor reor-
ganizations, the stability of the number of
separately electedofficials is noteworthy.2

This suggests that each office, as wellas
eachincumbentin that office,has continuing
clienteleand sufficientsupportsothat propos-
als to reducethe numberof separatelyelected
officialsdo not farewell.Further,theseincum-
bents also havea political deathgrip on that
office. For example,in the last six statewide
electionsfor the 10councilof state offices in
North Carolina (1972-92),onlyone of the 39
incumbents seeking re-electionwas beaten.
These are lifetime offices.3

OnlyMaine,NewHampshireand NewJer-
seyhavea singlestatewideelectedofficial,the
governor. North Dakota has the most (12),
followedby Georgia,North Carolina, Okla-
homa, South Carolinaand Washington,with
more than nine each. Southern states tend to
havemoreelectedofficialsthan statesin other
parts of the country.’

Lieutenant Governors
The relationshipbetweenlieutenantgover-

nors and governorscontinuesto be of interest
in the states.It beginswhentheyarenominat-
ed and elected.sIn 19states,these candidates
are nominated and electedseparately.There
has been,however,a trend towardjoint nomi-
nation and joint election of these two offi-
cials. Since the 1950s,when only NewYork
had a joint election,the numberof stateswith
joint elections has increased to 24.6In nine
states, candidates for these offices run as a
team in the primary or conventionand then
in the generalelection.’ In three other states,
after governorsare selectedin a party prima-
ry, a party convention selectsthe lieutenant
governors.’In 12other states, candidates for
the two offices run as a team in the general
electiononly.9When the lieutenantgovernor
and governorare electedas a team, however,
the lieutenant governor is less powerful and
the office is “less often a launching pad for
a race for governot”o

Severalstates haveseen some difficult sit-
uations developbetweenthe incumbents of
the twooffices.ArkansasGovernorJim Guy
Tuckerhas discoveredthe problemsof leaving
the state and havingan acting governor take
action. After succeedingto the office made
vacant by the election of BillClinton to the
presidency,Tucker’svisit to the Washington
inaugural eventwasmarred bythe actions of
the actinggovernor,SenatePresidentPro Tern
JerryJewell(D)whograntedtwopardonsand

Thad L. Beyle is aprofessor of political science,
The Universityof North Carolinaat ChapelHill.
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executiveclemencyto two prison inmates.1’
Then while Tuckerwas in Minnesota on a
medicalvisit,Lt.GovernorMikeHuckabee(R)
signeda proclamationfor a ChristianHeritage
Weekafter Tuckerdeclinedto do so earlier.”

Theseriousillnessof PennsylvaniaGovernor
Robert Casey(D)placedLt. GovernorMark
Singelin the acting governor role for an ex-
tendedperiodof timein 1993.Theuncertainty
of Casey’shealth and recoverymade for an
uncertain tenure for Singelwhosevotein the
stateSenatewasalsoneededto ensureDemo-
cratic control over the body.’3

ExecutiveBranchReorganization”
Stategovernmentreorganizationcontinues

to be a suggestedremedyto someof the prob-
lemsfacinga state. Bornof the good govern-
ment movement in the early 20th century,
reorganizationin the statesisan intenselypo-
litical issue to those with a direct interest in
state government.The rationale for such ac-
tions range fromenhancingthe powerof the
governor,to the needto bringa rangeof agen-
cies into a more rational structure, and, ob-
viously,for economyand efficiencyreasons.

There are four basicoptions whenconsid-
ering reorganization: (1)No reorganization.
This is often the preferred option as it does
not stir up unnecessarypoliticsand indicates
that the organizational structure is basically
satisfactoryor can beworkedwith.(2) Partial
reorganization,wherea fewagencies’unitsare
targetedforchangeintonewdepartments,con-
solidated into existingdepartments or abol-
ished as outdated. This often flows from a
governor’sspecificagendaor a realizationthat
the stateis ill-structuredfor a particular situa-
tion or responsibility.(3) Reorganizationaf-
fectingelectedexecutiveofficials, where the
method of separatelyelectingother executive
officialsis curtailedin favorof providingthe
governorwithmorepower.An ongoingdebate
in manystates, the fact is that such reorgani-
zations occuronlyoccasionallyfor “typical”
elected branch officials as noted earlier. (4)
Comprehensivereorganization, wherean at-
tempt is made to completelyoverhaulthe ex-
ecutivebranch in order to bring it’up-to-date
and to providethe governorwithmorecontrol

and poweroverit. Of the morethan 170com-
prehensiveeffortsundertaken,implementation
has beensuccessfulin onlyone-thirdof them.
Theseefforts havebeen successfulin a series
of fourwavesoverthe20thcentury,withabout
half of the statesundertakingsuchendeavors
since the mid-1960s.States are currently be-
tween waves.’s

While different goals predominate at dif-
ferenttimesin thesereorganizations,the most
commonoutcomein recentdecadesisto devel-
op a formof thecabinetsystem.In thismodel,
the number of agenciesand departments are
usuallyreduced,but moreimportantlyagency
headsareappointedbyand responsibleto the
governor.In a 1992survey,38states reported
havingsomevariationof cabinetsystem.The
cabinetsystemmodelis the midpointbetween
two extremeoptions. At one end is the secre-
tarymodelinwhichthe regroupingof agencies
is much more severe,often down to just five
or so units coordinated bya super-secretary-
coordinatorappointedbythe governor.Atthe
other end is the traditional model in which
there may be some,or evenconsiderable,re-
duction in the numberof agenciesbut no real
change in who controls them.’G

In the past two years there has been some
activityto reform or reorganizestate govern-
ments.The most comprehensiveattempt, and
startling to someobservers,werethe changes
in South Carolina, which began the move
from legislativegovernmentto executivegov-
ernment. Followingthe report of the South
CarolinaCommissionon GovernmentRestruc-
turing,18thegovernorand legislatureabolished
75stateboards, foldingtheminto 17executive
agencies.Thegovernorgainedcontrolover33
percent of the executivebudget, including
mostof the importantagencies,and wasgiven
authorityto hireand firetheheadsof 11major
state agencies.Much of state government is
stilloutside the governor’scontrol as 50state
governingboards remain, two-thirds of the
statebudgetisout of thegovernor’sreach(such
as in education,the environment,lawenforce-
ment and road building), and some agency
heads are appointed by other sources.” Still,
it was a major step forward for a state with
sucha lowrankingon gubernatorialpowers.’”
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Performance-basedGovernance
In the 1990s,the states began to operate

under the rubricsof reinventinggovernment,
performance-basedgovernanceandtotalquali-
ty management. The National Governors’
Association sponsored a year-longeffort on
this subjectwithseparatetask forcesexploring
and explainingperformance-basedgovernance,
human serviceconsolidation and coordina-
tion, privatizationof governmentservicesand
assets, and management systemsreform.2’

States have been exploring and executing
changesin their organizational structures as
wellas in their management systems.These
stateshavebeenmost often drivenbya diffi-
cult financialsituation, suchas Arizona with
its Long-TermImproved Management Task
Force (SLIM), Delaware’sMaximizingEffi-
ciencyof ServiceQuality Program (MAX),
Hawaii’sAdvisoryCommitteeon Excellence
(ACE),Nevada’sProjectStreamlineNewJer-
sey’sManagement ReviewCommission and
Washington’sCost Cutting and Efficiency
Commission.**Other statesexploringreorga-
nization include California,23Colorado,24
Florida,*’Kentucky,*’Oregon,” South Caro-
Iina,nSouthDakota,*’Tennessee,30Texas3’and
Wisconsin.32Themost recentaddition to this
list is the report of the KentuckyCommission
on QualityGovernmentand Efficiency,which
thegovernorpartially implementedbyexecu-
tive order.33

Severalstatesfocusedtheir attentionon im-
provingthose who work in state government
rather than just on structures and processes.
AmongthemareDelawareHawaii,Kentucky,
Oklahoma, Virginia34and NewYork.35

Another popular answerto a state’sorga-
nizational and management problems is to
privatizesomeof a stategovernment’sactivi-
ties.GovernorWilliamWeldof Massachusetts
has done this in the areasof health and men-
tal health.3’Stepsalso are beingtaken in this
direction in Illinois.

As is so often the case in manyof the indi-
vidual statesnoted above,the initial action is
to setup a blue ribbon committeeor panel to
investigatethe possibleneed, and then build
the caseand blueprint for suchaction in a re-
port. This report then is used as the basis to

sellboth the need for reformand the reforms.
This “Blue-Ribbon”approachwasusedagain
in Illinois as the governor created a Private
EnterpriseReviewand AdvisoryBoard(PER-
AB)to report in 1993,whichmirrored previ-
ous efforts in 1917,1950,1965and in 1976.

While some of these efforts work, quite a
fewdo not. Whydon’t they work? From the
Illinois perspective,Jim Nowlan argues that
such endeavors are “extremelycostly — in
time,effort, politicalcreditsand opportunity
costs —becauseof opposition that wouldbe
aroused among interest groups, bureaucrats
and legislativepatrons of agencies?37

Gender Equity
Overthe past decade,womenhavebecome

morea part of stategovernment.Whilenot yet
achievinggender equity,an increasingnum-
ber of womenare servingin executivebranch
positions. As of 1994,three of the 50gover-
norswerewomen(6percent),11of the 42lieu-
tenant governors were women (26 percent)
and 58 of the other 232 elected executive
branch officials werewomen (22 percent).”
A recent study of state governmentadminis-
trators findsthat ratherthan breakingthrough
the glassceiling,whichhas stopped their up-
wardmobilityin the past, womenarecircum-
ventingit and making gains in specifictypes
of agencies.Theyhavemademost significant
gains in the areas of aging, libraries, public
assistance and state treasurers. Womenalso
havemade somegainsin the areasof employ-
ment security,mental health, personnel, sec-
retaries of state and social services.39

Ethics
The problemsof ensuringethicalbehavior

amongstateofficialscontinueto exist.Changes
in what is now called into question as being
ethical or unethical are part of the problem,
as is aggressivefederal lawenforcement and
mediaoversight.But thereare alsothose who
cross the line betweenethical and unethical
behavior.

Stateresponsesto the ethicsissuesareusual-
lyrelatedto major ethicalproblemsand situa-
tions. For example,in the three yearsaround
the Nixon Watergate episode (1973-75),28
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state ethics agencies, committees and com-
missions were created. In the four years in
whichfederalofficialswereinvestigatingstate
officialsin severalstates (1989-92),12similar
agencies,committeesand commissionswere
created. In betweenthese two peak periods,
19such units werecreated.’”

But creatingethics organizations is not all
the stateshavebeendoinginrecentyears.Some
of the other statelegislationincludeslimitson
gifts and honoraria (eight states), financial
disclosurerequirements(fivestates), restric-
tions on post state governmentemployment
to curb the revolvingdoor effect(twostates),
ethics education efforts for legislators and
lobbyists(twostates),anti-nepotismlaws(two
states) and bans on political contributions
during the legislativesession (one state).”

Yet,ethicalproblemsstillpersist.California’s
top publicschoolofficial,SuperintendentBill
Honig, wasremovedfrom office after being
found guilty of a felony.”Former Missouri
Attorney General William Websterpleaded
guilty to federal charges of conspiracy and
misapplicationof state fundswhilein office.43
The former head of the WestVirginia state
lotterywasconvictedof mailfraudand insider
trading.” The chief justice of the Rhode Is-
land SupremeCourt, Thomas Fay,resigned
a dayafter beingchargedwithviolatingethics
laws.’sThe ethicalproblemsof the governors
were discussed earlier in “The Governors,
1992-93”on pages 36-49of this volume.

In twounique situations,the Rhode Island
EthicsCommissionfoundthat the manyscan-
dalsit hadto dealwithhad depleteditsbudget,
and it was facing a $50 million deficit.’cIn
South Carolina, ethics legislationwas caus-
ingproblemsfor academicsas publicemploy-
ees“maynot acceptanythingof valuerelated
to performance of . . . official duties:’”
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Table 2.9
CONSTITUTIONALAND STATUTORYPROVISIONS FOR LENGTHAND
NUMBEROF TERMSOF ELECTEDSTATEOFFICIALS
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Florida . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. ., . .

4[-
4/2 (g)
4/(h)
4/2 (b)

4/-
4/-
4/(h)
4/-

4/-
4/- 4;-”
4/(h,i) . . .
(f) . .

Hawaii
Idaho . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . .

4/2
4/-
4/-

4/2
4/-
4/-

(f)
4/- 4;-”
4/- . . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
4/-

4;-”

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

(0)
4/-
,..

. . .

. . .

. . .

,..
,..

. . .

4;-”
4/-

. . .

4/-
. . .
,..
. . .
. . .

Bd. of Trustees, Univ.
of I11.—6/-

Irrdiana. . . . . .
Iowa

4/(1)
4/-

4[-
4/-

4/2
4/2
4/-

4/(1) 4/(1)
4/- 4/-

Kansas . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . .,
Louisiana . . . . . . . . .

4/2
4[2
4/2

4/-
4/2 4;2
4/- . . .

Bd. of Education—4/-
Railroad Comm.—4/-
Bd. of Education—4/-;
Elections Cmsr.—4/-

Maine ... . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . .,

4/2
4/2 (b)

(n)
4/-

4/-
4[2

. . . . . .

. . . . . .
Massachusetts . . . . .
Micbigan . . . . . . . . .

4/-
4/2

4/- 4/-
. . . . . .

Exec. Counci1—2/-
Univ. Regents—8/-;

Bd. of Education—8/-
Minnesota ., . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . .,

4/-
4/2
4/2 (g)

4/-
4/2
4/-

4/- 4/-
4/- 4/-
4/2(g) 4/-

Montana. . . . . . . . . . 4/(p) 4/(p) 4/(p) 4/(p) 4/(p)
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4;2 4/2(b) . . . Regents of Univ. of

Neb.—6/2 (b); Bd. of
Education–4/2 (b);
Public Service
Comm.–6/2 (b)

Bd. of Regents—6/-;
Bd. of Education—4/3

Exec. Council—2/-

Nevada ... , . . . . . ., 4/2 4/- 4/- 4/- 4/- . . . 4/-

New Hampshire 2/- (n) . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Jersey. . . . . . 4/2(b) (n) . . . . . . . . . . . . (~

New Mexico . . . . . . . . 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4/2(b) 4/2(b) (q) Cmsr. of Public Lands—
4/2 (b): Bd. of
Educat]on—4/-;
Corporation Comm.—6/-

New York . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . .
Nortb Dakota . . . . . .

4/-
4I2
4/-

4/-
4/2
4/-

4/-
4;-” 4/-
4/- 4/-

4;-”
4/2

(d)
4/-
4/-

4/-
. . .
. . . Public Service Comm.—

6/-; Tax Cmsr.—4/-
Bd. of Education—6/-Ohio . . . . . . . 4/2 (g) 4/2 (g) 4/2(g) 4/2(g) 4/2 (g) 4/2 (g) (q)

Oklahoma ., . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . . .
South Carolina .,

4/2
4/2
4/2
2/- (t)
4/2

4/u
(e)
4/2
2/- (t)
4/-

4/u
4;2 4/2

i;-.(t)~j2(t)
4/-

4/u
4/2
4/2 (S)
2/- (t)
4/-

4/u

4;2
. . .
. . .

Corporation Comm.—6/-
ii. . .
4;-’ Adjutant General—4/-
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South Dakota . . . . . . 4/2 4/2 4/2 4/2 4/2 4/2 (k) . . . . . . . . . . . Cmsr. of School& Public
Lartcfs-4/-; Public
Utilities Comm.—6/-

Public ServiceComm.—6/-
Bd. of Education—4/-;
Cmsr. of General Land
Off.—4/-: Railroad

Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . 4/2 (n) . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4/- 4[- . . . 4;-” : : : : : :

Comm.—6/-
Bd. of Education– 4/-

of

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont ... . . . . . . .

4[3 (u)
2/-

;;3 (u) (c)
2/-

. . .

.
. . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .
. . . . . . 4;-”
4/- . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .

. . .
iaii

ibbj ;;; (o)
. . . . . .
. . . . ~ci”

Virginia. . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .

4/0
4/(v)

4/u
4/(v) 4;-”

4/u
4f - i;-” 4;-” ii” 4;-’ Cmsr. of Public

Lands—4/-
West Virginia
Wisconsin. ., . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . .

(n) 4/-
4/- 4/-
(e) 4/(P)

4/2 (W)
4/-
4/(p)

4/- 4[- 4/- $)
4/- 4/-
. . . 4/(p) i;(p) (k)

4;-’
4/(p)

Dist. of Columbia. 4/- (x) Chmn. of Council
Dist. of Col.—4/U

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
American Samoa . . .
Guam . . . . . . . . . .
No. MariarraIslands.
Puerto Rico
U.S. Virgin Islands. . .

4/2 (y)
4/2 (b)
4/2 (g)
41-
4/2 (b)

4/2 (c)
4/2 (c)
4/2
(e)
4/2 icj ”

. . . . . . . . . ::]. . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . (q),..

. . . ifi” 1~1 ifj”

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
Nofe: First entry in a column refers to number of years per term. Entry

following the slash refers to the maximum number of consecutive terms
allowed. Blank cells indicate no specific administrative official performs
funct~on. Foo~notes specify if a position’s functions are performed by an
appointed offlclal under a different title. This table reflects a literal read-
ing of the state constitutions and statutes.

Key:
- — No provision specifying number of terms allowed
O — Provision specifying officeholder may not succeed self
U — Provision specifying individual may hold office for an unlimited

number of terms
. . . — Position is appointed or elected by governmental entity (not

chosen by electorate)
(a) Commissioner of agriculture and industries.
(b) After two consecutive terms, must wait four years before being eligible

again.
(c) Lieutenant governor performs function.
(d) Comptroller performs function.
(e) Secretary of state is next in line of succession to the governorship.
(f) Finance administrator performs function.
(g) Absolute two-term limitation, but not necessarily consecutive.
(h) Eligible for eight consecutive years, beginning January 1995.
(i) State treasurer also, serves as insurance commissioner,
Q) Insurance commlssmner also serves as comptroller general.
(k) State auditor performs function.
(1) Eligible for eight out of 12 years.

(m) Head of administration performs function.
(n) President or speaker of the Senate is next in line of succession to

the governorship. In Tennessee, speaker of the Senate has the statutory
title “lieutenant governor. ”

(o) Commerce administrator performs function.
(p) Eligible for eight out of 16 years.
(q) State ,treasurer performs function.
(r) Constitution provides for a secretary of agriculture and labor.

However, the legislature was given constitutional authority to provide for
(and has provided for) a department of labor distinct from agriculture,
and a commissioner of labor distinct from the commissioner of agriculture.

(s) Treasurer must wait four years before beingeligible to the office of
auditor general.

(t) Beginning January 1995, the term length will increase to four years.
(u) Eligible for 12 consecutive years beginning January 1995.
(v) Eligible for eight out of 14.
(w) A person who has been elected or who has served as governor dur-

ing all or any part of two consecutive terms shall be eligible for the office
of governor during any part of the term immediately following the second
of the two consecutive terms.

(x) Mayor.
(y) Limit is statutory.
(z) General services administrator performs function.
(aa)Taxation administrator performs function.
(bb) Natural resources administrator performs function.
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Table 2.10
SELECTEDSTATEADMINISTRATIVEOFFICIALS:METHODSOF SELECTION

CE
CE
CE
CE
CE

CE
CE
CE

%

:;
CE

%

CE
CE
CE

%

::
CE
CE
CE

CE
CE
CE
CE
CE

CE
CE
CE
CE
CE

CE

::
CE
CE

CE
CE
CE
CE
CE

CE
CE

%
CE

Lieutenant Secretary Attorney
State Governor governor of state general Treasurer ~%’%t Administration Agriculture Banking Budget

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . CE
Alaska ., . . . . . .

CE GS

Arizona. . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ilffnois. .,..... . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . .
New Jersey. ..,. . . .

New Mexico...
New York . . . . . . .
North Carolina. . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania .. ...,.,
Rhode Island,.. . . . . .
South Carolina

South Dakota ..,..,.
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey of state personnel
agencies, January 1994.

Note: The chief administrative officials responsible for each function
weredetermined from information given by the states for the same func-
tion as listed in State Administrative Officials Classified by Function,
199%94, published by The Council of State Governments.

Key:
N.A. — Not available
. . . —Nospecific chief administrative official or agencyin chargeof

(g)
CE

%
CE

%

::
CE
CE
CE

CE
CE
CE
(t)
CE

CE
CE
CE
CE
CE

CE

::
(t)
(t)

%
CE
CE
CE

(:-:)

CE
CE

CE
(P)
CE
CE
CE

CE
CE
(P)

(%)

(g)
CE
CE

CE
CE
GS
CE
CE

(a-;)

CE
CE
CE

CE
CE
CE
CL
GS

CE
CE
CE
CE
CE

SE
CE
CE
CL
GS

CE
GS
SE
CE
CE

GS
CE
GS
CE
CE

CE
CL

(:!)

GB
CE
CE
CE
CE

(g)
::
CE

::
CE
B

(a-:)

CE
CE
CE

::
CE
CL
CL

CE

:;
CE
CE

AGS
CE

::
GS

(;;)

CE
CE

CE
CE

::
CE

CE
CL
CE
CE
CE

GB
CE
CE

%

:;
&
GS

GS
GE
GS
G
G

GS

&

&

GS
G

GS
G
G

GLS
GS
G

GS
G

AGS
GS

GGC
GS

G
G

:
G

GS
G

GS
G

CE

G

&
GS
SE

GB
GS
GS
G
G

(aC~)

(;;;)

GS
GE
GS

&
(aG9)

GS

(a~6)

GS
AG
G

GLS
(a-16)

GLS
(a-:)

&

(a-\6)

G

(%)

[::\:]

G
G
G

G
GS
G
G
A

(aY5)
(aGf/)

GS

GB
GS
GS
GS
GS

&

:s

GS
GE
GS
CE
CE

GS
G

%
SE

:E

::s
GS

B

&
::

AGS
GS

R
BG

N.A.
GS
SE
CE
G

GS
GS
GS

AGS
CE

G

s%

&

GB

::

&

A

::
GS

~:

(;:)

AG

&

&

GS
AG

AG~S
AG

:s
A

A~S

&

GAC
GS

AG
GS
G

:

GS

&
AGS
(a-4)

A

:s

&

&
GS
GS
A

Cs
(CJ

(%)
G
::
G
G

(al?)

G
GS

G
G
Cs

2s

B

(all)
(a:5)

AGS

(aAS)
AGC
GS

AG
G

(:P)

(a~5)

G
AGS

A

(a:5)

2
(a-15)

(:;)

A
A

function
CE— Constitutional, elected by public
CL—Constitutional. elected bv legislature
SE—Statutory, elected by public-
SL— Statutory, elected by legislature
L—Selected by legislature or one of its organs
CT—Constitutional, elected by state court of last resort

Appointed by: Approved by:
G—Governor
GS— Governor Senate
GB— Governor Both houses
GE—Governor Either house
GC— Governor Council
GD— Governor Departmental board
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Appointed by:
GLS—GovernoI

GOC— Governor &Council or
cabinet

LG— Lieutenant Governor
LGS— Lieutenant Governor
AT—Attorney General
SS— Secretaryof State
A— Agency head
AB— Agency head
AG— Agency head
AGC— Agency head
ALS— Agency head
ASH—Agency head
B— Board or commission
BG— Board
BGS— Board
BS— Board or commission
BA— Board or commission
CS— Civil Service
LS— Legislative Committee

Approved by:
Appropriate legislative committee
&Senate

Senate

Board
Governor
Governor&Council
Appropriate legislative committee
Senate president& House speaker

Governor
Governor&Senate
Senate
Agency head

Senate

———-.—
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SELECTEDOFFICIALS:METHODSOF SELECTION—Continued
—

State
Civil Community
rights Commerce ““ - ““

Consumer
.“ -

Economic Election Emergency
aJJalrs t-0rrrptrOllt7 aJJalrs (,orrecttons development Educatton administration management

Alabama. . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California.

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri. . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey. ..., . . . . .

New Mexico.,.. . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania ., .....,
Rhode Island...
South Carolina . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . .

. . .
G
A

“6s

Cs
B

:B
G

B

2s

:s

B
B
B

(:)

B

(?s
. . .
B

B

:
Cs
AT (kk) GS

AG
G

(:G:)

B

BAG
B
B

Cs
B
B

(g%

GB
GS
GS

!s

(a-n)
(a;l)

(ail)

G
. . .

(a~?)

(ajl)

(a~l)

GB
GS
GS
GS
GS

G

(%)
(a:7)

Cs
A

“iiB
B

GS

(;$)

A

G
GS
. . .
A

GLS
Cs
A
A
A

A
A

. . .

:s

(;.:)

:

(aC7)

GS

NCA.

(a-l])
(aC:)

(ddd)
(a-n)

(;:)

(afll)

Cs
A

(g?;)

:;
AG

(::)

(a~j3)

(:Z;)

(:a~;)

CAE

GLS

(ac~)
(a~5)

AGS

CAE
AGC
(a-6)

(a-:)

GC

(aC4)

(:G:)

AGS
CE

(a--3)

(%)
(a-15)

(:!)

L%

:s
AG
A
G

G
(a-3)
(::)

A

AT
(:-;)

ALS
A

A
A

(;:)

AT

(a~3)

G

B

N:A.
. . .
B

AT

(a~3)

AT

G
GB
GS

:s

::

%
G

GS

:s

:s

GS
AG

GG$S
AGS

(%

%
GS

AGS
GS

GGC
GS

GLS
GS
G
A
G

GBS
GS

:s

:

:
AGS

GB
GS
GS

%

(aA8)

(AC7)

(a-7)

GGE
GS

(aA7)

GS

(:A:)

GS

(g)

GG:S
GS

GLS
Cs
A

:s

:s
G

AGC
AG

GLS
GS
AG
G
G

(a-;)

(aC7)

(a-7)

:
(aA7)

AGS

:;h;)

(aA8)

A

GBB
CE
BG
CE

B
B

CBE
CE

CBE

C!E
GS

B

B

:s
G
B

SE
B
B

:s

G

CE
SE
GS

CBE

GB

(:ki)

CE

Cs

(aA2)
(a-:)

Cs

::
Ss
A

(g)

:
(a-2)

Ss

CGE
A
G

;;:]

:s

(;;)

$-;)

Ss

2
A
G

L
A

;
B

Ss
Ss
A

‘Cs’

GB

(a~2)

(PPP)

:
A

2s

Cs

AAG
A
G

GS

:s

:s

::
A
A

AG

(!?s

c
A

A
A
A
G
B

Cs

AAG
A
G

AGG
G
G
A

A
A
A

AAG

GB
A
G

::

(a) Chief administrative official or agency in charge of function:
(a-l) Lieutenant Governor
(a-2) Secretary ofstate
(a-3) Attorney general
(a-4) Treasurer
(a-5) Administration
(a-6) Budget
(a-7) Commerce
(a-8) Commurrity affairs
(a-9) Comptroller
(a-10) Consumer affairs
(a-l l) Economic development
(a-12) Education (chief state school officer)
(a-13) Energy
(a-t4) Environmental protection
(a-15) Finance
(a-16) General services
(a-17) Highways
(a-18) Labor
(a-19) Natural resources
(a-20) Parks and recreation
(a-21) Personnel
(a-22) Post audir
(a-23) Pre-audit
(a-24) Public utility regulation

(a-25) Purchasing
(a-26) Revenue
(a-27) Social services
(a-28) Tourism
(a-29) Transportation
(a-30) Welfare
(b) The Governor serves as Chairperson of this Board and makes the

selection and appointment of the Commissioner.
(c) Responsibilities shared between Director,OfficeofManagementand

Budget (A); and Director, Division of Budget Review, same department(A).
(d) Resporrsibilities shared between Director, Department ofGeneraf Ser-

vices (GS); and Chief Deputy Director, same department (A).
(e) Resporrsibilities shared between Chief, Financial and Performance

Audits, Departmentof Finance (CS); and Auditor General (GLS).
(f) Responsibilities shared between Director, Fisheries Division (CS); and

Director, Wildfife Division (CS).
(g) Responsibilitiessharedbetween Commissioner, DepartmentofMental

Retardation (GE); and Commissioner, Department ofMental Health (GE).
(h) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Alcoholism,

Drug Abuse and Mental Health (AG); and Director, Divisionof Mental
Retardation (GS).

(i) Method not specified.
fj)ResponsibiMies shared between Secretary, Department of Services

for Children, Youth and Their Families (GS); and Secretary, Department
of Health and Social Services (GS).
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SELECTEDOFFICIALS:METHODSOF SELECTION—Continued

Employment Environmental
State

Fish & General Higher Historic
services Energy protection Finance wildlife services Health education Highwavs zweservation

“ . r - — --

Alabama. . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . .

G

Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California, . . . . . . . . . .

Cs
A
A

2s

GS

(ajl)
A
A

Cs

:s

GAS

GS
AG
GS
A
A

“Cs’
A
B
A

A
A

GAC
Cs

(a- 18)
(a:8)

G
G

(::

G
G
B

Cs
G
B

:s

GB

:s
A
A

A

“Cs
AG
GS

GBB
BS

G

2
&

(:-:)

GS

(AA4)

(aG6)

(m)
(a-6)
(a-6)

g)

(a-5)
(a-:)

(a-5)
(::)

G
. . .

AGS
(hh)
(a-9)
(a-5)
(a-6)

GLS
(a-9)
(:;:)

(a-6)

(aG6)
(a-6)
(aB6)

G

(a~9)

AGS

GB

(;:)

(a-9)

%
B

t%

Cs
(f)
AG
B
A

Cs

(a-~9)

A

Cs
(s)
GS

GLS
A

(al)

(:)

$;

%
BG

(i~4)

G
G

AG

(x:)
AGS

B

A
B
B

A&

:s

(.:;)

Cs

2
&

(g)

(a&)

A

(d;)

(a-5)
(a-:)

(a-5)
[:::]

:s

(::)

(a-5)
(aA5)

A

(aA5)
(::)

GLS

(::)
[;:;;

[:::]

(::)
(a-25)

(aG5)

(aB5)
AGS

(]:)

(a-5)
(a-5)

:
::
GS

%
AG

NAA.

GS

:s

:s

G
AG

GG:S
GS

:s
GS

GBS

2s
AG

AGC
GS

GLS
GS
AG
G
G

B
AG
GS
G
B

G
G

(e~e)
AGS

GB

;;

GS

BS
A
B
B
B

BG
B

A;C
B

:
B

(:)

B
B

NBA.
G

GLS
Cs
B
B
B

:
B

B:

(a-j2)

:

B

:
B
B

B
B

NBA.
G

B

(m~m)

BG

B
A
A
A
G

(aj9)
Cs

(a:9)

AG

(aGY9)

(a]s9)

(a:9)

(a--)

(a-29)
(a--)

(a-~9)

B
B

AGS
(a-29)
(a-29)
(a-29)
(a-29)

GLS
(a--)

(a-29)
(a-29)

(a-~9)

(a-29)
(a-29)

(a~9)
(a-29)
(a-29)
(a-29)

(aCi)
(a:9)

(a-29)

BG
GS

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . ...
Iowa . . . . . . . .

G
A

Cs
GE

A
BG

A
A
G

GS
GB
BG

AG
Ss
A

Cs
(%
LG
A

GS
A
GS
G
A

GS

ii

Cs

L:S
B
A

B

NC:.
B
A

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana ..,., . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . .

A
AG
GS
. . .
A

(q)
AG

GG:S
GS

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

B
. . .
A
A
A

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire ..,.,
New Jersey.....,..

A
&

GAC

A
B
A(a~O)

GS (%)GS

New Mexico.., ..,..,
New York . . . . . . .
North Carolina . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . .

AG
GS
AG
G
G

GLS
GS
AG
A
G

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rbode Island,.. . . .
South Carolina

B
B

N*A.
AA

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . .
Texas. .........,..
Utah . . . . . . . . .
Vermont, . . . . . . . . . . .

G G
A
A
G

AGS

A
AB
B

:s

(a~6)

GS

Virginia, . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin,. . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . .

GB GB
GS

(a~%) GS

GB

:s

(ac~O)4’sCs
—

(k) ResporrsibiMies shared between Director, Division of Licensing,
Department ofState(SS); and Secretary, Department of Professional Regu-
lation(N.A.).

(l) Responsibilitiesshared between Deputy Director, Behavioral Health
Services Administration, Department of Health (GS); and Mental Retarda-
tion Administrator, same department (GS).

(m) Responsibilitiesshared between Director, Bureau of the BudgeL Office
of the Governor (GS); and Director, Department of Revenue (GS).

(n) Responsibilities shared between Executive Director, Health Professions
Bureau (N.A.); and Executive Director, Professional Licensing Agency(G).

(o) Responsibilitiessharedbetween Director, Department ofEducation
(GS); and Executive Secretary, Board of Regents (B).

(p) Responsibihtiessharedbetween Secretary, DepartmentofCommerce
and Housing (GS); Director, Division of Existing Industry, same depart-
ment (A); Director, Division oflndustrial Development, same department
(A); and Presiderrt, Kansas Inc.(B)

(q) Responsibihtiessharedbctwccn Secretary, Department of Health and
Environment (G); and Director, Division ofthe Environment, same depart-
ment (A).

(r) ResporrsibilitiessharedbetweenDirector, Division ofthe Budget(G);
and Secretary? Department of Administration (GS).

(s) Responflbilities shared between Director, Fisheries Division, Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife (AG); and Director, Wildlife Division, same
department (AG).

(t) In Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, TennesseeandWest Virgin-

ia, the presidents (or speakers) of the Senate are next in line of succession
to the Governorship. In Tennessee, the speaker of the Senate bears the
statutory title of lieutenant governor.

(u) Subject to civil service examination.
(v) Resporrsibilities shared between Commissioner, Environmental Pro-

tection Department (GLS); and Commissioner, Department ofConserva-
tion (GLS).

(w) Appointed by Governor from afistof five names submitted bythe
Commissioners. The position is subject toremoval by the Governor upon
the recommendation of2/3 of the Commissioners.

(x) Responsibilities shared between Director, Mental Hygiene Adminis-
tration (A); and Director, Developmental Disabilities Administration,
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (GS).

(y) Responsibihtiessharedbetween Commissioner, DepartmentofMental
Retardation(BA); and Commissioner, Department ofMental Health, Ex-
ecutive Office of Human Services (BA).

(z) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Forests and
Parks, Department of Environmental Management (BA); and Director,
Recreational Facilities, Metropolitan District Commission (BA).

(aa) Responsibilitiesshared betweenChief, Wildlife Division, Department of
Natural Resources (CS); and Chief, Fisheries Division, same department (CS).

(bb) Responsibilities shared between Secretary of State (CE); and Direc-
tor, Election Division, Office of the Secretary of State (SS).

(cc) Responsibilities shared between State Auditor (CE); and Legislative
Auditor (L).
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SELECTEDOFFICIALS:METHODSOF SELECTION—Continued

Information Mental health
State

Natural Parks &
systems Insurance Labor Licensing &retardation resources recreation Personnel Planning

Alabama. ., . . . ...
Alaska. ,. ...,,. . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. .,., . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . ., ., ..,...,.

Hawaii . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iffinois, . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

I-osr
audit

;?
L

(:)

L

C’E
GOC

SL

Cs

St

CGE

CLE
SL
CL

ASH

:;
(CZ

CE

CLE
L

k

(;!)

(S2

CE
A

:B:

(a~9)

(:g

%
SL

(a~9)

Cs
A

G

:s
BG

GGB

:
GS

::
GS

BGC
SE

GS

&

&

A
G

GG:S
AG

GBS
GS

“6s

AGS
GS

GAC
GS

GLS
GS
SE
SE
G

CE

%

&

G
G
B

&

GB
GS
GS
GS
A

G
A

G
GB
Cs

&

GS

(ac?l)
(e#

GS

‘Gs’

:s

(:%)

GS
(v)
GS

BA
B

(a~~)

AGS
GS

(:::)

(a;’)

A
G

(a-28)
. . .

(aGf%)
A

G
G
B

2s

GB
CE
GS

:s

Cs
A
B

&

Cs
Cs
AG
A
A

Cs

(a~9)

Cs

GS

fGGS
A
A

(z)
Cs
A
G
A

A
B
A

AGC
AG

AG
GS
AG
G

N.A.

(a:8)

A

:s

A
A

:
AGS

GB

(?s
Cs
A

:
AAG
GS

GS

:s

&

GS
B

;
GS

A
G
Cs

2s

GLS

:s
BS
G

A

t
AGC
GS

BG
GS
G

AB
G

GS
A
G
A
A

G
G
AS
G

AGS

GB

2s
GS
A

A

(’a:6)

G

(a-6)
(ati\3)

(aC6)

(a~7)

(a~l)

(a-6)
(::)

&

(a-fl)

“6s
A
A

(g:)

(a-5)
(aC8)

(a-’Ii)

(:-:)
(a-6)

;

(aAl)

(a-15)

(aG6)
(aC6)

(a-6)
(a-15)
(a-5)
(a-6)

A

. . .
A

BAA
GS(a-io)G

Cs
A
A
A
A

(::)
(aA5)

A

A
AG
Cs

SE

N.A.
GE
CE

GS Cs
(g)
(])

A

A“ci
(:)

AG

&

&

(aC7)

GS
(n)
GS

(f)
N.A.
GS
G
A

SE
AG
CE

AAG

GG?S
(x)

A“G
Cs

GLS
GS

&

A(u)
GS

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri

GLS
Cs

BA (Y)GS
(&)
ff$

GD

Cs

(a~2)
A
B
A

(;;)

GS

Montana .........,.,
Nebraska . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey. .....,.

A
A
G

&

GAC

A
A

AGC
AGN;A. GS

New Mexico. ..,..,,.
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

(3
SE

GLS
(00)

ml;)

AG

(:U)
ia:i)
. . .

CE
G

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rhode Island.,..
South Carotina . . .

South Dakota ..,...,
Tennessee .,.,.
Texas. ......,., ,...,
Utah . . . . . . .
Vermont .........,.,

Virginia. ..,.,.,..,.,
Washington
West Virginia ...,,.,
Wisconsin, .,..
Wyoming . . . . . . . . .

(old) Responsibilities shared between Bureau Director, Mental Retarda-
tion Division, Department of Mental Heakh (A); and Executive Director,
Department of Mental Health(B).

(ee)Responsibifities shared between Chie~ Division of Fisheries, Depart-
merit ofConservation (A); Chief, Division ofProtection, same department
(A~and Chief, Division of Wifdfife, same department(A),

(ff)Responsibifities shared between Administrator, Wifdfife Division,
Department ofFish, Wifdfife and Parks (A); and Administrator, Fisheries
Division, same department(A).

(gg)Responsibiffiies shared between Administrator, Mental Heafth Di-
vision, Department of[nstitutions (A); and Administrator, Developmental
Disabilities Division, Department of Social and Rehabilitative Services(A).

(hh)Responsibifities shared between State Tax Commissioner, Depart-
ment of Revenue (GS); Administrator, Budget Division, Department of
Administrative Services (A); and Auditor of Pubfic Accounts (CE).

(ii) Responsibififiesshared between Administrator, Wildfife Division, Game
&Parks Commissi,on (A); and Assistant Director, same commission(A).

(jj)Responsibifitles shared between Director, Office ofCommunity Men-
tal Health, Department of Public Institutions (A); and Director, same
department (GS).

(kk) Appointment must be approved by Governor and Commission on
Civil Rights.

(ff)Responsibifities shared between Director, Election Division, Depart-
merit ofState (B); and Executive Director, Election Law Enforcement Com-
mission, Department of Law &Public Safety (B).

(mm) Responsibilities shared between Director, Developmental Disabif-
ities Division, Department ofHealth(AG); and Director, Division ofMental

(wAw)

G
A
A

CE
GS
GS
A
B

.
“6s’

B

(aA5)

B

(aC7)

:A
A GS

GB
GS
Cs
Cs
A

%
GS
GS
G

(iii)
GS

GB
A

(ac2s7)

GS
“6s
A

Health, same department (AG).
(nn) Responsibilities shared between Deputy Commissioner & Treasurer,

Department of Taxation & Finance (A); and State Comptroller (CE).
(00) Responsibilitiesshared betweenExecutiveCoordinator, State Boards for

Professions, Department of State Education (A~;and Secretary of State (GS).
(PP) Responsibilities shared between Commissioner, Department of Men-

tal Retardation & Developmental Disabilities (GS); and Commissioner,
Office of Mental Health (GS).

(qq) Responsibilities shared between Director, Office of Management
and Budget (G); and Deputy Director, same department (A),

(rr) Responsibilities shared between Director of Accounting, Office of
Management and Budget (A); and Director, same department (G).

(ss) Responsibilities shared between Legislative Budget Analyst/Auditor,
Legislative Council (A); and State Auditor (CE).

(tt) Responsibilities shared between Associate Director, Field Services,
Department of Human Services (A); and Associate director, Program and
Policy Development, same department, (A).

(UU)Responsibilities shared between Director, Department of Mental
Heafth (A); and Director, Department of Mental Retardation and Develop-
mental Disabilities, (A).

(VV)Responsibilitiesshared between Secretary of Human Resources, Office
of Personnel Management (G); and Executive Director, Employment Security
Commission (GS).

(WW)Responsibilitiesshared between Director, Data Processing& Planning
Division, Department of Transportation (A); and Manager, Information
Services Division, Office of State Finance (A).
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SELECTEDOFFICIALS:METHODSOF SELECTION—Continued

Public Public
library

Soiid
utility Socta[ waste State

Colorrsdo . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . .,
Delaware . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . .
Georgia. . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. ,. ...,..
Irrdiana...,.,.. . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . .
Louisiana ., .,....,.
Maine ..,.,..
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts ....,.,
Michigan .,..,.
Minnesota . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . .

Montana .....,...,.,
Nebraska . . . . .
Nevada ....,.,. . . .
New Hampshire .,,..
New Jersey. . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . .
North Carolina ..,.,.
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . .

Oklahoma
Oregon . .
Pennsylvania . . . .
Rhode Island.,.
South Carolina ,.,...

South Dakota ....,.,
Tennessee .,...
Texas. . ., . ., .,..,...
Utah . . . . . . . . .
Vermont.

Virginia, .,.,.., . . . .
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin. ,..,
Wyoming . . . . . . .

(a-9)
(pi:;)

(%

(a-9)
(a-9)
(a-22)
(a-26)
(a-22)

:2

State Pre-audit development regulation Purchasing Revenue services management police Tourism Transportation Welfare

Alabama. ..,.. . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Cs

Arizona. ....,.. . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . .
California. ,., ..,.. .,

(:-)

(a-26)

(~-g)

(a-5)
(a-g)

(ag

A

. . .
(aA5)
(a-9)
(a-22)

(:-:)
(a-22)

(a$2)

(a-15)

(’a~i)

ia:9)

CE

(aA9)
(a-15)
(a-15)

(a-9)
(a-4)
(::)

(a-9)

B

2
G
A

A
B

AG
Ss
B

GS

:s
&
GS
G

;
A

CBL
A
B
B

A

B
B

G
B

SE
GB

B:
GS

A

%

s:

AG
GS
B

&

GS
G

G:S
GS

:s
A
B

GS

G

:
GC
A

2s
AG
CE
G

CE
GS

:
B

B
CE
B

GAB

SL
B

GS

8

(a~i)

AG
G

(a?#

A
A

Cs
A
A
A
A

(::)

2

&
A
A
A

(a~6)

Cs
A

(%

(%)
G

2
A
A
A

A
A
A

/s

Cs

&
Cs
A

G
A

GS
AG
B

GS
GE
AG

GOC
GS

GS
GS
GS

&

GS

&

CAE

:s
GS

&

AGS
GS
G

(:s)

GLS
GS
G

CE
G

L$z
GS
A
B

G

(aG9)
G

AGS

GB
GS

&
GS

BG(b)
GB
GS

&

GS
.if

A
A

GS

:s
G
A

GS
AG

GG:S
A

GLS
GS
A

:s

AGS
GS

GGC
GS

AG
GS
AG
(([)
G

::
G
G

GS

G

(a~O)
G

AGS

GB
GS
G

(aC~O)

Cs
A

AAG
GS

Cs
Cs
AG

2

Cs
A
A

&

&

GG:S
A

&
A
A
A

A

;
Cs
A

(a~~4)
AG

/s

A

;
A
A

Cs

(C:c)

&

(a-14)
A
B

Cs
A

Cs

(4s
&

:2
AG

B;

. . .
G

GS
G
A

GS
G

AAl?S
GS

GLS
GS
A

::

AT
GS

A~C
A

:
G
G
G

;:
GS
G
A

A
G
B
A
A

GB
GS

&
B

G

:s
AG
G

Cs
Cs
A
A
A

(ail)

(;:)

A

A

L~S
A
A

CBS
A
A
B

A

GAB
Cs
A

GLS
(a-n)
AG
G
G

G

(a~7)

A

G
G

t
AGS

Cs
A
G
A
A

(xx) Responsibilities shared between Executive DirectoL Fish Commission,
(BGkand Executive Director, Game Commission (BG).

(yy) Responsibilities shared between Deputy Secretary, Mental Health,
Department ofPubfic Welfare (G); and DeputySecretary, Mental Retarda-
tion, same department (G).

(zz) Responsibilities shared between Chief, General Audit Section, Office
ofAccountsand Control, Department ofAdministration, (A); and Auditor
General(L).

(aaa)Responsibilit]es shared between Director, Division of Mental Health,
Department ofHuman Services (A); and Secretary same department (G).

(bbb)Responsibihtiess hared between Director, Regulatory Boards, De-
partment of Commerce &hrsurance, (A);and Director, Health Related
Boards(A).

(ccc) ResponsibiMiesshared between Executive Director, Office ofWaste
Management, Natural Resources Conservation Commission(A); and Direc-
tor, Municipal Solid Waste, same commission (A).

(ddd)Responsibihtiesshared between Director, Division ofBusiness and
Economic Development(Ak and Lieutenant Governor (CE).

(eee)Responsibihtiess hared between Director, DivisionofHealth Care
Financing, Department ofHealth (A); and Director, Government andCom-
munity Relations (A).

(fff) Responsibilities shared between State Auditor (CE); and Audit
Manager, Officeof ~he Legislative Auditor General (N.A.)

(ggg)Responflbfltiles shared between Chief, Public Protection Division,
Office of the Attorney General (AT); and Executive Director, Human
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Rights Commission (B).

GB

(a~~)

GS
GE
GS
A
B

GS

GBS
G

GS

GS
G

GG?S
GS

GLS
GS

(aC?3)
(a-17)

:s
B

GC
GS

(aG;)

G
G
G

GS
BS
GS
G
B

G
G
B

&

GB
B

2s
GS

(a~7)

(aj7)
(a-27)

(:~7)

GS

(a~7)

Cs

:s

2s

A
AG
GS

(a~7)

(a~7)

,.,
A

(a-27)
(~:)

AGC
AB

(a~?7)

(a~7)

(a--7)

GS

(a~7)

(a;7)

B
A

AGS

(a-27)
(a-27)
(a-27)

:s

{hhh)Responsibrlities shared between Secretary, Commerce and Trade
(GB~ and Director, Department of Economic Development (GB).

@OResponsibifkiessharedbet ween Director, Department of Health Pro-
fesslons(GB); and Director, Department ofProfessional andOccupational
Regulation (GB).

(jjj)Responsibilit@ :hared between State Librarian, Library Planning
and Development Dlvlslon, State Library(A); and State Librarian, State
Library(B).

(kkk)ResponsLbditiessharedbetween Secretary,Department of Education and
the Arts (G); and Superintendent, Department of Education(B).

(llf)ResporrsibilitiessharedbetweenSecretary,DeparrmentofHealth& Human
Resources (GS); and Commmioner, Bureau of Public Health (GS).

(mmm)Respontibflit]essharedbetween Secretary, DepartmentofEducation
and the Arts (GS); Chancellor, State College System, Department ofEdu-
cation (B); and Chancellor, Board of Trustees for Higher Education,
Department of Education and the Arts(B).

(nnn)Responsibdlties shared between Admmistrator, Trade and Consumer
Protection Division, Agrlcuhure, Trade and Consumer Protection (A);and
Director, Officeof Consumer Protection, Department of Justice (CS).

(ooo)Responslbilities shared between Director, Bureau ofFish Manage-
ment, Division of Resource Management (CS); and Director, Bureau of
Wildlife Management, same division,

(ppp) Responsibilities shared between SecretaryofState (CE); and Direc-
torof Elections, Office of Secretary of State (CS).

—
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Table 2.11
SELECTEDSTATEADMINISTRATIVEOFFICIALS:ANNUAL SALARIES

Lieutenant Secretary Attorney Adjutant
State Governor governor of state general Treasurer general Admmistration Agriculture Banking BudRet

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . $81,151 (b) $61,073 (a-16)
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . 81,648 $76,188

$ ;~,~8& $ t#t))(C)$ 72,514(d)
83.844

Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . 75,000
$83.844

(a-2)
Arkansas . . . . . . . . 60,000 29,000

82:240 73:706 86,&

California. . . . . . . . .
59,675 79,001

114,286 (g) 90,000
62,466

101,343 95,052 (a-15)

.$ 57,204 S90,475
(a-1) 86,760

47,735 76,440
37,500 50,000
90,000 102,OOO

$ 57,204
(a-9)

54,600
37,500
85,714

48,500
50,000
71,600
96,861
81,500

(a-6)
62,500
78,839
46,000
60,000

59,400
69,412
60,169
60,008

Ioo,ooo

60,000
87,300
59,981
59,400
73,450

54,305
49,500
62.000

73;706
66,318

107,879

88,000
67,639 (d)
66,300
87,959

100,187

110,796
81,099
44,877
61,672
69,694

63,900
70,000

101,036
54,101
72,896 (d)

87,954
89,650
87,947
50,400
90,169

54,305
52,597
68.796

91;Ooo
(a-15)

(h)

77,848
78,732 (d)
75,200
69,850
73,506

(a-9)
65,125
75,806
71,084
(a-16)

76,920
59,370
69,156
77,896
(a-16)

73,156
(a-6)

67,500
51,656 (d)
79,505

(a-16)
61,265
80.950

Colorado . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . .
Florida .
Georgia. . . . . . . . .

60,000
78,000
95,000
97,850
94,390

48,500
55,000
38,400
93,728
61,647

48,500 60,000
49,999 60,000
80,700 88,900
96,861 96,490
75,811 77,536

77,800 69,528
67,639 (d) ~~,~r5 (d)
69,300
96,490 (’a-9)
75,815 73,521

77,800
83,098 (d)
86,400
91,155
86,070

Hawaii .
Idaho . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

94,780
75,000

103,097
77,200 (g)
76,700

90,041 (a-l) 85,302
20,000 62,500 67,500
72,775 90,968 90,968
64,000 46,000 59,200
60,000 60,000 73,600

85,302 74,652
66,747 68,390
72,775 75,444
47,814 66,196
60,000 57,750

85,302
(a-15)

82,000
81,120
73,273

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . .
Maine .
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

76,476
81,647
73,440
69,992

120,000

71,642
69,412
63,372

59,112 68,328
67,378 69,412
60,169 60,169
49,587 66,123
70,000 100,OOO

65,880 57,000
69,412 61,383
60,169 75,920
64,188 69,846
85,027 (d) 62,497(d)

72,180
N.A.

69,360
62,462
99,175(d)

(w)
IOo,ooo

Massachusetts . . . . .
Michigan
Minnesota . . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . .

75,000
112,025 (g)
109,053
75,600
91,615

60,000 85,000 62,500
84,315 109,OOO 109,000
59,981 59,981 85,194
40.800 59.400 68.400

53,570 69,015
87,300 75,000
67,500 67,500
59,400 59,200
70,422 60,105

77,547
87,300
(a-15)
(a-15)

66,63955,286 73,450 79,505

Montana. ...,..
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

55,850
65,000
90,000
82,325(g)
85,000

40,310
47,000
20,000

37,525 50,646
52,000 64,500
62,000 85,000
50.955(d) 73.492

54,305 43,851
67,274 75,031
60,000 60,655
43,127 (d)15##d)

100,225 ,

54.307
67,234

(a-5)
50,955(d)
89,250

(w)
(w)

50,955(d) 54,883(d) 73;492
100,225 100,225 (a-16)100;225 ‘

65,000
90,832
77,289
51,744
81,445

42,500
61,500
72,000
52,000
90,203

100,225

72,500
11O,OOO
77,289
58,416
85,517

55,000
66,0Q0
84,000
55,000
90,203

61,556
100,200
79,247
65,000
61,027

97,500
92,000
50,400
82,706
71,298

New Mexico. . . .
New York . . . . . . . .
North Carolina..
North Dakota .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

65,000
11O,OOO
77,289

65,000
(nn)

77,289
51,744
85,517

50,000
61,500
84,000
52,000
90,203

49,244
80,700
79,247
60,000
50,793

82,330
79,500
50,400
45,088
55,000

64,436
90,832
69,005
89,628
76,586

(a-16)
(a-16)

77,289
68,724
89,253

50,999
9ti:2 90.832

59,991
100,528
94,07077,289

51,744
78,749

74;389
52,992
68,099

68,280
110,250

56,112
57,011

(W)
93,896

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Caroihra

70,000
80,000

105,OOO
69,900

103,998

40,000
(a-2)

83,000
52,000
44,737

79,333
69,180
72,000
63,684
90,203

69,320
88.296

63,000 71,954
76,332 69,180
72,000 72,000
51,139 58,294
90,203 (a-4)

(a-15)
76,332
80,000
82,557
73,462(d)

(a-16)
83,763
75,442 (d)

South Dakota
Tennessee ...,....
Teens. . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont ....,..

72,475 9,889 (aaa) 49,244
85,000 (w) 80,700
99,122 99,122 76,967
77,250 60,000 (a-1)
80,724 33,654 50,793

11O,OOO 32,000 73,023
121,000 (kkk) 62,700 64,300
72,000 (w) 43,200
92,823 49,673 45,088
70,000 (a-2) 55,000

65,692
71,388
63,431
49,650(d)
56,680

64,742
(a-15)
(a-16)

58,504(d)
63,003

61,491 68,543
68,892 71,388
79,247 97,066
49,650 (d)~Y#j(d)
58,406 ,

(a-15)
70,740
79,567
53,633(d)
(a-f5)

Virginia. . . . . . . .
Washington .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming

74,069
89,892
70,000
75,400
68,202

99,556
87,000
70,000
92,281
64,087

80,246 (a-24)
87,500 90,057
46,800 38,3(XI
86,537 63,461
66,201 54,504

90,662
(a-15)

36,420(d)
70,495
63,036

SourceT heCouncil of State Governments’ survey of state personnel
agencies, January 1994.

Nore: The chief administrative officials responsible for each function
were determined from information given by the states for the same func-
tion as listed in State Administrative Officials Classified by Functton,
1993-94, published by The Council of State Governments.

(a-13) Energy
(a-14) Environmental protection
(a-15) Finance
(a-16) General services
(a-17) Highways
(a-18) Labor
(a-19) Natural resources
(a-20) Parks and recreation
(a-21) Personnel
(a-22) Post audit
(a-23) Pre-audit
(a-24) Public utility regulation
(a-25) Purchasing
(a-26) Revenue
(a-27) Social services
(a-28) Tourism
(a-29) Transportation

Key:
N.A. — Not available

—Nospecific chief administrative official or agencyin chargeof
fun;t~on

(a) Chief administrative official or agencyin charge of function:
(a-l) Lieutenant governor
(a-2) Secretary ofstate
(a-3) Attorney general
(a-4) Treasurer
(a-5) Administration
(a-6) Budget
(a-7) Commerce
(a-8) Community affairs
(a-9) Comptroller
(a-10) Consumer affairs
(a-n) Economic development
(a-12) Education (chief state school officer)

{a-30j Welf;re
(b) $12/day seven days per week, $50/session day, $3,780/month for

office expense and mileage.
(c) Fiiled by merit system employee at higher rate ofpay.
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Civil Community Consumer Economic
State

Election Emergency
rights Commerce affairs Comptroller affairs Corrections development Education administration management

Alabama. . . . . . . . . $ ;~,~fi $61,073 $62,400 (d) $51,220 $78,000
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $80;7;2 83,844

(a-8) $148,035 $29,068 (d) $61,073
72,468 77,964 83,844

80;000
$72,468 83,844

Arizona. . . . . . . . . 85,430 (a-7) 69,831 83,000 103,140 (a-7) 54,600
Arkansas . . . . . . . (a-1 1) (a-27) (a-15) (a-3) 84,776 79,322

83;869
87,380

California. ., . . . . . . 106,410 82,164 85,714 95,052 95,052 (a-7) 99,804

75,144
(a-2)
(a-2)

78,233

80,772
53,564
51,023
83,869

Colorado 69,528 69,528 69,528 67,000 77,800 77,80iJ
67,639(d) :::

94,478
Connecticut . . . . . . . . 67,639 (d) 50,000 67,639(d) 78,732(d) 72,681 (d) 78,732(d)
Delaware . . . . . . . . . 46,700 (a-2) 66,800 48,100 80,700 80,700 101,900
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31,200(d) 91,670 91;6io 96,861 67,980 91,670 67,367 96,861
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60,456 84,852 84,834 (a-4) 66,816 73,512 (a-7) 77,536

77,000
54,054(d)
43,200
63,744
68,136

63,000
60,805(d)
48,700
72,100
75,330

76,404
51,022
48,825
61,802
47,700

27,969
47,979
49,872
50,274
53,581(d)

63,273
48,880(d)
56,856
43,600
54,183

Hawaii . . . . . . . . 68,412 85,302 74,880 85,302 74,655 85,302 85,302 90,041
Idaho . . . . . . . . . 48,610 63,565 39,998 (a-23) (a-3) 71,843 45,157 62,500
Illinois, ...,..... 63,071 72,775 (a-7) 78,839 (a-3) 85,000 (a-7) 133,076
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53,560 (a-l) 64,402 (a-23) 61,802 73,086 61,802 63,100
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . 50,586 59,850 63,440 (a-6) 70,096 70,500 94,500 99,900

(a-1)
57,637
73,500
41,236

(a-2)

Kansas . . . . . . . . 42,720 76,200 49,440 71,436 47,112 79,200 (s) 102,125
Kentucky 63,000 (a-n) 60,600 (a-15) (a-3) 62,620 112,500 135,000
Louisiana . . . . . . . . 34,000 (a-n) 62,500 (a-5) 40,000 60,320 60,000 95,000
Maine . . . . . . . . . . 52,666 (a-n)
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . 67,496(d) 62,497 (d) 62:49+(d)l%;4~

54,995 70,658 77,896 77,896
62,497(d) 72,896(d) 99,175 (d) 91,828(d)

35,688
59,177
60,169
47,216
62,497(d)

Massachusetts 50,117 (a-n) 69,015 77,546 64,482 58,912 70,666 77,547
Michigan . . . . . 87,300 87,300 74,980(d) 51,803 (d) 68,131 (d) 87,300
Minnesota 60,000 67,500

74,980(d) 87,300
65,500 (a-15) 74,300 67,500 51,553 78,500

Mississippi . . . . . . . . (a-l]) j;,g:~(d) (a-15) 68,572
Missouri 52;0% (a-n) ,

72,528 (d) 97,344(d)

69,015
(a-2)
(cc)

45,604(d)
34,99260,119 (a-3) 70,422

54,305
67,298
80,950
56,842(d)

100,225

64,906
102,335
77,289
49,200
87,734

72,180
84,096
80,000
83,763
99,314(d)

66,486
75,732
94,420
58,504(d)
60,590

98,706
90,057
45,000
84,00Q
65,662

70,422

52,836
81,882
66,393
~t,w(d)

64,906
90,832
66,300
80,004
89,253

(a-7)
84,096

(a-7)
78,626

(a-7)

64,742
76,992

(a-7)
64,749
50,003

(iii)
(a-7)
(a-8)

62,500
55,682

80,280

Montana. .,... . . . . 37,794 54,307 46,195
Nebraska . . . . . . . 73,894 (a-l]) 44,148
Nevada ..........,.. 53,290 80,950
New Hampshire ,..,, 34,593(d) 73,492 59;4io
New Jersey, ...., ,.,. 78,750 100,225 100,225

54,305 38,896
72,336 46,992
62,000 46,100
4~~~: (d) (a-3)

78,000

44,009
96,372
80,950
73,492

100,225

76,017
136,500
77,289
52,788

119,621

55,000
61,500
80,000

105,OOO
90,203

64,472
80,076

135,239
60,134(d)
70,304

111,059
86,600

(mmm)
79,787
55,000

21,936
(a-2)

38,220
(a-2)

(II)

39,826
41.976
45;974
58,336
84,530

New Mexico....,.. 54,383 (a-n) 60,471
New York 82,614 (a-n) (a-2)
North Carolina 45,412 77,289 62,133
North Dakota (a-18) (a-n) 44,604
Ohio 72,613 60,590(d) 74,651

(a-4) 60,827
110,000 76,421
112,301 (a-3)
68,724 33,732

(a-4) 55,245

62,585 47,920
(a-4)

75,900 N~A:
63,684
9~,203 70;784 (d)

55,793
82,614
41,871
26,880
64,896

36,961
94,951
41,399(d)
39,960
50,648

Oklahoma . . . . . . . 48,228 93,450 (a-7)
Oregon . . . . . . . 62,784 78,600
Pennsylvania 74,211 76;ti 72,000
Rhode Island...,.,.. 41,073 (a-n) 69,079
South Carolina . . . 70,784(d) 85,107 (d) N.A.

65,962
69,180
49,174
38,057
52,207(d)

40,553
59,808
74,211
49,439
40,823(d)

South Dakota 24,170 64,642 (a-l])
Tennessee . . . . . . 60,756 (a-n) (a-n)
Texas. . . . . 54,768 79,536 92,000
Utah . . . . . . . 33,659(d) ~~~~~j (d) ~j~;:]
Vermont .,..., (hhh)

(a-23) 52,000
80,700 43,368
79,246 (a-3)
(a-t5) 33,659(d)
(a-15) 61,027

90,139 52,280
(a-4) 90,600

46,800 39,900(d)
73,602 (PPP)
55,000 35,414

34,143
57,300
71,767

49,858
58,728
55,697
39,609(d)
45,98834;6i3

Virginia. .,..... 49,635 99,566 76,633
Washington 67,542 90,057 (a-7)
West Virginia . . . 40,000 70,000 95,000
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . 59,331 81,025 54,000
Wyoming 37,358 65,662 (a-l])

53,581
57,732

(a-2)
57,549

(rrr)

67,894
59,196
32,000
54,810
37,992

(d) Minimum figure in range: top ofrange follows:
Alabama: Budget, $110,318; Comptroller, $95,134; Elections adminis-

tration, W4,070; Employment services, $70,720; Fish&wildlife, $70,720;
General services, $65,598; Information services, $95,134; Mental Health
&retardation, $l10,318; Parks &recreation, $70,720; Purchasing, $76,154;
S#:oastemanagement, $70,720; State police, $56,550; Transportation,

C’onnecticut: AdJutantgenera~ $81,686; Administration, $95,155; Agri-
culture, $81,686; Banking, $81,686; Budget, $106,745; Civil rights, $81,686,
Community affairs, $81,686; Consumer affairs, $81,686; Corrections,
$95,100; Economic development, $88,034; Education, $95,155; Elections
administration, $69,337; Emergency management, $77,995; Employment
services, $81,686; Energy, $81,686; Environmental protection, $88,024;
Finance, $95,155; General services, $91,248; Heahh, $95,155; Highways,
88,024; Historic preservation, 56,982; information systems, $94,901; hrsur-
ance, $81,686; Labor, $88,024; Natural resources, $81,118; Parks &recrea-
tion, $87,735; Personnel, $88,024; Public library development, $72,100;
Public utility regulation, $102,645; Revenue, $88,024; Solid waste man-
agement, $59,083; State police, $95,155; Tourism, $72,110; Transporta-
tion, $95,155; Welfare, $95,155.

Florida: Civil rights, $57,677; Social services, $96,166; Welfare, $78,107.
Kentucky: Solid waste management, $47,808
Maryland: Ad@tant general, $89,654; Administration, $104,572; Agricul-

ture, $t04,572; Banking, $76,864; Budget, $121,973; Civil rights, $83,012;
Commerce, $76,864; Communfiy affairs, $76,864; Consumer affairs, $76,864;

Corrections, $89,654; Economic development, $121,973;Education, $l12,937;
Elections administration, $76,864; Emergency management, $65,899; Em-
ployment services, $71,171; Energy, $76,864; Environmental protection,
$104,572; Finance, $121,973; Fish&wildlife, $58,104; General services,
$104,572; Heahh, $121,973; Higher education, $112,937; Historic preser-
vation, $76,864; Information systems, $76,864; Labor, $76,864; Licensing,
$104,572; Natural resources, $l12,9;37; Parks&recreation, $71,171; Per-
sonnel, $104,572; Plantung, S83,012; Post audit, $96,827; Pre-audit, $29,362;
Public library development, $76,864; Public utility regulation, $89,654; Pur-
chasing, $53,800; Social services, $83,012; Solid waste management, $53,800;
State pohce, $89,654; Tourism, $71,171; Transportation, $121,973; Welfare,
$83,012.

Michigan: Community affairs, $85,942; Comptroller, $69,342; Consumer
affairs, $91,892; Economic development, $85,942; Emergency management,
$65,333; Employment services, $85,942; Higher education, $79,511; Histor-
ic preservation, $85,942; Information systems, $85,942; Licensing, $91,997;
Parks & recreation, $85,942; Personne~ $93,387; Purchasing; $64,185;
Revenue, $91,997; Solid waste management, $85,942; Tourism, $85,942.

Mississippi: Administration, $77,391; Commerce, $92,147; Communi-
tyaffairs, $71,088; Economic development, $92,147; Education, $120,706;
Elections administration, $53,765; Energy, $71,088; General services,
$77,391; Health, $125,042; Planning, $75,095; Purchasing, $64,993; Social
services, $58,816; Solid waste management, $51,928; Tourism, $71,088.

Nevada: Historic preservation, $46,577; Purchasing, $55,858; State
police, $67,155.
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Employment Environmental
State

Fish & General Higher Historic
services Energy protection Finance wildlife services Health education Hiehwarn reservation

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . $;l,;fl (d) $55,008 s 71,000 $61,073 $;$.;fl (d)$j;.~ (d)$i;;,t& $106,500
-.. --- -. . . .

Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . 83,844 80,772
Arizona, . . . . . . . . . . . 71:Ooo 62;ti 96,000 76,000 80;772 75:000
Arkansas ., ., 83,703 67,682 69,831

lo5:rXKl 11?%
88,647 73,658 72,795 126.353 89.833

California. . . . . . . . 95,052 95,403 101,343

>bl,U/3 (C) W4,WU
65,508

(a~29j 46,000
95,720 48,611
67,788 64,896

(a-29) 59.500

101,343 95,052 95,052 99,805 111;750

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia, . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . .,
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

77,800 65,000 66,216 (a-9)
67&(d) ;i_#Y#d) 72,681 (d) 78,732(d)

80.700 86.400

69,528
0)

59.800

(a-5)
71,136 (d)

(a-5)
91,670
71,586

90,000 66,200
78,732 (d) N.A.

106,500 54,600
161,877 174,900

N.A. 134,000

72,681 (d) 4#L#d)
73>600
91,670 64;502
(a-29) 55,122

77,250 75,000 91,670
65,610 66,816 82,403

74,028 85,116 76,404
65.125 53.602 70.075

68;151
(a-4)

93;159
70,476

(a-6)
68,390

(P)
(a-6)
(a-6)

71,376
77,251
(a-19)

38,558
69,971

50,928
(v)

60,320
44.221

(a-25)
(a-5)
(a-5)
(a-5)

68,000

85,302 150,000
85,176 90,334
78,839 132,000
89,856 113,728
68,250 (r)

83,580
(a-29)

84,876
(a-29)

72,030

(a-19)
51,022
61,320
38,142
65,062

41,892
46,000
45,600
60,154
62,497(d)

63,273
74,980(d)

5:&
36,408

32,427
62,5(XI
34,177(d)
45,088(d)
(a-19)

49,085
(a-20)

53,707
35,880
58,489

55,020
71,400
66,993

N.A.
33,552(d)

46,300
42,120
53,362
35,338(d)
47,486

64,832
53,616
29,712(d)
57,021
(a-20)

78:839 63:071 72:775
38,558 42,484 75,218
71,703 69,971 69,971

73,200 29,988 (t) (u)
59,777 52,839 60,600 70,000
47,413 55,728 68,000 (a-5)
57,138 (a-5)
57,868(d) 62;49+ (d) %:%(d)

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana, .,..... . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

(a-5)
(a-5)
(a-5)

62.462

78,000 105,370
112,000 91,692
75,000 104,OOO
74.110 N.A.

(a-29)
70,708
(a-29)
(a-29)

99,175(d) 44,236 (d)85,027 (d) 99;175 (d) 91,828 (d)93,5ti

(a-5) 66,606 (a-5) 77,547 80,067 73,156
(a-6) (bb) 74,980(d) 87,300 69,342 (d) (a-29)

78,500 51,427 (a-5) 67,500 93,350 78,300
75,760 71,005 (a-5) 98,304(d) N.A. 80,125

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . .

63,272 66,606
74;9i0 (d) 87,300
64,832 56:146 54,622
61,600 47,461 (d) 71,005
67,000 43,969 63,735 . . .

54,307
(ii)

(ff) 56,461

46,600
58,926

(a-5)
(d) (a-5)

89,250

64,906
95,635

(a-5)
(a-5)
(a-5)

(a-5)
(a-5)

76,000
(a-5)

(d) (a-25)

86,244

51,942
93,045
63,210
84,765
91,500

67,300
102,335
94,372

110,724
97,698

95,620
76,332
80,000

112,593

85,000 82,596

Montana . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada ...,.... . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico,.....,..
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . .

57,533 48,048 53,772
57,372 52,452 78,409
63,991 (a-IO) 75,000
50,955(d) 46,575 56,842(d)
78,750 77,000 100,225

(m
58f~

53;127
69,300

87,499 54,305
68,598 (a-29)

129,950 (a-29)
35,285 (d)[;1:j]

100,225

(a-9)
(a-5)
(a-6)

64,906
(a-9)
(a-6)

(rr)
(a-6)

68,732
(a-6)
(a-6)
(a-6)

99,314 (d)

(a-18)
(a-18)

74,389
59,016
89,971

54,887 64,906
90,832 95,635
51,431 69,938
41,040 60,864
64,501 84,011

63,419
(a-14)

64,205
59,004
66,269

69,732 64,906
(a-12) (a-29)

145,370 98,550
126,192 (a-29)
126,194 (a-29)

Oklahoma . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island.,. . . . .
South Carolina

(Vv)
76,332
74,900
80,954
95,137

64,493 70,000
56,904 76,332
71,531 75,900
(a-24) 78,626

57,120 71,004 (d)

68,100
76,332

155,000 73,100
133,668 (a-29)
74,900 75,900

112.289 (a-29)
(xx)

55,469
69,329 99,314 (rf)82,429 (cl)(ia-29)

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

33,613
71,388
82.432

67,742
44,004
(a-16)

73,784
70,836
82,027

76,503 55,598 (a-5) 64,742 104,210 56,634
80,700 71,364 68,892 75,732 127,800 (a-29)

(a-9) 80,204 73,520 148,681 N.A. (a-29)
80,143 57,400 (a-5) (fff) N.A.
56,680

(a-29)
52,998 57,990 71,468 N.A. (a-29)

81,439 90,900 90,652
68,640 72,120 90,057
65,000 (a-14) 70,000
73,145 58,884 83,309
53,604 33,204 59,884

99,566 73,023 78,829
108,124 90,057 (a-5)

111,059 108,847 103,442
90.057 95,004 (a-29)

(a-5) 38,976 (d)34,032 (d) (nnn) (000) (a-29)
74,000 (Wq) (a-5) 71,616 141,298 79,760

(a-9) 64,927 (a-5) 65,662 64,260 (a-29)

(d) Minimum figure in range: top ofrange follows (continued):
New Hamushire: Secretary of State. $65.650: Treasurer. $65,650: Ad-

$67,150; Banking, $72,615; Budget, $72,615; Civifrights, $50,571; Com-
merce, $72,615; Consumer affairs, $50,571; Corrections, $79,000; Educa-
tion, $81,307; Emergency management, $59,487; Employment services,
$69,990; Energy, $42,971; Environmental protection, $79,010; Historic
preservation, $53,390; hrsurance, $67,150; Labor, $67,150; Licensing, $53,390;
Natural resources, $79,010; Parks &recreation, $62,786; Personnel, $79,000;
Public rrtility regulation, $56,355; Purchasing, $53,390; Revenue, $79,010;
Social services, $79,010; State police, $62,786; Transportation $79,010.

West Virginia: Budget, $59,220; Consumer affairs, $47,250; Fish &wifd-
life, $63,372; General services, $55,344; Historic preservation, $48,336; In-
formation systems, $67,812; Personnel, $63,372; Purchasing, $63,372

(e) This position’s salary ispaid bythe federal government andreim-

jutantgeneral, $69,583; Agr~culture, $54,880; Banking, $69T583;Budget,
$65,650; Civil rights, $41,242; Comptroller, $57,824; Corrections, $71,541;
Economic development, $54,880; Employment services, $65,650; Environ-
mental protection, $71,541; Fish & wildlife, $54,880; Higher education,
$47,038; Historic preservation, $57,824; Mental health&retardation, $71,541;
Parks&recreation, $54,880; Personnel, $65,650; Public library develop-
ment,54880; Purchasing, $43,095; Solid waste management, $43,095; State
pofice, $65,650; Tourism, $43,095; Welfare, $57,824.

North Carolirra: Emergency management, $67,439.
Ohio: Commerce, $86:965.
South Carolina: Administration, $102.068; Bud~et, $99,390; Civil rights, bursed testate.

(f) Responsibilities shared between Director, Office ofManagement and
Budget, $86,760; and Director, Division of Budget Review, same depart-

$95,766; Commerce, $115,145; Consumer affaifi, $95,766; Correctkns,
$134,366; Economic development, $115,145; Elections administration,
$70,633; Emergency management, $61,234; Environmental protection,
$106,506; Finance, $134,366; Fish & wildlife, $93,797; General services,
$66,236;Health, $134,366;Higher educa~on, $lll,521; Highways, $139,723;
Historic preservation, $50,328; information systems, $102,068; Insurance,
$95,766; Labor, $86,471; Licensing, $86,471; Mental heahh &retardation,
$117,823; Parks & recreation, $88,834; Personnel, $99,390; Planning,
$99,390; Post audit, $99,390; Pubhchbrary development, $73,008; Publrc
utility regulation, $79,064;Purchasing, $66,2367;Revenue,$92,696;Socialserv-
ices, $117,823; Solid waste management, $68,683; State police, $92,696;
Tourism, $66,236; Transportation, $139,723; Welfare, $117,823.

Utah: Adjutant general, $67, 150; Administration, $79,000; Agriculture,

men~, $70,092.
(g) Official salary: In California, Governor has taken avoluntary5 per-

cent cut; in Irrdlana, Governor accepts $66,000; in Michigan, Governor
accepts $106,690; in New Hampshire, Governor accepts $71,587; in New
York, Governor accepts $100,000.

(h) Responsibilities shared between Director, Department ofGenerat Ser-
vices $95,052; and Chief Deputy Director, same department, $91,224.

(O,Responsibrffiles shared between Chief, Financial and Performance
Audtis, DepartmentofFinance, $81,936; andAuditorGeneraL $106,410.

(j) Responsibifitiessharedbetween Director, FisheriesDivisiOn, $65,768-
84,357; and Director, Wildlife Division, $65,768-84,357.
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Information
State

Mental health Natural Parks &
systems

Post
Insurance Labor Licensing &retardation resources recreation Personnel Planning audit

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . .

$ ;#~j(d) $61,073

Arizona . . . . . . . . . .
83,844

77&JO 54,524
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . .

68,303 51,000
95,052 101,343

.
$46,358 (d)$ 98,525 $55,008 $90,558

86,940 72,468 77,964
80,772 76,0W &6j 86,964
67,610 62,466 89,879
95,052 95,052 95;052 (i)

$ 62,400 (d)$ 61,073 $61,073
80,772 77,964 83,844 $70;092
80,000 82,091 80,772 . . .
80,191 68,410 72,961
90,876 90,526 101,343 (a~ioj

69.528 N.A. 77.800 77.fXKtColorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. .,..... . . . .

69,528
(k)
(f)

72,100
96,000

(o)
N.A.

78,839
82,394
76,856

63,360
N.A.

160,000
77,896

(Y)

77,800 66,216
6;<~; (d) &#W#d)

(a-14) 76:583
81,333 81,512

77,800 (a-6) 84,400
72,681 (d) (a-13)
80,700 75,200 66@j
68,116 74,160 95,676
84,870 (a-6) 75,241

85,302 85,302 77,976
65,125 (a-7) 56,264
52,752 76,875 76,991
66,950 70,096 64,584
68,250 (a-n) 60,000

68,808 (a-6) 74,568
70,000 (a-6) 67,378
86,616 51,768 75,000
62,462 68,557 55,661
85,027 (d)67,4% (d) 78,728(d)

74,372(d) 67,639 (d)72;681 (d) :-~:
81,700 66,tXXr 75,200 52,300
67,272 (a-4) 69,907 (n)
72,252 73,950 75,810 61,218

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . .
Iffinois. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana .....,..
Iowa . . . . . . . . . .

75,120
(a-5)
(a-5)

62,816
69,971

74,655 85,302 (a-7)
63,565 59,093 40,955
66,710 66,710 66,710
54,106 55,718 (q)
61,505 58,422 42,866

85,302 58,932
68,390

72:7;5 (a-19)
73,190 51,948
72,429 60,778

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentsrcky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

65,544
65,291
78,732
68,557
62,497(d)

59,406
63.000

54,396
70.000 46:3ii

C+-2:) 73,200
60,600

58,45i 45,600
(x) 61,256

91,828(d) 57,868(d)

60;169 60:328 61:380
63,461 70,658 30,742
90,00ir 62,497(d) 85,027(d)

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Micbigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . .

Montana, .,.... . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire ,...
New Jersey . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico...
New York . . . . . . .
Nortb Carolina
Nortb Dakota . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

70,601
74,980(d)
66.210

66,000
74,980

(a-7)
59,400
70,422

55,648
87,300
67,500

70;422

54,305
55,967
47,284
73,492
83,667

64,906
95,635
77,289
51,744
78,749

42,140
61.500

63,273
85,942(d)
66,649
59,400
56,448

40,845
55,692

(a;2j
78,000

65,341
(00)

&2j
. . .

. . .

. . .

(z)
87,236
76,734

(ee)
78,623

77,547
87,300
67,500
(a-14)

70,422

41,099
58,220
80,950

(a-7)
74,500

43,163
(a-14)

77,289
40,176
85,051

(a-28)

80;ti
(a-14)

51,000

64.742

(aa) 73,156 (a-n) 73,156
74,980(d) ~3,~W#d) 90,350
58,026 67;5&
71,005

(old)
73;614 50.133 (d) 59.40077:294

60,119 60,094 56,461 66,639’ 73;450

53,123
68,820
68,000

32,999
65,106
69,997
73,492

100,225

(hh)
(kk)

75,348
W#fJ(d)

43,091
77,411
57,000
fl,~~(d)

50,014 (a-6)
60,800 54,421
68,000 (a-5)
50,955(d) (a-8)

100,225 94,500

67,727
49,500
67,010
69,583
89,250

65,080
(a-9)

77,289
(ss)

85,517

50,000
76,332
84,000

(Zz)
73,462(d)

64,744
(a-9)

90,176
s~y;j

94,294
89,100

9~4’?i
(a-9)

89:250

53,313
(a-f6)

100,070
60.768

64,563
90,832
77,289

(mm) 58,025
90,832
60,495
53,124

N.A.

59,277
90,832 (a~ilj
77,289 59,514
47,316 (a-8)
67,766 (a-6)

(PP)
93,993
53,880

(Uu)
51,744
78,74964,688

Oklaboma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania ...,..,
Rhode lsfand . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . .

(Ww)
72,696
80.000

62,000
76,332
72.000

88,691
84.096

(a-28)
76,332
68,440
59,343
65,660(d)

59,661
76,332 69:180
75,900 80,1X)0
72,283 79,656
73,462 (d) (a-21)

80;000
74;236 63;676 70,922 5:5’?6
75,442(d) 70,784 (d)63,913 (d) (a-18)

(YY)
86,328
87,087(d)

52,944 64,742 (a-15)
75:732 59,028 71,388 47,844
85,288 80,204 48,552 (a-6)
58,506(d) g~,~;~(d) ;~,~(d) (a-6)
67,059 , N.A.

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee .....,.. . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . .

(a-5) (a-7) 58,329 28,911
73,536 71,388 68,892 (ccc)
80,204 150,000 53,515 62,494
58,756 4#0#d):#r5:(d) ~;,~:~(d)
54,496 ,

(bbb)
79,956
93,868
64,979
71,489

Virginia . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

89,629 97,566 71,074
90,057

iii)
77,200 87,500 87,500

41,712(d) 47,800 35,700
65,233 81,203 91,120 64;325
60,395 54,500 47,861 55,383

99,345
79,596
(a-27)

47,773
65,662

99,566 64,832
86,600

(a-6)
83,629 W:o?i (a-15)

65,000 65,000 38,976(d) (a-5)
92,281 65,346 77,160 (a-6)
65,808 54,027 50,000 52,849

(k) Resoonsibilitiessharedbctween Commissioner. DermttmentofMental (t) Responsibilities shared between Secretary, DepartmentofHealth and
Environment, $78,000; and Director, Divisionofthe Environment, same
department, $68,820.

(u) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of the Bud8et,
$72,180; and Secretary, Department of Administration, $76,920.

(v) Responsibilities shared between Director, Fisheries Division, Depart-
mentofFish and Wildlife, $50,835; and Director, Wildlife Division, same
department, $48,690.

(w)hr Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Tennessee and West
Virginia, the presidents (or speakers) ofthe Senate are next inlineofsuc-
cession tothe governorship. InTennessee, the speaker oftheSenate bears
the statutory title of lieutenant governor.

(x) Responsibilitiesshared between Commissioner, Environmental Protection
Department,$64,189;andCommissioner, DepartmentofConservation,$67,330.

(Y) Responsibihtiessharedbetween Director, Mental HygieneAdminis-
trat]oti, $75,236-85,777; and Director, Developmental Disabilities Adminis-
tration, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, $62,497-76,864.

(z) Responsibilitiesshared between Commissioner, DcpartmentofMental
Retardation, $77,547; and Commissioner, DepartmentofMental Health,
Executive Office of Human Services, $77,547.

(aa) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Forests and
Parks, Department ofEnvironmental Management, $70,666; and Director,
Recreational Facilities, Metropolitan District Commission! $70,666.

(bb) Responsibilities shared between Chief, Wildhfe Division,
Department of Natural Resources, $74,980-85,942; and Chief, Fisheries
Division, same department, $74,980-85,942.

Retardat~on, $78,732-95,155; and Commissioner, Dep~rtment of Mental
Health, $78,732-95,155.

(l) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Alcoholism,
Drug Abuse and Mental HeaIth, $91,300; and Director, Division ofMen-
tal Retardation, $72,800.

(m) Responsibilities shared between Secretary, Department of Services
for Children, Youth and Their Families, $86,400; and Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Social Services, $86:400.

(n) Responsibilities shared between D]rector, Division of Licensing,
Department ofState, $59,584; and Secretary, Departmentof Professional
Regulation, $91,670.

(o) Responsibilities shared between Deputy Director, Behavioral Health
Services Administration, Department of Health, $74,880; and MentaI Re-
tardation Administrator, same department; $74,880.

(p) Responsibiliriessharedbetween Director, BureauoftheBudget, $78,839;
and Director, Department of Revenue, $78,839.

(q) Responsibilities shared between Executive Director, Health Professions
Bureau, N.A.; and Executive Director, Professional Licensing Agency,
$42,484-48,698.

(r) Responsibihties shared between Director, Department of Education,
$99,000; and Executive Secretary, Boardof Regents, .$99,804.

(s) Responsibilities shared between Secretary, DepartmentofCommerce
and Housing, $76,200; Director, Division ofExisting Industry, same depart-
merit, $52,020; Director, Divisionof Industrial Development, same depart-
ment, $57,576; and President, Kansas Inc., $79,223.
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Public Public Solid
hbrary utility Social waste

State
State

Pre-audit development regulation Purchasing Revenue services management police Tourism Transportation Welfare

Alabama . . . . . . . (a-9) $66,150 . . . .. . - .- ,.-.. . .. .

Alaska . . . . . . (;;;] 80,772
Arizona . . . 43,025
Arkansas 41,653 61,807
California . . . . . (a-9) 85,714

,.-
)>1,46.4
72,468
79,000
68,745

100,173

58,400
80,015 (d)
50,600
90,097
72,972

77,964
59,987
72,881
56,212
68,194

83,672
70,50i3
64,008
76,336
72,896 (d)

34Y,YIL (a) $ Ol,ulj (c) (e) t+4b,35tI(a) 33/, lZtl (d) 361,U73
(a-16) 80,772 $83,844 60,864

333,618 (d) (a-27)
80,772 67,800 83,844 $80,772

66,313 94,t3W 98,000 62,000 91,535 74,485
62,466

IOo,ooo 71,000
68,508 91,817 69,831 64,116 49,284

82,164
(a-17) (a-27)

104,796 95,052 N.A. 106,410 86,196 95,052 (a-27)

69,528 77,800 77,800 66,216 69,528 69,528 86,300
(a-16)

(a-27)
72,681 (d) 48,317(d) 78,732(d) KJl#d) ;:,;;(d);;,;%(d)

53,000 77,c00 (rnj 73,100 74,200
70,145 91,670 52,020 (d) 61,800 79,568 65:405 90:177 42:640 (d)
60,744 74,352 70,000 58,512 80,690 80,472 105,000 (a-27)

50,364 85,302 85,302 61,572 (a-11) 85,302 76,092
46,301 48,485 71,843 49,795 60;528 46,301 85,176 70,075
55,656 78,839 76,991 59,964 72,775 (a-7) 78,839
55,510

78,839
66,950 73,450 45,292 66,794 59,566 75,218

50,482
64,168

78,837 76,856 60,778 73,320 64,293 82,206 52,749

57,576 76,800 78,0Q0 53,460 64,680 48,996 79,200
(a-5)

62,292
70,000 63,425 29,856(d) 61,999 70,000

61,692
70,000 72,489

72,456 60,320 60,000 52,000 52,008 70,000
50,024

55,640
69,846 74,110 60,466 62,462 54,226 77,896 60,029

40,959(d) 100,000 67,496(d) 40,959(d) 72,896(d) 57,868(d) 99,175(d) (a-27)

Colorado. . . . . . . (a-9) 66,120
Corrrreeticut.. . . . (a-9) 56,217(d)
Delaware. . . . . . . . . . . (a-22) 47,300
Fonda.. ...,.... . . (a-26) 69,281
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . (a-22) 78,363

Hawaii..,.......,,. 74,028 85,302
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62,500 40,955
Illinois, . . . . . . . . (a-9) 74,100
hrdiana 46,000 63,596
Iowrr. . . . . . . . . . . . . (a-26) 60,778

Kansas. . . . . . . . (a-9) 60,000
Kentucky. . . . . . . . . . . 62,300 62,000
Louisiana . . . . . (a-5) 64,368
Maine. .......,. (a-9) 66,144
Maryland... . . . . . . . . 22,360(d) 62,497(d)

Massachusetts.. . . . . (a-9)
Michigan. . . . . . . . . . . 90,350
Minnesota. . . . . . . . . . 67,735
Mississippi. . . . . .
Missouri . . . . (a9j

53,570
N.A,

65,438
58,000
65,496

69,015
75,000
54,497
43,600
70,422

41,590
46,968
69,997
73,492
83,472

61,940
95,635
78,289
51,744
85,010

52,003
76.332

73,156
46,520(d)
67.484

77,547 77,547 68,048 70,776 50,117
79,511 (d) 90,285 74,980(d) 87,300 74,980(d)
78,50C 70,386 63,496 75,000 67,484
70,0Q0 39,259(d) 34,667(d) 58,000 47,462(d)
79,505 73,450 43,830 60,792 56,448

70,666
87,300
78,500
(a-13)
(a-17)

77,547
(a-27)

53,181

63;+8

(a-27)
(a-27)

67,595
45,088(d)
83,391

46,303
(a-27)

77,289
84,996
(a-27)

(a-27)
84.096

43,392(d)
56,461

Montana . .
Nebraska. . .,,....,. 72:36
Nevada . (a-5)
New Hampshire. . (a-9)
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . (a-22)

47,208
57,662
68,000
43,127(d)
89,250

35,996
(a-16)

40.752(d)

54,305 54,305 45,261 47,761 43,780
75,315 62,778 54,996 60,302 44,952
80,950 81,294 75,000 48,721(d) 66,393
73,492 73,492 36,133(d) 50,955(d) ;$l&(d)
(a-22) 100,225 73,980 77,712 ,

47,667
80,500
80,950
73,492

100,225
36,134(dj
86,100

New Mexico ......., 59,991
New York ..,..... (a-9)
Nortb Carolina (a-22)
North Dakota. ....,. 55,440
Ohio. . . . . . . . . . . . . . (a-22)

49,314 64,906 57,208 49,655 60,305 64,906
95,635 102,335 (a-14) 95,635 (a-n)
77,289 78,806 44,169 81,505 63,022
51,744 (tt) 42,720 54,552 41,412
78,728 93,891 61,963 72,987 54,600

(a-17)
102.335(a:i2j

54,316
45,204
72,290

(a-16)
67,701
(a-23)

65,686

77;289
65,712
91,998

Oklahoma..,... . . . (a-15)
Oregon . . . . .
Pennsylvania.. . . &4j
Rhode Island . . . . .
South Carofirra. &9j

52,227
62,784

53,[40
62.784

69,371 85,000 45,150 63,160 63,441
84.096 92.760 56.904 84.096 62.784

72,934
84.096

78,500 61,301 76,000 71;750 62,670 76,WX3 (a-7) 80;000
77,165

80,000
78,191 86,142 105,383 42,724 92,915 52,189 99,159 77,306

58,438(d) 44,15T (d) 61,798 (d) 87,087(d) 42,456(d) 61,798(d) 44,157(d) 103,273(d) (a-27)
65j89
53,962(d)

50,315 55,307 64,742 77,278 48,500 58,492 61,384 74,507
80,700 55,284 75,732

(a-27)
50,916 60,024 68,892 71,388 75,732 75,732

72,101 56,238 (a-9) (a-30) (ddd) 84,660 68,173 93,558 89,116
37,521 35,538(d) 58,506 (d) 58,506(d) 68,212 41,823(d) 58,443 58,506(d) 66,294
70,179 48,131 55,494 66,227 56,617 61,318 52,104 67,995 61,172

97,566 83,459 90,652 90,156 (a-14) 84,639 76,345 99,566 (a-27)
83,629 60,660 102,005 104,064 63,744 90,057 63,744 105,065
50,000

(a-27)
38,976(d) 70,000 70,000 46,000 60,000 65,000 70,000

68,(3QO 59,193 89,379
(a-27)

92,281 73,947 56,442 58,965 89,318 71,869
61,233 47,500 65,662 (a-30) 52,860 52,836 59,301 70,704 70,380

South Dakota .....,. 49,244
Tennessee . . . . . . 67,824
Texas . . . . . . . . . . (a-9)
Utah. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . (a-15)
Vermont . . . . . . . (a-15)

46,434
72.828
57;925
55,248
57,449

Virginia. . . . . . . . (a-9)
Washington. ..,.. (a-4)
West Virginia. . . . (a-5)
Wiseorrsbr.. . . . . . . . . 46,174
Wyoming. . . . . . . (a-9)

(cc) ResportsibiMiesshared between Secretary of State, $59,981; and Direc-
tor, Election Division, Office of the Secretary of State, $44,078.

(dd)Resporrsibilities shared between State Auditor, $65,437;and Legislative

82,870
(m)

59,492
56,576
44,417

same department, $82,424.
(tl)Resportsibihtiessharedbetween Director, Election Division, Department

ofState, $57,000; and Executive Director, Election Law Enforcement Com-
mission, Department of Law & Public Safety, $86,051.

(mm) Responsibilities shared between Director, Developmental Disabil-
ities Division, Department of Heakh, $59,893; and Director, Divisionof
Mental Health, same department, $59,893.

(nn)Responsibilitiessharedbetween Deputy Commissioner&Treasurer, De-
partment of taxation &Finance, $95,635; and State Comptroller, $ll0,000.

(oo)Resportsibifitiessharedbetween ExecutiveCoordinator, Skateboards
for Professions, Department of State Education, $94,951; and Secretary

Auditor, $72,474.
(ee)Responsibifities shared between Bureau Director, Mental Retarda-

tion Division. Department ofMental Health. $47,461-71,088: and Executive
Director, Department of Mental Health, $72,152.

(ff)Responsibifities shared between ChleL Division of Fisheries, Depart-
merit of Conservation, $61,656; Chief, Division of Protection, same depart-
merit, $51,960; and Chief, Division ofWildlife, same department, $61,656.

(gg)Responsibfiities shared between Administrator, Wildfife Division,
Department ofFish, Wildlife and Parks, $46,600; and Administrator, Fish-
eries Division, same department, $46,600.

(hh)Resporzsibilities shared between Admirristrator, Mental Health Division,
Department of Institutions, $52,008; and Administrator, Developmental Dis-
abilities Division, Department of Social and Rehabilitative Services, $52,008.

(ii) Responsibflitiessharedbetween StateTax Commissioner, Department of
Revenue, $75,315; Administrator, Budget Division, Department ofAd-
ministrative Services, $67,234; and Auditor of Public Accounts, $49,500.

(jJ)Responsibilfiies shared between Administrator, Wildlife Division,
Game & Parks Commission, $44,280; and Assistant Director, same corn-

of State, $90,832.
(pp)Responsibilities sharcdbetween Commissioner, DepartmentofMen-

tal Retardation& Develo~mental Disabilities, $102,235; and Commissioner,
Office of Mental Health, $102,235.

(qq) Responsibilities shared between Director, Office of Management
and Budget, $68,724; and Deputy Director, same department, $40,728.

(rr)Responsibilities shared between Director of Accounting, Officeof
Management and Budget, $55,440; and Director, sarnedepartmertL $68,724.

(ss) Responsibilities shared between Legislative Budget Anafyst/Auditor,
Legislative Council, $69,000; and State Auditor, $51,744.

(tt) Responsibilities shared between Associate Director, Field Services,
Department of Human Services, $70,044; and Associate dwector, Program
and Policy Development, same department, $60,000.

mission; $57,372.
(kk)Responsibifities shared between Director, Office of Community

Mental Health, Department ofPublic Institutions, $54,276; and Director,
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(UU)Responsibilities shared between Director, Department of MentaI
Health, $89,232; and Director, Department of Mental Retardation and De-
velopmental Disabilities, $83,990.

(w) Responsibilitiesshared between Secretary of Human Resources, Office
of Personnel Management, $59,661; and Executive Director, Employment
Security Commission, $75,038.

(WW)Responsibilitiesshared between Director, Data Processing& Planning
Division, Department of Transportation, $49,493; and Manager, Information
Services Division! Office of State Fimnce, $68,816.

(xx) Responslbdities shared between Executive Director, Fish Commis-
sion, $74,21 t; and Executive Director, Game Commission, $76,000.

(YY)Responsibilities shared between Deputy Secretary, Mental Health,
Department of Public Welfare, $75,400; and Deputy Secretary, Mental
Retardation, same department, $75,400.

(z@ Responsibilities shared between Chief, General Audit Section, Office
of Accounts and Control, Department of Administration, $42,625; and
Auditor General, $106,508.

(aaa) Annual salary for duties as presiding officer of the Senate.
(bbb) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Mental Health,

Department of Human Services, $41,129; and Secretary same department,
$73,784.

(ccc) Responsibilities shared between Director, Regulatory Boards, De-
partment of Commerce& Insurance, $46,428; and Director, Health Related
Boards, $32,952.

(ddd) Responsibilities shared between Executive Director, Office of
Waste Management, natural Resources Conservation Commission, $78,(M7;
and Director, Municipal Solid Waste, same commission, $62,406.

(eee) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Business and
Economic Development, $39,609-59,487;and Lieutenant Governor, $60,000.

(fff) Responsibilities shared between Director, Division of Health Care
Financing, Department of Health, $63-554-85,900; and Director, Govern-
ment and Community Relations, $63,554-85,900.

(g@ Responsibilities shared between State Auditor, $62,000; and Audit

Manager, Office of the Legislative Auditor General, $51,970-78,,008.
(hhh) Responsibilities shared between Chief, Public Protection Dwision,

Office of the Attorney General, $61,027; and Executive Director, Human
Rights Commission, $51,188.

(iii) Responsibilities shared between Secretary, Commerce and Trade,
$99,566; and Director, Department of Economic Development, $76,345.

(jjj) Responsibilities shared between Director, Department of Health Pro-
fessions, $63,884; and Director, Department of Professional and Occupa-
tional Regulation $66,000.

(kkk) Annually returns $31,000 of salary to general fund.
(111)Responsibilities shared between State Librarian, Library Planning

and Development Division, State Library, $.51,060; and State Librarian,
State Library, $83,629.

(mmm) Responsibilities shared between Secretary, Department of Edu-
cation and the Arts, $70,000; and Superintendent, Department of Educa-
tion, $70,000.

(nnn) Responsibilities shared between Secretary, Department of Health
f7~m#rr Resources, $70,000; and Commissioner, Bureau of Public Health,

(&w) ”Responsibilitiesshared betweenSecretary,Departmentof Education and
the Arts, $70,000; Chancellor, State College System, Department of Edu-
cation, $105,000; and Chancellor, Board of Trustees for Higher Education,
Department of Education and the Arts, $105:000.

(ppP) Responsibilities shared between Admmistrator, Trade and Con-
sumer ProtectIon Division, Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection,
$65.000: and Director. Office of Consumer Protection. Der)artment of
Justice, ’$79,233. “

,.

(qqq) Responsibilities shared between Director, Bureau of Fish Manage-
ment, Division of Resource Management, $56,357; and Director, Bureau
of Wildlife Management, same division, $58,393.

(rrr) Responsibfiities shared between Secretary of State, $55,000; and
Director of Elections, Office of Secretary of State, $21,880.
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TREASURERS

Table 2.21
TREASURERS: QUALIFICATIONS FOR OFFICE

State or other U.S. citizen State citizen Qual~ied voter Method of selection
jurisdiction Minimum age (years) (years) (years) to office

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 10 7
Alaska ...,.......,..

. . . E

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

“25”
18
18

10”
*

. . .

. . .
5

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

A

. . .
*

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florid a . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

25
21

“30”
. . .

*
*

2
. . .
. . .

7
. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
.

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois, . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*
*

1
“25”
25

“18”

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .

2

(t?). . .
. . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

E
E
E
L
L

“30”
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

“2“(c)
. . .

*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . . . . .
Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

5
.
. . .

5
. . .

:
E
E
E

,..
. . .
“25”
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska, . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey.......,..

. . . . . .
*
*

. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

●

“25” 2
. . .. . .

. . .. . . . . .
New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

30 * 5 *
. . .
*

3 m%s.

“21
25
18

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . . . .
South Carolina

31 10 10
. . .

30 iays
*

“30”
18

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
7
*
*

South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
. . .

1
5

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
“18”
18

. . .

. . .
*
* E

E. . .
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

A (d)
E
E
E
E

“i8”
18

“25”

. . .
*
*

. . .
*
*

30 days
*

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .
*

Dkt. of Columbia . . . . .
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands. . .

(:)

A

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, March 1994. (a) Appointed by State Depository Board.
Note: “Qualifiedvoter” provision mayinfer additional residency and (b) Residency requirements while in office.

citizenship requirements.
Key:

(c) State resident and citizen requirement.
(d) Subject to confirmation by the General Assembly.

* — Formal provision; number of years not specified (e) Appointed by the mayor.
. . . — No formal provision
A — Appointed by the governor
E—Elected by the voters
L—Elected by the legislature
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Table 2.22
TREASURERS: DUTIES OF OFFICE

State or other
jurisdiction

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . .
Michigan. . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada, ., . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rhode Island
South Carolina . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wiseonsirr . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia. . . .
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . .

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

.
*
*

. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .
*
* (e)
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

*
*

. . .

. . .
*

*
*

*
*
*
*

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
“*”(c)

*
. . .

* (d)
. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

* (i)
. . .
. . .

“i’(j)

. . .

. . .

.
*
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
*
*
. . .
.
*
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .
*
*
* (b)

*
*
*
*

. .
. . .
*
*
*

*
. . .

*
. . .
. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

*
*

. . .

. . .
*

*
. . .

*
*

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
,..
*
*
. . .
*
: (b)

*
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

*
. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

*
. . .

*
*
*

*
*

. . .

“~’(k)

*
. . .

*
*

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
*
*

.
. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .

*
. . .
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
.
*
*
*

*
*
*
. . .

*
*
. . .

*
*
. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
. . .
.
. . .
*
*
*

. . .
*
.
. . .

“*”(g)
...
.
*

...
*
*
*

*
...
...
...
*

*
...

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
* (a)

. . .
*

. . .

*
*

. . .
*
*

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .

*
. . .

*
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .

*
*
*
*
*

*
. . .

*
*
*

. . .

. . .

.
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
.

.
. . .

.
*
.

. . .

. . .
.

. . .

.
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

“:”(h)
. . .
*
. . .
*

.
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
. . .

*
. . .
. . .

.

. . .

. . .

.
*
. . .
*

N.’A.

N*A.
*

. . .
*

*

*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

*
. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

N.’A.
N.A.
. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

*
*
. . .
N:A.

. . .
*
. . .
*

. . .

*
. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .

N*A.
. . .
. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

“i”(f)
. . .
. . .

*

. . .

. . .

N*A.
. . .

*
*
*

. . . (a)
*

N.A.
*

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

Source: National Association of State Treasurers’ survey, Fall 1993.
Note: For additional information on functions of the treasurers’ offices,

see Tables 6.5-6.7.
Key:

* — Responsible for activity
,— Not responsible for activity

N.A. — Not available
(a) Portions.
(b) General obligation.
(c) ExcerIt for Public Employees Retirement System.

(e) Commissioner of Taxation and Finance invests funds of a number
of state entities, but does not invest the state’s general fund monies. Com-
missioner serves as joint custodian of the general fund, but the state comp-
troller invests general fund monies.

(f’) Not administered by Treasury.
(g) contract out for actual services.
(h) Investment only.
(i) Short term portfolio only.
(j) As, board member only.
(k) With Farm Loan Board.

(d) Sho~t term. -
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Chapter Three

STATE
LEGISLATIVE

BRANCH
An overview of state legislatures and legislative processes

in the states, with special emphasis on activities during
1992-93. Includes basic information on the legislatures -

such as legal provisions for legislative sessions and a variety of
information on legislative procedures - along with legislative

compensation, statistics on 1992 and 1993 bill introductions
and enactments, committee appointments and

procedures, and review of administrative regulations.













































































































































Chapter Four

An exploration of the current status of state judicial
systems, with a focus on efforts to make the judiciary

more accessible to the public and on long-term planning
goals for state courts. Includes information on the

state courts of last resort, intermediate appellate courts
and general trial courts, as well as the selection and

compensation of judges and judicial administrators.































































































































































































































































































FISCAL ISSUES

The Road to Recovery?
The recession might be ove~ but states still face an uncertain

fiscal road ahead

by Douglas J. Olberding

The state financial data contained in this
chapter are from the U.S. Department of Com-
merce, Bureau of the Census, and cover fiscal
years 1991and 1992.The tax rate information
in this chapter is from the Federation of Tax
Administrators and are tax rates for selected
sources as of January 1, 1994. This essay uses
other available sources to present an overview
and discussion of the current fiscal condition
of the states, including fiscal years 1993 and
1994.

Overview

Although the recession that began in July
1990officially ended in March 1991,economic
growth since then has been uneven, and states
have struggled to keep the books balanced
amid a period of fiscal uncertainty. During
this period, state expenditures for Medicaid
and corrections have continued to soar, eroding
the traditional base of state spending; revenue
growth has been uneven; and federal program
cutbacks and mandates have placed additional
burdens on state finances. Also, many experts
have argued that state tax systems have failed to
keep pace with the structural changes in the U.S.
economy and are in need of serious overhauL

Tocombat these challenges, states have raised
taxes and fees, cut spending and have even be-
gun to experiment with alternative forms of
revenue generation. According to some recent
data, these efforts may have put some states
on the right track, but many still have a ways
to go.

Fiscal 1992 went on record as the year with
the largest total revenue increase in history as
states raised more than $15billion in new reve-
nue (see Table A).’ By and large, these reve-
nue increases supported the continuation of
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current programs, rather than funding new or
expanded programs. On the other side of the
ledger, 35 states cut nearly $4.5 billion from
their enacted budgets in order to balance books
at the end of fiscal 1992.These cuts were wide-
spread, although some states exempted entitle-
ment programs such as Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) and Medicaid.
These actions helped balance state budgets
but did not do much to increase low fund bal-
ances. Year-end budget reserves averaged only
1.5 percent of expenditures.

States began to turn the corner in fiscal 1993
as total revenue increases and budget cuts both
dropped dramatically. Compared to fiscal 1991
when states raised $10 billion in new revenue
and fiscal 1992 when states raised $15 billion,
fiscal year 1993 was almost static. States en-
acted only $3 billion in combined increases.
States also cut less from enacted fiscal 1993
budgets than in the past two fiscal years. Cuts
in fiscal 1993totaled only $1.8billion with ele-
mentary and secondary education and higher
education absorbing a large share of reduc-
tions while cuts in fiscal 1991and 1992enacted
budgets totaled $7.5 billion and $4.4 billion
respectively.

Year-end fund balances also showed signs
of improvement from the previous two fiscal
years. Year-end fund balances averaged 3 per-
cent in fiscal 1993, and seven states reported
balances of less than 1 percent. In fiscal 1991,
fund balances averaged only 1.8 percent and
21 states had balances of less than 1 percent;
and in fiscal 1992, balances averaged a mere

Douglas J Olberding is a policy analyst with the
State Policy and Innovations group of The Council
of State Governments.



Table A
SUMMARY OF STATEBUDGET ACTIONS, FY 1992 TO FY 1994

(In thousands of dollars except as noted)

FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994

Expenditures
State budget increases (%)

Nominal 5.1 3.3 (a) 4.6 (a)
Real 1.5 –0.2 (a) 1.1 (a)

State spending growth (b) Number of sfdes
Negative 10 5 8
0.0% to 4.9% 21 26 15
5.0% to 9.9% 11 12 21
10% or higher 6

Total budget cuts (c) $4,457.: $1,836.1 . . .

Revenues (d)
State revenue increases $15 billion $3 billion $3 billion
Increases by source

Sales $3,849.5 $1,423.6 $965.5
Personal income $5,429.9 $912.3 $552.6
Corporate income $1,439.4 $429.9 $204.5
Cigarette/tobacco $245.7 $189.4 $634.3
Motor fuels $628.7 $213.8 $255.4
Alcohol $203.9 $121.5 $45.7
Other tax $3,232.1 $1,784.3 $64.7
Fees . . . . . . $296.4

Year-end balances
Total balance $2.5 billion $9.5 billion (a) $8.1 billion (a)
As % of expenditures 1.5 3 2.5

Number of states
Less than 1.0% 16 7 14
l.0% to 2.9% 10 14 15
3.0?40 to 4.9’%0 11 10 6
5% or more 13 19 15

Source: National Association of State Budget Officers, Fiscal Survey of the States.

Key:

— Not availoble

~a)”Figures are estimates.

(b) Based an FY 1993 preliminary actual and FY 1994 appropriated.

(c) Cuts made after fiscal year budget was passed.

(d) FY 1994 based on enacted budget.

0.3 percent with 18states below 1 percent (see Because states vary in how they interpret reve-
Figure A).

Preliminary information for fiscal year 1994
indicates that states may be on solid footing,
although some of the signals are mixed. On
the brighter side, states are only enacting ap-
proximately $3 billion dollars in new taxes and
fees.However,much of this “new” revenueis ac-
tually tax increases from previous fiscal years
that were scheduled to expire, or rate reduc-
tions that have been temporarily postponed.

nue action, it is unclear at this point how much
new revenue is actually being raised.

State spending is scheduled to grow mod-
estly in fiscal year 1994 as the shifts in the
overall pattern of state spending that began
in the 1990s continues. Overall, state budgets
are scheduled to increase nominally by approxi-
mately 4.6 percent from the previous year.
Medicaid is expected to continue absorbing
a larger share of state spending, which will be
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offset in part by continued cuts in elementary
and secondary education and higher education.

Year-end fund balances tell the other side
of the story. Balances are expected to be at 2.5
percent of total state expenditures, down from
3 percent in fiscal year 1993. In addition, the
number of states with a balance below 1 per-
cent increased from seven in fiscal year 1993
to 14 in fiscal year 1994.

Economic Recovery

The economic recovery that is underway dif-
fers from previous recoveries in several ways.
Growth of personal income and gross domes-
tic product in this post-recession period have
not followed the patterns of previous periods
of economic expansion. Also, a series of nat-
ural disasters have strained budgets in many
states and lingering unemployment following
the recession has caused concerns among state
policy-makers.

First, personal income growth in the 50
states during the past two years or so has not

been as vigorous as growth seen after previous
recessions. State personal income, or the in-
come received by, or on behalf of, all the resi-
dents of a state, increased at an annual rate of
4.6 percent in the first eight quarters of the
recovery which began in March 1991.2By con-
trast, in the three previous recoveries that lasted
at least as long as the current one, personal
income increased at an average rate of 9.8 per-
cent. In this recovery, states in the Rockies, the
Plains and the Southeast lead the nation in
personal income growth, while Mideast and
New England states, along with Florida and
California exhibit the slowest growth.

A second difference in the current recovery
versus previous ones is that gross domestic
product growth has been erratic (see Figure B).
The gross domestic product (GDP) is a mea-
sure of goods and services produced in the
United States and is used to chart expansion
of the economy. The range of growth since the
recession ended in March 1991has been from
0.5 percent in the fourth quarter of 1991to 7.5
percent in the fourth quarter of 1993. There

Figure A
TOTAL YEAR-END BALANCES, FISCAL 1979 TO FISCAL 1994
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were even fears of a double-dip recession in
the fourth quarter of 1991as the GDP dipped
to only 0.5 percent growth. By contrast, GDP
growth following the 1981-82 and 1973-75
recessions followed a steady, upward path.

Further complicating the picture is the series
of natural disasters since the recovery began,
including flooding in the Midwest, earthquakes
in California and hurricanes in Florida, Louisi-
ana and Hawaii. While the full impact of some
of these disasters is not yet known, recent data
suggest that declining personal income in the
Midwest in the second and third quarters of
1993 is partly attributable to farm losses as a
result of flooding in summer 1993.3In addi-
tion, the Bureau of Economic Analysis has
estimated uninsured losses as a result of de-
struction caused by Hurricane Andrew in Flori-

Finally, in previous recessions the unemploy-
ment rate was higher during the recession and
fell sooner after the recession than the one that
ended in March 1991.According to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, the civilian unemployment
rate was at 6.5 percent in the final quarter of the
recession and peaked at 7.6 percent in the third
quarter of 1992, over a year after the recession
officially ended.’ However, during the 1981-82
recession, the unemployment rate peaked just
below 11percent in the final quarter of the reces-
sion and then fell sharply immediately after the
recession ended. The same is true for the 1973-
75 recession where unemployment reached a
high of 8.8 percent, peaked one quarter after the
recession at 9 percent, then fell dramatically af-
terwards. Those expecting the rapid job growth

da and Louisiana at $55 billion. These losses that has occurred in most post-recession peri-
directly impact state personal income.’ ods have been extremely disappointed.

Figure B
SELECTEDECONOMIC INDICATORS

(Percent change from preceding quarter)
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FISCAL ISSUES

Developments in State Finances

Each of these factors has contributed to a cli-
mate of uncertainty facing state policy-makers.
Furthermore states are facing spending pres-
sures in the areas of health and corrections,
as well as pressure from the courts to equalize
state support in education financing.

Leading the wayin the school finance reform
arena is Michigan, wherein March 1994voters
elected to cut residential property taxes by 33
percent while increasing the state sales tax from
4 percent to 6 percent and increasing the excise
tax on cigarettes from 25 cents to 75 cents a
pack. This represents a major development in
education finance in the United States where
the property tax has been the staple of educa-
tion support for over 300 years. At issue in many
states is the increased reliance on property tax-
es since 1986, the regressive nature of the tax
and the inability for poorer districts to support
local schools. The action in Michigan opens
the possibility of education finance reform in

her states where similar problems exist.

State spending for Medicaid continues to
erode spending for non-mandated state pro-
grams like education and transportation. Un-
like the trend in the 1980s of rapid growth in
state education spending, Medicaid has been
steadily eating away at state budgets in the
1990s(see Figure C). According to the National
Association of State Budget Officers, state
spending for Medicaid replaced spending for
higher education as the second largest expen-
diture category in fiscal 1992. While higher
education spending has remained constant at
12 percent, relying mainly on tuition and fee
increases for new support, Medicaid spend-
ing has jumped from 10percent of total state
spending in fiscal 1987 to 18.4 percent in fis-
cal 1993.

State corrections spending has also increased
in recent years as new prisons have opened.
Corrections spending reflects state spending
to build and operate prison systems and may
also include spending on juvenile justice pro-
grams and on alternatives to incarceration such

Figure C
TOTAL STATEEXPENDITURES, FY 1992-93

~< Percent of total

3o~-"------------------------------------------------------

L‘7< --------------------------- ---------------------------

20

15

10

5

(-l[

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

L
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

d
E & S Education Cash Assistance Corrections All Others

Higher Education Medicaid Transportaion

Source: National Association of State Budget Officers, 1992 and 1993, State Expenditure Report.

El 1992

m 1993

314 The Book of the States 1994-95



as probation and parole. As public sentiment
has increased for mandatory sentences, less
generous parole, longer sentences and higher
sentencing rates for certain crimes, state gov-
ernment has responded by increasing resources
in this area. And as states are finding out, these
responses are costly. Although state spending
for corrections has remained around 3.5 per-
cent of total state expenditures, from 1990 to
1991total state corrections spending increased
13.5percent — from $16.9 billion to $19.2 bil-
lion — and from $19.2 billion to $20.6 billion
or 7.7 percent in the period 1991 to 1992.’

Conclusion

Although the recession has ended, states
are facing continued challenges. While states
have been able to meet fiscal pressures in re-
cent years through program cutbacks and reve-
nue increases, underlying structural problems
still exist and must be dealt with in a serious
manner. Among these challenges are control-
ling expenditure growth in critical areas like
health and corrections, developing fair and
equitable revenue systems that reflect the long-
term shifts in the U.S. economy from a manu-
facturing base to a service base and developing

programs and services that meet the needs of
their citizens.

Footnotes

‘ Data presented in Table A are from the
Fiscal Survey of the States, 1991-93, which is
published twice annually by the National As-
sociation of State Budget Officers and the
National Governors’ Association.

2Friedenberg, Howard L. and Duke D. Tran
“Personal Income by State and Region: First
Quarter 1993!’ Survey of Current Business,
U.S. Department of Commerce Washington,
D.C., July 1993.

3Friedenberg, Howard L. and Duke D. Tran
“Personal Income by State and Region: Third
Quarter 1993? Survey of Current Business,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington,
D.C., January 1994.

4 Larkins, Daniel, “The Business Situation;’
Survey of Current Business, U.S.Department of
Commerce Washington, D.C., September 1993.

5Monthly Lubor Review, U.S. Department
of Labor, Washington, D.C.,March 1992,93,94.

‘ 1992Fiscal Survey of the States, National
Association of State Budget Officers, Washing-
ton, D.C., April 1993.
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BUDGET

Table 6.1
STATEBUDGETARY

Agency Governor’s Frequencyoj
Budget requests Agency budget Legislature Fiscal legislative/

guidelinesto submitted hearings sent to adopts
State

year budget
agencies to governor held legislature budget begins cycles

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas
Cafifomia . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii
Idabo . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Micbigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri. . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico. . . . . . . .
New York
Nortb Carolina . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklaboma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
Soutb Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Nov/Dec
October
September
July
Aug/Sept

August
September
Oct/Nov
September
September

Aug/Sept
August
Nov/Dec
September
September

September
October
December
August
Aug/Sept

October
Oct/Nov
October
August
October

August
September
September
October
October

September
September

January
November
Nov/Dec
August
Aug/Nov

September
February
Oct/Nov
November
Nov/Dec

November

No~/Dec

No~/Dec

Oct/Nov
Oct/Dec
February
Oct/Dec
Oct/Nov

October
Dee/Jan
November

.
. . .

Nov/Dec
January
Sept/Dec
November

Oct/Dec
Oct/Nov
November
July/Oct
Sept/Nov

Sept/Nov
Oct/Nov
Dee/Jan
November
October

Oct/Nov
November
July/Sept
November
Nov/Dec

Sept/Oct
October
Oct/Dec
March
November

Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Annual

hebruary
December
January
Sept/Dec
January

November(a)
February
January
February
January

January(d)
January
March
January
January

January
January
April
January
January

January
February
January
November
January

December
January
January
February
January

January
January
Februarv

Keb/May October
May July
June July
Jan/April July
June July

August
May
March
July/Nov

June
July
August
June
May

July/Aug
June
August
June
June

June
July
September
July
July

August
September
August
June
July

June
July
July
June
May

July
July

June July Annual/Annual
May/June(b) Julv Annual/Annual
June ‘ Juk Annual/Annual

Annual/Biennial (c)
Annual/Annual

June
March

April
March
June
Aprif/May
Aprif/May

April/May
March/April
July
June
April

June
June
May
March/April
April/May

April
April
June
June
June

Feb/March
March
June
Jan/April

Juij
July

July
July
July
July
July

July
July
July
July
July

July
October
July
July
July

July
July
July
July
July

July
April
July
July
July

July
July
July
July
July

July
July
September
July
July

July
July
July
July
July

Annual/Biennial
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual

Annual/Annual
Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Annual
Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Annual

Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Annual/Biennial
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual

Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Biennial
Biennial/Annual
Annual/Biennial
Annual/Annual

Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Biennial/Biennial (e)
Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Biennial

January
March
September(f)

August
June/July
October(f)

Decembkr
Jan/March(g) June

February
December
February(h)
February
January

Mav Annual/Annual
Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual
Annual/Annual

July
Jan/June
August
June/July
June

September
September
October
October
September

Jan_/June
June
May/June
June

March
April/May
May
February
May

Annual/Annual
Annula/Annual
Biennial/Biennial
Annual/Annual
Biennial/Annual

June/July
August
March
July/August
September

September
October
July/Nov
Sept/Oct
October

December
January
January
January
January

Annual/Biennial(i)
Annual/Biennial(j)
Annual/Annual
Annual/Biennial
Biennial/Annual

May(f)
April
July/August
June
May

June/Sept (f)
September
September
October
Oct/Nov

January
December
January
January
January

March
May
March
June
May

Sources: National Association ofState Budget Officers, lJudgetary Process
in the States (July 1992); updated April 1994 by The Council of State
Governments. Update reflects fiteral reading of state constitutions and
statutes.

Key:
— Nonapplicable

~a)bovernorsubmitsapproveddepartment budgetstolegislatureNovem-
ber 1. Final statewide budget is submitted in January.

(b) Legislature adopts budget during June ofodd years, May ofeven

(e) With annual updates.
(f) Thesedatesarefortheoperating expensebudget. Forthecapitafbudg-

et, guidelines are sent to agenciesin December, with requests due byMarch
1.

(g) Budget is submittedinJanuary exceptduringinauguration,thensub-
mitted in March. Appropriations are annual.

(h) Bud~et is submitted in March when governor has been elected for
firit’fulft;rm.

(i) Virginia adopts abiennial budget in the even-numbered year. It is
amended by the General Assembly in the odd-numbered year.

(j) There are annual updates of the budget.
years.

(c) Biennial budget submission but annual appropriation.
(d) Budget document due tolegislature at endofDecember. Appropri-

ations bill due in January.
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Agency(ies)
State or other Officiai/agency responsible Special budget review agency
jurisdiction for preparing budget document

responsible for budgetary
in legislative branch and related accounting controls

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Arisona. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

California. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Delaware. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

ldabo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . . . . . .

Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Miaaouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

State Budget Off, Dept. of Finance

DirectoLOff. ofMgt. &Budget,
Off. ofthe Governor

Directo~Off of Strategic Planning
&Budgetirsg

Administrator Off ofBudget,
Dept. of Finance &Admn.

Directo~Dept. ofFinance

Directoq Off. ofState
P1annmg& Budgeting

Executive Budget Office~ Budget
&Finance Div., Off of
Policy&Mgt.

Directoq Off. of the Budget

DirectoL Off. of Planning
&Budgeting, Off of the
Governor

Directo~Off. of Planning
&Budget

Directofi Dept. of Budget
&Finance

Administrato~ Div. of Financial
Mgt. Off of the Governor

Directoh Bur. of the Budget,
Off. ofthe Governor

Directoq BudgetAgcy.

Directorj Dept.of Mgt.

DirectoLDiv. of the BudgetV
Dept.ofAdmn.

State Budget DirectoL Governor’s
Off. for Policy &Mgt.

Budget Directoc Div. of Admtr.
Off ofthe Governor

State Budget OfficeL Bur.of
the Budget, Dept. ofAdmn.
& Financial Services

Secretary, Dept. of Budget
&Fiscal Planning

Budget Directoq Executive Off.for
Admn. &Finance

DirectoL Dept. ofMgt. &Budget

Commissioned Dept. of Finance

Executive Directo~ Dept. of Finance
&Admn.

Commissioned Div. of Budget&
Planning, Off. ofAdmn.

DirectoL Budget &Program
Planning Off.

Legislative Fiscal Off

Div. of Legislative Audit;
Div. of Legislative Finance;
Administrative Services Div.,
Legislative Affairs Agcy.

Jt. Legislative Budget Crete.

Fiscal & Tax Research Services,
Bur. of Legislative Research

Senate Crete. on Budget& Fiscal
Review; Assembly Ways & Means
Crete.; Off. of Legislative Analyst

Jt. Budget Crete.;
Legislative Council

Off. of Fiscal Analysis

Off. of Controller General,

Senate, House Appropriations
Cmtes.

Legislative Budget Analyst,
Legislative Budget Off.

Senate Ways & Means Crete.;
House Finance Crete.

Legislative Budget Off.

Economic & Fiscal Comm.

Off. of Fiscal & Mgt. Analysis,
Legislative Services Agcy.

Legislative Fiscal Bur.

Legislative Research Dept.

Budget Rwiew Off., Legislative
Research Comm.

Legislative Fiscal Off.; Fiscal Services,
Senate Research Services

Off. of Fiscal & Program Review,
Legislative Council

Div. of Fiscal Research, Dept. of
Fiscal Services

Senate, House Ways & Means Cmtes.

Senat% House Fiscal Agencies

Legislative Coordinating Comm

Jt. Legislative Budget Off.

Oversight Div.; Crete. on Legislative
Research

Off. of Legislative Fiscal
Analyst

Dept. of Finance

Div. of Finance, Dept. of Admn.

Finance Div., Dept. of Admn.

Dept. of Finance& Admn.

Dept. of Finance

Div. of Accounts & Control,
Dept. of Admn.

Off. of Policy& Mgt.

Dept. of Finance

Finance Div., Dept. of
Banking & Finance

Off. of Treasury& Fiscal Services

Dept. of Budget & Finance

Div. of Financial Mgt., Off. of
the Governor

Dept. of Revenue; Bur. of the
Budget, Off. of the Governor

Budget Agcy.

Dept. of Mgt.

Div. of the Budget, Dept.
of Admn.

Finance & Admn. Cabinet

Div. of Admn.

Dept. of Admn. & Financial
Services

Dept. of Budget & Fiscal Planning

Executive Off. for Admn. &
Finance

Dept. of Mgt. & Budget

Dept. of Finance

Dept. of Finance & Admn.

Off. of Admn.

Budget & Program Planning Off.

See footnotes at end of table.
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State or other
Agency(ies)

Official/agency responsible Special budget review agency responsible for budgetary
jurisdiction for preparing budget document in legislative branch and related accounting controls

Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nevada . . . . . . . . .

New Hampshire,

New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico .,

New York ...

North Carolina

North Dakota

Obio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklaboma .

Oregon

Pennsylvania . .

Rhode Island .

South Carolina . . . . . . . . . .

South Dakota

Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Texas . . . . . . . . . . .

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Vermont .

Virginia . . . . . . . . .

Washington . .

West Virginia . . . . .

Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Wyoming .

Dist. of Columbia .

AmeriearsSamoa.

Guam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Administrato~ Budget DivV Dept.
of Administrative Services

DirectoL Budget Div.
Dept. ofAdmn.

Commissione~ Dept. of
Administrative Services

Directo~Offof Mgt. &Budget;
Dept. ofTreasury

Directo~ Budget Div., Dept.
of Finance &Admn.

Directo~Div. of Budget,
Executive Dept.

State Budget OfficeL Off.of
State Budget

Director, Off. ofMgt. &Budget

DirectoL Offof Budget &Mgt.

DirectoL Offof State
Finance

Administrator, Budget &Mgt.
DivVExecutive Dept.

Secretary Off.of BudgeL
Off. ofthe Governor

Budget Officer; Off. of the Budget,
Dept.ofAdmn.

Directoq Budget Div.
Budget&Control Bd.

CommissioneLBur. of
Finance &Mgt.

Assistant Commissioned Budget
Divv Dept. ofFinance& Admn.

DirectoLGovernor’s Offof
Budget&Planning

DirectoLOff. of Planning
&Budget

Commissioner, Dept. of
Finance & Mgt.; Agency of Admn.

Director, Dept. of Planning
& Budget

Director, Off. of Financial Mgt.

Director, Budget Div., Dept.
of Finance & Admn.

Administrator, State Executive Budget
& Planning, Dept. of Admn.

Administrator, Budget Div.

Director, Off. of the Budget

Director, Program Planning
& Budget Development

Director, Bur. of Budget
& Mgt. Research

Legislative Fiscal Off.

Fiscal Analyst Div.,
Legislative Counsel Bur.

Legislative Budget Assistant’s Off.

bgislative Budget & Finance Off.;
Central Mgt. Unit., Off. of
Legislative Services

Legislative Finance Crete.; Legislative
Council Service

Senate Finance Crete.; Assembly Ways
& Means Crete.; Jt. Legislative
Comm. on Expenditure Review

Fiscal Research Div.,
Legislative Services Off.

Legislative Budget Analyst
& Auditor, Legislative Council

Legislative Budget Off.

House of Rep., Fiscal Div.;
Appropriations Coordinator,
Senate Fiscal Staff

Legislative Fiscal Off.

Senate, House Appropriations Cmtes.;
Legislative Budget & Finance Crete.

Senate, House Fiscal Advisory Staffs

Senate Finance Crete.; House Ways
and Means Crete.

Legislative Research Council

Fiscal Review Crete.

Legislative Budget Bd.

Off. of Legislative Fiscal
Analyst

Jt. Fiscal Crete.

Senate Finance Crete.; House
Appropriations Crete.

Legislative Budget Crete.

Off. of Legislative Auditor

Legislative Fiscal Bur.

Legislative Services Off.

Accounting Unit, Off. of the Secretary
of Council

Legislative Fiscal Off.

Ways & Means Crete.

Budget Div., Dept. of Administrative
Services; Auditor of Public
Accounts; Dept. of Revenue

Controller

Dept. of Administrative Services

Dept. of Treasury

Dept. of Finance & Admn.

Off. of the State Comptroller

Off. of State Budget

Off. of Mgt. & Budget

Off. of Budget & Mgt.

Off. of State Finance

Budget & Mgt. Div., Executive
Dept.

Secretary of the Budget, Off. of
the Governor

Dept. of Admn.

Budget & Control Bd.

Bur. of Finance & Mgt.

Dept. of Finance & Admn.

Comptroller of Public Accounts

Div. of Finance, Dept. of Admn.

Dept. of Finance & Mgt.,
Agency of Admn.

Secretary of Finance, Governor’s
Cabinet

Off. of Financial Mgt.

Dept. of Finance& Admn.

State Fioance & Program Mgt.,
Dept. of Admn.

Off. of State Auditor

Financial Mgt.

Dept. of Treasury

Dept. of Admn.
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State or other
Agency(ies)

Official/agency responsible Special budget review agency responsible for budgetary
jurisdiction for preparing budget document in legislative branch and related accounting controls

No. MarianaIslands. . . Planning & Budget, Off. of the Senate Fiscal Affairs Crete.; Finance & Accounting Dept.
Governor House Ways & Means Crete.

Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . . Director, Off. of Budget Off. of Legislative Services; Senate Off. of Budget & Mgt.
& Mgt. Budget Off.; House Budget &

Finance Off.

U.S. Virgin Islands . . . . . . Director, Off. of Mgt. Post Audit Div.
& Budget

Dept. of Finance

Sources” The Council of State Governments, State L.egislativeLeadership,
Committees and Staf$”1993-94 and State Administrative Officials Classi-
fied by Function: 1993-94.
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Table6.3
STATEBALANCED BUDGETS:CONSTITUTIONALAND STATUTORYPROVISIONS,
GUBERNATORIALAND LEGISLATIVEAUTHORITY

Constitutional and Statutory Provisions Gubernatorial Authority Legislative Authority

Governor Legislature Governor Can reduce Votes required
must submit a must pass a must sign a Governor budget without Restrictions to override Votes required Votes required

balanced balanced balanced May carry has line legislative
State

on budget
budget

gubernatorial to pass revenue to pass
budget budget over deficit item veto approval reductions veto increase budget

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Asizossa. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Fforida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisfana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Misatssippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missmsrf . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana... . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey. . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico. . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode lsfand. . . . . . . .
south Carouu . . . . . .
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Majorityelected
2/3 elected(a)
2/3 elected
Majorityelected
2/3 elected

2/3 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected

2/3 elected
213elected
3/5 elected
Majority
2/3 elected

2/3 elected
Majority
2/3 present
2/3 present
(k)

2/3 present
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected

2/3 c[ected
3/5 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected

2/3 present
2/3 elected

2;3 elected
(r)

2/3 elected(s)
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
3/5 elected
2/3 present

Ma~orit~
Majority
3/4 elected
2/3 elected

Majority
Majority(d)
3/5 elected
Majority
Majority

Majorityelected
Majority
Majorityelected
Majority
Majority

Majorityelected
2/3 elected
2/3 elected
Majorityelected
Majority

Majority
Majorityelected
Majorityelected
3/5 eIectcd
Majorityelected

Majority
Majority
Majority
Majority
Majority

Majority
Majority
Majority
Majority (p)
2/3 both houses

3/4 elected
Majority
Majorityelected
Majority
Majority

Majority
Majorityelected
Majority
3/4 elected
2/3 elected

Majoritypresent
Majoritypresent(d)
Majorityelected
Majority
Majority

Majorityelected(g)
Majority
3/5 elected
Majority
Majority

Majority
Majoritypresent
Majority
Majority(j)
Majority

Majority (1)
Majorityelected
Majorityelected
Majority
Majorityelected

Majority
3/5 elected
Majority
Majoritypresent
Majority

Majority
Majority
Majority
Majority (p)
2/3 both houses

Majority (s)
Majority
Majorityelected
2/3 botb houses
Majority

STATEBALANCED BUDGETS-Continued

Constitutional and Statutory Provisions Gubernatorial Authority Legislative Authority
Governor Legislature Governor Can reduce Votes required

must submit a must pass a must sign a Governor
balanced balanced

budget without Restrictions
balanced

to override Votes required
May carry has line

Votes required
legislative

State budget budget budget
on budget gubernatorial to pass revenue

over deficit
to pass

item veto approval reductions veto increase budget
South Dakota . . . . . . . c
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
: C:s

* * 2/3 elected 2/3 electedc . . . Majorityelected
Texas.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
C,s

* * . . . Majorityelected Majorityelected Majorityelected
C;s

*
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . * * 2/3 electedc s Majority Majorityelected
Vermont. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . * * ATB 2/3 elected Majority Majority. . . . . . . . . * . . . * * 2/3 present Majority Majority
Virghsia. . . . . . . . . . . . . s
Washington . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
s

. . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
. . . c

Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . . c
. . .

E
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . *
. . . . . . . . . . . .

Sources:NationalAssociationof StateBudgetOfficers,Budgetary Processes in the States(July 1992);
updatedApril 1994byTheCouncilof StateGovernments.Updatereflectsliteralreadingof stateconsti-
tutions and statutes.

Key:
C — Constitutional
S —Statutory
ATB— Acrossthe board
~R——Y~aximumreductiondictated

iajJZ%ession.
(b) May carry over “casual deficits,” i.e., not anticipated.
(c)Governormay reducebudgetsof administration-appointedagenciesonly.
(d) Must havequorum.
(e) Budgetreductionsare limitedto executivebranch only.
(f) TheGovernorand electedcabinetmayreducethe budget.The reductionsmustbe reportedto the

legislatureand adviceas to proposedreductionsmay be offered.
m~~)&f~eneralfund expenditureceilingis exceeded,2/3 vote required;otherwisemajorityof elected

(h) R&fuctionsallowedonly to get back to a balancedbudget.
(i) Governormayexpendfunds up to one year. Certain restrictionsapply to ATB reductions.
0 For emergencyenactment,2/3 votesrequired.

*
*
*
*
*
—

* MR (V) 2/3 elected Majorityelected Majorityelected
* ATB 2/3 elected Majoritypresent Majoritypresent
* (w) * 2/3 elected majority Majority

. . . 2/3 elected Majority Majoritypresent
* ATB 2/3 elected Majority Majority

(k) Governorhasno vetopoweroverthe budgetbill, but voteof 3/5 electedrequiredto overrideveto
on other bills.

(1)For capitafbudget, 2/3 votes required.
(m) Mayreduceappropriationsby 15percentexceptdebt service,legislativeand judicialbranchap-

propriations, schoolfoundation programs, and salariesof electedofficials.
(n) May not reducedebt service.
(o) May reducebudgetwithoutapprovalonly for state operations;only restrictionon reductionsis

that reductionsin aid to localitiescannot be made without legislativeapproval.
(p).Emergencymeasure:and measuresthat amenda statutethat hasbeenreferredor enactedthrough

an m]tiatedmeasurewithin the last sevenyears must pass both housesby a 2/3 majority.
(q) Thereisno constitutionalor statutoryrequirementthat theGovernorsubmitor the legislatureenact

a balancedbudget.Thereis a constitutionalrequirementthat the legislatureprovidesufficientrevenues
to meetstateexpenses.TheGovernoris requiredbystatuteto examinemonthlythe relationshipbetween
aPProPria~ionsand estimatedrevenuesand to reduceexpendituresto prevent imbafance.

(r) 2/3 If appropriationor tax, 3/5 for all others.
(s) Emergencymeasuresrequirea 3/4 vote for passage.
(t) May carry over deficit into subsequentyear only.
(u) Formafbudget submittedby Budgetand Control Board, not Governor.
(v) The Governorhas powerto withholdallotmentsof appropriations,but cannot reducelegislative

amwoDriations.
-(w)‘Mayreducespendingauthority.
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BUDGET
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Primary Estimates
State or other authority for bind the Frequency of Multi-year
jurisdiction revenue estimate budget estimate updates forecasting Economic Advisory Boards

Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona. . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . .

*
...
*
*
...

As necessary
Semi-annual
Quarterly
Quarterly
Semi-annual

CY+1
CY+ 20

(a)

CY+ 2
CY+ 2
CY+ 1

CY+ 3
CY+4
CY+4
CY+ 1 or 9
CY+ 1

CY+ 6
CY+ 3
CY+ 1

. . .
Council of Economic Advisors
Department of Finance Semi-annual ReviewConference

Colorado . .
Connecticut . . . . . . .
Delaware. . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . .

Hawaii .,
Idaho . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana

Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts .
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . .

Montana. ......,..
Nebraska . . . . . . . .
Nevada
New Hampshire. . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . .

New Mexico... . . . .
New York . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . .
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . .

Quarterly
Monthly
Bi-monthly

Governor’s Revenue Estimating Advisory Group
Economic Conference Board
. . .

.. .
*
* (b)

c
E

*
*

Sem!-annual,oras rteeded
Sem]-annual, orasneeded

. . .
House and Senate Appropriations Committees

Quarterly
Semi-annual
Quarterly
Semi-annual
Quarterly

Council on Revenues
. . .

. . .

.. .
*
.
*

...
Economic Forum; RevenueTechnicalForecast Committee
Economic Forecasting Council

CY+2
CY+I

Semi-annual
Bi-annually
Quarterly

CY+I
CY+2
CY+4

*
*
*

Economic Roundtable
Revenue Estimating Conference; Economic Estimating
Conference

Consensus Economic Forecasting Commission
Business Advisory Panel

c
E

Semi-annual
Semi-annual, orasneeded

CY+2
CY+l

*
.

E Semi-annual
Semi-annual
Semi-annual
Semi-annual
Semi-annual

CY+2
CY+l
CY+40r5
CY+1O(C)
CY+4

*
...
*
*
*

...
Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors
Council ofEconomic Advisors

c

:
E

L

. ..

. . .
CY+4
CY+2
CY+2
CY+6
CY+l

*
*
...
*
*

As necessary
Semi-annual
As necessary
Quarterly
Semi-annual

E~onomic Forecasting Advisory Board
. . .
. . .
. . .

c
E
L
E

c Semi-annual
Quarterly
Quarterly
Semi-annual
Semi-annual

CY+3
CY+2
CY+4
CY+2
CY+2

.. .
*
*
*
*

...

...

. . .
The Economic Advisory Council to the Governor

E Informal semi-annual
revision

Quarterly
Semi-annual
Quarterly
Quarterly

* CY+l . . .
Oregon
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . .
South Carotirsa

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . .

E
E
c

CY+5
CY+5
CY+l

Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors*
*
●

☛

. . .
Board of Economic AdvisorsE

L
E
I(e)
c
E

(d)
Semi-annual orasneeded
As necessary
Quarterly
Semi-annual

CY+2
CY+l
CY 2
CY+1O
CY+l

The Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors
. . .

*
*
*
*

...
The Economic Coordinating Committee. . ..

Virginia . . . . . . . E Varies, 20r3 times per
FY

CY+20r3 Governor’sAdvisory Board of Economists; Governor’s
Advisory Council on Revenue Estimates; Governor’s
Economic Advisory Council

Governor’s Council of Economic Advisors
Center forEconomicResearch; BtrreauofEmployment
Programs; WestVirginia Research League;West Virginia
Development Office

(h)

*

Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia,. . . . . .

c
E

Quarterly
Annual(f)

CY+4
CY+3

*
*

Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming .

Dist. of Columbia . . . .
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . .

(:) Annual
Semi-annual

CY+3
CY+5

*
* ...

E
E

*
*

Three times ayear
Semi-annual

CY+5
CY+I . . .

SourceT heCouncilofState Governments’ survey 1993.
Key”
*—Yes
. . . —No
C—Consensus
E—Executive
L—Legislative
[—Independent
CY— Current year
(a) Various groups advise the Consensus Committee.
(b) Thereisnoformalstatutewhich obligatesthelegislaturetouseDela-

ware Economic&Financial Advisory Council estimates. However, since its
inception, DEFAC estimates have been used exclusively.

(c) UniversityResearchCenterforecasts IOyearsout. OfficeofPokyDe-
velopment forecasts 12 quarters out.

(d) Semi-annual byexecutive, annual bylegislature
(e) Texasvestsauthorityforrwenue estimationinanindependentlyekcted

comptroller.
(f) Unofficial estimates revised quarterly.
(g) The executivebranch is required by statute to prepare revenue estimates.

The Legislatures Joint Committee on Finances has final approval of revenue
estimates used in the state budget.

(h) A technical forecast advisory group consisting of economists from
various state agencies :eviews national and state economic forecasts. It does
not review revenue estimating.
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FINANCES

State Government Finances, 1992
State governments, which are significant economic entities, are
hampered by increasing local and federal demands.

by Henry S. Wulf

State governments play a pivotal role in the
intergovernmental finance system. What we
now think of as a tripartite federal system —
federal, state and local — was originally a di-
vision of power and responsibilities between
the national government and the state govern-
ments. As our national system of federalism
matured, the states developed a variety of roles
to handle the tasks with which they were con-
fronted. These intergovernmental relationships
are continuously in flux and often the changes,
confrontations and compromises occur on the
financial battlefield.

We find wide variation in how states and
local governments deal with one another —
for example, from New Hampshire relying on
local revenue sources for about 90 percent of
elementary and secondary education to Hawaii
relying on no local government revenue for
this service. As our federal system developed,
each state devolved varying types and degrees
of responsibilities on their local governments.
Though the organization has changed some
over time, in most instances the connections
between states and local governments retain
the mark of the originally established relation-
ships. But nearly all these relationships come
together in the financial role that each state
has chosen for itself.

At the same time, however,state government
finances, as with any large business corpora-
tion, are tied closely to prevailing economic
conditions.’ The recession of 1990-91 created
considerable fiscal stress for all levels of gov-
ernment — federal, state and local. State gov-
ernments found themselves buffeted in their
central financial role. Not only did they suffer
reduced revenue capability and extra demands
for their own services, but there were extra de-
mands from hard-hit local governments for

help and a reluctance by the federal govern-
ment — with a significant buildup of the na-
tional debt in the prior decade — to assume
any more financial burden than absolutely
necessary.

There are three major roles that state gov-
ernments play in the intergovernmental fiscal
system. First, they create and finance local
government services. Many states, for example,
have programs for funding various types of
social services, and every state (except Hawaii)
has some mechanism for funding local gov-
ernment education programs. Second, states
serve as a conduit and redistributor of feder-
al funds for programs such as social services
block grants, low income home energy assis-
tance and food stamps. Finally, the states pro-
vide some important services directly such as
hospitals, highwaysand corrections. These vari-
ed activities place state governments in the cen-
ter of any discussion about fiscal federalism.

Foremost to recognize when discussing state
government finances is just how significant
states are as economic entities. In the latest
study comparing state government financial
activity with Fortune magazine’s ranking of
the 500 largest industrial corporations, Cali-
fornia would rank fourth between Ford and
IBM, while New York would be eighth between
General Electric and Philip Morris. South Da-
kota, with the least amount of financial activi-
ty among the states, would rank 343rd, ahead
of such significant corporations as American
Greetings and E.W. Scribbs.2

This essay on state finances is divided into
six sections. First is a summary of the primary

Henry S. Wulf is special assistant for Programs,
Governments Division, Bureau of the Census, US.
Department of Commerce.
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FINANCES

aspects of finances — revenue, expenditure,
indebtedness, and cash and securities. The
next four sections provide an in-depth discus-
sion of each of these primary financial com-
ponents. The concluding section provides an
examination of some important financial is-
sues in state governments.3

Summary of State Finances

State government revenues totaled $742 bil-
lion in 1992, an increase of 12.2 percent over
1991.4In the past 5 years, the year-to-year per-
centage increases in total revenues have varied
markedly, from growth of less than 5 percent
to more than 12percent (1987to 1988, 4.9 per-
cent; 1988 to 1989, 8.4 percent; 1989 to 1990,
7.8 percent; and 1990 to 1991, 4.5 percent).
Four major revenue sources accounted for 90
percent of the total: taxes (44 percent), funds
from the federal government (21 percent), in-
surance trust revenue (18percent) and current
charges (7 percent).

The 1992expenditures were $701 billion. In
contrast to the wide year-to-year fluctuations
in revenues, expenditure increases during the
past five years have been rising steadily: 1987
to 1988,4.9 percent; 1988to 1989, 8.3 percent;
1989 to 1990, 9.0 percent; 1990 to 1991, 9.9
percent; and 1991 to 1992, 11.5percent. The
states’ role in financing activities of their sub-
ordinate governments is highlighted by the
fact that about $3 of every $10they expended
went to local governments in support of local
services. Education and public welfare outlays
together comprised more than half of all state
expenditures, accounting for 30.2 percent and
22.3 percent, respectively. Insurance trust ex-
penditures were 11.3percent, followed by high-
ways with 7.7 percent. Most of the other indi-
vidual activities accounted for small pieces,
with most amounting to 3 percent or less of
the total.

Indebtedness is a relatively less important
aspect of the state government financial pic-
ture when compared with the federal and local
aggregates. The state amount of $372 billion
at the end of 1992 was only about 60 percent
of the local government total and less than 10
percent of the federal amount.

States held $1.1 trillion in cash and invest-
ments at the end of 1992. However, most of
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this money — about 88 percent — is pledged
by the state for specific purposes such as
redemption of long-term debt and employee
retirement programs. States held the single
largest portion of their assets, $657 billion, in
state employee retirement trust systems, mak-
ing this accumulation of funds a major source
of investment capital. The next largest hold-
ings were in long-term debt offsets ($217 bil-
lion), reducing the net debt to slightly over
$150 billion.

State Government Revenue

Table A shows there was significant varia-
tion in the year-to-year changes among the
various state revenue sources. The three major
revenues are about 83 percent of the total —
taxes (44.2 percent), revenue from the federal
government (21.4 percent) and insurance trust
revenue (17.5 percent). Two of these (insur-
ance trust and federal revenue) were consid-
erably above the average for all revenue (12.2
percent) and the largest — taxes — far below.
It is interesting that of the two above average,
the revenue for one is both dedicated and gen-
erally untouchable (insurance trust), and the
other is largely directed to specific programs
(federal money). Thus, the most rapidly ris-
ing revenues were of limited value in helping
the states cover most of their major expenses.

The major restraint on tax collections con-
tinued to be economic conditions. Although
rising slowly, the year-to-year change was still
better than 1990 to 1991 when taxes were up
only 3.3 percent. The increases were muted
across the board. Of the major taxes, motor
fuel sales was the top performer and that in-
creased only 7.6 percent.

The primary driving force for revenue from
the federal government was in the public wel-
fare category, which increased almost 27 per-
cent and comprised nearly $1 out of every $8
of state revenues. In 1988 this was about one
out of every $11 in state revenue. Since 1990,
the year-to-year increases in federal money for
welfare have been 14, 21 and 27 percent, re-
spectively. The two best known public welfare
programs are Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) and Medicaid, and it is the
latter where the major increases have occurred.



Table A ]

SOURCES OF STATEREVENUE AND
CHANGE FROM 1991 TO 1992

Percent change, Percent of
1991 tO 1992 total revenue

Insurance trust revenue 26.2 17.5
Revenue from local governments 26.2 1.5
Revenue from federal government 17.9 21.4

Total Revenue 12.2 100.0

Current charges 11.8 7.1
Miscellaneous general revenue 8.7 7.4
Taxes 5.6 44.2
State liquor store revenue 1.8 0.4
Utility revenue 1.5 0.5

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureou of the Census

Federal aid for education — up almost 11 The yearly growth rate of current charges
Dercent from 1991to 1992 — also has shown since 1988 has been very steady, varying little.
strong growth since 1988,averaging 9.5 percent
growth each year over that span. Education
revenues comprise the second largest type of
federal revenue received by the states. Without
the public welfare and education money, reve-
nue from the federal government went up only
about 6 percent from 1991 to 1992.

The striking rise in insurance trust revenue
was due to a variety of reasons. Employee re-
tirement revenue had shown a significant drop
from 1990 to 1991 (-8.3 percent) and the 22.0
percent jump from 1991to 1992 probably re-
flected improved post-recession investment
opportunities. The unemployment compensa-
tion revenues, showing a 50 percent increase,
were tied to the continued high unemployment
rates.

There were four major contributors to taxes
— general sales, individual income, motor fuel
sales and corporate income taxes. Of the $328
billion total, these four sources supplied about
78 percent. Table B shows the effect of the eco-
nomic downturn on these major state revenue
sources — especially in 1990 and 1991— and
the improvement in 1992.Corporate net income
taxes are very sensitive to economic changes
and the nearly 6 percent increase in 1992, after
two consecutive years of lower yields, should
be a good portent.

from the average annual increase of 11.4per-
cent during that time. This pace would double
the total amount in a little more than 6 years.
Current charges continue to be a focus of dis-
cussion about government finances because
of the debate about instituting more pay-for-
service fees and the desire to lower tax bur-
dens. State government current charges are
concentrated in education — primarily tuition
from public post-secondary education institu-
tions — and state hospitals. Almost $4 out of
every $5 received by states in current charges
derives from these two sources.

It is extremely difficult to predict what di-
rection and magnitude the changes in current
charges will take. Forcing them up will be the
issues that make them such a hot topic — pay-
for-service and the potential for some tax re-
lief. With such a large percentage coming from
education, mostly higher education, and hos-
pitals, the key might be what happens with a
national health-care plan and the effect of the
business cycle on public higher education.
States increased tuition considerably when
faced with lower levels of state support for
higher education.’ If tax revenues rise with
improving economic conditions, there could
be more political pressure to mute increases
in higher education charges and replace those
revenues with state subsidies.
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Table B
GROWTH RATES FOR MAJOR TAX SOURCES

General Individual Motor fuel Corporate net
Year sales income sales income

1988 to 1989 +7.4 +10.8 +5.2 +10.5
1989 to 1990 +6.6 +8.2 +7.0 –8.9
1990to 1991 +3.2 +3.3 +6.5 –6.4
1991 to 1992 +4.3 +5.2 +7.6 +5.9

Source: U.S. Department of Cammerce, Bureau of the Census

Table C
STATEEXPENDITURES BY CHARACTER AND OBJECT

Average, 1992 Percent of
Type of expenditure 1991 to 1992 1988 to 1992 total expenditure

Insurance benefits and repayments 23.6 16.0 11.3
Current operations other than salaries

and wages 17.7 13.7 30.1

Total Expenditures 11.5 9.7 100.0

Assistance and subsidies 10.1 8.4 3.0
Intergovernmental expenditure 7.9 7.3 28.7
Interest on debt 5.3 6.0 3.6
Salaries and wages 4.7 6.7 16.1
Capital outlay 4.6 5.4 7.2

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census

State Government Expenditure salaries and wages (4.7 percent) and capital

The pattern of state government expendi-
ture growth has been steadily upward during
the past few years. Since 1988 the increases
have been: 1988 to 1989, 8.3 percent; 1989 to
1990, 9.0 percent; 1990 to 1991, 9.9 percent;
and 1991to 1992, 11.5percent. The increases
during this period are similar to the higher
patterns of growth that marked the interval
from 1980 to 1985 when the annual rise aver-
aged 8.7 percent. The average annual increase
from 1988to 1992was 9.7 percent, a rate that,
if maintained, would double state expendi-
tures in seven years.

Table C shows the considerable span of
growth for various expenditures. Two types
exceeded the average growth considerably from
1991 to 1992, insurance benefits and repay-
ments (23.6 percent) and current operations
other than salaries and wages (17.7 percent).
Three types, on the other hand, increased less
than 6 percent: interest on debt (5.3 percent),
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outlay (4.6 percent). The pattern from 1991to
1992repeats, for the most part, the long-term
pattern that existed from 1988 to 1992.

The three largest categories of state expen-
ditures show a definite divergence in trends
from 1991to 1992.The biggest, current opera-
tions other than salaries and wages, was up
nearly 18percent. Although this was a signifi-
cant spurt, it was in line with the continuing
upward trend of the prior four years. The
nearly 8 percent increase in intergovernmental
expenditures was very close to the four-year
trend. Salaries and wages, up only 4.7 percent,
was not only considerably below the four-year
trend, but it was the lowest year-to-year in-
crease in the past four decades by nearly two
percentage points.

The major implication of these trends is that
it appears local governments and state em-
ployees are losing in competition with obliga-
tions and services that states pay for directly.



The most significant of the pieces in this direct
payment category are public welfare expendi-
tures for vendor services and cash assistance.
In 1992these expenditures amounted to nearly
52percentofthecurrent operationsotherthan
salariesandwages category, upfrom about42
percentin1982.As recently as1990,the figure
was44percent. Theanalysisbelow examines
this growth phenomenon in public welfare.

Capital outlays show a continuing pattern
of very low increases. Since 1985, when the
change from 1984 was a substantial 20.3 per-
cent, the year-to-year increases have — with
one exception — become smaller each year.
From 1991to 1992it was the lowest it has been
(4.6 percent) since 1983.

It is very difficult to interpret the meaning
of this trend for both economic growth and
infrastructure development. The greatest im-
pact is in highways because that spending ac-
counts for about half the money states spend
on capital outlay. The trend for 1992seems es-
pecially at odds with the general availability
of funds for capital projects from debt issu-
ance. This is the normal source of funds for
capital projects, and in 1991and 1992low in-
terest rates made capital markets quite acces-
sible to governments. It is possible that the
competition from other current spending has
made the states delay or put aside their capital
project plans. The competition for the limited
state dollars among education, public welfare
and other social service activities promises to
become more intense. If this is true, there may
be significant long-term consequences of these
low increases in capital expenditures for eco-
nomic growth.G

Two functional areas of state spending con-
tinue to dominate — education and public
welfare. They comprised, respectively, 30 and
22 percent of all state government spending
in 1992.Along with the four next most signifi-
cant activities — expenditures for insurance
trust programs (11.3percent), highways (7 per-
cent), hospitals (3.7 percent) and interest on
general debt (3.5 percent) — these six func-
tions accounted for nearly $4 out of every $5
spent by states.

Education outlays totaled $212 billion in
1992, up 6.6 percent over the previous year.
This was below the average annual rise that

has occurred since 1988 (7.3 percent), but the
increases over that time have fallen in a rela-
tively narrow band between 6.6 and 8.6 per-
cent. State education expenditures have two
primary thrusts. First is financial support,
through intergovernmental payments, to local
government education programs ($125billion).
The second is direct payments for higher edu-
cation programs ($71 billion).

The annual increase in the intergovern-
mental payment category was 7.6 percent in
1992. In 1990 this had fallen to 4.4 percent.
The 1992 change, however, is much more in
line with the 1985 to 1990 average annual in-
crease of 7.9 percent.

The situation concerning these education
intergovernmental payments — primarily for
elementary and secondary education support
— is extremely unsettled. There are still nu-
merous states involved in court cases and dis-
cussions concerning equalizing elementary
and secondary education expenditures. As of
March 1994, there is the example of Michi-
gan’s substitution of state sales tax revenues
for local property taxes, a solution to equity
questions that a number of other states are
considering. In the next few years, there is the
potential for rapid and dramatic changes in
the financing of local education payments. If
other states follow Michigan, there will be a
marked rise in state intergovernmental pay-
ments to support local government elementary
and secondary education spending.

Though there was some thought that the
recession might slow state spending for higher
education,’ this did not occur. Instead, the in-
crease from 1991to 1992, a robust 8.9 percent,
was preceded by increases of 7.5 and 8.2 per-
cent. The outlays for higher education, in fact,
increased at a higher rate than during the eco-
nomically more vibrant period from 1985 to
1990when the average annual increase was 6.9
percent. It seems likely that one of the rules-
of-thumb used by education analysts — that
during recessionary times students find public
higher education more attractive despite tui-
tion increases — was definitely a factor.

Public welfare remains a fairly distant sec-
ond to education spending. The past few years,
however, have seen changes in public welfare
that have brought dramatic transformations
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to the states’ entire financial landscape.8 What
fueled this rise was Medicaid costs. From 1985
to 1990,public welfare expenditures were grow-
ing an average annual rate of 9.3 percent. From
1990 to 1991, the costs jumped 18.6 percent
and from 1991 to 1992 another 25.6 percent.
The share of total state expenditures for pub-
lic welfare rose from 18.4 percent in 1990 to
22.3 percent in 1992.

The rapid rise in Medicaid costs has been
attributed in part to changes in the federal
handling of so-called “disproportionate share”
payments. These payments to state govern-
ments are reimbursement for the states’ sub-
sidization of low-income hospital patients. The
program generated controversy because, as one
analyst stated, there were, “manipulations by
state governments of the Medicaid open-ended
entitlement system to generate what was es-
sentially general revenue sharing for statesV9

It seems clear that welfare costs will con-
tinue upward, but the rate probably will abate
some. A report from the National Conference
of State Legislatures, for example, indicatech
that Medicaid growth continued into 1994,
but was generally under control because the
costs had stabilized some and a number of
states, “budgeted for substantial Medicaid in-
creases’0 Further, more than half the states
had received or requested waivers from the
federal government to experiment with other
welfare programs to try to reduce costs. ” The
major unknown, of course, is how proposed
federal welfare reforms will rewrite the rules,
responsibilities and relationships in welfare
federalism.

For the other major functional activities
of states, insurance trust expenditures jump-
ed nearly 24 percent, on top of an 18 percent
boost from 1990to 1991.Unemployment com-
pensation expenditures drove this trend. High-
ways were up 3.6 percent, hospitals 6.8 percent
and interest on general debt 5.3 percent. High-
way increases have been very muted since the
mid-1980s, averaging less than 5 percent a year.
Thus, the small increase from 1991to 1992of
3.6 percent is in line with recent history.

State Government Indebtedness
The state government indebtedness at the

end of fiscal year 1992was up 7.6 percent over
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the prior year to a total of $372 billion. As
noted previously, debt activity has been of less
importance for state government finances than
what occurs with their revenues, expenditures
and assets. Since 1986, the year-to-year in-
creases in total debt have hovered between 6.8
and 8.6 percent, with one exception when it
was slightly under 5 percent. The three factors
that influence the direction of state indebted-
ness are interest rates, financial condition and
need to finance infrastructure (in particular
highways). Interest rates, which had been at
their lowest point in the past two decades,
have bottomed out. If borrowing costs go up,
the arguments for incurring debt because of
the low rates will become secondary to the
other factors. Though credit ratings for states
— and governments in general — have im-
proved in the past few years, a cautious atti-
tude toward debt remains.

As noted above, state capital expenditures
in the past few years has been particularly
muted. Although occasional reports indicate
a continuing — or coming — infrastructure
problem, the evidence seems to be that either
the states don’t perceive one or don’t have the
financial capability to solve it. If interest rates
don’t climb too high and an improving econo-
my allows the states greater financial flexibility,
those factors might be just the type of climate
that will induce the states to use debt instru-
ments for solving some long-term problems.’2

State Government Cash
and Investments

State government cash and investments to-
taled nearly $1.1 trillion in fiscal year 1992.
This included $657 billion in employee retire-
ment trust funds, $217 billion in funds held
as offsets to long-term debt and $210 billion
in miscellaneous insurance trust funds, bond
funds and others.

A high percentage of these assets are re-
served for very specific purposes not related
to the general operations of state governments.
About three-fifths is dedicated for employee
retirement, nearly one-fifth for redemption of
long-term debt, about 5 percent for insurance
trust purposes such as unemployment or work-
ers’ compensation and 2 percent as unspent
proceeds of bond issues.



Only 12 percent of the assets, about $132
billion, are available for financing general gov-
ernment activities. Normally these are found
in the states’ general accounts and specialized
accounting reserves such as the so-called rainy
day funds.

It is misleading, however, to imply that the
entire $132billion is available for any purpose.
Most often, state constitutions or laws severely
restrict access to these monies. Twoof the best
examples of this — and also among the largest
of these specially restricted funds — are the
TexasPermanent School Fund and the Alaska
Permanent Fund.

The growth in these assets normally reflects
general economic conditions because they dif-
fer from other financial investments only in
their source and size. The increase from fiscal
1991 to 1992 was 6.5 percent. Preceding this
were a 5.7 percent increase from 1990to 1991
and a 12.4percent rise from 1989to 1990.This
last noted increase reflected the positive finan-
cial climate prior to the recession. If the in-
vestment climate improves in 1994, so will the
fortunes of the assets.

The relationship between the returns on as-
sets and the general financial condition of the
states is very direct. The best example of this is
in the state retirement systems. There are only
three sources of funds for retirement systems;
investment earnings, state contributions and
employee contributions. If investment earnings
don’t provide long-term financial stability for
the systems, states need to increase their con-
tributions or ask the employees to pay more.

Issues in State Finances

This discussion will touch briefly on three
major financial issues facing the states that
have not been examined previously. They are:
the economic recovery, national health-care
reform and unfunded mandates. Each of these
is related to the others.

After the 1990-91 national recession, ana-
lyses are finding that there is considerable un-
evenness in the economic fortunes in different
states. The recoveries in California and the
Northeast are lagging considerably, while the
Rocky Mountain states appear to be doing
much better than average.’3A major effect of
the recession derives not from this unevenness,

which occurs with every economic change, but
from which states are lagging.

This is important because of the major new
national initiatives in health, welfare and edu-
cational reform. These areas are where the
states have their heaviest financial involve-
ment. Because some of our largest states still
have very sluggish economies, they are less
likely to be amenable to any changes in pro-
grams that place additional financial require-
ments on them. It is also in the very large states
where the greatest financial burdens are likely
to occur when these programs finally emerge.
With the large states having fewer financial
resources but considerable political influenc%
this appears to be a built-in conflict. However,
the result might well be a better sorting out
of the federal and state roles in these areas as
a political compromise is achieved.

The national health-care reform debate has
very important implications for state govern-
ments. The key provision related to state and
local government finances is whether there will
be a spending cap on the amount states must
pay for health insurance coverage for their
employees, similar to what’s suggested for pri-
vate industry. Without this, the states — and
local governments also — fear they could be
open to significant financial liability. ”

Finally, the issue of unfunded mandates im-
posed by the federal government has become
a rallying cry for state and local officials try-
ing to gain better control of their financial re-
sources. For the states, however, this issue is
a double-edged sword as local officials pres-
sure the state governments not to impose un-
funded state mandates. The issue has many
dimensions,’5 but the most positive result of
this controversy would be a broader systemiza-
tion of the administrative and financial respon-
sibilities among the different levels of govern-
ment, one that would take advantage of the
strengths of each level.

Footnotes
‘ For example, as private business and per-

sonal incomes change, so do the revenues that
states derive from income taxes. As sales rise
and fall, so does the income that states derive
from general or selective sales taxes. In good
times, there are fewer persons that need social
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service and income maintenance programs. If
economic conditions turn sour, there is an up-
surge in the demand for these activities. As
consumers of services, state governments’ ne-
gotiating positions shift when land and con-
struction prices fluctuate.

2 Robert D. Behn, “The Fortune 500 and
the 50 States: A Combined Ranking;’ Insti-
tute of Policy Sciences and Public Affairs,
Duke University (February 1993).

3This analysis uses information primarily
from the U.S. Bureau of the Census surveys
of state and local government finances. It is
intended to show financial occurrences in rela-
tion to the recent past and the past fewdecades.
It does this by using data from 1992and com-
paring it with 1991and previous periods. The
reference point for the state information is fis-
cal year 1992, noted in this discussion as 1992.
For all states except four, this is the period from
July 1, 1991to June 30, 1992. The four with a
different reference period are (reference period
end in parentheses): Alabama and Michigan
(Sept. 30, 1992); New York (March 31, 1992);
and Texas (Aug. 31, 1992).

4 The Census Bureau data are a statistical
compilation of information, not an account-
ing balance sheet. The practical application
of this is that total revenues nearly always ex-
ceed total expenditures, but this cannot be
equated with a budget or accounting “surplus”
or “deficit? The reasons for this are manifold,
but have to do with varying treatments of items
such as debt, capital expenditures, accruals
and insurance trust system transactions.

5 “Bad Times Force Universities to Rethink
What They Are:’ The New York Times, Feb.
3, 1992.

‘ See, Public Investment and Private Sector
Growth by David Alan Aschauer, Economic
Policy Institute, 1990.Aschauer’s argument is
that investment in physical public infrastruc-
ture stimulates private sector activity.

7 See for example, “The College of Hard
Times:’ by Kathleen Sylvester in Governing,
September 1991 and “Bad Times Force Uni-
versities to Rethink What They Ar# The New
York Times, Feb. 3, 1992.

8For a useful analysis of different ways to
view welfare spending by the states, see “Wel-
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fare Spending in State Budgets;’ by Sarah
Ritchie, Center for the Study of the States,
June 1993.

‘ Quote from Victor Miller, Health Care
Policy Alternatives Inc. in “Small Provisions
Turns into a Golden Goose:’ The Washington
Post, Jan. 31, 1994. See also, “Louisiana Took
Every Federal Dollar WeCould Get Our Hands
On;’ The Washington Post, Jan. 31, 1994.

‘0“state Fiscal Outlook for 1994;’National
Conference of State Legislatures, Legislative
Finance Paper No. 90, January 1994.

“ See, for example, “Setting Limits on Wel-
fare;’ City and State, Nov. 22- Dec. 5, 1993and
“putting Welfare on the Clock;’ by Penelope
Lemov, Governing, November 1993,pp. 29-30.

‘2For a good example of the inter-relation-
ships among debt, infrastructure needs and
financial condition, see, “Higher TMes Are
Likely in California As Officials Debate Fi-
nancing of Repairs;’ The Wall Street Journal,
Jan. 21, 1994.

‘3See, for example: “Northeastern States
and California Trail Nation in Income Growth~’
The Bond Buyer, Nov. 19, 1993; “Fed Study
Finds Economy Rising in Most Regions;’ The
Wall Street Journal, Dec. 9, 1993; and “Up-
date on the Second District Econom~’ by Rae
D. Rosen in Federal Reserve Bank of New
York Quarterly Review, Autumn 1993, pp.
37-46. For a more theoretical analysis on con-
structing state indexes for measuring how busi-
ness cycles differ from state to state see, “New
Indexes Track the State of the States:’ by Theo-
dore M. Crone in Business Review, Federal
Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, January-Feb-
ruary 1994, pp. 19-31.

‘4“Governors Group Approves States’ Roles
in Clinton Health Plan;’ The Bond Buyer, Nov.
5, 1993; “States May Need to Borrow Big If
Health Reform Cost Estimates Are Off, Offi-
cials Sax’ The Bond Buyer, Nov. 17, 1993;and
“Health-System Cure No Rx for State and
Local Budgets;’ City and State, Nov. 22- Dec.
5, 1993, p. 1.

‘5A good introduction to this issue with
state case studies can be found in Mandates:
Cases in State-Local Relations, Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
M-173, September 1990. For examples of some
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of the issues involved, see: “Financing Na- lative Study Center; “ . . . and Federal Man-
tional Policy Through Mandates;’ by Joseph dates Crush States;’ The Wall Street Journal,
F. Zimmerman in National Civic Review, Jan. 31, 1994; and “A New Approach to an
Summer-Fall 1992, pp. 366-373; “Fighting Old Problem: State Mandates;’ by Janet M.
Mandates in the States;’ by John E. Berthoud Kelly in Government Finance Review, Decem-
in Comparative State Politics, Illinois Legis- ber 1993, pp. 27-29.
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Table 6.5
ALLOWABLE STATEINVESTMENTS
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ALLOWABLE STATEINVESTMENTS—Continued
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T a b l e
CASH

6.6
MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Reviews of cash management programs

Banking relotions Investment practices Agency preparing cash management services

State or other Rewewmg Frequency Reviewing Frequency Lock Wire Zero balance Information Account Automated
jurisdiction agency of review agency of review boxes

Alabama. OF
Alaska ., ...
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . .

transfers accounts services reconciliation services clearinghouse
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OF
OF
N.A.
OF

N.A.
N.A.

;?
OF

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

N.A.
OF

PH,OF
OF

OF
N.A.
OF
N.A.
OF

N.A.
OF
IH
N.A.
OF

N.A.
OF,IH
IH

%,lH
N.A.

:FA”

OF
OF
N.A.
OF,IH

OF
OF,IH
OF
IH,OF
N.A.

N.A.
N.A.
OF
OF
OF

OF
N.A.
OF
N.A.
OF

OF
OF
OF
N.A.
[H

N.A.
N.A.
OF
OF
OF

OF
OF
IH
N.A.
N.A.

OF
IH,OF

~H,OF
OF

OF
lH

k?
OF

SE N.A.
OF,IHSE SE

SE/OF
SE
SE
SE/OF
SE

SE
SE
SE
SE
SE

SE/OF
N.A.

%
SE

Colorado . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . .
Florida ... ., .,
Georgia.

SE/OF
SE
SE
SE

3 years
Quarterly
4-6 years
(b)
As needed

Ongoing
~:ay::::

Annually
As needed

IH,OF
OF
IH,OF
OF
N.A.

OF
OF
IH,OF
OF
IH,OF

IH,OF

~HF
N.A.

IH,OF
OFJH
OF
IH
N.A.SE IH

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois.
hrdiarra
Iowa ...

. .. . .

. . ..... .

. ....... .

SE
SE
SE/OF
SE

Annually
Ongoing
Bi-annually
Ongoing
4 years

Annually
Ongoing
Monthly
Ongoing
Monthly

OF
IH
IH,OF

IH
IH
IH,OF
N.A.
IH

IH
N.A.SE

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky ... ...
Louisiana . . . . . . .,
Maine
Maryland

SE
N.A.
SE
SE
SE

Annually
2 years
As needed
Annuatly
Monthly

Monthly/Annually
N.A.
As needed
Annually
Annually

IH,OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

N.A.

:FA”
OF
lH,OFN.A.

Massachusetts .,
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi ., .,
Missouri . . . . . . . .

SE
SE
SE
SE

Quarterly
Annually
3 years
Annually
4 years

SE
SE

C#r:;;;y

Quarterly
Quarterly
4 years

lH,OF
IH,OF
IH

lH,OF
IH

OF
OF
OF
OF
OF

SE
SE
SE

IH
N.A.
OF

OF
SE IH,OF

Montana.
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire .,
New Jersey. . . . . . .

SE/OF
SE
SE
SE

Monthly
3-5 years
Monthly
Quarterly
Ongoing

SE
SE/OF

Monthly/Annually
Ongoing/Annually
Monthly
::jterly

IH
N.A.
IH
IH
IH,OF

IH
IH

IH
IH,OF
OF
OF
IH,OF

SE
SE
SE

OF
IH,OF
IH,OFSE

New Mexico. . . . .
New York .
North Carolina . . . . .
North Dakota . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

SE
SE
SE
SE

Daily
N.A.
Daily
Ongoing
Bi-annually

x
SE
SE
N.A.

Monthly
Annually (c)
Daily
Ongoing
N.A.

IH
N.A.

kHA.
N.A.

IH
IH.OF

IH
N.A.
IH,OF
IH,OF
OF

IH,OF
IH
IH,OFSE

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . .
Rhode Island ...
South Carolina ...

SE
SE
SE
SE

Annually
Ongoing
N.A.

Anually
Ongoing
N.A.

IH
IH,OF

N.A.
OF

IH
IH

%
SE

I~,OF
IH,OF

1:,OF
IH,OF

iH;oF
IH,OF

Monthly
Monthly

Monthly
Semi-annualSE

South Dakota .,
Tennessee .,
Texas. . . . . . .
Utah
Vermont .

N.A.
SE
SE

N.A.
Monthly
Ongoing
Ongoing
Annually

SE/OF
SE

Annually
Quarterly
Ongoing
Annually
Annually

IH,OF

R

IH,OF
IH

k?
OF

SE
SE
SE

SE
SE

OF
OF

CASH MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND SERVICES—Continued

Reviews of cash management programs

Banking relations

Reviewing Frequency
agency of review

Investment practices

Reviewing Frequency
agency of review

Agency preparing cash management services

State or other
jurisdiction

Lock Wire Zero balance Information Account
boxes

Automated
transfers accounts services reconciliation services clearinghouse

Virginia.
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin.
Wyoming

SE Annually
SE Monthly/Ongoing
N.A. N.A.
SE 6 years
SE Quarterly

SE/OF(c) Varies
SE Annually
N.A. N.A.
SE Monthly
SE Ongoing

IH,OF (d) OF OF OF
OF

IH,OF (e) OF
OF IH IH.OF IH IH.OF

N.A. N.A. N.A.
OF OF OF
N.A. * *

:FA’
N.A.

N.A.
OF
N.A.

N.A.
OF
*

Dist. of Columbia SE N.A. N.A. lH,OF OF OF N.A.
Puerto Rico SE Weekly ::

OF
Monthly N.A. OF OF [H % OF

Source: National Association of State Treasurers’ survey, Fall 1993.
Key:

(a) No formal review, but ongoing informal.

SE — State employee or board
(b) Contract expiration.

OF — Outside firm
(c) Sooner if required by changing conditions.

IH — Within treasurer’s office
(d) Two agencies in-house.
(e) Bank provides partial reconciliation.

● — Service utilized; agency preparing service not specified
— Service not utilized

N’.A. — Not available



Table6.7
DEMAND DEPOSITS

Compensation for
Method for selecting depository demand deposits

Collateraiization
Selection of

State or other Competitive
Method for reauired above Percentage

jurisdiction bid

Abbasoa. . . . . . . . .
Alaska. .

Depositor’s Compensating Agency’s Agencies depositor~ Procedure determining ~hefederal requirin~
Negotiation convenience balances convenience request made by used compensation insurance level collateralApplication

*
●

. . . *

. . .
*
. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
●

☛
☛

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

✎✎✎
☛

✎✎✎

☛
✎✎✎

☛

☛

✎

✎✎✎

☛

✎✎✎

☛

✎✎✎
✎✎✎

☛

●

☛
✎✎✎

✎✎✎

*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

. . .

. . .
●

☛

✎✎✎
☛

☛

☛

✎✎✎
✎ ✎

✎✎✎

☛
✎✎✎

☛

☛

✎✎✎

✎✎✎
✎✎

☛

✎✎✎
✎✎✎

✎✎✎

●

☛

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

Treasurer
Commissioner of

Revenue
Board
Treasurer
Treasurer

Account analysis
Competitive bid?
account analysls

Competitive bid
Competitive bid
Annual negotiation

::
CB,FS

CB
CB

::

CB,FS
CB
CB

CB,FS

F::B

c:%

FS
FS

:?t
FS

CB,FS,MB

C:BB
CB
CB

CB,FS

CB
CB

CRS

CB,FS
CB,FS
CB

No fee
CB,FS

Yes
Yes

100
100

. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*

*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
. . .
*

*
* (c)
*

. . .
*

* (e)

.
*

. . .

* (g)
...
...
*
*

*
*
...
...
.

. . .

. .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. .

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

Ariaom.. . . . . . . . . .
Arkmsas . . . . . . . . .
Canfomia .

Yes
Yes
Yes

102
102-120

110

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .

.
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
Competitive bid
Annuaf negotiating,
account analysis,
competitive bid

Account anaiysis
Competitive bid
Account analysis

Ioo,ooo
(b)

.
Comaaetfcut

Treasurer (a)
Treasurer,

various agencies

Yes
Yes

. .
. . .

. .
. . .

. . .
*

Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Fforida
Georgia . . .

Board
Treasurer
Board

No
Yes
Yes

2:2&
o

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
Hawaii .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . .

Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer

Account analysis
Annual negotiation
Competitive bid,

account analysis
Competitive bid
Annual negotiation,
competitive bid,
account analysls

Yes
No
Yes

*
*
. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
Treasurer
Treasurer

No
Yes

Indiana . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
* 11:

. .

. . .
. . .
. . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana
Maine . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Board
(d)
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer

Competitive bid
Competitive bid
Competitive bid
Competitive bid
Competitive bid

Yes
Yes
Yes
N.A.
Yes

Itxt
100
100

N.A.
102

. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .

. . .
Massachusetts . . . . . . . Treasurer and agency Annual negotiation,

competitive bid,
account analysn

Annual negotiation
Competitive bid
Annual negotiation
Competitive bid

No o. . . . . . . . .

Mkhigan ., .,
Minrsesata
Mississippi
Missouri.

Agency (f)
Board
Treasurer
Treasurer

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

1!:
105
100

*
.
*
. ..

.
.. .
. . .
*

.. .

. .

. . .

. . .
Competitive bid?
account anatysls

Account analysis
Competitive bid
Account analysis
Competitive bid?
account analysn

Morrtama Treasurer Yes 50. . . . . . . .
Nebraska., .,
Nevada. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer

Yes
Yes

*
...

.
...

*
. ..
. ..
. .

. . .

. . .
*
.. . Yes

New Mexko . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . . .
Nortb Carolina. . . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . . . .
Ohio

Treasurer, Board
Treasurer
Treasurer
Treasurer
Board

Competitive bid
Account anafysis
Account analysis
Competitive bid
Biennial negotiation

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes

50-100
1(M
100

*
.

.. .

.. .
●

. . .
●

. . .

. .

.

. . .

. . .
. . .
* 100

115. . .

DEMAND DEPOSITS-Continued

Compensation for
Method for selecting depository demand deposits

Collateralization

State or other
Selection of

Competitive
Method for required above Percentage

Depositor’s Compensating Agency’s Agencies depository Procedure determining the federal
jurisdiction bid Application Negotiation convenience balances

requiring
convenience request made by used compensation insurance level collateral

Oklahoma
Oregon

. . * . . . . . Treasurer Account analysis
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * (i) Treasurer Negotiation. c:%

Yes
Yes

110
25

a;count anaivsis
Pennsylvania * * . . . . . . . Treasurer, Bd. of

Finance/Revenue
Treasurer

Negotiation, -
account analysis

Negotiation,
account analysis

Negotiation

CB Yes 120

Rhode Island CB

CB

Yes (i)* * . . . . . . . . . . . ..
South Carolina Treasurer Yes 100* *. . . . . . . .
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah

Treasurer
Treasurer
Board
Treasurer (1)

Competitive bid
Account analysis
Account analysis
Negotiation,
competitive bid,
account analysis

Competitive bid

c%
CB,FS
CB,FS

Yes
Yes
Yes
No

110
105
105 (k)

o

*
. . .

.
.
*
*
. .

.

. . .
.

. . .

.
. . .
. . .
*

. .

. . .

. . .
.

.

. . .

. . .
.

.
. . .
. . .
. . .

Vermont

Virginia.

Washington

* Treasurer FS

CB,FS

CB,FS

Yes

Yes

Yes

(m)

(o)

10

.
*
*

. . . . . . . . . . .
*
*

. . .

. . .
Manager of cash
and banking

Treasurer,
State agencies

Account analysis (n)* *.
* Negotiation,

competitive bid,
account analysis

N.A.
Competitive bid
Negotiation,
competitive bid,
account analysis

. . . . . . .

West Virginia
Wisconsin.
Wyoming

(:)

*

(P)
Board
Treasurer

CNB%
CB,FS

N.A.
No
Yes

N.A.
N.A.

100

. . .

.
. . .

.
. . .

.
. . .
. . .
.

. . . . . .
. .
. .

Dist. of Columbia
Puerto Rico . . . . . .

Source: National Association of State Treasurers’ survey, Fall 1993.
Key:
* — Method utilized

— Method not utilized
N~A. — Not available
CB — Compensating balances
FS — Fee for service
MB — Minimum balance
(a) And various agencies and departments of state.
(b) Depends upon Risk Based Capital Ratio.
(c) Competitive bid for primary depository; depositors convenience for imprest accounts.
(d) Finance Cabinet Division of Purchases (based on valuation committee recommendation for primary

depository).
(e) And Treasurer’s approval.

*
. . .

N.A.
Treasurer

Account analysis
Account analysis

CB
CB

Yes
Yes

100
91

.
. . . . . .

.
. . . . . .

.
*

.

.
(f) Agency picks bank, explains why selected. Receipts Processing Division has final decision.
(g) Competitive bid for 10 iargest accounts; agency convenience for remaining accounts.
(h) Require collateral pledged at 110 percent of deposits over FDIC.
(i) Treasury approval of agency request.
(k) Reqtures t25 percent if mortgage backed securities are pledged.
0 When ,bank does. not meet minimum capitalization standards; past; 60 days—investments.
(1) Agencies select financial restitutions for local deposit of revenue collections.
(m) Renewing agreements and terms.
(n) Large applications are competitively bid.
(o) 50 percent, all banks pool risk for remaining 50 percent; 100 percent for savings banks and those

banks rated, low.
(P) Rmtm outside of Treasurer’s office.







































































































































Chapter Seven

An overview of several components of state
administration and regulation, including recent reforms

in state management, personnel, and lobby laws. Includes
information on state personnel systems, information

resource management, and regulatory activities.
Statistics on state government employment and
payrolls, as well as public employee retirement

systems, are presented for 1991 and 1992.



STATE MANAGEMENT

Reforming State Management
and Personnel Systems
New technologies and management models are being implemented
for personnel, budget and social spending programs to
improve services and cut costs.

by Julie Cencula Olberding

In recent years, deteriorating revenue bases
and growing public distrust of government have
sparked efforts to reform the way government
traditionally has been operated and managed.
Fanned by “reinventing government” literature
and politicking to change government-as-usual,
this spark caught on quickly in a few states and
has spread like wildfire during the past few
years. While some dismiss “reinventing gov-
ernment” as rhetoric of change that will fade
away soon, opponents argue that these reform
efforts will fundamentally change the culture
of government agencies.

Recently, several governors have developed
commissions and initiated studies to help iden-
tify better and less expensive ways of running
state government. About a dozen commissions
have been created to study the efficiency and
quality of state government during the past
three to four years, according to a recent Coun-
cil of State Governments’ survey. Shortly after
inauguration, President Bill Clinton brought
the reform fever to Washington, D.C., directing
Vice President Al Gore to conduct a perfor-
mance audit of the federal government. State
officials looked with great interest to the Na-
tional Performance Review’srecommendations
— both to see how some may affect state gov-
ernment and how others could be adopted to
make state agencies work better and cost less.

While the motivation for reform may differ
among various government organizations, these
efforts generally have two primary goals in
common: to improve the performance of gov-
ernment agencies and to reduce the cost of
doing business. Commonly used strategies to
achieve these goals include instilling a cus-
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tomer focus in employees, becoming outcome-
oriented rather than process-oriented, reducing
bureaucracy and streamlining government,
encouraging competition through privatiza-
tion, decentralizing decision-making and us-
ing technology.

Putting Customers First

In recent years, elected officials and agency
managers in a number of states have experi-
mented with new paradigms for managing per-
sonnel, programs and budgets. Two manage-
ment models tried by severalstates and adopted
as the norm by a few are Total Quality Man-
agement and performance-based management.

Total Quality Management is broadly de-
fined as a comprehensive system of developing
and maintaining the organizational capacity
to improve the quality of work constantly, and
to meet and exceed customer needs.’ After
Japanese and American businesses reported
that TQM improved product quality and cus-
tomer service, state managers adopted this
strategy to instill a service orientation in their
employees. One TQM success story is in Ari-
zona, where teams of state employees have been
evaluating organizational structures, manage-
ment systems, service delivery, resource utili-
zation and areas of potential privatization.
Changes initiated through the TQM process
have saved Arizona about $24 million during
its first year of implementation.2 Inspired by

Julie Cencula Olberding is a research associate with
the Center for Management and Administration
at The Council of State Governments.



STATE MANAGEMENT

positive results in Arizona as well as in Arkan-
sas, New York and Texas,more and more states
are initiating their own quality management
programs. At least 25 states are involved in
TQM, according to a recent survey by the Na-
tional Association of State Directors of Ad-
ministration and General Services.3

Another model adopted by some states to
improve effectiveness and efficiency is perfor-
mance-based management. Emphasizing the
importance of results over inputs, performance
management generally involves a long-term
strategic plan for the state, which includes goals
or benchmarks; performance measures for
each program to indicate progress toward the
established goals; and performance-based bud-
geting, which relies on the state’s goals and pri-
orities and allocates funds based on outcomes.

At the forefront of performance-based man-
agement is Oregon Benchmarks, which re-
quires agencies to develop business plans that
identify strategies to attain statewide goals, in-
dicators of progress toward those goals and
specific results that will be obtained with bud-
get requests. Governor Barbara Roberts incor-
porated performance budgeting in the 1995-97
biennium by directing agencies to base their
budget requests on the state’s benchmarks. As
the process unfolds, agencies in Oregon also
will begin to identify services and expenditures
that are not critical to fulfilling their missions
and target them for elimination. Other states
have followed suit with similar performance-
based efforts, such as Iowa’s Futures Agenda,
Minnesota Milestones, Montana’s Future,
Puerto Rico 2005 and performance manage-
ment programs in Idaho and Ohio.’

Restructuring and Reducing
Bureaucracy

Another strategy to streamline state gov-
ernment is reorganization of the executive
branch. Goals for changing the structure of
government include reducing the number of
departments and agencies, eliminating dupli-
cation of services among agencies, cutting the
costs of operating state government and im-
proving communication, service delivery and
customer satisfaction.

Executive branch reorganization often is

discussed by state officials, but only a few gov-
ernors have committed to significant restruc-
turing in recent years. Obstacles to restructuring
include resistance by managers to being moved
into a different agency, political support of
the existing structure, the great amount of
time and resources necessary to carry out such
an effort, and difficulty measuring the actual
cost savings.s In those states where governors
have initiated reorganization in recent years,
most have opted for a cabinet model of gov-
ernment by collapsing agencies, eliminating
boards and commissions and grouping pro-
grams along functional lines into cabinet-level
departments. Since 1965,the number of states
with some kind of cabinet model has grown
from 26 to 38 states.’

One of the most comprehensive reorgani-
zations of state government in recent years was
in Iowa, where the number of departments
was reduced from 68 to 20, state employment
was cut by 1,700 and operating costs were
slashed by $60 million.’ In South Carolina,
Governor Carroll Campbell, Jr. initiated a plan
in 1991to grant the executive branch more re-
sponsibility for managing day-to-day govern-
ment operations. In 1993, Campbell signed a
bill that will reduce the number of state agen-
cies from 79 to 17and will eliminate many of
the state’sgoverning boards and commissions.s

A majority of states have taken a more incre-
mental approach by implementing structural or
functional change in one agency or a group
of targeted agencies, boards and commissions.
For example, in New Mexico, Governor Bruce
King created the Children, Youth and Families
Department in 1992and gradually is transfer-
ring existing children and family services pro-
grams under this umbrella department.’

Changing the Rules

Many states are trying to streamline govern-
ment by granting managers more authority
and by making established systems more flex-
ible. One important area in which such reform
has been occurring is state civil service sys-
tems. Thirty-three states are undergoing or
planning to initiate civil service reform, ac-
cording to a recent survey by the National As-
sociation of State Personnel Executives. Of
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the 33 states, seven survey respondents report-
ed that their merit systems were undergoing
wholesale reform while others said changes
were incremental. (see Table 7.6)

Blue-ribbon commissions, such as the Na-
tional Commission on the State and Local
Public Service, also known as the Winter Com-
mission, have recommended that governments
decentralize merit systems so that personnel
departments provide clear guidelines and con-
sultation, but departments and agencies have
authority to make staffing decisions.’0Another
common recommendation for civil service re-
form is “broad banding;’ in which hundreds
and often thousands of job classifications in
state government are collapsed to only a few
dozen with distinction between levels of ex-
pertise, or bands.

A few states already have begun imple-
menting or have initiated systematic changes
in human resource management. In Florida,
Governor Lawton Chiles and the Legislature
have agreed to revamp the civil service system
by establishing a broad-band job classification
system, eliminating cumbersome rules and pro-
cedures, establishing greater consultation be-
tween agencies and the centralized personnel
department, and increasing agencies’ authority
to manage personnel. ” In Iowa, Governor
Terry Branstad consolidated personnel staff
from agencies into a Department of Personnel
for policy development and implementation
and granted greater responsibility to agency
managers, including more responsibility for
hiring, disciplinary action and other personnel
decisions. Iowa’s reform also included cutting
the number of job classifications in half and
instituting pay-for-performance activities.’2

In addition to granting more responsibility
for human resource decisions, some states have
delegated greater authority for purchasing to
department and agency managers. According
to a recent survey by the National Association
of State Purchasing Officials, during the past
few years, many states have raised the dollar
threshold allowing agencies to purchase their
goods and services. Since 1988, at least 32
states have raised the competitive bidding
threshold, thereby increasing the authority of
state managers to obtain quotations or com-

petitively bid for goods and services. Of these
32 states, several have significantly increased
this threshold: in California, from $960 to
$10,000; in Illinois, from $2,500 to $50,000;
in Indiana, from $50 to $5,000; in Nevada,
from $500 to $5,000; and in Ohio from $1,000
to $10,000. (See Table A) As with a competitive
bidding process, many states require managers
to request more than one quotation and to
maintain public records of bids and contract
awards.’3

Working with the Private Sector

In the search for better servicesat lower costs,
many states have begun to privatize some ser-
vices that traditionally have been provided by
government agencies. In most cases, privati-
zation in state government means contracting
with a company to provide specified services,
although some states have used, in a limited
way, other forms of privatization, such as
vouchers, grants and public-private partner-
ships. (See Table B)

At least 30 states are implementing some
type of privatization, according to a recent
survey of state personnel executives. Services
that a number of states have privatized include
custodial services (21 states), food services (15
states), clerical services (13 states) and secu-
rity (10 states).’4

In addition to administrative and trade ser-
vices, states are beginning to privatize certain
professional services, such as telecommunica-
tions and engineering. About one-third of gov-
ernment procurement officials are purchasing
professional services from the private sector,
including architects, engineers and land survey-
ors, according to a recent surveyby the National
Institute of Government Procurement. ” Also,
29 states have privatized one or more infor-
mation services during the past five years,
according to a report by the National Associa-
tion of State Information Resource Executives.
At least nine states have considered privatiz-
ing the entire information services function,
but no state has done so.”

Privatization of state services will likely
continue during the next few years. Several
state legislatures have passed resolutions en-
couraging executive branch agencies to study
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Table A
PURCHASING THRESHOLDS: DOLLAR AMOUNT BELOW WHICH AGENCIES

PERMITTED TO OBTAIN OWN QUOTATIONS

State 1988 (a) 1993 (b)

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont

$100
5,000

750
5,000

960

500
400

5,000
3,000

(c)

(d)
500 (e)

2,500
50

500

2,000
1,000

(f)
250

1,000

500
1,000

100/1,500 (h)
500

2,000

500
35

500
100

1,500

250
5,000
5,000

300
1,000

500
500

5,000
100

2,500

500
1,000
1,500
1,000

200

$250
5,000
5,000
5,000

10,000

1,000
3,000

10,000
10,000
3,000

4,000
500 (e)

50,000
5,000

500

2,000
1,000
5,000
1,000

1,000/2,500/5,000 (g)

1,000
2,500/5,000/10,000 (g)

1,500/5,000 (h)
500

2,000

2,000
100

5,000
100

8,000

500
10,OOO
10,OOO

500
10,OOO

2,500
2,500
5,000
1,000
2,500

1,000
1,000
5,000
2,000

500

(continued on page 410)
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Table A (continued)

State 1988 (a) 1993 (b)

Virginia $1,200 $5,000
Washington 2,500 2,500
West Virginia 5,000 10,OOO
Wisconsin 5,000 5,000
Wyoming 1,000 1,500

(a) State and Local Government Purchasing, Third Edition. National Association of State Purchasing Officials. 1988.

(b) State and Local Government Purchasing, Fourth Edition. National Association of State Purchasing Officials. 1994.

(c) Four maior universities have delegated purchasing authority up to $5,000.

(d) In 1988, state agencies in Hawaii were not mandated to procure goods through Central Purchasing.

(e) In Idaho, some agencies are delegated purchasing authority of $1,000,$2,000 or $5,000 and must follow certain require-

ments including monthly reports.

(f) Amount varied from $250 to 5,000, depending on the agency.

(g) Three levels of delegated purchasing authority.
(h) Two levels of delegated purchasing autharity.

the feasibility of initiating privatization efforts,
and a number of governors have established
or are considering the establishment of perma-
nent organizations to help identify and evalu-
ate programs and services for privatization.’7

Expanding the Role of Technology

States recently have accelerated efforts to
integrate technology in the government struc-
ture to improve information management and
storage, the efficiency and quality of service
delivery, and communication among agencies
and with the public. About 10years ago, states
began using an integrated strategy, called in-
formation resource management, or IRM, to
coordinate hardware, software, services, per-
sonnel, training and other components of gov-
ernment’s information technology activities.
At the state level, IRM has evolved from an
end in itself to a means for achieving broader
government objectives and managing critical
state resources.’8

The use of computers and other technology
in state government has resulted in paperwork
reduction and cost savings. Automation of the
procurement process is one area where some
states have enjoyed particular success. Ore-
gon’s Vendor Information Program, the only
fully automated bid information system in
the nation, has saved hundreds of thousands
of dollars in staff time, copying and postage.
In addition, because the computerized system
makes the bidding process easier, significantly

410 The Book of the States 1994-95

more vendors are bidding on state goods and
services, which has increased competition and
saved the state $17million in purchases during
the first five quarters the system was on-line.

New technology also has been used to im-
prove the delivery of state services. For exam-
ple, states are beginning to utilize cards with
magnetic stripes that can be encoded with in-
formation and “smart cards” with computer
chips. Maryland has the first statewide system
that electronically transfers food stamps via
smart cards, which clients can use to purchase
pre-approved food at participating stores, as
well as Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren, child support and general assistance pay-
ments, which clients can access at authorized
terminals.’9A number of other states are in the
pilot or planning stages of electronic benefit
transfer (EBT) systems. Evaluations of EBT
programs and pilot projects have found that
clients believe cards are more convenient, more
flexible and safer than paper vouchers, and
state employees believe cards reduce waste,
fraud and abuse.

State agencies also are applying technology
to enhance internal and external communica-
tions. Several states have acquired telecom-
munications equipment to facilitate statewide
meetings and employee training and to make
government more accessible to citizens. Colo-
rado Governor Roy Romer placed interactive
computers in shopping malls to get feedback
on state programs and spending from the pub-
lic, and Roberts, Oregon’s governor, utilized



Table B
FORMS OF PRIVATIZATION AND FREQUENCY OF USE

IN STATE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Agencies

Mental
Form of Admin. health Social Agency

privatization (a) Corrections Education Health (b) services Transportation totals

Contracting out 91.67% 92.09% 81.297. 69.57% 64.677. 71.32’3’. 83.51 % 78.06%
Grants 0.56’% 1.19% 8.63’% 14.13% 15.63% 12.48% 4.50% 8.48%
Vouchers 3.06’?’. 0.40% 0.72% 4.89’%. 5.35% 9.31% 0.43% 4.1170
Volunteerism 1.39’XO 3.56% 1.44’% 3.267. 3.64% 2.98’7. 5.3570 3.32%
Public-private

partnerships 1.67% 2.37% 5.04’?40 5.43’%0 3.85% 2.23% 2.57% 2.95%
Private donation 0.56% 0.40% 0.72% .00% 2.57% 0.19% l,28% 0.96%
Franchise 0.28% .00’% 1.4470 1.09’?’0 1.71% 0.37% 1.507’0 0.91 %
Service shedding 0.28% .00% 0.72% 1.09’?40 0.86’?’0 0.74% 0.43% 0.58%
Deregulation .00% .00?40 .00% 0.54’?’0 1.50% 0.37% 0.21 ‘?40 0.46%
Asset sales 0.56% .00’?40 .00’70 .00?!0 0.21 ‘%0 .00% 0.21 ‘Y. 0.17’?40
Agency totals 14.96?’. 10.51 % 5.77% 7.647. 19.40% 22.31% 19.40’% 100.00?’0

Source: The Council of State Governments, Stote Trends 8 Forecasts: Privatization, Vol. 2, Issue 2, November 1993.

(a) Administration/General services.

(b) Mental health/retardation.

her state’s telecommunications network to so- sion. In addition, state legislative and execu-
licit opinions from 10,000 citizens about gov-
ernment and tax issues. Other states such as
California and Hawaii have set up interactive,
electronic kiosks in shopping malls, libraries
and other public areas so citizens can request
government information and conduct trans-
actions at their convenience.

Many of the information technology systems
designed for specific programs have been suc-
cessful in improving efficiency and service
delivery. But, because most of these systems
have been developed independently, they often
are not compatible with other systems with-
in their state as well as systems in other states
and the federal government. To overcome this
problem, state officials have begun working
with each other and with federal officials to
move away from program-specific technology
systems toward an information infrastructure
that can be accessed by government employees
and the public. President Clinton recently cre-
ated a commission to help develop policies for
the national information infrastructure, or
the “information superhighway and has ap-
pointed state leaders, as well as federal officials
and corporate representatives, to this commis-

tive officials formed the-State Information
Policy Consortium in 1991to improve commu-
nication and coordinate action on information
policy issues through CSG, the National Gover-
nors’ Association and the National Conference
of State Legislatures. Both the state consortium
and the national information infrastructure
commission seek to advance state and federal
governments’ electronic delivery of services.

Notes

‘ S. Cohen and R. Brand. Total Quality
Management in Government: A Practical Guide
to the Real World. 1993.

2An Action Agenda to Redesign State Gov-
ernment: Reports of the State Management
Task Force Strategy Groups. National Gover-
nors’ Association. 1993. p. 72.

3Profiles of Administration and General
Services: Departments and Leaders. ~atiomd

Association of State Directors of Administra-
tion and General Services. 1994.

4An Action Agenda, pp. 6-12.
5 Keen Chi, “Reorganization? State Trends

& Forecasts. The Council of State Govern-
ments. December 1992. p. 3.
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7 Ibid., pp. 15-16.
8An Action Agenda, p. 31.
‘ Ibid., p. 32.
‘0Hard Truths/Tough Choices: An Agenda

for State and Local Governments. The Na-
tional Commission on the State and Local
Public Servicq The Nelson A. Rockefeller In-
stitute of Government. 1993. p. 25

“ An Action Agenda, p. 73.
‘2Ibid., p. 74.
‘3State and Local Government Purchasing,

Fourth Edition. National Association of State
Purchasing Officers. 1994. p. 16.

“ Civil Service Reform Survey Results 1993.
National Association of State Personnel Ex-

ecutives. January 1993. pp. 22-23.
“ State and Local Government Purchasing,

Fourth Edition, p. 63.
“ Outsourcing Information Services in the

Public Sector. National Association of State
Information Resource Executives. January
1994. p. 1.

‘7Restructuring and Innovations in State
Management: Some Recent Examples. National
Association of State Budget Officers. July
1993. p. 37.

‘8Making Government Work: Electronic
Delivery of Federal Services. U.S. Congress,
Office of Technology Assessment. September
1993. pp. 124-125.

“ Ibid., p. 94.
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Table 7.1
THE OFFICE OF STATE PERSONNEL EXECUTIVE:
SELECTION, PLACEMENT AND STRUCTURE

Reports to:
Directs Legal basis

Organizational status

State or other Method of Personnel departmental for personnel Separate Part of a
jurisdiction selection Governor board Other employees department agency larger agency

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

State Personnel Bd.
Dept. of Personnel

Admin . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Conrseetieut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota. . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri. . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . .
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see footnotes at end of table.

Source: National Association of State Personnel Executives, State Per-
sonnel Office: Roles and Funct!ons, Second Edition, 1992.

Note: See above referenced source for more detailed information.
Key:
* — Yes

— No
B“: Appointment by personnel board
D — Appointment by department head
G — Appointment by governor
C — Constitution
S — Statute
E— Executive Order
N.A. —Not available
(a) Head of administration/administrativeservices. Alaska: Commis-

sioner, Admirnstrative Services; Connecticut: Commissioner, Administrative
Services; Kansas: Secretary of Administration; Maine: Commissioner,
Department of Administration; Massachusetts: Secretary, Administration
and Finance; New Hampshire: Commissioner, Administrative Services;
Ohio: Director, Administrative Services; Pennsylvania: Secretary of Ad-
ministration; Vermont: Secretary, Agency of Administration; Virginia:
Secretary of Administration.

(b) Reports to a department director who is appointed by the governor.
(c) Dual appointment. Individual is selected by the department head and

confirmed by the Governor.
(d) Department head (Finance and Administration) and Governor.
(e) Employees of the State Personnel Board only.
(t_) Appointed by the Governor with the consent of the Senate.
(g) Only thoseemployees m the Department of Personnel Administration.
(h) Employees of the Department of Administration only.
(i) Must reconfirmed every four years by60 percent of the Senate.
(j) Appointed by the Secretary of Administration who is a Cabinet level

official.
(k) Secretary of the Governor’s Executive Cabinet.
(l) Classified state employee, not an appointed position.
(m) Board of Commissioners.
(n) Director makes decision after consultation with the Policy Review

Board (an eight-memtwr advisory board to the Bureau of Human Resources
comprised of five Commissioners ofother state Departments, arepresen-

tative from the Governor’s office, and two private sector members).
(o) The state personnel executive is the Director of the Bureau of Human

Resources.
(p) F$r:r-year,appointments, effective July 1.
(q)Cm4 Serwce Commission appointed by Governor for eight-year

terms. Nomorethan twocanbe members of thesame political party. Ex-
ecutive is appointed after competitive exam.

(r) Five candidates are recommended by the personnel board and then
appointed by the Governor to a four-year term with consent of the Senate.

(s) Reports to the department head on most issues and to the personnel
board on some issues.

(t) A division administrator who must compete for the position through
the customary application/interview process.

(u) Subject to confirmation by Legislature.
(v) Appointed by the Governor and Executive Council.
(w) Only in some areas does the executive direct employees.
(x) All cabinet officers preappointed by the Governor.
(y) Appointed by the State Personnel Board with concurrence of the

Governor.
(z) Reports to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
(aa) Appointed by the Director of the Executive Department with the

aPProval of the Governor.
(bb) Reports to the Director of the Executive Department.
(cc) Reports to Associate Director of Human Resources.
(old) Appointed by the State Budget and Control Board which includes

the following: the Governor, Comptroller General, State Treasurer, Chair-
man, House Ways and Means Committee and the Chairman, Senate
Finance Committee.

(ee) Reports to the Executive Director of the Budget and Control Board.
(ff)Texas does not have a,centralized personnel system.
(gg) Reports to, the Executwe Committee along with the Governor.
(hh) Directors m the Department of Human Resource Management.
(ii) Exempt employees are hired by cabinet-level Secretary of Adminis-

tration.
(jJ) Regulations approved by the Board, policies and day-to-day deci-

sions by the Secretary of Administration.
(kk) Reports to the Cabinet-level agency director.



Table 7.2
STATE PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION: FUNCTIONS

Alabama . . . . . . . . C,D
Alaska . . . . . . . . ..C
Arizona . . . .. C.. .C
Arkansas . . . . . . . C
California.

State Personnel
Bd . . . . . . . . . ..C.D

Dept. of Personnel
Admin . . . . . . . . O,D

Colorado . . . . . . . D
Connecticut C
Delaware . . . . . ..C
Florid a...,..... . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . C

Hawaii . . . . . . . ..C
Idaho . . . . . . . . ..C
Illinois . . . . . . . . . C
Indiana . . . . . . . . . C,D
Iowa . . . . . . . . . ..C

Kansas ... . . . . ..C.D
Kentucky . . . . . ..C
Louisiana C
Maine . . . . . . . . . . C,D
Maryland C,D

Massachusetts C,D
Michigan . . . . . ..C
Minnesota . . . . C,D
Mississippi . . . . . C
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c C,D
C,D C,D

c
C,D ““’c
D D
C,D
C,D E

c c
C,o

; . . .
c o
C,D o

c
O,D ““”c
C,D D
c
c :

. . .

. . .
c
D
c

. . .
D
D
C,D

c
C,D

c
C,D
c

C,D
c

c
C,D
C,D

~&D (jj) C C,D
c c o

C’(II),D C D c
D c D
C (nn),D C (oo),D (PP)D :

c

. . .
D
D

c
c

South Dakota . . . C c c c c c C,D C,D C,D C,D c C,D
Tennessee . . . . . . . C

o c
c c c c c c C,D c c c o c o c

Texas . . . . . . . D D o O,D O,D o O,D D D O,D D D O,D O,D O,D
Utah . . . . . . . . . ..D c c C,D D C,D
Vermont . . . . . . . . C

C,D
F c : :,D c C,D ?,D D : 8,D :,D : 0 c

Virginia . . . . . . . . . D D c C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D
Washington . . . . . C c ?,D c C,D C,D c c D c C,D c C,D
Weat Virginia C c E c ; c c O,D : (mm) C c c
Wkeonsin . . . . . . . C C,D o D C,D C,D C,D C,D c D C,D C,D ::: ~,D
Wyoming . . . . . . . C c c . . . c c C,D C,D C,D c D . . . c . . . D

Puerto Rico C,D C,D . . . C,D C,D C,D C,D D C,D C,D C,D C,D C,D D C,D

Key:
C — Functions performed in centralized personnel agency
O — Functions performed in another centralized agency
D — Functions decentralized

— Not auD1icable
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O,D
:.D o

0
. . .
c
c

. . .

c

o
C (k),D
c
c
c

c
. . .
c
c
o

. . .
c
. . .

C,D

c
. . .
. . .
c
c

c
D
. . .
c
C,D

c

:
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
D

. . .

c

C,D
. . .
c

:

0
. . .
. . .
D
. . .

C,D
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

c
D
. . .
D
D

O,D
. . .
0
c

. . .
C,o
. . .

O,D
o :

. . .
c

(i)

C,D

C,D
. . .
c
c
c

. . .
c

C,D
c

c
c
C,O,D
c (v)
c

. . .
c

E
o

C,D
. . .

E
C,D

c
c
c
c
. . .

0
. . .
. . .

0

c
. . .
c

:
. . .

c

C,D
c
c

C,D
. . .
. . .
0
. . .

0
0
c
. . .
. . .

c
c
c @g)
c
. . .

:
. . .
. . .
0

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

C,O,D

C,D

D
. . .
. . .
0
C,D

c
. . .
. . .
. . .
D

c
D
O,D

C;D

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
D

. . .

. . .

. . .
D
. . .

: (kk),D

. . .
D
. . .

0 ic)
D (e)

o
0
0

0
C,o

o
C,D
c
o
O,D

:
C,D
O,D
c

c
c

C,D
o

0
0

:
0

0
0

:
O,D

o

:,D
o
c

C;D C,o
c o

c“(d)
c

c

O,D

C,D
c
C,o
c
c

:
O,D
o
0

:
C,O,D
c (v)
c

c
o

:
c (Cc),o

C (ec),D
o
C,o
C,D
o

C,o
o
C (mm)
o
c

c
c

6
: c . . .

c (j)

. . .

c(m)
C (0),D (p)
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

c (s)
c (u)

c’(w)
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

C idd)

. . .

Cihh),D (ii)
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

c(u)

C (g),O (h) O 0

c

o

0

0 0

c c

c c
c o

c
C,D
C,D
C (n),D
C,O (g),D
C,D

c

:,D
C,D
C,D

C,D
C,o (t)
C,O (g),D
O,D
o

b’)
c
c
c
C (bb),D

C,D
c
C,D
c
C,D

c
o
c
O,D
O,D

o

0
O,D

:
O,D

c

:
O,D
c

o

:
O,D
o

0
0

:
0

:

:
0

0

:
0
0

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . C,D
Delawar e . . . . . . . . C
Fkrrida. . . . . . . . ..C. D
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . c

C’(i),D
c
C,D

. . . 0
c c
c c. . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . C
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . C
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . C,D
ttilasu . . . . . . . . . . C
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . ..c

c
. . .

. . . c
D o
c c
c O,D
. . . c

. . .
c c

c. . .
Kamm. . . . . . . . . . . C,D
Kesstsrcky . . . . . . . . . . . .
L43rsisiasu. . . . . . . . . . .
Maine.. . . . . . . . . . O,D
Mmyland. . . . . . ..C.D

o
c

. . .

. . .
c
O,D
c

C,D
o

. . . . . .

. . . 0
c o

M8s!s8cbmetts.,... o
Micbig m. .. . . . . . C
Mimeaots........ C,D
Mkdsdppi . . . . . ..C
Missouri . . . . . . . . . C

o
:
C,D
o

c (X),o (z) . . .
c c. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . . c
. . . . . .
0 00

Momma.. . . . . . . . C
Nebnvka. . . . . . . . . C
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . C
New Hampshire. . C
New Jersey . . . . . . . C,D

c
c

c c
c o

. . .
0
c
O,D

. . . c
c C,o
o 0

. . .
0
0

NewMexko. . . . . . C
New York . . . . . . . . O,D
North CaMSu . . . C,D
North Dckom . . ..D
ONO . . . . . . . . . . ..O.D

o
c
o
0
c

o 0
c o
0 0
0 0
c o

. . .
0

. . .
c

See footnotes at end of tabk.

South Dakota . . . C c C,D o c c o
Tennessee. . . . . . . C c

. . .
0

0
0

c c
. . . 0 :

. . .

:
: 0 :

Texas . . . . . . . D
. . .

D o 0 O,D o
. . . c

O,D
o

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . D D
o 0 D O,D D o&)

. . . 0
:

0
Vermont . . . . . . . . C c c B

o
?

c C,D
. . . 0 c :

. . .
0 . . . c : . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . O,D o 0 C,D C,D . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . C,D

. . . . . . . . . C (tt),D (UU)
c C,D o 0 c c o 0 C;D :,D

West Virginia . . . C c o c
c o c (W),o (w)

:,D
Wisconsin . . . . . . . C,D ““

c
c

O,D o
O,D . . . . . . ““”

o
C,D

o
c

c c
O,D O,D

. . .

Wyoming ...,... C c o
0 0 . . . . . .

. . . . . . 0
. . .

. . . . . . 0 0 0 . . . : . . . . . .

Puerto Rico . . . . . C,D O,D O,D O,D D . . . C,D o C,D C,O,D O,D D o . . . c (xx)

Source: National Association of State Personnel Executives, State Personnel Office: Roles and Functions,
Second Edition, 1992.

Note: See above referenced source for more detailed information.

(f) Establish and revise classes.
(g) Appeals only.
(h) Grievances only.
(~) Each agency has its own legislative liaison.
(J) Information practices—certification of court and administrative hearing interpreters; establish merit

personnel standards for local government agencies as required by federal or state statutes.
(k) For managers.
(1) Indirect (startup support for child care facilities).
(m) Health Care Cost Containment Committee Management Relations.
(n) Shared.
(o) Other benefits (e.g., group life insurance, dental insurance, etc); personnel policies and procedures.
(P) personnel files and records; personnel transactions.
(q) The central personnel off!ce has system responsibility y.
(r) Central Management Serwces serves as central coordinating agency.
(s) State Civil Service Board, Service Recognition Award, Employee Suggestions Award.
(t) Personnel Board responsible for appeals.
(u) Payroll.
(v) Through Department of Administration.
(w) Responsible for rules and regulations that govern the State Civil Service System.
(x) Management positions only.
(Y) Department of personnel Administration handles appeals of classification and civil service issues;

grievances and other types of appeals handled by Office of Employee Relations; cases denied may be
appealed to Civil Service Commission.

(z) Non-management positions only.
(aa) System development and supervisory training.
(bb) Disciplinary appeals only.

Key:
C — Functions performed in centralized personnel agency
O — Functions performed in another centralized agency
D — Functions decentralized

— Not applicable
ia) These functions have been computerized in the following states. Testing Certification: Alabama,

Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Tennessee, Washington, West Virginia, Wyoming, Puerto Rico; Homan Resource Information
System: Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,
Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wyoming, Puerto Rico; Payroll: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, M]nnesota, Mksissippi, Missouri, Nevada,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Washingron, West Virginia, Wyoming, Puerto Rico; Fringe Benefits Summaries California (Dept.
of Personnel Administration), Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Montana,
New York, Rhode Island, South Carolina; Job Evaluation: Arkansas, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana,
Maine, Massachusetts, Mississippi, Montana, New York, Rhode Island, South Carolina.

(b) Administrative as opposed to policy and regulation.
(c) Sign up employees for retirement and benefit programs.
(d) For adjustments to the safary and benefits plans ordy.
(e) Personnel managers and professional staff assigned to the agencies are employees of the central

personnel authority.

(cc) Pay plan only.
(old) Leave benefit administration, personnel management consultation. Fair Labor Standards Act

liaison.
(ee) With regard to compensation.

(ff) System.
(gg) Labor negotiations ordy.

studies, executive leadership, agency head pay, higher education administration and faculty pay, condhions

(hh) Work performance standards.
of employment, service awards, suggestion program, technology training, reduction in force, employee

(ii) payroll, employee records, personnel rules.
relations policy interpretation.

(jj) Individual.
(rr) Decentralized personnel system.
(ss) Interpretation of all leave, State Classification Office. Interpretation of longevity, merit increases

(kk) Policy and procedure.
(11) Establishes policy only.

and payroll, Comptroller of Public Accounts.

(mm) Salaries and State Personnel Office Budget.
(tt) Meritorious service award program; policy development.
(UU) Meritorious service award program.

(nn) Development of evaluation forms. (VV) Career executive program.
(00) For employees exempt from collective bargaining.
(PP) For bargaining unit employees.

(WW) Dependent Care Assistance Program, Committee for Deferred Compensation.

(qq) Human resource management and total quality management consulting services, productivity
(xx) Legal representation for centralized agencies or as required by the Board of Appeal.

— ____



PERSONNEL

Table 7.3
CLASSIFICATION AND COMPENSATION PLANS

Kequtrement for
“periodic “ Date of most recent

Current number comprehensive
Legal basis for

comprehensive Compensation
of classifications classification review of Legal basis for

classt~ication
schedules

in state review plan classification compensation plan determined by:

:
s

S,fl
s

State or other
jurisdiction

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

Dept. of Personnel
Admin . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . .
Delaware ..,.....,.,
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . .
North Dakota . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . .

South Dakota . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Puerto Rico, . . . . . . . .

1,600
1,050
1,500
1,900

1982
1960
N.A.
1988-1990

* P
s L

L
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
N.A.
s

C,s 4,324 N.A S,CB P (a). . .
C,S,R
s
s
s

1,348
2,600
1.434

1991
1990

S.R P. . .
*
*
*

. . .

C“B
s
s
s

1987
1985
1978

1,596
1,570s

s
s
s

1,660
1,550
1,680
1,500
1,250

N.A.
1991
1969
1974-76(b)
On-going

s

~,R,CB
S,R
S,R,EO,CB

p
P
P

.
*
. . .

S,R
s

. . .
* On-going P

S,R,EO
s

1,142
1,614
3,800
1,500
3,000 (approx.)

~9n~ing (c)

1987
On-going
On-going

S,R,EO
S,R
c
S,R,CB
S,R

S,CB
c
S,CB
s

*
. . .
. . .
*

. . .

P (d)
P
P
P,L (e)
P,L

c
s
S,R

s
c
s

1,150 (approx.)
2,700
2,140
2,053
1,100

1980
1991
1978
1990
1946

P (f),L (g), (h)
P
P (a)
P

. . .
*

. . .
*
. . .

s
s s P

s
s

1,350 (approx.)
1,300
1,300
1,490
6,400

1990 S.CB L

:
L
P (j)

.
.
*
*

. . .

(i)
On-going
1991
1990

S:CB
s
CB
S,CB

S,R
S,CB
s
s

S,R

:

S.R 1.200 1989
1984-1985

P,L
(k)
:;

L (a)

. . .

.

. . .

. . .
*

s
s
s
s

7,300
3,500
1,075
1,804

(1)
1987-1988
1987-1990 S,CB

1,418
1.100

1981
1984-1990
1989
1989
1991

s L.
. . .
. . .
*
*

S,CB
s

;

P (o)
P

:)

2,782
1,500
2,318

s

: (q)
s
s

551 1985-1986
1984
(r)
~9~,oing

s
s
s (q)
s

P
P,L
L
L
(s)

.

. . .
*
*

. . .

2,258
1,339
2,500
1,280 S,CB

s 1,888
2,100
2,000 (approx.)
2,000

774

*
. . .
. . .
*
*

On-going
~9:~ing

s P,L

k
N.A.
P

S,R
S,R
C,s
s

S,R
S,R
C,S,CB
s

On-going
1989

s 1,107 On-going s (t)

Source: National Association of State Personnel Executives, State Per-
sonnel Office: Roles and Functions, Second Edition, 1992.

Note: See above referenced source for more detaded information.
Key:
C — Constitution
L — Legislature
P — Personnel Department
S — Statute
R — Regulation
CB — Collective Bargaining
EO — Executive Order

— Not applicable
N.A. — Not available
(a) Collective bargaining.
(b) Reviewed in 1989-90; results not yet implemented. Current classifi-

cation plan implemented in 1977-78.
(c) The review of all classified jobs is to be completed by the beginning

of fiscal year 1992. The review is on-going.
(d) Approval by governor; agencies with decentralized classification

authority are audited annually by the centralized personnel department.
(e) Wages and salaries for majority of state employees are negotiated.

—.

(f) Management compensation schedules.
(g) AH department compensation schedules approved by legislation.
(h) Office of Employee Relat]ons determines non-management compen-

sation schedules.
(i) NO single comprehensive review; periodic review of components.
0) Department of Personnel assigns salary ranges; increases to ranges

are negotiated.
(k) Salary schedules are set through negotiations for represented em-

ployees; management salary schedules are set by law.
(1) There has been no review of the classification system since it was es-

tablished.
(m) State Personnel Commission (with funding from the legislature).
(n) The Personnel Division recommends schedules within legislative ap-

propriations. The State Personnel Board has approval authority.
(o) Collective bargaining with approval of legislature.
(P) State Budget and Control Board.
(q) Approprlatlons Act.
(r) Reviewed each biennium in conjunction with budget and appropria-

tion process.
(s) Collective bargaining or executive approval.
(t) Prepared by Personnel Department and approved by the legislature.

—____



Table 7.4
SELECTEDEMPLOYEELEAVEPOLICIES

Annual leave Sick leave

Accrual (in days/year)
Sta[e or other —

Leave used Leave bank/ Parental
Carryover Accrual Carryover for other program

jurisdiction One year Five years
leave Child care

allowed (in days/year) allowed purposes (a) offered treated as: on-site
Alabama. .,
Alaska. . . . .
Arizona. .,
Arkansas . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut . . . . .
Delaware
Florida
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri .........,..

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . .
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota ,.....,
Ohio . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rhode Island...
South Carolina

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utab
Vermont ....,....

Virginia. . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . .
West Virginia . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . .

13
15
12
12
10.5

12
12
15
13
15

21
12
10
12
10

12
12
(f)

10

10
13
13
18
15

12
15

ii

10
13-14(W)

11.75
12
14

15
12
5.5

14

15
12
10.5
13
12

12
12
15
10
12

30

16.08
21
15
15
15

12
15
15
16.25
15

21
15
10
15
15

15

;;
15
10

15
15
16.25
21
15

15
12
15
15
15

12
18
16.75

;;

18
15
10.4
15
15

15
16.95
13.5
13
15

15
15
18
15
15

30

:
* (b)
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

;,

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

* (r)
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*

*
*

*

15

N.A.
12
12
12

10
15
15
13
15

21
12
12
6

18

12
12

varies
12
15

12

12
8,100r\~ (w)

12
10

14
12
12
13

12-21

12
12
18
13
12

18

*
*
*
*
*
* (e)
*
*
*
*

*
●

*
*
*

*
*

. . .
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
* (c)
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*

“*”(i)

*
*

. . .
*
*

*
*
*

. . .
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
* (bb)
*
* (old)
* (ff)

* (hh)
*
*
*
*

*
*
* (hh)
*
*

. . .

I
I
I
B
I

. . .
B

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .
I

. . .
B

. . .

. . .
.

. . .

. . .

. . .
1

. . .
I

. . .

I
I

B

I,B
B

. . .
I

I

. .

(g)

(;)
A,S(h)
M
u

A;s

(cd)

U (m)
u
u

u(o)
u
u
M
u

(..

u
(;)

(v)
(x)
A(u)
(Y)

A,M(z)

(&)

(cc)
U (ee)

(gg)

M (ii)
(d)
(~)

A(kk)

S,M
(U)

(mAm)

(d)

M (nn)

. . .

.
*
. . .
*
. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .

*
. . .
*
*. . .
. . .
*
* (n)

* (p)
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

. . .

Z (jj)
. . .
*

*
*
*

.
*

*

Source: National Association ofState Personnel Executives, State Per-
sonnel Office: Roles and Functions, Second Edition, 1992.

fVote: See above referenced source for more detailed information.
Key:
* —Yes

—No
A“~ Annual leave without pay
B— Donationto a leave bank
I —Donation ofleave directly to individual
M— Maternity leave only
S—Sick leave without pay
U— Unpaid leave of absence
N.A.— Not available
(a) Purposes vary across the states and individual jurisdictions should

be consulted for specifics. However, sick leave typicaffy maybe used for
family iflness in these cases. Other purposes inchrde medical appointments,
funeral/bereavement leave, births, adoption and workers’ compensation
disability.

(b) Upto30days. Anyadditional carryovermustbeapprovedbyDept.
of Administration director.

(c) Industrial disability, parental leave and limit of40hours for family
member’s illness.

(d) Annual leave, sick leave, compensatory credits or leave without pay.
(e) Up to 45 day maximum.
(f) Employee mayuse sick Ieaveif physically unableto work, remainder

of family leave is annual leave and leave without pay.
(g) Maternfiy leave without pay and annuaLsick and compensatory leave

with pay.
(h) Vacation.
(O Emergency famify care and death inthefamfiy upto40 hours for

non-contractual employees.
(j) Total amoun~ of accrued leave and months of service determine

whether carryover N allowable. Excess leave is converted to sick leave.
(k) Accrual rate is l.8440hours per month.

(l) Accrualrate is 2.7688 hours per month.
(m) Handled differently byeach agency, usually annual leavewith pay.
(n) Certairr locations only.
(o) Upto eight weeks without pay.
(p) Chddcare program mprivately owned and operates facilityon state-

owned property.
(q) First year employees—12 days; fifth year employees-10.5 days.
(r) Not more than two times maximum annual earned.
(s) 12 t030 days depending orrlength of service.
(t) Pregnancies treated astemporary disabilities; additional leave without

pay maybe applied for.
(u) Annual leave
(v) No statewide policy.
(w) Depending on bargaining unit.
(x) Leave for pregnancy, childbirth andchifd care; child care leave for

adoptive parents.
(y) Medical needs of family; limirof 40 hours per year.
(z) Sick leave to care for child.
(aa) Upto 12 weeks ofsick, annual leave.
(bb)Upto five days.
(cc) Upto 183 days childbirth Ieavewithout pay with benefits.
(dd)lOdays per year.
(ee)Except where expending sick or vacation leave.
(ff)Five days for ilhsess inirnmediate famify; six weeks for adoption.
(gg)Upto sixweeks sick leave with pay; annual leave orleave without

pay for adoption
(hh)40 hours maximum.
(ii) Father may use annual leave or40 hours of personal leave.
(jj)At School for the Blind and V~sually Impaired.
(kk)Paid and unpaid Ieave for parental leave.
(ll)Paid sick leave for period of disabilityonly; paid annual leave; ad-

ditional leave is without pay.
(mm) Unpaid family leave upto 12 weeks per year.
(nn)Adoption materrrity leave.

..—









T a7.6
CIVIL SERVICEREFORMIN THESTATES

Personnelfunctions underreform or consideredfor reform

Alabama. . . . . . . . I N.A. . . . . *
Alaska . . . . . . . . . 1

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
N.A. * * * * * * *

G(a) I::
* *

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . 1 * * * * * * * * *
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . I . . . * * * * *

N!A.
*

California . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

1 * * * . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . I G,L,P . . * * * * * *
Connecticut . . . . . .

. . .
I

. . . .
L,P *

Delaware . . . . . . -..----....-.-..--.-...------....-.---.----------------------*-----------*----- (b)-::------..-*---------.:--------:-*:-------:-*:---------;--------:-*:----
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . w * * * * *
Georgia . . . . . . . . I X. . . . . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . I * * * * * * * * *
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
(;) * * * * . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . (;) * * * * * * * *
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
* * . . . * * * * * *

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
. . .

G~~TP * * * . . . * * * . . . . . . *

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . I N.A. . . . *
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . ------------------------ -------------------------------- ----- Norefo~rn underway /planhed ----~-;-;-------;-;-l-------;-;-;-------;-;-;-------;-;-;----
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . --------------------------- ------------- No reform underway/planned -------------------------------------------------------------
Maine . . . . . . . 1 G,L,P * * . . . * * * * * *
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

. . .
I G,P * * * * * * * * * *

Massachusetts . . . . . w G,P(a) * * * * * * * * *
Michigan . . . . . . . .

. . .
G,P * * * * * * * * * *

Minnesota . . . . . . . . . J G,P(a)
Mississippi . . . . . . . ........-..........----.------.........-.--..-.:-:-:-------:-:-:-------:-:-:--- (dj:-:-------:-:-:-------:-:-:---------*---------:-:-"-------:--:-:--------*-----
Missouri . . . . . . . . ---------. .. . . . . . . . . . ------------------------- --------------- Noreform underway/planned -------------------------------------------------------------

Montana . . . . . . . 1 N.A. . . . * * * * * * *
Nebraska

.
. .. .-----.. . . . . . . .. ------------------------------------------ Noreform underway/planned ----------------;-;-;----------------------------------------

Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 G * * *
New Hampshire . . . . --(d) *----------*----------;--------:-;-;------;--;;---------;----------;-----
New Jersey . . . . . w G,P * * * . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . ---------------------------------- ------------------------ --- No reform underway/planned -------------------------------------------------------------
New York . . . . . . . . 1 G * * . . .
North Carolina . . . . . ----. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . ------------------------ ----------------------------------- (bj:-:---------*----------*--------:-:-:-------:-:-:-------:-:-:---------*-----
North Dakota . . . I N.A. . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . w G,P * * * * * * * * * . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carolina . . . .

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . .

w G * * * * * * * * * *
I * * * . . . . . . * . . . . . . * *
I l?:. . . . * . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . --------------------- ------------- -------- No refer’rn unde~way/plann~d ----:-;--: ---------------------------------------------------
1 G,L,P (a) . . . * . . . . . . ... ...

.-.....-----------..-------.....--------....---........----..No reform underway lplanned -------------------------------------------------------------
I N.A. . . .

...........................................................:.:.:.........*....- (dj :.:.-------:*-:------:-*:--------"-*:--------:-::-------:--:-:------:-:--:---
I P . . . * * . . .
I

. . . . . . . . .
P * * * * * . . . * * *

1 P * * * * . . . * . . . . * *
I N.A. *

-.-..............-.---.....-..--.--...---------.-------.-----*-----------*----- (d) *----------*----------*---------:-::-------:-;--:------;-~--"-------:--"-;----
I G,P * * * * * . . . . . . . . . .

-----.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ----------------------- ----------------- No reform underway lplanned -------------------------------------------------------------

Dist. of Columbia.. . . 1 G * * * * * *. . . . . . . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin lslrsnds w P * * * * * * * * * *

Source: National Association ofState Personnel Executives, Civil Ser- (a) Other initiators: Arizona, Idaho—various state agencies; Massachu-
vice Reform Survey, 1993.

Key:
setts—various groups dedicated to improving the effectiveness and effi-
ciencyof the delivery ofstate government services; Minnesota-Governor’s

* — Function is being reformed or considered for reform
—No reform

Commission on Reform and Efficiency; South Carolina-citizens andcus-
tomers.

1 ~ Incremental reform
W —Wholesale reform

(b) Reform is being plannedor under considerationbythe state person-

G—Governor
nel executives in Delaware and North Carolina; no further information
available.

L—Legislature
P— Personnel agencY

(c) Extent ofreform unknownuntil review process hasbeencompleted.
(d) Data not available.

N.A. —Notavafiable
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PERSONNEL

Table7.7
DOWNSIZING:STATEWORKFORCEREDUCTION

State or other
Difference between

Agencies must follow Reductions based on Employee displacement downsizing and Plans for future
jurisdiction state reduction plan seniority only “bumping” (a) reorganization (b) reductions

Alabama.. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska.. . .
Arizossa.. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas. . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . .

Colorado . . . . .
Connecticut. . . . . . . . .
Delaware. . . . . . . . . . .
Florfda. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois.. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky. . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana. . . . . . . .
Maine. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland. . . . . . . . . . .

Maaaachsrsetts. . . . . . .
Mkhigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota. . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi. . . . . . . . . .
Mizaouri. . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska. . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada. . . . . . . . . . . . .
NewHampshire .
NewJersey. . . . . . . . . .

NewMexico.. . . . . .
NewYork . . . . . . . . . .
NorthCarolina.. . . . .
NorthDakota. . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma. . . . . . . . . .
Oregon. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania. . . . . . . .
RhodeIrdassd. . . . . . . .
SosrthCarolina

SouthDakota. . . . . . .
Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont. . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia. . . . . . . . . .
Washington. . . . . . . . .
WeztVirghsia. . . . . . .
Wisconsin. . . . . . .
Wyoming. . . . . . . .

Dist.of Coksmbia.. . .

* . . . * * (c) . . .
. . . . . . * *
*

*
. . . * . . . *

. . . . . . *
*

*
. . . * “i”(d) *

* . . . * . . . . . .
. . . . . . *
*

*
* * N*A. . . .

* . . . * *
* (e)

. . .
. . . * * *

* * * * (d) (f)
* . . . * . . .
* . . . * * ‘(h”

. . . . . . * *

. . .(g)
. . .

. . . * * (d) . . .

(h) . . . *
*

* (d) * (i)
. . . . . . * (d)

* * * * . . .
* * * * *

. . . ti) * * * (d) . . .

. . . (g) . . . * * N.A.

------------:-:-:---------.-------.------------*----------------------------- (~tA--..-..----.------------------*-:-d!-------.--------------:-"--"-------------

--------------*-----------------------------:-:-:---------------------------- (kj--:-----------------------------*---------------------------::-:-------------

. . . . . . . . . *

. . . * * . . . . . .

------------:-:-:----------------------------N;A---------------------------- (k~-------------------------------*--------------------------N*A~!~----------
* . . * * . .

* . . . . . . * (d) . . .
. . . * * * *
... (g,m) . . . . . . * *(n)
...(g) . . . . . . . . . *
* . . . * . . . . . .

.*.(8) * * . . . *
* . . . *

* N:A.
-------- --------------- ----------------------- .. . . .------------ --------------- (k:-------------------------------;-~-d~---------------------------------------

. . . . . . * . . .

.*. (g) . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . *

. . . . . . . . . “:”(d) (:)
* . . . * * *
* . . . * *(d) *

* . . . * *
.. .(g)

. . .
● * * *

* * * * *
.. .(8) . . . * * . . .
.. .(g) * *(p) * . . .

* . . . * * *

Source; National Association ofState Personnel Executives, Civil Ser-
vice Reform Survey, 1993.

Key:
* — Yes

. —No
N:A.— Not available
(a) lf’’bumping’’ is allowed during downsizing, amore senioremployee

in a position slated for elimination may displacean employee with lesser
seniority.

(b). . .(No)in this cohsmn means that downsizing occurs during reor-
ganization.

(c) Reorganizationatmanagement’s discretion; layoffs areby formula.
(d) Reductions, bydefinition, eliminate positions and reduce the work

force; reorganizations do not necessarily reduce the work force and can
increase programs and personnel.

(e) Agencies do not have to follow plan for unclassified service.
(f) Not wholesale reduction, butasnecded.

(g) Agencies develop own plans but must follow state policies or
guidelines.

(h) Plans must beatmroved by the secretary for administration andthe
director of personnel”s_ervices.

(i) Legislature passed lawthatwfll reducethestatework force by25 per-
cent through retirement of employees.

(j) Agencies that areindependent personnel authorities must devise their
own plans.

(k) Data not available.
(l) Legislature isconsidering proposal to reorganize state government.
(m) Each agency isrequiredto develop aplanand fileit with the office

of state personnel.
(n) Legislatureisconsideringproposal to eliminatesome state positions.
(o) The determinationto reduce the number ofemployees is madeby

each agency based on appropriations for the next biennium.
(p)permanentemPloYeesmaY bump probationary employees.
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Table 7.8
INFORMATION RESOURCEMANAGEMENT: CHIEFINFORMATION OFFICERS

Has authority to approve:

Chief informationofficer’s Officer’sdecisions State IRM State IRM State IRh4 State-levelIRM
State title and division (a) are binding plans policies standards acquisitions

Alabama. .
Alaska.
Arizona..
Arkansas
California. .

Colorado . .

Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .

Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Georgia. .

Hawaii

Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Illinois.

Indiana. .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kentucky

Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota

Mississippi . . . . . . . . .

Missouri . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada .,..... .
New Hampshire . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . .

New Mexico. . . .
New York
North Carotirsa.

North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .

Rhode Island... .
South Carolina

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . .

Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .

Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

Director, Data Systems Management Division
----------------------------------------------------------------------~;~-----(b) ---------*----------------*---------------::-:------------------*-----------
Assistant Director, Data Management Division * * *
Director, Department of Computer Services

. .
* * * *

Director, Office ofhrformation Technology
. . .

* . . . * * *

Staff Director, Commissionon Information . . . . . .
Management

. . . . . . .

----------------------------------------------------------- ---No chief information officer ------------------------------------------------------- -------
ExecutiveDirector, Office of Information * * * *

Systems
. . .

Executive Administrator, Information Resource . . . *
Commission

. . . . . . . . .

----------------------------------------------------------- ---No chief information officer ---------------------------------------------------- ----------

Deputy Director of Finance, Information and N.A. * * N.A.
Communication Services Division

. . .

Statewide Data Processing Coordinator, (c) * * * *
Information Resource Management

Director, Department of Central Management *
Services

* * . . . *

--------- ------------.--- ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .No chief information officer ---------------------------------------------------- ----------
--------------------------------------------------------------No chief information officcr --------------------------------------------------------------

Director, Division of Information Systems * * * *
&Communication

. . .

Commissioner, Department of Information * (c) . . .
Systems

* * *

----------. .. . . . . . . .. . ------------------ . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .No chief information officer ---------------------------------------------------- ----------
Director, Bureau of Information Services * *
Chief of Information Technology, Department

. . . . . . . .
* * *

of Budget and Fiscal Planning
. . . . . .

--------------------------------------------------------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------------------------------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------
A:k;c:nt Commissioner, Information Policy * . . . * . *

Executive Director, Central Data Processing * * * * *
Authority

--------------------------------------------------------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------

Administrator, Information Services Division (c) * * * *
Central Data Processing N.A. * * * *
Director, Department of Data Processing (c) * * * *
--------------------------------------------------------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------
Administrator, Office of Telecommunications N.A. . * * *

and Information Systems

Director, Information Systems Division * (c) * * *
----------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------

. .

Deputy State Controller for lRM, Office of (c) * * * *
the State Controller

Director, Information Systems Division (c) * *
Deputy Director, Division of Computer and

. . .
* * * *

Information System Services
. . .

...---------------------------..........----------...---------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------
Administrator, Information Systems Division * * * * *
Special Assistant to the Governor for * * * *

Computer Information Systems
. . .

--------- .. . . .-------- .. . . . . . . . . ------- .. . . .------------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------
Deputy Director, Office of Information * * * * *
Technology Policy & Management

Director, Information Systems * . . . * * *
Chief of Information Systems * * * *
Executive Director, Department of Information

. . .
* * * *

Resources
. . .

Director, Division of Information Technology N.A. * * * *
Services

......... ----.. ---. --.----------------------------------------No chief information officer --------------------------------------------------------------

Director, Department of Information (c) . . . . . . * *
Technology

Staff Director, Council on Information (c) * * * . . .
Management

Director, Department of Information Services * *
Director, Information Services and

* *
N*A. * * * *

Communications
Division Administrator
Administrator, Computer Technology Division N*A.

* * *
* * *

*
*

See footnotes at end of table.

iNFORMATION/RECORDS MANAGEMENT

CHIEFINFORMATION OFFICERS—Continued

Source:National Association of State Information Resource Executives,
StateInformationResourceManagementOrganizationalStructures:1992
NASIRE BiennialReport, 1992.

Key:
* — Yes

taj Tie %te’s chief information officer is the individual with the highest
level of authority for managing information resources and services.

(b) Data not available.

(c) Decisions are binding in some cases, but not in others. In Idaho,
agency director can override unless purchasing laws could be violated. In
Kentucky, decisions are binding for centralized service only. In New Mexico,
there are six departments in the executive branch that are statutorily ex-
empt from this provision. In North Carolina, departmental actions must
comply with state IRM standards, policies and the strategic direction of
the Information Technology Commission. Within those constraints, depart-
mental IRM management may exercise considerable latitude in decision
making.

——-—



iNFORMATION/RECORDS MANAGEMENT

Table 7.9
INFORMATION RESOURCEMANAGEMENT: STATECOMMISSIONS,
CENTRALORGANIZATIONS AND BUDGETS

State commissions
CentralIRM IRM budgetas a percentage

State IRM commission(a) Authority to approve: organization(b) of total state budget (c)

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . ---------------~--~-~-------------------------------A~B----------------------(d) ---------*---------------------------------------N~-;;----------------------
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . *
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
. . . . . . * N.A.

California. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.3

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . * A,B,C 1.9 (e)
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .

. . .
* A, B,C,D * 3.9

Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . * B * 7.5 (e)
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . * A, B,C,D * 0.9 (e)
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . * B * 1.6

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * N.A.
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . * B;c * N.A.
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *
Indiana ...,.... . . . . . * D ;5.;”
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
. . . . . . . . . 1.5 (e)

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * N.A.
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . * A,B;C * 1.7(e,f)
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . N.A.
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
* B;c * 1.0

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . * none(g) . . . 2.2(t-)

Massachusetts . . . . . . * B,C,D * N.A.
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * 1.0
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . * N.A.
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . * A,B:C,D * 1.7(ff
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * 1.0

Montana . . . . . . * none 1.9(e)
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
* none * N.A.

Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . * none * 0.5
New Hampslrire . . . . . * none N.A.
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
. . . . . . * N.A.

New Mexico . . . . . . . * A,B,C,D * N.A.(h)
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.3(f)
North Carolina. . . . .

. . .
* A;B;C *

North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . * {vi.(h)
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * 1.1

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.4
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
* A,B;C * 1.2(f)

Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . *
Rhode Island... . . . . . . . . . * N:i.(h)
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.8(e,f)

South Dakota . . . * 1.0
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . * A;B:D * 0.6(e)
Texas. .....,.. * A,B,C 1.7 (e,f)
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
* A,B,C,D * N.A.

Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . N.A.

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . * A,B,C
Washington . . . . . . . * A,B,C,D
West Virginia * A,C,D
Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . . * A,B,C,D
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . * B,C

Source: National Association of State information Resource Executives,
StateInformationResourceManagementOrganizationa!SWctures.”1992
NASIRE BiennialReport, 1992.

Key:
* —Organization exists in the state

— Organization does not exist in the state
A“~State IRM plans
B—StatelRM policies
C—State IRM standards
D—State-level lRM acquisitions
N.A. —Not available
(a) Formal board, commission, committee or authority established for

the purpose of directing or managing the planning and implementation
ofinformation processing resources, policies, standards and services with-
in the state.

(b) Adepartment oragency with state-level authority over information

* 1.7(f-)
* 3.4(e,f)
* N.A.
* 1.4(f)
* N.A.

management; usually sets policy andstandruds; possibly subjectto approval
of an IRM commission; and may have influence over day-to-day IRM
operations.

(c) Budget includes information for theexecutive department only, ex-
cept in Connecticut and where noted.

(d) Data not available.
(e) In additionto the executive department, budget inchcdes informa-

tionfor the legislative and judicial branches,except in Tennessee-legislative
only; Washington, Florida and Texas—judicial only.

(f) In addition to the executive department, budget inchrdesinforma-
tion for universities.

(g) Advises state’s chief information officer.
(h) Total amountof IRMbudget in millions of dollars: New Mexico,

$25.8 for executive department, trniversities, and legislative and judicial
branches; North Dakota, $18.0 for executive department and legislative
and judicial branches; Rhode Island, $7.5 for executive department.
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Table 7.10
S P L
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S PURCHASING

Table 7.11
STATEPURCHASING: BUY-AMERICANLAWS AND OTHERPRACTICES

Preferenceto specifiedproducts

Buy-Americanlaws
affectingpublic Small

State procurement business

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . . * “(a) *

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut “* “(b) *
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . * (c) . . .
Idabo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . “*”(e) *
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . *
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . “*”(a) . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . * (g) . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . *
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . “*”(a) . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . “*”(e) *

Massachusetts . . . . . . . *
Micbigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . ‘*”(i) *
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . * (j) . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . * . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . *
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . “~”(k) *

New Mexico. . . . * (a) . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . * (e) . . .
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . * . . .

Oklaboma . . . . . . . . * (c) . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . * . . .
Rhode Island . . . . * (e) . . .
South Carolina . . . . . * . . .

Soutb Dakota . . . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . “*”(I)
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . . * . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . * (m) . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . * (n) . . .

Source’ National Association of State Purchasing Officials,State and
Lo;:~,GovernmentPurchasing,4th Edition (1994).

* —Yes

~a)”A;tc!%obiles only.
(b) Textiles only.
(c) The lawis too vague to apply.
(d) Hawaiian products, printirrg, software.
(e) SteeI. In Illinois, domestically produced products receivea10 per-

cent preference for stcelused inpubhc works projects. In Maryland, 10,000
pounds ormore for public works projects. lnNew York, steel for public
works projects only.

Otherproducts
Recycled Recycled with recycled
Dlastic uauer content Other

. . . . . . .
. . * * . . .

. * . . . . . .

. . . * . . . . . .

. . . * * . . .
* * . . . . . .
* * * . . .
. . . . . . . . . . .
* * * . . .
. . . * . . .
. . . . . . . . . * (d)
. . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .
* * * “i”(f)

. . . * . . . . . .

* . . . . . .
* * *
* * * “:”(h)
. * . . . * (h)
* * * . . .

* * *
* * *
*

“~”(h)
* * . .

* * * . . .
* * * . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .
* * * . . .
* * * . . .
. . . * . . . . . .
* * * . . .
* * *
* * * “~’(h)

. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
* * * “~”(h)
* * . . . . . .

. . . * . . . . . .
* * *

. * . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . .
* * * . . .

* . . . . . .
* * * .
. . . * . . . .
* * * . . .
* * * *
. . . . . . . . . * (h)
. . . * * . . .

(f) Five percent pri:e preference tohrdiana businesses.
(g) The law lsperm!sflve, not mandatory.
(h) Products or services ofsheltered or rehabilitation workshops. Also

in Michigan, prison industries. Also in New York, products ofthe special
employment program of the state office of mental health.

(i) Five percent preference to American-made products and services.
fi)Specifications shall rewritten so as not to exCludeCOmparableeCllIiP-

ment of domestic manufacturer.
(k) Materials used in conjunction with public works contracts.
(l) Only in tie bids for products/services.
(m)The state will purchase materials that are manufactured to the

greatest extent inthe U.S. in case of tie bids.
(n) Beef.
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STATEPURCHASING

Table 7.12
STATEPURCHASINGOF RECYCLEDPRODUCTS

Purchases of
State purchases Restrictions on purchasing:

recycled products Recycled Recycled Alternative Soybean Foam cups Products
State required by law oil Juel fuel vehicles ink and plates with CFCS

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
*
. . .
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
*

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*

*
*

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idabo . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
. . .
*
*
. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

. . . . . . . . .
. . .
*
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
*

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

*
. . .
*
*
. . .

*
*

* *
*
*
*
*

. . .*

. . .
*
. . .

. . .. . .

. . .
*
. . .

. . .
*. . .

*
*

. . .
*

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

* * *
*
*
. . .
*

*
*
. . .
. . .
*

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*

. . .
*
*
. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . . . . .
*. . .

Montana . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

*
*
. . .
. . .
*

*
*
*

. . .
*
*

. . .
*
*
. . .
*

. . .

.

. . .
*
. . .

. .
. . .
. . .
*
*

. . .
*

.
*

New Mexico . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Caroihsa. . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .

*
*
*
. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .
. . .
*

Okiahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Izhmd... . .
South Carolina . . . . . .

*
*

*
*
*

*
. . .
*
. . .
*

. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .
. . .

. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .

. . .
*
. . .

. . .

. . .
South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*
*
*
*

* *
*
*
. . .
*

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*

. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*
*
*

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . .
Wisconsin.. . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

(a) *
*
*
*
. . .

. . .

. .

. . .
.

. . .

. . .
*
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
. . .

Source.” National Association of State Purchasing Officials, State and (a) Used in test vehicles only.
Local Government Purchasing, 4th Edition (i994)~

Key:
* —Yes
. . . —No
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TableC
AVERAGEPAYOF FULLTIMEEMPLOYEES:OCTOBER1992

Tofol
&

Employee Average Earnings

a
B a

The Council of State Governments 437



a d

C

Sourcesof Additional Data

a

438 The Book of the States 1994-95



PUBLICEMPLOYMENT

Table 7.13
SUMMARY OF STATEGOVERNMENTEMPLOYMENT:1952-1992

Employment (in thousands)

Total, full-time Monthly payrolls Average monthly earnings
and part-time Full-time equivalent (in millions of dollars) of full-time employees

Year (October) All Educat!on Other All Education Other All Education Other All Education Other

1952. . . . . . . . . . . .
1953. . . . . . . . . . . .
1954. . . . . . . . . . . .
1955. . . . . . . . . . . .
1956..,
1957 (April) . . . .
1958. . . . . . . . . . . .
1959. . . . . . . . . . . .
1960. . . . . . . . . . . .
1961. . . . . . . . . . . .
1962. . . . . . . . . . . .
1963. . . . . . . . . . . .
1964. . . . . . . . . . . .
1965..
1966. . . . . . . . . . . .
1967. . . . . . . . . . . .
1968. . . . . . . . . . . .
1969. . . . . . . . . . . .
1970. . . . . . . . . . . .
1971. . . . . . . . . . . .
1972. . . . . . . . . . . .
1973. . . . . . . . . . . .
1974. . . . . . . . . . . .
1975. . . . . . . . . . . .
1976. . . . . . . . . . . .
1977. . . . . . . . . . . .
1978. . . . . . . . . . . .
1979. . . . . . . . . . . .
1980. . . . . . . . . . . .
1981. . . . . . . . . . . .
1982. . . . . . . . . . . .
1983. . . . . . . . . . . .
1984. . . . . . . . . . . .
1985. . . . . . . . . . . .
1986. . . . . . . . . . . .
1987. . . . . . . . . . . .
1988. . . . . . . . . . . .
1989. . . . . . . . . . . .
1990. . . . . . . . . . . .
1991. . . . . . . . . . . .
1992. . . . . . . . . . . .

1,060
1,082
1,149
1,199
1,268
1,300
1,408
1,454
1,527
1,625
1,680
1,775
1,873
2,028
2,211
2,335
2,495
2,614
2,755
2,832
2,957
3,013
3,155
3,271
3,343
3,491
3,539
3,699
3,753
3,726
3,747
3,816
3,898
3,984
4,068
4,115
4,236
4,365
4,503
4,521
4,595

293
294
310
333
353
375
406
443
474
518
555
602
656
739
866
940
037
112
182
223
267
280
,357
,400
,434
,484
,508
,577
,599
,603
,616
,666
,708
,764
,800
,804
,854
,925
,984

1,999
2,050

767
788
839
866
915
925
,002
,011
,053
,107
,126
,173
,217
,289
,344
.395
.458

958
966

1,024
1,081
1.136
1,153
1,259
1,302
1,353
1.435
1,478
1.558
1;639
1,751
1,864
1,946
2.085

;501 2;179
,573 2,302
,609 2,384

1.690 2.487
1,733
1.798
1;870
1,910
2,007
2.032
2,122
2.154

2,547
2,653
2,744
2,799
2,903
2,966
3,072
3.106

2,123
2,131 3,083
2,150 3,116
2.190 3,177

2.9902.220

3.087

2,267
2,310
2,381
2,440
2,519
2,522
2,545

3.437
3;491
3,606
3,709
3,840
3.829
3,856

213
211
222
244
250
257
284
318
332
367
389
422
460
508
575
620
694
746
803
841
867
887
929
952
973

I,0Q5
1,016
1,046
1,063
1,063
1,051
1,072
1,091

945
1,256
1,264
1,309
1,360
1,418
1,375
1.384

-.. “ 260.3 - 65.1 m “-’- m ‘-” * ‘-” m/4>

755
802
837
886
896
975
984
,021
,068
,088
,136
,179
,243
,289
,326
,391

1,433
1,499
1,544
1,619
1,660
1,725
1,792
1,827
1,898
1,950
2,026
2,044
2,024
2,032
2,044
2,086
2,046
2,181
2,227
2,297
2,349
2,432
2,454
2,472

Source: U.S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau of the Census, annual
Pubiic Employment reports.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.

LYu
278.6
300.7
325.9
366.5
372.5
446.5
485.4
524.1
586.2
634.6
696.4
761.1
849.2
975.2

1,105.5
1,256.7
1,430.5
1,612.2
1,741.7
1,936.6
2,158.2
2,409.5
2,652.7
2,893.7
3,194.6
3,483.0
3,869.3
4,284.7
4,667.5
5,027.7
5,345.5
5,814.9
6,328.6
6,801.4
7,297.8
7,842.3
8,443.1
9,083.0
9,437.0
9,828.0

73.5
78.9
88.5

108.8
106.1
123.4
136.0
167.7
192.4
201.8
230.1
257.5
290.I
353.0
406.3
477.1
554.5
630.3
681.5
746.9
822.2
932.7

1,021.7
1,111.5
1,234.4
1,332.9
1,451.4
1,608.0
1,768.0
1,874.0
1,989.0
2,178.0
2,443.7
2,583.4
2,758.3
2,928.6
3,175.0
3,426.0
3,550.0
3,774.0

205.1
221.8
237.4
257.7
266.4
323.1
349.4
356.4
393.8
432.8
466.3
503.6
559.1
622.2
699.3
779.6
876.1
981.9

1,060.2
1,189.7
1,336.0
1,476.9
1,631.1
1,782.1
1,960.1
2,150.2
2,417.9
2,676.6
2,899.5
3,153.7
3,357.0
3,637.0
3,884.9
4,226.9
4,539.5
4,913.7
5,268.1
5,657.0
5,887.0
6,054.0

289
294
302
321
320
355
373
386
409
429
447
464
484
522
567
602
655
700
731
778
843
906
964

1,031
1,096
1,167
1,257
1,373
1,507
1,625
1,711
1,825
1,935
2,052
2,161
2,260
2,372
2,472
2,479
2,562

320
325
334
358
355
416
427
439
482
518
545
560
571
614
666
687
743
797
826
871
952

1,023
1,080
1,163
1,237
1,311
1,399
1,523
1,671
1,789
1,850
1,991
2,155
2,263
2,396
2,490
2,627
2,732
2,530
2,607

262
278
283
290
309
309
333
352
365
383
397
410
427
450
483
526
544
597
605
686
734
805
855
909
975

1,031
1,102
1,193
1,305
1,432
1,551
1,640
1,740
1,834
1,956
2,056
2,158
2,259
2,359
2,433
2,521
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PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT

Table 7.14
EMPLOYMENT AND PAYROLLS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,
BY FUNCTION: OCTOBER 1991

A II employees, full-time and part-time October payrolls
(in thousands) (in millions of dollars)

Average October
State Local State

Functions Total
Local

governments
earnings of full-time

governments Total governments governments employees

All functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . ..-. .- A-. “.-. ..n A---- ------ -----1>,4>2 4,>Z1 1U,Y51 Ml, >xr >Y,43 I U,41Y

Education:
Higher Education........,..,.,

Instructional personnel only . . .
Elementary/ Secondary schools.

Instructional personnel only .
Libraries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2,297
816

1,858
600

35
24

1
106

439 3,901
1,954
1,545
9,103

171
236

3.241 660 2,859
3,930
2,450
2,746
1,966

216
5,635
3,778

131

1;574
73
59

23;

380
11,473
9,044

169

5,669
3,802

132
106 0 0 2.438

Selected Functions:
Highways . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,220
Public welfare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 948
Hospitals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,404
Health . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 768
Police protection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,948

Police officers only . . . . . . . . . 1,611
Fire protection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 771

Firefighters orgy . . . . . . . . . . . . . 723
Natural resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 418
Correction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,239
Social insurance administration 253
Financial administration ., 719
Judicial and legal administration. 780
Other government administration 550
Utilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,254

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Public
Employment 1991.

No[e: Statistics for local governments are estimates subject to sampling
variation. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

564
492

1,146
368
762
553
341
316
200
531
107

259
217
559
165

305
275
587
203

613
464

1,208
376

607
485

1,196
391

1,699
1,430

771
723

70
451

2,253
2,060
2,263
2.314

87
56

0
0

162
338
107

674
497
341
316

1Y

21;

250
181

0

34:
788
253

2,819
3,043
3,059
3,093
2,416
2,386
2,451
2.23837:

442
424

1,160

361
312
366
456

343
338
126
94

200
313
428

2;682
2,402
2,879

Table 7.15
EMPLOYMENT AND PAYROLLS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,
BY FUNCTION: OCTOBER 1992

A 1[employees, full-time and part-time October payrolls
(in thousands) (in millions of dollars)

State
Average October

Local State
Functions

Local
Total

earnings of full-time
governments governments Total governments governments employees

All functions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Education:
Higher Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Instructional personnel only
Elementary/ secondary schools

Instructional personnel only . . .
Libraries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Selected functions:
Highway s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Public welfare . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Hospitals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Health . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Police protection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Police officers only . . . . . . . . .
Fire protection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Firefighters only . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Natural resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Cor,rec~]on . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . .
Social insurance admmlstratlon
Financial administration .
Judicial & legal administration .
Other government administration
Utilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

15,698 4,595 11,103 $33,183 $9.828 $23,355 $2,562

2.356 447
218

5.727

4,155
2,094

12,124
9,557

178
242

3,457
1,695

75
61

24;

698
400

12,049
9,496

177
0

2,959
4,108
2,522
2,838

841
5,762
3,859

132
106

3;825
131

0
2,057
2,496

%’ 1.252 626
471

1,224
389
247
177

626

1,;:
433

2,326
2,179
2.327

561
496

1,163
381
770
558
344
319
204
543
118
355
323
370
459

261
215
555
167
87

1.015
608
214
683
503

2;518
822

2,061
1,698

825

2.395
1,814
1,521

825
776

2;947
3,179
3,260
3,297
2,436

55
0
0

%
118
151

344
319

40

0

35:
844
275
351
350
125
105

776
431 76

464

4/t
482
443

1,188

194

20:
209

1,;;;

751
832
568

1,293

2,454
2,433
2.320
2;765
2,491
2,951

318
430

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Pub/it
Employment 1992.

Nore: Statistics for local governments are estimates subject to sampling
variation. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
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United States. . . . . . . 4,521,385 10,930,387 523 371

369
379
369
336
363

393
297
251
372
410

120
371
368
355
388

422
321
368
347
327

318
364
381
407
333

436
432
341
315
393

387
473
376
324
356

369
353
302
269
336

350
351
417
293
308

357
339
321
377
535

926

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana ..,....
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada, . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . .
Nortb Dakota
Obio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania .
Rhode Island...
South Carolina

Soutb Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee, . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . .
Utab
Vermont ...,..

Virginia. .....,.
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin ....,.,..
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Cohrmbia.. .

94,390
24.995

166,126
25,850

156,400
94,470

1,322,453

260,516
50,845

217,584
145,207

1,708,950

81,505
22,360
51,141
43,320

325,037

150,932
21,618

138,306
79,812

1,104,112

132,626
97,703
17,038

494,010
271,451

13,632
38,577

424,513
198,894
108,333

105,411
119,212
156,368
42,810

159,010

190,966
341,429
168,745
105,453
171,956

35,269
68,769
43,844
34,858

305,333

59,918
853,993
253,299
20,552

389,345

117,106
103,084
361,309
26,965

119,555

24,572
173,786
723,387

51,927
17,453

224,344
170,213
57,774

186,720
24,608

55,404

199
392
136
183
107

158
176
294
123
169

447
179
122
160
199

198
206
206
176
179

147
148
150
179
144

207
185
147
146
145

263
149
160
237
129

214
187
104
196
227

192
154
131
219
225

182
191
186
140
243

0

568
772
505
519
470

551
473

M
579

567
550
490
515
587

620
527
574
523
506

465
513
530
586
478

644
617
488
462
539

650
622
536
560
485

583
540
406
465
562

541
505
548
513
533

538
531
507
517
778

926

61;184
50,737

366,497

159,750
66,262 110,531
23,826 18,538

184,595 566,824
123,475 297,642

71.736 231,486
176,793
42,364

751,419
421,117

53,266
58,015
19,959
63,450
11,839

50,758
18,587
40,645
89.895

60,311
23,659

167,947
111,775
60,331

14,510
47,988

519,738
232,723
139,778

74,821
71,647

687,685
344,498
200,109 55;719

57,678
87,999

102,878
26,315

100,122

133,313
132,272
173,947
54,289

182,724

190,991
220,271
276,825

80,604
282,846

319,597
579,239
303.855

49,334
76,351
87,696
21,772
86,943

103,664 215,933
173,163 406,076
83,842 220,013
53,502 118.479
86,927

87,865
138,973
66,313
46,511
74,478

171,981
290,405203,478

23,639
35,919
20,697
21,171

126,616

44,969
94,805
49,087
43,566

341,687

68,608 16,737
130,724 29,450
69,784 18.836
64,737

468,303
16,188

112,580

51,792
291,232
125,248
20,701

177,246

65,716
987,446
297,097

33,966
469,102

135,038
129,427
415,924

29,859
132,160

117,508
1,278.678

40,684
269,051
107,545
15,029

140,802

422,345
54,667

646,348

79,759
64,132

148,123
23,457
88,590

214,797
193,559

68,000
54,558

124,427
19,705
80,678

564,047
53,316

220,750

17,429
88,569

266,737
45,189
14,521

37,775
190,593
792,860
68,410
22,295

55,204
279.162

13,482
76,111

228,001
38,800
12,783

1,059;597
113,599
36>816

139,989
117,779
38,999
93,033
13,008

251,731
193,608

391,720
311,387
102,823
330,378
44,003

114,134
96.077

63,824
237,345

30,995

33,558
69,302
11,172

0 57,257 57,257 0

Sowce:U.S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau of the Census, Pub/ic

Note: Statistics for local governments are estimates subject tosampling
variation. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
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G

Full-time equivalent employment
All employees (full-time Number per 10,000

State or other and part-time) Number population
jurisdiction State Local Total State Local Total State Local

United States, . . . 4,594,635 11,103,221 13,365,686 3,856,222 9,509,464 524 151 373

Alabama. . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . .
Arizona, . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

94,907
27,485
64,804
53,364

385,807

170,062
26,134

163,044
95,854

1,326,155

159,020
110,133
19,025

577,289
309,546

15,196
50,122

525,396
238,414
140,176

235,412
46.027

81,101
24,246
54,064
46,596

321,860

154,311
21,781

145,074
81,988

1,107,981

569
784
520
536
463

534
461
547
492
588

556
563
488
526
554

623
525
582
528
488

462
488
536
594
477

658
620
497
466
536

647
633
539
590
490

585
521
425
474
560

551
505
560
513
536

541
536
509
522
785

928

196
413
141
194
104

373
371
379199,138

128,584
1,429,841

342
359

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . .

72,424
63,843
24,385

187,813
127,075

185,140
151,167
37,687

664,070
397,053

53,004
54,154
20,179

164,501
114,464

132,136
97,013
17,508

499,569
282,589

153
165
293
122

38I
296
254
370
419170

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Illinois, . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana .,.,.... . . . .
Iowa

61,786
25.586

64,539
60,096

567,178
297,585
155,793

50,657
20,250

136,623
95,157
47,354

13,882
39,846

430,555
202,428
108,439

437
190
117
168
168

120
373
370164,182

115,618
60,418

358
386

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana ....,
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . .

56,168
85,605

103,048
26,961
97,529

138,701
132,719
178,632
54,298

179,538

157,064
197,016
249,344
65,148

239,627

47,882
76,254
88,767
22,006
82,072

109,182
120,762
160,577
43,142

157,555

192,263
322,618
172,611
107,726
173,662

190
203
207
178

433
322
375
349
321167

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

101,646
172,502
83,922
55,388
90,424

218.173 277,246
460,471
239,943
155,159
247,711

84,983
137,853
67,332
47,433
74,049

142
146
150
181
143

321
342
385
412

407,519
226,558
121,253
206,132 334

Montana . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada .,...... . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey..,., . . . .

23,693
34,545
20,961
21,328

131,841

47,017
87,827
52,264
43,207

337,996

54,229
99,631
66,001
51,803

417,409

17,095
28,746
19,142
16,296

115,770

37,134
70,885
46,859
35,507

301,639

207
179
144
147

451
441
353
320
387149

New Mexico, . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

53,317 67,036
290,433 988,512
127,279 301,532
21,964 34,088

176,781 484,789

102,368
1,147,540

368,847
37,515

539,719

42,159
267,429
109,046

16,468
140,305

60,209
880,111
259,801
21,047

399,414

120,740
105,507
366,731
27,739

123,944

267
148
159

381
486
380

259
127

331
363

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . . . .
South Carolina . . . . .

79.346 141,272
131,854
422,212

30,851
137,661

187.811 67,071
49,704

143,438
19,890
77,754

209
167
119
198
216

376
354
305
276
344

63;229
173,030
24,225
90,504

155;211
510,169
47,629

201,698

South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

17,631
90,593

278,281
46,491

39,549
196,760
820,720

70,398
22,923

39,172
253,944
987,993
92,955
30,546

13,517
75,930

239,702
39,618
12,923

25,655
178,014
748,291

53,337
17,623

190
151
136
219
227

361
354
424
294

14,474 309

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

141.664 259,277
201,393
64,927

242,206
31,442

344,975 115,817
275,419 98,016

92,232 33,597
261,595 72,674

36,581 11,274

229,158
177,403
58,635

188,921
25,307

182
191
185
145
242

359
345
324
377

120;368
40,280
96,533
13,154 543

Dist. of Columbia . . . 0 56,419 54,655 0 54,655 0 928

Source: U.S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau of the Census, Pub/ic
Employment 1992.

Note: Statistics forlocal governments preestimates subject to sampling
variation. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
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Percentage of Average earnings of full-time state and
Amount of payroll (in thousands of dol[ars) October payroll local government employees {dollars)

State or other State Local State Local Education
jurisdiction Total government governments government governments All employees Other

.. . . “ A.. . . . ,.- .-. . . . --” . . . . . . -,. -

29.9

39.2
50.1
24.9
38.8
23.8

34.1
38.7
53.1
24.9
30.5

76.9
35.8
25.3
34.0
37.2

32.8
42.0
39.9
38.1
34.2

31.2
31.6
30.2
34.9
29.1

35.2
29.7
29.6
32.1
28.9

44.0
24.8
32.4
42.4
27.7

37.9
33.9
27.1
40.6
41.0

38.3
32.2
26.9
43.9
44.8

33.9
34.8
37.1
30,2
30.3

. “... .-,. -- --,. -- ---unnea states. . . . . .

Alabama. . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia.

Hawaii ... . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Micbigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
Nortb Carolina. . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rbodelsland . . . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . .

Soutb Dakota .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Cohrmbia.. .

269,247
73,547

335,158
132,707

3,359,581

305,739
282,685

39,948
1,080,032

514,330

36,758
70,239

1,035,781
408,597
216,625

207,155
224,886
272,693

85,897
431,315

488,554
833,435
423,315
161,776
350,837

66,523
142,655
112,208
77,453

858,049

108,314
2,430,951

516,803
42,412

878,243

208,142
240,740
871,079
72,475

220,850

42,442
330,6t6

1,424,661
104,537
36,793

488,500
431,989
108,463
434,037

51,301

172,312

Iu.1

60.8
49.9
75.1
61.2
76.2

65.9
61.3
46.9
75.1
69.5

23.1
64.2
74.7

z::

67.2
58.0
60.1
61.9
65.8

68.8
68.4
69.8
65.1
70.9

64.8
70.3
70.4
67.9
71.1

56.0
75.2
67.6
57.6
72.3

62.1
66.1
72.9
59.4
59.0

61.7
67.8
73.1
56.1
55.2

66.1
65.2
62.9
69.8
69.7

1,941
3,481
2,509
1,807
3,234

2,524
3,048
2,371
2,240
1,954

2,533
1,998
2,555
2,238
2,282

2,067
2,051
1,887
2,222
2,760

2,621
2,838
2,742

;:%

2,070
2,148
2,643
2,329
2,955

1,995
2,964
2,177
2,193
2,383

1,863
2,441
2,541
2,707
1,942

1,889
1,993
2,088
2,159
2,285

2,267
2,611
1,919
2,596
2,154

IU,>3U

1,989
3,541
2,591

::E

2,561
3,189
2,600
2,170
1,999

2,605
1,954
2,600
2,558
2,329

2,106
2,178
1,%5
2,199
3,079

2,663
3,001
2,867
1,688
2,195

2,169
2,138

;:%
3,258

1,976
3,115
2,338
2,453
2,546

1,875
2,490
2,740
2,%3
2,093

1,992
2,072
2,081
2,122
2,317

2,302
2,524
2,107
2,824
2,336

442,888
147,531
446,201
216,950

4,407,267

173,640
73,983

111,043
84,243

1,047,687

1.895
3,441
2,433
1,697
3,239

463,727
460.973

157,987
178.287

2,488
2,913
2,169
2,295
1,915

85;121
1,438,591

740,490

45,173
358,559
226,160

159,078
109,342

1,386,250
618,903
344,760

122,319
39.103

2,481
2,049
2,514
1,878
2,227

350;468
210,306
128,135

308,481
388,006
454,022
138,871
655,351

101,325
163.120

2,022
1,893
1,809
2,250
2,501

181;329
52,974

224,036

2,589
2,646
2,614
1,629
1,956

710,125
1,218,787

606,148
248,395
494,969

221.572
385;351
182,832
86,620

144,132

102,652
203,019
159,451
114,115

1,207,502

36,129
60,364
47,243
36,662

349,453

1,941
2,156
2,670
2,223
2,682

2,015
2.877

193,337
3,232,974

764,501
73,675

1,215,313

85,024
802,023
247,698

31,263
337,070

2,017
1,892
2,228

126,986
123,691
323,904
49,445

153,620

1,851
2,397
2.353

335,128
364,431

1,194,983
121,920
374,470

2;470
1,795

1,769
1,927
2,096
2,210
2,241

2,231
2,682

K!
1,988

3,175

68,796
487,544

1,949,938
186,383
66,645

26,354
156,928
525,277

81,845
29,851

739,064
663,036
172,325
622,122

73,065

250,564
231,047

63,862
188,084
22,304

3.142 3,025172,312 0

.Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Pub/ic
Employment 1991

Note: Statistics for local governments are estimates subject tosampling
variation. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding,



PUBLICEMPLOYMENT

F UE M

United States ., $33,011,649 $9,828,247 $23,183,402 0.3 0.7 2,521

Alabama. . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona.
Arkansas ... . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . .

456,438
151,925
472,557
237,404

4,510,316

176,929
76,792

121,955
99,385

1,062,204

165,021
174,518
49,451

354,591
233,831

130,808
43,387

346,998
227,829
136,016

100,811
166,307
190,313
51,870

223,037

223,416
401,837
190,889
93,589

153,212

37,577
59,849
49,783
38,410

351,750

88,128
832,608
257,507

33,979
352,935

133,413
130,410
400,895

54,871
157,742

28,512
160,337
552,537
80,955
31,270

252,987
249,095

64,883
210,669

22,149

0

279,510
75,133

350,602
138,019

3,448,11 I

0.4
0.5
0.3
0.4
0.2

0.3
0.4
0.5
0.2

0.6
0.5
0.7

1,968
3,413
2,504
1,892
3,312

1,979
3,227

1,958
3,555
2,446
1,777
3,340

2,569
1,990
3,271

0.6
0.8

476,398
469,559

94,727
,483,639
783,123

172,235
118,412

,448,754
654,036
359,657

325,583
399,197
476,862
139,395
662,057

740,776
,276,871
626,869
263,839
512,505

108,117
209,200
176,095
121,667

,249,578

311,377
295,042
45,276

,129,048
549,292

41,427
75,025

,101,756
426,207
223,642

224,772
232,889
286,548

87,525
439,021

517,360
875,034
435,980
170,250
359,293

70,540
149,351
126,311
83,257

897,829

Colorado
Connecticut . .
Delaware
Florida ...
Georgia. . ., . . . . . . . .

0.7
0.6
0.5
0.8

2,616
3,304
2.845

2,589
3,107
2,309
2,346
1,966

2,272
1,998

2,661
2,050
2,665
2,290
2,393

2,151
2,113
1,947
2,216
2,834

2,736
2,971
2.785

2: 173
2,0350.3 0.7

Hawaii
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

0.8
0.4

:::
0.4

0.2

H
0.7
0.6

2677
2.022

2,650
2.080

2;707
2,618
2,463

Kansas
Kentucky . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

0.3
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.3

0.7
0.6

2,191
2,233

2,103
1,963
1,861
2,226
2,568

0.6
0.6
0.7

2.032

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

0.3
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.3

0.7
0.7
0.7
0.6
0.7

2,760
3,157
2,881
1,744
2,243

2,716
2.745
2;688
1,703
1,992

1;725
2,115

Montana . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . .
Nevada .....,.. .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . .

0.3
0.3
0.3

0.7
0.7
0.7

m
2,762
2,444
3,073

2,170
2,210

1,981
2,180
2,908
2,347
2,796

2,575
2,529
3,370

0.3
0.3

0.4
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.3

0.4
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.4

0.4
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.5

0.3
0.3

8::
0.3

0.7
0.7

0.6
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.7

0.6
0.7
0.7
0.6
0.6

0.6
0.7
0.7
0.6
0.5

0.7
0.7
0.6
0.7
0.7

1.0

110,657
2,688,671

531,112
44,801

926,939

New Mexico... . . . . 198,785
New York 3,521,278
North Carolina . . . . . . 788.619

2,011
3,146
2,185
2,253
2,485

1,998
3.324

2,024
3,036
2,064
1,955
2,370

1,890
2,569
2,409
2,636
1,884

2;304
2,524
2,606

North Dakota . . . . . 78;779
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,279,873

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . 358,012
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . 391,572
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . 1,323,316
Rhode Island... 130,637
South Carolhra . 395,952

224,600
261,162
922,421

75,767
238,209

1,951
2601

2,642
2,826
2,018

2,008
2,636
2.876
3;028
2,155

South Dakota . . . . . . . 73,412
Tennessee ....,.. 512,752
Texas . . . . . . . . . 2,101,154
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191,647
Vermont .....,. . . . . 69,051

44,901
352,415

1,548,616
110,692
37,781

1,950
2,047
2,165
2,158
2,357

2,000
2,120
2,158
2,091
2,360

1,888
1.986
2;172
2,246
2,353

Virginia . . . . . . . . 769,247
Washington 719,780
West Virginia 180,767
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . 674,175
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . 75,046

516,260
470,685
115,884
463,507

52,897

2,305
2,746
1,990
2,754
2,156

2,356
2.627

2,254
2,843
1,709
2,538
2,008

2,191
2,942
2,312

Dist. of Columbia 171,441 171,441 3,175 3.000 3,225

Source: U.S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau ofthe Census, Pubhc

Note: Statistics for local governments preestimates subject to sampling
variation. Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
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PUBLICEMPLOYMENT

Table 7.20
STATEGOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT(FULL-TIMEEQUIVALENT),
FOR SELECTEDFUNCTIONS,BY STATE:OCTOBER1991

-. --- ... --- -----—.. .. . 0. . . n-n . ,- . . . . . .- -“ --- -. . -,. - --- -- . . . . ,.-a --- ---

unma xa[es. 5,5LY,44L i,4 /0,>4 /

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . .
New Jersey. . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
. . . . . . .

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklaboma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .
. . . . . . .

. . . . . .

. . . . . . .
Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

YE,5UL L>4,(UL L1L,Y34 33>,4YU 8b,lUl

0

140,628 lY3,3t47 IU8,Y55

o i
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G O
F U

Selected functions
Education

Higher
Financial

Other
All

and other Judicial
education education Public

State
Police

junctions (a) (b)
Natural governmental and legal

Highways welfare Haspitals Corrections protection resources administration administration

United States . . . . . 3,856,222 1,285,659 98,186 -., “.A A. < .-.0 .-. . ,. . . , -,. - -. --- . .- -A . . . . --- . . . .‘Oo,a>u

4,269
2,978
3,190
4,028

19,304

3,055
3,691
1,390

10,882
6,188

859
1,767
8,873
4,842
2,764

3,671
5,752
5,622
2,794
5,052

4,651
3,875
5,110
3,481
6,329

1,890
2,391
1,449
1,948
8,272

2,725
14,897
12,084

1,074
8,903

3,542
3,851

12,682
977

5,218

1,257
4,793

14,339
1,792
1,096

11,281
6,212
5,764
2,114
1,862

3,911
1,216
6,232
2,812

34,870

3,448
5,418
1,675

29,080
14,040

2,026
1,139

11,806
6,470
2,092

3,558
5,093
6,617
1,251
8,812

5,311
14,965
2,455
2,965
6,280

943
1,751
2,252

900
9,791

2,628
33,083
12,367

487
10,794

4,823
2,709
8,688
1,821
7,321

582
6,409

29,397
2,194

697

8,836
6,095

786
5,422

475

/

1,073
431

1,670
870

11,085

1,017
1,509

735
3,791
2,051

0
433

3,750
1,800

807

988
1,701
1,077

587
2,276

1,991
3,105

835
913

1,925

370
673
499
435

3,651

570
5,481
3,107

224
2,289

1,730
1,092
5,288

258
1,773

282
1,544
3,037

648
475

2,372
1,898

811
852
248

3,186
2,658
2,285
2,579

13,252

1,662
626
464

6,874
4,429

1,534
1,660
3,327

1

3,091
1,369
3,422
2,390

16,817

2,474
3,611

878
9,694
3,464

1,639
1,412
8,778
4,837
1,898

2,010
3,990
3,639
1,523
5,111

5,956
3,677
3,180
1,477
3,548

1,297
959

1,272
725

7,691

2,709
17,045
3,434

611
5,841

2,770
3,912
9,716
1,374
3,504

718
3,101
9,940
1,620

815

4,772
3,587
1,295
4,525

579

2,629
1,100
1,032

327
2,429

2,670
3,115
1,185
8,976
1,163

2,159
363

2,496
925

2,104

1,846
3,638
1,334

533
3,685

5,326
2,683
1,262

469
2,701

154
636
405
755

4,751

1,670
16,414
4,945

328
2,112

1,726
2,225
2,319

924
545

555
1,542
3,639

994
491

2,768
1,414

975
1,865

362

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . .

Colorado ., . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida
Georgia. . . . . . . . .

Hawaii .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina. . . . .
North Dakota
Ohio .

Oklahoma . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Inland . . . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . .

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

81,101
24,246
54,064
46,596

321,860

53,004
54,154
20,179

164,501
114,464

50,657
20,250

136,623
95,157
47,354

47,882
76,254
88,767
22,006
82,072

84,983
137,853
67,332
47,433
74,049

17,095
28,746
19,142
16,2%

115,770

42,159
267,429
109,046

16,468
140,305

67,071
49,704

143,438
19,890
77,754

13,517
75,930

239,702
39,618
12,923

115,817
98,016
33,597
72,674
11,274

30,109
5,874

18,826
14,873

106,617

27,328
12,444
6,439

36,746
32,774

7,064
7,138

46,518
45,153
18,485

19,906
28,113
27,355

5,652
20,164

20,694
65,263
33,190
14,496
20,518

5,573
9,919
5,985
5,169

27,343

16,735
42,684
38,758
6,790

65,959

23,633
14,137
48,157

5,762
26,103

4,280
28,594
81,947
19,190
4,454

42,527
39,319
11,477
36,251

3,174

3,964
477

2,649
2,650
4,494

4,510
1,698
4,963
3,602
3,098

12,784
382
988

5.008
35,803

1,423
2,676

231
2,557
4,694

1,254
4,239
1,577
9.692

4,740
10,550
2,179

15,757
15,1727,525

137
685

2,926
4,970

1,208 2,804
1,562 1,013

12,605 20,885
5.372 11.690 2,700

2,866

1,983
3,739
4,772
1,405
2,310

1,165 3,289 8,508

665
4,189
3,687
1,220
1,970

1,699
4,945
5,865
1,868
7,105

7,558
5,989

18.666
1,875
7,443

803
1,970
1,634
1,363
2,021

7,338
12,796

1,651
3,233
6,797

1,171
2,584
1.017

17,398
13,037
7,435

2,057
3,757
3,496

7,932
13,076

3,979
2,532

1,460
1,834
1,104

475
2,086

1,641
3,484
4,066
1,410
3,810

731
742
266
308

1,310
4,184

939
982

19,155
1,114
5,8932,948

857
5,661
3,041

339
2,296

1,950
7396

1,,156
198

5,363
62,749
15,534

1.922
2,137 18,701

1,926
1,148
2,658

927
2,925

436
2,009
4,763

836
336

3,123
1,667
1,527
1,344

152

7,944
4,439
9,797
1,593
4,966

8,309
6,163

23,246
1,447

10,031

2,050
2,976
5.346

665
2,809

1,114
4,699

15,535
2,556
1,144

1,533
10,061
4.1,208
4.434

880
3,576

11,232
1,404

554 652

2,411
7,490
2,264
1.189

19,210
7,203
2,388
8,514
1,629

3,350
5,532
1,815
2,690

815300
—

Source: U.S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau of the Census, Public (b) Includes instructional andother personnel in elementaryand secon-
Employment 1992. dary schools.

(a) hrchsdes instructional and other personnel.
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P UEMPLOYMENT

Table 7.22
STATEGOVERNMENTPAYROLLSFOR SELECTEDFUNCTIONS,
BY STATE:OCTOBER1991
(In thousands of dollars)

Selected functions
Education

Higher
Financial

Other and other Judicial
All education educailon Pub[lc Pollee Natural governmental

State functions (a) (b)
and legal

Highways welfare Hospmals Corrections protection resources adrnoustrat[onadminls(ratlon

United States ... ... $9,437, O78$3,24l,477 $236,383 $612,841 $463,590$1,208,095 “ $468,753 $338,111

Alabama. 173,640
Alaska. . . . . ., . . . . . 73,983
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . 111,043
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . 84,243
California . . . . . . . . . . . 1,047,687

Colorado
Connecticut .,
Delaware . . . . . . . .
Florida ., . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. .......,..
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey..,..

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . .
North Carolina..
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carolina . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

157,987
178,287
45,173

358,559
226,160

122,319
39,103

350,468
210,306
128,135

101,325
163,120
181,329
52,974

224,036

221,572
385,351
182,832
86,620

144,132

36,129
60,364
47,243
36,662

349,453

85,024
802,023
247,698

31,263
337,070

126,986
123,691
323,904
49,445

153,620

26,354
156,928
525,277

81,845
29,851

250,564
231,047

63,862
188,084
22,304

68,418
13,141
46,250
28,047

362,735

89,101
41,921
16,106
90,164
74,688

23,411
13,908

118,334
118,663
57,465

37,854
65,982
59,232
13,308
71,420

52,969
161,323
88,841
28,334
46,070

12,243
22,236
14,213
12,812
83,671

33,871
140,918
95,706
14,466

153,757

44,674
37,585
81,524
14,730
56,144

9,782
63,421

196,926
38,007
10,482

96,309
87,594
25,939

100,499
6,281

9,544
1,551
4,595
5,093

13,655

2,970
8,311

693
5,811

11,180

358
1,202
7,675
7,149
2,829

2,268
9,738
7,577
2,790
5,469

2,544
6,487
4,737
3,640
4,055

1,597
1,580

775
759

10,139

1,780
16,129
7,327

781
6,933

4,038
2,119
5,950
2,287
6,461

810
4,090

10,212
1,715

833

8,029
3,997
3,027
2,691

404

8,560
10,836
7,220
8,192

64,465

8,348
11,645
2,587

21,223
12,311

1,968
3,865

25,932
9,003
6,374

8,021
12,214
10,601
6,229

12,058

14,169
13,028
14,570
5,150

13,396

4,135
4,978
3,863
4,036

26,217

5,396
37,565
23,430

2,276
22,666

6,461
7,952

33,324
2,131
7,390

2,535
9,128

31,734
4,170
2,534

20,832
18,656
9,905
5,477
4,080

9,041
4,661
4,413
5,808
9,441

3,879
12,706
2,577

13,806
15,389

2,370
2,556

30,544
8,497
8,564

7,036
9,134

12,747
4,834

14,698

19,069
36,789
4,598
5,129

10,007

2,310
5,254
1,822
2,195

16,565

4,091
21,248

3,355
271

5,598

14,448
8,698

24,640
3,463
9,235

1,786
9,878

33,631
4,805
2,382

4,895
17,814
3,346
2,596

969

23,689
1,275
1,763
6,508

110,497

11,732
36,025
4,298

30,832
26,407

6,257
746

45,039
22,847
19,830

15,261
11,381
33,280
4,592

17,360

41,441
43,603
19,142
13,438
21,924

2,262
7,784
2,160
2,031

46,174

10,752
172,642
32,597
2,705

41,675

14,179
17,736
55,478

2,652
16,600

1,892
19,597
98,992
10,396
1,236

35,985
16,007
3,378

22,445
1,576

$788,044

9,067
4,479

11,085
4,438

109,180

9,034
17,081
3,541

64,259
18,104

4,104
2,179

28,783
11,378
5,028

7,300
9,668

14,277
3,067

22,554

13,583
44,553

6,324
4,691

10,627

1,668
3,332
5,814
1,949

29,651

4,961
92,082
25,054

681
25,816

8,541
6,705

18,843
4,631

12,950

1,016
11,874
43,855

4,191
1,717

17,282
13,947

1,126
11,044

931

$249,534 $348,613

2,759
1,741
4,866
1,881

36,187

2,954
5,046
2,213
9,212
4,929

0
1,096

12,336
4,962
3,112

2,272
4,493
2,436
1,600
6,809

7,083
1,0435
2,777
1,916
4,596

830
1,563
1,497
1,012

12,849

1,244
18,568
7,641

479
6,256

3,650
3,558

16,582
980

3,683

593
3,470
7,996
1,973
1,456

6,315
5,248
1,716
2,121

540

6,761
8,451
4,611
4,479

47,069

4,634
2,956
1,008

15,397
10,089

3,932
3,333
9,843
5,412
6,466

4,617
7,566
9,381
3,480
5,920

5,161
10,859
9,116
7,065
4,637

3,554
3,241
2,597

966
6,282

3,698
10,334
8,924
2,533
9,639

3,872
7,950

14,460
1,560
4,967

1,669
5,910

17,209
2,997
1,571

7,701
13,690
3,547
5,796
1,703

6,943
4,549
6,797
4,168

49,176

6,697
10,982

1,964
18,353
7,524

3,964
2,785

21,423
7,813
4,389

4,226
8,120
7,220
3,416

13,073

16,591
11,831
9,217
3,413
5,587

2,664
2,132
3,097
1,650

21,739

5,427
46,446

8,271
995

14,605

5,827
9,528

25,323
3,812
6,950

1,472
6,474

22,824
3,229
1,663

11,170
8,430
3,179

10,285
1,341

6,921
3,970
3,029
1,174

10,569

7,941
9,990
2,782

25,552
3,433

5,488
1,270

10,497
3,997
5,319

4,279
7,358
3,950
1,600
9,442

14,861
9,111
4,347
1,320
7,070

512
1,690
1,349
1,937

17,781

3,867
61,606
12,075

807
5,944

4,475
5,594
9,332
2,421
1,637

1,132
4,384

11,670
2,455
1,316

7,632
4,968
2,100
5,222

936

Source.’ U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Public (b) includes instructionaland other personnel in elementary andsecon-
Employment 1991. dary schools.

(a) Includes instructional and other personnel.
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Table 7.23
STATEGOVERNMENT PAYROLLSFOR SELECTEDFUNCTIONS,
BY STATE:OCTOBER 1992
(In thousands of dollars)

Selected functions
Education

Higher Other
Financial

All
and other Jud[cial

education education Public
State

Police
functions (a) (b)

Natural governmental and legal
Highways we~are Hospitals Corrections protection resources administrationadministration

United States. ..... .$9,828,247$3,456,791 $241,819 S625,915 $471,050$1,224,262 $843,513 $246,947 $354,739 $475,727 $349,876

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . 176,929
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76,792
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . . . 121,955
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . 99,385
California . . . . . . . . . . . 1,062,204

70,607
13,592
45,213
36,638

367,157

93,297
41,971
18,803
90,574
78,618

25,480
14,650

117,762
128,320
61,367

38,982
68,274
66,139
13,588
68,489

57,012
179,588
93,619
34,634
52,096

12,853
20,928
14,213
12,812
89,437

34,934
141,165
100,845
15,129

158,997

49,790
42,780

142,989
15,378
59,094

10,253
65,199

209,704
36,450
11,029

100,640
92,913
26,217

110,291
6,281

9,158
1,569
5,836
5,629

13,364

3,233
7,749

5,:2
11,459

1,2%
7,628
8,257
3,134

1,448
9,724
8,485
3,049
5,276

2,109
6,407
4,967
2,764
4,076

1,649
1,814

778
726

9,945

1,857
17,179
7,349

6,;:

4,095
2,890
6,505
2,546
6,487

844
4,220

10,651
1,863

868

7,360
4,343
3,184
3,749

339

8,795
11,481
7,220
8,737

65,484

9,246
5,054

11,113
5,960
9,230

23,537
1,186
1,728
9,705

107,782

11,754
33,955
4,187

29,980
27,456

6,543
2,058

45,039
26,362
20,940

14,729
11,932
33,527
4,004

16,900

39,062
41,671
19,280
14,531
23,171

2,198
7,784
2,301
2,265

45,324

10,598
167,560
33,554
3,434

46,298

15,058
14,714
80,314

2,990
15,350

2,538
19,936
88,447
8,179
1,143

35,207
16,436
3,380

25,628
2,605

8,513
4,524

11,855
4,883

125,368

9,449
18,123
3,685

55,225
19,635

4,581
2,366

30,101
11,982
5,472

8,263
9,608

12,988
2,957

22,117

14,284
46,433

7,019
4,485

10,538

1,922
3,395
6,153
2,334

30,537

5,289
106,705
24,984

926
28,106

8,470
7,055

20,093
5,973

12,895

1,056
11,947
57,895
4,588
1,643

16,637
15,439

1,153
13,039

810

3,325
1,741
4,826
2,105

32,370

2,954
5,326
2,289
9,913
4,971

0
1,142

11,973
4,117
2,906

2,396
4,076
2,487
1,585
6,943

7,091
10,435
2,650
1,865
4,729

856
1,606
1,546
1,158

12,849

1,355
18,687
7,953

550
6,730

3,633
3,648

15,338
988

3,667

617
3,537
8,341
1,664
1,473

6,156
5,653
1,844
2,358

524

6,982
8,763
4,964
5,150

40,456

4,949
1,983
1,039

14,838
9,663

4,230
3,550
9,115
6,196
7,274

4,652
7,653
9,789
3,243
5,990

5,369
10,628
9,317
7,066
5,067

3,306
3,277
2,853

975
6,647

3,475
10,603
9,356
2,767
9,018

3,650
6,913

13,654
1,602
6,258

1,771
6,928

25,581
3,337
1,679

7,304
13,947
3,756
6,454
1,698

7,125
4,692
6,744
4,544

47,414

6,928
10,712

1,901
21,439

7,742

4,635
3,079

21,014
8,415
4,788

4,250
7,928
7,547
3,550

12,419

16,334
11,424
9,082
3,107
6,406

2,664
2,284
3,308
1,675

21,951

5,632
46,847

8,467
1,165

15,213

5,724
9,777

23,698
3,479
7,204

1,577
6,535

24, i77
3,324
1,777

10,818
10,097
2,267

11,526
1,320

6,990
4,109
3,295
1,265

10,181

8,232
10,094
3,125

26,065
3,611

6,061
1,293

10,462
3,438
5,885

4,390
7,450
4,229
1,551

11,422

14,966
9,323
4,890
1,694
6,254

542
1,812
1,497
1,895

18,330

4,121
62,851
12,514

866
6,682

4,681
5,959
8,781
2,869
1,618

1,318
4,647

11,712
2,662
1,365

7,647
5,284
2,041
7,007

900

Colorado . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . .

165,021
174,518
49,451

354,591
233,831

8.877 3,654
13,015
3,315

13,763
15,274

2,703
3,244

30,518
8,916
7,778

11;146
2,822

23,565
12,536

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana ... . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

130,808
43,387

346,998
227,829
136,016

2,127
3,977

24,836
9,003
6,975

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

100,811
166,307
190,313
51,870

223,037

8,277
11,959
11,460

1:;%

3,949
9,589

12,681
4,019

15,140

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

223,416
401,837
190,889
93,589

153,212

13,945
12,514
15,253
5,522

13,747

18,733
36,414
4,538
5,097

10,644

Montana . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . .

37,577
59,849
49,783
38,410

351,750

4,554
5,243
4,001
4,127

26,392

2,345
4,763
2,528
2,785

16,692

New Mexico. . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina.. . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

88,128
832,608
257,507

33,979
352,935

5,509
41,466
24,729
2,074

23,595

3,991
22,321
2,950

336
5,808

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . . . . .
South Carotissa

133,413
130,410
400,895

54.871

6,359
8,075

28,379
2,382

14,489
10,744
23,555

4,912
9,229157,742 7,835

2,658
9,029

31,913
4,327
2,699

South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas. ....,.... .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont, .,.... .

28,512
160,337
552,537
80,955
31,270

1.960
9;560

28,411
5,372
2,449

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

252,987
249,095

64,883
210,669

22,149

21,768
19,666
10,395
6,549
3,819

5,068
20,481

3,343
2,786

584

Source: U.S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau ofthe Census, PuMic (b) Includes instructional andother personnel in elementaryand secon-
Employment 1992. dary schools.

(a) Inchsdes instructional and other perscmnel.
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Financesof State-Administered Public
Employee-Retirement Systems
Many public retirementsystems are the 800-pound gorillasof the
country’sfinancial markets.

by Henry S. Wulf

Stategovernmentpublicemployee-retirement
systemsservea significantsocialwelfarefunc-
tion byensuringan adequate sourceof retire-
ment income to a large number of state and
local government employees.They also are
importantas financialorganizations,whether
viewedfrom the perspectiveof the public or
private sector.

This discussionwillelaborateon thesetwo
broadactivitiesof stategovernmentretirement
systems.It willprovide,first, a descriptionof
membershipand organization.That is follow-
edbyan examinationof the financialactivity
of the systems— where they obtain funds,
howtheydisbursemoniesto beneficiariesand
the relationship betweentheir revenuesand
expenditures.Thelastpart of the financetopic
describesthe enormousinvestmentsand assets
of these systems,making them individually
and collectivelyone of the most significant
forcesin the nation’s financial markets. The
final sectionexaminessomeof the important
issues facing these systems.

Theexistenceof stateretirementsystemsas
both governmentagenciesandinfluentialplay-
ers in the capital markets means that often
theyarebuffetedbysignificanteconomicand
political currents simultaneously.The recent
recession,for examplehad an impacton their
abilityto earnacceptablereturnsin investment
vehiclessuch as stocksand real estate, as did
the extendedperiod of lowinterest rates. For
state governments,on the other hand, there
are political considerations. The recession,
rapidlyrisingcostsof state-fundedprograms
such as education, welfareand corrections,
and need for capital to stimulate growthhas

createdpoliticalpressureto changeretirement
systemfundingformulasand makeuseof the
vastresourcesof the systemsto boost regional
economies.’

Overview
At the end of fiscalyear 1991-92there were

210state-administeredpublicemployee-retire-
ment systems,a total that has remainedfairly
constant for at least the past decade.zWhen
states have changed the composition of the
systems,it was usually to create a new class
of employeesfor retirementpurposes suchas
judges or police,consolidateexistingsystems
for administrative or financial reasons, or
assume responsibility for local government
employee-retirementsystems.

The 210state systems provide retirement
coveragenot onlyfor their ownemployeesbut
alsoto a largenumberof employeesin the po-
litical subdivisionsof the states. There were
13millionpublic employeeswho weremem-
bersof the approximately2,400stateand local
governmentemployee-retirementsystemsin
fiscal 1992.However,the 210state systems
providedcoveragefor more than 11.3million
of these employees,or 87 percent.

The total assetsof state systemsamounted
to $720billionin 1992.Thestate-administered
systemscontrolled nearly 82 percent of the
more than $880billion in total assetsheld by
all public employeeretirement systems.Ap-
proximatelythree-fourths of the state retire-
ment system assets was composed of three

HenryWulfisspecialassistantfor Programs,Gov-
ernmentsDivision,Bureauof theCensus,US.De-
partmentof Commerce.
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types of investments:federalgovernmentse-
curities worth $209billion (29percent), cor-
poratestocksworth$199billion(27.6percent),
and corporate bonds worth $130billion (18.1
percent).Theremaining25percentof the port-
folio consisted of a variety of other invest-
mentssuchas mortgages,savingsdepositsand
real estate holdings.

Membership
State-administeredsystemsprovideretire-

ment coverageto 11.3millionmembers,both
activeand inactive.Activemembers—consist-
ingof currentemployeesof stateand localgov-
ernments—arebyfar the largestportion with
9.9millionmembers.Inactivememberstotaled
nearly 1.4millionmembers,or 14percent of
the total. This latter group is mostly former
employeeswhohad acquireda vestedright to
receiveretirement benefits or employeeson
military or extended leavewithout pay who
still retained retirementcreditsin the system.

SystemCoverage
Coveragedescribesthe typesof employees

eligiblefor membershipin retirementsystems.
Thisdividesbroadlyinto twocategories,gen-
eral coverageand limitedcoverage.General-
coveragesystemsincludeemployeesinvaried
and assortedoccupationsand activities.Lim-
ited coveragesystemsare those that are re-
stricted to specificjob categories (teachers,
police officers or firefighters) or functions
(education, highwaysor hospitals).

Morethan 60of the state-administeredsys-
temsaregeneralintheircoverage.Theyprovide
retirementprotection for about 60percentof
all state retirement systemmembers.The re-
maining40percentof the membershipiscov-
eredbynearly40limited-coveragesystemsfor
education, 50for publicsafetyactivities,and
the remainderina varietyof other specificoc-
cupations suchasjudges, assessorsand legis-
lators. The number of these limited-coverage
systems,however,does not indicate the mag-
nitudeof membershipor financialimportance.
For example,the education systemsaccount
for about one-third of the membership,the
miscellaneoussystems6 percentand the pub-
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Iicsafety systems— the largest number (51)
of limitedcoveragesystems—just 2 percent.

SystemSize
Amongadministrativeorganizations—both

publicandprivate—state-administeredretire-
ment systemsare largeand, therefore,impor-
tant. This can be illustrated in a number of
ways.Of the 210systems,for example,82had
membershipsexceeding25,000andonly33had
fewerthan 100members.Bycontrast,although
thereareabout2,200locally-administeredpub-
licemployee-retirementsystems,therewereonly
eight with membershipsgreater than 25,000.
Morethan 1,400of the local systemshad 100
or fewermembers.

Thereisa heavyconcentrationof member-
ship and financial activity in the 82 largest
state systems.For example,they providedre-
tirement coveragefor 10.9millionmembers,
or about 84 out of every 100members. The
concentration is evengreater than that, how-
ever.The 10largestsystemsalonecovernearly
four out of every10membersand alsocontrol
about 36 percent of the state systemassets.
Thelargestsystemswerqinorderof member-
ship size (membershipin parentheses): New
YorkState Employees(614,000),California
Public Employees(614,000),Florida Retire-
ment System(546,000),TexasTeachersRetire-
mentFund (473,000),OhioPublicEmployees
(329,000),CaliforniaStateTeachers(313,000),
Michigan PublicSchoolRetirement(297,000),
Virginia Retirement System (251,000),New
JerseyPublicEmployees(249,000)and North
Carolina Public Employees(228,000).

Todemonstratehowsignificantthese large
state systemsare,it isusefulto comparethem
with similarorganizations in the private sec-
tor. An annual compilation byPensionsand
Investments magazine shows assets for the
top public and private pension systems.The
rankingrevealedthat state-administeredretire-
ment systemsheld 15of the first 25positions
and 26of the top 50.The large state systems
control assetscomparableto someof the im-
mense private pension funds such as AT&T,
GeneralMotorsCorp.,GeneralElectric,IBM,
FordMotorCo.,DuPont,NYNEX,BellSouth,
GTE, Ameritech and Boeing.’



Receipts
State retirement systems obtain revenues

from three sources: contributions from em-
ployees,contributionsfromgovernmentsand
earnings on investments.Of the $101billion
total in state-administeredretirementsystem
revenue,nearly 62 of every 100dollars ($63
billion) is derivedfrom investmentearnings,
followedby state governmentcontributions
($13.6billion),employeecontributions ($13.s
billion) and local governmentcontributions
($11.5billion).

The importance of investmentearnings to
state retirementsystemsis noteworthy.There
has been a definite trend of investmentearn-
ingscontributing a greater percentageof the
total revenuesover the past fewdecades. In
1972,for example,investmentearnings were
just 28percent of total receipts,a figurethat
rose slightlyto 32percent by 1977.The aver-
age from 1980to 1986jumped to 44percent.
There was another jump from 1987to 1989
when the averagerose to 56 percent and in
1990it was at 58 percent.

This trend ended in 1991with the invest-
ment earnings contribution dropping to 55
percent,perhaps not surprisingin viewof the
economicdownturn that began in late 1990.
However,in 1992the contribution rose to a
new historic high of 62 percent. The invest-
ment contributions in locally administered
publicemployeeretirementsystemsfollowed
the same trend, dropping from 58percent in
1990to 52percentin 1991,but risingagain in
1992to 58percent. Overall,investmentearn-
ingsjumped 34percentover 1991,more than
making up the decreaseof almost 10percent
from 1990to 1991.

If the state retirement systemsare able to
maintain their investment-earningspace,the
implicationsfor generalstate financeswillbe
significant.Thegeneralfinancialpressurethat
state governmentsfind themselvesunder be-
causeof risingsocialservicecosts,infrastruc-
ture needsand the like,increasespressureon
the stateretirementsystemsto providegreater
investmentrevenues.The quidpro quo for the
retirementsystemsmaywellbe permissionto
diversifyinvestmentsinto more profitable —
but potentiallymorerisky—financialventures.

Employeeand government contributions
to state systemsshow muddled trends also.
Perhapsbuttressingthe point about the finan-
cial pressureon state governments,the state
governmentcontributionsin 1992to their own
retirementsystemsdecreasednearly6 percent
from 1991.The averageannual change from
1987to 1992was only +0.6 percent. Local
governmentcontributions to state retirement
systemswerealmost the same from 1991to
1992and showedslightlylessthan a 3percent
averageannual increasesince1987.Employee
contributions, bycontrast, havebeen steady.
Theywereup just over7percentfrom 1991to
1992and for the period from 1987to 1992in-
creased 7.4 percent on averageeach year.

BenefitPaymentsandOther Outlays
Total state retirement systemoutlays rose

12percent from 1991,to a total of $37billion
in 1992.Theseretirementsystemexpenditures
fall into three categories:benefitspaid, with-
drawalsanda miscellaneouscategorycovering
direct administrative costs and related inci-
dental payments. The single largest outlay,
periodicbenefitpayments,amountedto more
than $34billion.

Benefitpaymentshavesustained continu-
ously high rates of annual growth from 1987
to 1992,averagingmorethan 10percent.Thus,
the increaseof 12percentinbenefitpayments
from 1991to 1992iscertainlywithinrangeof
recentchanges.In the early 1980sthe average
annual increase was even greater, about 14
percentannually. Interpreting the influences
on thesechangesisdifficultbecausethereare
many factors involvedsuch as inflation, the
compositionand numberof beneficiariesand
the consolidationof smallerlocalgovernment
retirementsystemsintostatesystems.Themost
significantfact about theseconsistentannual
increasesin state retirementsystemoutlaysis
the continual pressurethey generate on gov-
ernments and the systemtrustees to fund the
systemsproperly.

Benefit Payments in Relation to
Other Retirement Programs

Stateretirementsystembenefitscanbesup-
plementedbya varietyof differentretirement
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programs.Chiefamongtheseadditionalpro-
grams is federalSocialSecurity.Somestates
also offer deferredcompensationand invest-
mentprograms.Theexistenceof thesesupple-
mentary programscan influencethe amount
of benefits paid directly by the state.

The precisenumberof state retirementsys-
tem memberswho are coveredunder Social
Securityis not known.Whereinformation is
available,however,SocialSecurityappears to
bean important elementin the overallprovi-
sionof retirementbenefits.Nearly97percent
of Floridastateretirementsystemmembership
is coveredby Social Security, 89 percent in
South Dakota and 73percent in Mississippi.

Importantchangeshaveoccurred,especially
in the last decade, in the eligibilityfor Social
Securityamong stategovernmentemployees.
Before 1951,no public employeeswereeligi-
ble to participate. Newfederal legislationat
that timeallowedstategovernmentstheoption
of participating.A number of stateschoseto
participate,but retainedthe rightto withdraw.
In 1984,new federal amendments required
stateswhostillwerecoveredbySocialSecurity
to remainin the system.A furtherlegalchange
that becameeffectivein 1986wasmandatory
coveragefor the health insuranceportion of
SocialSecurity(Medicare)for all newlyhired
stateemployees.Stategovernmentsweregiven
the option with this last changeof extending
Medicare coverageto all employees.

Beneficiariesand Monthly
Benefit Payments

Thereweremorethan 3.4millionbenefici-
ariesreceivingperiodicbenefitpaymentsfrom
state retirementsystemsin 1992.Thesebene-
ficiaries fall into three groups: the largest —
almost 88percent of the total or 3.4million
beneficiaries — were retired on account of
ageor lengthof service;the nextlargestgroup
is survivors of deceased former members
(244,000);and the smallestgroupisemployees
retired on account of disabilities (178,000).

The number of beneficiarieshas increased
over the past decade at a steady rate. From
1982to 1992,the averageannualrisewasabout
4 percent, which when compounded trans-
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lates into more than a 50percent increasein
the number of beneficiariesoverthat period.
However,therewassomeslowingin this trend
from 1991to 1992whenthe number rose less
than 2 percent.Beneficiariestranslatedirectly
into systempayments,so a change in trend is
extremelyimportant. State and localgovern-
ment decisionsabout employmentlevels,pri-
vatization and provisionof servicesall have
long-termconsequencesfor retirementsystems.
Therealso are short-termeffectsas stategov-
ernmentsshift fundingfromprovisionof ser-
vicesthrough salariesto the governmentcon-
tributions for retirementsystembeneficiaries.

The averagemonthly payment for benefi-
ciaries was $738.This was less than a 2 per-
cent increaseover12months earlierwhenthe
averagereceivedwas$726.Astherewasa slow-
ing in the number of beneficiaries,there was
also a trend changebetween1991and 1992in
the averagemonthlypaymentsto beneficiaries.
Since 1982the averageincrease in monthly
benefitpaymentshas beenabout 6percent—
5.8percent from 1982to 1987and 6.3percent
from 1987to 1992.In the nextfewyearsit will
beimportantto seewhatoccurswiththistrend
as the state retirement systemsbalance their
responsibilitiesto the beneficiariesagainstthe
unpredictable financial markets and the in-
creasedfiscalpressureon state governments.

Reflectingboth livingand economiccondi-
tions, the statesshowa considerablerangein
their averagemonthlybenefit payments.The
highest ranking states are Alaska ($1,287),
Rhode Island ($1,260),Connecticut ($1,166),
Maryland ($989),Colorado ($988)and Ari-
zona ($981).Fourstateshad averagepayments
of less than $415: Louisiana ($413),Texas
($395),Kansas ($361)and Iowa ($327).The
interpretation of thesestateaveragesrequires
considerablecautionbecausetherearesomany
determinantsinfluencingthem.Amongthese
are wagelevelsin the state, the number and
type of employeesreceivingbenefits,and the
availabilityy of alternativeor supplementalre-
tirementprograms,especiallySocialSecurity.
If there are tieredbenefit programs,the anal-
ysisbecomesevenfurther convoluted.Tiered
benefitprogramsarea developmentof thepast
fewdecadesto differentiateamongnewerand
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older employeesin termsof servicequalifica-
tions, age criteria and access to benefits.

ReceiptsCompared with Payments
Receiptsfor stateretirementsystemsexceed-

ed benefit payments by $64 billion in 1992.
Retirementsystemsmust increasetheir assets
eachyearto meetobligationsto futurebenefi-
ciaries.Conventionalwisdomholdsthat mea-
suringthis excessfundingagainst the total of
all cashand securitiesprovidesa relativemea-
sureof theabilityto coverthesefutureliabilities.

In 1992,the ratio amounted to 8.9percent.
Althoughthis washigherthan the 1991figure
of 8.3, it was still wellbelowthe next lowest
levelof the past decade(10.2percentin 1990).
In 1986,the ratio reached 14percent but has
fallen steadily since.

What does this mean for the state retire-
ment systems?The major issueiswhether,as
a group,theyare takingin sufficientrevenues
to covertheir future financial commitments.
Whether the systems were previously over-
funded or are nowproperlyfunded or under-
funded,hasimportantfinancial,governmental
and societalimplications.If the ratio contin-
ues in this direction, at somepoint the finan-
cial viability of the state systemswill come
into question and, therefore, this ratio bears
close watching.

Investmentsand Assets
AsdescribedinthePensionandInvestments

analysiscitedpreviously,state retirementsys-
temsareveryimportant institutionalinvestors
byanymeasure.The compositionof their in-
vestmentportfoliois,therefore,veryimportant
to analysts of financial markets.

Stateretirementsystemscontrolled$720bil-
lion in cash and investment holdings at the
end of fiscal1992.Corporatestocksremained
the largest portion of the holdings with 27.6
percent of the total, followedby U. S. Treas-
ury securities(22.7percent),corporatebonds
(18.1percent), federal agencysecurities (6.3
percent)and cashand short-terminvestments
(5.5percent).The remainder–20 percentof
the total — was investedin varied financial
vehiclessuchas repurchaseagreements,guar-
anteed investment accounts, mutual fund

shares,international securities,partnerships,
realestateholdings,venturecapital, leveraged
buyouts and junk bonds.

The three major categories — corporate
stocks, corporate bonds and U.S. Treasury
securities—amounted to slightlymore than
68percentof all assetsin 1992.This total has
beendecliningirregularlyfromthe recentpeak
of almost 76 percent in 1988.It is currently
the lowestsince1984,whenit was67percent.

Wherehavethe state systemsinvestedthis
money?Moreand moretheyare movinginto
new,non-traditional or less frequently used
investments.In 1992,20percentof the assets
werein a miscellaneouscategory that used a
potpourriof investmentvehicles.Thesetotaled
lessthan 12percentin 1988.Thisappearsnow
to be a trend in the state system’sinvestment
strategy.Therehas beencontinuingdiscussion
about expandinginvestmentsin options such
as private placements, international invest-
ments and variations of real estate ventures
such as construction loans for single-family
developments.’

Current Issues
Analystsarefocusingon threeissuesof cur-

rentimportanceto thestateretirementsystems:
pensionsystemactivism,investmenttargeting,
and potential funding problemsand their af-
termath. Each of these has been debated at
lengthoverthe past decade.However,theyare
worthreviewingto seehowcurrentconditions
affect them.

Pension System Activism
It is not unusual to see a headline in the

pensionliteraturesuchas, “CalPERSgunning
for poor performers?’ In the past decade,
publicemployee-retirementsystemshavebe-
comeactiveinvestors,demandinga sayin the
managementof their investments.Theundis-
puted leader in this movementis the Califor-
nia PublicEmployees’RetirementSystem,but
other statesystemshavealsobecomeextreme-
ly active.This activity has taken two broad
tacks. Somesystemshaveusedtheir financial
clout to demand accessto companies to dis-
cuss financial performance.Others use their
influence in open proxycontests to forcethe
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management of companies to take certain
directions.The WisconsinInvestmentBoard
has been the leader of this latter tactic.’This
particular issueseemsto ebb and flowbased
on the personalitiesof the pensionsystemex-
ecutives,but, havingacquired influencethat
appears to havebenefitted their investments,
the retirement systemsare unlikely to move
awayfrom this position.

Investment Targeting
There are two aspects to this issue.First is

the matter alwaysuppermost in the thoughts
of pensionfunds:Wherecan theygetthe best
return on their investmentdollar? Secondis
the social impact of investments.Relativeto
wherestate retirement systemswill invest, it
appearstheyarebecomingmoreinvolved,like
other major investors, in the growingstock
market.’ Recent articles point to two other
directions,realtyand foreigninvestment.’The
secondissue,investmentfor socialpurposes,
isa growingphenomenonthat generatessome
controversybecauseof the potential conflict
withthe fiduciaryresponsibilityy towardretir-
ees.A report on a studydone at the Wharton
Schoolof the Universityof Pennsylvaniasaid
social investment projects achieved returns
slightlybelowwhat could be expected.gYet,
an articleabout economicallytargetedinvest-
ments (ETIs) cited studies arguing that not
onlywerethese investmentsgood socialpoli-
cy,but weresound investments.’”

Funding Issue
One of the perennial questions about any

pension system,public or private,is whether
it is adequatelyfunded. Twodifferentstudies
in the past twoyearsagreethat, byand large,
state retirementsystemsare adequatelyfund-
ed. The rule of thumb concerningfunding is
that an 80percentlevelis safe.An official for
the GovernmentFinanceOfficersAssociation
indicated that their figuresshowstate retire-
ment funds are 85percentfundedon average.
Yet,therearesomestatedconcerns.Fivemajor
states(California,Illinois,Louisiana,Massa-
chusetts and Michigan) have been cited as
being significantlyunderfunded. Also, state
pensions plans havebeen noted as being on

average15percentlessfundedthan corporate
pension funds.” As long as there are pension
funds, there will be debate on this issue.

Statepensionsystemsarean integralpart of
the social, financial and governmentalstruc-
tures.Forcesinfluencingsocietyat largeaffect
the systemsand they,in turn, becauseof their
verysignificant size,can affect the direction
of those socialinstitutions. The trends of the
financesare mixed,due to changesin the un-
derlyingeconomicbase.If theeconomymoves
strongly,then it likelywillpull the stateretire-
ment systemsin its wake.If not, weare likely
to continue seeingmixed signals.

Footnotes
‘ The data in this article derive primarily

from U.S.Bureau of the Census annual sur-
veysof state and local governmentemployee
retirement systems.

2The 1982Census of Governments con-
ducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census
counted 190 state-administered systems in
1981-82.

3“Top 200 Pension Funds/Sponsors~’
PensionsandInvestments, January 20, 1992.

4For somecurrentexamplessee:“Alabama
PensionChief Achievesa RareFeat:He Stirs
Controversy WallStreet Journal, February
4, 1994,“Pension Funds VentureAbroad in
Searchof BigReturns;’ WallStreet Journal,
January 9, 1994;and “VirginiaFund Boosts
Managed Futures to 4~o?Pensions and In-
vestments, December27, 1993,p. 8.

5Pensions and Investments, January 24,
1994,page 4.

‘ “Wisconsin Pension Fund is Activist
Hawk;’ WallStreetJournal, March 18,1984.

7“InstitutionalShareof U.S.EquitiesSlips;’
WallStreet Journal, December8, 1993.

8See, for example: “New York police fi-
nance exporters;’Pensionsand Investments,
November15,1993,p. 29; “It’s a whole new
ball game;’Pensions and Investments, No-
vember29, 1993,p. 10;“Pension funds ven-
ture abroad in search of big returnsl’ Wall
Street Journal, January 19, 1994;and “Pen-
sion funds again turn to real estate;’Febru-
ary 4, 19940
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‘ “In-stateinvestmentsdon’tboost returns;’
Pensionsand Investment, January 24, 1994,
p. 7.

‘0“Putting a sharp pencil to ETIs: Eco-
nomic buoyancy or hopes about to pop?;’
Pension World,December 1993,pp. 9-12.

“ See: Report on State Pension Systems,
Ilth Edition, PensionCommissionClearing-

house,A. FosterHigginsand Company,Inc.
1992;1993Report of FundingLevelsfor State
Retirement Systems, WilshireAssociatesIn-
corporated, May 21, 1993;“Municipal Pen-
sions Face Funding Crisisl’Pension World,
December 1993,p. 6; and “Albany’swayof
financingpensionsis ruled illegal:’New York
Times, November 17, 1993.
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Table 7.24
NUMBER,MEMBERSHIPAND MONTHLYBENEFITPAYMENTSOF STATE-ADMINISTERED
EMPLOYEERETIREMENTSYSTEMS:1988-89 THROUGH 1991-92

Item 1991-92 1990-91 1989-90 1988-89
Number of systems . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 204209 203 204

11,022,437
9,689,662
1,332,775

100
88
12

3,119,605
2,751,691

145,945
221,969

100.0
88.2
4.7
7.1

$1,945,999
$1>;;;,:::

$82;956

100.0
90.8

4.9
4.3

$624
$642
.$657
$374

Membership, last montb of fiscal year:
Total members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Active members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Other. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

11,884,340
10,454,302

1,430,038

11,653,035
10,102,942
1,560,093

10,641,661
9,242,854
1,398,807

100
88
12

100
87
13

100
87
13

Berseficianes receiving periodic benefits:
Total number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Persons retiredon account ofage or length of service.,.........,..
Persons retired on account of disability. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Survivors of deceased former members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3,414,299
2,992,401

178,074
243,824

3,357,002 3,232,168
2,886,903 2,871,047

220,052 148,238
250,047 212,833

Percent distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Persons retired on account ofage or length of service, . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,
Persons retired on account of disability, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Survivors of deceased former members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

100.0 100.0
86.0
6.6
7.4

100.0
88.8
4.6
6.6

87.6
5.2
7.1

Recurrent benefit payments for last month of fiscal year:
Total amount (in thousands) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
To persons retired onaccount of age or length of service . . . . . . .
To persons retired on account of disability. ,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
To survivors of deceased former members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

$2,566,152
$2,312,671

$140,260
$112,491

$2,436,907
$2,157,306

$170,723
$108,878

$2,188,900
$1,990,460

$105,461
$92,979

Percent distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
For persons retiredon account ofage or length of service
For persons retired on account ofdisabifity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,.
For survivors of deceased former members. .,.,.., . . . . . . . . . . . .

100.0
90.1

5.5
4.4

100.0
88.5
7.0
4.5

100.0
90.9

4.8
4.2

Average monthly payment for beneficiaries:
Average for all beneficiaries (indoffars) . . . . . . . . . . . . .
For persons retiredon account ofage or length of service
For persons retired on account of disability, .,....,.. . . . .
For survivors of deceased former members. ......, ., .....,....:::::

;$;;

$788
$461

$726
$747
$776
$435

.$677
$693
$711
$437

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureauofthe Census,Fimmces
ofEmployee Retirement Systems ofState and Local Governments.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals dueto rounding.
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Amount (m mdhons of dollars) Percentage distrlbutton

1991-92 1990-91 1989-90 1988-89 1987-88 1986-87 1991-92 1990-91 1989-90 1988-89

Receipts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $lt)~,~~~
Employee contributions. . . . . . . .
Government contributions 25; 132

From State Government . . . . . . . . 13,611
From Local Government. . . . . . . 11,521

Earnings on investments 63,047
Payments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,333

Benefits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34,169
Withdrawals. . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,997
Other. .,....... . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,168

Amount of CashFY . . . . . . . . . . 720,200
Cash and Deposits . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,454

Cash and Demand Deposits . . . . . . 3,039
Time or Savings Desposits . . . . . 36,415

Securities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 626,813
Governmental . . . . . . . . 208,714

Federal Government.. . . . . . . . 208.512

$ ;;,:;:

26;007
14,455
11,553
47,006
33.297
30;157
2,156

974
630.551

,
Federal Agency . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45;216

State and Local Governments . . . . 201

36,806
2,589

34,217
548,585
155,469
155,360

$89,165
11,648
25,505
13,968
11,537
52.012
30.512
27;538
20,041

933
575.466
39,323
2,744

36,579
494,469
140,062
139,956

$76,444 $77,706
9.942 9.428

24;357 23,394 23,258
13,155 12,978 13,199
11,202 10,596 10,059
45.919 43,108 45,021
25.277
24;861

1,702
725

503,074
39,927

1.527
38,445

438,246
128,438
128,294

30,512 22,734
22.445 20.537

1;765 1;652
652 545

446,658 407,953
28,747 26,961

3.096 2,048
25.650 11.913

400,482 377,750
118,394 112,660
118,273 112,570

II S Treasurv 163.296 121.290 109.029 97,295 91,114 88,944
31,000 27,159 23,626

143 122 90
Nongovernmental . . . . . . . . . . . . 418,100
Corporate Bonds . . . . . . . 130,370
Corporate Stocks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 198,723
Mortgages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31,770
Funds held in crust . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,079
Other securities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,157

Other investments. . . . . . . . . . . 53,932
Real Property . . . 20,227
Miscellaneous Investments 33,706

34;071
109

393,116
131,050
190,830
22,459
19,614
29,164
45,160
16,081
29,079

30,927
106

354,407
119,799
170,536
26,699
14,095
23,307
41,657
14,083
26,689

09,809 282,088 265,090
09,706 96,359 76,741
53,476 151,943 133,288
16,739 19,597 27,117
12,303 6,194 7,335
17,585 7,995 7,609
24,856 17,429 16,243

8,869 6,239 5,523
15,961 11,189 10,720

100.0
13.2
24.7
13.4
11.3
62.0

100.0
91.5

5.3
3.1

100.0

i::
5.1

87.0
29.0
29.0
22.7

6.3

5i.i
18.1
27.6

4.4
2.5
5.4
7.5
2.8
4.7

14.7
30.4
16.9
13.5
54.9

100.0
90.6

6.5
2.9

100.0
5.8
0.4
5.4

87.0
24.7
24.6
19.2
5.4

62.3
20.8
30.3

3.6
3.1
4.6
7.2
2.6
4.6

13.1
28.6
15.7
12.9
58.3

100.0
90.3
65.7

3.1
100.0

6.8
0.5
6.4

85.9
24.3
24.3
18.9
5.4

61.6
20.8
29.6

4.6
2.4
4.1
7.2
2.4
4.6

100.0
13.3
30.0
16.2
13.8
56.6

100.0
98.4

6.7
2.9

100.0
7.9
0.3
7.6

87.1
25.5
25.5
19.3
6.2
0.0

61.6
21.8
30.5

3.3
2.4
3.5
4.9
1.8
3.2

.Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, BureauOfthe Census, Fmarrces
oJEmployee Retirement Systems ofState and Local Governments.

Key:
. . . — Not available
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Table 7.26
MEMBERSHIPAND BENEFITOPERATIONS OF STATE-ADMINISTEREDEMPLOYEERETIREMENTSYSTEMS:
LASTMONTH OF FISCALYEAR 1990-91

Benefit Operations, last month of fiscal year

Benefictarfes rece[vlng perrodtc benefit payments Periodic benefit payment for the month (in thousands of dollars)

Membership,
last month

of the
State fiscal year

United Slates I I,653,036

Persons retired
on account of
age or length

of service

Persons retired
on account of

disability

Survivors of
deceased former

members
(no. of payees)

Persons retired
on account of
age or length

of serwce

Persons retired
on account of

disability

170,723

To survivors
of deceased

former
Total (a) Total (a)

108,8783,357,002 2,886,903

46,960
11,162
28,199
20,879

318,249

31,083
36,424
9,382

94,227
46,761

22,373
18,550

121,677
60,249
50,288

35,755
47,585
58,598
22,699
46,923

21,771
105,631
57,542
29,025
38,524

16,314
6,470

11,081
9,415

115,011

21,531
273,900

75,171
6,590

201,739

39,542
53,591

197,683
14,307
36,430

220,052

292
309

1,062
1,929

38,265

250,047

20
701

11,121
1,403

44,237

1,754
3,303
1,864

12,035
5,620

274
12

25.123

2,436,908 2,157,307

Alabama. 181,091
Alaska. 47,555
Arizona. 164,321
Arkansas : : : : 103,835
California. 1,140,898

47,272
12,172
40.382

37,008
17.131

36.807 192 44:
9,297

483
10,247

16;147
25,247
12,122

297,494

4,%
798

35,164

39;301
13,403

342,905
24,211

400,751

Colorado 119,814
Connecticut 112,419
Delaware ., 31,788
Florida 562,628
Georgia 294,254

37,564
41,842
12,634

112,978
55,727

4,727
2,115
1.388

35,850
44,620

8,319
68,993
49,142

28,230
40,831

7,314
60,971
43,234

4.110 3,509
2,116

452
5,270
3,126

1,674
553

2,752
2,782

6,716
3,346

1,294
1

4,932
2,474

59

Hawaii ., ., ., 55,604
Idabo 50,500
Illinois. . . . . . . . . 43,868
Indiana 232,247
Iowa 163,549

23,941
18,563

151,732
68.909

19,406
9.293

18,752
9.287

579 75
5

3,43A
592
97

100;205
34,812
15,938

89;441
29,863
15,770

7,334
4,358

70
6;186

10550,452

Kansas . . . . . . 122,186
Kentucky .,. 181,326
Louisiana ....,.,.. 220,475
Maine 85,470
Maryland .: :::: 173,907

39,691
49,498
71,304
23.720

1,682
1,033
5,779

2,254
880

6,927

3:;

16,795
34,349
72,577
15,513
49,540

57,116
105,036
44,716
18,594
28,661

10,319
2,459

12,273
4,971

93,648

18,831
215,690

61,610
2,902

173,443

38,581
34,619

118,065
16,361
32,860

15,904
32,920
62,792
14,845
48,525

22,073
89,545
41,162
15,560
26,484

9,206
2,280

11.249

892
919

4,104
650

0

51:
5,681

18
1,016

994
47,270

Massachusetts 197,967
Michigan 418,498
Minnesota 275,434
Mississippi 189,989
Missouri. .: ::: 157,741

64,299
124,627
66,787

40,483
5,884
1,895
2,081
1,689

2,045
13,112
7,350
3,509
4,242

33,037
4,789
1,103

121
767

2,005
10,702
2,451
1,914
1,409

34,615
44,455

Montana 56,034
Nebraska ::”::::.:: 38,610
Nevada. 56,992
New Hampsbire ., 39,838
New Jersey. 418,150

18,349
6,914

12,542
9,415

118,251

1,334
146
673

701
298
788

753
59

582
0

1,947

361
121
442

0
1,024

4;971
90,6771,897 1,343

New Mexico, . . . . . 109,089
New York .., .,. 836,474
North Carolina 390,905
Nortb Dakota 27,548
Obio . . . 742,083

24,142
306,791
92,640

7,272

1,132
16,837
8,792

1,479
16,054
8.677

17,460
198,182
52,207
2,688

145,817

564
13.027

807
4,482
3,911

172
9,822

5;492

17,8:
134

18,465
548

21,147241,351

Oklahoma 146,671
Oregon 156,787
Pennsylvania 361,792
Rhode Island. 36,687
South Carolina : : 301,412

46,676
57,026

207,940
15,750
45,249

2,068
3,435
4,210

748

5,066 33,449
32,480

114,097
15,528
27,793

1,788
2,138
2,076

399
3,054

3,344
0

1,912
434

2,013

6,047
695

3,8554,964

MEMBERSHIPAND BENEFITOPERATIONS, FISCALYEAR 1990-91-Continued

Benefit Operations, last month of fiscal year

Beneficiaries receiving periodic benefit payments Periodic benefit payment for the month (in thousands of dollars)

Membership, Persons retired Survivors of Persons retired To survivors
last month on account of Persons retired deceased former on account of Persons retired

of the age or length
of deceased

Slate Jiscal year
on account of members

Total (a)
age or length on account of former

of service disability (no. of payees) Total (a) of service disability members

South Dakota 34,256 10,881 9,165 261 1,455 4,062
Tenneaase 198,820 54,789

3,623 117 341
49,113 2,355 3,321

Texas. 812,353
26,449 24,384 714 1,351

167,805
Utah

138,259 8,605 20,941 118,566
97,036 19,613 18,963

108,789 5,032 4,745

Vermont. :.::::::::
650

23,393 5,680
12,244 11,871 373 0

4,915 344 421 3,023 2,672 166 185

Virginia. 380,480 61,467 52,261 8,209 997
Wastsington 232,617 73,467

37,097
73,434

31,870 4,876
11 22

351

West Virginia 100,814
53,516

241 57
53,488

77,%
110 2 ;:

Wisconsin.
423

282,355 71,413 4,299 1,634
Wyoming 50,289 9,868

60,;:
9,868

55,880 4,215 451
4,917 4,917 0 0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Finances of Employee-Retirement Sys- (a) Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
terns of State and Local Governments 19%91.
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RETIREMENT
Table 7.27
MEMBERSHIPAND BENEFITOPERATIONS OF STATE-ADMINISTEREDEMPLOYEERETIREMENTSYSTEMS:
LASTMONTH OF FISCALYEAR 1991-92

Benefit Operations, last month of j7scal year

Beneficiaries receiving periodic benefit payments Periodic benejit payment for the month (in thousands of dollars)

Membership, Persons retired
last month

Survivors of Persons retired To survivors
on account of Persons retired deceased former on account of Persons retired

of the age or length on account of members
State jiscal year Total (a)

age or length on account of
of service disability (no. of payees) Total (a) of service disability

of deceased
former

members

United States. ... 2,312,671 140,26011,844,340

183,663
49,288

164,388
121,653

.1,173,027

151,479
112,062
31,694

566,144
292,589

57,401
59,541

460,414
230,553
157,455

120,570
190,874
271,860

49,899
166,539

177,708
449,464
277,212
189,981
164,341

57,780
38,610
56,992
39,838

434,130

116,542
877,958
399,942
26,872

806,164

139,772
161,617
364,483

32,046
311,312

3,414,299

49,692
12,627
40,607
24,370

424,214

39,183
45,024
14,266

119,741
57,912

21,779
18,563

160,561
71,967
51,827

38,300
51,770
72,550
24,613
53,784

70,322
140,087
70,404
34,616
45,344

18,499
6,914

13,518
9,415

130,229

25,434
327,003
97,103

7,527
243,168

49,777
58,751

183,689
13,616
47,519

2,992,401 178,074 243,824 2,566,152 112,491

8
493

9,329
480

6,947

3,773
1,658

495
5,720
3,519

Afabama. . . . . . . . . . . .
Afaaka.
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . .
Arkasssas
Cafiforssia.

49,393
11.512

279
342

20
773

38,914
16,254
39,848
14,560

402,573

38,715 191
15,147 614
25,745 4,774
13,021 1,059

356,190 39,436

30.291 4.649

28;387
21,173

336,948

1,074
2,062

40,058

11,146
1,135

47,208

Colorado . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Defaware
Florida
Georgia.

32,438
40,153
10,868

100,618
47,651

4,998
2,348
1,449
6,796
3,981

1,747
2.523

38.713
52,509
9,638

77,323
53,767

48;811 2;040
8,561 582

68,647 2,956
47,121 3,127

1;949
12,327
6,280

Hawaii . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Illinois.
Indiana
Iowa

20,244
18.550

952
1

4,864
2,533

62

583
12

26,274
6,297

110

20,802
8,539

112,681
35,884
16,924

19,985
8,402

101,022
30,807
16,736

13,318
35,471
24,759
14,501
53,180

733
1

,767
620
110

0
,025
,812
,251

0

84

7,89;
4,456

78

129;423
63,037
51,655

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana .,
Maine
Maryland

36,016
49,795
63,536
19,827
53,780

0
1.068

2,284
907

5,954
3,528

4

13,832
37,076
29,960
17,321
53,187

515
579

3,390
1,570

7

3,060
1,258

0

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

59,256
125,220
60,646
29,016
40,033

3,832
6,940
1,988
2,080
1,652

7,234
7.927

57,959
114,679
49,828
18,592
30,678

49,127
102,763
45,976
15,638
28,770

3,059
5,731
1,199
1,107

844

5,773
6,185
2,653
1,847
1,063

7;770
3,520
3,659

Montana . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada. . . .::::’.::
New Hampshire ...,,
New Jersey

16,540
6,470

11,947
9,415

115,952

1,306
146
715

0
2,086

1,137
1,565
8,682

149
20,978

2,164
3,539
8,285

0
5,238

653
298

11,259
2.459

10,191
2,280

10,059
4,971

112,837

701
59

478
0

2,397

367
121
514

0
10,539

856
0

12,191

11;651
4,971

125,774

New Mexico. .,.,,.,.
New York ,.
Nortb Carolina
North Dakota ,....,.
Ohio

22,740
322.277

1,557
3.161

21,071
258.813

19,603
256,120

56,105
3,316

168,864

601
1,187
5,589

51
23,088

867
1,506
4,170

244
10,730

79,321
6,795

199,318

9;100
583

22,872

65;863
3,611

202,682

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island . . . . . . .
South Carolina

41,309
55,212

164,482
13,391
38,106

6,304
0

10.922

43,634
33.520

36,845
31.479

1,941
2.041

4,848

3,59!
132

2,346

114;381
17,154
36,384

106;519
17,022
30,736

4;270

3,30:
’225

4,175

MEMBERSHIPAND BENEFITOPERATIONS, FISCALYEAR 1991-92—Continued

Benefit Operations, Iastmonth offucalyear

Beneficiaries receiving periodic benefit payments Periodic benejitpaymentfor the month (in thousands ofdollars)

Membership, Persons retired Survivorsof Persons retired To survivors
last month on account of Persons retired deceasedformer on accountof Persons retired

of the ageoriength
ofdeceased

State Jiscalyear
on account of members

Total(a)
age or length on accountof former

ofservice disability (no. of payees) Total (a) of service disability members

south Dakota 35,474 10,885 9,173 263 1,449
Tennessee. 166,121 54,789

4,797
49,113

4,263 123
2,355 3,321

41 I

Texas. ... 817,272 59,490
27,000

48,257
24,200

10,744 489
1,200 1,600

Utah
23,492 22,749

104,093 20,047 19,387 660 0
730 13

Vermont . . . . . . . . . . 24,080 5,850
14,076

5,041
13,662

377
413

432 3,282 2,890 192 2;

Virginia.. ., 306,383 69,609 59,858 8,688 1,063
Washington .,

51,798 45,755
260,555 79,621 79,588 11 22

5,671 372

West Virginia 72,418 38,476
28,373 28,344 9

36,355 735 1,386 8::
Wisconsin. 290,347 79,091

20,917
73,023

19,521
4,474

512
1,594

Wyoming 33,740 10,156
71,627

10,156
66,111 5,018 498

0 0 5,525 5,525 0 0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Finances of Emp/oyee-Retirement Sys- (a) Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
terns of State and Local Governments 1991-92.

460 The Bookof thestate51994.95







RETIREMENT

Table 7.29
COMPARATIVE STATISTICSFOR STATE-ADMINISTEREDPUBLICEMPLOYEERETIREMENTSYSTEMS:
FISCAL 1990-91

Annual benefit payments Investment Percentage distribution of cash and security holdings

Percent oj receipts paid by as a percentage of earnings as a
Average percentage of Governmental securities

Employee State Local Annual Cash and benefit cash and security Cash and State and
State

Nongovernmental
contribution government government receipts security holdings payments (a) holdings deposits Federal local securities

United States.

Alabama. . . . . . . . .
Afuka.
Arizona.
Arkmsaa
C8Ufomia.

Coksmdo
Cossssectkut
th!hware
Plorida . . . . . . . . . . .
-a.

Hswati
Idaho . . . . . . . .
Illinois. .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana .....,..
Maine .
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire .
New Jersey . . . . . . .

New Mexico. . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
Nortb Cmolina.
North Dskota
Obto . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ofd8boma
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Penmsylvsnis
Rbodelsfmsf. . . .
Sosstb Cmolina

14.7 16.9 13.5 38.9 5.3 $ 726 7.5 5.8 24.6 0.0 62.3

13.9 19.9 3.6 29.8 4.7 783 9.9 11.4 0.0 86.4
19.0 15.2 39.5 5.4 1,407 7.1 1.0 2::2 0.0 67.7
9.9 2.0 13.3 44.9 4.1 973 7.4 7.6 38.9 0.0 53.5
6.7 30.2 7.7 35.0 4.3 554 7.2 16.8 26.3 0.3 56.5

17.2 9.6 4.0 34.8 4.8 856 8.4 5.1 18.2 0.0 69.5

18.9
14.5

;:;
13.0

11.1
40.2
35.1
21.6
27.4

11.6
13.7
18.7

12.5
21.0

2.0
64.8

6.6

2:::
10.2
10.3
17.7

7.7
6.1
4.5
0.0
1.1

l;::
17.0
14.5
15.1

17.8
24.9
39.2

8.5
11.7

23.0
8.6
4.1

15.4
21.1

38.4
51.5
42.4
33.4
26.9

4.5
7.1
5.2

954
1,066

658
611
882

5.7
6.0
6.8

2.6
6.4
7.9
8.6

13.9
9.2

14.2
25.5

0.3
0.1
0.0
0.0

76.2
82.0
63.6
65.6
47.9

4.0
4.3 k: 4.9 47.0 0.0

12.7
22.3

57.4
44.9

499.8
35.9
33.1

7.2
7.1
6.9

811
501
660

8.6
6.0
6.3
8.7
8.0

6.5
3.9

H

18.1
36.4

5;::

0.0
0.0

:::

66.5
49.8
71.9
37.4

25.7
13.4
15.9

34.3
20.6
20.3

29.9
5.7

6.8
4.4

505
316 1.5 0.3 0.0 77.7

19.8
26.4
30.9
52.5
33.I

54.2
24.9

2::?
14.7

;::
11.3
17.5
23.7

11.8
0.2

21.2
7.3
7.3

29.1
10.3
25.8
0.0

19.6

65.4
36.5
53.2

6.2
5.8

10.1
10.0
6.5

423

1,!:
654

1,048

3.6
7.5
8.4

2:::
9.9
4.1

20.0
20.7
36.8
11.9

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

74.7
55.8
52.0
81.622.3

6.2
60.3
40.4

4.2
9.6 0.0 0 5.6

30.5
7.7

16.2
18.9
13.5

22.4
25.5

3;::
15.4

27.3
5.2

18.0

65.1
50.6
35.0
35.2
30.6

10.7
6.5
0.0
6.0
4.2

888
843
670
537
645

2.2

:::
1!::

1.8
42.8
19.3

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1

51.2
53.3
78.3
41.96.4

7.7 7.4 71.8

45.5
220.5

27.3

7.6
3.5
4.5

562
356
979
528

8.8
6.9
7.9
5.2
7.7

2::;
35.5
12.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

87.8
65.6
53.1
78.044.9

35.0
5.7
5.5 792 5.6 94.0

47.2
91.9
31.2

6.2
8.7
4.5
5.3

780
703
665
399
719

u
8.2
7.5

33.4
22.9
28.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

61.0
70.5
41.5
%.8
38.0

22.7
17.1

38.7
38.3

0.0
52.35.5 7.9 0.0

19.4
16.4
13.6
26.6
19.7

5.5
20.7
15.3

58.8
41.1
42.1
77.8
33.1

10.8
4.8
5.5

10.0

827
607
568

1,039
726

8.5
6.1
5.9
7.2

7.1

;::
16.8

35.1
7.9

28.1
35.1
73.7

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

54.9
72.8
63.9
47.6
21.4

17.0
4.7 4.0 6.7 4.8

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS:FISCAL 1990-91-Continued

Annual benefit payments Investment Percentage distribution ofcash andsecurity holdings

Percent ofreceipts paid by as a percentage of earningsas a
Average Governmental securitiespercentageof

Employee State Local Annual
State

Cash and benejit cash and security Cash and State and Nongovernmental
contribution government government receipts security holdings payments (a] holdings deposits Federal local securities

South Dakota 18.1 7.3 10.9 26.5 3.5 375 8.4
Tennessee 8.8 22.5 2.6

15.5
28.9

24.8 0.0
3.8 483

57.9
8.8 7.9

Texas.
29.5

19.8 19.2
0.0

32.6 5.3 707 9.1
62.6

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.2 2;:;
1.4 38.4 0.0

42.4 4.7 624
59.8

3:::
5.9 6.0

Vermont . . . . . . . . . . .
27.9 0.0

11.7 2.5 42.1 5.7
53.2

532 7.2 4.5 11.3 0.0 77.5

Virginia. . 3.3 13.2 23.8 27.3 4.4 604 9.7
Wasbi ton . . . . . . . . .

11.7 12.3

Y

0.0
18.0 22.9 8.3 36.4 728

74.9
7.0

West V rginia 14.4 39.0 26.0
13.8 18.7

44.7 1:::
0.0

1,490
55.0

Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . 0.6 10.3 24.7
74.9 0.0

36.1
24.9

3.7 783 ::: ;::
Wyoming 4.5 17.0 22.6 38.1

17.0 0.1
4.6

81.3
498 6.7 0.3 12.8 0.0 86.8

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Finances of Emp/oyee-Retirement Sys- (a) Average benefit payment for the last month of fiscal year.
terns of State and Local Governments 1990-91.
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Table7 .
COMPARATIVE STATISTICSFOR STATE-ADMINISTEREDPUBLICEMPLOYEERETIREMENTSYSTEMS:
FISCAL1991-92

Annual benefit payments Investment Percentage distribution of cash and security holdings

Percent of receipts paid by as a percentage of earnings as a
Average percentage of Governmental securities

Employee State Local Annual Cash and
State

benejit cash and security Cash and State and Nongovernmental
contribution government government receipts security holdings payments (a) holdings deposits Federal local securities

.

uniteds t.
Alabama. .
Alaska.. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ariaou. .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Casfoda . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana
Maine . . . . . . . .
Maryland .

Maaaachusetts .
Mkhigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota .
Mississippi . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Morstassa
Nebsmaks
Nevada .
New Hampshire ., .
New Jersey. . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico.
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina .
North Dskota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon ., ...
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island .,
South Carolina

13.2 24.7 36.7

29.8
27.9
44.1
30.9
38.7

32.6
57.0
48.2
21.2
29.9

42.0
44.3
40.8
36.7
34.7

5.2 $ 729 8.8

9.9
11.7
7.5
8.9
9.2

8.4

1$::
9.0
9.0

11.8
4.7

10.3
9.8
7.3

10.5
7.6
7.0
6.6

10.5

::;
11.4
6.4
8.8

:::
9.5
5.2
7.7

5.5 29.0 0.0 58.1

13.9
13.1
9.6

23.5
23. I
10.3
28.3

19.9
12.4
2.2

783
1.287

11.4
0.4

;::
4.5

372;
24.7
19.1

0.0
0.0

86.4
69.8
53.8
66.6
68.4

981
597
949

0.0
0.3
0.0

5.9
17.4

24.7
5.8

15.6
15.1
6.4

27.3
37.7
24.1

10.9
35.7
23.8

4.8
7.6
7.1

988
1,166

676
646
928

:::
8.1
3.3
2.5

::;
26.4
35.3

0.3
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0

80.5
81.4
34.0
70.3
62.0

0.5
12.0

53.9
30.0

13.5
24.1

4.2
4.6

9.1
24.4
20.1
12.7
15.9

16.6
42.1
21.0
33.7
24.3

10.6
42.1
12.4
24.0

5.9

6.7
6.2
7.1
6.7
4.3

955
460
702
499
327

8.5

:::
10.8

1.5

14.5
39.7

9

0.0
0.0

:::
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

z
70.4
36.6
81.6

52.5
0.3

19.3
20.8
20.2
20.2

15.3
33.2
40.4
44.3

13.1
26.8
37.4
44.3

31.3
37.2
50.7
55.2

5.0
6.1
9.0

361
716
413

13.4

;:;
1.3

44.0
:::

1::2

U

3I

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

12.0
3.3

H

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS:FISCAL 1991-92—Continued

Annual benefit payments Investment Percentage distribution of cash and security holdings
Percent of receipts paid by as a percentage of earnings as a

Average percentage of Governmental securities
Employee State Local Annual

State
Cash and benefit cash and security Cash and State and Nongovernmental

contribution government government receipts security holdings payments (a) holdings deposits Federal local securities

S o u t hD8kota .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
ut8h .
v e

Virginia.. .. . . . . . . .
Washington . 20.4 19.3
West Virginia . 19.9 43.2 3::;

7.9 12.7
63.5

25.5
14.7

Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . . z
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Finances of Employee-Retirement Sys- (a) Average benefit payment for the last month of fiscal year.
terns of State and Local Governments 1991-92.
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LICENSURE/REGULATION

TABLE7.31
STATEREGULATIONOF SELECTED
AND PROFESSIONS:1993

NON-HEALTH OCCUPATIONS

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. ..,....
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . .
Idabo
Illinois. . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Micbigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire
New Jersey. . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . .
North Carolina
Nortb Dakota . . . . .
Obio . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklaboma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rhode Island,..
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . .
Wisconsin ........,..
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

E

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

k
L

E
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

k
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

L

L
. . .
. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

.
L
L

. . .

.

. . .
L

. . .

. .
L
L
L

.

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

.
L
L
L

. . .

. . .
L
L
L

.
L
L

L

L
R
L

. . .

.

. . .
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

t

L

:
L
L

L
L
L
L

. . .

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

L

L
L
L
L
L

:
L
L
L

L
L
L

;

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

;
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

L

E
L
L

. .
L

. . .
L
L

L
. . .
L

.

. . .

L
L
L
L

L
. . .

L
L

. . .
L
L
L

. . .

. . .
L
L
L
L

L
L

L
L

L
L
L

.
L

. . .
L
L

. . .
L

. . .

L
L

:
L

E
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

L
L
L
L
L

i
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

k
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

k
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

L

k
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

E

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

L
L
L

k

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

L
. . .
L

. . .

L
L
L

. . .

. . .
L

. . .
L

. . .

L
. . .
L
L
L

L
. . .
. . .
.
L

. . .
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

. . .
.

L
L
L

L
. . .

L
L

. . .
L

. . .

. . .
L

L

L
. . .
L
L
L

. . .
c
L
L
L

L
L

. . .
c

L
L
L
L
L

:
L

:

L
L
L

. . .
c

L

;
. .
L

L
L

:
L

L
L
L
L

. . .

c
c
L

. . .
L

. . .

L
. . .
. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .
L
L
L

. . .
L
L
L

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

L
L
L

. . .

. . .

L
. . .
L
L

. . .

L
L

. . .

. . .
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

k
L
L

L
L
L

t

:
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

k
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

b

L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

k
L
L

:
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

;
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

:
L
L

. .

Sources: Council on Licensure, Enforcement and Regulation, issues in (a) In some states, embalmers are not ficensed separately from funeral
Professiona/Regulation,1993, and various national associations ofstate
boards.

directors; embalming is part of the funeral director’s job.

Key:
(b) [rraddition to licensing professional engineers, some states regulate

C —Certification
engineers by specific areas of expertise, such as civil engineers.

L—Licensure
R— Registration
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Table 7.32
STATEREGULATIONOF HEALTHOCCUPATIONS AND PROFESSIONS:1993

:
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

k
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

:
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
. . .
. . .

:

. . .

. . .

. . .

:

. . .

. . .
L

. . .
L

k
L
L
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
L
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c
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L
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c
...
...
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c
...
...
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
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c
...
...
c
c

...

...

...
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
c
R
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
R

. . .

:
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
R

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

L
. . .
. . .
. . .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
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. . .
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. . .

. . .
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L
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. . .

. . .

. . .
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. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
c
...
...
c
...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...

...
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
c
...
...
...
..

...

...

...

...

...

...

...
c
R
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
c
...

...

...

...

...

...

...
L

. . .
L

.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
c
...

...

...

...

...

...

. . .
c
L. . .
LColorado . . . . . . . . . . . R L

Conrseeticut . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Fforida . . . . . . . . . . . . . L L
Georgia......... L L

. . .
L

. . .
L

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . L L
Idaho . . . . . . L
Iffinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L

. . .
L
L

. . .

. . .

cKansas . . . . . . . L
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Louisiana . . . . . . . . L L
Maine. . . . . . . . . . . . . . L L
Marykrsd. . . . . . . . . . . L L

. . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . . L L
Mkhigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
Missouri. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L

. . .
L
. . .
L
L

Moatma . . . . . . . . . . . L L
Nekruks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L
New,da . . . . . . . . . L L
New H~pshire . . . L
New Jersey . . . . . . L L

. . .

. . .
.

NewMexico. . . . . L L
New York . . L L
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . L
North Dakota . . . . . . . . L
Okio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L

Key: See footnotesat end of table.
C—Certification
L—Licensure
R—Registration
● — Enabling legislation
. . . — Not regulated

L
. .
c
...
L

I
STATEREGULATIONOF HEALTHOCCUPATIONS AND PROFESSIONS:1993—Continued

SouthDakota . . . . . . . .
Tennewel. . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . L
Lyon; :....... L

L

L
L L
L L
L .
L

. . .

.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

.

. . .

. . .

.
. . .
. . .
. . .

L R
L L
L . . .
L . .
L L

L
L
L
L
L

. . . . . .

. . .

. . . k... L

L L . . .
L L . . .
L L . .
L L . . .
L . . . . . .. . . . .

L . . .
L . . .
L . . .
L . .
L . . .

L
L
L
L
L

L L . . .
L L . . .
L L . . .
L L . .
L L . . .

L
L
L
L
L

L
. .
L
c
L

c c c
...
...
...
L

Virginia. .. . . . . . . L
w8akimgton . . . . . L
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . L
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . .
. . L

. . . . . .

. . . . . .
. . .

.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .
. .

. .

.

.
. . .
. . .

.
Dist. of Columbia.. L L L . . . . . . . . . L L L L

Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . .

L
. . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . L L L . . . L L . . . . . .

Key:
C — Certification
L— Licensure
R—Registration
*— Enabling legislation
...— Not regulated
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Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California.

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Conrreeticut
Delaware
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ifiinois. . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . .
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . .
New York
North Carolina..
North Dakota
Obio

. . . L
L

L
L
.
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L

L
L
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. . .
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L
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L
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:
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L
L
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c
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. . .
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L
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L

L
L
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L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

:
L

L
L

:
L

L
L
L
L

.
L
L
L

.
L
L
L

. . .
L

. . .

. . .
.
L

.

. . .
L

. . .
L
L

.
L
L

. . .
L L L L. . .

L L
.
. . .
c
...

L
L
L

L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L

:
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

. . .
L

.

. . .
i
L

. . . . .
. . .
. . .

. . . (b)
L

. . .
L

. . .
L L L

L
L

L
L

L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L

c
L
L
L

c
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L
L

L

k
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L

L
L
L
L
L

. .
L. . .

. .
R

. . .

. . .

. . .
. .

. . . .
L
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L L L L . .

L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
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L
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L.
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
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c
L
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L
. . .
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L
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L
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L

L
L
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L

L
L
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L
L
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L
. .

L
L
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L

. . .

L
L
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L
L

L
L
L
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L

L
.
. . .
R
L
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L
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. . .
L L L. . .
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L

L
L
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L

L
L
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L

L
L
L

L
L
L

L
L
L
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L
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L

.
L

.
L
L

. . .
L

.
L

. . .

. . .
L

. .
L

. . .
LL L. . .

Key: Sec footnotes atendof table.
C—Certification
L—Licensure
R—Registration
* — Enabling legislation

—Not regulated

STATEREGULATIONOF HEALTHOCCUPATIONS AND PROFESSIONS:1993—Continued

SouthDakota . . . . . . . . . . L L L L L L L L L L
Tennessee...... . . . . . . . L

. . .
. . . L L L L L L

Texas . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . L L

L L . . . L L L L L L L L
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

L
L L L L L (b) L L L L L

Vermont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

L
. . .

. . . . . . L L . . . . . . L L L L

Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L L L L L c L L L
Washington . . . . . . . . .

. . . L
L L L . . . L L L L L L L L

West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . L L . . . L L L L L
Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
L

. . .
L . . . L L c c L L L

Wyoming. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

L . . . L L L L L . . . L L L

Dist. ofCofumbia..... . . . L L L L L L L
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . L L
L L L L . . . (b) L L L L . . . L

Key:
C—Certification
L—Licensure
R—Registration
* — Enabling legislation
. . . —Not regulated
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Alabama. .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizorsa. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idabo . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . .
Louisiana. . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico. . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina.. .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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L
L
L
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L
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:
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L
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L
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k

L
L
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L
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L
L
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L
L

L

k
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

:
L

L
L

:
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L

:
L

L
L
L

k

. . .

. . .
c
. . .
c

. . .

. . .
L
L

. . .

L
. . .
L

. . .
L

. . .
L
L
L

. . .

L
*

. . .

. . .

L
. . .

.
. . .
. . .

c
L

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. .
c

. . .
L

. . .
.

L
L

. . .

L
. . .
L
*
L

. . .

;
L

. .

. . .

. .

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L
L

. . .

. . .

. . .
L
L

. . .
R

. . .
c
L

c
L
L

:

L
. . .
c

k

L
L

. . .
L
L

L
. . .
. . .
L

. . .

.
. . .
. .
R
. .

. . .

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .
L
L

. . .
R

. . .

. . .
L
L

.
L

L
. .
c
L

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

. . .

. .
. . .
L

. . .

. . .
L
L
L

L
L

. . .

c
L
L

L
. . .
. . .
L
L

. . .
L

:
L

L
. . .
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
. . .
c
L
L

L
L
L
. . .
L

L
L

. . .
i
. . .
L

L
. . .
. . .
L
L

. . .

. . .
L
L
L

c
...
...
L

. . .

L
L
L
. .

,..

. . .

k
L

L
. . .
c
...
.

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L
L
L

L
L
L

k

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
L

. . .

. . .
L
L
L

L
L

. . .
L
L

. . .
L
L

. .
L

. . .
L
L

. . .

. .

L
L
L
L
L

Key:
C—Certification
L—Licensure
R—Registration
● — Enabling legislation

—Not regulated
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Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . L L L L L L L L L L L L
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
L L L L L L L L L L

Pennsylvania
. . . . . .

L k L : L L L L L k
Rhode Island . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
L L L L L L L L L L L

Soutb Carolhsa . .
. . . . . .

L L
. . . . . .

L L L L . . . . . . L . . . L L L L L

Soutb Dakota . . L L L L L L L L L
Tennessee . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
L

. . .
L L

. . . . . .
L L L L c L L L L

Texas.. . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

L L
. . .

L L L L L L L L L L L
Utab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
L

. . .
. . . L L L L L L L L L

Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . L L L L k L ; . . . ::: . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

L . . .

Virgisda. . . . . . . . . . L L L L L L c c L L L L
Waabissgton . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
L

. . .
. . . L L L L c L L L L

West Virginia . .
. . . . . .

L L
. . .

L L L L
. . .

L L L L L
Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
L

. . .
. . . L . . . L L L L k L c L L

Wyoming. . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

L . . . L L L L L L . . . . . . . . . L L L . . .

Dist. of Cohsmbia. . . . . L L L L L L L
Puerto Rko.... . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
L

. . . . . . . . .
L

. . .
L

. . .
. . . L L L . . . . . . . . . L L . . . L . . .

Source.” Councilon Licensure, Enforcement and Regulation, kuesin ProJes.sional Regu/ation,1993 (a) There are eight categoriesof emergency medical technicians, from basic to pararnedictotask-specific
and various national associations of state boards.

Key:
certifications. No state regulates all categories, but every state regulates at least one category.

C—Certification
(b) lnlndiana, Utahand Puerto Rico, nursing home administrators are not licensed assuch, butthey

L—Licensure
are licensed more broadly as health facility administrators.

R—Registration
● — Enabling legislation
. . . —Not regulated
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LICENSURE/REGULATION

TABLE7033
STATUSOF MANDATORY CONTINUING EDUCATION
FOR SELECTEDPROFESSIONS:1993

Alabama.
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California. .,.. . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. ....,..
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Michigan .
Minnestoa . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . .
New York . .
North Carolina .
North Dakota .
Ohio

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island... . . . . .
South Carolirra

South Dakota
Tennessee ...,.. .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . .
Washington .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . .

Dist. of Columbia .

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .

*
*
.
. . .
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
E

*
*
*

. . .

. . .

*
*
*
*
*

*
. . .
. . .
*
*

*
*

. .
*

. . .

*
*

. . .

. . .
E

. . .

. . .
E

. . .
* . . .
* ●

*
.

*
●

☛

☛

✎✎✎
☛

☛
☛

✎✎✎

☛
✎✎✎

☛

☛

☛
☛
☛

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

s
*
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
s

*
. . .
*
*
*
●

*
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

. . .

*
*
*
. . .
●

☛

✎✎✎
☛

☛

✎✎✎

✎✎

✎✎✎
✎✎✎

✎✎✎

☛

☛
☛
☛

✎✎✎

✎✎✎

☛

E
*
*

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

. . .

*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
.

. . .

*

*
. . .
*
●

☛

✎✎✎

✎✎✎
☛

☛

☛

✎✎✎

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛
☛

☛
☛

●

☛

☛

☛

☛
●

☛

☛
☛

☛

●

●

☛

☛
●

☛

☛
☛

●

✎✎✎

☛

●

☛
☛

☛

✎✎✎

☛
☛

●

☛
☛

☛

*
*
*
*
●

☛

☛
●

●
●

●

☛

☛
☛

☛

●
☛
☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

●

☛

☛

☛
☛

●

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛
s
*
●

*
*
*
E

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*

. . .
●

. . .

. . .
●

●
. . .
*
*
●

*
E
E

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .

*
. . .
E

. . .

. . .

*
*
*
*
*

. . .

. . .
E
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
E

*

*
*
*
*
*
. . .
●
●

☛

●

✎✎✎

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛
☛

☛

☛
☛

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛
●

☛

☛
✎✎✎

☛

☛
☛

☛
☛

☛

☛
●

●

☛
●

☛

☛

☛

☛
☛

✎✎✎
☛

☛

*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
●

☛
✎✎✎

E

. . .

. . .
*
. .

. . .

E
. . .
*
s

. . .

●

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

*

*
*
*
E
*

. . .

. . .
●

*
*

*
. . .
. . .
. . .
*

*
E

. . .
●

●

●

*
●

. . .
*

. . .
E
●

*
. . .

●

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .
*

. . .

E

*
*
*
●
●

☛

●
☛
●

☛

☛

☛
E
E
●

*
*
●

*
*

. . .
*
*
●

*

*
*
*
●

. . .

*
●

. . .
*
●

●

*
*
*
E

*
*
*
*
●

*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
. . .*
*
*
. . .
E
*
E
*

*
.

*
*

. . .

*
. . .
*
*
E

*
*
●

. . .
E

●

. . .
*
*
*

s
*
E

. . .
*

*
. . .
●

. . .

. . .

. . .
E
*
E
*

E

*
*
*
*
●

☛

✎✎✎
☛
☛

●

✎✎✎

☛
☛

E
*

*
*
*
*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .
*

. . .

●

*
*
*

. . .

*
. . .
*
*
*

*
*
●

. . .
*

*
*

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
●

. . .

. . .

*

Source: LouisPhillips&Associates, Athens, Ga.
Key:
* — Required
E— Enablinglegislation
S— Under certaincircumstances

— No requirements
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MINIMUM AGE

Table 7.34
MINIMUM AGE FOR SPECIFIEDACTIVITIES

Minimum age for marriage

State or other Age of
with consent (b)

Minimum age for Minimum age for Minimum a for Minimum a for
jurisdiction majority (a) Male Female making a will buying alcohol serving on a jury leaving school (c)

Alabama. .,
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arfzona. . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . .
California.

Colorado . . . . .
Connecticut . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . .,

Hawaii ., . . . . . .
Idabo . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts ..,.,..
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana. ..,.. . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada ...,.....
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico.....,..
New York
North Carolina
Nortb Dakota . . . . . . .
Obio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania .. ..,.,.
Rbode Island...
South Carolina

South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee ....,
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . .

Virginia. ......,
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia ,....,.
Wisconsin. ,...
Wyoming

Dist. of Columbia. . . . .

19
18
18
18
18

18
18
18
18
18

18
18
18

!:

18
18
18
18
18

18
18
18
18
18

18
19
18
18
18

18

1:
18
18

18

;;
18
18

18
18
18
18
18

18
18
18
18
19

18

14(d) 14(d)
16(e) 16(e)
16(e) 16(e)
17(t-) 16(fI

19
18
18

::(h)

18
18
18
18
18

18
18(h)
18
18
18

18
18
18(h)
18
18

18
18
18
18
18

18
18
18

1:

18

H
18
18

18
18
18
18
18

18

::(h)
18
18

18
18
18
18
19

18

21
21
21

19
18
18
18
18

16
16
16
17
18(d (g)

16(e) 16(e)
16(e) 16(e)
18(fJ 16(f)
16(d,f) 16(d,f)
(g) (g)

21
21
21
21
21

18
18
18
18
18

16
16
16
16
16

16(i) 16(i)
16(e) 16(e)
16 16

21
21
21
21
21

18
18
18

18
16
16

17(f) 17(f)
18(e) 18(e)

18
18

16(j)
16

16
16(j)
17

18(e) 18(e)
18(e,f) 18(e,f)
18(e) 18(e)
16(e) 16(e)
16(f,k) 16(f,k)

21
21
21
21
21

18
18
18
18
18

17
16

14(n) 12(n)
16(f,i) 16(f)
16(e) 16(e)
17 15

15(i), 18(e) 15(i), 18(e)

21
21
21
21
21

16

l:(l)
16
16

16
17
16(e)
14(n)
16(e,f)

16(i)
14(n)
16(f,p)
16
18(e,ff

16(f)
17
16(i)
18(i)
16(fI

16(f)
16(i)
14(n)
14
16(e)

16(d,f)
17(i)
18(f)
16(i)
16(i)

16(d)

16
17
16(e)
13 (n)
16(e,f)

16(i)
14(n)
16(f,p)
16
16(e,f)

16(f)
17
16(i)
16(i)
14 (t-)

16(f)
16(i)
14(n)
14
16(e)

16(d,f)
17(i)
18(Q
16(i)
16(i)

16(d)

21 18
19
18

R

16(m)
16
17

21
21
21
21

16
16

16
16(0)
16
16
18

21 18
18
18
18
18

18
18
17

21
21
21
21

16
17

21 16(m)
17
17

21
21
21
21

18
16

21 18
18
18
18
18

18
18
16
18
16

17

Sources: Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, Inc.; Education
Commission of the States; National Center for State Courts; National
Center for Youth Law; Gary Skoloff, Skoloff &Wolfe.

(a) Generally, theageatwhich an individual has legal control overown
actions and business (e.g., ability to contract) except as otherwise provided
by statute. In many states, age of majority is arrived at upon marriage
if minimum legal marrying age is Iower than prescribed age of majority.

(b) With parental consent. Minimum age for marrying without consent
is 18years in aHstates, except in Mississippi where the minimum ageis 21.

(c) Without graduating.
(d) Parental consent not required ifminor was previously married.
(e) Younger persons may marry with parental consent and/or permis-

sion of judge. In Connecticut, judicial approval.
(f) Younger persons may obtain iicense in case of pregnancy or birth

of child.

legal guardians andmanaging own financial affairs, or who hascontracted
a lawful marriage.

(i) Younger persons may obtain license in special circumstances.
(j) In Indiana, studentsbetween 16 and 18 must submit toan exit inter-

view and have written parental approval before leaving school. InKentucky,
must have parental signature for leaving school between 16 and 18.

(k) 1funder16, proofof age and the consentof parents in personis
required. If a parent is ill, an affidavit by the incapacitated parent and
a physician’s affidavit to that effect required.

(l)Age 18, beginning inyear 2000.
(m) Or completion of eighth grade? whichever is earlier.
(n) Parental consent and/or permission ofjudge required. InTexa.s, be-

low age of consent, need parental consent and permission ofjudge.
(o)Age 17 in New York City and Buffalo.
(P) unless parties are 180rover, fema1e is pregnant, or applicants are

the parents ofa living child born out of wedlock.(g) No age limits.
(h) Age maybe lower foraminor whois fivingapart from parents or

476 The Book of the States 1994-95
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MOTOR VEHICLES

Table 7.35
STATEMOTOR VEHICLEREGISTRATIONS:1992

State or other Automobiles Motorcycles Buses Trucks Total registrations Percentage
jurisdiction (a) (a) (a,b) (a) 1991 1992 change

urmea slates.

Alabama,
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . .
fdaho
Illinois, .....,..,..
Indiana . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana. ......,..
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina..
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania .
Rhode Island...
South Carolina . . . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . .
Texas. .........,..
Utah .
Vermont . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia.

144,z1~,4zY

2,196,269
307,722

1,993,810
974,023

17,219,177

2,164,815
2,429,120

418,780
8,131,392
4,121,018

668,305
610,411

6,622,277
3,300,636
1,930,784

1,257,929
1,938,605
2,005,710

754,331
3,075,207

3,156,214
5,679,842
2,735,867
1,496,099
2,821,027

540,739
893,071
620,547
693,573

5,135,703

837,707
8,467,220
3,778,448

393,518
7,304,197

1,757,742
1,955,443
6,534,865

516,895
1,948,340

426,818
3,726,216
8,688,680

809,676
345,693

3,960,758
3,140,036

778,169
2,463,488

248,898

237,619

4,1Jtl>,11r3

41,358
11,191
71,163
13,905

623,046

88,872
49,667

9,759
193,739
80,035

22,846
33,475

200,904
95,195

157,383

55,749
35,133
35,193
30,484
52,162

62,991
153,886
105,916
27,147
60,045

22,630
19,421
19,779
34,276

100,274

31,167
193,715
58,635
18,464

230,291

56,937
62,069

167,010
21,137
32,595

23,408
75,059

164,147
24,174
16,588

59,209
111,587
18,251

175,683
15,537

1,831

b44,i3L

8,270
1,918
4,394
5,585

40,835

5,517
8,346
2,155

38,135
15,399

4,253
3,717

16,307
22,451
9,191

3,761
10,325
19,681
2,837

10,990

10,625
23,325
15,384
8,911

11,713

2,799
5,261
1,784
1,698

18,185

3;:Z
33,592
2,272

31,254

13,729
11,295
31,708

1,605
14,360

2,532
15,001
63,742

1,179
1,7%

16,315
6,569
3,628

12,161
2,362

2,769

43,YJ4,Lrbl

1,099,525
176,455
802,697
521,872

4,942,288

744,953
131,698(c)
124,047

2,062,809
1,763,020

101,536
420,162

1,343,141
1,192,763

765,779

658,878
1,034,290
1,068,120

220,966
602,702

496,561
1,607,385

732,579
448,963

1,171,322

363,251
456,718
298,605
198,376(c)
437,466(c)

510,544
1,272,667(c)
1,494,871

259,545
1,694,378

965,484
616,667

1,612,658(c)
103,525(c)
638,229

290,340
903,866

4,015,016
441,413
117,321

1,261,633
1,319,238

491,110
1,259,062

231,555

16,018

168,136,469

3,483,797
470,903

2,848,537
1,479,637

22,252,741

3,045,247
2,588,777

533,567
9,980,076
5,714,189

785,004
1,055,369
8,192,744
4,413,624
2,668,436

1,879,442
2,942,102
3,045,788

978,849
3,630,236

3,663,843
7,244,938
3,273,153
1,887,441
3,950,125

765,754
1,404,444

881,274
906,464

5,518,957

1,320,488
9,771,437
5,216,177

628,672
8,684,599

2,669,312
2,506,950
8,037,808

628,407
2,471,245

701,987
4,541,676

12,696,540
1,229,730

446,819

5,022,222
4,403,604
1,273,444
3,684,938

468,566

246,390

1%),362,228

3,304,064
486,095

2,800,901
1,501,480

22,202,300

2,915,285
2,569,164

544,982
10,232,336
5,899,437

774,094
1,034,290
7,981,725
4,515,850
2,705,754

1,920,568
2,983,220
3,093,511

978,134
3,688,899

3,663,400
7,310,552
3,483,830
1,953,973
4,004,062

906,789
1,355,050

920,936
893,647

5,591,354

1,351,695
9,779,554
5,306,911

655,335
9,029,829

2,736,955
2,583,405
8,179,231

622,025
2,600,929

719,690
4,645,083

12,767,438
1,252,268

464,810

5,238,706
4,465,843
1,272,907
3,734,711

482,815

256,406

1.2

-5.2
3.2

–1.7
1.5

-0.2

–4.3
–0.8

2.1
2.5
3.2

–1.4
–2.0
–2.6

2.3
1.4

2.2
1.4
1.6

–0.1
1.6

0.0
0.9
6.4
3.5
1.4

18.4
–3.5

4.5
–1.4

1.3

2.4
0.1
1.7
4.2
4.0

2.5
3.0
1.8

–1.0
5.2

2.5
2.3
0.6
1.8
4.0

4.3
1.4
0.0
1.4
3.0

4.1

Source: Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department ofTrans- (b) The numbers ofprivateand commercisJbusesgivenhereare estimates
portation (1993). Compiled for the calendar yearending December31,1992 by the Federaf Highway Administration of the numbers inoperation, rather
from reports of state-authorities. than the registra~ion counts of the states.

Note; Where theregistration year is notmorethanone month removed (c) The followingfarmtrucks, registered at anominal fee andrestricted
from the calendar year, registration-year data are given. Where theregis- to use in the vicinity of theowner’s farm, are not included in this table:
tration year ismore than one month removed, registrations are given for Connecticut, 8,548; New Hampshire, 3,315; New Jersey, 5,956; New York,
the calendar year. 27,855; Pennsylvania, 22,135; and Rhode Island, 1,027.

(a) lnchrdes federal, state, county and municipafvehicles. Vehicles owned
by the military services are not included.
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MOTOR VEHICLES

Table 7.36
MOTOR VEHICLEOPERATORSLICENSES:1992

SIate or other
Estimated total licensed

Years for drivers during 1992
jurisdiction which issued Renewal date Amount of fee (in thousands)

Alabama. . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . .
California. . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. ...,... . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiarra.....,....,..
[own . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiarra . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . .
New Jersey. . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico. . . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . . . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . .
Rhode Island,.. . . . . . . .
South Carofirra

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. .....,.. . . . . . .
Utab
Vermont ....,.... . . . . .

Virginia. ,.,,.. . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia . . . . . . . .
Wisconsin. ...,.. . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia.

Issuance
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday

$15.00(a)
10.00

2,977
405

7.00
14.25
12.00

2,506
1,712

20,111

5
2and4

Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday

15.rXl
~j.;:(a,b)

15:00 (b)
4.50

2.392
2:358

501
10,538
4,600

5
4or6(c)

4

2and 4(d)
4

4and5(e)
3and4(f)
2and4(f)

Birthday
Birthday
Issuance
Birth month
Birthday

Birthday
Birth month
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday

(d)
19.50

717
721

7.41110.00(e)
6.00(f)

16.00(f3
3:800
1,859

4
4

2and 4(f)
4
5

8.W8:J4.00 (a)

18.00[fI

1,692
2,457
2,617

918
3,234

20.00
20.00(b)

35.00 (a,b)
12.00 (g)
15.00
20.00
7.50

16.00-24.00
10.00(h)
20.50(f)
32.00

16.00- 17.50

5
2and4(g)

4

Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Issuance

4,170
6,481
2,625
1,628
3,454

4
3

&h)
4
4
4

Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Issuance

597
1,129

957
850

5,285

4(f)
4
4
4
4

30 days after Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday

10.00
22.25
10.00
10.00
S.oo(i)

1,126
10,360
4,655

433
9,169

2and4
4

Issuance
Birthday
Birth month
Birthday
Birthday

7.00and 14.00(b)
16.25(b)
22.00(0
30.00 (aj)
10.00(a)

2,287
2,426
8,019

685
2and 4(f)

5(j)
4 2,400

4
4
4
4

2and4

Birthday
Bithday
Birthday
Birthday
Birthday

6.00
14.00- 16.00

16.00
15.00(b)

498
3,486

11,438
1,143

42312.00 and 20.00(a)

:
4
4
4

Birth month
Birthday
Issuance
Birthday
Birthday

12.00 4,697
3,627
1,314
3,543

343

14.00(a)
10.50
10.00 (a,b)
5.00(b)

4 Issuance 20.00 352

Sources: American Automobile Association, Digest ofMotor Laws
(1993); U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, Highway Statistics, 1992. Status of requirements as of December
31. 1992.

(e) $5 for persons 65-80 years; $2 for two-year license forpersons 81-86;
no cost for one-year license for persons 87 and older.

(f) Indiana-$3 forthree-year renewal license forpersons75 years and
older; lowa—$8 for two-year license for persons under 18 or over 70;
Louisiana—$9.50 for two-year license for persons over 70 years;
Nevada—$15.50 for original or renewal license for persons 65 and over;
New Mexico—persons 75 and over renew annually at no charge;
Pennsylvania—$12 for two-year license for persons 65 years and over.

(g) persons with unsatisfactory driving records renew fortwo-year term

~a)The followingexamination fees are in addition tothe feeshown for
alicense: Alabama and Rhode Island—$5; Connecticut-$29; Kansas—$3;
Massachusetts—$20; South Carolina-$2; Vermont-written examination
fee for first examination-$15, $lOforeach additional examination; Wash-
ington—$7; Wisconsin—$IO.

(b) Fee for original license: Connecticut-$28.50 to.S43.50; Florida-$20;
Maryland–$30; Massachusetts-$43.75; Oklahoma–$18; Oregon–$31.25;
Utah—$20 for persons under 21; Wisconsin-$15; Wyoming—$IO.

(c) Original license is $19. Renewal feeis $15 for six years ifno moving
violation convictions within past three years.

(d) Licenses issued for two years to persons 15-24 years and65 years
andover. Fee for two-year licenses: $4.25 to$6; four-year licenses: $8.50
to$12.

at $6.
(h) Original license expires on licensee’s birthday in the first year after

issuance that licensee’s age indivisible by four. Fees: $3.50 for one year;
$5.50 for two years; $8 for three years.

(O A$l.50 issuance fee and $l.oo eyeexam fee are charged forlicenses
and permits.

(j) First ficense is for twoyearsat$i2.
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Table 7.37
MOTOR VEHICLELAWS
(As of 1993)

Child restraints
Minimum age mandatory for

for driver’s license (a) Vehicle
State or

Transfer of passengers Mandatory
Llabdtty inspection plates to up to — seat belt

other jurlsdlctlon Regular Learner’s Restrlctlve laws (b) (c) new owner years (d) law (e)

Alabama. . . . . . . .
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas
Cafffornia . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut . . . . . .
Delaware
Florida . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . .
Nevada ......,..
New Hampshire . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York
Nortb Carofhra . . . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . . . . .
South Carofirra . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia. . .
American Samoa ,...
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . .
Puerto Rico.... . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands

16
16
18
16
18

15(t-)
14(i)

15+7mo. (f,i)
14-16(0
15 (k,l)

14(E9
14(g,i)
16(i)
14(i,k)
16(I)

s
s

(h)
spot
G)
;,

(j)
*

;,

(3

*

~;5j

G)

spot

spot
. . .
*

(:)

*
spot
spot (h)

*
*

. . .

“(uj
*
*

G)
*
*

spot
0)

*
spot (j)

* (j)
*
*

“(hj
*
*
*

:,

*
spot
. . .

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
. . .
*

. . .
*
*
*
. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
. . .

.

. . .
*
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
.

*
. . .
*
*

. . .
*
. . .
*
. . .

.
.
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
*
*
*

6
16
5
5
4(n)

4(n)
4
4(n)
6
5

4
4(n)
6

2

;;

4(o)
10

12
4
4
2
4

4(n)
5(n)
5 (n)

12
5

11
16(0)
6

11
4(n)

6
16

1:
6

5
4
4
8

13

4

;
4
3(n)

16

1“1”

‘5”(n)

*
*
*
*
* (o)

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*

*
. .
*

.
*
* (o)
*
*

*
*
* (o)

“*”(o)

*
* (o)
*

,..
*

*
* (o)
*
*
* (o)

*
*
*
*

*
* (o)

“*”(o)
*

* (o)
. . .
*
*

.

S,:F
(m)

21
16(I)
18

15+91n#i,gjp)

15+10mo. (fJ)
15 (t-)
15

15+6mo.(1)
16(f)
16(i,l)
15 (i)
16(i)

S,NF
S,NF
S,NF

;:
18
16(1)
18
18
18

16
18
16
17
18

18
18
18
15
16

18
16
18
18
17

16
17(I)
18
16
18(w)

16
16
16
16
16

(r)
C,NF

(0
16(f,l)
(f-J
16(k,l,p)
14(I)

15 (i)
15 (1)
16(i.1)

S,NF
S,c

s
16+1 mo. (i,l)

14(i,l)

14(k)
16(i)
17 (t)
16(I)
16(i,l,t)

16+6mo. (i,l,t)
16(i,l,v)
16(I)

15+6mo. (p)

15 (i,l)
(v)

16(I)
(v)

14(k)
16(i,t)
16
14(i,l)
(v)

15+6mo. (1)

S,c
s

(f)
(f’)
16(i)
(Lk)

15+9 mo. (f,k)

NF,UM
C,NF

S:c
C,NF

16(f)
(0
(f-)
(f)
15(k)

C,NF
C,NF
C,NF
S.F
c
c(f-l

15(f,k)
15+6mo. (fl

(q)
(k)

F:C

S,l&:UJ

S,;$F

S,NF:ticM,UJ
S,c

,S,c
F,C,NF

c
s

15(I)
16(k)
15(i,k,l)
(f-)
16(i,k)

(P)
15(t-)
16(i,k)
(f-)
15(k)

(v)
16(i,t)
16(1)
15 C, NF,UM

F,UM
15
15(1,V) S,F:&M

15+9mo. (k,p) S,NF,UM
16(k) s

16
18
16(f)
MJi,l)

14(t)
15(k)
15(k;p)
16
15(f,k)

18
18
18
18(I)
18

15+8 mo. (f,i,k)
15(f,p)
15(9

15+6mo. (0
15 (i,k)

16(i,l) S,UM
16(1)
15 (i) :::
16(i,l)
15 (i,k) S;c

(Lk)
16(f,k)
15(i,k)
(f)

16(i) c
16(i,l) c
16(i)
16(i) (:)
16(I)

18
18
18
18
18

See footnotes atendof table.

.—-
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MOTOR VEHICLES

MOTOR VEHICLELAWS—Continued

Source.’ American Automobile Association, D/gesr of Motor Laws,
(1993).

Note: All jurisdictions except Guam have chemical test laws for intoxi-
cation. All except the District of Columbia have an implied consent pro-
vision. (Colorado has expressed consent law).

Key:
* —Provision.

— No provision.
iaj ‘SeeTable 7.36, “Motor Vehicle Operators Licenses: 1992” for addi-

tional information on driver licenses.
(b) All jurisdictions except Colorado, Hawaii, American Samoa, Guam,

Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands have a non-resident service of
process law. Alabama, Arkansas, California, Georgia, Illinois (applicable
to hitchhikers only), Oregon, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming
and the U.S. Virgin Islands each have a guest suit law.

In this column only: S—’’Security-type” financial responsibility law (fol-
lowing accident report, each driver/owner of the vehicles involved must
show ability to pay damages which may be charged in subsequent legal
actions arising from accident); F—’’Future-proof type” financial respon-
sibility law (persons who have been convicted of certain serious traffic
offenses or who have failed to pay a judgment against them for damages
arising from an accident must make a similar showing of financial respon-
sibility); C—’’Compulsory insurance” law (motorists must show proof of
financial responsibility—liability insurance—usually as a condition of
vehicle registration); NF—’’Nfauhuh insurance” law (vehicle owner looks
to own insurance company for reimbursement for accident damages, rather
than having to prove in court that the other party was responsible); UJ—
“Unsatisfied judgment funds” law (state-operated funds financed with fees
from motorists unable to provide evidence of insurance or from assess-
ments levied on auto insurance companies to cover pedestrians and others
who do not have no-fault insurance); UM—’<Uninsured motorist” law (in-
surance companies must offer coverage against potential damage by unin-
sured motorists).

(c) “Spot” indicates spot check, usually for reasonable cause, or ran-
dom roadside inspection for defective or missing equipment.

(d) The type of child restraint (safety seat or seat belt) required depends
on the age of the child. The majority of states allow for substituting adult
safety belts by age 5.

(e) These states have enacted mandatory seat belt legislation. Unless
otherwise specified, legislation covers driver and front-seat passengers.

(f) Permit required. In Arkansas, for 30days prior to taking driving test.
In Delaware, for up to two months prior to 16th birthday. In Michigan,
for 30 days prior to application for first license. In Minnesota, not required
if driver can pass road test. In Oregon, not required if applicant can al-
ready drive.

(g) Restricted to mopeds.
(h) Cities have authority to maintain inspection stations. In Alabama,

state troopers also authorized to inspect at their discretion.
(~)Guardian or parental consent required.
f-l)Emission inspections. In Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, llli-

nois, Indiana, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Washington, man-
datory annual emission inspections in certain counties. In California,
biennial inspections are required in portions of counties which do not meet
federal clean air standards. in Oregon, biennial inspections in Portland
metro area and Jackson County. In Washington, also other checks (e.g.,
out-of-srate vehicles, salvaged).

(k) Driver must be accompanied by licensed operator. In California and
Vermont (learner’s permit), a licensed operator 25 years or older. In Kansas,

may drive to school or work without licensed operator. In Maine, New
York, Texas, Vermont (restrictive license), Virginia and Wyoming, a
licensed operator 18 years or older. In Maryland, individual, 21 years or
older, licensed to drive vehicle of that class, and licensed for 3 or more
years. In Nebraska, a licensed operator 19 years or older. In New Jersey,
an individual licensed for same classification as the learner’s permit. In
Pennsylvania, a licensed operator 18 years or older, licensed in same or
equivalent class as learner. In South Carolina, a licensed operator 21 years
or older. In American Samoa, must be accompanied by parent, legal guard-
ian, or safety instructor. In Guam, must be accompanied by parent or legal
guardian.

(1) Must have successfully completed approved driver education course.
(m) Financial responsibility required of every driver/owner of motor

vehicle at all times.
(n) Other restrictions. In California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,, Nebras-

ka, Nevada, Ohio and U.S. Virgin Islands, age restriction or chdd under
40 pounds. In Delaware, age restriction and under 40 pounds. In Kentucky
and Wyoming, 40 inches in height or under.

(o) Covers other passengers in vehicle. California, Nevada, Oregon,
South Carolina, Washington, Wisconsin and District of Columbia, all pas-
sengers. Maine, passengers between 4-f5 years. In Minnesota, driver, front
seat passengers, and anyone under 11. New Jersey, driver responsible for
all passengers between 5 and 18 years. New York, all back seat occupants
under 10 years and over 4 years, as well as all front-seat occupants.

(P) Must be enrolled in driver education course. In Colorado, if not in
such course, wait until 15 + 9 mo.; in Washington, 15 + 6 mo.

(q) Required for motorcyclists only. In New Hampshire, otherwise, un-
licensed persons who are being taught to drive must be accompanied by
licensed operator 25 years or older.

(r) Proof of personal injury protection is required. In event of an acci-
dent in which operator is charged with a moving violation, the operator
must prove liability insurance in force on date of accident.

(s) Trucks, buses and trailers only. Required for vehicle owners in certain
counties.

(t) Driving hours restricted. In Louisiana, drivers under 17 not permit-
ted to operate vehicles between hours of 11 p.m. and 5 a.m. Monday
through Thursday; between midnight and 5 a.m. Friday through Sunday.
In Maryland, drivers prohibited from driving between midnight and 5 a.m.
unless accompanied by licensed driver 21 years or older. In Massachusetts,
drivers prohibited from driving between 1 a.m. and 4 a.m., unless accom-
panied by parent or legal guardian. In New York, drivers 16-17 years old
are restricted from driving between 8 p.m. and 5 a.m. (may not drive in
New York City at any time). In Pennsylvania, drivers prohibited from driv-
ing between midnight and 5 a.m., unless accompanied by parent or spouse
18 years or older or in possession of employer’s affidavit. In South Dakota,
driver not permitted to operate vehicle between 8 p.m. and 6 a.m., unless
accompanied by licensed driver in front seat.

(u) Mandatory inspection only under certain circumstances. In Maryland,
all used cars upon resale or transfer. In Nevada, used cars registered to
new owner and emissions test for first-time registration in Clark and Washoe
counties.

(v) License will be granted at lower age under speciaJconditions. In Michi-
gan (extenuating circumstances), 14. In Nebraska (school permit), 14. In
New Jersey (agriculture pursuit), 16. in Ohio (proof of hardship), 14. in
Oregon, (special conditions), 14. [n Texas (proof of hardship), 15.

(w) Probationary license issued to persons 16-18 upon completion of ap-
proved driver education course.

(x) Has financial responsibility law; details not available.
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MOTOR VEHICLES

Table 7.38
STATENO-FAULT MOTOR VEHICLEINSURANCELAWS

Purchase of Minimum Maximum first-party (no-fault) benejits

State or other first-party tort liability Replacement Survivors/funeral
jurisdiction benefits threshold (a) Medical Income 10SS services benefits

Arkansas 0 None $5,000 if incurred 7070 of lost income
within 2 yrs. of Up to $140/wk.
accident beginning 8 days

after accident, for
for up to 52 wks.

$50,000 if incurred 100%’0of first
within 5 yrs. $125/wk., 70% of
(additional $50,000 next $125/wk.,
for rehabilitation 6070 of remainder
expenses incurred up to $400/wk., for
within 5 yrs. of Up to 52 wks.
accident)

---------------------------------------------------------------- (c)-----------------------

LJP to $70/wk. $5,000 (if death recurs
beginning 8 days within one yr. of
after accident, for accident)
Up to 52 wks.

Up to $25/day for $],000
Up to 52 wks.

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . M $2,500 (b)

Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Delaware . . . . . . . . M

---------------------------------------------------
None, but amt. of
no-fault benefits
received cannot
be used as
evidence in suits
for general damage

No dollar threshold
(d)

------$15,000 per person, $30,000 per accident overall max. on first-party benefits ------
Limited only by Limited only by Limited only by Funeral benefit:
total benefits limit, total benefits limit, total benefits limit, $3,000 (must be
but must be but must be but must be incurred within 2 yrs.
incurred within 2 incurred within 2 incurred within 2 of accident)
yrs. of accident yrs. of accident yrs. of accident

---------------------------- $10,000 overall max. on first-party benefits ----------------------------
80%’oof all costs 60~0 of lost income Limited only by Funeral benefit:

total benefits limit $5.OOO

Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . M

Hawaii ... M

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . M

---------------------------- $20,000 overall max. on first-party benefits ----------------------------
Limited only by Up to $1,200/mo. Up to $800/mo. Funeral benefit:
total benefits limit

Amount set annually
by state insurance
commissioner (b)

$2,000 (b)

$15,00

Up to $900/mo. for $25/day for 365 Up to $900/mo. for
one yr. (if benefits days lost income and

$4,500 (additional
$4,500 for
rehabilitation) not subject to taxes, replacement services

max. 85T’oof lost for up to one yr., less
income) disability payments

received before death.
Funeral benefit:
$2,000

$10,000 overall max. on first-party benefits ----------------------------
ffP to $200/wk. (If UP to $200/wk. Up to $200/wk. each
not subject to taxes, for survivors’
benefits can be economic loss and
reduced max. 150io) survivors’ replacement

services loss. Funeral
benefit: $1,000

Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . (e) $1,0(M3
Limited only by
total benefits limit

----------------------------- $2,500 overall max. on first-party benefits -----------------------------
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . for expenses incurred within 3 yrs. of accident --------------------------
Limited only by Limited only by Limited only by Funeral benefit:
total benefits limit total benefits limit total benefits limit; limited only by total

payable only to benefits limit
non-wage earners

Maryland . . . . . . . M None

Massachusetts M $2,000 (b) ----------------------------- $8,000 overall max. on first-party benefits -----------------------------
Limited only by up to 75%’0of lost up to 75r70of Funeral benefit:
total benefits limit,
if incurred within 2
yrs.

in;ome actual loss limited only by total
benefits limit

Michigan (f). M No dollar threshold
(d)

$1 million minimum 85T’oof lost income $20/day for up to Up to $1,475/30-day
up to 3 yrs. 3 yrs. period for lost

income for up to 3
yrs. and $20/day for
replacement services.
Funeral benefits: not
less than $1,750 nor
more than $5.000

-------------------- $20,000 max. for first-party benefits other than medical --------------------
$20,000 85%’0of lost income $200/wk., beginning Up to $200/wk. ea.

Up to $250/wk. 8 days after for surwvors’
accident economic loss and

survivors’ replacement

Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . M $4,000 (b)

services los~. Funeral
benefit: $2,000

New Jersey. . . . . . . . . . M (g) Max $250,000 ffP to $100/wk. Up to $12/day for Max. amount of
Subject to $250 for one yr. a max. of $4,380/ benefits victim
deductible and 20V0 person would have received.
co-payment between
$250 and $5,000

Funeral benefit:
$1,000

See footnotes at end of table.
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MOTOR VEHICLES

STATENO-FAULT MOTOR VEHICLEINSURANCELAWS—Continued

purchase of Minimum Maximum first-party (no-fault) benefits
State or other first-party tort liability Replacement
jurisdiction benefits threshold (a) Medical

Survivors/ uneral
Income loss services fbene Its

New York . . . . . . . . . . . . M No dollar threshold ----------------------------------$50,000overall max. on first-Dartv benefits----------------------------------
(d) Limited only by 800/0of lost income $25/d~y f~r up to

total benefits limit up to $2,000/mo. one yr.
for up to 3 yrs.

North Dakota . . . . . . . . . M $2,500 (d) ----------------------------------$30,000overall max. on first-party benefits.
Limited only by 85070of lost income Up to $15/day
total benefits limit Up to $150/wk.

Oregon. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . M None

Pennsylvania. . . . . . . . . M (h)

South Dakota . . . . . . . . . 0 None

Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 None

$10,OOO if victim is disabled
at least 14 days,
70’7’0of lost income
up to $1,250/mo.
for up to one year.

$5,000 (i)

$2,000 if incurred $60/wk. for up to
within 2 yrs. of 52 wks. for disability
accident extending beyond

14 days of date of
accident

[f victim is disabled
at least 14 days
up to $30/day for
up to one yr.
$15/day for child
care, up to $450.

(i)

None

$2,000 in addition
to other benefits

..............................
Up to $150/wk. for
survivors’ income loss
and $15/day for
survivors’ replacement
services. Funeral
benefit: $3,500

Funeral benefit:
$2,500

(i)

$10,000 if death
occurs within 90 days
of accident

----------------------------------$2,5C0overall max. on first-trarty benefits ----------------------------------
Limited only by Limited only by
total benefits Limit total benefits limit
if incurred within 3 if incurred within 3
yrs. of accident yrs. of accident

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . M $3,000 (b) $3,000 85V0of lost income
up to $250/wk. for
Up to 52 wks.,
subject to 3-day
waiting period which
does not apply if
disability lasts longer
than 2 wks.

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 None $2,000 if incurred Up to $100/wk. for
within one yr. of max. 52 wks.
accident

Washington. . . . . . . . . . . o None upto $35,000 upto $35,000

Dist. of Columbia . . . . . 0 0) $50,0000 r$100,000 $12,0000r $24,000
(medical and
rehabilitation)

Limited only by
total benefits limit
if incurred within 3
yrs. of accident.
Payable only to
non-wage earners

$20/day for up to
365 days subject
to 3-day waiting
period which does
not apply if disability
lasts longer than
2 wks.

None

upto $5,0C@

Max. of $24,000

Limited only by
total benefits limit
if incurred within 3
yrs. of accident

$3,000 survivors
benefit. Funeral
benefit: $1,500

Funeral benefit:
included in medical
benefit

Funeral benefit:
$5,000

Funeral benefit:
$4!OO0

Source: State Farm Insurance Companies, No Fault Press Reference
Manual.

Key:
O — Optional
M — Mandatory
(a) Refers to minimum aenount of medical expenses necessary before vic-

tim can sue for generaf darnages (“pain and suffering”). Lawsuits allowed
in all states for injuries resulting in death and permanent disability. Some
states allow lawsuits for one or more of the following: serious and perma-
nent disfigurement, certain temporary disabilities, loss of body member,
loss of certain bodily functions, certain fractures, or economic losses (other
than medical) which exceed stated limits.

(b) Victim cannot recover unless economic loss exceeds amount or injury
results in condition(s) cited in legislation (e.g., permanent disfigurement,
disability, dismemberment, fractures, etc.).

(c) Connecticut’s no-fault insurance law was repealed, effective January
1994.

(d) Victim cannot recover unless injury results in condition(s) cited in
legislation (e.g., permanent disfigurement, disability, dismemberment, frac-
tures, etc.). In North Dakota, specified dollar amount and conditions cited.

(e) Accident victim is not bound by tort restriction if (1) he has rejected
the tort limitation in writing or (2) he is injured by a driver who has reject-
e~n;f;t;ort limitation in writing. Rejection bars recovery of first-party

482 The Book of the States 1994-95

(f) Liability for property damage for all states with no-fault insurance
under the state tort system. Michigan has no tort liability for vehicle
damage, except in cases where damage does not exceed $500.

(g) Motorist chooses one of two optional limitations.
(h) Motorist chooses between full-tort option, with no limit on general

damages, and a limited-tort option.
(i) Optionaf coverages are available to $177,500 maximum, including in-

come loss benefits, accidental death benefits, and funeral benefits, in ad-
dition to medical benefits. An extraordinary medical benefits coverage to
maximum $1.1 million is available.

(j) If person chooses “personal injury protection” option, victims who
are covered by no-fault benefits have up to 60 days after accident to de-
cide whether to receive no-fault benefits. Victims who choose to get no-
facdt benefits cannot recover damages unless injury resulted in substantial
permanent scarring or disfigurement; substantial and medically demon-
strable permanent impairment which has significantly affected the victim’s
ability to perform professional activities or usual and customary daily ac-
tivities; a medically demonstrable impairment that prevents victim from
performing substantially all of his usual customary daily activities for more
than 180 continuous days; or medical and rehabilitation expenses or work
loss exceeding the amount of no-fault benefits available.
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P U B L IUTILITYCOMMISSIONS

Table 7.39
STATEPUBLICUTILITYCOMMISSIONS

S[ate or other Members Length of Number of
Selection commissioners’ full-time

jurisdiction Regulatory authority Number Selection of chair terms (in years) employees

Alabama.
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas
California. . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida ., .,
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . .
Indiana ...,....
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine ...,.....
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island...
South Carolina . . . . . .

South Dakota .
Tennessee . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin.. . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia . . . . .
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Puerto Rico... . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands

Public Service Commission
Public Utilities Commission
Corporation Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Utilities Commission

Public Utilities commission
Department of Public Utility Control
Public Service Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Service Commission

Public Utilities Commission
Public Utilities Commission
Commerce Commission
Utility Regulatory Commission
Utilities Board

State Corporation Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Utilities Commission
Public Service Commission

Department of Public Utilities
Public Service Commission
Public Utilities Commission
Public Serv!ce Commission
Public Service Commission

Public Service Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Utilities Commission
Board of Regulatory Commissioners

Public Utility Commission
Public Service Commission
Utilities Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Utilities Commission

Corporation Commission
Public Utility Commission
Public Utility Commission
Public Utili~ies Commission
Public Serwce Commission

Public Utilities Commission
Public Service Commission
Public Utility Commission
Public Servjce Commission
Public Service Board

State Corporation Commission
Utilities & Transportation Commission
Public Service commission
Public Service Commission
Public Service Commission

Public Service Commission
Publ~c Utili~ies Commission
Pubhc Serwce Commission
Public Service Commission

(?s
E

::

%
GS
GS
E

GS
GS
GS
GS
GS

GS
GS
E

GL
GS

&
GS

&

E

:
GC
GS

GS
GS
GL
E

GS (C)

E

::
GS
L (d)

E
GS
GS
GS

(k
GS
GS
GS

MC
GL

9 (t-) % (f)

E
c
G
c

G

E
(:)
G
c
G
G
G

E
:
G
G
:
c
G

:
G

GC
G

G
G
G
c
G

c

:

(:)
c
c

z
G

(:)

G
G
c

NM:.
GS
c

4
6
6

2

4
4

;
6

6
6

:
6

4
4
6
6
5

4 (b)

2
4
6

4
6
4
6
6

6
6
8
6
5

6
4
5
6
4 (e)

2
6
6
6

6
6
6

:

4
6
4
3

152

2::
114

1,029

98.5
111

3;;
139

24

4;;
86
74

229.5
126

:;
135

123
206

1$
197

47
59

118

3;;

428
459
581

38
144

17
14

592
238
230
184.5
30

:2A.
264

4

Source: National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, Pro- (a) Chairmanship rotates annually.
J71esof Regulatory Agencies of the United States and Canada, Yearbook (b) Co-terminous with governor’s.
1992-1993. (Washington, D. C.: 1993). (c) After nomination by PUC Nominating Council.

Note: See Table 7.40, “Selected Regulatory Functions of State Public
Utility Commissions,” for information on commissions’ authority.

(d) Upon recommendation of State Merit Selection Panel.
(e) Concurrent terms.

Key: (f) 7 voting, 2 non-voting. Voting members appointed by governor and
G — Appointed by Governor.
GC — Appointed by Governor, with consent of the Governor’s Council.

confirmed by Senate; nonvoting appointed by Senate president.

C — Elected by the Commission.
GS — Elected by Governor, with consent of Senate.
L — Appointed by the Legislature.
GL — Appointed by Governor, with consent of entire Legislature.
MC — Appointed by the Mayor, with consent of City Council.
E — Elected by the public.
N.A. — Information not available.

The Council of State Governments 483



PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSIONS

Table 7.40
SELECTEDREGULATORYFUNCTIONSOF STATEPUBLICUTILITYCOMMISSIONS

Agency has authority to:

Controlsratesofpnvately Prescribe temporary Require prior Suspend Initiate rate
owned utihtles on salesto rates, pending authorization of proposed investigation on its

State or other ultimate consumers of investigation the changes rate changes own motion

jurisdiction Electric Gas Telephone Electric Gas Telephone Electric Gas Telephone Electric Gas Telephone Electric Gas Telephone

Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas
California.

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware .,
Florida
Georgia.

Hawaii . . . . . . . .
Idabo
Illinois.
Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska (1). . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico
Public Service
Comm.

State Corporation
Comm. . . . . . . .

New York
North Carolina . . . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . .
Rbode Island . . . .
South Carolina .,

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . .
Texas

Public Utilities
Comm. . . . . .

Railroad
Comm. . . . . . . .

Utab . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia. . . .
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
●

☛

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

✎✎

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛
☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

☛

“*”
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .

* *
* *
* *
* *

* * . . .
** *
** *
** *

** *
** *
** *
* * *

*
(:)*

*
(:)*

*
(:)*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
* (g)
*
*

*
*
* (j)
*
*

*
. .
*
*
*

*

. .
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*

k

*
*
*
●

*

*
* (d)
*
*
* (t-)

*
*
*
*
*

*
* (h)
* (k)
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

●
*
*
* (m)
*

*
*
*
*
*

* (o)
*

*

* * (b) * (b) ** *
** *
** *
** *
** *
** *

* * * * * *
* (c) * (c) * (c)
** *
** *
** *
● * *

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
* (e) 1(e) ; (e)
**

(a)
*
*
*
*

(a)
*
*
*
*

(a)
*
*
*
* (f)

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

** *
** *
** *
** *
** * (t-)

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
* (f)

*
*
* (f)

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
* (k)
*
*

*
. . .
*
*
*

. . .

*
*
*

. . .
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*

. . .

. . .
*
*

* (r)
*
*
*
*

;)
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
. .
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

.
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

. .
*
*
*
**
*
*
*
*
.
..

** *
** *
** *
** *
** *

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
* (i) 1 (i) l(i)

*
(:)***

($)***
(:)***

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
. .
*
*
*

*

‘*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
+

*
*
*
. . .
. . .
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
.
●

*
.

*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
. .
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

* * * *
*
*
*
.

*

*
*
*
* (n)
*

. .
*
*
*
*

. .
*
*
*
*

. . .
*
*
*
*

. .
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
. .

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*

*
*

*
*

*
*

*
** (p) * (p) *

* * * ** . . . . . . ,..
*
*
*

*(q)
* *
* *

* *
* *
* *
* * (s)
* *

*
* :)

*

*
**
**

*
*
*

. . .
*
*

. . .
*
*

.
*
*

.
*
*

.
*
*

**
**
**
**
**

* (r)
*
*
*
*

*
*
(:)*

*
*
(:)*

*
*
(3)*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

**
. . . . . .
*

*
. .

*
. . . :)*

*
. . .

* ;)*;)*
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PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSIONS

SELECTEDREGULATORYFUNCTIONS—Continued

Source: National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners, Urih-
ty Regulatory Pollcy in the United Stales and Canada, 1992-1993 (Wash-
ington, D. C.: 1993).

No(e: Full names of commissions are shown on Table 7.39, “State Public
Utility Commissions. ”

Key:
* — Yes

ta) ‘R=te%anges do not go into effect until approved by Commission.
(b) Authoritv is not exercised.
(c) No speci~ic statutory authority.
(d) Rates for local exchange companies (LECS) and LECS providing

intraLATA toll only.
(e) Rates become effective after expiration of suspension period if Com-

mission does not take action.
(f) Not for companies with less than 15,000 customers and less than

15,000 access lines.
(g) Except no authority over rates charged to industrial customers by

any gas company.
(h) Rates for basic local exchange services only.
(i) Interim rates may be prescribed after statutory requirements are met.

(-i)Rates not regulated for gas utilities serving fewer than 650 customers.
(k) Five local exchange companies must have prior approval to change

rates; other 89 companies must give notice, but do not need PUC approval.
(1)Telephone is the only regulated utility with jurisdiction limited to rate

increases for basic exchange service of more than 10 percent during a
12-month period. State has no private power companies. Natural gas is
provided by tmvate comDanies through franchise granted by each local
jurisdiction-.

(m) PSC does not regulate local rates for 14 telephone cooperatives, six
small independents nor rates for resellers.

(n) Upon complaint proceeding only.
(0) PUC does not remslate rates of rural telephone cooperatives, or of

13 inde~endents and tfiree municipal.
(p) Emergency only.
(q) Only over services offered outside corporate limits.
(r) Companies participating in experimental regulatory plan have rate

flexibility for services deemed competitive.
(s) Of the 96 LECS operating in the state, only 12 are fully regulated.
(t) The Puerto Rico TeleDhone Authority, a state public corporation,

purchased the Puerto Rico”Telephone Company.
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LOBBYING

State Lobby Laws in the 1990s
States are attempting to place more regulations on lobbying without

—
jeopardizing constitutional rights.

by Joyce Bullock

While the U.S. Constitution guarantees the
right for an individual to lobby government,
the role of money in the petitioning process
has been the focus of lobby law regulations
throughout the country. In their ongoing ef-
forts to limit this aspect of accessto government
officials without jeopardizing constitutional
rights, states have developed regulations in the
areas of registration, reporting requirements
and limitations on lobbying activities such as
giving gifts or taking part in fund-raising ac-
tivities for public officials.

Maior New Laws

Newmajor reform laws continue to be linked
with the aftermath of scandals. Since 1990,
three states have called special legislative ses-
sions and passed new ethics laws containing
lobbying provisions due to scandals in their
legislatures: Arizona (November 1991), Ken-
tucky (February 1993) and South Carolina
(September 1991).Arizona’s new law requires
lobbyists to itemize expenditures over $20 and
prohibits them from giving anything valued
at $10or more to public officials and employ-
ees. Lobbyists also are banned from fundrais-
ing during legislative sessions. Gone, too, is a
loophole that allowed lobbyists to avoid re-
porting entertainment-related expenditures.
Kentucky’s new law (S.B. 2) prohibits lobby-
ists and their employers from giving anything
of value to legislators or their immediate family.
Meals are exempt under this provision; but
lobbyists are limited to $100per year per legis-
lator, regardless of the number of employers.

South Carolina’s comprehensive Ethics Re-
form Act requires extensive reporting and dis-
closure by lobbyists and their clients (princi-
pals). Lobbyists now must disclose any business
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dealings among lobbyists, their principals and
any public officials or employees. The state
now prohibits anyonq not just lobbyists, from
giving anything of value to public officials and
employees. Lobbyists’ principals are limited
to gifts of $200 per year per official. The 180
requests for lobby-related advisory opinions
the state received during the act’s first year in-
dicate that the Ethics Reform Act’s impact on
how state employees and registered lobbyists
do business will be significant.’

Banned Lobbyist Activities

Gifts
Does the right to lobby extend to lobbyists

the right to give gifts to public officials? Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, Michigan, South Caro-
lina and Wisconsin say “no” and restrict the
amount a lobbyist may spend per year or per
day on each official. (See Table 7.41) Thirty-
nine states also prohibit public officials from
accepting gifts. The gift value and time period
for the gift restriction varies. South Carolina
now joins Wisconsin in applying the tough
“no cup of coffee” provision. Public employ-
ees in both states are banned from accepting
gifts of value even if it is as inexpensive as a
cup of coffee. Almost as stringent is Iowa’s
1992 measure (H.F. 2466), which prohibits all
gifts to officials except food and drink valued
at $3 or less and consumed at one sitting.2

Kentucky’s new gift restriction is an exam-
ple of states experimenting with defining a
tolerance level for gift restrictions. Lobbyists
in Kentucky may not give anything of value
to legislators or their immediate family with

Joyce Bullock is a senior policy analyst with the
State Policy and Innovations Group of The Council
of State Governments.



the exception of meals (limited to $100 per
year per legislator) and for informational or
promotional items. Similarly, Georgia in April
1992 set a $100 limit on gifts that public offi-
cials can accept from lobbyists. By 1992, 15
states set a gift restriction for public employ-
ees in the $100 or less range. Disclosure begins
at a lower level.3

A 1989national survey conducted by Asso-
ciated Press/Media General showed that 87
percent of the American public thought it
should be illegal for lobbyists to give gifts to
legislators.’ If this sentiment continues, states
can be expected to move towards zero toler-
ance in future gifts restrictions.

Campaign contributions and activities
That same survey showed that 75 percent of

the public thought it should be illegal for lob-
byists to contribute to legislators’ campaigns.
Laws passed since 1990 show that the lobby-
ist’s permitted role in such campaign-related
activities already is narrowing. Colorado, Ken-
tucky, South Carolina and Vermont completely
ban lobbyists from contributing to campaigns
at any time. These four, and 18 other states,
prohibit lobbyist contributions during a leg-
islative session: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Arkansas, Connecticut, Georgia, Iowa, Kansas,
Louisiana, Minnesota (also applies to caucuses),
Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oregon,
Texas,Utah, Washington and Wisconsin. (See
Table 7.41)

New Mexico’snew law bans both public offi-
cials from soliciting and lobbyists from giving
campaign contributions during legislative ses-
sions. Vermont now also prohibits public offi-
cials from soliciting any gifts for any purpose
while the Legislature is in session. Currently
Alabama, Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Maryland,
Nebraska, Nevada, Oregon, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Utah, Vermont and Wisconsin
prohibit officials or employees from soliciting
lobbyists for contributions of gifts. Louisiana
requires lobbyists to provide written notice of
fund-raisers during a session not less than 30
days before the function (1993). Minnesota
has placed stricter reporting requirements on
lobbyists who directly solicit or cause others
to make political contributions in excess of
$5,000.’

LOBBYING

Post-employment Restrictions

Post-employment restrictions are directed
at former public officials and employees, how-
ever, the desirable effect is to lessen public-
employees-turned-professional-lobbyists’ im-
pact on the political system. These new lobby-
ists can use their past professional contacts
with present lawmakers and public employees
to their clients’ advantage. Since companies
and interest groups are willing to pay top dollar
for former lawmakers and political appoin-
tees to lobby their interests, states are experi-
menting with measures to curb this “revolving
door” phenomenon.

In Iowa (H.F. 2466, 1993)former legislators
and former state decision-makers now are pro-
hibited for two years after state service from
representing someone before their former state
agency and from lobbying. Administration of
this provision rests with the state’s attorney
general. Kentucky (S.B.7, 1993)restricts public
employees from lobbying the government for
one year and former legislators (S.B.2, 1993)for
two years. (The Kentucky General Assembly’s
regular session is every two years.) South Caro-
lina now bans legislators from serving on state
boards and commissions (with some excep-
tions). In 1992, Florida extended its twe-year
revolving door policy for state officers and
employees when it mandated county, muni-
cipal or special district levels of government
to adopt revolving door policies for its offi-
cers elected after October 1, 1992.6

Currently, 35 states have post-government
employment restrictions, many of which were
passed since 1988. Seventeen states have set
one or two years as the required waiting peri-
od following employ merit.’

Registration and Reporting
Requirements

Any individual has the right to lobby gov-
ernment. States focus their registration and
reporting requirements on professional lob-
byists, and to a lesser extent their employers
(also referred to as their principals). A com-
mon assumption in regulatory policy is that
registration and disclosure control the financial
aspects of lobbying, and states set policy in
these areas to complement outright prohibited
activities.
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The litmus test used for identifying a lobby-
ist varies from state to state. Some states use
the amount of time, money spent or money
earned in lobbying as a determinant, while
others are more concerned with who (legis-
lators or administrative agencies’ employees)
the lobbyists are lobbying. Still other states use
a combination of these to define a lobbyist.

All 50 states require lobbyists to register if
they lobby the legislature. Newer provisions
extend that requirement to lobbyists of the ex-
ecutive branch or require agencies that lobby
the legislature to register and report expendi-
tures. South Carolina includes agency lobby-
ing under its 1991 Ethics Reform Act; and
Arizona, also in 1991,expanded its lobby law
requirements to include universities, towns
and cities. Illinois, New Mexico and Vermont
all passed measures in 1993 that require lob-
byists of the executive branch to register. New
Jersey passed a similar measure in 1991.Utah’s
1992lobby law narrows the scope of executive
branch lobbying to include only individuals
seeking a position regarding rules and regu-
lations and not other citizen contact with the
executive branch. Table 7.41 breaks down each
state’s definition of lobbyists in detail.

In 1992, Georgia became the 49th state (the
exception is Wyoming) to establish disclosure
requirements for lobbyists. The 49 states re-
quire lobbyists to file periodic financial reports
of expenditures made in their efforts to access
and communicate with government officials.
Eleven states have more frequent reporting re-
quirements during legislative sessions to track
this activity. (See Table 7.42)

In recent years, states have sought to flesh
out more information in these periodic re-
ports. Itemization of expenditures, including
the amount per public official and the occasion
for the expense is one aspect of new itemiza-
tion language. Just what must be itemized and
the related thresholds for such detailed dis-
closure vary from state to state. However, 10
states require lobbyists’ expenditures to con-
tain some sort of itemization. (See Table 7.42)

Illinois strengthened its lobby requirements
by passing a tough new lobby law in August
1993.Now Illinois lobbyists must provide item-
ized reporting for all expenditures by categories
(i.e.,travel, gifts, honoraria and entertainment).
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In addition, lobbyists’ employers, which were
previously exempted, must also register and
report. A new Louisiana law (H.B.2037, 1993)
requires lobbyists to disclose all expenditures,
including food or drink. Nevada lobbyists now
must report the name and agenda of their em-
ployers as well as every expenditure of more
than $50 made to a legislator. The latter must
specify the amount and the recipient (1993).
As of January 1993, lobbyists in Iowa must
now disclose the names of their clients and
any campaign contributions they make. A 1993
Vermont law requires lobbyists to report on
expenditures that include research, consulting,
travel, meals and lodging. They must also iden-
tify their employers and the agenda for which
they lobby.’

Technology and Disclosure

Computer technology provides new possibili-
ties for tracking lobbyist activity.With increased
technology and auditory authority (such as
subpoena of records or people), agencies will
be able to track what lobbyists say they gave
to what public officials report they received
(personal financial disclosure reports). The
capability also will be available for lobbyists’
reports of campaign contributions to be com-
pared with the actual campaign committees’
filed financial reports. The Ohio secretary of
state’s office has been experimenting with this
cross-checking capability.

The Washington Public Disclosure Commis-
sion’s(PDC’S)Micro-computer Accessto Grass-
roots Information on Campaigns (MAGIC)
is being copied by other states. The PDC has
considered developing a database on registered
lobbyists with possible plans for expansion to
include financial information from reports sub-
mitted by lobbyists and their employers. Such
activity is now pending the outcome of a major
revision by the Washington Legislature of the
state’s ethics laws and their administration.

Georgia’s new law provides for the expendi-
ture reports to be kept on disk and made avail-
able to the public. The TexasEthics Disclosure
Database (TEDD) went on-line in January 1993,
providing electronic access to all information
required to be filed by lobbyists, candidates,
officeholders, political action committees and
state officers. The Texas Ethics Commission



plans to provide for electronic filing of reports
within the next few years.9

Ethics Education for Lobbyists
In 1990,the California Legislature amended

its Political Reform Act to require both lobby-
ists and legislators to attend an ethics orienta-
tion course. Lobbyists must take the training
class in order to register to lobby. Wisconsin
has amended its statutes to permit and encour-
age the Wisconsin Ethics Board to prepare and
present programs and materials for lobbyists,
local officials, municipal attorneys and state
officials on lobbying practices and standards
for state and local officials. The Board will
receive credit for copy, postage and location-
related expenses.

looking Ahead

Registration fees
In an atmosphere of budget cuts, a growing

number of registered lobbyists and the demand
for expanded services, states will continue to
experiment with alternatives to subsidizing re-
quired services. One such area being tapped
is lobbyist registration fees. As of 1992, 29
states had registration fees.’0 Expect to see
higher fees passed by states in the future even
though opponents say it is like putting a price
tag on a constitutional privilege.

Code of conduct for lobbyists
Can a state impose a code of conduct on

lobbyists describing how they must carry out
their constitutional right to lobby? States are
considering the possibility. The Maryland
General Assembly considered a code of ethics
for lobbyists in 1993. The bill passed the Sen-
ate but not the House. In 1992, Florida aIso
considered a code of conduct for lobbyists,
but with similar results. Expect to see other
states consider measures to test this issue.

Changing definition of lobbyists
States will continue to expand the definition

of lobbyists to include agency lobbying, as
was discussed earlier. There also will be mea-
sures to regulate local/municipal lobbyists at
either the state or local level.

Investigatory authority and enforcement
According to Alan Rosenthal, professor with

the Eagleton Institute of Politics at Rutgers
University, most state governments spend lit-
tle to monitor lobbying, and half the states
have only one or a part-time staffer to oversee
the task. ” Such authority and the manpower
to undertake it are the measuring sticks of a
lobby agency’sability to enforce the regulations
it sets. Many agencies will seek to increase their
authority and funding to audit lobbyists’ fi-
nancial reports and to enforce regulations.

Conclusion

Widely publicized scandals at the federal
and state level continue to bring ethics and
lobbying back as front-burner issues in the
states. In light of current public sentiment,
lobby-related reform will continue as an active
issue. Expect to see state legislatures, which
set up lobby laws in the late 1970s, re-examine
their programs in light of a movement towards
zero tolerance and greater emphasis on agen-
cies’ investigatory authority and public access.
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T 7.41
LOBBYISTS:DEFINITIONSAND PROHIBITEDACTIVITIES

Definition of a lobbyist includes Prohibited activities involving lobbyists

.

State or other
jurisdiction

Alabama. . ...
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona*. . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas
California. . . . . . . . . .

Colorado
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware. . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky .
Louisiana
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts*
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . .
Nebraska* . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire.
New Jersey

New Mexico . . . .
New York . . . . . .
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . . . .
South Carolina . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . .
West Virginia.. . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . .
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LOBBYISTS:DEFINITIONAND PROHIBITEDAREAS—Continued

Source:The Councilof StateGovernments’survey,March1994,except
as notedby * wheredata are from The Book of the States 1992-93.

Key:
* — Applicationexists

— Not applicable
~a)”Noprohibitionon officialssolicitingbutofficialsmayordYaccetXgifts

froma singlesource in any calendar ye& with a total v&e of $250. -
(b) Lobbyists making gifts in excess of the following thresholds to state

officials: California, $10 per month per official; Connecticut, $50 for gifts
per year, $.150for food and drink per year; Michigan, $37 per month pcroffi-
cial; South Carolina, anything of value.

(c) Giving of fees and honoraria banned; “necessary expenses” allowed.
(d) Offering or proposing anything which maybe reasonably construed

to improperly influence a legislator’s official acts, decisions or votes. Lobby-
ing without registering.

(e) Expenditures without full disclosure; lobbying without registering.
(f) Legislative officials, fulI-time public officials or employees may not re-

ceive compensation for lobbying. Lobbying without registering, if com-
pensated.

(g) Expenditures in excess of $3 per official in any one calendar day.
(h) Limit au~hesonlyto state officlaJs and employees who Iicensq inspect

and regulate ~he lobby;st.
(i) State employees prohibited from lob~ing.
f-i)~b~tist cannot sohc]t. serve on committees or transmit funds relating

to leglslatwe electlons. By order of the speaker of the House and president
of the Senate, legislators cannot hold fund-raisers during the legislative
session.

(k) Commercial use of information on all disclosure programs filed with
the Ethical Practices Board.

(1) Employment of non-registered lobbyists.
(m) If over $50 per month.
(n) Instigating the introduction of legislation for the purpose of obtaining

employment to lobby in opposition thereto. Making false statements or mis-
representation to legislators or in a registration report concerning lobbying
activities. Except during specified periods, acting as a lobbyist without be-
ing registered.

(o) State government agency liaisons lobbying on issues concerning their
agency (no fee).

(P) May not knowingly make a false statement or representation of fact
to Iegislatwq Judicial or executivebranches; nor knowingly provide to samq
a copy of a document which containsa fafsestatementwithoutwrittennotit3-
cationof such;norappear,during session, on the floor of the House or Senate
in the absence of an express invitation.

(q) During regular session.
(r) Lobtrysts or their principals cannot offer to pay for lodging, transpor-

tation, meals, entertainment, beverages, etq urdess all members of the Gener-
al Assembly, the House or the Senate, or one of the committees,
subcommittees, legislative caucuses or county legislative delegations are also
invited.

(s) Expenditures in excess of $500 per year for entertainment or gifts.
(t) Lobbying without registering; giving loans or gifts of cash to legisla-

tors; pleasure trips; appearing, during session, on the floor of the House or
Sena~e without an invitation: -

(u) In early 1994,the Ethics Committee met to consider significant changes
to Virginia’s laws on lobbyists. No information avaiIable as of April 1994.

(v) Lobbying without registering.
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LOBBYING

L OR E
-. . ,. . ..m

Alabama.
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona*. .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . .

Ethics Comm.
Public Offices Comm.
Secretary of State
Ethics Comm. (e)
Fair Political Practices Comm.

Secretary of State
State Ethics Comm.
Legislative Council
Jt. Legislative Mgt. Crete.
Ethics Comm.

State Ethics Comm.
Secretary of State
Secretary ofState

Lobby Registration Comm.
Secretary of Senate,

Clerk of House

Comm. on Govt’1. Standards
&Conduct

Legislative Ethics Comm.
Secretary of Senate,
Clerk of House

Comm. on Govt’1. Ethics

Ethics Comm.

Secretary ofState
Dept. of State
Ethical Practices Bd.
Secretary ofState

Ethics Comm.

Commr. of Political Practices
Accountability& Disclosure Comm.
Legislative Counsel Bureau

Secretary of State
Election Law Enforcement Comm.

Secretary ofState
State Comm. on Lobbying
Secretary of State
Secretary of State
(bb)

Ethics Comm.
Govt. Ethics Comm.
Secretary of Senate,
Clerk of House

Secretary ofState
Ethics Comm.

Secretary ofState
Registry of Election Finance
Ethics Comm.
Lieutenant Governor
Secretary Of State

Monthly(a)
Monthly(b)
Annuaffy (c)
Monthly and quarterly
Quarterly

Monthly
Monthly (a,g)
Quarterly
Quarterly
Monthly(b)

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
. . .
*
*
*
*
. . .
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*
.
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. . .
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. . .

. . .
*
*

. . .

y;

.

.
*

*

. . .

. . .

. .
. . .
. . .

. . .
*

.

. . .
. .

. . .

. . .

“(i)”
. . .

.

.
.

(1)
. . .

. . .

“(ii
...
...

. . .
(v)

.6).

. . .

. . .

. .

(cc)

.

. . .

. . .

. . .
. .

.

. . .
(%). .*

. .
*
. . .
. .
*

. .
*
. . .
*
*
* .
. . .
.
*
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
*
*
*
. .

. . .
*
. . .
*
*
.

.
*

*
. . .
. .

. . .

. . .

*
*
. . .
.
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. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
. . .
*

*
. . .
*
*
*
*
*
*

Colorado
Connecticut . . . . . . .
Delaware
Florida
Georgia . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Illinois . . . . . . . .

(:)
**

*
*.
. . .

Jan., March
Monthly (a)and annually
Semi-annually and
annually

Semi-annually
Monthly(m)

*
*
*

. . .

. . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . .

*
*

.
. .

Kansas . . . . . . . . (n) . . .
(o)
Annually

Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . .

*
*

Maine . . . . . . . . . Monthly (a)and after
session

Semi-annually

* *
Maryland . . . . . . . . *

*
*(r)

*
*
. . .Massachusetts;

Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi (u)..

Semi-annually
Semi-annually
Three times ayear
Annually and after

session
Monthly(a)

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
. . .
*
*
. . .
*
. . .
*

.
*

. . .
*

*
. .
. . .
*
*
. . .
(:)......
...*.
**
......

Missouri . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska*
Nevada . . . . . . . .

M“onthly(a,x)
Monthly (a)and after
session

April, Aug., Dec.
Annually and quarterly

New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . .
New York
North Carolina. . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania

After session
Quarterly
After session
Annually
Every four months

Biennially
(old)
Semi-annually

Rhode Island...
South Carolina

(ee)
Semi-annually

South Dakota . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . .-(jj)..-.

Washington .., ...., Public Disclosure Comm. Monthly * * * * * *
West Virginia Ethics Comm.

. . .
After session and . . . * . . . . * * . . . .
annually

Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . Ethics Board Biennially * (kk) * * * * . . . (n)
Wyoming . . . . . . . Legislative Service Office . . . . . . . . . . . ... (mm)

Dist. of Columbia Bd. of Elections&Ethics Biennially * * * * * * * . . .

After session
Semi-annuafly
Monthly and annually * (ff) *

* . . .
* *

(w)
Semi-annually (hh)
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L OR ER E

The Council of State Governments’ survey, March 1994, except
as noted by * where data are from

* — Application exists
— Not applicable

(a) “During legislative session. [n Missouri, filed with the secretary of
Senate and clerk of the House.

(b) During legislative session, quarterly thereafter.
(c) Also monthly during those months in which any single expenditure

exceeds $25.
(d) Entertainment expense.
(e) Reporting forms are filed with the secretary of state.
(fJ Campaign contributions made; lump sum reporting of overhead and

other payments in connection with lobbying activities.
(g) Also, first, second and fourth quarters.
(h) In detail, if over $10 per person.
(i) Fundamental terms of lobbying contracts.
0) Disclosure of honoraria or other money loaned, promised or paid

to official or staff of legislative or executive branches of state government.
(k) Categories of expenditures exceeding thresholds.
(1) Compensation and reimbursement to others, receptions, and enter-

tainment. Compensated lobbyists must report on behalf of each client by
filing an activity report naming the client.

(m) In the Senate, reports are required only if $15 or more is provided
to senators or their staff on any one day.

(n) February, March, April, May, September, and December.
(o) Initial registration begins seven days after engagement to lobby. Up-

dated registration forms are due not later than the 15th day of January,
February, March, April, May and September of even-numbered years; the
15th day of January, May and September of odd-numbered years.

(p) Expenditures for individual legislators which exceed $100 on an oc-
casion or $1,000 in a year and expenditures for recognized groups of legis-
lators.

(t) Metropolitan governmental unit action seeking to influence.
(u) Effective January 1, 1995, Mississippi will require lobbyists to dis-

close the name of the government official whenever anything of value is
given by a lobbyist.

(v) Business relationships with public officials, if over $50.
(w) If over $250.
(x) Also, at end of legislative session and after end of interim between

sessions.
(Y) Must report names and addresses of persons giving more than $100.
(z) Only If lobbyist is not a full-time employee for employer nor on an-

nual retainer.
(aa) Any expenditure over $25 per occasion.
(bb) Effective May 11, 1994, lobbyist registration function transfers from

the Joint Committee on Agency Rule Review to a newly created Joint Com-
mittee on Legislative Ethics. Other reporting requirements will afso go into
effect.

(cc) By whom the lobbyist is reimbursed, retained or employed to lob-
by, and on whose behalf the lobbying is done.

(old) Even-numbered years: January 31, July 31; odd-numbered years:
January 31, April 30, July 31.

(ee) At specified times during legislative session and at end of legislative
session.

(ff) In detail, if o~er $50 per person.
(gg) After the session, annually, seven days before a general election,

and seven days after the end of a special session or veto override session.
(hh) January 20 for preceding year; March 10 for January and February.
(ii) A lobbyist who IScompensated, in whole or in part, by an employer

for the purpose of lobbying on behalf of another person, group or coali-
tion is required to provide the name of the employer, the name of the per-
son, group or coalition on whose behalf he/she lobbies and a description
of the matters for which lobbying has been engaged by the employer.

(j) During early 1994, the Ethics Committee met to consider significant
changes to Virginia’s laws on lobbyists. No information available as of
Armil 1994.(q) To a limited extent.

(r) Food and beverage expenditures for public officials are disclosed. ‘(kk) Prohibited.
Expenditures for persons who are not public officials are not disclosed. (11)Daily record of time spent on specific area; daily record of payments

(s) Financial transactions of $775 or more are disclosed. Gifts in excess made by organization for lobbying. Reports filed by lobbyist’s employer.
of $37 to a single public official are prohibited. (mm) Name and firm only.
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Chapter Eight

STATE
PROGRAMS

& ISSUES
A review of several state program and issue

a r e a s  - including education, corrections and
criminal justice, environmental management,

labor, health care, and highways - with current
information and statistics. Includes a special

feature on innovators in state government.



Innovators in State Government
Just who are the scientists in this countryh “laboratories of democracy”?

by Dennis O. Grady and Keen S. Chi

The devolvement of most domestic policy
in state governments during the past decade
in conjunction with the often-noted “resur-
gence” of state governing capacity (Bowman
and Kearney, 1990)has made state governments
the primary centers of policy activism and crea-
tivity in our nation today. The ability, there-
fore, of our nation to address its problems is
largely in the hands of the 4.2 million public
servants employed across the 50 states. While
national political leaders extol the virtues of
“reinventing” government, the mechanics of
reinvention have been toiling away in virtual
obscurity across state governments for quite
some time. Who are these mechanics of rein-
vention (otherwise known as innovators, al-
though most are too self-effacing to call them-
selves that)? Where do they get their ideas?
How do they get their innovations enacted
through the policy process? And how are they
connected to others across the country who
share similar concerns and responsibilities?
These are some of the questions addressed in
this essay.

The Sample — Defining an
Innovation and Determining
the Innovator

The Innovations Transfer Program (ITP)
of The Council of State Governments, since
1975, has annually solicited information on
innovative state activities. Each year, the ITP
receivesbetween 300 and 500applications which
are first reviewed by CSG staff and then by re-
gional panels of experts to determine which of
the nominations will be selected for national
recognition. To be eligible for consideration,
the following standards are applied:

● Is it a state policy or program?
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Q Does it represent a new and creative ap-
proach to a significant problem affecting the
state?

c Has the program or policy been imple-
mented and operational for at least one year?

c Is the program or policy relatively un-
known across the states?

● Has the program or policy been effective
in achieving its goals and purposes?

● Does the program or policy address an
issue or problem area that is regional or na-
tional in scope?

● Is it applicable and could it be easily trans-
ferred to the other states?

Approximately half of each year’s nomina-
tions are eliminated after the first review pro-
cess. Those remaining are sent to one of four
CSG regional screening committees that select
two national winners for each region. The
eight ITP winners then are promoted nation-
ally through CSG’SInnovations publications.

As part of the nomination process for the
1992 Innovations Transfer Program, individu-
als submitting a nomination were asked to
identify the individual(s) responsible for devel-
oping the original idea that led to the successful
innovation. Those individuals identified by
the nominators are defined in this analysis as
the innovators. In the 1992 competition, 294
programs were submitted. Of those, 250 of the
nominees provided the names and addresses of
272 program originators. These 272 individuals
constitute the population for the analysis. An
extensive survey was sent to each of the 272
innovators covering their educational and pro-

Dennis O. Grady isprofessor at Appalachian State
Universit~ Department of Political Science/Criminal
Justice and Keen S. Chi is senior fellow with the
State Policy and Innovations Group of The Coun-
cil of State Governments.



sessional experiences, organizational environ-
ments, communication networks and political
environments. One hundred seventy-five mem-
bers of the population responded to the sur-
vey (67 percent response rate). The responses
of these 175 innovators form the basis of the
analysis.

profile of the Innovators

The 175 individuals in the sample work in
36 different states and 22 different types of
state agencies. Table A displays the sample or-
ganized by region and policy area.

Table A demonstrates a significant number
of respondents from each of the four regions,
with the Eastern and Midwestern regions sup-
plying 58 percent of the innovators, and the
Southern and Western regions providing 43
percent. Since Eastern and Midwestern states
have relatively higher numbers of state govern-
ment employees than the other two regions,
this distribution is approximately proportional
to the distribution of state workers among the
regions. The allocation of the sample across
policy areas shows that social services and
state administration have the highest followed
by health, education, environmental protec-
tion, infrastructure and other. The “other”
category includes agriculture, civil rights, la-
bor, and science and technology departments
that did not logically fit into the other more
recognizable policy areas.

Table B summarizes the innovators’ educa-
tion, age and gender.

It is evident from the table that the sample
is composed of highly educated and mature
professionals. Almost two-thirds of the sample
have education beyond their undergraduate
degrees and nearly one in five has professional
degrees. The average age of the sample is 47,
and more than one in three are female.

Table C presents the employment charac-
teristics of the sample of innovators.

Almost 60 percent of the sample are perma-
nent civil servants. Interestingly, a large portion
of these are a new type of civil servant who
is permanent, but not subject to traditional
civil service regulations. In essence, they are
the state equivalent of the federal Senior Ex-
ecutive Service that emerged from the 1978

Table A
DISTRIBUTION OF INNOVATORS’ SAMPLE

BY REGION AND POLICY AREA

Region N %

East 53 30.3
South 38 21.7
Midwest 48 27.4
West 36 20.6

175 100.0

Policy Area

Criminal Justice
Social Services
Education
Environment
Health
Infrastructure
Administration
Other

28
37
17
17
20
15
33

8

16.0
21.1
9.7
9.7
11.4
8.6

18.9
4.6

175 100.0

Table B
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF INNOVATORS

Education N %

Less than College 12 6.9
Col Iege Degree 40 22.9
Graduate School/MA,MS 83 47.4
Professional Degree 33 18.9

(MD, LLD,Ph.D.)
Missing 7 4.0

Age Categories

27-35 11 6.3
36-45 59 33.7
46-55 72 41.1
56-67 33 18.9

Gender

Male 113 64.6
Female 62 35.3

Civil Service Reform Act. About a quarter of
the sample are appointed administrators ser-
ving at the pleasure of the appointing authority.
The remainder serve in a variety of capacities
— the largest portion of this group working
in nonprofit organizations tied closely to state
government programs.

A large proportion of the sample has been
working in state government for a significant
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number of years (the mean for the sample is
15 years). However, in looking at the average
number of years in the current agency (8.8
years), and the average number of years in the
policy area (6.7 years), it is evident that these
innovators have been quite mobile within their
state governments. Also, more than a signifi-
cant majority (56.6 percent) have had experi-
ence in a private sector situation in addition
to their governmental careers. Only about one
in 10had worked in another state government.

While one should always be hesitant in dis-
cussing the “typical” innovator, certain patterns
do emerge in reviewing the sample’s personal,
educational and experiential backgrounds.
Some of these patterns conform to conven-
tional wisdom, while others are at odds with
it. The notion that new ideas generally spring
from highly educated individuals with diverse
experience (Rogers, 1983) is surely borne out
by this sample. However, contrary to conven-

Table C
EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS

OF INNOVATORS

Employment Status N %

Permanent/merit system 68 38.9
Permanent/exempt 36 20.6

Appointed 42 24.0

Private sector 10 5.7
Elected official 6 3.4

Federal/Local employee 3 1.7

Other 7 4,0

Years of State Government Service

Less than 5 25 14.3

6-15 70 40.0

16-25 42 24.0

26 or more 34 19,4
Missing 4 2.3

Years in Current Agency

Less than 5 -84 48.0

6-15 50 28.6

16-25 28 16.0

26 or more 13 7.4

Years in Policy Area

Less than 5 102 58.3

6-15 44 25.1

16-25 20 11.4

26 or more 9 5$1
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tional wisdom (Downs, 167; Hummel, 1987),
long service in state bureaucracies does not
seem to dampen creative impulses nor willing-
ness to experiment with new ideas. Essentially,
the innovators in this sample are well seasoned,
highly educated professionals with diverse ex-
perience within their state bureaucracies and
some experience in the private sector.

Before presenting the information obtained
from the innovators, it is important to explain
why particular information was requested from
them. Virtually all previous research on public
sector innovation identifies three necessary
conditions for an individual in the public sec-
tor to successfully alter existing policies and/
or procedures (Rogers, 1983; Wilson, 1966;
Mohr, 1969; Grady and Chi, 1994). First, in-
novators must be in information-rich environ-
ments where they are continually scanning new
ideas that might have relevance to problems
within their areas of responsibilities. They
then take an idea from this information net-
work and make it suit their particular prob-
lem. Frequently, this requires collaboration with
others or, at least, concurrence from superiors.
Finally, they push their approach through the
policy process, relying at this stage on relevant
political actors to authorize and legitimize the
new departure.

The information to follow is built around
this process. First, a description of the inno-
vators’ information environment is presented.
We then examine the actors involved in the de-
velopment of the new approach. Finally, we
look at the role of internal and external po-
litical actors in the successful implementation
of the innovation.

The Innovators’ Information
Environment

The innovators were asked to rate on a
seven-point scale (7 being “Very Essential;’ 1
being “Not Essential”) the importance of nine
different information sources to stay abreast
of developments within their professions. Table
D ranks these sources based on the sample
means.

It is evident from the ranking that the most
important source of information is informal



communication with colleagues within the in-
novators’ work environments. The relatively
low standard deviation for this source indicates
how consistent this perception is across the
sample. The second tier of information sources
includes peers in other agencies, other states
and professional affiliations. It appears that
innovators rely extensively on lateral infor-
mation networks. Next, we find more public
sources of information from interest groups and
the news media. Finally, the innovators rated
information coming from academic sources
and federal information as the least signifi-
cant in maintaining professional currency.
But even these are rated “somewhat essential”
to the innovators. In general, innovators re-
ceive most of their information from immedi-
ate peers and professional colleagues sharing
similar professional responsibilities across the
country. While information in the public do-
main is considered important, as is more tech-
nical information coming from academic and
federal sources, the primary spark of a new
idea is generated by personal interaction with
knowledgeable peers.

A basic tenet of the policy studies literature
is that information channels and the policy
development process vary among different
policy domains. That is, how one goes about
altering policy in social services is different
from the process in the transportation area.
Given this, we can assess differences in the
information environments of the innovators
controlling for their policy area. Table E rank
orders the nine different information sources
by the policy areas of the innovators.

When the innovator’s policy area is controll-
ed, a few interesting patterns emerge. Regard-
less of policy area, the innovator’s immediate
colleagues remain the most important sources
of information. Also, the importance of at-
tending professional conferences remains rela-
tively stable across areas. However, significant
differences are apparent for the role of other
states, professional association information
and academic information. Innovators in the
environmental and health areas rate cross-state
information much higher than innovators in
other areas. This could be attributed to the
relatively technical but widespread nature of

Table D
RATING OF INFORMATION SOURCES

BY SAMPLE

Group Std.
Sourse Mean Dev.

Informal Communication 6.14 1.23
Agency Coworkers

Informal Communication 5.44 1.43
State Coworkers

Professional Conferences 5.36 1.43
and Workshops

Informal Communication 5.20 1.59
Other States

Professional Association 5.12 1.42
Publications

News Media 4.72 1.53

Interest Group 4.67 1.62
Information

Academic Journals/ 4.30 1.65
Research Reports

Federal Government 4.28 1.81
Publications/Contacts

the problems faced by professionals in these
two policy domains. Professional association
publications are very important to innovators
in the social services area but are only mod-
erately important to innovators in the other
policy areas. Academic research is moderately
important to innovators in the education and
health areas but generally rated among the
lowest in the other areas.

In looking at experiential and personal fac-
tors that influence the innovators’ information
environments, a few statistically stable (using
analysis of variance procedures) and predict-
able patterns were found. The longer the ten-
ure of the innovator in his/her organization,
the more reliance placed on coworker infor-
mation. Conversely, the shorter the tenure the
higher the value placed on media as a source
of information. Also, newer employees regard-
ed academic information as much more instru-
mental than the sample’s more experienced
individuals. The more educated the innovator,
the greater reliance placed on academic and
other state information. Basically, older and
less educated innovators place greater reliance
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on proximate, interpersonal information in
searching for new ideas, while younger and
more educated innovators rely on non-proxi-
mate, more sophisticated information outlets.

Formulating Innovations: The
Role of Groups and Individuals

A prevailing model in the study of organi-
zations is that public agencies operate in an
open environment receiving demands and sup-
port from various elements external to the
agency. Given that the innovator is an orga-
nizational member, we may also assume that
he/she also is influenced by forces external to
the particular agency. While we would expect
the greatest influences on the innovator to be

individuals in closest proximity, we would
also anticipate that the innovator is receiving
cues from non-agency actors in working on the
new idea. To that end, we asked the respon-
dents to rate on a seven point scale (7 being
“Very Influential” and 1 being “Not Influen-
tial”) the role of two internal agency actors
and nine external agency actors in the initial
formulation of the innovation. Table F pre-
sents the groups ranked (by group mean) from
highest to lowest.

It is apparent from the ranking that innova-
tors look primarily to immediate coworkers
and clients at the earliest stages of innovation
development. Interest groups and profession-
al association contacts are in a second tier of

Table E
RANKING OF INFORMATION SOURCES BY POLICY AREA

Crim Soc
Sources Just Serv Educ Env Health Infra Admin

Agency Coworkers 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

State Coworkers 2 3 4 4 5 2 2

Other States 3 4 7 2 2 4 6

News Media 7 6 8 7 9 7 4

Prof. Conferences 3 2 2 3 4 2 3

Prof. Publications 5 5 2 5 3 5 5

Federal Info 6 8 9 8 7 8 9

Interest Group Information 9 7 6 6 7 6 7

Academic Research 8 9 5 9 6 9 8

Table F
RANKING OF GROUPS INVOLVED IN INNOVATIONS’ DEVELOPMENT

(All Innovations)

Groups Mean Std. Dev. Median

Supervisor 4.80 2.06 5

Agency Clients 4.01 2.43 4

Agency Coworkers 3.56 1.85 5

Interest Groups 3.54 2.38 3

Professional Associations 3.16 2.06 3

Governor’s Office 2.83 2.13 2

Local Governments 2.82 . 2.18 2

Legislators 2.56 1.89 1

Colleagues in Other States 2.44 1.74 1

Legislative Staff 2.35 1.79 1

Federal Officials 2.21 1.76 1
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Table G
COMPARISON OF GROUP INVOLVEMENT IN INNOVATION DEVELOPMENT
CONTROLLING FOR IMPACT OF INNOVATION ON AGENCY OPERATIONS

Policy Administrative
Groups Change Change F Sig.

Supervisor

Coworkers

Clients

State Coworkers

Interest Groups

Governor

Legislators

Legislative Staff

Local Officials

Prof. Associations

Federal Officials

Other States

4.66

4.47

4.00

3.78
3.59

3.50

3.33

3.27

2.81
2.69

1.91

1.89

4.84

5.19

4.01

3.49

3.51

2.63

2.33

2.08

2.83

3.29

2.29

2.60

.21

4.46

.00

.52

.02

4.73

8.13

13.47

.00

2.35

1.30

4.73

.64

.03

.97

.46

.87

.03

.00

.00

.98

.12

.25

.03

influential groups but their involvement is
more sporadic across the sample as evidenced
by the high standard deviations relative to the
group means. The formal institutional actors
in the governor’s office or in the legislature
do not seem instrumental at this stage of the
process. Finally, the respondents did not per-
ceive other state or federal officials as influen-
tial in sparking the new idea.

However, not all innovations are of the same
magnitude. As Chi (1988)has pointed out, some
innovations require fundamental alteration of
the agency’s policy domain while others may
be accomplished through less drastic adminis-
trative changes. In previous work (Grady and
Chi, 1993), significant differences have been
found among the groups’ involvement at the
development stage based upon this distinction.
Table G presents the group means for each
actor, controlling for whether or not the inno-
vation required a fundamental change in agen-
cy operations (defined as a statutory alteration
of agency responsibilities). Also displayed is
the ANOVA F-statistic and significance level
as a way of demonstrating the stability of the
differences across the subsamples.

Table G indicates a statistically significant
difference in group involvement for five of the
12actors. As one might expect, governors, leg-

islators and their staffs are much more in-
strumental in innovation development when
a change in the agency’s statutory basis is re-
quired. Alternatively, agency coworkers and
colleagues in other states have more impact
when the innovation requires only a modifi-
cation of administrative rules and procedures.
Of note is the consistency of client and inter-
est group involvement across the two types of
innovations. This implies that those most af-
fected by the innovation (clients and interest
groups) are as involved in the less publicized
administrative alterations as they are in the
more political domain of statutory change.

In summarizing the process of how the in-
novator takes an idea and develops it into an
operational program, the data indicate a clear
pattern. The primary collaborator is the inno-
vator’s direct supervisor. As we might expect,
there is little reason to pursue the new idea if
the agency leadership is opposed to its devel-
opment. Next, the innovator works with those
most affected (agency clients) and agency co-
workers in molding the idea to suit both client
and organizational needs. If the program re-
quires a statutory change, the innovator then
receives input from the state’s political leader-
ship. While we observed the important role of
other states in the innovators’ information en-
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vironment, when it comes to actually develop-
ing the idea, other states have very little impact
and federal officials are virtually nonexistent.

Implementing Innovations — The
Role of Groups and Individuals

Because of the command and control struc-
ture of the public sector, individual public ser-
vants rarely have the independent authority
to implement changes without the assistance,
or at least the concurrence, of others with a
stake in the policy area. To assess the involve-
ment of other actors in the innovation imple-
mentation process, we asked the respondents
to rate on a seven-point scale the support of
the same individuals and groups listed in the
previous section. The scaling on this survey
item differed from the previous one to account
for the fact that the innovator might not know
the role of a specific actor, a group could be
split in support or a particular individual or
a group could be totally uninvolved in the inno-
vation’s implementation. Therefore the number
7 through 5 indicated levelsof positive support,
4 indicated neutrality or group division, and
3 through 1 levels of nonsupport. Lack of in-
volvement or lack of knowledge of involve-
ment were excluded from the calculations to
follow.

At the implementation stage of the innova-
tion process, the respondents generally per-

ceived four groups supportive, three groups
neutral or divided, and four groups unsup-
portive in taking the idea and putting it into
practice. Supervisor, agency coworkers, clients
and interest groups were all considered impor-
tant to the successful implementation of the
new approach. These rankings speak well to
the responsiveness of the innovators to client
and interest group concerns, as well as to the
willingness of agency leadership and colleagues
to experiment with new approaches. State actors
not specifically part of the organization (state
coworkers, legislators and governors) were
generally perceived as neutral at this stage.
While lack of support does not necessarily
imply outright opposition, local officials, leg-
islative staff, professional associations and
federal officials were generally not perceived
as facilitators during the implementation stage.

In looking at the sample as a wholq it is evi-
dent that most implementation assistance
comes from within the agency and from the
groups most affected by the new approach.
While other non-agency actors were not per-
ceived as opponents, they were not generally
perceived as strong supporters either. Table I
examines the same data controlling for innova-
tions requiring statutory change in the agencies’
enabling legislation.

As expected, when an innovation requires
a major alteration in the agency’s enabling

Table H
RANKING OF GROUPS INVOLVED IN INNOVATIONS’ IMPLEMENTATION

(All Innovations)

Groups Mean Std. Dev. Median

Supervisor 5.91 1.86 7

Agency Coworkers 5.44 1.67 6

Agency Clients 4.09 2.66 5

Interest Groups 3.99 2.71 5

State Coworkers 3.86 2.50 4

Legislators 3.28 2.72 4

Governor’s Office 3.16 2.84 4

Local Governments 2.98 2.75 3

Legislative Staff 2.80 2.65 3

Professional Associations 2.54 2.73 1

Federal Officials 2.48 2.63 1
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Table I
COMPARISON OF GROUP INVOLVEMENT IN INNOVATION IMPLEMENTATION

CONTROLLING FOR INNOVATIONS REQUIRING CHANGE
IN AGENCY’S ENABLING LEGISLATION

Policy Administrative
Groups Change Change F Sig.

Supervisors 5.63 5.98 .91 .34

Coworkers 5.60 5.40 .40 .52

Legislators 4.69 2.88 12.96 .00

Clients 4.63 3.96 1.56 .21

Governor 4.40 2.81 8.92 .00

Interest Groups 4.35 3.91 .68 .41

State Coworkers 4.18 3.77 .70 .40

Legislative Staff 3.97 2.47 9.19 .00

Local Officials 3.56 2.83 1.73 .19

Professional Associations 2.69 2.50 .11 .74

Federal Officials 2.34 2.52 .12 .73

legislation, the political leadership of the state
is perceived as much more instrumental in its
implementation. The role of the legislature,
its staff and the governor’s office increases
dramatically both in absolute and relative
terms; and this change is statistically stable
between the two types of innovation.

Comparing the role of individuals and
groups in the innovation development and
implementation stages indicates a few note-
worthy results. At both stages, regardless of
type of innovation, the respondents perceived
their supervisors and coworkers as the most
instrumental actors in the process. This indi-
cates a healthy agency culture prone to col-
laborative experimentation. A full exploration
of the forces creating this type of organiza-
tional environment goes beyond the scope of
this investigation.

A second pattern worthy of note is the role
of political leadership. While the majority of
the innovations did not require statutory al-
teration for implementation, those that did
required the collaboration of political leader-
ship at both stages of the innovation process.
It appears that the innovators were cognizant
early on that any fundamental change in what
the organization did would require the involve-
ment of the states’ elected officials. The high
involvement of client and interest groups at

both stages is also striking. It is evident that
these innovators are very much concerned with
the response of those most directly affected
by new approaches. And finally, when compar-
ing the role of internal and external actors at
the two different stages, they appear more im-
portant at the implementation stage than at
the development stage. This implies that, while
numerous creative ideas may be floating around
the halls of public agencies, only those capable
of generating internal consensus and external
political support will actually bear fruit.

The Professional Environment
of Innovators

Recalling the earlier discussion of the infor-
mation environment of the innovators, the role
of professional association information and
contacts was noted as a significant factor in
the generation of the new ideas. To get abetter
understanding of how professionally involved
the respondents are, we asked a series of ques-
tions concerning professional association mem-
berships and conferences attended annually.

In an open-ended question, we requested
the respondents to list all professional asso-
ciation memberships held. As expected, the
innovators supplied a wide variety of state,
regional and national groups representing the
professional interests of their members. Seventy-
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five percent of the sample reported member-
ship in at least one association with the aver-
age number of memberships reported as two.
Regarding professional conferences, the re-
spondents average 4.5 state conferences, 1.5
regional conferences and 2.3 national confer-
ences annually. Together, the typical respon-
dent attended more than eight professional
conferences a year. However, there was con-
siderable variation among the respondents on
their reported professional association involve-
ment, which invites more detailed analysis.

While membership in associations and at-
tendance at conferences is not a perfect mea-
sure of professional involvement given vagaries
among requirements for particular occupations
and agency travel budgets, they do represent
opportunities for individuals to become aware
of developments within their professions and

to learn about new ideas. Because our specific
interest concerns how innovators learn about
new approaches from other states, we con-
structed an index summing each respondent’s
number of reported memberships, multistate
regional conferences attended and national
conference attendance. The resulting index had
a mean of 5.75 with a standard deviation of
4.94. Table J examines this index by control-
ling for relevant differences among the sample
of innovators.

The policy area variation in professional in-
volvement shows little stability across policy
areas. While innovators in the environment,
criminal justice (this area includes a number
of lawyers and psychologists) and health areas
are relatively the most active within their pro-
fessional associations, the substantial variation
within each policy group precludes any con-

Table J
PROFESSIONAL INVOLVEMENT OF INNOVAlORS

BY CHARACTERISTICS OF INNOVATORS

Policy Area Mean Std. Dev. F Sig.

Environment 7.06 6.55
Criminal Justice 6.56 4.88
Health 6.45 5.09
Education 6.06 3.47
Social Services 5.91 5.67
Administration 4.53 4.51
Infrastructure 4.08 3.47

.85 .54

Education

Less than College 3.67 2.96
College Degree 4.55 4.41
Graduate Work or MA 5.63 4.69
Professional Degree 8.61 5.76

5.31 .00

Employment Type

Permanent/Merit system 4.68 4.27
Permanent/Exempt 4.85 3.49
Appointed 7.97 6.36
Non-state Employee 6.54 4.98

4.40 .00

Gender

Male 5.85 5.41
Female 5.56 3.94

.14 .71
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elusion that some policy areas are significantly
more professionally active than others. Gender
also appears to have little effect on the pro-
fessional involvement of the respondents. Any
notion that either men or women are more
involved in professional networking is not
borne out by the index. However, the innova-
tors’ levelsof education and their employment
status are clearly associated with professional
activism. Not surprisingly, the more educated
innovators are also the most professionally
active. The 31 respondents with law, medical
or Ph.D. degrees are more than twice as active
professionally as the 12 respondents with less
than a college degree. In terms of employment
status, the least active professionally are the
permanent civil servants protected by merit
systems, while the most active are appointed
administrators. While the data are insufficient
to state definitively why the innovators’ job
status should affect his/her professional ac-
tivism, we might conjecture that the innovators
with the least job security are the most aggres-
sive in seeking out new ideas and networking
professionally. Alternatively, this activism of
appointees could simply be a result of access
to the resources necessary to defray the costs
of conferences and professional memberships.

Other States as Innovation
Models

Along with professional association infor-
mation as a source of creative inspiration, the
respondents also considered other states as pri-
mary to their information environments. The
idea of some states being pioneers in policy
development has long been studied by research-
ers interested in the diffusion of innovations
among the states (Walker, 1969; Gray, 1973).

To determine who this sample of innovators
considered leaders within their respectivepolicy
spheres, they were asked, “What states (other
than your own) do you consider to be particu-
larly creative and/or effective in addressing the
problems associated with your area of respon-
sibility?” One hundred three respondents listed
at least one other state, and seven innovators
listed as many as six. By simply counting the
number of times a particular state was iden-

Table K
INNOVATIVE STATES

BY REPUTATION

Frequency States
of Mention (# Mentions)

20 or More CA (32)

19-15 FL (18), NY (17)

14-10 MN (14), MA (13), MD (12),
Ml (12), IL (10)

9-5 AL (4), KY (4), UT (4), AZ (3),
DE (3), CO (3), ID (3), IN (3),
MO (3), NM (3), NC (3), OK (3),
VT (3), AR (2), HI (2), 1A (2),
ME (2), MT (2), ND (2), RI (2),
TN (2), AK (l), GA (l), MS (l),
SD (l), WV (1)

tified in response to this question, we attain
a general picture of which states have the
reputation as innovation leaders. Table K lists
the states by frequency of mention.

The table indicates that while 44 states were
considered innovative in at least some policy
areas, the reputational concentration centers
on eight states constituting almost half of the
total mentions. California has, by far, the great-
est reputation for creativity and effectiveness,
followed by Florida and New York. The next
tier comprises states in the industrial Midwest
(Minnesota, Michigan, Illinois) and the At-
lantic seaboard (Massachusetts and Maryland).

While the reputation for innovation is sub-
ject to many reliability problems, what is strik-
ing about the ranking of states is their stability
over time. From Walker’s (1969) earliest work
on the attributes of innovative states to the
more recent examination of states by Bowman
and Kearney (1988), these highly reputed states
have maintained their status for creativity and
effectiveness. Each of the top eight has profes-
sionalized legislative branches, comparatively
strong governors as measured by formal powers,
high per capita state administrative staffing
and spending ratios, and strong, pluralistic in-
terest group systems. These attributes, most
typically related to the ability of a state to be
responsive and effective, also translate into
recognition for creativity by peers across the
country.
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INNOVATIONS

Particular Circumstances

Finally, state innovators were asked to answer
an open-ended question, “Can you recall any
particular event or circumstance that sparked
your interest in creating the new approach or
innovation?” Although severalinnovators could
not recall any particular causes that led them
to initiate an innovative program, most respon-
dents offered one or two specific reasons or
motivations. These responses can be grouped
in five categories: (1) some innovations occur-
red as a routine management improvement
effort; (2) other innovations were initiated as
an approach to cut back management; (3) new
data and information available to innovators
contributed to many of those innovations;
(4) top-down directives motivated some inno-
vators; and (5) several innovators were moti-
vated by “outsiders;’ including federal agencies,
consultants and customers.
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Table A
NATIONAL EDUCATIONGOALS PANEL

1990-91 1992-93

GOVERNORS GOVERNORS
Roy Romer, Colorado (D), Chair E. Beniamin Nelson, Nebraska (D), Chair
John Ashcroft, Missouri (R) Evan Bayh, Indiana (D)
Evan Bayh, Indiana (D) Terry E. Branstad, lowa (R)
Terry E. Branstad, Iowa (R) Carroll A. Campbell Jr., South Carolina (R)
Carroll A. Campbell Jr., South Carolina (R) Arne H. Carlson, Minnesota, (R)
Booth Gardner, Washington (D) John Engler, Michigan (R)

MEMBERSOF THE ADMINISTRATION
John R. McKernan Jr., Maine (R)

Lamar Alexander, secretary of education
Roy Romer, Colorado (D)

Richard G. Darman, director, Office of MEMBERSOF THE ADMINISTRATION
Management and Budget Carol H. Rasco,assistant to the president

Roger B. Porter, assistant to the president for domestic policy
for economic and domestic policy Richard W. Riley, secretary of education

John H. Sununu, White House chief of staff MEMBERSOF CONGRESS
MEMBERSOF CONGRESS (ex officio) U.S. Sen. Jeff Bingaman, New Mexico (D)
U.S.Senate Minority LeaderBobDole, Kansas(R) U.S. Sen. Thad Cochran, Mississippi (R)
U.S.House Maiority Leader Richard Gephardt, U.S. Rep. William Goodling, Pennsylvania (R)

Missouri (D) U.S. Rep. Dale Kildee, Michigan (D)
U.S. House Minority Leader Robert Michel,

Illinois (R)

1993-94

1991-92
GOVERNORS
John R. McKernan Jr., Maine (R), Chair

GOVERNORS Evan Bayh, Indiana (D)
Carroll A. Campbell Jr., SouthCarolina (R), Chair Arne H. Carlson, Minnesota (R)
John Ashcroft, Missouri (R) Jim Edgar, Illinois (R)
Evan Bayh, Indiana (D) John Engler, Michigan (R)
Terry E. Branstad, Iowa (R) Michael Leavitt, Utah (R)
Howard Dean, Vermont (D) E. Beniamin Nelson, Nebraska (D)
E. Beniamin Nelson, Nebraska (D) Roy Romer, Colorado (D)
Barbara Roberts, Oregon (D)
Roy Romer, Colorado (D)

MEMBERSOF THE ADMINISTRATION
Carol H. Rasco,assistant to the president

MEMBERSOF THE ADMINISTRATION for domestic policy
Lamar Alexander, secretary of education Richard W. Riley, secretary of education
Roger B. Porter, assistant to the president

for economic and domestic policy
MEMBERSOF CONGRESS
U.S. Sen. Jeff Bingaman, New Mexico (D)

MEMBERSOF CONGRESS U.S. Sen. Thad Cochran, Mississippi (R)
U.S. Sen. Jeff Bingaman, New Mexico (D) U.S. Rep. William Goodling, Pennsylvania (R)
U.S. Sen. Thad Cochran, Mississippi (R) U.S. Rep. Dale Kildee, Michigan (D)
U.S. Rep. William Goodling, Pennsylvania (R)
U.S. Rep. Dale Kildee, Michigan (D)

STATELEGISLATORS
State Rep. Anne Barnes, North Carolina (D)
State Rep. Spencer Coggs, Wisconsin (D)
State Sen. Robert T. Connor, Delaware (R)
State Rep. Doug Jones, Idaho (R)
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ELEMENTARY/SECONDARYEDUCATION

M EA
S E

1991-92 1992-93

a a

United States . . 38,891,055 39,641,924.

115,640
653,525
436,531

. . .

482;4ti
100,755

1,914,521
1,168,269

174,535

1,759;236
923,919
482,992

424,261
603,813
783,254
209,225
734,277

840,588

768;1k3
499,719

147,745
274,684
209,778
171,347

1,098,698

. . . .
94.8
91.4
94.4
94.9

95.5
93.2
92.9
94.0

Alabama. . . . . . . . .,
Alaska.
Arizona. . . . . . . . .
Arkansas ., . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . .

682,303
100,672
616,928
412,107

5,063,809 (a) . . . (a)

Colorado . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut .,
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. ... . . . . . .

568,158
460,377

95,861
482;24i
102,840

1,956,213
1,197,691

94.9
93.2
92.9
94.1

1,817,713
1,126,218

Hawaii ...
Idaho . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

93.5 174,386 163,389 93.7
213,000

1,645,930 93.0
95.3
95.3

l,770;53i
929,386
490,899

885,705
467,781

95.3
95.3

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland . . . . . . . .

94.6
95.1
93.5
94.8
93.1

434.254 411,887
578,991
710,413
197,982

94.8
95.0
93.1
94.3

609;464
763,434
209,929
749,845 698,146 93.1

Massachusetts . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . .

93.0 838,096 797,208
1,448,218

742,342
475,901
755,503

95.1

94.5
94.794.7

785>4+
502,361

. . .. . . . . .
138,880
262,012
195,285
162,726

1,021,789

260,533
2,350,W0
1,023,186

113,782
1,581,000

Montana . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . .
Nevada, . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . .

94.0
95.4
93.1
95.0
93.0

151,760
275,278
218,390
174,273

1,063,654

144,172
262,474
205,018
165,559

95.0
95.3
93.9
95.0
92.5983,935

294,699
91.6 2,592,000
94.7 1,094,490
96.3 118,290
93.5 ,692,000

New Mexico . . . . . . . . . 289,481
New York . . . . . . . . 2,565,000
North Carolina . . . . 1,080,223
North Dakota . . . . . . 118.181

265,229
2,374,000
1,036,700

113.989

R:
94.7
96.4
93.5,691,000

587,100
493,0Q0
,677,500
139,000
603,053

129,910
827,525

450j58
94,000

1,582,000Ohio . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon
Pennsylvania . . . .
Rhode Island .,....
South Carofirsa

556,600
461,640

1,560,100
128,436
578,236

94.8
93.6
93.0
92.4

596,000
504,000

,706,600
140,897
610,753

127,245
841,610

459;854
94,850

566,000
471,940

1,773,100
131,599
591,808

95.0
93.6

103.9
93.4
96.995.9

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont .,.... . . . . . .

124,119
774,596

3,147,593
426.507

95.5
93.6

]21,310
785,285

3,242,508
435.383

95.3
93,3

95.0 94.189;300 89,214

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . 1,008,244 951,208 94.3 1,023,492
Washington . . . . . . . 866,018 811,459 93.7 895,053
West Virginia 317,748 296,191 93.2 314,542
Wisconsin ......,.. 780,750 734,814 94.1 791,901
Wyoming . . . . . . 98,951 93,926 94.9 99,310

965,243
838,665
295,479

94.3
93.7
93.9
93.7741,616

94,294 94.9

Dist. of Cohrmbia... . 78,826 70,939 90.0 79,318 71,544 90.2

Source.Adaptedfrom National Education Association, Estimates o! (a) Count includes excused absences.
1992-93 (Copyright 1993. All rights reserved).

Note: Average Daily Membership (ADM)for theschoolyear isanaver-
age obtained by dividing the aggregate days of membership by the num-
berofdays inwhich school is in session. Pupils are’’members” ofaschool
from the date they areplaced on the current roll until they leave perma-
nently. Membership is the total number of pupils belonging — the sum
ofthose present and those absent. Average Daily Attendance (ADA) for
the school year isthe aggregate days pupils were actually present inschool
divided by the number of days school was actually in session.

. . . — Not available
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E L E

E N
E L

(a) (a) (a)

United States ., .- ..- /.” .A ,.. n-.. - ,.. . . . .- - . . .B 1

Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona. . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . .

726,900
121,922
672.477

683,041
103,540
629,981
407,190

5,144,342 (b)

40,900
7.052

17.8
17.3
19.4
17.0
23.0

16.7
14.7

34,717
25,886

225,700

18.1
15.7
22.8

440,682
5,184,000

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . .
Florida
Georgia. . . . . . . . . .

612,635
481,717
104,321

1,979,933
1,206,317

568,158
460,377

95,861
1,817,713
1,126,218

33,149
35,107
6,253

106,965
72,116

18.5
13.7

17.1
13.1
15.3
17.0
15.6

16.7
18.5
16.7

Hawaii . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . .

176,923
231,668

1.859.808

163,389
213,000

1.645.930

10,303
11,820

110.588

17.2
19.6
16.8

15.9
18.0
14.9

957;902
494,222

‘885;705
467,781

411,887
578,991
710,413
197,982
698,146

797,208
1,448,218

742,342
475,901
755,503

144,172
262,474
205,018
165,559
983,935

55;358
31,490

17.3
15.7

16.0
14.9

13.9
15.4
15.6

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland

451,520
640,470
795,690
211,825
751,850

29,730
37,698
45,516
15,137
43,416

15.2
17.0
17.5
14.0
17.3

13.1
16.1

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri ....,.. . . . . .

846,648
.574.150

55,645
81,609
45,837
28,010
52,593

15.2
19.3

14.3
17.7
16.2
17.0
14.4

14.5
13.8
17.1

‘838;758
504,229
838,758

18.3
18.0
15.9

Montana .,.......,..
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey...,.. . . . .

159,749
281,363
222,846
181,197

,130,560

9,935
19,031
11,%9
11,658
80,869

16.1
14.8
18.6
15.5
14.0

14.2
12.2

294.699 265.229 17.325 17.0 15.3New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina
Nortb Dakota . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . .

,z.670:800 2.374.000 183.000 14.6 13.0
1,106;876

118,094
1,772,500

1;036;700
113,989

1,582,000

65;986
7,793

102,800

16.8
15.2
17.2

15.7
14.6
15.4

597,100 566,000 38,540
509,350

15.5 14.7
471,940 27,200 18.7 17.4

1,716,670 1,773,100 101,196 17.0
143,043 131,599

17.5
9,680

632,988
14.8

591,808
13.6

36,330 17.4 16.3

133,870 121,310 8,631
845,411

15.5 14.1
785,285 45,438 18.6

3,564,725
17.3

3,242,508 218,988
461,259

16.3 14.8
435,383 19,387 23.8 22.5

98,100 89,214 7,232 13.6 12.3

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania. . . . . . .
Rhode island..,..
SouthCarolina . . . . .

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

1,032,058
898,112
317,719
820,698
100,313

%5,243
838,665
295,479
741,616
94,294

67,378
44,156
20,833
55,110
6,605

15.3
20.3
15.3
14.9
15.2

14.3
19.0
14.2
13.5
14.3

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . .

80,937 71,544 6,790 11.9 10.5Dist.of Cohrmbia.

Source” Adapted from National Education Association, Estimates of (a) Estimated.
1992-93 (Copyright 1993. All rights reserved). (b) State’s averagedaifyattendance count inchsdes unexcusedabsences.
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Table 8.3
AVERAGE ANNUAL SALARY OF INSTRUCTIONALSTAFFIN PUBLIC
ELEMENTARYAND SECONDARYSCHOOLS: 1939-40 to 1992-93

Averageannualsalaryfor:
(in unadjusteddollars)

State or other
jurisdiction

Alabama. . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . .,
Arizona. ., ., .,
Arkansas
California. . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . .
Delaware
Florida . . ...
Georgia.

Hawaii . . . . . .,
Idaho
Illinois. . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas
Kentucky .
Louisiana . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri .....,.. . . .

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico. .....,..
New York . . . . . . . .
North Caroihra. . . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon
Pennsylvania . . . . . .
Rbode Island... . . . .
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont .,.....

Virginia. .....,..
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin. .,..
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia

1939-40 1949-50 1959-60 196%70 1979-80 1989-90 1992-93

$ 744

l;5ti
584

2,351

,393
,861
,684
,012
770

;Oii
,700
.433

1,017

1,014
826

1,006
894

1,642

2,037
1,576
1,276

559
1,159

1,184
829

1,557
1.258
2:093

1,144
2,604

946
745

1,587

1,014
1,333
1.640
1,809

743

807
862

1,079
1,394

981

899
1,706
1,170
1,379
1,169

2,350

3L,111

3ss6
1,801

. .

2,821
3,558
3,273
2,958
1,963

2:4ii
3,458
3,401
2,420

2,628
1,936
2,983
2,115
3,594

3,338
3,420
3,013
1,416
2,581

2,962
2,292
3,209
2,712
3,511

3,215
3,706
2,688
2,324
3,088

2,736
3,323
3,006
3,294
1,891

2,064
2,302
3,122
3,103
2,348

2,328
3,487
2,425
3,007
2,798

3,920

34,WL
6,859
5,590
3,295
6,600

4,997
6,008
5,800
5,080
3,904

5,390
4,216
5,814
5,542
4,030

4,450
3,327
4,978
3,694
5,557

5,545
5,654
5,275
3,314
4,536

4,425
3,876
5,693
4,455
5,871

5,382
6,537
4,178
3,695
5,124

4,659
5,535
5,308
5,499
3,450

3,725
3,929
4,708
5,096
4,466

4,312
5,643
3,952
4,870
4,937

6,280

b 0,Y>4
10,993
8,975
6,445
9,980

;%
9,300
8,600
7,372

9,829
7,257
9,950
9,574
8,200

7,811
7,624
7,220
8,059
9,885

9,175
10,125
9,957
6,012
8,091

8,100
7,855
9,689
8,018
9,500

8,125
10,200
7,744
6,900
8,594

7,139
9,200
9,000
8,900
7,000

6,700
7,290
7,503
8,049
8,225

8,200
9,500
7,850
9,150
8,532

11,075

“...--” Aa.---

>15,536
27,697
16,180
12,704
18,626

16,840
16,989
16,845
14,875
14,547

20,436
14,110
18,271
16,256
15,776

14,513
15,350
14,020
13,743
18,308

18,900
20,682
16,654
12,274
14,543

15,080
14,236
17,290
13,508
18,851

15,406
20,400
14,445
13,684
16,100

13,5tXl
16,996
17,060
18,425
13,670

13,010
14,193
14,729
17,403
13,300

14,655
19,735
14,395
16,335
16,830

23,027

bm,,zw
43,161
33,529
23,296
39,309

31,832
41,888
;:,;;!

29:541

32,956
24,758
33,912
31,905
27,619

30,154
27,482
25,036
27,831
37,520

40,175
37,286
33,340
25,079
28,166

29,526
27,024
31,970
29,798
37,485

25,790
40,000
28,952
23,788
32,467

23,944
32,100
34,110
36,704
28,453

22,120
27,949
28,549
24,591
29,012

31,656
31,828
23,842
32,445
29,047

32,638

.-. ---
&z8,737
46,400
38,221
28,645
42,800

35,212
50,820
37,691
32,453
32,609

37,856
28,334
39,925
27,264
31,180

34,269
32,733
29,783
31,293
40,524

47,510
43,231
38,303
25,178
30,630

28,344
30,463
35,764
36,456
46,055

27,356
46,300
30,678
26,058
35,700

26,977
36,882
42,736
38,282
30,477

24,470
30,451
30,452
27,869
36,217

35,093
37,495
31,428
36,668
30,094

39,382

Sources:U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics, Sfafistics ofState Schoo/Sysfems; National Education As-
sociation, Estimates ofSchool Statistics1992-93 (Copyright 1993. All rights
reserved).

Note: Includes supervisors, principals, classroom teachers, librarians and
other related instructional staff.

Key:
. . . — Not available

514 The Book of the States 1994-95

. .



ELEMENTARY/SECONDARYEDUCATION

R E

Years First

English/ Physical
graduating

State or other All language Social
classto wh[ch

Mathe- education requmements
jurisdiction courses arts studies matics Science /health Electives Other courses apply

Alabama (a). . . . . . .
Standard diploma. . .
Advanced diploma

Alaska. . .
Arizona (b)
Arkansas (c) . . . . . . .
California (d)

Standard diploma
Advanced diploma

Colorado (e) . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware (f).
Florida (g)
Standard diploma.

Academic scholars

Georgia (h)
Standard diploma.

Advanced diploma

Hawaii
Idabo (i).
Illinois (j) . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana (k).

Standard diploma.
Academic honors .

Iowa (1). . . . . . . . .

Kansas
Kentucky (m). . . . . . . .

Standard diploma. . .
Commonwealth

diploma

Louisiana (n)
Standard diploma.
Scholar program (q)
Regents’ scholar

Maine (o) . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland (p)

Massachusetts (q)
Michigan (r). . . . . . . . .

Standard diploma.

College preparatory . .

Minnesota (s),
Mississippi (t).......
Missouri (u). . . . . . . . .

Standard diploma
College preparatory . .

Montana (v). . . . . . . . .
Nebraska (w). .
Nevada (x) . . . . . . . . . .

New Hampshire (y)
New Jersey (z). . . . . . .

22
22

21
20
20

13
16

“20’
19

24

26

21

21

22
21
16

]9y2
24

. . .

21

20

22

23
23
24

H

. . .

,..

20
18

22
24

20

“~z~l

193A
21 ~

4
4

4
4
4

3
3

. . .
4
4

4

4

4

4

4
4
3

4
4

. . .

4

4

5

4
4
4
4
4

. . .

4

4

4
4

3
4

4
. .
4

4
A

3
4

L,
3

3
3

3
3

3

3

3

3

4
2
2

2
3

. .

3

2

2

3
3
3y,
2
3

1

3

3

3
2

2
3

l%
. .
2

2k’i
3

2
3

2
2
3

2
3

. . .
3
2

3

4

3

3

;
2

2
4

. . .

2

3

6

3
3
3
2
3

. . .

3

3

;

2
3

2
. . .

2

2
3

2
3

2
2
2

2
2

2
2

3

4

3

3

2
4

. .
2

2

6

3
3
3
2
2

2

2

2
3

1
. .

2

2
2

9%
4

9
9
6M

. . .

. . .
6
6Y2

9

7

6

4

6
6
2%

8
4 or 5

9

7

I

7fi
7~1
4y2
3Y2
5

. . .

.

9y2
8

10
8

10Y2

“~~

4
4

2 }oreign languages, YZhome/
personal management
.
1/2free enterprise
1/2fine arts

1 fine arts or foreign language
2 in same foreign language,

1 fine arts

j a;ts or vocational education

1/2practical/exploratory
vocational education,
1/2performing arts or
speech & debate, 1/2life
management skills

2 of same foreign language,
1 from a spectrum of fine
arts subjects

1 computer technology and/or
fine arts and/or education,
and/or junior ROTC

2 foreign languages, 1 fine
arts, vocational education,
computer technology or ROTC

1/2guidance
3 Y2
1x

3 “in 1 foreign language or
2 each in 2 foreign languages

.
1

1 foreign language in
advanced placement

1/2computer literacy
‘/2 computer literacy
3 foreign languages, 1 fine arts
1 fine arts
1 fine arts, 1 industrial arts/
technology education, home
economics, vocational
education or computer
studies, 1 community service

. . .
2 foreign languages/fine or

performing arts or vocational
education, 1Acomputer
education

At least 2 years foreign
languages
. . .

1 fine, 1 practical arts
1 fine, 1 practical arts

. .
j “a;ts/humanities,

1/2computer literacy
4
1y2

1989
1989

199i
1988

.

1988
1987

1989

1989

1997

1997

1997
1989
1988

1989
1990

1989

1989

1987

1986

1989
1987
1983
1989
1997

. . .

. . . .

1982
1989

1988
1988

1989
1991
1992

1989
1990

See footnotes at end of table.
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(-i)Otper column: !/4 consumer education, 1art, foreign language, music
or vocational education. One year of math may be computer technology;
1 year of social studies must be U.S. History or half U.S. History and half
American Government. Beginning in 1985-86the school boards were allow-
ed to excuse pupils in 1l-12th grades from physical education to 1) partici-
pation in interscholastic athletics or 2) enroll in academic class required
for admission to college or in order to graduate from high school. Pupils
in 9-12th grades may elect to take a SBE developed consumer education
proficiency test; if passed, they will be excused from requirement.

(k) The state board regulations were approved and signed by the governor
in September 1983. The state does not use standard Carnegie units.

(1) Legislative requirements in effect for many years. Local districts de-
termine remaining requirements. State allows students in junior and senior
classes to receive dual credits for college coursework.

(m) Other column: 1 additional math, science, social studies or voca-
tional education. Additional core subject credit is a legislative requirement
passed in 1984 and approved by the state board to be effective for gradu-
ates in 1985. Graduates in 1985 and 1986 needed 18 units to graduate.

(n) With an ACT score of 29 or above, 3.5 GPA with no semester grade
lower than a B, no unexcused absences and no suspensions students receive
a Scholar Program seal on diploma. Algebra is required, Minimum com-
petency test passage is required for graduation.

(o) Enacted by legislature and approved by state board. American His-
tory is required. All students must pass computer proficiency standards.
One of the science units must include lab study.

(P) Four credits must be earned after Grade 11. Students can now earn
statewide certificate of merit with fulfillment of additional requirements.
Special education certificates are available for students unable to meet re-
quirements but who complete a special education program. Minimum com-
petency test is required for graduation, as is a writing test and passage of
a quiz on citizenship.

(q) +egis]ative requirements in effect for many years. American History
is reqtured. Local boards determine additional requirements.

(r) Legislative requirements in effect for many years. Local boards deter-
mine additional requirements. The state board, in January 1984, published
graduation requirement guidelines which local districts are urged to incor-
porate. Included in the recommendations are a minimum of 15 1/2 units,
which includes an option of 2 units picked from foreign language/fine or
performing arts/vocational education and 1/2 computer education. Recom-
mendations include modified academic coursework for students who are
college-bound.

(s) Students in junior and senior classes may receive dual credits for col-
lege coursework.

(t) At least one of the science units must include lab. Minimum com-
petency test passage is required for graduation.

(u) The college preparation diploma became available to qualifying
graduates in 1985. For college preparation, specific core subjects must be
taken.

(v) Core requirements in effect for several years. State board raised the
total-1985 graduates needed 19 units; 1986 graduates needed 20. Social
studies requirement has 2 alternatives. Effective 7/92 requirements changed
to 2 unit; of social studies, 2 units of science, 1 unit “of fine arts and 1
unit of vocational/practical arts.

(w) For graduation, 200 credit hours are required, with at least 80’70in
core curricuhsm courses.

(x) Computer literacy may be waived by demonstration of competency.
Minimum competency test passage is required for graduation.

(Y)Other column: YZarts; H computer science; 3 from 2 of the following-
arts, foreign language, practical arts, vocational education. The usage of
minimum competency test passage for high school graduation is an op-
tion of the local districts.

(z) Other column: 1 fine, practical or performing arts; k career explo-
ration. 92 credit hours are required for graduation. The state does not use
standard Carnegie units. State does not use graduating class as the base
for changes but uses the terminology of the students entering ninth grade
class. Minimum competency test passage is required for graduation.

(aa) In 6/84 the state board approved requiring all students achieve com-
puter literacy prior to graduation. In 1989 the legislature approved a bill
allowing languages other than English to satisfy the communication skills
requirement which emphasizes the areas of writing and speaking. Students
preparing for college have an advanced curriculum. A state level minimum
competency test is available and the districts have the option of usage. [f
a student passes the test, a special proficiency endorsement is included on
their diploma.

(bb) Electives vary for the local (regular) and the Regents’ (college-bound)
diploma. Other column: 1 art and/or music for local; 3 to 5 from a se-
quence of speclflc courses must be chosen by Regents’ diploma students
and is an additional requirement for local. The local diploma notes 1/2for
health only, 2 noncredit units of physical education beyond the total are
required. For all students, comprehensive tests are required. By 1991, areas
covered needed to include reading, writing, math, American History and
government, and science/global studies. For a Regents’ diploma compre-

hensive exams are required in most subjects. Minimum competency test
passage is a graduation requirement for all students.

(cc) One science class must include lab. Minimum competency test pas-
sage is required for graduation.

(old) One unit of higher level foreign language may be substituted for
the 4th unit of English; 1 unit of math may be business math. Although
17 units are required, the local education agencies are urged to establish
requirements at a minimum of 20 units. As of 7/1/94 social studies must
include 1 unit of world history, 1 of U.S. history each with a strong geog-
raphy component.

(ee) Passage of a minimum competency test is a graduation requirement.
(ff) Other column: For college preparation diploma-choice of foreign

language, computer science, economics, English, geography, government,
math, history, sociology, science, speech and psychology. There are slight
variations between 2- and 4-year and junior colleges. If foreign language
is elected, student must take 2 years of same language. Although total hour
requirement is less for college prep. path, curriculum is more rigorous and
restrictive.

(gg) Other column: fi career development, I applied arts, fine arts or
foreign language. Minimum competency test passage required for gradua-
tion. Honors Degree diplomas are available for students who maintain at
least a 3.5 GPA. Recipients have an honors seal on the diploma

(hh) Computer science can be option instead of arts and humanities. State
has prescribed learning objectives and curriculum guidelines for 12 goals
of quality education. As of 1993, state discontinued use of the Carnegie
Unit.

(ii) College-bound students are required to complete 2 units of foreign
language, Y2arts and Y, computer literacy and have a total unit require-
ment of 18.

f-ij) If approved by the state department of education, students may count
one unit of computer science for a math requirement. Students who earn
1 unit in science and 6 or more in a specific occupational service area will
fulfill the science requirements. State allows students in the junior and senior
classes to receive dual credits for college coursework. Students must pass
an exit exam of minimum competency.

(kk) Beginning in 1990 the requirements were raised to 3 in science and
the electives dropped to 7.

(11)Minimum competency test passage is a requirement for graduation.
Students may meet the economics requirement by: 1 semester in econom-
ics, out-of-school experiences through Junior Achievement, or marketing
education.

(mm) Other column: For college preparation— M economics/free en-
terprise, 2 foreign language, 1 computer science, 1 fine arts. 1Y2units of
physical education and Y2of health are required for either regular or col-
lege prep. program. Junior and senior students are allowed to receive dual
credit for college courses. Minimum competency test passage is a require-
ment for graduation.

(nn) Other column: 1Y2arts, 1 vocational education. The state board
makes specific course recommendations for college entry, vocational, etc.
If computer literacy isn’t obtained in related coursework, Y2of the elec-
tives may be devoted to computer science.

(00) To allow more flexibility to both vocational education students and
smaller or more rural districts, the previous math and science requirement
of 3 units in each was modified to a combination of 5 units which may
be 2 of one and 3 of the other.

math or science requirement included in the Other
column may be fulfilled by an appropriate vocational education class or
ROTC. Grade average of B or better earns a SBE seal on the diploma.
Students in junior and senior classes are allowed to receive dual credits
for college coursework. Minimum competency test passage is required for
graduation.

(qq) 1985 legislature passed addition of a credit for students graduating
in 1991. This may be in fine, visual or performing arts or any of the sub-
ject areas currently required.

(rr) Other column: 1of student’s electives must be for choice of applied
arts, fine or performing arts or a foreign language. State has approved,
and policies reflect, an advanced studies certificate, Certificate of Academic
Excellence, which has not yet been implemented.

(ss) Electives are the option of the local school district. The state recom-
mends that districts require a total of 22 units. State recommendations em-
phasize vocational education, foreign language and fine arts to make up
the difference between the 13 mandated and 22 recommended units. State
requires that all students in Grades 7-12 be participating in class or a board
approved :c,tivity each period of the day. Local districts have the option
of using mnumum competency test passage as a requirement for graduation.

(tt) Requirements in effect a number of years. Accreditation standards
indicate 4 units of English/language arts, 3 of social studies and 2 each
of math and science.

(UU)Electives must include life skills seminar or students may pass a test
in lieu of the seminar. District of Columbia requires 100 hours of commu-
nity service without credit.
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Table 8.5
NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND BRANCHES,
BY TYPE, CONTROL OF INSTITUTION AND STATE: 1992-93

All other 4-year
State or other All mrstifut[ons Universities institutions 2-year institutions
jurlsdlcnon Total Public Private Public Private Public Private - ‘ ‘rumc fwvare

United States 3,638 1,624 2,014 94 62 508 1,507 1,024 445

Alabama.
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas
California.

86
8

40

3::

31
4

19

1::

2 16
2

;
29

11
6

+
18

2

;
10
1

:
13
7

12

13
12
9

1;

4
6

i
13

4
40
15
4

17

12
6

42

1A

;
34

2
3

12
6

12
12
0

9

:

;
o

10
2

18
3

15
10

143

21
18

5;
30

7

8;

:2

;?
9

;;

65
49
35

;:

1:
2

13
21

6
171
36

6:

;:
99

9
22

10
41
53

1:

33
21

;:
o

0

11
0
0
0

3;
o

37 13

i

3:

9

;
15
15

0
2

16
10
8

2
13
2
5
3

14
7
9

1:

3
2

i
6

2
49

9

3:

6

5:
o
5

1
42
14
3
2

14
5
2
5
I

o

8
0

:
11
0

1
li
10

108

Colorado . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware .,
Florida .,
Georgia. . . . . . .

59
47

Ii!
115

2 15
17

3:
50

0
1
1

Hawaii
Idaho . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . .

17
11

10
6

7 71
15

5;
14
17

189
78
61

62

%

107
50
41

3
4
2

Kansas . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . .
Maryland

49
62

21
40
13

3 20
2
1

14
6

1$

33
31
56

1
1

0
1

31
45

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota ::::::::::
Mississippi . . . . . . .
Missouri . .

117
102
99
46
96

88
57
4455

29
29

Montana . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . .

2
1
1
1
1

7
13
4
7

19

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . .
Nortb Carolina
Nortb Dakota . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17
46
58

3;

3;:
122
20

165

23:
47

ld

2
2

0
12

2
2
8

2
0
1

Oklahoma . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . .
South Carolina

29
21

17
24

2 15
13
19

2:

46
45 2

220
12
60

84

3:

156
9

27

South Dakota . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

8
24

105

;

2
1

0
1
46

2
1 r!

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

39
36
16
30

8

47
26
12
34

1

24
28

3
17
7

86
62
28
64

9

0 0U.S. Service Schools . . . 10 10 0

Dist. of Columbia . . . . . o
American Samoa 1
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . 1
No. Mariana Islands . . . 1
Republic of Palau . . .
Puerto Rico... . . . . . i
U.S. Virgin Islands . . . 0

.Source: U.S. Departmentof Education, National Center forEducation
Statistics, integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

A/ofe; Becauseof revised survey procedures, data are not entirely com-
parable with figures forearlieryears. The number ofbranchcampuses re-
porting separately has increased.

1
1 1

15
2

58
2

43 1
00
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Table 8.6
AVERAGE SALARY OF FULL-TIMEINSTRUCTIONALFACULTYIN INSTITUTESOF
HIGHEREDUCATION,BYTYPEAND CONTROLOF INSTITUTIONAND STATE:1991-92

Public institutions Privateinstitutions

4-yearinstitutions 4-yearmstltutions
State or other Other4-year 2-year Other4-year 2-year
jurisdiction Total University institutions institutions Total University institutions institutions

United States. ., - $48,771 $43,518 $38,959 $44,376 $58,794 $39,231 $25,673

28,716
. . .

13;729
29,452

31,aii

23,46i
28,467

28;3i2
26,774
28,137
29,107

20,913
19,553

. . .

23;385

27,862
24,561
29,203
20,549
28,103

23,389
. . .

20;3;0
. . .

23;262
27,888
19,819
30,978

21,167

27;1 i2

21:656

21;7i9
21,320
31,381
18,784

27,220

24;329

,..

. . .

. . .

.
.

7;2i9
. . .

$43,641

37,219
45,257
44,876
35,671
52,886

41,973
52,809
46,608
39,462
38,754

47,882
37,438
42,937
42,343
43,575

38,178
39,419
37,868
39,388
44,701

42,875
47,814
44,184
31,911
38,594

35,567
40,745
44,176
40,733
52,548

38,029
48,865
40,887
34,706
45,928

37,711
27,917
46,226
46,054
36,713

34,298
39,001
39,133
37,207
42,532

44,493
41,636
35,063
42,498
37,502

50,243

45,808
21,411
48,459
30,520
30,898
29,435
43.609

Alabama. . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . .

42,472
43,094
48,037
41,325
64,707

50,219
58,417
49,905
48,085
43,832

52,788
42,139
46,449
45,390
50,636

42,282
48,066
45,955
43,321
61,879

53,320
54,132
54,178
37,647
43,205

37,748
49,943
48,702
46,329
62,985

42,335
56,904
48,868
36,885
49,828

43,036
41,925
52,858
51,151
44,980

34,486
45,369
46,955
43,568
45,995

51,252
49,107
41,074
53,029
44,227

.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

27,&12
. . .

38,309
46,770
40,182
35,686
55,514

32,626

42;3ii
28,146
48,374

31,813
37,237
35,234
32,057
51,923

44,751
52,050
43,380
40,329
38,135

31,728
37,237
35,234
32,541
45,133

42,700
46,585
43,380
38,493
33,781

37,059
30,012
37,875
37,470
34,547

26,303
3,145

32,142
41,535
37,872

45,506
36,290
39,354
30,843
31,440

27,914
31,382
39,284
44,153
43,103

36,328
43,676
32,515
27,174
38,326

28,046
38,382
41,785
49,089
33,653

29,173
30,876
35,826
31,617
38,180

38,878
38,926
30,584
34,490

. . .

.

39,284
. . .
. . .
. . .

7;749
. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
64;144

46,282
65,517

46;534
55,501

. . .

80;86i
59,720
44,418

. . .

50;498

61 i7i6

60,403
39,297

. . .

51;604

40,930
. . .

52;6ii

58;05i
54,997

55;3i2

46,322

59;2i3
. . .
. . .

57~9ki
50,738
43,991

. .

. . .

. . .

. . .

48;463

. . .

51,806
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . .,
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . .

40,956
50,938
36,009
42,485
39,509

30,025
45,851
37,262
33,183
30,754

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . .
Idabo . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois.
Indiana
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

43,906
36,449
39,904
38,587
41,108

40,898
31,847
42,680
30,517
32,098

37,059
26,999
47,125
42,531
35,898

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

36,486
38,469
38,476
39,428
44,075

31,822
30,330
30,330
32,141
41,245

25,900
31,183
43,756
41,535
44,881

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Micbigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Mksouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

43,236
43,965
41,312
33.250

36,182
45,366
40,186
27,861
35,707

53,128
38,134
39,111
30,024
38,98938,636

Montana. . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire . . . . .
New Jersey. . . . .

32,481
38,898
44,685
37,929
54,151

28,006
27,749

3,765
31,485
43,778

28,884
34,805
39,284
43,881
51,321

New Mexico. . . . . . . .
New York ., . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . .
Nortb Dakota
Obio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

34,746
50,548
40,507
33,008
43,811

28,879
44,425
25,863
30,607
36,774

36,328
49,053
38,728
25,963
39,916

33.526Oklaboma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . ... . . . . .
Pennsylvania ... . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . .

36,674
38,148
44,373
43,530
38,480

31,938
35,204
40,888
38,958
27,455

36,033
30,741
34,164
29,274
32,194

38,382
45,873
49,089
33,140

Soutb Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

34,004
39,793
37,600
32,505
34,616

29,173
37,852
42,444
43,202
37,308

38.747Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

44,731
41,344
32,925
40,769

35,446
35,049
37,422

3,957
30,413

3,896
30,261
38,187

. . . . .
U.S. ServiceScbools. 50,243

45,608

60;5i4
. . .

50,254
. . .
. . .
. . .

7;63g
. . .

Dist. of Columbia. . . . .
American Samoa . .
Guam . . . . . . . . . .
No. Marianalslands. . .
Republicof Palau . . . . .
Puerto Rico . . . . . . . .
U.S. Virgin Islands . .

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Natkmal Center for Educatkm
Statistics, integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

Note: Data include imputations for nonrespondent institution.
Key:
...— Data not reported or not applicable

2t;4ii
41,842
30,520
30,898
30,289

. . .
31;959
43,609
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U N

I N

, ...... . . . ..... .. ... ..............

United States . . . $6,029 $2,352 $1,820 m. ,,. -
$15,128 $10,383 $2,372 $2,363,ri>I

1,633
1,789
2,206
1,636
2,443

2,136
2,038
1,756
2,306
1,793

2,991
1,981
1,942
2,192
1,517

1,870
1,767
1,804
2,071
2,273

1,858
2,221
1,474
1,450
1,516

2,495
1,658
2,026
1,562
1,863

1,666
1,953
1,736
2,172
1,955

1,464
1,943
1,845
2,360
I ,777

1,498
1,649
1,711
1,815
1,677

1,813
2,008
1,885
1,542
1,830

. . .

Alabama. .,
Alaska. . . .
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . .
California.

5,013
5,423
5,695

1,877
1,684
1,554

1,503
1,950
1.935

10,342
10,980
9,389
8,410

17,455

15,473
19,765
10,209
13,759
13,198

9,588
12,858
14,412
14,238
13,601

10,391
9,594

15,938
18,923
18,147

20,198
11,714
14,677
8,284

12,555

10,033
11,254

17,>95
17,90Q

13,731
17,829
12,891
8,756

14,369

10,095
15,530
16,779
18,314
11,767

10,926
11,230
11,370
5,612

18,367

12,844
15,324
13,462
13,031

. . .

18,594

6,744
6,678
5,831
5,424

11,833

10,893
14,082
6,556
9,176
8,606

4,986
9,021
9,938

10,495
10,127

7,037
6,274

11,156
13,652
12,200

13,973
8,008

10,929
5,693
8,573

6,623
7,904
7,500

12,351
11,692

9,826
11,851
9,094
6,035

10,166

6,733
11,488
11,896
12,567
8,212

7,366
8,032
7,467
2,411

13,490

8,864
10,938
9,728
9,542

. . .

12,416

1,522
1,807
1,567
1,269
2,828

2,420
3,266
2,417
2,188
2,343

3,020
1,055
2,444
1,723
1,613

1,386
1,580
2,423
2,444
3,092

3,241
1,719
1,790
1,269
1,885

894
1,614
2,400
2,599
2,858

1,747
3,144
1,738
1,154
1,993

1,519
1,840

25,835
3,098
1,745

1,371
1,462
1,785
1,244
2,583

1,881
2,309
1,662
1,441

3,509

1,236
2,395
2,249

1,562
2,782
2,030
2,020
1,861

1,968
1,740
2,359
2,827
2,855

2,984
1,987
1,958
1,322
2,097

2,516
1,735

2,445
3,352

2,158
2,834
2,059
1,567
2,210

1,843
2,222
2,348
2,649
1,810

2,189
1,736
2,118
1,957
2,294

2,099
2,077
2,072
2,048

2,669

4,955
8,737

1,660
1,975

1,659
4,319

Colorado . . . . .
Connecticut ., . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . .
Georgia. .,

5,940
7,594
7,276
5,940
5,057

2,216
3,253
3,471

1,588
2,303
2,049
1,931
1,422

1,625
1,327
1,738
1,639
1,468

1,703
1,842

Hawaii
Idabo . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois.
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . .

5,905
4,724
6,509
6,283
5,213

1,399
1,416
2,829
2,452
2,228

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . .

4,934
4,766
4,810
7,055
7,575

1,803
1,708
1,840
2,896
2,770

1,461
1,291
1.366
2,088
2,532

Massachusetts . . . .
Micbigan
Minnesota . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . .

7,898
7,211
5.686

3,845
3,189
2,660
2,366
2,243

2,195
1,801
1,552
1,299
1,887

5;115
5,646

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey, . . . .

6,004
4,745
6,425
7,274
7,984

4,744
7,326
4,537
5,061
7,286

3,831
6,631
7,836
8,097
6,153

1,834
1,859
1,536
3,453
3,353

1,675
1,228
2,863
2,259
2,768

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . .
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . .

1,608
2,894
1,266
2,007
3,108

1,470
2,479
1,535

872
2,223

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island ....,...
South Carolina . . . .

1,549
2.658

818
2,030
1.9694,022

3,159
2,643

2;578
1,733

1,046
1.444

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . .
Texas.. .
Utah . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . .

4,616
4,806
4,720
4,879
9,673

2.072
1,713
1,354 1,655
1,837 1,227
5,321 2,675

3,338
2,069
1,759
2,173
1,430

2,080
1.896

Virginia . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming

7,231
5,973
5,422
5,277
4,652

1;778
1,582
1,392

Dist. of Columbia 830. . . . . .
Source: U.S. Departmentof Education, National Center for Education

Statistics.
fVote:Data are for the entire academic year and are average charges for

4-year institutions. Tuition and fees wereweighted by the number offull-
time-equivalent undergraduates but are not adjusted to reffect student resi-
dency. Room and board are basedon fed-time students.

Data not reportedor nonapplicable



T a8.8
GENERALREVENUEOF PUBLICSCHOOL SYSTEMS,BY SOURCE: 1990-91
(In thousands of dollars)

Intergovernmental Prom own sources
Fromstate Currentcharges

Directlyfrom Federalaid From other
federal

Parent

government
State or other
jurisdiction Total (a)

United States. $224,225,680

distributed local
by state

government School
Other governments Total Taxes contributions lunch Other OtherTotal

$6,073,519 $116,341,568 $1,351,992 $11,983,328 $99,993,378 ““---- ‘- ‘ ---- $69,146,614 ‘“-”---”-
A. --- .-. -- --- ---

$3,012,870 $101,810,593 $19, 135,U12

o
176,533

88
0

89,292
17,940
82,650
74,450

,003,644

Alabama . . . . . .
Alaska
Arizona. :: : : : : : :: : :
Arkansas
California

1,868,340 13,132
792,919 69,248

1,635,845 70,115
966,992 3,037

61,721
19,890

271,996
38,%5

,384,245

2,529,262
1,007,282
3,089,515
1,622,527

25,547,408

239,710

54:
130,052
136,049

259,642
37,835

177,173
144,211

1,564,262

1,385,806
685,836

1,280,895
817,089

16,039,451

209,760
0

421,212
214,363

1,453,124
525,483

7,595,338

270,199
0

107,662
2,655

64,639

1,098,390
412,068

4,928,935 278,51~

2,015,27!
o
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0

306,077
2,537,173

3,090,185
0
0

1,645
0

17,816,021 147,669

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia . . . . . . . .

1,255,633 12,012
1,527,193 6,156

416,813 5,663
6,146,047 42,173
3,299,284 24,061

1,119,399
1,260,153

376,865
5,464,913
2,924,168

1,077
141,745

0

31,98:

1,640,968
2.068.382

1,334,779
0

125,499
3,884,985
1,705,833

99,284
48,585
10,188

466,405
126,402

206,905
4,526

13,459
345,944
234,128

2,896,601
3,753,926

567,574
10,843,381
5,428,786

0
158,351

1,615
0

63,139

123.145
119,139
34,285

638,961
319,074

‘149;146
4,697,334
2,066,363

Hawaii
Idaho
Iffinois. . . .
Indiana.....:.:: :::
Iowa

926,105 59,414
511,406 6,669

3,709,064 50,791
2,925,416 11,720
1,136,115 5,153

34,473
242.310

0 30,063
16,570

217.645

4,410
19,031

388,294
150,867
55,637

960,578
793,239 39,52:

9,368,544 275,971
5,277,109 198,218
2,159,431 0

16,674
53,267

485,167
212,711

78,849

850,017
451,468

3,165,673
2,658,195
1,052,113

0
2 206,709

4,777,570
1,821,541

906,076

7,433
42,790

0

5,383;509
2,153,475
1,023,316

181;067
61,603

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland

1,132,663 14,129
1,732,828 15,084
2,038,267 19,401

586,872 6,087
1,420,299 20,965

2,129,352 7,900
3,126,842 33,523
2,672,045 15,417
1,165,999 16,048
2,360,346 9,407

50,124
234,648
295,346

52,444
183,307

914,826
1,483,096
1,712,147

528,341
1,215,818

153,584
0

982,182
619.306

798,124
533,315
919,359
199,207

0

0
5,495,515
1,306,150

342,267
1,231,134

219,894
724,067
245,662
660,584

4,773,326

123,339
6,816,985

0

61,949
50,087
50,566
24,192

145,809

191,542
209,496
154,556
67,210

167,842

9,602
111,457

14,538
23,827

111,623

122,109
35,904

130,806
24,071
30,342

2,161,657 46,812
2,653,659 301,525
3,186,528 47,530
1,203,024 62,605
4,622,226 488,603

11,373

20:

1,100,731
553,547

2,713,324

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota . .......::
Mississippi
Missouri

1,507,442
2,423,791
2,379,149

894,047
1,521,946

346,007
440,325
641,566

76,382
2,739,543

959,273
9,087,026
3,287,236

231,390
3,746,524

1,427,126
686,285

3,599,467
342,710

1,378,996

385,180
222.036

3,321,334
6,090,994
1,620,528

457,284
1,566,291

283,517
889,388
302,687
870,942

5,888,065

205,029
11,177,530

1,732,589
227,332

4,603,678

647,765
1,785,498
5,682,187

442,541
1,069,730

39,607
385,983
159,822
46,162

167,315

5,743,340
9,940,530
4,292,573
1,631,569
3,926,637

292,654
722,694

n

228,830
447.492
156;369
255,301
208,830

121,110
603

620,163
8,28~

o

Montassss. . . . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada.
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

482,246 36,325
592.801 19.389

36,477
61,859
31,541
23,620

357,539

63,437
71,228

17

0
0
0

173,176
769,936

54,021
53,864
42,487
13,355

233,180

765.763 0
0
0

913,29!

1,482,189
981,523
974,607

9,910,893

678;836 5;712
103,665 3,095

3,109,535 12,453
568

0

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

1,124,777 68,621
10,212,021 21,703
3,644,734 38,557

281,388 10,584
4,192,472 16,425

96,883
1,001,787

318,941
30,846

425,491

0
101.505 3,694,43;

1,409,675
0

32,651
274,400
142,644
29,934

394,245

49,039
391,708
180,270
25,789

279,130

1.339.164 9,358
0
0
0

15,033

21;389;551
5,377,323

508,720
8,811,183

0
8,568
4,032

171,609
3,930,303 0

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania::: ::::’
Rhode Island. . . . . . .
SoothCarolina

91,180
0

1,699,821 48,870
901,465 42,473

4,184,181 20,683
410,147 5,525

1,729,413 9,129

178,031
119,646
550,348
30,284

219,885

45,794
53,061
13,683
31,628

121,403

528,985
1,587,847
5,164,206

859,71!

o
0
0

65,468
78,280

229,300
652

121,086

53,312
119,371
288,681

4,668
88,931

2,438,766
2,686,963

10,367,100
853,164

2,843,758

500,732
476

44,615
437,221

0

See footnotes atendof table.

GENERALREVENUEOF PUBLICSCHOOL SYSTEMS,BY SOURCE: 1990-1991—Continued

[intergovernmental From own sources
Fromstate Currentcharges

Dwec!lyfrom Federalaid
State or other

From other
federal

Parent
distributed local

jurtsdict!on Total(a) Total
government School

government bystate Other governments Total Taxes contributions lunch Other Other

South Dakota 519,888 0 212,413 21,683 34,160 148,556
Tennessee.. . . . . 2,992,007

8,014 307,475 268,893 15,467 23,115
159,736 1,741,058 11,822

Texas.
272,691

15,196,817 885,557
1,209,084 247,461 1,091,213 874,65: 102,138 114,425

6,857,701 74,988
Utah . . . . . . ”::.’:.:.

964,480 5,803,321 14,912 7,453,559 6,619,22; o 428,527 405,806
1,356,823 0 899,226 12,166 79,782 807,260 18 457,597

Vermont . . . . . . 631,685
359,372 0 43,317

15,000
54,908

228,215 1,846 28,290 197,069 1,010 388,470 356,774 0 15,328 16,368

Virginia. 5,535,374 0 2,551,648 43,213
Waslsinton”:..::::::

250,612 2,257,823 0 2,983,726

f

2,767,450 177,677 38,599
4,578,531 3,585,176 60,994 184,236 748,25;

224,65:
3,325,261 14,685

West Vrginia 1,598,967
993,355 0 138,832

966,457 2,686 122,177 839,408 2,186
106,271

Wisconsin. ., 4,624,721
407,854

0
334,617 0

2,240,105 14,108 163,835
25,696 47,541

2,021,636 40,526 2,384,616 2,163,865
Wyoming 588,854 0

0
357,659 8,266 22,801

94,769
281,460 45,132

125,982
231,195 191,440 0 18,352 21,403

Diat. of Columbia . . . . . 664,440 0 55,702 55,702 0 0 608,738 0 602,981 4,143 1,614

Source.’ U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, PublicEducationFinances1990-91.
h/ofe: Revenue from state sources forstatedependent school systems isinclcsded as intergovernmental

(a) To avoid duplication, interschool system transactions are excluded.

revenue from state rather than as parent government contributions. Detail may not add to totals due
to rounding.
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t h

Elementary and secondary Higher education

Capital outlay Capital outlay

Other
Current

Other
capital Current capital

State Total (a) Total o~eration Total Construction outlay Total operation Total Construction outlav

Ussited States $86,650,112 $2,221,660 $1,810,740 $410,920 $70,904,354 $62,696,136 $8,208218 $13,524,098 r- ‘- ‘-- ‘- - ‘--
>. --- ---

Alabama.
Alaska. : : : : : : : : :
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas
California.

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia. . . . . . . . .

Hawaii
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois. .
Indiana
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas .
Kentucky . . . . . . . .
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts . .
Michigan . .
Minnesota
Mississipp i . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska .
Nevada.
New Hampshire”:::::
New Jersey . . . . . .

New . . . . .
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Obio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
Sossth Carolhsa

1,871,394
575.109

1,265;910
%2,351

9,242,251

1,489,249
939,282
467.576

2,637;569
1,864,529

1,344,015
380,714

3,045,399
2,462,080
1,105,383

1,094,167
1,554,117
1,511,386

421,697
1,705,008

1,532,085
3,559,987
1,816,561

749,078
1,235,778

312,795
636,050
410,459
317,992

2,468,810

763,268
5,078,736
2,283,928

413,522
3,855,198

1,~4,988
952,392

4,932,078
392,370

1,482,688

24,693
216,541

0
0

136,161

0
0
0
0
0

814,149
0

118

:

o

21.25:
8,634

130,128

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

421,964

0
0

33.234
0
0

14,571

69.72:

50,26:

24,693
200,717

0
0

136,161

0
0
0
0
0

703,447
0
0
0
0

0

21,25:
8,402

130,128

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

404,107

0

24,69:
o
0

14,571
0

1,167
0

49,400

0
15,824

0
0
0

0
0

:
o

110,702

11:
o
0

0
0
0

232
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

17,857

0

8,53:
o
0

0

68,56!
o

868

1,437,777
296,194

1,119,930
766,433

7,630,889

1,395,521
765,691
389,319

2,055,294
1,555,837

511,473
325,665

2,372,035
2,186,764

945,978

978,073
1,191,749
1,230,884

356,489
1,328,315

1,283,498
3,197,078
1,534,564

607,811
1,053,559

242,138
561,673
377,052
274,113

1,728,364

685,066
3,901,558
1,991,335

370,252
3,333,961

1,085,060
833,182

3,615,934
288,397

1,257,832

1,310,732
263,376

1,027,377
667,471

6,894,745

1,257,611
749,814
361,776

1,651,473
1,375,954

456,172
291,143

2,044,568
1,937,618

864,550

717,110
1,073,702
1,134,768

317,591
1,177,693

1,173,183
2,944,889
1,424,252

556,487
971,089

230,454
503,748
316,783
273,092

1,524,993

626,557
3,387,578
1,803,976

328,410
2,796,077

1,010,587
715,729

2,708,939
270,095

1,081,020

127,045
32,818
92,553
98,962

736,144

137,910
15,877
27,543

403,821
179,883

55,301
34,522

327,467
249,146

81,428

260,%3
118,047
%,116
38,898

150,622

110,315
252,189
110,312
51,324
82,470

11,684
57,925
60,269

1,021
203,371

58,509
513,980
187,359
41,842

537,884

74,473
117,453
906,995

18,302
176,812

408,924
62,374

145,980
195,918

1,475,201

93,728
173,591
78,257

582,275
308,692

18,393
55,049

673,246
275,316
159,405

116,094
362,368
259,246

56,574
246,565

248,587
362,909
281,997
141,267
182,219

70,657
74,377
33,407
43,879

318,482

78,202
1,177,178

259,359
43,270

521,237

145,357
119,210

1,246,416
103,973
174,588

.57,178,227

338,106
58,092
69,625

154,952
712,940

35,i76
l18,fM8
54,650

353,587
252,077

10,275
42,697

297,298
108,078
57,366

70,520
263,649
187,382
36,187

131,036

158,308
99,253

105,391
97,748

105,775

53,569
45,380
25,087
12,922

105,831

49,945
383,475
177,525
27,772

152,953

84,281
63,854

592,718
75,971

115,467

S345,689

6,115
1,043
1,527
4,650
3,267

1,695
7,271

620
7,840

15,895

3,939
1,991

14,157
6,639

286

919
25,944
2,045

333
3,107

799
927

25,304
2,755
3,963

2,671
3,272

177
10,264
2,511

2,050
19,394
4,981

571
52,741

3,274
2,047

25,981
1,436

12,975

$6,UtXt,1U

64,703
3,239

74,828
36,316

758,994

56,857
48,312
22,987

220,848
40,720

4,179
10,361

361,791
160,599
101,753

44,655
72,775
69,819
20,054

112,422

89,480
262,729
151,302
40,764
72,481

14,417
25,725

8,143
20,693

21O,I443

26,207
774,309
76,853
14,927

315,543

57,802
53,309

627,717
26,566
46,146

See footnotes atendof table.

G OE X

Elementary andsecondary Higher education

Capital outlay Capital outlay

Other Other
Current capital

State Total(a) Total
Current capital

operation Total Construction outlay Total operation Total Construction outlay

South Dakota 220,135 0 0 0 183,681 168,664 15,017 36,454 30,114 1,128 5,212
TenSlessee. . . . . . . . . . 1,788,541 0 0 1,507,955 1,194,697 313,258 280,586
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . .

219,561 7,382 53,643
5,109,226 91,995 91,99: o

Utah
4,515,000

964,307
4,172,790 342,210 502,231 284,491 8,702 209,038

0 0 0 880,025 794,366 85,659 84,282 58,192 183 25,907
Vermont.. . . . . . . . . . . 326,651 0 0 0 268,608 251,800 16,808 58,043 27,416 341 30,286

Virginia. . . . . . . . 2,464,157 0 0 0 2,086,107 1,906,323 179,784 378,050 237,619 5,149
Washington 2,581,447

135,282
188,220 0 188,220 2,023,231 1,822,659 200,572

West Virginia 667,217
369,996 202,246 15,566

0 0 0 551,272 519,208 32,064
152,184

115,945 76,484 13,545 25,916
Wisconsin. . . . . . . 1,956,125 0 0 0 1,664,210 1,497,162 167,048 291,915
Wyoming 194,357

142,407 5,872 143,636
0 0 0 161,528 145,285 16,243 32,829 14,771 445 17,613

Source. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, PuMicEducationF inances 1992.
No/e: Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

(a) To avoid duplication, interschool system transactions are excluded.
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The Federalization of Crime and Justice
in the United States
Crimes that wereoncepunishable under state laws are now
becomingfederal offenses.

by Rhonda Reeves

Introduction
The presidential campaign of 1992 was

unique, not for the issuesthat weredebated
(suchas U.S.interventionin Somaliaor health
care),but for an issuethat wasexcludedfrom
election rhetoric: crime and crime control.
PresidentClinton’sstrategyto keepthe nation’s
attention focusedon “the economy,stupid;’
diverted the spotlight from criminal justice
issues,suchas those that dominated the 1988
election.

With the furor the WillieHorton casecre-
ated in 1988,the Democrats had learned an
important political lesson from the failed
Dukakiscampaign:Neverbe perceivedas soft
on crime.Suchhighlypublicizedtragediesas
the Pony Klaas kidnapping and murder in
California; the Pamela Basu carjacking in
Maryland; and the murder of German tour-
ist Uwe-WilhelmRakebrandin Florida, were
devastatingepisodesthat ultimatelycameto
drive public policy — resulting in new (and
sometimesredundant)legislationand enforce-
mentprovisions.In theaftermathof casessuch
as these,Clinton’s1993recommendationsto
Congresswerestrongonlawenforcement(call-
ing for 100,000newpolice)and also focused
on options, such as an increasein prison ex-
pansion and boot camps.

Congressgotthemessage.In 1994,frustrated
withmounting publicdisgustand fear about
governmentalinadequacyon the crimeissue,
Congressdebateda sweepingomnibusCrime
Bill(H.R.3355)that essentiallyevisceratedthe
state’srole in responding to the problems of
crime and violence.The bill representedthe
culminationof 20yearsof “gettough”rhetoric

and encompassed such issuesas mandatory
sentencing,increasedprisonconstruction,boot
camps,gunsand violence.It ispart of a com-
prehensiveapproachto “federalize”crimeand
removethe response to such crime from the
provinceof the states.The fiscaland political
ramifications of such policies for states are
enormous.

Thisessaywillattemptto explorethepolitics,
the rhetoric and the implications surround-
ing these pivotal issues,whilealso providing
data about what the actual researchon these
issues has indicated.

Mandatory Sentencing
A February1994articlein Time(Smolowe)

recountsthe followingepisoderelatedto man-
datory sentencing:A young welfaremother,
strugglingto makeendsmeet,accepteda $100
bill from a stranger in return for mailing a
packagefor him. Shewasallowedto keepthe
change($47.70)formailingthepackage,which
(unknown to her) turned out to contain 232
gramsof crack.For her role in this crime,de-
spite her lack of a criminal record or history
of drug use, she was sentenced to a 10-year
prison term. District Judge RichardGadbois
Jr. wasforced to impose this sentenceunder
federalmandatory sentencingguidelines,al-
though he termed the situation “crazy?

Although mandatory minimum sentences
wereinitiallyconceivedas a means of ensur-
ing stiffer (and more uniform) punishments
for offenders,manycriticsare nowquestion-

RhondaReevesiscommunicationscoordinatorfor
the Centerfor Law and Justiceat The Councilof
State Governments.
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ing whether or not these lawsare doing that.
Policy-makersalsohaveseriousquestionsabout
mandatorysentencingas a cost-effectivemeans
of crime control.

Mandatory minimum sentenceshavenow
been in place long enough for significant re-
search to be availableon their effectiveness.
Although much of the rhetoric surrounding
the 1994crimebill focuseson combatingvio-
lent crime,accordingto a recentreport bythe
Campaignfor EffectiveCrimePolicy(Evalu-
atingMandatoryMinimum Sentences,1993),
“mandatory sentencinghas resultedin an in-
creasedproportionof non-violentdrugoffend-
ers in prison and a decrease in incarcerated
violent offenders?

The report citesNewYorkas an exampleof
a state that extensivelyusesmandatory mini-
mumsfor drug offenses:In that statethe per-
centageof violentoffendersin prisondeclined
from63percentin 1982to 34percentin 1992.
In Florida, former Governor Bob Martinez
authorizedthe releaseof 130,000inmatesover
four years (manyof them violent offenders)
to createprison spacefor drug offenderssen-
tenced under mandatory laws; one in three
wentonto commitnewcrimes(Isikoff1990).

The implicationsof mandatory minimum
sentenceson fiscal policyalso is significant.
The U.S.SentencingCommissionreportedto
Congressin 1991that mandatory minimums
resulted in offenders receivinga total of be-
tween 4,400 and 7,000 additional years of
prisontimeduringfiscalyear 1990at a costof
between$79millionand $125million(1991).

Questions also havebeen raised regarding
the racial disparity in applying mandatory
minimum sentences.Researchindicates that
suchsentencesare disproportionatelyapplied
to minorities.The FederalJudicialCenter re-
ported that in caseswherea mandatory mini-
mum could apply, black offenders were 21
percentmorelikelyand Hispanicoffenders28
percent more likelythan whitesto receiveat
least the mandatory minimum prison term
(Meierhofer, 1992).

Thereislittleevidenceto suggestmandatory
minimum sentencinghas deterred offenders
from committingcrimes—the theory being
that if a potential offender knows he will

spendsignificanttimein prison,he or shewill
decideagainstcommittingthe crime.Thisgoal
ignores the important likelihood that most
offenders do not believethey willbe caught,
and therefore,do not adequatelyevaluatethe
penalties for their crime(Ellis&Ellis, 1989).
It alsodoesnot takeinto accountthe common
influenceofalcoholor drugsonmanyoffenders
at the timeof the crime,or the poor socioeco-
nomic status of many offenders who would
besubjectto mandatoryminimums—a group
unlikelyto “engagein cost-benefit analysis”
prior to committinga crime(Irwinand Austin,
1987).Andas U.S.AttorneyGeneralRenohas
said, “certainty,not severity,of punishment”
has beenshownto be a moreconsistentmoti-
vator with respect to deterrence.

Theimpositionof mandatoryminimumsen-
tenceshavenot, however,resultedina certainty
of punishment. Scott Wallace,former coun-
sel to the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee
(and specialcounselwith the National Legal
Aid and DefenderAssociation)describesthe
“increasingrandomization of punishment in
America . . . Though sentences may be 10
times as long in the federal systemas in the
states, the fact that there’sa mere 2 percent
chance of being hauled into that system —
and no clueabout howthat 2 percentisselect-
ed — givesthese tough punishments all the
predictability of an earthquake. People are
not readilydeterred,eitherfromcrimeor from
livingin LosAngeles,byhorrificconsequences
that alwaysseemto happen to someoneelse”
(Wallace,1994).

Do mandatory sentences imprison the
“right”offenders—therebymakingour streets
safer?Manyexpertsthinknot. OliverJ. Keller,
past presidentof the AmericanCorrectional
Association was quoted in the Los Angeles
Times as saying, “Many of the people who
windup withmandatory sentencesare small-
timedrug dealerswhoare taking up valuable
prison space. This country has been on a
prison-building binge for over20 years, and
if that were the answer [to crime] we’dbe
crime-freeby now” (Eaton, 1994).

UnitedStatesAttorneyGeneralJanet Reno
addressedtheproblemsinherentin mandatory
minimumswhen she told the American Bar
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Association(1994),“It isso frustratingtome
to find people in federal prisons serving 10-
and 15-yearmandatory minimum sentences
as first-timeoffenders,whenthree-and four-
time offenders in the state systemswho have
committedterrible violentcrimesaregetting
vastly reduced sentencesbecause we do not
have enough state prison cells?

More Prisons/Boot Camps
With 1.2millionpeopleincarceratedin this

country, the United States locks up more of
its citizensper capita than the former Soviet
Union, South Africa or anyother industrial-
izednation. Prison populations haveconsis-
tentlybeen on the rise in this country for the
past 20 years.

The question is: Has this solvedthe crime
problem? Are options the most appropriate
solution?Or,as the averagecitizenhas a right
to ask, are weany safer? Researchindicates
that the answer is “no? From 1983to 1992,
the nation’sprison population has increased
102percent, whileratesof violent crimerose
40 percent during that period.

In looking at specificstates, there is little
proportionate relationship betweenhigh in-
carceration rates and reductions in violent
crime.Forexample,Florida ranks first in vio-
lent crime,but has the 12thhighestincarcera-
tion rate in the country. Minnesota, on the
other hand, is ranked 37th in violent crime,
but has this country’s second lowest incar-
ceration rate (Smolowe,1994).

AndrewL.Sonner,state’sattorneyforMont-
gomery County, in Maryland, is a 23-year
veteranof electiveofficewhounderstandsthe
politicsof certainincarcerativeoptionswithin
the 1994crimebill,but hesays,“It hasn’tbeen
shown in the last 12years that imprisoning
more people is solvingour problem. There’s
a huge price tag on it, and you can’t build
these prisons overnight . . . We’llbe getting
a lot of punishment out of it, but not much
crime prevention” (Eaton, 1994).

The “three strikes and you’reout” clause
of the OmnibusCrimeBillhas enormousim-
plications for states that are already strug-
glingwithincreasingprisonpopulations.The
provision would mandate that, after a third

felonyconviction,offendersgo to prison for
life.Wallace,specialcounsel to the National
LegalAid and DefenderAssociation, warns
that “three-timeloserlaws”willeventuallyturn
prisons into nursing homes. He says, “We’re
goingto havea nation withgeriatricprisoners
—comatose guysin oxygentents —and no-
body willbe able to turn those guyslooseun-
til they die” (Eaton, 1994).

In histestimonybeforethe HouseJudiciary
Committee,MarcMauer,assistantdirectorof
the SentencingProject, proposed the follow-
ing analogy: No one has suggestedthat the
solution to the health-care crisis is to build
morehospitals. Preventionis the keyto good
health care, and hospitals should be used as
a last resort. Prisons should be used in the
same manner. Mauer further suggestedthat
had the nation embarked on an experiment
withpreventionin the criminaljustice system
for 20years, rather than an experimentwith
incarceration,our societymight be safer and
wemight have a less expensivecriminal jus-
tice system.

A frightening societal aspect of increased
rates of incarceration is that, far from reha-
bilitatingoffenders,prisonmayactuallyteach
inmatescriminalbehavior.Universityof Miami
criminologistPaul Cromwell(whoservedon
the TexasBoardof Pardonsand Paroles)says,
“Prison systemsarecriminogenic,theycreate
criminals”(Smolowe,1994).MichaelSheahan,
the sheriff of Cook County, Ill., saysof in-
mates, “They start as drug offenders they
eventuallybecomeproperty-crimeoffenders,
and then theycommitcrimesagainst people.
They learn this trade as they go through the
prison system” (Smolowe,1994).

Bootcampsareanotherincarcerativeoption,
often intended to scareoffenders “straightV
They have receivedwide support from both
the presidentand Congressin 1994and arean
important linchpin in the Omnibus Crime
Bill.DorisMacKenzieisa Universityof Mary-
land researcher who has studied eight such
programs and found little impact on recidi-
vismrates. “We’renot findinganysignificant
differencefromsimilaroffenderswhoareput
on probationor whoservetheirtime”(Lacayo,
1994).
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Guns and Violence
Articles in sources from USA Today to

RolfingStone debatethe SecondAmendment
issue — does it or does it not guarantee an
American citizen’sright to own guns? The
trend inpopular researchseemsto beto either
treat the question as a non-issue,or to inter-
pret the amendmentas not intendingto affirm
suchrights.Thephraseologyinquestionreads,
“a well-regulatedmilitia, being necessaryto
the security of a free state, the right of the
peopleto keepand bear arms, shallnot be in-
fringed!’ According to the Violence Policy
Center (1993),“no gun-control measurehas
everbeenstruckdownas unconstitutionalun-
der the Second Amendment . . . The lower
federal courts, in accordance with Supreme
Court precedents,haveconsistentlyheldthat
there is no individual right to own a gun:’
Precedentsettingcasesinclude:UnitedStates
v.Miller(1939);UnitedStatesv. Warin(1976);
and Lewis v. United States (1980).

Despitethe apparent lackof constitutional
opposition to gun control, state legislatures
and Congress have been historicallyunwill-
ingto regulategun trade and ownership.One
likelyreasonfor thisispressurefrompowerful
lobbiesthat opposeallgun controlproposals.
For example,the National RifleAssociation
spends$80milliona yearto defeatguncontrol
legislation (Coalition, 1993).

One thing is clear: Gun violence in the
United States,wherehandguns remainedes-
sentially unregulated until the 1993passage
of the BradyBill,isvirtuallywithoutparallel.
Accordingto Franklin Zimring, director of
the Earl WarrenLegalInstitute, “The United
Stateshas a violenceproblemlikeno other in-
dustrialized nation?

Doesthe abilityof a nation to regulate,leg-
islateand controlgunshavean impacton that
country’srateof gunviolence?Britain,for ex-
ample,requiresthat guns be keptat clubs(as
theyareintendedfor sport/hunting purposes)
—handgunskilled22peopleinGreatBritain
in 1990. Japan prohibits the ownership of
gunsexceptasantiques—handgunskilled87
peoplein Japan in 1990.Seattleresidents,on
the other hand, are sixtimesmorelikelyto be
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homicidevictimsthan residentsof Vancouver
(whichhas strictgunregulations),eventhough
the citiesare demographicallysimilarand are
only 160miles apart (USA Today, 1993).

In their bid to offer hope for reducingfire-
armsviolenceinAmerica,the ViolencePolicy
Center offers severalproposals. The nonpar-
tisan organization promotes a two-pronged
approach: 1) “The first step towardreducing
firearmsviolenceisto recognizefirearms for
what they are — inherently dangerous con-
sumerproducts”;2) “The secondis to design
a comprehensive,workableregulatoryframe-
workthat can be appliedto firearmsand fire-
arms products” (Sugarmanand Rand, 1993).
The aim of their comprehensivereport on
handgun violenceisnot to prohibit gun own-
ership,however.Theirpositionis, rather,that
“before progress toward a safer, less violent
country can be made, there must be a recog-
nitionthat regulationof firearmsisnot incon-
sistent with continued availability . . . It is
possible to create a regulatory system that
treats firearms just as we currently control
other potentially dangerous consumerprod-
ucts? In other words,the regulationof pesti-
cides has not resulted in the elimination of
pesticides;it has simplyresulted in safer use
of what could be a dangerous product.

Conclusion
Onethingthat mostcriminaljusticeexperts

willagreeon isthe factthat thereareno simple
solutionsto theproblemsof crimeandviolence
inthiscountry.Thisisnota facteasilyabsorbed
or respondedto bythe politicalinfrastructure.
Politiciansareelectedin short-termincrements;
solutionscan onlybe achievedthrough long-
term visionary policydevelopment.

As if crime is not a complicated enough
phenomenon, the societal factors that con-
tribute to it areevenmoreintricate.Educating
the public is not an easytask for any elected
official. “When people want action now, it
doesn’thelpmuchto tellthemthe root causes
are evenmore intractable problems likejob-
lessness,familydisintegration or drugs. But
the solution they are most inclined to reach
for, more prisons, has a dismal record when
it comes to reducing crime” (Lacayo, 1994).
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It is ironicthat the “easyanswers”the pub-
lic seems to clamor for is part of the same
impulse that heavilycontributes to criminal
activity in this country. “Americans’impa-
tience for quick-fix remedies resemblesthe
frustration that drives inner-city youths to
seizeon illegalget-rich schemes:They want
to cut corners, produce high yieldsand not
pay a price” (Smolowe,1994).

Toeffectivelydeal withthe complexissues
surrounding crime and violence, long-term
policyexaminationiscalledfor —muchin the
mannerthat hasledto extensiveresearchin the
areaof health-carereform.Expertsfromevery
levelof thesystemneedto beconsulted,includ-
ing the solicitation of perspectivesfrom law
enforcement,institutions, community-based
corrections,publichealthagencies,socialser-
viceprovidersand all three branches of gov-
ernment.Stateofficialsneedto becomebetter
educated so that they can, in turn, educate
their constituencies.Federalizationis a trend
that is not likelyto go awaywithout careful,
systematicreform.

References
Campaign for An EffectiveCrime Policy,

EvaluatingMandatory Minimum Sentences,
October 1993.

Coalition to StopGun Violence,Washing-
ton, D.C., 1993.

Eaton,WilliamJ. “DespiteSupport,Critics
of Crime BillAbound:’ Los Angeles Times.
25 January 1994.

Ellis,RalphD.and Ellis,Carol S. Theories

of CriminalJustice:A CriticalReappraisal.
Wolfeboro:LongwoodAcademic, 1989.

Irwin, John and Austin, James. It’sAbout
Time: Solving America’s Prison Crowding
Crisis. San Francisco: National Council on
Crime and Delinquency,1987.

Isikoff, Michael, “Florida’sCrime Crack-
down is Freeing Felons Earl~’ Washington
Post. 28 December 1990.

Lacayo,Richard. “Lock ‘emUp:’ Time. 7
February 1994.

Mauer,Marc.Testimonybeforethe House
JudiciaryCommittee,Subcommitteeon Crime
and CriminalJusticeon H.R. 3355:an Alter-
nativeApproachto FightingCrime,February
22, 1994.

Meierhofer,Barbara S. TheGeneralEffect
of Mandatory Minimum Prison Terms:A
LongitudinalStudy of FederalSentencesIm-
posed, Washington,DC,FederalJudicialCen-
ter, 1992.

Smolowe,Jill. “AndThrowAwaythe Ke#
Time. 7 February 1994.

Sugarman, Josh and Rand, Kristen.Cease
Fire:A Comprehensive Strategy to Reduce
Firearms Violence. 1993.

“USA in Its Own LeagueWhen it Comes
to Firearmsl’ in USA Today.29 December
1993.

United States Sentencing Commission,
MandatoryMinimum Penaltiesin theFederal
Criminal Justice System, August 1991.

Wallace,H. Scott. “When CongressRuns
for Sheriffl’State GovernmentNews. March
1994.

The Council of State Governments 529





CRIMINAL JUSTICE/CORRECTIONS

Table 8.11
ADULTS ADMITTED TO STATE PRISONS, 1991

Number of sentenced prisoners admitted during 1991

Prisoner Parole or other Escapees
State or other

Returns from Transfers
population New court conditional release and A WOLS ap~nor from other Other

jurisdiction (1/1/91) Total commitments violators returned returned jurisdictions admissions
., ..>.-... ..- ... .--,. .. ------- ------ ---- ---

4,175 6,026usmea ma[es . . .

Ahsbama. . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska (a,b). . . . . . . .
Arizorsa. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas. . . . . . . . . .
Califorrda. . . . . . . . . .

Colorado (C) . . . . . . .

Connecticut (a,b) . . .
Delaware (a,c). . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia (b) . . . . . . . .

Hawaii (a,d) . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois (c). . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas (b) . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana (c)
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland (b,d) . . . . .

Massachusetts (b,d)
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota. . . . . . . . .
Mississippi (b) . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana (b) . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire (b)
New Jersey (b) . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . .
New York (b)......
North Carolina (c)
North Dakota (b) .
Ohio (b,c) . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma (b,c). . . . .
Oregon (c) . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . .
Rhode Island (a,c)
South Carolina (b)

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee (c) . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont (a) . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming (b) . . . . . . .

Dkt. of Columbia
(arc) . . . . . . . . . . . . .

tli5Y,>Yo

15,365
1,851

13,781
7,274

94,122

7,671
7,771
2,241

44,380
21,671

1,708
1,961

27.516

45U,U40

7,908
1,341
7,790
4,574

%,865

4,037
11,832

1,206
37,440
15,812

1,750
1.402

511,L31 14.t,ltru

I ,734
316

1,283
1,218

57,737

4,%?
34

2,981
3,531

?%
3,995

409
796

1,305
1,289
3,174

215
1,422

1,536
3,381

646
474

2,278

Y,M6

174

32;

4;:

361
713

3E
92

;
180

20;

48
90

100

12!

131
748

;:
. . .

33

ii

3A:

23
1,276

280
4
8

294
156

:
126

8:

;:
55

19
147

5
. . .

3

2,197

Y,Z,?,

181
4
0

154
. .

6
7
0

. . .

. . .

8
55

“29

. . .

72
6

. . .

“1;s
o

. . .

. . .

0
. . .
. . .
. . .
. . .

“108
o

2:

0

2:

2;

2
27

. . .
3

. . .

“ ii
o

. . .
0

. . .

5,721
1.021

51
0

42

38!

:

“ ii
o

0
11

. . .

6!

o
0
0
0
3

1,113
95

0
0
3

1

:
0
.

8::
0

25;

2

25a
12

. . .

4
0
0

2;

. . .

:
0
4

47
0
0
0
0

81

29:
935

0

0

k

6:

6

8:;
10
0

0
0
0

3;!

o

:

75;

o
103
40

:

0

1,1:;
o
0

0
0
0
0
0

1,129
65

1!
o

0

6,144
3,181

38,253

2,887
6,401

794
33,094
12,189

846
1,101

14,650
5,503
1,818

18,880
5,927
2,985

12:615
3,967

5,775
9,023

18.599

3,477
5,116

2,118
3,720

8,381
909

8,561

5,485
13,453
2,568
3,910
8,756

1%
3,163

828
12,134

4,200
672

7,008

2,705
9,054
1,905
3,294
6,164

489
1,064
2,421

677
8,665

1,152
24.119

1;499
16,734

8,014
34,267

3,176
8,084

14,943

1,425
2.286

120
328

5,322
1,342

21,128

699
136

2,410

3,067
54.895

1,632
29,743
21,696

340
22,138

17;764
435

31,822

18;056
293

18,377

3;320

3,4%

12.285 6,243
6,247
9,611

840
7,009

5,718
3,308
6,435

589
5,342

229
2,694
1,690

187
1,518

6,492
22,281

1,586
16,208

764 583
4.026

166
2,209

16,378
875
77

1,341
10,388
50,042
2,474

681

6,350
37,820 21;417

1,623 720
470 310

17,418
7,995
1,565
7,438
1,110

12,513
4,905

3,$:
432

9,716
4,070

584
3,208

394

1,649
606
101
748

31

8806,798 6,475 1,061 2,337

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Cor- (b) New court commitments may include a small number of other ad-
rec;~yral Populations in the United States, 1991 (August 1993). missions.

. — Not available
(c) Counts of inmates by sentence length may be slightly incorrect.
(d) Hawaii, Maryland and Massachusetts estimated the numbers in the

~a)Figures include both jail and prison inmates; jails and prisons are admissions categories.
combined in one system.
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Table 8.12
STATEPRISON CAPACITIES,1992

Populationas
a percenfof. (a)

State or other Roted Operational Design Highest Lowest
jurisdiction capacity capacity capacity capacity cauacity

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. ... . . . . ., . . .
Arizona, . . . . .,
Arkansas . . . . . . . . .
California. ... . .

14,788
2,472

14,788 14,788 111
116
106
104
191

111
116
106
104
191

15;520
7,614

. . .

. . .. . .
. . .
. . . 57;36;.

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

7,496
11,102
3.987

6,136 113
103
99
88

100

138
113
136

10.’093
4,009

49,939
2,928

37,88755;100
25,252

127
100. . .

2,382
2,158

24,562
13,817
3,265

1,566 123
106

187
2;oi5

24,562
11,983
3,265

113
152
110
138

20,818 129
95

1383:265

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana ..,.. . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

6,621
9,119

17,131
1,353

. . .

91
107
95

112
101

. . . . . .
8,923

17,131
1,353

19,804

17,131
1,353

12,856 155

Massachusetts
Micbigan . . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . .

6,999 144
144
104
89

100

27;086
3,678
8,557

15,630

. . . . . .
3,678
9,083

16,187

3,678
9,007
. . .

Montarra.,.,....,..
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . . . . . .
New Jersey......,.. . . . .

1,160 1,465 1,160
1,706
4,770
1,162

14,980

106
150
105
113
131

134
150
127
153

. . .
5,743
1,358

5,743
1,576

131. . . .
New Mexico.,..
New York . . . . . . . . . . . .
NorthCarolina. . . . . . . .
NorthDakota . . . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . .

3,427
60,054
17,913

. . .

3,290
57,005
20,900

576

3,443
49,543

95
103
98
81

177

99
125
114
81

177
‘5+6

21,738. . . . . .
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island... . . . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . . . .

9,130 12,451
6,557

3;292
16,216

119
101
149
84

112

162
101
149
84

16;7i3
3,292

12,527
3;292

16,216 145

Soutb Dakota
Tennessee .....,.. . . . . . .
Texas(b) . . . . . . . . .
Utab . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1,189
11,119
57,455

3,184
647

1,130
10,837
54,459

2,897
852

1,189
11,463

. . .

‘&i

125
94

106
81

147

132
99

112
89

193

Virginia. ..,.... . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia. . . .

13,852
6,190
1,680
6,342

977

13,852
7,779
1,745
6.342

13,852
7,779
1,730
6.342

139
128
100
139

139
161
104
139
105977 977 105

11,087 11,087 8,746 95 121

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, (a) Excludes inmates who had been sentenced to state prison but were
Pmonersm 1992 (May 1993). held in local jails because of crowding and who were inchrdedin thetotal

Key: prisoner count.
. . . — Not available (b) Excludes prisonershoused in contractor other non-federal facilities.
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Table 8.13
ADULTSON PROBATION, 1990

Percent change
Probation population (a)

Probation
State or other 1990

population
jurisdiction 1/1/90 Entries Exits

Probation in probation Under Under
population population intensive electronic

12/31/90 during 1990 supervision monitoring

Alabama. ...
Alaska. . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas (b)
California (c). . . . . . .

Colorado (c) . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . .
Delaware (b) . . . . . . .
Florida (c) . . . . . . . . .

25,519
3.335

14,251
1.993

27,686
3,599

30,397
15,983

305,700

31,111
46,640
12,223

210,781
134,840

11,667
4,337

95,699
68,683
13,895

22,183
7,482

30,191
7,549

82,898

72,459
133,439
59,323

8,221
42,322

4,052
14,654
7,700
3,146

72,341

6,294
145,266
77,829

1,731
83,380

24,411
37,631
97,327
15,366
32,287

3,160
32,719

308,357
5,830
5,912

21,303
84,817

5,059
29,370
2,980

9,742

8.5
7.9

11.2
2.8
7.5

11.0
8.9

26.0
9.4
7.7

6.5
8.7
1.9

12.3
1.3

2.3
–7.2
-6.5
10.2

– 1.8

– 18.2
9.0
1.2

12.1
–4.2

17.1
16.1
9.0
5.2

12.3

11.2
6.3
7.6
5.3
6.5

1:::
8.8

25.6
2.1

14.6
5.9
5.9
5.5
9.5

11.6
13.2
8.9
7.6

–2.6

-3.8

91

12!

D:

248

9:
1,312

0

6
0

?8:
DK

(d
o

1:
o

1,80;
(g)

9:

;;
25

2::

135
DK
704
$~

(t3)
380
200

0
0

28:
463

:

o

fj

17

0

12,084
1,729
8,921
3,100

152,620 (d)

19,236
24,940

3,871
248,194
66,349 (e)

5,735
1,672

57,115
58,;;; (f)

12,175
3,610 (h)

15,414
4,000

45,993 (i)

60,556
89,171
30,719
2,250

26,836

1,280
15,740
2,883
1,620

25,597

9,016 (k)
39,076
36,477

436
53,968 (1)

12,394
9,989

38,275
6,159

13,741

3,592
20,112

134,566
3,290 (q)
2,631

9,733 (r)
44,892

1,947
15,720

1,637 (t)

8,460

0
2,232

0
DK

1,015
160
951

[1,215
2,820

1?:
660
111
DK

(r3)
506

50
95

151

0
1,128

(g)
244
460

35
45

718

5+:

270
3,400
1,452

(g)
2,341

(g)
1,033

10,400
0

1,824

50
735

7,124
140
230

327
1,996

(g)
222

17

100

27,340
15,552

284,437

11;978
3,531

173,883

28,037
42,842

9,701
192,731
125,147

22,310
28.738

6,393
266,244
76,042 (e)Georgia.

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois. .,
Indiana (c]
Iowa (b)

Kansas
Kentuckv

... ......

..... ....

...... ...

.. . .....

..... ....

.... . ...

..........

. ...... .

10,960
4.025

6,442
2,024

58,870
65,388

346

93;944
61,177
13,722

21,675
8,062

32,295
6,851

84,456

12,683
3,030

13,310
4,698

44,435

Lousiarra. . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts (c)
Michigan (b) . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi (c)
Missouri (b,c) . . . . . .

Montana. . . . . .
Nebraska ., . . . . . . .
Nevada (b) ., . . . . . .
New Hampsbire
New Jersey. . . . . . . . .

New Mexico (c). . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma (m). . . . . . .
Oregon (n) . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . . .
South Carolina

South Dakota (o)
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . .
Texas (p) . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont

Virginia (c). . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . .
West Virginia (b) . . . .
Wisconsin (c).
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia

88,529
122.459

44,486
100.151

58;648
7,333

44,158

31;394
3,138

25,000 (j)

3,459
12,627
7,065
2,991

64,398

1,873
17,767
3,518
1,775

33,540

9,650
47,656
41,981

523
59,049 (1)

5,660
136,686
72,325

1,644
78,299

24,240
31,878
89,491
12,23 I
31,623

12,565
15,742
46,111

9,294
14,405

2,757
30,906

291,156
5,524
5,399

3,995
21,925

151,767
3,596
3,144

19,085
74,918
4,646

27,284
3,060

11,951
54,791
2,360 (S)

17,806
1,557

10,132 8,070

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Pro-
bat~on and Pare/e 1990 (November 1991). Information presented in this
table will be updated by the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the forthcom-
ing Probation and Parole 1992, BJS Bulletin (1994).

Key:
DK — Number not known
(a) Estimated number. Counts of persons under intensive supervision

reported by some states include persons under electronic monitoring. Some
states were unable to provide separate counts of probation and parole popu-
lations under intensive supervision (see also Table 8.14, “Adults on Parole”).

(b) State estimated all or portion of data. Michigan and Nevada esti-
mated entries and exits.

(c) State omitted absconders from their Jan. 1 and Dec. 31, 1990counts.
(d) Exits include 13,496 transfers of jurisdiction, deaths or loss of juris-

(f) Exits include 1.435 intrastate transfers and 575 interstate transfers.
(g) State reported either not having persons under intensive supervision

and electronic monitoring or not knowing their numbers.
(h) Exits include 13 dismissed cases.
(i) Exits, include 4,875 unsatisfactory closings.
(j) Entnes mchrde 118 diversion cases without sentence.
(k) Exits tnchrde 1,108 closed semi-active cases and interarea transfers.
(1) Include persons transferred between state and county probation

agencies.
(m) Data do not include probationers with weekend incarceration.
(n) Data do not include 6,209 probationers supervised by county agencies.
(o) All data are midyear 1990 counts.
(p) All data are for August 1990.
(q) Include 207 revocations and discharges and six reversals of court

orders.
(r) Exits include revocations, out-of-state cases terminated and cases

closed administratively.
(s) Entries include 50 reinstatements.
(t) Exits include 221 bench warrants, relief of responsibility and inter-

state transfers.

diction.
(e) Entries include 1,945 abandonment and bastardy cases, and inter.

state compact cases. Exits include 3,621 abandonment and bastardy cases,
special termination, and transferred out-of-state cases. All data exclude
probationers who have been sent to another state for supervision and in-
clude probationers that state supervises for other states.
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Table 8.14
ADULTSON PAROLE, 1990

Percentcfrange Parolepopulation (a)

Parole
State or other

1990 Parole in probation Under
population

Under
population population intensive

jurisdiction 1/1/90 Entries Exits
electronic

12/31/90 during1990 supervision monitorirrz
Alabama.
Alaska (b) ... .,
Arizona.
Arkansas (d) . . . . .
California (d,e) . . .

Colorado (d) . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . .
Delaware (b)
Florida (d, f). . . . . .
Georgia.

Hawaii . . . . . . .
Idaho
Illinois (f). . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . .
lowa(d,f). . . . . . .

Kansas(d)
Kentucky . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland . . . . . .

Massachusetts(b)
Michigan . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi (d)... . .
Missouri (b,o) . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire (d,f).
New Jersey . . . . . . . .

New Mexico (b,d).
New York . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio(d) . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania(s) . .
Rhode Island(u).
South Carothsa (v)

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . . . . . .
Texas(y) . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . .
Vermont (d).....

Virginia(d) . . . . . .
Washington . . .
West Virginia . . . .
Wisconsin (d,cc)
Wyoming . . . .

Dist. of Cohsmbia

5,724 2,225 1,979 5,970
533 542 507 568

2,048 4,087 (C) 3,424 (C) 2,711
3,657 2,402 2,088 3,971

57,515 91,379 81,332 67,562

4.3
6.6

32.4
8.6

17.5

5
15

“66
7,207

144

iii

“40

1,974 2,149 1,727 2,396 21.4
322 80 291 -9.6 ‘ io

1,013 6% 406 1,283 26.7 100
2,318 645 899 2,064 –11.0

17,437 16,611 11,402 22,646 29.9 422

45
2

10
. . .

.
1,287 527 389 (g) 1,425 10.7

238 275 270 243 2.1 D7!
14,550 16,349 (h) 13,228 17,671 21.5 49
3,456 2,965 2,643 3,778 9.3
1,900 1,572 1,361 2,111 11.1 269

11
DK
41

“60
5,089
3,133
9,177

3,107
2,210 (k)
6,220

2,445 (i)
2,160
6,520

5,751
3,183
8,877

13.0
1.6

–3.3

@
883
DK

(3

“DK
9,862 7,715 6,385

5,742
6,983
2,075
1,528
3,095

347
698

1,187
363

9,783 (q)

1,204
17,321
6,824

158
4,307 (r)

747
3,576

19,270
348
972 (W)
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5,098 (X)

28,044
960
110

7,186 (aa)
958
423

2,679 (old)
168 (ee)

2,837

11,192 13.5 541 . . .
4,688
9,890
1,699
3,349
7,545

5,774
8,994
2,249 (m)
1,657 (n)
4,746

4,720
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1,873
3,478
9,196

811
632

2.850

0.7
20.3
10.2
3.9

21.9
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“DK
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.kj
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. . .
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13,019

7.8
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17.9
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37
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. . .
:
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27
16

124
ti)

0)

223
23

. . .

2,417
477

20,062
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16.1
41

23,298

1,224
42,837

9.883

373

1,151
36.885

1,277
23,273

6.3
16.1
30.7

–15.9
22.9

54

43i
0)

7,559
138

6,464

9,148
136

5,788 (r)
116

7,945

1,993
5,794

47,702
393

3,386

1,990
5,805

28,225 (t)
276

3,236
8,023

56,657
321

62.4
38.5
18.8

–18.3
4.6

(i)
65

1,397

4261,129 3,543

510
10,511
91.294

571
5,914

46,476 (Z)

1,244
190

620
11,327

109.726

21.6
7.8

20.2

64

306
38

2;lio
199
34

1;277
220

1,561
300

22.2
36.4

7,444
9,832

943

8,790 (aa)
741
480 (bb)

2,736
155

9,048
9,615
1.000

21.5
-2.2

6.0

426 6
.ij
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1
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2224,042

326
4,099
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1.4

–4.0 1

4,915 3,268 5,346 8.8 198 . . .
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE/CORRECTIONS

ADULTSON PAROLE, 1990—Continued

Source.’ U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Pro-
baflonand Parolef990 (November 1991). Information presented in this
table will be updated by the Bureau of Justice Statistics in the forthcom-
ing Probationand Parole1992,BJS Bulletin (1994).

Key:
— No program

D’K”— Number not known
(a) Estimated number. Countsof persons under intensive supervision

reported by some states include persons under electronic monitoring. Some
states were unable to provide separate counts of parole and probation popu-
lations under intensive supervision (see also Table 8.13, “Adults on Pro-
bation”).

(b) State estimated afl or portion of data. Massachusetts and New Mexico
estimated entries and exits.

(c) Entries include 491 interstate compact cases. Exits include 10 early
discharges.

(d) State omitted absconders from their Jan. 1 and Dec. 31, 1990counts.
(e) Data include California Youth Authority cases.
(f) State supervised only persons sentenced to year or more.
(g) Exits include 89 parolees whose maximum sentences had expired.
(h) Entries include 533 out-of-state parolees and 2,060 interstate com-

pact and apprehension cases.
(i) Exits exclude an unknown number of persons returned to prison or

jail, parole revocation pending; returned to prison or jail, new charges pend-
ing; or transferred to another parole jurisdiction. Exits include 275 abscond-
ed, 290 expiration of sentence, 62 pre-revocation confinements and 229
state offenders supervised out-of-state.

(j) State reported either not having persons under intensive supervision

and electronic monitoring or not knowing their numbers.
(k) Entries include 489 transfers from out-of-state districts.
(1) State eliminated parole in 1976. Thirty pre-1976 parolees remain un-

der supervision and 25 in prison will become eligible for parole.
(m) Entries include 402 parolees on work release.
(n) Entries include intrastate transfers and two work release cases.
(o) Data, exclude 283 parolees from local jails.
(P) Entnes include 92 administrative parolees.
(0 Exits Include 151 persons recalled by court and discharged by parole

authority decree.
(r) Entries inchrde 139 parolees supervised out-of-state. Exits include 31

inactive cases and 67 interstate compact cases.
(s) State supervised 610 parolees from local jails.
(t) Entries include 21,271 parolees released by county courts.
(u) Absconders are removed from parole only if a revocation warrant

has been issued.
(v) State excluded youthful offenders from its counts.
(w) Exits include 12 pardoned parolees.
(x) Exits include 436 inactive parolees whose supervision was terminated.
(y) AH data are for August 1990.
(z) Entries include about 12,000 parole releases direct from county jail.
(aa) Entries include 367 transfers from other states. Exists include 379

terminated out-of-state cases.
(bb) Entries include 95 interstate compact cases.
(cc) Data do not include parolees supervised out-of-state.
(old) Exits include 15 administrative closings.
(ee) Exits include 29 administrative closings and pardons.
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE/CORRECTIONS

Table 8.15
STATEDEATHPENALTY
(As of December 1992)

S to o tM iP eo
j u r i s dC a po f fa d r M o e

Alaska . . . . . . . . .

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Arkansas . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .

Delaware . . . . . . . . .

Florida . . . . . . . . . .

Georgia . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . .

Idabo . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Illinois . . . . . . . . .

Indiana . . . . . . . . .

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .

Maine . . . . . . . . . . . .

Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .

Michigan . . . . . . . . .

Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .

Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .

o o
o a

o b
a a o a

t a a i i a
i o

a a a i 1
i a i i a i

a i i a b a
i a

i b a a

. . .

o o
o i o

o o

b a

o

o o
a

a a
o o t a

. . .

1

1

.

. . .

i

. . .

o
o a

. . .

. . .

. . .

o o
a b o

a o a
o a 1 b a

1 o

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

3 o

4

1

2

5

2

5

1

4
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE/CORRECTIONS

STATEDEATHPENALTY—Continued

S to o tM i
j u r i s d

P eo
C a po f fa d r

Missouri . . . . . . . . . .

Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .

Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . .

. . .

New York . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . .

. . . . . . .

. . . . . .

. . . . .

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Vermont . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . .

Washington . . . . . . . . .

West Virginia . . . . . .

Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .

Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

o . .

o
b a a

o
a

o a
a t

. . .

. . .

i a a
o o

t
i a o i

a

i a
o

o

o o
o

b a

o t

b a i o a
1

. . .

. . .

1 8

8

1 1

1 6

1 0

1 3

1 1

7

1

1

1

1

1

t

M o f

o

o

o

o

1

4

1

9

1

4

1 0

1

o

o

o
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STATEDEATHPENALTY—Continued
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Emerging ModeIs for Environmental
Management
States seek to change the basic model of environmental management
by experimenting with alternatives to the command-and-cont;ol method.

by R. Steven Brown

Overthepast25yearsthe states’roleandex-
pertisein, and commitmentto, environmental
managementhasgrownconsiderably.Research
conducted by The Council of State Govern-
ments showsthat the federalcontribution to
state environmentand natural resourcebud-
gets is less than 15percent per fiscal year.’
About70percentof the keyenvironmentalleg-
islationpassedbystatelegislatureshas littleor
nothingto do with federalenvironmentalleg-
islation.2Stateenvironmentalagencydirectors
havenoted the states’increasingimportance
inenvironmentalmanagement.KathyPresser,
head of Indiana’sagency,summed up many
state opinions when she said, “I believewe
must renegotiateour relationship, and move
from paternalism to partnership!”

While the states seek to change the basic
model of environmentalmanagement in the
nation, weobservethe emergenceof alterna-
tivemodelsto the tradition of commandand
control.“Commandandcontrol”wasa phrase
coined to describe the relationship that the
U.S.Environmental Protection Agencyhad
with virtually everyoneit came into contact
with during the first 20yearsof its existence.
Industries were instructed to meet national
standards, states wereinstructed to conform
with implementation policies set at the fed-
eral level,localgovernmentsweremoreor less
treatedlikeindustrialpolluters,andsoon.This
model remained unchallenged until the late
1980s,when the pollution preventionmodel
began to receiveattention within the EPA.
Now we find the emergenceof severalenvi-
ronmental management models that do not
relyon the traditional command and control
techniques.The purpose of this essayisto re-

viewsomeof these modelsand to predict the
likelihood of their implementation.

Sustainable Development
Thereareprobablymorethan 100definitions

in the literaturefor sustainabledevelopment.4
A commoncharacteristicof allof them isthe
acknowledgementthat there is an important
relationshipbetweenthe environmentand the
economy.The incorporation of sustainable
policiesinto stategovernmentsisstillin its in-
fancy.Accordingto two recent, major CSG
surveys,onlysixstates(Wisconsin,NewMexico,
California,Mainq Missouriand Washington)
listsustainabledevelopmentas a strategicpri-
ority for environmental planning or imple-
mentations This is due in part, no doubt, to
the necessityof bringing both state environ-
mental agenciesand state developmentagen-
ciestogether.Relationshipsbetweenthesetwo
agenciesaregenerallycharacterizedbyantag-
onism at worst, or indifferenceat best.

Lack of consensus about what defines a
sustainable project is likelyto thwart states
from adopting policiesto promote them. For
example,oneagencymaywishto promotefor-
estryprojectsas inherentlysustainable,while
another agencymay cite the problems with
clear-cutting,non-point sourcepollutionand
reductionsin speciesdiversitydueto monocul-
tural practicesas non-sustainableindicators.

On the other hand, statesableto overcome
these obstaclesare likelyto benefit economi-
cally and environmentally.The U.S.market

R StevenBrownisdirectorof the Centerfor En-
vironmentat The Councilof StateGovernments.
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for environmentalproductsand services(even
under a fairlynarrowdefinition)isabout $75
billion annually, with the worldwidemarket
at $200billion.6Severalstates havebegun to
promotetheirenvironmentalindustries,most
notably Massachusetts and California.

Environmental Indicators
Demands for accountability and perfor-

mance-basedmeasuresof environmentalquali-
tyhavepromotedtheconceptof environmental
indicatorsduringthepast fewyears.Tradition-
ally,state-EPAagreementsuse non-environ-
mentalcriteriafor determininga state’ssuccess
in implementingfederal environmentalpro-
grams. For example,a state maybe required
to inspecteachmajorair pollutionsourceonce
per yearor maybe judged byhowmany“no-
tices of violations” it issued during a year.

This sort of reporting is, of course, not a
measureof environmentalquality,but rather
is a measureof bureaucraticaccomplishments.
A growingnumber of persons, both in and
out of government, is calling for the use of
true measuresof environmentalqualityto de-
termine whichregionsare most successfully
protectingthe environment.Part of the diffi-
culty is reaching agreement on what consti-
tutes a fair environmental quality measure.
Shouldindicatorsbe technicallysophisticated
measures,or shouldmeasuresbeusedthat are
easy for the public to understand? Can indi-
cators be agreedupon that all regionsof the
nation could use, or should they be more lo-
cally specific?

Clearly, many states are eager to address
thesequestions.Recentnationalmeetings(1992
and 1994)sponsored by the EPA and others
(including CSG), werewell-attendedby the
states. CSG surveys(citedpreviously)found
nine states whereuse of environmentalindi-
cators wasa priority item for planningor im-
plementation.’ The outlook for widespread
adoption of environmental indicators is not
assured, but the prospect for its usage in an
increasingnumber of states seemslikely.

Environmental Mandates
The environmentalmandates movementis

comprisedprimarilyof localand stategovern-

mentofficialswhobelievethat the numberof
federal environmentalmandates — particu-
larly unfunded mandates —has increasedto
the point wherethe cost exceedsthe abilityto
pay.Accordingto one localgovernmentoffi-
cial,the numberof federalenvironmentalman-
dates has increasedat the rate of 22per year
between 1987and 1991.8At the same time,
federal funding for these mandates has de-
clined,or at leastshiftedtonon-federalsources.
Changes in the Clean Water Act in the late
1980screatedState RevolvingLoan Funds, a
pot of federal money that shifted funding
fromgrantsto loans.Localgovernmentshave
to pay these loans. A similarchange is likely
for the Safe Drinking Water Act when it is
reauthorized.

Stateand localgovernmentconcernabout
mandateswasfocusedin October 1993,when
several national organizations representing
these levelsof governmentheld a day of pro-
test against unfunded federal mandates in
Washington, D.C. Opposition to mandates
often centers on issues of cost-benefit, risk
analysisand risk in declineof other services
(suchaspoliceandparks)if limitedlocalfunds
are divertedto environmentalprojects.Cost-
benefitand riskanalysisargumentsoftencen-
ter on the failure of national environmental
standards to consider local conditions. The
most notorious examplewasthe requirement
that Columbus, Ohio, test its drinking water
for the presenceof a pesticideonly knownto
be used on pineapple crops.

However,state officials are not united in
opposition to mandates in general. State en-
vironmental agencydirectors and some leg-
islatorshavenoted privatelythat the presence
of a federalmandate isthe onlywaysomeen-
vironmentallegislationcangetpassedin a few
states.Federalmandates createa floor of en-
vironmental acceptability that evenis occa-
sionally used to spur movement on a state
environmentalbill, or to defeat billsthat for-
bid the state fromexceedingfederalrules(us-
ingthe argument “The federalgovernmentis
not going to set the rules for our state!”).

Controversy over unfunded mandates is
likelyto continue until sufficient flexibility
(that is, opportunity for waivers)is givento
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state and local governments,or until federal
funding is provided.

Pollution Prevention
Pollution preventionwasthe first alterna-

tivemanagement technique to achievewide-
spreadacceptance.Everystatenowhasadopted
pollution preventionstrategiesas part of its
environmentalmanagementtechniques.Pol-
lution preventionispopular becauseit simul-
taneously reducesthe amounts of pollutants
emittedand the amount of environmentalpa-
perworkrequiredof both an industryand the
state (As pollutants are reduced, it becomes
more likelythat less environmentalpermits
willbe required.)Takento itsultimateconclu-
sion (zero discharge), an industry ceases to
emit anypollutants at all, possiblyno longer
requiring any environmentalpermits. Ironi-
cally, some environmentalists have argued
that a permit still should be requiredof such
a facilityin orderto makesurethat it doesnot
resume its polluting behavior.

Pollution preventiontechniqueshavebeen
adopted in allmedia—air,waterand wastes.
Methodsto implementthis managementtech-
niquevaryfromnon-regulatorytechnicalassis-
tanceto voluntaryor mandatoryrequirements
for permitted industriesto reducepollutants.
States are verylikelyto continue not only to
use pollution preventionmethodologiesbut
to seek waysto increasetheir use.

Comparative Risk
Comparativeriskis a planningprocessthat

combines scienceand judgment to produce
strategiesand alternativesfor environmental
managersand the publicto selectfrom.Com-
parative risk has been calleda grass-rootsef-
fort, becauseof theperceivedfailureof federal
environmentalpolicyto identifyissuesof local
concern, as wellas federal inability to create
programscapable of simultaneouslydealing
with diverselocal conditions. In this respect,
thereisa linkbetweencomparativeriskandthe
unfundedenvironmentalmandatesmovement.

The appealof comparativerisk isitsuseof
riskanalysistechniquesto identifyand priori-
tize environmental risks in a community or
state.This identificationprocedurethen is to

be coupledwitha managementplan that allo-
cates resourcesto those problemsof greatest
risk.

The EPAhas beenverysupportiveof com-
parative risk efforts by states and somewhat
lessof thoseeffortsbycities.Asof early1994,
24statesand eightcities/regionshavestarted
or completedcomparativeriskprojectsfunded
in part by the EPA.9

Potential difficulties in comparative risk
center around the lack of flexibilityto move
resources from areas of low risk to areas of
highrisk.This flexibilityis lackingbecauseof
federalrequirementsto continue someman-
datedprograms,evenif theseprogramsaddress
areasof lowconcern.Stateand localresources
pay for the bulk of these low priority pro-
grams,whichmeansthat their resourcesmay
be tied up in areasof lowconcern.Compara-
tiverisk projects mayproduce frustrating re-
sults,becauseif a state finds that its risks are
in areas not currently coveredby federallaw,
the state maynot be able to shift resourcesto
deal with these areas and maynot be able to
ask for new resourceseither.

A secondcomplaintaboutcomparativerisk
projects centers around the emphasison the
science-basedprocess, which may not take
publicopinion into consideration.For exam-
ple, a risk process may find that solid waste
managementisa low-riskarea,but the public
maydemandmunicipallysubsidizedrecycling
programs anyway. Most comparative risk
projectshavea publicopinioncomponent in-
tended to help alleviatethis situation.

Finally,environmentalistsworrythat com-
parative risk projects may be a thinly veiled
attemptto weakenexistingenvironmentallaw.
Furthermore, risk analysesmight showthat
environmentalrisk ismuchlessthan the pub-
licrealizes,and thus fundingmightbe divert-
ed from the environment to other areas.

In spiteof theseproblems,comparativerisk
stillhas a great deal of appeal, and it is likely
that states willcontinue to exploreits possi-
bilities,at least as long as the federalgovern-
mentencouragesand subsidizespilotprojects.
Whether comparative risk will find its way
intoroutinepolicy-makingwilldepend,inpart,
on whether flexibilityfrom federal environ-
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mentallaw,whichmaybeneededto implement
the results of these studies, is forthcoming.

EcosystemManagement
Ecosystemmanagement (also called eco-

systemprotection)isa managementtechnique
that emphasizesa holistic,integratedapproach
to environmentalmanagementovertraditional
media-specificapproaches.In ecosystemman-
agement,traditional environmentalconcerns
(air,waterand wastemanagement)becomea
part of a larger management of natural re-
sources,inwhichhuman healthconcernsand
ecologicalhealth concerns(for example,bio-
diversity)are considered.

Ecosystemmanagementis in its infancyas
national policy.The EPA launched its pro-
gram only in December1993,and it is still in
the designphase.Thiseffort willlook at large
area applicationsof ecosystemmanagement,
howeverEPA?nd others haveused the tech-
nique on smaller areas for much longer, as
notedin CarolBrowner’sinitialmemorandum
on the subject.’”These efforts include the
national estuary program, the Great Lakes
protectioneffort and severalwatershedman-
agementprogramsbeingimplementedbythe
states.

The appeal of ecosystemmanagement is
that it recognizesthe limitationsof managing
byspecificmedia (air,water,waste)and sub-
stitutes a broader viewof protection of an
ecosystem.An ecosystemisa place,whichcan
be as small as a rotting log to a much larger
area likethe Great Lakes.From a regulatory
point of view,the smallestarealikelyto be ad-
dressedisa watershed.Watershedsthemselves
areambiguousterms:TheMississippiRiveris
a watershed;so isyourneighborhoodstream.
Ecosystemprotection recognizesthe limita-
tions of traditional environmentalprotection
techniquesand recognizesthat environmental
agenciesseldomownor managethe land be-
ingaffected.Thus, ecosystemprotectionisby
itsnaturea processthat requirescollaboration
and alliance-building.

Becauseecosystemprotection is likelyto
cause major changes in the waythe environ-
ment is managed,it ispotentiallythreatening
to somegroups. The challengerestswith the
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EPAand the states,”who want to use it is to
address these concerns. States most likelyto
implementecosystemprotectionwillbe those
concerned with failure of traditional tech-
niquesto addressenvironmentalissues,those
with united environmental protection and
natural resourcesagencies,and those accus-
tomed to land-use regulations.

Wise-UseMovement
The wise-usemovementisa propertyrights

movement that believesenvironmental pro-
tection efforts haveexceededtheir authority
and that constitutionalrightsto protectionof
property have been jeopardized as a result.
Advocates believethat environmental rules
restrictinguseof privateland mustcomewith
compensationand that the compensationgen-
erally has been lacking.

“Takings” legislationis one of the results
of this movement.A “takings”billusuallyre-
quiresgovernmentto compensatefor anyloss
in property valuesattributable to land-useor
environmentalregulation,or alternativelyre-
quiresgovernmentsto conduct fiscal-impact
analyses before issuing any regulation. One
sourcecited24states with “takings” bills in-
troduced as of February 1994,with activity
noted, for example,inAlabama,Virginiaand
Oregon.” Other states have also considered
this issue,including Iowa, Florida, Georgia,
Rhode Island and Wyoming.

While“takings”legislationappealsto those
whobelieveenvironmentalruleshaveexceeded
property rights, other state officials are con-
cernedabout the potential bankrupting costs
associatedwithcalculatinglostpropertyvalues,
much less paying compensation.

Whileenvironmentalistsorganizeto fight
this movement, its popularity with property
rights advocates cannot be underestimated.
This issueis likelyto remain at the forefront
of environmentaldiscussionsfor the foresee-
able future.

Summary
Thesemanagementalternatives—sustain-

able development,environmentalmandates,
ecosystemprotection, property rights move-
ment,pollutionprevention,environmentalin-



dicators and comparative risk — are not all
designedto promoteenvironmentalprotection.
Someclearlyplaceenvironmentalprotection
belowother concerns.Somemayresult in ei-
ther weakeror strongerenvironmentalprotec-
tion, dependingonhowtheyareimplemented.

Thesealternativesarenot the onlyonesbe-
ingdiscussed.Cross-media(thecombination
of air,waterand wastemanagement—and a
typicalcomponentof ecosystemmanagement)
is gaining attention in some states. Environ-
mentaljusticeissueshaveemergedas a major
concern in some areas. Relianceon techno-
logicaladvancesfor environmentalsolutions,
a favorite for many years, also continues to
have its advocates. The framework of state
environmental policies is likely to be built
around these issuesduring the yearsremain-
ing in this century.
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Table 8.16
SUMMARY OF STATEENVIRONMENTALAND NATURAL RESOURCE
EXPENDITURES,FISCALYEAR 1991

A a o
i i i

Alabama. ., $
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . .

$

Arizona. . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . . .

Florida . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ilfirsois. . . . . . . . .

. . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . .

Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . .
fkfkkSiDDi

. . . . . .

Nebraska .
Nevada . . . . . . . . .

. . . . .

New Mexico. . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma .

. . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . .

. . .
. . . . .

o o

b o i
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Table 8.17
STATEENVIRONMENTALAND NATURAL RESOURCESPENDING BY CATEGORY, FISCALYEAR 1991
(In thousands of dollars)

M &
D & G eH c N P

S q F o
M r

w w is w m am w c c r q m

A l
A l
Arizcma ~~~~ ~~~~
A r
C a l

C o
C o n
D e
F l
Georgia . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . .
I
Illinois . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . .
I

Kansas . . . . . . . . .,
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . .,
Maine . . . . . . . . . .
M a

M a s
M i
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Labor Legislation, 1992-93
States have continued to strengthen child labor laws, raiseminimum
wagesand addressjob discrimination.

by RichardR. Nelson

Statelabor legislationin 1992and 1993cov-
ered a wide array of employment standards
and included severalnoteworthy laws.’

Trendsof the last fewyears continued as
legislationwasadoptedto addressrecentissues
of restrictionson employeeleasing;regulation
of drug, alcohol and genetic testing; sexual
harassmentin the workplace;and banson em-
ploymentdiscriminationbecauseof the lawful
useof products outside the workplace,or be-
cause of an individual’ssexual orientation.

Considerablelegislativeattention also was
givento increasingstate minimumwages,re-
strictingchildlabor,prohibitingdiscrimination
becauseof disability,containingworkers’com-
pensation costs and providing for parental
leave.

Wages and Hours

Minimum wages
In 1992,Wisconsin was the only state to

raiseits minimumhourly wage,and this was
byadministrativeratherthan legislativeaction.
1993sawa resurgenceof activitywithratesin-
creased by new legislation in Arkansas, the
Districtof Columbia(formostworkers),New
Mexicoand Washington.’The District of Co-
lumbia establisheda singlewagerate replac-
ing nine separate occupational wageorders.

Tenjurisdictions had rates higher than the
$4.25federalstandardon January 1,19943(see
Table8.20).The highestwas$5.25in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Hawaii.

Maine lawwasamended to change the tip
creditagainstthe minimumwagefroma dollar
amount to a percentageand to repealthe pro-
vision for a subminimumstudent rate. Utah
willno longer permit the payment of a lower
rateto adult learners.Legislationin Colorado,

Louisiana,NorthDakota,Texas,andUtahcon-
formedovertimepaypoliciesforvariouspublic
sectoremployeesto overtimerequirementsin
the federal Fair Labor Standards Act.

Prevailingwage
Significantchangesweremade during this

bienniumin the publicconstructionprevailing
wagelawsof Alaska,Connecticut,Hawaii,Mis-
souri, Montana, Nevadaand Texas.’Amend-
ments primarily revised rate determination
procedures,increasedpenaltiesforviolationor
strengthenedenforcement.Hawaiinowpermits
periodic increasesin the prevailingwagerate
duringthelifeofa publicworkscontract.Under
Connecticutrevisions,makinga falsestatement
on a certifiedpayrollwillnowbe a felony,and
failureto paytherequiredprevailingwagerates
willbelarceny.In Nevada,certainunsuccessful
bidders maybring civilaction against a con-
tractor for damagessufferedas a resultof not
being awardedthe contract if the contractor
fails to make required payments.

Theseprovisions,and a fewenactedin 1990
and 1991,contrast to the past severalyears
when most prevailingwageactivity involved
attempts to repeal or reduce coverageof the
state laws.

The Pennsylvaniaprevailingwagelawwas
heldto be invalidand unenforceablein a 1993
U.S.DistrictCourt decision.The court ruled

RichardR. Nelsonisastatestandardsadviserin the
Divisionof StateStandardsPrograms,Wageand
Hour Division,EmploymentStandardsAdminis-
tration,US. Departmentof Laboc The Workers’
Compensationsection waspreparedby Ruth A.
Brown,statestandardsadvisecDivisionof Planning,
PolicyandStandards,Officeof Workers’Compen-
sationPrograms,EmploymentStandardsAdmin-
istration, US. Department of Labo~
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that the portionof the lawcallingfor inclusion
of benefits in the prevailingwagedetermina-
tion is preempted by the federal Employee
RetirementIncomeSecurityAct(ERISA)and
is not severablefrom the rest of the act.

WagePaymentand Collection
The labor departments in Colorado, Con-

necticut, Maine, Tennesseeand Texaswere
authorizedto enterinto reciprocalagreements
with the labor department or corresponding
agency in other states to help collect wage
claims and judgments from employerswho
moveacrossstate lines.Twenty-sixstatesnow
havethis authority.’Coloradoand Mainealso
willpermitreciprocalagreementsinotherlabor
standards,includingminimumwageand over-
time, child labor and job safety.

Family Issues
The federalFamilyand MedicalLeaveAct

of 1993wasenactedon February5, and took
effect for most employerson August5, 1993.
The lawentitles eligibleprivate- and public-
sectoremployeesto takeup to 12weeksof un-
paid,job-protectedleavein a 12-monthperiod
for the birth or placementof a childfor adop-
tion or fostercare; to care for a spouse,child
or parent with a serioushealth condition; or
for the employee’sseroushealth condition. A
coveredemployerisrequiredto maintaingroup
healthinsurancecoverageforanemployeewho
usesthis leaveand must restorethe employee
to his or her original job, or to an equivalent
job with equivalent pay, benefits and other
employment terms and conditions.

Prior to passageof the federallaw,family
leavecontinued as an emergingissue in the
states. In 1992Vermontenacted a law,appli-
cable to both the private and public sector,
permitting an unpaid leaveof absencefor ei-
ther parentfor thebirth or adoptionof a child,
for the employee’sown serious illness,or to
carefor a seriouslyillchild,parent or spouse.
Also,Alaskaand Georgiaenactedsimilarleg-
islation for various public-sectoremployees,
and studies of family leaveor related issues
wererequested in other states.

Afterthe federallawwaspassed,severalstate
familyleavebillsthat hadbeenintroducedwere
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withdrawnor failedto movethroughthe legis-
latures.Of the newmeasuresenactedin 1993,
most relatedto enactment of the federallaw.
Examplesincludethe Californialawthat was
amended to conform most provisionsto the
federal law;repealof a provisionthat would
haveterminated administration and enforce-
mentof the Washingtonfamilyleavelawupon
the effectivedate of anyfederallaw;a delayin
implementationof theHawaiilawintheprivate
sector until July 1,1994;and amendments to
theMarylandlawapplicableto stateemployees
making certain provisionsconform with the
federallaw.Conversely,Nevadaadopteda law
applicable to state employees.

Other familyissueswereaddressedbylegis-
lationin Illinoisand NorthCarolina,requiring
employersto grant employeesleavefor parti-
cipation in their children’sschool activities,
and in Utah whereemployersmust nowgrant
time off for parents to accompanytheir chil-
dren to juvenile court appearances.

Child Labor
Childlaborwasoneof the mostactiveareas

of labor legislationin 1992and 1993withlaws
enactedin severalstates.Most followedrecent
trends to strengthen enforcement authority
and penalty provisions, to restrict hours of
employment,to bring additional minors un-
der coverageor to prohibitworkin additional
occupations determined to be hazardous.

A comprehensivelawin Montana replaced
a limitedstatute. The newlawgenerallycon-
forms to federal standards with respect to
workinghoursfor 14-and 15-year-olds,prohib-
itedhazardousoccupationsfor thosebetween
14and 17yearsold,andpermittedoccupations
for 14-and 15-year-olds.Daily,weeklyor night-
workhoursforminorsunder 16alsoweremade
to conformto federalstandardsin California,
Indiana, Louisiana and North Dakota (see
Table8.19).Indiana also adopted the federal
Fair LaborStandardsAct,prohibitedoccupa-
tions for minors under 18,adopted civilpen-
alties for violations, and provided for revo-
cation of a minor’semploymentcertificateif
schoolattendancedrops. Labor departments
in Louisiana, Tennesseeand Texasalso were
authorized to assessviolators civilpenalties.
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The Louisianaand Mainelabor departments
will now have rule-making authority.

Childrenunder 16in Illinoisand North Da-
kotamayno longerworkinoccupationsrequir-
ing use or carrying of a firearm or any other
weapon, or in occupations that involvehan-
dlingor storingblood, blood products, body
fluids and body tissues. North Dakota also
prohibits youths under 16 from working in
occupations in connection with medical or
other dangerous wastes, and door-to-door
sales. Work involvingdoor-to-door sales is
now prohibited or regulated for some or all
minors in 14states.s

Washingtonrevisedregulationsto limitthe
workof 16-and 17-year-oldsduringthe school
year,reducethe permissibleweeklyhours for
14-and 15-year-olds,and declare additional
occupationshazardous for minorsunder age
18.Minnesotaand North Carolinaalsoacted
to restrict the working hours of 16-and 17-
year-oldsduring the school year.

Changesin the Wisconsinregulationseased
nightwork restrictions for minors under 16
while making school week work hours and
nightworkhours more restrictivefor 16-and
17-year-olds.

Restrictionsalso wereeased in California
and Maine for certain minors who willnow
be permitted to work longer hours, and in
Louisiana,NewHampshire,North Carolina
and Oregonwhererestrictionsweremodified
for work around alcoholic beverages.

Among other provisions,Alaska and Ten-
nesseenow require work breaks for minors;
Alaska made provisionsfor the employment
of minorsof anyagein the entertainment in-
dustry; employmentcertificatesin North Da-
kota willnowbe issued,and maybe revoked,
bya minor’sparent;and parentsin Illinoisare
to receivecopies of employmentcertificates
and mayrequestrevocationif they feelit is in
the best interest of the child.

Equal Employment Opportunity
Once again, barring various forms of em-

ployment discrimination was a major focus
of legislative attention this biennium with
measuresenactedbya majority of the states.
Amongthe morenoteworthywasa first-time

CivilRightsActadopted in Arkansas, which
includesa ban on employmentdiscrimination
becauseof race,religion,ancestryor national
origin, genderor disability;newlawsin Cali-
fornia, Minnesota, NewJerseyand Vermont
banningdiscriminationinemploymenton the
basis of sexualorientation’(ananti-gayrights
ballotmeasurewasapprovedin Colorado’and
anotherwasdefeatedinOregon);a banin Cali-
forniaon discriminationagainstpeopletesting
positivefor HIV;eliminationof the upper age
limitinagediscriminationprovisionsinOkla-
homa,PennsylvaniaandWashington;andpro-
visionsin severalstatesto helpeliminatesexual
harassment in the workplace.

Thesinglemostactiveareaof anti-discrimi-
nationlegislationwasdiscriminationbecauseof
disability.Amongthesemeasures,a lawprohib-
iting disabilitydiscriminationwasenactedin
Louisiana, and severalstates adopted provi-
sionssimilarto thosein the federalAmericans
with DisabilitiesAct. Most of these laws,as
wellas newprovisionsin Minnesota, Missis-
sippi,Nevadaand Texas,requireemployersto
makereasonableaccommodationto an indi-
vidual’sdisability.TheNewJerseyprohibition
against discrimination because of disability
was amended to specificallyinclude people
with AIDS or HIV.

NewYorkbarreddiscriminationbecauseof
various legalactivitiesoutside the workplace
duringnonworkinghours suchas politicalac-
tivities,useof legalconsumableproducts,legal
recreationalactivitiesand union membership.

RecenttrendscontinuedwithIllinois,Minne-
sota,Montana,NorthCarolina,andWisconsin
prohibitingdiscriminationbecauseof the law-
ful useof anyproduct outside the workplace
during nonworkinghours; Missouribarring
discrimination because of the use of lawful
alcoholor tobacco products; and the District
of Columbia, West Virginia and Wyoming
adopting similarprohibitions becauseof the
use of tobacco products.

Illinois and Kansas broadened the list of
unlawful forms of discrimination to include
biason thebasisof militarystatus;the District
of Columbiamadeit unlawfulfor an employer
to refuseto makea reasonableaccommodation
for an employee’sreligiousobservancebyper-
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mitting the employeeto make up work; and
Texasprohibitedthe discriminatoryuseof test
scores for employment purposes.

EmployeeTesting
Genetictestingemergedas an issueduring

thebiennium,withIowaandWisconsinbarring
such testing as a condition of employment,
union membershipor licensure.Existinglaw
adopted in Oregon in 1989was amended in
1993to further restrictthe useof genetictest-
ing in employment decisions.

Althoughfewerdrugandalcoholtestinglaws
wereenacted than in recent years, measures
adopted in Illinoisand Oklahomawillpermit
testing of applicants or employeesif certain
conditions are met, and more limitedlawsin
NorthDakotaandVirginiaallowschoolboards
to require testing of school bus drivers.

Employee leasing
Employeeleasingcontinuedasan emerging

issuewithNevada,NewMexico,Oregon,South
Carolina,Texas,andUtahenactinglawsrequir-
inglicensingor otherwiseregulatingemployee
leasingfirms.Thesefirmsplaceemployeesof
a clientbusinesson their payrolland leasethe
workersbackto theclientonanon-goingbasis
for a fee.Lawsof thiskindwereenactedprevi-
ouslyin Arkansas,Florida, Maine,Tennessee
and Utah.

Workers’ Compensation
During1992-93,Connecticutagainchanged

itsmethodof computingworkers’compensa-
tion benefitspayablefor disabilityor deathby
reducingthe percentof employees’spendable
earnings from 80percent to 75 percent, and
byreducingthe maximumweeklycompensa-
tion benefits from 150percent of the state’s
averageweeklywageto 100percent.

Costcontainmenteffortscontinuedasa pri-
oritywithArizona,Arkansas,Idaho,Kentucky,
Minnesota,Mississippi,Missouri,Montana,
Ohio, Oklahoma and Pennsylvaniapassing
legislationallowing,or in some instancesre-
quiring,workers’compensationpoliciesto in-
cludedeductibles.Amongthosejurisdictions
previouslyauthorizingdeductibles,’Colorado
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increasedthe amountof the maximumdeduc-
tible under its statute from $1,500to $5,000.

Theissueof fraudreceivedconsiderableat-
tention as it wasaddressedin varyingdegrees
in 17states.10A managedhealth-careplan was
introducedintotheworkers’compensationpro-
gram of 12states.” Legislationwaspassedto
establish, or to improve existingworkplace
safety program in 15states.12

Fourstatesprovidedworkers’compensation
coveragethrough alternatesourcesother than
through workers’ compensation insurance.
Alabama employersmayinsure for workers’
compensationliabilitybyanycombinationof
life, disability, accident, health or other in-
surance if coveragedoes not limit or exclude
workers’compensation benefits. California
implemented a pilot project under which a
participating employermay contract with a
qualified health care serviceplan to be the
exclusiveprovider of medical care for work
and nonworkinjuriesand illnesses.Georgia’s
insurance commissioner was authorized to
approve pilot projects that allow employers
and employeesto enter into agreements to
provideemployeeswith workers’compensa-
tion medicalbenefitsthrough comprehensive
healthinsurancethat coversworkplaceinjuries
and illnesses.Mainepassedlegislationrequir-
ing the superintendent of insuranceto adopt
rulespermittingemployersand employeesto
enterintoagreementsto providethe employees
withhealth-carebenefitscoveringboth work-
place and nonworkplace injury and illness.

As a result of reform in Maine’sworkers’
compensationsystem,legislationwasenacted
to createan employer’smutual workers’com-
pensationfundto providea competitivemarket
for workers’compensationcoverage.Missouri
establishedthe StateMutual InsuranceCom-
pany,to be fundedbythe saleof bondsand by
a $5millionloan fromthe Workers’Compen-
sationAdministrativeFund,that willfocuson
employerswith premiumsof $10,000or less.
The competitivefund isexpectedto be opera-
tional byMarch 1995.Tennesseeestablisheda
competitivestateworkers’compensationinsur-
ancefundthat willbesubjectto the samelegal
and regulatoryrequirementsasanyotherinsur-
er offeringworkers’compensation coverage.
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Maximum weeklybenefit payments were
increasedin nearlyeveryjurisdiction(seeTable
8.18).

Private Employment Agencies
While there wereonly a fewlawsenacted

concerningregulationof the privateemploy-
ment agency industry, some of these were
noteworthy.The Louisianalawwasamended
to providefor the refund of feesto job appli-
cantsundercertainconditions,aswastheNorth
Carolinalaw.Virginiaadoptedseveralchanges,
includinga requirementthat employmentcoun-
selors be registeredwith the Department of
Commerce.

In a related development,Georgia placed
restrictionson labor pools furnishingtempo-
rary employeesfor short-timeassignmentsof
casual, unskilled labor.

WhistIeblowers
North Dakota and Rhode Island adopted

whistleblowerlawsof generalapplicationpro-
tectingthe jobs of employeeswho report law
violations.Alsoenactedwerelawsin Georgia,
Nebraska,and South Dakotaprotectingstate
employees,and a lawinWashingtonprotecting
local government workers. Laws of limited
applicationwereenactedin threestates:Loui-
siana for insurancecompanies;Pennsylvania
for publicutilityemployers;and RhodeIsland
for health-care facilities.A number of other
state lawswereamended, including those in
North Carolina, where separate provisions
wereconsolidatedinto anew RetaliatoryEm-
ployment Discrimination provision.

Preference
Hawaii,Indianaand Missouriadoptedlaws

grantingresidentbiddersa preferenceovernon-
residentson bids for publiccontracts.Several
other statesmodifiedtheir laws,and the pref-
erence law in Arkansas was repealed.

Other Legislation
Amongother significantmeasuresadopted

during the biennium,employeesin Delaware
and Tennesseeare to receivea meal break if
theyworkthe requirednumberof consecutive

hours;workersonspecifiedFloridastateagency
contracts must haveaccessto hospitalization
and medicalinsurancebenefits;employersin
Kansasmay not discharge a permanent em-
ployeebecause of required jury duty; and a
polygraphexaminerslawwasreenactedinMis-
sissippi.Kansas,Nebraska,NorthCarolinaand
Tennesseewillprovidepaid leavefor stateem-
ployeeswhoareAmericanRedCrosscertified
disaster servicevolunteers, and measures in
Nebraskaand South Carolinaencourageem-
ployersto grantleavefor bonemarrowdonors.
Hawaiibanned employersfromgrantingper-
manent employmentto individualswhoper-
form bargainingunit work during a strikeor
lockout,whilea U.S.DistrictCourt ruled un-
constitutionala similarlawenactedin Minne-
sota in 1991.

Notes
‘ Thisarticledoesnot coverthe subjectsof

unemployment insurance, employment and
training,laborrelations,employeebackground
clearance,economicdevelopment,or occupa-
tional safety and health legislation.

2In 1992,basic rates also increasedin Ar-
kansas,Hawaii,Iowa,NewJersey,NorthCaro-
lina, Virginiaand WestVirginiaas provided
for in previouslegislation.Prior actions also
resultedin a rate increasefor farmworkersin
NewYork,and a rate increasefor employees
in the watchingand protectiveserviceindustry
in Puerto Rico. In 1993,rates rose in Hawaii
and North Carolinaas the resultof prior laws.

3Alaska, Connecticut, the District of Co-
lumbia, Hawaii, Iowa, New Jersey,Oregon,
Rhode Island, the U.S. Virgin Islands and
Washington.

4Thirty-two states have prevailing wage
laws.These are: Alaska, Arkansas, Califor-
nia, Connecticut, Delaware,Hawaii,Illinois,
Indiana, Kentucky,Maine, Maryland, Mas-
sachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Montana,Nebraska,Nevada,NewJersey,New
Mexico,NewYork,Ohio,Oklahoma,Oregon,
Pennsylvania,RhodeIsland,Tennessee,Texas,
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin and
Wyoming.Guam and the U.S.VirginIslands
also have such laws.
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5Alaska, Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Connecticut, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa,
Kansas,Maine,Maryland,Montana,Nevada,
New York,North Carolina, North Dakota,
Oklahoma,Oregon,SouthDakota,Tennessee,
Texas,Utah,Washington,WisconsinandWyo-
ming.

‘ Alaska, Arizona, California, Florida,
Massachusetts,Missouri,NorthDakota,Ohio,
Oklahoma,Oregon,Utah, Virginia,Washing-
ton and Wisconsin.

7Lawsprohibiting discrimination on the
basisof sexualorientationwereenactedprevi-
ouslyin Connecticut, the District of Colum-
bia, Hawaii, Massachusetts and Wisconsin.

8On December14,1993,a DistrictCourt in
Coloradostruckdownthe 1992Constitutional
Amendment,approvedbythe voters,barring
stateand locallawsprohibitingdiscrimination

because of sexual orientation.
‘ Alabama,Colorado,Florida,Georgia,In-

diana, Kansas,Maine,Maryland, Montana,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota,
Rhode Island and South Carolina.

‘0Alabama,Arkansas,California,Connecti-
cut, Kansas,Louisiana,Minnesota,Missouri,
Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Utah and Virginia.

“ Arkansas,California,Louisiana,Missou-
ri, Montana, Nebraska,Nevada,NewHamp-
shire, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota and
WestVirginia.

‘2Arkansas,California,Connecticut,Kan-
sas,Minnesota,Mississippi,Missouri,Mon-
tana, Nebraska,North Carolina,Ohio,Okla-
homa, Tennessee,Utah and WestVirginia.
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Occupational Safety and Health
New state legislationis creatingsafety and health committees
to help prevent injury and illness in the workplace.

by Arlene Perkins

Nine states currently have requirements,
throughregulationor legislation,for employ-
ers to establish safety and health programs
and/or committees.

Nevadarecentlypassed legislationrequir-
ing all employersto establish written safety
programs, including training and requiring
employerswithmorethan 25employeesto es-
tablishsafetycommittees.Thelegislationalso
authorizes three additional trainingand con-
sultation positions so the state can help em-
ployersestablish such programs.

UnderOregon’snewlegislation,an employ-
er meets state requirementsif it is a member
of a multi-employergroup operatingunder a
collectivebargaining agreement with safety
committee requirements equivalent to the
state’sworkplace safety committee rules.

California recentlypassed legislationthat
establishesan Injury and Illness Prevention
Program(IIPP) for employersand employees
in the state.Throughthe IIPP,employersmust
establish,implementand maintainin writing,
an effectiveInjuryand IllnessPreventionPro-
gram.Theprogrammustincludethe following
criteria:identifyingthe personwithauthority
and responsibilityfor implementingthe pro-
gram; ensuring that employeescomplywith
safe and healthful work practices; and con-
veningmeetingsand training programs, and
posting and notifying employeesabout haz-
ards.Employersmayelectto includea labor/
management safetyand health committeein
their IIPP.

California’sTargetInspectionProgramlegis-
lationprovidesforthe inspectionof employers
in the highest hazardous industries on a
“worst-first”priority basis.A letter is sent to
eachhighhazardemployerindicatingthat they
arein the TargetInspectionProgramand have

beenplacedon a TargetedInspectionlist.The
employeris requiredto establish, implement
and maintain an effectiveInjury and Illness
PreventionProgramor,if onehasalreadybeen
established,the employermaybe requiredto
providea more effectiveIIPP. The employer
mustinformCal/OSHA,inwriting,whatthey
havedone to implementan effectiveprogram.

North Carolina recentlypassedlegislation
to requirecertainemployersto establishsafety
and health programs and/or committees in
the workplace.Allemployerswithan “experi-
enceratemodifier”of 1.5or greatermusthave
a safety program. Experiencerate modifiers
areratingsthe insuranceindustryusesto deter-
mineworkers’compensationpremiums.Addi-
tionally,allemployerswith11or moreemploy-
eesand an experiencerate modifier of 1.5or
moremusthavea safetyand healthcommittee.

Tennessee enacted legislation under its
Workers’Compensation Act requiring safe-
tyand health committeesfor employerswith
an experiencemodificationrateappliedto the
premiumin the top 25percent of all covered
employers and self-insured employers. All
employerswith safetyand health committees
must also have safety and health programs.

Alaska, Hawaii,Minnesota and Washing-
ton have similar requirements.

Standards Adoption
MichiganrecentlyamendeditsAdministra-

tiveProceduresActto eliminatecertainprom-
ulgation requirements, giving the state the

Ar[enePerkinsisaproject officer in the Office )f
StatePrograms,Directorateof Federal-StateOpera-
tions, OccupationalSafety and Health Adminis-
tration, US. Department of L.ubo~
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ability to make knownthe terms of the rules
substantially similar to federal rules within
the federallymandatedsix-monthtimeframe.

TheCaliforniaLegislaturehasadoptednew
legislationthat allowsCal/OSHAto temporari-
lyadopt (for sixmonths) and enforcefederal
standards until an equivalent state standard
isadopted,shouldthe statebeunableto prom-
ulgateits standardwithinthe six-monthtime-
frame.

OSHA’SNew Seven-FoldPenalty
Increase

A congressionalamendment to section 17
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act
implementedon March1,1991,increasespen-
alty levelsfor violationsof the act. Asa result
of thisamendment,statesarerequiredto make
statutorychangesto their occupationalsafety
and health legislationto reflect the newfed-
eralpenaltymaximumsof $7,000for serious,
other-than-serious,failureto abate and post-
ingviolations;and $70,000for willfuland re-
peat violations;as wellas the $5,000floor for
willfulviolations.

All 21 states and two territories covering
both public- and private-sectoremployment
(Alaska,Arizona,California,Hawaii,Indiana,
Iowa, Kentucky,Maryland, Michigan,Min-
nesota,Nevada,NewMexico,NorthCarolina,
Oregon,SouthCarolina,Tennessee,Utah,Ver-
mont,Virginia,Washington,Wyoming,Puerto
Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands) have enacted

legislationparallelingOSHA’Spenaltyincrease.
(TheNewYorkand Connecticutplans,which
coveronlystateand localgovernmentemploy-
ees, were not required to enact penalty in-
creases.)

PublicSectorPenalties
North Carolinarecentlyenactedlegislation

empoweringthe Commissionerof Labor to
impose penalties against public agenciesfor
OSHAviolationsand to requirelocalgovern-
mentunitsto reportOSHAcitationsto itsgov-
erning boards. (Sixteenof the 25 state plans
now impose penalties in the public sector.)

Discrimination
RecentNorth Carolina legislationcreated

The Workplace Retaliatory Discrimination
(WORD)Divisionto administer complaints
of discrimination.Theoccupationalsafetyand
healthdiscriminationfunctionwastransferred
fromthe OccupationalSafetyand Health Di-
vision and placed in WORD.

Targeting
North Carolina also createda SpecialEm-

phasis Program to target OSHA inspections.
Theseinspectionsarescheduledbecauseof an
employer’shighfrequencyof safetyandhealth
standards or because of an employer’shigh
risk or high rate of work-relatedfatalities or
work-relatedserious injuries or illnesses.
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T a b l e8.18
MAXIMUM BENEFITSFOR TEMPORARYTOTAL DISABILITY
PROVIDED BY WORKERS’COMPENSATION STATUTES
(As of January 1994)

Maximum period
Total

Maximum
State or Maximum payment per week maximum

percentage Duration of Number of stated
other Jurisdlctlon of wages Amount Based on disability weeks in law

United States
FECA (a)
LS/HWCA (a)

Alabama.
Alaska.

Arizona.
Arkansas
California.

Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
Florida
Georgia.

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa

66-2/3 (b)
66-2/3

$1,248.88
738.30

(b)
200!fo of NAWW

*
* . . .

.

iki
.
.

ii
400

“52 (h)

5ti

. .
.

. . .

.

.

156

4s0
400

. . .

ik

700 (p)
. . .

.
. . .

300

. . .

500

ii
104 (v)

312

500

208
. . .

. . .

312
. . .

. . .
66-2/3
80 of worker’s
spendable earnings
66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3

419.00
700.00 (c)

IO@Joof SAWW
. . .

*
* (d)

. . .. . .
323.10 (e)
267.00
336.00

432.25
638.00

*
.
*

;iqo of SAWW
66-2/3070of SAWW

91‘% of SAWW
100qo of SAWW

66-2/3qo of SAWW
100% of SAWW

10WJOof SAWW
90@70of SAWW
133-1/3qo of SAWW

ik”qo of SAWW

. . .

. . .
.

66-2/3
75 of worker’s

%%Yb]e ‘arn’ngs

*
* . . .

. . .
339.29
444.00 (g)
250.00

* .
. . .

66-2/3
66-2/3

. . .

66-2/3
67

481.00 * . . .
351.00
712.92
394.00
797.(2Q

. . .
*
.
*

66-2/3
66-2/3
80 of worker’s
spendable earnings

$2ii,ti (i)

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . .
Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri . . .

Montana.
Nebraska
Nevada, . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3
800fworker’s after

313.00
415.94
319.00 (j)
441.00 (j)

750700fSAWW
100% ofSAWW
75qoofSAWW
90qoofSAWW

100,OOO*
*
*
*

.
. . .. .

tax earnings
66-2/3 510.00 IOOoloofSAWW

1000JoofSAWW
900JoofSAWW

* .
60
800fworker’s

565.94(k)
475.00 (m)

(1). . .
*

spendable earnings
66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3

508.20
243.75
470.06

362.tXl (C)

265.00 (0)

432.39
709.50

105qo ofSAWW
66-2/3qo ofSAWW
1050JoofSAWW

IOOT’oofSAWW

~&’oioofSAWW
150% ofSAWW
75qoofSAWW

850100fSAWW

iio%ofsAww
IOOqoofSAWW
IOO%ofSAWW

* (n)
. 109,687

. .

66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3
70

66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3
66-2/3
72 for first 12 weeks;
66-2/3 thereafter

70
66-2/3
66-2/3
75 ofworker’s
spendable earnings
66-2/3

*
*
*
*
. . .

.
. . .
. . .
.460.00

333.02
400.00
466.00
358.W (r)
482.00 (S)

(q). . .
*
*
*
*

. . .

. . .

307.00
478.95
493.00
463.00(t)

75’7oofSAWW
IOOoJoofSAWW
1000700fSAWW
IOO@JoofSAWW

IOOqoofSAWW

100%ofSAWW

ik”qoofsAww

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island..

South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas..

. .
*
*
*

. . .

410.26 . . .
*
. . .
. . .

.
66-2/3
66-2/3
700fworker’s earnings
over $8.50 per hour;
75 for all others

338.00
355.97
464.00 (u)

142,388
. . .

413.00 (w)
644.00 (x)

IOOqoofSAWW
150@70ofSAWW

Utab
Vermont

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . .

Dist. of Cohrmbia..

66-2/3
66-2/3

. . .
*

. .
. . .

66-2/3
60-75
70
66-2/3
66-2/3 of actual

451.00
517.16(c)
420.33
jf::g (c)

100’%of SAWW
105070of SAMW
IOOoi’oof SAWW
IOOqoof SAWW
100oioof SAMW

. . .
*
**

.
. .

. . .

. . .
monthly earnings
66-2/3 or 80 of worker’s 679.17 IOOqoof SAWW *
spendable earnings;
whichever is less
66-2/3
66-2/3

Puerto Rico
U.S. Virgirrlslands. .

65.00
287.00

. . .

. . .ki-2/3qo of SAWW
.

*
See footnotes at end of table

The Council of State Governments 555



LABOR

MAXIMUM BENEFITS—Continued

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Branch of Planning, Policy and
Review, Division of Planning, Policy and Standards, Office of Workers’
Compensation Programs, Employment Standards Administration.

Key:
SAWW — State’s average weekly wage
SAMW — State’s average monthly wage
NAWW — National average weekly wage
(a) Federal Employees Compensation Act (FECA) and the Longshore

and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act (LS/HWCA). LWHWCA
benefits are for private-sector maritime employees (not seamen) who work
on navigable waters of the U. S., including dry docks.

(b) Benefits under FECA are computed at a maximum of 75 percent of
the pay of a specific grade level in the federal civil service.

(c) Benefits are subject to Social Security benefit offsets.
(d) Benefits payable for duration of disability or until date of medical

stability is reached.
(e) Additional $25 monthly added to benefits of dependents residing in

the U.S.
(f) Benefits are subject to Social Security benefit offsets and by benefits

from an employer pension or disability plan.
(g) Benefits are subject to Social Security and Unemployment Insurance

benefit offsets.
(h) After 52 weeks. benefits are: 67 ~ercent of SAWW for duration of

disability.
(i) Effective 7/1/94.
fj) Payments are subject to Unemployment Insurance benefit offsets.
(k) Additional $6 will be added per dependent if weekly benefits are be-

low $150.

(1)Total maximum payable not to exceed 250 times the SAWW m effect
at time of injury.

(m) Benefits subject to reduction by Unemployment Insurance and Social
Security benefits, and those under an employer disability, retirement or
pension plan.

(n) Payments made for duration of disability until 90 days after max]-
mum medical improvement or end of retraining.

(o) Effective t/1/96, maximum weekly benefit will be 100 percent of
the SAWW.

(p) 100 weeks(primaryand secondary mental impairment).
(q) Total maxrmum payable equals the sum of 700 mtdtiphed by the max-

imum weekly benefit payable at the time of injury.
(r) Additional $10 per week payable for each dependent child, not to

exceed worker’s net wage. Benefits are reduced by 50 percent of Social
Security benefits.

(s) Benefits are subject to offset and if concurrent and/or duplicate with
those under employer non-occupational benefits plan.

(t) An additional $9 for each dependent; including a non-working spouse,
aggregate not to exceed 80 percent of the worker’s average weekly wage.

(u) Each cumulative $10 increase in the average weekly wage for manufac-
turing production workers will increase the maximum weekly benefit by
$7 per week.

(v) Maximum is 104weeks, or upon reaching maximum medical improve-
ment, whichever is sooner.

(w) Additional $5 for dependent spouse and each dependent child up
to 4, but not to exceed 100 percent of the state average weekly wage.

(x) Additional $10 is paid for each dependent under 21 years of age,
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Maximum daily and weekly hours and days Nightwork prohibited

State or other
per week for minors (a) for minors (a)

jurisdiction Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age

Federal (FLSA). 7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to

Alabama ... ., ., .,

,
I 8-40, non-schoolday period

Schoolday/week: 3-18 (b) 7 a.m.

7 p.m. (9 p.m. during summer vacation) to 7 a.m.
I

8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 3-18

10 p.m. before schoolday to 5 a.m.,
if enroIled in school

Arizona. .,

6-day week
Schoolday/week: 9 (c)-23

6-day week 9 p.m. to 5 a.m.

8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18

9:30 p.m. (11 p.m. before non-schoolday) to 6 a.m.
7 p.m. to 6 a.m. in door-to-door sales or deliveries

7 p.m. (9 p.m. before non-schoolday) to 6 a.m.

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to 7 a.m.

Arkansas

California.

8-48-6 10-54-6 11 p.m. before schoolday to 6 a.m.

10 p.m. (12:30 a.m. before non-
schoolday) to 5 a.m.

8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 3-28

8-48-6
Schoolday/week: 4-28 (d) except

8 before non-schoolday

Colorado

Connecticut

8-40
Schoolday: 6

8-40 9:30 p.m. to 5 a.m. before schoolday

9-48
8-48-6 in stores and in agriculture (overtime
permitted in certain industries)

9-48
8-48-6 in stores (overtime permitted
in certain industries)

10 p.m. (midnight before non-schoolday in
supermarkets) to 6 a.m.

10 p.m. (midnight before non-
schoolday in supermarkets) to 6 a.m.

11p.m. (midnight before non-sehocdday
or if not attending school) to 6 a.m.
in restaurants or as ushers in non-
profit theater

8 hours of non-work, non-school time
required in each 24-hour day

11 p.m. to 6:30 a.m., before schoolday

I

Defaware

Florida

8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 4-18 (d)

12 (c)

8-30-6 during schoolyear

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

8-40-6
Schoolday: 3 when followed by schoolday,
except if enrolled in vocational program

Sehoolweek: 15

7 p.m. before schoolday to 7 a.m. on schoolday
(9 p.m. during holidays and summer vacations
to 7 a.m.)

Georgia. ., ., 8-40
Schoolday: 4

9 p.m. to 6 a.m.

Hawaii 8-40-6
Schoolday: 10 (c)

7 p.m. to 7 a.m. (9 p.m. to 6 a.m. June 1
through day before Labor Day)

Idaho

Illinois

9-54 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.

8-48-6
Schoolday/week: 3[8 (c)] (c)-23 (d)

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

See footnotes at end of table.

Maximum daily and weekly hours and days NIghtwork prohibited

S(ate or other
per week for mtnors (a) for minors (a)

]ur[sdtctton Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age

Indiana 8-40 8-40-6, except if not enrolled in 7 p.m. (9 p.m. June t through Labor Day) to
Schoolday/week: 3-18

10 p.m. (midnight before non-schoolday
school; 9-48 during summer 7 a.m. with written parental permission) to
vacation with written parental 6 a.m., minors of 16 enrolled in
permission, minors enrolled in school.
school 11:30 p.m. to 6 a.m. before schoolday,

minors of 17 enrolled in grades 9
through 12 (later with permission u
t 2 non-consecutive nights per week)

Iowa 8-40
Schoolday/week: 4-28

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

Kansas 8-40 10 p.m. before schoolday to 7 a.m.

Kentucky 8-4(I
Schoolday/week: 3-18

6 (8 Saturday and Sunday )-40, if
attending school

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to 11:30 p.m. (1 a.m. Friday and Saturday)
7 a.m. to 6 a.m. when school in session

Louisiana 8-40-6
Schoolday: 3-18

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

Maine ., 8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 3-18

10-50-6 if enrolled in school;
schoolday/week: 4-20, except 8
before non-schoolday, if
enrolled in school. (28 hours in
a week with multiple days of
school closure)

7 p.m. (9 p.m. during summer school vacation) 10 p.m. (12 a.m. before non-schoolday)
to 7 a.m. to 7 a.m., if enrolled in school

5 a.m. before non-schoolday

Maryland 8-40
Schoolday/week: 4-23 (d)

8 p.m. (9 p.m. Memorial Day through Labor 8 hours of non-work, non-school time
Day) to 7 a.m. required in each 24-hour day

12 (c)

Massachusetts 8-48-6
4-24 in farm work. under 14

7 p.m. (9 p.m. July 1 through Labor Day) to 10 p.m. (midnight in restaurants on
6:30 a.m. Friday, Saturday and vacation) to

6 a.m.

9-48-6

Michigan 10-48-6
Schoolweek: 48 (c)

10-48-6
Schoolweek: 48 (c)

9 p.m. to 7 a.m. 10:30 p.m. to 6 a.m., if attending
school

11:30 p.m. to 6 a.m. if not attending
school

Minnesota ., 8-40 9 p.m. to 7 a.m. 11 p.m. to 5 a.m. before schoolday
(1 1:30 p.m. to 4:30 a.m. with written
parental permission)

Mississippi 8-44 In factory, mill, cannery or workshop 7 p.m. to 6 a.m. in factory, mill, cannery or
workshop

Missouri . . . . . 8-40-6 7 p.m. (10 p.m. before non-schoolday and for
minors not enrolled in school) to 7 a.m.

Montana. 8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18 (b)

7 p.m. (9 p.m. during periods outside the
school year June 1 through Labor Day,
depending on local standards) to 7 a.m.

Nebraska ., 8-48 8 p.m. to 6 a.m., under 14
10 p.m. (beyond 10 p.m. before non-school-
day with special permit) to 6 a.m., 14 and 15



S ES T A

Maximum daily and weekly hours and days Nightwork prohibited
per week for minors (a) ‘for mirrors (a)

Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age
State or other
]urisdtctton

Nevada ., 8-48 . . .
New Hampshire 8 on non-schoolday, 48-hour week during

vacation, if enrolled in school
Schoolday/week: 3-23 if enrolled in school

48-hour week, 6-day week, during
vacation if enrolled in school

30-hour week, 6-day week, if
enrolled in school

8-40-6

9 p.m. to 7 a.m.

7 p.m. (9 p.m. during summer vacation with
parental permission) to 7 a.m.

11 p.m. to 6 a.m. during school term,
with specified variations

New Jersey 8-40-6
10-hour day, 6-day week in agriculture
Schoolday/week: 3-18

9 p.m. to 7 a.m., under 14

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 21 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

New Mexico.

New York

8-44 (48 in special cases), under 14

10 p.m. (midnight before schooldays
with written permission from both
parent and school and before non-
schoolday with written parental
consent) to 6 a.m., while school is in
session; midnight to 6 a.m. while
school is not in session

8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 3-18 (b)

8-48-6
Schoolday/week: 4 before schoolday,

8 Friday, Saturday, Sunday or
holiday-28, if enrolled in school

11 p.m. to 5 a.m. before schoolday
while school is in session. Not
applicable with written permission
from both parent and school

7 p.m. (9 p.m. during summer vacation) to
7 a.m.

North Carolina 8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18 (b)

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

North Dakota

Ohio

8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 3-18 if not exempted from
school attendance

8-48-6

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 to Sept. 1 and during school
holidays of 5 schooldays or more) to 7 a.m.
7 p.m. to 7 a.m. in door-to-door sales

11 p.m. before schoolday to 7 a.m. on
schoolday (6 a.m. if not employed
after 8 p.m. previous night) if
required to attend school. 8 p.m. to
7 a.m. in door-to-door sales

8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

9 p.m. before non-schooldays if employer not
covered by FLSA

Oklahoma . . . . . . 8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18
8 hours on school days before non-
schooldays if employer not covered by
FLSA

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

44-hour week (emergency overtime
with permit)

Oregon 8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18 (b)

8-44-6
Schoolday/week: 4-26 (d)

7 p.m. (10 p.m. during vacation from June to
Labor Day) to 7 a.m.

11 p.m. (midnight before non-
schoolday) to 6 a.m., if enrolled in
regular day school

Pennsylvania 8-44-6
28 in schoolweek, if enrolled in

regular day school

9-48, during school year 7 p.m. (9 p.m. during school vacation) to 6
a.m.

11:30 p.m. (1:30 a.m. before non-
schoolday) to 6 a.m., if regularly

Rhode Island 8-40

attending school

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor day) to
7 a.m.

South Carolina 8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18

See footnotes at end of table.

Maximum dady and weekly hours and days Nightwork prohibited

State or other
per week for morors (a) for minors (a)

jurisdiction Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age Under 16 years of age 16 and 17 years of age

South Dakota After 10 p.m. before schoolday8-40
Schoolday/week: 4-20

10 p.m. to 6 a.m. (Sunday-Thursday
before schooldays) (midnight, with
parental permission, up to 3 nights a
week)

7 p.m. to 7 a.m. (9 p.m. to 6 a.m. before non-
schooldays)

Tennessee 8-40
Schoolday/week: 3-18

Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 p.m. (midnight before non-schoolday or in
summer if not enrolled in summer school) to
5 a.m.

9:30 p.m. to 5 a.m. before schoolday

7 p.m. to 6 a.m.

7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

7 p.m. (9 p.m. Friday and Saturday when
school is not in session) to 7 a.m.

8-48

Utah 8-40
Schoolday: 4

Vermont

Virginia.

8-48-6

8-40, non-school period
Schoolday/week: 3-18

10 p.m. Sunday-Thursday (midnight
Friday and Saturday and when

8-48-6
Schoolday/week: 4 (8 Friday,

Saturdav and Sundav) -20.

Washington . . . . . . . 8-40-6
Sf~:olday/week: 3 (8 Saturday and Sunday)

school is not in session) to 7 a.m. (5
6-28 wi~h special va~ance agreed
to by parent, employer, student
and school

8 p.m. to 5 a.m.

(f)-50-6 8 p.m. (11 p.m. before non-schoolday) to
Schoolday/week: 4 (8 Friday and 7 a.m.

non-schoolday)-26 (d)

10 p.m. (midnight before non-schoolday and
for minors not enrolled in school) to 5 a.m.

8-48-6 7 p.m. (9 p.m. June 1 through Labor Day) to
7 a.m.

8-40-6 After 10 p.m. on schoolday
Schoolday: 9 (c)

8-40-6 6 p.m. to 8 a.m.

a.m. when school is not in session).
9 p.m. to 7 a.m. in door-to-door
safes

West Virginia

Wisconsin.

8-40-6

11 p.m. (12:30 a.m. before non-
schoolday) to 7 a.m. (5 a.m. on non-
schoolday) during school week (f)

Midnight to 5 a.m., females

8-40-6
Schoolday/week: 4 (8 Friday and non-
schoolday)-18 (d)

Wyoming 8-56

10 p.m. to 6 a.m.Dist. of Columbia 8-48-6

After 10 p.m. on schooldayGuam 8-40-6
Schoolday: 9 (c)

10 p.m. to 6 a.m.Puerto Rico 8-40-6
Schoolday: 8 (c)

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Division of State Standards Programs, Wage and Hour Division,
Employment Standards Administration.

(c) Combined hours of work and school.
(d) More hours are permitted when school is in session less than 5 days.

(a) State hours limitations on a schoolday and in a schoolweek usually apply only to those enrolled (e) Eight hours are permitted on both Saturday and Sunday if minor does not work outside school
in school. Several states exempt high school graduates from the hours and/or nightwork or other provisions, hours more than 6 consecutive days in a week and total hours worked outside school does not exceed 24.
or have less restrictive provisions for minors participating in various school-work programs. Separate (f) Wisconsin has no limit during non-schoolweek on daily hours or nightwork for 16-and 17-year-
nightwork standards in messenger service and street trades are common, but are not displayed in table.

(b) Students of 14 and 15 enrolled in approved Work Experience and Career Exploration programs
olds. However, they must be paid time and one-half for work in excess of 10 hours per day or 40 hours

may work during school hours up to 3 hours on a schoolday and 23 hours in a schoolweek.
per week, whichever is greater. Also, 8 hours rest is required between end of work and start of work
the next day, and any work between 12:30 a.m. and 5 a.m. must be directly supervised by an adult.

—



T 8.20
CHANGES IN BASIC MINIMUM WAGES IN NON-FARM EMPLOYMENTUNDERSTATELAW:
SELECTEDYEARS 1968 TO 1994

State or other
Jurlsdlctlon

Federal (FLSA)

1968 (a) 1970 (a) 1972 1976 (a) 1979 1980 1981 1988 1991 1992 1993 1994

$1.15 & $1.60 $1.30 & $1.60 $1.60 $2.20 & $2.30 $2.90 $3.10 $3.35 $3.35 $3.80
-. -. -. -- -. -.
b4.L5

4:75

3.65
4.25

3.00
4.27
4.25

3:25

3.85
4.25
4.25
3.35
4.65

2.65
4.25

4:25
4.25

4.25
3.35
4.25 (e)

4:25

4.25 (e)
4.25
4.25
4.25
4.25

3.35
4.25

t14.L>

4:75
. . .

Alabama.
Alaska
Arizona

2.”10
18.72-26.40/
wk. (b)

1.25/day (b)
1.65 (b)

2:10
18.72-26.40/
wk. (b)

1.10
1.65 (b)

2:10
18.72-26.40/
wk. (b)

1.20
1.65 (b)

2.’80
. . .

1.90
2.00

1.00-1.25 (b)
2.21 & 2.31
2.00

i :25

2.40
1.60
2.10
1.25

.

i :k

2.’30
2.20 & 2.30

2.10
2.20
1.80

.
. . .

1.80
1.60
2.20 & 2.30
2.20-2.30
2.20

2.00
2.30
2.00
2.00-2.20
1.60

1.80
2.30
2.20
2.30
. .

3.’46 3:60 3.’85 3:85 4.’30 4.75
.. . . . . . . . . .

Arkansas
California : : : : :

2.30
2.90

2.55
2.90

2.70
3.35

3.25
3.35

3.35
4.25

4.00
4.25

4.15 (c)
4.25

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia.

1.00-1.25 (b)
1.40
1.25

1.00-1.25 (b)
1.60
1.25

1.IX-I .25 (b)
1.85
1.60

1.90
2.91
2.00

1.90
3.12
2.00

1.90
3.37
2.00

3.00 3.00
3.75 4.25
3.35 3.80

3.00
4.27
4.25

3:25

5.25
4.25
4.25
3.35
4.65

2.65
4.25

4:25
4.25

4.25
3.35
4.25 (e)

4:25

4.25 (e)
4.25
4.25
4.25
5.05

3.35
4.25
4.25
4.25
4.25 (e)

4.25 (e)
4.75
4.25
4.45
. . .

3.00
4.27
4.25

3:2s 3:25. . . i .’25 i:25

3.85 3.85
2.30 3.80

5.25
4.25

Hawaii
Idaho ~~~~~~~
Illinois.
Indiana . . . .
Iowa

1.25
1.15

1,“15

1.60
1.25

i :25
. . .

1.60
1.40
1.40
1.25

2.65 2.90 3.10
2.30
2.30
2.00

2.30
2.30
2.00

2.30
2.30
2.00

4.25
3.35
4.65. . .
2.65
4.25

4:25
4.25

4.25
3.35
4.25 (e)

4:25

4.25 (e)
4.25
4.25
4.25
5.05

4.25
4.25
4.25
4.25
4.25 (e)

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana. . . . .
Maine
Maryland

1.60
2.00

1.60
2.15

1.60
2.15

1.60 2.65
3.35 3.80.’65-.75 (b)

i :4iI
1.00 & 1.15

.65-.75 (b) .’65-.75 (b)

2.’96
2.90

3.’10
3.10

3;35
3.35

3.’85
3.80

i .’ti
1.30

i :40-1.80
1.60

3.10
3.10
2.90
.

3.35
3.35
3.10

3.65 3.75
3.35 3.35
3.55&3.50(d) 4.25(e)

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

1.60 1.60 1.75
1.60
.75-1 .60

2.90
2.90
2.30
. . .

1.25 1.25
.70-1 .15 (b) .70-1 .15 (b)

. .
3:80

.
. . . . . . .

3.35 3.80
3.35 3.35
3.35 3.80
3.55 3.85
3.35 3.80

Montana.
Nebraska
Nevada. . .. ....1.
New Hampshire
New Jersey.

1.60
1.00
1.60
1.60
1.50

2.00
1.60
2.75
2.90
2.50

2.00
1.60
2.75
3.10
3.10

2.00
1.60
2.75

i .’ti
1.25
1.40
1.40

. .
1.00
1.30
1.45-1.60
1.50

3.35
3.35

2.65
3.10

2.90
3.35

3.35 3.35
3.35 3.80

New Mexico.
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

1.15-1.40 1.30-1.60 1.30-1.60 2.30
2.901.60 1.60 1.85

1.00 1.25 1.45
1.CSJ-I.25 1.00-1.45 1.00-1.45
.75-1.25 (b) .75-1 .25 (b) .75-1 .25 (b)

2.50 2.75 2.90 3.35 3.35
2.10-2.30 2.60-3.10 2.80-3.10 2.80-3.10 3.40
2.30 2.30 2.30 2.30 3.80(e)

3.80
4.25
4.25(e)

2.00 2.00 3.10 3.35 3.80(e)
2.30 2.90 3.10 3.35 4.75
2.90 3.10 3.35 3.35 3.80
2.30 2.65 2.90 3.65 4.25

. . . . . . . . .

4.25(e)
4.75
4.25
4.45
. . .

4.25(e)
4.75

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carolina

1.00
1.25
1.15
1.40

1.00
1.25

1.40
1.25
1.60
1.60

1.30
1.60

4.25
4.45
. . .. . . . . .

See footnotes atendof table.

CHANGES IN BASIC MINIMUM WAGE—Continued

State or other
jurisdiction 1968(a) 1970(a) 1972 1976(a) 1979 1980 1981 1988 1991 1992 1993 1994

Sosrttsllakota 17.00- 1.00 1.00
20.00/wk.

. . . . . .

2.00 2.30 2.30 2.30 2.80 3.80 4.25 4.25 4.25

Teanesaee. . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . .
Utah
Vermont...,....

i:i i:b
1.55-l.70 (b) l~@2.45 (b)
2.30

. . . . . . . . .
i:~
2.35-2.60(b) ~:y&2.75 (b) ~:i:2.75 (b) ;:ti

3:35 335 3:35
4.25 4.25

3.10
4.25

3.35 3.55 3.85 4.25 4.25 4.25

1.40
i:til.15 (b) i:til.15 (b) 1.20-l.35 (b)
1.40 1.60 1.(X3

Virginia. . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia
Wiaconsia. . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . .

2.00 2.35
2.20-2.30 2.30
2.00 2.20
2.10 2.80
1.60 1.60

2.35 2.65 2.65 2.65 3.65 4.25
2.30

4.25
2.30 2.30 4.25 4.25 4.25

2.20
4.90

2.75 3.35 3.35 3.80 4.25 4.25
i:66 i:k i:6i3
1.00 1.00 1.20
1.25(b) 1.30(b) 1.45(b)
1.20 1.30 1.50

3.00 3.25 3.35 3.80 3.80 4.25
1.60

4.25
1.60 1.60 1.60 1.60 1.60 1.60

DisLofCohrmbia...
Guam . . . . . . . . . .
Puerto Rico....
U.S. Virgin lstmrds

1.25-1.40 1.60-2.00 1.60-2.25 2.25-2.75 2.46-3.(M 2.50-3.50 2.50-3.75
1.25 1.60

3.50-4.85 3.70-4.85
1.90

3.90-5.45
2.30

3.90-5.45
2.90 3.10

4.25
3.35 3.35 3.80 4.25 4.25 5.25(f)

.43-I.60 .43-1.60 .65-1.60 .76-2.50 1.20-2.50 1.20-2.50 1.20-3.10 1.20-3.35 1.20-4.25(f) 1.20-4.25(f) 1.20-4.25(g) 1.20-4.25(g)
NA NA NA NA 2.90 3.10 3.35 3.35 4.65 (c,e) 4.65 (c,e) 4.65 (c,e) 4.65 (c,e)

(d) For the years 1988-1990, Minnesota had atwo-tier wage schedule with the higher rate applicable
to emr.iovers covered bvthe FLSAand thelower rateto erntiover snotcovered bvthe FLSA.

Source: U.S. Department pfLabor, Division ofStateStandards Programs, Wage and Hour Division,
Employment Standards Administration.

fVote; Rates are for Januaryl of each year, except 1968and 1972, which show rates as ofFebruary.
Arange of rates, as in Puerto Rico, reflects rates which differ by industry, occupation orother factor,
as established under a wage-board type law.

Key:
—Not applicable

N~A. — Not available
(a) Under the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), thetwo rates shown inl%8, 1970and 1976

reffect the former multiple-track minimum wage system in effect from 1%1 to 1978. The lower rateap-
pfiedto newly covered persons brought under theaet by amendments, whose rates were graduatlyphased
in. Asimilar dual-track system was also in effect in certain years under the laws in Connecticut, Mary-
land and Nevada.

(b) For the years indicated, the laws in Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Kentucky, Minne-
sota, Ohio, Utah and Wisconsin applied only to women and minors.

(c) A scheduled future increase will raise the minimum rate in Arkansas to$.4.25 on Julyl, 1994.In
the U.S. Virgin [slands, implementation of an indexed rate, which was to have started January 1, 1991,
has been delayed.

(e) Minnesotasetsal~werrate for enterpriseswith annual re~eiptsof less than $36~,500($4.00, Janu-
aryl,1991 -January 1, 1994);Montana setsa lower rate for businesses withgross annual safes of$ll0,000
or less ($4.00January 1, 1992-January 1, 1994); Ohio sets alowerrate for employers with gross annual
salesfrom $150,000to $500)000($3.35, January 1, 1991 -January 1, 1994) and foremployers with gross
annual salesunder $150,000 ($2.50, January l,1991 and $2.80January 1, 1992- Januaryl, 1994); Okla-
homasets alower rate for employers of less than 10 full-time employees at anyone location and for
those with annual gross sales of less than $100,000 ($2.00, January 1, 1991- January 1, 1994); and the
U.S. Virgin Islands sets a lower rate for businesses with gross annual receipts of less than $150,000 ($4.30,
January 1, 1991- January 1, 1994).

(f) In the District of Columbia wage orders were replaced by a statutory minimum wage on October
1, 1993. A $5.45 minimum rate remained in effect for the laundry and dry cleaning industry as the result
of a grandfather clause.

(g) In puerto Rico. separate minimum rates are in effect for almost 350 non-farm occupations by in-
dustry Mandatory Decrees. Rates higher than those in the range listed are in effect in a few specific occu-
pations.



O C

Status of state plan
Operational 7(c)(1) On-site On-shore Date of

State or other Dl~ferent
Date of

status consultation maritime initial Date 18(e) final
jurisdiction agreement (a) standards (b) agreement (c) coverage approval certijied (d) approval (e)

Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * * 07/31/73
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . 09/09/77 09/28/84

California. . . . . . . . . . . “ ‘
. . . . . . . 10/29/74

*’
09/18/81 06/20/85

* * * 04/24/73
Connecticut(f) . . . . . .

08/12/77 . . .
. . . . . * 10/02/73

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . 08/19/86

. . . * * . . . 12/28/73 04/26/78 04/30/84

Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :::

. . . . . . . . . 02/25/74 09/24/81 09/26/86

. . . * 07/12/73
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . 09/14/76 07/02/85
. . . . . . 07/23/73

Maryland . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . 02/08/80 06/13/85

. . . . . . * 06/28/73
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
* *

02/15/80 07/18/85
* . . . 09/24/73 01/16/81 . . .

Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * * 05/29/73
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .

09/28/76 07/30/85
* . . . 12/04/73

New Mexico. . . . . . . .
. . . 08/13/81

*
. . .

. . . 12/04/75 12/04/84
New York (f). . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
. . . *

North Carolina.. . . . .
. . .

*
06/O\/84 . . .

. . . * . . . 01/26/73 09/29/16 . . .

Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . * * * * 12/22/72
Sooth Carolina . . . . . . . . .

09/15/82
. . *

Tennessee . . . . . . . . . .
. . . 11/30/72 07/28/76 12/1s/8;

. . . . . . *
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . 06/28/73 05/03/78 07/22/85
. . . . . . * 01/04/73

Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . 11/11/76

*
07/16/85

. . . * * 10/01/73 03/04/77 . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * 09/23/76 08/15/84
Washington . . . . . . . . .

. . .
*

11/30/88
* * 01/19/73

Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . 01/26/82

. . . . . . * . . . 04/25/74 12/18/80 o6/2i/ai

Puerto Rico.... . . . . . * . . .
U.S. Virgirr Islands .,..

. . . . . . 08/15/77 09/07/82
. . . . . . . . . . . . 08/31/73 09/22/81 o4/li/84

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Directorate ofFederal-State Oper- (b) Standards frequently not identical to the federal.
ations, Office ofState Programs, Occupational Safety and Health Adminis- (c) On-siteconsultationis available in all states eitherthrough a7(c)(l)
tration.

Key:
Agreement or under a State Plan.

(d) Developmental steps satisfactorily completed.
* —Yes (e) Concurrent federal jurisdiction relinquished (supersedesOperation-

~a)”C;n%rentfe deral jurisdiction suspended.
al Status Agreement).

(f) Plan covers only state and local government employees.
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HEALTH

State Health-Care Reform Initiatives
States have developed or implemented various health-care reforms in
an effort to ease the crisis and be prepared for national reform plans.

by Elizabeth Buerger

In the past few years, several plans have been
introduced on the federal level to deal with the
ever-worsening health-care crisis in the United
States. However, little has been done to slow
the rising costs of health care that leave mil-
lions of people uninsured. As debate heats up
between President Clinton’s proposal for na-
tional reform and a number of other plans on
the table, states continue to explore different
options and experiment with new ideas for
state-based reforms. These states are unwilling
to wait for what likely will be a lengthy process
toward national reform, but recognize the im-
portance of flexibility for the forthcoming na-
tional plan.

These state-based plans have taken a variety
of forms. Some states have looked first to em-
ployers to offer health-care coverage to work-
ers either by mandate or by encouraging them
to do so voluntarily. Options for those lack-
ing access to employer-based insurance include
expanding Medicaid or other programs for
low-income residents. Some states, reluctant
to commit to the goal of universal access, have
looked to insurance reform to expand access
and control costs. Other cost containment mea-
sures in state reform plans include provision
of services in managed-care settings, group
purchasing, community rating requirements,
global budgeting, regulation of insurance rates
and provider fees, utilization review, and de-
velopment of uniform claim forms.

States are also in various stages of devel-
opment with their plans. Some are still in the
planning stages while others have implemented
or are beginning to implement their plans.
Taken together, the state-based reform efforts
throughout the nation clearly reflect the im-
portance and priority states place on reform-
ing the health-care delivery system.

564 The Book of the States 1994-95

Hawaii began to reform its health-care sys-
tem through the Prepaid Health Care Act of
1974, which requires all employers to provide
insurance for their employees. In 1989,the state
created the State Health Insurance Program
(SHIP) to insure those not covered by Medi-
caid or the Prepaid Health Care Act. As a
result, Hawaii has the lowest percentage of
uninsured citizens in the country. The feder-
al government has granted the state’s waiver
request to begin a new program that involves
consolidating three public health assistance
programs Medicaid AFDC, SHIP and General
Assistance into one comprehensive health-care
program. Through the creation of this single
purchasing pool, with services delivered in a
managed-care setting, the state hopes to ensure
that all citizens will continue to have access to
quality care at an affordable price. Governor
John D. Waihee views this plan as a “second
generation health-care initiative” that, in com-
bination with the Prepaid Health Care Act,
will reinforce Hawaii’s place as a leader in
health-care reform.

Oregon spent four years developing its
health-care reform package beginning with
the passage of the Basic Health Services Act
in 1989. The central piece of this package was
a Medicaid expansion proposal that involved
a controversial plan to ration health-care ser-
vices. The Health Services Commission devel-
oped a prioritized list of conditions and treat-
ments, and the Legislature then determined
the number of services it could afford to cover.
Medicaid would not pay for services below
that level. After a lengthy battle to gain federal

Elizabeth Buerger is a research assistant with the
States Information Center of The Council of State
Governments.



Table A
HEALTH CARE REFORM IN SELECTEDSTATES:SUMMARIES OF LEGISLATION

FLORIDA [In 1993, Hawaii received a federal waiver
Legal references: Health Care Reform Act of for QUEST, a proiect to combine Medicaid, the

1992, Ch. 92-33; Health Care and Insurance Re- State Health Insurance Program, and the state’s
form Act of 1993, Ch. 93-129, Laws of Florida. general assistance program into a single man-

Year(s) of enactment: 1992, 1993 aged care program.]

Highlights of /egis/ation: Legislation enacted

in 1992 created the Agency for Health Care Ad- MINNESOTA

ministration to consolidate state health func- Legal references: HealthRight Law (Minnesota-

tions into a single agency and write the Florida Care), Ch. 549, 1992 Legislative Session Laws;

Health Plan to ensure voluntary universal ac- Ch. 345, 1993 Legislative Session Laws.

cess to health care by December 1994. Year(s) of enactment: 1992, 1993

The 1993 enactment focused on reaching Highlights of legislation: The 1992 Minnesota-

universal access — not through uniform bene- Care legislation expanded an existing state-

fit packages for everyone or required employer funded insurance program for children into a

participation, but by filling in the gaps for the new state health insurance program for low-

underserved or uninsured (e.g., persons in rural income, uninsured families not covered by Medi-

areas, employees of small businesses, and low- caid or general assistance medical care. The

income persons ineligible for Medicaid. act also made individual and small employer

Key features of the 1992 and 1993 health care health insurance reforms, created a large health

reform enactments include: creation of a rural insurance purchasing pool for small employers,

health network program; creation of MedAccess, established an office of rural health to recruit

a state health insurance program for the uninsur- rural providers and improve rural health care,

ed; a requirement that all insurers and health authorized the self-employed to deduct 100

maintenance organizations offer a basic health percent of their health care premiums from

benefit plan to small employers; creation of
state income taxes, and created a structure for

voluntary community health alliances to provide
cost containment and health planning.

health purchasing pools for small employers;
The 1993 legislation called for a comprehen-

and various cost containment and quality assur-
sive plan leading to universal health coverage

by 1997, and authorized the replacement of the
ante provisions.

existing health care delivery system with lnte-

HAWAII

Legal references: Prepaid Health Care Act,

Ch. 393, Hawaii Revised Statutes; State Health

Insurance Program, Ch. 421N, Hawaii Revised

Statutes.

Year(s) of enactment: 1974, 1989

Highlights of legislation: Since 1974, the Pre-

paid Health Care Act has been the foundation

for providing near-universal health care cover-

age for Hawaii residents. The legislation requires

all employers to provide full-time employees

(2o hours per week or more) with health cover-

age through regular insurance, self-insurance,

or health maintenance plans. The act exempts

state and local governments, the self-employed,

workers on commission, employers of seasonal

workers, and those covered under plans nego-

tiated under collective bargaining agreements.

The 1989 legislation created the State Health

Insurance Program (SHIP) to offer limited and

subsidized health care benefits focusing on

preventive and primary care to those not cov-

ered by employers.

grated Service Networks (provider networks

formed by health maintenance organizations,

insurers, hospital providers, local governments,

purchasers, or a combination of these groups)

and a regulated all-payer system. It also set

short-term limits on health care spending, and

statutory revenue and spending limits for the

Networks and for providers and insurers out-

side that system.

OREGON

Legal references: Oregon Health Plan, SB 27

of 1989 session, SB 935 of 1989 session, SB 534

of 1989 session, S8 1076 of 1991 session, SB 1077

of 1991 session, SB 44 of 1991 session, SB 5530

of 1993 session [all incorporated into Oregon
Revised Statutes, 316.096-317 .113,414.025-414.750,

442.580-442.586, 653.705-653.791, 735.600-

735.650, and 743.730-743.745].

Additional enactments: SB 47, SB 757, SB 989

(1993)

Year(s) of enactment: 1989, 1991, 1993

continued on page 566
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OREGON (continued) WASHINGTON

Highlights of legislation: The legislation adopt- Legal references: Washington Health Services

ed from 1989 to 1993 constitutes the Oregon Act of 1993 (E2SSB 5304 and related provisions

Health Plan. The overall plan is designed to of ESB 5076, ESHB 1855, SHB 1784 and SHB 1721).

achieve universal access to health care by an Year(s) of enactment: 1993
expanded Medicaid program (whereby the Highlights of legislation: The 1993 legislation
state assumes health care responsibility for all calls for a phase-in of universal access to health

residents below the federal poverty line); a care over a six-year period, beginning in 1993.

“play or pay” mandate for employers to either By 1999, every Washington state resident must

provide health benefits to their employees or purchase a Uniform Benefit Package. Employers

pay into a special state insurance fund; and a must offer employees and dependents a choice
requirement that small business insurance car- of three certified health plans and pay 50 per-
riers must offer small businesses a benefit pack- cent of the premiums of the lowest cost pack-
age similar to the state’s Medicaid program. age for full-time employees and a pro-rated

The most publicized portion of Oregon’s plan share for part-time employees. The Washing-
pertained to the “rationing” or cost containment ton Health Services Commission is required to
of Medicaid benefits. The act calls for the Pre- determine a new set of government regulations
gon Health Services to create and update a pri- for the state’s private health insurance and
oritized list of health services. The state legisla- delivery systems.
ture, which cannot change the order of the items Other provisions of the enactment include:
on the list, must, through the appropriations proc- a requirement that the courts set up a voluntary
ess, determine how far down the priority list review of malpractice claims by medical ex-
money will be available to fund Medicaid perts before lawsuits are filed; a requirement
services. that the University of Washington prepare a

Implementation was pending approval of a

Medicaid waiver by the Health Care Financing
primary care shortage plan to increase resi-

dencies to 50 percent by the year 2000; and a
Administration, the U.S. Office of Management directive to the Health Services Commission to
and Budget, and the U.S. Secretary of Health study employer-funded medical savings ac-
and Human Services. In March 1993, the Clinton counts and to submit a plan to integrate long-
administration approved the waiver, thus per- term health care into the new health reform
mitting the state to proceed. In doing so, how- system by 1999.
ever, it required the state to revise its priority

ranking of services to eliminate the possibility Sources: Pioneers in State Health Care Re-
ef bias against disabled persons, in accordance form: Summaries of Innovative State Legislation,
with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Western Legislative Conference Health Commit-

VERMONT tee, The Council of State Governments, April

Legal references: Vermont Health Care Re- 1994. Oregon information also taken from “Pri-

form Act of 1992, H. 733, Act No. 160. oritization of Health Care Act,” entry (pp. 12-23)

Year(s) of enactment: 1992 in Suggested State Legislation 1994, VOI. 53,

Highlights of legislation: The 1992 legislation produced by The Council of State Governments.

created the Vermont Health Care Authority, Note: Additional information on recent state

requiring it to submit both a single-pay erand activity in health care reform may be found in

multi-payer plan for universal health care ac- Health Care Reform Initiatives in the States: A

cess. The enactment also required the Health Survey of The Council of State Governments’

Care Board to adopt a targeted budget for all States Information Center (3560 Iron Works

sectors of health care in the state and to design Pike, P.O. Box 11910, Lexington, Ky. 40578-1910,

a unified health care data base. 606-244-8000).

Other key features include: expansion of a Suggested State Legislation volumes 51-53

state health program for low-income children, also include summaries of recent state legis-

establishment of malpractice reforms, establish- Iative activity in the health care arena: Access

ment of a health insurance purchasing pool for to Health Care (Note), vol. 51, pp. 1-5; Health

state and municipal governments, and various Care Legislation (Note), vol. 52, pp. 1-5; and

reforms for coverage of individuals previously Health Insurance Reform Legislation (Note),

covered by insurers who have left the market. vol. 53, pp. 1-11.
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approval, the necessary waivers were granted
in March 1993. With the approval of the fi-
nancing plan in August 1993, Oregon has
moved forward with implementation. Still be-
ing challenged is the employer mandate in-
cluded in the 1989 legislation. Debate on this
mandate, which would expand health-care
coverage to all Oregonians by 1998, rages on.

In the fall of 1992, Minnesota began imple-
menting the MinnesotaCare program. This
program extends the eligibility of the existing
Children’s Health Plan and increases the bene-
fits available. The plan provides for phased-
in eligibility for more children and adults. By
1994 all Minnesotans who meet the income
requirements will be eligible. Those with in-
comes exceeding275 percent of the federal pov-
erty levelwill be covered through their employ-
ers’ plans. In 1993, the Legislature enhanced
the MinnesotaCare benefits package and intro-
duced the creation of Integrated Services Net-
works, similar to health maintenance organi-
zations, that would provide services for a fixed
price per person.

Florida’s road toward comprehensive health-
care reform began with the passage of the
Health Care Reform Act of 1992. The state is
relying on employers to voluntarily offer in-
surance to their employees to achieve the goal
of universal access by December 1994. The
Health Care and Insurance Reform Act of
1993put in place a managed-competition sys-
tem of Community Health Care Purchasing
Alliances (CHPA). The 11 regional CHPAS
will provide purchasing services and informa-
tion on prices, usage and quality to members.
Membership will be open to, but optional for,
small businesses, the state on behalf of state
employees and their dependents, participants
in the new MedAccess program, and Medicaid
recipients. A Medicaid expansion plan also
has been proposed that would require a waiver
from the federal government. The Florida
Agency for Health Care Administration and
the alliance boards expect alliance coverage
to begin May 1, 1994.

In April 1993, Tennessee Governor Ned
McWherter proposed that the state withdraw
from Medicaid and replace it with a state pro-
gram to be called TennCare. This new program

would bring the state’s Medicaid recipients
together with approximately 500,000 eligible
uninsured residents into one health insurance
program. The plan is based on the state em-
ployees’managed-care health plan and includes
many cost containment measures. Participants
with incomes under 200 percent of the federal
poverty level will be charged on a sliding fee
scale based on their ability to pay. Those with
incomes below the federal poverty level will
receive care free of charge. Delivery of services
in a managed-care setting is aimed at achiev-
ing the proposal’s cost containment goals. The
Clinton administration approved the waivers
to implement the program on November 18,
1993, and program enrollment began in Janu-
ary 1994.

In May 1993, Governor Mike Lowry signed
the Washington Health Services Act. This plan
has been cited as a model for national reform
as it contains many elements considered by
the national task force, including universal cov-
erage, managed care and financing through
sin taxes such as taxes on alcohol and tobacco.
Washington’s plan relies on employers to pro-
vide insurance for their employees and requires
them to pay at least 50 percent of the premium
for full-time workers. The legislation also es-
tablishes regional Health Insurance Purchasing
Cooperatives that will offer certified health
plans to members, establish a rating system
and collect members’ premiums. The act also
includes an expansion of the state’s programs
for low-income residents, the Basic Health Plan
and Medicaid, to cover an additional 195,000
individuals.

In Vermont and Colorado, legislation set in
motion extensive studies of health-care plans.
In Vermont, the Health Care Authority created
by the 1992 reform legislation developed two
plans, a single-payerplan and a regulated multi-
payer plan, to be considered by the Legislature.
The report outlining these plans and other
details of reform was released November 1,
1993. Both plans include provisions for uni-
versal coverage, portability of coverage, uni-
form benefits, control of capital expenditures
and a binding cap on overall spending. In
Colorado, a lengthy study yielded the Colo-
radoCare feasibility report in September 1993.
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This report recommended the creation of re-
gional health purchasing pools to negotiate
with insurance companies for the best rates.
Employers no longer would select plans for
employees who would have a number of choices
of health-care plans. Many alternatives for
implementation were to be considered, how-
ever, Governor Roy Romer has delayed fur-
ther debate in order to structure state reform
according to whatever plan is adopted at the
federal level. Efforts continue toward cost
containment.

New Jersey’s reform was brought on by a
court ruling that found that the state’s financ-
ing of uncompensated hospital care violated
federal law. The result was a legislative pack-
age of health insurance reforms that includ-
ed a new funding source for uncompensated
care and restructured individual and small
group insurance. The legislation established
community rating and open enrollment re-
quirements and established five standard bene-
fit packages that all carriers must offer.

Maryland’s reform effort does not attempt
to provide universal coverage. The focus is on
providing health-care coverage for the many
uninsured residents employed by small busi-
nesses. In the future, the reforms will be ex-
tended to the general market. The reform
legislation also regulates practitioner fees and
a new formula for practitioner reimbursement.

Both New York and California have had
many health-reform proposals developed for

consideration, but neither has enacted a com-
prehensive plan. In New York, a proposed plan
for a single, publicly financed health-care de-
livery system failed to pass both houses of the
Legislature in 1992, and it is unlikely that it
will be considered further. In California, two
proposals for health-care reform received na-
tional attention. Proposition 166, developed
by the California Medical Association, went
to the voters in November 1992 and was de-
feated. “California Health Care in the 21st
Centurj’ the plan sponsored by state Insur-
ance Commissioner John Garamendi was
defeated as S.B. 6 in the Legislature. While
smaller scale programs have been successful
in both states, budget concerns and a lack of
consensus on the direction reform should take
have precluded extensive change of the states’
health-care systems.

While these are just some of the states that
have developed or are developing health-care
reform plans across the country, they do provide
insight into the stages of the reform process.
Virtually every state has looked at some type
of reform in the early 1990s. The involvement
of many stakeholders contributes to the devel-
opment of a comprehensive plan, from the
initial period of studying reform and analyz-
ing options to the ongoing implementation.
States continue to work toward reform to con-
tain out-of-control costs that strain state bud-
gets and in an effort to be prepared for what-
ever form the national reform plan takes.
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Table 8.22
1991 EXPENDITURES AND AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH IN EXPENDITURES,
1980-91, FOR HOSPITAL CARE, PHYSICIAN SERVICES AND PRESCRIPTION
DRUG PURCHASES IN RETAlL OUTLETS BY STATE

1991 Expenditures (millions of dollars) Percent of A verage Annual Growth: 1980-91

Hospita[ Physician Prescription Hosptta[ Physzcian Prescription
State Total (a) care services drugs Total (b) care services drugs

. . . . .. . ----- . . .. . ---
10.7
11.4
11.9
10.9
10.3

10.9
11.1
12.0
12.5
12.5

11.4
10.5
8.2

10.3
8.9

10.0
11.4
11.5
Ill
9.4

12.4
11.3
12.3
11.5
11.6

10.1
12.0
13.3
8.3

10.5

10.0
10.5
12.4
12.5
11.5

10.9
9.8

10.7
9.6
9.0

It:
9.0

11.0
12.6

12.5
10.5
10.0
9.5
9.6

9.8

1:::
12.8
11.4

12.0
11.0
10.2
10.5
9.3

8.8
8.2

10.7
11.8
10.9

9.3
10.3
9.8

13.0
12.4

12.0

1:::
10.8
7.2

10.3

Alabama . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia, . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana, . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . .
Rhode Island . . . . . .
South Carolina

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Columbia.

b 4,521
659

3,615
2,359

31,128

3,614
4,089

800
15,210

7,603

1,287
762

13,792
6,024
2,933

5 .Z,LY6
312

2,321
1,241

23,108

2,122
2,236

488
9,881
3,902

719
397

5,731
2,890
1,294

b 677
56

483
368

3,904

6,420
3,968

58,141

6,100
6,844
1,379

27,047
12,476

2,144
1,282

21,234
9,749
4,631

364
520

91
1,956

971

12.1
12.9
14.2
13.3
13.3

10.4
10.3
10.8
12.0
12.2

137
123

1,711
835
404

12.3
11.0
7.5
9.9
8.7

10.0
9.9

1?::
9.3

4,307
6,362
8,335
1,966
9,323

2,545
3,908
5.277

358
639
658
162
829

9.0
11.0
10.7
10.6
10.6

1,404
1,814
2,400

547
3,284

1!:!
10.6
9.6
8.9

8.7
8.2
9.3
9.9
9.2

10.1
9.2

10.6
11.3
11.3
13.1
13.3

I ;257
5,210

14.402 9.097 4,244
5.141

1,061
1,578

548

10.3
8.6

10.5
9.8
9.7

14.3
8.7

12.6

1?:?

17,383
8,726
3,732

10,226

10,663
4,607
2,425
6,660

3;571
923

2,815
384
751

1,164
2.794

763
1.789

314
779
945
641

4,569

87
227
135
146

1,249

9.4
9.5

12.4
13.4
11.3

7.8
9.9

14.7
15.7
11.6

2;274
1,917

14,647

1;195
1,129
8,829

10.8
12.4
11.2

12.1
9.3

12.92.448 1,570
25,345

6,795
796

12,628

699 179
2,577

992
84

1,613

12.3
10.1
12.0
9.6
9.4

38;533
10,987

1,322
20,335

10,611
3,200

442
6,094

12.0
12.6
11.0
9.9

12.0
8.8
9.2

9.1
9.8

10.3
9.7

12.4

9.0
9.7

9.5
10.2
11.8
11.4
12.4

4,929
4,597

25,178
1,924
5,547

3,016
2,562

16,622
1,215
3,614

1,471
1,738
6,680

543
1,455

442
297

1,876
166
479

9.7
8.8

12.7

1,221
9,948

30,222
2.539

799 342
2,865 844
9,754 2,382

822 207
79

80 10.6 10.3
10.8
11.4
11.6
10.2

11.5
6,239

18,086
1,510

502

6,407
4,581
2,000
4,981

394

11.0
11.2
11.7
11.2

11.7
11.3
11.6
13.4824 243

10,825
8,486

.3,299
8.733

3,464
3,336

3,%
155

955 11.6 10.8
11.4

13.1
12.6
9.6

11.3
8.2

568
329
675

49

11.7
8.9
9.8
8.9

8.4
8.9
9.4598

3,400 2,641 666 93 9.5 9.4 9.8

Source: Health Care Financing Administration, Office of the Actuary, (b) Growth in total equals growth in the sum of expenditures for hospi-
estimates prepared by the Office of National Health Statistics. tal care, physician services, and retail purchases of prescription drugs.

(a) Sum of expenditures for hospital care, physician services, and retail
purchases of prescription drugs approximately 70 percent of U.S. personal
health care expenditures.
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Table 8.23
TOTAL ROAD AND STREETMILEAGE: 1992
(Classified by jurisdiction)

Rural mileage Urban mileage
State or other

Total rural
Understate Under local Under federa[ Total rural Under state Under local Total urban and urban

jurisdiction control control (a) control (b) roads control control (a) mileage mileaze

United States. . . . . . 6%,589
- --- - . . . ___

3,116,555 103,648 680,125 785,160 3,901,715Z, L38,Y41

62,765
3,997

20,751
52,876
55,154

49,921
6,643

232
54,305
68,693

1,469
27,311
90,938
63,322
94,249

114,140
36,161
30,816
12,059
11,795

11,490
81,848

101,317
54,511
74,726

45,723
77,592
22,516

8,603
10,168

39,867
60,899

3,712
76,799
65,633

87,973
33,418
48,649

1,158
18,274

71,735
56,141

147,360
22,421
10,096

949
37,417

83,::
26,164

. . .

181,U25

Alabama. ...,.. . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

9,137
5,401
5,663

14,967
14,721

8,222
2,137
3,434
7,592

14,889

767
4,854

13,041
9,623
9,125

10,007
25,291
14,868
7,777
3,764

1,729
7,660

12,155
9,639

30,737

8,038
9,927
4,7%
3,734
1,592

11,050
11,724
68,643

7,193
16,593

12,092
10,490
36,324

365
34,736

7,738
12,117
68,861
5,043
2,664

50,084
17,767
30,537
11,025
6,256

. . .

933
2,588

14,432
1,628

18,517

72,835
11,986
40,846
69,471
88,392

1,883
448
467

1,241
3,729

17,475
1,200

14,627
6,450

76,250

19,366
1,648

15,123
7,691

79,986

12,777
11,496
1,855

48,637
26,147

1,799
3,314

32,266
19,109
9,096

9,508
10,008
12,319
2,479

13,574

21,017
28,012
14,523
7,888

15,398

92,201
13,634
55,969
77,162

168,378

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . .

7,123 65,266
8,784
3,669

62,003
84,643

2,307
55,274

104.136

1,022
1,835
1,453
4,278
2,949

11,755
9,661

402
44,359
23,162

78,043
20,280

5,524
110,640
110,790

4

102
1,061

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana (c)..... . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

23,1~
157

260
268

4,328
1,671

980

1,505
3,034

27.923

4,106
58.588

136;402
92,054

112,586
72,945

103,490
17,438
8,111

8,843
7,529

10,540
1,707

11,519

19,153
26,040
13,324
7,037

13,778

iii

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . .

124,147
61,757
46,310
20.002

665
2,293
1,779

133,655
71,765
58,629
22,481
29,172

365
626
166 768

1,65939 15;598

Masaacbrssetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . .

87

1:62;
757
563

13,306
89,508

115,099

1,834
1,972
1,199

829
1,620

34,323
117,520
129,622
72,795

121,424

70,357
92,686
45,657
14,913
34,286

61,195
111,686
95,582
86,648

113,823

112,432
95,237

116,788
6,120

64,129

83,299
85,144

293,317
43,270
14,145

68,429
79,413
34,919

110,371
39,022

1,104

64,907
106,026

Montana . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska (c).....
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey. . . . . . . . . .

14,248
137

13,832
136

68,009
87,656
41,144
12.473

162
329
502

2,186
4,701
4,011
2,147

20,830

2,348
5,030
4,513

293
1,655

586
4,680
9,231

3,;2

957
783

8,097
771

6,902

166
2,399
7,982

756
171

6,357
1,113
1,321
1,420

405

1,040

2::%!

5,828
39,063
21,451

1,825
31,568

12,281
9,494

30,823
4,597

10,517

1,858
16,314
76,143
6,084
1,314

15,581
17,025
3,090

14,841
2,489

~,lo4

23 11;783

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . .
Nortb Carolirsa. . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4,450 55,367
72,623
74.131

5,242
34,383
11,970
1,619

27,631

1;7i6
831
29

84;823
82,255

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode lsfand . . . . . . . .
South Carolina . . . . . .

86
41,835

992

100,151
85,743
85.965

11,322
8,676

22,726
3,826
3,615

1,523
53,612

81,441
68,830

217,174
37,186
12,831

52,848
62,388
31,829
95,530
36,533

“6b2
South Dakota . .
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

1,968
572
953

9,722
71

1,691
13,915
68,161

5,321
1,134

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . . .
West Virginia .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . .

1,815
7,204

650
962

4,113

9,013
15,912
1.769

13,421
2,081

Dist. of Columbia . . . . . . . . . . .
Source: U.S. Departmentof Transportation, Federal Highway Adminis- (a) Includes mileage not identified by administrative authority.

tration. Compiled forcalendar yearending December31, 1992, from reports (b) Mileage in federal parks, forests, and reservationsthatare notapart
of state authorities.

Key:
of the state and local highway systems.

(c) 1991 base data factoredto 19921evels(1992 base data notavai1able).
. . . —Notapplicabie
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8.24
STATERECEIPTSFOR HIGHWAYS: 1992
(In thousands of dollars)

Other state Federal funds

State Road and imposts, Federal Transfers
State or other highway user crossing generalfund Miscellaneous highway Other from local Bond Total
jurisdiction tax revenues tolls (a) revenues income administration agencies governments proceeds(b) receipts

United States. 30,809,268 2,970,050 ., ,,0,, “m, m.0. n,- . . .A. “,.. .,. - . . . .,. . ,.. - . ,.-. --- . . .,. - .n -
L,my, am

3,777
103,787
99,087

2,255
179,575

111,8+!
92,503

148,854
422,344

52,600

33;562
3,705

129,923

171,368
35,519

2;7i4
45,147

97;35i
8,801

51,946
113,722

1,397
99,118
16,628
4,046

. . .

. . .

63;639
4,163

. . .

21,719
26,124

. . .

. . .

27,135
383,289

18,909
31,834

. .

326,778
106

10,187

26;53i

17,817

13, 1Y4, /Y3

275,246
208,110
173,265
174,590

1,574,646

5YL,WU Osn,vw >,Y 13,>LY 01 ,3Y /,055

Alabama. .,
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . .
California.

561,066
42,708

541,697
425,910

3,268,992

489,334
400,487
102,256

1,284,409
389,300

121,817
205,691

1,391,171
724,503
550,688

354,379
756,978
570,336
182,927
718,184

660,900
1,041,054

843,509
354,374
582,675

148,531
261,762
233,377
162,514
513,189

262,267
682,397

1,083,311
107,507

1,602,789

400,052
498,415

1,753,983
66,170

392,990

98,030
652,229

2,066,484
213,457
108,284

850,076
850,020
364,782
720,480

76,816

74,011

21,612
25,100
46,491
14,305

310,485

2,571
764

. . . 864,272
398.16917;7ti

.

108;595

66,:2
251,691

1,319

253;8ti
57,091

. . .

42,257
13,796
22,683
36,053
74,415

148,546
14,356

.

. . .

.

. . .

. .

45;224
524,642

559;65E
1,346

85;766

73,793
2,483

325,043
8,831

. . .

“ 54
43,424

220
. . .

86,171
66,769
37,254

.

. . .

.
134;434

5,239
104,839

264;8ti9,004
2,738

35,971

1,268;838
625,037

5,583,103
. . .
. . .

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . . . . . .
Florida
Georgia.

6,976
89,908
14,649

242,537
373,990
57.495

3,415
1,778

11,717
14,738
2,983

273;2ifi
173,360
143,226
169,256

742,278
1,252,795

518,800
2,470,494
1,386,414

1;294

21;4k6
14,636

123,980
44,414

482,116
342,162

188,422
98,279

515,389
409,587
265,223

149,992
193,604
313,050
81,226

306,003

680,287
432,868
284,535
176,033
346,072

138,617
133,123
74,196
70,336

442,982

153,435
723,729
316,473
98,548

464,922

Hawaii
Idabo
Illinois.
Indiana . .
Iowa

20,985

30;2+6
105,386
28,628

665
8,867
5,169
2,177
1,799

. . . 384,489
315,586

2,850,108
1,394,317

978,324

2:749
6oI ;36i

74,252
.

19,336
17,616
2,063

Kansas . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland

39,384
86,764
32.024

4,013
2,454
3,870

519
2,695

3,632
4,455
3,446
7,476
2,532

6,996
1,343
1,137

742
4,891

1,985
6,155
3,551
1,052
5,434

2,762
71,549

7,748
1,031
5,062

14,529
3,235

376,801 1,152,723
1,092,350
1.036.40894;45

61,328
27,720

. .
4,035

43,631
368,802

1,222,170

1,827,895
1,956,326
1,242,517

610,432
1,056,623

298,516
516,624
369,345
307,017

2,970,229

4>;5

Massachusetts . . . . . . .
Micbigan .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi
Missouri. . . . . .

59,029
76,931
61,666
18,679
3,521

495
52,610
32,552

1,924
8,101

275,006
236,695

8,008
. . .
. . .

Montana . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . .

2,975
7,466

10,278
18,091

435,268

. . .
13;8i2

33;729
2,790

1,045,753
3;2;4
3,504

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . .
North Carotirsa
North Dakota . . . . . . .
Ohio

10,130
178,835
90,746

835
34,415

19,954
29,980
93,108

1,125
7,982

1,526;14+
427,817

3,676,921
1,573,752

221,564
2,304,201

.
14;686
9,459

10,875

4,195
7,999

17,128

500

. . .
100,OOO

Oklahoma . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania .
Rhode Island... . . . . .
Soutb Carotirra

184,519
205.212

42,520 749,514
841,762

2,911,898
225,505
616,140

35@3
30,295

. .

679,245
118,053
209,598

5,826
7,339

73,519
2,290
8,139

103,443
299,260
887.628

2,387
2,790
7.985

5,332
16,437
38.317

242,153
1,361,398
3,136,266

387.812

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . .
Utab . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . .

. . .
.

. .

. . .115:462
74,415

258,201
401.241

22,739
2,320

1,810
4,235

50,192
6,971

32,1~~
2,639

12,700 210;093

Virginia . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia . . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . .
Wyoming

43,162
65,556
21,888
33,440

5,797

2,995
24,261

3,289
4,713

57,193

104,229
30,651

1,721,804
1,445,575

650,914
1,301,340

261,782

213:503
316,055
92,806

194;503
. . .

Dist. of Columbia.. . 66,065 75,066 524 34,993 268,476. . .
Source: U.S. Department ofTransportation, Federal HighwayAdminis- (a) Toll receipts allocated for non-highway purposes are excluded.

tration, Highway S(a(istics 1992. Compiled for calendar year 1992 from (b) Bonds issued for and redeemed by refunding are excluded.
reports of state authorities.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.
Key:
. . . — Nonapplicable
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United States ....19,476,378 6,079,557 2,443,031 28,656,525 8,787,516 8,586,043 2,157,001 2,596,834 8,674,049 59,457,968

Alabama. . . . . . 245,382
Alaska. . . . . . . . 107,217
Arizona, 374,711
Arkansas 194,760
California. .,...... ),694,647

81,865
89,325
66,598

121,286
177,146

46,394
16,458
72,595
21,572

249,188

141,328
158,328
25,731
41,107

8,265

2,919
11,039
78,906
28,057

. . .

28,724
323,176

51,207
16,133
18,227

42,468
90,654

57;025
7,484

25,088
81,680
9,925
6,690

65,837

14,749
42,154
63,911

2,891
21,539

87,629
4,703

22,053
55,382
60,009

9,915
21,859
61,422

420
4,601

85,048

38,49;
80,390
14,483

25,177

134,450
121,900
68,907

113,232
512,088

128,060
60,753
55,562

282,812
185,909

19,897
49,296

300,307
201,342
100,801

81,227
152,056
59,191

115,541
149,131

146.150

112,665
40,778
96,615
43,296

1,255,883

54,405
64,071
80,315

369,421
144,113

27,463
41,197

305,417
98,407

139,074

128,753
144,948
145,201
40,419

196,041

252,454
310,537
137,272
64,663

199,520

32,924
38,594
34,286

112,764
496,987

74,278
557,303
229,921
25,469

464,622

139,124
62,251

344,623
19,495

101,046

29,236
116,696
491,117

50,876
31,836

200,538
241,069

40,804
102,004
35,537

19,715

4,382
2,255

109,328

5;63;

164;li6
45,565

171,533
35,654

12,586

116;329
47,901

. . .

25,994
101,564
79,578
9,033

32,571

163,770
19,188
8,170

13,155
.

12,162

2;8i2
19,981

223.409

11,165
12,996
59,839

183,401
7,241

323,733

819,704
398,170

1,172,326
615,645

5,002,351

744,800
1,201,772

400,784
2,627,308
1,333,636

426,372
292,008

2,820,252
1,318,103
1,009,723

857,549
1,410,851
1,014,051

340,757
1,212,172

1,832,055
1,718,063
1,366,736

649,867
1,055,800

311,979
543,868
320,697
328,016

2,656,578

427,816
3,268,413
1,456,851

212,293
2,423,886

858,377
829,605

2,987,657
211,070
621,762

259,48~
1,176,628
2,926,148

368,104
194,204

1,687,558
1,376,595

627,095
1,227,507

246,441

268,477

121,499
1,103,5674:194

Colorado 213,069
Connecticut 451,202
Delaware 151,987
Florida 1,101,353
Georgia . . ..,.,..,. 532,344

50,006
81,750
16,241

157,932
29,887

26X%

191;665
22,383
92,031

266,628
304,693
158,540

42,475
25,316

598,021
191,742
96,167

89,860
162,743
161,860
52,668
69,059

87,902
19,618

2,183

Hawaii . . . . . . . .
Idabo
Iffinois. , .,..,..,.,
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

274,175
86,062

896,728
449,351
304,524

16,052 30,805
79,098

415,945108;599
5,775

,..
295,528
369,157

Kansas . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland

282,299
277,766
437,699

76,269
425,695

107,125
141,472
77,555
11,235

113,567
107,126

1,760
19.459

16,492 304,956

Massachusetts 812,157
Michigan ,., ..,.,, 526,662
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . 252;368
Missouri 327,080

232,526
19,759
10,696
34,325

94,628
592,882
408.145

636,934 138;763
657,559 (b) 144,894
421,187 54,704
464,650 210,439

111;794
130,086

61,833
181,191

Montana. ..,...... 94,554
Nebraska 151,259
Nevada . . . . . . . 54,395
New Hampshire .,. 71,204
New Jersey . . . . . . . . 1,174,203

76,477
79,847

104,167
14,697
71,546

196,119
312,786
168,487
92,591

1,311,586

43,199
52,011
58,785
98,469

358,862

27,575
140,477
41.567

. . .
14;760
3.600 611

58,562207.172

258,118
,271,160
774,424
109,774
754,007

374,684
363,731

,223,271
136,323
345,226

New Mexico . . . . . . . 172,780
New York 1,003,047
Nortb Carolina ,... 493,896
Nortb Dakota 67,051
Ohio 569,407

70.589 63,812
606,776
362,139
34,742

460,687

31,608
399,098
82.080

90;658
8,287

23;969

50,090
5,163

83,035
13,278

. . .

‘8?8
31.920

243jia225:959
216,617

39,832
163,061

42,308
633,64586,956

Oklahoma 208,919
Oregon 249,957
Pennsylvania 894,097
Rhode Island... 54,753
South Carofirra 206,672

78,136
109.071

88,492
120,773
764,351
23,710

156,266

34,191
6,407

207,529
18,174

171,796
271,280
264,848

90
307;121
26,188
78,545 19,224

South Dakota 92,471
Tennessee, . . . . 378,031
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,322,767
Utah 144,108
Vermont ...,.. 36,170

77,881
232,374
316,826

53,700

180,267
632,264

1,701,015
198,228
101,987

33,371
192,392
564,131

59.893

16,614
229,448
135,110
59,107
21,275

4;95a
2,855

1;632 l;39i61,216 36,077

Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . 343,932
Washington ,....., 404,199
West Virginia 218,878
Wisconsin ....,..,. 438,418
Wyoming 73,840

220,992
110,410
99,402

185,060
59,080

649,972
514,610
356,770
703,868
147,403

468,402
194,067
161,301

41,119
54,092
28,106
24,965

.

157,930
53,281
40,114
25,527

169,597
319,476

254;355
11,417

116,788
52,084

Dist. of Columbia 61,863 101,042 73,135

Source; U.S. Department ofTransportation, Federal HighwayAdminis- (a) Bonds issued for and redeemed by refunding are excluded.
tration, Compiled for calendar year 1992 from (b) Segregation by federai-aid systems not identified by state.
reports of state authorities.

Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

— Nonapplicable

14,002 28,524 46,061 . . .
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Interstate National Surface
State or other construction, highway transportation Interstate Bridge Highway
jurisdiction (Fiscal 1994) system program maintenance program safety (a) Total

United States (c) . . . . ,m.- . .,, - ,.. - . ---- .0.

Alabama. .
Alaska.
Arizona.
Arkansas
California. . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado . . . . . .
Connecticut .
Delaware
Florida .
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Illinois . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana. . . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri. . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina
North Dakota . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island...
South Carolirra

South Dakota . . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . .
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

Dist. of Cohsmbia.
American Samoa . . . .
Guam . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. Marianalslands. .
Puerto Rico....
U.S. VirginIslands. . .

l,Llo,oaJ

10,251
. . .
. . .

142;554

5,432
11,968

16;12:
27,549

. . .
.

. . .

. . .

. . .

5;869
7,820

. . .

. .

776,000
14,790
10,489

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

82;oi6

.

21j2i6
. .
. . .

17;629
. . .

9;24;

2;1s9

...

...

..
...
...

...

...

...

...

...

...
.

...

Source: U.S. Department ofTransportation, Federal HighwayAdminis-
tration, Highway Statistics 1992.

Note: Apportioned pursuant to the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Actof 1991 (ISTEA). Does not include funds from the Mass
Transit or the National Recreationtd Trails accounts of the Highway Trust
Fund. ISTEAeliminatedtheearlier federal-aidbighwaysystemsand created
a new National Highway System (NHS). Therefore, column headings in
this table differin some cases from previous versions in TheBook oflhe
States. When the new system incompletely designated, it will include the
existing interstate routes, a large percentage of urban andruraf principal
arterials, thedefense strategic highway network, and strategic highway con-
nectors. ISTEA also created anew flexible funding program, the Surface
Transportation Program(STP), that can beusedfor roadsand streets not

L,/Y>,Y>>

52,242
21,563
61,005
29,742

288,956

50,823
35,786
13,987

102,390
98,330

13,987
24,718
96,463
63,216
38,766

39,842
47,170
49,783
13,987
46,310

47,834
89,894
52,565
32,919
76,359

43,779
22,594
24,668
13,987
32,049

45,035
103,408
55,402
21,408

108,106

38,509
42,007
71,660
13,987
47,933

26,123
69,184

210,326
46,049
13,987

77,632
58,997
22,307
37,169
34,432

13,987
. . .

12;588
. . .

39,664
6,396
6,396

34,041
158,444

24,279
73,660
6,461

46,349
43,587

14,640
6,821

84,476
35,064
38,325

40,524
33,995
49,476
13,495
41,513

121,071
70,490
27,320
42,467
82,650

9,998
26,107

6,396
12,572

136,152

6,915
255,851

62,223
6,396

105,276

43,332
30,575

258,435
14,914
24,476

10,165
60,300

100,105
9,150

13,268

49,329
56,042
58,536
34,039
6,396

14,286
.

16;928

2,719
788

2,205
1,819

15,153

2,259
1,691

788
6,962
4,020

788
1,062
6,523
3,416
2,356

2,423
2,354
2,488

788
2,457

3,071
5,371
3,247
1,875
3,503

1,050
1,618

989
788

3,850

1,234
9,268
3,940
1,131
6,038

2,521
2,228
6,539

788
2,209

1,125
3,043

10,578
1,203

788

3,476
2,990
1,154
3,297

788

788
394
394
394

1,734. .
394

297,732
214,218
255,040
203,889

1,655,625

211,867
340,102

70,973
725,816
510,765

122,591
113,698
610,521
378,504
215,002

196,672
261,002
267,031

85,848
298,354

1,065,866
489,492
241,795
197.472
383,723

166,140
141,597
106,233
83.162

495;758

181,087
929,701
449,643
106,904
643,722

244,305
202,642
747,040
108,382
218,514

114,664
357,399

1,136,132
128,797
76,060

393,376
402,998
161,525
341,256
115,036

functionaffyclassifiedaslocal or rural minor collectors, for bridges onany
public road, and for transit capital projects. ISTEA continues the inter-
state construction program through Fiscal Year 1995and provides the final
authorizations for completion of the interstate system.

(a) Includes $19.7 milfion administered by the Federal Highway Adminis-
trationand $137.2 million administered by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration.

(b) Does not include funds from the following programs: Emergency
Relief, Federal Lands Highway Programs, mandated projects, National
Magnetic Levitation Development, High-Speed Ground Transportation De-
velopment, and Intelligent Vehicle-Highway System, among others. These
funds are allocated from the Highway Trust Fund.

(c) Detaifmay not add to totals due to rounding.
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Chapter Nine

INTER-
GOVERNMENTAL

AFFAIRS
A recap of recent developments in the relations
between the federal government and the states,

the states and local governments, and the impact
of free trade agreements on the states. Includes

statistics on federal aid and state intergovernmental
revenues and expenditures for 1991 and 1992.



FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS

Developments in FederaI=State
Relations, 1992-93
The pattern of the past 25 years is likely to continue, but state and local
governments should see more flexibility and some mandate relie$

by John Kincaid

Federal-state relations in 1992-93 remained
on a course characteristic of intergovernmental
relations during the past 25 years — namely,
continual expansion of federal power and in-
volvement in state and local government affairs.
Although the 1992election ended 12years of
Reagan-Bush New Federalism, it did not fun-
damentally alter the course of federal-state re--
lations, in part because former Governor Bill
Clinton of Arkansas won only a plurality of
the vote in his race against President George
Bush and Texas billionaire Ross Perot. The
voters gave Clinton a mandate for changq but
not a clearcut mandate for the direction of
change.

The president, moreover, is only one actor
in intergovernmental affairs. Often more im-
portant are the actions of Congress, the federal
courts and the interest groups that influence
federal policy-making. As with former Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan’s New Federalism, which
met with minimal success after 1981,the elec-
tion of a new president frequently produces
more rhetoric than real change in federal-state
relations.

Furthermore, the course of intergovern-
mental relations is being driven by two over-
riding forces: federal deficits and federal policy-
making for persons rather than places (i.e.,
state and local governments).

Annual deficits, which have been incurred
by the federal government every year since
1969,virtually require Congress to make policy
by enacting mandates that must be carried
out by state and local governments with little
or no federal funding. The political viability of
Congress in today’s budget climate rests heavily
on its ability to meet interest-group demands
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through unfunded mandates. In addition, given
the U.S. Supreme Court’s abandonment of the
10thAmendment in Garciav. San Antonio A4et-
ropolitan Transit Authority (1985), the states
cannot expect judicial protection against fed-
eral policy-making. Although President Clinton
expressed strong commitment to deficit reduc-
tion, the size of federal deficits and the total
federal debt will not relieve the federal govern-
ment of its fiscal problems for the foreseeable
future. Hence, unfunded mandates emerged
in 1993as the leading intergovernmental con-
cern for state and local governments.

Federal policy-making also has been shifting
from places to persons during the past 25 years,
a trend captured by Clinton’s campaign slogan,
“Putting People First?’ This shift from places
to persons is reflected in the rising costs of
federal entitlement programs and in the chang-
ing pattern of federal aid. The proportion of
federal aid to state and local governments that
is dedicated for payments to individuals in-
creased from 31.8 percent of all aid in 1978to
about 62 percent by 1993. In the past, federal
policy-making was highly sensitive to the inter-
ests of places because state and local govern-
ments were seen as having primary responsi-
bility for the health and well-being of citizens.
Today, federal policies, including most unfund-
ed mandates, are increasingly aimed directly
at the interests of persons regardless of the in-
terests of places.

John Kincaid is Robert B. and Helen S. h4eyner
professor of Government and Public Service at
Lafayette College, Easton, Pa., and former execu-
tive director of the US. Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations.



FEDERALSTATE RELATIONS

This shift in federal policy-making from
places to persons will be difficult to reverse so
long as Congress and the Supreme Court regard
state and local governments as simply another
set of interest groups. Compared to the past,
state and local officials also have lost consid-
erable political leverage over members of Con-
gress and presidential candidates. Candidates
for Congress and the presidency win election
or re-election not so much by gaining the sup-
port of state and local officials but by gaining
the financial support of political action com-
mittees and the political support of interest
groups, and by campaigning directly with voters
through the media and delivering benefits di-
rectly to constituency groups within their states
and districts. Federal officials have few incen-
tives to treat state and local officials as partners
in governance and many incentives to reward
voters with benefits without being held ac-
countable for the costs of those benefits.

A New Federal-State Partnership?

Nevertheless, the election of President Clin-
ton produced enthusiasm among many state
and local officials for the possibility of forging
a new, more cooperative federal-state partner-
ship. At the invitation of Colorado Governor
Roy Romer, chairman of the National Gover-
nors’ Association, representatives of the “Big
7“ state and local government associations and
others gathered in Colorado Springs on No-
vember 12, 1992to develop a strategy for work-
ing with the new administration on federalism
and economic issues. The state and local lead-
ers agreed on several priorities: (1) reducing
the federal budget deficit, (2) containing the
costs of health care, (3) enhancing strategic
investment, (4) improving accountability and
efficiency in government, and (5) developing
specific proposals to consolidate and simplify
government programs.

The U.S. Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations also appealed to the
president to focus on eight intergovernmental
issues:

1. Federal mandates on state and local gov-
ernments;

2. Federal pre-emption of state and local
powers;

3. Federal regulation of state and local gov-
ernments;

4. Structural and policy fragmentation with-
in Congress and executive branch;

5. Grant-in-aid fragmentation and multiple
conditions of aid;

6. Shifts in federal aid from future invest-
ment to current consumption;

7. The decline of historically cooperative
federal-state programs; and

8. Federal intrusions upon state and local
tax bases.

The president met frequently with the gov-
ernors and other state and local officials and
pledged his support for a revitalized federal-
state partnership. The first major statement
of the Administration’s vision of intergovern-
mental reform came with the September 1993
report of Vice President Al Gore’s National
Performance Review, which contained more
than 100recommendations relevant to federal-
state-local relations. The six principal inter-
governmental recommendations were:

c Create flexibility and encourage innova-
tion by designing a bottom-up solution to the
problem of grant proliferation and its accompa-
nying red tape. Also, support the pending pro-
posal for Federal-State Flexibility grants that
has been developed by the National Governors’
Association and by the National Conference
of State Legislatures. Establish a Cabinet-level
Enterprise Board to oversee initiatives in com-
munity improvement.

● Issue an Executive Order addressing the
problems of unfunded federal mandates and
regulatory relief and authorize Cabinet Secre-
taries and agency heads to obtain selective re-
lief from regulation or mandates in programs
they oversee.

● Modify OMB Circular A-87, “Cost Prin-
ciples for State and Local Governments;’ to
provide a fixed fee-for-service option in lieu
of costly reimbursement procedures covering
actual administrative costs of grant disburse-
ment.

● Simplify OMB’S requirements to prepare
multiple grant compliance certification by al-
lowing state and local governments to submit
a single certification to a single point of con-
tact in the federal government.
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● Modify OMB circular A-102, “Grants and
Cooperative Agreements to State and Local
Governments;’ to increase the dollar threshold
for small purchases by local governments from
$25,000to $100,000.

● Reinvent the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Affairs (ACIR) and charge
it with responsibility for continuous improve-
ment in federal, state and local partnership
and intergovernmental service delivery. Direct
the ACIR to identify opportunities to improve
intergovernmental service delivery and develop
a set of benchmarks.

Clinton’s Federalism Initiatives
Initially, the administration got off to a rough

start in intergovernmental relations, as was the
case in many policy fields. For example, the
president’s $16.3 billion economic stimulus
package, which was strongly supported by
many state and local officials, suffered defeat
in Congress in April 1993.The president’s first
assistant for intergovernmental affairs, Regina
Montoya, left the office in August 1993 and
was succeeded by Marcia L. Hale, who brought
a high level of energy and effectiveness to the
White House Office of Intergovernmental
Affairs.

In the meantimq however, the lack of presi-
dential appointments to fill 10 vacancies on
ACIR and appoint a new chairperson for the
Commission made ACIR vulnerable in the
congressional appropriations process. In June
1993, the House zeroed ACIR out of its fiscal
year 1994 appropriations bill by a voice vote
on the floor. Funding was restored through
the Senate, but only at a level of $1 million,
representing a 44 percent cut for ACIR from
fiscal year 1993. As a result, ACIR was com-
pelled to downsize from 18 to 12 staff mem-
bers, reduce office facilities by 43 percent and
cut current services.

This attempt to abolish ACIR came on the
heels of the elimination of the intergovern-
mental division that had existed in the U.S.
General Accounting Office. These actions re-
flect another trend in federal-state relations:
the dismantling of federal intergovernmental
institutions. During the 1980s, Reagan abol-
ished the federal regional councils and OMB’S

intergovernmental unit; the Senate reorganized
its Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Re-
lations into a Subcommittee on Government
Efficiency, Federalism, and the District of Co-
lumbia; and the House renamed its intergov-
ernmental subcommittee as Human Resources
and Intergovernmental Relations. These actions
left the long-term future of intergovernmental
relations as an explicit institutional compo-
nent of the federal government’s approach to
federal-state relations in doubt.

By the second half of 1993,however,Clinton
began to make progress on his intergovern-
mental agenda. Implementation of elements
of the National Performance Reviewwere un-
der way, and on October 20, the president ap-
pointed William F. Winter, former governor
of Mississippi, as the new chairman of ACIR,
along with 10 other new members. The presi-
dent also met with the Commission on De-
cember 1and pledged his support for forging
anew intergovernmental partnership. By the
end of 1993, Clinton also had issued six execu-
tive orders relevant to his intergovernmental
agenda:

1. Creating a community enterprise board
to help distressed communities with integrat-
ing federal and state efforts to implement the
new legislation providing for empowerment
and enterprise zones;

2. Ordering executive agencies to eliminate
50 percent of their regulations in order to im-
prove customer service within three years;

3. Streamlining the federal bureaucracy by
reducing the executive civilian work force by
252,000 (12 percent) by fiscal year 1999;

4. Ordering all executive agencies to set cus-
tomer service standards to provide services that
match or exceed the best service available in
the private sector;

5. Establishing a regulatory reviewand plan-
ning process to ease regulatory burdens by re-
quiring regular consultation between OMB’S
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs
and state, local and tribal governments; and

6. Ordering executive agencies to reduce un-
funded mandates created by administrative
rule promulgation, provide state, local, and
tribal governments “meaningful and timely
input in the development of regulatory pro-
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posals containing significant unfunded man-
dates;’ and streamline and make more flexi-
ble agency processes for waivers of federal
rules for state, local and tribal governments.

Public Opinion

Many of these presidential initiatives werere-
sponses to “the mandate for change” expressed
in the 1992 elections. Public trust and confi-
dence in government, especially in the federal
government, continued to slide downward in
1992-93. This slide was reflected in the results
of ACIR’S 1992and 1993national public opin-
ion polls. The proportion of Americans ex-
pressing a “great deal” or a “fair amount” of
trust and confidence in the federal government
tumbled from 68 percent in 1987to 42 percent
in 1992. Citizen concerns about the federal
government also spilled over onto state gov-
ernments, which dropped public trust from 73
percent to 51 percent.

Similarly, when asked, “From which level
of government do you feel you get the least
for your money?” 49 percent cited the federal
government, 18percent said local government
and 16 percent picked state government. The
49 percent saying that the federal government
gave them the least for their money was up
from 36 and 41 percent in 1989 and 1990, re-
spectively. States fared the best on this 1992
ACIR question. Those choosing state govern-
ment as giving them the least for their money
(16 percent) dropped from 26 percent in 1990
and 25 percent in 1989.

When asked in 1993which government gives
them the most for their money, however, 38
percent of Americans picked local government,
23 percent cited the federal government and
20 percent said state government. These results
represented the most positive response for local
government and the most negative response
for the federal government ever recorded in 20
annual ACIR polls. State governments have
averaged around 22 percent. In addition, local
government was picked by 43 percent of Ameri-
cans as spending its tax dollars most wisely,
compared to 19percent citing state government
and 11percent selectingthe federal government.

In 1993,36 percent of Americans also rated
the federal income tax as “the worst, that is,

the least fair” among the nation’s four major
general taxes, compared to 26 percent citing
the local property tax as the worst, 16percent
for the state sales tax and 10 percent for the
state income tax. The unfavorable 1993rating
of the federal income tax was 10 percentage
points more than in 1991, when only 26 per-
cent of the respondents rated the federal in-
come tax as the worst. In contrast, the state
income tax has been viewed the most favora-
bly in all ACIR polls conducted since 1972.

Another sign of public discontent was voter
approval of ballot initiatives in 14 states in
1992 limiting the terms of members of Con-
gress and, in some cases, state legislators. Term
limits garnered 77 percent voter support in
Wyoming; more than 70 percent in Arizona,
Florida and Missouri; 60 percent or more in
Arkansas, California, Michigan, Montana,
Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon and South Dakota;
55 percent in North Dakota; and 52 percent
in Washington. Whether state-imposed term
limits on members of Congress can withstand
judicial scrutiny under the U.S. Constitution
remains to be seen, but public support for term
limits reflects widespread citizen concern about
the performance of government. (For a more
complete discussion of this issue, see “Term
Limits in the States:’ by Thad Beyle and Rich
Jones on pages 28-33 of this volume.)

Federal Mandates

These expressions of public opinion and
voter sentiment added fuel to state and local
governments’ greatest intergovernmental con-
cern in 1992-93: unfunded federal mandates.
ACIR issued a report showing Congress had
enacted 27 major statutes during the 1980s
that imposed new regulations on states and
local governments or significantly expanded
existing mandates. There were 22 such statutes
enacted during the 1970s, 12in the 1960s,none
in the 1950s,one in 1940,and one in 1935.Feel-
ing the political heat to raise taxes and/or re-
duce services to comply with unfunded federal
mandates, state and local government leaders
staged a well-publicized protest, National Un-
funded Mandates Day, on October 27, 1993.

Two surveys, one of 314 cities conducted by
the U.S. Conference of Mayors (USCM) and
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one of 128counties conducted by the National
Association of Counties (NACO), attempted
to estimate the costs of selected mandates. The
USCM survey, which focused on 10 specific
mandates affecting cities, found current year
costs of $6.5 billion and estimated that the
costs of those programs will total $54 billion
between 1994 and 1998. On average, the 10
mandates were consuming 11.4 percent of
locally-raised city revenues. The NACO survey
found that counties were spending an estimated
$4.8 billion annually to comply with 12specific
mandates, and that the costs of those programs
will total $33.7 billion between 1994and 1998.
On average, the 12 mandates consumed 12.3
percent of locally-raised county revenues. The
mandates examined by the cities and counties
were:

● Underground storage tanks;
● Clean Water Act coverage of wetlands;
● Clean Air Act;
● Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation

and Recovery Act (solid waste);
Q Safe Drinking Water Act;
c Endangered Species Act;
● Superfund (NACO only);
● Americans with Disabilities Act;
● Fair Labor Standards Act;
● Davis-Bacon Act;
● Arbitrage rules for local government bonds

(NACO only);
● Immigration Act (NACO only);
QAsbestos Abatement (USCM only); and
● Lead Paint Abatement (USCM only).
Another survey, conducted by the National

Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), com-
piled cost estimates from 21 states for compli-
ance with five specific mandates. The survey
found total costs of $1.5 billion over several
years. The mandates examined by NCSL were
(1) transportation requirements under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, (2) Medicaid
coverage of qualified Medicare beneficiaries,
(3) automatic wage withholding for new child
support orders, (4) fleet conversion require-
ments under the Energy Act, and (5) capital
improvement requirements under the Safe
Drinking Water Act.

In response to the protest, President Clinton
issued an executive order on unfunded man-

dates (E.O. 12875, Enhancing the Intergovern-
mental Partnership), and by the end of 1993,
some 32 mandate-relief bills had been intro-
duced in Congress. The two principal mandate-
relief measures presented in these bills were
a prohibition on unfunded federal mandates
(Kempthorne-Condit) and an improved fiscal
notes process, including a point-of-order rule
on the House and Senate floors (Moran-
Dorgan). At the time, NCSL also reported 132
bills containing mandates being considered by
Congress.

The Federal-State Fiscal
Partnership

Other factors affecting state and local con-
cerns about federal mandates were tight fiscal
conditions for state and local budgets. David
Broder, columnist with The Washington Post,
described the opening of 1992as one of “eco-
nomic devastation” for state governments. Al-
though states spent $596 billion in 1992 from
all funding sources, the general fund increase
between 1991 and 1992 was about 5 percent,
compared to an average annual general fund
increase of 8 percent during the 1980s. By
1993, however, economic growth had eased
the states’ fiscal plight, even though budgets
remained tight. States limited the growth of
their general fund budgets to only 3.3 percent
in fiscal 1993.

Of particular concern to state officials was
the growth of Medicaid, which had surpassed
higher education as the second largest cate-
gory of state spending. After the 1992elections,
therefore, state officials joined Clinton in press-
ing for major reforms to contain the costs of
health care.

Federal aid to state and local governments
increased by 88 percent during the last six
Reagan-Bush years, rising from a post-1978
low of 17.3 percent of total state and local
government outlays in 1989 to 22 percent by
1992. By 1993, federal aid was growing at a
faster rate (about 19 percent) than state and
local own-source revenues (about 5 percent).

Although states received about 89 percent
of all direct federal aid, the increase in aid was
of little solace to the states because it occurred
mostly in matching grant entitlement programs,
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mainly Medicaid and Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), which drive up
state spending as well. About 90 percent of all
federal domestic spending increases enacted
in 1992were for Medicaid, food stamps, child
nutrition and foster care. Medicaid alone,
which accounted for about 35 percent of all
federal aid, had grown from 2.5 percent of the
federal budget in 1981to 5.5 percent in 1993,
while other federal grants declined from 11.5
percent to 8.5 percent of the federal budget.
Furthermore, if there is no major health-care
cost containment, federal spending on Medi-
caid and AFDC is expected to increase by about
66 percent from 1995 to 1999, while federal
domestic discretionary spending is expected
to decrease by 0.3 percent. In turn, states will
spend about $68 billion more on Medicaid
and AFDC in 1999 than in 1995.

In addition, the final regulations imple-
menting the Provider-Specific Tax Amend-
ments of 1991 went into effect in December
1992. The legislation limits to 25 percent the
allowable share of state Medicaid funds from
provider taxes, requires taxes to be broad-based
and applied uniformly to classes of providers,
places new limits on provider-related donations,
and limits payments to hospitals that serve a
disproportionate share of indigent patients to
12 percent of total Medicaid expenditures.

Given that states have primary administra-
tive responsibility for the major federal-aid
programs, particularly the aid to persons pro-
grams, direct federal aid to local governments
maintained its post-1978 downward plunge,
though at a slower rate in 1992-93. According
to a survey of 688 cities by the National League
of Cities, federal aid amounted to $63.60 per
capita in 1980, but only $29.40 per capita in
1993 — a decline of 53.8 percent. During this
same period, state aid increased from $72.40
per capita to $80.20— a 10.8percent increase.

As a result, local governments, especially
large central cities and urban counties, pressed
for state as well as federal mandate relief and
for more state and federal aid. In 1992, cities
mounted a major effort for more federal aid
by announcing 7,252 ready-to-go public works
projects kept on hold in 506 cities as a result
of federal aid cuts in the 1980s. Local govern-

ments also pressed for renewed revenue sharing
through a proposed Local Partnership Act.
After the not-guilty verdict in the Rodney King
police-brutality case sparked riots in Los An-
geles and several other cities in April 1992,
congressional and presidential approval of a
major urban aid package seemed assured, but
while cities received some additional aid for
the summer months, they received no major
increase in urban aid. Bush vetoed an urban
aid tax bill, although he did sign the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1992.
The prospects for urban aid were further re-
duced by federal needs to respond to Hurricane
Andrew, which struck Florida, Alabama and
Louisiana, and Hurricane Iniki, which struck
Hawaii in 1992.

Given that the shift in federal aid from
places to persons also emphasizes spending
for current consumption over capital invest-
ment, state and local officials began to express
greater interest in federal capital budgeting
along with entitlement reform. Capital budget-
ing is a normal facet of state and local bud-
geting but not of the federal budget process.
Federal infrastructure investment especially
captured state and local attention, in part be-
cause economic development and growth will
be the most lucrative and least politically pain-
ful sources of state and local revenues for the
foreseeable future and, in part, because devel-
opment and growth are needed to create more
jobs and reduce reliance on public assistance
programs.

States, moreover, will share in the pain of
federal deficit reduction, although by the end
of 1993, states had avoided many major cost
shifts from the federal government, especially
in financing entitlement programs. An ener-
gy tax proposal, which would have cost states
some $10 to $12 billion, was defeated along
with the Penny-Kasich deficit-reduction pro-
posal, which would have cost states about $5
billion for Medicaid co-payments for home
health care.

Maior Policy Issues

The major policy issues of concern to the
states in 1992-93 were health care, education,
economic growth and welfare. However, no
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significant federal action was taken on these
issues because the Bush Administration was
unable to advance a credible domestic agenda,
the 1992 elections interrupted policy action,
the new Clinton Administration needed to or-
ganize itself for action and the great floods
in the Midwest and riots in Los Angeles di-
verted public resources.

In the field of health care, states advocated
greater flexibility for state innovation and a
major role for state governments in any re-
formed health-care system. In education, states
continued to coalesce around and act on the
objectives of Goals 2000 and to press for corre-
sponding federal action. On economic growth,
however, state officials generally agreed on the
end but not the means, especially as the 1992
elections produced great debate on how best
to stimulate economic growth and create jobs.
State officials did begin to reach consensus
positions on welfare reform, particularly a
two-year limit on welfare for most recipients,
after which they would be required to work in
the private sector or in a public service posi-
tion. The principal concern of state officials,
however, is how to pay for a welfare-to-work
program.

Other issues of concern for the states were
dislocations created by reductions in defense
spending, increases in state and local govern-
ment costs stemming from federal refugee and
immigration policies, Indian gaming, and crime
control, which was propelled onto the inter-
governmental agenda by public opinion in 1993.
Many state and local officials, however, also
expressed concern about the costs of the get-
tough-on-criminals attitudes reflected in such
popular ideas as “three strikes and you’re out:’

Congressional actions favorable to the states
in 1992 included increased federal spending
on transportation, community development,
and Head Start plus $150million more for state
revolving loan funds for clean water. Congress
also gave states the right to force environmen-
tal cleanups at federal facilities, established a
new $1.5 billion defense conversion program,
maintained National Guard strength for 1993,
re-authorized housing and airport improve-
ment programs, preserved states’ rights to tax
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non-resident pension income and extended
unemployment benefits. Local governments
scored a major victory when Congress overrode
Bush’s veto of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, thus
restoring to local governments some regulatory
authority for basic cable rates. However, when
the 102nd Congress adjourned in 1992,NCSL
counted 15 new mandates enacted into law.

The pace of mandating picked up in 1993,
however, with the first session of the 103rd
Congress enacting 13 mandates on state and
local governments. Many of the mandates
were carried over from 1992. Most publicized
was the National Voter Registration Act of
1993(Motor Voter), which Bush vetoed in 1992.
This act requires states to provide for federal
elections voter registration along with appli-
cations for a driver’s license, by mail applica-
tion, and through agency offices that provide
services under the Food Stamp, Medicaid,
WIC and AFDC programs. States also may
provide for voter registration at unemployment
compensation offices.

The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993
requires employers, including state and local
governments, having more than 50 employees
to provide up to 12weeks of unpaid job-pro-
tected leave annually — with health insurance
— for the birth or adoption of a child or a
serious illness of the employee or an immedi-
ate family member. Other major legislation
incorporating mandates included the Brady
Bill requiring a waiting period before purchas-
ing a handgun, the Nation Child Protection
Act, and the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act. Congress also reduced the enhanced fed-
eral matching rate for all AFDC and food
stamp administrative costs to 50 percent effec-
tive April 1, 1994. Through the South African
Democratic Transition Support Act of 1993,
Congress approved reductions in federal trans-
portation funds for states and localities that
do not repeal their economic sanctions against
South Africa by the end of fiscal year 1995.

The States in Court

Despite its reduced caseload, the U.S. Su-
preme Court decided a sizable number of cases



affecting federal-state relations in 1992-93, a
number of which were favorable to the states.

Most significant was the Court’s 6-3 ruling
in New York v. United States (1992), in which
The Council of State Governments played an
important role by filing an amicus brief on be-
half of the states. The majority held that the
take-title provision of the Low-Level Radio-
active Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985
was unconstitutional under the 10th Amend-
ment and the Constitution’s republican guar-
antee clause. The take-title provision required
that any state not meeting a 1993deadline for
joining interstate compacts or making other
arrangements to dispose of low-level radioac-
tive waste would have to take title to all such
waste generated within its borders or else for-
feit to waste generators the incentive payments
it had received from the federal government.
In enacting this provision, said the Court, the
Congress “crossed the line distinguishing en-
couragement from coercion? In the aftermath
of the Court’s 1985 Garcia decision, the invo-
cation of the 10th Amendment to help shield
the states in this case was a significant devel-
opment, though still narrow in its application.

The court also issued two rulings affecting
cross-boundary solid-waste disposal in 1992.
In the Chemical Waste Management v. Hunt,
the justices struck down, 8-1, an Alabama
statute imposing a differential fee on out-of-
state hazardous waste. In a 7-2 decision, Fort
Gratiot Sanitary Landfill v. Michigan, the
Court ruled against a state law barring land-
fill operators from accepting waste generated
in other counties.

In a setback for state and local regulatory
powers, especially in environmental protection,
the Supreme Court ruled in Lucas v. South
C’aro[inaCoastal Council (1992) that regula-
tions that deny a property owner of all eco-
nomically viable use of his or her land require
compensation without the usual case-specific
inquiry into the public interest. In another de-
cision more favorable to the states, though,
the Court dismissed a case in which a devel-
oper in Puerto Rico sued on the ground that
his due process rights had been violated by
officials who delayed giving approval for a

hotel and residential complex (PFZ Proper-
ties, Inc. v. Rodriquez, 1992).

In three 1993 civil liberties cases, the Su-
preme Court (1)struck down severalordinances
of Hialeah, Fla., which prohibited animal sac-
rifice in religious ceremonies, (2) affirmed that
a municipality cannot ban the distribution of
commercial handbills through free-standing
newsracks (City of Cincinnati v. Discovery
Network), and (3) upheld the authority of
states to impose stiffer penalties on people
convicted of committing hate crimes ( Wis-
consin v. Mitchell).

In a challenge to state redistricting powers,
the Supreme Court ruled unanimously that fed-
eral courts must defer to state courts when both
are devising voting districts. Justice Antonin
Scalia, writing for the court in Grove v. Bnison
(1993), opined that “the Constitution leaves
with the states primary responsibility for ap-
portionment. Absent evidence that [states] will
fail timely to perform that duty, a federal court
must neither affirmatively obstruct state reap-
portionment nor permit federal litigation to
be used to impede it:’ In a widely publicized
5-4 decision, Shaw v. Reno (1993), the Supreme
Court ruled, in response to a suit brought by
white voters, that the 12th Congressional Dis-
trict in North Carolina, with a 53 percent black
majority, was gerrymandered for race reasons
in violation of the U.S. Voting Rights Act. The
majority opined that purely racial gerryman-
dering even to ensure “majority-minority” dis-
tricts violates the equal protection clause of
the 14th Amendment.

In Moreau v. Klevenhagen (1993), the court
gave state and local governments more latitude
to provide their employees time off in lieu of
overtime pay. The justices held that a 1985
amendment to the Fair Labor Standards Act
requires public employers to bargain over com-
pensatory time only when the employees’ rep-
resentative has the authority to negotiate a
collective bargaining agreement authorizing
the use of compensatory time.

In the field of business regulation, the
Court, in General Motors Corp. v. Romein
(1992), upheld Michigan’s authority to require
corporations to make back payments of work-
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ers’ compensation benefits. States and local
government also won an important case, Hart-
ford Insurance Co. v. California (1993), which
cleared the way for attorneys general in 19states
to prosecute four U.S. insurance companies
accused of conspiring with British insurance
companies to restrict the coverage of commer-
cial general liability insurance policies com-
monly purchased by city governments, corpo-
rations and nonprofit organizations. In another
1993ruling, however, the Court expanded op-
portunities for contracting firms to challenge
the legality of laws that set aside a certain
amount of public contracts for minorities.

In Rufo v. Inmates of Suffolk County Jail
(1992), the Supreme Court made it easier for
state and local governments to challenge court
settlements requiring them to improve condi-
tions in prisons and other public institutions.
The Court ruled that a federal judge had ap-
plied too strict a standard in refusing to change
a prohibition against putting two convicts in
each cell at the Suffolk County jail. Later, in
Brecht v. Abrahamson (1993), the Court also
made it more difficult for state prisoners to
challenge their convictions in federal court.
Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist, writing
for the Court, held that federal courts should
not disturb a state ruling unless the violation
“had a substantial and injurious effect or in-
fluence in determining the jury’s verdict? In
Withrow v. Williams (1993),however,the Court
declined to limit protection under the “Miranda
warning;’ and in Austin v. United States (1993),
the Court ruled that the excessive fines clause
applies to the forfeiture of vehicles and prop-
erty used, or intended to be used, to carry out
certain drug-related crimes. The ruling, there-
fore, may constrain the value of assets received
by the federal, state and local governments from
asset forfeitures. In 1992, the federal govern-
ment confiscated nearly $2 billion in property
from people arrested for drug offenses.

In Franklin v. Gwinnett County Public
Schools (1992), the Supreme Court gave stu-
dents who experience sexual harassment and
other forms of sexual discrimination an ex-
pansive right to win money damages from
schools that receive federal funds. In a 1993

decision that may prove more costly for state
and local governments, however, the Court
ruled unanimously in Florence County School
District Four v. Carter, that parents who with-
draw children with special needs from public
schools and place them in private schools not
approved by local school districts may be
eligible for tuition reimbursement. On the
other hand, in Suter v. Artist M. (1992), the
justices ruled that children do not have the
right to sue states in federal court to enforce
a provision of the Adoption Assistance and
Child Welfare Act that requires “reasonable
efforts” to prevent out-of-home placement
and return of foster children to their families.
The Court opined that Congress intended for
states to have “a great deal of discretion” to
develop plans to comply with federal guide-
lines. In 1993, however, the justices held, in
Wieder v. Skala, that Massachusetts could not
halt payments for child care for AFDC recipi-
ents engaged in job-training programs be-
cause Congress in the 1988 Family Support
Act told states that participated in the AFDC
program that they must put participants with
school children into job-training programs and
also open those courses to mothers of younger
children who wish to participate. The 1988law
also said that states “must guarantee child care”
for those getting the vocational education.

The Court also decided a number of im-
portant tax cases in 1992-93. In Quill Corpo-
ration v. North Dakota (1992), the justices
opened the door to state taxation of out-of-
state mail-order sales by removing any due
process impediment to the ability of Congress
to enact legislation to allow states to require
mail-order companies to collect use taxes. Con-
gress began considering such legislation in
1992, though no action had been taken by the
end of 1993. Subsequently, in Nordlinger v.
Hahn (1992), the Court upheld California’s
1978 voter-initiated property tax limitation,
Proposition 13. In County of Yakima v. Con-
federated Tribes and Bands of Yakima Indian
Nation (1992), the Court upheld state and local
authority to tax certain land owned by Indian
tribes and their members within reservations.

In A llied Signal, Inc. v. Directo~ Division
of Taxation (1992), however, the Court struck
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down as unconstitutional New Jersey’s effort
to include nonunitary income in the tax base
by endeavoring to tax nonbusiness gains gen-
erated by an out-of-state corporation. In Kraft
General Foods, Inc. v. Iowa Department of
Revenue andFinance (1992), the justices void-
ed Iowa’s attempt to tax dividends from for-
eign subsidiaries while exempting dividends
from domestic subsidiaries. In Wisconsin De-
partment of Revenue v. William Wrigley, Jr,
Co. (1992), though, the Supreme Court held
that Wisconsin could tax the world’s largest
chewing gum company because its activities
in the state exceeded the scope of the federal
statutory definition of “solicitation:’ This
definition holds that a state may not tax the
income of a corporation whose only business
activities in a state consist of “solicitation of
orders” for tangible goods, provided that the
orders are sent outside the state for approval
and the goods are delivered from an out-of-
state location.

In another case divisive for the states, Dela-
ware v. New York (1993), the Supreme Court
ruled that Delaware could demand hundreds
of millions of dollars in unclaimed dividend
and interest payments on securities held most-
ly in New York brokerage houses. In another
decision, Harper v. Virginia (1993), the Court
ruled 7-2 that 16states owed back taxes to fed-
eral government pensioners. This case stemmed
from Davis v. Michigan (1989),which held that
it was unconstitutional for states to tax federal
pensioners if they did not tax their own em-
ployee’s pension benefits.

Overall, the states did not fare too poorly
before the U.S. Supreme Court in 1992-93,
and may even have breathed a sliver of judi-
cial life back into the 10th Amendment.

International Developments

Continuing another trend of recent decades,
states maintained 40 offices in Tokyo, 36
offices in Europe and scattered offices else-
where in the world, primarily for state export
promotion and secondarily for investment at-
traction and tourist promotion. The National
Governors’ Association also opened an office
in Moscow in 1993. Many state and local offi-
cials strengthened other ties abroad as well,

not only for purposes of state competition in
the global economy but also to share infor-
mation and provide technical assistanc~ espe-
cially to Eastern Europe and the countries of
the former Soviet Union. Receiving foreign
visitors and hosting foreign interns also are
increasingly commonplace activities for state
and local officials and their national organi-
zations.

The most significant development further
integrating state and local governments in the
world economy in 1992-93 was congressional
approval of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) in late 1993. Although
NAFTA was a highly divisive political issue
in Congress and many parts of the country,
most governors supported NAFTA in the be-
lief that it would, in the long run, benefit state
economies. During the next 15years, NAFTA
will eliminate most tariffs, quotas and invest-
ment restrictions among Canada, Mexico, and
the United States.

Although NAFTA does not automatically
pre-empt state laws, it will pose challenges to
state laws in a number of areas, such as labor,
economic development and environmental pro-
tection. If a state law is found to be inconsistent
with NAFTA, the federal government may
consult with the state to determine how it can
comply with NAFTA. Furthermore, the law
implementing NAFTA does not provide for
any private right of action against a state for
non-compliance. The federal government will
also consult with states about any Canadian
or Mexican complaints and will involve states
in resolving such complaints.

The Office of the U.S. Trade Representative
is obligated to help states identify financial
and investment laws that conflict with NAFTA.
States must identify by January 1, 1995, laws
in the financial services area that restrict for-
eign enterprises. These laws may be placed in
an “annex” and can be grandfathered for a
further period. State laws that restrict invest-
ments (e.g., foreign ownership of land) were
excepted from NAFTA’s market-opening pro-
visions for two years. These laws must also be
identified by states and placed in an “annex”
in order to be grandfathered for a longer peri-
od. States are asked to open their procurement
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systems voluntarily to foreign competition by
1998 and to eliminate “buy local” laws.

NAFTA created a Land Transportation Stan-
dards Subcommittee, which will attempt to
make safety rules and other standards for
trucks and buses as compatible as possible
across the three countries. States are autho-
rized to send observers to the subcommittee’s
meetings.

NAFTA’simplementing legislation also per-
mits states to establish self-employment assis-
tance programs as part of their unemployment
compensation program, and to pay a self-
employment allowance in lieu of unemploy-

ment compensation to those who establish
businesses and seek self-employment.

Conclusion

Federal-state relations showed no sharp de-
partures from patterns that have developed
over the past 25 years. The trends evident in
1992-93are likely to prevail for the foreseeable
futur~ eventhough state and local governments
are likely to win more flexibility and waivers in
the administration of federal programs, some
mandate relief from Congress, and more favor-
able rulings from the Supreme Court.
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Total ., ., . . . .

Alabama, .,
Alaska.
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540

4,517
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591
779
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1,183
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389
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712
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1,322
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1,919
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389
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550
1,280
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2,018
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457
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622
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STATE-LOCAL RELATIONS

The Political Dynamics of State-Local
Relations, 1991-93
State mandates on local governments have been the hot topic, with
seven states passing laws to ease the fiscal burden on localities.

by Joseph F. Zimmerman and Julie M. Clark

Much activity has taken place within the
states over the past two years in the area of un-
funded mandates. The most notable develop-
ment in state-local relations during 1991-93
was that relatively few major new mandates
were imposed by state governments upon gen-
eral-purpose local governments. The state leg-
islatures of seven states enacted statutes reduc-
ing permanently or temporarily the burden of
state mandates.

Local discretionary authority was broadened
by the state legislature for some or all general
purpose local governments in 11states. Federal
and state court decisions, on the other hand,
generally limited the discretionary authority
of these units.

Reports were issued by study groups in 10
states; nine of which were devoted to state
mandates. This essay will examine activity in
these states, and update state-local relations
for each.

New and Expanded State
Mandates

The 1992 Arizona Legislature mandated
that municipal providers, prior to increasing
rates or fees, must prepare and make available
a written explanation of the proposed rate in-
crease 30 days prior to holding a public hear-
ing. A council, at a regular meeting, must give
notice of its intent to increase charges and to
hold a publicly advertised hearing on the ques-
tion within 30 days.

The 1993 Connecticut General Assembly
mandated municipal compliance with state
established minimum standards for probate
court facilities. However,a specific requirement

may be waived or modified by the probate
court administrator after conferring with the
probate judge and the responsible municipal
officer. The 1993General Assembly also enact-
ed a law requiring employers, including cities
and towns, to submit plans to increase the
average passenger occupancy of motor vehicles
commuting to and from work sites.

The Georgia Department of Natural Re-
sources in 1992 promulgated regulations im-
plementing the 1991Mountain and River Cor-
ridor Protection Act. The act stipulates that
any county containing a river with a water flow
of 400 or more cubic feet per second must
meet minimum planning standards for river
protection, including a 100 foot buffer zone
on each side of the river bank. Also, counties
with mountains 2,200 feet or more above mean
sea level must assess the impact certain activi-
ties have on mountain areas and enact specific
zoning requirements for proposed structures.
Failure to comply will result in lost eligibility
for specified grants and loans.

The 1993Maine Legislature imposed 16new
mandates on local governments. One mandate
partially preempts local authority relative to
granting permits to motor vehicle recycling
businesses. Cities and towns are authorized
to apply existing ordinances to an application,
but the new state standards must be applied
concurrently.

Joseph E Zimmerman is professor of Political
Science, Graduate School of Public Affairs, State
University of New York of Albany, and Julie M.
Clark is a graduate student in Political Science,
Graduate School of Public Affairs, State Univer-
sity of New York at A Ibany.
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The Maryland General Assembly enacted
the Economic Growth, Resource Protection,
and Planning Act of 1992, which requires mu-
nicipalities to develop comprehensive plans
that meet specified state goals, including pro-
tection of sensitive areas and resource conser-
vation, economic growth encouragement and
re-routing growth from rural areas to existing
population centers. Municipalities possess the
authority to adopt the necessary implementing
regulations via zoning and land-use ordinances.
Failure of a municipality to comply will result
in state establishment of sensitive areas stan-
dard for that government.

The 1993North Dakota LegislativeAssembly
enacted House Bill 1057 requiring the board
of county commissioners in each county to
establish zoning requirements for solid waste
disposal and incineration facilities by July 1,
1994. In addition, a solid waste disposal or
incineration facility must meet the zoning re-
quirements of both the county and the town-
ship where the facility is located unless the
township has relinquished its zoning authority
to the county.

Mandate Relief

Connecticut Public Act 93-434of 1993stipu-
lates that cities and towns may delay for one
year implementation of new statutory mandates
if the statutes do not provide for mandate cost
reimbursement. A pending 1993constitutional
amendment in Georgia would require state
funding for 90 percent of mandated costs un-
less a mandate is approved by a two-thirds vote
of the members of each house of the General
Assembly. The 1992 Iowa General Assembly
enacted a fiscal note requirement for bills man-
dating a local government expenditure exceed-
ing specific dollar amounts.

Maine voters in 1992 approved a constitu-
tional amendment requiring the state to pro-
vide funds equal to 90 percent of the cost of
a mandate.

Chapter 351 of 1993, which implements the
constitutional provision, stipulates that the
state may not fund mandates by authorizing
new tax sources for local governments, or re-
quiring expenditure of previously appropriated
funds. The state is not bound to fund mandates
arising from federal law, or legislation and ju-

dicial decisions arising from certain provisions
of the Maine constitution, such as reapportion-
ment requirements and constitutional referenda
provisions.

The 1992 Maryland General Assembly
squashed two anti-mandate proposals. Arti-
cle 15of Chapter 375 of the Minnesota Laws
of 1993created the board of Government Inno-
vation and Cooperation and authorized local
governments to request that the board grant
a waiver from one or more state administra-
tive rules or a temporary limited exemption
from enforcement of state procedural laws
relative to service delivery. The board reviews
each request to determine if it meets the con-
ditions of the law and that the granting of a
waiver or temporary exemption will not “re-
sult in due process violations, violations of
federal law or the state or federal constitution,
or the loss of services to people who are enti-
tled to them:’

In 1993, the Nevada Legislature enacted
Chapter 419requiring the Legislature to autho-
rize additional revenue sources if local gov-
ernments are directed to increase services or
programs that require additional funding.

In 1992, the New Hampshire General Court
enacted Chapter 161forbidding state agencies
to promulgate rules requiring additional ex-
penditures by cities and towns unless funded
by the state. Furthermore, the state may not
enhance federal mandates without providing
funding.

New York Governor Mario M. Cuomo in
1993 directed the Office of Regulatory and
Management Assistance to select certain coun-
ties for participation in a mandate relief ex-
periment. Regulatory mandates either will be
modified or waived for one year. The counties,
in conjunction with state agencies, will analyze
the effects of mandate relief on public policy
and issue a report offering recommendations.

Although 20 cities and towns requested reim-
bursement for costs incurred under 23 man-
dates, Rhode Island did not make payments
under its mandate reimbursement program in
fiscal year 1993. No reimbursement in 1994is
expected as funds were not included in the
1994 budget.

The 1993 South Carolina General Assem-
bly added section 4-9-55 to the Code ofhws
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stipulating that a county is not bound by any
general law requiring the county to spend funds
unless the mandate “fulfills a state interest”
and is approved by a two-thirds vote of the
members of the Assembly. With some exemp-
tions, a simply majority vote is required if the
mandate is funded or if a county is authorized
a new revenue source sufficient to cover the
cost of the mandate.

The Utah Legislature in 1992 enacted a law
requiring the potential financial impact on
local governments to be included in each bill’s
fiscal note. The Utah Advisory Council on
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) has ini-
tiated a sunset review process for all state man-
dates and has achieved a degree of success in
promoting the repeal of obsolete mandates.

A 1991statute enacted by the Virginia Gen-
eral Assembly added section 2.1-51.5:1to the
Code of Virginia authorizing the governor on
fiscal hardship grounds to suspend temporari-
ly a mandate upon the request of a local gov-
ernment. Education mandates were exempted
from the section that contained a sunset pro-
vision of July 1, 1993. However, HB1726 of
1993 extended the provision for one year. In
a related action, the 1993 General Assembly
enacted HB2332, requiring state agencies to
review state mandates every four years and de-
termine whether individual mandates should
be eliminated or modified.

On May 1, 1992,Wisconsin Governor Tom-
my G. Thompson established a Governor’s
Advisory Council on Mandates, which will
advise the governor on public policy relating
to proposed legislative unfunded mandates.

Mandate Studies

In 1992, California’s Commission on State
Mandates reviewed eight mandates for poten-
tial state reimbursement of incurred costs. Of
the two claims accepted by the commission
for reimbursement, one involved interviews of
potentially dependent children. The 1990Leg-
islature amended the mandate and the com-
mission could not determine a reimbursement
cost. The other accepted mandate, requiring
school districts to report crime data, was found
to have a statewide cost of approximately $5
million from 1988 to 1994.
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The Connecticut General Assembly in 1993
required the State Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations (ACIR) to prepare a catalog
of all state mandates and a fiscal analysis of
each mandate’s impact on cities and towns.
The report will be presented to the 1994 ses-
sion of the General Assembly.

The Connecticut ACIR released a report on
state mandates enacted by the 1993 General
Assembly. Twenty-eight new mandates were
enacted, including 10educational mandates.

The Florida Advisory Council on Inter-
governmental Relations released in 1993 an
Intergovernmental Impact Report, which de-
scribed the effects of mandates on local gov-
ernments. Forty-six laws containing mandates
were enacted in 1993. Ten laws pre-empted
city and county discretionary authority, and
21 laws provided new or expanded revenue
sources for local governments.

The Kansas Association of Counties issued
a 1993 report containing an analysis of the
financial impact of two federal mandates and
10 state mandates on counties in 1992. Reve-
nue restriction mandates imposed the greatest
cost on counties and accounted for 71.9 per-
cent of the total cost of the mandates. Coun-
ties with high per capita assessed valuation
had a lower proportion of total expenditures
devoted to mandated costs, suggesting that
counties with greater revenue sources are best
able to finance mandates.

In 1992,the Maryland Department of Fiscal
Services released a Catalog of State Mandates
on Local Governments, detailing 758 mandates
imposed on local governments through the
1991legislative session. The department also
issued a Report on State Mandates on Local
Governments, based upon the catalog, which
concluded that the largest numbers of man-
dates were educational and environmental.
More than one-fourth of the mandates had a
significant ($100,000and above) fiscal impact.

The South Carolina Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations issued in 1993
a Catalog of State Mandates to South Caro-
lina Local Governments noting that 20 new
mandates were adopted during the 1991-92
legislative session, bringing the total number
of state mandates to 1,206.
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The Virginia Joint Legislative Audit and Re-
view Commission in 1992released Intergovern-
mental Mandates and Financial Aid to Local
Governments and a 1993update entitled Cata-
log of State and Federal Mandates on Local
Governments. These reports identified con-
cerns of local government officials: inadequate
mandate cost reimbursement, inflexible imple-
mentation requirements, unequal taxing au-
thority for cities and counties, lack of adequate
taxing authority for all local governments, and
fiscal pressures due to the 1990-91 recession
and reduced federal government aid.

local Discretionary Authority

The amount of discretionary authority af-
forded to localities has been both augmented
and decreased during the past few years. For
example, Alabama, Arkansas and Tennessee
preempted the authority of local governments
to regulate pesticides in 1992-93.

In 1992, Arizona voters ratified a constitu-
tional amendment — Art. XII, $ 20 —
authorizing Maricopa and Pima counties to
adopt home rule charters. Charter counties
are required to perform the same state man-
dates services and functions as non-charter
counties.

Cities and towns in Arizona are authorized
until March 31, 1995, to annex territory if
owners of at least one-half of the property
value subject to taxation sign approval peti-
tions. The territory must be surrounded by the
city or town, and have a border at least 75 per-
cent in common with the city or town. Addi-
tionally, the 1993Arizona Legislature enacted
Chapter 222, allowing two or more cities,
towns, or counties to establish an airport au-
thority that may issue bonds, prescribe user
fees and operate and maintain property and
facilities related to aviation.

The 1993Arkansas General Assembly pro-
posed a constitutional amendment that would
impose term limits on all elected officials and
forbid the General Assembly from increasing
the retirement benefits of state officers with-
out voter approval.

Recognizing the need for increasing efficien-
cy in local service delivery, the Georgia General
Assembly enacted two laws in 1993concerning

municipal consolidations and terminations.
The Local Government Efficiency 2000 Act
establishes a grant program for efficiency as-
sessment, consolidation planning and consoli-
dation implementation. The act mandates that
every local government unit must complete a
specialized performance audit by 1998, and
once every 10years after the year 2000, to de-
termine if cost benefits and efficiency gains
could be achieved by consolidation. The sec-
ond law provides for minimum service stan-
dards for active municipalities. Cities that do
not provide at least three of 11 specified ser-
vices, hold at least six monthly or hi-monthly
council meetings, or have municipal elections
will be terminated on July 1, 1995.

The 1992 Kentucky General Assembly au-
thorized each first-class city to enact a nui-
sance code and penalties for violations of the
code. During that same year, Kentucky edu-
cation officials dismissed three of five Harlan
School Board members on such charges as
awarding school contracts to relatives and ac-
cepting kickbacks from businesses. A state
appointed trustee for the school district will
perform board duties until a new school board
is selected.

The 1993Maine Legislature enacted Chapter
369, authorizing non-charter municipalities
to establish recall provisions for municipal
elected officers. In addition, the Legislature
enacted Chapter 279, granting authority to
municipalities to enter into interlocal service
agreements that span state lines.

The 1993 Nevada Legislature enacted an
Interlocal Cooperation Act — authorizing the
governing body of a county of a city to con-
solidate certain services. The affected govern-
ments may establish a permanent administra-
tive entity to perform related service delivery
functions.

In 1993,the New Mexico Legislature enacted
the Solid Waste Authority Act (SB784), which
allows counties and municipalities to form a
quasi-municipal Solid Waste Authority. Its
powers include acquiring, equipping and op-
erating a solid waste system; borrowing money;
levying a limited property tax; and setting user
fees to gain necessary revenue. The Tobacco
Sales Act of 1993(SB058) grants New Mexico
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local governments power to enact ordinances
more stringent than state regulations pertain-
ing to tobacco sales to minors.

Similarly, the 1992 New York Legislature
enacted Chapter 391 authorizing the City of
Troy and four towns in Rensselaer County to
form the Greater Troy Area Solid Waste Man-
agement Authority. ,

The 1992Agricultural Protection Act (Chap-
ter 797 of 1992),enacted by the New York Leg-
islature, places agricultural land and buildings
in the lower-taxed homestead bracket. This
law requires land buyers in agricultural districts
to be notified of local farming practices, assists
counties in establishing farm land protection
initiatives, and requires complaints against
farming practices to be brought to the state
Agricultural Commissioner to determine if
the practice is a nuisance.

The 1993 New York Legislature enacted
Chapter 512 authorizing two or more towns
or cities assessing units to consolidate and/or
contract with the county for appraisal, exemp-
tion and/or assessment services. Chapter 242
of 1993 authorizes counties to establish inter-
municipal planning and zoning agreements
with cities, towns and villages. In addition,
these latter units are authorized to contract
with a county to carry out ministerial func-
tions relative to land use.

Most New York municipalities are opting
not to regulate cable companies. Apparently
daunted by the complexity and cost of the
regulatory responsibility, only 5 percent of lo-
cal governments have chosen to regulate, 84
percent have delegated the responsibility to
the state, and 12percent are allowing the state
to regulate while reserving their future right
to regulate. The state provides its regulating
service to municipalities without cost.

The 1993 North Carolina General Assem-
bly granted local governments authority to re-
quire separation of recyclable materials prior
to disposal.

Home rule charters drafted by charter com-
missions appeared on the referendum ballots
in Bismarck City and Burleigh County, N.D.,
in 1992. City voters, by a small margin, ap-
proved the proposed charter, but county voters,
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by a similar small margin, rejected the propos-
ed county charter.

In a related development, the Bureau of Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the University of North
Dakota released a 1993report — Grand Forks
City and County Cooperation Study — that
recommended improving city-county commu-
nications, possibly locating city and county
law enforcement agencies in a single facility,
developing a city-county data processing de-
partment and appointing a coordinating coun-
cil for strategic planning purposes.

The 1992Oklahoma Legislature enacted the
County Home Rule Charter Act (HB2257),
which authorizes Tulsa County to establish a
charter government.

In Pennsylvania, Jacksonville Borough and
Black Lick Township in Indiana County merg-
ed in 1992. St. Mary’s Cit y and Lebanon Cit y
adopted home rule charters in 1992, and
Johnstown adopted one in 1993.

Meanwhile, the 1993 Rhode Island Gener-
al Assembly ratified the Town of Smithfield
home rule charter that was approved by the
town voters in 1992. The General Assembly
also ratified home rule charter amendments
for North Kingstown and South Kingstown.

The 1993 Tennessee General Assembly en-
acted three laws relating to municipalities. One
stipulates that municipal elections are to be
nonpartisan unless a municipal charter pro-
vides otherwise. The second statute requires
that charter amendments placed on the ballot
for voter approval in a home rule city must be
accompanied by fiscal estimates prepared by
the city’s chief financial officer. The third law
authorizes the governing bodies of agencies
of political subdivisions to enter into interlocal
agreements for joint or cooperative action with
similar agencies.

The 1993Vermont General Assembly enact-
ed H. 159,empowering cities and towns to enact
anti-smoking ordinances, applicable to the
common areas of publicly-owned buildings,
that are as protective of the rights of non-
smokers as the state law. The Assembly also
enacted H. 535, restoring state responsibility
for striping local highways and directing the
State Agency of Transportation to assume re-
sponsibility for scheduled surface maintenance
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of class 1 highways, which are continuations
of state highways through cities, villages and
the populous areas of towns.

Legal Decisions

In a 1992solid waste decision — B.G. Good-
rich Company v. itlurtha (958 E2d 1192,2nd
Cir.) — the U.S. Court of Appeals held that
municipalities are not exempt from the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compen-
sation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Muni-
cipalities may be liable for cleanup costs if
disposal sites for municipal solid waste contain
hazardous substances. The case was remanded
to U.S. District Court Judge Peter Dorsey in
New Haven, Corm., who on December 20,
1993, dismissed the municipalities as defen-
dants because Goodrich and other corpora-
tions had not shown that the municipalities
placed hazardous substances in the landfills.

The U.S. District Court for the Middle Dis-
trict of Georgia, in Diamond Waste Incor-
porated v. Monroe County [91-379-2-MAC
(WDO)], held in 1993that a county ordinance
regulating solid waste imported for disposal
violated the interstate commerce clause. To be
valid, the county would have to show that a
substantial reason existed that necessitated that
out-of-state solid waste be treated differently
from in-state solid waste.

In Tetra Technologies, Incorporated v. Har-
ter (823 F.S. 1116),the U.S. District Court for
the Southern District of New York on June
15, 1993, held that New York state law does
not require an out-of-state engineering con-
tractor to be licensed; since a locally licensed
engineer supervised the work, requiring the
contractor to obtain a New York license would
violate the interstate commerce clause. The
Village of Florida had refused to pay the plain-
tiff for work done because the contractor was
not a licensed New York state engineer.

The Appellate Division of the New York
Supreme Court ruled in C & A Carbone, In-
corporated v. C[arkstown in 1992that a local
ordinance requiring disposal of all solid waste
at a specified local facility and forbidding ex-
port of solid waste out-of-state is valid and
does not impede interstate commerce. In 1992,
the New York Supreme Court opined that the

Town of North Hempstead’s ordinance re-
quiring all solid waste within the town be de-
posited at a designated site illegally interferes
with village authority to adopt local laws and
ordinance regulating solid waste disposal.

The Alabama Supreme Court, in Evans v.
Sunshine Jr, Stores, Incorporated (25 A13R
6158), found that municipal ordinances that
incorporate in general terms all state misde-
meanors cannot conflict with state law since
the ordinances automatically change as state
law is amended by the Legislature.

The Appellate Division of the New York
State Supreme Court, in ILC Data Service
Corporation v. County of Suffolk, invalidated
a county ordinance requiring employers with
20 or more video display terminals to meet
specific light, noise and seating comfort stan-
dards. The court opined that workplace safety
can be regulated only by the State Labor Law
if it is not pre-empted by federal law.

The Town of York’s home rule charter was
ruled valid in 1993 by the Supreme Judicial
Court of Maine in School Committee of Town
of York v. Town of York and York Charter
Commission (626 A.2d 935). The court opined
that the state has not pre-empted local regula-
tion of education. Thus, the charter’s establish-
ment of a Budget Committee with the power
to determine the school budget to be presented
to the voters is legal.

The Minnesota Court of Appeals in 1992,
in Medical Services, Incorporated v. City of
Savage (487 N.W.2d263), opined the city acted
arbitrarily in enacting a moratorium ordinance
to stop the issuance of building and special
use permits in industrial zones only after an
infectious waste processing company was de-
nied a permit and filed a suit against the city.

In 1993, the Minnesota Court of Appeals
in Crooks Township v. ValAdCo (504 N.W.2d
267) ruled a township ordinance, requiring a
permit for a hog confinement facility, to be
preempted by state law.

The New Hampshire Superior Court for
Cheshire County decided in 1993 that voters
in the Town of Swanzey lacked the authority
to repeal zoning laws establishing the height
of buildings and trees near the Keene Muni-
cipal Airport, which is located in the town.
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The Judge found that towns must have airport
zoning ordinances which conform to state
regulations.

The New Jersey Supreme Court ruled on
April 1, 1993, that the state Fair Housing Act
prohibits municipalities from reserving one-
half of their low-cost public housing for their
own residents or municipal employees.

The New York Court of Appeals, in a 4-2
decision on July 6, 1993, held that a special
school district created for handicapped Sat-
marer Hasidic students violated a 1971prece-
dent established in Lemon v. Kurtzman, which
formulated a three-part test to determine the
constitutionality of government involvement
in religion. The Court of Appeals opined that
as handicapped services are available in a
nearby public school, the state is yielding to
religious demands.

Generally countering the flexibility given to
local governments by state legislatures, legal
decisions limited the discretion allotted to lo-
calities. The U.S. Supreme Court case of l+es-
ley v. Etowah County Commission (112S.Ct.
820)ruled that changes in the decision-making
authority of elected officials that have no ef-
fect on citizens’ voting power are not subject
to clearance by the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice under the Voting Rights Act of 1965 as
amended.

In Fort Gratiot Sanitary Landfill, Incorpo-
rated v. iMichigan Department of Natural Re-
sources (112S.Ct. 2019),the U.S.Supreme Court
in 1992invalidated a Michigan statute prohib-
iting the disposal within any county of solid
waste generated in another county, state or
country unless authorized in the county’s solid
waste management plan.

On October 9, 1992, the California Court
of Appeals unanimously ruled that La Palma
lacks authority to impose term limits on local
officers since state law governs elections.

On February 13, 1992, the California Su-
perior Court for San Francisco County invali-
dated a San Francisco ordinance requiring
municipal and private employers to provide
adjustable chairs and screens, detachable key-
boards, and adequate lighting to workers using
computer or video display terminals.

The Georgia Supreme Court, in City v.
Shank (S93A1563) on December 2, 1993, held
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that a municipality is liable for creating or
maintaining a nuisance constituting the tak-
ing of property or a danger to health and life.
The plaintiff brought a suit against the city
of Thomasville because her home was flood-
ed with raw sewage. The city maintained that
a 1990 amendment to the state constitution
established a tort claims act waiver to muni-
cipal liability for a nuisance and hence the city
was entitled to sovereign immunity.

In Allied Vending Incorporated v. City, the
1992 Maryland Court of Appeals found that
the state has preempted municipal ordinances
restricting the placement of state-licensed ciga-
rette vending machines to areas not generally
accessible to minors.

In King v. Cuomo (81 N.Y.2d247), the New
York Court of Appeals in 1993invalidated the
procedure used by the state Legislature to re-
call enacted bills from the governor. The case
involved a bill forbidding the establishment of
a county landfill on agricultural land in Sara-
toga County. After being recalled from the
governor, the bill never was returned to the
governor by the Legislature. The Court stipu-
lated that its ruling was prescriptive because
of the large number of bills recalled by the
Legislature since the mid-19th century and not
returned to the governor.

The TexasSupreme Court for the third time
held that the system for financing public
schools is unconstitutional. The 1992decision
— Carrollton-Farmers Branch Independent
School District v. Edgewood Independent
School District (no. 1469) — invalidated the
financing mechanism embodied in Senate Bill
351 which had created County Education Dis-
tricts (CEDS). The CEDS, composed of sever-
al school districts with a per pupil property
wealth no greater than $280,000, were respon-
sible for levying and redistributing taxes for
school districts. Texas voters in 1993 rejected
a proposed constitutional amendment rela-
tive to school financing.

State Aid and Finance
Some state funding has become available

to localities, but not without a loss in discre-
tionary power. The City of West Haven, Corm.,
with a deficit of $10.2 million in fiscal year
1993and a $12.7million bond debt, requested



state financial assistance. The General As-
sembly approved $35 million in bond guaran-
tees and imposed stricter financial controls on
the city. West Haven was denied permission
by the General Assembly to file for bankrupt-
cy protection, but was made subject to a state
financial review panel with taxing power and
approval authority over collective bargaining
agreements. The Borough of Jewett City, Corm.,
also was placed in state receivership.

The 1992 Iowa General Assembly created
an investment recovery program for munici-
palities that invested funds in the Iowa Trust
Program. Municipalities are allowed to bor-
row money for operational purposes at low
interest rates until money lost in the investment
programs is recovered. The General Assembly
also froze the amount cities and counties can
collect in property tax revenue for fiscal years
1993 and 1994 at 1992 levels and authorized
certain exceptions such as debt service.

The 1992Kentucky General Assembly estab-
lished the Local Government Economic Fund,
which will receive one-half of severance and
processing taxes collected on coal. This fund,
administered by the Kentucky Economic Devel-
opment Finance Authority, will make grants
to attract new industry to the coal producing
counties, effective July 1, 1995.

Chelsea, Mass. is no longer insolvent, yet
remains in state-imposed receivership. The
city reduced costs by trimming payroll, rene-
gotiating union contracts, receiving $5 million
in restitution for the Tobin Bridge from the
Massachusetts Port Authority and attracting
a state computer center.

The Michigan Legislature in 1993eliminated
the property tax as a source of financing K-12
public education. Previously, the local govern-
ment’s share of education costs was 60 per-
cent. The Legislature presumably will fund
the total costs via increases in business, per-
sonal income and sales taxes.

The 1992 Minnesota Legislature enacted
Chapter 511applying the sales tax to local gov-
ernment purchases and repealing the city levy
limit. The chapter was enacted instead of the
governor’s proposed $66 million annual re-
duction in state aid for cities and the Senate’s
proposed income tax increase, which was faced

with a gubernatorial veto.
The 1993 Minnesota Legislature enacted

Chapter 141expanding protection for agricul-
ture lands in the seven county Twin Cities met-
ropolitan area by stipulating that new public
infrastructure improvements on or adjacent
to lands or buildings enrolled in agricultural
preserves to be of no benefit and hence un-
assessable.

The 1993 Nevada Legislature expanded a
debt-management special law, enacted for
Clark County in 1992, to every local govern-
ment. This law is expected to improve the cred-
it ratings of local governments and coordinate
overlapping debt-issuing agencies. Local gov-
ernments are required to submit debt-manage-
ment plans to the state in January 1994,includ-
ing three-year capital improvement forecasts.

In 1993, the New Hampshire General Court
enacted the Safe Drinking Water Act (Chap-
ter 341) which provides state funds to cities
and towns equal to 20 percent of the annual
amortization costs incurred to meet standards
established by the federal Safe Drinking Water
Act. Similarly, the 1993Rhode Island General
Assembly enacted Chapters 313and 396 estab-
lishing the State Drinking Water Revolving
Loan Fund to finance drinking water projects.

The New Hampshire-Vermont Solid Waste
Authority filed for Chapter 9 bankruptcy pro-
tection on September 16, 1993, in lieu of rais-
ing the tipping fee which, at $96 dollars per
ton, is the highest in either state. The Authori-
ty, involving 29 towns, is engaged in a dispute
with Wheelabrator Environmental Systems
Inc. over $1.2 million in unpaid bills.

Federal Bankruptcy Court Judge James
Yacosinformed members of the authority that
it must tax or assess member towns in order
to gain bankruptcy protection and cited the
authority’s operating agreement, which stipu-
lates that towns will be assessed for the cost
of burning trash. Vermont members of the
Authority rejected the judge’s advice and the
senior New Hampshire assistant attorney gen-
eral urged the judge to dismiss the filing be-
cause only the New Hampshire General Court
could authorize New Hampshire members of
the authority to file for bankruptcy, and court
protection of the authority would make inves-
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tors wary of purchasing municipal bonds for
fear the towns might file for bankruptcy pro-
tection in the future.

Citing poor student performance and finan-
cial mismanagement, the New Jersey state Edu-
cation Commissioner appointed an auditor for
the Newark school system in 1993.The auditor
will review its business and financial opera-
tions, and has veto power over school board
spending greater than $20,000.

The Appellate Division of the New York
Supreme Court in A4cDermott v. Regan in 1993
(191 A.D. 2d 47) invalidated a 1990 state law
(Chapter 210) designed to reduce the state
deficit and financial burdens of counties by
decreasing annual payments to pension funds.
Counties in 1995 must commence payments
to replenish an approximately $2.1billion short
fall in their pension funds and the state must
replenish $1.9 billion not paid to its pension
fund.

The North Dakota Legislative Assembly in
1993 enacted Senate Bill 2472 authorizing a
city council to carry over the year-end unen-
cumbered cash balance in the general fund,
and designate the balance for use in subse-
quent years.

In addition, the 1993North Dakota Legisla-
tive Assembly enacted Senate Bill 2006 appro-
priating $480,000 to continue the operation
of eight solid waste districts established in 1991.
The Assembly also enacted Senate Bill 2214,
which established a municipal waste landfill
release compensation fund to assist open land-
fills to initiate corrective action to meet federal
government requirements. In addition, House
Bill 1391 was enacted, which established the
Local Government Computer Grant Programs
to assist cities and counties to develop “a uni-
form communications, accounting, and rec-
ords maintenance system~’

The 1992 Oklahoma Legislature enacted
SB853, authorizing counties with a population
exceeding 300,000 to levy a sales tax up to 1
percent, subject to voter approval, with the
proceeds dedicated to development of facilities
for lease or conveyance to the federal govern-
ment and any necessary infrastructure changes
or improvements directly related to the facilities.

The Rhode Island General Assembly in 1993
enacted Chapter 242 authorizing the state di-
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rector of administration to appoint a Budget
and Review Commission to oversee munici-
palities in danger of defaulting on their debt
obligations.

Study Groups
The California Legislative Analyst’s Office

in 1993 released a report — A4aking Govern-
ment A-lake Sense — identifying seven major
state-local relationship problems: counterpro-
ductive fiscal incentives, inappropriate as-
signment of responsibilities, failure to avoid
duplication and realize scale economies, in-
appropriate exercise of administrative over-
sight, unproductive competition for resources,
lack of accountability for program outcomes
and erosion of local control. The report offers a
model of a more rational governmental system.

In a related development, Governor Pete
Wilson of California in 1993issued Executive
Order W-60-93 creating the Governor’s Local
Government Policy Council, composed of the
Director of the Department of Finance, Sec-
retary of State and Consumer Affairs, Secre-
tary of Health and Welfare, and Governor’s
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs. The
council in turn appointed a Realignment Ad-
visory Panel composed of 50 local government
officers. The panel organized five task forces
that submitted their reports in November 1993.
Wilson also devoted a section of his 1994-95
Executive Budget to “Restructuring the State-
Local Relationship:’

In 1992, the Georgia state Commission on
Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Sub-
stance Abuse Service Delivery released a report
calling for improved service delivery and re-
sponsiveness to consumers. The resulting stat-
ute removes authority from county boards of
health to regulate mental health, mental re-
tardation, and substance abus~ while creating
regional community service boards responsible
for coordination and planning of services in
their respective regions. One-half of the mem-
bers of the boards must be appointed by the
county commissioners.

The final report of the Georgia Governor’s
Local Governance Commission contains sev-
eral recommendations to improve financing,
service delivery and local government efficien-
cy. Recommendations include state funding
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of mandated costs, structural and revenue
home rule, required minimum levels of ser-
vices and prohibition of service duplication
within counties.

The Maryland Department of Fiscal Ser-
vices released three reports on local finances
and taxation in 1992-93. The latter reported
that 11 counties granted tax rebates to their
municipal corporations in 1992. The Joint
Committee on Federal Relations issued a report
in 1992recommending continued membership
in six interstate compacts the committee re-
viewed. The committee also indicated it would
review and cosponsor legislative proposals to
limit unfunded state mandates.

The New York State Association of Coun-
ties, in conjunction with the New York State
County Executive Association, released in 1993
a report entitled i14edicaidTakeover:Relief for
County Taxpayers. Currently, counties must
contribute 25 percent of Medicaid costs and
10percent of the costs of long-term care pro-
grams. With Medicaid costs increasing 83 per-
cent since 1989, the report stresses the need
for cost containment and state assumption of
responsibility for Medicaid.

In 1992, the Legislative Commission of the
Legislative Counsel Bureau of Nevada issued
a report entitled Feasibility of Privatizing Pro-
vision of Governmental Services. Recommenda-
tions include utilizing a numerical scoring sys-
tem to determine the feasibility of privatization
with emphasis on factors such as cost efficien-
cy, quality of service, employee impact, poli-
tical resistance and government control.

The Pennsylvania Department of Commu-
nity Affairs in 1992 released five reports de-
signed to assist local government officers and
study groups — Boundary Change Procedures,
Intergovernmental Cooperation Handbook,
A4unicipalities Financial Recovery Act, Home
Rule Law and Home Rule in Pennsylvania.
The latter two reports detail the powers of
home rule charters and procedures for adopt-
ing a home rule charter.

The South Carolina Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) issued
three reports in 1992-93.Due to increased orga-
nization and the corresponding need for effi-
cient service delivery, ACIR recommends that

each urbanized area be authorized to form a
charter commission to create a metropolitan
council form of government to meet expecta-
tions for urban services and the need for cen-
tralized county governing authority.

Virginia’sJoint LegislativeAudit and Review
Commission in 1993released State/Local Re-
lations and Service Responsibilities: A Frame-
workfor Change. Unfunded federal and state
mandates, as well as a need for improved inter-
governmental communication, were identified
as concerns of local government officers.

The League of Minnesota Cities in 1992re-
leased a Cooperation and Consolidation Re-
port containing sections on cooperative and
joint agreements, limitations and barriers to
agreements, and consolidation of governments.
The report concludes that consolidation of
general purpose local governments is apt to
continue to be rare.

Summary

The 1992-93 biennium was dominated by
local governments’ protests against unfunded
state mandates, enactment of mandate relief
statutes and voter ratification of a Maine con-
stitutional mandate reimbursement amend-
ment, and publication of studies of state man-
dates. The fiscal burdens of state mandates
on general purpose local governments were
reduced permanently or temporarily by statutes
enacted by seven state legislatures.

The state legislatures in 11 states enacted
laws broadening the discretionary authority
of general purpose local governments, but the
expansions of authority generally were limited
ones. No state legislature during the biennium
devolved broad powers upon its political subdi-
visions. New and expanded mandates generally
offset the grant of additional discretionary
authority.

Responding to pressures from local gov-
ernment officers and citizens, many state leg-
islatures established study groups which,
together with other organizations, published
reports. Nine of the reports were devoted to
state mandates.

Developments during 1992and 1993suggest
that voters, by ratifying constitutional amend-
ments, and state legislatures will continue to
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provide general purpose local governments re-
lief from unfunded state mandates as the bur-
dens of unfunded federal mandates mount.
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State Aid to Local Governments,
Fiscal 1992
The money local governments get from states is vital because it funds
many of the schools and welfare programs in this country.

by Henry S. Wulf

State aid to local governments is one of the
most significant activities in which states en-
gage. If we viewed state aid as one program, it
would be the single largest individual state pro-
gram. It is, of course, funneled into a variety
of programs — for highways, education, health
and the like. The very size of the aid program,
relative to other outlays of the states, attests
to the considerable responsibility states have
assumed for their subordinate governments.
If the federal government were to share revenue
with the state governments in a proportionate
manner, it would total approximately one-half
the current total state outlays.’

State aid in fiscal year 1992 amounted to
$198billion, or 28 percent of all state expendi-
tures. The increase from fiscal year 1991was 8
percent. This corresponded with the increases
since 1985which rose an annual average of 7.4
percent. The relatively narrow range of change
over this time ran from 9 percent from 1988
to 1989 to 5.7 percent from 1989 to 1990.

The 8 percent increase was well below the
increase in total state expenditures of 11.5per-
cent. Relative to other major types of expendi-
tures, the growth in state aid was considerably
behind insurance benefits and repayments,
which was up nearly 24 percent, and current
operations other than salaries and wages, up
almost 18percent. It was, however, more than
3 percentage points above salaries and wages
and capital outlay at 4.7 percent and 4.6 per-
cent respectively. Comparing these aggregated
data requires caution, however, because the
extremely high increases in insurance benefits
and repayments and current operations other
than salaries and wages were driven by special
circumstances. The former resulted largely
from recession-related unemployment com-
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pensation expenditures and the latter from
the Medicaid program.

State aid, when viewed broadly, would in-
clude both direct financial assistance to local
governments as well as myriad programs that
provide indirect financial assistance. The tables
adjoining this analysis (Tables 9.2-9.11) de-
scribe, for the most part, only the direct finan-
cial assistance. A complete analysis of aid needs
to take cognizance of the wide-ranging and
often substantial indirect programs. A partial
list of the latter might include: subsidization
of municipal debt by exempting bond interest
from state income taxes; state loan programs;
bond banks; local government investment
pools; and on-behalf payments for local em-
ployees in state retirement systems.’

State Aid Historically

In the past two decades, the aid portion of
total state expenditures has remained relatively
stable in relation to the total. Though gener-
ally consistent since 1971,the percentages fall
into three distinct periods, 1971to 1982, 1983
to 1990, and after 1991.In the earliest period,
aid averaged 33 percent of the budget and the
range was 3 percent, from 31.8 to 34.8. In the
second period starting in 1983, the average
dropped to 30.9 percent of the budget and
ranged from 30.2 percent to 31.5 percent. The
likely reason for the drop in 1983 was that a
change in legislation for the federal General
Revenue Sharing program eliminated states
after federal fiscal year 1982.States had passed

Henry S. Wulf is special assistant for Programs,
Governments Division, Bureau of the Census, US.
Department of Commerce.



STATE AID PROGRAMS

Table A
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF STATE AID, SELECTED YEARS 1976-1992

Distributed by Level % Distributed by Function

of Government General local

Fiscal To local To federal government Public

year Total governments government support Education welfare Highways Other

1976 100.0 98.0 2.0 9.8 58.9 16.4 5.6 9.3
1978 100.0 97.8 2.2 10.1 59.6 14.9 5.7 9.6
1980 100.0 97.9 2.1 10.2 62.3 13.0 5.2 9.2
1982 100.0 98.2 1.8 10.2 61.5 13.9 5.1 9.4
1984 100.0 98.4 1.6 9.9 62.3 12.6 5.2 10.0
1986 100.0 98.4 1.6 10.1 62.1 12.4 4.9 10.5
1988 100.0 98.3 1.7 9.8 62.9 11.6 4.6 11.1
1990 100.0 98.1 1.9 9.5 62.4 12.4 4.4 11.3
1992 100.0 98.2 1.8 8.1 62.1 14.6 4.2

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census

through a portion of that federal money to
local governments.

The data show another change in 1991when
the state aid total dropped to 29.7 percent of
total outlays, nearly a full percentage point
below the prior year, and in 1992, when it
dropped another point to 28.7. The 1992 per-
centage was the lowest in the past 40 years.

It is unclear where this trend is going. It ap-
pears that it is primarily the result of two fac-
tors. They are the impact of the recession on
state finances generally and the rapid growth
of public welfare expenditures. From an aggre-
gate view, it appears that the states might be
putting their obligations to local governments
below the direct delivery of social services. We
must be cautious about drawing that conclu-
sion, however, until we have data from addi-
tional years.

Functional Distribution of
State Aid

Aid for education takes the single largest
piece of the state intergovernmental aid pie.
More than $3 out of every $5, or 62.4 percent
is for education. The second largest function,
public welfarq accounts for only 14.6percent,
followed by general local government support
at 8.1 percent, and highways at 4.2 percent.
The ratio of education aid to all state aid was
very stable through the 1980s and up to 1992
as seen in Table A. The 1992 state aid total for
education amounted to $125billion. The state

leaders in this were California ($19 billion),
New York ($12.9 billion), Texas ($8.2 billion);
Florida ($6.2 billion) and Pennsylvania ($5
billion). There were 29 additional states that
each provided $1 billion or more in this type
of aid.

The individual states exhibited wide-ranging
variations in their patterns of education aid
in 1991 and 1992. Nine states — some large,
some small — showed an absolute decrease
in their aid amounts. Others had noteworthy
increases — among them New York (31.8 per-
cent), Pennsylvania (26.2 percent) and New
Jersey (23.4 percent).

The major issue concerning the future of
education aid is the outcome of equalization
legislation and lawsuits. Equalization is an
effort to obtain balance in fiscal resources by
redistribution among school systems within
a state. The goal is to bring education spend-
ing among all districts more in balance on the
assumption that additional spending improves
educational outcomes. State aid has always
been the primary method for achieving some
balance, but in many instances it has been in-
adequate for a variety of reasons.

Two particular cases are noteworthy. Texas,
which has been seeking an answer to a thorny
equalization problem for a number of years,
has seen many potential solutions die in its
Legislature or its courts. One of the major ob-
stacles often cited about resolving this matter
in Texas is that it relies on two major revenue
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sources, sales taxes and severancetaxes. Income
taxes are barred by its constitution and, with-
out access to another broad-based revenue
source, Texas is having difficulty devising a
satisfactory financial solution. Michigan took
a different tack in the spring of 1994. Looking
for a way to reduce school system reliance on
property taxes, the state voted to substitute a
general sales tax at a higher rate. The state will
redistribute this additional portion of the
sales tax for education aid. A number of other
states are looking at Michigan’s actions to see
whether they might be suitable for them.

Public welfare programs received the next
most aid from the states in 1992,$25.9 billion.3
Unlike education, where state aid programs
exist in every state except Hawaii,4 there are 12
states that provide no welfare aid or less than
$5 million each. The reason is that some states
have chosen to administer public welfare pro-
grams directly instead of through their subordi-
nate governments. California predominates in
this type of aid, accounting for about 45 per-
cent of the total. New York comprises another
25 percent. Like nearly all public welfare fi-
nances in 1992,state aid increased dramatically
over the prior year, rising more than 24 percent.

General local government support, the next
largest aid total, amounted to $16.4 billion in
1992. This was a drop of 3.6 percent from the
prior year, the first time this has occurred since
1955. Massachusetts had the biggest absolute
dollar decrease and percentage decrease (down
23 percent or $244 million). Four states have
no general support program — Delaware,
Georgia, Kentucky and Utah. The source for
most of this money is from the dedication by
states of shares in major taxes, very often the
general sales tax.

Highway aid, $8.5 billion in 1992, had an
annual growth rate of 4.4 percent over 1991,
far below the 8 percent overall increase in state
aid. Low percentage increases have been a con-
tinuing pattern for highway aid since at least
the mid-1980s,usually hovering about 5 percent.
The long-term decline in the importance of
highway aid can be seen by looking at these
outlays in relation to the total state aid. In
1972they were 7.2 percent, a figure that drop-
ped to 5.1 percent in 1982 and stood in 1992
at 4.2 percent.
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An additional $22 billion in state aid is scat-
tered in a variety of functional categories.
These include, in order of magnitude: health
($6.4 billion); transit subsidies ($3.6 billion);
correction ($1.7billion); housing and commu-
nity development ($1.1billion); and sewerage
($706 million). Miscellaneous programs add
another $8.6 billion.

Variations Among the States
in Aid Programs

Since states organize themselves as they wish,
significant variations exist in administration,
content and level of state aid programs. Add
to this the effect of history and geography and
it is not surprising that state aid programs show
so much variability from state to state.

It is obvious that patterns exist, mostly on a
regional basis. For example, the New England
states tend to have similar aid programs, as do
the states carved out of the Northwest Terri-
tories. Though they manifest similarities, how-
ever, there are also distinct peculiarities.

The most obvious differences are seen in the
level of aid. The per capita national average
for state aid was $791 and the median $636.
Both these measures of central tendency, and
even Table B, obscure the tremendous range of
the per capita expenditures, which extend from
$110in Hawaii and $264 in New Hampshire
to $1,396 in Wyoming and $1,787 in Alaska.

Just as there are geographic commonalities,
these four outliers demonstrate still other types
of commonalities. For example, Hawaii and
New Hampshire share a programmatic com-
monality. In Hawaii, the state has elected to
run the elementary and school system and, as
was noted before, therefore has no need to
provide a flow of funds to local governments
for that service. New Hampshire has made a
choice in elementary and secondary education
that is at the other end of the administrative
spectrum, but with practically the same result.
New Hampshire makes the funding and admin-
istrationof elementary and secondary education
almost entirely a local government function.
About $9 out of every $10 for that service
comes from local sources, the highest in the
nation. Alaska and Wyoming share both a
demographic and geographic commonality.



STATE AID PROGRAMS

Table B
PER CAPITA STATE AID DISTRIBUTION,

1992

Per Capita Amount Number of States

Over $1,100 4

$1,000-$1,100 3
$900-$999 1
$800-$899 3
$700-$799 7
$600-$699 13
$500-$599 14
Less than $500 5

Source U.S. Bureau of the Census

The demographic aspect is their widely dis-
persed populations and the geographic-facet
the natural resource bases they use to support
aid programs.

One program that deserves mention because
of the variety it introduces into state aid pro-
grams is property tax relief. There are two ma-
jor variations in the way states handle property
tax relief payments, only one of which is con-
sidered direct state aid. If a state were to target
a group for property tax relief — the age
group over 65, for example — under the first
variation, the local government would reduce
its tax bill and charge the state for the amount
of the reduction. This is a direct state aid pro-
gram. Some states, however, do it indirectly by
providing payments straight to individuals in
the targeted group — often through the vehicle
of an income tax. The local government re-
ceives the same amount under either scenario,
but plays no role in the latter. This would be
an indirect subsidy of the local government.

Financing State Aid Programs

There is sometimes a fairly direct connection
between a state aid program and its revenue
source. The relationship can be programmatic
as it is with motor fuel taxes supporting high-
way or mass transit aid programs; sometimes
it is geographic. For example, states sometimes
share sales tax revenues with local governments
by returning a portion of the taxes that derive
from that jurisdiction.

For the majority of state aid programs, how-
ever, the financing comes from general revenue
sources that may be a mix of different taxes

and charges. Further, the state usually distrib-
utes the funds based on various measures of
need. This is especially true in school aid pro-
grams which more and more are designed to
distribute resources as evenly as possible.

Issues

There are three interrelated issues that are
especially relevant to the future of state aid
programs. One is the continuing reliance local
governments have on property taxes for provid-
ing services.A second is the very delicate matter
of unfunded mandates. The very same com-
plaints that states have about the federal gov-
ernment are often voiced by local governments
about the states. The third is the issue raised by
state officials in which they ask where they are
going to find additional funding sources for
all the needed programs. It is likely that what-
ever solutions evolve, they’ll be well ground-
ed in the local situation. The solutions, thus,
will benefit from one of the real strengths of
American federalism, its adaptability.

Footnotes

‘ This calculation is intended only to dem-
onstrate the magnitude of the states’ financial
commitment. The comparison is probably in-
valid because of the unique responsibilities
borne by the federal government.

2For a good discussion of state aid gener-
ally and a listing of other state programs that
might be included in a total analysis, see the
annual report to the National Association of
State Budget Officers, State Aid to Local Gov-
ernment (Year).

3 There is an intergovernmental public wel-
fare payment made by the states to the federal
government for repayments to support the
Supplemental Security Income (SS1)program.
The federal government allows states to com-
bine their supplement to the SS1payments with
the federal amount. These intergovernmental
flows exist merely as an administrative conve-
nience to allow the states to add in their funds.
In 1992 the SS1 repayments totaled $3.6 bil-
lion. These and a small amount ($39 million)
for miscellaneous transactions are excluded
from the calculations used in this analysis.

4The Hawaii state government runs the ele-
mentary and secondary education system.
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I N
t h

To local governments
-.
1otal

For general For specified purposes
To federal local

governments government
Fiscalyear Amount Per capita (a) suppor( Total Educalion

Pubhc All
welfare Highways other

1940. $ 1,654,000
1942. . . . . . . . . . . 1,780,000
1944. 1,842030
1946
1948.

$ 12.63
13.38
13.95

$ 1,654,000 $ 181,000 $ 700.000
1,780.000

$ 420.000 $ 332,000 $
344,0Q0
298,000
339,000
507.000

21,00i3
32,000
41,000
67,C00

146,000
279,000
268,00i3
271,000
274,000
288,030
313,000
342,000
390,000
391,OQo
446,000
489,0MI
545,000
619,000
655,000
783,000
868,000
,080,000
,275,000
,407,000
,823,000
,234,523
,741,676
,449,025

224,000
274,000
357,000
428,000
482,000
549,000
592,000
600,000
591,000
631,000
668,000
687,000
725,000
806,000
839,000

1,012,000
1,053,000
1,102,000
1,361,000
1,585,000
1,993,000
2,135,000
2,958,000
3,258,000
3,752,327
4,279,646
4,803,875
5,129,333
5,673,843
6.372.543

790.000 390,000
368,000
376,000
648,000
792,0W

1.842.000 861,000
953,000

1,554,000
2,054,000
2.523.000

. .

. . .

2.092.000 15.03 2,092,000
3,283,000
4,217,000
5,044,000

3,283,000
4,217,000
5,044,000
5,384,000
5,679,000

22.60
28.13
32.57
34.20
35,41

1950.
1952...
1953.
1954.. . .
1955

610,000
728,000
803,000
871,000
911,000
984,000

1.082.000

976,0Q0
981,000

1,004,000
1,046,000
1,069,000
1,136,000
1,247,000
1,409,000
1,483,000
1,777,000
1,919,000

5,384,000
5,679,000
5,986,000
6,538,000
7,440,000
8,089,000
8,689,030
9,443,000

10,906,000
11,885,000
12,968,000

2,737,000
2,930,CQ0
3,150,000
3,541,000
4,212,000
4,598,00-0
4,957,000
5,461,000
6,474,000
6,993,000
7,664,000
8,351,000

10.177.000

5,986,000
6,538,000
7,440,000
8,089,000
8,689,000
9.443.000

36.61
39.26
43.87
46.65
49.26
52.88
58.97
63,34
68.15
73,57
86.94
96.94

1956.
1957
1958.. . . . .
1959.
1960...., .:
1962
1963..,..
1964.
1965.
1966....,....
1967.
1968.
1969.
1970. ,’:.:
1971........,..
1972.

1.167.000
1;207;000
1,247,000
1,327,00010,906;OCK3

11,885,000
12,968,000
14,174,000
16,928,000
19.056.000

1,416,000
1,524,000
I,630,0M
1,725,003
1,861,000
2,029,000
2,109,000
2,439,000
2,507,000
2,633,417
2,953,424
3,211,455
3,224,861
3.240.806

2,108,000
2,436,000
2,882,000
2,897,000
3,527,000
4,402,000

14,174,000
16,928.000
19,056,000
21,950,000
24,779,000
28,892,000

11,845;000
13,321,000
14,858,000
17,085.000

21,950,000 110.56
24,779,000 123.56
28,892,000 142.64
32,640,000

5,003,000
5,760,000
6,943,634
7,531,738
7,028,750
7,136,104
8,307,411
8.756.717

158.39
176.27

32,640,000
36,759,246
40,822,135
45,599,917
51,003,544
56,678,662
61.073,666

19,292,000
21,195,345
23,315,651
27,106,812
31,110,237
34,083,711
36.964.306

36,759,246
40,822,135
45,941,111
51,978,324
57,858,242
62,459,903

1973.
1974..
1975..
1976
1977.

193.81
216.07
242.03
266.79
285.10

$ 341,’f94
974,780

1,179,580
1,386,237
1,472,378
1,493,215
1,746,301
1,872,980
1,793,284
1,764,821
1,722,115
1,963,468
2,105,831
2,455,362
2,652,981
2,929,622
3,243,634
3,464,364
3,608,911

4,403,009
5,372,891
5,348,992
6,463,263
7,225,683
7,801,993
8,702,054
9,228,542
9,442,292

10,811,143
13,658,898
13,862,386
14,786,497
16,739,853
18,060,733
19,593,296
20,747,101
21,993,593

3.631.108
1978..,..,.
1979.
1980.. . .
1981..,...
1982. .“:
1983..,.
1984.
1985.. . . . .“
1986.
1987.. ..: .:.
1988.. . . . . .
1989.. . . . . . . . . .
1990.
1991
1992.

67,287,260
75,962,980
84,504,451
93,179,549
98,742,976

100.886.902

303,88 65,814,882
74,469,765
82,758,150
91,306,569
96,949,692
99.122.081

6.819.438 40,125,488
46,195,698
52,688,101
57,257,373
60,683,583
63,118,351
67,484,926
74,936,970
81,929,467
88,253,298
95.390.536

8,585,558
8,675,473
9,241,551

11,025,445
11,965,123
10,919,847
11,923,430
12,673,123
14,214,613
14.753.727

3;821;135
4,148,573
4,382,716

339.25
374.07
406,89
426,78

8,224;338
8,643,789
9,570,248

10,044,372
10.364.144

4,751,449
5,028,072
5,277,447
5,686,834
6,019,069
6,470,049
6,784,699
6.949.190

431,77
459.49
510,56
548.76
581.88
618,55
667,98
705,46
740.91
791.04

108,373,188
121,571,151
131,966,258
141,278,672
151.661.866

106,651,073 10,744,740
119,607,683 12,319,623
129,860,427 13,383,912
138,823,310 14,245,089
149.008.885 14.896.991 15,032,315

16,697,915
18,403,149
20,903,400
25,942,234

165,415,415
175,027,632
186,398,234
201,313,434

162,485,793 15,749,681 104,601,291
171,783,998 16,565,106 109,438,131
182,933,870 16,977,032 116,179,860
197,704,523 16,368,139 124,919,686

7;376;173
7,784,316
8,126,477
8,480,871

.Sources;U.S. Departmentof Commerce,Bureauof the Census,Siate Pay- (a) Representsprimarily statereimbursementsfor the supplementalsecurity
merits to Local Governments/Census ofGovernments: 1982,voI. 6,no. 3)and
State Governmen! Finances.

incomeprogram.This columnalsoduplicatessomefundslistedunder “Public

Key:
welfare” and “All other” columns.

— Not available
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INTERGOVERNMENTALPAYMENTS

Table 9.3
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY STATE:1986 to 1992
(Amounts are in thousands of dollars and per capitas are in whole dollars)

Percentage change m
per captta amounts

Amount (in thousands) Per capitaamounts 1990 ‘no” ‘no’

State 1992 i990 1988 !986 1992 1990 1988 1986 1;:2

United States $201,313,434 $175,027,632 $151,661,866 $131,966,258 $ 791 $ 705 $ 619 $ 549 12.1

3.9
8.1

17.8
22.0
8.0

2.9
12.8
5.3

11.9
-2.6

7.3
26.0
12.6
6.4
9.6

7.9
22.7
11.3
6.7
8.9

– 12.7
8.7
8.1
2.7
6.7

40.9
33.3

5.7
33.1
29.9

6.0
26.2

5.2
9.5
6.6

29.7
4.1

23.2
2.3
4.3

13.5
0.5

22.7
10.5
12.9

– 2.5
19.5
18.5
9.7
8.5

14.1

15.4
9.1

15.0
13.8
12.5

13.7
23.7
11.8
5.7

22.6

126.3
19.0
12.8
13.3
10.2

23.1
I 1.1
30.5
19.5

– 1.0

10.3
8.0

16.3
23.7
11.7

37.3
41.8
14.8
5.1
9.8

16.9
15.4
22.4

1:::

16.5
19.8
14.2
29.1
19.2

12.0
31.6

1::?
23.1

11.1
-0.5
15.4
11.1
11.7

12.7

12.0
-6.8
-1.0

5.4
13.8

8.6
27.2
20.7
18.5
8.2

60.6
22.6
9.4

14.5
23.9

2:::
1.9

23.7
16.2

23.0
18.8
13.4
12.7
18.5

–2.2
2.5

12.6
11.0
12.3

9.0
9.8

16.5
-7.0
13.3

-0.3
6.2

13.1
5.6
7.3

12.9
15.5
6.8
6.0

30.0

16.6
11.1
3.9

15.6
– 1.1

Alabama. . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . . . . . .
California . . . . .

2,143,312
1,048,860
2,996,879
1,465,060

39,402,316

2,015,484
909.183

1,772,140
794,294

2,014,460
1,053,029

29,754,786

1,601,393
1,477,198

317,800
6,500,752
2,928,597

49,776
489,765

5,274,272
2,995,457
1,802,094

1,073,214
1,741,531
1,865,441

544,712
2,233,494

4,127,655
5,813,874
3,621,482
1,391,664
2,303,781

308,044
552,488
725,283
204,898

5,462,250

1,244,887
16,767,678
4,066,203

365,329
6,315,346

1,447,844
1,201,765
6,119,723

374,269
1,574,229

221,219
1,685,450
6,625,955

842,039
213,223

3,038,790
3,485,095

870,197
3,855,521

551,480

1,563,108
863,981

1,913,685
988,755

24,929,013

1,459,018
1,147,052

254,127
5,198,824
2,604,968

30,034
399,356

4,797,568
2,591,875
1,457,094

994,956
1,415,742
1,867,466

427,857
1,854,629

3,325,747
4,842,870
3,124,133
1,237,181
1,915,955

319,790
537,476
590,225
174,711

4,803,345

1,119,486
15,182,153
3,402,507

399,352
5,536,665

1,478,351
1,105,928
5,364,037

347,862
1,429,440

194,507
1,430,475
6,147,106

782,272
158,962

2,513,086
3,011,346

855,734
3,286,305

590,143

518
1,787

782
611

1,277

568
637
567
623
552

110
732
577
650
768

571
637
615
576
521

675

499
1,653

664
500

1,182

551
565
538
557
566

103
581
512
611
701

529
519
552
540
479

773
619
978
657
501

526
489
790
199
777

966
1,081

767
578
681

520
520
583
487
541

348
453
432
569
471

561
746
535
882

1,286

386
1,627

583
417
923

447
359
399
445
427

3;;
415
471
513

405
380
415
365
416

570
530
742
471
378

391
336
611
170
630

758
853
538
589
514

448
409
451
357
423

275
298
368
470
294

433
675
446
687

1,164

1,516
577
440

1,051

485
457
482
527
462

45
488
454
539
636

430
467
423
452
483

701
629
841
531
448

383
345
688
189
707

826
936
627
548
582

447
434
510
377
454

310
344
393
498
383

505
750
464
794

1,151

2,432;564
1,176,535

35,173,773

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . .
Delaware . . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . .

1,969,365
2,090,932

390,542
8,405,800
3,723,502

1,816,163
1,857,595

358,518
7,204,813
3,667,040

Hawaii . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ifiinois. . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

127.640 113.673
780;742 584;926

6,706,663 5,856,022
3,677,893 3,385,370
2,160,539 1,946,027

Kansas . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana .,.... . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . .

1,440,836
2,392,289
2,634,974

711,798
2,558,591

1,311,740
1.913.433
2;330;717

663,588
2,288,000

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . .

4,047,945
6,970,998
4,733,385
1,765,089
2,773,013

4,649,241
6,313,931
4,277,456
1,691,111
2,561,392

739
1,057

675
534

Montana . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada .,...... . . . .
New Hampshire . . . .
New Jersey . . . . .

610,277
1,047,544
1,107,607

293,668
7,859,234

419,878
771,891
949,281
220,209

6,005,632

1,463,158
19,443,872
5,084,636

369,588
7,386,283

1,636,573
1,479,025
6,921,300

488,214
1,885,288

741
652
835
264

1,009

New Mexico . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . .
North Carolina.
North Dakota . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1,619,075
24,711,442

5,523,219
402.727

1,024
1,364

807
633

7,999;399 726

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania. . . . . .
RhodeIsland...
SouthCarolina

2,166,336
1,613,334
8,616,122

500.667

674
542
717
498
5642,031,830

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . .

280,445
2,288,949
9,365,415
1,140,214

303,258

241,962
2,210,631
7,342,620

980.782

394
456
530
629
532265,368

Virginia . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . .

3,489,912
4,578,587
1,149,496
4,845,330

650,384

3,471,957
3,632,019

959,756
4,315,552

583,862

547
891
634
968

1,396

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State
GovernmentFinancesin 1992;and previous annual reports.

No(e:lncludes paymentsto the federal government, primarily state reim-
bursements for the supplemental security income program.
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I N T E R G O V E R N M E N T A LPAYMENTS

Table 9.4
PERCAPITA STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,
BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1991
(In thousands of dollars)

General local Speclfted functions
government

State
Miscellaneous

Total support Education Pubhc welfare Hwhwavs Health and comhlned-.
United States.

.-

$ 741.48 $461.80 $96.75 $32.30 S28.99

Alabama. . . . . .,
Alaska. .,
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . .
California. ., .,

$ 67.48 $54.15

499.40
1,632.15

686.75
530.89

1,197.76

24.55
106.62
154.91
19.38

399.46
993.90
409.66
417.06
607.43

377.46
441.22
469.84
481.02
502.98

0.00
487.76
365.61
398.39
526.93

444.34
502.01
477.09
453.36
338.92

299.14
377.49

1.84
139.72

0.00
0.24

345.34

95.58
41.99

1.21
0.02
0.00

9.03
0.00

15.27

34.35
57.05
89.83
36.86
33.33

2.55
95.58

6.13
20.04
82.02

36.64
239.28

26.21
37.31
50.8678.77

Colorado ., .,
Connecticut .,
Delaware ... .,
Florida
Georgia.

579.31 6.99
67.47
0.00

102.50
1.22

54.93
9.27
4.41

6.86
4.51
1.20
6.39

42.72

37.48
41.35
89.09
23.75
18.35

605.81
565.75
624.59
567.40

91.82
640.75
563.85
673.63

10.90
2.13

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois. .,
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa

57.20
60.58
66.69

0.00 6.09
5.01
5.19
7.49

15.73

19.50
24.01
71.56
21.02

63.39
39.52
58.53
97.36

141.60
56.54

46.60
12.62757.30 48.13

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland . . . . . . . .

563.91
598.22
580.25
568.20
551.90

32.87

3::8
57.30
40.34

0.39
1.84
8.79

17.70
0.01

43.28
24.41
10.16
16.46
59.29

22.41 20.62
47.98
45.26
19.13

21.99
0.32
4.27

49.07

0.12
54.40
28.11
10.62

64.27

Massachusetts ,., .,.
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri . . . . . . . .

750.02
703.10

1,101.70
627.77
517.88

177.91
110.04
193.82

77.03
36.16

140.06
2.16
1.85

3.93
74.18
73.32
30.79
31.82

191.89
50.82
70.61595.78

457.02
442.03

103.41
1.27

23.77
39.171.74

Montana ., . .,.,.,..,
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

729.09
559.71
807.67

54.30
53.72

262.93
28.43

118.59

558.22
352.53
501.72
117.53
474.76

702.62
541.51
598.39
414.29
416.99

485.12
327.04

11.66
3.43
6.95

44.07
113.41

17.60
68.57
28.18
14.81
0.71

7.26 80.06
47.14 34.33

1.65 6.24
0.28 27.54

12.07 72.39
232.66
791.93

New Mexico, .,.,.,,.
New York
North Carolina
Nortb Dakota ..,.,..
Ohio

1,002.72
1,138.60

808.61

247.78
57.22

0.00
386.64

20.02 1.62
33.83
42.82
12.32
29.48

30.68
107.87
30.07
30.50
26.02

11.54
17.53
64.86
61.09

70.74
87.53
94.44

49.05
2.20

82.20
611.70
710.22

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island . . . . . .
Soutb Carolina

608.38
547.67
576.61
446.03
563.79

7.15
27.94

8.77

18.04
0.00

83.12
40.69

2.39

52.40
113.28
24.35

0.00
3.97

22.08
50.19
44.69

0.00
6.27

23.59
29.22
81.78333.91

355.67
452.04

30.52
62.20

19.15
36.92

South Dakota
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah
Vermont ., . . . . . . . . . .

384.07
496.70
477.76

34.32
45.79

2.79

2:::

294.42
274.06

0.80 19.59 0.64 34.30
0.32 36.75

20.11 27.94
23.67 25.81

0.00

88.92
0.11
1.84

17.93

50.87
0.39

28.73
37.67

426.42
519.15
408.49

599.20
524.19 37.79

Virginia. ....,..
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming

555.67
849.62
654.76
928.14

1,322.59

3.73
19.18
10.13

233.07
260.74

396.64
665.42
613.68
424.14
776.75

40.75
7.36
0.00

59.27
8.49

24.19 2.11 88.24
79.25
25.94
86.10

139.54

48.62
0.00

70.28
83.30

29.80
5.01

55.26
53.77

Source.’ U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, S/a/e
Government Finances 1991.

A/ote:lnchsdes payments to the federal government, primarily state reim-
bursements forthe supplemental security income program (under “public
welfare” column).
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.5
PERCAPITA STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,
BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1992
(In thousands of dollars)

United States “ ‘-< -” # .> .- . . . . n . . . . A. - . . . -- - . . . .
3 IY1 .U4 3 04.51 t+ 4Yu. rJo b11>.Yb

Alabama. .

Arkansas . .
.

Connecticut . . :

Georgia . . . . . .

Illinois. . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .

0

Kansas . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . .
Maryland . . . .

Minnesota . . . . . .

Missouri . . .

. . . . . .
Nebraska . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .

New Jersey. . . . . . .

New . .

. . .

Ohio . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . .

. . . .

. . . .

South Dakota . . .
. . . . .

Utah . . . . . .
,

. . . . .

Wisconsin . . . . . . . .

o o

t

The Council of State Governments 607



INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.6
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,
(In thousands of dollars)

BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1991

General local Functions

State
government

Total
Miscellaneous

support Education Public welfare Highways Health and combined

United States. . . . . -. “. . .- m.” “.. . ,--- -.-
$116,179,860 $24,341,214 ‘- “- - ‘- $7,292,105 $13,623,550>1uo,>4u,L3t!

2,042,035
930,327

2,575,296
1,259,279

36,387,815

1,956,314
1,993,721

384,710
8,292,704
3,757,866

104,219
665,736

6,508,465
3,779,085
2,116,655

1,406,963
2,221,186
2,467,214

701,731
2,682,227

31O,Y / / ,(M.Z

100,400
60,774

580,924
45,972

2,393,006

23,604
222,039

0
1,360,958

8,058

64,923
62,942

769,800
794,394
158,031

82,007

164,21:
70,760

196,070

1.066.751

}8, 126,477

Alabama.
Alaska. . . . . . . . .
Arizona. . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . .

1,633,403
566,525

1,536,241
989,257

18,453,791

1,274,683
1,452,056

319,492
6,386,539
3,331,239

0
506,779

4,~20,261
2,234,966
1,472,782

7.516 140,447
32,518

336,862
87,438

1,012,651

10,432 149,837
54,483 136,387
22,983 98,286
47,542 88,493

2,491,794 1,545,223

79;640

57:
10,491,350

Colorado . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut
Delaware . . . . . .
Florida . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . .

322,770
138,189

820
276

0

185,501
30,514

3,000
144,746
14,100

23,177
14,831

819
84,895

282,922

126,579
136,092
60,579

315,290
121,547

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Ittinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10,249

176,24!
261,408

35,261

65,86~
456,160
328,361
272,109

6,913
5,205

59,948
42,027
43,962

22,134
24,950

826,053
117,929
134,510

Kansas . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . . . . .

1,108,633
1,863,952
2,028,603

559,894
1,647,152

971
6.826

107,985
90,642
43,209
20,324

288,151

55,909
81,634

1,344
5,278

238,465

51,458
178,132
192,466
23,620

312,354

37,375
21,855

35

Massachusetts . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . .

4,497,141
6.586.640

1,793,6(W
3,536,310
2,640,497
1,184,607
2,280,015

461,883
338,789
620,765

5,590
9,525

23.583 1,150,544
509,618 476,127
124,565 312,937
27,527 61,603

8,980 202,044

720
1,030,847

859,027
268,039

6,549

694;949
324,963
79,820

164,134

4;882;754
1,627,186
2,671,247

Montana . . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada .,...... . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . .

589,106
891.619

43,875
85,573

337,608
31,417

920,280

451,041
561,576
644,207
129,870

3,684,163

9,421
5,461
8,922

48,694
880,086

14.220 5,863
75,090
2,116

305
93,650

64,686
54,684
8,013

30,432
561,725

47,490
1,947,853

202,597
19,368

284,586

109,235
36,187
16,370
5,494

1,037;053
257,088

6,145,398

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York . . . . . . . .
North Carolina. . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . .
Ohio

1,552,216
20,560,925

5,447,610
388,431

7,769,101

383,562
1,033,255

476,583
55,581

1,033,071

1,087,662
9,778,590
4,031,386

263,073
4,561,497

30.9890
6,981,865

330,468
1,400

899,207

2.513
208,448 610,914
118,078 288,498
41,183 7,826

668,211 322,529

Oklaboma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island...
South Carothra . . . . . .

1,931,607
1,600,306
6,896,859

447,817
2,007,109

22,707
81,638

104,938
30,643

221,447

1,540,251
955,614

3,993,875
357,091

1,609,258

57,273

994,19:
40,857

8,521

166,360
331,017
291,227

14,12:

70,107
146,657
534,487

22,32:

74,909
85,380

978,138
19,226

131,435

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas. ........,..,..
Utah . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont ....., . . . . .

270,004
2,460,175
8,288,581
1,060,590

297,218

24,128
226,797

48,424
0

12,656

206,979
1,357,413
7,397,965

918,887
231,612

2,493,303
3,339,059
1,105,236
2,101,612

357,303

562 13,775
251,955

6,737
50,860
21,358

24,111
1,598 182,012

348,918 484,697
41,898 45,681

0 21,428

449
440,400

1,840
3,264

10,164

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,462
Washington . . . . . . . . . 96,224
West Virginia . . . . . . . 18,245
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . 1,154,885
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . 119,941

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Srate
Government Finances 1991.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.

3,492,960
4,263,416
1,179,220
4,598,923

608,390

152,070
243,982

0
348,255

38,319

13,272
149,522

9,023
273,836

24,733

256.149 554,704
397,678
46,716

426,640
64,187

36,951
0

293,695
3,907
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.7
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1992
(In thousands of dollars)

General local
government

support

$16,368,139

Puncftons

Miscellaneous
Education Pabllc welfare H/ghways Health and combinedState Total

-.
$201,313,434 $124,919,686 $29,511,968 $8,480,871 h, ..,. -n. -.. --- ---United States

Alabama. . . . . . .
Alaska.
Arizona, . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . .
California.

Colorado
Connecticut . . . :
Delaware . . .
Florida .
Georgia . . . . . . :“”

Hawaii
Idaho . . . .
Illinois. .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . .
Minnesota ,..
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana.
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey. . . .

New Mexico. . .
New York
North Carolina . . . . . .
North Dakota
Ohio . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma
Oregon . ....:.::::::
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island . . . .
South Carofirsa .

South Dakota .
Tennessee . . . . .
Texas.
Utah . ....::::::::::
Vermont . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming

l)b,5>Y,YU3

11,224
70,310
49,037
55,085

1,049,744

26,495
16,434
12,779
91,934

277,752

17,458
5,947

65,910
43,765
43,147

64,888
92,905

2,462
5,566

231,869

31>,b/Z,Xb/

2,143,312
1,048,860
2,996,879
1.465,060

101,752
73,266

607,224
46,427

1,699,130
625,881

1,663,976

10,079
100,635
227,926

148,290
33,245

322,964
121,983

1,187,671

172,837
145,523
125,752
80,377

2,136,605
1,160,554

19,042,747
634

13,597,73839,402,316 2,387,811

1,969,365
2,090,932

390,542
8.405.800

25,969
127,669

1,409,68!
o

1,219,986
1,567,068

321,913
6,176,792
3,319,732

349,956
194,928

796
185,515

0

188,869
30,331

158,090
154,502
50.2884,766

165,716
11,774

376;161
114,2443,723,502

127,640
780,742

6.706,663

77,390
67,364

762,891
659,668
147,354

88,485
0

150,566
55,366

109,737

822,569
940,745
683,833
279,100

8,073

45,679
145,725
335,751
31,517

963,929

398,631
889,567
468,987

50,774
1,045,997

19,407
96,786

150,097
20,805

265,822

605,95~
4,249.610

10,513

354,60?
300,366
40,521

74,89!
438.823

22,279
26.580

834,828
141,662
119,588

3,677,893
2,160,539

2,190,681
1,543,803

341,751
266,126

1,440,836
2,392,289
2.634,974

1,103,697
2,018,298
2,175,623

588.415

15,123
7,085

49,736

113,182
90,727

55,461
183,274
215,039

18,608
192,113

1,075,494
564,276
324,596
69,302

277,181

76,340
63,828
18,862
36,191

1,004,183

47,811
2,660,340

204,582
19,924

280,722

65,461
80,359

1,038,511
11,306

147,699

29,012
218,145
532.016

41,548
19,754

281,024
711,798

2,558,591

4,047,945
6,970,998
4,733,385
1,765,089
2,773,013

610,277
1,047,544
1,107,607

293,668
7,859,234

1,619,075
24.711.442

24,089
1021,743,746

1,739,212
3,855,645
2,739,762
1,244,088
2,293,534

308,523
299,561
531,511
63,103
15,511

102,I12
727,331
323,519

80,602
170,305

583.4::
130,164
28,894

8,409

457,707
622,890
702.636

4,915
7,147
7,977

54,238
,269,653

14,021
109,535

11,615
98,419

1.59540,786
21,294

168

14,976
83,069

138,085
42,273

761,250

174,540
289,115
311,140

0
1,260

15,192
250,769

8,286
49,509
21,505

154,384
288.632

149,802
4,549,082

1,156,037
12,893,270
4,028,979

271,626
4,633,832

1,781,073
982,966

5,041,164
421,079

1,587,925

210,382
1.312.052

626
72,219

1,620
667,568
313,995

17,175
342,527

70,802
164,108
683,122

0
19,345

688
876

381,141
48,522

0

16,435
108,104

8.957

1

0
7.517.628

5,523,219
402,727

7,999,399

368,591
955

935,071

2,166,336
1,613,334
8,616,122

500,667
2,031,830

55,053
0

1,392,088
47,477
9,779

24,543
235,746

50,417
0

10,316

628280,445
2,288,949
9,365,415
1,140,214

303,258

271.361
8,173,962

986,214
236,073

219;593
3,268

11>087
52;701
24,277

3,489,912
4,578,587
1,149,496
4,845,330

650,384

26,093
91.669

2,466,610
3,642,690
1,085,976
2,235,148

400,659

271,647
47,253

0

554,743
400,239

41,284
378,191
51,480

13;279
1,214,344

139,317

0
365,310 327;115
38,467 17,676

325,222
2,785

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Sfafe
Government Finances 1992.

Note: Detail may not addto totals due to rounding.
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INTERGOVERNMENTALPAYMENTS

Table 9.8
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY TYPEOF
GOVERNMENTAND BY STATE:1991
(In thousands of dollars)

Type of receivinggovernment
Total Counties,

intergovernmental
State

School municipalities, Special Combined
expenditure Federal districts and townships districts and unallowable

United States . . $186,540,238 $3,464,364 $79,302,236 $1,744,388 $6,591,891S95,437,359

Alabama. ...
Alaska. . . . . . .
Arizona.
Arkansas . . . . . .
California.

2,042,035
930,327

2,575,296
1,259,279

36,387,815

0
79,640

0
1,412

2,309,443

1,633,403 406,753
772,400

1,018,224
206,028

16,185,992

0
0

5,46:
161,664

22,688
0

57,35!
13,702

1,92:
352,626

3,720
0

4,682
0
0

:

580,152
2,348

22,265

6,50?

o
16,698

166
529

0

1,879
78,287
20,831
57,122

225,292

0
1,536,241

989.257
17,505,424

Colorado
Connecticut . . .,
Delaware
Florida . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . .

1,956,314
1.993.721

623

67:
o
0

1,274,468
18,592

319,328
6,386,539
3,331,239

656,758
1,804,569

64,711

1,777
170,560

0‘384;710
8,292,704
3,757,866

1,604,455
376,364

244,357
36,561

Hawaii . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . .
Illinois. . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . .
Iowa

104.219 10,249
1,473
2,354

15,819
19,233

0
506,779

4,220,261
2,234,966
1,472,782

75,880
99,746

1,608,765
871,812
531,739

18,090
55,816

324,459
652,768
92,901

665:736
6,508,465
3,779,085
2,116,655

Kansas . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . .
Maryland

1,406,%3
2,221,186
2,467,214

701,731
2,682,227

175
0
0

7,426
35

1,108,633
1,863,653
2,028,006

0

257,343
321,565
401,245

36,130
35.968
37:963

673,628
37,992

20,677
2,644,2000

Massachusetts . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . .

4,497,141
6,586,640
4,882,754
1,627,186
2,671,247

136,439
74,193

:
o

260,183
3,536,310
2,640,427
1,180,327
2,280,015

3,170,685
2,783,545
2,124,688

441,523
218,662

349,682
190.244
95;374

5,336
166,069

3,337
174.448

Montana
Nehraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada ., ...,,.... . .
New Hampshire ,...,
New Jersey...

589,106
891,619

1,037,053
257,088

6,145,398

706 450,158
556,598
644,207

20,928
2,767,573

134,905
139,885
387,468
121,520

3,2i7,997

3,990
3,487

69,73:

1,725
114,111
90,094

New Mexico. ,.. . . .
New York . . . . . .
North Carolina . . . .
Nortb Dakota . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . .

1,552,216
20,560,925

5,447,610
388,431

7,769,101

0
440,500

0
0

11,679

1,087,662
5,057,137

455,115
14,985,440
5,441,922

119,254
2,020,951

272,106
631,388

2,390,203
390,907
392,116

12,25:
9,439

65.590

262,88!
4,456,990

5,73:
10,770

4,689
10,030

285,392

1,40:

13,;8
3,326

0
0

5,688
552

1,268,711

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carotina . . . . .

1,931,607
1,600,306
6,896,859

447,817
2,007,109

270,004
2,460,175
8,288,581
1,060,590

297,218

36,880

83,18!
12.757

1,539,731
955,335

3,992,433
37.918

78,201
3,553

145,643
6,235
4,3270 1,609;258

South Dakota . . . . . .
Tennessee. . . . . .
Texas . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . .

14

:
1.660

206,979
18,086

7,397,107
918,887
231,611

55,392
2,418,731

477.606

7,155
10,243

410,542
6,483

0
133,560
55,45310;154

Virginia, ....,. . . .
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin. ,., ..,.,..
Wyoming

3,492,960
4,263,416
1,179,220
4.598.923

0
25,102

0
105.043

3,336,32:
1,105,236
2,101,612

355,871

3,481,067
731,685

61,593

11,893
131,479

1.295

0
38,830
11,096

507,775
19,027

1,884,436
233,207

57
608,390 285 0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State
GovernmentFinances1991.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.9
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY TYPEOF RECEIVING
GOVERNMENTAND BY STATE:1992
(In thousands of dollars)

Type of recetvtng government

Total Counties,
intergovernmental School municlpalltles, Special Combined

expend{(ure Federal districts and townships dls[rlcts and unailocableState

United States

Alabama, ., .,
Alaska. . . . .
Arizona. ...
Arkansas .,
California. .,.. ..::::

Colorado . . .
Connecticut
Delaware ., .,,.,.,
Florida
Georgia . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii . . . . . .
Idabo . . . . . . .
Illinois. .,.,.,,.,.,.,
Indiana ..,...
Iowa . . . . .

Kansas . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana ., ..,,,.,.,
Maine . . . . . . . .
Maryland . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . .
Mississippi . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . .

Montana. ,.,.... .,,.
Nebraska
Nevada. . . . . .
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico. ...,...,
New York . . . . . . . .
North Carolina
North Dakota . . . .
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carolina

South Dakota . . . . .
Tennessee ........,..
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah . . . . . . . . .
Vermont . . . . . . . .

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington . . . . . .
West Virginia . . . . . .
Wisconsin. ,... . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . .

$201,313,434 $3,608,911 $102,961,990 $85,661,763 $2,146,081 $6,934,689

2,143,312
1,048,860
2,996,879
1,465,060

39,402,316

0
100,635

1,699,130
0

1,663,976
1,160,554

17,841,736

441,633
864.262 :

o
5,220

424,700

2,549
83,963
45,577
48.765

0
1,286

2,385,970

1,287,326
249,235

18,466,485 283,425

1,969,365
2,090,932

390,542

15,868
0

788

1,219,802
22,113

321,619
6,176,792
3,319,732

709,570
1,902,653

68,135
1,896,926

348,408

21,641
0
0

95,589
13,527

2,484
166,166

234,28;
41,835

8,405,800
3,723,502

2,211
0

10,513
544

2,061
14,312
21,146

18
0
0

7,445
102

147,957
55,405

0
0
0

0
4,901
3,619

0
89,964

127,640
780,742

6,706,663
3,677,893
2,160,539

605,95:
4.249.610

98,136
107,555

1,752,949
971,980
482,866

0 18,991
65,018
344,340
498,084
112,724

1,666
357,703
2,836

0
2;190;681
1,543,803

1,440,836
2,392,289
2.634,974

1,103,697
2,018,033
2,175,623

0
0

277,373
341,596
405,252
23,484

2,520,533

4,119
0

55.629
32,660
53,349

680,869
37,956

750

:
711,798

2,558,591

4,047,945
6,970,998
4,733,385
1,765,089
2,773,013

610,277
1,047,544
1,107,607
293,668

7,859,234

1,619,075
24,711,442
5.523.219

245,856
3,855,645
2,728,781
1,240,259
2,293,534

2,855,110
2.884.225

613,762
2,090
28,629

6,07:

185,260
173,633
120,577
2,226

188,627

1;855:398
522,604
284,782

457,707
618,209
702,636
20,835

3,429,028

138,496
138,543
398,571
136,144

4,261,268

22.76:
14.074

263,122
1,675

136,035
78,974

1;106
654

0

1,156,037
7,748,696

0

448,964
16.445.962

0
440,500

0
0

2,136

0 14,074
64,026
2,502
357

1,310,845

12,258
0

4,692
15,849

5;520,717
126,168

2,168,824
‘402:727
7,999,399

271,510
4,501,745

2,166,336
1,613,334
8,616,122

500,667
2,031,830

38,662
0

93,641
14,594

0

1,780,682
981,564

5,025,322
38,428

1,587,925

272.927 4,762
11.889

69,303
870

218,082
1,826
3,480

619,011
2,950,106
445,819
439,506

328;971

91:

280,445
2,288,949
9,365,415
1,140,214

303,258

12 210,382
7,798

8,173,276
986,214
236,061

59.487
9,4i:
2,501

0

10,489
9,436

653,914
6,371

0

5,351
0

1,220
11,002

2,256,921
535,724
146,409
56,195 0

3,489,912
4,578,587
1,149,496
4,845,330

650,384

0
3,640,59:
1,085,976
2,225,351
399,083

3,480,261
722,958
51,704

1,981,825
240,777

9.651 0
46,161
11,457

528,288
10.339

26,997
(1

141;881
359
0
0

109,866
185

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State
Government Finan>es 1992.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.
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Table 9.10
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1991
(In thousands of dollars)

From federal government
Total

From local government

intergovernmental Public Health &
State

Public
Total (a)

Health &
revenue Education welfare hospitals Highways Total (a) Education welfare hospitals Highways

L!nited States - - ‘ -- ‘ -- $134,926,318 $23,336,974 $71,961,293 $6,071,112 $14,098,349 $8,607,289 $715,267 $3,763,025 $512,467 $920,366$143,533,6U7

2,362,160
715,392

1,789,506
1,197,842

18,150,980

1,611,107
2,132,602

376,238
4,826,682
3,455,792

75,828
20,914
64,793
44,583

458,332

Alabama . . . . . . .
Alaska . . . . . .
Arizona . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas . .
California . . . . . . . . . . .

2,316,135
706,255

1,488,711
1,192,692

17,568,690

606,047
135,832
384,065
193,523

3,183,716

361,894
206,357

51,951
974,263
662,657

146,413
91,397

979,947
495,770
316,369

239,240
363,551
469,284

96,240
458,515

463,694
913,779
464,591
379,460
339,572

72,447
145,302
91,500
76,864

546,370

251,808
1,306,323

623,928
93,126

735,820

279,859
299,367
845,116
87,755

367,466

1,041,602
187,253
663,224
629,494

8,829,895

638,570
975,013
115,142

2,301,967
1,759,895

259,995
194,243

2,304,137
1,388,353

628,730

489,159
1,338,937
1,654,927

483,372
1,006,896

2,748,663
3,034,457
1,324,733

874,956
1,200,950

267,068
360,753
142,266
182,397

2,214,420

391,652
10,762,683
1,598,751

219,392
3,389,515

815,967
682,352

2,994,586
372,612

1,132,271

261,559
139,535
161,929
152,400

1,448,561

46,025
9,137

300,795
5,150

582,290

8,113
3,174
6,826
1,486

53,619

21,937
254

2,976
1,921

11,431

343
339

20,241
2,589

322

3,169
7,423
2,917

307
16,748

4,244
9,692
1,390
4,200

318

1,185
3,126

840
1,695

103,614

42,414
111,886

6,598
493

21,166

13,153
6,961

53,117
164

19,792

399 309 19,040
0

11,327
2,199

402,946

9,320
0
0

31,920
45,308

3,22:
59,894
12,618
2,615

14,416
564

0
2,834

0

261
41,972
11,524

816
4,374

979
8,156
3,695
3,010

16,522

1,949
0

5,128
8,931

36,941

5,847
13,595
6,403

63
1,647

0
170,084

0
711

40
0
0

109,544
0

0
2,630

19,569
73,903
24,694

0
0
0
0

7,019

124,000
8,350

89,740
579

13

12,035
3,856
6,266

47,805
28,826

356
2,722,241

256,175
9,087

0

0
13,339

0

29,22

177
97,353

672
32,556

Colorado . . . . .
Connecticut . . . . .
Delaware
Florida
Georgia, .,.

1,576,805
2,128,790

362,277
4,581,729
3,382,896

106,335
158,935
21,083

314,920
177,810

274,993
546,147
65,910

405,787
399,956

34,302
3,812

13,961
244,953

72,896

188
0
0

52,268
5

35.290 3,216
17,360

113,475
101,523
70,039

,
I

I

t
1

I

(

Hawaii
Idabo . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . .
Indiana.
Iowa .::.

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts
Micbigan
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . .:.
Missouri . . .

Montana. . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico. .....,..
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota . . . . .
Obio

Oklahoma . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carolina

734,349
553,947

4,923,880
2,684,747
1,519,439

731,133
536,587

4,810,405
2,583,224
1,449,400

150,911
106,875
473,431
323,937
192,016

0
36,130

292,776
139,631
136,483

9,809

32!
41,089

1,149,319
2,232,815
2,856,778

757,361
2,284,169

1,131,734
2,218,587
2,841,098

753,419
2,223,856

62,968
81,144

143.455

165,654
180,640
287,574

70,179
311,027

17,585
14,228
15.680

0

5,32:
o

629
31;185

126,587
3;942

60,313

4,455,486
5,412,629
2,602,191
1,840,948
2,243,693

4,035,939
5.203.940

120,756
215,344
114,728
76,544

143,786

32,277
38,343
26,559
10,886

189,222

56,267
358,092
137,982

19,609
247,005

53,940
171,615
362,025
31,704

109,328

278,902
366.215

419,547
208,689
117,238
15,844
10,399

14,729
18,731
16,037
58,596

189,198

70,127
4,469,896

293,291
21,033

206,602

46,288
35,102
62,349
42,871
83,990

3,808
96,651

9,764
5,878

72

2;484;953
1,825,104
2,233,294

227;518
174,132
308,892

625,026
767,607
440,835
499,840

4,407,155

610,297
748,876
424,798
441,244

4,217,957

921,354
14,735,440
3,060,650

490,639
5,548,900

1,508,944
1,822,639
5,571,081

740,233
2,049,324

107,436
101,282
73,717
59,419

506,485

117,054
624,935
340,118

68,540
529,984

203,893
149,947
687,877
146,382
171,240

2,22:
337

4,3&!

991,481
19,205,336
3,353,941

511,672
5,755,502

25,156
0

2,891
0

52,358

1,555,232
1.857,741

711
0
0

6,98?

5,633,430
783,104

2,133,314

STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1991—Continued

From federa[ government
Total From local government

intergovernmental Public Health &
State Total(a)

Public Health&
revenue Education welfare hospitals Highways Total(a) Education welfare hospitals Highways

Soutb Dakota 505,291 501,905 68,232 205,055 30,972
Tennessee .,... . . . 2,772,431

98,955 3,386 108 0
2,731,190 459,571

1,479 1,019
1,488,292 117,849 257,418

Texas. ..,.,.... . . . 7,632,301
41,241 9,828

7,605,216
78

1,690,102 3,690,232 315,399
4,778 12,373

1,036,186
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . 1,015,897 976,451 287,729

27,085
393,174

20,438
53,658

4,412
2,3;

o

Vermont .,....,..
94,578

454,298
39,446 29,303

450,943 71,722
26

217,342 26,068 58,964 3,355 3,338 0 17 :

Virginia. .,,. 2,520,128 2,356,812 619,560 1,018,605 103,968
Washington . . . . . 2,842,312

301,578 163,316 16,094 0
2,769,240 599,314

47,455 77,197
1,227,621 225,156

West Virginia . . . . . .
409,186 73,072

1,083,802
38,416 0 547

1,075,074 197,405 523,878
5,621

44,974
Wisconsin ...,....,..

148,503 8,728
2,725,371 2,638,726 501,022

1,185 0
1,496,036 85,172 228,516 22 26,39!

Wyoming . . . . . . 590,508 560,732
86,645 5,578 0

41,139 99,810 22,702 101,476 29,776 18,796 0 1,605 7,724

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State Governnrent Finances 1991.
Note: Detail may not add to totais due to rounding.

(a) Total includes revenue for other activities not shown separately in twistable.
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Table 9.11
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL
(In thousands of dollars)

GOVERNMENTS: 1992

From federal government
Total

From local government.----
intergovernmental Public Health &

State revenue Total (a) Education welfare hospitals
Public Health &

Highways Total (a) Education welfare hospitals Hirhwavs-.
$14,367,184 $10,860,625 $820,184 $5,898,597 $460,428 $928,997

.. . . n . . . . . . . ,--- A.. . . . . . . .- m-.- .,, . -,-. . . . mm m.” $6,825,21Oumteo slates.

Alabama.
Alaska
Arizona.
Arkansas
California.

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia.

Hawaii . . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa .

Kansas
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana. . . . . . . . . .
Maine
Maryland . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts
Michigan . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota .
Mississippi . .
Missouri. . . . . . . . .

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire .
New Jersey. . . . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . . . . .
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania
Rbode Island . . . .
South Carolina

51OY,YUL,UIL

2,737,180
773,106

2,110,356
1,635,%2

23,429,204

1,918,574
2,274,928

412,211
5,711,452
3,770,676

848,559
643,738

5,740,717
3,203,811
1,651,321

>.D,WJ0,1L5

650,440
114,280
437,100
232,713

3,457,270

403,833
218,135

60,274
1.086.840

>Yl,uYu,YYe

1,389,303
225,249

1,000,589
1,002,354

11,953,680

854,771
1,1%,713

151,752
2,795,277
2,025,079

312,214
232,561

2,921,284
1,761,486

709,170

640,474
1,649,944
2,574,078

625,083
1,350,351

2,589,019
3,451,226
1,461,224
1,106,993
1,784,114

294,493
444,721
237,795
449,123

2,816,970

565,703
12,789,907

1,970,554
216,794

3,946,006

1,021,779
785,479

4,941,337
589,282

1,396,027

317
168

58,457
693
239

242

1!
52,390

2

24,3:

5,27;
41,401

0
43

5,800

1,42:

3,616
98,699
10,821
1,482

230

0
1,544

492
0

1,165

28,508

2,97:
o

51,616

555
0

:
7,082

236,403
185,889
154,805
174,522

1,468,509

29,749
11,327

258,418
5,973

1,867,159

713
0

153,222
0

1,214,224

6.9232,707,431
761,779

1,851,938
1,629,989

21,562,045

1,843,382
2,270,404

3%,930
5,406,514
3,723,847

79,294
20,608

106,275
45,384

541,647

121,693
158,735
29,417

395,658
199,712

51,753
45,776

337,150
157,727
153,829

74,064
95,683

166,572
32,555

162,910

118,004
251,514
130,849
81,820

160,420

39,852
49,109
25,848

9,769
211,766

65,169
395,301
168,970
20,250

256,202

68,244
192,643
374,588

27,887
111,358

7,613
4,015
6,001
1,037

61,097

0
19,720
2,632

484,731

8,637
0
0

245,274
455,240

68,685
488,673
354,309

75,192
4,524

15,281
304,938
46,829

18,481
262

3,600
3,152

13,274

5,027
0
0

186,102
0

12,420
17,281739,790

0845,455
616,146

5,559,369
3,098,394
1,578,926

160,820
103,202

,106,680
508,332
326,249

272,158
395,780
516,512
106,752
485,601

471,634
,025,977
495,988
408,168
374,151

85,688
161,450
93,627
89,762

622,143

185,995
110,019
493,784
392,472
191,894

3,104
27,592

181,348
105,417
72,395

394 0
1,724

36,560
17,406
1,907

33
16,773
1,797

198

758
101,608
65,737
28,214

14,478
1.272

1,359,425
2,609,286
3,695.255

1,341,483
2,593,515
3,676,223

928,391
2,588,468

139,017
186,912
125,250
72,599

239,127

17,942
15.771

3,464
7.137

0
0
0
0

7,477

19;032
3,465

73,974

2;452
297

22,143
2,6:!

11,374
931,856

2,662,442

53,730
6,835

183,096
52,986

15

255
44,408
18.179

4,626,979
6,134,453
2,909,750
2,077,281
2,956,376

685,573
897,151
547,402
799,809

5,337,844

1,202,897
22,142,003
4,017,5%

580,195
6,468,864

4,226,446
5,903,243
2,686,951
2,011,434
2,945,026

479,068
418,535
242,456
182,134
319,325

400,533
231,210
222,799
65,847
11,350

4,461
10,860
5,098
4,621

88
2;218
9,589

15,103
19.687

930
3.490

13,124
3,066

10,881
53,867

7,961

490
9,978
6,203
2,867

12,217

670,470
877,464
523,759
732,951

5,130,058

130,229
111,615
61,714
58,674

649,704

23;643
66,858

207,786

’758
3,086

139,165

258,658
1,607,355

701,072
105,464
855,395

296,708
352,504

1,121,958
101,985
390,499

411 0
0

3.526

1,116,316
17,347,330
3,695,376

117,601
731,819
449,450
118,699
531,948

86.581 57,205
130.0844,794;673

322,220
22,685

201,023

3,131,843
290,164

8,857
10,263

4;245
662

23,753
10;218
17,533

557,510
6,267,841

199,127
176,249
590,863
104,675
190,021

43,039
26,857

291,945
45,216
96,714

14,627
7.211 14.28:

4,283
3,714
7,051

151
671

1,779,458
2,062,649
8.016,454

1,736,419
2,035,792
7,724,509

943.046
56;390

123
21,220

221,400

39,2
988,262

2,443,841 2,347,127

STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1992—Continued

Total
From federal government From local government

intergovernmental Public Health & Public Health &
State revenue Total(a) Education welfare hospitals Highways Total(a) Education welfare hospitals Highways

South Dakota 549,243 544,933 75,958 239,828 35,794 90,667 4,310 129
Tennessee . . . 3,427,157 3,384,884

2,661 638
473,522 2,022,888 121,582 307,093 42,273 10,869 22:

Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,577,914
5,062 16,494

8,505,210 1,778,422 4,653,902
Utab

351,361 810,994 72,704 33,230 29,303 4,259 17
1,150,310 1,105,748 310,844 480,047 46,691 110,217 44,562 35,003 3,202

Vermont . . . . . . . 509,744 504,489
0

76,780 242,282 35,616 54,184 5,255 837 0 ;: 4,394

Virginia . . . . . . . . 2,725,900 2,563,170 681,747 1,166,248 74,250 298,361 162,730 16,129 0 47,680
Washington

73,486
2,994,704 2,929,999 648,812 1,385,268 259,827 331,293 64,705 38,825

West Virginia 1,490,087
0 0 3,671

1,475,928 223,851 839,771 52,676 194,490 14,159 3,173 0
Wisconsin . . . . . . 3,015,338 2,921,070 536,486 1,696,201 99,528 241,155 94,268 7,063 25; 32,~
Wyoming

0
666,779 646,319 57,354 134,605 11,880 95,446 20,460 13,629 0 891 4,538

Source.. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances 1992.
Note: Detail may not addto totals due to rounding.

(a) Total includes revenue for other activities not shown separately in this table.



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

The Effects of Free Trade Agreements
on State Sovereignty
States are beginning to look more closely at NAFTA and GATT
provisions for their long-term effects on state sovereignty.

by Benjamin J. Jones

The North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade (GATT) form a basis for what
many hope will be a period of sustained growth
and productivity in both developed and devel-
oping nations. Although the greatest impact
of those agreements will be in the economic
arena — where most of the attention has been
focused — the state government community
is now paying some attention to the potential
long-term implications of such agreements for
state sovereignty within the federal system of
the United States.

Any binding international agreement inher-
ently limits the ability of a nation, and there-
fore its constituent governments, to make policy
choices contrary to the agreement, and there-
fore limits to some degree the sovereignty of
that nation’s central government as well as its
subdivisions. Given the high degree of compli-
ance with detailed and pervasive standards
and agreements which are called for in the
case of truly “free tradel’ however, the states
are beginning to realize that a federal commit-
ment to such free trade carries promises to
which they will have to conform as well.

State governments have traditionally regu-
lated and legislated in a wide variety of subject
areas where international trade commitments
under NAFTA and GATT will produce chal-
lenges to the fact and manner of that regula-
tion. Challenges typically will involve claims
that a state regulation or statute constitutes
a trade barrier because it offers a competitive
advantage or a de facto subsidy to U.S., versus
foreign, business. This type of complaint is
typified by the U.S.-Canada “Beer Wars” and
will probably be more frequent under NAFTA
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than under the more carefully defined GATT
agreement. Other cases of contention will likely
be banking and insurance, trucking regula-
tions, environmental regulations, government
procurement, occupational licensing and ex-
port promotion programs.

In the case of GATT, the European Union
frequently alleges that the very existence of 50
sets of regulations in areas of state regulatory
preeminence constitutes an unfair trade bar-
rier justifying retaliatory action. For example
in the United States, pressures on Congress to
preempt state regulatory authority in the bank-
ing and financial services sector is increased
by European Union threats to retaliate. They
maintain that U.S. financial sector businesses
must comply with essentially only one set of
regulatory requirements to do business within
the Union, while European banks, insurance
companies and others must comply with dif-
ferent requirements in each state when they
attempt to enter the U.S. market. State envi-
ronmental regulations, product labeling re-
quirements, and preferential procurement laws,
also have been frequent targets of European
complaints.

Legal Overview

Major free trade area agreements entered into
by the United States must be approved by Con-
gress and may not go into force until imple-
menting legislation is enacted. For this reason,

Benjamin J Jones is theformer directorof inter-
national and legalaffairsfor The Council of State
Governments.RaniaSamerdjian,CSG researchas-
sistant, provided substantial researchand writing
assistanceto this article.
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NAFTA is considered a non-self-executing
agreement. The NAFTA agreement is also
known as a congressional-executive agreement
because of the congressional involvement in
its approval. The Trade Act of 1974 establish-
ed a process known as “fast track:’ which is
designed to involve Congress, through consul-
tations, in the drafting and negotiation of in-
ternational trade agreements in return for a
congressional commitment to vote the final
agreement “up or down” as a package with no
amendments allowed. Upon conclusion of the
negotiating process, the president sends the
draft to Congress, which must then enact an
implementing bill by which means the agree-
ment is ratified and any necessary statutory
changes are made. This means that NAFTA
will not immediately become part of the do-
mestic law and will not itsel~directly preempt
existing state laws. A non-self-executing treaty
is binding under international law, but requires
legislative implementation to be incorporated
into domestic law.

Upon ratification, such agreements become
national commitments — including a commit-
ment to make such agreements superior under
domestic law to conflicting state laws. Nations
alleging violations of NAFTA or GATT do
not enforce their claims through U.S. courts.
Instead, a challenge process involving inter-
national panels is established which will be
reviewed in more detail below.

Specific Areas of Contention
Potential challenges to state laws and regu-

lations are somewhat different under NAFTA
than under GATT. In addition, questions re-
garding the magnitude of NAFTA’s effect on
state laws and exactly which laws will be af-
fected cannot yet be accurately answered. This
uncertainty is due not only to complexities in
the treaty and uncertainty regarding which laws
will be challenged, but also to an inability to
predict the vigor with which the United States
government will act to preempt state policies
determined to be in conflict with NAFTA.
However, specific areas of concern under the
NAFTA agreements include the following:

Banking and Insurance: States traditionally
have imposed requirements upon foreign (non-

U.S.) banks and insurance companies who wish
to operate in the states that are not imposed
on U.S. banks and insurers. Following the con-
clusion of a phase-in period, these requirements
must be eliminated. States may continue to
regulate these industries, but may not discrimi-
nate in any way against non-U.S. companies.

Trucking: Under NAFTA, states may con-
tinue to regulate the trucking industry. Some
laws and regulations imposing special safety
training standards, however,will be preempted.
For example, California’s regulations regarding
special labeling for dangerous cargo and special
testing and training for drivers of dangerous
commercial vehicles will now be unenforceable
against Mexican trucks and drivers.

Environmental Regulations: The degree to
which state environmental laws and regula-
tions will be affected by NAFTA is unclear.
It is clear, however, that in a variety of areas
of environmental regulation, state policies will
be subject to challenge. The rulings of dispute
panels and the degree to which the federal
government will act against state laws which
have been ruled to constitute a barrier is un-
certain. Potential areas of challenge include
state incentives for alternative fuel use; laws
imposing recycled materials use requirements;
restrictions on beverage container plastic hold-
ing rings; specifications for beverage contain-
ers themselves; and any other environmental
regulation that arguably was an unreasonable
restraint on trade. At least one commentator
has noted that if such challenges become com-
mon, the “chilling effect” could result in states
being discouraged from developing new envi-
ronmental regulation programs and policies.

Export Promotion Programs: Almost all
states have programs of one sort or another
to induce business to locate within the state
or to encourage exports. Yet cash transfers
from governments to private businesses in the
form of financial inducements to locate or ex-
pand, or in the form of subsidies for firms to
export will likely to subject to challenge under
NAFTA and could result in countervailing
duties imposed by Mexico and/or Canada. In
the event of challenge, substantial federal pres-
sure, perhaps in the form of preemption, may
be imposed on states.
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Occupational Licensing: NAFTA’sgoal in the
area of occupational licensing is that citizens
and residents of the member nations will be
able to provide professional services in any
other member nation, provided they meet
necessary and reasonable requirements that
are no stricter than those imposed upon citi-
zens of the state involved. This means that
states may keep professional standards in
licensing but, after a phase-in period, may not
require citizenship or residency for licensure
in a particular profession in the state.

State concerns regarding challenges by the
European Union and the effects of GATT on
state laws are somewhat different than those
under NAFTA. Those areas of concern include:

Banking and Insurance: In accordance with
the dual banking system in the United States,
European banks wishing to become established
in the U.S. must comply with both state and
federal regulations. The European Union sees
this dual system as constituting an unfair trade
practice in two different ways. First, the Euro-
pean Union argues that some state requirements
violate the “national treatment” principle by
placing requirements and restrictions on for-
eign banks which are not placed on domestic
institutions. For example, some states prohibit
non-U.S. banks from establishing branches
within their borders or do not allow them to
take deposits. In other states, branches of for-
eign banks have to comply with extensiveregis-
tration requirements to engage in broker-dealer
activities with which their U.S. counterparts
need not comply. In insurance, many states
impose various requirements on non-U.S. insur-
ers, such as special capital and deposit require-
ments. Others do not permit the operation of
insurers owned in part or in whole by a foreign
party. In addition to these practices, which are
alleged to violate national treatment principles,
Europeans also argue that the simple existence
of 50 sets of state banking and financial ser-
vices regulations constitutes an unfair trade
practice compared with the more uniform regu-
lation in the member nations of the European
Union. States can expect these arguments to
add impetus to federal efforts to fully or par-
tially preempt state regulation in the financial
services sector.

Government Procurement: The European
Union has long expressed dissatisfaction about
“Buy American” provisions, procurement pref-
erences for in-state businesses, “local content”
preferences, and other such provisions at both
the state and federal level. Currently, legisla-
tion in at least 40 states provides for some or
all of these types of preferences. The GATT
agreement has pledged the U.S. government to
persuade or, if it elects to do so, require states
to eliminate such preferential requirements in
return for access on an equal basis to Euro-
pean Union government procurement. The
extent of federal pressure remains to be seen,
as does the willingness of states to voluntarily
remove such restrictions.

Labeling and Packaging Requirements: The
European Union contends that packaging re-
quirements are still an important barrier for
import into the United States. A European
Union wine exporter must comply with both
federal and state regulations regarding the
content of wine bottle labels. An average of
three months is required to obtain label ap-
proval at the federal level, while the approval
time at the state level varies, but may take as
long as six weeks. Exporters to the U.S. con-
tend that compliance with different rules in
each state makes the approval procedure con-
fusing and time-consuming and constitutes
an unfair barrier to trade.

State TaxPolicy: Under the General Agree-
ment on Trade and Services (GATS), the Euro-
pean Union may challenge any state taxes that
are arbitrarily discriminatory or that constitute
a restraint to trade. They argue the national
treatment principle requires that European tax-
payers be treated the same as U.S. taxpayers.

Some state tax experts argue that GATT
could conceivably become an instrument for
global corporations to escape tax policies based
on arguments under the “national treatment”
principle. In the case of state corporate income
taxes, a multinational corporation headquar-
tered abroad could be placed at an advantage
compared with a U.S. domestic non-multina-
tional company. Because states currently tax
earnings by multinational companies differ-
ently than domestic corporations — to prevent
“hiding” corporate income in low-tax nations
using paper transactions that obscure real in-
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come earned in that state — questions of na-
tional treatment will arise under GATT which
currently are not a problem.

Subsidies and Supports: Europeans have
long argued that U.S. subsidies to support U.S.
exports not only exist, but adversely affect the
competitive posture of European firms at-
tempting to export to the states. For example,
they maintain a Florida statute that taxes cit-
rus processing, with the purpose of using the
proceeds for the marketing of Florida citrus,
constitutes a state subsidy for the Florida cit-
rus industry. Similarly, state taxes or other in-
centives for exporters can also be construed
as subsidies. It is unclear, at present, the ex-
tent to which the U.S. government, and the
states, will be pressed by other nations on these
issues under the new GATT agreement.

Dispute Settlement Process

In the event of a dispute over unfair trade
practices, the settlement process does not al-
low for state representation before the inter-
national panel. As a result, state governments
will not be able to directly defend their state
laws and will, of necessity, have to rely on fed-
eral representation of their interests. Given the
recent history of federal mandates, as well as
the inherent differences between foreign policy
goals and state priorities, states may be under-
standably skeptical regarding the degree to
which such federal representation may be re-
lied on to safeguard their interests.

The “Dispute Settlement Bodies” will consist
of panels of experts appointed by the govern-
ments involved in a particular dispute. Rulings
of such bodies will not be self-enforcing in the
courts of the nation which lost before the dis-
pute panel. Instead, the successful party before
such a panel will have to request the unsuc-
cessful government to force compliance with
the decision. Should the unsuccessful govern-
ment fail to enforce the decision (as, so far, in
the “Beer Wars” case) the successful govern-
ment is then authorized under the agreements
to take retaliatory trade action against the los-
ing nation’s exports.

Preservation of Non-Conforming
Regulations

Although state laws and regulations in a

wide variety of areas are potentially affected
by NAFTA and GATT, the NAFTA treaty in
particular does contain some protection for
state policies that conflict with the basic prin-
ciples of the agreement. States can file exemp-
tions and reservations to protect state statutes
and regulations that conflict with articles of
the treaty. Any such laws the states want to ex-
empt must be registered within two years of
entry into force of the agreement with no re-
strictions on the number of measures that may
be so registered. Most important to note, how-
ever, is that in some areas non-conforming
measures may not be enforced, and states may
not completely anticipate and register all non-
conforming laws and regulations. In addition,
for the duration of the NAFTA agreement,
states will be precluded from adopting new
laws or regulations inconsistent with the treaty.

States have until January 1, 1996, to list any
non-conforming measures they wish to main-
tain. This is very important as a jurisdiction
may keep an exemption indefinitely if it is reg-
istered by 1996. In the financial services sec-
tor, however, states only have until January 1,
1995, to identify laws that are inconsistent
with NAFTA. Once identified, those laws will
be placed in an “annex” and grandfathered
for a future period. In fact, for the states of
California, Florida, Illinois, New York, Ohio
and Texas, the date to annex laws inconsistent
with NAFTA laws was January 1994. Laws
that are inconsistent with the NAFTA agree-
ment are those that violate the national treat-
ment and most favored nation principles. For
examplq a California law allows a state-licensed
foreign bank branch or agency to have virtually
none of the trust powers of a state-chartered
California bank. Although clearly contrary to
national treatment principles, California has
annexed this law and may continue to legally
deny trust powers to foreign bank branches
indefinitely.

The federal government now is in the process
of notifying the remaining 44 states of the
need to file reservations by the end of 1994.
The U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) has
pledged to work closely with the states to en-
sure proper listing of all measures and to as-
sist in identifying what type of state measures
need to be reserved. In a case where a dispute
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is brought against a state measure, the USTR
also has pledged to notify and work closely
with that state in an effort to resolve the dis-
pute in a manner consistent with NAFTA/
GATT principles.

Federal /State Consultation

The USTR is establishing a “NAFTA Co-
ordinator for State Matters” to help identify
state laws to be registered, to serve as an infor-
mation exchange channel for NAFTA working
committees and states, and to work with state
attorneys general in cases where the dispute
process is invoked. The USTR, for some time,
has had an Intergovernmental Policy Advisory
Committee on Trade (IGPAC) to allow state,
county and municipal government leaders to
voiceopinions and provide advice to the USTR.
Many state advocates argue that IGPAC has a
poor history of consultation with state officials
and is ineffective in representing state views
within USTR. The effectiveness of the new
mechanism for coordination of the federal-state
consultative process has yet to be determined.

Uncertainties of the Process

In addition to the uncertainty caused by
lack of advance knowledge as to exactly which
state laws and requirements will be challenged
by our trading partners, is uncertainty created
by an inability to project the extent to which
the federal government will in fact press states
to comply with adverse decisions of interna-
tional dispute panels. Moreover, the NAFTA
and GATT agreements themselves contain the
necessity in many disputes to determine scien-
tific facts about which reasonable experts may
in fact disagree. For example, NAFTA provides
that as long as an environmental regulation
is justifiable on the basis of “scientific proof”
then it is permissible even if alleged to be an
unfair trade barrier. Obviously however, what
may seem “scientific evidence” in one nation
may merely be seen as an excuse in another.
The degree to which state environmental laws
and regulations will be affected by NAFTA
is therefore unclear. It is clear, however, that
in a wide variety of areas of environmental
regulation, state policies are potentially sub-
ject to challenge.

An example of such a regulation is the re-
quirement in the California Safe Drinking and
Water Enforcement Act that a warning label
must be placed on all products containing
substances that cause birth defects or repro-
ductive harm. One of these substances is the
lead often found in ceramic ware. The require-
ment has forced European exporters of ceramics
to finance a $1 million lead safety information
campaign for California consumers. European
exporters allege that this is a non-tariff barrier
to trade that burdens them with labelling re-
quirements and consumer awareness program
expenses not required of a similar U.S. business
exporting to Europe. If this case were brought
to a dispute panel, European and American
scientistsmight legitimately disagree on whether
valid scientific proof exists connecting ceramic
ware lead exposure to birth defects.

Critics argue that such numerous areas for
scientific disagreement may tend to increase
the usage of international standards — which
could in fact be lower than U.S. standards.
Standards and environmental regulation will
certainly raise controversial questions of con-
cern to states over the coming years.

Compliance

Pressure may be increasingly applied on local
and state governments to comply with com-
mercial treaty provisions. Yet, in the history
of GATT, only one ruling of a dispute panel
has directly affected state governments. That
ruling stemmed from the continuing “Beer
Wars” between U.S. and Canadian brewers.
The controversy began when two U.S. brewers
decided to export beer to Canada. They dis-
covered that Canadian provinces had laws
banning the sale of beer unless it was brewed
locally. The American brewers took the case
to GATT where the dispute panel ruled in
their favor. The Canadians then conducted a
study and found hundreds of wine and beer
regulations in more than 40 states that were
arguably in violation of GATT principles. The
regulations and statutes consisted of tax pref-
erences to local producers and discriminatory
distribution procedures among others. The
Canadians, in turn, took their case to the in-
ternational trade panel which ruled that these
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state laws wereindeed in violation of free trade.
Interestingly, however, almost all the rules and
statutes are still in effect in both Canada and
the U.S. states and, to date, neither national
government has required compliance.

Conclusion

Global interdependence increasingly is be-
coming a fact of life. State governments ef-
fectively no longer have the choice to ignore
developments in the international arena. Some
negative effects of international trade agree-
ments upon state prerogatives is inevitable.
However, by being aware of and involved in
national negotiations and Congressional rati-
fication of such agreements, states can mini-
mize the negative effects of such pacts, while
realizing the economic advantages that the
nation as a whole hopes to reap.
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The Council of State Governments
After 60 years of service, CSG is looking to the future with pride in its
past and a clearer sense of its role among state government organizations.

by Deborah A. Gona

A nonprofit, nonpartisan service organiza-
tion, CSG is the only national association that
serves the executive, legislative and judicial
branches of state government. Through its
national headquarters in Lexington, Ky., and
regional offices in Atlanta, Chicago, New York
City and San Francisco, the Council works to
improve decision-making and promote effec-
tive and innovative problem-solving and part-
nerships across the states.

Re-examining the Founder’s Vision
In 1933, Henry Toll, a former state senator

from Colorado, set out to fashion a new orga-
nization of the states. Despite initial uncertainty
over its namq the reality of the founder’s vision
was the establishment of an agency designed to
meet the states’ desire and need to cooperate
and to check the tendency toward increased
centralization at the federal levelof policy and
functional areas the states themselves were
best suited to control.

With the states’ adoption, one by one, of
this new organization, they formally recog-
nized it as their joint agency — permanent
machinery that would fill avoid in the struc-
ture and capacity of their governments and
facilitate the adoption of laws, procedures and
mechanisms that by their consistency would
enhance their effectiveness. By promoting in-
terstate cooperation and awareness in areas
outside the reach of the federal government
and beyond the capabilities of any single state,
this new organization would help ensure the
states’ preparation to assume responsibility
for duties that the founder believed were right-
fully theirs.

Toll’svision was of a super-structure orga-
nization that would bolster the states’ coop-
erative efforts, identify appropriate state and
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multi-state actions for problem-solving and
head off the encroaching federal presence. In
1993, The Council of State Governments —
the organization founded by Toll — celebrated
its 60th year of service to those states. In many
ways during that long tenurq the organization
had met or exceeded the founders’ plan. But
no matter what Toll’s intent, the reality was
that the CSG organization could not, in and
of itself, stabilize the rapidly-shifting roles and
responsibilities of the states in the federal sys-
tem. And today, the debate over those roles
and responsibilities is more fierce than before.

The first four years of this decade alone have
been marked by fiscal crises for the nation and
its individual states, by pressures and criticisms
from citizens, and by an increasingly intense
re-examination of governments’ capacity —
at all levels — to solve problems and make
legitimate decisions.

And throughout the Council’s history, its
own internal capacity and ability both to re-
act to and anticipate the states’ needs in the
changing federal system fluctuated. While CSG
continued to provide thousands of state offi-
cials and staff around the country with many
of the same notable and strong services and
products first envisioned by Toll and nurtured
by his successors, during its first 60 years, the
Council’s framework — its governance and
operational structures — changed dramati-
cally in much the same fashion as state gov-
ernments’.

So it was, during the first years of this last
decade of the 20th century, that this creature
of the very states that so often have found

Deborah A. Gona is the former director of the
State Policy and Innovations group at The Council
of State Governments.
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themselves struggling to meet immediate ser-
vice needs and to find their most effective
long-term fit in the federalism puzzle, found
itself grappling with its companionate role. An
organizational commitment to a strategic plan-
ning process forced CSG to reexamine Toll’s
vision, scheme and purpose; to determine its
evolutionary course; to clarify its past, current-
day and future role among the states; to target
more closely the clientele it could and should
serve; and to begin identifying the services and
assistance that would allow state governments
to meet current and future challenges.

Choosing the Path to the Future
By early 1992, all CSG components at the

national and regional levels had committed to
a comprehensive, long-term strategic planning
process, an ongoing improvement process that
would produce fundamental decisions and
actions to shape and guide the CSG organi-
zation in what it is, what it does and why it
does it.

An extensive outreach campaign in the sum-
mer of 1992involved a series of strategic plan-
ning focus group sessions conducted with state
legislators, administrators and staff, as well as
CSG’Sprivate sector partners. Those sessions
resulted in assessments of the organization
and analyses of the changing environment for
state government officials. Later that year, an
ad hoc Strategic Planning Task Force, made up
of a diverse group of CSG leaders, including
state policy-makers, administrators and key
staff, was established to overseethe final stages
of the process by clarifying the organization’s
identity and affirming its mission.

Keying in on environmental trends
In its early deliberations, the Strategic Plan-

ning Task Force prioritized nine environmental
trends for their current and future impact both
on state governments and on CSG operations:

● Fiscal conditions/constraints — recogni-
tion that states are entering an era of fiscal
readjustment, retrenchment and realignment;

● Term limits/turnover/retirement — result-
ing in a significant turnover in state govern-
ment, particularly noteworthy within state
legislative leadership positions;

● Public cynicism/ethical conduct — a grow-
ing awareness of public disenchantment with
and disengagement from American politics and
public officials;

QChanging demographics — demographic
changes in the American population and in
state government resulting in more represen-
tation by women and minorities;

● Federalism restructuring — a blurring of
responsibility between levels of government
resulting in a need for a “sorting out” of fed-
eral, state and local functions;

c Globalization dynamics — the transition
from a cold war economy to one of true global
competition and the states’ vigorous partici-
pation in the international arena;

● Technology infusion — the proliferation
of technology revolutionizing the process of
state governance and service delivery;

● Management restructuring — growing fis-
cal uncertainties and cutbacks leading to major
initiatives to rethink the structure, design and
management of state government; and

● State service competition — a noteworthy
growth in the number and scope of organiza-
tions serving state governments and its officials.

Renewing the organization’s purpose
Following months of discussions on the envi-

ronment, clients, characteristics and priorities
of the organization, in April 1993, CSG’S
Executive Committee approved anew mission
statement — one designed to emphasize CSG’S
unique features and to clarify its role among
other organizations that co-exist in the state
governmental arena:

CSG, the multi-branch organization of the
states and U.S. territories, champions excel-
lence in state government, working with state
leaders across the nation and through its re-
gions to put the best ideas and solutions into
practice.

To this end, CSG:
● Builds leadership skills to improve decision-

making;
● Advocates multistate problem-solving and

partnerships;
● Interprets changing national and inter-

national conditions to prepare states for the
future; and,

● Promotes the sovereignty of the states and
their role in the American federal system.
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Guiding the organization through change
And to guide the crucial decision-making

and implementation phases of the strategic
planning process, the Task Force and Executive
Committee further adopted a set of criteria
for CSG’S organizational change:

● mission consistency and depth — any CSG
organizational change must be consistent with
and add clarity and depth to CSG’S mission
statement;

c customer focus and responsiveness — CSG
changes must respond to the needs of state
leaders and translate into quick, personalized
products;

Qvalue-added quality and capacity — CSG
must devise multiple benefits and spin-offs of
effort and maximize collective identity with
organizational components and products;

● institutional problem-solving and emerging
needs — CSG should promote its unique multi-
state and multi-branch approach to problem-
solving to improve the institutional function-
ing of state government; and

● financial responsibility and productivity —
CSG changes should be based on best market
principles and be fiscally responsible and ac-
countable.

Addressing governance and
structural issues

In its remaining days, the Strategic Planning
Task Force considered and recommended to
the CSG Executive Committee more than 20
proposals to change or clarify various aspects
of CSG governance, structure and relation-
ships. Some proposals, intended to alter the
CSG Articles of Organization, required action
by the CSG Governing Board at its annual
meeting in December 1993. The most substan-
tial involved changes in the composition of the
Executive Committee to better represent CSG’S
constituency and active participants and to
more clearly reflect the new mission statement
and organizational priorities.

Other recommendations that simply required
approval by the CSG Executive Committee in-
cluded: a restructuring of the national standing
committees to differentiate between the opera-
tions and management tasks of CSG and the
issue-oriented, substantive work carried out
by these entities; a commitment to analyze and
deliberate on the appropriate role of associated

organizations within the CSG family, to give
strong preference to cabinet-level, policy-ori-
ented groups of state officials, and to extend
services to high-level administrators; a com-
mitment to develop systems to better coordi-
nate CSG headquarters and regional relations
and operations; and a reformulation of oppor-
tunities and channels for private sector par-
ticipation in the CSG organization.

Toward implementation
The work begun in earnest in 1992will con-

tinue as various facets of the strategic plan-
ning and improvement process are implemented
throughout the CSG organization. In 1993, for
example, all components of CSG undertook
a comprehensive inventory of their programs,
products and services — just one step toward
evaluating and assessing the fit between CSG
operations and the clarified mission statement.
The assessment of programmatic information
is expected to continue through the 1994-95
period.

The CSG Framework —
Governance, Structure,
Operations and Affiliations

Governance
Each state has an equal voice in directing

CSG activities through representation on its
Governing Board. The board includes all of
the nation’s governors and two legislators
from each state and other U.S. jurisdictions.
Members of the CSG Executive Committee,
with representation from all three branches of
state government, also serve as members of the
larger body. An annual board meeting, typically
held in December, provides an opportunity for
the diverse members of the CSG family to
interact in sessions on current and emerging
state issues.

It is the CSG Executive Committee, however,
which deals most closelywith the organization’s
day-to-day operations. To advise its member-
ship on various matters, the committee now
operates with six national standing committees:

● Finance Committee, which monitors the
organization’s fiscal affairs and recommends an
annual budget and schedule of state appropria-
tions to the Executive Committee and Govern-
ing Board;
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● Strategic Planning, anew committee that
inherited the work of CSG’Sformer Organiza-
tional Planning and Coordinating Committee
and its Strategic Planning Task Force and which
will carry forward and coordinate CSG’Sshort-
and long-term organizational and technologi-
cal planning and assessment activities;

● Intergovernmental Affairs Committee,
which considers major intergovernmental is-
sues and relevant court cases and decisions,
and may recommend resolutions and policy
statements concerned with intergovernmental
relations;

● Suggested State Legislation Committee,
which reviews and selects exemplary state leg-
islation on topics of major interest to states,
for publication in an annual volume;

. International Committee, a new commit-
tee (formerly a CSG task force) that will coor-
dinate and develop for the CSG membership
a variety of activities in the international arena
that are of importance to the states; and,

● CSG Associates Advisory Committee,
also anew committee, made up of public and
private sector representatives who will assist
CSG in identifying new Associate members,
provide advice on marketing techniques, and
recommend potential public/private partner-
ship opportunities.

National issue task forces, particularly in
the areas of health and environment, also en-
gage CSG’Sbroad constituency in identifying
and communicating about emerging policy is-
sues and concerns and developing potential
options for their resolution.

Funding
The Council is funded in part through ap-

propriations by the states, U.S. territories and
other non-state jurisdictions. In addition, CSG
administers federal and private foundation
grants and other contributions that support
research and information-gathering projects
on topics of interest to state officials. Other
sources of revenue result from the sale of CSG
publications, from the conduct of workshops
and conferences, and from contractual ser-
vice agreements with some of its associated
organizations.

A national and regional structure
The national office, located in Lexington,
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Ky. since 1969, is responsible for an array of
national programs including research and ref-
erence publications, inquiry and referral ser-
vices, an interstate loan library, innovations
transfer, suggested state legislation, secretariat
services, data processing services and interstate
consulting.

A Washington, D.C. office, also part of CSG
headquarters, monitors developments at the
federal leveland evaluates their impact on state
legislation and policies. The office facilitates
contact and cooperation among officials at
the federal, state and local levels.

CSG’Sregional structure further distinguish-
es it among state service organizations. Offices
in Atlanta, Chicago, New York City and San
Francisco serve regional conferences of state
officials and provide elected and appointed
state officials with opportunities to address
issues pertinent to specific areas of the coun-
try. Regional task forces and committees ac-
tively address their states’ interests in fiscal
affairs, economic development, environment
and natural resources, international trade agri-
culture and rural development, and other pri-
ority areas.

The issues and activities of each regional
office are selected and directed by a regional
executive committee of state officials. These
CSG offices organize and conduct annual re-
gional conferences, along with seminars and
committee and task force meetings, and pro-
duce newsletters and substantive issue and
trends reports for officials within the regions.

Associated organizations
From its beginnings, CSG has played the

role of “umbrella agenc~’ providing secretariat
services to organizations of state government
officials and serving as a network both for
those associations and for others to which CSG
does not provide direct staff services. Over
time, the number of groups captured under
CSG’Sumbrella has fluctuated, but today, more
than 50 organizations still retain some rela-
tionship with CSG.

In 1993, CSG provided a range of staffing
services to 27 national organizations of state
officials — including lieutenant governors,
secretaries of state, treasurers and other top-
levelmanagers. In 1994,CSG began the process
of re-evaluating its relationships with these vari-
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ous associated organizations with the intent of
establishing a new framework of affiliations
based on mission compatibility and in accor-
dance with the outcomes of the CSG strategic
planning process. The resulting affiliations
will continue to add a richness and diversity to
the CSG family and afford continued oppor-
tunities to engage executive officials and leg-
islators in cross-branch problem-solving.

Maior CSG Publications and
Reference Works

CSG publishes a variety of materials about
state government, including policy reports,
reference works, directories, periodicals, in-
formation briefs and newsletters. Major CSG
publications, which are distributed on a com-
plimentary basis to thousands of state officials
across the country, include:

● The Book of the States — First published
in 1935, this biennial reference guide to major
aspects of state government contains hundreds
of tables with comparative 50-state data and
dozens of essays written by experts on state
operations.

● State Government News — This monthly
magazine on state developments, issues and
innovations first appeared in 1958, and cur-
rently is distributed on a complimentary basis
to all state legislators and thousands of state
executive branch officials.

● State Elective Officials and the Legislat-
ures; State kgislative Leadership, Committees
and Staffi and State Administrative Officials

Classified by Function — These biennial direc-
tories, first produced as supplements to The
Book of the States, include the names, ad-
dresses and telephone numbers of thousands
of state officials, and provide information on
functional contacts in state government.

● Suggested State Legislation — Published
annually since 1940when it began as “suggested
war legislation;’ this volume is one result of
the efforts of CSG’SCommittee on Suggested
State Legislation. Entries are selected to aid
state policy makers interested in drafting legis-
lation in specific issue areas and are presented
as “suggested” legislation, with neither CSG
nor the Committee in the position of advocat-
ing their enactment.

● Spectrum: The Journal of State Govern-
ment — This periodical, which first appeared
in the early 1930s, was renamed Spectrum in
1992 and redesigned to provide a forum for
the discussion of state issues from political,
academic and practitioner viewpoints.

● Innovations — First produced in 1975,
this series of reports focuses on state programs
selected through an annual awards process in
which hundreds of entries are evaluated for
their contribution to innovation in the admin-
istration of state government.

● State Trends& Forecasts— A series initiat-
ed in late 1992,these new reports are designed to
alert state policy makers and administrators to
long-term structural and institutional changes
in state government and to policy options based
on recent trends and expert forecasts.
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Chapter Ten

A variety of statistics and information about
the states - including capitals, population,

land areas, historical data, elected executive branch
officials, legislative leaders, and judges of the

state high courts. State mottos, flowers, songs,
birds and other items unique to the states

and other U.S. jurisdictions also are presented.



STATE PAGES

Table 10.1
OFFICIAL NAMES OF STATESAND JURISDICTIONS,CAPITALS, ZIP CODES
AND CENTRALSWITCHBOARDS

Stale or other Name of Area Central
Jurisdiction state capitol (a) Capital Zip code code switchboard

Alabama, State of ., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska, State of . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . . . .

205 242-8000

Arizona, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
907 465-2111

Arkansas, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
602

California, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut, State of...,..,.. . . . . . . . . . .
Delaware, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida, State of......,..,.. . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hawaii, State of ....,..,..,.. . . . . . . . . .
Idaho, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iffinois, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa, State of..,.....,.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kansas, State of, . . . ., ..,..,.,. . . . . . . .
Kentucky, Commonwealthof . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana, State of. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine, State of. .,..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland, State of. ......,. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts, Commonwealth of . . . . . . .
Michigan, State of ...,..... . . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota, State of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi, State of......,.. . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri, State of..,.....,.. . . . . . . . . .

Montana, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska, State of, ..,..... . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada, State of. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire, State of ..,.....
New Jersey, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

New Mexico, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New York, State of.....,..,.. . . . . . . . . . .
North Carolina, State of......,,.. . . . . . .
North Dakota, State of,....,.. . . . . . . . . .
Ohio, State of. .,...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma, State of .....,.., . . . . . . . .
Oregon, State of. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania, Commonwealthof
Rhode Island and Providence

Plantations, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
South Carofirra, State of. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

South Dakota, State of...,,.,..,..
Tennessee, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah, State of......,..
Vermont, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia, Commonwealth of. . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington, State of. ,, .,....
West Virginia, State of..,.....,..
Wisconsin, Stateof . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming, State of. ....,... . . . . . . . . . . . .

District of Columbia
American Samoa, Territory of,.....
Guam, Territoryof . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. Marianalslands, Commonwealthof
Puerto Rico, Commonwealthof
Repubticof Palau
U.S. Virgin Islands, Territory of...,..

State House
State Capitol
State Capitol
State Capitol
State Capitol

fVluo#:omery

Phoenix
Little Rock
Sacramento

State Capitol
State Capitol
Legislative Hatl
The Capitol
State Capitol

State Capitol
State Capitol
State House
State House
State Capitol

State Capitol
State Capitol
State Capitol
State House
State House

State House
State Capitol
State Capitol
New Capitol
State Capitol

State Capitol
State Capitol
Legislative Building
State House
State House

State Capitol
State Capitol

Denver
Hartford
Dover
Tallahassee
Atlanta

Honolulu
Boise
Springfield
Indianapolis
Des Moines

Topeka
Frankfort
Baton Rouge
Augusta
Annapolis

Boston
Lansing
St. Paul
Jackson
Jefferson City

Helena
Lincoln
Carson City
Concord
Trenton

SantaFe
Albanv

State Legislative Building Raleigk
State Capitol Bismarck

ColumbusState H&tse

State Capitol
State Capitol
Main Capitol Building

State House
State House

State Capitol
State Capitol
State Capitol
State Capitol
State House

State Capitol
Legislative Building
State Capitol
State Capitol
State Capitol

District Building
Maota Fono
Congress Buifding
Civic Center Buifding
The Capitol

Capitol Building

Oklahoma City
Salem
Harrisburg

Providence
Columbia

Pierre
Nashville
Austin
Salt Lake City
Montpelier

Richmond
Olympia
Charleston
Madison
Cheyenne

Pago Pago
Agana
Saipan
SanJuan
Koror
Charlotte Amalie,
St. Thomas

36130
99811
85007
72201
95814

80203
06106
19901
32399
30334

96813
83720
62706
46204
50319

66612
40601
70804
04333
21401

02133
48909
55515
39215
65101

59620
68509
89710
03301
08625

87503
12224
27601
58505
43215

73105
97310
17120

02903
29211

57501
37243
78711
84114
05609

23219
98504
25305
53702
82002

20004
96799
96910
96950
00901
96940
00801

501
916

303
203
302
904
404

808
208
217
317
515

913
502

%
301

617
517
612
601
314

406
402
702
603
609

505
518
919
701
614

405

ii;

401
803

605
615
512
801
802

804

3ti
608
307

202
684
671

ilo9

io9

542-4900
682-1010
322-9900

866-5000
240-0222
739-4000
488-1234
656-2000

586-2211
334-2411
782-2000
232-3140
28t-5011

296-0111
5643130
342-6600
582-9500
841-3000

727-2121
373-1837
296-6013
359-1OOO
751-2151

444-2511
471-2311
687-5000
271-1110
292-2121

986-430U
474-2121
733-1110
224-2000
466-2000

521-2011
NCS
787-2121

277-2000
734-1OOO

773-3011
741-3011
463-4630
538-4000
828-1110

786-0000
NCS
348-3456
266-2211
777-7220

727-1000
633-5231
472-3461
NCS
721-6040
NCS
774-0880

NCS—No central switchboard. (a) In some instances the name is nonofficial.

632 The Book of the States 1994-95
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Table 10.2
HISTORICALDATA ON THESTATES

Chrono-
Da[e Date logical

State or other
organized admitted order of

as to
Jurisdiction Source of sta(e lands

admission
territory Union to Union

Alabama.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alaska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arfzorra. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Arkansas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
California. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colorado. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Connecticut. . . . . . . . . . . . .

MissmippiTerritory, 1798(a)
Purchased from Russia, 1867
Ceded by Mexico, 1848(b)
Louisiana Purchase, 1803
Ceded by Mexico, 1848

March 3, 1817
Aug. 24, 1912
Feb. 24, 1863
March 2, 1819
(c)

Dec. 14. 1819 22
49
48
25
31

38
5

2:
4

50
43
21
19
29

34
15

;;
7

6
26
32
20
24

41
37
36
9

3

47
11
12
39
17

46
33
2

13
8

40

;!
45
14

10
42
35
30
44

Jan. 3,1959
Feb. 14, 1912
June 15. 1836
Sept.9, 1850

Louisiana Purchase, 1803(d)
Fundamental Orders, Jan. 14, 1638; Royal charter,

Apri123, 1662(e)
Swedish charter, 1638; English charter, 1683(e)
Ceded by Spain, 1819
Charter, 1732, from George II to Trustees for

Establishing the Colony of Georgia(e)

Feb. 28, 1861 Aug. 1, 1876
Jan.9, 1788(f)

Dec. 7, 1787(f)
March 3, 1845
Jan.2, 1788(f)

Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Florida. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Georgia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

M“a’rch30,1822
. .

Annexed, 1898
Treaty with Britain, 1846
Northwest Territory, 1787
Northwest Territory, 1787
LouisianaPurchase, 1803

June 14, 1900
March4, 1863
Feb. 3, 1809
May7, 1800
June 12, 1838

Aug. 21, 1959
JuIY3, 1890
Dec. 3, 1818
Dec. 11, 1816
Dec. 28, 1846

Jan.29, 1861
June 1, 1792
APri130, 1812
March 15, 1820
Apri128, 1788(f)

Feb.6, 1788(f)
Jan. 26, 1837
May 11, 1858
Dec. 10, 1817
Au& 10, 1821

NOV. 8, 1889
March 1, 1867
Oct. 31, 1864
June21, 1788(f)

Dec. 18, 1787(f)

Hawaii. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ittinois.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Louisiana Purchase, 1803(d)
Part of Virginia until admitted as state
Louisiana Purchase, 1803(g)
Part of Massachusetts until admitted as state
Charter, 1632, from Charles I to Culvert (e)

May30, 1854
(c)
March 26, 1804
(c)

Kansas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts. . . . . . . . . . .
Michigan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mississippi. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Charter to Massachusetts Bay Company, 1629(e)
Northwest Territory, 1787
Northwest Territory, 1787(h)
Mississippi Territory (i)
Louisiana Purchase, 1803

Jari.11,1805
March 3, 1849
Apri17, 1798
June4, 1812

May26, 1864
May30, 1854
March2, 1861
. . .

Montana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
NewHampshire. . . . . . . . .

New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Louisiana Purchase, 1803 (j)
Louisiana Purchase, 1803
Ceded by Mexico, 1848
Grants from Council for New England, 1622and 1629;

made Royal province, 1679 (e)
Dutch settlement, 1618; Engfish charter, 1664(e) .

Jan. 6, 1912
July26, 1788(f)
Nov.21, 1789(f)
NOV. 2, 1889
March 1, 1803

NewMexico.... . . . . . . . . .
NewYork . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
NorthCarolina.. . . . . . . . .
NorthDakota. . . . . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ceded by Mexico, 1848(b)
Dutch settlement, 1623; English controf, 1664(e)
Charter, 1663, from Charles II (e)
Louisiana Purchase, 1803(k)
Northwest Territory, 1787

Sept.9, 1850

M’a~ch2, 1861
May7, 18tXI

Oklahoma. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania. . . . . . . . . . . .
RhodeIsland... . . . . . . . . .
SouthCarolina. . . . . . . . . .

Louisiana Purchase, 1803
Settlement and treaty with Britain, 1846
Grant from Charles II to Wiffiam Penn, 1681 (e)
Charter, 1663, from Charles II(e)
Charter, 1663, from Charles 11 (e)

May2, 1890
Aug. 14, 1848

.

. . .

NOV. 16, 1907
Feb. 14, 1859
Dec. 12, 1787(f)
May29, 1790(f)
May23, 1788(f)

SouthDakota. . . . . . . . . . .
Tennessee. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Texas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Utah. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vermont. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington. . . . . . . . . . . . .
WestVirginia. . . . . . . . . . .
Wisconsin. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Dist.of Columbia. . . . . . .
AmerfcanSamoa. . . . . . . .
Guam. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
No. MarianaIs. . . . . . . . . .
PuertoRico..... . . . . . . . .
RepubficofPalau. . . . . . .
U.S. VirginIslands. . . . . .

Louisiana Purchase, 1803
Part of North Carolina until land ceded to U.S. in 1789
Republic of Texas, 1845
Ceded by Mexico, 1848
From lands of New Hampshire and New York

March 2, 1861
June8, 1790(1)
(c)
Sept. 9, 1850
(c)

NOV. 2, 1889
June 1, 1796
Dec. 29, 1845
Jan. 4, 1896
March4, 1791

Charter, 1609, from James I to London Company (e)
Oregon Territory, 1848
Part of Virginia until admitted as state
Northwest Territory, 1787
Louisiana Purchase, 1803 (d,j)

June25, 1788(f)
NOV. 11, 1889
June20, 1863
May29, 1848
.ftdy 10, 1890

M“a~ch2, 1853
(c)
Aprif 20, 1836
JuIY25, 1868

Maryland(m) . .........................................----------------------------------------------------------Became a territory, 1900--------
Ceded by Spain, 1898 Aug. 1, 1950
.,. March 24.1976 :::
Ceded by Spain, 1898 July 25,1952(n) . . .

Jari. 1, 1981
:-:-: -----------------------------------------Purchased from Denmark, March 31, l917----:-:-~--------------------------:-:-:------

See footnotes at end of table.
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HISTORICALDATA—Continued

(a) By the Treaty of Paris, 1783, England gave up claim to the 13 origi-
nal Colonies, and to all land within an area extending along the present
Canadian border to the Lake of the Woods, down the Mississippi River
to the 3Ist parallel, east to the Chattahoochec, down that river to the mouth
of the Flint, east to the source of the St. Mary’s, down that river to the
ocean. The major part of Alabama was acquired by the Treaty of Paris,
and the lower portion from Spain in 1813.

(b) Portion of land obtained by Gadsden Purchase, 1853.
(c) No territorial status before admission to Union.
(d) Portion of land ceded by Mexico, 1848.
(e) One of the original 13 Colonies.
(CI Date of ratification of U.S. Constitution.
(g) West Feliciana flsmct (Baton Rouge) acquired from Spain, 1810;

added to Louisiana, 1812.

(h) Portion of land obtained by Louisiana Purchase, 1803.
(i) See footnote (a). The lower portion of Mississippi also was acquired

from Spain in 1813.
(_i)portion of land obtained from Oregon Territory, 1848.
(k) The northern portion of the Red River Valley was acquired by treaty

with Great Britain in 1818.
(1) Date Southwest Territory (identical boundary as Tennessee’s) was

created.
(m) Area was originally 100 square miles, taken from Virginia and Mary-

land. Virginia’s portion south of the Potomac was given back to that
state in 1846. Site chosen in 1790, city incorporated 1802.

(n) On this date, Puerto Rico became a self-governing commonwealth
by compact approved by the U.S. Congress and the voters of Puerto Rico
as provided in U.S. Public Law 600 of 1950.
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Land area Population

State or other lrrsauare Rankm Rank in
jurlsdlcrton m;les nation Size

Alabama
Alaska.
Arizona ::’:::::::
Arkansas
California.,. . .

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida . . . . . . .
Georgia . . . . . . . .

Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois. . . . . . . . .
Indiana. ......,..
Iowa

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky
Louisiana . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maryland .....,.

Maasacbusetts. . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . . . . .
Minnesota
Mississippi. . . . . . . . . .
Missouri .......,.. .

Montana . . . . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . .

New Mexico . . . . . .
New York
Nortts Carotissa . . . . .
North
(MO . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Okhboma .
Oregon, . . . . . . . . . . . .
Peomsyfvania .. ..,..,
Rlsodelsfmsd. . . .
Sosstls C9rolissa

soutb D9kota
Temessee......
Texas. ..,...... . . . . .
Utsb.......... ...
Versssoat. . . . . . . . . . . .

50,750
570,374
113,642
52,075

155,973

103,729
4,845
1,955

53,997
57,919

6,423
82,751
55,593
35,870
55,875

81,823
39,732
43,566
30,865
9,775

7,838
56,809
79,617
46,914
68,898

145,556
76,878

109,806
8,%9
7,419

121,365
47,224
48,718
68,994
40,953

68,679
%,003
44,820

1,045
30,111

75,8%
41,220

261,914
82,168
9,249

4,040,587
550,043

3,665,228
2,350,725

29,760,021

3,294,394
3,287,116

666,168
12,937,926
6,478,216

1,108,229
1,006,749

11,430,602
5,544,159
2,776,755

2,477,574
3,685,2%
4,219,973
1,227,928
4,781,468

6,016,425
9,295,297
4,375,099
2,573,216
5,117,073

799,065
1,578,385
1,201,833
1,109,252
7,730,188

1,515,069
17,990,455
6,628,637

638,800
10,847,115

3,145,585
2,842,321

11,881,643
1,003,464
3,486,703

6%,004
4,877,185

I6,986,51O
1,722,850

562,758

22
49
24
33

1

26
27
46
4

11

41
42

6

::

;:
21
38
19

13

2:
31
15

44
36
39
40

9

37
2

10
47

7

28
29

5
43
25

45
17

3:
48

Percentage Density
change per No. of
1980to square Representatives

1990
Rankin

mile in Congress Capital Population state Larzestcitv Population

3.8
36.9
34.9
2.8

25.7

14.0
5.8

12.1
32.7
18.6

14.9
6.6
0.0
1.0

–4.7

4.8
0.7
0.3
9.1

13.4

4.9
0.4

;:;
4.1

1.6
0.5

50.1
20.5

5.0

16.2
2.5

12.7
-2.1

0.5

4.0

;:?
5.9

11.7

0.8
6.2

19.4
17.9
10.0

79.62
0.96

32.25
45.14

190.80

31.76
678.40
340.82
239.60
111.85

172.53
12.17

205.61
154.56
49.70

30.28
92.75
96.86
39.78

489.17

767.60
163.62
54.95
54.85
74.27

5.49
20.53
10.95

123.67
1,041.97

12.48
380.%
136.06

9.26
264.87

45.80
29.61

265.10
960.27
115.79

9.17
118.32
64.86
20.97
60.84

7
1

:
52

6
6

2:
11

2

2;
10
5

4
6
7
2
8

10
16
8

;

1

;
2

13

3
31
12

J

6

2;
2
6

1

3:
3
1

See footnotesat end of table.
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State or other

Land area

Montgomery
Juneau
Phoenix
Little Rock
Sacramento

Denver
Hartford
Dover
Tallahassee
Atlanta

Honolulu
Boise
Springfield
Indianapolis
Des Moines

Topeka
Frankfort
Baton Rouge
Augusta
Annapolis

Boston
Lansing
St. Paul
Jackson
Jefferson City

Helena
Lincoln
Carson City
Concord
Trenton

SantaFe
Albany
Raleigh
Bismarck
Columbus

OklabomaCity
Salem
Harrisburg
Providence
Columbia

Pierre
Nashville
Austin
Salt Lake City
Montpelier

187,106
26,751

983,403
175,795
369,365

467,610
139,739
27,630

124,773
394,017

365,272
125,738
105,227
731,327
193,187

119,883
25,968

219,531
21,325
33,187

574,283
127,321
272,235
1%,637
35,481

24,569
191,972
40,443
36,006
88,675

55,859
10t,082
207,951
49,256

632,910

444,719
107,786
52,376

160,728
98,052

12,906
488,374
465,622
159,936

8,247

Birmingham
Anchorage
Phoenix
Little Rock
Los Angeles

Denver
Bridgeport
Wilmington
Jacksonville
Atlanta

Honolulu
Boise
Chicago
Indianapolis
Des Moines

Wichita
Louisville
New Orleans
Portland
Baltimore

Boston
Detroit
Minneapolis
Jackson
Kansas City

Billings
Omaha
Las Vegas
Manchester
Newark

Albuquerque
New York City
Charlotte
Fargo
Cohsmbus

Oklahoma City
Portland
Philadelphia
Providence
Columbia

Sioux Falls
Memphis
Houston
Salt Lake City
Burlington

265,%8
226,338
983,403
175,795

3,485,398

467,610
141,686
71,529

635,230
394,017

365,272
125,738

2,783,726
731,327
193,187

304,011
269,063
4%,938

64,358
736,014

574,283
1,027,974

368,383
1%,637
435,146

81,151
335,795
258,295
99,567

275,221

384,736
7,322,564

395,934
74,111

632,910

444,719
437,319

1,585,577
160,728
98,052

100,814
610,337

1,630,553
159,936
39,127

Population Percentage Density
change per No. of

Rankm 1980to Sauare RetJreserrtativesIrr square Rank\n Rankin
Jurlsdlctron miles nation Size nation 1990 Ale 1; Congress Capital Population state Largest city Population

Virginia, 39,598 6,187,358
Washington :::::::”:

12
66,58t

15.7
:1

156.26 11 Richmond 203,056 3 Virginia Beach
4,866,692 17.8 73.09

393,069

West Virginia
9

24,087 41 ::
Olympia 33,840 18 Seattle 516,259

1,793,477 -8.0 74.46 3 Charleston
Wisconsin ,,, 54,314 25

57,287
4,891,769 16 4.0

Charleston
90.07 9

57,287
;

Wyoming 97,to5
Madison 191,262 Milwaukee 628,088

9 453,588 50 –3.4 4.67 I Cheyenne 50,008 1 Cheyenne 50,008

Dist. of Columbia 61 606,900 –4.9
American Samoa

9,884.40 1 (a)
46,773 ; ; :

Guam ,“ 2;: :::
44.8 607.44 1 (a)

133,152 ,.. 25.6 634.06 1 (a)
No. MarianaIslands 179 .,, 43,345 ,,. 158.8
Puerto Rico. ,, 3,427

242.15 .
3,522,037 10.2 1,027.90

Republic of Palau 177
1 (a)

15,122 24.8
U.S. Virgin Islands

85.44 . . .
134 ::: 10I,809 5,4 760.90 1 (a)

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, (a) Delegate with
Kev:

Pago 3;5i9 ‘“3 Taf’una 5,’Iii
Agana 1,139
Saipan

18 Dededo 31,728
38,896 I Saipan

San Juan
38,896

426,832 1 San Juan 426,832
Koror 1 Koror 9,000
Charlotte Amalie, 1;$! 1 Charlotte Amalie, 12,331
St. Thomas St. Thomas

privileges to vote in committees and the Committee of the Whole.

— Not applicable



Alabama
STATE PAGES

Alaska
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Heart of Dixie
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . .Aldemus JuraNostra Defendere

(WeDare DefendOur Rights)
Horse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . RackingHorse
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Camellia
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Yellowhammer
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Southern (Lcmgleaf)Pine
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...Alabama
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Monarch butterfly
Rock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Marble
Entered the Union .. .. .. .. ... ... December14, 1819
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montgomery

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Jim FolsomJr.
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Vacant
SecretaryofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Jim Bennett
Attorney General. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...Jimmy Evans
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . GeorgeC. WallaceJr.
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TerryEllis
Commr. of Agriculture

& Industries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A.W.Todd

Sonny Hornsby,Chief Justice
Hugh Maddox
ReneauP.Almon
Janie L. Shores
German Houston
Henry B. Steagall11
Mark Kennedy
KennethF. Ingram
Ralph D.Cook

Presidentof the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. Vacant
President Pro Tern

ofthe Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . .RyandeGraffenried Jr.
Secretaryofthe Senate. .. .. .. .. ... ..McDowell Lee

Speakerof the House. .. .. .. .. ... ... ..James Clark
SpeakerPro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . JamesM. Campbell
Clerk of the House... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . GreggPappas

Land Area (squaremiles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......50,750
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...28th

Population . . . . . . . . ....................4,040,587
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...22nd
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..79.62

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . . . . . . ..7
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Montgomery

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187,106
Rank instate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

LargestCity..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...Birmingham
Population . . . . . . ......................265,968

Number of Placesover 10,000Population . .......50

Motto. . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ..North to theFuture
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Forget-me-not
Marine Mammal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . BowheadWhale
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .WillowPtarmigan
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Sitka Spruce
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. AlaskahFlag
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . King Salmon
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . WoollyMammoth
Sport . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dog Mushing
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ...Jade
Mineral. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gold
Purchased from Russiabythe

United States.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. March 30, 1867
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January3, 1959
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Juneau

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .Walter Hickel
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John B. Coghill

Daniel Moore Jr., Chief Justice
JayA. Rabinowitz
Robert L. Eastaugh
WarrenW. Matthews
AllenCompton
Robert L. Eastaugh

President of the Senate. . . . . . . . . .. .. ..Rick Halford
Secretaryof the Senate. .. .. ... ... ... Nancy Quinto

Speakerof the House... .. .. ... ... .Ramona Barnes
Chief Clerk of the House .. .. ... ... ... .Suzi Lowell

Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . . .....570,374
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 550,043
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........49th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .0.96

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . . . . . . . . 1
Capital City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. Juneau

Population . . . . . . .......................26,751
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

LargestCity.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Anchorage
Population . . . . . .......................226,338

Number of Places over 10,000Population . ........4
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STATE PAGES

Arizona Arkansas
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Grand Canyon State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Ditat Dew (God Enriches)
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . Blossom of the Saguaro Cactus
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . Cactus Wren
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .Palo Verde
Songs . . . . . . . . . . . ArizonaMarchSong andArizona
Gemstone . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. Turquoise
Official Neckwear . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... BolaTie
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .February 14, 1912
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Phoenix

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Fife Symington III
Secretary of State. .. .. .. ... ... Richard D. Mahoney
Attorney General . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. ...Grant Woods
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .. Tony West
Supt. of Public Instruction . . . . . . . . C. Diane Bishop
Mine Inspector. .. .. .. .. .. ... ...Douglas K. Martin

SUPREMECOURT
Stanley G. Feldman, Chief Justice
James MoelleL Vice Chief Justice
Robert J. Corcoran
Thomas A. Zlaket
Frederick J. Martone

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . .. ... . John Greene
President Pro Tern of the Senate . . . . . Patricia Wright
Secretary of the Senate .. .. ... .. Shirley L. Wheaton

Speaker ofthe House .. .. ... ... ...Mark W. Killian
Speaker Pro Tern

ofthe House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Lela Steffey
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . Norman Moore

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .113,642

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........6th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,665,228

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........24th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32.25

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . . . 6
Capital City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Phoenix

Population . . . . . . . .....................983,403
Rank instate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..lst

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Phoenix
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......28

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Land ofOpportunity
Motto . . . . . . . . . . .Regnat Populus (The People Rule)
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. Apple Blossom
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. Mockingbird
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... .Pine
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ..ArkanSaS
Gem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Diamond
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . June 15, 1836
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Little Rock

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jim Guy Tucker
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mike Huckabee
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Bill McCuen
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Winston Bryant
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Jimmie Lou Fisher
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Julia Hughs Jones
Land Commr. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlie Daniels

SUPREMECOURT
Jack Holt, Jr., Chief Justice
Robert H. Dudley
Steele Hays
David Newbern
Tom Glaze
Donald L. Corbin
Robert L.Brown

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Mike Huckabee
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jerry Jewell
Secretary of the Senate .....,... .. ... .. Hal Moody

Speaker ofthe House.. .. .. .. ... ... ... .L.L. Bryan
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lloyd R. George
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . ...Jo Renshaw

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....52,075

Rank in Nation.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...27th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,350,725

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........33rd
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45.14

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . ...4
Capital City... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... . Little Rock

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175,795
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ....lst

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .Little Rock
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......27
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California
STATE PAGES

Colorado
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Golden State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Eureka (I Have Found It)
Animal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Grizzly Bear
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Golden Poppy
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . California Valley Quail
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . California Redwood
Song . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ILove You,California
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . Saber-Toothed Cat
Marine Mammal . . . . . . . . . . .. California Gray Whale
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . September, 1850
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .Sacramento

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ...Pete Wilson
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . Leo T. McCarthy
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .March FongEu
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Daniel E. Lungren
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kathleen Brown
Controller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gray Davis
Insurance Commissioner ... ... ... .John Garamendi
Acting Supt.of

Public Instruction . . . . . . . . . . . William D. Dawson

SUPREMECOURT
Malcolm M. Lucas, Chief Justice
Stanley Mosk
Joyce Luther Kennard
Armand Arabian
Marvin Baxter
Ronald M. George
Katherine N. Werdegar

LEGISLATURE
President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Leo T. McCarthy
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bill Lockyer
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rick Rollens

Speaker
of the Assembly . . . . . . . . . . Willie Lewis Brown Jr.

Speaker Pro Tern
of the Assembly. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jack O’Connell

Chief Clerk
of the Assembly . . . . . . . . . . . . . . E. Dotson Wilson

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . ................155,973

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......29,760,021

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...190.80

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . .......52
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sacramento

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......369,365
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7th

Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Los Angeles
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,485,398

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . ......383

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Centennial State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nil Sine Numine

(Nothing Without Providence)
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Columbine
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lark Bunting
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Blue Spruce
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wherethe Columbines Grow
Fossil. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Stegosaurus
Gemstone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Aquamarine
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bighorn Sheep
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . August 1, 1876
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Denver

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Roy Romer
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . C. Michael Callihan
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Natalie Meyer
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gale Norton
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gail S. Schoettler

SUPREMECOURT
Luis D. Rovira, Chief Justice
William H. Erickson
George E. Lohr
Howard M. Kirshbaum
Anthony Vollack
Mary J. Mullarkey
Gregory K. Scott

GENERALASSEMBLY
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Tom Norton
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Tilman M. Bishop
Secretary of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joan M. Albi

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charles Berry
Speaker Pro Tern of the House . . . . . . Tony Grampsas
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . . Judith Rodrigue

STATISTICS

Land Area (square miles). . ................103,729
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8th

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......3,294,394
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....31.76

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........6
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Denver

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......467,610
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Denver
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......39

The Council of State Governments 639
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STATE PAGES

Connecticut
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Constitution State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Qui Transtulit Sustinet

(He Who Transplanted Still Sustains)
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..SpermWhale
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .Mountain Laurel
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Robin
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... White Oak
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Yankee Doodle
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Garnet
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .European ’’Praying” Mantis
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January9, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hartford

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .. Lowell P. Weicker Jr.
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . .Eunice Strong Groark
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Pauline Kezer
Attorney General. . . .. .. .. .. .. .Richard Blumenthal
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Francisco Borges
Comptroller . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... .William E. Curry Jr.

SUPREMECOURT
Ellen Ash Peters, Chief Justice
Robert J. Callahan
David M. Borden
Robert I. Berdon
Flemming L. Norcott Jr.
Joette Katz
Richard N. Palmer

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

ofthe Senate. . . . . . Lt. Gov. Eunice Strong Groark
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John B. Larson
Clerk of the Senate. . . . ... ... ..Thomas P. Sheridan

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . Thomas D. Ritter
Deputy Speakers of the House. . . . .Eric D. Coleman,

Moira K. Lyons, David B. Pudlin
Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Penn J. Ritter

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . ..................4,845

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48th
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......3,287,116

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...678.40

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........6
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hartford

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......139,739
Rank in State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2nd

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bridgeport
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141,686

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......37

Delaware
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The First State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Liberty and Independence
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Peach Blossom
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Blue Hen Chicken
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .American Holly
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Our Delaware
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sea Trout
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . December 7, 1787
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dover

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Tom Carper
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . Ruth Ann Minner
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . Charles M. oberly III
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Janet C. Rzewnicki
Auditor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . R. Thomas Wagner Jr.
Insurance Commr. . . . . . . . . . . . . Donna Lee Williams

SUPREMECOURT
E. Norman Veasey, Chief Justice
Andrew G.T. Moore II
Joseph T. Walsh
Randy J. Holland
Maurice A. Hartnett 111

GENERALASSEMBLY
President of the Senate. . . Lt. Gov. Ruth Ann Minner
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Richard S. Cordrey
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . Bernard J. Brady

Speaker of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . .Terry R. Spence
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . . . JoAnn Hedrick

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . ..................1,955

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .........666,168

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...340.82

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........1
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dover

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........27,630
Rank in State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2nd

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wilmington
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........71,529

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . ........5
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STATE PAGES

Florida Georgia
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Sunshine State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . In God We Trust
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Florida Panther
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Orange Blossom
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mockingbird
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sabal Palmetto Palm
Song. . . . . . .. The Swanee River (OldFolks atHome)
Marine Mammal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manatee
Saltwater Mammal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Porpoise
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. ... .. Moonstone
Shell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Horse Conch
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..March3, 1845
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. Tallahassee

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lawton Chiles
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Buddy MacKay
Secretary of State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Jim Smith
Attorney General. . . . .. ... ... ... ..Bob Butterworth
Treasurer/Insurance Commr, . . . . . . . . Tom Gallagher
Comptroller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gerald A.Lewis
Commr. of Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Betty Castor
Commr. of Agriculture. .. ... ... ... ..Bob Crawford

SUPREMECOURT
Rosemary Barkett, Chief Justice
Ben F. Overton
Parker Lee McDonald
Leander J.Shaw Jr.
Stephen Grimes
Gerald Kogan
Major B. Harding

LEGISLATURE
President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pat Thomas
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ander Crenshaw
Secretary of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joe Brown

Speaker
of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bo Johnson

Speaker Pro
Temof the House . . . . . .. .. ... ... ..Elaine Bloom

Clerk ofthe House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John B. Phelps

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......53,997

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........26th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . .................12,937,926

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....4th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...239.60

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . .. ....23
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. Tallahassee

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124,773
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......8th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . Jacksonville
Population . . . . . . ......................635,230

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . ......216

Nickname* . . . . . . . . .. The Empire State of the South
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . Wisdom, Justice andA40deration
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... .. Cherokee Rose
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Brown Thrasher
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Live Oak
Song . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .Georgia on MyMind
Butterfly . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Tiger Swallowtail
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Largemouth Bass
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January2, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Atlanta

*Unofficial

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .Zell Miller
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pierre Howard
Secretary of State . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ....Max Cleland
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Michael J. Bowers
Commr. of Insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Tim Ryles
Superintendent of Schools. .. ... ... ..Werner Rogers
Commr. ofAgriculture. .. .. ... ... .Thomas T.Irvin
Commr. of Labor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .David Poythress

SUPREMECOURT
Willis B. Hunt Jr., Chief Justice
Robert Benham, Presiding Justice
Norman Fletcher
Leah J. Sears-Collins
CarolW. Hunstein
George H. Carley
Hugh Thompson

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

ofthe Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Pierre Howard
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pete Robinson
Secretary

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Frank Eldridge Jr.

Speaker ofthe House .. .. ... ... Thomas B. Murphy
Speaker Pro Tem of the House ... ... ..Jack Connell
Clerk of the House. .. .. .. ... ... .. Robert Rivers Jr.

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......57,919

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21st
Population . . . . . . . . . ....................6,478,216

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . llth
Density per square mile. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...111.85

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . . 11
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Atlanta

Population . . . . . . ......................394,017
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ...lst

Largest City... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... .Atlanta
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......66

The Council of State Governments 641
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STATE PAGES

Hawaii

●‘-.

Idaho
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Aloha State
Motto . . . . . . . . Ua Mau Ke & O Ka Aina I Ka Pono

(The Life of the Land Is Perpetuated
in Righteousness)

Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hibiscus
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hawaiian Goose
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kukui Tree (Candlenut)
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..HawaiiPonoi
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . August 21, 1959
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honolulu

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... .JohnD. Waihee III
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . .Benjamin J. Cayetano

SUPREMECOURT
Ronald Moon, Chief Justice
Robert G.Klein
Steven H. Levinson
Paula Nakayama
Mario Ramil

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . Norman Mizuguchi
Vice President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Milton Holt
Clerk of the Senate... .. .. .. ... ...T. David WooJr.

Speaker of the House. .. .. ... ... ..Joseph M.Souki
Vice Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . .Jackie Young
Chief Clerk of the House ... .. Patricia Mau Shimizu

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . ..................6,423

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47th
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......1,108,229

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41st
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...172.53

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........2
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honolulu

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......365,272
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honolulu
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......17

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Gem State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . Esto Perpetua (LetItBe Perpetual)
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Syringa
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mountain Bluebird
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Western White Pine
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Here WeHave Idaho
Horse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Appaloosa
Gemstone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Idaho Star Garnet
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . July 3, 1890
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Boise

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cecil D. Andrus
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . C.L. Otter
Secretary of State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pete T. Cenarrusa
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Larry EchoHawk
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lydia J. Edwards
Auditor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . J.D. Williams
Supt. of Public Instruction . . . . . . . . . . Jerry L. Evans

SUPREMECOURT
Chas F. McDevitt, Chief Justice
Stephen Bistline
Byron Johnson
Linda C. Trout
Cathy R. Silak

LEGISLATURE
President

of the Senate. . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. C.L. “Butch” Otter
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jerry Twiggs
Secretary of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . Jeannine Wood

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . Michael Simpson
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . Phyllis Watson

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................82,751

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . llth
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......1,006,749

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42nd
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12.17

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........2
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Boise

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......125,738
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Boise
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......10
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STATE PAGES

Indiana
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Prairie State
Great Seal . . . . . . . . State Sovereignty-NationalUnion
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailed Deer
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Native Violet
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cardinal
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White Oak
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ..Illinois
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Fluorite
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Bluegill
Entered the Union. .. .. .. .. ... ... December 3, 1818
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. Springfield

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Jim Edgar
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bob Kustra
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..George Ryan
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Roland W. Burris
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Patrick Quinn
Comptroller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dawn Clark Netsch

SUPREMECOURT
Michael A. Bilandic, Chief Justice
Ben Miller
James D. Heiple
Charles E. Freeman
Moses W. Harrison II
Mary Ann G. McMorrow
John L. Nickels

GENERALASSEMBLY
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . James Philip
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Jim Harry

Speaker of the House .. .. .. ... .Michael J. Madigan
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . .Anthony D.Rossi

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......55,593

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........24th
Population. . . . . .......................11,430,602

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........6th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .205.61

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . .. ....20
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Springfield

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105,227
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........4th

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Chicago
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,783,726

Number of Places over 10,000 Population.. .. ...180

Nickname . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. ... .The Hoosier State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .CrossroadsofAmerica
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Peony
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Cardinal
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Tulip Poplar
Song . . . . . . . On theBanksofthe Wabash,FarAway
Poem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..lndiana by Franklin Mapes
Stone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. Limestone
Entered the Union .. .. .. .. ... ... December 11, 1816
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . Indianapolis

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ...Evan Bayh
Lieutenant Governor. .. ... ... ..Frank L. 0’Bannon
Secretary of State. .. .. .. ... ... ..Joseph H. Hogsett
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Pam Carter
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Marjorie H. O’Laughlin
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .AnnG. DeVore
Supt. of Public Instruction .. .. .. ... ...Suellen Reed

SUPREMECOURT
Randall T. Shepard, Chief Justice
Richard M.Givan
RogerO. DeBruler
BrentE. Dickson
Frank Sullivan

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

of the Senate. . . . . . .. Lt.Gov. Frank L. O’Bannon
President Pro Tern

ofthe Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert D. Garton
Principal Secretary of the Senate. ..Carolyn J. Tinkle

Speaker ofthe House. .. .. .. ... .Michael K. Phillips
Speaker Pro Tern

ofthe House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Chester F. Dobis
Principal Clerk of the House.... ...Carole C. Devitt

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................35,870

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........38th
Population. . . . . ........................5,544,159

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........14th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...154.56

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . .. ....10
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. ..Indianapolis

Population . . . . . .......................731,327
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....lst

Largest City..... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. Indianapolis
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......64

The Council of State Governments 643



STATE PAGES

Iowa Kansas
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Hawkeye State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Our Liberties WePrize and

Our Rights We WillMaintain
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wild Rose
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Eastern Goldfinch
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Oak
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Song of Iowa
Stone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ..Geode
Entered the Union. .. .. .. .. ... .. December 28, 1846
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .Des Moines

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Terry E. Branstad
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Joy C. Corning
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . Elaine Baxter
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bonnie Campbell
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Michael L. Fitzgerald
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Richard D. Johnson
Secy. of Agriculture. .. .. .. ... ... ... .Dale Cochran

SUPREMECOURT
Arthur A. McGiverin, Chief Justice
DavidK. Harris
Jerry L. Larson
JamesH. Carter
Louis A. Lavorato
Linda K. Neuman
Bruce M. Snell, Jr.
James Andreasen
Marsha Ternus

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

ofthe Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Leonard L. Boswell
President Pro Tern

ofthe Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . William D. Palmer
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . John F.Dwyer

Speaker of the House. .. ... ... .Harold Van Maanen
Speaker Pro Tern of the House. ... .MaryA. Lundby
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . Liz Isaacson

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................55,875

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23rd
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......2,776,755

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....49.70

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........5
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Des Moines

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......193,187
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Des Moines
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......30

Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Sunflower State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Ad Astra per Aspera

(To the Stars through Difficulties)
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Buffalo
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wild Native Sunflower
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Western Meadowlark
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cottonwood
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Home on the Range
Reptile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ornate Box Turtle
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January 29, 1861
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Topeka

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joan Finney
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . James L. Francisco
Secretary of State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bill Graves
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert T. Stephan
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sally Thompson
Commr. of Insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ronald L. Todd

SUPREMECOURT
Richard W. Holmes, Chief Justice
Kay McFarland
Tyler C. Lockett
Donald L. Allegrucci
Frederick N. Six
Bob Abbott
Robert E. Davis

LEGISLATURE
President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Paul Burke
Vice President

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jerry Moran
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pat Saville

Speaker of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert H. Miller
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Tim Shallenburger
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . Janet E. Jones

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................81,823

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......2,477,574

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32nd
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....30.28

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........4
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Topeka

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......119,883
Rank in State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wichita
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......304,011

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......34
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Kentucky
STATE PAGES

Louisiana
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Bluegrass State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . United WeStand, Divided WeFall
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gray Squirrel
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Goldenrod
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cardinal
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Tulip Poplar*
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. My O[dKentuckY Home
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... Brachiopod
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Kentucky Bass
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . June 1, 1792
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. Frankfort
*Changed from Kentucky Coffee Treeto Tulip Poplar,
effective July 1994.

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Brereton C. Jones
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Paul Patton
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bob Babbage
Attorney General . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ..Chris German
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Frances Jones Mills
Auditor of Public Accounts . . . . . . . . . . Ben Chandler
Supt. of Public Instruction .. .. .. .. John Stephenson
Commr. ofAgriculture. .. .. ... ... .....Ed Logsdon

SUPREMECOURT
Robert F. Stephens, Chief Justice
Thomas B.Spain
Charles H. Reynolds
Joseph E. Lambert
Charles M. Leibson
Donald C. Wintersheimer
Janet L. Stumbo

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

ofthe Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .John A. Rose
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Charles W. Berger
Chief Clerk ofthe Senate .. ... ... ... Julie Haviland

Speaker of the House .. .. .. .. ... ... ....Joe Clarke
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Larry Clark
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . Evelyn Marston

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39,732

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........36th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,685,296

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........23rd
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....92.75

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . .. .....6
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. ... .. Frankfort

Population . . . . . ........................25,968
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..8th

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Louisville
Population . . . . . .......................269,063

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......39

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. The Pefican State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Union, Justiceand Confidence
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Magnolia
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ...Eastern Brown Pelican
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. Bald Cypress
Songs .GiveA4eLouisiana and YouAreMySunshine
Crustacean. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ...Crawfish
Dog. . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. ... ..Catahoula Leopard
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Apri130, 1812
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Baton Rouge

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edwin Edwards
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . Melinda Schwegmann
Secretary of State . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .W. Fox McKeithen
Attorney General . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... Richard Ieyoub
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MaryL. Landrieu
Commr. ofAgriculture . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . BobOdom
Commr. of Insurance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Jim Brown
Commr. of Elections .. .. .. ... ... ..Jerry M. Fowler

SUPREMECOURT
Pascal F. Calogero Jr., Chief Justice
Walter F. Marcus Jr.
JamesL. Dennis
Jack Crozier Watson
HarryT. Lemmon
Pike HallJr.
Catherine D. Kimball
Revius O. Ortique Jr.

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . Samuel B.Nunez Jr.
President Pro Tern

ofthe Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Dennis Bagneris
Secretary of the Senate. .. .. ... ..Michael S. BaerIII

Speaker ofthe House .. .. ... ... ... .John Alario Jr.
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Sherman Copelin
Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alfred W.Speer

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......43,566

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........33rd
Population. . . . . ........................4,219,973

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......21st
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....96.86

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . .. .....7
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Baton Rouge

Population . . . . . .......................219,531
Rank instate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........2nd

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ....New Orleans
Population . . . . . .......................496,938

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......45

The Council of State Governments 645



STATE PAGES

Maine

-- -

Maryland
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Pine Tree State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Dirigo (I Direct or I Lead)
Animal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Moose
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White Pine Cone and Tassel
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Chickadee
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... ..White Pine
Song . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .State ofMaine Song
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. ... . Landlocked Salmon
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .Tourmaline
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .March 15, 1820
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ...Augusta

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIAL

Governor . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ...John R. McKernan Jr,

SUPREMEJUDICIAL COURT
Daniel E. Wathen, Chief Justice
DavidG. Roberts
Caroline D. Glassman
Robert W. Clifford
Samuel W. Collins Jr.
PaulL. Rudman
Howard H.Dana Jr.

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate ... ... .. Dennis L. Dutremble
Secretary of the Senate. .. ... ... ... ..JoY J. O’Brien

Speaker of the House .. .. .. .. .. .. .. Dan Gwadosky
Clerk of the House.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joseph W.Mayo

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......30,865

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39th
Population . . . . . . .......................1,227,928

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......38th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..39.78

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . ..2
Capital City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Augusta

Population . . . . . . . . . ....................21,325
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . ....................6th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Portland
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................64,358

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......13

Nicknames . . . . .. .. ... ... .. The Old Line State and
Free State

Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. FattiMaschiLParoleFemine
(Manly Deed$ Womanly Words)

Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Black-eyed Susan
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Baltimore Oriole
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White Oak
Song . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... . Maryland,My Maryland
Dog . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... Chesapeake Bay Retriever
Boat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Skipjack
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Striped Bass
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Apri128, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ..Annapolis

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . .. .. ... ... William Donald Schaefer
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . .Melvin A. Steinberg
Attorney General . . . . . . .. .. .. ..J. Joseph Curran Jr.
Comptroller of Treasury. .. .. .. .. Louis L. Goldstein

COURTOFAPPEALS
Robert C. Murph~ Chief Judge
John C. Eldridge
Lawrence F. Rodowsky
Howard S. Chasanow
Robert L. Karwacki
Robert M.Bell
IrmaS.Raker

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

of the Senate. . . . . . . . .. Thomas V.Mike Miller Jr.
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . Frederick C. Malkus Jr.
Secretary of the Senate. .. .. .. .. .. ... ..Oden Bowie

Speaker ofthe House. .. .. .. ... ...Casper R. Taylor
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gary R. Alexander
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . Mary Monahan

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . ........9,775

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........42nd
Population . . . . . . . . . ....................4,781,468

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........19th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...489.17

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . .....8
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ..Annapolis

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33,187
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .22nd

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. Baltimore
Population . . . . . .......................736,014

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......99
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.
STATE PAGES

Massachusetts
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Bay State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ense Petit PlacidamSub

Libertate Quietem
(By the Sword We Seek Peace,
but Peace Only under Liberty)

Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Morgan Horse
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mayflower
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. Chickadee
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. ...American Elm
Song . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .. AllHailto Massachusetts
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ....Cod
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ladybug
Dog . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . Boston Terrier
Beverage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..Cranberry Juice
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .Rhodenite
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Babingtonite
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..February6, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Boston

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .William F.Weld
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . .Argeo Paul Cellucci
Secretary of the

Commonwealth. . . . . . . . . . . . .Michael J. Connolly
Attorney General .. ... ... .....L. Scott Harshbarger
Treasurer&Receiver General . . . . . . .. Joseph Malone
Auditor of the

Commonwealth. . . . . . . . . . . . ..A. Joseph DeNucci

SUPREMEJUDICIAL COURT
PaulJ. Liacos, Chief Justice
Herbert P. Wilkins
Ruth I. Abrams
Joseph R.Nolan
Neil L.Lynch
Francis P. O’Connor
John M. Greaney

GENERALCOURT
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . ..WilliamM. Bulger
Clerk of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edward B. O’Neill

Speaker of the House.. .. .. ... .. Charles F. Flaherty
Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . Robert E. MacQueen

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . ........7,838

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........45th
Population. . . . . ........................6,016,425

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........13th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 767.60

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . .. ....10
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Boston

Population . . . . . .......................574,283
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...lst

Largest City... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Boston
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......83

Nickname. . . .
Motto . . . . . . .

Flower . . . . . . .

Michigan
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Wolverine State
. . . . Si Quaerk Peninsula Amoenam

Circumspice(If You Seek a Pleasant
Peninsula, Look About You)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Apple Blossom
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . Robin
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White Pine
Stone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Petoskey Stone
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Chlorastrolite
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Brook Trout
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January 26, 1837
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lansing

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John Engler
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Connie Binsfeld
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Richard H. Austin
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Frank J. Kelley

SUPREMECOURT
Michael F. Cavanagh, Chief Justice
Charles L. Levin
James H. Brickley
Patricia J. Boyle
Dorothy Comstock Riley
Robert Griffin
Conrad L. Mallett Jr.

LEGISLATURE
President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Connie Binsfeld
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John J.H. Schwarz
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . Willis H. Snow

Speakers of the
House . . . . . . . . . . . . Curtis Hertel, Paul Hillegonds

Speakers Pro Tern of
the House. . . . Frank Fitzgerald, Raymond Murphy

Clerks of
the House. . . . . . Melvin DeStigter, David H. Evans

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................56,809

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22nd
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......9,295,297

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163.62

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . . 16
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lansing

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127,321
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5th

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Detroit
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....1,027,974

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . . . . . . . 110

The Council of State Governments 647



STATE PAGES

Minnesota
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The North Star State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L’Etoiledu Nerd

(The North Star)
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pink and White Lady-Slipper
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Common Loon
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ., .. .. .. ... ... .Red Pine
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hail.fMinnesota
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Walleye
Grain . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wild Rice
Mushroom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Morel
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mayll,1858
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .St. Paul

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... Arne Carlson
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joanell Dyrstad
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . Joan Anderson Growe
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . Hubert H. Humphrey III
Treasurer . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... .Michael A. McGrath
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Mark Dayton

SUPREMECOURT
Alexander M. Keith, Chief Justice
Rosalie E.Wahl
John E. Simonett
M. Jeanne Coyne
Esther M. Tomljanovich
Sandra S. Gardebring
Alan Page

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . .Allan H.Spear
Secretary of the Senate .. .. ... .. Patrick E. Flahaven

Speaker of the House.. .. .. ... ... ....Irv Anderson
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jerry Bauerly
Chief Clerk of the House ... ... .Edward A. Burdick

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .79,617

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..14th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,375,099

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........20th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54.95

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . ....8
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .St. Paul

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...............272,235
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2nd

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... Minneapolis
Population . . . . . . . . . . ..................368,383

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......73

Mississippi
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Magnolia State
Motto . . . . . . . . Virtuleet Armis (By Valor and Arms)
Animal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailed deer
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Magnolia
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mockingbird
Water Mammal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bottlenosed Dolphin
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Magnolia
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Go, Mississippi
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Black Bass
Beverage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Milk
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . December 10, 1817
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jackson

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kirk Fordice
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Eddie Briggs
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Dick Molpus
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mike Moore
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Marshall Bennett
Auditor of Public Accounts . . . . . . . . . Steve Patterson
Commr. of Agriculture

and Commerce . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jim Buck Ross
Commr. of Insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . George Dale

SUPREMECOURT
Armis E. Hawkins, Chief Justice
Dan M. Lee
Lenore L. Prather
Michael Sullivan
Ed Pittman
Fred Banks Jr.
Chuck McRae
James L. Roberts Jr.
James W. Smith Jr.

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Eddie Briggs
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Walter Graham
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . E.J. Russell

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Tim Ford
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert Clark
Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . . Charles L. Jackson Jr.

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................46,914

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31st
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......2,573,216

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31st
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....54.85

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........5
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jackson

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......196,637
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jackson
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......34
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Missouri Montana
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Show Me State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . Salus Populi SupremaLex Esto

(The Welfare of the People Shall Be
the Supreme Law)

Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .White Hawthorn
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bluebird
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Flowering Dogwood
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .iMissouriWalLz
Rock. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ..Mozarkite
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Galena
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Crinoid
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . August lO, 1821
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Jefferson City

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mel Carnahan
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Roger Wilson
Secretary of State. .. .. .. .. ... ... .. Judith Moriarty
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jeremiah W.Nixon
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ..Bob Holden
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Margaret B.Kelly

SUPREMECOURT
Ann K. Covington, Chief Justice
John C. Holstein
Duane Benton
Elwood L. Thomas
William Ray Price Jr.
Stephen N. Limbaugh Jr.
Edward D. Robertson Jr.

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . Lt.Gov. Roger Wilson
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . James L. Mathewson
Secretary of the Senate. .. .. ... ... ..Terry L. Spieler

Speaker ofthe House... .. .. ... ...Robert F. Griffin
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .James Barnes
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . .Douglas W. Burnett

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......68,898

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........18th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . ..................5,117,073

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......15th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..74.27

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jefferson City

Population . . . . . . . . . ....................35,481
Rank in state.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....15th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... Kansas City
Population . . . . . . . . . ...................435,146

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......64

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Treasure State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Oroy Plata (Gold and Silver)
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Grizzly Bear
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Bitterroot
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .Western Meadowlark
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Ponderosa Pine
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. ... ..kfontana
State Ballad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Montanahlelody
Gem stones . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Sapphire and Agate
State Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .Duck-billed Dinosaur
Entered the Union .. .. .. .. ... ... November 8, 1889
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..Helena

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. Marc Racicot
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dennis Rehberg
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Mike Cooney
Attorney General.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Joe Mazurek
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Andrea Bennett
Supt. of Public Instruction .. .. .. .. .. Nancy Keenan

SUPREMECOURT
Jean Turnage, Chief Justice
Karla M.Gray
William E. Hunt
Terry Trieweiler
JohnC. Harrison
Fred J.Weber
JamesC. Nelson

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . Fred Van Valkenburg
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. John D.Lynch
Secretary of the Senate .. .. .. ... ... Claudia Clifford

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John Mercer
Speaker Pro Temof the House .. .. .. Marian Hanson
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . Marilyn Miller

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....145,556

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....4th
Population . . . . . . . . ......................799,065

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . ..................44th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.49

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Capital City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. Helena

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................24,569
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .. Billings
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . .................81,151

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . . . . . . ..10

The Council of State Governments 649



STATE PAGES

Nebraska Nevada
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Equality Before the Law
Mammal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailed Deer
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Goldenrod
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Western Meadowlark
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Western Cottonwood
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Beaut@l Nebraska
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Gemstone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1867
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Lincoln

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Don Stenberg
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .

. . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . .

. . . .
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . lsth

population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..1,578>385
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36th

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lincoln
population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191,972
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Znd

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Omaha
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .335>795

.

650

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Silver State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . All for Our Country
Animal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mountain Bluebird
Tree . . . . . . . . .
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Home Means Nevada
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Carson City

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert J. Miller
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cheryl Lau

. . . . . . . . . . . .
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Bob Scale
Controller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Darrel R. Dairies

. .

. .

. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . E

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .

.
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7th

population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......1,201,833
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39th

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. .

Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Carson City
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......40,443
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . gth

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Las Vegas
population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......258,295

.



Hampshire
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Granite State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Live Free or Die
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailed Deer
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Purple Lilac
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Purple Finch
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... White Birch

. . . . . . . . . . ..............oldNewHampshire
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . June21, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Concord

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. Steve Merrill

. . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 123.67
. . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .

Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd
Largest City... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Manchester

. . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . .

STATE PAGES

New Jersey
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Garden State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Horse
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Violet
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Eastern Goldfinch
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Red Oak
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Trenton

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . .

Assembly . . . . . . . . . . .

of the Assembly. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Gerald Zecker
. . . . . . . . . . .

.
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46th

Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......7,730,188
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9th

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . .

Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Trenton
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........88,675
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6th

Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Newark
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......275,221

.

The Council of State Governments 651



New Mexico
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Motto . . . . . . . . . CrescitEundo (It
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pinon
Songs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Asies Nuevo A4exico

O, FairNew Mexico
Gem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Black Bear
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... SantaFe

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .

. . . .
Rank in Nation... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..5th

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,515,069
Rank in Nation.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...37th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..12.48

R e. . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Excelsior (Ever

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Rose
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Bluebird
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Song* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .ILove New York
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. .. ... ... .Garnet
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Albany

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MarioM. Cuomo
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . .

ofthe Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..30th

. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . .

Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Albany
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101,082

. . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,322,564
. . . . . . .

.



S PAGES

North Carolina
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Esse Quam Videri

Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...Cardinal
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..The OldNorth State
Mammal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Dog . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Plott Hound
Beverage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ...Milk

Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Raleigh

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...James B. HuntJr.
. . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . .

Commr. ofLabor . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Commr. of Insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

ofthe Senate . . . . . . . . .

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29th

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IOth
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .136.06

. . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Charlotte
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.

North Dakota
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Peace Garden State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Liberty and Union,Now and

ForevecOne and Inseparable
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wild Prairie Rose
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Western Meadowlark
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Elm
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . North Dakota Hymn
March. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Spirit of the Lund
Fossil. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Teredo Petrified Wood
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Northern Pike

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bismarck

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Edward Schafer
. . . . . . . . . . .

Secretary of State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alvin A. Jaeger
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Kathi Gilmore
Auditor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert Peterson

. . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Commr. of Labor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Commr. of Insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. .

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Corliss Mushik
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Speaker of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Rick Berg
. . . . . . . . . . .

.
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17th

Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........638,800
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.26

. .
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bismarck

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........49,256
Rank in State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Fargo
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........74,111

.

The Council of State Governments 653
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STATE PAGES

Ohio Oklahoma
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Motto . . . . . . . . . . With God, All ThingsAre Possible
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailed Deer
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Scarlet Carnation
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cardinal
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Beautiful Ohio
Stone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Ohio Flint
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . 1803
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. Columbus

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... Bob Tan
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Lee Fisher
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . .

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Richard H. Finan
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ssth

. . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7th

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . .

Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...lst
Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ..Columbus

. . . . . .

Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Sooner State
. . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ..tibor Omnia Vincit

Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Buffalo
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .. Mistletoe
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... .Redbud
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ..Oklahoma
Rock. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Grass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . David Walters
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Susan Loving
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . .
Insurance Comer.. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jim Glover

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19th

. . . . . . . . .
Rank in Nation.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..zgth

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
.
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S T A T EPAGES

Nickname. . . .
Motto . . . . . . .
Animal. . . . . . .

Oregon
..................The BeaverState
. . . . . . She Flies with Her Own Wings
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .American Beaver

Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . OregonGrape
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . WesternMeadowlark
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . DouglasFir
Song . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... .Oregon, My Oregon
Gemstone. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ..Sunstone
Insect. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Oregon SwallowtailButterfly
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .February 14, 1859
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Salem

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Barbara Roberts
SecretaryofState. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Phil Keisling
Attorney General .. .. .. ... ... Theodore Kulongoski
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... Jim Hill
Supt. of Public Instruction .. ... ... ..Norma Paulus
Labor Comer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mary W. Roberts

WallaceP. Carson Jr., Chief Justice
W. MichaelGillette
GeorgeA. VanHoomissen
EdwardN. Fadeley
Richard L.Unis
Susan Graber
Robert D. Durham

Presidentof the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . BillBradbury
PresidentPro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MaeYih
Secretaryofthe Senate. .. .. ... ... ...Donna Merrill

Speakerof the House... .. ... ... ...Larry Campbell
SpeakerPro Ternofthe House.... ... BillMarkham
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . .Ramona Kenady

Land Area (square miles). . .................96,003
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IOth

Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......2,842,321
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....29.61

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . ........5
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Salem

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......107,786
Rank in State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

LargestCity. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Portland
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......437,319

Number of Places over 10,000Population . .......43

Pennsylvania
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The KeystoneState
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . Virtue,Liberty and Independence
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailedDeer
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Mountain Laurel
Game Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ruffed Grouse
Tree. ... , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hemlock
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Firefly
Fossil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Phacops rana
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . December12, 1787
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Harrisburg

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert P. Casey
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mark S, Singel
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ernest D. Preate Jr.
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Catherine BakerKnoll
Auditor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Barbara Hafer

Robert N.C. Nix Jr., Chief Justice
John P. Flaherty
StephenA. Zappala
NicholasP, Papadakos
Ralph Cappy
Ronald D. Castille
Frank J. Montemuro Jr.

Presidentof the
Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov.Mark S. Singel

PresidentPro Tern
of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert J. Mellow

Secretaryof the Senate . . . . . . . . . . Mark R. Corrigan

Speakerof the House. . . . . . . . . .H. WilliamDeWeese
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . . . John J. Zubeck

Land Area (square miles). . .................44,820
Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32nd

Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......11,881,643
Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...265.10

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . .......21
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Harrisburg

Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......52,376
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . IOth

LargestCity. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Philadelphia
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....1,585,577

Number of Places over 10,000Population . ......102

The Council of State Governments 655



PAGES

Rhode Island
Nicknames. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Little Rhody and

Ocean State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Hope
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Quahaug
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .. Violet
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... ..Rhode Island Red
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Red Maple
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. Rhode Island
Rock. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Cumberlandite
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bowenite
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . May29, 1790
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Providence

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Bruce G. Sundlun
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . Robert A. Weygand
Secretary ofState .. .. .. ... ... .Barbara M. Leonard
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jeffrey B.Pine
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Nancy Mayer

SUPREMECOURT
Joseph R. Weisberge~ Acting Chief Justice
Florence K. Murray
Donald F.Shea
Victoria Lederberg

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

of the Senate. . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Robert A. Weygand
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..John C. Revens Jr.
Secretary of the Senate

. . . . . . . . . . Secretary ofState Barbara M. Leonard

Speaker of the House. .. .. ... ... .JohnB. Harwood
Speaker Pro Tern ofthe House ..Mabel M. Anderson
Reading Clerk ofthe House .. .. .. .Louis D’Antuono

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . ........1,045

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......50th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................1,003,464

Rank in Nation... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....43rd
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .960.27

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . ......2
Capital City.....

Population. . . .
Rank instate..

Largest City.... .
Number of Places

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Providence

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160,728

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Providence
over 10,000 Population . . . . . . . . 15

South Carolina
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Palmetto State
Mottos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Animis OpibusqueParati

(Prepared in Mind and Resources) and
Dum Spiro Spero (While I Breathe, I Hope)

Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . White-tailed Deer
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Yellow Jessamine
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Carolina Wren
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Palmetto
Songs . . . . Carolinaand South Carolinaon My Mind
Stone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Blue Granite
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Striped Bass
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . May 23, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Columbia

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Carroll A. Campbell Jr.
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . Nick A. Theodore
Secretary of State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jim Miles
Attorney General. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .T. Travis Medlock
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Grady L. Patterson Jr.
Comptroller General. . . . . . . . . . . . Earle E. Morris Jr.
Supt. of Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Barbara Nielsen
Commr. of Agriculture . . . . . . . . . . . . D. Leslie Tindal
Adjutant General. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T. Eston Marchant

SUPREMECOURT
David W. Harwell, Chief Justice
A. Lee Chandler
Ernest A. Finney Jr.
Jean Hoeter Teal
James E. Moore

GENERALASSEMBLY
President

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Nick A. Theodore
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . Marshall Burns Williams
Clerk of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . Frank B. Caggiano

Speaker of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . Robert J. Sheheen
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . David H. Wilkins
Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . Sandra K. McKinney

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . ..................30,111

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......3,486,703

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115.79

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........6
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Columbia

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........98,052
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Columbia
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......39
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South Dakota
Nicknames. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Coyote State and

The Sunshine State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . UnderGod the PeopleRule
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Coyote
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Pasque
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Ringnecked Pheasant
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Black Hills Spruce
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ...HaiL South Dakota
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Rose Quartz
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Walleye
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee
Grass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .Western Wheat Grass
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . November2, 1889
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ..Pierre

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Walter Miller
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Steve Kirby
Secretary ofState . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joyce Hazeltine
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Mark Barnett
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Homer Harding
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... Vernon L. Larson
Commr. ofSchool

and Public Lands. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Curtis Johnson

SUPREMECOURT
Robert A. Mille~ Chief Justice
George Wuest
Frank E. Henderson
Richard Sabers
Robert A. Amundson

LEGISLATURE
President of the

Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov. Steve Kirby
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .R. Lars Herseth
Secretary of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Peggy Cruse

Speaker of the House.. .. .. .. ... ... ... Steve Cutler
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . Harvey C. Krautschun
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . .Karen Gerdes

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......75,896

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16th
population . . . . . . ........................696,004

Rank in Nation... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..45th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9.17

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . ..1
Capital City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .pierre

population . . . . . . . . . . . . .................12,906
Rank in state.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ....7th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Sioux Falls
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100,814

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . . . . . . ..10

Tennessee
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Volunteer State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Agricultureand Commerce
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Raccoon
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Iris
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mockingbird
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Tulip Poplar
Wildflower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Passion Flower
Songs . . . . . . . . . . . . Whenlt’slris Timein Tennessee-

TheTennessee Waltz.My Homeland, Tennessee”
&ly Tennessee. and Rocky Top

Insects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lady beetle and Firefly
Gem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Freshwater Pearl
Rocks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Limestone and Agate
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Junel, 1796
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ..Nashville

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIAL

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ned McWherter

SUPREMECOURT
Lyle Reid, Chief Justice
FrankF. Drowota III
Charles H. O’Brien
E. Riley Anderson
A.A. Birch Jr.

GENERALASSEMBLY
Speaker

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . .Lt. Gov. John S. Wilder
Speaker Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert Rochelle
Chief Clerk

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . ClydeW. McCullough

Speaker of the House .. .. .. ... ... ... Jimmy Naifeh
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lois M. DeBerry
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . ..Burney T. Durham

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......41,220

Rank in Nation.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..34th
Population. . . . . ........................4,877,185

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........17th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 118.32

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .Nashville

Population . . . . . .......................488,374
Rank in State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....2nd

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Memphis
Population . . . . . . . .....................610,337

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......44

The Council of State Governments 657
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T Utah
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Lone Star State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Friendship
Flower. . . . Bluebonnet(BuffaloClover,WolfFlower)
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mockingbird
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .., ... ..Pecan
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Texasj Our Texas
Stone . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. ... . PetrifiedPalmwood
Gem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . TexasBlueTopaz
Grass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . SideOats Grama
Dish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ..Chili
Seashell. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . LightningWhelk
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Guadalape Bass
Entered the Union. .. .. .. .. ... ..December 29, 1845
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. Austin

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Ann W. Richards
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bob Bullock
AttorneyGeneral. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... Dan Morales
Treasurer. . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... ..Martha Whitehead
ComptrollerofPublic Accounts . . . . . . . . John Sharp
Commr. ofAgriculture. .. .. .. ... ... ... .Rick Perry
Commr. of GeneralLand Office. . . . . . .Garry Mauro

SUPREMECOURT
Thomas R. Phillips,Chief Justice

RaulA. Gonzalez JohnCornyn
Jack Hightower Robert A. Gammage
Nathan L.Hecht Craig Enoch
LloydDoggett RoseSpector

COURTOFCRIMINAL APPEALS
MichaelJ. McCormick,PresidingJudge

Sam Houston Clinton Charles Baird
Charles Miller Morris Overstreet
Charles F. Campbell Frank Maloney
BillWhite LawrenceMeyers

LEGISLATURE
President

ofthe Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Lt. Gov.Bob Bullock
PresidentPro Tern

ofthe Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . John Montford
Secretaryof the Senate. .. .. .. .. ... ... ..Betty King

Speakerof the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . James Laney
SpeakerPro Tern

ofthe House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . WilhelminaR. Delco
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . Betty Murray

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . . .....261,914

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .........2nd
Population. . . . . . . .....................16,986,510

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........3rd
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....64.86

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . . .....30
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..Austin

Population . . . . . . . . ....................465,622
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........5th

LargestCity..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... Houston
Population. . . . . . .....................1,630,553

Number ofPlaces over 10,000Population.. .. ...182

Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. The BeehiveState
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Industry
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. SegoLily
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . RockyMountain Elk
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .California Seagull
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . BlueSpruce
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . RainbowTrout
Song . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ..Utah, WeLove Thee
Gem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Topaz
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January4, 1896
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Salt LakeCity

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. MikeLeavitt
Lieutenant Governor .. .. .. ... ... ..Olene S. Walker
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . Jan Graham
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Edward T.Alter
Auditor. . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... ... ..Tom L.Allen

SUPREMECOURT
MichaelD. Zimmerman,Chief Justice
I. Daniel Stewart
Richard C.Howe
Christine M. Durham
Leonard H. Russon

LEGISLATURE
Presidentof the Senate . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. Lane Beattie
Secretaryof the Senate. .. .. ... ..M. EugeneBridges

Speakerofthe House .. .. ... ... ....Rob W. Bishop
Chief Clerk of the House ... ... ..Carole E. Peterson

STATISTICS
Land Area (squaremiles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......82,168

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........12th
Population. . . . . . .......................1,722,850

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .........35th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....20.97

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . . . . . . . .3
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Salt LakeCity

Population . . . . . . ......................159,936
Rank in state . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

LargestCity.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Salt LakeCity
Number of Places over 10,000Population . .......39

658 The Book of the States 1994-95

.



V Virginia
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Green Mountain State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Freedomand Unity
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Morgan Horse
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Red Clover
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Hermit Thrush
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sugar Maple
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hati Vermont.f
Insect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Honeybee
Beverage. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Milk
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. March4, 1791
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Montpelier

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... ..Howard Dean
LieutenantGovernor. . . . . . . . . . .Barbara W. Snelling
Secretaryof State. .. .. .. ... ... .Donald M. Hooper
AttorneyGeneral.. .. .. .. .. ... ..Jeffrey L. Amestoy
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...Paul W. RuseJr.
Auditor of Accounts. . . . . . . . . . .Edward S. Flanagan

SUPREMECOURT
FredericW.Allen, Chief Justice
Ernest W. Gibson III
John A. Dooley
James L.Morse
DeniseJohnson

GENERALASSEMBLY
Presidentof the Senate. . .. Lt. Gov.Barbara Snelling
PresidentPro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . JohnH. Bloomer
Secretaryof the Senate. .. ... ... ..Robert H. Gibson

Speakerof the House.. .. ... ... ... Ralph G. Wright
Clerk of the House.. .. .. .. .. ... .. Robert L. Picher

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . . .......9,249

Rank in Nation.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..43rd
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 562,758

Rank in Nation. . . . . ......................48th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....60.84

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . .. .....1
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .Montpelier

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8,247
Rank in State.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ....8th

LargestCity.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... . Burlington
Population . . . . . . . . . . . ..................39,127

Number of Placesover 10,000Population . ........3

Nickname. . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ..The Old Dominion
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Sic Semperljvannis

(Thus Alwaysto Tyrants)
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .. Foxhound
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Dogwood
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...Cardinal
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Dogwood
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Carry A4eBack to Old Virginia
Shell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Oyster
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . June25, 1788
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...Richmond

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . GeorgeAllen
Lieutenant Governor. . . . .. Donald Sternoff BeyerJr.
Attorney General.. .. ... ... ... James S. GilmoreIII

SUPREMECOURT
Harry LeeCarrico, Chief Justice
A. ChristianCompton
RoscoeB. StephensonJr.
Henry H. Whiting
Elizabeth B.Lacy
LeroyR. Hassell
Barbara Milano Keenan
Richard H.Poff

GENERAL
President

ASSEMBLY

ofthe Senate. . . . . . . . Lt. Gov.Donald S. BeyerJr.
PresidentPro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . StanleyC. Walker
Clerk of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . Susan Clarke Schaar

Speakerof the House .. .. ... ... .. Thomas MossJr.
Clerk of the House .. .. ... ... ... BruceF. Jamerson

STATISTICS
Land Area (squaremiles). . .................39,598

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...37th
Population. . . . . . . ......................6,187,358

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .........12th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 156.26

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . .. ....11
Capital City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Richmond

Population . . . . . . . . . . ..................203,056
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3rd

LargestCity.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .Virginia Beach
Population . . . . . . ......................393,069

Number of Placesover 10,000Population . .......76

The Council of State Governments 659
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S TPAGES

Washington
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Evergreen State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A/ki (Chinook Indian word

meaning By and By)
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Coast Rhododendron
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Willow Goldfinch
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Western Hemlock
Song. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Washington,My Home
Dance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Square Dance
Gem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Petrified Wood
Entered the Union. .. .. .. .. ... .. November 11, 1889
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Olympia

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mike Lowry
Lieutenant Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joel Pritchard
Secretary of State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ralph Munro
Attorney General .. .. .. .. .. ... ., Christine Gregoire
Treasurer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .,. ..Dan Grimm
Auditor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Brian Sonntag
Supt. of Public Instruction .. .. .. .. .. Judith Billings
Insurance Commr. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...Deborah Senn
Commr. of Public Lands . . . . . . . . . . Jennifer Belcher

SUPREMECOURT
James A. Anderson, Chief Justice

Robert F.Utter Charles Smith
Robert F. Brachtenbach Richard Guy
James M. Dolliver Charles W. Johnson
Barbara Durham, Barbara A. Madsen

Acting Chief Justice

LEGISLATURE
President

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . .Lt. Gov. Joel Pritchard
President Pro Tern

of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . R. Lorraine Wojahn
Secretary of the Senate. .. .. .. ... ... ..Marty Brown

Speaker of the House... .. .. .. .. .. ..Brian Ebersole
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Ron Meyers
Chief Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . Marilyn Showalter

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . .......66,581

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........20th
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,866,692

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........18th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73.09

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . . . . . . . ..9
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .Olympia

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................33,840
Rank in state... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........18th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ...Seattle
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . ................516,259

Number of Places over 10,000 Population . .......82

West Virginia
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Mountain State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Montani SemperLiberi

(Mountaineers Are Always Free)
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Black Bear
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Big Laurel
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cardinal
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sugar Maple
Songs . . . . . . . West Virginia,My Home Sweet Home;

The West VirginiaHills;and
This Is My West Virginia

Fruit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Apple
Fish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Brook Trout
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . June 20, 1863
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charleston

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . W. Gaston Caperton III
Secretary of State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ken Hechler
Attorney General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Darrell McGraw
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Larrie Bailey
Auditor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Glen B. Gainer Jr.
Commr. of Agriculture . . . . . . . . . . . Gus R. Douglass

SUPREMECOURTOF APPEALS
W.T. Brotherton Jr., Chief Justice
Richard Neely
Thomas B. Miller
Thomas E. McHugh
Margaret Workman

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . .Keith Burdette
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . William R. Sharpe Jr.
Clerk of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . Darrell E. Holmes

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . Robert Chambers
Speaker Pro Tern

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Phyllis J. Rutledge
Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Donald L. Kopp

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................24,087

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41st
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......1,793,477

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34th
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....74.46

Number of Representatives in Congress . . . ........3
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charleston

Population ... , . . . . . . . . . . ...............57,287
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charleston
Number of Places over 10,000 Population . . . . . . . . 16
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STATE PAGES

Wisconsin
Nickname*. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Badger State
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Forward
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Badger
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ...Wood Violet
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ..Robin
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sugar Maple
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..On, Wisconsin.f
Fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Muskellunge
Mineral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .Galena
Entered the Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . May29, 1848
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... Madison
*unofficial

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .TommyG.Thompson
Lieutenant Governor. .. .. .. .. .. .. .Scott McCallum
Secretaryof State. .. .. ... ... .Douglas J. La Follette
AttorneyGeneral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . James Doyle
Treasurer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cathy Zeuske
Supt.ofPublic Instruction .. .. .. .. ... . John Benson

SUPREMECOURT
Nathan S. Heffernan, Chief Justice
Ronald B.Day
ShirleyS. Abrahamson
Donald W. Steinmetz
WilliamA. Bablitch
Jon P. Wilcox
Janine P.Geske

LEGISLATURE
Presidentof the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . .Brian D.Rude
Chief Clerk

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Donald J. Schneider

Speakerof the Assembly... .. ... ... .Walter Kunicki
SpeakerPro Tern

of the Assembly. . . . . . . . . . TimothyW. Carpenter
Chief Clerk of the Assembly... .. .. .Thomas Melvin

STATISTICS
Land Area (squaremiles). ..................54,314

Rank in Nation . . . . . . . ....................25th
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . .................4,891,769

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........16th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..90.07

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . . . ......9
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... Madison

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 191,262
Rank instate.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..........2nd

LargestCity..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . Milwaukee
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...............628,088

Number of Placesover 10,000Population.. .. ....61

Wyoming
Nicknames. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .The Equality State and

The CowboyState
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Equal Rights
Animal. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Bison
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Indian Paintbrush
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . WesternMeadowlark
Tree. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Cottonwood
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Wyoming
Gem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jade
Entered the Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . July 10, 1890
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cheyenne

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MikeSullivan
Secretaryof State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . KathyKarpan
Treasurer.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Stan Smith
Auditor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .DaveFerrari
Supt. of Public Instruction . . . . . . . . . . Diana Ohman

SUPREMECOURT
Richard J. Macy,Chief Justice
Richard V.Thomas
G. Joseph Cardine
MichaelGolden
WilliamA. Taylor

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jerry B. Dixon
VicePresidentof the Senate . . . . . . . Charles K. Scott
Chief Clerk of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Liv Hanes

Speakerof the House . . . . . DouglasW. Chamberlain
SpeakerPro Tern

of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Patti L. MacMillan
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . . . . Paul Galeotos

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles). . .................97,105

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9th
Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........453,588

Rank in Nation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50th
Densityper square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.67

Number of Representativesin Congress. . . ........1
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cheyenne

Population. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......50,008
Rank in State. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1st

LargestCity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Cheyenne
Number of Places over 10,000Population . ........8

The Council of Stote Governments 661



STATE PAGES

District of Columbia

Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . .Justitia Omnibus (Justice to All)
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Beauty Rose
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Wood Thrush
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Scarlet Oak
Became U.S. Capital . . . . . . . . . . .. Decemberl, 1800

ELECTEDEXECUTIVE BRANCH
OFFICIAL

Mayor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Sharon Pratt Kelly

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
COURTOFAPPEALS

Judith W. Rogers, Chief Judge
John M. Ferren
John A.Terry
John M. Steadman
Frank E. Schwelb
Michael W. Farrell
Annice M. Wagner
Warren R. King
Emmet G. Sullivan

COUNCIL OF THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Chairman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .David A. Clarke
Chairman Pro Tern . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. John Ray

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...61
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...606.900

Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9.884.40
Delegate to Congress* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...1

*Privileges to vote only in committees and the Committee of the Whole.

American Samoa

Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Samoa-~uamua /e Atua

(Samoa, God Is First)
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Paogo(Ula-fala)
Plant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Ava
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Amerika Samoa
Became aTerritory of the United States . . . . . . . 1900
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Pago Pago

ELECTEDEXECUTIVE BRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. A. P. Lutali
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Tauese P. Sunia

HIGH COURT
F. Michael Kruse, Chief Justice
Roy J.D. Hall
Lyle Richmond

LEGISLATURE
President of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Letuli Toloa
President Pro Tern

of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Lutu T.S. Fuimaono
Secretary of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . Leo’o V. Ma’o

Speaker of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Talavou S. Ale
Vice Speaker

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Moananu Va
Clerk of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Wally Utu

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...77
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...46.773

Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...607.74
Delegate to Congress* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...1
Capital City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Pago Pago

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...3.519
Rank in territory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...3rd

Largest City . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Tafuna
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...5.174

*Privileges to vote only in committees and the Committee of the Whole.
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Guam
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Hub of the Pacific
Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Puti TaiNobio (Bougainvillea)
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Totot (Fruit Dove)
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Z~it(Intsiabijuga)
Song. . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ..Stand YeGuamanians
Stone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... Latte
Animal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Iguana
Ceded to the United States

by Spain . . . . . . . .. .. .. .. ... .. December 10, 1898
Became a Territory . . . .. .. .. ... ... .. August 1, 1950
Request to become a

Commonwealth Plebiscite .. ... ... November 1987
Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..Agana

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Joseph Ada
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . FrankF. Bias

SUPERIORCOURT
Alberto C. Lamorena III, Presiding Judge
Joaquin V.E. Manibusan
Janet Healy Weeks
RamonY. Diaz
Peter B. Siguenza Jr.
Benjamin J.F. Cruz

LEGISLATURE
Speaker . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ..Joe T. San Agustin
Vice Speaker . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... .. JohnP. Aguon
Legislative Secretary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pilar C.Lujan

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . .........210
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133,152

Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...634.06
Delegate to Congress* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...1
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..Agana

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,139
Rank in territory . . . . . . . . ..................18th

Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. Dededo
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . .................31,728

*Privileges to vote only in committees and the Committee of the Whole.

Northern Mariana
Islands

Flower . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Plumeria
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Marianas Fruit Dove
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... . Flame Tree
Song . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... .. GiTalo GiHalom Tasi
Administeredby the United Statesas a trusteeship

for the United Nations . . . . . . . . . . . . . July18, 1947
Voters approveda

proposed constitution. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .June 1975
U.S. President signed covenant agreeing to

Commonwealth status for the
islands. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .March 24, 1976

Became a self-governing Commonwealth
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . January9, 1978

Capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<. ... .. Saipan

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Froilan C. Tenorio
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. Jesus Borja

COMMONWEALTH SUPREMECOURT

JoseS. Dela Cruz, Chief Justice
RamonG. Villagomez
Pedro M. Atalig

LEGISLATURE

President
of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jesus R. Sablan

Vice President
of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . . Henry DLG.San Nicolas

Clerk of Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..Nicky B.Borja

Speaker of the House.. .. ... ... .Diego T. Benavente
Vice Speakerof the House . . . . . . . .. Jesus P. Mafnas
Chief Clerk of the House. . . . . . . . . ..Evelyn Fleming

STATISTICS

Land Area (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . .........179
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 43,345

Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 242.15
Capital City..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ..Saipan

population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .38,896
Largest City.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ..saiPan
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Puerto Rico
Nickname. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Island of Enchantment
Motto . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . JoannesEst Noreen Ejus

(John Is Thy Name)
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maga
Bird . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... Reinita
Tree . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... Ceiba
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .L.u Borinquena
Became a Territory of the United States

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . December IO, 1898
Became a self-governing Commonwealth

Ju1Y25, 1952
Cap;tai ”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.“.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.”.“.”.”.”.... San Juan

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIAL

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pedro J. Rossello

SUPREMECOURT
Jose Antonio Andreu-Garcia, Chief Justice
Antonio Negron-Garcia
Francisco Rebollo-Lopez
Miriam Naveira de Rodon
Federico Hernandez-Denton
Rafael Alonso-Alonso
Jaime B. Fuster-Berlingeri

LEGISLATIVEASSEMBLY

President
of the Senate. . . . . . . . . . Robertro Rexach Benitez

Vice President
of the Senate. . . . Nicolas Nogueras Cartagena Jr.

Secretary
of the Senate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Ciorah J. Montes

Speaker of the House . . . . . Zaida Hernandez Torres
Vice Speaker

of the House. . . . . . . . . . Edison Misla-Aldarondo
Chief Clerk

of the House . . . . . . . . . . . . Angeles Mendoza Tio

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles) . .................3,427
Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......3,522,037

Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,027.90
Delegate to Congress* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Capital City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . San Juan

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .....426,832
Largest City. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . San Juan
Number of Places over 10,000 Population. .. ....30

*Privileges to vote only in committees and the Committee of the Whole.

U.S.Virgin Islands
Nickname . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . American Paradise
Flower. . . . . . . . . . . . . Yellow Elder or Ginger Thomas
Bird. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Yellow Breast or Banana Quit
Song . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . VirginIslandsMarch
Purchased from Denmark. . . . . . . . . . . March 31, 1917
Capital. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas

ELECTEDEXECUTIVEBRANCH
OFFICIALS

Governor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Alexander Farrelly
Lieutenant Governor . . . . . . . . . . . . . Derek M. Hedge

FEDERALDISTRICTCOURT
Thomas K. Moore, Chief Judge
Jeffrey W. Barnard, Magistrate Judge
Jeffrey L. Resnick, Magistrate Judge

LEGISLATURE

President. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Bingley G. Richardson Sr.
Vice President . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mary Ann Pickard
Legislative

Secretary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Judy M. Gomez

STATISTICS
Land Area (square miles)* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134

St. Croix (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .83
St. John (square miles) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..20
St. Thomas (square miles). . . . . . . . . . . . . .......31

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101,809
St. Croix. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .........50,139
St. John . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...........3,504
St. Thomas. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......48,166
Density per square mile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...760.90

Delegate to Congress**. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..1
Capital City . . . . . . . . . Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas

Population . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........12,331
Largest City . . . . . . . . . Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas

*The U.S. Virgin Islands is comprised of three large islands (St. Croix,
St. John, St. Thomas) and 50 smaller islands and cays.

**privileges t. vote only in committees and the Committee of the whole.
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(Page numbers in boldface indicate tables.)

A

Adjutants general
Salaries,77
Selection, methods of, 72

Administration and management
Fair Labor Standards Act, 547, 548, 557, 583
Organization, administrative

Cabinet systems, 59
Personnel, 406-412

Civil service reform, 407-408, 427
Classification and compensation plans, 420
Downsizing, 428
Leave policies, 422
Management models, 406407
Office of administrator: primary responsibilities,

413
Privatization, 408, 410, 411
Restructuring, 407
Structure and functions, 415
Technology, 410-411

Purchasing, 408
Buy-American laws, 433
Other practices, 433
Recycled products, 434
Thresholds, 409

Administrative officials. See also titles of individual
officials

Salaries, 77
Selections, methods of, 72
Terms, length and number of, 70

Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act, 584
Age, minimum

For holding office
Attorneys general, 90
Governors, 52
Judges, 188
Legislators, 116
Lieutenant governors, 83
Secretaries of state, 86
Treasurers, 94

For specified activities
Buying alcohol, 476
Employment, selected, 557
Leaving school, 476

Making a will, 476
Marriage, 476
Obtaining age of majority, 476
Serving on a jury, 476

Agricultural Protection Act (New York), 592
Agriculture

Administrative officials
Salaries, 77
Selection, methods of, 72

Terms, length and number of, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

Alcoholic beverages. See also Tax revenue; Taxation
Age, minimum, for specified activities

Buying alcohol, 476
Allied Signal, Inc. v. Director, Division of Taxation,

584
Allied Vending Inc. v. City, 594
Alt, Ronald, 356-360
Americans with Disabilities Act, 169-170, 549, 580
Amusements. See Tax revenue
Assistance and subsidies. See Expenditure,state
Attorneys general

Duties
Advisory, 91
Antitrust, 92
Consumer protection, 92
Counsel for state, 93
Legislation, review of, 91
Prosecutorial, 91
To administrative agencies, 93

Minimum age for office, 90
Qualifications for office, 90
Salaries, 77
Selection, methods of, 72, 90
Subpoena powers, 92
Terms, length and number of, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

Auditors
Terms, length, and number of, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

Austin v. United States, 584

B

B.G. Goodrich Company v. Murtha. 593
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Baker v. Carr, 98
Banking

Administrative officials
Salaries, 77
Selection, methods of, 72

Basic Health Services Act (Oregon), 564
Beyle, Thad L., 28-33, 36-49, 65-69
Brecht v. Abrahamson, 584
Brown, R. Steven, 539–543
Budgets. See also Finances, state

Administrative officials
Salaries, 77
Selection, methods of, 72

Balanced budgets, 320
Budgetary calendars, by state, 316
Gubernatorial powers, 4546, 55, 320
Legislative

Appropriations process: budget documents and bills,
144

Authority, 320
Preparation, review and controls, 317
State actions, 311
Year-end balances, fiscal 1979-94,312

Buerger, Elizabeth, 564-568
Bullock, Joyce, 486-489
Burdick v. Takushi, 207
Burson v. Freeman, 206

c
C & A Carbone, Inc. v. Chzrkstown,593
Cabinet systems, 59
Campaign finance. See Elections
Candidates for state offices

Methodsof nominating,217
Capital outlay. See Expenditure,state
Capital punishment, 536
Capitals, 632
Carrollton-Farmers Branch Independent School

Disti”ct v. Edgewood Independent School Distn”ct,
594

Chemical Waste Management v. Hunt, 583
Chi, Keen S., 496-506
Chief justice. See Judges
Child

Labor standards, 557
Passenger restraint laws, 479

Cigarettes. See Tax revenue, Tobacco
products; Taxation, Tobacco products

Cti”zensAgainst Rent Control v. Berkeley, 283
City of Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, 583
Czly v. Shank, 594
Civil rights

Administrative officials
Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Clark, Julie M., 588-599
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Commerce
Administrative officials

Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Community affairs
Administrative officials

Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Compensation. See also Employment, state; Labor
Administrative officials

Salaries, 77
Classification and compensation plans, 420
Court administrative officials, 202
Governors, 53, 77
Holidays, paid, state employees, 424
Judges of appellate and general trial courts, 200
Legislative

Compensation commissions, 122
House leaders, additional for, 130
Interim payments and other direct payments, 125
Method of setting, 122
Regular sessions, 123
Senate leaders, additional for, 128
Tied or related to state employees’ salaries, 122

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion and Liability Act, 593

Comptrollers
Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73
Terms, length and number of, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

Computers. See Information systems
Constitutions and constitutional revision, 2–18. See

also Direct legislation
Amendment procedures, constitutional provisions

By initiative, 23
By the legislature, 21

Amendments
Number adopted, 19
Number submitted, 19

Authorized methods, use of, 2-6
Changes by method of initiation, 294

Constitutional commissions, 2, 5-7, 26
Constitutional conventions, 2, 4–5, 27
Constitutional initiative, 2, 3-4
Legislative proposal, 2, 3

Changes by method of referendum, 294
Dates of adoption, 19
Effective date of present constitution, 19
Estimated length, 19
Number by state, 19
Sources and resources, 14-15
Substantive changes, 6-14

Bill of rights, suffrage and elections, 7–8
Branches of government, 8–10
Finance, 10-18
Local government, 10

.



Proposed and adopted, 7
Term limits, 28–33

Construction. See Expenditure, state
Consumer affairs

Administrative officials
Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Continuing education. See Education
Corrections. See also Parole and probation

Administrative officials
Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Death penalty, 536
Employment and payrolls, state and local

October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Federalization of crime and justice, 525-529
Guns and violence, 528
Mandatory sentencing, 525-527

Payrolls, by state
October 1991,447
October 1992,448

Prisons, 527
Adults admitted: 1991,531
Capacities: 1992,532
Population trends, 530

Council of State Governments, The, 622-629
Associated organizations, 628-629
Framework

Governance, structure, operations and affiliations,
624-626

Innovations Transfer Program, 496-497
Officers and executive committee, 627
Offices and directors, 629
Path to the future, 623-624
Publications and reference works, 626
Re-examining the founder’s vision, 622-623
Regional conferences, 629

County Home Rule Charter Act (Oklahoma), 592
County of Yakima v. Confederated Tribes and Bands of

Yakima Indian Nation, 584
Courts. See Judges; Judiciary
Criminal justice. See Corrections
Crooks Township v. ValAdCo, 593

D

Davis v. Michigan, 585
De Hart, Meredith, 435-438
Death penalty, 536
Debt. See Finances, state
Dehzware v. New York, 585
Diumond Waste Znc.v. Monroe County, 593
Direct legislation. See aZsoConstitutions and

constitutional revision
Elections

Campaign finance, 231-234
Initiative provisions for state legislation, 279–

293, 294
Campaigns, 285-286
Circulating petition, 2%
Finance restrictions, 283–285
Issue areas, 286
Money, 281-283
Number on the ballot: 1981-92,284
Petitioning, 279-281
Preparing to place on ballot, 298
Requesting permission to circulate petition, 295
Signatures required, 280, 295
Voting, 300

Referendum provisions for state legislation, 294
Circulating petition, 302
Preparing to place on ballot, 303
Requesting permission to circulate petition, 301
Signatures required, 301
Voting, 304

Dispute Resolution Act (New York), 176
Domestic Violence Act (Florida), 173
Downsizing, 428

E

Economic development. See also Environment and
natural resources

Administrative officials
Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and
Planning Act (Maryland), 589

Education. See also Education reform
Administrative officials

Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Aid to local governments for: 1940-92,604
Continuing, mandatory for professions, 475
Employees, average earnings

October 1991,443
October 1992,444

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Employment, summary: 1952-92,439
Expenditures for

By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
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Per capita, by state: 1992,607
Summary of state payments: 1940-92,604

National totals: 1980-92,340
Payrolls, by state

October 1991,447
October 1992,448

Public instruction, superintendent of
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

Revenue, intergovernmental
1991,612
1992, 614

Terms, length and number of, 70
Education, elementary and secondary

Average daily attendance
1991-92, 1992-93, 512
1992-93, 513

Classroom teachers: 1992-93,513
Course requirements for high school graduation, 515
Employment and payrolls, state and local

October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Enrollment: 1992-93,513
Finance

Capital outlay: 1992,523
Expenditure: 1992, 523
Revenue, by source: 1990-91,521

Membership by state: 1991-92, 1992-93,512
Payrolls, by state

October 1991,447
October 1992,448

Pupils per teacher: 1992-93,513
Salary, average annual, of instructional staff

1939-40 to 1992-93, 514
Education, higher

Administrative officials
Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991, 445
October 1992,446

Finance
Capital outlay: 1992,523
Expenditure: 1992, 523

Institutions of
Estimated undergraduate tuition fees: 1992-93,520
Number by type and control: 1992-93,518

Instructional faculty
Salaries, 519

Payrolls, by state
October 1991,447
October 1992,448
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Education reform
Goals 2000: EducateAmericaAct, 507, 510
NationalEducationGoals Panel, 507–51 1

Expandingrole, 510-511
Local reports,510
Members,509
Roles and responsibilities, 508–509
State reports, 510

State and national partnerships, 507-511
Elected state ofllcials. See also titles of individual

officials
Terms, provisions for length and number of, 70

Elections. See also Direct legislation; Recall of state
officials; Term limits

Absentee voting, 206
Administrative officials

Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Ballot access, 207
Campaign finance, 227-243

Administration, 234
Agency expenditure budgets, 232
Contributions, 487
Disclosure, 229–230
Enforcement, 231, 236
Filing requirements, 244
Fiscal realities, 234
Initiative, referendum and recall, 231–234
Limitations on contributions, 227, 254, 260
Limitations on expenditures, 267
Political action committee funds, 229
Public financing, 227–229
Surplus campaign funds, use of, 230-

231, 231, 267
Technology and disclosure, 230

Dates for national, state and local elections
Formulas, 219

Electioneering, 206
Funding of: tax provisions and public financing, 276
General administration, 206-207
Gubernatorial, 36-38, 37

Campaign costs, 39, 40-41, 41
Timing, 40
Voting statistics for, 224

Legislation, 204-208
Military and overseas voting, 207
Nominating candidates for state offices, 217
Polling hours, 221
Primaries

Presidential, 207–208
Technology, 205-206
To be elected

Executive branch: 1994-2003, 209
Legislative branch: 1994-2003,213

Voting
Gubernatorial elections, statistics for, 224
Non-presidential election years, voter turnout, 225
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INDEX

Presidential elections, voter turnout, 226
Voter registration information, 223, 225, 226

Emergency management
Administrative officials

Salaries, 78
Selection, methods of, 73

Employee Retirement Income Security Act, 548
Employee retirement systems, finances of, 449455

Benefit payments
Beneficiaries, 452-453
In relation to other retirement programs, 451-452
Other outlays, 451

Comparative statistics for: 1990-91,464
Comparative statistics for: 1991-92,466
Current issues, 453454
Holdings at end of fiscal year, by state: 1991-92,462
Investments and assets, 453
Legislative benefits, 132
Membership, 450
Membership and benefit operations of: 1990-91,458
Membership and benefit operations of: 1991-92,460
Number, membership and payments: 1988-92,456
Receipts, 451

Compared with payments, 453
Receipts and payments

By state: 1991-92,462
National summary: 1986-92,457

System coverage, 450
System size, 450

Employment security administration. See Expendi-
ture, state

Employment, state. See also Compensation; Labor
Administrative officials

Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

For selected functions
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Holidays, paid, 424
Payrolls

For selected functions, 447, 448
Personnel administration

Classification and compensation plans, 420
Leave policies, 422
Office of administrator: primary responsibilities,

413
Structure and function, 415

Summary: 1952-92,439
Employment, state and local

Average earnings
October 1991,440, 443
October 1992, 437, 437-438, 440, 444

By function
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

By state
October 1991,441

October 1992,442
Changes: 1982-92, 435-437
In 1992, 435438
Payrolls

October 1991,440, 443
October 1992,440, 444

Total: 1992, 1982, 1972,436
Energy resources

Administrative officials
Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Environment and natural resources, 539–543. See
also Expenditure, state; Natural resources

Comparative risk, 541-542
Expenditures, 1991,544, 545
Indicators, 540
Management

Ecosystem, 542
Emerging models for, 539-543

Mandates, 540-541
Pollution prevention, 541
Sustainable development, 539–540
Wise-use movement, 542

Environmental protection agencies
Administrativeofficials

Salaries,79
Selection, methodsof, 74

Equipment. See Expenditure,state
Ethics, 67-68
Ethics Reform Act (South Carolina), 486, 488
Evans v. Sunshine Jr. Stores, Inc., 593
Executive branch. See also Governors

Elected officials, 65
Ethics, 67-68
Gender equity, 67
Lieutenant governors, 65
Organization and issues: 1992-93,65
Performance-based governance, 67
Reorganization, 66

Expenditure, state, 326-328. See also Finances, state
Assistance and subsidies

By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

By character and object,-326
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Capital outlay
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Construction
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Corrections
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By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
National totals: 1980-92,340

Current operation
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Debt redemption
National totals: 1980-92,340

Direct expenditure
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Education
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
National totals: 1980-92,340
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
Per capita, by state: 1992,607
To local government for: 1940-92,604

Employment security administration
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
National totals: 1980-92,340

Equipment
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Financial administration
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
National totals: 1980-92,340

General
By function and state: 1991,350
By function and state: 1992,352
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Health
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
Per capita, by state: 1992,607

Health and hospitals
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
National totals: 1980-92,340

Highways
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
National totals: 1980-92,340
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
Per capita, by state: 1992,607
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To local governments for: 1940-92,604
Insurance benefits and repayments

By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Insurance trust
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Interest on debt
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Intergovernmental
By function: 1991,608
By function: 1992,609
By state: 1986-92,605
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
By type of receiving government, 610, 611
National totals: 1980-92,340
Per capita, by function: 1991,606
Per capita, by function: 1992,607
Summary of payments: 1940-92,604

Land and existing structures
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348
National totals: 1980-92,340

Libraries, public, 432
Liquor stores

By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Local government support
By state: 1991,608
By state: 1992,609
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
Per capita, by state: 1992,607
Summary of payments: 1940-92,604

Natural resources
By category: 1991,545
By state: 1991,350, 544
By state: 1992,352
National totals: 1980-92,340

Police
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
National totals: 1980-92,340

Public welfare
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
National totals: 1980-92,340
Per capita, by state: 1991, 606r
Per capita, by state: 1992,667
To local government for: 1940-92, 6(M
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Salaries and wages
By state: 1991,346
By state: 1992,348

Summary financial aggregates
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339

Totals
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
Fiscal 1992-93,314
National totals: 1980-92,340

Utilities
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

F

Fair Housing Act (New Jersey), 594
Fair Labor Standards Act, 547, 548, 557, 583
Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993,548, 582
Family Support Act, 584
Federal aid

To education
1991, 612
1992, 614

To healthandhospitals
1991, 612
1992, 614

To highways
1991, 612
1992,614
Fiscal 1993,573

To public school systems: 1990-91,521
To publicwelfare

1991,612
1992, 614

To states
1991,612
1992, 614

Total, to states:fiscal 1984-93,587
Federal Election Campaign Act, 227
Federal expenditures, 387-391

Direct paymentsby program,397
Grants,393, 400
Loanand insuranceprograms,402
Procurementcontracts,399
Salariesandwages, 396
Statesmost affected, 388–391
Tracking,387-388

Federal funds
Summarydistribution,392

Federal-state relations. See Intergovernmentalaffairs
Finances, state, 310-315, 323–331. See also

Expenditure, state; Revenue, state; Tax
revenue; Taxation

Administrative officials

Employment, by state, 445, 446
Payrolls, by state, 447, 448
Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Agencies, administering
Major state taxes, 361

Budgets
State actions, 311
Year-end balances, fiscal 1979-94,312

Cash and investments, 328–329
Cash and security holdings

By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Debt, 328
National totals: 1980-92,340
Outstanding: end of fiscal 1991,338, 354
Outstanding: end of fiscal 1992,339, 355

Developments in, 314-315
Economic indicators, 313
Economic recovery, 312-313
Federal funds

Summary distribution, 392
Intergovernmental affairs

Federal grants to state and local governments, 393
Investments

Allowable, 332
Issues in, 329
National totals: 1980-92,340
Securities

National totals: 1980-92,340
Summary of, 324
Total expenditures, fiscal 1992-93,314
Treasurers

Cash management programs and services, 334
Demand deposits, 336

Finances, state and local. See also Expenditure,
state; Revenue, state

Administrative officials
Employment and payrolls, 440

Federal grants to state and local governments, 393
Per capita distribution, 1992,603
Percent distribution, 1976-92,601
State aid to local governments, 600-603

Financial administration. See Finances, state
Fire protection

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, 284
Fiscal notes

Contentanddistribution,146
Fiscal year

Date of close of: 1992,386
Populationandpersonalincome, 386

Fish and wildlife
Administrativeofficials
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Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Florence County School Dis@”ctFour v. Carter, 584
Fort Gratiot Sanitary Land@lIv. Michigan, 583, 594
Franklin v. Gwinnett County Public Schools, 584
Free trade agreements

Federal-staterelations
Effects on state sovereignty,616-621

G

Garciu v. San Antonio Metropolitan Transit Authority,
576

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT),
616-621

General Motors Corp. v. Romein, 583
General services

Administrativeofficials
Salaries,79
Selection, methodsof, 74

Goals 2000: Educate America Act, 507, 510
Gona, Deborah A., 622-629
Governors, 36-49. See also Executive branch

Access to state transportation, 53
Birthdates, 50
Birthplaces, 50
Budgetary powers, 320
Cabinet systems, 59
Compensation, 53
Consecutive terms allowed, number of, 50
Date of first service, 50
Date present term ends, 50
Elections, 36-38, 37

Campaign costs, 39, 40-41, 41
Timing, 40
Voting statistics for, 224

Executive orders, 57
Impeachment, provisions for, 63
Lieutenant governors

Joint election with, 50
Minimum age for office, 52
Names of, 50
Newly elected, 3840
Number of previous terms, 50
Office staff, 53
Party affiliation of, 50
Powers, 43-46, 55

Appointment, 45
Budgetmy, 45+6, 55
Term limits and succession, 43--44
Veto, 44-45, 55

Priorities, 46
Problems, 4142
Qualifications for office, 52
Rating performance, 42+3
Residence, official, 53
Salaries, 53, 77
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Selection, methods of, 72
Succession to governorship, 50
Term limits, 30
Terms, length and number of, 50, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209
Transition, provisions and procedures for, 61
Travel allowance, 53

Grady, Dennis 0.,496-506
Grove v. Emison, 583

H

Harper v. Virginia, 585
Hartford Insurance Co. v. California, 584
Health

Expendituresfor
Intergovernmental,by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental,by state: 1992,609
Per capita,by state: 1991,606
Per capita,by state: 1992,607

HeaIth agency programs. See also Expenditure, state
Administrative officials

Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Occupations and professions, state regulation of, 469
Health care

Expenditures and average annual growth
Hospital care and physician services, 569
Prescription drug purchases in retail outlets, 569

State reform initiatives, 564-568
Summaries of legislation in selected states, 565

Health Care Reform Act (Florida), 567
Health Services Act (Washington), 567
Herrmann, Frederick M., 227–243
Hig~lways

Administrative officials
Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Aid to local governments for: 1940-92,604
Disbursements for: 1992,572
Employment and payrolls, state and local

October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Expenditures for
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
Per capita, by state: 1992,607
Summary of state payments: 1940-92,604

—



Federal funds
Apportionment of: fiscal 1993,573
By state: 1992,571

Mileage, road and street: 1992,570
National totals: 1980-92,340
Payrolls, by state

October 1991,447
October 1992,448

Receipts
By state: 1992,571

Revenue, intergovernmental
1991, 612
1992, 614

Tolls, receipts from: 1992,571
Historic preservation

Administrative officials
Salaries, 79
Selection, methods of, 74

Holidays, paid
State employees, 424

Hospitals. See also Expenditure, state, Health and
hospitals

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Payrolls, by state
October 1991,447
October 1992,448

House of Representatives. See Legislatures and
legislative procedures

I

ILCData Service Corporti”on v. County of Suffolk,
593

Impeachment
Provisions for, 63

Income
Personal, per capita, 1991,386

Income taxes. See Tax revenue; Taxation
Information resource management

Chief information officers, 429
Commissions, central organizations and budgets, 431

Information systems
Administrative officials

Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Initiative. See Direct legislation
Innovators, 496-506

Distribution and personal characteristics, 497
Employment characteristics, 498
Groups and individuals, role of, 500-503
Information environment, 498–500
Other states as models. 505

Professional environment, 503–505
Profile of, 497498

Insurance. See also Labor, Workers’ compensation
Administrative officials

Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Finances, state
By state: 1991,338, 346
By state: 1992,339
National summary: 1990-92,378
National totals: 1980-92,340
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

No-fault motor vehicle laws, 481
Terms, length and number of, 70

Intergovernmental affairs. See also Expenditure,
state; Revenue, state

Federal expenditures, 387-391
Salaries and wages, 396

Federal-state relations
Court cases, 582-585
Development in, 576-586
Federal aid to states, 587
Federalism initiatives, 578–579
Fiscal partnership, 580-581
Free trade agreements, 616-621
International developments, 585-586
Mandates, federal, 579–580
New partnership, 577-578
Policy issues, 581-582
Public opinion, 579

Finances
Federal grants to state and local governments, 393

State aid to local governments, 600-603
Financing programs, 603
Functional distribution, 601-602
History, 600-601
Issues, 603
Per capita distribution, 1992,603
Percent distribution, 1976-1992,601
Variations in aid programs, 602-603

State-local relations, 588-599
Legal decisions, 593-594
Local discretionary authority, 591-593
Mandates, 588–591
State aid and finance, 594-596
Study groups, 596-597

Interlocal Cooperation Act (Nevada), 591
Investments. See Finances, state

J
Jones, Benjamin J., 616-621
Jones, Rich, 28-33, 98-107
Judges. See also Judiciary

Chief justice
Selection, methods of, 184
Term in years, 184
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Compensation, 200
Courts of last resort

Minimum age for office, 188
Number and terms, 184
Qualifications, 188
Selection, methods of, 184

General trial courts
Minimum age for office, 188
Number and terms, 186
Qualifications, 188

Intermediate appellate courts
Minimum age for office, 188
Number and terms, 186
Qualifications, 188

Removal of, methods for
Vacancies, methods for filling, 193

Selection and retention of, 190
Judiciary, 168–183. See also Judges

Access to the courts, 173–174
Administrative offices of the courts, 202
Administrative officials

Employment and payrolls, state and local, 440
Employment, by state, 445, 446
Payrolls, by state, 447, 448

Alternative dispute resolution, 175–177
Americans with Disabilities Act, 169–170
Equal access to justice, 168-173
State-federal judicial councils, 177-179
Strategic planning, 177, 178
Technology, 174-175

K

Keffer, Gerard T., 375–377
Kehler, David, 279–293
Kincaid, John, 576-586
King v. Cuomo, 594
Kraft General Foods, Inc. v. Iowa Depatiment of

Revenue and Finance, 585

L

Labor. See also Administration and management
Administrative officials

Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Child labor, 548–549
Standards, 557

Employee leasing, 550
Employee testing, 550
Equal employment opportunity, 549-550
Family issues, 548
Legislation, 547–552
Occupational Safety and Health Act

Status of approved state plans in accordance with,
563

Preference, 551
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Private employment agencies, 551
Terms, length and number of, 70
Wages and hours, 547–548

Minimum wage, 547, 561
Prevailing wage, 547-548
Wage payment and collection, 548

Whistleblowers, 551
Workers’ compensation, 550-551

Maximum benefits for temporary total disability,
555

Land and existing structures. See Expenditure, state
Land area

By state, 635
Lawrence, Leslie A., 507-511
Laws. See Legislation
Legislation

Child passenger restraint, 479
Introductions and enactments

Regular sessions: 1992 and 1993, 148
Special sessions: 1992 and 1993, 151

Motor vehicles, 479
No-fault motor vehicle insurance, 481
Seat belt, mandatory, 479
Sunset legislation, 164
Veto, veto override and effective date, 141
Vetoed by governors

Regular sessions, 1992 and 1993, 148
Special sessions, 1992 and 1993, 151

Legislators. See also Legislatures and legislative
procedures

Demographics of, 101
Minimum age for office, 116
Number, terms and party affiliations, 113
Qualifications for election, 116
Salaries and other compensation, 102

Additional compensation, 128, 130
Compensation commissions, 122
Interim and other payments, 125
Method of setting, 122
Per diem, 123, 125
Regular sessions, 123
Retirement benefits, 132
Tied or related to state employees’ salaries, 122
Travel allowance, 123

Term limits, 29
Legislatures and legislative procedures, 98–107. See

also Direct legislation; Legislators
Appropriations process: budget documents and bills,

144
Bill and resolution introductions and enactments, 101–

102
Regular sessions, 1992 and 1993, 148
Special sessions, 1992 and 1993,151

Bill introduction, time limits on, 138
Bill pre-filing, reference and carryover, 136
Budgets

Budget documents and bills, 144
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Frequency of legislative budget cycles, 316
Legislative authority, 320

Convening places, 108
Effective date of enacted legislation, 141
Evolution, 98–99
Facilities, 103–104
Fiscal notes, content and distribution, 146
Full-time, 100-101
Future changes, 106-107
Initiative provisions for state legislation, 294
Leadership positions

Selection, methods of, House, 120
Selection, methods of, Senate, 118

Legal provisions for, 109
Lobbyists, 486--489

Definitions and prohibited activities, 490
Registration and reporting, 492

Membership turnover: 1992, 115
Names of, 108
Operations, organization and procedures, 99
Party control, 105–106
Powers

Budgetary, 144, 320
Impeachment, 63
Veto override, 141

Referendum provisions for state legislation, 294
Review of administrative regulations

Powers, 162
Structures and procedures, 160

Salaries and other compensation, 102
Sessions

Length, 99-100
Regular, 109, 148
Special, 109, 151

Staff services, 102-103
For individual legislators, 154
For standing committees, 155

Standing committees
Appointment and number, 157
Procedure, 159

Technology, 104-105
To be elected: 1994-2003,213

Lemon v. Kurtzman, 594
Libraries, public

Number of, 432
State aid, 432

Library agencies
Administrative officials

Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Licensing
Administrative officials

Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Licenses, tax revenue from
By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344, 380, 384
National summary, 378
Percent distribution of tax collections, 376

Lieutenant governors, 65–66
Consecutive terms allowed, 83
Governors, joint election with, 50
Minimum age for office, 83
Powers and duties, 84
Qualifications and terms, 83
Salaries, 77
Selection, methods of, 72
Team elections, 50
Terms, length and number of, 70, 83
To be elected: 1994-2003, 209

Liquor stores. See also Tax revenue, Alcoholic
beverages; Taxation, Alcoholic beverages

Finances, state
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Lobbyists, 486489
Banned activities, 486-487

Campaign contributions and activities, 487
Gifts, 486-487

Definitions and prohibited activities, 490
Ethics education for, 489
New laws, 486
Post-employment restrictions, 487
Registration and reporting, 487-488, 492
Technology and disclosure, 488-489

Local government. See Intergovernmental affairs
Local Government Eftlciency 2000 Act (Georgia), 591
Low, Erick B., 168–183
Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 583

M

Management. See Administration and management
Mandates. See Intergovernmental affairs
May, Janice C., 2–18
McArthur, Robert, 387–391
McDermott v. Regan, 596
Medical Services, Znc.v. City of Savage, 593
Mental health and retardation. See also Health

agency programs
Administrative officials

Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Meyer v. Grant, 283
Michelson, Ronald D., 204208, 227-243
Minimum wage

Non-farm employment: 1968-94,561
Moreau v. Klevenhagen, 583
Motor vehicles. See also Tax revenue; Taxation

Insurance, no-fault, 481
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Laws, 479
Operators licenses: 1992,478
Registrations: 1992,477

Mountain and River Corridor Protection Act
(Georgia), 588

N

National Voter Registration Act of 1993,204-
205, 582

Natural resources. See also Environment and natural
resources; Expenditure, state

Administrative officials
Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Payrolls, by state
October 1991,447
October 1992,448

Nelson, Richard R., 547-552
New York v. United States, 583
Nominating candidates for state offices

Methods of, 217
Nordlinger v. Hahn, 584
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA),

585, 616-621

0
Occupational safety and health, 553
Occupational Safety and Health Act, 554

Status of approved state plans in accordance with, 563
Occupations and professions, state regulation of

Continuing education, 475
Health occupations and professions, 469
Non-health occupations and professions, 468

Olberding, Douglas J., 310-315
Olberding, Julie Cencula, 406-412
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993,357

P

Parental leave, 422
Parimutuels

Tax revenue
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

Parks and recreation
Administrative officials

Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Parole and probation. See also Corrections
Adults on parole, 1990,534
Adults on probation, 1990,533
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Perkins, Arlene, 553–554
Personnel. See also Administration and management

Administrative officials
Salaries, 80
Selection, methods of, 75

Personnel management. See Administration and
management

PFZ Properties, Inc. v. Rodriquez, 583
Planning

Administrativeofficials
Salaries,80
Selection, methodsof, 75

Police protection. See also Expenditure, state
Employment and payrolls, state and local

October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992, 446

Payrolls, by state
October 1991, 447
October 1992,448

State police
Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Political Reform Act (California), 489
Population

Capitals, by state, 635
Largest cities, by state, 635
Totals, by state, 386, 635

Post audit
Administrativeofficials

Salaries,80
Selection, methodsof, 75

Powell v. McCormick,31
Pre-audit

Administrativeofficials
Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Prepaid Health Care Act (Hawaii), 564
Presley v. Etowah County Commission, 594
Prince, Cynthia D., 507-511
Prisons, 527

Adults admitted: 1991,531
Capacities: 1992,532
Population trends, 530

Privatization, 408, 410
Forms of, 411

Probation. See Parole and probation
Property taxes. See Tax revenue
Public assistance. See Public welfare
Public health. See Health agency programs
Public instruction. See Education
Public library. See Libraries, public
Public school systems. See Education, elementary and

secondary
Public utilities
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Administrative officials
Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Commissions
Commissioners, 483
Number of members and employees, 483
Regulatory authority, 483
Regulatory functions of, selected, 484
Selection of members, 483

Employment and payrolls, state and local
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Finances, state
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Public welfare
Administrative officials

Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Aid to local governments for: 1940-92,604
Employment and payrolls, state and local

October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Employment, by state
October 1991,445
October 1992,446

Expenditures for
By state: 1991,350
By state: 1992,352
Intergovernmental, by state: 1991,608
Intergovernmental, by state: 1992,609
Per capita, by state: 1991,606
Per capita, by state: 1992,607
Summary of state payments: 1940-92,604

National totals: 1980-92,340
Payrolls, by state

October 1991,447
October 1992,448

Revenue, intergovernmental
1991,612
1992, 614

Purchasing, 408
Administrative officials

Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Buy-American laws, 433
Other practices, 433
Recycled products, 434
Thresholds, 409

Q
Quill Corporation v. North Dakota, 584

R

Recall of state oftlcials
Applicabilityto stateofficials, 305
Petitions,305
Review, appealandelection, 307

Reeves, Rhonda, 525-529
Referendum. See Direct legislation
Retirement systems. See Employeeretirementsystems
Revenue, state, 324-325. See also Finances, state; Tax

revenue; Taxation
Administrative officials

Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Estimating practices, 322
General

By source and state: 1991,342
By source and state: 1992,344
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Insurance trust
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Intergovernmental
By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344
From federal and local governments, 340, 612, 614
National totals: 1980-92,340

Liquor stores
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Sources of, 325
Summary financial aggregates

By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339

Taxes
By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344
National totals: 1980-92,340

Totals
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Utilities
By state: 1991,338
By state: 1992,339
National totals: 1980-92,340

Reynolds v. Simms, 98
Roads. See Highways
Rufo v. Inmates of Suffolk County Jail, 584
Rutan et al. v. Republican Party of Illinois, 45
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s
Safe Drinking Water Act, 580, 595
Safety and health. See Occupationalsafety andhealth
Salaries

Administrativeofficials, 77
Courtadministrativeofficials, 202
Expenditure,state

By state: 1991,346
Governors,53, 77
Judgesof appellateandgeneraltrialcourts,200
Legislators

Additionalcompensation,128, 130
Interimandotherpayments,125
Regularsessions, 123

School Committee of Town of York v. Town of York
and Charter Commission, 593

Secretaries of state
Duties

Archives, 89
Custodial,89
Elections, 87
Legislative, 89
Publication,89
Registration,87

Minimumage for office, 86
Qualificationsfor office, 86
Salaries,77
Selection, methodsof, 72, 86
Terms, lengthandnumberof, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

Senate. See Legislaturesandlegislative procedures
Shaw v. Reno, 583
Smolka, Richard G., 204–208
Social insurance administration

Employmentandpayrolls, stateandlocal
October 1991,440
October 1992,440

Social services. See also Public welfare
Administrative officials

Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Society of Separationists v. Whitehead, 5
Solid Waste Authority Act (New Mexico), 591
Solid waste management

Administrativeofficials
Salaries,81
Selection, methodsof, 76

South African Democratic Transition Support Act,
582

State pages
Historicaldata,633
Official names,capitals,zip codes, switchboards,632
Selected officials andstatistics,by state,637-664
Statistics,635

State police. See Police protection
State-local relations. See Intergovernmentalaffairs

Stern, Robert M., 279-293
Strumpf v. Lau, 4
Sunset legislation, 164
Suter v. Artist M., 584

T

Tax amnesty programs
November 22, 1982-present,363

Tax provisions and public financing
Fundingstateelections, 276

Tax revenue. See also Revenue, state; Taxation
Alcoholic beverages

License: 1992,384
National summary: 1990-92,378
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

Amusements
License: 1992,384
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

By source and state: 1991,342
By source and state: 1992,344
By state, summary of: 1990-92,379
By type of tax

By state: 1992,380
National summary: 1990-92,378

Collections
For selected states, 376, 376-377
In 1992, 375–377
Percent distribution by major tax category, 376

Corporations in general, licenses
By state: 1992,384
National summary: 1990-92,378

Death and gift
By state: 1992,380
National summary: 1990-92,378

Documentary and stock transfer
By state: 1992,380

Hunting and fishing license
By state: 1992,384
National summary: 1990-92,378

Income
Percentage distribution of tax collections, 376

Income, corporate and individual
By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344, 380
National summary: 1990-92,378

Insurance
National summary: 1990-92,378
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

Licenses
By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344, 380, 384
National summary: 1990-92,378
Percentage distribution of tax collections, 376

Motor fuels
National summary: 1990-92,378
Sales and gross receipts: 1991,342
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Sales and gross receipts: 1992,344, 382
Motor vehicle license

By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344, 384
National summary: 1990-92,378

Motor vehicle operators license
By state: 1992,384
National summary: 1990-92,378

Occupations and businesses, license
By state: 1992,384

Parimutuels
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

Property taxes
By state: 1992,380
National summary: 1990-92,378

Public utilities
License: 1992,384
National summary: 1990-92,378
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

Sales and gross receipts
By source and state: 1992,382
By state: 1991,342
By state: 1992,344, 380
National summary: 1990-92,378
Percentage distribution of tax collections, 376
Selective, by state: 1992,382

Severance taxes
By state: 1992,380
National summary: 1990-92,378

Tax burden, 377
Tobacco products

National summary: 1990-92,378
Sales and gross receipts: 1992,382

Taxation, 356–360. See also Revenue, state; Tax
revenue

Agencies administering, 361
Alcoholic beverages, 360

Agencies administering, 362
Excise tax rates, 364

Death
Agencies administering, 362

Distilled spirits
Excise tax rates, 364

Excise tax rates, 364
Gasoline

Agencies administering, 361
General sales and gross receipts tax

Excise tax rates, 364
Growth rates for major sources, 326
Income

Agencies administering, 361
Corporate, 357-358, 370
Individual, 356-357
Individual personal, 367, 369

Motor fuel, 358-359
Excise tax rates, 364

Motor vehicle

Agencies administering, 361
Sales, 358

Agencies administering, 361
Exemptions for food and drugs, 366

Severance: 1993,372
Tobacco products, 359–360

Agencies administering, 362
Cigarette excise tax rate, 364

Term limits, 28–33
Court challenges, 30-31
Federal and state legislators, 29
Governors, 30, 43-44
State elected officials, 70
Turnover, 31–32

Tetra Technologies, Inc. v. Harter, 593
Tobacco products. See Taxation;Tax revenue
Tobacco Sales Act (New Mexico), 592
Tourism

Administrativeofficials
Salaries,81
Selection, methodsof, 76

Transportation. See also Highways
Administrative officials

Salaries, 81
Selection, methods of, 76

Travel allowance
Governors, 53
Legislators, 123

Treasurers
Cash management programs and services, 334
Demand deposits, 336
Duties

Bond issue, 95
College savers program, 95
Debt service, 95
Deferred compensation, 95
Investment of funds, 95
Linked deposits, 95
Local government investment pool, 95
Management of bonded debt, 95
Unclaimed property, 95

Investments, allowable, 332
Minimum age for office, 94
Qualifications for office, 94
Salaries, 77
Selection, methods of, 72, 94
Terms, length and number of, 70
To be elected: 1994-2003,209

u
Utilities. See Publicutilities

v
Veto

Gubernatorial power, 4445, 55, 141
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Measures vetoed by governor
Regular sessions: 1992 and 1993, 148
Special sessions: 1992 and 1993, 151

Override powers of legislatures, 55, 141, 162
Voting. See Elections
Voting Rights Act, 31, 583

w
Wages and hours. See also Compensation; Labor

Child labor standards
Non-farm employment, 557

Minimum wage
Non-farm employment: 1968-94,561

Welfare. See Public welfare
Wieder v. Skalu, 584
Wisconsin Department of Revenue v. William Wrigley,

Jr., Co., 585
Wisconsin v. Mitchell, 583
Withrow v. Willidms, 584
Wulf, Henry S., 323-331, 449455, 600-603

z
Zimmerman, Joseph F., 588-599
Zip codes

Of statecapitals,632
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