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Foreword

Itiswith great pleasure that we offer the 2004 edition of The Book of the States. As mentioned in the 2003
edition, The Council of State Governmentsis now publishing this premier reference book annually to serve
policymakers and other readers in atimely manner.

Since its establishment as the national organization of state governments more than 70 years ago, CSG
has worked with state leaders and managers to put the best ideas and solutions into practice. In particular,
CSG promotes the sovereignty of the states and their rolein the American federal system, builds leadership
skillsto improve decision-making, interprets emerging trends and i ssues and advocates multi-state solutions
to better prepare for the future. This particular edition of The Book of the Sates includes articles on most
recent trends and issues with relevant tables and figures.

Although the overall picture of state budgets |ooks brighter in 2004 compared to 2003, policymakers and
administrators are still faced with many challenges. Hopefully, this new edition will be informative and
useful to them when they tackle difficult tasks, aswell asfor researcherswhen they ook for emerging trends
and reliable comparative data.

May 2004 Daniel M. Sprague
Executive Director
The Council of State Governments
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INTRODUCTION

Looking Ahead: Emerging Trends and Issues

in State Government
By Keon S. Chi

The year 2004 may be characterized as a year of
elections, tight budgets and job growth. In addition
to the presidential and congressional elections, vot-
ersin many stateswill elect their governorsand other
statewide executive officials as well as legislators
and judges. Stateswill have opportunitiesto demon-
strate how much improvement they have made in
transforming their election process under the recent
election reform measure. Although the picture of the
nation’s economy looked brighter in early 2004 com-
pared with 2003, state policymakers are still faced
with a number of challenges ahead, such as uncer-
taintiesin revenues and expenditures and unpredict-
ablefederal tax policy, mandates and financial aid to
state and local government. Another major challenge
for state policymakers is launching new economic
development strategies to create and expand more
jobsin times of changing market environments, do-
mestic and abroad.

The 2004 edition of The Book of the Sates is de-
signed to provide state policymakers, researchersand
students of state government with the most recent
information and comparative dataon these and other
ingtitutional and policy issues. Like the two previ-
ous annual editions, this volume emphasizes recent
and emerging trends in institutional setups, politics,
management, policies and programs. This edition
includes 10 chapterswith 39 articles authored by top
research scholars and practitionersin selected areas
of state government. It also contains more than 270
up-to-date tables and figures compiled by article au-
thors, national organizations of state officials, think
tanks, the U.S. Bureau of the Census and The Coun-
cil of State Governments.

State Constitutions

In Chapter 1, Janice May of the University of Texas
at Austin, along-time contributor to The Book of the
Sates, summarizes constitutional developments in
2003. Although there were fewer constitutional de-
velopmentsin 2003 compared to other odd-numbered
years, May says, there were several important de-
velopments, including the establishment of a new
state constitutional commission in Alabama, the his-
torical governor’srecall and replacement electionin
Californiaunder the constitution of Golden State and
ajudicial decision regarding same-sex marriage, an

interpretation of the state constitution by the Massa-
chusetts Supreme Judicial Court. Of particular inter-
est to observers of state constitutional developments
in 2003 wasthe Alabamagovernor’s proposal on tax
and spending reforms. Gov. Bob Riley, who initially
supported constitutional revision, but not a conven-
tion, set up the 35-member Alabama Citizens' Con-
stitutional Commission by executive order in Janu-
ary, but in the end the governor’s proposal met de-
feat by the voters in September. In 2003, according
to May, none of the familiar reform proposals re-
garding the framework of state government were on
the ballot. Regarding policy provisions, she high-
lightsthe Nevada Supreme Court case on abal anced
budget, which directed the state legislature to waive
the constitutional requirement of a two-thirds vote
to raise tax revenues. |n addition, the author touches
on the developments in constitutional provisions on
public education in several states. It might be inter-
esting to watch how the constitutional conventions
in Colorado and Rhode Island will turn out in 2004.

Federalism and
I nter gover nmental Relations

Chapter 2 contains articles on federal-state, state-
local and interstate relations. The continuing trend in
recent U.S. federalism is characterized as “ coercive
or regulatory federalism” and reduced cooperation
with major intergovernmental programs. In hisarticle
on “Trendsin Federalism: Continuity, Change and Po-
larization,” John Kincaid, director of Meyner Center
at Lafayette College and former director of the U.S.
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, saysthat the U.S. Supreme Court’s 2002-2003
term did not advancethe recent trend of “ state-friendly
federalismjurisprudence.” Heohserves: “ Althoughthe
stateswon many casesin the Supreme Court, the 2002-
03 term was one in which, as justice Ruth Bader
Ginsburg described, federalism was ‘the dog that
didn’t bark.”” Under President George W. Bush, like
other former gubernatorial presidents, thefederal sys-
tem has not been amore friendly environment for the
states. In the area of homeland security, for example,
“antiterrorismisbeing ingtitutionalized with much the
same patterns of cooperation, conflict, coercion and
competition.” In 2003, partisan polarization has
strained the traditional bipartisanship of the major
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national organizations' state and local leaders.
Kincaid also says that the federalization of state
criminal law has been another trend in federal-state
relations, while federal encroachment on state tax
systems and powers has been a characteristic of co-
ercive or regulatory federalism. Regarding future
development, Kincaid predicts: “State activism in
forging new policies and bucking federal policies
continuesaswell and islikely tointensify in response
to rising partisan polarization.”

It appears no new trends are emerging in state-lo-
cal relations. Based on anational survey of municipal
leagues and county associations conducted in 2003,
Joseph Zimmerman of the State University of New
York, Albany reports that several states initiated ac-
tions to assist local governments by broadening their
discretionary authority and establishing special assis-
tance programs. At the sametime, more than one-half
of the 41 respondents reported the legislatures had
imposed additional mandates since 1990 and one-third
reported theimposition of additional restraints. He says
that state mandates continue to be a problem for gen-
eral-purpose local governments. In Zimmerman's
words: “ It is apparent mobilization of public and pri-
vate resources by local governments to solve serious
problems depends heavily upon the state legislature
granting them broad discretionary powersand provid-
ing financial assistance in various forms. grants-in-
aid, revenue sharing, municipal bond banks, munici-
pal investment pools, municipal insurance pools, and
municipal infrastructurefunds.” He concludesthat his
2003 survey produced little evidence of new emerg-
ing trends in state-local relations.

Although states have been increasingly intercon-
nected, the likelihood of sustained cooperative action
among them remains problematic. In her article on
“Trends and Issues in Interstate Cooperation,” Ann
O'M. Bowman of the University of South Carolina
says, “The pulls and pushes of competition and coop-
eration lead to a constantly evolving interstate equi-
librium.” She presents her findings from a detailed
analysisof recent cooperative efforts of the states, such
as voluntary associations, multi-state legal actions,
uniform laws, administrative agreementsand interstate
compacts. On average, a state is a party to a multi-
statelegal action on 25 occasions. Regarding uniform
state laws, she mentions about 22 new uniform laws
finalized inthe 1990s. Administrative agreements can
be effective interstate cooperation because they are
easier to initiate, negotiate, and amend, while inter-
state compacts are appropriate in instances in which
complex legal or fiscal issuesexist. Themainfocusin
Bowman’sarticleison interstate compacts. The aver-
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agerate of compact membership for statesis 25.4 com-
pacts, ranging from 16 to 32. Of the interstate com-
pacts in existence in 2003, 32 had been ratified only
by one state. Although the trend is for compacts to
includelarge numbersof states, it isinteresting to note,
about one third of interstate compacts are bilateral.
“Because compacts require the approval of the mem-
ber states’ legislatures,” Bowman says, “the compact
negotiation and ratification process can bog down in
intra-state politics.”

State L egislative Branch

Chapter 3 deals with state legislatures. In 2004,
three out of four state legislators are up for election,
many in redrawn legidlative districts. “ The 2004 ses-
sions are likely to see legislatures deal with a num-
ber of issues with budgets remaining at the top of
the list,” say Rich Jones of the National Conference
of State Legislatures and Alan Rosenthal of Rutgers
University. Intheir article, “Trendsin State Legisla-
tures,” the two long-time observers of state legisla-
turesidentify several recent trends and offer reasons
behind them. For example, they comment on the
composition of state legislatures by pointing out the
increasing numbers of women and minorities; greater
professionalization of legislative bodies; heightened
partisan competition; the use of technology to improve
legidlative procedures; the growing size of legidative
staff and decentralized staffing patterns; and the
effects of term limits. Regarding the effects of legis-
lative term limits, Jones and Rosenthal report: “The
initial effectsof term limitsinclude highturnover rates,
less experience among legidative leaders and com-
mittee chairs and shiftsin power between the legida-
ture and the executive. Legislatures have responded
by increasing training for new legislators, changing
leadership selection processes and adjusting legida-
tive procedures.” Regarding the 2003 and 2004 ses-
sions, the authors say: “Legidatures performed their
dutiesadmirably intheface of significant budget prob-
lems. With a couple of exceptions, they ended fiscal
year 2003 in the black and passed balanced budgets
for 2004. However, somelegislatures acted only after
considerabl e debate and dramatic departuresfrom their
normal processes. Most legislatures opted for spend-
ing cuts and fee increases to balance their budget...
Although the national economy isrecovering statetax
revenues tend to lag and states must find increasesin
Medicaid, corrections and K-12 education costs.”

State Executive Branch

Chapter 4 includes articles on key elected execu-
tive officias (constitutional officers), including gov-



ernors, lieutenant governors, secretaries of state, at-
torneysgeneral, auditors, comptrollersand treasurers.

Governors

The year 2003 is “ayear of major changes occur-
ring to governors’ says Thad Beyle of the Univer-
sity of North Carolinaat Chapel Hill inhisarticleon
“Governors: Elections, Campaign Costs, Profiles,
Forced Exits and Powers.” Such changesincludethe
recall of former California Gov. Gray Davis and re-
placement election of Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger;
the elections of new Republican governorsin Ken-
tucky, Louisiana and Mississippi; the succession of
governors by lieutenant governors in Indiana and
Utah; and eight women serving asgovernorsin 2004,
the largest number of female governors serving at
one time in the office. Beyle presents the most re-
cent data on campaign costs of gubernatorial elec-
tionsand adetailed analysis of newly-elected gover-
nors. New governors were elected in 36 of 53 elec-
tions held between 2000 and 2003, and, in 2004, 38
of the governors are serving in their first term. He
also offers an overview of governorswho faced im-
peachment, removal and resignation. He findings:
between 1851 and 2003, 29 governorsfaced the pros-
pect of having to leave office through impeachment,
removal or resignation dueto a criminal conviction.
Seventeen governors have been impeached and,
while eight of them were acquitted of the charges,
nine were convicted by their state senates. Of these
nine losers in the fight, six were removed from of-
fice and three others resigned upon their conviction.
Hesays, “ The beginning of thiscentury hascertainly
proven to be atime of change in the governors' of-
fices across the 50 states.”

Lieutenant Governors

“The office of lieutenant governor is gaining rec-
ognition for its power and possibility,” says Julia
Hurst, executive director of the National Lieutenant
Governors Association. In her article, “Lieutenant
Governors: Powerful in Two Branches,” she says
lieutenant governors hold powers in both the execu-
tive and legislative branches, many of them are
elected asateam with the governors and preside over
the senate. An emerging trend is that lieutenant gov-
ernors are being named to lead state agencies. Cur-
rently 42 states have lieutenant governors and 23
serve as acting governor when the governor is out of
state. Every lieutenant governor becomes governor
if the office is vacated. In 2003, lieutenant gover-
norsin Indiana, Utah and American Samoa succeeded
their governors. Eight governors were once lieuten-
ant governors. Although lieutenant governorsin sev-
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eral states have no other roles to perform other than
gubernatorial succession and presiding over the sen-
ate, Hurst observes nearly al lieutenant governors
actively and successfully pursue state legislation un-
der others' sponsorship. In addition, lieutenant gov-
ernors spearheaded the passage of 2003 legislation
tofund costal restoration, regulated “ cyberstalking,”
set up nursing standards and scholarships, and ap-
propriated nearly $1 million for statewide trauma
efforts. She concludes: “Lieutenant governors are
also stepping up and taking greater roles through
projects, initiatives and ‘use of the bully pulpit’...
With fiscal shortfalls, continuing globalization and
homeland security among the most recent challenges
to face states, it is likely that the role of lieutenant
governor will continue to grow.”

Secretaries of States

Major issues for secretaries of states include elec-
tion reform, e-government and international relations,
according an article on “ Secretaries of States: Duties
and Responsihilities” by Kay Stimson of the National
Association of Secretaries of State. The secretary of
state in each state is responsible for elections, busi-
ness filings, archives, licensing, administrative rules
and the publication of legislative acts. However,
Stimson says, election reform isthe most pressing is-
sue in 2004 largely due to the new federd law, the
HelpAmericaVoteAct of 2002 (HAVA), which makes
most secretaries of state accountable for amyriad of
state operations. In 2004, other election-related areas
include the presidential primary schedule, the steady
declinein voter turnout and methods for ensuring the
continuity of Congressin the event of terrorist attacks
or natural disasters. E-government related topics in-
clude voter registration, election results, historical
documents, business registration as well as various
statewide directories and databases. Secretaries of
states in several states are actively involved in inter-
national trade. In summary, Stimson says, “Whilethe
office of secretary of state requiresacore understand-
ing of all aspects of state government, it has also
evolved into aposition that demandsincreasingly spe-
cialized skills and knowledge.”

Attorneys General

Whether attorneys general are viewed as activ-
ists, advocates or interpreters of thelaw, they impact
al areas of pubic policy and all aspects of citizen
life, saysAngelitaPlemmer of the National Associa-
tion of Attorneys General. In her article, “ Attorneys
General: Roles and Emerging Issues,” she describes
specific roles performed by attorneys general. Attor-
neys general serve asthe chief legal officers of their
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states; are instrumental in efforts by the state to en-
surefull, free and fair competition in the marketplace
through the enforcement of antitrust laws; play apiv-
otal roleinlaw enforcement in thefight against crime;
are looking at the increasing number of crimes oc-
curring over the Internet, including identify theft,
stalking and other crimes against children; are alead-
ing consumer protection force in defending senior
citizens from telephone and mail fraud and home
repair scams; safeguarding consumers from price
gouging and charities fraud in the wake of disasters;
and protecting consumers from fraudulent practices.
They aso play a major role in the burgeoning pri-
vacy arena, and protecting and enhancing the states
natural resources. They protect against the increas-
ing use of federal preemptionin the areaswhere states
have traditionally exercised police powersto protect
their citizens, as well. Plemmer concludes: “Attor-
neys general occupy a position of enormous power
and responsibility in state government. Whether as
interpretersor advocates, state attorneysgeneral have
contributed critical momentum to the development
of American law.”

Treasurers

“Asthe chief financial officers of the states, trea-
surers are the guardians of taxpayer money,” says
the National Association of State Treasurers
(NAST). In “Treasurers: Safeguarding and Grow-
ing Public Fund,” NAST notes that treasurers are
elected by votersin 37 states, elected by the legis-
laturesin four states and appointed by the governor
in nine states. They serve either four or two-year
terms. Emerging and current issues of interest for
state treasurers range from the college savings plans
to general investment of taxpayer monies. Statetrea-
surers are responsible for management and invest-
ment of morethan $1.5trillion in state funds. Trea-
surers also deal with unclaimed (abandoned) prop-
erty. Recently, they have implemented financial lit-
eracy initiatives to help people better manage their
resources from birth to retirement. In some states,
treasurers initiated corporate governance reforms
in the wake of the Enron and Worldcom scandals.
State pension plans were affected on abroad scale,
making it difficult for retirees and future retirees
across the county. In the past few years, numerous
state treasurers have made changes in their states
regarding investment and management of public
funds and established investor protection principles.
NAST concludes: “Sound and profitable invest-
ments made by state treasurers make it possible for
budgetsto be balanced, for taxpayer-supported pro-
grams to be maintained and grown, and for a posi-

xxiv  The Book of the States 2004

tive and equitable level of investment growth for
public funds to be achieved.”

Auditors, Comptrollersand Treasurers

“Government accountability, advancing techno-
logical progress, and market reforms combine to in-
fluence the future direction of our state chief finan-
cial officers,” says John J. Radford, president of the
National Association of State Auditors, Comptrol-
lersand Treasurers (NASACT). Inhisarticle, “ Trends
in State Government Accounting, Auditing and Trea-
sury,” Radford highlights major issues faced by
NASACT members, such as the implementation of
financial reporting standards promulgated by the
Government Accounting Standards Board, e-com-
merce, cost recovery projects to recover losses due
to erroneous payments and the efficiencies of con-
solidation and centralization. NASACT members
also face several challenges in the areas of security
issues, competent staff retention, promotion of gov-
ernment standards for accounting and audits, and
state chief financial officers' responsibility to deal
with corporate governance. According to the author,
“Financial transactions are increasingly automated
or outsourced, and finance officials are being chal-
lenged to apply their existing skills to strategic ac-
tivities that enhance financial government perfor-
mance and customer service.” Regarding future de-
velopments, he says, “As public financial managers
evolve beyond traditional backroom operationsinto
amore strategic role, the demands on public finance
officerswill intensify. Continuing education and tech-
nical training — along with advanced college educa-
tion and professional certification are the key ingre-
dients necessary to keep and prepare public finance
professionals for their future role.”

State Judicial Branch

“These are challenging times for the state judicial
branches. Funding has been cut, relations with the
other branches of government are frayed and elec-
tion campaignsfor judicial office can beinjudicious.
Significant innovation is occurring nonetheless. Ef-
fective practicesin onejurisdiction are being spread
nationally.” In his article, “Trends and Issuesin the
State Courts: Challenges and Achievements’ in
Chapter 5, David Rottman of the National Center for
State Courts reports that emerging trends shaping
state courtsinclude adopting contemporary manage-
ment principles; the declining demand for judicial
intervention in some legal arenas; private judging
taking major business disputes from the state courts;
the public replacing lawyers asthe primary constitu-
ency in the minds of the state court judges and staff;



diffusion of successful innovations reaching a na-
tional audience; and frayed relationships between
executive, legislative, andjudicial branchesand prob-
lematic judicial elections. Rottman raises several
questions about state courts: Can the growth of prob-
lem solving courts be sustained? Can non-regul atory
approaches moderate judicial elections? Can courts
win the public’s attention? Can court budgeting be
organized in a way that balances judicial account-
ability and independence? The author concludes:
“The environment in which the state courts operate
ismore complicated than in the past. The state courts
today are being driven by diverse trends, some play-
ing out the logic of previous eras of reform. At the
same time, courts are struggling to keep afloat in a
harsh budgetary environment, to build durable pro-
cesses of innovation, and to mainstream for general
use approaches first created for very specific kinds
of cases.

State Elections and Ethics

Chapter 6 includes articles on el ection reform, the
recall electionin Californiaand theissue of ethicsin
state government.

Election Reform

Although the federal government established fun-
damental mandates in election reform legislation, it
|eft to the states how to accomplish those tasks. Talk-
ing about the Help America Vote Act of 2002
(HAVA), Doug Lewis of The Election Center says,
“The act itself is a watershed event in the history of
American democracy becauseit brought, for thefirst
time, asignificant federal roleto the conduct of elec-
tions in America.” Under HAVA, in order to keep
the U.S. Department of Justice out of an administra-
tive role, in addition to its historic role of enforce-
ment, states had to be willing to take on additional
oversight to assure that elections met the objectives
established by Congress. HAVA is also unique in
that its funding comes from fiscal year budgets of
the federal government, but once distributed to the
states, it essentially becomes* no year money,” mean-
ing that states are not required to spend it in one spe-
cific fiscal year. The advantage of thisis quite clear:
states are not forced to find ways to spend. On the
other hand, Congress established the new Election
Assistance Commission (EAC) at the federal level
but gave the EAC no authority to neither interpret
nor enforce the law. It is charged with developing
‘voluntary’ voting machine standards (now called
guidelines) to apply to any voting equipment usedin
federal elections. This unique law may also provide
state legislatures and governors with a blueprint for

INTRODUCTION

determining similar structures within state statutes.
Lewis concludes: “HAVA, while not especially
well written from a clarity standpoint, establishes
unique concepts that bear close observation in fos-
tering anew eraof federalism where governments
actually trust each other and work together to serve
the public. Only time will tell whether that direc-
tion is successful.”

Recall Election

“California’s recall election gave voice to voter
dissatisfaction with the state’s direction and resulted
in areturn to the type of moderate Republican gov-
ernor that had led the state throughout much of the
1980s and 1990s. While exciting, it does not repre-
sent a sea change in California politics.” In hisar-
ticle on “The California Governor’'s Recall,” Thad
Kousser of University of California, San Diego pre-
sents a detailed account of a governor’s recall and
replacement el ections, highlighting the background,
politics, trends in public opinions and actual voting
results with relevant statistics. With 61 percent of
registered voters turning out, participationin there-
call exceeded turnout in recent gubernatorial elec-
tionsbut fell well below California’s 71 percent turn-
out level in the 2000 presidential election. With vot-
ersrecaling Gray Davis by a 55 percent to 45 per-
cent margin, Schwarzenegger was sworn in as his
replacement on November 17, 2003. Kousser argues
that the real story of the recall was that Republican
and independent voters became more and more com-
fortable with using the recall mechanism to oust the
unpopular Davis. However, he notes, the lessons of
Gray Davis defeat intherecall arelesscertain. That
awell-funded campaign against his recall could fail
inaprimarily Democratic stateis surprising. But so
too is the level to which his approval sank, 25 per-
cent, and the fact that he performed so poorly in the
2002 election. In summary, Kousser says, “Seenin
this light, the recall does not represent a sea change
in California politics. Instead, it marks the fruition
of voter discontent that had grown since the energy
crisis and the state’s downward fiscal turn. The re-
call allowed Davis criticsto offer up astronger field
of alternatives, and California voters were happy to
choose one.”

Ethics

Itisdifficult to draw any meaningful comparisons
of state ethicslaws. The difficulty to identify trends
in standards created as a remedy to ethics concerns
within the states is compounded by significant dif-
ferencesin the manner in which jurisdictions define
“ethics” and regulate oversight. Ohio Ethics Com-
mission Director David Freel argues in his article,
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“Comparing State Ethics Laws and Ethics Trendsand
Issues,” the difficulty in drawing issues involving
giftsand gratuities, and the conflicts of interest aris-
ing from family and unique non-profit and private
sector relationships, continue to present trend issues
for the states and the general public. As ethics com-
parisons or trends are summarized to generalizations,
all too often they are misleading or incorrect. For
many jurisdictions, however, the term ethics de-
scribes standards of official conduct. These standards
are often statutory and commonly involve issues of
financial or familial conflicts of interest. For enti-
tieshaving ethicsoversight in at |east 27 states, they
also include some type of personal (as opposed to
campaign contribution or finance) disclosure. Fol-
lowing his analyses of ethics oversight, jurisdiction,
authority, Freel highlights recent cases and develop-
ments in several specific areas, including gifts and
gratuities, misuse of public position, nepotism, con-
flict of interest, revolving door, funding and ethics
information systems

State Finance and Census

In Chapter 7 on state finance and census, we have
included articles on tax revenues, state budgets, lot-
tery revenues, emerging immigration patterns and
women in state government.

Tax Revenues

“Today, the revenue picture is a bit brighter, but
not strong enough for governors to snap fiscal ships
into autopilot. Many governors have now gone back
to their public after a stormy year, and few are talk-
ing about federal relief.” Based on her analysis of
the 2004 state of the state addresses by governors,
Katherine Willoughby of Georgia State University
discusses what governors are proposing for increas-
ing revenues in her article “Tax Revenues in 2004:
GovernorsLook Inward?’ Statetotal budget balances
asapercent of expenditures have stabilized, yet they
remain low, according to her. The 2004 figureis es-
timated to be 3.2 percent, compared with 10.4 per-
cent in 2000. Willoughby says, “It is only mildly
encouraging that state budget gaps have contracted
and there are fewer states currently experiencing
imbalance when compared to the same period last
year. Nonetheless, states have yet to realize the re-
view growth either hoped for or forecasted.” 1n 2004,
she says, governors have proposed the same strate-
giesto deal withfiscal problems, yet they have added
new economic devel opment strategies, public-private
partnerships, tax reform, and constitutional and statu-
tory changes regarding new funds or balanced bud-
gets. Regarding federal aid, she says, “Whilethefed-
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eral government came forward with $20 billion for
the states just this past year, major discretionary and
mandatory program funding changes from 2004 to
2005 have decreased. President Bush's 2005 budget
calls for a decrease of 4 percent in mandatory and
entitlement spending.” The author concludes: “Inthe
end, the governors are calling on the public again, to
recognize that states are not out of the woods, that
more tax, spending and debt strategies must be con-
sidered and undoubtedly that most citizenswill need
to contribute more for states to get the work done
that is both needed and expected.”

Budget

In response to budget shortfallsin 2003, states cut
spending drastically, raised taxes and tapped the bud-
get reserves. Nick Samuels of the National Associa-
tion of State Budget Officerslooksback and forward
to identify recent and future trends in state budget
situations. Inhisarticle, “Long Term Budget Stabil-
ity Amidst Fiscal Crises: What Can States Do to
Better Navigate the Next One?,” Samuels finds that
despite a decline in revenues, states were under
spending pressures, especially due to Medicaid and
other health care problems. States continued to en-
act negative growth budgets, increasing taxes and
fees, drawing from reserves and reorganizing pro-
grams. While the picture of the nation’s economy as
of early 2004 looked brighter than in the past two
years, state budget officersarestill faced with anum-
ber of challenges. “These include revenue estima-
tion uncertainty, expenditure estimation uncertainty,
unpredictable federal tax policy, unpredictable fed-
eral mandates, unpredictable court decisions, unpre-
dictable voter decisions, and even natural disasters
or events such as the 2001 terrorist attacks.” The
author recommends states focus more on the cycli-
cal nature of the economy and examine structural
reforms that will benefit them in the long term.

Lotteries

State lottery revenues provide assistant to educa-
tion, general funds and other vital state programs. In
hisarticle, “Lotteries: Where the Money Goes,” Alan
Yandow of the Vermont Lottery and director of the
Tri-State Lotto Commission gives an overview of
state-run lotteriesintermsof the size of salesand prof-
its and then shows how lottery revenues have been
spent in stateswith lotteries. All of the net profitsfrom
lottery revenues have been used to provide financia
assistant to support primary and secondary education
in 13 states and a portion of lottery revenue goes to
provide assistance to education in 11 states, accord-
ing to Yandow. In five states, |ottery revenues go di-
rectly into general funds. Other states allocated |ot-



tery revenuesfor anumber of programs, such asenvi-
ronment and natural resources, parks and recreation,
wildlife, open space, public building, retirements, capi-
tal projects or property tax relief. He also notes that
lottery revenues have helped small retail shopshby in-
creasing “foot traffic” and paying commissions. Ac-
cording to the author, since the beginning of lotteries
in 1964, |ottery organizations have paid morethan $28
billion in commissionsto lottery retailers, with more
than $2.5 hillion paidin fiscal 2003. “ Thisisnot only
a huge contribution to the financia security of many
small storeowners, but also accounts for sizable sales
withinthelarger chain stores,” saysYandow. “ Respon-
sible, well run lotteries, such as the current U.S. lot-
teries, are the worth inheritors of along lottery past.”

Demographic Changes

An analysisof new migration datarevealsdistinct
contributions of immigration from broad and domes-
tic migration to population change across the nation.
“Large numbers of immigrants continue to concen-
tratein major ‘immigrant magnet’ areas, at the same
timethat domestic migrants are gravitating to awider
range of areas, and local destinations within them,”
says demographer William Frey, in his article,
“Where Immigrants Matter Most: Assessing New
Migration Dynamicsin America.” Based on the 2000
census of the nation’s 81 largest metropolitan areas,
Frey found that between 1995 and 2000, New York,
LosAngeles, San Francisco and Chicago beat all oth-
ers in the number of migrants they attracted from
abroad, and these metropolitan areas led all other
metropolitan areas in the number of domestic mi-
grantsthey lost to other parts of the country. He says
these four large immigrant magnet metros possess
diverse economies and populations that continue to
attractimmigrantsto their established ethnic enclaves
which provide them with social and economic sup-
port and links to established nichesin their commu-
nities. At the same time, they have become highly
urbanized and congested regions with rising hous-
ing costs and long commutes which have made them
less attractive and affordable to longer term residents
at the middle and lower end of the socioeconomic
ladder. Of al US counties, 239 grew from domestic
migration at rates higher than 10 percent over the
1995-2000 period. Of these, only five counties
showed growth of greater than 5 percent based on
migration from abroad; and 183 of these did not reg-
ister as much as 2 percent growth from migration
from abroad. These trends show that the broad pat-
tern of domestic migrant dispersal tendsto dominate
growth on the peripheries of metropolitan areas and
beyond. Hisconclusion: “Newly rel eased census data
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reveal anew migration dynamics that will have im-
portant impacts on demographic change in different
parts of the country.”

Women

Despite arecent increase in the number of women
governors, women's progress, especially at the state-
wide elective and statelegislative levels, has slowed
according to Susan Carroll of the Center for Ameri-
can Women and Politics at Rutgers University. The
future for women in state government would seem
to depend, at least in part, upon the strength of ef-
forts to actively recruit women for elective and ap-
pointive positions. She reports that in early 2004,
women held 25.4 percent of the 315 statewide elec-
tive positions. In addition to the eight women gov-
ernors, women served as lieutenant governorsin 17
of the 43 states that elected lieutenant governorsin
statewide elections. Other women elected executive
officials include: 10 secretaries of state, eight state
treasurers, five attorneys general, nine chief educa-
tion officials, eight state auditors, four public ser-
vice commissioners, three state comptroller/control-
lers, two chief agricultura officials, two commission-
ersof insurance, two commissioners of |abor and two
corporation commissioners. By early 2004, the pro-
portion of women serving in state legislatures across
the country has increased to 22.4 percent. In state
courts, 98 of the 335 justices on state courts of last
resort in late 2003 were women. In her article,
“Women in State Government: Historical Overview
and Current Trends,” she observes, “Women have
significantly increased their numbers among state
government officials over the past several decades.”
Regarding the future for women in state government,
Carroll suggests: “Legislative leaders, political par-
ties, and advocacy organizations can help by renew-
ing their commitment and augmenting their efforts
toidentify and offer support to potential women can-
didates, especially in winnable races with open seats
or vulnerable incumbents.”

Management and Administration

Chapter 8 includes articles on personnel and civil
service systems, workers' compensation, information
technology, licensure, telecommunications and
privatization in state government.

Personnel

During the next few years, state government hu-
man resource professionalswill be focused on build-
ing and maintaining the workforce of the future. With
budget deficits, an aging workforce and rising ben-
efitscosts, state governments are challenged and will
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continue to be so. “ State human resourcesis moving
from an administrative, ‘paper-pushing’ role to a
consultativerole allowing it to play astrategic partin
the future success of state government,” says Ledlie
Scott of the National Association of State Personnel
Executives (NASPE). In her article, “Trends in State
Personnel Administration,” she discusses the effects
of the aging baby boomer population, employee re-
tirement and workforce planning. Those baby boomers
arenow eligiblefor retirement. In addition, downsizing
efforts in the early 1980s and the early 1990s have
left fewer younger employeesin the state government
ranks. Regarding workforce planning, she reports:
“Most of the plans involve aggressive recruitment
strategies and allowing more flexibility in hiring and
implementing innovative pay practiceswithin the con-
fines of public-sector employment.” She says that
another way states are hoping to attract and retain
employeesisthrough civil servicereform. Finaly, she
addressestheissue of healthcare benefits for employ-
ees. State governments have struggled during recent
years to fund the increases in health care premiums
for employees, and it is anticipated that they will con-
tinueto do so. NASPE will beworking withindividual
states in their recruitment efforts she says.
Civil Service

In recent years, many states have restructured, re-
named their personnel agenciesand reduced the num-
ber of job classifications. In his article, “Trends in
State Civil Service Systems. Personnel Agencies,
Reform Efforts, Classifications and Workforce Plan-
ning,” Keon Chi identifiesrecent trendsin state per-
sonnel administration, civil service reform and
workforce planning. He notes that the number of
personnel directors appointed by and directly report-
ing to governors has decreased, while more person-
nel executives are appointed by umbrella agency
directors or personnel boards. The number of states
using the label “human resources’ by dropping the
term “personnel” has increased. Between 1998 and
2003, according to a survey of state personnel ex-
ecutives on state civil service reform conducted by
The Council of State Governmentsin 2003, compre-
hensivecivil servicereform proposals have beenini-
tiated or implemented in 10 states, while partial re-
forms have been carried out in more than 20 states.
Between 1996-2003, as many as 30 states reduced
their number of position classifications, and only six
states increased the number of classifications. Cur-
rently, the number of classifications ranges from a
few hundred to more than 4,000. Regarding future
civil service reform, he concludes: “To implement
successful civil service reform, it is imperative that
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governors and legislative leaders walk their talk.
They must overcome political pressure to rout the
status quo from all quarters, including state employee
unions.” The author suggests: “Without total leader-
ship commitment, neither ongoing civil service re-
form efforts nor alternativesto traditional state man-
agement approaches can be successfully imple-
mented. Without the necessary financial resources,
state managers cannot give the needed higher prior-
ity to human resource management.”

Workers' Compensation

The cost of workers' compensation, as measured
by insurance rates or benefits paid per worker, un-
dergoes periodic cycles. At present, insurance rates
are on an upswing after years of decline. Benefits
paid per worker, however, are increasing; medical
costs seem to be the principal cost driver. Due to
budget shortfalls, some agencies have gone through
virtualy no interruption in their staffing or services
for workers' compensation, while others have seen
substantial cutbacks, which have hurt services and
system improvements. In hisarticle, “Trendsand Is-
sues in Workers' Compensation in the States,” Gre-
gory Krohm of the International Association of In-
dustrial Accident Boards and Commissionshighlights
recent changes in coverage law, benefit levels and
system cost and argues that the pace and scope of
change is likely to be vigorous in the foreseeable
future. Workers' compensation is highly variable
among the states. “The performance of systems is
quite erratic, with large swings in claims, costs, and
disputes over just afew years,” Krohm says. “As a
result of this dynamic environment, a handful of
states reform their workers' compensation statues
amost annually. These changes are more the result
of interest group fights in the legislature than fact-
based public policy analysis. Other states are more
incremental and cautious in their system changes,
often patterning reforms after other states with suc-
cessful programs.”

Information Technology

States’ budget crises hit the information technol-
ogy areaas well. Jack Gallt, Chris Dixon and Mary
Gay Whitmer of the National Association of State
Chief Information Officers report: “The rapid pace
of technological change and innovation that trans-
formed government service delivery inthe 1990s has
been slowed in recent years by the bleak fiscal reali-
ties facing most states.” Although the demand for
online services and 24/7 access to information re-
mains strong,” they argue, “information technol ogy
initiatives must now demonstrate a clear return on
investment with an emphasis on system integration



and infrastructure consolidation. States are also rec-
ognizing the importance of centralized I T oversight,
common standards and shared solutions to save
money and deliver more effective services to citi-
zensand businesses.” Intheir article, “ Trendsin State
Information and Technology Management,” the au-
thors say: “Despite the recent economic downturn,
the public demand for more information and greater
convenience in dealing with government will con-
tinue to increase... Most states have addressed these
problems by adopting a more disciplined IT gover-
nance framework that focuses on improving opera-
tional efficiency and businessresponsiveness.” They
add: “Technology should be viewed as an integral
part of effective program and policy solutions and
the state CIO can serve as an important resource in
all business process and capital planning decisions.”

Licensure

There appears to be an emerging trend in the area
of licensure in the states. “In what was once one of
the fastest growing areas of state government, legis-
lators now employ stringent criteria to determine
when new professions should be regulated. Conse-
quently, many emerging professions opt for
credentialing in the private sector, although for some
of these, a circular relationship is developing between
privateand public credentialing.” In her article, “ Trends
and Issues in State Professional Licensing,” Pam
Brinegar of the Council on Licensure, Enforcement and
Regulation says there is another trend toward a grow-
ing environmental awareness on the part of regulatory
agencies and, as more readily shareable information
grows, they are becoming much less insular. Other
trendsandissuesfor professional regulatorsinclude new
technol ogical tools, shifting economicterrain, increased
consumer involvement and international trade agree-
ments. According to Brinegar, threelevel sof state regu-
lation exist: licensure, certification and registration,
ranging from the most to least restrictive respectively.
Currently, in 37 states and the District of Columbia,
professions are regulated by central agencies which
share varying degrees of administrative tasks with the
licensing boards. In the other states, licensing boards
are independent agencies. Aside from ensuring re-
sources to carry out their missions, issues of currency
for state regulators include labor shortages, practitio-
ner quality assurance, examination fraud, identity theft,
use of new technologica tools, professional mobility
and federal initiatives.

Telecommunications

The devel opment and application of personal tech-
nology in a mobile environment is a key technologi-
cal trend intelecommunications. Inhisarticleon* State
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Government Telecommunications: Personal Technol-
ogy As aNew Public Commons,” Wayne Hall of the
NASTD reports: “For legislators and other public
policymakers, thistrend commands attention because
of what is being created: a vast social commons. In
thisenvironment, state government policymakerswill
be required as never before to pay attention to the in-
formation security and integrity of individuals.” He
says that the development of desktop computing sig-
naled a shift toward more decentralized work arrange-
ments. Desktop computers could be linked together
and information exchanged in local networks, which
created ademand for more and faster connections be-
tween computers, not only in the local area network
but to the Internet as well. The rapid growth of the
public Internet also signaled the end of an era of top-
down information technology management in state
government. He adds: “ The Internet is an organizing
forcewithout peer... networking technol ogiesincreas-
ingly amplify the voice of ordinary citizens to speak
up, to communicate in a coordinated fashion their
wants and needs. The volume may be a little high,
but state government policymakers must listen to
those voices or tempt irrelevance. Because in any
thriving society thismuch will alwaysbetrue: people
have something to say.”

Privatization

Privatization continuesto be a controversial man-
agement issue in state governments. In their article
on “Privatization in State Government: Trends and
Issues’ by Keon Chi, Kelley Arnold and Heather
Perkins, editors of The Book of the Sates report the
extent of privatization activities in the states has
largely remained the same as in the previous five
years or slightly increased. Only five of the 38 state
budget directors who responded to a 2002 survey
reported privatization has decreased in their statein
the recent past. The level of privatization activities
between 1997 and 2002 differs slightly in state agen-
cies. The extent of privatization in state personnel,
education, human services has remained the same.
Nineteen states, or 44 percent of the state corrections
agency directors who responded to the survey, re-
ported an increase in privatization. Directors of 24
state departments of transportation, or 59 percent of
the transportation survey respondents, reported an
increasein privatization, while 17 directors said the
level of privatization has remained the same in the
past five years. The two main reasons for privat-
ization in these agencies include alack of personnel
or expertise and cost savings. In most cases, priva-
tized services account for less than 5 percent of
agency services, while reported costs savings range
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from none to less than 5 percent. But many state
agency directors surveyed seemed to have no clear
ideas as to how much has been actually saved from
privatization. Nevertheless, privatizationislikely to
continue in the states in the next few years asin the
past decade. There are a number of key issues for
state policymakers to consider when contemplating
privatization either on a statewide or agency-wide
basis. Such issues and questions include constitu-
tional and legal restrictions, lessons learned from
previous privatization experiments, productivity,
employee displacement and the role of government
and accountability due to the blurring line between
the public and private sectors.

Selected State Policies and Programs

Included in Chapter 9 are articles on sel ected poli-
cies and programs: homeland security, education,
trendsin faculty salariesin ingtitutions of higher edu-
cation, agriculture, economic development, energy,
environment, Medicare, mental health, corrections
and welfare.

Homeland Security

The year 2003 represents a “settling in” period
for the implications of homeland security on the
nation’slevel of preparednessfor all hazards, accord-
ing to Amy Hughes of the National Emergency Man-
agement Association. In her article,” State Emergency
Management: New Realities in a Homeland Secu-
rity World,” Hughes reports what states are doing in
the homeland security area. In the few months since
the creation of the federal Department of Homeland
Security, Hughes says, the state emergency manage-
ment landscape has changed significantly.” State
emergency management agencies are now facing a
monumental task of adapting to their new roles in
homeland security, administering billions of dollars
in along stream of federal funding, serving as ad-
ministrator for local jurisdictions, and facilitating
regional cooperation, while maintaining a hold on
the viability of the ‘all-hazards preparedness’ phi-
losophy.” Regarding local efforts, she says that
despite the influx of new money for emergency re-
sponders, many local jurisdictions still do not have
access to some of the specialized equipment and re-
sponse teams needed to handle large-scal e disasters
and unigue emergencies situations, such as hazard-
ous materials handling and swift-water rescue. Fi-
nally, she describeshow states are hel ping each other.
Twenty-seven states have a statewide mutual aid
agreement in place or have proposed legislationinthe
works; these states are providing added incentives,
such astraining, extrafunding and cost share relief.
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Education

“It all adds up to an unprecedented level of fed-
era involvement in education, a shift of educational
decision-making from communities and statesto the
federal government,” says Dewayne Matthews of
the Education Commission of the States. In his ar-
ticle, “No Child Left Behind: The Challenge of
Implementation,” he characterizes the No Child
Left Behind (NCLB) Act asfollows: “Under NCLB,
states must set performance standards for every
school inAmericaand track student learning across
a wide range of student subgroups. It establishes
significant consegquences for schools, districts and
states that fail to meet performance targets. Unlike
past federal education legislation, it is fair to say
that NCLB affects every child in every school in
America.” Matthews discusses controversial issues,
such as adequate yearly progress, teacher qualifi-
cations and funding. He says that the Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) variation is primarily are-
sult of the difference in standards and proficiency
levels across states. Somein stateswith alarge num-
ber of schools on thelist questioned why they were
being punished for having high standards. Aside
from AYP, the provision of NCLB that poses the
most difficult implementation challenge is the re-
quirement that all teachers in the state be “highly
qualified.” I1s NCLB an unfunded mandate?
Matthewsresponds: “ Thisissueis particularly sen-
sitive because of the unprecedented financial prob-
lems of state governments. Some in states have al-
ready decided that NCLB constitutes an unfunded
mandate, which will have significant short- and
long-term impact on state budgets. Others believe
NCLB will make the enormous national investment
in education more cost-effective.”

Higher Education

State policymakers need to find resourcesto raise
salariesfor faculty membersin public institutions of
higher learning. John Curtis of the American Asso-
ciation of University Professorsreports severa “sys-
tematic factors’ to the variation in faculty salaries
across the states, factors such as institutional type,
rank, gender and region. In his article, “Trends in
Faculty Salaries,” Curtis reports that faculty mem-
bersemployed at privateinstitutions of higher learn-
ing earn more than those in public institutions; the
difference is between 5 to 27 percent. The average
salary of women faculty membersis 7 to 12 percent
below that of male counterparts. The difference is
greater among full professors. Regionally, professors
in New England show the highest overall average.
Curtis also points out the long-term decline in



faculty salaries at public institutions compared
with private ingtitutions as a critical issue for state
policymakers. He concludes: “States look to their
higher education institutionsto provide high-quality
education in a range of rapidly changing fields of
endeavor, as centers of innovation in science and
technology, and as sources of solutions to pressing
social needs. As enrollments continue to grow, and
the need for expanded access to high-quality higher
education becomes increasingly apparent, state
policymakers must identify sufficient resources to
allow their higher education sectors to meet these
new demands.”

Agriculture

Farmers are affected not only by agriculture pro-
grams in the federal government but also by trade
policy, fiscal policy, tax laws and other programs.
Otto Doering of Purdue University discussesthe 2002
farm bill and looks at the future of agriculture policy
in his article, “The How and Why of Agriculture
Policy.” Henotes, “How policy affectsagricultureis
not just theimpact of the farm bill but all affect agri-
culture and other enterprises to varying degrees.”
Regarding the 2002 farm bill, he says: “ The impacts
of the 2002 farm bill are likely to be regional in na-
ture even following the location of specific cropsthat
are addressed by the bill. Our agricultural policies
are increasingly held up as too expensive, helping
only large farmers, and having unintended negative
side effects. Each of these criticisms contains some
truth and should be of concern to us. Our dilemmais
that our agricultural productivity outrunsthe demand
for food and farm prices slowly decline over time
hurting farmers and their communities.” The chal-
lenge isto maintain those aspects of agricultural pro-
grams that we believe meet important goal s such as
protecting farmers against weather loss and extreme
financial fluctuationsthat would drivefarmersin and
out of farming, meet the most critical rationale for
government involvement in agriculture in the most
cost effective way. According to the author, “The
most important thing for economic growth will beto
encourage those aspects of agriculture, value added
for food products and other non-food uses that pro-
vide this growth at the local level.”

Economic Devel opment

The country’s manufacturing industry is the larg-
est contributor to economic growth and the biggest
employment generator, according to Jeff Finkle of
the International Economic Development Council.
In his article, “Job Creation and Retention During
Recession,” Finkledescribesrecent trendsin job loss
and state economic development strategiesto create
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more jobs. He observes: “ The recession—officially
marked as the period between March 2001 and Oc-
tober 2003—has left a great percentage of corpora-
tions with an overwhelming need to find more eco-
nomically friendly environments, either inside or
outside the United States.” Finkle cites several rel-
evant figures regarding job losses in recent years.
Quoting an October 2003 New York Times article, he
points out that 15 percent of the 2.81 million jobs
that werelost over thelast two yearsfound their way
to other countries. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics'
numbersindicated that the total payroll employment
since the start of the recession has decreased by an
average of 1.8 percent nationally. Faced with such a
situation, the domestic competition to create and re-
tain jobsin the sour economy over the last two years
has forced states to get more aggressive than ever in
facilitating economic development. However, in pur-
suing aggressive approaches to recruiting new com-
panies and to preserve existing jobs, state and local
officials have had to contend with the ramifications
of the one of the recession’s largest casualties—
manufacturing. The author quotes Arizona’s Jim
Pickens remarks, summing up the state of competi-
tionfor job development and retention acrossthe coun-
try: “Economic development is a rough and tumble
sport, and it is sometimes played without pads and
helmets.” States will have to maintain their efforts,
perhaps with the same vigor, to create and retain jobs
even as the nation emerges from the recession.

What are states doing to generate jobs? “ Almost
universally, education and work-forcetraining were,
infact, wheremost resourceswere allocated in 2003,”
says Mark Arend, editor of Site Selection magazine.
In his article, “Trends in Job Creation Strategies in
the States,” Arend takes abird’'s eye view of the eco-
nomic development landscape and the features on it
that are causing statelegislatorsto rethink their work-
force development strategies. The states are doubling
their efforts to educate and train people in order to
attract and grow industry domestically. But, Arend
asks, are they investing in new jobs? Are the busi-
ness climates in the states such that employers will
hirefrom within the statesrather than seek labor else-
where? |s the so-called jobless recovery the end of
the story or just the beginning? According to the au-
thor, state economic devel opers can take several steps
to improve the desirability of their states as a loca-
tion for business, which would in turn stimulate job
growth. They include: understanding that investments
in education, health, natural resources and research/
innovation are effective economic devel opment mea-
sures, not other departments’ concerns; making busi-
ness-development resources available to entrepre-
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neurs; helping existing businesses modernize and stay
competitive; working to build the assets, not just in-
comes, of families in the state; understanding and
addressing the needs of dislocated workers and busi-
nesses in disinvested communities and supporting
non-traditional approaches, such as long-term edu-
cational support for retraining older workers; and
being prudent in allocating the state’s tax resources
so they are not wasted on efforts which do not pro-
duce quality jobs.

Energy

“We must also help structure a system whereby a
collaborative processis put in place to allow federal
managers to begin planning for the future of public
energy development in the United Statesin an inno-
vative, environmentally sensitive manner.” Robert
Middleton of the White House Task Force on En-
ergy Project Streamlining describes the task force's
mission, plans and projects. In his article, “Energy
Project Streamlining,” Middleton defines the task
force’s mission as monitoring and assisting federal
agencies in completing energy-related projects and
setting up mechanisms to coordinate federal, state,
tribal and local permitting. “Itsintent isto providea
cost-effective and efficient means of managing valu-
able domestic energy resources on public lands. In
doing this, it will realize areduced cost of energy to
the consumers; a savings of taxpayer dollars by the
government; a more upfront collaborative, transpar-
ent decision-making processfor stakeholders; sound
decisions based on more complete information; and
improved mitigation measures where energy devel-
opment ispermitted to proceed.” He says, “ They must
look at all forms of energy to include but not limited
to: renewables—such as solar, wind, biomass, geo-
thermal, and low-impact hydropower—gas, oil, lig-
uefied natural gas, aternatefuels, nuclear, and coal.”
Since its inception, task force members have held
over 100 meetingsto listen to the concerns of devel-
opers, environmentalists and federal and state agen-
cies. Thefirst year’s activities and accomplishments
were many mostly falling in the areas of assisting in
the resolution of bottlenecksin anumber of specific
energy projects. Initssecond year thetask force con-
tinues to work on individual energy related projects
bottlenecked in the system.

Environment

The states have expanded their role in environ-
mental protection over the past three decades, and
now implement most of the federal environmental
statutes, says Steve Brown of the Environmental
Council of the States. In hisarticle, “Trendsin State
Environmental Spending,” Brown saysthat with this
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heightened responsibility has come an increase in
state financial commitments to pay for these pro-
grams and the states have met this responsibility for
years. During the past few years, however, thefiscal
crisis in the states, coupled with many new federal
environmental rulesand alack of new federal money,
has left the states with at least a $1 billion annual
gap in the amounts they need to implement current
federal law. In a2003 report, seven rulesissued over
the previous seven years are identified that meet the
criteria, and every single one of them is an environ-
mental rule. They include rules on waste combus-
tion, solid waste landfills, drinking water (three of
these), and storm water discharges. There are five
other air rulesthat meet the same criteriaas unfunded
mandates, but which are exempted by law from the
act. These shortfalls have been documented in sev-
eral studies. This situation may lead to greater risks
to the public from exposure to environmental haz-
ards. The recent state budget problems indicate that
states have — after 15 years of continual growth in
environmental spending - reached their limit on con-
tributions to federally imposed environmental pro-
grams. Brown argues that the federal government
should provide funding to foot the costs of further
state implementation of federal environmental rules.

Medicare

“The most important change for statesis that the
new Medicare Part D will assume responsibility for
low-income Medicare beneficiary drug costs, reliev-
ing states of some of their rising prescription drug
costs in Medicaid,” says Trudi Matthews of The
Council of State Governments. In her article, “Medi-
care, Prescription Drug, Improvement and Modern-
ization Act of 2003,” she describes the most recent
change to Medicare and itsimplication for the states
and territories. The Medicare drug law provides for
two basic benefits, one for now and onefor later. To
givethe U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices time to set up the new prescription drug ben-
efit, Medicare will first establish a prescription drug
discount card that becomes available in May 2004.
Then in January 2006, the new Medicare Part D will
gointo effect. In addition to establishing these two
basic benefits, the law also contains a host of health
care reform measures that will affect states directly
andindirectly. According to Matthews, “the 30 states
that have established state pharmaceutical assistance
programswill need to review the future of these pro-
gramsin light of Medicare changes. States are con-
sidering them as is, eliminate them or modify them
tofill inthe gapsin Medicare Part D. States are pro-
hibited from using federal matching funds through



Medicaid to fill the gaps in the Medicare drug ben-
efit.” She says, “While the transfer of dual eligibles
to Medicare soundslike afiscal boon to states at first,
anumber of the law’s provisions mean that long term
savings will be more marginal than originally hoped
and states may spend more in the short term.”

Mental Health

Intheir article, “ Trendsin State Mental Health Agen-
cies,” Theodore C. Lutterman, Robert Shaw, Ronald
Manderscheid and Noel A. Mazade of the National As-
sociation of State Mental Health Program Directors Re-
search Institute, offer an overview of state mental health
agencies in terms of structural patterns, responsibili-
ties, specific programs, unmet needs, hospitals, patients
and funding. In every state government, the state men-
tal health agency (SMHA) has the statutory authority
to organize and purchase mental health services. The
SMHA isthecentral authority in each stateresponsible
for developing comprehensive plans for mental health
and it is organized to assure that relevant services are
delivered. Within most states, the SMHA is adminis-
tratively located within a larger umbrella human ser-
vices agency. In 2003, 24 SMHAswere |ocated within
states’ department of human services, eight SMHAsIn
health departments, and two SMHAs in another state
department which often combines health and human
services. Fifteen SMHAswereeither independent state
departments or mental health or departments of mental
health and mental retardation. The recent state budget
shortages and efforts to streamline government has led
to major changes in how SMHAS are organized in re-
cent years. |n addition to the SMHA, other state agen-
cies play significant roles in the provision of mental
health services. Such rolesinclude education, the crimi-
nal and juvenilejustice systems, vocational rehabilita-
tion, housing and employment services. According to
the authors, statesare continuing to downsize and close
state psychiatric hospitals and hospital beds. Half the
states are reorganizing their state hospitals, including
downsizing, reconfiguring, closing and/or consolida-
tion. States' estimates of population eligible for mental
health services vary, but the most common (median)
estimate for adults with serious mental illness was 5.2
percent of the states’ adult population. The median es-
timate for children and adolescents with serious emo-
tional disturbanceswas 8 percent. States estimated that
over 10 million adults and children met the criteriafor
a serious mental illness or emotional disturbance. Be-
tween fiscal years 1997-2001, the 38.3 percent increase
in SMHA-controlled mental health expenditures ex-
ceeded the overall growth in state government expen-
ditures for al services (31.3 percent). In fiscal year
2001, SMHAs controlled $15.4 billion in expenditures
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for a system that serves over 5 million citizens. The
authors quote President George W. Bush’'sNew Free-
dom Commission on Mental Health, “Yet, for too
many Americans with mental illness, the mental
health services and supports they need remain frag-
mented, disconnected and often inadequate, frustrat-
ing the opportunity for recovery.”

Corrections

“ Asstate officia s strugglewith budget shortfalls,
itisincreasingly important to understand the chang-
ing nature of state corrections, both from a demo-
graphic perspective and a programmatic one,” says
John Mountjoy of The Council of State Govern-
ments. Hisarticle, “Profiles of Prisonersand Prison
Programming in the States,” looks at the changing
nature of prisoners and programming. Mountjoy
says, “If state officialsare to ever solvethe ‘revolv-
ing-door-of-corrections,” they must provide effec-
tive programming and planning whose ultimate goal
is the reentry of offenders into society.” As for the
composition of state prisons, he says, “What was
once ayoung-adult to middle-aged white male domi-
nated population has evolved into one much more
representative of the population in general and in
some instances, over-representative of specific
groups, most notably black males. In addition, more
women and juveniles are being found in state prison
populations. For the most part, state prisoners are
male, disproportionately black and young.” Cur-
rently, states provide arange of mandatory and dis-
cretionary programs covering health care, drug and
acohol treatment, education and reentry program-
ming. The effects of recidivism are driving the costs
of corrections. Whilethe overall volume of prisoner
entry has reached its plateau, sentences and the
length of time served by inmates are growing. The
author argues:. “ Corrections officials need to be re-
spondent to these changes, providing suitable edu-
cational, health and work programsthat will benefit
not only the inmate, but society in general. While
state budget shortfalls have forced extensive cor-
rections program cuts, their long-term costs are im-
measurable to inmates and communities.”

Welfare

The weaker economy has produced weaker wel-
fare outcomes. Caseloads generally are no longer
declining; it is more difficult for welfare recipients
to find paid employment and moredifficult for those
that left welfare to retain employment. In her ar-
ticle, “Trendsand | ssuesin Welfare Reform,” Sheila
Zedlewski of The Urban Institute reports: “ States'
welfare challenges are becoming more complex. As
the economy weakened, caseload decline either
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diminished or reversed. Employment rates declined
for both welfare recipients and those who recently
left welfare. More who left welfare either have re-
turned to welfare or are disconnected, living without
a job, welfare, or someone else who can support
them.” Zedlewski cites several relevant trends and
figures. For example, Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) caseloads have hovered
around 2 million families nationwide since March
2001 following the dramatic 50 percent decline that
occurred between fiscal years 1996 and 2000.
Caseloads have increased in 28 states since the start
of the recession in March 2001 and June 2003 and
have continued to decline in 22 states. More single
mothers have turned to welfare for the first time as
jobs became scarcer. The most vulnerable welfare
recipients and leavers, those with mental and physi-
cal health issues, limited educations, and little work
experienceare particularly at risk. These weaker out-
comes demonstrate the substantial challenges of state
and local officials. While states face greater welfare
program challenges in a weaker economy, they also
must prepare to achieve higher work participation tar-
getswhen TANF eventually is reauthorized by Con-
gress. The author challenges state policymakers by
saying: “ States need to be thinking creatively about
how to maximize resources by encouraging collabo-
rations among local programs that provide employ-
ment services.”

Emerging I ssues

Based on areview of the articles highlighted here,
we can identify three explicit trends and raise perti-
nent questions. First, it appearsthat state governments
are now run by elected and appointed officials who
tend to have less experiencesin state government and
lack institutional memories than in the past. For ex-
ample, Alan Rosenthal and Rich Jones note that term
limitsarelikely to raise theturnover rate among law-
makers even higher and that 78 percent of state leg-
islators are up for election in November 2004, thus
adding more new legislators. Thad Beyle'sdataindi-
cate that in 2004 as many as 38 of the governors (or
76 percent) are serving their first term. Keon Chi's
article showsthat more than 40 percent of state work-
ersin most states have served lessthan five yearsfor
their states. As for future trends, it is important to
note that nearly half of experienced agency manag-
ers in some states are eligible for retirement. The
question here is, can state leaders, managers and
workersbe moreinnovative and productive than their
predecessors without as much institutional memories
and experiences?
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Second, there seemsto be acommon theme when
debating on some of major policy issues: states in
need of more federal funding. On homeland secu-
rity, for example, Amy Hughes mentions the inac-
cessibility of federal funding by local jurisdictions.
Many state policymakerstend to regard the No Child
Left Behind Act as an unfunded federal mandate as
mentioned in Dewayne Matthews' article. Steve
Brown says that states have reached their limit on
contributions to federally imposed environmental
programs. Doug L ewis points out that although Con-
gress authorized nearly $4 billion for the Help
American Vote Act of 2002, the reform legislation
left states with how to accomplish specific tasks.
Trudi Matthews mentionsthat states may spend more
in the short term for the new Medicare drug pro-
gram. Inthewelfare area, SheilaZedlewski saysthe
states face greater welfare program challengesin a
weak economy. K atherine Willoughby reportsthat the
president’s 2005 federal budget calls for a decrease
in mandatory and entitlement spending and adecrease
in selected grants-in-aid programs. States are faced
with all of these and other mandates and a decrease
in federa aid in an era of what John Kincaid calls
“coerciveor regulatory federalism.” Also, thelast re-
sort of our judicial system has not been congenia to
the states either in 2003. The question is, how can
states meet their challenges without additional fund-
ing either from their own sourcesor Uncle Sam. Nick
Samuels recommends states examine structural re-
formsthat will benefit them in the long run.

Third, it seems clear that state policymakers play
increasingly important roles in meeting emerging
challenges with limited resources. Can state agen-
cies be more effective and efficient in management
and public service delivery through better use of
technology, restructuring and public-private partner-
ships? Can states find more multi-state solutions
through interstate agreements or compacts? Keon
Chi, Kelley Arnold and Heather Perkins' article on
privatization raises a series of questions regarding
in-house management and contracting out selected
functions or services to non-government entities.
Scott and Chi’s articles on state personnel systems
remind state policymakers of the need for strategic
plansto deal with thefuture workforce. Wayne Hall,
Jack Gallt, Chris Dixon and Mary Gay Whitmer talk
about information technol ogy shaping future patterns
of state government management. Governors in
many states are proposing new reorganization and
management initiatives, as highlighted in Katherine
Willoughby'sanalysisof the 2004 gubernatoria state
of the state addresses. In addition, Ann Bowman's



analysis indicates, state policymakers should pay
more attention to mechanisms for interstate coop-
eration—voluntary associations, multi-state legal ac-
tions, uniform laws, administrative agreements and
interstate compacts—with which they can work to-
gether for common goalsto protect therightful place
of the states within the U.S. federal system.

Finally, it should be noted, The Book of the Sates
is now published annually by breaking a 70-year tra-
dition of biennia editions. The editors of the refer-
ence book have tried to cover as many topical issues
relevant to state politics, policy and administration as
they could in this issue. Due to space constraints in
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this particular volume, however, some significant
policy aress that have not been covered in this edi-
tion, such astransportation, tourism, international trade
and utility regulation, will beincluded inthe 2005 edi-
tion. Readers should find The Book of the Statesto be
timely, informative, accurate and objective.

About the Author

Keon S. Chi, editor in chief of The Book of the Sates, is
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Chapter One

STATE
CONSTITUTIONS

“In recent years, a downward trend in state constitutional
activity has been observed.”

— JaniceC. May







STATE CONSTITUTIONS

State Constitutional Developments in 2003
By Janice C. May

Reduced levels of state constitutional activity and no major new trends were recorded in 2003,
atypical “ off” year. Among devel opments were a comprehensive tax and spending proposal and
an official constitutional commission, both in Alabama, and the historic use of the state

constitutional recall election in California.

State constitutional developments in 2003 were
typical of thosein other odd-numbered yearsin that
amendment and revision involved fewer states and
fewer amendments than in the even-numbered years
when general elections are held. It was also typical
to the extent that major trends observed in recent
years, such asthe absence of state constitutional con-
ventions and comprehensive revision or new consti-
tutions, were also evident. Nonetheless, important
constitutional developments did occur. For the first
time since 1997-1998, a new official state constitu-
tional commission was established. Also several sig-
nificant constitutional amendments were on the bal-
lot, most notably in Alabama, whose governor re-
celved accoladesfor hisleadership in proposing sub-
stantial tax and spending reforms. In addition, state
constitutions played important rolesin developments
other than by amendment or revision. Of national
and international interest wasthe historic recall elec-
tionin California. Added to the California Constitu-
tion by constitutional amendment in 1911, the recall
removed and replaced a sitting governor who had
been elected by the voters in the November 2002
general election. Several judicia decisionsinterpret-
ing state constitutionswere al so significant. No doubt
the best known was the decision by the Massachu-

setts Supreme Judicia Court that denial of marriage
to same-sex couples violated the state constitution.

Use of Authorized M ethods

In 2003 state constitutional amendmentswere pro-
posed in 13 states, far fewer than in 2002 when 35
stateswereinvolved. Similarly, only 57 propositions
were on the ballot of which 46 were adopted, com-
pared with 175 proposed and 118 approved in 2002.
One factor accounting for the lower numbersis that
some state constitutions prohibit amendments elec-
tions in the odd-year. Texas is an exception. The
state’s constitution and election laws permit amend-
ments to be on the ballot in either or both years, but
the Texas Legidlature has, at its discretion, selected
the odd year for virtually all Texasamendmentssince
themid-1970s. In 2003, 22 amendments were on the
Texas ballot, amounting to about 40 percent of all
state proposals and 48 percent of all adoptions. All
22 were approved.

TableA provides information on methods of state
constitutional amendmentsand revision and their use.
(For more information on methods see the last vol-
ume of The Book of the States and Tables 1.2, 1.3
and 1.4 in this volume.) Figures for 2003 have been
combined with those of 2002 to afford comparisons

Table A: State Constitutional Changes by Method of Initiation:
1996-97, 1998-99, 2000-01 and 2002-03

Number of states involved Total proposals Total adopted Percentage adopted
1996- 1998— 2000- 2002—  1996— 1998- 2000- 2002—  1996— 1998— 2000- 2002-  1996—  1998— 2000- 2002—
1997 1999 2001 2003 1997 1999 2001 2003 1997 1999 2001 2003 1997 1999 2001 2003

Method of initiation

All methods 42 46 40 38 233 296 212

L egislative proposal 42 46 38 36 193 266 180
Congtitutional initiative 12 12 10 11 40 21
Constitutional convention e e R
Constitutional commission ... 1 e . 9

32

232 178 229(b) 154 164  763(a) 772(a(b) 720(a) 706
208 159 210(b) 141 155 824(a) 788(a)(b) 91.0(a) 745
24 19 11 13 9 475 524 406 375

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, University of Texas at Austin, January 2004.

Key:
...— Not applicable.

(a)—In calculating these percentages, the amendments adopted in Delaware (where proposals are not submitted to the voters) are excluded.
(b)—One Alabama amendment is excluded from adoptions because the election results were in dispute.
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with other bienniums in The Book of the Sates.

In recent years a downward trend in state con-
stitutional activity has been observed. In 2002—
2003 thistrend was clearly evident by the fact that
amendments were on the ballot in only 38 states,
the lowest number since 1968-1969 when The
Book of the States first published tables regularly
incorporating this data.

Legislative Proposal and Constitutional Initiative

As Table A indicates, the only methods used to
amend or revise state constitutions in 2002—2003
were legislative proposal and the constitutional ini-
tiative. In all states the legislature is empowered to
propose amendments and, except in Delaware, the
amendments must be referred to the voters for final
action. The legislative method is clearly the domi-
nant one historically and currently. In 2002—2003
almost 90 percent of all propositions proposed and
95 percent of those adopted wereinitiated by the state
legislature. The constitutional initiative, whichisau-
thorized in 18 states, was a poor second with 10 per-
cent of proposals and 5 percent adoptions. In 2003
only three amendmentswere constitutional initiative
measures and all were rejected.

Consgtitutional Conventions
and Constitutional Commissions

Available in all the states, the constitutional con-
vention is the traditional method for drafting new
constitutions or substantially revising existing ones.
But the trend has been against constitutional con-
ventions in recent years and in the 20" century as a
whole. The Rhode Island Convention of 1986 was
the most recent. In 14 states the state constitution
requires a convention call to be placed periodically
ontheballot. Thevoters have turned down thesecalls
regularly, most recently in 2002 (in Alaska, Missouri
and New Hampshire). Asreported in recent volumes
of The Book of the Sates, the prospects for a con-
vention in Alabama in 2003 appeared bright. The
AlabamaCitizensfor Constitutional Reform (ACCR)
and Gov. Don Siegelman, among others, supported
a convention as the best method for constitutional
change. But hopes were dashed when the governor
was defeated in the November 2002 el ection and the
2003 Alabama L egislature rejected a convention. In
2004, however, a convention will be on the agenda
at least in Rhode Island and Colorado. The Rhode
Island Constitution requires a convention call refer-
endum in 2004 and a preparatory commission. As
reported in recent volumes of The Book of the States,
there has been some support for aconvention to settle
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a dispute over separation of powers. In Colorado,
convention legislation was introduced in the Gen-
eral Assembly in the current session following arec-
ommendation to do so by an interim committee. The
principal reason given for a convention is that it is
the best, and maybe the only way, to resolve con-
flicts between state constitutional provisions limit-
ing revenues and requiring increased expenditures
for public education. Research on conventions and
state constitutional reform was underway in 2003.

Constitutional commissionsare essentially advisory
bodies established to assist the governor, the legida
ture or a convention on constitutional matters. The
commission listed in Table A refers only to Florida
commissions, which have the unique power to pro-
pose amendments directly to the voters. The Florida
Congtitution requirestheir establishment periodical ly.
Themost recent commission served from 1997-1998.
The only permanent commission is the Utah Consti-
tutional Revision Commission (seeTable 1.5).

An important development in 2003 was the cre-
ation of the first new commission since the most re-
cent Florida body. The newly elected governor of
Alabama, Bob Riley, who supported constitutional
revision but not aconvention, set up the 35-member
Alabama Citizens' Constitution Commission by ex-
ecutive order on January 23, 2003 (see Table 1.5).
As reported in the most recent volume of The Book
of the Sates, the ACCR had created its own com-
mission whose 2003 report supported a convention
and specific reforms. Gov. Riley appointed 10 mem-
bers of the ACCR commission and six members of
the ACCR board to his commission, which included
constitutional law experts, former public officials,
educators and business and civic leaders. His choice
for the chair was former Secretary of State Jim
Bennett who had also headed the ACCR commis-
sion. LenoraPate, an attorney, was co-chair. Assisted
by ateam of technical experts, the commission was
directed to study and prepare drafts for suggested
constitutional changes on five subjects: county home
rule, tax earmarking, line item veto, supermajority
legislative vote for new or increased taxes and a
recompilation of the state constitution together with
elimination of racist provisions. Commission plenary
sessions were open to the public and two public hear-
ings were held, one in Montgomery and the other in
Birmingham. In itsreport submitted to the governor
on March 27, the commission proposed five consti-
tutional amendments and a statutory recompilation
of the constitution. The commission recommended
optional limited home rule for counties relating to
specific functions, such as zoning; reform of tax ear-



marking; athree-fifths rather than a simple majority
of al members of each house to override a veto; a
three-fifths majority of legislatorsto adopt new taxes
or tax increases, contingent on fundamental tax re-
form; and arecompilation of the constitution by stat-
ute and deletion of racist language and provisions
by constitutional amendment. All the proposalswere
introduced in the 2003 legislature. Recompilation
was approved and an amendment will be on the 2004
ballot to delete racist provisions.

The recompilation of the Alabama Constitution
represents a major non-substantive revision. De-
scribed as the longest in the world, the document
contains over 700 amendments, which appear seri-
ally without codification. Also, an estimated 70 per-
cent of all amendments are local. The recompilation
will integrate relevant amendments into the main
body of the text, delete superseded provisions and
place at the end of the document all local amend-
ments organized by county. Such an extensive revi-
sion by statute is unusual.

Alabama Constitutional Amendment of 2003

Constitutional change took an unexpected turn in
Alabama after the Alabama Commission’s report.
Gov. Riley put together areform plan that turned out
to be the most significant and comprehensive con-
stitutional proposal in 2003. He chose the regular
amendment process as the vehicle for the constitu-
tional changes, using an all-or-nothing approach with
asingle amendment.

According to his campaign pamphlet, the gover-
nor wanted to do more than resolve the current state
fiscal crisis, described as the worst since the Great
Depression, and moveAlabamain “anew direction”
to“achieve greatness.” Thisrequired a“ comprehen-
sive accountability, education and tax reform plan”
if fundamental problems holding Alabamaback were
to beresolved. Central to the governor’sreformswas
revision of the taxing and spending provisions of the
state constitution. Anindication of the plan’s breadth
isthat the constitutional amendment as proposed by
the legislature was over 30 pages long. A new in-
cometax article and significant changesin the prop-
erty tax sections were included. In addition a new
fund, the Alabama Excellence Initiative Fund, was
created to support programs for “excellence in pub-
lic education,” health care for the elderly, and job
training, among others. To fully implement the con-
stitutional provisions, 19 legislative acts had been
passed contingent on the passage of the amendment.

Among the highlights of Gov. Riley’sreformswere
atax increase of $1.2 billion and a redistribution of
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thetax burden by taxing the poor less and the wealthy
and certain businesses and corporations more. One
provision raised thethreshold for theincometax from
$4,600 to $20,000.

The governor’s proposal was met with a re-
sounding defeat at the hands of the voters on Sep-
tember 9, 2003. Of the 1,284,581 votes cast, only
417,721 or about one-third were “yes” votes. The
amendment was opposed by his own party, anti-
tax groups and many of those who would benefit
from it. But for his efforts, Gov. Riley won high
praise from various quarters. Governing magazine
placed him first on its list of public officials of
2003. Although he failed, Riley was admired for
his political courage and leadership.

Substantive Changes

Substantive constitutional changein the form of a
new constitution remained elusive in 2003 as it has
since the 1980s when voters in Georgia and Rhode
Island approved new charters. Also missing has been
comprehensive revision covering multiple articles
comparable to the revision package of the Florida
Constitution Revision Commission of 1997-1998.
In 2003 the most comprehensive amendment wasthe
Alabamatax and spending measure, but there were
some other amendments of interest particularly on
civil rights. The fiscal amendments as a group show
how states are responding to the current fiscal crisis.

Table B contains information on proposals and
adoptions of amendments to state constitutional ar-
ticles. To facilitate comparisons with other bienni-
ums, figures for 2003 have been added to those of
2002. Because state constitutions are not only frame-
works of government but also contain policy mea-
sures, it isuseful to compare framework amendments
with those on policy. As arough guide to the classi-
fication, the framework articles are hills of rights,
suffrage and el ections, the three branches of govern-
ment, local government and amending. The policy
articles are finance and taxation, state and local debt,
state functions and miscellaneous. Because they of -
ten amend both framework and policy, general revi-
sion and local amendments are excluded. It is clear
from Table B that framework amendments in 2002—
2003 areless numerous than those on policy (77 pro-
posals and 51 adoptions compared with 114 propos-
asand 77 adoptions).

Framework of Government

In 2003 none of the familiar reforms altering the
structure of state or local government, such as an-
nual legislative sessions, legislative term limits or
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merit selection of judges, wereon the ballot. But there
were some substantial changes proposed. Louisiana
voters turned down a system of administrative law
and law judges and a plan to assure the independence
of the legislative auditor by prohibiting political ac-
tivities during and after service. They did allow a
judge to fill out his term during the year of manda-
tory retirement. In Texas, an amendment to allow six-
person juries to hear misdemeanor cases in district
court was approved. New Mexico voters added a
secretary of education to the executive cabinet and
turned the elected board of education into an elected
commission. In Mississippi, a restructuring of the
Board of Higher Education was approved. The term
of officewasreduced from 12 to 9 yearsand thedis-
tricts from which the governor makes appointments
were changed from congressional to state supreme
court districts.

Probably the most important amendment on gov-
ernmental structure, because it affects representative
democracy, was one adopted in Texas. In an attempt
to help out public officers who are called up tempo-
rarily for active duty in the U.S. military forces, the
amendment allows state and local public officials,
elected or appointed, to keep their positions until the
end of their term without creating a vacancy. To be
eligible, their tour of duty must belonger than 30 days.
Of particular interest isthe amendment’s application
to the Texas Legidature. Legidators are allowed to

select their own replacement who must meet the
congtitutional qualifications for the office, be of the
legidator’s palitical party and confirmed by amajor-
ity of the legislator’s house. The replacement would
enjoy the same power and “ perks’ such as compensa
tion as an eected member. Had a vacancy been cre-
ated, the governor would have called a special elec-
tion and the voters would have elected the new leg-
idator. Therewould be no un-elected legidators.

The processissomewhat different for offices other
than the legislature. The officer can only recommend
a replacement and the officer or body normally
charged with the responsibility of filling vacancies
would name the temporary officer.

A Washington amendment that also pertained to
vacancies was more in keeping with the principles
of representative democracy. Approved by the vot-
ers, it would provide for filling a vacancy that oc-
curred between the election and the beginning of the
term of office. The newly elected officer would fill
the vacancy, and, in effect, serve before the regular
term begins.

Two Texas amendments, which passed, authorized
the legislature to cancel state or local electionsfor a
given office if the candidate was unopposed. The
governor vetoed enabling legislation that would have
removed the name of the candidate and office from
the printed ballot.

Although not an amendment in 2003, it is diffi-

Table B: Substantive Changes in State Constitutions: Proposed and Adopted:
1998-99, 200001 and 2002-03

Total proposed

Total adopted Percentage adopted

1998-1999 2000-2001 2002-2003  1998-1999 2000-2001 2002-2003

Subject matter 1998-1999 2000-2001 2002-2003
Proposalsof statewide applicability 250 (a) 162 (a) 191
Bill of Rights 34 4 12
Suffrage & elections 7 6 6
Legislative branch 40 37 24
Executive branch 17 9 8
Judicial branch 19 7(a) 19
L ocal government 15 9 5
Finance & taxation 61 38 65
State & local debt 6 5 10
State functions 24 24 16
Amendment & revision 3 3 3
General revision proposals 1 0 0

Miscellaneous proposals 23 (c) 20 (c) 23(c)
Local amendments 46 50 41

188 (b) 114 (b) 128 748@ 703@@© 670
31 1 8 911 250 66.6
7 4 3 100 66.6 50.0
29 27 17 725 72.9 708
10 7 4 58.8 7.7 50.0
16 8 1 84.2 100 57.8
10 6 5 66.6 66.6 100
46 25 39 75.4 65.5 60.0
4 5 5 66.6 100 50.0
14 17 13 58.3 70.8 81.2
3 0 3 100 0 100
1 0 0 100 0 0.0
17 () 14 20 (0) 772 70.0 86.0
4(d) 40 36 91.1(d) 80.0 87.8

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, University of Texas at Austin, January 2004.

Key:

(a)—Excludes Delaware where proposal's are not submitted to voters.
(b)—Includes Delaware.

(c)—Includes amendments that contain substantial editorial revision.
(d)—Excludes one Alabama amendment in alegal dispute at the time.
(e)—Excludes one Oregon amendment not canvassed by court order.
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cult to ignore the historic recall election in Califor-
niain 2003, an election made possible by an amend-
ment to the California Constitution added in 1911.
One of several Progressive Party measures, the
amendments collectively have been described as*“the
most sweeping revision of the California Constitu-
tion in the twentieth century.”* Although associated
with the Progressive Era, the statewide recall hasbeen
adopted since that time, most recently in New Jersey
and Rhode Island (1992) and Minnesota (1996).
However, the device was omitted from the new Mon-
tana Constitution of 1972. At present, 17 state con-
stitutions provide for therecall for statewide offices,
but it hasbeen used rarely. Gov. Gray Daviswasonly
the second governor to be recalled; the first was in
1921. Should the recall gain favor from the Califor-
nia experience, it would amount to a fundamental
change in the election system, the addition of a*“no
confidence” alternative to regular elections.

Apart from the recall, state constitutions also
played a role in the contentious issue of mid-term
Congressional redistricting. On December 1, the
Colorado Supreme Court ruled that a Congressional
redistricting law passed by the Colorado L egislature
violated the state constitution.? According to the
court, the constitution (Art. V, Sec. 14) limitsredis-
tricting to one law each decade. Because the federal
courts redrew the lines when the legislature was un-
able to reach consensus on the issue, the legislature
lost its redistricting power by default. In its current
term, the U.S. Supreme Court has before it a Con-
gressional redistricting plan enacted by the Pennsyl-
vania Legislature, which was challenged on state
constitutional grounds in a Pennsylvania Supreme
Court case in which the court found no state consti-
tutional violation.®

A trend that emerged from the propositions affect-
ing state bills of rights was arguably one of dimin-
ishing state constitutional rights. In two cases legis-
latures gained power at the expense of the courtsand
judicial decisions were overturned.

A “tort reform” proposal on the Texas ballot was
the amendment of greatest national interest because
of the ongoing controversy over thecivil justice sys-
tem. The Texas measure authorizesthelegislature to
“cap” non-economic damages (such as pain and suf-
fering) awarded in medical malpractice and other
suits. (If not amedical malpractice suit, athree-fifths
vote of the legislature is required.) The amendment
overturned a Texas Supreme Court ruling that a law
limiting liability claims violated the “open courts’
provision of the Texas Bill of Rights. The amend-
ment was hotly contested in what may be the most

STATE CONSTITUTIONS

expensive el ection campaign in an amendments elec-
tion in Texas history. In one ad, “Remember the
Alamo,” much was made of the historic fight in Texas
for individual rights. Supporters stressed the high cost
of medical malpractice insurance premiums and the
number of doctors|eaving their practice. The amend-
ment barely passed (51 percent to 49 percent) in a
turnout of 12.2 percent of theregistered voterswhich
was higher than expected.

Pennsylvania voters approved an amendment to
the state's Declaration of Rights changing the right
of adefendant in acriminal case “to meet witnesses
face to face” to the right “to confront witnesses
against him,” language from the Sixth Amendment
of the U.S. Constitution. The amendment was occa-
sioned by a ruling of the state's highest court that
legislation allowing children to testify by such means
as closed circuit television violated the state consti-
tution. In a second amendment, the legislature was
given explicit authority to allow children to testify
without being physically present in court.

Two amendments concerning private property
rightsin the LouisianaBill of Rightswere approved.
One denies protection to contraband and the other
limitsrecovery in damages arising from coastal wet-
land conservation measures.

The only rights measure to fail was a successor to
the California anti-affirmative action proposition
approved in 1996. The California amendment pro-
hibited state and local governments from the collec-
tion and use of information that classified individu-
as by race, ethnicity, color or national origin. Gen-
der was excluded. Called the Racial Privacy Act, it
contained numerous exemptions, such as medical
research, law enforcement and federal government
regquirements, but they were not enough to save the
amendment from defeat.

State constitutional provisionsasthey affected gay
rightswerea so of relevancein 2003. Gay rightswere
an issue in court cases involving the Massachusetts
and the Nebraska constitutions.

In a widely reported case, the Supreme Judicial
Court of Massachusetts ruled that denial by law of
marriage licenses to same-sex couples violated the
Massachusetts Constitution.* The court ordered the
legislature to rectify the situation in 180 days. The
decision was similar to a Vermont case in which the
highest Vermont state court held the Vermont mar-
riage lawsin violation of that state’s constitution.® It
also ordered the state | egislature to resol ve the prob-
lem which it did with a civil union law.

The second case concerns the constitutionality
under the U.S. Constitution of the Nebraska defense
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of marriage amendment added in 2000. The Nebraska
provision not only bans same-sex marriage but also
“civil unions, domestic partnerships or similar rela-
tionships.” This would cover domestic partnership
benefitsgiven by privatefirms. A federal district court
ruled that the amendment violated the U.S. Consti-
tution. One argument was that it was a “bill of at-
tainder,” alegislative act that punishes individuals
without a court trial .6

Poalicy

State constitutions typically contain policy provi-
sionson awide variety of subjects. The most numer-
ous policy amendments are fiscal, including taxes,
expenditures, debt, funds and related subjects. Fis-
cal articles and amendments play an important role
in state government.

As has been widely reported, state governments
have recently been confronted with the most serious
fiscal crisisin over 50 years. An infusion of federal
funds and better economic conditions may provide
somerelief, but conditionsweresstill seriousin 2003.
State constitutional provisions requiring a balanced
budget and other restrictions, both procedural and
substantive, have complicated efforts to keep state
government afloat in atime of severe revenue short-
falls and demands for public services. The problem
was well illustrated in 2003 by a Nevada Supreme
Court case.” Following one regular and two special
sessions with no budget in sight, the court ruled that
the legidlature, in order to provide funds for educa-
tion, must waive the constitutional requirement of a
two-thirds vote to raise tax revenues. The court rea-
soned that education was a fundamental constitu-
tional right. Its funding trumps the two-thirds rule,
which is only procedural. By a writ of mandamus,
the court ordered the legislature to proceed expedi-
tiously with a special session under a simple major-
ity rule.

Oneresolution to the budget crisisisto raisetaxes.
However, resistance to new or increased taxesis usu-
ally described as “fierce.” Apparently opponents of
taxes do not agree with Supreme Court Justice Oliver
Wendell Holmeswho said that taxes arethe pricewe
pay for civilization. In recent years constitutional
amendmentsto rai se taxes have been rare. The over-
whelming defeat of the 2003 Alabama amendment
will likely discourage major tax increasesin the near
future. In 2003 the only other major amendment de-
signed to increase taxes, in this case the residential
property tax, was defeated in Colorado. New Jersey
voters approved using an existing businesstax to pay
for hazardous discharge cleanups. Instead of raising
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taxes, the popular constitutional trend of lowering
property taxes continued. All five on the ballot (four
in Texas, onein Louisiana) passed.

One alternative to taxesis to borrow money. Nine
propositions concerned bonds, loans or debt limits,
five of which passed. Among the successful propo-
sitions was a Texas measure providing for general
obligation state bonds to assist military communi-
tiesto keep military bases or copeif they are closed.
Bonds for economic development failed in Louisi-
ana and Ohio. A Louisiana infrastructure bank was
also defeated.

Most fiscal amendments concerned funds, with all
but two passing. Funds are frequently used to sup-
port public services, most notably public education.
In an eraof fiscaly trying times, funds may offer an
aternative to new taxes. The best example in 2003
was a Texas amendment, which passed, changing to
atotal-return investment strategy for the Permanent
School Fund. Millions of new dollars were expected
from adding a percentage of capital gainsto thein-
come from investments. Opponents were concerned
about a“raid” onthe corpusof thefund. A land grant-
based New Mexico Education Fund was al so tapped.
The lottery and funds from the tobacco settlement
were sources of non-tax revenuesin Louisiana. Vot-
ers approved distribution of lottery funds for educa-
tion and treatment for gambling addiction, and to-
bacco funds for environmental programs. But Colo-
rado voters turned down a proposal for video lottery
terminalsto raise money for tourism. One of thetwo
funds rejected was the Alabama Excellence Initia-
tive Fund, already reviewed. The Alabama amend-
ment also included other funds. The other proposi-
tion to fail was a proposed California amendment
designed to pump money into infrastructure (high-
ways, prisons, college campuses and the like), de-
scribed as“ crumbling.” Although not relying on new
taxes, the amendment called for a dedication of a
percentage of General Fund revenuesto the Twenty-
First Century Infrastructure Investment Fund.

All 50 state constitutions contain provisions on
public education, whichiscommonly regarded asthe
most important responsibility of state and local gov-
ernments in the federal system. Constitutional
changes by amendment are common but not as nu-
merous as those on fiscal subjects, although many
amendments concern funding of education. New
taxes and spending authorized by the rejected Ala-
bamaamendment of 2003 wereintended in large part
to support education as a key to economic growth
and modernization in general. As already reviewed,
reforms concerned with the administration of edu-



cation were approved in Mississippi and New
Mexico. In addition, a Louisiana amendment which
passed addressed the issue of failing public schools
by providing for their management by the Depart-
ment of Elementary and Secondary Education, or by
delegation of the board to others.

Most of the other policy amendments were on the
lengthy Texas ballot and were of concern mainly to
Texans. Three addressed long-standing issuesin the
state, liquor regulation and the protection of the
homestead from creditors. The legislature was au-
thorized to regulate wineries anywhere in the state,
includingin“dry” areaswhere by local option, alco-
holic beverages cannot otherwise by sold. Two al-
lowed more flexibility in borrowing against the
homestead, allowing reverse mortgagesto refinance
ahome equity loan and home equity lines of credit.

Research Note

The Center for State Constitutional Studies at Rutgers
University, Camden, continuesto provide current informa-
tion on state constitutions and support for research activi-
ties and conferences. Their web site is www.camlaw.
rutgers.edu/statecon. A project is underway at the Univer-
sity of Maryland to make available online complete and
accurate sources of information on all 50 state constitu-
tionsfrom the date of statehood to the present. Currently at
least 16 state charters have been covered. They may be
viewed on their web site: www.bsos.umd.edu/const.

Notes

1 Joseph R. Grodin, Calvin R. Massey, and Richard B.
Cunningham, The California State Constitution, A Refer-
ence Guide (Westport, CT.: Greenwood Press, 1993): 18.

2 People ex rel. Salazar v. Davidson, WL 22833085,
(Colorado 2003).
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3 Vieth et. al. v. Jubelirer et. al., U.S. Supreme Court,
Docket No. 02-1580.

4 Goodrich v. Department of Public Health, WL
22701313, (Massachusetts 2003).

5 Baker v. State, 704 A2d 864, (Vermont 1999).

6 See Citizens for Equal Protection Inc. v. Bruning, WL
22571708, (Nebraska 2003).

7 Governor v. Nevada State Legislature, 71 P.3d 1269,
(Nevada 2003).
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Table 1.1

GENERAL INFORMATION ON STATE CONSTITUTIONS
(As of January 1, 2004)

Effective date

Number of amendments

State or other Number of of present Estimated length ~ Submitted
jurisdiction constitutions* Dates of adoption constitution (number of words)  to voters Adopted
Alabama .. 6 1819, 1861, 1865, 1868, 1875, 1901 Nov. 28, 1901 340,136 (a)(b) 1,028 746 (c)
Alaska .. 1 1956 Jan. 3, 1959 15,988 (b) 40 28
Arizona 1 1911 Feb. 14, 1912 28,876 240 133
Arkansas . 5 1836, 1861, 1864, 1868, 1874 Oct. 30, 1874 59,500 (b) 186 89 (d)
California 2 1849, 1879 July 4, 1879 54,645 848 507
Colorado 1 1876 Aug. 1, 1876 74,522 (b) 299 143
Connecticut . 4 1818 (f), 1965 Dec. 30, 1965 17,256 (b) 30 29
Delaware . 4 1776, 1792, 1831, 1897 June 10, 1897 19,000 (e 136
Florida.. 6 1839, 1861, 1865, 1868, 1886, 1968 Jan. 7, 1969 51,456 (b) 127 96
Georgia 10 1777, 1789, 1798, 1861, 1865, 1868, July 1,1983 39,526 (b) 81(g) 61 (9)
1877, 1945, 1976, 1982
Hawaii .. 1(h) 1950 Aug. 21, 1959 20,774 (b) 119 100
Idaho. 1 1889 July 3, 1890 24,232 (b) 204 117
Ilinois 4 1818, 1848, 1870, 1970 July 1, 1971 16,510 (b) 17 11
Indiana 2 1816, 1851 Nov. 1, 1851 10,379 (b) 75 43
2 1846, 1857 Sept. 3, 1857 12,616 (b) 57 52 (i)
1 1859 Jan. 29, 1861 12,296(b) 122 92 (i)
Kentucky . 4 1792, 1799, 1850, 1891 Sept. 28, 1891 23,911 (b) 74 40
Louisiana .... 11 1812, 1845, 1852, 1861, 1864, 1868, Jan. 1, 1975 54,112 (b) 184 124
1879, 1898, 1913, 1921, 1974
1 1819 March 15, 1820 16,276 (b) 201 169 (j)
Maryland 4 1776, 1851, 1864, 1867 Oct. 5, 1867 46,600 (b) 254 218 (k)
Massachusetts 1 1780 Oct. 25, 1780 36,700 (1) 148 120
Michigan . 4 1835, 1850, 1908, 1963 Jan. 1, 1964 34,659 (b) 61 23
Minnesota 1 1857 May 11, 1858 11,547 (b) 213 118
Mississippi 4 1817, 1832, 1869, 1890 Nov. 1, 1890 24,323 (b) 157 122
Missouri 4 1820, 1865, 1875, 1945 March 30,1945 42,600 (b) 162 103
Montana .. 2 1889, 1972 July 1, 1973 13,145 (b) 49 27
Nebraska . 2 1866, 1875 Oct. 12, 1875 20,048 330 (m) 219 (m)
Nevada..... 1 1864 Oct. 31, 1864 31,377 (b) 216 131
New Hampshire. 2 1776, 1784 June 2, 1784 9,200 284 (n) 143
New Jer sey 3 1776, 1844, 1947 Jan. 1, 1948 22,956 (b) 69 36
New Mexico 1 1911 Jan. 6, 1912 27,200 277 148
New York . 4 1777, 1822, 1846, 1894 Jan. 1, 1895 51,700 290 216
North Carolina.. 3 1776, 1868, 1970 July 1, 1971 16,532 (b) 39 31
North Dakota . 1 1889 Nov. 2, 1889 19,130 (b) 257 144 (0)
Ohio 2 1802, 1851 Sept. 1, 1851 48,521 (b) 266 160
Oklahoma 1 1907 Nov. 16, 1907 74,075 (b) 329 (p) 165 (p)
Oregon 1 1857 Feb. 14, 1859 54,083 (b) 469 (q) 235(q)
Pennsylvania .. 5 1776, 1790, 1838, 1873, 1968 (r) 1968 (r) 27,711 (b) 36(r) 30(r)
Rhode Island .. 3 1842 (f) 1986 (s) Dec. 4, 1986 10,908 (b) 709 709
South Carolina.. 7 1776, 1778, 1790, 1861, 1865, 1868, 1895  Jan. 1, 1896 22,300 670 (1) 484 (t)
South Dakota .. 1 1889 Nov. 2, 1889 27,675(b) 217 112
Tennessee ... 3 1796, 1835, 1870 Feb. 23, 1870 13,300 59 36
Texas . 5 (u) 1845, 1861, 1866, 1869, 1876 Feb. 15, 1876 80,000 605 (v) 432
Utah .. 1 1895 Jan. 4, 1896 11,000 154 103
Vermont 3 1777, 1786, 1793 July 9, 1793 10,286 (b) 211 53
Virginia 6 1776, 1830, 1851, 1869, 1902, 1970 July 1, 1971 21,319 (b) 46 38
Washington . 1 1889 Nov. 11, 1889 33,564 (b) 168 95
West Virginia.. 2 1863, 1872 April 9, 1872 26,000 119 70
Wisconsin 1 1848 May 29, 1848 14,392 (b) 181 133 (i)
Wyoming . 1 1889 July 10, 1890 31,800 116 91
American Samoa............ 2 1960, 1967 July 1, 1967 6,000 14 7
No. Mariana lslands..... 1 1977 Jan. 9, 1978 11,000 55 51 (W)(X)
Puerto RicO ......cccovveunne 1 1952 July 25, 1952 9,281 6 6

See footnotes at end of table.
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GENERAL INFORMATION ON STATE CONSTITUTIONS — Continued

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, The University of Texasat Aus-
tin, January 2004.

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

(a) The Alabama constitution includes numerous local amendments that ap-
ply toonly one county. An estimated 70 percent of all anendmentsarelocal. A
1982 amendment providesthat after proposal by the legislature to which spe-
cial procedures apply, only alocal vote (with exceptions) is necessary to add
them to the constitution.

(b) Computer word count.

(c) Thetotal number of amendments adopted, 746 includes one usually over-
looked.

(d) 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 proposed and adopted since statehood.

(e) Proposed amendments are not submitted to the votersin Delaware.

(f) Colonial charters with some alterations served as the first constitutions
in Connecticut (1638, 1662) and in Rhode Island (1663).

(g) The Georgia constitution requires amendments to be of “general and
uniform application throughout the state,” thus eliminating local amendments
that accounted for most of the amendments before 1982.

(h) As akingdom and republic, Hawaii had five constitutions.

(i) The figure includes amendments approved by the voters and later nulli-
fied by the state supreme court in lowa (three), Kansas (one), Nevada (six)
and Wisconsin (two).

(i) The figure does not include one amendment approved by the votersin
1967 that isinoperative until implemented by legislation.

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

(I) The printed constitution includes many provisions that have been an-
nulled. Thelength of effective provisionsisan estimated 24,122 words (12,400

annulled in Massachusetts, and in Rhode Island before the “rewrite” of the
constitution in 1986, it was 11,399 words (7,627 annulled).

(m) The 1998 and 2000 Nebraska ballots allowed the voters to vote sepa-
rately on “parts” of propositions. In 1998, 10 of 18 separate propositionswere
adopted; in 2000, 6 of 9.

(n) The constitution of 1784 was extensively revisedin 1792. Figure shows
proposal's and adoptions since the constitution was adopted in 1784.

(0) Thefiguresdo not include submission and approval of the constitution of 1889
itself and of Article X X; these are constitutional questionsincluded in some countsof
constitutional amendments and would add two to the figure in each column.

(p) 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 illegally submitted.

(g) One Oregon amendment on the 2000 ballot was not counted as ap-
proved because canvassing was enjoined by the courts.

(r) Certain sections of the constitution were revised by the limited conven-
tion of 1967-68. Amendments proposed and adopted are since 1968.

(s) Following approval of the eight amendments and a “rewrite” of the
Rhode Island Constitution in 1986, the constitution has been called the 1986
Constitution.Amendments since 1986 total seven proposed and seven adopted.
Otherwise, the total is 105 proposals and 59 adopted.

(t) In 1981 approximately two-thirds of 626 proposed and four-fifths of the
adopted amendments were local. Since then the amendments have been state-
wide propositions.

(u) The Constitution of the Republic of Texas preceded five state constitutions.

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

(w) By 1992, 49 amendments had been proposed and 47 adopted. Since
then, one was proposed but rejected in 1994, all three proposals were ratified
in 1996 and in 1998, of two proposals one was adopted.

(x) Thetotal excludes one amendment ruled void by afederal district court.
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Table 1.2

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROCEDURE: BY THE LEGISLATURE
Constitutional Provisions

Legislative vote

Limitation on the number

Sate or other required for Consideration by two \ote required for of amendments submitted
jurisdiction proposal (a) sessions required ratification at one election
Alabama .. 3/5 No Majority vote on amendment None
Alaska .. 2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
Arizona Majority No Majority vote on amendment None
Arkansas . Majority No Majority vote on amendment 3
California 213 No Majority vote on amendment None
Colorado 2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None (b)
Connecticut . (c) (©) Majority vote on amendment None
Delaware 2/3 Yes Not required No referendum
Florida.. 3/5 No Majority vote on amendment (d) None
Georgia 2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
Hawaii .. (e (e Majority vote on amendment (f) None
Idaho. 2/13 No Majority vote on amendment None
Ilinois 3/5 No 3 articles
Indiana Majority Yes Majority vote on amendment None
Majority Yes Majority vote on amendment None
2/3 No Majority vote on amendment 5
3/5 No Majority vote on amendment 4
2/3 No Majority vote on amendment (h) None
2/3 (i) No Majority vote on amendment None
Maryland 3/5 No Majority vote on amendment None
Massachusetts Majority (j) Yes Majority vote on amendment None
Michigan 2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
Minnesota Majority No Majority vote in election None
Miississippi 2/3 (k) No Majority vote on amendment None
Missouri Majority No Majority vote on amendment None
Montana .. 2/3 (i) No Majority vote on amendment None
Nebraska . 3/5 No Majority vote on amendment (f) None
Nevada..... Majority Yes Majority vote on amendment None
New Hampshire. 3/5 No 2/3 vote on amendment None
New Jersey (0} (0} Majority vote on amendment None (m)
Majority (n) No Majority vote on amendment (n) None
Majority Yes Majority vote on amendment None
North Carolina .. 3/5 No Majority vote on amendment None
North Dakota . Majority No Majority vote on amendment None
Ohio 3/5 No Majority vote on amendment None
Majority No Majority vote on amendment None
(0) No Majority vote on amendment (p) None
Pennsylvania .. Majority (p) Yes (p) Majority vote on amendment None
Rhodelsland .. Majority No Majority vote on amendment None
South Carolina .. 2/3 (q) Yes (q) Majority vote on amendment None
South Dakota .. Majority No Majority vote on amendment None
(r) Yes (r) Majority vote in election (s) None
2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
(t) Yes Majority vote on amendment None
Virginia ... Majority Yes Majority vote on amendment None
Washington . 2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
West Virginia.. 2/3 No Majority vote on amendment None
Wisconsin Majority Yes Majority vote on amendment None
Wyoming . 2/3 No Majority votein election None
American Samoa 2/13 No Majority vote on amendment (u) None
No. Mariana Islands. 3/4 No Majority vote on amendment None
Puerto Rico 2/3 (v) No Majority vote on amendment 3

See footnotes at end of table.
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CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROCEDURE: BY THE LEGISLATURE — Continued

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, University of Texas at Austin,
January 2004.

Key:

(a) In all states not otherwise noted, the figure shown in the column refers
to the proportion of elected membersin each house required for approval of
proposed constitutional amendments.

(b) Legislature may not propose amendments to more than six articles of
the constitution in the same legislative session.

(c) Three-fourths vote in each house at one session, or majority vote in
each house in two sessions between which an election has intervened.

(d) Majority vote on amendment except amendment for new state tax or
fee not in effect on Nov. 7, 1994 requires two-thirds of votersin the election.

(e) Two-thirds vote in each house at one session, or mgjority vote in each
house in two sessions.

(f) Majority vote on amendment must be at least 50 percent of the total
votes cast at the election (at least 35 percent in Nebraska); or, at a special
election, amajority of the votes tallied which must be at least 30 percent of
the total number of registered voters.

(g) Majority voting in election or three-fifths voting on amendment.

(h) If five or fewer political subdivisions of the state are affected, majority
in state as awhole and also in affected subdivisions) is required.

(i) Two-thirds of both houses.

(i) Majority of members elected sitting in joint session.

(k) The two-thirds must include not |less than amajority elected to each
house.

(I) Three-fifths of all members of each house at one session, or majority of
all members of each house for two successive sessions.

(m) If aproposed amendment is not approved at the el ection when submit-

ted, neither the same amendment nor one which would make substantially
the same change for the constitution may be again submitted to the people
before the third general election thereafter.

(n) Amendments concerning certain el ective franchise and education mat-
ters require three-fourths vote of members elected and approval by three-
fourths of electorsvoting in state and two-thirds of those voting in each county.

(0) Mgjority vote to amend constitution, two-thirds to revise (revise in-
cludes all or a part of the constitution).

(p) Emergency amendments may be passed by two-thirds vote of each
house, followed by ratification by majority vote of electorsin election held at
least one month after legislative approval. Thereis an exception for an amend-
ment containing a supermajority voting requirement, which must be ratified
by an equal supermajority.

(q) Two-thirds of members of each house, first passage; majority of mem-
bers of each house after popular ratification.

(r) Majority of members elected to both houses, first passage; two-thirds
of members elected to both houses, second passage.

(s) Magjority of al citizens voting for governor.

(t) Two-thirds vote senate, majority vote house, first passage; majority both
houses, second passage. As of 1974, amendments may be submitted only ev-
ery four years.

(u) Within 30 days after voter approval, governor must submit
amendment(s) to U.S. Secretary of the Interior for approval.

(v) If approved by two-thirds of members of each house, amendment(s)
submitted to voters at special referendum; if approved by not less than three-
fourths of total members of each house, referendum may be held at next gen-
eral election.
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Table 1.3

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROCEDURE: BY INITIATIVE

Constitutional Provisions

State or other Number of signatures required Distribution of Referendum
jurisdiction on initiative petition signatures vote

Arizona.......ceevieienee 15% of total votes cast for all candidates for governor None specified. Majority vote on amendment.
at last election

Arkansas .........cccooceeunenee 10% of voters for governor at |ast election. Must include 5% of voters for Majority vote on amendment.

governor in each of 15 counties.

California. 8% of total voters for all candidates for governor None specified. Majority vote on amendment.
at last election.

Colorado .......cooceeuviuniens 5% of total legal votes for all candidates for secretary None specified. Majority vote on amendment.
of state at last general election.

Florida ....coevevcreenennes 8% of total votes cast in the state in the last election 8% of total votes cast in each of ~ Magjority vote on amendment
for presidential electors. 1/2 of the congressional districts.  except amendment for “new

state tax or fee” not in effect
Nov. 7, 1994 requires 2/3 of
voters voting in election.

HIINO0IS (@) wevvveveeeciins 8% of total votes cast for candidates for governor None specified. Majority voting in election or
at |ast election 3/5 voting on amendment.

Massachusetts (b) ........ 3% of total votes cast for governor at preceding No more than 1/4 from any Majority vote on amendment
biennial state election (not |ess than 25,000 one county. which must be 30% of total
qualified voters) ballots cast at election.

Michigan .....cccccovvennes 10% of total voters for all candidates at last None specified. Majority vote on amendment.
gubernatorial election.

[EESESSTo] o] RN 12% of total votes for all candidates for governor No more than 20% from any Majority vote on amendment
in last election. one congressional district. and not less than 40% of total

vote cast at election.

LSS o101 o IR 8% of legal voters for all candidates for The 8% must be in each of 2/3 Majority vote on amendment.
governor at last election. of the congressional districts

in the state.

Montana ......cccoeevreenne 10% of qualified electors, the number of qualified The 10% to include at least 10%  Majority vote on amendment.
voters to be determined by number of votes of qualified votersin one-half
cast for governor in preceding election of the counties.
in each county and in the state.

Nebraska ........cccccoveineene 10% of total votes for governor at last election. The 10% must include 5% in Majority vote on amendment

each of 2/5 of the counties. which must be at least 35%
of total vote at the election.

Nevada .....ccccocerveeunreenns 10% of voters who voted in entire state in 10% of total voters who voted Majority vote on amendment in

South Dakota................
No. Marianalslands....

last general election.
4% of population of the state.

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

15% of legal voters for state office receiving highest
number of voters at |ast general state election.

8% of total votes for all candidates for governor at
last election at which governor was elected for
four-year term.

10% of total votes for governor in last election.
50% of qualified voters of commonwealth.

in each of 75% of the counties.
None specified.

At least 5% of qualified electors
governor in last election.
the state.

None specified.

None specified.

None specified.

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

two consecutive general elections.
Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.
in each of 1/2 of countiesin

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment
except for supermajority equal
to supermajority voting require-
ment contained in proposed
amendment.

Majority vote on amendment.

Majority vote on amendment if
legislature approved it by
majority vote; if not, at least
2/3 votein each of two
senatorial districtsin addition
to amajority vote.

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, University of Texas at Austin,

January 2004.
Key:

@ énly Article |V, the Legislature, may be amended by initiative petition.

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

measures must be approved at two sessions of a successively elected legisla-
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ture by not less than one-fourth of all members elected, sitting in joint ses-
sion.



Table 1.4
PROCEDURES FOR CALLING CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTIONS
Constitutional Provisions

STATE CONSTITUTIONS

Legislative vote for Popular vote  Periodic submission
State or other Provision for submission of to authorize of convention Popular vote required for
jurisdiction convention convention question (a) convention question required (b) ratification of convention proposals

Alabama .. Yes Magjority ME No Not specified
Alaska .. Yes No provision (c)(d) (©) 10 years (c) Not specified (c)
Arizona Yes Majority (] No MP
Arkansas.. No No
California Yes 2/3 MP No MP
Colorado Yes 2/3 MP No ME
Connecticut . Yes 2/3 MP 20 years (f) MP

Yes 2/3 MP No No provision
Florida . Yes (9) MP No Not specified
Georgia Yes (d) No No MP
Hawaii Yes Not specified MP 9years MP (h)
Idaho . Yes 2/3 MP No Not specified
1llinois Yes 3/4 (i) 20 years; 1988 MP
Indiana. No No
lowa .. Yes Magjority MP 10 years; 1970 MP
Kansas Yes 2/3 MP No MP
Kentucky . Yes Magjority (j) MP (k) No No provision
Louisiana . Yes (d) No No MP
Maine ... Yes (d) No No No provision
Maryland . Yes Majority ME 20 years; 1970 MP

No No Not specified

Yes Magjority MP 16 years; 1978 MP

Yes 2/3 ME No 3/5 voting on proposal

No No

Yes Majority MP 20 years; 1962 Not specified (1)
Montana .. Yes (m) 2/3 MP 20 years MP
Nebraska.. Yes 3/4 MP (0) No MP

Yes 2/3 ME No No provision

Yes Majority MP 10 years 2/3 voting on proposal
New Jersey No No

Yes 2/3 MP No Not specified
New York . Yes Magjority MP 20 years; 1957 MP
North Carolina Yes 2/3 MP No MP
North Dakota . No No
Ohio Yes 2/3 MP 20 years; 1932 MP

Yes Majority (C] 20 years MP
Oregon ... Yes Majority (® No No provision
Pennsylvania No No
Rhode | sland Yes Magjority MP 10years MP
South Carolina Yes (d) ME No No provision
South Dakota Yes (d) (d) No )
Tennessee . Yes(q) Magjority MP No MP
Texas . No No
Utah .. Yes 2/3 ME No MP
Vermont No No
Virginia.... Yes (d) No No MP
Washingtol Yes 2/3 ME No Not specified
West Virginia Yes Magjority MP No Not specified
Wisconsin Yes Magjority MP No No provision
Wyoming . Yes 2/3 ME No Not specified
American Samoa......... Yes ) No No ME (s)
No. Marianalslands .. Yes Magjority (t) 2/3 No (u) MPand at least 2/3 in each of 2 senatorial districts
Puerto Rico .......cccuue. Yes 2/3 MP No MP

See footnotes at end of table.
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STATE CONSTITUTIONS

PROCEDURES FOR CALLING CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTIONS — Continued

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, University of Texas at Austin,
January 2004.

Key:

MP—Magjority voting on the proposal.

ME—Mgjority voting in the election.

(a) In all states not otherwise noted, the entries in this column refer to the
proportion of members elected to each house required to submit to the elec-
torate the question of calling a constitutional convention.

(b) The number listed is the interval between required submissions on the
question of calling a constitutional convention; where given, the date is that
of the first required submission of the convention question.

(c) Unless provided otherwise by law, convention calls are to conform as
nearly as possible to the act calling the 1955 convention, which provided for
alegislative vote of amajority of members elected to each house and ratifica-
tion by amajority vote on the proposals. The legislature may call a constitu-
tional convention at any time.

(d) In these states, the legislature may call a convention without submit-
ting the question to the people. The legislative vote required is two-thirds of
the members elected to each house in Georgia, Louisiana, South Carolinaand
Virginia; two-thirds concurrent vote of both branchesin Maine; three-fourths
of all members of each house in South Dakota; and not specified in Alaska,
but bills require majority vote of membership in each house. In South Da-
kota, the question of calling a convention may be initiated by the people in
the same manner as an amendment to the constitution (see Table 1.3) and
requires a majority vote on the question for approval.

(e) The law calling a convention must be approved by the people.

(f) The legislature shall submit the question 20 years after the last conven-
tion, or 20 years after the last vote on the question of calling a convention,
whichever dateis last.

(g) The power to call a convention is reserved to the people by petition.

16  The Book of the States 2004

(h) The majority must be 50 percent of the total voted cast at a general
election or at aspecial election, amajority of the votes tallied which must be
at least 30 percent of the total number of registered voters.

(i) Majority voting in the election, or three-fifths voting on the question.

(j) Must be approved during two legislative sessions.

(k) Majority must equal one-fourth of qualified voters at last general
election.

(I) Mgjority of those voting on the proposal is assumed.

(m) The question of calling a constitutional convention may be submitted
either by the legislature or by initiative petition to the secretary of statein the
same manner as provided for initiated anendments (see Table 1.3).

(n) Two-thirds of all members of the legislature.

(0) Majority must be 35 percent of total votes cast at the election.

(p) Convention proposals are submitted to the electorate at a special elec-
tion in amanner to be determined by the convention. Ratification by amajor-
ity of votes cast.

(g) Conventions may not be held more often than once in six years.

(r) Five years after effective date of constitutions, governor shall call a
constitutional convention to consider changes proposed by a constitutional
committee appointed by the governor. Delegates to the convention are to be
elected by their county councils. A convention was held in 1972.

(s) If proposed amendments are approved by the voters, they must be sub-
mitted to the U.S. Secretary of the Interior for approval.

(t) Theinitiative may also be used to place a referendum convention call
on the ballot. The petition must be signed by 25 percent of the qualified vot-
ersor at least 75 percent in a senatorial district.

(u) The legislature was required to submit the referendum no later than
seven years after the effective date of the constitution. The convention was
held in 1985; 45 amendments were submitted to the voters.
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STATE CONSTITUTIONS

Table 1.6
STATE CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGES BY CONSTITUTIONAL INITIATIVE: 2003

Sate Number of proposals Number of adoptions Percentage adopted
Arizona... 0 0 0.0%
Arkansas 1 0 0.0
California 2 0 0.0
Colorado 5 1 20.0
Florida 5 5 100.0
Illinois. 0 0 0.0
Massachusetts .. 0 0 0.0
Michigan .... 2 0 0.0
Mississippi . 0 0 0.0
Missouri . 1 0 0.0
Montana . 0 0 0.0
Nebraska 0 0 0.0
Nevada.... 2 1(@) 50.0
North Dakota 1 1 100.0
Ohio ........ 1 0 0.0
Oklahoma .. 0 0 0.0
Oregon ... 3 1 333
South Dakota 1 0 0.0
Total .o 24 9 375

Source: Survey conducted by Janice May, University of Texas at Austin,

January 2004.

(a) Nevada approved for the second time one initiative and defeated one
initiative for the first time. To be ome effective constitutional initiatives re-
quire voter approval in two elections. The defeated initiative was counted

because it received its final vote.
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Chapter Two

FEDERALISM AND
INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS

Federal encroachment on state tax systems and powers has been
acharacteristic of coercive or regulatory federalism.
— John Kincaid

State mandates continue to be a problem for
general-purpose local governments.

— Joseph F. Zimmerman

Although states are increasingly interconnected, the likelihood of sustained
cooperative action among them remains problematic.

— Ann O’M. Bowman







FEDERALISM AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Trends in Federalism: Continuity, Change and Polarization
By John Kincaid

Coerciveregulatory trends have displayed considerable continuity since thelate 1960s, including
a shift of federal aid from places to persons, increased policy conditions attached to federal aid,
rising preemptions, federalization of criminal law, encroachments on state tax systems, hollowed
intergovernmental institutions, and reduced cooper ation within major intergovernmental programs.
Two other trends—unfunded federal mandates and federal court orders—have become less
significant. Anewer trend has been the state-friendly federalismjurisprudence of the U.S. Supreme
Court since 1991, although the Court’s 2002—2003 term did not advance thistrend. State activism
in forging new policies and bucking federal policies continuesaswell, andislikely to intensify in

response to rising partisan polarization.

Despite having a former governor, George W.
Bush, in the White House, the federal system has
not been amore congenial environment for the states.
Like gubernatorial presidents Bill Clinton, Ronald
Reagan and Jimmy Carter, Bush has responded to
national political and fiscal opportunities, not to state
interests.*

Homeland Security

The predominance of continuity might seem sur-
prising, because many pundits predicted that the war
on terrorism would induce centralization, a seismic
shift in intergovernmental relations, and even the
death of federalism. Yet, despite the massive reorga-
nization of the federal executive branch involved in
establishing the Department of Homeland Security,
antiterrorismisbeing institutionalized with much the
same patterns of cooperation, conflict, coercion and
competition that characterize other intergovernmen-
tal policy fields. Thisisbecauseinstitutionsare crea-
tures of habit, and the federal system is avast com-
plex of interconnected semi-autonomousinstitutions.

Relevant federal, state and local agencies are im-
proving cooperation, coordination and communica-
tion in ways that build on past relationships, as well
as on lessons learned since the terrorist attacks of
2001. States also are reorganizing agencies and re-
aligning practices to correspond to the new home-
land security threat and to the new tasks and funding
streams emanating from Washington, D.C.

At the same time, there are fears of possible fed-
eral commandeering of state and local public safety
and health agencies, and federal officials have inti-
mated that state failures to voluntarily bring prac-
tices, such as driver’s license issuances, and equip-
ment, such as computers, in line with federal guide-

lines will provoke coercive federa measures. Both
liberal Democrats and conservative Republicanshave
expressed alarm about federal encroachments upon
both states' rightsand individual rightsunder the USA
Patriot Act and other antiterrorism policies. How-
ever, given the palitical incentives for presidentsto
prevent terrorist attacks, and given the potential for
catastrophic attacks, homeland security policy, while
relying greatly on federal coordination with state and
local governments, will likely lean more toward co-
ercive than cooperative federalism.

Some state and local oppositional activism has
been evident acrossthe country. Four states and about
150 localities have passed resolutions criticizing the
Patriot Act. More than 150 city councils approved
resolutions opposing the war in Irag. Many librar-
ians oppose Patriot Act provisionsthat allow federal
officialsto examinerecordson library patrons. Some
librarians are purging records so that information will
not be available to federal investigators.?

The principal source of conflict, though, has been
funding—the time-honored bone of intergovernmen-
tal contention. States and local governments have
complained about too littlefederal funding, too much
red tapetied to funds, delayed rel eases of funds, and
shortfalls between funds promised and funds deliv-
ered by the federal government.® Large states, such
as California and New York, have objected to the
Patriot Act’'s formula for distributing funds. New
York officials complained that of $600 million dis-
tributed in early 2003, for example, the Empire State
received only $1.38 per resident and California re-
ceived $1.33 per capita, compared to a national av-
erage of $3.29 per person and to much higher per
capita payments made to small states, such as $9.78
for Wyoming.* New York Gov. George Pataki and
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Senators Charles Schumer and Hillary Rodham
Clinton argue that funding should be linked to likely
threatstojurisdictions. Inturn, local officialsin some
states, including New York, have complained that
their state holds back too much homeland security
money and also misallocates federal and state funds
among localities.®

Partisan Polarization

The partisan polarization evident in the 2000 presi-
dential election and in Washington, D.C., is a new
contextual trend that is increasingly shaping feder-
alism and intergovernmental relations. In 2003, it
became evident that polarization has strained thetra-
ditional bipartisanship of the Big 7 state and local
associations, especially the National GovernorsAs-
sociation (NGA), where partisan conflict led to the
firing of NGA's chief lobbyist, to reduced dues pay-
ments by some states, and to several states withdraw-
ing from the NGA for a time. Although bipartisan-
ship still prevails generaly in these associations,
continued polarization will weaken their ability to
present aunited front, especially on major issuesthat
have significant impacts on both the states and the
national electoral balance.

This polarization has affected public, presidential,
congressional and judicial responses to virtualy all
public policy issues and introduced fundamental
philosophical differences over some long-standing
federal-state practices and intergovernmental pro-
grams. The consequences of polarization were re-
flected, for example, in the battlesthat scuttled reau-
thorization of three major intergovernmental pro-
grams in 2003: the 1996 welfare-reform law, the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-
21), and the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA). The compromises needed to enact leg-
islation under conditions of polarization will likely
make some intergovernmental programs more com-
plex and somewhat schizophrenic.

This polarization also makes it impossible to res-
urrect bipartisan and nonpartisan intergovernmental
institutions, such as the U.S. Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), whichwere
dismantled or defunded during the 1980s and 1990s.
These institutions sought to foster intergovernmen-
tal cooperation and consensus building. The ACIR,
for example, an independent bipartisan commission
established in 1959, was defunded in 1996.

Grants-in-Aid
Some 608 categorical grants and 17 block grants
for state and local governments continue to shift fed-
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eral aid from placesto persons. That is, compared to
1978 when only 31.8 percent of federal aid was for
payments to individuals (e.g., Medicaid and social
welfare), nearly two-thirds of federal aid isnow dedi-
cated to payments to persons. Medicaid alone ac-
countsfor about 45 percent of all federal-aid money.
Consequently, even though federal aid hasincreased
annually since 1987, less and less has been available
for traditional place-based functions such as eco-
nomic development, transportation, criminal justice
and government operations. The rise of homeland
security has made this shift highly problematic be-
cause states and localities now need more placed-
based aid for first responders, infrastructure protec-
tion, and the like, while more and more state and
local money must be diverted to the escalating costs
of key person programs, such as Medicaid.®

Although the recession that triggered today’s
state fiscal woes lasted only from March to No-
vember 2001, the effects continue to strain most
states' budgets. In mid-2003, under pressure from
state and local officials, Congress enacted a $20
billion aid package as part of a $330 hillion tax
cut deal struck with the president. The package
provides $10 billion in Medicaid cost relief and
$10 billion in FY's 2003 and 2004 that states can
use as a “flexible grant” for other state budget re-
lief. “The resurgence of unfunded federal man-
dates,” commented Utah's House Speaker Martin
Stephens, “has exacerbated state fiscal problems.
States can use [this] money to fill holes in their
budgets caused by recent federal cost shifts.””

A notable change in the delivery of federal aid to
places, however, has been the significant increasein
congressional pork-barreling. The number of ear-
marked projectsincreased from under 2,000 in 1998
to some 9,362 in FY 2003. Supporters of these
projects argue that they are necessary and that mem-
bers of Congress, who are elected officials, are bet-
ter suited than “bureaucrats’ to make these funding
alocations.

Congress also continuesto attach substantive con-
ditions to grants-in-aid to accomplish policy objec-
tives not directly achievable under Congress's con-
stitutionally enumerated powers. For example, April
15, 2003, was the deadline for school districtsto cer-
tify that they permit voluntary religious expression,
such asprayer and Bible study, by students and teach-
ers so as not to lose federal-aid money under the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002. May 31,
2003, was the deadline for states to submit their ac-
countability plansunder the NCLB. October 1, 2003,
was the deadline for all statesto enact the .08 blood



alcohol level for drunk driving in order to avoid re-
ductions in federal-aid highway funding.

Consistent with previous Republican administra-
tions, President Bush has advocated greater admin-
istrativeflexibility for statesin federal-aid programs.
Under Bush, the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services has issued some 3,000 Medicaid
waivers, morethan all earlier administrations. Bush
has also proposed a “superwaiver” in conjunction
with welfare reform reauthorization that would al-
low statesto alter eligibility rules and transfer funds
among programs, including food stamps, public hous-
ing, homeless assistance, child care, adult education,
the Social Services Block Grant, and many employ-
ment and job training programs.

Bush has proposed a voluntary block grant to pro-
vide fixed amounts of money for Medicaid and the
State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP)
for optiona beneficiaries rather than giving states
matching funds as under the current program. Op-
tional beneficiaries such as senior citizens and dis-
abled people constitute about one-third of all Med-
icaid enrollees but consume about two-thirds of
Medicaid spending. Under this plan, most states
would receive more funds for seven years than they
would under the matching program, but federal funds
would decline thereafter.

Bush has proposed to replace Section 8 housing
voucherswith aprogram run by the stateswith an an-
nual lump-sum payment from thefederal government.
Healso hasproposed to block grant Head Start (inthe
form of a pilot program), Unemployment Insurance
administration, law-enforcement grants, child-welfare
foster-care grants, job training in the Workforce In-
vestment Act, trangportation aid inthe JobAccesspro-
gram and juvenile delinquency programs.

Bushwantsto shift responsibility for passenger rail
service to the states. States would contract with
Amtrak or other railroadsfor passenger service. States
alsowould be encouraged to form regional compacts
to provide interstate service. Instead of subsidizing
Amtrak directly, federal aid would be given to states
to support railroad infrastructure and capital invest-
ment. Stateswould cover operating costs.

A major state and local complaint, though, is that
many programs, such as the Help America Vote Act
of 2002, are under funded and that Congress and the
president deliver less than what was promised at the
time of enactment. Most controversial has been the
NCLB, which requires states, beginning in 2005, to
test pupils in grades three through eight annually in
reading and math, to test those in grades 10 through
12inscienceevery year, and to provide highly quali-
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fied and subject-trained teachersin every classroom.®
States can select their testing standards pursuant to
federal guidelines, but schools that do not improve
student achievement must provide tutoring and op-
portunities for students to transfer to higher achiev-
ing schools. After six years, failing schools can be
closed and reopened under new management. The
NCLB seeksto raise all students' reading and math
test scoresto 100 percent of state-defined proficiency
by 2014.

Many state and local officials have characterized
the NCLB as an unfunded mandate because the fed-
eral government provides too little money for states
and school districts to meet the NCLB'’s require-
ments. U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige re-
sponded, however, that: “In raw terms, this presi-
dent [Bush] hasincreased education spending by $11
billion. As a nation, we now spend $470 billion a
year on K-12 education locally and federally—more
than on national defense. What is ‘under funded’
about that?'*® Regardless of funding, the NCLB is
an unprecedented federal intrusion into atraditional
state and local governmental function.

Unfunded Mandates

The robust growth of unfunded mandates on state
and local governments, which beganin thelate 1960s,
was effectively staunched by the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act (UMRA) of 1995. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office’s (CBO) June 2003 report,
only two unfunded mandates exceeding UMRA stan-
dards have been enacted since 1995: a 1996 federal
minimum-wage increase and a1998 reduction in fed-
eral reimbursement of state administrative costs for
the Food Stamp program, which together imposed
average annual costs of $9 million per state. A man-
date violates UMRA if it imposes an annual cost on
state, local and tribal governments exceeding $58
million (or about $1.2 million per state).

NGA, however, publicizesalist of unfunded man-
dates, which includes, among others, homeland se-
curity, Medicaid, the NCLB and special education.
Although these programs are neither mandates nor
unfunded obligations, state and local officials con-
tend that they are “de facto mandates’ because they
are under-funded grants-in-aid that state and local
governments cannot realistically reject or opt out of
oncein place. For instance, the Individualswith Dis-
abilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1975 commitsthe
federal government to funding 40 percent of each
state’s IDEA costs. As of FY 2003, the federal gov-
ernment still covered only 18 percent of those costs.

UMRA also does not take account of the costs
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of federal court orders on state and local govern-
ments, some of which have imposed enormous
costs for institutional change. The number, scope
and costs of such orders began to increase dramati-
cally during the 1960s. This feature of coercive
federalism may be coming to an end, however, as
evidenced by the closing down of the 26-year-old
desegregation lawsuit against the Kansas City
Missouri School District in August 2003.* The
case, begun in 1977, cost Missouri taxpayers some
$2 billion and produced a 1990 U.S. Supreme
Court decision upholding the authority of a fed-
eral judge to order a state or local government to
levy atax increase to pay for his court order.*?

A recent study suggests, however, that overall fed-
eral policies had a $467 billion positive impact on
state and local financesin FY 2004 and a $153 bil-
lion negativeimpact, leaving a$314 billion positive-
impact balance.’®

Preemption

Federal preemption, which skyrocketed after 1969,
continuesto be prevalent, and eventhe U.S. Supreme
Court justices who support the states in many 10"
Amendment, 11" Amendment and commerce clause
cases have upheld federal preemptions of state pow-
ers. Many preemptions do not completely occupy a
field; instead, they alow states to enact their own
rules or standards so long as they are egual to or
higher than the federal provisions. Recently, how-
ever, there has been a tendency for more preemp-
tions to occupy afield and deny states the authority
to enact their own legislation.

For example, the Fair and Accurate Credit Trans-
actionsAct of 2003 preempts most statelawsoniden-
tity theft and limitsthe states' authority to enact pro-
consumer laws on such matters as credit reporting
and financial privacy. Inthe past, pro-consumer laws
often originated in the states. For instance, the new
federal rulethat merchantstruncate credit-card num-
bers originated in California, Connecticut and Ne-
vada. In 2001, Californiawasthefirst jurisdiction to
require disclosure of credit scores to consumers.

Congress enacted anti-spam legidation (Can-Spam
Act) in 2003 that preempted California’s and
Delaware' srigorouslawsaswell asmany provisions
of anti-spam laws in about 34 other states. The fed-
eral law allows consumers to opt out of receiving
junk e-mail. Only after a consumer asks to be taken
off thelist isthe sender required to stop transmitting
messages. The Californiaand Delaware statutes con-
tained an “opt in” provision prohibiting unrequested
commercia e-mail.
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Meanwhile, Attorney General John D. Ashcroft has
sought to override state laws on medicinal marijuana
and physician-assisted suicide. In October 2003,
however, the U.S. Supreme Court let stand aruling
by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals that federal
attempts to revoke the drug licenses of physicians
who advise patients to smoke marijuana under state
law violate the First Amendment aswell as principles
of federalism.

Federalization of State Criminal Law

Another trend has been the federalization of state
criminal law, to the point where there are some 3,500
federal criminal offenses today, about half of which
have been enacted since the mid-1960s. L egislation
enacted in 2003 to provide grants and assistance to
statesto establish anational Amber Alert system (al-
ready then operating in 41 states) to notify the pub-
lic of child abductions also contained many punitive
sentencing provisionswith respect to kidnapping and
sex offenses against children, further limited federal
judges sentencing discretion, and expanded prosecu-
tors’ wiretap powers.

This trend has met criticism from some liberals
and conservatives,** but the political incentives for
presidents and members of Congressto support crime
legislation are very high. Some members of the Su-
preme Court have evidenced concern about thistrend
as well. For example, in ruling in March 2003 that
antiabortion protesters cannot be prosecuted as rack-
eteers under the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
OrganizationsAct (RICO), the Court expressed con-
cern about potential uses of RICO to transform local
crimesinto federal crimes.

Taxation

Another characteristic of coercive or regulatory
federalism has been federal encroachments on state
tax systems and powers. Two issues were prominent
for states in 2003: federal tax cuts and taxation of
Internet and catalog sales.

The $330 hillion tax cut of 2003 will likely re-
duce state tax collections by severa billion dollars
during the next two years, depending on whether
states decoupl e affected provisions of their tax codes
fromthefederal tax code. Decoupling, however, will
make tax compliance more complex for many tax-
payers and perhaps provoke more taxpayer resistance
to state and local tax increases and reforms. Federal
tax reductions might, over time, also reduce grant
money for states and localities, and shift taxes to-
ward more regressive levies as state and local gov-
ernments enact compensating tax and fee increases.



States cannot tax out-of-state I nternet and catalog
sales, which may have cost them $20 billion in FY
2002, but 34 state negotiators agreed on the Stream-
lined Sales Tax agreement to facilitate state taxation
of Internet and catalog purchases, and some major
retailers (e.g., Wal-Mart, Target and Toys “R” Us)
began voluntarily in early 2003 to collect online sales
taxesin 37 states and Washington, D.C. The Stream-
lined Sales Tax Implementing States group istrying
to persuade state | egislaturesto enact the agreement.
Many states are pushing for federal enactment of the
Simplified Sales and Use Tax Act that would autho-
rize state taxation under the streamlined system.™

Onlinesalesof cigarettesare another problem. The
JenkinsAct of 1949 requires out-of-state retailers to
provide sales records to states where cigarettes are
shipped so states can collect excise taxes, but there
isno enforcement of the act by the U.S. Department
of Justice and the FBI. An effort is under way in
Congress to strengthen the act.

U.S. Supreme Court

In contrast to the state-friendly federalism juris-
prudence of the U.S. Supreme Court since 1991, the
Court’s 2002—-2003 term was one in which, said Jus-
tice Ruth Bader Ginsburg, federalism was “the dog
that didn’t bark.”*¢ Although the states won many
cases, and of cases brought by state attorneys gen-
eral, the states won 13 and lost seven, they lost the
bellwether federalism case, Nevada Department of
Human Resources v. Hibbs.* In this 6-3 ruling, the
Court upheld, against an 11"" Amendment challenge,
theright of state employeesto sue their state in fed-
eral court to enforce rights under the federal Family
and Medical Leave Act of 1993. This ruling was a
surprising departure from the Court’s recent 11
Amendment rulings, and al the more so because
Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist wrote the ma-
jority opinion and Justice Sandra Day O’ Connor
joined the majority. Thus, two of the Court’s* Feder-
alism Five” voted against the states.

In another case limiting state involvement in for-
eign affairs, the Court struck down a 1999 Califor-
nialaw that required subsidiaries of European com-
panies to disclose the names of millions of persons
who had purchased insurance policies from their
parent firms in Germany and other European coun-
tries between 1920 and 1945 so as to provide pay-
ments to Holocaust survivors on unpaid insurance
policies. Companies failing to make the disclosures
wouldlosetheir licenseto practicein California. The
Court also struck down a California law that retro-
actively eliminated statutes of limitations on sex
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crimes so as to allow prosecution of individuals af-
ter the expiration of a previous statute of limitation;
however, the Court did uphold California’s “three
strikes” criminal sentencing statute.

The Court ruled that lawsuits alleging that inter-
est rates charged by national banks areillegally ex-
cessive must be heard in federal rather than state
courts because the National Bank Act preempts state
usury laws. The justices also upheld the federal
Children’s Internet Protection Act of 2001, which
requires public libraries to install anti-pornography
filters on all computers that provide Internet access
to library users. Important in the Court’s validating
thisact wasthat it isacondition of federal aid rather
than a criminal statute. Two federal programs pro-
vide about $200 million per year for libraries to es-
tablish and link to electronic networks and to offer
discount access to the Internet. “ Congress has wide
|atitude to attach conditions to the receipt of federal
assistance in order to further its policy objectives,”
wrote Chief Justice Rehnquist.

In Franchise Tax Board of California v. Hyatt,*®
the justices ruled unanimously that Nevada courts
did not have to extend full faith and credit to a Cali-
fornia law that gives California’s tax assessors and
Franchise Tax Board immunity for any tort suitsaris-
ing from atax assessment. The caseinvolved aCali-
fornia resident who claimed that he moved to Ne-
vada, a state with no income tax, shortly after he
earned $20 million on a patent. The former resident
sued Californiain Nevada courts under Nevada law
for intentional torts committed mostly in California.
California was supported by 20 states and by many
state and local associations which argued that arul-
ing against California would weaken legitimate tax
collection efforts and encourage wealth to flee to tax
havens.

The justices held 8-0 that federal courts cannot
close the door to a state prisoner who is appealing a
state habeas corpus denial because he or she seems
not to have awinnabl e case; instead, theinmate need
only present aplausible case. The decision opensthe
door considerably to federal appeals after many fed-
eral courts had virtually closed their doors in com-
plying with the restrictive provisions of the 1996
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act.

In important policy cases, the Court limited the
reach of the federal Employee Retirement Income
Security Act (ERISA) by upholding Kentucky’s*“any
willing provider” law, which allows any health care
provider to join an insurance network so long as the
provider acceptstheinsurer’srulesand payment lev-
els. The insurance industry contended that ERISA
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preempted Kentucky’s statute. This decision helps
clarify the scope and conditions of ERISA’s preemp-
tion of state authority to regulate health care and to
facilitate greater access to private-sector health in-
surance. In turn, the Court lifted an injunction that
had blocked implementation of the Maine Rx Pro-
gram since its 2000 enactment. The program seeks
to obtain discounts on prescription drugs for the
state’s uninsured residents. Maine was supported by
an amicus brief filed by 29 states.

Highly publicized was the Court’svalidation of an
affirmative action program operated by the Univer-
sty of Michigan law school while invalidating the
university’s undergraduate program that awarded 20
extra points on a 150-point scale to black, Hispanic,
and Indian applicants. The Court did not, however,
require states to adopt affirmative action; hence, the
decisonsdid not overturn California s Proposition 209
on race-neutral admissionsto state colleges and uni-
versities. Also highly publicized wasthe Court's5-4
overturning, on broad privacy grounds, of aTexaslaw
that criminalized same-sex sodomy, thusvoiding sod-
omy laws still extant in 13 statesin 2003.

Finally, and pertinent to partisan polarization, the
Court opined that in redistricting, states can consider
aminority group’s general influence on the electoral
process rather than only the number of minority vot-
ersinadistrict. Thedecision wasavictory for Demo-
crats who had sought to spread black voters across
more districts so as to produce more victories for
Democratic candidates rather than packing African-
Americans into majority-minority districts where
they produce fewer Democratic victories. The U.S.
Department of Justice contended that any reduction
in the percentage of minority votersin such adistrict
is an unconstitutional “retrogression” or dilution of
minority voting rights.

State Activism

The legal assaults on Wall Street by New York's
attorney general and the influence of state treasurers
on the ouster of the chairman of the New York Stock
Exchange in September 2003 highlighted the policy
activism that has been evident in states since the late
1970s. States have been pioneering innovative poli-
cies, some of which are adopted by the federal gov-
ernment, and countering federal policieswith legis-
lation and court rulings. This activism is often at-
tributed to the reform and resurgence of state gov-
ernments during the 1950s and 1960s. Although re-
forms strengthened state capacities, state policy ac-
tivism switched into high gear in reaction to therise
of coercive federalism under which both conserva-
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tives and liberals have found ever more reasons to
seek refuge in state policymaking when they cannot
achieve their objectives through federal
policymaking.

For instance, moral conservativesappalled by U.S.
Supreme Court rulings on abortion and sodomy have
sought to thwart such policies through state regula-
tion. Pro-lifeactivists, for example, have been press-
ing for state laws to add requirements to abortions
(e.g., a24-hour waiting period and parental notifica-
tion), to prohibit state funding, and to criminalize
injury to a fetus. According to the American Life
League, “You can do a lot more in the legislatures
than on the federal level right now.”°

In turn, liberal activists responding to conserva-
tive Supreme Court rulings and to deregulation since
the Reagan era have also stimulated considerable
state policy activism. For example, several multistate
lawsuitswereinitiated against the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency in 2003 alleging relaxed en-
forcement or lack of enforcement of federal envi-
ronmental standards. According to the policy direc-
tor of the liberal Center for Policy Alternatives,
“states are now the vanguard of the progressive
movement.” %

Conclusion

In the end, though, both conservative and liberal
activistsalmost always prefer apreemptive or coercive
federal policy over state-by-state policies when they
can achievevictory inthefederal arenaand when state
policies violate their own policy preferences. In this
respect, state activism reflects more continuity than
discontinuity in coercive or regulatory federalism.
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STATE — LOCAL RELATIONS

Trends in State-Local Relations
By Joseph F. Zimmerman

A survey of municipal leagues and county associations in 41 states reveals several state
legislatures initiated actions to assist general purpose local governments by broadening their
discretionary authority and establishing special assistance programs. Nevertheless, more than
one-half of the respondents reported the | egislatures had imposed additional mandates since 1990
and one-third reported the imposition of additional restraints. Only two respondents indicated
court decisions generally favored local governments, six reported narrow interpretation of local
powers and the remaining respondents reported mixed decisions.

State-local relations are traceable in origin to
colony-town relations in the Massachusetts Bay
Colony in 1630. Town governmentsinitially, and cit-
ies subsequently, were under thetight control of their
respective colonial government. After states declared
their independence of the United Kingdom, state
legislatures continued to apply to their local govern-
mentsthe English common law ultraviresrule hold-
ing a local government could not exercise a power
without specific legislative authorization. Thisrule,
when applied to United States local governments,
becameknown popularly as Dillon’s Rule after Judge
John F. Dillon of the lowa Supreme Court included
two of his 1868 decisions, based on the common law
rule, in his Commentaries on the Law of Municipal
Corporations.! Dillon’s Rule does not restrict the au-
thority of astatelegislatureto devolve broad powers
upon local governments and several Dillon’s Rule
states have granted relatively broad powers to local
political entitiesin specified functional fields.?

State-local relations were limited and relatively
simple in nature during the late 18" century and the
early decades of the 19" century when local govern-
ments were small and were assigned only a small
number of functional responsibilities. Subsequently,
urbanization necessitated an increase in the respon-
sibilities of many local governments and discrimi-
natory legislative treatment of municipalitiesin sev-
eral states, relative to the grant of charters and/or
powers, promoted a movement to amend state con-
stitutions to prohibit legislative enactment of a spe-
cia bill unless requested by the named unit. The
first such amendment, forbidding the state legisla-
ture to vacate or alter a road laid out by local
highway commissioners, was ratified by Michigan
votersin 1850 and today ageneral prohibition of spe-
cial legidation isfound in 41 state constitutions.

Legislative interference in municipal affairs, in-
cluding so-called “ripper laws,” in the late 19™
century and early 20" century mobilized local gov-
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ernment officersto seek protection in a new type of
constitutional amendment establishing an Imperium
inImperio or federal system within the state by grant-
ing to general purpose local governments exclusive
control over their governmental structure, property
and local affairs. Sixteen state constitutions contain
such ahome rule provision today. New York voters,
for example, approved a 1923 constitutional amend-
ment granting such powersto cities and a subsegquent
amendment extended these powersto counties, towns
and villages. However, the grant of authority proved
to be inadequate relative to local affairs when the
New York Court of Appeals in Adler v. Deegan
(1929), developed the state concern doctrine posit-
ing the state legislature may enact aspecial law with-
out New York City’s consent if thereis a substantial
“state concern” even “though intermingled with it
are concerns of the locality.”® Courtsin New York
and other states continueto cite Adler v. Deegan asa
precedent in their preemption decisions.

The American Municipal Association (now Na-
tional League of Cities) continued to be concerned
about state legisative interference in municipal af-
fairs and engaged Dean Jefferson B. Fordham of the
University of Pennsylvania Law School to conduct
astudy of thelegal relationship between astate gov-
ernment and its general purpose local governments.
This study was also intended to advance recommen-
dations for new home rule constitutional provisions
designed to ensure such governments will possess
increased discretionary authority. His 1953 report
recommended each state constitution should be
amended to require the state legislature to devolve
upon each municipality adopting a new charter all
powers susceptible to devolution with two excep-
tions—civil relations, and definition and punishment
of afelony.*

Voters in severa states approved a new constitu-
tion or a constitutional amendment devolving pow-
ers upon general purpose local governments regard-



less of whether they have adopted new charters.
A number of these constitutional devolution provi-
sions withhold powers from municipalities beyond
the two Fordham recommended. The New York Con-
stitution, for example, devolves upon local govern-
ments only 10 specific powers in addition “to prop-
erty, affairs, or government.”® This constitution, how-
ever, directs the state legislature to enact and as
needed amend “a statute of local governments grant-
ing to local governments powers including but not
limited to those of local legislation and administra-
tion in addition to the powers vested in them by this
article.”® This unusual statute was enacted in 1963,
has quasi-constitutional status, and may be amended
only by a bill approved by the legislature and the
governor in one calendar year and its reenactment
and approval by the governor thefollowing year. The
statute has not been amended to date.

One should note the devolution of powers consti-
tutional approach to determining the respective pow-
ers of the state and its general purpose local govern-
ments is a legislative supremacy approach. This is
because the devol ution provision authorizes the state
legislature to remove powers from all local govern-
ments or a class of such units in order to address
emerging statewide problems.

State-local powers can be placed in three general
classes: state controlling, local controlling and
shared. The legal relationships between states and
their respective political subdivisionsareparticularly
complex in Imperiumin Imperio and devolution of
powers states asthey continueto utilize Dillon’sRule
relativeto certain powers, particularly personnel and
taxation.” Municipal attorneys frequently seek ad-
visory opinions from the state attorney general, au-
ditor or comptroller, and/or education commissioner
(state superintendent of schools) relative to the au-
thority of alocal government to initiate an action.
In some instances, the attorneys seek an advisory
opinion from two of the state officers and receive
two different opinions. Not surprisingly, suits on
occasion are filed in a court against alocal govern-
ment alleging the unit lacks legal authority to ini-
tiate the concerned action. The decision of the trial
court often isappealed to higher state courts and may
be appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court if afederal
question isinvolved.

Congressional preemption of state and local gov-
ernmental powersin many regulatory fields, particu-
larly since 1965, has produced a silent revolution in
the nature of the federal system and restricted se-
verely the discretionary authority of states and
general purposelocal governments.® Preemption stat-
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utes often include mandates requiring subnational
governmentsto initiate aspecific action and restraints
forbidding the initiation of a specific action such as
dumping sewage sludge in oceans. Many so-called
state mandates imposed on local governments are
federal mandates contained in minimum standards
preemption statutes. They allow the concerned fed-
eral department or agency to delegate regulatory
primacy to a state, provided it submits a plan con-
taining regulatory standards meeting or exceeding
the federal minimum ones. Evidence the state pos-
sesses the necessary equipment and qualified person-
nel to enforce the standards must also be provided.

It is not uncommon for state legislatures to enact
two types of acceptance or permissive statutes, in
lieu of mandate statutes, authorizing local govern-
ing bodies or voters to decide whether to accept the
statute. The first type allows the accepting govern-
ment to exercise additional discretionary authority.
The second type is a market basket approach under
which voters are allowed to select one of several
charters contained in the statute. |n Massachusetts,
votersin cities, but not towns, are allowed a choice
of six charters.®

To collect information on trends in state-local re-
lations, a questionnaire was sent to each state mu-
nicipal league, association of countiesin states with
county governments, and state department of com-
munity affairs or similar agency. Responses were
received from 41 states, but not all respondents an-
swered all questions.

State-L ocal L egal Relationships

Constitutional provisions, statutes, state adminis-
trative rules and regulations, and court decisions de-
terminethe nature of thelegal relati onships between
a state and its political subdivisions. The latter are
classified as municipal corporations possessing sig-
nificant discretionary authority and quasi-municipal
corporations serving as administrative arms of the
state government with few functional responsibili-
ties. Historically, all county governmentswere quasi-
municipal corporations, but today all counties in
several states, such as New York, are municipal cor-
porations and individual counties in certain other
states are municipal corporations.

Our questionnaire requested respondents to indi-
cate whether there are more, fewer or the same num-
ber of state restraints compared to 1990. Respondents
in 13 states reported additional restraints had been
imposed, Montana and Vermont respondents indi-
cated the number of restraints had declined, and re-
spondents in the 22 remaining states checked no
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changeinthe number. Courtsinterpret constitutional
and statutory provisions affecting local governments
and a restraint may be the product of a court deci-
sion. The New Hampshire Superior Court in 2003,
for example, responded to complainants in six sur-
rounding towns alleging the city of Manchester was
violating state law by ordering the city, which sells
drinking water to the towns, to stop fluoridating the
water (authorized by a voter referendum in 1999),
because town voters had not participated in the ref-
erendum. The court in the sameyear also invalidated
the town of Colebrook’s smoking ban in restaurants
on the ground it was preempted by the State Indoor
Smoking Act.

Respondentsin only Kentucky and Maineindicated
courts tended to interpret broadly the discretionary
authority of general purpose local governments since
1990. Respondentsin six states reported narrow in-
terpretation of such authority and 30 respondents
checked court decisions were mixed in terms of the
breadth of such authority.

State legislatures have initiated several actionsto
broaden the discretionary authority of municipal cor-
porations. acceptance statutes, opt-out statutes, and
authorization to enter into intergovernmental service
agreements and to transfer responsibility for afunc-
tion to another local government.

Acceptance Satutes. These laws become effective
in a state only if the local governing body or voters
accept them and stand in direct contrast to state man-
dateswhich are orderslocal governmentsarerequired
toimplement. Respondentsin 27 of 41 surveyed states
reported their respective state legislature enacted such
statutes, while eight states checked no.

Opt-Out Provisions. These constitutional and statu-
tory provisions automatically apply to a local gov-
ernment unless the governing body votes affirma-
tively to exclude the government from the statute.
The lllinois Constitution (Art. VII, 86) contains a
unique provision stipulating ahome rule government
by referendum may elect not to be a home rule unit.
Our survey revealed 10 of 39 states employ opt-out
statutes on occasion.

Intergovernmental Service Agreements. The first
statute authorizing intergovernmental service agree-
ments was an 1851 Indiana statute pertaining to the
jailing of prisoners from other jurisdictions. The
growth in areawide problems since 1945 induced
many state legislatures to enact broad statutes per-
mitting general purpose local governments to enter
into service agreements under which one government
provides services to one or more additional govern-
ments and other statutes allowing thejoint provision
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of services. Theincorporation of thecity of Lakewood,
California, in 1945 led to the unusual situationinwhich
thecity initially received all of its services under con-
tractswith LosAngles County. Subsequently, severa
citiesincorporated in the county alsoinitially received
all servicesfrom the county.

The enabling statute in the majority of states al-
lows agreementsonly if both party governmentshave
been granted such authority. On rare occasions, the
state government has ordered alocal government to
provide a service, such as waste water treatment, to
a neighboring municipality and counties in a few
states are required by statute to provide listed ser-
vices when requested to do so by acity.

Agreements may bein theform of written contracts
or verbal understandings, and voter approval is not
required. Respondentsin 39 of 41 surveyed states re-
ported general purpose local governments could en-
ter into service agreements. Such agreements are
popular because they alow alocal government to (1)
obtain aservicetheunit can not provide, (2) lower the
cost of a service through economies of scale, and (3)
provide a higher quality service.

Transfer of Functions. Local governments, where
authorized, voluntarily transfer responsibility for a
function to another local government or the state
government for a variety of reasons including the
lack of equipment, facilities, and personnel; fiscal
restraints; and elimination of duplication of services.
Functional consolidation may provideimportant cost
savings to participating local units and benefit resi-
dents with improved quality services. In some in-
stances, alocal government decidesto contract with
a private firm instead of transferring responsibility
to another governmental unit.

Twenty respondents reported a constitutional and/
or statutory provision permits alocal government to
transfer afunction or afunctional component to an-
other local government and 17 reported the lack of
such authority. Transfersin Florida, New York, Ohio,
Pennsylvania and Vermont require voter approval.
The Ohio Constitution (Art. X, 83) requires separate
voter approval in the county, the largest city and in
townshipsas aunit before amunicipal function may
be transferred to the county. In addition to volun-
tary transfers, the state legislature in various states
reassigned responsibility for a function from a class
of or all local governments to the state asillustrated
by the Maryland General Assembly 1973 statute
(chapter 784) transferring responsibility for property
tax assessment effective in 1975.

It is important to note the distinction between an
intergovernmental service agreement and a transfer



of functional responsibility may be blurred asaagree-
ment may contain no sunset provision. A unit trans-
ferring afunction retains no responsibility while the
unit receiving services under a contract with another
government remains responsible for the function.

State-L ocal Fiscal Relationships

Constitutional and statutory provisions limit sig-
nificantly the discretionary fiscal authority of local
governmentsincluding the ability to levy taxes other
than the property tax in many states. Respondents
in six states said state approval was required for lo-
cal budgets to become effective and 31 said ho. The
reguirement applied only to countiesin Kentucky and
Nevada, citiesin Nebraska, cities and townships New
Jersey, and cities and countiesin New Mexico.

The near bankruptcy of four New York cities per-
suaded the state legislature to establish a state finan-
cia control board for each city: New York in 1975
(chapters868-70), Yonkersin 1978 (chapter 871), Troy
in 1995 (chapter 187), and Buffalo in 2003 (chapter
122). The New York City board continues to operate
today although the term “emergency” has been
droppeditstitle. Therestoration of Yonkersand Troy
to fiscal health led to the dissolution of their respec-
tive control boards. However, the 2000 state legisla-
ture created the state-controlled Nassau Interim Fi-
nance Authority for Nassau County (chapter 84).

Local government officers generally resent man-
dates more than restraints and often complain the
statelegislatureinimposing amandate failed to con-
sider adequately the fiscal burden placed on local
governments. A restraint, however, may generate
considerable animosity by imposing additional costs
on local governments if they must employ a more
expensive alternative to achieve the same program-
matic goal.

Mandates. A mandate is alegal requirement alo-
cal government must initiate a prescribed action,
thereby excluding conditions attached to grants-in-
aid. Our survey found the same number of mandates
today, compared to 1990, in 16 states, alarger num-
ber of mandates in 18 states, and fewer mandatesin
four states. Constitutional amendmentsin 15 states
and statutes in 16 states providing some form of
mandate reimbursement have influenced the state
mandates trend. Most relief provisions date to the
1970s athough the 1959 Alaska Constitution (Art.
2, 819) stipulates a special law imposing costs upon
alocal government does not become effective un-
less approved in a voter referendum. A 1978 Ten-
nessee constitutional amendment (Art. 2, §24) allows
the General Assembly to impose mandates on cities
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and counties only if “the State shares in the cost.”
A similarly worded provision was added to the Ha-
waiian state constitution (Art 8, 85) in the same year
by a constitutional amendment.

Cdliforniainitiative proposition 4 of 1979 added
anew amendment to the state constitution directing
the stateto reimburselocal governmentsfor all man-
dated costs. This amendment has not stopped the
imposition of mandates as California respondents
reported the trend has been more mandates imposed
since 1990.

A 1984 New Hampshire constitutional amendment
(Part 1, Art. 278) required similar full reimbursement
of mandated costs unlessthelocal governing body, a
city council or atown meeting, approves the man-
dates. New Hampshire's experiencereveal sthe Gen-
eral Court (state legislature) constitutionally may
shift afinancial burden to cities and towns without
providing reimbursement. In 2001, the New Hamp-
shire Supreme Court in Town of Nelson v. New Hamp-
shire Department of Transportation (145 N.H. 75)
ruled the department’ s recl assification of sections of
state highways as local roads, shifting maintenance
costs to local governments, was not a mandate sub-
ject to reimbursement even though the state’'s Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act (NHRSA 541-A:25) for-
bids state agencies to impose mandates. Similarly,
the mandate reimbursement provision is not appli-
cable to a General Court 2004-05 fiscal year budget
decision to terminate payments to cities and towns
for transportation of handicapped children. A Geor-
gia respondent reported mandates are assuming a
more subtle form and referred to overcrowded state
prisons not accepting state prisonersfrom county jails
and paying a county only $20 daily for each state
prisoner in the jails.

A 2002 New Hampshire act requires cities and
townsto comply with anew certification process de-
veloped by the State Assessing Standards Board, but
in 2003 the board replaced the standards with advi-
sory guidelines. In addition, the 2003 General Court
enacted Chapter 108 exempting townswith a popula
tion of 5,000 or less from the mandate to clean up an
inactive municipally owned unlined landfill provided
it ismonitored in accordance with state rules.

A New Mexico constitutional amendment (Art. 10,
8§8) ratified in 1984, givesthe statelegislature achoice
relative to mandates imposed by “rule or regulation.”
The legislature may reimburse local governments or
grant “ameans of new funding” to the concerned po-
litical subdivisions. A 1992 Maine constitutional
amendment (Art. 9, §21) stipulates the state legisla-
ture may impose a mandate only if the state funds 90
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percent of the costs or the mandate is approved by a
two-thirds vote of each house of the state legidlature.
The Maine respondent indicated the legislature has
found ways to evade the requirement.

Several mandate relief statutes implement con-
stitutional provisions and other statutes generally
offer relatively little protection from imposition of
new mandates. Connecticut Public Act 434 of 1993,
for example, alows a city or a town to postpone
execution of the mandate for one year in the event
the state legislature does not cover the imposed
costs. And the 1989 New York state legislature en-
acted chapter 377 eliminating the mandate cities
annually must publish a listing of all tax-exempt
property in alocal newspaper.

Special State Assistance

Itiswell known that state |egislatures appropriate
funds in the form of grants-in-aid and/or revenue
sharing, and authorize technical assistance to their
political subdivisions. Additional assistance is pro-
vided in the form of state created and operated mu-
nicipal bond banks, investment pools, insurance pools
and one infrastructure pool.

Municipal Bond Banks. The current nine banks are
traceablein origin to 1970 when the Vermont General
Assembly established thefirst one (Act 216). The pur-
pose of each bank isto assist small municipalitieswho
may be unable to borrow funds because of their size
or can borrow funds only at ahigh rate of interest be-
cause of their relatively low credit rating. The New
Hampshire Municipal Bond Bank, for example, de-
claresitis“The Only ‘AAA’ Credit” in the state.

Each bank surveys municipalities to determine
their willingness to participate in a forthcoming is-
suance of long term bonds and to obtain data and
information on their finances. Each local government
desiring to participate in the borrowing is subject to
all constitutional and statutory provisionsrelating to
incurrence of debt. A local government will not be
allowed to participate if such participation would
affect adversely the credit rating of the issue. The
bank’s strong credit rating allowsit to obtain alower
bond interest rate, thereby indirectly providing afi-
nancial benefit to participating units.

A municipal bond bank can be operated by a pri-
vate association as illustrated by the Kentucky Mu-
nicipal League's bond pool program available to its
members, and the Association County Commission-
ers of Georgia's tax anticipation notes pool avail-
able to its members.

Municipal Investment Pools. Local governments
generally have idle funds available for short-term
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investment which may be deposited in one or more
local banks. Twenty-nine state legislatures created
municipal investment poolsin recognition of thefact
that smaller participating local governments would
benefit from professional management of such funds,
greater liquidity, lower administrative costs and a
higher return.

Municipal Insurance Pools. Twenty states have
followed Texas's lead in 1973 when it established
the first such pool. In California, two or more local
governments may utilize the state’s joint exercise of
powers statute to establish a pool. The Texas Mu-
nicipal League also operates a |ntergovernmental
Risk Pool. The importance of municipal insurance
pools has increased since courts in 37 states termi-
nated general municipal governmental immunity
from suit.

Pooling, by spreading the risks, reduces premium
costs for member local governments. Each pool has
adeductibleloss requirement and stipulatesalossis
covered up to a specified maximum amount. A pool
can be operated by a local government association
as illustrated by the Texas Municipal League's
workmen's compensation joint insurance fund which
provides equal coverage at a lower premium than
identical commercial insurance coverage.

Infrastructure Pool. The 1991 Louisiana State
Legislature (Act 813) established the Local Govern-
ment Environmental Facilities Authority, reconsti-
tuted in 1997 by adding Community Development
to the title, to assist local governments by authoriz-
ing them to finance infrastructure projects through
the authority which can provide loans and issue rev-
enue bonds to raise needed funds. The Association
County Commissionersof Georgiaarrangestheleas-
ing of equipment and buildings for its members, and
currently has approximately $40 million in equip-
ment | eases.

Possible Emerging Trends

Our survey produced little evidence of possible
new emerging trends. The Delaware General Assem-
bly established a Health Care Pool for local govern-
ments and the 2003 New Hampshire General Court
authorized citiesand towns (NHRSA Chapter 79-D),
at their discretion, to launch abarn preservation pro-
gram by granting tax abatements. The 2003 Vermont
General Assembly enacted Act 8 (VSA 884(73),
10073, 1034), permitting neighborhood electric ve-
hicles to operate on public highways with a maxi-
mum speed of 35 miles per hour, but also allowing a
municipality to prohibit their usein order to promote
public safety. These vehicles are defined in law as



emission free, l[imited to amaximum of four persons,
possess four wheels in contact with the ground, an
unladen maximum weight of 1,800 pounds, and con-
forming with safety egquipment requirements.

Summary

Our survey reveals the discretionary authority of
general purpose local governments has been broad-
ened to an extent in several states, but state man-
dates continue to be aproblem. It is apparent mobi-
lization of public and private resources by local gov-
ernments to solve serious problems depends heavily
upon the state legislature granting them broad dis-
cretionary powersand providing financial assistance
in various forms: grants-in-aid, revenue sharing,
municipal bond banks, municipal investment pools,
municipal insurance poolsand municipal infrastruc-
ture funds.
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INTERSTATE COOPERATION

Trends and Issues in Interstate Cooperation
By Ann O’M. Bowman

An effective system of interstate cooperation is essential to the operation of U. S. federalism.
The research reported here shows that, on average, a state belongs to 25.4 interstate compacts
and, during the 1990s, joined other states in 25 legal actions and enacted 7.7 uniform laws.
However, the variation both across and within states as to the degree and type of cooperation
reflects the tension between cooperation and competition.

In the U.S. federal system, states are in the curi-
ous position of being both rival and ally to other
states. This rival-ally duality creates a fragile equi-
librium among the states, one that is in continuous
adjustment as states compete and cooperate with each
other. In one sense, competition isthe natural condi-
tion, because states depend heavily on their own
sources of revenuethus creating an activerivalry for
economic development.® However, since the colo-
nial period, states have often found that cooperation
is an appropriate or necessary course of action and
have created an array of interstate connections.

Basic rules for interactions among the states are
set inthe U.S. Constitution. The full faith and credit
clause (Article IV, Section 1) binds citizens of every
state to the laws and policies of other states. Thein-
terstate rendition clause (Article 1V, Section 2) re-
quires that fugitives from justice in one state who
have fled to another state, be returned upon request
of the governor. In Article IV, Section 2, citizens of
one state are guaranteed the “privileges and immu-
nities,” that is, the fundamental rights of citizensin
other states. A formal provision for interstate com-
pacts, established through Article I, Section 10 of
the Constitution, provides a mechanism through
which states can address shared problems. Because
relationships between the states can be contentious
and conflictual, Article 111, Section 2 of the Consti-
tution assigns “controversies between two or more
states’ to the federal judiciary for resolution. For
instance, the two centuries-old conflict between New
York and New Jersey over the ownership of Ellis|s-
land wasfinally resolved by the U.S. Supreme Court
in 1997.2 To maintain a system of free trade among
the states, the Constitution contains a provision au-
thorizing Congress to regulate interstate commerce
(Articlel, Section 8). One other important interstate
principle is implicit in the Constitution: the legal
equality of each state.® Contemporary interstate re-
lations have evolved from these basic provisionsinto
amuch more complex network.
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Interacting States

As polities in the U.S. federal system, states can
be expected to act in a self-interested manner, pur-
suing opportunities and resisting obstacles. There-
fore, states cooperate with other stateswhenit is per-
ceived to be in their interest, they clash when such
behavior is deemed in their interest. The assessment
of self-interest is self-determined, that is, a state (or
more correctly, state officials) makesthe determina-
tion of self-interest, based on any number of relevant
considerations.

The pursuit of self-interest puts states on a path
that inevitably intersects with other states.* Coop-
erative behaviors emergein “win-win” situations as
states work together on a common problem or a
shared objective. Competitive behaviors, onthe other
hand, develop as states vie for a prize or position in
aprocessthat typically hasazero-sum outcome. This
competition can be mediated by external actors such
as government institutions that determine winners
and losers, asin the case of federal grant funding, or
it can be unmediated, “open market” competition as
when states seek tourists or firms.®> When unmedi-
ated competitionisunproductive or costly, states may
reverse field and begin cooperating. For instance, in
1989 five states that had competed with each other
to attract new firms pooled their efforts and created
the multi-state Pacific Northwest Economic Region,
acooperative venture designed to attract investment
to the region.

The pulls and pushes of competition and coopera-
tion lead to a constantly evolving interstate equilib-
rium. Consider, for example, the on-going delibera-
tions among Alabama, Florida and Georgia over a
river basin they share. At issue are water levels and
alocation formulas. Each state has a preferred solu-
tion that is at least partialy at odds with another
state’s preference. Negotiating teams for each state
(and afederal commissioner who represents the in-
terestsof 10 federal agencieswith astakeinthereso-
lution of the river basin conflict) have struggled to
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in the River Basins Dispute

Figure A: The Relative Positions of the States

interstate compacts, multi-
state legal actions and
adoption of uniformlaws.

I nter state Compacts
Georgia Alabama Elorion .Thetl’&[iltl ona megh&
¢ ) ¢ nism for cooperation
a 'S among statesistheinter-

state compact, a formal
agreement or contract

line for Water Pact,” Atlanta Journal-Constitution (January 7, 2003).

Source: Created by the author from information contained in Stacy Shelton, “ Three States Extend Dead-

between two or more
states. A state’s approval
of acompact (and, when

reach agreement.® Complicating the resolution were
partisan changes in two of the three governors’ of-
fices in 2002 and a desire by one new governor to
conduct personal negotiationswith hisgubernatorial
counterparts. The positions of the statesvis-a-visone
another in 2002 are depicted in Figure A above.
Georgiaand Floridawere farther from the resolu-
tion of their differences than either state was with
Alabama. Each wants to settle the conflict but on
termsthat are, if not preferential, at least acceptable
to it. And each state holds a potential veto over any
agreement that is reached by the other two states. In
2002, Alabamafound itself in the position of broker,
trying to get the other two states to compromise suf-
ficiently to reach an accord. The presence of afed-
eral-level official helps keep the parties at the table,
because a belief shared by al three states is that a
state-led solutionis preferableto afederally-imposed
solution. In July 2003, amemorandum of understand-
ing was signed by the governors of the three states
that set out broad guidelines for negotiators as they
continue to wrestle with the details of an allocation
formula. Once agreement can be achieved, a new
interstate equilibrium will emerge. The larger point
isquite simple: onissuesthat affect vital state inter-
ests, it is often difficult to reach a common accord.

I nter state Cooper ation

Cooperative behaviors take many different forms
including voluntary associations, optional enactment
of similar laws, administrative agreements and inter-
state compacts.” In deciding whether tojoin other states
inacollaborative venture, astate considersthe antici-
pated costs and benefits of collective action. One can
assume that a self-interested state will participate in
actions in which the anticipated gains outweigh po-
tential losses. Three specific forms of interstate coop-
eration are discussed in the remainder of this article:

necessary, congressional
approval) makes the
agreements legally binding on participants. A com-
pact establishesthe policiesfor state compliance and
the terms for state withdrawal from it. Historically,
compactswere primarily used to settle boundary dis-
putes between a pair of neighboring states but over
time, the substance of compacts has broadened and
the number of signatory states on a given compact
has increased. Other than territorial border agree-
ments, compacts increasingly have administrative,
financial, substantive and technical dimensions.®

Because compacts require the approval of the
member states' |egislatures, the compact negotiation
and ratification process can bog down in intra-state
politics. Of the interstate compacts in existence in
2003, 32 had been ratified only by one state, thus
they were not in effect. For instance, Indiana was
the sole signatory to the Interstate Jobs Protection
Compact that, when effective, would create a com-
mission to devel op strategies to prevent the “unnec-
essary” interstate relocation of businesses. The com-
pact will take effect when any two of the 18 eligible
states, joinsIndiana. Although proportionately fewer
compacts require congressional consent, for those
that do, the processis|engthened.® A study of Michi-
gan and its involvement in a low-level radioactive
waste compact demonstrated that states do not enter
into compacts casually.®

To determine the number and nature of interstate
compacts as well as patterns of state involvement, a
report from The Council of State Governments, In-
terstate Compacts and Agencies 2003, was con-
sulted. The report identifies state members of each
compact currently in existence. After excluding de-
funct compacts (62), border compacts (26), compacts
to which only one state is a party (32) and several
compactswith special considerations(e.g., no states
are listed as members or the compact is U.S. state-
Canadian), 155 remained. In Figure B, states are as-
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Figure B: State Membership in Interstate Compacts
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> 29 compacts

9 states
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28-29 compacts
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24-27 compacts
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Low 8 states

<22 compacts  Hawaii, Wis, Alaska, SD., lowa, Mich., N.D., Nev.

Source: Compiled by the author from data in William Kevin Voit, Nancy J. Vickers, and Thomas L. Gavenonis, Interstate Compacts and Agencies

2003 (Lexington, Ky: The Council of State Governments, 2003).
Note: Within each category, states range from high to low.

N.Y., Vt., Maine, N.M., Pa, N.J,, Va, Colo., Md.

Kan., Okla, Texas, W.Va, Ala, N.H., Wash.

Miss,, Neb., Ohio, Ore,, R.l., Tenn., Ariz., Cdlif., Ind., Mass., Mont., Wyo., Idaho, Mo., Utah, Ark., Conn., Fla

18 states

signed to one of five categories, based on member-
ship in these compacts.*?

Theaverage rate of compact membership for states
is 25.4 compacts. The lowest levels (16 compacts)
are found in Hawaii and Wisconsin; the highest (32
compacts) are in Colorado and Maryland. Although
thetrend isfor compactsto include large numbers of
states, many of the extant compacts are bilateral: 57
of the 155 compacts are between two states. The New
England region (Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode Island) has
been thought of as an area especially prone to com-
pact formation, with federalism scholar Daniel Elazar
calingit “asectional confederation withinthe Ameri-
can federal system.” 3 That tendency appearsto have
weakened somewhat in recent years with only two
of these states showing high levels of compact mem-
bership. It istrue however, that the six New England
states often form regional compacts but not signifi-
cantly more so than other regions.

Many compacts are nationwide in scope, e.g., al
states are eligible to participate, but the data show
that only approximately 10 percent of the compacts
have amajority of states as members. One compact
that is nearly nationwide is the Interstate Compact
onAdult Offender Supervision. In 1999, itsfirst year
of existence, nine states became members of the
compact; by mid-2003, 47 states had joined.** Two
of the compacts currently inforce have all 50 states
as members: the Interstate Compact on the Place-
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ment of Children and the Uniform Interstate Com-
pact on Juveniles. Still with so few majority-state
compacts in place, the promise of the compact
mechanism as an instrument of national policy is
muted; it appears to be more commonly a tool for
more particular use.

Multi-state Legal Action

A state’s willingness to enter into lawsuits with—
not against—other states is another form of coop-
eration. Legal action by an individual state may not
represent a significant challenge to a private sector
firm, but action by a group of states poses more of a
threat. Furthermore, by pursuing joint legal action,
states are asserting and protecting their role in the
federal system. In effect, agroup of proactive states
can beat the national government to the punch in
addressing a specific problem. Notable illustrations
of this approach include state-initiated lawsuits
against the tobacco industry and against Microsoft
during the 1990s. In the tobacco case, although afew
states acted independently and reached their own
settlements with tobacco companies, most litigating
states relied on joint action.’> Eventually state attor-
neys general were able to broker a national agree-
ment. In the Microsoft case, 20 states filed an anti-
trust lawsuit in 1998, alleging illegal anti-competi-
tive, anti-consumer actions by the corporation.

The National Association of Attorneys General
(NAAG), an organization composed of the chief le-
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High

Note: Within each category, states range from high to low.

Figure C: State Involvement in Joint Legal Action

Ala, Maine, SD., Alaska, Mont., Neb., Hawaii, Ind., Miss,, Ark., N.D., Okla, Utah, R.l., Kan., N.J.

. 11 states
> 39 actions Calif., Wash., IlI., Fla, N.Y., Ariz., Conn., Minn., Texas, Wis., Mass.
High/average 6 Sates
29-39 actions N.M., Mich., lowa, Vt., Mo., Pa.
Average
22-28 actions Ore,, Nev., Ohio, Idaho, Md., N.C., Tenn., W.Va.
Average/low 0 Statos
12-21 actions
Low . 9 states
<12 actions Ga, S.C., Wyo,, N.H,, Va, Colo., Del., Ky., La

Source: Compiled by the author from datain AG Bulletin (Washington, D.C.: National Association of Attorneys General, various issues 1992-1999).

gal counsels of the states (and territories), has spear-
headed the push for multi-state legal action. NAAG
encouragesjoint state effortsregarding law enforce-
ment and legal issues, taking policy positions and
issuing guidelines but avoiding official actiononis-
sues that divide its membership.t® Collective legal
actionissimilar to interstate compactsin that it unites
states on issues of common interest. One such com-
mon interest has been protecting consumers from
fraudulent practices and products of all types. As
noted above, the opportunity to join other states
rather than going it alone allowsthe strength in num-
bers phenomenon to emerge.

Ascertaining the degree of interstate cooperation
vialegal channelsinvolved a search of the NAAG
publication, AG Bulletin, from 1992 through 1999.

AG Bulletin is published 10 to 12 times per year to
disseminate information to its members, especially
updates on pending legal actions. In this regard, it
reportswhich states have joined multi-state lawsuits.'”
To create the database, each available issue of AG
Bulletin was reviewed and instances of joint legal
actions were noted.® Each case was counted only
once, regardless of the number of times it was men-
tioned in subsequent Bulletins. Figure C shows the
level of cooperation for states, as measured by their
willingness to join in multi-state legal actions.
During the period under study, on average, a state
was a party to a multi-state legal action on 25 occa
sions. Thelowest level of joint legal action (seven law-
suits) was found in three states, Georgia, South Caro-
lina and Wyoming, while the highest level was in

Figure D: State Adoption of Uniform Laws

High
> 9 uniform laws

12 states

Average
6-9 uniform laws

Low
< 6 uniform laws

10 states

Laws, www.nccusl.org (October 2003).
Note: Within each category, states range from high to low.

Alaska, Ark., Conn., Vt., Ariz., Colo., N.D., Minn., Mont., Hawaii, W.Va., N.M.

Fla, Ind., Ky., N.J.,, Utah, Wash., Wyo., Calif., Ill., lowa, Md., Mich., N.C. Ohio, Ore,, R.I.,
Tenn., Del., Idaho, Maine, Neb., Nev., Okla, Texas, Ala, Kan., SD., Va

Ga, Mass, N.Y., Wis,, La, Miss,, Mo., N.H., Pa, SC.

Source: Compiled by the author from information found on the official website of the National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State

28 states
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Massachusetts (51 lawsuits). Onetrend that is discern-
iblein the datais an increase in the rate of multi-state
lawsuits during the decade. A subset of 11 states ap-
pearsto have played leadership roles, given their high
rate of involvement. Also, a population effect may be
operative: the four states with the largest populations
areinthe“high” category. However, variationsin state
involvement may be partly attributable to an attorney
general’s proclivity for activism.

Uniform State Laws

A third type of interstate cooperation involves the
adoption of uniform statutes. By bringing itslaw into
conformance with other states, a state is endorsing
and embracing a peer-established norm. Clearly, this
form of cooperation is different from compacts and
joint legal actions because it does not involve collec-
tive action per se. But the enactment of uniform laws
results in a reduction of differences between states
and it captures the spirit of cooperation.

The National Conference of Commissionerson Uni-
form State Laws (NCCUSL) was created in 1892 to
draft uniform statues and model acts. The NCCUSL, a
nonprofit organization funded by state appropriations,
ismade up of attorneys, judges and legal expertsfrom
each state. The statute-drafting process can be lengthy,
involving extensive negotiations and numerous itera-
tions. Once a law is drafted by NCCUSL, each state
has the option of enacting it and thereby conforming
itslaw on a subject to that of other enacting states.

Onitswebsite, the NCCUSL tracks state actions as
model legislation wends its way (or not) through the
legislative process. To explore state adoption of uni-
form laws, a data set was created consisting of the
uniform lawsfinalized by NCCUSL during the 1990s.
Each state was assigned a score based on the number
of uniform lawsit enacted during the decade. Because
the range of scoreswas fairly narrow, the states were
grouped into three categories, as shown in Figure D.*°

There were 22 new uniform laws finalized by the
NCCUSL inthe 1990s and states, on average, adopted
7.7 of them. The average isas high asit is due to the
nearly universal adoption of three new articlesto the
Uniform Commercial Code. The highest rate of en-
actment of uniform laws during the decade occurred
in New Mexico, with 14. At the other end of the scale
were Georgia, Massachusetts, New York and Wiscon-
sin, which adopted four of the uniform laws during
the time period.

Comparing the Types

Thedatain Figures B, C and D suggest that for an
individual state, the level of cooperative behavior
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tends to depend on the specific form of coopera-
tion. Wisconsin, for example, landsin the low cat-
egory in terms of interstate compact membership
and uniform law adoption, but has a high level of
involvement injoint legal actions. Coloradoisquite
the opposite: high levels of compact membership
and uniform law adoption, but its rate of involve-
ment in multi-state legal actionsislow. New York
displays a different pattern: the top group with re-
gard to joint lawsuits and interstate compacts, but
alow level of uniform law enactment. Thus it ap-
pearsthat there is some differentiation in coopera-
tive behavior, that is, an individual state tends not
to pursue al three of the types of cooperation with
the same degree of enthusiasm. However, one
should not take the point too far, as there is some
consistency in the average category, which regard-
less of the form of cooperation, includes Idaho,
Ohio, Oregon and Tennessee. And at least two
states, Georgia and South Carolina, display agen-
eral tendency toward limited willingness to coop-
erate with other states, scoring in the low category
on two indicators and in the average/low on the
third one. But the general conclusion isthat states
vary in their propensity toward cooperation.

Future Prospects

The analysis presented here yields several in-
ferences about trendsin interstate cooperation. Al-
though the analysisitself was not longitudinal, the
data collection process provided some evidence as
to changes over time. In short, during the 1990s,
both the frequency of multi-state lawsuits and the
number of assenting states increased; thusthistype
of cooperation appearsto be on therise. State em-
brace of uniform laws is more problematic. Were
it not for the Uniform Commercia Code, enact-
ment rates of NCCUSL statutes during the decade
would have been substantially lower. Therefore it
does not appear that states are poised to adopt a set
of lawsthat would bring their statutesin line with
these model statutes. But the idea of greater uni-
formity across the states is popular among major
corporate intereststhat do business nationally, thus
putting pressure on states to conform.

Comparing the findings reported here to an ear-
lier study, it appears that average state member-
shipin compacts hasrisen by about 10 percent since
the mid-1990s.2° The increase appears to be due to
the appeal of “nearly-national” compacts such as
the Driver’s License Compact that allows member
states to exchange information about nonresident
traffic law violators. Thus athough only 15 com-



pacts have amajority of states as members, thisrep-
resents an increase from the earlier period. The next
decade is likely to see more instances of coopera-
tion that extends beyond the region. For example,
many of the compacts that have evolved from the
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980
(and asubsequent U.S. Supreme Court decision) link
states in non-regional clusters.

While interstate compacts are appropriate in in-
stances in which complex legal or fiscal issues ex-
ist, administrative agreements can be effective alter-
natives to them because they are easier to initiate,
negotiate and amend.?* Although definitive data are
hard to come by, this trend seems to be on the up-
swing. For instance, inthe“ Southern Air Principles’
in 2001, the governors of Georgia, North Carolina
and Tennessee instructed their states' environmental
agencies to develop a regional plan to address air
pollution problems in the southern Appalachian
Mountains. Another illustration of interstate admin-
istrative agreements is multi-state prescription drug
purchasing pools. Three New England states, Maine,
New Hampshire and Vermont, created the first coa-
lition in 2001; within months, other states were ex-
ploring the benefits of collaborative action. These
kinds of agreements may be less durable than com-
pacts but in a rapidly changing environment, their
flexibility may be areal advantage.

The willingness of states to cooperate with each
other allowswhat DaleKrane, quoting Daniel Elazar,
called “federalism without Washington.” 2 This point
iswell taken. If states work together, their ability to
solve major national problemsisenhanced. Joint state
action, especially the embrace of common policies,
provides an alternative to federal legislation, and
could be ameans of forestalling federal preemption
of the states.?® But this recalls a point made at the
beginning of this article: states are not only alies;
they are rivals. Furthermore, one of the premises of
afedera structure is the ability of constituent units
to customi ze policy—theinverse of uniformity. Thus,
although states are increasingly interconnected, the
likelihood of sustained cooperative action is tem-
pered by competitive pressures.
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Table 2.1

TOTAL FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS BY STATE AND REGION: 1993-2002

(In millions of dollars)

FEDERAL AID

State or other
jurisdiction 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 1995 1994 1993
United States ............... $412,371  $338,977  $308,530  $294,469  $269,128 $229,778  $227,542 $228,936  $214,239  $195,201
Eastern Region
Connecticut .. $5,279 $4,364 $4,033 $3,846 $3,653 $2,905 $3,080 $3,195 $3,028 $2,691
Delaware 1121 892 838 825 678 629 600 560 472 455
Maine .. 2,270 1,905 1,770 1,664 1,602 1,378 1,389 1,315 1,269 1,166
Massachusett: 12,339 9,718 9,070 8,838 8,019 6,365 6,813 6,829 6,261 5,520
New Hampshire .. 1,632 1,288 1,238 1,120 1,042 842 890 866 956 652
New Jersey ... 10,822 8,478 7,876 7,262 7,108 6,602 6,506 6,639 6,163 6,189
New York . 42,461 32,897 31,564 28,870 28,066 24,384 24,560 24,348 22,445 21,166
Pennsylvania 18,017 14,487 13,940 13,141 12,381 10,268 10,117 10,354 9,705 8,517
Rhode Island 2,094 1,607 1,574 1,411 1,368 1,144 1,176 1,276 1,100 1,107
Vermont ... 1,281 1,069 929 883 803 601 641 625 546 557
Regional Total .. 97,316 76,705 72,832 67,860 64,720 55,118 55,772 56,007 51,945 48,020
Midwestern Region
llinais ... 14,975 $11,883 $11,228 $10,586 $10,156 $9,296 $9,229 $9,487 $8,506 $7,845
Indiana .. 6,969 5,850 5,108 4,706 4,152 3,539 3,657 3,546 3,553 3,732
lowa 4,060 3,079 2,714 2,595 2,424 1,977 2,030 2,074 2,015 1,737
Kansas 3,272 2,721 2,323 2,183 1,934 1,620 1,700 1,649 1,666 1,608
Michigan .. 13,279 10,887 10,107 9,764 8,618 7,237 7,194 7,589 7,117 6,654
Minnesota 6,492 5,260 4,753 4,499 4,199 3,952 3,535 3,685 3,515 3,297
2,342 2,054 1,720 1,651 1,511 1,227 1,232 1,440 1,114 1,108
1,425 1,284 1,101 1,009 1,067 1,074 734 768 702 640
[ e JUN 14,844 11,762 10,665 10,254 9,733 8,327 8,776 9,115 8,366 7,716
1,506 1,254 1,088 1,056 1,007 982 867 813 724 654
7,255 5,843 5,254 4,842 4,697 3,617 3,679 3,729 3,450 3,397
Regional Total ............... 76,419 61,877 56,061 53,145 49,498 42,848 42,633 43,895 40,728 38,388
Southern Region
Alabama 6,344 $5,298 $4,833 $4,632 $4,161 $3,483 $3,325 $3,419 $3,209 $3,081
4,047 3,448 2,778 2,614 2,440 2,283 2,131 2,019 1,966 1,855
16,350 13,666 12,149 11,191 10,320 8,504 8,442 9,078 8,018 7,579
10,500 7,929 7,520 6,752 6,233 5,469 5,359 5,461 5,028 4408
6,346 5,100 4,687 4,395 4,236 3,702 3,355 3,437 3,096 3,041
7,437 6,173 5,300 5,228 4,708 4,457 4,734 5,291 5,233 4,817
6,312 7,586 6,911 5,744 5,022 3,950 3,544 3,594 3,637 3,310
5,046 4,246 3,517 3,387 3,025 2,626 2,754 2,738 2,507 2,285
8,429 6,868 5,939 5,478 5,065 4,231 4,091 4,159 3971 3,566
10,939 9,122 8,158 7,608 7,133 6,284 5,227 5,487 4,862 4,498
5,108 4,119 3,583 3,231 3,059 2,510 2,435 2,472 2,359 2,111
South Carolina. 5,592 4,730 4,163 3,879 3,525 2,987 3,032 3,027 2,726 2,521
Tennessee . 8,658 7,027 6,372 5,900 5,510 4,555 4,476 4,531 3,940 3,925
Texas . 24,858 21,675 18,346 18,370 15,809 13,184 13,287 13,338 12,669 11,035
Virginia . 7,714 5,908 5,163 4,749 4,423 3,518 3,403 3,504 3,180 2,945
West Virginia 3,298 2,971 2,729 2,490 2,480 2,100 2,088 2,074 2,166 1,884
Regional Total .. 136,978 115,866 102,148 95,648 87,149 73,843 71,683 73,629 68,567 62,861
Western Region
Alaska ... 3,127 $2,314 $2,174 $1,929 $1,427 $1,303 $1,051 $1,125 $1,063 $948
Arizona.. 6,664 5,190 4,704 4,537 4,147 3,355 3,095 3,150 2,996 2,640
California. 48,084 39,797 36,080 36,370 32,090 27,014 26,413 26,934 26,219 21,635
Colorado 4,740 3,916 3,591 3,446 3,048 2,444 2,410 2,391 2,102 2,109
Hawaii 1,835 1,514 1,348 1,335 1,190 1,184 1,126 1,162 1088 984
Idaho . 1,837 1,505 1,270 1,177 1,055 936 887 849 778 712
Montana 1,912 1,665 1,474 1,399 1,139 991 964 933 906 831
Nevada .. 1,840 1,442 1,340 1,249 1,081 983 876 882 797 767
New Mexico. 3,954 3,586 3,032 2,750 2,547 2,152 1,942 1,866 1,714 1,534
Oregon 4,814 4,308 3,684 3,518 3,275 2,853 2,797 2,763 2,355 2,099
Utah ... 2,697 2,244 2,065 1,994 1,727 1,355 1,446 1,318 1,209 1,173
Washington .. 8,296 6,794 6,345 5,720 5,422 4,496 4,152 4,351 3,924 3,722
Wyoming .. 1,234 1,213 1,022 933 850 762 708 748 714 645
Regional Total .. 91,034 75,488 68,129 66,357 58,998 49,828 47,867 48,472 45,865 39,799
Regional total
without California ..... 42,950 35,691 32,049 29,987 26,908 22,814 21,454 21,538 19,646 18,164
Dist. of Columbia 4,832 4,020 4,675 5,293 4,101 2,740 2,578 2,238 2,222 1,961
American Samoa ... 93 58 59 131 91 121 71 73 67 59
Federates States
of Micronesia 126 94
Guam ..o 251 176 138 188 266 125 134 162 154 161
Marshall Islands . 58 48
Paau......... 41 35
Puerto Rico .. 4,828 3,899 3,842 5,284 3,895 3,719 3,387 3,535 3,388 3,132
U.S. Virgin Islands . 266 m 195 216 256 371 373 217 191 181
Undistributed 65 183 10 248 116 1,032 3,009 592 1,059 592

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

Consolidated Federal Funds Report for Fiscal Year 2002, issued May 2003.

Key:
...—No data available.
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Table 2.2
FEDERAL AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, SELECTED PROGRAMS BY STATE 2003
(In millions of dollars)

Department of Agriculture Department of Education
Office of Special Education
Food and nutrition service and Rehabilitative Services
Child supplemental Adult Rehabilitation
Sate or other Federal aid nutrition ~ Food stamp food program education for the Special services and
jurisdiction total (a) Total programs (b) programs (c) (WIC) Other  Total disadvantaged education disability research
Total .. $362,389 $21,487 $10,161 $3,859 $4,376 $3,090 $32,739  $1,356 $8,532 $2,652
United 355,600 19,669 9,949 2,487 4,206 3,028 32,032 1,335 8,439 2,554
Alabama .. 5,557 363 196 32 71 64 528 27 136 55
Alaska .. 2,250 117 29 8 20 61 274 9 27 1
Arizona 6,314 392 203 35 98 56 730 35 130 49
Arkansas . 3,559 228 119 18 45 46 338 20 82 35
California 41,627 2,653 1,301 357 757 238 3,980 344 883 261
Colorado 3,951 209 97 27 43 41 407 24 112 27
Connecticut . 4,492 158 79 25 36 18 337 9 100 20
958 52 28 4 9 11 99 2 25 9
15,044 981 560 92 248 81 1,553 96 456 119
9,300 650 394 62 125 69 894 27 232 74
Hawaii 1,460 100 42 11 25 22 194 3 34 11
Idaho. 1,560 111 41 10 17 43 150 9 40 15
Illinois 13,296 769 408 99 169 93 1,315 60 378 100
5,997 334 164 44 72 52 562 14 190 61
3,391 196 84 21 34 57 294 6 93 31
2,889 176 101 9 33 34 344 18 89 27
Kentucky . 5719 336 172 30 67 67 484 16 127 48
Louisiana 6,820 451 260 39 78 73 573 13 136 46
Maine.... 2,049 81 35 10 10 26 156 8 44 15
Maryland 5,660 284 146 43 53 43 497 9 150 39
Massachusetts 9,202 312 170 40 65 37 686 29 214 48
Michigan 11,185 586 257 99 119 111 1,143 60 291 92
Minnesota ... 5,776 329 166 44 57 62 468 9 151 44
Mississippi 4,605 351 179 33 57 83 403 9 87 40
Missouri 7,137 370 184 52 67 68 564 12 170 58
Montana .. 1,654 106 32 11 13 49 186 3 31 13
Nebraska . 2,028 128 65 11 22 30 201 8 59 17
Nevada..... 1,646 90 47 10 23 10 165 3 48 13
New Hampshire. 7,137 59 20 7 10 23 111 2 38 1
New Jersey 10,239 390 199 84 76 32 807 17 269 51
1,654 203 114 18 35 35 467 16 154 23
..... 2,028 1,353 714 236 280 124 2,468 64 576 138
North Carolina.. 9,510 581 325 59 111 85 803 20 238 79
North Dakota . 1,189 65 25 8 10 22 131 2 20 11
Ohio 13,262 633 288 126 139 79 1,085 22 321 111
Oklahoma 4,510 332 162 38 64 68 506 9 109 42
Oregon..... 4,457 416 107 54 59 196 377 20 111 37
Pennsylvania .. 15,603 639 293 129 132 85 1,186 61 315 115
Rhode Island .. 1,794 62 32 7 13 10 122 2 34 10
South Carolina .. 4,883 312 171 32 59 50 474 9 130 45
South Dakota .. 1,350 86 30 11 13 32 164 3 24 11
Tennessee 7,374 427 215 39 95 78 540 10 172 60
Texas. 21,955 1,690 1,036 164 361 129 2,544 111 675 185
Utah .. 2,208 158 81 20 32 26 267 9 83 24
Vermol 1,087 60 16 11 10 23 94 3 20 1
Virginia 6,233 342 142 72 76 52 703 11 212 61
Washington . 7,103 405 166 39 93 108 644 40 164 50
West Virginia.. 3,034 157 76 11 29 40 235 4 58 25
Wisconsin 6,173 287 133 34 58 63 542 10 159 53
Wyoming . 1,192 44 15 4 7 17 96 2 21 8
Dist. of Columbia.......... 4,025 57 28 10 11 8 140 2 22 12
American Samoa.......... 113 23 12 4 6 1 1 0 0 1
Fed. States
of Micronesia.. 114 2 0 0 0 2 8 0 4 0
Guam ... 212 19 5 3 6 4 5 0 1 2
Marshall 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 66 13 4 7 0 2 1 0 0 1
Palau 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 4,793 1,712 177 1,351 153 31 650 21 78 67
U.S. Virgin Islands 294 32 15 8 5 5 16 0 10 2
Undistributed 1,015 17 0 0 0 17 26 0 0 26
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Note: Tablein millions of dollars (204,197 represents

Statistical Abstract of the United States, 2003. See also <http://census.gov/ $204,197,000,000.) For fiscal year ending September 30.
prod/2003pubs/fas02.pdf>.
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FEDERAL AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,
SELECTED PROGRAMS BY STATE 2003 — Continued

FEDERAL AID

Department of Housing and Urban Devel opment

Public housing programs

Department of Labor

Sate
Community  Low-rent Housing insurance and
Sate or FEMA development housing Neighborhood certificate Capital employment  Workforce
other jurisdiction total (d)  Total block grants assistance revitalization program program Other Total service investment
Total oo $3,406 $36,965  $5,437 $3,709 $467 $18,499  $3,767 $4,761 $8,376 $3,607 $3,431
United Statestotal (d) 3,194 36,213 5,318 3,590 465 17,909 3596 5019 8,067 3,572 3,173
Alabama... 27 509 68 113 2 183 86 47 130 45 59
Alaska... 7 174 17 12 0 31 1 113 58 30 19
Arizona. 14 489 75 30 6 157 12 205 139 48 60
Arkansas . 21 236 32 27 1 121 29 25 69 31 27
California 546 4,203 685 121 25 2,690 134 534 1,207 517 564
20 415 52 18 7 261 22 51 94 53 25
3 599 52 58 7 352 48 78 103 62 25
3 104 9 10 3 54 8 19 24 11 8
178 1,324 208 96 43 412 83 470 285 118 112
31 884 130 123 11 412 127 71 167 76 63
4 144 18 11 0 87 6 21 53 18 20
Idaho. 3 74 12 1 0 45 2 14 50 24 17
Ilinois 16 2,016 236 266 19 1,020 250 201 188 171 169
Indiana 10 538 91 40 2 298 44 60 125 61 40
lowa .. 15 215 48 6 0 124 9 28 61 31 16
Kansas .. 44 189 43 16 0 87 15 26 54 27 15
Kentucky . 21 492 68 53 10 232 76 50 104 40 27
Louisiana 22 569 108 68 13 225 80 68 120 37 76
Maine.... 5 179 23 9 0 115 7 25 51 19 20
Maryland 10 701 85 7 24 377 41 90 152 71 54
Massachusetts 19 1,506 154 106 9 990 82 156 173 92 59
Michigan ..... 7 912 170 51 1 471 65 149 307 148 99
Minnesota 43 571 85 42 0 314 56 70 151 66 42
Mississippi 23 288 52 28 1 144 29 30 106 36 58
Missouri 60 589 111 45 8 274 58 89 127 62 44
Montana .. 20 108 14 4 0 41 3 44 35 15 16
Nebraska . 6 149 31 10 0 66 19 21 39 21 11
Nevada..... 2 187 20 16 0 106 15 29 57 34 16
New Hamp: 5 137 19 7 0 89 8 14 32 14 13
New Jer sey 82 1,381 136 155 41 768 146 120 226 125 80
i 5 180 30 9 0 79 11 49 68 19 43
1,232 5,196 769 924 16 2,011 888 542 544 244 231
North Carolina.. 123 757 78 101 31 374 72 91 216 88 64
North Dakota . 37 86 10 3 0 39 3 30 27 14 7
Ohio 11 1,473 241 161 10 739 124 183 280 114 131
Oklahoma 122 457 56 25 3 176 21 169 69 31 29
Oregon ..... 15 359 37 15 0 227 15 62 155 62 70
Pennsylvania .. 16 1,808 304 240 44 775 248 177 372 179 129
Rhode Island .. 2 242 27 21 0 142 16 33 34 18 8
South Carolina.. 7 352 58 30 5 189 26 39 97 44 37
South Dakota.. 7 108 15 3 0 45 3 40 26 11 8
Tennessee 18 628 67 101 33 281 78 58 118 52 20
Texas. 184 1,732 317 119 40 925 134 182 504 191 249
Utah .. 8 135 31 4 0 7 4 18 57 37 11
Vermont 4 93 19 4 0 55 3 12 18 10 7
Virginia 28 697 84 91 15 366 50 84 134 60 45
Washington . 25 611 75 36 8 333 36 118 235 107 98
West Virginia.. 49 234 56 16 4 103 15 38 77 21 47
Wisconsin 28 462 91 19 8 244 22 75 166 85 46
Wyoming . 5 36 7 1 0 18 2 8 21 1 7
Dist. of Columbia.. 3 686 91 51 15 165 264 92 161 69 38
American Samoa... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1
Fed. States
of Micronesia.. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
25 25 1 2 0 18 2 2 15 2 11
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
No. Mariana lslands.. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 32 674 116 98 1 260 155 37 280 28 240
U.S. Virgin Islands 12 53 2 18 1 14 14 2 8 3 2
Undistributed ........... 141 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Key.

(a Includes programs not shown separately.

(b) Includes special milk programs.

administration.

(c) For Puerto Rico, amount shown is for nutritional assistance grant
program, all other amounts are grant payments for food stamp
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FEDERAL AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS,
SELECTED PROGRAMS BY STATE 2003 — Continued

Department of Health and Human Services Department of Transportation
Administration for children
Temporary  Children Centers for
assistance and family  Foster care Medicare Federal Other
Sate or to needy services  and adoption and Medicaid Highway transit federal
other jurisdiction Total families (Head Start)  assistance Services  Other Total trust fund administration Other aid
Total .. .. $204,197 $18,538 $7,749 $5,881 $150,640 $21,388 $38,719 $29,444 $5,223  $4,052 $16,500
United
total (d) .oooveerennn 203,343 18,471 7,494 5,881 150,351 21,146 37,618 28,539 5,024 4,055 15,554
Alabama .. 2,931 130 125 34 2,300 342 840 673 25 141 230
Alaska .. 780 75 50 16 519 120 509 328 12 168 332
Arizona 3,476 297 166 62 2,597 354 639 481 61 97 435
Arkansas . 2,090 60 84 44 1,721 180 475 395 10 71 102
California 23,482 3,416 936 1,318 15,503 2,308 3975 2,628 1,008 339 1,581
Colorado 1,976 232 125 62 1,238 318 537 342 91 103 293
Connecticut . 2,576 278 64 86 1,878 270 589 493 79 17 126
Delaware . 489 30 18 13 361 67 131 120 3 8 57
Florida.. 8,355 735 286 184 6,076 1074 1,811 1,49 135 180 567
Georgia 5,349 449 192 111 4,078 519 1,052 873 96 82 274
Hawaii 687 70 34 29 461 94 176 122 33 21 102
Idaho. 786 38 41 8 601 97 262 206 7 49 125
Ilinois 7,064 600 341 389 4,783 952 1,324 889 259 177 404
Indiana 3,593 258 113 66 2,798 357 646 560 29 56 190
lowa 2,080 118 65 40 1,667 189 404 333 22 50 128
1,582 104 77 43 1,187 171 399 360 18 21 101
Kentucky . 3,440 159 134 64 2,792 290 616 524 22 71 226
Louisiana 4,367 221 161 61 3,596 322 541 448 36 57 177
Maine.... 1,271 80 35 40 1,011 104 187 162 8 17 118
Maryland .... 3,034 306 99 158 2,023 448 727 572 105 50 255
Massachusetts 5,531 507 141 96 4,258 528 673 505 131 37 302
Michigan . 6,871 926 275 242 4,649 779 1,014 823 89 102 345
Minnesota 3,375 334 109 104 2,419 409 595 384 108 104 243
Mississippi 2,803 149 179 18 2,243 214 459 385 5 69 173
Missouri 4,315 195 147 81 3,495 396 862 727 36 100 249
Montana .. 654 69 40 13 440 91 342 295 5 42 203
Nebraska . 1,152 53 47 35 866 152 233 193 10 29 120
736 57 31 22 485 142 234 161 16 56 176
678 39 20 13 519 87 195 141 8 45 110
New Jer sey 6,031 740 156 82 4,384 669 1,039 710 291 38 282
1,743 110 69 25 1,375 164 334 302 8 24 417
24,789 2,783 515 652 19,187 1,632 2,173 1,274 773 126 901
North Carolina.. 5,615 361 192 84 4,395 584 1,087 959 42 86 329
North Dakota . 479 29 33 15 340 61 244 216 4 24 119
Ohio 8,274 773 296 361 5,931 913 1,167 901 137 129 340
Oklahoma 2,347 150 123 44 1,751 279 432 347 20 65 246
Oregon..... 2,235 175 111 53 1,661 234 595 272 122 200 305
Pennsylvania .. 9,449 711 265 395 7,127 952 1,741 1,345 269 127 392
Rhode Island .. 1,027 90 32 18 796 92 221 171 26 24 85
South Carolina.. 2,988 131 103 51 2,415 289 482 411 14 58 170
South Dakota .. 539 22 44 7 391 75 241 199 5 37 178
Tennessee 4,651 248 138 39 3,813 413 617 521 39 57 375
Texas.... 11,949 555 589 193 9,196 1417 2,722 2,209 271 243 631
1,063 91 52 26 749 146 321 239 55 27 198
Vermont 605 51 21 20 452 60 146 134 3 9 68
Virginia 3,002 178 181 93 2,138 412 1,036 882 66 87 290
Washington . 3,988 491 155 77 2,785 480 775 548 106 121 420
West Virginia.. 1,686 182 57 34 1,248 165 437 318 8 111 159
Wisconsin 3,764 444 125 111 2,694 390 681 587 36 58 241
Wyoming . .. 277 14 19 3 192 49 262 224 2 36 451
Dist. of Columbia..... 1,339 154 85 38 763 299 416 150 260 7 1,222
American Samoa...... 17 0 6 0 4 6 28 0 0 28 43
Fed. States
of Micronesia........ 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Guam ............... 27 3 5 0 8 11 21 20 0 1 76
Marshall Islands ..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands 7 0 0 0 3 3 15 2 0 13 28
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . . 752 61 231 0 265 195 231 40 179 12 462
U.S. Virgin Islands.. 40 3 9 0 8 20 26 5 1 20 105
Undistributed .......... 10 0 5 0 0 5 780 828 20 -68 42

(d) FEMA, Federal Emergency Management Agency.
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Table 2.3

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE, BY STATE AND OUTLYING AREA:
FISCAL YEAR 2002

(In millions of dollars)

State and Retirement and Other direct Salaries
outlying area Total disability payments Grants Procurement and wages
United States .........cccccoeueeee $1,920,365 $612,996 $422,239 $415,099 $270,965 $199,066
Alabama... 34,291 11,717 7,086 6,344 6,035 3,109
Alaska... 7,562 981 560 3,127 1,396 1,499
Arizona. 34,761 11,471 6,193 6,664 7,291 3,142
Arkansas . . 18,372 6,777 5,202 4,047 1,095 1,251
California......ccocovevrverenenes 206,401 59,256 45,166 48,084 34,753 19,143
Colorado 26,229 8,073 4,753 4,740 4,526 4,138
Connecticut . 25,387 7,348 5,088 5,279 6,216 1,456
Delaware . 4,766 1,851 1,121 1,121 207 465
104,814 43,709 25,961 16,350 9,757 9,038
51,336 15,945 10,160 10,500 7,364 7,366
10,474 2,899 1,435 1,835 1,621 2,684
8,378 2,713 1,690 1,837 1,357 781
70,275 24,068 20,223 14,975 4,664 6,344
34,200 12,877 9,345 6,969 2,802 2,208
18,839 6,570 6,169 4,060 955 1,084
17,496 5,973 4,614 3,272 1,653 1,984
28,880 9,795 5,906 6,346 3,978 2,854
29,988 9,225 8,092 7,437 2,773 2,461
9,205 3,267 1,580 2,270 1,240 848
52,265 12,789 7,285 9,039 13,488 9,664
Massachusetts 47,480 13,436 11,537 12,339 6,793 3,376
Michigan ..... 55,909 21,241 14,564 13,279 3,539 3,286
Minnesota 27,056 9,225 7,089 6,492 2,228 2,022
Mississippi .. . 21,308 6,688 5,000 5,046 2,734 1,840
Missouri .. . 42,347 13,051 9,916 8,429 7,313 3,637
Montana .. 6,974 2,199 1,752 1,912 350 760
Nebraska . 11,583 3,774 3,767 2,342 591 1,109
Nevada..... 10,737 4,425 2,126 1,840 1,250 1,096
New Hampshire. 6,937 2,726 1,216 1,632 788 574
New Jersey .. 50,673 17,906 13,131 10,822 4,840 3,974
New Mexico 17,478 4,174 2,154 3,954 5,393 1,802
New York ..... 128,994 39,201 31,389 42,461 7,417 8,526
North Carolina.. 48,180 17,971 10,369 10,939 2,923 5,978
North Dakota .... 6,437 1,384 2,643 1,425 329 655
Ohio 65,976 24,599 16,181 14,844 5,243 5,109
Oklahoma 24,355 8,393 5,187 5,108 2,515 3,152
Oregon ..... 19,839 7,687 4,652 4,814 994 1,692
Pennsylvania .. 85,601 31,194 22,917 18,017 7,415 6,058
Rhode Island .. 7,503 2,479 1,650 2,094 495 786
South Carolina.. 26,103 9,708 5,063 5,592 3,105 2,636
South Dakota.. 6,315 1,702 2,099 1,506 378 631
Tennessee 39,276 13,196 8,309 8,658 5,912 3,200
Texas. 123,431 37,324 27,648 24,858 20,581 13,019
Utah .. 12,302 3,723 1,869 2,697 2,084 1,929
Vermont 4,111 1,304 736 1,281 431 359
Virginia 74,537 18,634 8,515 7,714 26,170 13,504
Washington . 40,218 13,063 7,994 8,296 5,586 5,278
West Virginia.. 13,361 5,460 2,780 3,298 602 1,221
Wisconsin 28,844 11,158 6,830 7,255 1,888 1,713
Wyoming . 3,666 1,095 553 1,234 319 465
Dist. of Columbia.. 33,533 1,876 2,130 4,832 10,875 13,821
American Somoa... . 154 39 0 93 13 6
Fed. States of Micronesia . 140 0 0 126 1
Guam 1,114 198 78 251 308 279
Marshall Islands ... 203 1 0 58 144
No. Mariana Islands. 102 21 3 66 9 3
Palau ........ 42 0 0 41 1 0
Puerto Rico . 14,062 5,282 2,658 4,828 365 930
Virgin Islands. 573 138 90 266 29 50
Undistributed . 18,996 17 0 65 15,844 3,071

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February
2004.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

Table 2.6

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR GRANTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE, AND OUTLYING AREA:

FISCAL YEAR 2002

(In thousands of dollars)

Corporation for

Department Appalachian Department National and ~ Corporation  Department Department

of Regional of Community for Public of of
State and outlying area Total Agriculture Commission Commerce Service Broadcasting Defense Education
United States .. $415,098,792 $23,882,217 $98,305 $1,593,561 $558,065 $356,694 $2,417,027 $34,286,427
6,343,595 386,593 13,386 33,852 5,891 2,475 52,544 555,279
3,126,749 146,661 0 116,339 4,755 5,908 37,709 285,364
6,663,506 378,331 0 8,145 7,167 3,828 40,137 744,657
Arkansas . 4,047,222 300,019 0 11,901 6,805 1,618 50,491 348,092
California 48,083,694 2,834,988 0 139,560 54,063 40,271 286,613 4,143,974
Colorado 4,739,710 213,846 0 47,698 7,176 3,532 24,551 423,604
Connecticut . 5,278,748 163,678 0 10,251 6,363 2,393 35,479 352,915
Delaware . 1,121,309 59,041 0 9,030 2,560 0 18,872 99,939
Florida.. 16,349,635 1,043,106 0 70,866 15,511 14,771 100,745 1,595,209
Georgia 10,499,924 731,442 6,312 15,873 12,739 4,924 24,616 938,587
Hawaii .. 1,835,296 101,120 0 27,437 2,922 2,123 5,702 221,206
Idaho. 1,836,892 140,167 0 12,188 3,297 1,809 29,082 154,222
14,975,058 768,077 0 26,119 17,325 10,268 79,747 1,360,075
6,968,979 348,537 0 8,634 8,635 6,023 35,547 571,164
4,060,244 226,371 0 7,838 4,584 3,164 68,782 309,271
3,271,705 202,492 0 11,450 7,250 2,650 41,439 355,489
6,346,133 347,383 12,986 23,897 5,691 3,985 5,660 503,812
7,436,529 470,321 0 44,189 6,603 3,211 93,049 598,945
2,270,440 92,647 0 25,747 3,552 1,554 276 163,038
9,039,490 278,943 1,260 33,412 16,145 5,533 117,239 567,740
Massachusetts 12,339,048 312,503 0 49,773 21,311 18,124 113,041 746,045
Michigan ..... 13,279,471 631,690 0 34,167 14,777 7,426 42,241 1,159,910
Minnesota 6,491,557 361,678 0 18,163 8,991 9,077 12,714 485,373
Mississippi 5,045,908 365,243 4,711 40,687 18,275 1,935 8,692 415,351
Missouri 8,429,449 387,134 0 10,869 10,400 4,548 15,074 574,888
Montana .. 1,911,999 164,540 0 5,145 4,980 988 17,301 198,009
Nebraska . 2,342,321 146,352 0 5,828 3,570 4,885 39,677 206,036
1,839,768 115,309 0 7,873 3,952 2,154 1,712 168,269
1,632,356 62,049 0 50,156 3,765 1,557 31,934 114,424
New Jer sey 10,821,644 400,569 0 26,587 13,196 2,754 65,199 833,554
3,954,126 230,908 0 10,350 5,380 2,880 33,247 485,810
42,460,802 2,153,760 3,027 76,573 37,019 32,222 147,666 2,567,262
North Carolina.. 10,939,062 629,554 11,373 39,000 9,834 55,646 47,120 839,800
North Dakota . 1,425,170 181,616 0 6,393 1,225 1,130 21,213 142,778
Ohio 14,843,783 623,164 6,428 29,240 15,113 10,427 31,039 1,124,009
Oklahoma 5,107,709 511,791 0 17,111 7,182 2,175 2,559 517,497
Oregon ..... 4,814,276 269,579 0 73,325 7,637 3,845 8,342 391,542
Pennsylvania .. 18,016,767 678,660 13,928 27,588 21,285 9,862 120,966 1,236,972
Rhodelsland .. 2,093,923 61,709 0 10,500 5,092 674 27,346 127,000
South Carolina.. 5,591,956 327,751 4,369 61,568 6,011 3,369 44,906 499,517
South Dakota .. 1,505,560 96,682 0 2,588 1,555 1,114 16,853 173,841
8,658,179 418,995 6,724 11,656 9,211 4,526 9,173 568,067
24,858,152 2,026,826 0 71,141 24,414 12,757 131,815 2,645,316
2,697,032 193,108 0 4,853 4,989 4,467 37,283 273,760
1,280,599 59,256 0 2,740 3,554 1,287 12,076 105,181
Virginia ... 7,713,799 417,476 3,638 58,027 21,684 11,077 64,550 746,642
Washington . 8,296,335 393,856 0 76,062 25,288 6,747 36,754 663,516
West Virginia.. 3,298,202 176,450 10,129 11,198 5,782 1,237 14,399 253,534
Wisconsin 7,254,679 310,648 0 23,057 9,118 6,755 62,915 590,439
Wyoming . 1,233,904 60,791 0 541 1,849 772 930 100,130
Dist. of Columbia.. . 4,832,314 61,728 34 22,416 28,065 2,327 43,379 301,243
American Samoa............... 93,399 6,823 0 1,258 0 536 0 822
Fed. States of Micronesia 125,555 4,111 0 0 0 0 0 9,817
250,609 17,895 0 2,920 0 592 0 5,160
Marshall Islands 58,150 282 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 66,071 1,647 0 100 0 0 0 884
Palau . 40,802 4 0 0 -15 0 0 0
Puerto . 4,828,132 1,758,866 0 17,183 4,102 3,153 1,467 678,394
Virgin Islands. 266,364 17,662 0 2,498 443 568 5,166 17,480
Undistributed . 65,000 9,792 0 0 0 3,061 0 25,575

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, January

2003.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR GRANTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE, AND OUTLYING AREA:
FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

Equal Federal Department of Department of Institute

Department Environmental  Employment Emergency Health and Housing of Museum  Department

of Protection Opportunity ~ Management Human and Urban  and Library of the

State and outlying area Energy Agency Commission Agency Services Development Services Interior
United States .........cccooveees $1,866,783  $4,259,415 $29,582 $2,584,346  $246,657,918 $28,458,983 $214,816  $2,282,312
Alabama .. 43,548 61,737 0 49,671 3,509,634 346,706 3,479 12,135
Alaska... 26,258 92,924 184 6,591 1,554,633 45,054 1,576 43,458
Arizona.... 18,428 50,859 478 24,904 4,005,512 261,317 3,176 86,187
Arkansas . 3,248 37,158 0 16,611 2,420,299 187,777 1,703 7,172
California 181,026 328,987 3,130 28,017 29,384,840 3,653,017 23,319 200,116
Colorado 47,013 75,518 427 26,854 2,460,396 350,476 3,024 85,816
Connecticut . 44,314 47,927 650 4,985 3,188,522 480,732 3,315 5,262
Delaware 5,232 27,395 191 1,700 602,047 76,655 908 5,249
Florida .. 37,187 138,519 1,373 115,286 9,558,094 1,051,275 9,585 12,286
Georgia. 50,915 74,553 148 12,609 6,389,999 670,141 4,464 6,356
Hawaii .. 5,845 30,011 131 3,039 893,291 110,314 2,073 8,397
15,259 33,257 295 3,677 908,242 63,748 1,718 28,618
68,224 147,957 1,520 33,643 8,470,913 1,580,123 9,086 18,767
41,413 72,365 500 22,972 4,161,915 458,366 3,423 10,684
24,753 41,703 832 15,018 2,544,770 194,082 2,606 4,021
12,152 41,812 365 50,744 1,840,680 157,719 2,092 6,240
13,304 49,571 222 44,758 3,974,802 391,252 2,519 3,640
Louisiana 9,474 62,174 0 32,261 4,767,320 438,669 3,219 18,506
Maine.... 5,177 44,200 245 4,717 1,471,129 146,153 2,482 9,222
Maryland 27,800 92,832 655 16,969 5,192,278 517,459 3,863 15,001
Massachusetts 130,310 138,536 1,362 7,059 7,979,360 1,253,154 5,799 7,878
Michigan . 83,582 180,217 444 19,664 8,454,558 762,236 6,328 11,129
Minnesota 41,774 77,222 564 27,676 3,955,498 465,296 3,667 9,474
Mississippi 15,285 47,596 0 14,695 3,049,929 233,019 2,962 15,975
Missouri 19,521 90,638 717 99,325 5,320,295 463,315 4,549 11,072
Montana .. 8,029 35,444 249 5,589 849,127 60,646 1,306 77,985
Nebraska . 8,463 31,095 720 3,206 1,348,925 118,816 1,667 3,874
55,227 38,931 505 2,184 849,188 147,649 1,310 43,104
7,423 42,687 84 3,472 831,966 117,968 2,222 6,980
39,383 132,947 522 63,492 6,348,328 1,077,243 4,702 5,655
82,223 44,781 272 15,129 2,073,869 128,879 1,826 241,387
135,082 292,639 2,220 1,139,922 28,308,563 3,520,303 17,478 12,901
North Carolina .. 39,307 91,632 135 16,792 7,041,905 546,195 5,227 6,319
North Dakota . 1,155 33,432 139 19,873 581,072 54,500 1,039 25,239
Ohio 43,729 242,317 1,993 19,528 9,610,367 1,157,612 7,663 2,142
10,905 67,175 391 135,361 2,847,368 264,465 2,193 9,660
15,470 65,237 526 20,251 2,749,826 298,336 2,502 140,765
Pennsylvania .. 98,079 125,934 1,999 34,025 11,479,364 1,379,657 9,629 5,697
Rhodelsland .. 4,783 36,105 193 3,039 1,274,638 187,858 1,062 3,829
South Caralina.. 29,083 44,652 610 7,808 3,468,131 279,257 3,010 1,470
South Dakota.. 2,196 28,449 163 3,825 687,669 61,500 1,123 63,454
Tennessee 22,840 50,950 346 26,213 5,809,078 437,515 4,131 6,804
Texas. 67,741 194,022 941 213,015 14,067,870 1,439,287 11,497 19,870
Utah .. 15,995 31,446 352 10,925 1,334,174 112,966 1,681 92,918
Vermont 5,577 30,780 67 4,381 730,415 73,433 1,182 4,315
Virginia ... 45,029 96,242 229 39,118 3,697,948 519,747 5,527 26,223
Washington 46,306 97,937 766 59,761 5,047,878 469,715 3,620 35,482
West Virginia.. 21,334 32,433 172 52,669 1,903,796 170,652 1,204 4,273
Wisconsin 42,221 100,420 1,074 12,520 4,492,342 372,772 4,720 4,309
Wyoming . 6,527 21,830 116 3,340 343,852 29,350 589 386,614
Dist. of Columbia.. 29,384 102,913 72 3,836 1,687,255 478,210 3,041 18,896
American Samoa.... . 232 4,102 0 407 28,117 1,669 107 35,732
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 0 0 8,944 626 0 41 100,193
266 6,561 0 32,705 47,731 25,824 164 61,862
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 -6 5,099 0 46 51,570
No. Mariana Islands. 231 816 0 507 19,302 1,636 116 21,632
Palau 0 0 -17 2,629 0 0 37,912
Puerto Rico . 1,240 46,439 287 -57,804 971,512 535,958 2,160 724
Virgin Islands. 277 3,400 10 -3,107 59,035 31,312 97 79,858
Undistributed . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR GRANTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE, AND OUTLYING AREA:
FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

National National
Department  Department Aeronautics  Archives and National National National Small

of of and Space Records Endowment  Endowment for ~ Science Business
State and outlying area Justice Labor Administration Administration  for the Arts  the Humanities Foundation Administration
United States ........ccccoeeeee $5,137,213  $9,356,258 $1,100,125 $6,459 $91,993 $104,512 $4,427,636 $133,749
Alabama .. 65,565 132,357 47,434 0 780 1,100 26,710 625
Alaska .. 43,907 71,110 4,649 20 808 957 28,322 688
Arizona 106,194 151,137 23,066 71 1,040 1,055 84,409 1,606
Arkansas . 43,018 78,719 768 0 594 1,021 8,770 759
California 639,556 1,278,284 202,475 852 7,091 7,685 667,180 9,938
Colorado 68,294 93,652 37,448 15 2,888 1,113 238,352 919
Connecticut . 96,818 111,626 14,272 230 1,276 2,240 39,700 602
Delaware . 17,895 23,561 3,967 0 611 885 14,743 23
Florida .. 259,841 305,771 36,215 102 1,269 1,329 127,087 4,637
Georgia 164,232 168,027 19,199 63 2,310 3,497 92,259 1,240
Hawaii .. 25,229 55,608 26,872 0 1,016 755 28,893 844
Idaho. 30,078 52,092 7,573 0 715 615 9,139 499
Illinois 163,590 394,933 13,357 199 2,895 3,732 214,979 3,112
Indiana 63,145 127,468 9,413 20 916 1,744 79,149 446
lowa .. 39,417 63,682 12,002 55 834 1,098 34,246 763
Kansas .. 43,377 53,929 2,565 0 807 901 26,241 285
Kentucky . 62,347 110,085 3,717 0 969 916 32,499 22,992
Louisiana 73,180 128,172 8,939 0 1,112 1,114 32,292 1,144
Maine.... 26,620 53,147 1,308 157 1314 1,190 21,808 1,491
Maryland 142,894 229,119 88,791 153 2,538 1,338 122,073 3,405
Massachusetts 101,742 199,214 52,242 270 3,865 5,530 320,800 2,240
Michigan 104,948 310,782 15,121 0 1,347 2,579 132,970 2,129
Minnesota ... 65,340 155,451 5,861 154 4,514 950 57,019 1,499
Mississippi 64,494 108,801 14,291 0 719 1,021 18,507 189
Missouri 77,999 133,335 11,830 131 2,216 1,269 64,707 1,404
Montana .. 33,052 37,569 9,591 0 863 495 24,783 597
Nebraska . 34,381 43,558 1,575 20 795 1,773 18,859 428
47,899 57,508 1,570 0 751 472 16,670 337
72,139 31,338 11,159 0 713 1,167 19,186 755
149,904 230,597 13,877 255 1,447 1,967 88,137 1,822
60,834 80,241 8,647 102 1,135 1,531 34,750 1,980
New York ..... 493,428 628,413 53,174 938 13,848 15,808 349,379 20,797
North Carolina .. 89,282 241,636 15,119 180 1,744 2,790 96,193 1,902
North Dakota . 19,935 28,056 5112 0 644 623 10,982 380
Ohio 118,360 293,638 45,224 55 2,301 3,039 95,431 1,284
75,395 73,492 12,908 7 663 897 24,006 2,568
Oregon ..... 42,599 165,827 5,336 0 1,139 1,347 50,418 899
Pennsylvania .. 126,427 383,156 22,215 121 2,904 4,170 179,538 4,707
Rhodelsland .. 26,997 34,456 5,010 84 920 1,858 25,845 763
South Caralina.. 67,911 97,396 4,530 350 1,027 638 38,734 449
South Dakota 49,231 29,492 922 0 670 691 12,020 144
Tennessee 81,856 124,646 11,009 207 865 1,338 47,600 3,166
Texas. 301,952 545,546 70,140 116 2,669 4,222 163,561 4,333
Utah .. 47,952 58,042 5,344 0 870 912 30,740 250
Vermont 25,779 24,467 1,371 0 899 1,168 9,565 785
Virginia 229,489 286,676 47,952 491 950 3,012 164,359 6,485
Washington . 93,419 247,734 10,044 143 2,024 1,470 103,097 728
West Virginia.. 48,184 77,528 42,274 0 680 632 13,030 8,905
Wisconsin 66,517 177,660 9,922 280 1,077 2,133 98,045 2,520
Wyoming . 18,945 22,263 926 20 567 486 10,031 277
Dist. of Columbia.. 44,326 435,995 16,514 594 3,761 2,355 165,647 1,708
American Samoa.... . 4,265 1,566 0 5 255 136 0 150
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 1,823 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guam 7,753 14,842 0 0 242 318 0 0
Marshall Islands 0 1,159 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 2,221 936 0 0 285 309 0 108
Palau ........ -3 293 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 49,394 281,108 5,132 0 574 861 13,224 896
Virgin Islands. 17,670 7,538 151 0 270 261 952 150
Undistributed . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR GRANTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE, AND OUTLYING AREA:
FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

Social Sate Tennessee Department Department  Department
Security Department Justice Valley of of the of Veterans

Sate and outlying area  Administration  of State Institute Authority ~ Transportation Treasury Affairs Other
United States .........ccoewee $39,304 $204,780 $5,086 $328,329 $42,664,595  $1,386,236 $486,232 $79,833
Alabama... 0 1,332 9 78,375 904,922 334 6,967 156
Alaska... 0 389 51 0 607,461 112 105 757
Arizona. 0 3,311 40 0 652,771 1,368 3,559 755
Arkansas . 0 974 0 0 517,812 210 1,163 519
California 702 21,081 306 0 3,909,029 6,539 16,587 14,468
Colorado 0 3,708 215 0 507,858 352 11,096 3,869
Connecticut . 0 2,590 0 0 655,396 256 5,676 1,279
Delaware . 0 372 20 0 147,644 27 2,588 153
Florida 0 5,047 31 0 1,806,050 16,207 20,197 2,040

Georgia. 4,458 2 5,058 1,080,926 3,665 10,507 805
Hawaii . 0 755 1 0 281,103 201 0 406
Idaho. 0 736 23 0 333,450 80 5,515 800
Illinois 1,932 9,840 105 331 1,544,342 2,050 25,817 2,000
Indiana . 0 3,856 62 0 925,542 587 5,053 1,397
lowa .. 533 3,264 6 0 443,868 81 12,230 371
Kansas .. 0 1,930 2 0 401,230 167 6,856 842
Kentucky . 0 1,423 41 23,912 691,308 565 11,115 762
Louisiana 0 2,824 1 0 618,455 4,634 16,125 598
Maine.... 0 650 48 0 181,040 70 11,398 62
Maryland 0 4,491 146 0 1,550,348 659 4,469 1,938
Massachusetts 1,677 12,046 26 0 834,945 920 14,299 4,977
Michigan 1,997 5,363 356 0 1,273,739 1,641 17,334 796
Minnesota ... 600 3,198 53 0 702,496 205 15,856 1,195
Mississippi 0 1,122 44 17,760 573,681 362 10,465 97
Missouri 0 2,917 1 0 1,068,585 662 50,963 1,087
Montana .. 0 1,010 0 0 369,981 41 3,790 890
Nebraska . 0 1,164 68 0 307,131 125 9,227 101
0 546 179 0 275,236 202 846 186
499 517 34 0 204,567 172 12,549 875
New Jer sey 0 2,371 2 0 1,295,312 1,273 20,017 534
661 1,525 278 0 400,947 440 3,214 900
New York ..... 1,586 25,935 149 0 2,375,438 10,543 16,953 7,777
North Carolina .. 75 4,549 20 1,548 1,097,604 2,272 2,660 1,648
North Dakota .... 0 222 0 0 276,696 36 1,507 175
Ohio 655 5,852 1 0 1,327,767 692 20,990 3,723
Oklahoma 450 1,843 3 0 491,768 139 26,590 1,148
Oregon ..... 0 3,551 24 0 491,946 1,079 2,102 827
Pennsylvania .. 0 9,403 37 0 2,012,200 946 25,888 1,411
Rhodelsland .. 0 670 40 0 245,853 102 6,600 1,411
South Caralina.. 0 1,577 3 0 591,866 265 5,637 1,411
South Dakota.. 0 421 8 0 269,303 0 1,377 269
Tennessee 0 1,720 246 201,264 789,074 1,603 4,607 2,750
Texas. 0 8,565 34 0 2,816,083 3,789 7,047 3,584
Utah .. 0 1,494 33 0 430,435 38 1,459 546
Vermont 765 757 24 0 177,030 33 2,300 1,411
Virginia 0 4,565 1,739 81 1,207,926 988 3,715 2,215
Washington . 0 4,785 23 0 859,812 996 7,255 1,117
West Virginia.. 0 319 2 0 445,160 118 1,075 1,034
Wisconsin 950 3,041 22 0 844,711 1,457 11,782 1,252
Wyoming . 0 177 7 0 221,916 228 830 0
Dist. of Columbia.. 358 18,984 430 0 420,082 937,226 0 1,537
American Samoa... . 0 0 0 0 7,217 0 0 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guam 0 27 0 0 25,749 0 0 0
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 0 0 0 0 15,342 0 0 0
Palau ........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 0 1,517 91 131,817 379,193 276 370
Virgin Islands. . 0 0 0 0 24,626 0 0 48
Undistributed .................... 25,864 0 0 0 0 286 0 418
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

Table 2.7

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE
AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002

(In thousands of dollars)

Department of Defense Nondefense agencies
Army Department Department
Sate and Corps of Other of of

outlying area Total Total Army Navy Air Force Engineers defense Total Agriculture Commerce
United States ................. $270,965,430 $165,578,660 $38,419,875 $43,595,420 $44,009,317 $3,307,952 $36,246,096 $105,386,770 $3,644,560 $1,584,085
Alabama .. 6,034,798 4,637,572 1,754,159 162,775 296,713 100,646 2,323,279 1,397,226 18,351 918
Alaska .. 1,395,500 960,989 447,026 74,035 284,648 30,186 125,094 434,511 39,949 18,321
Arizona 7,291,158 6,460,355 2,727,721 1,401,638 1,280,085 20,504 1,030,407 830,803 24,428 4,046
Arkansas . 1,095,475 831,184 500,252 33,234 139,192 101,683 56,823 264,291 21,807 216
California . 34,752,544 23,991,633 3,254,802 6,065,448 10,722,009 180,206 3,769,168 10,760,911 388,393 28,807
Colorado 4,526,295 2,613,418 613,741 95,017 1,600,762 25,822 278,076 1,912,877 126,081 45,931
Connecticut . 6,216,077 5,639,908 778,128 3,305,788 1,233,008 8,084 314,900 576,169 13,059 1,424
Delaware . 207,209 132,721 50,321 4,470 43,666 11,299 22,965 74,488 1,213 1,427
Florida 9,757,199 6,826,049 1,694,935 1,441,312 3,022,354 214,256 453,192 2,931,150 15,879 9,407

Georgia 7,364,380 5,736,058 724,409 254,889 4,490,198 66,608 199,954 1,628,322 66,092 4,140
Hawaii 1,621,225 1,420,392 337,167 760,966 158,037 6,455 157,767 200,833 24,051 11,330
Idaho. 1,356,547 157,480 60,271 11,967 58,452 10,724 16,066 1,199,067 179,142 50
Illinois 4,664,409 1,955,362 616,454 293,349 443810 116,512 485,237 2,709,047 139,288 4,035

Indiana 2,801,574 1,843,908 758,283 205,048 217,867 30,187 542,523 957,666 17,470 163,608

955,348 526,081 114,149 143,405 222,995 21,716 23,816 429,267 36,033 838

1,653,500 1,107,945 411,173 31,071 580,354 26,695 58,652 545,555 83,311 745

Kentucky . 3,978,175 2,135,282 365,437 79,521 108,583 72,143 1,509,598 1,842,893 19,976 541
Louisiana 2,772,520 1,655,246 181,902 646,120 45,776 262,213 519,235 1,117,274 211,847 6,484
Maine.... 1,239,792 1,101,138 100,391 894,167 12,868 11,032 82,680 138,654 9,320 1,467

:13,487,562 6,296,170 1,724,196 2,347,210 885,349 78,570 1,260,845 7,191,392 74,878 403,488

Massachusetts . 6,793,117 4,848,119 1,390,715 1,679,982 1,264,929 82,598 429,895 1,944,998 8,157 24,600
Michigan ..... . 3,539,084 2,206,517 1,627,328 146,125 140,681 25,675 266,708 1,332,567 55,380 3,142

Maryland

Minnesota 2,227,918 1,451,852 716,524 405,839 125,395 41,304 162,790 776,066 155,217 13,048
Mississippi 2,734,042 2,218,382 133,994 1,684,640 206,673 115,745 77,330 515,660 35,946 16,223
Missouri 7,312,608 5,477,168 538,046 2,883297 1,714,893 138,723 202,209 1,835,440 200,612 8,026
Montana .. . 350,112 127,106 21,274 1,652 76,996 11,457 15,727 223,006 48,412 392
Nebraska . 590,898 298,439 46,893 70,700 150,045 18,634 12,167 292,459 82,136 1,039
Nevada..... . 1,249,629 349,087 67,913 63,073 184,074 21,124 12,903 900,542 7,349 8,652
New Hampshire. . 788,132 597,346 120,709 207,783 192,284 13,445 63,125 190,786 907 1,365
New Jersey 4,840,076 3,369,738 1,107,106 1,294,994 244,437 204,005 519,196 1,470,338 9,849 6,523

5,393,231 781,393 338,307 27,761 310,682 32,087 72,556 4,611,838 27,167 1,379

7,417,433 4,195,320 978,546 1,900,669 672,838 144,295 498,972 3,222,113 51,647 9,291
North Carolina .. 2,922,543 1,493,000 527,264 418,205 160,410 110,598 276,523 1,429,543 41,178 11,180
North Dakota .... 328,795 223,383 42,805 633 126,749 25,058 28,138 105,412 20,451 153
Ohio 5,243,370 3,365,226 563,355 327,239 1,708,075 45,841 720,716 1,878,144 15,864 4,108
Oklahoma 2,515,222 1,483,878 459,752 128,877 732,759 27,935 134,555 1,031,344 14,331 1,646
Oregon ..... 994,352 395,161 199,658 56,073 17,375 92,755 29,300 599,191 139,651 11,722
Pennsylvania .. 7,414,531 4,513,490 2,107,067 968,778 313,603 100,281 1,023,761 2,901,041 78,740 73,966
RhodeIsland .. 494,732 356,397 36,094 290,700 1,707 3,339 24,557 138,335 80 7,528
South Carolina.. 3,104,699 1,162,474 264,026 479,851 195,932 33,323 189,342 1,942,225 13,293 3,700
South Dakota .. 377,663 183,889 55,964 2,778 41,507 8,812 74,828 193,774 30,787 377
Tennessee . 5,912,225 1,268,521 274,182 87,259 670,827 53,005 183,248 4,643,704 74,382 1,115
Texas. . 20,581,288 13,129,477 3,836,894 2,298,889 4,898,478 180,081 1,915135 7,451,811 285915 42,243
Utah .. 2,084,046 1,297,489 139,662 118,821 919,509 7,751 111,746 786,557 26,378 -140
Vermont 430,849 329,082 249,652 28,396 4,939 2,953 43,142 101,767 241 1,213
Virginia . 26,170,059 17,506,203 3,559,728 7,494,984 2,056,272 86,679 4,308,540 8,663,856 65,743 423,636
Washington . 5,586,182 2,377,174 573,953 614,278 786,736 80,388 321,819 3,209,008 144,245 28,930
West Virginia.. 601,918 143,519 14,146 31,696 7,842 63,673 26,162 458,399 26,406 13,788
Wisconsin 1,888,303 1,055,384 391,006 412,413 46,969 22,728 182,268 832,919 92,959 1,569
Wyoming . 319,320 78,764 15,773 4 32,884 657 29,446 240,556 8,340 0
Dist. of Columbia.......... 10,874,704 1,906,239 458,339 854,973 98,946 101,108 392,873 8,628,893 94,002 48,733
American Samoa........... 13,253 424 244 0 84 22 74 12,829 12,363 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 1,150 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,150 6 889
Guam 308,324 282,624 405 211,957 51,497 0 18,765 25,700 36 49
Marshall Islands 143,516 143,142 143,142 0 0 0 0 374 0 316
No. Mariana Islands..... 8,736 5,657 5,262 225 0 0 170 3,079 0 0
Palau 1,076 583 0 0 0 583 0 493 0 309
Puerto Rico . 364,652 221,201 34,053 53,320 3,051 15,724 115,053 143,451 6,575 444
Virgin Islands. . 28,771 10,830 138 0 0 25 10,667 17,941 46 0
Undistributed ................ 15,843,583 10,696,091 165,039 7,126 2,513 0 10,521,413 5,147,492 224,401 94,797

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE
AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

Nondefense agencies

Federal Department Department
Department Department Environmental Emergency  General  of Health  of Housing Department Department Department
Sate and of of Protection Management Services and Human and Urban of of of
outlying area Education Energy Agency Agency Administration Services Development Interior Justice Labor

United States ................. $941,197 $19,009,807 $1,163,719 $311,414 $13,193,202 $5,866,369 $928,215 $2,418,385 $4,585,979 $1,617,941
379 1,079 1,539 189 150,081 41,989 5,184 5,688 27,779 17,983
208 59 1,276 0 42,854 30,676 -21 69,854 7,788 10,477
1,338 5,662 537 185 62,977 51,725 457 89,231 144,101 24,109
1 2,056 0 0 22,050 38,297 -3,463 4,610 9,866 6,196
California. 46,082 2,348,812 23,740 2,766 1,006,293 498,624 66,028 407,537 221,842 107,209
Colorado 401 471,175 34,446 44 397,569 21,701 37,995 173,173 9,727 8,190
Connecticut . 56,367 5,602 1,872 2 21,924 16,490 10,995 6,371 6,211 8,126
Delaware .. 130 39 10,566 0 9,947 2,322 1 792 1,536 455
Florida.. 7,042 10,597 2,066 2,063 367,246 48,836 7,665 39,342 143,931 71,998
Georgia. 33,166 10,842 23,332 194 338,043 360,133 43,770 15,190 23,289 46,441
Hawaii 4,414 37 0 548 45,671 6,309 359 12,415 1,505 10,765
Idaho. 94 796,054 118 189 24,623 4,103 456 44,511 4,946 10,677
Illinois 11,035 839,082 14,043 102 331,162 48,272 44,006 19,146 110,763 29,442
Indiana . 718 4,489 5,629 0 46,792 63,348 16,851 8,673 120,129 15,613
57,882 30,557 0 0 17,809 30,571 97 981 47 9,334
93 827 22,271 0 38,257 6,905 617 4,136 7,328 6,867
139 89,151 11,727 1,044 86,702 8,828 2,930 11,511 24,772 18,834
139 157,817 215 0 62,684 10,600  -15,897 29,435 11,089 28,720
98 200 0 16,215 3,306 223 7,183 471 12,135
Maryland 215,065 146,237 69,906 62,941 741,284 2,022,023 67,059 116,091 412,403 86,023
Massachusetts 8,612 2,708 88,515 386 148,261 90,870 7,354 28,688 31,022 47,075
Michigan .. 109 183 28,575 800 471,395 49,956 -240 6,984 46,808 31,556
Minnesota 8,162 1,495 2,100 19 39,373 41,114 -1,225 5,045 13,197 4,852
Mississippi 89 168 -47 0 26,476 8,821 223 11,882 5,693 27,986
Missouri ... 3,317 488,925 12,752 23 200,375 72,737 -7,920 8,157 15,423 33,129
Montana... 85 18,377 200 0 14,160 19,974 -233 34,083 10,723 5,112
Nebraska .. 391 2,270 0 0 21,353 26,044 1,968 4,661 586 573
...... 115 683,159 1,719 0 14,794 5,499 170 36,999 657 15,095

153 599 402 0 21,665 6,386 0 3,144 6,078
New Jer sey 4,892 88,838 36,751 697 162,876 42,292 383 14,443 62,106 23,961
11 4,051,305 1,029 2,393 54,508 43,624 72 36,023 145,767 25,182
..... 121,273 721,126 41,431 1,926 331,914 125,255 96,607 26,231 85,662 52,682
North Carolina 27,804 101,363 97,946 7,527 129,895 223,690 12,492 10,564 29,619 30,444
North Dakota . 15 3,739 451 0 17,083 5,092 170 4,686 4,206 4,919
Ohio 4,188 434,248 68,395 287 188,266 63,165 12,239 11,944 32,987 32,459
Oklahoma 0 4,939 2,989 1,008 447,570 10,044 3,462 8,958 105,546 23,468
Oregon ...... 334 4,817 1,261 0 79,297 9,349 10 84,470 7,731 19,019
Pennsylvania .. 9,450 476,428 74,307 239 264,344 107,341 86,315 41,784 55,030 74,037
Rhodelsland .. 225 1,240 1,708 0 10,983 8,313 2,106 2,307 817 15,047
South Carolina 1,503 1,515,181 468 0 32,219 15,514 1,584 4,445 106,951 9,630
South Dakota .. 8,512 3,949 100 0 8,800 26,228 26 51,820 4,887 2,073
Tennessee . 110 2,189,265 -1,895 146 66,717 44,650 8,836 7,463 47,157 28,880
Texas. 31,895 373,427 9,994 4,827 527,478 98,831 8,558 31,788 231,172 114,502
Utah .. 259 35111 265 22 55,384 20,024 70 52,899 2,309 31,692
Vermont ... 110 0 1,252 0 29,069 1,900 1,722 2,568 695 8,803
Virginia 21,787 525,696 214,937 118,582 2,223,048 389,691 39,396 386,178 635,377 147,691
Washington . 6,954 2,228,722 12,671 3,163 164,009 50,358 -2,171 62,787 9,953 10,384
West Virginia.. 565 60,114 68 15 63,352 7,155 30 10,832 24,344 25,724
Wisconsin . 95 1,188 19,455 0 51,102 35,176 -674 15,389 132,662 1,920
Wyoming .. 129 2,477 0 0 3,127 3,597 0 33,152 -1 0
Dist. of Columbia.. 236,378 42,922 68,973 95,823 2,668,226 358,969 360,858 96,895 871,990 190,720
American Samoa 79 0 0 0 172 0 0 0 0 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 0 12 33 5,744 14 0 51 160 0
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Marianalslands..... 78 0 0 0 660 0 0 976 0 0
Palau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 10 0 0 75 24,511 944 78 346 6,263 19,014
Virgin Islands. 85 0 0 0 2,903 0 0 5,200 76 0
Undistributed . 8,614 25,654 153,452 3,156 791,910 538,694 10,637 208,673 562,803 30,718

See footnotes at end of table.
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS, BY AGENCY, BY STATE
AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

Nondefense agencies

National Dept.
Archives  National Small Social Dept. Dept. Dept. of
Sateand and Records ~ Science Postal Bus. Security of of of the Veterans Other
outlying area NASA Admin.  Foundation ~ Service Admin. Admin. Sate  Transportation Treasury Affairs nondefense
United States ............... 11,611,111 99,864 102545 13866014 44109 634865 1,701,876 7216950 3447280 5963262 5434021
Alabama .. 550,363 0 0 167,571 0 4,805 10,790 14,726 3,486 60,352 313,975
Alaska 13,856 2,875 0 36,483 0 862 53,531 102,750 53 2,431 229
Arizona 53,417 0 0 218,000 0 634 2,201 94,023 873 50,789 2,070
Arkansas . -2 0 0 109,071 0 71 0 5,926 1,048 46,400 131
California 2,739,080 7,786 1,464 1,470,581 120 28,305 47,061 664,480 266,067 368,311 21,523
Colorado 143,928 0 6,000 258,163 0 1,364 10,921 55,243 12,554 39,526 58,744
Connecticut . 112,390 0 150 192,525 0 447 1,123 40,454 5,520 72,238 2,879
Delaware . 1,609 0 0 37,478 0 24 95 514 549 5,334 457
Florida.. 787,242 0 218 737,012 515 917 154,152 255,550 23,754 210,456 35,262
Georgia 9,718 2,190 0 366,334 122 2,909 1,049 76,956 108,821 60,517 35,074
Hawaii .. 5,802 0 0 46,623 0 165 112 23,338 151 7,100 138
Idaho. 232 0 0 48,234 0 65 237 39,308 8,465 37,268 296
Ilinois 4,952 110 2,938 714,664 1,594 3,321 15,634 50,383 36,612 226,936 61,527
Indiana 40,559 0 0 264,055 0 322 239 18,976 9,279 153,644 7,273
1,114 387 0 157,589 1,000 259 56 23,162 25,868 32,995 2,688
5,607 1,692 0 154,273 0 138 177 46,909 1,654 163,079 669
719 0 0 170,477 0 1,084 1,935 8,661 3,429 188,320 1,192,113
327,856 0 0 177,205 0 283 293 60,546 773 36,535 10,650
43 0 0 73,930 0 26 66 6,064 185 7,388 333
1,182,337 33,984 7,370 289,546 5150 354,185 115,756 339,285 237,947 135,095 73,339
Massachusetts 125,744 6,530 1,375 411,568 453 1,853 11,738 489,811 164,632 238,245 6,802
Michigan . 6,975 6,494 0 493,758 753 7,162 1,935 21,824 51,379 44,439 3,200
Minnesota 6,506 0 29 280,591 0 779 869 64,714 972 114,450 24,759
Mississippi 145,068 0 0 94,636 0 264 31 38,937 70,372 25,946 6,946
Missouri .. 11,506 3,700 228 331,936 0 26,558 310 195,463 5,187 223,500 1,496
Montana .. 1,955 0 0 44,980 0 657 3,950 14,879 253 4,796 250
Nebraska . 0 0 0 95,915 0 112 153 5,266 276 39,098 10,618
753 0 0 83,233 0 61 0 22,135 158 19,746 248
8,878 0 0 79,411 100 3,619 29,202 12,136 12,368 3,927 446
New Jersey 50,828 0 344 539,654 0 2,856 2,461 313,662 24,398 56,341 26,183
62,532 0 0 72,272 0 305 604 31,154 14,922 40,084 1,506
23,670 15,875 0 1,082,483 609 15,740 24,081 159,632 61,298 154,759 18,920
North Carolina .. 19,957 0 4,833 349,704 83 963  -31,442 55,106 2,631 62,391 241,615
North Dakota . 0 0 0 36,720 0 1,406 0 1,735 1,840 2,531 215
Ohio 163,720 1,042 0 557,501 425 2,638 3,028 154,033 12,606 101,922 13,079
1,053 0 0 144,686 0 1,369 1275 222,916 1,180 29,513 5,391
6,065 0 0 147,797 0 4,220 42,832 1,597 37,988 1,031
Pennsylvania .. 33,690 1,332 674,469 372 17,573 1,332 87,149 49,845 406,349 286,949
Rhode Island 868 0 0 63,080 0 175 0 2,900 8,789 11,976 193
South Carolina .. 174 0 0 139,079 0 174 8,787 36,450 3,608 29,276 20,188
South Dakota.. 0 0 0 39,310 0 490 307 1,768 310 12,138 1,892
Tennessee 19,408 0 1,000 257,311 0 437 1,715 49,752 33,660 95,018 1,718,578
Texas. 3,788,236 3,036 93 878,413 347 3,458 35,516 604,446 60,409 271,852 45,375
Utah .. 411,506 0 0 91,603 0 94 1,349 11,003 34,014 28,728  -16,013
Vermont .. 1,584 0 0 38,663 0 16 0 3,149 2,085 8,037 660
Virginia 494,168 6,560 22,988 357,316 742 53414 399,389 981,806 556,692 327,940 271,079
Washington . 17,014 570 0 264,718 50 1,199 4,415 137,881 4,699 52,201 6,257
West Virginia.. 18,913 0 0 88,713 0 138 652 4,840 80,681 21,103 10,966
Wisconsin 10,640 0 263 248,324 0 212 426 120,539 5,598 88,966 7,110
Wyoming . 284 0 0 23,138 0 16 0 12,625 5,450 7,514 140,708
Dist. of Columbia .. 62,519 3,783 49,047 99,374 27,865 17,652 379,533 1,211,130 1,284,895 164,770 487,697
American Samoa... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 215 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 205 0 0 0
Guam 0 0 0 2,180 0 9 72 17,332 0 0 0
Marshall Islands .......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands.... 0 0 0 174 0 0 0 22 0 0 1,169
Palau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 109 0 75 0
Puerto Rico . 0 0 0 58,879 0 305 38 8,359 4,808 12,451 351
Virgin Islands. 0 0 0 4,612 0 0 0 4,682 26 312 0
Undistributed . 136,075 1,918 4,205 0 3,809 72,975 400,452 147,257 138,554 1,319,951 268,787

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.
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Table 2.8

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR SALARIES AND WAGES, BY AGENCY, BY STATE
AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002

(In thousands of dollars)

Department of Defense

Military services

Army
State and Nondefense Other defense Active Inactive Active
outlying area Total civilian Total civilian Total military ~ military  Civilian Total military
United States ..........cc..... 199,065,805 122,965,428 76,100,377 4,633,236 71,467,141 41,216,342 7,672,851 22,577,948 24,913,663 13,438,775
Alabama. .. 3,109,441 1,648,026 1,461,415 51,023 1,410,392 455,373 228951 726,068 984,598 219,065
Alaska... 1,498,530 648,799 849,731 8,795 840,936 636,055 45440 159,441 320,529 232,050

Arizona. 3,141,895 1,989,531 1,152,364 37,691 1,114,673 750,741 86,440 277,492 326,256 181,090
Arkansas . 1,250,885 847,092 403,793 2,576 401,217 173,847 122,554 104,816 167,734 8,785
California 19,143,365 10,900,809 8,242,556 325,614 7,916,942 5,064,724 461,672 2,390,546 768,894 277,620
Colorado 4,137,514 2,471,819 1665695 112,884 1,552,811 1,119,988 127,966 304,857 646,592 523,285
Connecticut . 1,456,289 1,066,464 389,825 33,936 355,889 222,554 66,379 66,956 56,307 770
Delaware . 465,419 216,430 248,989 1,878 247,111 129,759 62,392 54,960 21,414 280
Florida.. 9,037,620 5,261,181 3,776,439 102,286 3,674,153 2,333,505 286,164 1,054,484 348,459 108,430
Georgia. 7,366,391 3,523,815 3,842,576 76,009 3,766,567 2,376,954 285,903 1,103,710 2,220,061 1,731,590

Hawaii 2,683,526 420,994 2262532 31,630 2,230,902 1,507,585 91,652 631,665 734,747 559,475

781,410 551,594 229,816 1,110 228,706 139,018 42,512 47,176 45,211 1,400
6,344,410 4,586,375 1,758,035 58,110 1,699,925 1,031,724 217,003 451,198 395,837 24,080
2,207,981 1,560,243 647,738 123,003 524,735 44,901 237,558 242,276 234,185 18,340

1,084,052 909,115 174,937 2,583 172,354 22,930 101,631 47,793 106,177 9,590
1,983,958 1,140,020 843,938 12,910 831,028 561,818 103,786 165,424 632,932 443275

Kentucky 2,853,967 1,351,140 1,502,827 31,361 1,471,466 1,198,470 121,488 151,508 1,402,119 1,175,230
Louisiana 2,460,842 1,438,533 1,022,309 14,193 1,008,116 583,299 181,751 243,066 529,705 309,400
Maine.... 848,225 443,459 404,766 9,619 395,147 98,688 50,088 246,371 37,491 8,680
Maryland 9,664,061 6,760,682 2,903,369 86,464 2,816,905 1,190,006 202,838 1,424,061 850,545 249,900
Massachusetts 3,375,723 2,790,234 585,489 58,540 526,949 114,897 173,245 238,807 187,793 8,925

Michigan ..... 3,285,526 2,762,855 522,671 75,829 446,842 54,706 134,373 257,763 305,388 17,115

Minnesota 2,022,020 1,739,479 282,541 12,720 269,821 35,858 157,278 76,685 134,866 10,780
Mississippi .. 1,839,820 808,613 1,031,207 8,918 1,022,289 517,261 171,836 333,192 228,294 15,715
Missouri .. 3,637,089 2,527,295 1,109,794 82,369 1,027,425 547,752 252,516 227,157 681,860 343,245
Montana .. 760,425 565,091 195,334 1,315 194,019 106,260 47,442 40,317 43,322 770
Nebraska . 1,108,812 632,469 476,343 10,280 466,063 291,247 56,515 118,301 86,241 2,730

..... 1,096,286 682,143 414,143 4,564 409,579 296,570 37,855 75,154 33,467 3,255
574,088 466,177 107,911 7,607 100,304 33,092 38,324 28,888 34,156 280
3,974,238 2,969,233 1,005,005 38,712 966,293 253,428 140,512 572,353 506,758 28,735

1,802,085 1,099,045 703,040 15,613 687,427 378,453 48,577 260,397 138,841 10,465
8,526,244 7,068,510 1,467,734 65,785 1,401,949 776,377 300,580 324,992 988,054 617,050
5,977,658 2,259,451 3,718,207 57,323 3,660,884 2,982,152 177,611 501,121 1,718,492 1,439,200

655,286 329,336 325,950 2,103 323,847 216,975 51,130 55,742 39,916 665
5,108,724 3,409,517 1,699,207 351,498 1,347,709 313266 267,190 767,253 195,542 20,370

3,151,984 1,268,343 1,883,641 47,927 1,835,714 847,911 144,421 843,382 658,983 467,775
1,691,675 1,441,933 249,742 1,409 248,333 41,108 100,834 106,391 132,029 8,015
6,058,218 4,586,506 1,471,712 292,585 1,179,127 138,663 317,064 723,400 475,669 42,490

785,941 358,432 427,509 3,311 424,198 145,543 46,722 231,933 34,310 3,780
2,635,610 971,953 1,663,657 40,629 1,623,028 1,187,059 133,955 302,014 531,125 363,615

631,461 451,204 180,257 1,308 178,949 100,135 37,978 40,836 39,868 1,435

New Jersey

North Carolina ..
North Dakota .
Ohio

Pennsylvania ..
Rhodelsland ..
South Carolina ..

South Dakota..

Tennessee 3,200,111 2,669,560 530,551 26,910 503,641 109,228 189,245 205,168 247,336 12,950
Texas. 13,019,462 7,317,677 5,701,785 144551 5557,234 3,922,698 457,001 1,177,535 2,900,831 2,137,905
Utah .. 1,928,950 971,909 957,041 50,748 906,293 184,357 150,105 571,831 176,326 11,200
Vermont 359,364 287,522 71,842 1,927 69,915 6,459 53,577 9,879 32,862 735
Virginia 13,503,992 4,514,780 8,989,212 974,865 8,014,347 5,245,614 193,735 2,574,998 1,782,642 872,060
Washington . 5,277,826 2,419,098 2,858,728 36,078 2,822,650 1,745,807 176,810 900,033 933,027 684,425
West Virginia.. 1,220,745 1,043,648 177,097 871 176,226 26,090 94,184 55,952 104,566 7,070
Wisconsin 1,713,273 1445778 267,495 4,626 262,869 32,611 146,046 84,212 145,487 10,325
Wyoming . 464,974 284,779 180,195 991 179,204 109,010 36,315 33,879 20,798 140
District Of Columbia ... 13,820,584 12,374,488 1,446,096 10,723 1,435,373 542,064 65,762 827,547 371,571 183,365
American Samoa 5,845 3,842 2,003 0 2,003 0 1,966 37 2,003 0
Micronesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

278,619 28,724 249,895 4,683 245,212 171,850 21,598 51,764 15,022 1,190
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Marianalslands..... 3,055 3,044 11 0 1 0 0 11 11 0
Palau . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 930,078 637,739 292,339 9,081 283,258 98,678 121,366 63,214 149,858 28,630
Virgin Islands. . 49,642 41,461 8,181 0 8,181 1,224 5,015 1,942 6,556 35
Undistributed ............... 3,070,601 2,007,439 1,063,162 1,063,162 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.
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Department of Defense

Military services

Army Navy Air Force
State and Inactive Active Inactive Active Inactive
outlying area military Civilian Total military  military ~ Civilian Total military  military Civilian

United States .. 4,568,601 6,906,287 25,270,976 16,071,822 612,962 8,586,192 21,282,502 11,705,745 2,491,288 7,085,469
Alabama .. 159,782 605,751 34,196 24,050 8,551 1,595 391,598 212,258 60,618 118,722
Alaska .. 15,163 73,316 5,812 4,084 923 805 514,595 399,921 29,354 85,320
Arizona 26,350 118,816 159,174 132,320 7,986 18,868 629,243 437,331 52,104 139,808
Arkansas . 83,181 75,768 3,293 911 2,086 296 230,190 164,151 37,287 28,752
California 273,170 218,104 5,798,733 4,046,277 81,571 1,670,885 1,349,315 740,827 106,931 501,557
Colorado 49,234 74,073 49,100 36,935 10,403 1762 857,119 559,768 68,329 229,022
Connecticut . 44,350 11,187 267,027 215,633 4,968 46,426 32,555 6,151 17,061 9,343

Delaware . 14,530 6,604 1,560 267 1,293 224,137 129,212 46,569 48,356
Florida .. 146,254 93,775 1,864,682 1,281,103 43,272 540,307 1,461,012 943972 96,638 420,402
Georgia 167,028 321,443 445,923 263,853 24,075 157,995 1,100,583 381,511 94,800 624,272
Hawaii .. 46,345 128,927 1,148,389 733,153 4,202 411,034 347,766 214,957 41,105 91,704
Idaho. 27,063 16,748 7,603 2,569 1,956 3,078 175,892 135,049 13,493 27,350
Illinois 144,239 227,518 833,442 743,498 22,257 67,687 470,646 264,146 50,507 155,993
Indiana 170,916 44,929 173,299 13,086 7,210 153,003 117,251 13,475 59,432 44,344
70,516 26,071 9,356 5,440 3,793 123 56,821 7,900 27,322 21,599
71,875 117,782 7,100 5,217 1,760 123 190,996 113,326 30,151 47,519
89,782 137,107 24,705 9,842 4,468 10,395 44,642 13,398 27,238 4,006
102,095 118,210 149,324 74,639 18,927 55,758 329,087 199,260 60,729 69,098
20,666 8,145 318,474 81,725 8,538 228,211 39,182 8,283 20,884 10,015
137,362 463,283 1,421,467 559,100 5265 857,102 544,893 381,006 60,211 103,676
Massachusetts 98,362 80,506 41,954 23,422 4,068 14,464 297,202 82,550 70,815 143,837
Michigan ..... 87,572 200,701 27,954 18,504 8,555 895 113,500 19,087 38,246 56,167
Minnesota 82,415 41,671 22,202 11,560 9,743 899 112,753 13,518 65,120 34,115
Mississippi .. 101,127 111,452 352,597 234,325 4,712 113560 441,398 267,221 65,997 108,180
Missouri .. 175,425 163,190 108,348 70,897 28,298 9,153 237,217 133,610 48,793 54,814
Montana .. 29,895 12,657 1,714 701 1,013 0 148,983 104,789 16,534 27,660
Nebraska . 35,820 47,691 26,555 23,040 2,968 547 353,267 265477 17,727 70,063
Nevada..... 21,094 9,118 49,864 35,102 2,645 12,117 326,248 258,213 14,116 53,919
New Hampshire. 17,219 16,657 28,476 24,220 1,842 2,414 37,672 8,592 19,263 9,817
New Jer sey 75,326 402,697 171,507 55,557 3,824 112,126 288,028 169,136 61,362 57,530
29,039 99,337 13,987 8,987 3,120 1,880 534,599 359,001 16,418 159,180
168,501 202,503 128,296 97,499 24,340 6,457 285,599 61,828 107,739 116,032
North Carolina .. 117,730 161,562 1,519,316 1,215,931 13,343 290,042 423,076 327,021 46,538 49,517
North Dakota . 27,562 11,689 1,133 297 789 47 282,798 216,013 22,779 44,006
Ohio 135,076 40,096 41,483 20,843 17,231 3,409 1,110,684 272,053 114,883 723,748
Oklahoma 73,873 117,335 71,598 61,702 5,941 3,955 1,105,133 318,434 64,607 722,092
Oregon ..... 53,579 70,435 22,126 14,417 7,006 703 94,178 18,676 40,249 35,253
Pennsylvania .. 199,368 233,811 515,518 68,210 26,832 420,476 187,940 27,963 90,864 69,113
Rhodelsland .. 23,922 6,608 353,618 132,440 5,617 215,561 36,270 9,323 17,183 9,764
South Caralina.. 98,653 68,857 704,567 529,555 8,429 166,583 387,336 293,889 26,873 66,574
South Dakota .. 25,377 13,056 906 197 679 30 138,175 98,503 11,922 27,750
109,990 124,396 126,485 71,132 11,891 43,462 129,820 25,146 67,364 37,310
277,790 485,136 440,866 340,312 40,961 59,593 2,215,537 1,444,481 138,250 632,806
102,122 63,004 11,205 6,733 3,353 1119 718,762 166,424 44,630 507,708
24,549 7,578 1,361 1,063 239 59 35,692 4,661 28,789 2,242
Virginia ... 128,893 781,689 5,175,408 3,596,146 35866 1,543,396 1,056,297 777,408 28,976 249,913
Washington . 86,229 162,373 1,481,952 802,435 22,209 657,308 407,671 258,947 68,372 80,352
West Virginia.. 61,874 35,622 15,568 10,990 2,152 2,426 56,092 8,030 30,158 17,904
Wisconsin .... 82,426 52,736 14,243 6,747 7,132 364 103,139 15,539 56,488 31,112
WYOMING ..c.cvvvevereeernnes 15,166 5,492 515 7 508 0 157,891 108,863 20,641 28,387
District Of Columbia .. 23,241 164,965 849,221 188,909 41,650 618,662 214,581 169,790 871 43,920
American Samoa 1,966 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Micronesia .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guam ....... 13,561 271 135,758 104,045 0 31,713 94,432 66,615 8,037 19,780
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Marianalslands.... 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Palau . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 99,379 21,849 91,954 62,133 2,502 27,319 41,446 7,915 19,485 14,046
Virgin Islands. 4,579 1,942 62 62 0 0 1,563 1,127 436 0
Undistributed . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

See footnotes at end of table.
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FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR SALARIES AND WAGES, BY AGENCY, BY STATE
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Nondefense agencies

Federal Federal Department
Department Department Department Department Environmental Deposit Emergency  General  of Health
Sateand of of of of Protection Insurance Management Services and Human
outlying area Total Agriculture  Commerce Education  Energy Agency Corporation Agency Administration Services
United States .........cccccoeueeee 122,965,428 4,942,637 2,331,403 341,304 1,299,865 1,339,697 537,273 309,109 917,579 4,295,975
Alabama .. .. 1,648,026 62,871 5,071 75 0 2,583 2,534 1,685 3,519 3,577
Alaska... 648,799 48,143 28,072 0 0 2,080 0 575 3,135 36,992
Arizona. 1,989,531 90,543 9,428 0 15,541 321 1,661 861 3,944 189,290
Arkansas . 847,092 100,805 2,753 0 1,979 0 1,947 1,185 1,424 23,865
California .. 10,900,809 407,198 56,851 13,613 43,441 66,326 32,291 15,759 70,262 82,972
Colorado 2,471,819 167,881 86,323 5,052 61,014 52,868 2,877 10,619 23,936 33,630
Connecticut . 1,066,464 9,320 3,488 0 0 494 2,030 693 1,018 1,787
Delaware 216,430 11,529 461 0 0 0 916 205 198 688
Florida.. 5,261,181 97,927 46,835 341 0 6,512 5,337 7,187 7,041 17,121
Georgia. 3,523,815 140,368 13,004 14,150 6,250 79,823 17,748 15,511 46,650 446,129
Hawaii .. 420,994 25,829 14,177 0 302 355 108 1,439 3,575 1,654
Idaho. 551,594 133,935 6,678 0 33,326 1,870 0 661 1,332 2,514
Ilinois 4,586,375 88,471 13,572 13,160 28,233 91,065 25,354 7,363 48,777 53,055
Indiana . 1,560,243 42,800 56,492 99 0 152 2,879 306 3,101 2,568
lowa .. 909,115 100,997 4,029 63 881 292 5,085 922 1,318 1,164
Kansas .. 1,140,020 58,113 9,372 0 0 38,776 6,060 891 1,789 10,672
Kentucky . 1,351,140 57,835 6,060 0 1,010 221 3,798 916 1,283 1,048
Louisiana 1,438,533 151,100 8,754 0 6,845 535 3,951 1,072 3,020 12,095
Maine.... 443,459 13,850 4,369 0 0 0 0 1,257 407 1,021
Maryland 6,760,682 206,632 730,283 0 136,011 7,127 2,295 26,161 14,925 2,258,923
Massachusetts 2,790,234 22,727 31,579 6,883 1,251 55,976 19,479 10,596 19,048 42,894
Michigan 2,762,855 64,453 16,512 0 0 24,381 2,989 966 6,805 8,641
Minnesota ... 1,739,479 97,628 7,221 311 62 6,035 4,550 1,147 3,225 22,432
Mississippi 808,613 99,158 12,442 0 0 2,184 2,249 817 815 1,176
Missouri 2,527,295 223,870 29,135 7,331 8,199 678 16,621 7,111 56,632 31,309
Montana .. 565,091 148,600 6,479 0 9,442 2,414 1,183 990 1,206 47,892
Nebraska . 632,469 77,062 4,838 0 1,212 83 3,152 632 1,222 4,633
682,143 19,590 6,530 0 31,742 11,365 0 418 1,826 4,350
466,177 17,434 1,731 0 0 0 2,423 646 1,227 680
2,969,233 29,651 15,033 0 1,412 16,300 4,504 1,220 13,146 10,359
1,099,045 76,621 4,122 0 72,175 144 1,352 3,237 2,394 130,470
7,058,510 63,958 25,860 6,575 17,195 53,839 19,213 10,881 46,451 65,494
North Carolina .. 2,259,451 98,404 27,986 0 0 88,890 3,213 2,147 3,622 67,007
North Dakota . 329,336 43,043 3,521 0 3,850 0 2,580 920 849 20,886
Ohio 3,409,517 49,617 9,214 2,123 14,408 40,219 2,579 879 8,188 40,069
1,268,343 51,224 18,147 0 8,917 4,004 4,024 800 2,625 66,047
1,441,933 227,403 18,306 0 101,648 8,670 1,523 1,931 2,974 11,400
Pennsylvania .. 4,586,506 86,829 14,322 7,759 29,996 63,978 5,568 9,241 42,954 62,117
Rhodelsland .. 358,432 2,113 2,766 0 0 5,458 0 333 722 1,709
South Carolina .. 971,953 48,749 15,943 0 39,205 75 1,766 869 1,607 1,756
South Dakota.. 451,204 46,005 5,118 0 11,877 54 1,963 755 875 56,577
2,669,560 61,911 7,516 235 51,873 390 13,546 905 2,769 7,282
7,317,677 199,562 35,121 9,123 13,308 62,969 74,408 33,541 68,272 49,990
971,909 89,551 7,456 0 1,504 7 3,070 366 1,851 2,759
287,522 14,702 1,950 0 0 0 0 591 366 222
Virginia ... 4,514,780 126,540 546,969 0 5,619 102,451 933 40,566 105,397 2,369
Washington . 2,419,098 115,824 76,213 4,991 165,814 39,744 3,616 13,686 30,035 46,312
West Virginia.. 1,043,648 39,223 2,777 0 21,970 2,056 1,046 1,343 2,143 28,195
Wisconsin .... 1,445,778 87,095 6,843 0 54 136 5,649 731 1,767 3,617
Wyoming 284,779 40,629 3,344 0 4,203 0 0 111 1,008 4,079
District Of Columbia .. 12,374,488 520,750 255,223 249,078 348,096 392,262 216,516 58,812 242,756 264,598
American Samoa 3,842 350 933 0 0 0 0 13 0 0
Micronesia .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guam ....... 28,724 2,824 1,597 0 0 0 0 98 0 0
Marshall Islands ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 3,044 386 0 0 0 79 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 637,739 31,613 2,584 342 0 3,310 687 5,969 2,016 7,889
Virgin Islands. 41,461 1,391 0 0 0 76 0 573 132 0
Undistributed . 2,007,439 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Nondefense agencies

Department
of National National
Housing Department  Department Department  Aeronautics Archives National United Sates Small
Sateand and Urban of the of of and Space and Records Science Postal Business
outlying area Development  Interior Justice Labor ~ Administration Administration Foundation Service Administration
United States .. 731,978 3,809,541 8,146,909 1,103,172 1,485,261 124,920 98,511 51,557,057 259,159
Alabama .. 5,854 7,599 59,871 9,264 206,359 29 0 623,068 3,172
Alaska .. 2,092 122,886 12,566 759 0 267 115 135,654 1,163
Arizona 7,853 220,072 228,498 3,446 259 0 0 810,575 1,749
Arkansas . 3,896 15,919 34,541 3,177 0 741 0 405,552 3,089
California 44,233 359,912 856,288 57,571 184,922 5,589 0 5,467,962 31,179
Colorado 25,244 439,084 118,330 26,900 655 1,797 0 959,912 9,106
Connecticut . 4,798 2,814 45,408 4,459 75 0 0 715,852 1,840
Delaware . 336 2,511 8,160 620 0 0 0 139,353 384
Florida .. 17,518 72,037 392,129 27,573 139,991 0 0 2,740,382 4,768
Georgia 28,973 57,822 164,012 34,304 0 3,472 0 1,362,116 12,879
Hawaii .. 1,526 23,470 32,403 1,440 0 0 0 173,355 1,296
Idaho. 902 106,420 17,017 2,121 0 0 0 179,345 859
Illinois 33,249 12,885 206,420 51,377 75 1,774 0 2,657,287 5,361
Indiana 5,551 12,969 57,286 6,297 54 0 0 981,816 1,702
2,318 6,044 17,656 2,051 0 812 0 585,954 1,927
11,226 19,149 54,978 3,507 0 1,434 0 573,622 1,373
4,456 17,188 86,732 26,043 0 0 0 633,873 2,223
7,228 60,185 108,642 6,231 731 0 0 658,890 1,703
464 8,917 15,807 1,778 0 0 0 274,890 1,254
8,404 41,602 251,134 5,155 240,252 50,582 0 1,076,598 2,194
Massachusetts 15,788 62,010 90,018 30,632 243 3,945 0 1,530,304 3,285
Michigan ..... 12,002 20,151 102,759 6,792 0 1,202 0 1,835,906 2,839
Minnesota 6,759 40,244 87,345 4,027 0 0 0 1,043,301 1,816
Mississippi .. 3,743 23,243 35,851 2,852 21,558 0 0 351,878 1,390
Missouri .. 7,330 45,805 94,632 26,631 0 24,874 0 1,234,214 5,297
Montana .. 685 97,931 16,072 1,502 0 0 0 167,248 979
Nebraska . 2,661 22,187 35,294 2,254 0 0 0 356,634 1,275
Nevada..... 2,048 98,848 36,015 1,802 0 0 0 309,478 1,344
New Hampshire. 2,680 4,866 10,008 2,644 91 0 0 295,267 1,017
New Jer sey 9,088 18,588 211,480 11,383 147 0 0 2,006,560 2,213
2,194 238,853 58,231 2,163 4,319 69 0 268,724 1,328
37,912 48,143 412,927 48,249 2,121 1,697 0 4,024,923 18,177
North Carolina .. 8,007 29,162 92,303 4,994 0 0 0 1,300,279 2,131
North Dakota . 459 40,799 8,330 1,146 0 0 0 136,535 1,252
Ohio 16,933 15,449 84,742 27,595 147,780 2,413 0 2,072,918 3,664
Oklahoma 9,692 51,561 70,347 3,561 0 0 0 537,976 1,484
Oregon ..... 3,728 171,096 48,333 3,034 84 0 0 549,544 1,769
Pennsylvania .. 27,868 64,100 267,411 65,390 0 2,271 0 2,507,833 5,802
Rhodelsland .. 1,960 3,173 8,929 1,529 0 0 0 234,546 1,107
South Caralina.. 5,294 10,534 65,981 2,571 0 0 0 517,129 1,639
South Dakota .. 589 68,503 14,409 674 0 0 0 146,165 987
10,663 31,262 66,536 6,400 0 0 0 956,741 1,642
40,918 57,917 841,876 49,116 246,807 4,789 0 3,266,143 24,345
1,884 96,796 27,664 8,272 740 0 0 340,602 1,567
281 2,899 59,666 426 0 0 0 143,758 1,075
Virginia ... 6,845 255,783 606,128 33,720 190,643 0 98,396 1,328,585 2,216
Washington . 14,577 127,080 80,766 18,175 0 1,351 0 984,282 3,323
West Virginia.. 1,764 40,964 168,117 31,029 1,468 0 0 329,856 1,352
Wisconsin .... 5,134 31,607 39,886 6,739 93 0 0 923,326 1,766
WYOMING ..o 265 84,410 6,623 1,020 0 0 0 86,031 943
District Of Columbia .. 249,783 277,989 1,397,008 420,223 95,794 15,812 0 369,495 66,802
American Samoa 0 1,109 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Micronesia .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guam ....... 62 2,080 7,607 34 0 0 0 8,104 804
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 0 425 1,036 249 0 0 0 646 0
Palau . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 6,261 8,753 60,209 2,271 0 0 0 218,925 2,654
Virgin Islands. 0 5,736 8,042 0 0 0 0 17,148 654
Undistributed . 0 0 156,449 0 0 0 0 0 0
See footnotes at end of table.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR SALARIES AND WAGES, BY AGENCY, BY STATE
AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

Nondefense agencies

Department of Transportation

Social Department Department Department Al

Sateand Security of U.S Coast All other of the of Veterans other
outlying area Administration Sate Total Guard Transportation ~ Treasury Affairs nondefense
United States ...........cc....... 3,522,719 910,454 7,382,674 1,622,058 5,760,616 8,705,639 11,214,458 7,598,134
Alabama .. 124,789 338 65,668 35,526 30,142 41,064 198,733 220,304
Alaska... 2,453 59 217,093 99,368 117,725 12,459 21,465 771
Arizona. 28,460 983 51,049 295 50,754 89,040 221,655 14,303
Arkansas . 23,670 0 21,693 1,008 20,685 17,644 180,320 2,892
California 331,948 10,725 668,098 176,262 491,836 933,118 1,056,416 104,135
Colorado 36,850 753 130,133 616 129,517 110,333 136,563 31,959
Connecticut . 20,711 929 83,793 44,816 38,977 49,539 113,128 4,288
Delaware . 3,568 75 3,417 702 2,715 11,169 32,279 561
Florida 122,079 23,242 488,529 199,166 289,363 328,482 691,740 24,410
Georgia. 84,003 1,039 251,797 11,657 240,140 412,445 277,143 54,177
Hawaii .. 5,742 1,141 77,763 37,336 40,427 23,621 28,668 3,130
Idaho. 6,181 0 11,428 149 11,279 9,134 37,498 373
Illinois 180,683 3,487 234,436 8,607 225,829 232,591 468,585 129,116
Indiana 41,038 0 105,041 2,073 102,968 77,297 153,182 9,612
lowa 17,839 0 22,285 2,569 19,716 17,471 118,636 1,370
Kansas .. 17,949 196 104,710 6,380 98,330 95,143 125,652 5,409
Kentucky . 39,601 114 43,378 5,195 38,183 222,713 142,533 60,114
Louisiana 44,196 3,661 90,839 51,385 39,454 68,442 191,334 9,079
Maine.... 9,761 55 39,224 20,927 18,297 18,733 51,112 561
Maryland 736,885 2,072 128,674 32,321 96,353 418,643 173,500 242,631
Massachusetts 62,969 2,863 222,925 84,163 138,762 237,754 286,381 30,685
Michigan . 72,516 324 120,780 44,851 75,929 180,643 268,585 13,609
Minnesota 24,676 45 109,255 5,243 104,012 64,865 204,485 10,050
Mississippi 30,592 0 26,951 10,991 15,960 21,089 153,045 17,581
Missouri 128,253 38 115,061 6,696 108,365 196,645 256,560 11,068
Montana .. 6,378 114 14,009 317 13,692 12,399 28,662 907
Nebraska . 9,835 0 16,168 825 15,343 18,456 73,531 1,340
9,111 0 41,159 656 40,503 24,504 80,418 1,594
7,281 3,620 68,828 4,904 63,924 13,209 31,724 800
New Jer sey 57,088 898 248,980 59,645 189,335 137,163 163,952 10,068
38,234 401 66,280 434 65,846 26,279 98,742 2,714
243,323 18,213 320,472 43,651 276,821 700,543 795,903 76,441
North Carolina .. 53,558 2,865 132,536 57,145 75,391 73,650 255,215 13,481
North Dakota . 5,684 0 12,755 0 12,755 12,221 34,189 318
Ohio 78,586 0 165,354 19,664 145,690 191,838 412,247 22,701
Oklahoma 25,673 0 236,131 2,537 233,594 42,945 130,624 2,561
Oregon ..... 23,749 0 66,158 38,318 27,840 39,718 158,232 2,632
Pennsylvania .. 210,152 3,137 104,615 14,160 90,455 428,203 495,556 81,405
Rhodelsland .. 8,703 453 26,685 14,070 12,615 12,969 44,397 880
South Caralina.. 31,062 6,320 53,100 26,383 26,717 26,061 138,559 3,734
South Dakota.. 5,169 0 7,690 0 7,690 6,149 76,983 662
Tennessee 52,279 0 116,301 6,484 109,817 249,724 307,209 724,376
Texas. 150,116 14,766 475,316 62,997 412,319 754,340 784,013 60,921
Utah .. 9,488 452 67,564 169 67,395 230,016 77,430 2,799
Vermont 3271 0 9,185 947 8,238 12,577 36,246 307
Virginia 115,380 5,675 444,919 168,750 276,169 168,983 240,284 86,380
Washington . 73,363 2,625 252,770 59,298 193,472 110,576 239,786 14,188
West Virginia.. 24,093 0 24,371 3171 21,200 159,924 159,153 2,804
Wisconsin 35,616 0 39,517 12,350 27,167 45,199 204,319 6,683
Wyoming . 2,077 0 7,855 230 7,625 5,274 36,632 275
District Of Columbia ...... 18,773 798,776 870,103 105,425 764,678 1,252,179 391,697 3,601,963
American Samoa 250 0 1,134 177 957 0 53 0
Micronesia .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Guam ....... 549 0 3,495 125 3,370 991 460 19
Marshall Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 220 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Palau ........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 25,505 0 51,283 28,110 23,173 54,847 128,371 24,250
Virgin Islands. 741 0 1,654 547 1,107 4,625 673 17
Undistributed . 0 0 2,267 2,267 0 0 0 1,848,723

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

Table 2.9

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT INSURANCE AND LOAN PROGRAMS, BY STATE AND OUTLYING AREA:
FISCAL YEAR 2002

(In thousands of dollars)

Direct loans by volume of assistance provided Guaranteed loans by volume of coverage provided

Department of Agriculture Veterans housing

Other Other Mortgage Federal Family guaranteed and

Sate and Commodity loans— agriculture Federal direct  direct insurance Education insured loans

outlying area Total price supports loans  studentloans  loans Total for homes Loan program VA home loans
United States ............. $30,873646  $10459,823  $4,146409 $14,733873  $1,533,516 $214,285,069 $138,463,669 $28,132568  $11,664,962
Alabama .. 734,982 374,940 55,315 292,601 12,126 1,883,841 1,163,414 338,397 188,309
Alaska .. 120,234 0 6,997 7,024 106,213 775,532 445,064 20,033 101,382
Arizona 359,246 7,340 30,933 307,419 13,554 6,952,936 4,676,952 1,108,555 466,411
Arkansas . 902,125 733,017 121,239 40,132 7,737 9,264,319 7,434,332 231,635 104,672
California 2,152,143 607,581 202,413 1,289,496 52,652 27,275,702 17,839,965 2,685,029 840,802
Colorado 477,126 142,511 44,275 262,239 28,101 1,529,664 -316 454,331 416,939
Connecticut . 66,445 11,038 45,514 9,892 2,379,775 1,488,659 342,422 51,358
Delaware . 58,569 3,741 15,075 38,266 1,486 537,375 361,599 42,841 50,817
Florida.. 903,743 129,778 101,114 561,920 110,932 11,225,344 7,113,325 1,639,424 924,673
Georgia 939,627 273,701 86,089 558,762 21,076 9,806,634 6,638,150 651,466 524,969

Hawaii .. 21,142 17,412 472 3,257 691,049 175,156 79,167 34,172

Idaho. 242,163 32,268 52,367 155,895 1,634 1,017,572 728,653 35,052 78,927
Ilinois 1,420,134 453,764 97,919 832,433 36,017 9,639,125 6,678,325 1,104,335 277,699
Indiana 1,084,755 349,544 106,684 614,988 13538 4,744,357 3,425,788 735,852 205,970
lowa .. 1,671,484 1,076,713 143,703 445,222 5,846 1,289,992 507,977 265,606 59,777
Kansas .. 431,705 107,333 87,472 227,950 8,951 1,450,587 832,591 260,995 103,859
Kentucky . 427,169 65,185 180,088 157,199 24,697 2,266,465 1,109,451 300,613 128,241
Louisiana 395,137 221,562 115,276 52,870 5429 2264561 1,157,111 625,694 121,547
Maine.... 80,200 200 50,791 20,984 8,225 562,372 259,240 154,578 43,156
Maryland 403,451 12,410 46,878 323,889 20,275 8,841,792 6,862,931 350,953 492,116
Massachusetts 956,242 0 27,100 907,666 21,477 3,474,032 2,084,014 788,067 76,567
Michigan . 1,227,269 179,349 133,605 902,956 11,358 5,861,507 4,337,422 475,679 199,516
Minnesota 1,328,358 811,250 150,110 319,390 47,608 4,162,646 2,313,367 532,881 152,305
Mississippi 2,022,561 1,881,262 94,157 31,122 16,020 1,429,850 745,957 299,524 93,039
Missouri 626,836 197,521 90,204 324,067 15,045 3,961,815 2,254,953 769,883 209,082
Montana .. 122,640 36,381 37,261 44,046 4,953 658,439 270,038 101,372 33,522
Nebraska . 613,878 447,636 87,072 76,196 2,974 1,205,924 631,543 230,618 93,031
74,361 0 9,552 60,592 4,217 3,071,182 2,447,565 56,936 270,606
42,720 0 22,376 17,990 2,354 837,570 414,256 197,049 44,239
544,578 2,594 24,761 459,091 58,133 6,471,429 4,895,267 410,995 158,384
134,999 7,619 40,379 84,739 2,261 1,218,648 841,868 99,494 122,239
1,736,217 28,259 99,418 1,132,527 476,012 9,154,263 5,401,880 2,453,473 138,114
North Carolina .. 667,684 240,579 197,510 217,217 12,379 5,377,638 3,466,919 626,199 546,607
North Dakota . 246,677 166,290 78,588 219 1,580 602,856 169,557 128,893 23,121
Ohio 1,257,907 170,610 109,407 953,863 24,027 6,990,895 4,844,071 1,012,830 342,130
230,536 20,050 101,197 99,889 9,399 2,082,520 1,026,368 424,912 144,814
351,647 5,593 64,619 277,066 4,371 2,511,528 1,807,532 220,664 180,352
Pennsylvania .. 285,036 15,430 142,792 106,879 19,935 6,439,532 2,972,504 2,506,153 252,584
Rhodelsland .. 102,545 0 4,493 85,419 12,633 865,155 550,459 204,948 24,271
South Carolina.. 252,825 39,336 69,697 135,829 7,963 1,798,849 774,024 355,452 168,798
South Dakota 348,800 281,256 63,944 2,685 915 609,605 169,814 142,908 29,242
Tennessee 442,937 162,786 114,319 153,114 12,718 4,042,037 2,818,944 590,352 261,487
Texas. 1,395,750 777,923 303,014 163,744 151,070 15,588,214 10,698,589 1,914,234 1,054,129
Utah .. 249,312 206,871 34,359 5,924 2,157 3,577,324 2,687,408 223,926 98,370
Vermont 62,668 29 25,599 36,156 883 292,659 60,247 143,476 13,545
Virginia 788,040 45,464 113,355 596,465 32,756 7,545376 5,083,707 398,142 916,339
Washington . 444,048 40,226 71,917 317,933 13,972 5,357,183 3,593,652 397,453 555,844
West Virginia.. 297,853 1,503 56,836 224,459 15,055 453,206 237,842 60,775 34,529
Wisconsin 502,680 92,262 99,321 302,652 8,446 2,055,127 804,641 464,200 155,921
Wyoming . 26,715 10,154 14,775 100 1,686 312,838 139,596 57,824 26,581
Dist. of Columbia...... 362,673 0 0 352,839 9,834 663,476 265,153 340,873 6,079
American Samoa....... 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 1,440 0 1,354 0 86 0 0 0 0
Guam 37,735 0 1,059 4,073 32,603 37,432 645 0 1,068
Marshall Islands 865 0 865 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 1,294 0 465 0 830 647 0 0 0
Palau . 552 0 26 0 526 64 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 183,694 0 82,503 98,529 2,663 1,169,585 753,318 75,407 22,384
Virgin Islands. 9,469 0 5,323 3,163 983 5,028 2,186 0 326
Undistributed . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

See footnotes at end of table.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT INSURANCE AND LOAN PROGRAMS, BY STATE AND OUTLYING AREA:
FISCAL YEAR 2002 — Continued

Guaranteed loans by volume of coverage provided Insurance programs by volume of coverage provided
Mortgage  U.SD.A. Small Other Foreign
Sate and insurance guaranteed business guaranteed Flood Crop Investment Life Insurance Other

outlyingarea ~ condominiums  loans loans loans Total insurance  insurance Insurance for Veterans insurance
United States .. $10,502,588 $11,868,186 $12,889,330 $763,766 $667,089,788 $627,522,070 $36,699,579 $606,636  $1,900,793  $360,710
12,470 98,089 83,162 0 5,141,407 4,879,290 229,020 0 25,742 7,355

76,667 119,358 13,029 0 355,078 349,310 619 0 2,550 2,599

Arizona. 145,045 182,245 373,729 0 47328636 4,153,279 129,092 0 42,172 4,093
Arkansas . 879,358 534,473 79,849 0 1573873 1,105,962 451,434 0 16,294 183
California 2,487,514 238,958 2,833,434 350,000 48,586,669 45,518,615 2,782,162 42,210 200,132 43,550
Colorado -173 300,772 358,111 0 2898202 2,381,280 465,915 0 30,292 20,715
Connecticut . 245,786 39,618 211,932 0 4773965 4,666,346 75,208 0 30,804 1,606
Delaware . 4,688 53,378 24,052 0 2,673,021 2,632,562 34,627 0 5,831 0
Florida .. 654,312 251,113 642,497 0 267,345,522 264,475,634 2,632,304 21,273 174,773 41,538
Georgia. 167,766 1,448,254 376,029 0 11,389,243 10,681,391 648,280 0 42,365 17,206
Hawaii .. 108,823 264,869 28,862 0 5,685,213 5,561,023 106,116 0 16,033 2,041

3,464 92,381 79,094 1,249,312 844,128 396,090 0 8,114 980
774,574 414,575 389,578 4 7,878,440 4,877,869 2,761,884 150,000 80,080 8,607
57,448 161,228 158,071 3,863,954 2,415,788 1,415,336 0 28,644 4,186
22,167 333,372 101,093 4,602,096 895,057 3,682,625 0 23,341 1,073
5,198 160,262 87,682 2,639,664 994,549 1,619,078 0 18,854 7,184
43,886 576,102 108,172 2,170,111 1,769,747 356,822 25,000 18,542

17,007 211,028 132,174
9,744 54,193 41,461
789,718 87,441 258,632

Massachusetts . 195,797 23,111 306,477
Michigan ..... 204,277 351,448 293,165

45,753,979 45,338,020 374,326
966,515 899,772 56,992
6,344,036 6,175,026 126,769

6,100,792 6,005,084 42,450
3,586,486 2,860,901 666,234

0
22,604 19,029
9,751 0
40,803 1,438

52,066 1,191
52,026 7,324

Minnesota 329,162 499,534 335,399 3,874,962 1,040,334 2,795,183 38,514 931
Mississippi 563 174,574 116,194

Missouri 52,973 456,714 218,210 3,219,959 2,363,901 802,654 36,548 16,856
Montana .. 7,007 180,686 65,814 917,995 337,051 563,908 7,621 9,415
Nebraska . 1,759 195,064 53,910 3,579,788 1,240,661 2,323,117 13,799 2,210

182,243 10,320 103,513
74,604 27,838 79,583

2,295,178 2,266,655 13,187
629,568 610,512 9,014

13,142 2,194

0
0
0
0
0
0
4,974,784 4,522,653 432,864 0 13,685 5,582
0
0
0
0
0 9,903 139
0

New Jersey 519,720 13,003 474,061 27,642,860 27,504,001 65,870 4,25 66,653 2,086
9,696 74,601 70,750 1,279,006 1,200,694 61,661 0 13,428 3,223
64,951 140,247 672,521 283,078 15,117,872 14,809,413 178,424 2,158 126,931 946

NOO OOO0OO0OO0 OO0OO0OXWO OO0OO0OO0OO0O OO0OO0OO0O0 OCOO0OO0OO0 ODOoO0OOo

North Carolina .. 109,271 424,736 203,906 16,759,292 15,767,187 936,501 0 46,260 9,344
North Dakota . 6,381 223,437 51,467 2,472,366 719,795 1,747,422 0 4,912 238
Ohio 200,528 279,216 312,121 4,166,087 3,259,810 826,493 0 71,545 8,239
Oklahoma 11,627 369,878 104,922 1,834,825 1,424,704 387,748 0 21,014 1,359
Oregon ..... 58,388 101,960 142,632 4,421,516 3,944,450 451,871 0 23,942 1,253
Pennsylvania .. 102,233 216,773 389,286 7,284,571 6,958,382 219,464 0 99,472 7,253
Rhodelsland .. 19,798 8,213 57,467 1,716,640 1,706,794 1,675 0 8,002 168
South Caralina.. 10,698 398,159 91,718 24,223,769 23,926,172 269,243 500 25,742 2,112
South Dakota.. 1,039 209,722 56,879 1,720,776 322,047 1,388,968 0 6,012 3,749
63,525 205,974 101,755 2,608,365 1,991,369 550,762 35,000 28,194 3,040
115,192 582,148 1,093,210 130,712 71,835,506 69,585,767 1,834,248 269,250 107,434 38,807
241,486 92,511 233,624 0 391,785 350,868 8,028 0 11,802 21,086
7,139 39,135 29,118 0 332,415 317,239 10,784 0 4,374 18
Virginia ... 753,067 188,972 205,213 -64 11,769,662 11,406,444 299,921 0 55,786 7,511
Washington . 428,421 129,783 252,029 0 4,774,022 3,910,423 785,369 30,146 41,878 6,205
West Virginia.. 206 87,107 32,746 0 1474310 1,450,815 12,715 0 10,262 518
Wisconsin 20,323 367,493 242,549 0 1962657 1,303,353 618,282 0 40,345 676
Wyoming . 316 66,469 22,052 0 314,059 254,460 50,815 0 3,639 5,146
Dist. of Columbia.... 33,603 0 17,767 0 104,618 68,367 0 26,849 3,618 5,784
American Samoa..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[C]VE:Ts 0 29,551 6,168 0 26,777 26,777 0 0 0 0
Marshall Islands ..... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No. Mariana Islands 0 520 128 0 273 273 0 0 0 0
Palau ......ccooeevneecnn 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Puerto Rico 170,837 76,961 70,677 0 3171069  3,16599% 0 0 4,137 938
Virgin Islands. 301 619 1,597 0 286,242 284,071 0 0 386 1,785
Undistributed . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.

The Council of State Governments 63



FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

Table 2.10

PER CAPITA AMOUNTS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE, BY MAJOR OBJECT CATEGORY, BY

STATE AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002

(In dollars)
United States
resident
State and population— Retirement Other direct Salaries
outlying area July 1, 2002 Total and disability payments Grants Procurement and wages
United States ........ccooeveereene 288,368,698 $6,536.70 $2,105.98 $1,454.37 $1,419.38 $881.69 $675.27
Alabama .. 4,486,508 7,643.22 2,611.71 1,579.42 1,413.93 1,345.10 693.06
Alaska .. 643,786 11,745.69 1,523.29 870.25 4,856.81 2,167.65 2,327.68
Arizona 5,456,453 6,370.65 2,102.36 1,135.02 1,221.22 1,336.24 575.81
Arkansas . 2,710,079 6,779.10 2,500.57 1,919.34 1,493.40 404.22 461.57
California 35,116,033 5,877.70 1,687.43 1,286.19 1,369.28 989.65 545.15
Colorado 4,506,542 5,820.30 1,791.44 1,054.63 1,051.74 1,004.38 918.11
Connecticut . 3,460,503 7,336.25 2,123.39 1,470.31 1,525.43 1,796.29 420.83
Delaware . 807,385 5,902.90 2,292.63 1,388.37 1,388.82 256.64 576.45
Florida.. 16,713,149 6,271.34 2,615.23 1,553.30 978.25 583.8 540.75
Georgia 8,560,310 5,996.92 1,862.65 1,186.87 1,226.58 860.29 860.53
Hawaii .. 1,244,898 8,413.54 2,328.91 1,152.46 1,474.25 1,302.30 2,155.62
Idaho. 1,341,131 6,246.85 2,022.67 1,260.38 1,369.66 1,011.50 582.65
Ilinois 12,600,620 5,577.12 1,910.07 1,604.94 1,188.44 370.17 503.5
Indiana 6,159,068 5,552.78 2,090.70 1,517.21 1,131.50 454.87 358.49
lowa 2,936,760 6,414.99 2,237.32 2,100.67 1,382.56 32531 369.13
Kansas .. 2,715,884 6,441.99 2,199.22 1,698.79 1,204.66 608.83 730.5
Kentucky . 4,092,891 7,056.02 2,393.30 1,442.92 1,550.53 971.97 697.3
Louisiana 4,482,646 6,689.72 2,058.05 1,805.25 1,658.96 618.5 548.97
Maine.... 1,294,464 7,111.13 2,523.56 1,220.58 1,753.96 957.76 655.27
Maryland 5,458,137 9,575.62 2,343.03 1,334.78 1,656.15 2,471.09 1,770.58
M assachusetts 6,427,801 7,386.70 2,090.24 1,794.80 1,919.64 1,056.83 525.18
Michigan . 10,050,446 5,562.84 2,113.41 1,449.11 1,321.28 352.13 326.9
Minnesota 5,019,720 5,389.88 1,837.77 1,412.25 1,293.21 443.83 402.82
M ississippi 2,871,782 7,419.96 2,328.99 1,741.21 1,757.07 952.04 640.65
Missouri 5,672,579 7,465.13 2,300.71 1,748.14 1,486.00 1,289.12 641.17
Montana .. 909,453 7,668.23 2,417.79 1,926.97 2,102.36 384.97 836.13
Nebraska . 1,729,180 6,698.32 2,182.46 2,178.32 1,354.58 341.72 641.24
2,173,491 4,939.93 2,035.92 978.22 846.46 574.94 504.39
1,275,056 5,440.59 2,137.99 954.02 1,280.22 618.12 450.24
8,590,300 5,898.86 2,084.43 1,528.61 1,259.75 563.44 462.64
1,855,059 9,421.54 2,249.93 1,161.33 2,131.54 2,907.31 971.44
New York ..... 19,157,532 6,733.35 2,046.24 1,638.48 2,216.40 387.18 445.06
North Carolina .. 8,320,146 5,790.74 2,159.95 1,246.30 1,314.77 351.26 718.46
North Dakota . 634,110 10,150.56 2,183.15 4,167.98 2,247.51 518.51 1,033.40
Ohio 11,421,267 5,776.55 2,153.77 1,416.74 1,299.66 459.09 447.3
3,493,714 6,971.10 2,402.35 1,484.67 1,461.97 719.93 902.19
3,521,515 5,633.72 2,182.81 1,321.05 1,367.10 282.36 480.38
Pennsylvania .. 12,335,091 6,939.60 2,528.88 1,857.88 1,460.61 601.09 491.14
Rhodelsland .. 1,069,725 7,014.18 2,317.22 1,542.32 1,957.44 462.49 734.71
South Carolina .. 4,107,183 6,355.50 2,363.73 1,232.64 1,361.51 755.92 641.71
South Dakota... 761,063 8,297.28 2,235.69 2,757.42 1,978.23 496.23 829.71
Tennessee 5,797,289 6,774.81 2,276.22 1,433.28 1,493.49 1,019.83 552
Texas. 21,779,893 5,667.21 1,713.70 1,269.43 1,141.33 944.97 597.77
Utah .. 2,316,256 5,311.14 1,607.44 806.77 1,164.39 899.75 832.79
Vermont 616,592 6,666.85 2,114.07 1,194.30 2,076.90 698.76 582.82
Virginia 7,293,542 10,219.53 2,554.86 1,167.44 1,057.62 3,588.11 1,851.50
Washington . 6,068,996 6,626.73 2,152.41 1,317.24 1,367.00 920.45 869.64
West Virginia.. 1,801,873 7,414.91 3,030.12 1,542.82 1,830.43 334.05 677.49
Wisconsin 5,441,196 5,300.98 2,050.61 1,255.17 1,333.29 347.04 314.87
Wyoming . 498,703 7,351.37 2,196.16 1,108.32 2,474.23 640.3 932.37
District of Columbia. 570,898 58,737.60 3,286.12 3,730.16 8,464.41 19,048.42 24,208.50
American Samoa... 57,291 2,691.43 687.62 40.19 1,630.26 231.33 102.02
Fed States of Micronesia. 105,444 1,326.11 4.15 120.33 1,190.73 10.91 0.00
Guam ......coeeeenee 154,805 7,194.96 1,279.95 504.64 1,618.87 1,991.69 1,799.81
Marshall Islands 56,429 3,589.63 15.79 0.04 1,030.50 2,543.31 0.00
No. Marianalslands. 69,221 1,474.44 303.3 46.32 954.49 126.2 44.14
Palau 19,717 2,145.65 21.71 0.00 2,069.39 54.55 0.00
Puerto Rico . . 3,858,806 3,644.19 1,368.76 688.71 1,251.20 94.5 241.03
Virgin Islands........cccccvinnneee 108,612 5,271.13 1,270.91 825.82 2,452.44 264.9 457.06

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.

64 The Book of the States 2004



Table 2.11

FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE, BY MAJOR OBJECT CATEGORY,

BY STATE AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002
(In dollars)

Percent
distribution of
United States
resident
State and population— Retirement Other direct Salaries
outlying area July 1, 2002 Total and disability payments Grants Procurement and wages

United States ........cccccoeueeee 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Alabama. .. 16 18 1.9 1.7 15 22 16
Alaska... 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.8 05 0.8
Arizona. 1.9 18 1.9 15 16 2.7 16
Arkansas . 0.9 1.0 11 12 1.0 0.4 0.6
California 12.2 10.7 9.7 10.7 116 12.8 9.6
Colorado 16 14 13 11 11 1.7 21
Connecticut . 1.2 13 1.2 1.2 13 23 0.7
Delaware . 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 03 0.1 0.2
Florida .. 5.8 55 7.1 6.1 39 3.6 45
Georgia. 3.0 2.7 2.6 24 25 2.7 3.7
Hawaii .. 0.4 05 05 0.3 0.4 0.6 13

0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4

4.4 37 39 4.8 36 1.7 32

21 1.8 21 22 1.7 1.0 11

1.0 1.0 11 15 10 0.4 0.5

0.9 0.9 1.0 11 0.8 0.6 1.0

14 15 16 14 15 15 14

16 16 15 1.9 1.8 1.0 1.2

0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4
Maryland 1.9 27 21 1.7 22 5.0 4.9
Massachusetts 2.2 25 2.2 2.7 3.0 25 1.7
Michigan ..... 35 29 35 34 32 13 1.7
Minnesota 1.7 14 15 1.7 16 0.8 1.0
Mississippi 1.0 11 11 12 12 1.0 0.9
Missouri 2.0 22 21 23 2.0 2.7 18
Montana .. . 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.4
Nebraska . 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.2 0.6
Nevada..... 0.8 0.6 0.7 05 0.4 05 0.6
New Hampshire. 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3
New Jer sey 3.0 2.6 29 31 26 18 20

0.6 0.9 0.7 0.5 1.0 20 0.9

6.6 6.7 6.4 74 10.2 2.7 43
North Carolina .. 29 25 29 25 26 11 3.0
North Dakota . 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.6 03 0.1 0.3
Ohio 4.0 34 4.0 38 36 1.9 26
Oklahoma 12 13 14 12 12 0.9 16
Oregon..... 1.2 1.0 13 11 1.2 0.4 0.8
Pennsylvania .. 4.3 4.5 51 54 4.3 27 3.0
Rhodelsland .. 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.4
South Carolina .. 14 14 16 1.2 13 11 13
South Dakota.. 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.3

2.0 2.0 22 2.0 21 22 16

7.6 6.4 6.1 6.5 6.0 7.6 6.5

0.8 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2
Virginia ... 25 3.9 3.0 2.0 19 9.7 6.8
Washington . 21 21 21 1.9 2.0 21 27
West Virginia.. 0.6 0.7 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.2 0.6
Wisconsin 1.9 15 18 16 17 0.7 0.9
Wyoming . 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 03 0.1 0.2
Dist. of Columbia.. 0.2 17 0.3 05 12 4.0 6.9
American Samoa... . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fed. States of Micronesia . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
No. Mariana Islands. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Palau ........ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Puerto Rico . 13 0.7 0.9 0.6 12 0.1 05
Virgin Islands. . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
Undistributed ..........ccooueee 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 15

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.
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FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

Table 2.12
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AND ALL OTHER AGENCIES, BY STATE
AND OUTLYING AREA: FISCAL YEAR 2002

Federal expenditure Per capita Percent distribution
(millions of dollars) federal expenditure of federal expenditure
Department of Energy,
State and Department All other Department All other Department All other  defense related activities
outlying area of Defense  federal agencies of Defense federal agencies of Defense  federal agencies (millions of dollars)

United States ... $277,900 $1,642,465 $964 $5,696 $100 $100 $13,954
Alabama .. 7,026 27,265 1,566.08 6,077.13 25 1.7 0
Alaska .. 1,975 5,586 3,068.23 8,677.46 0.7 0.3 2
Arizona 8,605 26,157 1,576.95 4,793.70 31 16 0
Arkansas . 1,682 16,690 620.58 6,158.52 0.6 1 0
California 36,152 170,250 1,029.50 4,848.20 13 10.4 1,235
Colorado 5,243 20,986 1,163.50 4,656.80 19 13 694
Connecticut . 6,240 19,147 1,803.30 5,532.95 22 1.2 0
Delaware . 518 4,248 641.45 5,261.46 0.2 0.3 0
Florida.. 14,277 90,536 854.26 5,417.08 51 55 3
Georgia 10,991 40,345 1,283.93 4,712.99 4 25 0
Hawaii 3,964 6,510 3,183.91 5,229.63 14 0.4 0
Idaho. 602 7,776 448.92 5,797.93 0.2 0.5 620
Ilinois 4,324 65,951 343.18 5,233.94 16 4 157
Indiana 2,846 31,354 462.13 5,090.64 1 1.9 0
lowa 914 17,926 311.14 6,103.85 0.3 11 1

2,330 15,166 857.82 5,584.18 0.8 0.9 0
Kentucky . 4,015 24,864 981.02 6,075.00 14 15 7
Louisiana 3,210 26,778 716.05 5,973.67 12 16 0
Maine.... 1,687 7,518 1,303.02 5,808.12 0.6 0.5 0
Maryland 10,220 42,046 1,872.35 7,703.28 37 26 113
Massachusetts . 5,854 41,626 910.77 6,475.92 21 25 0
Michigan ..... 3,134 52,775 311.83 5,251.01 11 32 0
Minnesota 1,971 25,084 392.72 4,997.17 0.7 15 0
Mississippi 3,658 17,651 1,273.60 6,146.35 13 11 1
Missouri 7,139 35,208 1,258.48 6,206.65 2.6 21 360
Montana .. . 459 6,515 504.36 7,163.87 0.2 0.4 5
Nebraska . 1,039 10,544 600.69 6,097.63 0.4 0.6 0
Nevada..... 1,244 9,493 572.36 4,367.57 0.4 0.6 646
New Hampshire. 910 6,027 713.87 4,726.72 0.3 0.4 0
New Jersey 4,765 45,908 554.67 5,344.19 1.7 28 0

1,910 15,568 1,029.52 8,392.02 0.7 0.9 3,035

6,288 122,707 328.22 6,405.14 23 75 92
North Carolina.. 6,546 41,633 786.82 5,003.91 2.4 25 0
North Dakota .... 627 5,810 988.22 9,162.33 0.2 0.4 0
Ohio 5,746 60,230 503.07 5,273.48 21 3.7 478
Oklahoma 3,897 20,459 1,115.30 5,855.81 14 12 0
Oregon..... 1,001 18,838 284.37 5,349.35 0.4 11 0
Pennsylvania .. 6,827 78,773 553.5 6,386.10 25 4.8 0
Rhodelsland .. 916 6,587 856.19 6,157.99 0.3 0.4 0
South Carolina .. 3,765 22,339 916.61 5,438.89 14 14 1,320
South Dakota .. 471 5,844 618.58 7,678.70 0.2 0.4 0
Tennessee 2,551 36,724 440.11 6,334.70 0.9 22 1,085
Texas. 22,267 101,164 1,022.35 4,644.85 8 6.2 387
Utah .. 2,508 9,794 1,082.75 4,228.39 0.9 0.6 0
Vermont 465 3,645 754.62 5,912.23 0.2 0.2 0
Virginia 29,632 44,904 4,062.81 6,156.72 10.7 2.7 0
Washington . 6,500 33,717 1,071.04 5,555.69 23 21 2,037
West Virginia.. 474 12,887 263.15 7,151.76 0.2 0.8 65
Wisconsin 1,621 27,222 297.95 5,003.03 0.6 17 0
Wyoming . 331 3,335 664.58 6,686.79 0.1 0.2 0
Dist. of Columbia.. 3,454 30,080 6,049.28 52,688.33 12 18 923
American Samoa.... 6 148 99.79 2,591.64 0 0 0
Fed. States of Micronesia 0 140 0 1,326.11 0 0 0
Guam ... 562 552 3,628.15 3,566.81 0.2 0 0
Marshall Islands 143 59 2,536.67 1,052.96 0.1 0 0
No. Mariana Islands. 7 95 103.51 1,370.93 0 0 0
Palau ........ 1 42 29.57 2,116.08 0 0 0
Puerto Rico . 603 13,459 156.34 3,487.86 0.2 0.8 0
Virgin Islands. . 29 544 264.48 5,006.65 0 0 0
Undistributed ..o 11,759 7,237 0 0 0 0 687

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, February 2004.
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Table 2.13

STATE RANKINGS FOR PER CAPITA AMOUNTS
OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE: FISCAL YEAR 2002

FEDERAL AND STATE FINANCES

Retirement and Other direct Salaries
Sate Total disability payments Grants Procurement and wages

Alabama .. 9 3 15 24 6 19
Alaska... 1 50 49 1 4 1
Arizona. 30 34 44 41 7 30
Arkansas . 21 7 6 19 39 41
California 37 48 32 28 14 33
Colorado 38 46 46 48 13 8
Connecticut . 15 31 22 17 5 45
Delaware . 35 17 28 25 50 29
Florida.. 32 2 16 49 30 34
Georgia. 34 44 40 40 21 11
Hawaii .. 6 14 43 21 8 2
33 42 34 27 12 28

43 43 14 43 42 37

45 35 20 46 37 48

29 20 4 26 48 47

28 22 12 42 28 16

Kentucky . 17 10 24 16 15 18
Louisiana 25 38 8 14 26 32
Maine.... 16 6 38 13 16 21
Maryland 4 12 29 15 3 4
Massachusetts 13 36 9 10 10 35
Michigan ..... 44 33 23 34 43 49
Minnesota 47 45 27 37 38 46
Mississippi 1 13 1 12 17 25
Missouri 10 16 10 20 9 24
Montana .. 8 8 5 6 41 12
Nebraska . 24 26 3 32 46 23
50 41 47 50 31 36

46 30 48 38 27 42

36 37 19 39 32 40

5 19 42 5 2 6

New York ..... 23 40 13 4 40 44
North Carolina.. 39 27 36 35 44 17
North Dakota . 3 24 1 3 33 5
Ohio 40 28 26 36 36 43
Oklahoma 19 9 21 22 23 9
Oregon ..... 42 25 30 29 49 39
Pennsylvania .. 20 5 7 23 29 38
Rhode Island .. 18 15 18 9 35 15
South Carolina .. 31 11 37 31 22 22
South Dakota.. 7 21 2 8 34 14
22 18 25 18 11 31

41 47 33 45 18 26

48 49 50 44 20 13

Vermont 26 32 39 7 24 27
Virginia 2 4 41 47 1 3
Washington . 27 29 31 30 19 10
West Virginia.. 12 1 17 11 47 20
Wisconsin 49 39 35 33 45 50
Wyoming . 14 23 45 2 25 7

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, February 2004.
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Chapter Three

STATE
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Because 2004 is an election year, politics will percolate just below the surfacein
most states and probably rise aboveit in afew.

— Alan Rosenthal and Rich Jones







STATE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Trends in State Legislatures
By Alan Rosenthal and Rich Jones

Legislatures are vital, strong, effective institutions. They are where the people and their
representatives come together to debate conflicting values and interests, set priorities and shape
public policies. They are the political institutions closest to the people and drive representative
democracy. This essay describes the organization and work of state legislatures, identifies the
trends shaping state legislatures and the challenges confronting them and briefly describes the
critical policy issues legislatures faced in the 2003 legislative sessions.

Legidaturesarevital, strong, effectiveinstitutions.
They are where the people and their representatives
come together to debate conflicting values and in-
terests, set priorities and shape public policies. They
arethepolitical institutions closest to the people and
they drive representative democracy. They are truly
representative bodies that reflect the environment in
which they exist.

This essay describes the organi zation and work of
state legislatures by drawing on the data collected
by The Council of State Governments and presented
in the tables that appear in this chapter. It identifies
the trends shaping state legislatures and the chal-
lenges confronting them. It offers a framework for
thinking about statelegislaturesand briefly describes
thecritical policy issueslegidaturesfaced inthe 2003
legislative sessions.

Composition of State L egislatures

A magjor roleof statelegislaturesisto represent their
congtituencies and constituents. The wants and needs
of congtituents are probably the most powerful influ-
ences on the behavior of individual lawmakers. One
factor in describing state legislatures is the extent to
which they reflect the demographic characteristics
found within their states. While they do not have to
match the state’'s make up exactly, no major groups
should be excluded from serving in state legislatures.
Though no groups are excluded, those that do servein
state legislatures tend to be better educated and
wealthier than the general population.

Over time, the number of women lawmakers and
those from racial minority groups has increased. In
2003, +1,647 women (22.3 percent) served in state
legislatures up from 301 (4 percent) in 1969. The
number of African-American lavmakerstotal ed 595
(8.1 percent) in 2003 compared to 168 (2 percent) in
1970. In 2003, 215 (2.9 percent) Latino lawmakers
served in state legislatures. Although increasesin the
number of legislators from these groups has slowed
in recent elections, given changes occurring within

the broader society, itislikely that state legislatures
will have more racially diverse and more female
membersin the future.

Professionalization

Another factor in describing statelegislaturesisthe
extent to which they are professional ingtitutions. Leg-
idative scholars measure professionalism based on the
number of staff professionals, compensation paid to
lawmakers and the time that legislatures and legisla-
torsdevoteto thejob. Thoselegidaturesranking higher
on these measures are considered to be more profes-
sional. Legidlaturesin California, Illinois, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Ohio, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvaniaand Wisconsin aregenerally considered
tobefull-time, professional legislatures. Among those
at the other extreme are Montana, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Vermont and Wyoming, generally considered
to be part-time, citizen legisatures. Roughly half of
the legidatures fall somewherein the middle.

For over three decades the trend has been toward
greater professionalization. One aspect of thistrend
has been the turnover among lawmakers, which has
declined steadily since the 1950s. Lower turnover
signals more professional legislatures. However, a
recent study by legislative scholars found that turn-
over among state legislators increased slightly dur-
ing the 1990s. They concluded that thistrend rever-
sal isentirely due to the higher turnover among leg-
islatorsin those states with term limits.

L egislative compensation is another factor that af-
fects professionalization. Higher salaries enable law-
makers to make the legislature a full-time career.
Conversely, lower salaries and short sessions mean
lawmakers must hold jobs outside of the legislature.
The level of compensation also affects the type of
person who can serve in state legislatures. Set it too
low and only the wealthy or those just starting out
can afford to serve. Set it too high and the citizens
reject it asunreasonable. In 2003, 17 states paid law-
makers $30,000 or more per year and nine paid
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$40,000 or more. All but six states also paid a per
diem to cover living and commuting expenses asso-
ciated with legislative service. (see Tables 3.9-3.12)

Poalitical Competitiveness and Partisanship

State legislatures with the exception of Nebraska,
wherelawmakers are el ected without party labels, are
partisan bodies. They are organized and controlled by
amajority of Republicans or Democrats or when tied,
by some type of power sharing arrangement between
the parties. Party affiliation isamong the defining char-
acteristics of astatelegislature and playsasignificant
rolein the legidlative process in most states.

Partisan Composition

During the past decade state legislatures have be-
come more competitive politically. The surge in the
number of Republican legislators el ected during the
1990s hasresulted in more competitive bodies. While
only two or three out of every five legidative dis-
tricts are competitive, of the 98 partisan legislative
chambers nationwide (Nebraska is nonpartisan),
about 55 percent are competitive. That is, each party
has had control for some time during the past two
decades and/or the margin is close enough that each
has a chance to win the magjority in the future. For
example, in 2004 a shift of two seats or less from
one party to the other would change control in seven
senates and a shift of four seats or lesswould change
control in eight houses. In 2004, Republicans con-
trolled both chambers in 21 states, Democrats con-
trolled both chambersin 17 states and the parties split
control in 11 states. When considered along with the
party of the governor, Republicans control both
branchesin 12 states, Democrats control eight states
and 29 are split between the parties.

At the start of the 2004 sessionsfollowing off year
electionsin Louisiana, Mississippi, New Jersey, and
Virginiaand special elections, there were 3,688 Re-
publican state legislators (49.9 percent) and 3,627
Democratic state legislators (49.1 percent). A com-
bination of independents, other parties and vacan-
cies account for the other one percent. The election
of 2002 marked thefirst timein fifty yearsthat more
Republican statelegislators were el ected than Demo-
crats. That isafar cry from 1960 when 65 percent of
all state legislators were Democrats and 35 percent
were Republicans.

Because partisan control of state legislatures sig-
nificantly affectsthetypes of policies adopted by the
states, legislative races have become increasingly
important to the political parties and the groups that
support them. The closeness of the partisan battle
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over control of the U.S. House of Representatives
and theimportant role statelegislatures play in draw-
ing congressional districts in most states has raised
the stakesin legislative elections even higher. Asan
example of the increased partisan competition, leg-
islaturesin Colorado and Texas attempted to redraw
congressional districts after courts drew them in
2002. Historically, legidatures have redrawn congres-
sional districts once a decade following the census.
These efforts raised considerable partisan rancor in-
cluding aboycott by Texas Democrats and hard feel -
ings in Colorado. The Colorado Supreme Court
struck down the legislature’s plan while a federal
court upheld the Texas plan.

To some extent, the process of drawing legislative
districts has had an effect on the partisanship within
state legislatures. With the advent of sophisticated
technology and more precise political data legisla-
tures have drawn an increasing number of districts
that are safe for one party or the other. Because the
general election outcome is largely predetermined,
most of the competition for these seats occurs dur-
ing the primary elections in which strong partisans
from the extremes of each party tend to be elected.
As aresult, the party caucuses within state legisla-
turestend to reflect greater political polarization than
is apparent among the general public.

Tied Chambers

Parity between the political parties is manifested
intied chambers. Each even-year election since 1984
and odd-year elections in 1995, 1997 and 2001 pro-
duced at least one state where the voters elected an
equal number of members from each party to aleg-
islative chamber. The North Carolina House of Rep-
resentatives and the Oregon Senate were tied at the
start of the 2003 session.

Republicans picked up seats in the North Caro-
lina House in the 2002 elections giving them a
61-59 majority. However, several weeks before the
session began a Republican member switched par-
ties throwing the chamber into a 60-60 tie. After six
days and eight votes for speaker ended in a dead-
lock, Democrats forged a power sharing agreement
with agroup of dissident Republicans. (Although the
member switched back to Republican the House con-
tinuesto operate under the power sharing agreement.)
They opted for co-speakers and co-chairs of com-
mittees except for the Rules Committee chaired by a
Democrat. The leaders and committee chairs rotate
between the parties daily.?

Oregon voters elected an equal number of Repub-
licans and Democrats to the Senate in the 2002 el ec-



tion. The senators briefly considered flipping a
coin to determine which party would control the Sen-
ate. They rejected that approach as well as using co-
leaders. Instead they negotiated a power sharing
agreement where a Democrat became the Senate
president and a Republican the president pro tem.
Republicansrelinquished the opportunity to chair the
Joint Budget Committee opting instead to chair its
three subcommittees. They divided the rest of the
committees and each party alternated selecting the
committee they wanted to chair. The Rules Commit-
tee is the only one with co-chairs. The Republican
leader acknowledged that operating under the power
sharing agreement was harder than if a cross party
coalition organized the Senate. However, in her view,
across party coalition runs the risk of collapsing at
any moment whereas the power sharing agreement
provided more stability.

Legidatures have adopted several mechanisms to
organize when the parties are equally divided. A coin
tossisthe preferred method for breaking atiein Wyo-
ming; the lieutenant governor can voteto break tiesin
25 state senates and did so in Idaho (1990) and Penn-
sylvania (1992). Indiana, Montana and South Dakota
have statutes that determine which party isin control
when the legidative body is deadlocked—the party
of the governor or secretary of state in Indianaif the
governor is not up for election. Most ties have been
settled through one of threetypes of negotiated agree-
ments. Some legid atures have negotiated “co” agree-
mentswhere the members of each party sharethelead-
ership and committee chair duties. Others opted for a
divided power agreement where the parties divide
power over certain areas. Another approach used by
legislatures is the negotiated resignation agreement
where one party will control a specific position, such
as presiding officer, for a set period, such as one year
of a biennium. The other party gains control of the
position for the second year.*

L egislative Organization and Procedures

During the past three decades legislatures have
taken a more active role in policymaking and tack-
led increasingly complex issues. Their workloads
have grown as a result and many face pressures to
expand the time that they meet in session. However,
most |egislatures choose to remain part-time, citizen
bodies comprised of lawmakers who hold other
jobs outside of the legislature. To remain part time
ingtitutions yet effectively dischargetheir duties, leg-
islatures have devoted considerable attention to
streamlining their processes and adopting procedures
to help them compl ete their business more efficiently.

STATE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

L egislatures use technol ogy to speed up bill process-
ing and to increase the public’s access to the legisla-
tive process. Many aso limit the number of bills a
lawmaker may introduce, establish session schedules
with deadlines for actions and use the interim be-
tween sessions to study issues and prepare legisla-
tion for the session.

Legidlative Sessions

For most of the past 40 yearsthe trend has been to
relax restrictionson legisative sessions. Legislatures
went from primarily meeting biennially to holding
annual sessions. Limits on the amount of time that
legislatures could meet in session were removed or
the time available was expanded.

Currently &l but six states meet annually —Arkansas,
Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon and Texas.
Conversely, following World War 11 only four states
held annual sessionsand only 20 states met annually
in 1966. In 2000, Kentucky voters approved a con-
stitutional amendment allowing annual sessions. In
addition, six states— Connecticut, Louisiana, Maine,
New Mexico, North Carolinaand Wyoming —restrict
the subjects that the legislature can consider during
one year of the biennium. These tend to be limited to
budget, tax and fiscal bills, but the legislatures
broadly interpret the types of hills that meet the cri-
teriaand the restricted sessions often resembl e regu-
lar legislative sessions. In 2002, Louisiana voters
adopted a constitutional amendment that switched
the timing of its fiscal session from the first year of
the biennium to the second year. The change, which
is effective with the 2004 session, allows legislators
beyond those on the fiscal committees or who spon-
sor fiscal legislation to more actively participate in
the first session of the biennium.

Thetrend toward relaxed limitsand longer sessions
shifted somewhat in the late 1980s and early 1990s as
public sentiment favored limiting legisl ative sessions.
Voters in Alaska, Colorado, Louisiana, Nevada and
Oklahoma all approved constitutional amendments
that resulted in shorter legislative sessions.

Billsand Bill Processing

Among the strategies|egislatures have pursued to
increase efficiency isto limit the number of billsin-
troduced and establish a schedule to process them
during the session. About one out of four legislative
chambers either limits the number of billsamember
canintroduce or request to be drafted. Many of these
chambers place no limits on prefiled bills and ex-
empt particular types of bills such as appropriations
and committee billsfrom thelimit. For example, law-
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makers are limited to 40 bills in the CaliforniaAs-
sembly during aregular two-year session, five bills
per year in Colorado and seven billsin thefirst ses-
sion of the biennium and three during the second
session in the Wyoming Senate.

To better deal with the end of session log jam of
legislation, a number of legislatures impose dead-
lines for the introduction of bills, committee action,
action by the house of origin, second house action
and conference committee action. The deadlines
spread the workflow and the essential bargaining
processes throughout the session. Three quarters of
the legislative chambers use some form of deadline
system that requires work at critical stages in the
legislative process be completed by set dates or the
legislation dies.

Legislative Leaders

Legislative leaders exert considerable influence
over legislative operations. They set agendas, appoint
committees, formul ate policy, rule on parliamentary
questions, preside over legislative sessions, main-
tain decorum and serve as spokespersons for their
chambers. More than any other members, they in-
fluence the success or failure of their legislature.
They must balance support for the members while
leading them to reach desired outcomes on often dif-
ficult and controversial issues.

As the demands on legislatures increase so does
the difficulty of the leaders' job. Rapid turnover
among legislative leaders makesthejob even harder.
Roughly one out of every five presiding officers,
majority and minority leaders, is new to their posi-
tions at the start of each biennium. Although most
are experienced legislators, they are relatively new
totheir leadership roles. Thisisaparticular problem
in the states with term limits where lawmakers be-
come leadersin their second or third terms. In these
states, processes have been established to try and
identify potential leaders early in their careers and
to increase training for new leaders once they are
selected. (Tables 3.6-3.7 list the leadership positions
in each legislature and how they are selected.)

L egislative Staff

A major trend that helped to transform legislatures
over the past 40 years has been the introduction of
legidlative staff. Beginning with legidlative clerksand
secretaries, bill drafters, researchers and support staff
for the legislative session, modern legislatures now
employ abevy of staff with professional backgrounds
in fiscal analysis, media relations, auditing and in-
formation technology. Today almost 35,000 staff
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work for state legislatures. According to a census of
legislative staff conducted by the National Confer-
ence of State Legislatures (NCSL), the number of
legislative staff grew by almost 8,000 or about 30
percent from 1979 to 2003. Most of that growth oc-
curred from 1979 to 1988 when legislatures added
over 6,000 staff. During that period legislatures in-
creased the number of permanent staff while reduc-
ing those hired only for the session. In 2003, New
York (3,428), Pennsylvania (2,947) and California
(2,334) employed the most staff and South Dakota
(49), Vermont (82) and Wyoming (114) employed the
least. In recent years there has been a trend toward
decentralized and partisan staffing patternswith more
legislatures hiring staff for individual legislators, cau-
cuses and committees.®

Technology

Legislatures are increasingly using technology to
automatetheir processes such as producing bills, jour-
nals and calendars. They are also using it to provide
citizenswith greater accessto the legislative process
and information about legislative proceedings. Be-
ginning in the mid-1990s, legislatures began equip-
ping legislators with laptop computers and currently
at least one chamber in 39 states gives all legislators
laptops or personal computers. Several additional
states allow lawmakers to bring their own laptop to
the chambers where they can connect to the
legislature’s network. Legislators use the laptops to
view bills and amendments, do research, write let-
ters and access e-mail.

Legislatures also use information technology to
create documents such as hills, journals, committee
reports and agendas and move them throughout the
legislature electronically. These document manage-
ment systems cut down on the time and resources
necessary to produce legislative reports and docu-
ments and enable legislatures to operate more effi-
ciently.

Legislatures are al so using technology to commu-
nicate with citizens and provide them with access to
the legislative process. Every legislature has a Web
site that provides information about the text of bills
and their statusin the legislature. Most also provide
access to state statutes and biographical and contact
information for legislators. Forty-five states broad-
cast legidlative proceedings to the public via televi-
sion or thenternet. In 38 states, at |east one chamber
(and usually both) provideslive audio or video broad-
cast of floor proceedings on the Internet with many
al so broadcasting committee hearings. Several legis-
latures allow citizensto e-mail testimony to commit-



tees and at least 19 have teleconferencing or video-
conferencing capabilities to bring committee meet-
ings to citizens outside of the capitol.

Direct Democracy

Thegrowing appeal of the direct democracy move-
ment is a trend that is shaping the environment that
legislatures operate within and affecting how legisla-
tures conduct their business. The most visible method
for direct democracy istheinitiative, away to bypass
the legislature and legislative process. Used in 24
states the initiative process allows citizens to place
constitutional amendments as well as state laws on
the ballot if arequired number of citizens sign a peti-
tion. The initiative language becomes law if amajor-
ity of voters approve.

Used mostly in Western states, the number of ini-
tiatives exploded in the 1990s with Arizona, Califor-
nia, Colorado, Oregon and Washington having the
most activeinitiative processes. Frequently, initiatives
limit the legislature’ sauthority and prevent them from
developing broad and cohesive state policies. These
effects have been most pronounced in the fiscal area
whereinitiativeshave limited thelegislatures’ author-
ity over tax and spending decisions.

In recent years, legidatures considered an increas-
ing number of billsto reformtheinitiative process. The
reforms would require fiscal notes on al initiatives,
moreinformation about the costs and methodsfor fund-
ing the programs contained in the initiatives, greater
scrutiny of the initiative language, more flexibility to
fix technical problems in initiative drafts and greater
disclosure of the financing of initiative campaigns.

No states have adopted the initiative process since
1992 and legislaturesin states without it are unlikely
to put such a proposition on the ballot. In states that
have theinitiative process legislatures face the possi-
bility that their authority will be further curtailed by
the voters.®

Term Limits

Term limits are the most significant change in the
structure and operation of state legislaturesto occur in
the past decade. Their adoption was made possible by
theinitiative process. First adopted by California, Colo-
rado and Oklahoma voters in 1990, term limits were
adopted by 18 other states. Legislatures had a direct
role in adopting them in two states—L ouisiana and
Utah—the other 19 were adopted viacitizen initiative.

Term limitslawshave been changed in severa states
in recent years. Courtsin Massachusetts, Oregon and
Washington invalidated their states' term limitslaws.
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Legislaturesin Idaho and Utah repealed their laws
in 2002 and 2003 respectively. A number of legis-
latures considered bills to amend them generally
by increasing the number of terms allowed before
the limits take effect. States without the initiative
process are not likely to enact term limits, although
itisalways possiblethat aconcerted campaign could
persuade legislators to put term limits on the ballot
for voters to decide, as they did in Louisiana. It
appears likely that, over time, the term limits laws
will be adjusted to ameliorate the negative effects
while keeping the concept of limiting the time law-
makers can serve.

Theinitia effectsof term limitsinclude high turn-
over rates, less experience among legidative leaders
and committee chairs and shifts in power between
the legidature and the executive. Legislatures have
responded by increasing training for new legidators,
changing leadership selection processes and adjust-
ing legidative procedures. Scholars are finishing a
comprehensive study of the effectsof term limitsand
actions legidlatures can take to adapt to them.

Major Issuesin 2003 and
2004 L egidlative Sessions

The central issue, some would say the only is-
sue, for most legislatures in 2003 was the budget.
Facing the worst fiscal condition since the Great
Depression, legislatures|abored mightily to balance
budgetsin the face of significant revenue declines.
This was the third year legislatures faced an eco-
nomic decline and budget problems. In fiscal year
2002, 40 states collected less revenue than they did
the year before according to the Rockefeller Insti-
tute of Government. According to NCSL, a dozen
statestook in less revenue in fiscal year 2003 than
they did in 2002. Nine states fell into both catego-
ries. The biggest factor affecting state financeswas
the waning national economy that was either in re-
cession or slowly recovering during this time pe-
riod. State revenues declined more than the overall
economic decline mostly because revenue from
capital gains dropped significantly.”

Legislatures performed their dutiesadmirably in
the face of significant budget problems. With a
couple of exceptions, they ended fiscal year 2003
in the black and passed balanced budgets for 2004.
However, some legislatures acted only after con-
siderable debate and dramatic departures from their
normal processes. Arkansasfor example, adjourned
for the first time in history without passing a bud-
get. Lawmakers however returned three weekslater
and adopted one during a special session. Florida
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set a precedent when lawmakers broke off budget
talks with time left in its regular session, reconven-
ing later in a special session to adopt the budget.
Idaho’s budget impasse resulted in the longest ses-
sionin state history totaling 118 days, 23 dayslonger
than the previous record. Oregon also set a record
for its longest session. Pennsylvania was the last
state in the nation to adopt a budget for 2004 pass-
ing it on Christmas Eve.

Most legislatures opted for spending cuts and fee
increasesto balancetheir budgets. Tax hikestotaled
$8.8 hillion nationally. However, this total would
have been higher except that a $4 billion car tax in
California that was repealed by Gov. Schwarz-
enegger following his victory in a recall election.
The tax hikes that were approved were relatively
modest and concentrated in afew states.®

The 2004 sessions are likely to see legislatures
deal with a number of issues with budgets remain-
ing at the top of the list. Although the national
economy is recovering, state tax revenues tend to
lag and states must fund increasesin Medicaid, cor-
rections and K-12 education costs.

Because 2004 is an election year, politics will per-
colate just below the surface in most states and prob-
ably riseaboveitinafew. Seventy-eight percent of all
state legidative seats are up for election and given the
parity between the partiesall sideswill befighting for
partisan advantage. Hard feelings over the 2003 battles
to redraw congressional digtrictsin Colorado and Texas
arelikely to seep into the 2004 session.
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Table 3.1

NAMES OF STATE LEGISLATIVE BODIES AND CONVENING PLACES

STATE LEGISLATURES

State or other

jurisdiction Both bodies Upper house Lower house Convening place
Alabama .. Legislature Senate House of Representatives State House
Alaska... Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Arizona.... Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Arkansas . General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
California Legislature Senate Assembly State Capitol
Colorado General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Connecticut . General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Delaware . General Assembly Senate House of Representatives Legislative Hall
Florida.. Legislature Senate House of Representatives The Capitol
Georgia. General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Hawaii .. Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Illinois... General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State House
Indiana . General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State House
General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Kentucky . General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Louisiana Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Maine.... Legislature Senate House of Representatives State House
Maryland General Assembly Senate House of Delegates State House
Massachusetts General Court Senate House of Representatives State House
Michigan ..... Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Minnesota Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Mississippi Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Missouri General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Montana .. Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Nebraska . Legislature [€)] State Capitol
Nevada.. Legislature Senate Assembly Legislative Building
New Hampshire. General Court Senate House of Representatives State House
New Jer sey Legislature Senate General Assembly State House
Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Legislature Senate Assembly State Capitol
North Carolina .. General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Legislative Building
North Dakota . Legislative Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Ohio General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State House
Oklahoma Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Oregon ..... Legislative Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Pennsylvania .. General Assembly Senate House of Representatives Main Capitol Building
Rhodelsland .. General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State House
South Carolina .. General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State House
South Dakota.. Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
General Assembly Senate House of Representatives State House
Virginia General Assembly Senate House of Delegates State Capitol
Washington . Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
West Virginia.. Legislature Senate House of Delegates State Capitol
Wisconsin Legislature Senate Assembly (b) State Capitol
Wyoming . Legislature Senate House of Representatives State Capitol
Dist. of Columbia............... Council of the District (@) Council Chamber
of Columbia
American Samoa............... Legislature Senate House of Representatives Maota Fono
Guam Legislature [€)] Congress Building
No. Mariana Islands. Legislature Senate House of Representatives Civic Center Building
Puerto Rico ........ Legislative Assembly Senate House of Representatives The Capitol
U.S. Virgin Islands Legislature @ Capitol Building

Source: The Council of State Governments, Directory | - Elective Officials

2004.

(a) Unicameral legislature. Except in Dist. of Columbia, members go by

the title Senator.

(b) Members of the lower house go by the title Representative.
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Table 3.3
THE LEGISLATORS: NUMBERS, TERMS, AND PARTY AFFILIATIONS: 2004
Senate House/Assembly Senate
and
House/
State or other Assembly
jurisdiction Democrats Republicans Other Vacancies Total Term Democrats Republicans Other Vacancies Total Term totals
State and territory
totals 982 1,008 8 4 2,069* ... 2,721 2,738 19 2 5501 ... 7,570*
Statetotals .. 941 977 2 2 1,971 ... 2,700 2,693 16 2 5411 ... 7382
Alabama .. 25 10 S L 35 4 63 42 S L 105 4 140
Alaska 8 12 20 4 13 27 40 2 60
Arizona 13 17 o L. 30 2 21 39 . S 60 2 90
Arkansas . 27 8 o S 35 4 70 30 o S 100 2 135
California 25 15 o S 40 4 48 32 o S 80 2 120
Colorado 17 18 o S 35 4 28 37 o S 65 2 100
Connecticut . 21 15 o S 36 2 95 56 . . 151 2 187
Delaware . 13 8 L. L 21 4 12 29 L L 41 2 62
Florida.. 14 26 S L 40 4 39 81 S L 120 2 160
Georgia 26 30 S L 56 2 107 72 1@ ... 180 2 236
Hawaii 20 5 25 4 36 15 51 2 76
Idaho. 7 28 35 2 16 54 70 2 105
Illinois 26 32 1@ ... 59 (b 66 52 o S 118 2 177
Indiana 18 32 o S 50 4 51 49 . . 100 2 150
21 29 S L 50 4 47 53 S L 100 2 150
10 30 S L 40 4 45 80 S L 125 2 165
Kentucky . 16 22 e S 38 4 63 36 e 1 100 2 138
Louisiana 24 15 S L 39 4 68 37 S L 105 4 144
Maine.... 18 17 o S 35 2 80 67 4(d) ... 151 2 186
Maryland 33 14 o S 47 4 98 43 . . 141 4 188
Massachusetts 34 6 o S 40 2 136 23 1@ ... 160 2 200
Michigan . 16 22 o L. 38 4 63 47 . S 110 2 148
Minnesota 35(c) 31 1@ ... 67 4 53 (c) 81 . . 134 2 201
Mississippi 30 22 S L 52 4 80 42 S L 122 4 174
Missouri 14 20 S L 34 4 73 90 S L 163 2 197
Montana .. 21 29 S L 50 4 47 53 S L 100 2 150
Nebraska ..o mmmmmmeee| Nonpartisan election---------- 49 4 Unicameral 49
8 13 21 4 23 19 42 2 63
6 18 S . 24 2 119 281 o S 400 2 424
New Jer sey 22 18 o S 40 4 (e) 47 33 o S 80 2 120
24 18 42 4 43 27 70 2 112
New York . 25 37 S L 62 2 103 47 L. L 150 2 212
North Carolina .. 28 22 S S 50 2 59 61 S L. 120 2 170
North Dakota . 16 31 S L 47 4 28 66 L. L 94 4 141
Ohio 11 22 o S 33 4 37 62 o S 99 2 132
Oklahoma 28 20 o S 48 4 53 48 . . 101 2 149
Oregon .. 14 15 o 1 30 4 25 35 o S 60 2 90
Pennsylvania .. 21 29 o S 50 4 94 108 o 1 203 2 253
Rhodelsland .. 32 6 ces S 38 2 63 1 1@ ... 75 2 113
South Carolina .. 20 25 S 1 46 4 51 73 S A 124 2 170
South Dakota.. 9 26 L L 35 2 21 49 L. L 70 2 105
Tennessee ... 18 15 S L 33 4 54 45 L. L 99 2 132
Texas. 12 19 S L 31 4 62 88 S L 150 2 181
Utah .. 7 22 o S 29 4 19 56 o S 75 2 104
Vermont 19 1 o S 30 2 69 74 70 ... 150 2 180
Virginia 16 24 o S 40 4 37 61 2@ ... 100 2 140
Washington . 24 25 o S 49 4 52 46 o S 98 2 147
West Virginia.. 24 10 34 4 68 32 100 2 134
Wisconsin 15 18 ce S 33 4 40 59 e S 99 2 132
Wyoming . 10 20 S L 30 4 15 45 L L 60 2 90
Dist. of Columbia (g) ..... 11 2 - e 13 4 Unicameral 13
American Samoa...........  ==-==-=ee-| Nonpartisan election---------- 18 4 e Nonpartisan election---------- 21(l) 2 39
Guam . 9 6 o S 15 2 Unicameral 15
No. Marianalslands. 2 3 2(m) 2 9 4 0 16 2() ... 18 2 27
Puerto Rico ........ 7 (h) 20 (i) 1G) ... 28 4 21 (h) 29 (i) 1G4) ... 51 4 7
U.S. Virgin Islands 12 . 3(k) ... 15 2 Unicameral 15

See footnotes at end of table.
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THE LEGISLATORS: NUMBERS, TERMS, AND PARTY AFFILIATIONS — Continued

Source: The Council of State Governments, December 2003.

* Note: Senate and combined body (Senate and House/Assembly) totals
include Unicameral legislatures.

Key:

... - Does not apply

(a) Independent.

(b) The entire Senate is up for election every 10 years, beginning in 1972.
Senate districts are divided into three groups. One group elects senators for
terms of four years, four years and two years; the second group for terms of
four years, two years and four years; the third group for terms of two years,
four years, and four years.

(c) Democratic-Farmer-Labor.

(d) Unenrolled (3); Green Independent Party (1).

(e) The first senatorial term at the beginning of each decadeistwo years.

(f) Independent (3); Progressive (4).

(g) Council of the District of Columbia.

(h) New Progressive Party.

(i) Popular Democratic Party.

(j) Puerto Rico Independent Party.

(k) Independent (1); Independent Citizens Movement (2).

(I) 21 seats; 20 are elected by popular vote and one is an appointed, non-
voting delegate from Swains Island.

(m) Reform (1); Covenant (1).

(n) Covenant (1); Unity (1).

The Council of State Governments 83



STATE LEGISLATURES

Table 3.3A
THE LEGISLATORS: NUMBERS, TERMS, AND PARTY AFFILIATIONS BY REGION 2003
Senate
and
Senate House/Assembly House/
Assembly
State Democrats Republicans Other  Vacancies Total Term  Democrats Republicans Other Vacancies Total Term totals
Statetotals........... 941 977 2 2 1,971 ... 2,700 2,693 16 2 5411 ... 7382*
Eastern Region
21 15 S L. 36 2 95 56 o . 151 2 187
13 8 21 4 12 29 41 2 62
18 17 ... .. 35 2 80 67 4(d) ... 151 2 186
34 6 40 2 136 23 1@ 160 2 200
New Hampshire ... 6 18 24 2 119 281 400 2 424
New Jersey ......... 22 18 40 4(e) 47 33 80 2 120
New York .. 25 37 . S 62 2 103 47 S L. 150 2 212
Pennsylvania. 21 29 o . 50 4 94 108 S 1 203 2 253
Rhode Island . 32 6 ... S 38 2 63 11 1(a . 75 2 113
Vermont ... 19 1 ... ... 30 2 69 74 7(f) ... 150 2 180
Regional total 211 165 0 0 376 ... 818 729 13 1 1561 ... 1,937
Midwestern Region
llinois 26 32 1(a) ... 59 (b) 66 52 e ... 118 2 177
Indiana .. 18 32 . S 50 4 51 49 S S 100 2 150
lowa... 21 29 50 4 47 53 100 2 150
Kansas 10 30 40 4 45 80 125 2 165
Michigan 16 22 . .. 38 4 63 47 .. ... 110 2 148
Minnesota . 35(c) 31 1(d) ... 67 4 53(c) 81 ... . 134 2 201
Nonpartisan election———— 49 4 Unicameral 49
16 31 47 4 28 66 94 4 141
11 22 33 4 37 62 9 2 132
South Dakota 9 26 ... . 35 2 21 49 ... . 70 2 105
Wisconsin . 15 18 .. ... 33 4 40 59 ... . 99 2 132
Region total 177 273 2 ... 501 ... 451 598 0 0 1049 ... 1,550
Southern Region
Alabama ... 25 10 . o 35 4 63 42 S S 105 4 140
Arkansas 27 8 S L. 35 4 70 30 S L. 100 2 135
Florida 14 26 R ... 40 4 39 81 e . 120 2 160
Georgia . 26 30 . ... 56 2 107 72 1(a) . 180 2 236
Kentucky .. 16 22 .. ... 38 4 63 36 ... 1 100 2 138
Louisiana .. 24 15 . .. 39 4 68 37 ... ... 105 4 144
Maryland 33 14 . .. 47 4 98 43 ... .. 141 4 188
Mississippi 30 2 ... . 52 4 80 42 . . 122 4 174
Missouri 14 20 e o 34 4 73 90 S L. 163 2 197
North Carolina ..... 28 22 o S 50 2 59 61 L. S 120 2 170
Oklahoma ..... 28 20 . ... 48 4 53 48 ... ... 101 2 149
South Carolina . 20 25 ... 1 46 4 51 73 ... .. 124 2 170
Tennessee .. 18 15 . .. 33 4 54 45 .. ... 99 2 132
Texas.. 12 19 L. S 31 4 62 88 . S 150 2 181
Virginia . 16 24 . ... 40 4 37 61 2(@) ... 00 2 140
West Virginia ....... 24 10 A L. 34 4 68 32 A L. 100 2 134
Regiontotd ......... 355 302 0 1 658 ... 1,045 881 3 1 1930 ... 2,588
Western Region
Alaska... 8 12 20 4 13 27 40 2 60
Arizona . 13 17 o ... 30 2 21 39 ... ... 60 2 0
California.. 25 15 . . 40 4 48 32 ... R 80 2 120
Colorado 17 18 L. A 35 4 28 37 . o 65 2 100
Hawaii 20 5 25 4 36 15 51 2 76
Idaho .. 7 28 35 2 16 54 70 2 105
Montana 21 29 . ... 50 4 47 53 . .. 100 2 150
8 13 21 4 23 19 42 2 63
24 18 42 4 43 27 70 2 112
14 15 S 1 30 4 25 35 S L. 60 2 90
7 22 29 4 19 56 75 2 104
24 25 49 4 52 46 98 2 147
10 20 30 4 15 45 60 2 0
Regional total 198 237 0 1 436 ... 386 485 0 0 871 ... 1,307
Source: The Council of State Governments, December 2003. terms of four years, four years and two years; the second group for terms of
* Note: Senate and combined body (Senate and House) totals include  four years, two years and four years; the third group for terms of two years,
Nebraska's unicameral legislature. four years, and four years.
Key: (c) Democratic-Farmer-Labor.
.. .—Does not apply (d) Unenrolled (3); Green Independent Party (1).
(a) Independent. (e) The first senatorial term at the beginning of each decade is two years.
(b) The entire Senate is up for election every 10 years, beginning in 1972. (f) Independent (3); Progressive (4).

Senate districts are divided into three groups. One group elects senators for
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Table 3.4
MEMBERSHIP TURNOVER IN THE LEGISLATURES: 2003
Senate House/Assembly
Total Number of Percentage Total Number of Percentage
State or other number of membership change of number of membership change of
jurisdiction members changes total members changes total
Alabama .. 35 0 0 105 0 0
Alaska... 20 1 5 40 3 8
Arizona. 30 2 7 60 2 3
Arkansas . 35 0 0 100 0 0
California 40 0 0 80 2 3
Colorado 35 2 6 65 5 8
Connecticut . 36 0 0 151 2 1
21 0 0 41 1 2
Florida.. 40 1 3 120 4 3
Georgia. 56 0 0 180 3 2
Hawaii .. 25 0 0 51 0 0
35 0 0 70 3 4
59 6 10 118 9 8
50 2 4 100 1 1
50 2 4 100 3 3
40 3 8 125 3 2
Kentucky . 38 1 3 100 1 1
Louisiana 39 8 21 105 10 10
35 0 0 151 0 0
Maryland 47 0 0 141 6 4
Massachusetts 40 1 3 160 1 1
Michigan 38 0 0 110 1 1
Minnesota 67 0 0 134 3 2
Mississippi 52 15 29 122 25 20
Missouri 34 1 3 163 3 2
Montana .. 50 0 0 100 0 0
Nebraska . 49 0 [ e Unicameral --------=--==--==--=----
21 0 0 42 0 0
24 0 0 400 13 3
New Jer sey 40 6 15 80 15 19
42 2 5 70 1 1
62 0 0 150 5 3
North Carolina.. 50 1 2 120 2 2
North Dakota . 47 1 2 94 6 6
Ohio 33 2 21 99 3 3
48 2 4 101 2 2
30 4 13 60 3 5
Pennsylvania .. 50 2 4 203 8 4
Rhodelsland .. 38 0 0 75 1 1
South Carolina .. 46 2 4 124 3 2
South Dakota.. 35 3 9 70 3 4
33 1 3 99 1 1
31 0 0 150 3 2
29 1 3 75 2 3
30 2 7 150 3 2
Virginia 40 5 13 100 14 14
Washington . 49 3 6 98 5 5
West Virginia.. 34 0 0 100 0 0
Wisconsin 33 3 9 99 5 5
Wyoming . 30 2 7 60 1 2
Dist. of Columbia.. 13 0 [ e Unicameral --------=--=--==--=----
American Samoa 18 0 0 21 0 0
Guam ... 15 0 0 e Unicameral ------------------------
No. Mariana Islands. 9 1 11 18 8 44
Puerto Rico 28 3 11 51 3 6
U.S.Virgin Islands............ 15 0 0 e Unicameral --------=--==--==--=----

Source: The Council of State Governments, February 2004.
Note: Turnover calculated after 2003 legislative elections.

The Council of State Governments 85



STATE LEGISLATURES

"3|Ce} JO pUS Je S310UI004 89S

O S [ u} e 12 'ulj0feD ynos
] skep og sfep og ] 8T ] sfep og sfep og 0 8T pues|apoyy
T @) v 4 T (©F4 174 elueA|ASULBd
T ] ¥4 T u] 14 " uoBa10
0 O 0 0 4 O 0 0 O Tg BWOYRINO
0 T sfep og 8T ] T shep og 8T oo
0 O T 8T 0 0 T 8T ejoded YioN
- T z 4 - T 174 'ulj0feD Y1oN
wrt S o 8T wr S O 8T
O 0 0 0 4 O O 0 O 174
] T (©F4 0 og ] T )z 0 14
0 ul ) oe 0 ] )z 8T
o (1) skep og @1t o 174 o (1) skep og @1t 0 174
0 T 0 0 174 n n n n n
T (6) owg T T 8T T (6) ow 9 T e 8T BURIUO
€ T 0 0 og z T 0 O ¥z “ 1INoSSIN
¥ z @) v 4 o z @) v 174 ddississIN
] ow g T 0 174 o ow g T O 8T ©JOSBUUIIN
] (9] 0 ] TC ] ) 0 0 TC * uebIydIIN
0 O S 8T 0 T - 8T * syesnyoesse
(4) owg @1t 4 (4) owg @1t TZ puejAre N
owe T S 4 owe T S 174 “raurRn
O T I ] 8T O T 4 O 8T euesino
] T ()9 oe ] T )z 4 * Apniue Y
0 0 ©) O ] 8T 0 ] ©) O 0 8T sesuey|
skep 09 0 ] Se skep 09 T 0 TC " emo|
n} T z 0 4 o T z O 174 “euelpu|
] (©F 0 0 TC ] (©)F 0 0 TC siout
0 T . 0 174 0 T - O 174 “oyep|
o (9] € o 8T o (9] € O 8T 1reme H
] T (X4 54 o T (©OF4 174 " elb 1099
z z 12 z z 74 “epliol4
T € Vi T € ¥Z * afemepq
O 0 0 o 8T O 0 n} O 8T IN01%BUL0D
n} T T o 4 o T T O 4 ' opelojod
] T (©OF) € 8T ] T (©OF) € 8T 'lUIO4ID
0 T z 0 4 0 T z O 174  sesuey Iy
e T € 0 4 e T € O 4 “euozY
0 T € 0 4 0 T € O 174
T )¢ 4 T (©OF) 174
(s1eak) (sreak) () (sreak) (e) (sreak) abe (s1eak) (s1eak) () (sreak) (e) (sreak) abe uooIps |
110N JepIsal JuapIsal uaz 1o wnwiuin J9JOA JuapIsal JuapIsal uaz 110 wnwiuin 18Y10 o a1kl
payiend psIa ares 5N paiIend usIa ares 5N
BEES Alquisssy//esnoH

NOIL)313 404 SNOLLYDHITVND SYOLVISIOAT IHL

'€ 991

86 The Book of the States 2004



STATE LEGISLATURES

*Agepipued Jo uoirere|oap Joj Buljly Jo asoo 03 Joud shep og (])

sluasaudal ays/ey Allfedotunw sy utaal| snuw JokesiBe] 101sIp Y L ()

“rerew paseisifel ag sniy ()

‘leuoeu 's'n 1O (1)
"uo12ae uipadsid ApepaLuw!

J22£8U0 10} PAURIUCD S| 1D LISIP BU YIIYM U1 AJUN0D 8Y} JO 1USP 1S3 e Usaq aney JSnw ‘BulioLIsIpa) e (U)
*AJuno2 auo uey) alow Jo sired

JO |[e SURRIUOD 11 }1 101ISIP BY} JO JO SIDLISIP SI0W JO SUO SURIU0D 11 }1 Alunod ay) Jo Juapisale aq |reus (B)

“PUISIP JO JUBWUS (eSS Jo YiBus | St AoUBpISa. ‘SYIUOL XS UBY} SSB| J0} PaUS|[GeISe Sem JoLIISIP aul 41 (4)
‘uonos el 01 Jond syuow
8T JoJsiussaidalay 101SIP MoUaY) JO JUSPISSI e J| PRI9s eal pue ‘Buid LIISIPSI Jo W N8y e papIsal ay(s) yolym

u13oIsIp Y3 o 1ied e sueIuod Jeys O LISIP Aue wouy pelod e 8q Aew arepipued e ‘Bund LIS Ipal Buimoljod (@)
"pa1y10eds Jou sfeak Jo Jaquunu 1OLISIP Y} JO JBI0A palyifenb e aq ISNAl (p)
uawalinbai diysusz o aess (9)
'unJ 0} I0J08 e Ue 3 ISNW pue ‘I0}d8e Ue 8q 0] JuSPISal STeS B a( 1SN S1epIpued safels awos u| (q)
"unJ 0} J0J38 e Ue 8¢ IS pUe ‘03998 Ue 8¢ 0} USZNIJ 'S" N € 8 1SN 81epIpued Saels awos U] (e)
‘uoisinoid ewioy oN—" " *
‘pa1419ads Jou Sk Jo Jaquinu ‘uossiroid ewlo4—r]
2IQWIN|0D JO JO1ISIQ U1 1d90X3 ‘SI07eUSS Pa|[ed A SRquaW BNk sIBa| eewedlun—n
N
'SaW IO snowrejul Jayio Jo Ainfied ‘Ajaqliq ‘Auojpye Jo paioiAuod afe
£y J1821440 Buipoy wouy suosiad BuiAjifenbsip suoisinoid feuoiiippe aAey SUOINIISUOD B1eIS AUe |\ B10N
'£002 4900100 AAAINS SUBLILIBAOD 3FRIS JO [1DUN0D YL B2IN0S

] € [} 174 ] € O T spues| ulbIIA 'S N
o Gt z [} og e ot z O Gg 001y 0}.eNd
o ) S : 4 o ) € e 174 ‘Spuefs| euel e ‘ON
e :. S O 4 n n n n n weng
T S o (Noe T S mo sz BOWES Uedl oY
0 O T T 8T n n n n n 'IqWN|0D JO “ISIA
o T @) O o Se o T @) O 0 Te e BujwoAm
o (9] T o 8T o ) T 0 8T " UISUOSSIM
o T ©@)s S Se o T @1 T 8T eIUBAIA 1SOM
n] ) n] O 8T n] () n] 0 8T uoibuIysem
0 O T o 174 0 o T O Tg e eluBIA
T z o 8T T z O 8T * JUOW A
n] ow 9 (©F) O sz n] ‘oW 9 (©F) 0 sz T yen
o T S o 9 o T z O Tg e sexa
o T € o og o T (©OF) 0 14 995S9UUR L
0 0 0 [} 174 0 0 z O 174 ©l0Xeq Yyinos
(sreak) (sreak) () (sreak) (e) (sreak) abe (sreak) (s1eak) () (sreak) (e) (sreak) afe uomIps |
10N JuepIsal JuspIsal uaz winwi ui JBI0N JuspIsal JuspIsal uaz 11 winwiu i Bylo o ares
paiiend psIa aps SN paiIend pusIq aps SN
sleuss Ajqwessy esnoH

panuiuo) — NOILYI11 Y04 SNOILYIHITYND *SYOLVISIOIT IHL

87

The Council of State Governments



STATE LEGISLATURES

3|} JO PUB Je SIJ0UI00} 305

B o3 T o3 s3 © 0 'U1j0feD YInos
dv dv (0) zidv o3 dv (0)91v o3 s3 s3 - (1) puess| apoyy
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 e elUeA|ASUUSd
(d) /03 T v 2103 d) oz (d) /03 e : €Y o3 s3 s3 " uoBei0
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 (e) ewoueO
(d) s3 s3 (d)s3 ()] s3 s3 (dsz 0 (1) olyo
o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 s3 (e) - " ejoded Yy1oN
o3 o3 e e T o3 o3 o3 T o3 s3 (e) 'ul0.1eD YLION
v v o €Y o3 (N 1v v : zIY 0] (sa (e) * () X JoA MoN
o3 o3 (n) o3 T (n) o3 o3 o3 (n) o3 T (n) o3 s3 (e) 001X N MON
o3 o3 €/03 o3 o3 o3 €/03 o3 s3 ss (y) Aes lor MON
v v o3 dv dv s3 - auysdureH meN
o3 o3 o3 e o o3 o3 o3 o s3 (®) " eperoN
(6)s3 ®) (n) e>seIGON
s3 s3 s3 s3 s3 s3 e BUBIUO N
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 ) 14NosS1 N
e ® . ddssEei
o3 o3 o3 v o3 o3 s3 s3 BIOSOUUII
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 (e) " (ee) ueblydIIN
(d) o3 (d) dv dv o3 * syesnyoesse
.: o3 (@) (@) 03 ) (@@)dv () () Wdv U)dv s3 s3 pue|hre
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 dv s3 - “aurRn
sa 5 euesIno
o3 o3 o3 o3 03 o3 T s3 s3 Asxoniue
o3 o3 e o3 o3 ®) ®) o3 : (9FeE! o3 s3 s3 " sesuey|
- - . .. - - s3 e —— emo)
o3 v v v v o3 o3 v v o3 v o3 s3 (®) BuUeIpU|
v - SV o3 dv ' 9/dV (0)dv s3 “sioul|||
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 (e) “ouep|
e o3 T o3 (00) 03 o3 T o3 s3 s3 iremeH
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 T o3 s3 ) elbi009
v v v v v 03 viodvy  viodvy  viody  Iviodv v dv dv s3/03 - " epliold
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 s3/03 (e) aremepa
v v v v v o3 dv dv dv dv dv dv s3 (@®) (q) 1N0119BUUOD
o3 e T e o3 o3 o3 e e e o3 o3  (aw)s3 @nsz 0 ope.ojod
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 e s3 (e) uloyifed
o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 (e) sesuex .y
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 dv s3 T euozZIY
o3 o3 o o3 o3 o3 o3 e s3 T eyse|y
o o3 1v s3 (e) “eureqe|y
oz z = T = o> =z 2z E< = 2 = ) £ R 3 uonpsun|
g & B2 g E g = g g = 2 g g
Q 3 5 3 I 5] =]
5 = 3 g 3 m 5 = g < m m S
7 = = @ = = g
< < < <

NOIL)313S 40 SAOHLIW -SNOILISOd dIHSY¥IAVIT 1LVN3S

9°¢ 9|91

88  The Book of the States 2004



STATE LEGISLATURES

“Jepea| Aj1lofew se sansss osfe Jaxeads (99)
“UeLLifeyd snoned s1ain eiol
“Japes| snared Ajofew si RO (09)
"Uo199 e JAqWIBAON Joe Af1ious snoned Ajlofew Ag Ajrewdojul paloees (qq)
“11eYd snored AjLiouw Juelsisse ‘Ireyd sno
-ned Ajlofew uelsisse ‘aiodwial oud juspisaid areroosse “uspisald jueisisse apnjoul suoilisod uonippy (ee)
";9pes| 00|} sTeusBIe S18[111 80140 (2)
apes| J0oj4siapn PO (A)
‘wey o4d 1reYD S1BRN D140 ifeyd Y} Ag pajuloddy (x)
“uonsod pajase Ue S| YdIYM ‘|1UN0D 8U3 4O 1RYD (M)
‘() dium Ayuouiw uessisse pue
‘(1v) diym AiLofew weisisse ‘(1) Are1.08s 8oUS 8 JU0D A1LiouIW ‘(1Y) J1eyd 881 ILW0d BuLeals ALofew ‘(1v)
diym Auofew Aindap ‘(1Lv) Areie108s 8duslajuod Ao few ‘() Jreyd 891A 30ua.ejuod Alouiw ‘(1) Jreyo adin
20UBJB U0 Ayiofew ‘(1Y) Jopea| Aofew juersisse Jojuss ‘(1Y) sepes| AvLouiw Aindsp ‘(Lv) Jfeyo Juawdo pAsp
wreiboud Ayofew ‘(1y) sepea| Ayofew Aindap ‘(1) wey oid Juspisaid a01A apnjoul suonisod feuonippy (A)
"Jopea | 100|} A}1Joujw Se SaAIBs OS[e Jopea| AlLoul N “Jepea| J0o|} Ayofew se sanes osfe Jepes| Aofe N ()
*(Ueargnday) uorreubisep Avred au sisiepes| Aued Ayiouiw jo s Arewoisng (1)
"(03) diym wersisse
uedljgndsy pue ‘(03) diym juessisse Ajuofew ‘(S3) we) oud uepisaid 821A dpnjout suonsod feuonIPPY (s)
‘diym AjLiouiw pue Jopes| 00|} AJLoU I JURISISSe Se SBAS Jopes| A1LIoU W JURISISS Y “Ifleyd SNomed
Ayouw pue Japea| 1001} A1ioujw se sanss Japea| Ayoul | diym Ajiiofew pue Japea| J00|} A1lio few Juelsisse se
SOAJBS Japea| Aliofew eSSy “ireyd snoned Ao few pue Japea | Joo |4 A1Lio few se sanles sepea| Ayofe N (1)
*(03) Jopea| snoned Aytouiw pue (03) diym Ajouiw Juessssse ‘(03)
diym Auouiw (93) diym Auofew wessisse (03) diym Auofew Juesisse apnjout suonsod ruonippy (b)
“Japea| Ajilouiw pue Jepes| Ajiofew ‘uobaliQ u| lepes|
Ayouw pue Juapisaid ‘001 01BN pUe 01YQ U| 'SI1eyd Snoned os e a.e Japea| J0o |4 AlHouiw pue Juspisald (d)
“Jopea| Ayuouiw Aindep
SI9[ 14O Bpes| AjLiouiw JuelSssY “jepea| Ajuofew Aindep s1api 10140 lopes| AjLiofew uersssy (0)
“Jopes| 1001} Alllouiw Se sanses osfe Jepea| A1ouiw ‘sdiym Ao few Aindsp juessisse pue diym
Aofew Aindsp e osfe s1aiey) ‘iepea| Ao few Andap Juelsisse ue os[e s1aJey) lapes| Joo|) Ajiofew jueisisse
Se SaAISS pue 311 [e1914J0 S| Jepea| Allofew Aindep ‘epes| 100} A1iofew se sansss osfe Jepes| Alofe iy (u)

“uedljgndey siepes| Aved AlLiouiw Jo sspn IO
‘dleloowaq siepes| Alred Ajiofew JOSa i 1010 "Wl 01d 2Xeads S|811 10140 we) oid Juspsald (w)
*(s3) diym Ayouiw Juessisse pue (S3) alodws) 0.d juspisald Jueisisse apnjoul suoisod uoIPPY (1)
"aiodwsy oid juspisaid Aindep apnjouisuonisod euonippy ()
*JleYd 92USJoJu0d AjLiouiw
S8} 10140 1feyd snomed A1Loul A "1feyd 30U8JU0d Alofew S1a i 10140 :1reyd snomed Auofey (1)
“Jopea| A1liofew osfe s1alodws) oid wepisald (1)
*(03) wey 01d Japes| Ajnouiw pue
(03) ssepes| Ayoulw Juelsisse Aindep om ‘(03) Jepea| Ayofew Aindap apnjoutsuonisod uoiIppY (U)
. Jousanob Jueusnall,, Jo 331} AIoINTelS Y} Sey OS[e [BI1014J0 ‘BassauuUa) U| “Jexeads s1ai o140 (B)
“Joyeads 821A ‘wen9 u| ‘Juspisaid 3IAS
diym/iepes| AiLofew eissse siaph PO (8)
‘uos.odireyd snoned Avred Ajliofew se sanses osfe sepes| A11ofew uelsissy (p)
's0p A|[ensn pue Jopea| A1Liofew se 9SS ‘UOIRIOSIP JBY Jo SIY e ‘Ued Juapisaid ay ] (9)
*(v) siepes| At
-Jouiw Andap a8y} pue ‘abfe|-Je-iepea| Ajliouiw Aindap e ‘siepea| Aliouiw Aindap Jo1yo omi ‘wis 0.d Jopes|
Auoulwre {(dv) siepea| Ayofew Andap sa.y) ‘wel 0.d syuapisaid juelsisse 82.1y) ‘wiey oid Juspsaud juelsisse
Jo1yd e ‘way oud syuapisaid Aindep om ‘wiey oud Juapisaid AIndap BIYD [SMO|[0) Se ale Sa|il} uohisod ()
"9014J0 3} JO ANUIA Ag 37eUSS 8y} Jo Juapisaid si Jousonob Jueusinal (e)
'Siseq JenBa. e U0 Pa}IS[SS J0U S| O ISIXS J0U SI0P UONISOd — *
“Apog a1 s1Ba| fesoureaun — (N)
“jopea| Avred Aq pajuioddy — v
‘alodwe) o0.d Juspisaid Aq paioddy — 1v
“uepisald Aq pejuioddy —dv
'snoned Auked Aq pa1oe|3 — D3
"9JeUSS 8} JO SJeqIBLU e AQ PpaLL1JU0D o PRJR|F — ST
W]
‘uonisod paty1oads Bulp|oy sfenpia
-Ipul Jo Jequinu safealpul ysers Buimo|joy Anug 'sanpsway) siequisw Aed auyy Aq Jaytel Ing Jequreyd syl
Josajniay) Aq Jo me|ay} Aq paemodud Jou de ajeuss 3yl uisuonsod diysiepes| ay) ‘SIeIS oS U| 910N
"€002 #0010 ‘AOAINS SIUSWIUBAOD SRS JO |1DUN0D 3Y | :©99IN0S

() (u) e s3 s3 ss (n)spues| uBIIA SN
) e T @03 d) o3 (pP) (203 T SY SvY sz 0 001y 038Nd
o3 (A)s3 () v () s3 spuefs| euerie \j 'ON
o3 e e o3 o3 e o3 e o3 o3 s3 (6)s3 (n) weno
a3 a3 eOLES UBOLBUIY
(x) (m) (n) elquniod jo 10
o3 o3 e o3 e e o3 o3 o3 e e ()s3 s3 ButwoAm
o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 s3 UISUODSIM
v o3 dv dv dv s3 “euIBJIA 58
®o3 ®o3 ®o3 ®Wo3 ®o3 ®Wo3 o3 03 o3 o3 e o3 s3 (®) () uoiBulysEM
p b p pe s ©) e eIIBIIA
o3 (o3 o3 (o3 o3 o3 o3 (o3 o3 (o3 o3 o3 s3 (e) Jow BA
o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 " (b) yein
s3 ® - sex0L
(w) o3 (w) o3 (w) o3 wo3  (wdv s3 " 89sseuUR L
T o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 s3 () 'l0eq YInos
— -— - =2 4 = —
g = ES aF g = 3 ES g = < 3 g = 3 W £ 2 3 uopoIps N
g 0§ i B OH O§ ¥ ¢ o M O f it 20 loares
Z g g2 g L Z g 2 g3 g w Z g g
8 S 23 g 2 g 8 e g 8 3
2 [} =3 =2
g 3 3 . s & g 3 £ . & 2
@ = = @ = = g
< < < <

panuluo) — NOILYI1IS 40 SAOHLIW *SNOILISOd dIHSYIAYIT ILVN3S

89

The Council of State Governments



STATE LEGISLATURES

"8|Cfe] JO pus Te S910Ul00) 89S

e o3 e o3 H3 H3 'UI[01eD YINoS
v W env o3 v [ORad/eE] o3 534 H3 pues|apoyy
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3 - elueAfsuued
(b) €/03 o - SV (b) o3 (b) o3 o o LV (b) 03 H3 H3 " uoBelo
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 Sy sy sy Sy Ssv Sy H3 H3 Bwoye 30
(6) H3 (6) H3 6) H3 H3 H3 T H3 @B)Ha (d)owo
o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 e e e o3 o3 e H3 " ej0Xeq yiioN
o3 o3 .: e o3 o3 o3 e o3 H3 H3 euljofed y1oN
©)1v v o 2V o3 ©@)sv Sv o SV SV SV H3 (u) 3oA MoN
o3 o3 u)o3 o o3 o3 o3 u)o3 o o3 o H3 " 00PN MON
(w) 03 o3 ¥/03 o3 (w) o3 o3 €/03 o3 H3 HIa (1) Aes sor moN
T T o) v o) sv o o) sv o sv SvY (e)sv H3 aliysdweH moN
o3 03 o3 e e o3 o3 o3 e e H3 H3 " eperdaN
() BYSEIN
H3 H3 H3 H3 H3 H3 “eUeIUON
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3 14noss| N
= = ddssssin
v o3 o3 o3 svY H3 ©JOSBUUIIN
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 e .: H3 H3 “ ueBIYoIIN
() v wo3 () sy sy o3 " Spsnyoesse
(6) o3 T o3 ) Sy Sy ®) @)sv @)sv H3 W3 puejhre N
0] 0] ) (hoa (ho3 ) 0] 0 (hoa (ho3 P)sv H3 “TaurR N
i = euesinon
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3 Apomue
o3 o3 .: o3 o3 o3 o3 .: o3 o3 H3 H3  sesuey|
o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3 “emo|
v v v o3 v o3 v v v v v o3 v H3 eueIpU|
() v T ' ) env 9/7v o3 ©)sv e . ) esv IsSY SV T H3 “sioul]||
o3 e o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 e H3
e o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 e o3 () H3 H3
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3
v v v v o3 o3 Sy Sy Sy SsvY sy Sy H3 H3 “eplio|4
o3 o3 o3 o3 H3/03 aremepq
@ v @ v @v  @v @ v o3 @sv @sv @sv @ v/03 o3 @vsv H3 IN01108UL0D
o3 o3 .: .: o3 o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 sy () H3 ope.ood
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 sy sy svY sy sy H3 ulojifed
o3 o3 o3 o3 sy H3 sesue .y
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 sy H3 " euozZiY
o3 o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 e H3 “exsely
o3 o3 H3 H3 “ewede|y
o) = = = o) = = = uonaipsun|
WW W 8 W m.m mw W WW W 8 W m..w m.w W 2 .mv Jaylo Jo ales
=3 3 & &3 §a 3 =9 S Sg 8§ &4 S 3 g
= = 3 ] = 2 = = = I 2 = 2 = ] ]
2 3 &2 2 : z 3 ERR- - 3 & z -
3 8 : i S | g £ ] 3
5 S e * & el z * g
< < < <

NOIL313S 10 SAOHLIW *SNOILISOd dIHSY¥IAVI1 ISNOH

L€ 3qn)

90 The Book of the States 2004



STATE LEGISLATURES

‘uo19 B JequisAoN Jelfe Ajuoys snared Ajuofew Ag Ajfewojul paioses (x)

"Japes| 1004 UBIE S| B RPIHO (M)

Jopea| 1003 S13 111 BIIHO (A)

“Jopea| A1liofew se sanles osfe Jaxeads (n)

"(03) 4reyd 321A SNJMED S| Lo NISOd [eUOIPPY (3)
“Jefeuew sNoMed A1Lou W Se umouy| Jreyd snoned Ajuouiw ‘diym AyLouiw Juessisse

Se uMouy| Japea| 4004 A11ou W Juelsisse ‘diym A11io few Juels isse Se umoud| japes| 1001} Aj 1o few ueisissy (S)

“pes| Aouiw Aindap s1ain IO (1)

*1feyo SnoMed A}1I0U 1L Se SIAUSS OS e Japea| AlLouiw :1feyd snoned A3 1o few se sanses osfe Jopea| Aliofe  (b)

*(H3) diym Ayouw Juessisse pue (H3) diym Ajofew juessisse apnjou suonsod feuonippy (d)
“IIeyd 80U JU0D

Ajouw S| Jreyd snoned Alouiw ‘reyd adusseuod Ajofew si areyd snonmed Ajofew sspn IO (0)
(V) Jreyo seniwiwod weiboid Auouiw pue (Sy) Jreyd s9niwwod weiboid Ayuofew ‘(Tv) Jreyo
-921A 99N W0 Bu Lsls Alouiw ‘() Jreyd 89N iwwod Bulies)s AjLouiw ‘(S ) 1reyd-891A 891 Iwod Bulisals
Auofew ‘(Sv) Jreyd saniwwod Buesls Ajuofew ‘(1) Arleides 8ausejuU0d AlLouiw ‘(SY) Arelides aduasy)
-uo0d Ajofew ‘() 4rRYD-931A 30UBIBJUOD AJoUIW ‘(SY) JrYD-831A 3dUBIRJU0D Allofew ‘(Tv) diym Ayuouiw
wessisse ‘(Sv) diym Auofew juersisse ‘(Tv) diym Aypouiw Aindoap “(Sv) diym Aofew Aindep ‘(Tv) Jopes|
Aouiw Aindsp ‘(Sv) lepes| Auofew Aindsp ‘(7v) wes oud Jepes| ALouiw uelsisse ‘(7v) wel oid jepes| A1l

-loulw ‘(Sv) wei 0.d Jexeads Juersisse ‘(Sy) Jedeads uelsisse ‘(S ) sexeads Aindsp :suonsod feuonippy (u)
“Ileyd 99U

-J3JU02 S| 4Ry SNONeD A}1IoU W puUe Jopea| 82UaJaJuod Alliofew S| Jreyd snoned Ajuiofew sapn eiHo (W)
*(03) siepes| Ayoui Aindap se.yy pue (03) wey oid Jepea| Ayuouiw ‘(93) Jeato 1ebpng

Aofew (03) sdiym Auofew esisse sd.y) ‘(03) sedesds Aindop unoy apnjout suopsod feuoPPY (1)
“japes| Aiouiw Aindap si Jepea| AJ1Jouiw JUeISISSe pue Japes| d1ieloowsd S| japea| Aluouiw

‘diym Aypofew Aindap st diym Aynofew ‘sepes) Aiofew Aindep si epea| Ajiofew Juelsisse soii RIOIHO (1)

diym Aj1iouiw pue Jepes| 100 |4 AJLIOUIW JUeISISSe Se SAJSS OS[e Jopes |

Ayouiw Juelsisse {apea| 100 |4 A1iou W Se SaAISS os e Jopea| Ayiouiw ‘diym AyLiofew pue sepes) J0o|) Ao few
JURISISSE Se SAASS Osfe Japea| Ajlofew Juelsisse ‘opea| 100} Aylofew se sanes osfe Japes| Aot (I)
"UO OB BS JO SPOYIR N—SUOIIS0d dIUsiepes ateuss ‘9°e d|qeL Ul saliue ses aunmesiBe| eeuweoiun (1)
“Jopes| 00|} AJLou W Se seAses Os[e Jepea| Ajlouiw ‘jepes| Joo|) A1Lio few se senss osfe Jepes| Ajofe N (U)
*JfeY2 SNared os[e a.e Jepes| AlLiouiw pue sexesds (6)
Japea| Ayofew Aindep staii IO (4)

“iapea| Ao few
Aindep s1 Japes| Ao few JuelsISse Jo 9 IOIHO epes)| 100]4 Ajiofew se sanks osfe Jopea| Aofe N (B)
'90UeIN220 yae3 (p)

Yo

90US9JU0D AllIoUIW S1 JrYD SNoMed AJLiouiw pue ‘jspea| Ajijouiw Aindap S| Japea| Joo|y AlLouiw “Ireyd aous
-19ju0d Aluiofew si Jreyd snoneod Aluofew ‘Jepes| Ao few Aindsp si Jopes| Joojy Aviofew sapn eRIHO (9)
‘jopea| Ao few Aindep - Jopes| Allofew Juelsisse !iaxeads Aindep - wey oid sexeads saii 1O (4)
"J2xeads 391A ‘001 O1eNd PUe BOWES UedLBWY ‘IleMeH U] “Xesds Andsp s1ajin eR1H4O ()
'Siseq JenBa. e U0 Pa}IS[9S 10U S O ISIXS JOU SIOP UONISOd—" " *
"opea| Arred Ag pajutoddy—v
“Joseads Ag pejuloddy—s v
'snoned Aured Ag pe1oe | 3—0o3
'asnoy 8y} JO SlequiBW |fe Ag PaW1UOD IO P18 |3 —H3
Loy

‘uopsod paiy1oads Buipjoy sfe

-NPIAIPUI JO Jaquinu Safedipul yses Buimo| (o} Anug sanpswiay) siaquisw Alred ayy Aq Jayiel Ing ‘lequreyd ayy
Jo sajnu 8y} Aq Jo me| ay Ag pasemodwis Jou ate asnoy ay ul suonisod diysiepes| sy} ‘serels SWos U| B10N
"£002 4200100 AOAINS SUBILBAOD 31RIS JO [1UN0D 8Y L 82IN0S

o spues| uibIIA 'S N
) o o (wo3 (6) o3 (m) o3 e o3 ®) H3 G)Ha 001y 01.8Nd
o3 (A H3 (n) (n) H3 ‘spuefs| euelie N ‘ON
() ee——— wens
() H3 H3 eOWeS Uedl WY
(0] eIqun|oD Jo “isIa
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3
o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 e o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3
o3 Ssv S\ Ssv Sy Sv H3
o3 o3) e o3 e o3 o3 o3 203 ... e o3 H3 H3
o3 e o3 ()] v W) o3 o3 o3 T ()] T W) o3 T H3
(] 0] 0] (0] o3 o3 (O] 0] (] 0] o3 o3 T H3 Juow PA
(S]e=] o3 e e SeE] o3 e o3 s)o3 e T o3 Sy H3 “yein
oy = - sexo)
o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 o3 H3 H3 aessauLR L
o3 o3 o3 o3 - o3 o3 H3 H3 Bj0Xeq Yinos
oz =z = T = = =z oz = = T = = =z uonoIps |
3.3 5 8 W 8= 8 M S ) ) 8 M 85 8 W 2 .m .m 1BU10 J03jes
=8 2 ~a Q3 QQ 5] =9 El - Q9 QQ El
= = I 3] = 2 = = = I 2 = 2 = @ ]
< < 22 < = < < M 22 < 2 < -
s = = =}
g S %2 3 2 g8 g 5 %3 E 2 8 E
2 © <] = 5] [} 2 © El = 9 [ 8
o = = o = = m
< < < <

panuyuo) — NOILI13S 410 SGOHLIW — SNOILISOd dIHSY¥IAVIT ISNOH

91

The Council of State Governments



STATE LEGISLATURES

Table 3.8
METHOD OF SETTING LEGISLATIVE COMPENSATION
Sate or other Compensation Legislators' salariestied or related to
jurisdiction Constitution Satute commission stateemployees’ salaries
O L S
O O
0 (a
O 0 o

California O S O

Colorado . 0 o

Connecticut . L. O (b)

Delaware . O 0 (c) e

Florida O - Statute provides members same percentage increase
as state employees.

Georgia O S

Hawaii .. 0 (d)

Idaho. S O S

llinois.. O O Salaries aretied to employment cost index, wages and
salaries for state and local government workers.

Indiana O -

0 0
O S

Kentucky . A O (e)

Louisiana o 0 o

Maine.... u] [mN()] u]

Maryland . S O (9)

Massachusetts O (h) S

Michigan . S O (i)

Minnesota O mN()]

Mississippi O -

Missouri u] 0 (k)

Montana .. O Tied to executive branch pay matrix.

Nebraska . O 0

L O
O
New Jer sey ] O ]
O 0
O 0

North Carolina .. 0

North Dakota . u] u]

Ohio O u}

Oklahoma 0 0

Oregon O

Pennsylvania .. - owm

Rhodelsland .. O S

South Caralina.. 0

South Dakota .. O u]

Tennessee ... u] ]

Texas. 0 (m) S

Utah .. . S O

Vermont 0

Virginia u] O (n)

Washington . u] O

West Virginia.. 0 (o)

Wisconsin .... O .. The Commission plan is approved by Joint
Committee on Employment Relations and the
governor. It istied to state employer compensation.

WYOMING ..o ..

Dist. of Columbia............... o 0

See footnotes at end of table.
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METHOD OF SETTING LEGISLATIVE COMPENSATION — Continved

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, 2003.

Key:

00— Method used to set compensation.

...— Method not used to set compensation.

(a) Arizona commission recommendations are put on ballot for a vote of
the people.

(b) The Connecticut General Assembly takes independent action pursuant
to recommendations of a Compensation Committee.

(c) Are implemented automatically if not rejected by resolution.

(d) Commission recommendeations take effect unless rejected by concurrent
resolution or the Governor. Any change in salary that becomes effective does
not apply to the legislature to which the recommendation was submitted.

(e) The Kentucky committee has not met since 1995. The most recent pay
raise was initiated and passed by the General Assembly.

(f) Presented to the Legislature in the form of legislation, the legislature
must enact and the Governor must sign into law.

(g9) Maryland commission meets before each four-year term of office and
presents recommendations to General Assembly for its action. Recommenda-
tions may be reduced or rejected, not increased.

(h) In 1998, the voters passed alegidlative referendum starting with the 2001
session, members will receive an automatic increase or decrease according to
the median household income for the commonwealth for the preceding 2 year
period.

(i) If resolution is offered, it is put to legislative vote; if legislature does
not vote recommendations down, the new salaries take effect January 1 of the
new year.

(i) By May 1 in odd numbered years the Council submits salary recom-
mendations to the presiding officers.

(k) Recommendeations are adjusted by legislature or governor if necessary.

() Each chamber receives a cost of living increase that is tied to the Con-
sumer Price Index.

(m) In 1991 a constitutional amendment was approved by voters to allow
the Ethics Commission to recommend the salaries of members. Any recom-
mendations must be approved by voters to be effective. This provision has
yet to be used.

(n) In 1998 the Joint Rules Committee created a L egislative Compensation
Commission. It was composed of two former governorsand citizensthat made
recommendations regarding salary, per diem and office expenses.

(0) Submits, by resolution and must be concurred by at |east four members
of the commission. The Legislature must enact the resolution into law and
may reduce, but shall not increase, any item established in such resolution.
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Table 3.9

LEGISLATIVE COMPENSATION: REGULAR SESSIONS

Salaries

Travel allowance
(2002)

Regular sessions

Round trips home

State or other Per diem Limit Annual  Cents per to capital during
jurisdiction salary (@) ondays salary mile session Per diemliving expenses
Alabama.........cccccoueeee $10C L. 10 One $2,280/m plus $50/d for three days each week
32.5/int. sess. that the legislature actually meets during any session (U).

Alaska .......cccoevuriennnne $24,012 325 $161/day (U) tied to federal rate. Legislators who reside
in the capitol area receive 75% of federal rate.

Arizona......cccccoevenuene $24,000 325 $35/d for the 1st 120 days of regular session and for
special session and $10/d thereafter; members residing
outside Maricopa County receive an additional $25/d for
the 1st 120 days of regular session and for special session
and an additional $10/d thereafter (V). Set by statute.

Arkansas* ... $12,796 31/House $95/d (V) plus mileage tied to federal rate.

32.5/Senate
31/Sen. Int.

California.....ccccooeueeeaee $99,000 (c) $121/d (V) by roll call. Maximum allowable per diem is
paid regardless of actual expenses.

Colorado ......ccccceveuneeen $30,000 28 $45/d for members living in the Denver metro area.

32/4wd $99/d for members living outside Denver (V).
Per diem is determined by the legislature.

Connecticut ................. $28,000 30 No per diem is paid.

Delaware ......c.coo.oveeene $33,400 31 No per diem is paid.

Florida.....coooeoevieninene $27,900 29 $99/d (V) tied to the federal rate. Earned based on the
number of daysin session. Travel vouchers are filed to
substantiate.

[CT=0 o T HRRRN $16,200 28 $128/d (U) set by the legislature.

Hawaii ..cooceveveveeereeennns $32,000 $80 for members living outside Oahu; $10/d for
members living on Oahu (V) set by the legislature.

1daho ..o $15,646 (b) $99/d for members establishing second residence in Boise;
$38/day if no second residence is established and up to
$25/d travel (U) set by Compensation Commission.

HINOIS oo $55,788 325 $85 (V) tied to federal rate.

Indiana $11,600 28 $112 (U) tied to federal rate.

lowa .. $20,758 29 $86/d (U). $65/d for Polk County legislators (U) set
by the legislature. State mileage rates apply.

Kansas .. $78.75C 325 $85 (V) tied to federal rate.

Kentucky . $163.56 C S V) $93.50/d (U) tied to federal rate. (110% federal per diemrate).

Louisiana ......cccoveeeunene $16,800 345 $116/d (U) tied to federal rate. Additional $6,000/yr (U)
expense allowance.

Maine.....ccooveenirennnens $10,815 - 1st 28 $38/d housing or reimbursement for mileagein lieu of housing

$7,725 - 2nd at the rate of .28/mile up to $38/d. $32/d meals (V) set
by the legislature.

Maryland .......ccoooevenee $31,509 31(d) Lodging $96/d; meals $30/d (V) tied to federal
rate and compensation commission.

Massachusetts ............ $50,123 (e From $10/d-$100/d, depending on distance from State
House (V) set by the legislature.

Michigan ..o $77,400 325 $12,000 yearly expense allowance for session and interim
(V) set by compensation commission.

Minnesota .........cccoeunee $31,140 (f) Senators receive $66/d and Representatives receive
$56/L (U) set by the legislature.

[V EISSTSST o] o] R $10,000 345 $85/d (U) tied to federal rate.

(VIS o U] o RO . $31,561 29.5 $72/d tied to federa rate. Verification of per diemisby roll call.

Montana ........cccveneene $71.832L S (9) S $58/d (U) plus trip mileage reimbursement.

Nebraska ......c.cccovvuenee $12,000 (h) One $85/d outside 50-mile radius from Capitol; $30/d if member
resides within 50 miles of Capitol (V) tied to federal rate.

Nevada........ccccovuunnnnee $130 60 (i) Federal ratefor Capitol area (V). Legislatorswho live more

than 50 miles from the capitol, if requiring lodging, will be
paid Hud single room rate for Carson City area for each
month of session.

See footnotes at end of table.
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STATE LEGISLATURES

Salaries

Travel allowance
(2002)

Regular sessions

Round trips home

Sate or other Per diem Limit Annual  Cents per to capital during
jurisdiction salary (@) ondays salary mile session Per diem living expenses
New Hampshire......... 2yr. term $200 38 for first No per diem is paid.
45 miles,
19 thereafter
$49,000 . No per diemis paid.
S 34.5 (j) $145/d (V) tied to federal rate and the constitution.
$79,500 345 e Varies (V) tied to federal rate.
North Carolina .. . $13,951 29 Weekly $104/d (U) set by statute.
North Dakota .... $125C 25 Weekly Lodging reimbursement up to $650/m (V).
$250/m additional compensation by statute.
(@] 111 TS $51,674 30 Weekly (k) None.
Oklahoma ................... $38,400 32.5(j) $103/d (V) tied to federal rate.
Oregon* .......ccoevunnnne $15,396 345 $85/d (U) tied to federal rate.
Pennsylvania .............. $61,889 34.5(j) $124/d (V) tied to federal rate. Can receive actual
expenses or per diem.
Rhodelsland .............. $11,236 325 No per diem is paid.
South Caroalina........... $10,400 345 $95/d for meals and housing, for each statewide
session day and cmte. meeting (V) tied to federal rate.
South Dakota.. 2yr. term $12,000 29 (1) $110/L (U) set by the legislature.
Tennessee ... $16,500 32 $124/L (V). Session attendance is verified by roll calls
submitted by the House and Senate Chief Clerks.
Committee attendance is verified by roll calls submitted
by each standing committee’s office.
Texas* S $7,200 28(m) $124/d (U) set by Ethics Commission.
Utah .. $120C 325 $75/d (U) lodging allotment for each calendar day, tied
to federal rate. $42/d (U) per diem for each calendar day.
Vermont .. $536/week 325 $50/d for lodging and $37/d for meals for non-commuters;
during session commuters receive $32/d for meals (U) set by legislature.
Virginia ... Senate- 325 $115 (V) tied to federal rate.
$18,000
House-
$17,640
Washington ................. $32,064 Federal rate One $82/d (V) tied to federal rate (85% Olympia area).
West Virginia.. $15,000 325 Weekly $85/d ((U) set by compensation commission.
Wisconsin ... $44,333 29 Weekly $88/d maximum (U) set by compensation commission
(90% of federal rate).
Wyoming . $125L 35 $80/d (V) set by the legislature, includes travel days for
those outside of Cheyenne.
Dist. of Columbia .. $92,500 . No per diem is paid.
N.R. (n) N.R.
$60,000 $93/d within 35 miles of capitol; $103 if outside 35 miles
(U) tied to CPI.
U.S. Virgin Islands..... $65,000 $30/d (U) set by the legislature.

See footnotes at end of table.
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LEGISLATIVE COMPENSATION: REGULAR SESSIONS — Continued

Source: National Conference of State L egislatures, 2002.

Note: In many states, |egislators who receive an annual salary or per diem
salary also receive an additional per diem amount for living expenses. Con-
sult appropriate columns for

amore complete picture of legislative compensation during sessions. For
information on interim compensation and other direct payments and services
to legislators, see table entitled

“Legislative Compensation: Interim Payments and Other Direct Payments.”

* — Biennial session. In Arkansas, Oregon and Texas, |egislators receive
an annual salary.

Key:

C — Calendar day
L — Legislative day
U) — Unvouchered
(V) — Vouchered

d— day

w — week

m — month

y —year

...— Not applicable

N.R.— Not reported
(a) Legislators paid on a per diem basis receive the same rate during a

96 The Book of the States 2004

special session.

(b One roundtrip per week at state rate.

(c) If legislator uses personal vehicle, mileage is reimbursed.

d) $400 allowance for in district travel as taxable income, members may
decline the allowance.

(e) Between $10-100 determined by distance from State House.

(f) House: range of $75-650 for in district mileage. Senate: a reasonable
allowance.

(9) Rate is based on IRS rate. Reimbursement for actual mileage traveled
in connection with Legislative Business.

(h) $0.31 a mile for those who live more than 50 miles from the capitol;
one round trip per calendar week; for those who live within 50 miles, a daily
mileage is authorized for daysin session.

(i) Equal to the federal mileage rate with upper limit of $6,800 during session.

(j) Tied to the federal rate.

(k) For legislators outside of Franklin Co. only.

(1) $0.29/mile for one round trip from Pierre to home each weekend. One
tripispaid at .05/mile. During the interim, .29/mile for scheduled committee
meetings.

(m) An allowancein Texasfor single, twin and turbo enginesfrom .40 - $1/
mileis also given.

(n) Reimbursed for fuel purchase receipts.
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Table 3.11
Presiding Majority Minority
State officer leader leader Other leaders
Alabama .....cc.ooveereeereeneiniene $2/day plus $1,500/mo None None None
expense allowance
AlasKa .....ocveririciscisieins $500 None None None
Arizona.......ccceciiiciniinienes None None None None
Arkansas ........ccccoucuencuninns None None None None
California.....cccccoevcvecruence Base plus $14,850 Base plus $7,425 Base plus $14,850 Second ranking minority leader;
base plus $7,425.
Colorado .......cocceveeueereecnn All leadersreceive $99/day salary during interim when in attendance at committee or |eadership meetings and committee meetings.
CoNNECLiCUL ....eoveeeeeeeceenee $10,689 $8,835 $8,835 Deputy min. andmg. Idrs., $6,446/year;
asst. maj. and min. Idrs. and maj. and
min. whips $4,241/yr
Delaware . $16,600 $9,913 $9,913 Maj. and min. whips $6,243
Florida.. $10,800 None None None
Georgia. $6694.68/mo $200/mo $200/mo President pro tem, $400/mo; admin.
flr.1dr., $100/mo; asst. admin. flr. Idr.,
$100/mo
Hawaii ..o $37,000 None None None
1daho ... $3,000 None None None
HIINOIS ot $22,641 None $22,641 Asst. mgj. and min. |dr., $16,979;
maj. and min. caucus chair, $16,979
Indiana .....ccceceveeeveeeeeeenns $6,500 $5,000 $5,500 Asst. pres. pro tem $2,500; asst. maj.
flr.1dr. and magj. caucus chair, $1,000;
maj. caucus chair, $5,000; min. asst.
flr. 1dr. and min. caucus chair, $4,500;
maj. and min. whips, $1,500;
asst. min. caucus chair, $500
TOWA .o $11,593 $11,593 $11,593 Pres. Pro Tem $1,243
Kansas ..o $12,103.78/yr $10,919.74/yr $10,919.74/yr Asst. mgj., min. Idrs., vice pres.,
$6,177.86/yr
Kentucky ......cccoceeeeeveeeennes $38.90/day $31.43/day $31.43/day Maj., min. caucus chairs and whips,
$24.09/day
LOUISIANA ...ceceeeeererecereecenens $32,000 None None Pres. Pro Tem $24,500
Maine....cccovieerrieinrccinies 150% of base salary 125% of base salary 112.5% of base salary Pres. Pro Tem., 100% of base salary
Maryland ........cccccoocvmvinennee $10,000/yr. None None None
Massachusetts ...........cc...... $35,000 $22,500 $22,500 Asst. maj. and min. |dr., $15,000
Michigan ... $5,513 $26,000 $22,000 Mg. flr. Idr., $12,000; min. flr. Idr.,
$10,000
Minnesota .........ccocveeeeeennes None $43,596 (a) $43,596 (a) Asst. mgj. |dr., $35,291 (a)
(VIS o] o] I None None None Pro tem resolution, $15,000/yr
MiSSOUFi ..o None None None None
$5/day during session None None None
None None None None
$900 $900 $900 Pres. Pro Tem, $900
$50/two-yr term None None None
1/3 above annual salary None None None
None None None None
$41,500 None $34,500 22 other leaders with compensation
ranging from $13,000 to $34,000
$38,151 (a) and $17,048 (a) and $17,048 (a) and Dep. pro tem: $21,739 (a) and
$16,956 expense $7,992 expense $7,992 expense $10,032 expense alowance
allowance allowance allowance
North Dakota (b) .....ccooeee.. None $10/day $10/day Asst. Idrs., $5/day

See footnotes at end of table.

The Council of State Governments 101



STATE LEGISLATURES

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR SENATE LEADERS — Continved

Presiding Majority Minority
State officer leader leader Other leaders
[} 31T RN $80,549 base salary President pro tem $73,493 salary Asst. pres. protem, $69,227; mg. whip,
$64,967; $73,493 maj.whip, $64,967;
asst. min. |dr., $67,099; min. whip,
$60,706; asst. min. whip, $54,060
Oklahoma .......ccccccovvuunnnnee. $17,932 $12,364 $12,364 None
Oregon .....coccevevecnicieinnns $1,283/mo. None None None
Pennsylvania .........c.cccooo.... $34,724.08 $27,780.58 $27,780.58 Maj. and min. whip, $21,083; maj.
and min. caucus chair, $13,145; maj.
and min. policy chairs, ma. and min.
caucus admin., $8,681
Rhodelsland .. None None None None
South Carolina .. Lt. gov. holds None None President pro tem, $11,000
this position
South Dakota.. None None None None
Tennessee $49,500 (&) plus None None None
$5,700 home office
allowance. Add'|
$750/yr of ex officio
duties
Texas. None None None None
Utah .. $2,500 $1,500 $1,500 Maj. whip, asst. maj. whip, min. whip
and asst. min. whip, $1,500
Vermont .. $593/week during None None None
session. No add’|
salary
Virginia ...ccoecenecncenens None None None None
Washington ..........ccccceeceeae Lt. gov. holds $36,064 $36,064 None
this position
West Virginia......cocoeeeeerenne $50/day during $25/day during $25/day during Upto 4 add'| people named by
session session session presiding officer receive $100 for
amaximum of 30 days.
Wisconsin None None None None
Wyoming . $3/day None None None
Dist. of Columbia................ $10,000 Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
(council chair)
Guam None None None None
Puerto Rico . $90,000/yr $69,000/yr $69,000/yr President Pro Tem, $69,000
U.S.Virgin Islands............. $10,000 None None None

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures, 2003.

(a) Total annual salary for this leadership position.
(b) House and Senate majority and minority |eaders each receive additional
compensation of $250.00 per month during their term of office, pursuant to
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STATE LEGISLATURES

Table 3.12
ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR HOUSE LEADERS
Sate or other Presiding Majority Minority
jurisdiction officer leader leader Other leaders
Alabama .....cc.ooveereeereeneiniene $2/day plus $1,500/mo. None None None
expense allowance

Alaska... $500 None None None

Arizona. None None None None

Arkansas . None None None $2,400 Spkr. designate

California Base plus $14,850 Base plus $7,425 Base plus $14,850 Second ranking minority Idr., $7,425

Colorado . All leaders receive $99/day salary during interim when in attendance at committee or leadership matters.

Connecticut . $10,689 $8,835 $8,835 Dep. spkr., dep. maj. and min. Idrs,,
$6,446/yr; asst. mgj. and min. Idrs.;
maj. and min whips, $4,241/yr

Delaware . $16,600 $9,913 $9,913 Maj. and min. whips, $6,243

Florida .. $10,800 None None None

Georgia. $6,094.68/mo. $200/mo. $200/mo. Governor’sflr. Idr., $200/mo; asst. flr.
Idr., $100/mo.; spkr. pro tem, $400/mo.

Hawaii $37,000 None None None

Idaho. $3,000 None None None

Illinois $22,641 $19,101 $22,641 Dpty. maj. and min., $16,273; asst.
maj. and asst. min., $14,856; maj. and
min. conference chair, $14,856

Indiana ......c.cccoovineiinniiennnns $6,500 $5,000 $5,500 Speaker pro tem, $5,000; maj. caucus
chair, $5,000; min. caucus chair,
$4,500; asst. min. flr. leader, $3,500;
asst. maj. flr. Idr., $1,000; maj. whip,
$3,500; min. whip, $1,500

TOWA .o $11,593 $11,593 $11,593 Speaker pro tem, $1,243

Kansas .......cooveeeeeeeeeneinnes $12,103.78/yr. $10,919.74/yr. $10,919.74/yr. Asst. mgj. andmin. Idrs., spkr. protem,
$6,177.68/yr.

Kentucky .......ccoocuevevcninninn $39.80/day $31.43/day $31.43/day Mzaj. and min. caucus chairs &
whips, $24.09/day

Louisiana $32,000 (a) None None Speaker pro tem, $24,500 (a)

Maine.... 150% of base salary 125% of base salary 112.5% of base salary None

Maryland $10,000/year None None None

Massachusetts ...........c....... $35,000 $22,500 $22,500 Asst. maj. and min. |dr., $15,000

Michigan ......cooooveerinrinnens $27,000 None $22,000 Spkr. pro tem, $5,513; min. flr. Idr.,
$10,000; mg. flr. Idr., $12,000

Minnesota ... $43,596 () $43,596 (a) $43,596 (a) None

Mississippi .. . None None None None

MiSSOUFi ..o $208.33/mo. $125/mo. $125/mo. None

Montana .. $5/day during session None None None

Nebraska . None None None None

Nevada..... $900 $900 $900 Speaker pro tem, $900

New Hampshire. $50/two-year term None None None

New Jersey .. 1/3 above annual salary None None None

New Mexico None None None None

$41,500 $34,500 $34,500 31 leaderswith compensation ranging
from $9,000 to $25,000

$38,151 (a) and $17,048 (a) and $17,048 (a) and Speaker pro tem, $21,739 and

$16,956 expense $7,992 expense $7,992 expense $10,032 expense allowance

allowance allowance allowance

North Dakota (b) .. $10/day $10/day $10/day Asst. |drs., $5/day

Ohio $80,549 base salary $69,227 base salary $73,493 base salary ~ Spkr. protem, $73,493; asst. mg. Idr.,
$64,967; asst. min. Idr., $67,099; maj.
whip, $60,706; min. whip, $60,706;
asst. maj. whip, $56,443; asst. min.
whip, $54,060

Oklahoma .......ccccccovvurnnnee. $17,932 $12,364 $12,364 Speaker pro tem, $12,364

Oregon $1,283/month None None None

Pennsylvania .. $34,724.08 $27,780.58 $27,780.59 Maj. and min. whips, $21,083; maj.
and min. caucus chairs, $13,145; mg.
and min. policy chairs, $8,681; maj.
and min. caucus admin., $8,681, maj.
and min. caucus secretaries, $8,681

Rhode Island None None None None

South Caralina.. $11,000/yr None None Speaker pro tem, $3,600/yr

See footnotes at end of table.
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ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR HOUSE LEADERS — Continued

Sate or other Presiding Majority Minority
jurisdiction officer leader leader Other leaders

South Dakota .. None None None None

Tennessee ... $49,500 (a) plus None None None
$5,700/yr home office for
allowance. Add'| $750/yr.
for ex-officio duties
None None None None
$2,500 $1,500 $1,500 Whips and asst. whips, $1,500
$593/week during None None None

session plus an
additional $9,172

insalary
Virginia $18,681 None None
Washington . $40,064 (a) None $36,064(a)
West Virginia.. $50/day during $25/day during $25/day during
session session session
Wisconsin None None None
Wyoming . $3/day None None
District of Columbia.......... $10,000 Not applicable Not applicable
(chair of council)
Puerto Rico . $90,000/yr. $69,000/yr. $69,000/yr.
Guam None None None
U.S. Virgin Islands None None None

None

None

Up to four add’| people named by
presiding officer receive $100 for a
maximum of 30 days

None

None

Not applicable
Speaker pro tem, $69,000

None
None

Source: National Conference of State L egislatures, 2003.

(a) Total annual salary for this leadership position.

(b) House and Senate majority and minority |eaders each receive additional
compensation of $250/mo. during their term of office, pursuant to NDCC
Section 54-03-20, in addition to other compensation amounts provided by
law during legislative sessions.
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Table 3.14
BILL PRE-FILING, REFERENCE, AND CARRYOVER

Bill referral restricted

Bills referred to committee by: by rule (a)
State or other Pre-filing of Bill carryover
jurisdiction bills allowed (b) Senate House/Assembly Senate House/Assembly allowed (c)
Alabama. .. O (d) (e (f) Speaker L L S
Alaska u] President Speaker L,M L,M u]
Arizona. u] President Speaker L L
Arkansas . u] President Speaker L L e
California u] Rules Cmte. Rules Cmte. L - O (h)
Colorado u] President Speaker L, M (i) L (i)
Connecticut . u] Pres. Pro Tempore Speaker M M
Delaware . u] Pres. Pro Tempore Speaker S S
Florida.. u] President Speaker LM M L.
Georgia. u] President (f) Speaker S S u]
Hawaii @) President Speaker S S u]
S President (e) Speaker L L L.
O Rules Cmte. Rules Cmte. S S O
EN()} Pres. Pro Tempore Speaker -
u] President Speaker M M
u] President Speaker L L
Kentucky . ] Cmte. on Cmtes. Cmte. on Cmtes. L L
Louisiana u] President (1) Speaker (1) L L L.
Maine.... u] Secy. of Senate and Clerk of House (n) L L u]
Maryland u] President Speaker L L
Massachusetts O Clerk Clerk M M O
Michigan . Majority Ldr. Speaker - u]
Minnesota - President Speaker L,M L,M u]
Miississippi u] President (e) Speaker L L
Missouri u] Pres. Pro Tempore Speaker L L
Montana .. O President Speaker ..
Nebraska . u] Reference Cmte. V] L V] O (p)
0 () (@) L (1) . -
u] President Speaker M LM u]
New Jer sey 0 (m) President Speaker - - u]
O (k) " Speaker L, M M A
u] Pres. Pro Tempore (s) Speaker M M u]
North Carolina.. S Rules Chairman Speaker M M
North Dakota . u] President (e) Speaker M M
Ohio O Reference Cmte. Rues& ReferenceCmte. L L
Oklahoma O Majority Leader Speaker L o
Oregon u] President Speaker L H
Pennsylvania .. u] President Pro Tempore Speaker L M
Rhodelsland .. u] President Speaker M M u]
South Carolina .. u] President Speaker M M u]
South Dakota.. u] President Speaker S S L.
Tennessee ... u] Speaker Speaker S S u]
Texas. u] President Speaker L L
Utah .. u] President Speaker - - .
Vermont (9 President Speaker M M u]
Virginia O Clerk Clerk (u) L L O
Washington . O ) (v) S S O
West Virginia.. O President Speaker LM L,M O 3)
Wisconsin o President Speaker o S O (p)
Wyoming . O President Speaker M M .
Puerto Rico ......ccceuvuune S President Secretary M M

See footnotes at end of table.
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BILL PRE-FILING, REFERENCE, AND CARRYOVER — Continved

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, October 2003.

Key:

0 —Yes

...—No

L — Rulesgenerally require all billsbe referred to the appropriate commit-
tee of jurisdiction.

M — Rules require specific types of bills be referred to specific commit-
tees (e.g., appropriations, local bills).

U — Unicameral legislature.

(a) Legislative rules specify all or certain bills go to committees of juris-
diction.

(b) Unless otherwise indicated by footnote, bills may be introduced prior
to convening each session of the legislature. In this column only: 0 —pre-
filing is allowed in both chambers (or in the case of Nebraska, in the unicam-
eral legislature); . . . — pre-filing is not allowed in either chamber.

(c) Billscarry over from the first year of the legislature to the second (does
not apply in Alabama, Arkansas, Montana,Nevada, North Dakota, Oregon and
Texas, where legislatures meet biennially). Bills generally do not carry over
after an intervening legislative election.

(d) Except between the end of the last regular session of the legislature in
any quadrennium and the organizational session following the general elec-
tion and special session.

(e) Lieutenant governor is the president of the Senate.

(f) Senate bills by president with concurrence of president pro tem, if no
concurrence by rules committee. House bills by president pro tem with con-
currence of president, if no concurrence, by rules committee.

(9) Billsare drafted prior to session but released starting first day of session.

(h) Billsintroduced in thefirst year of the regular session and passed by the
house of origin on or before the January 31st constitutional deadline are
carryover bills.

110 The Book of the States 2004

(i) In either house, state law requires any bill which affects the sentencing
of criminal offenders and which would result in a net increase of imprison-
ment in state correctional facilities must be assigned to the appropriations
committee of the house in which it was introduced. In the Senate, a bill must
be referred to the Appropriations Committee if it contains an appropriation
from the state treasury or the increase of any salary. Each bill which provides
that any state revenue be devoted to any purpose other than that to which is
devoted under existing law must be referred to the Finance Committee.

(j) House only in even-numbered years.

(k) In the House only.

(1) Subject to approval or disapproval . L ouisiana—-majority members present.

(m) Prior to convening of first regular session only.

(n) For the joint standing committee system. Secretary of the Senate and
clerk of House, after conferring, suggest an appropriate committee reference
for every bill, resolve and petition offered in either house. If they are unable
to agree, the question of referenceisreferred to a conference of the president
of the Senate and speaker of the House. If the presiding officers cannot agree,
the question is resolved by the Legislative Council.

(0) Only in the Senate

(p) Any bill, joint resolution on which final action has not been taken at the
conclusion of thelast general-business floor period in the odd-numbered year
shall be carried forward to the even-numbered year.

(q) Motion for referral can be made by any member.

(r) Senator introducing the bill endorses the name of the committee to which
the bill is referred. If an objection is made, the Senate determines the com-
mittee to which the bill is referred.

(s) Also serves as majority leader.

(t) Suspension of rule - Majority of elected members.

(u) Under the direction of the speaker.

(v) By the membership of the chamber.



Table 3.15
TIME LIMITS ON BILL INTRODUCTION

STATE LEGISLATURES

Sate or other jurisdiction Time limit on introduction of bills

Procedures for granting exception to time limits

Alabama ........cccccveernenee House: no limit. Senate: 22nd day of regular session (a).

Alaska .....cocveerieneireinin 35th C day of 2nd regular session.

Arizona .....ccoeeevrccenenns House: 29th day of regular session; 10th day of special session.
Senate: 22nd day of regular session; 10th day of special session.

Arkansas.........ccoeeeeuneene 55th day of regular session (50th day for appropriations hills).

California ......cocoeevineene Deadlines established by rules committee

Colorado .......ccooeevrecenene House: 22nd C day of regular session. Senate: 17th C day of
regular session (b).

COoNNECLiCUt ..o 10 days into session in odd-numbered years, 3 days into session
in even-numbered years (c).

Delaware........ccccveucnnee House: no limit. Senate: no limit.

Florida ....oocovvevrcecineens House: noon of the first day of regular session.

Senate: noon first day of regular session (b)(e).

Georgia Only for specific types of bills

Hawaii Actual dates established during session.

Idaho . House: 20th day of session (d); 36th day of session (f).
Senate: 12th day of session (d); 36th day of session (f).

HIINOIS .o House: determined by speaker (b)(d). Senate: determined by
president.

Indiana.......ccooeevceerrenns House and Senate: mid-January.

TOWA .o House: Friday of 6th week of 1st regular session (d)(g)( i);
Friday of 2nd week of 2nd regular session (d)(g)(h). Senate:
Friday of 7th week of 1st regular session (d)(g); Friday of 2nd
week of 2nd regular session (d)(g).

Kansas . Actual dates established suring session

Kentucky .....cocveeveeneunens House: After 14th L day of odd-year session, during last 22 L
days of even-year on
Senate: After 14th L day of odd-year session, during last 20 L
days of even-year session

Louisiana ......c.cceveeerreens 30th C day of odd-year session; 10th C day of even-year
session.

Maing ...ccovvevererrieieirenns 1st Wednesday in December of 1st regular session; deadlines
for 2nd regular session established by Legidative Council.

Maryland . No introductions during last 35 C days of regular session.

M assachusetts 1st Wednesday in December even-numbered years, 1st
Wednesday in November odd-numbered years.

Michigan .. No limit.

Minnesota No limit

Mississippi 14th C day in 90 day session; 49th C day in 125 day session
(0).

Missouri ... House: 60th L day of regular session. Senate: March 1.

Montana .......cccoecveeeeenee General hills& resolutions: 10th L day; revenue bills: 17th L

day; committee bills and resolutions: 36th L day; committee
billsimplementing provisions of ageneral appropriation act:
75th L day; committee revenue bills: 62nd L day interim study
resolutions: 75th L day (b)(i).

10th L day of any session (b).

Actual dates established at start of session.

New Hampshire ............ Actual dates established during session.

Unanimous vote to suspend rules

Introduction by committee or by suspension of operation of
limiting rule.

House: Permission of rules committee.
Senate: Permission of President.

2/3 vote of membership of each house.
Approval of rules committee and 2/3 vote of membership.

House and Senate: Committees on delayed bills may extend
deadline.

2/3 vote of members present.

Existence of an emergency reasonably compelling
consideration notwithstanding the deadline.

Majority vote of membership.

House and Senate: Speaker/President Pro Tempore may
designate any standing committee to serve as a privileged
committee temporarily.

House: rules governing limitations may not be suspended
except for bills determined by a majority of members of the
Rules Comm. to be an emergency bill, & appropriations bills
implementing the budget.

Senate: Rules may be suspended by amajority vote of
members.

House: 2/3 vote.

Congtitutional majority.

Resolution adopted by majority of members of either house
may make specific exceptions to deadlines.

Majority vote of membership of each house.

2/3 vote of elected members of each house.

Approval of majority of members of Legislative Council.

2/3 vote of elected members of each house.

2/3 vote of members present and voting.

Must follow committee deadline process.

2/3 vote of members present and voting.

Majority vote of elected members each house; governor’'s
request for consideration of bill by special message.

2/3 vote of members.

3/5 vote of elected membership

Waiver granted by Senate Majority Floor Leader or Assembly
Speaker.

2/3 vote of members present.

See footnotes at end of table.
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TIME LIMITS ON BILL INTRODUCTION — Continued

Sate or other jurisdiction

Time limit on introduction of bills

Procedures for granting exception to time limits

New Jersey ......ccooeeveens Assembly: No limit.
Senate: no limit.

New Mexico ..........ccooo. 30th L day of odd-year session (j); 15th L day of even-year
session (j).

New YOrk .....cccooeveencunees Assembly: for unlimited introduction of bills, 1st Tuesday in

Magjority vote of members.

None.

Unanimous vote.

March; for introduction of 10 or fewer hills, last Tuesday in

March (k)(1). Senate: 1st Tuesday in March (I)(m).
Actual dates established during session.

House: 10th L day. Senate: 15th L day

Senate: 2/3 vote of membership present and voting shall be
required.

2/3 vote or approva of majority of Committee on Delayed
Bills.

2/3 vote of membership.
2/3 vote of membership.

Simple mgjority vote.

House: 2/3 vote of members present and voting.
Senate: 2/3 vote of membership.

(O] 4T T No limit.

Oklahoma .......ccccovuuieae Timelimit set in rules.

Oregon .....coeevevreeeuneuneens House: 36th C day of session (k). Senate: 36th C day of
session.

Pennsylvania .........cc...... No limit.

Rhodeldand ................. 2nd Tuesday in February.

South Carolina .............. House: Prior to April 15 of the 2nd yr. of atwo-yr. legislative
session; May 1 for billsfirst introduced in Senate.
Senate: May 1 of regular session for bills originating in House.

South Dakota........ccc..... 40-day session: 15th L day; committee bills and joint

2/3 vote of membership.

resolutions, 16th L day. 35-day session: 10th L day; committee

bills and joint resolutions, 11th L day.

House: general bills, 10th L day of regular session (m).
Senate: general bills, 10th L day or regular session; resolutions,

Unanimous consent of Committee on Delayed Bills, or upon
motion approved by 2/3 vote of members present.

40th L day (m).
TEXES ..oocviviieiiiiins 60th C day of regular session. 4/5 vote of members present and voting.
Utah s 12:00 p.m. on 11th day of general session. Motion for request must be approved by 2/3 vote of members.
Vermont ......cocveceveeenenns House: 1st session—Iast day of February; 2nd session—Ilast Approval by Rules Committee.
day of January.
Senate: 1st session—53 C day; 2nd session—25 C day's before
start of session.
Virginia ...oceeeeeeeeenne Deadlines may be set during session.
Washington ........ccceceene. (Constitutional limit) No introductions during final 10 days of 2/3 vote of elected members of each house.
regular session (n).
West Virginia.......ccoe.... House: 45th C day. Senate: 41st C day. 2/3 vote of members present.
Wisconsin ... No limit.
WYOmINg .....ccvveveencennenee House: 15th L day of session. Senate: 12th L day of session 2/3 vote of elected members.
Puerto RicO .......cooueuvenes 1st session—uwithin first 125 days; 2nd session—uwithin first 60 None.
days.
Source: The Council of State Governments' survey, October 2003. leaders.
Key: (i) Only certain measures may be considered in the Short Session- prima-
C—Calendar rily those relating to appropriations, finance, pensions and retirement and
L—Legidative localities; certain legislation from the 2001 Session; and |egislation proposed

(@) Not applicable to local hills, advertised or otherwise.

(b) Not applicable to appropriations hills. In West Virginia, supplementary
gppropriations bills or budget bills.

(c) Not applicableto (1) bills providing for current government expenditures;
(2) bills the presiding officers certify are of an emergency nature; (3) bills the
governor requests because of emergency or necessity; and (4) thelegislative com-
missioners’ revisor's bills and omnibus validating act.

(d) Not applicable to standing committee bills.

(€) Not applicable to local bills and joint resolutions. Florida: Not applicable
tolocal bills (which have no deadline) or claim bills (deadlineisAugust 1 of the
year preceding consideration or within 60 days of a senator’s election).

(f) Not applicable to House State Affairs, Appropriations, Education, Rev-
enue and Taxation, or Ways and Means committees, nor to Senate State Affairs,
Finance, or Judiciary and Rules committees.

(9) Unless written request for drafting bill has been filed before deadline.

(h) Not applicable to bills co-sponsored by majority and minority floor

112  The Book of the States 2004

by study commissions.

(j) Final date for consideration on floor in house of origin during first session.
Billsintroduced after date are not placed on calendar for consideration until sec-
ond session.

(k) Not applicable to measures approved by Committee on Legislative Rules
and Reorganization or by speaker; appropriation or fiscal measures sponsored by
committees on Appropriations; true substitute measures sponsored by standing,
special or joint committees; or measures drafted by legislative counsel.

(1) Resolutions fixing the last day for introduction of bills in the House are
referred to the Rules Committee before consideration by the full House.

(m) Not applicableto certain local bills.

(n) Not applicable to substitute bills reported by standing committeesfor bills
pending before such committees.

(o) Not applicable to Revenue & Appropriations and Local & Private hills.
Timelimitsfor those billsare: 51st calendar day (90-day session) and 86th calen-
dar day (125-day session).
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Table 3.17

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS: BUDGET DOCUMENTS AND BILLS

Budget document submission

Budget bill introduction

Sate or other
jurigdiction

Legal source of deadline
Condtitutional ~ Satutory

Submission date relative to convening

Within Within
Prior one two
tosesson  week weeks

Within
one
nmonth

Over Sametime

one
month

asbudget
document

Another time

Not until committee
review of
budget document

Alabama .
Alaska.
Arizona...
Arkansas ....
Cdlifornia ...

Colorado
Connecticut
Deaware.
Florida
Georgia

u}
u}

Hawaii ....
Idaho ..
llinais .
Indiana
lowa....

Kansss....
Kentucky
Louisana
Maine .....
Maryland

Massachusetts.

Mississippi ..
Missouri ..

Montana .
Nebraska
Nevada....
New Hampshire...
New Jerssy

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

Oregon ...
Penngylvania ..
Rhodeldand ..
South Carolina

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

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

No. Marianaldands......
PuertoRico
U.S.Virgin Idands..

u}

u}
u}
0

oo

o.

o000 ooooo

oo 0o oooo

oo o e e [ e o R e O

ooo oo

O
Dec. 15 @

® [0}

- ~0Oo

[] . ©
n] ]
Dec.1 (¢

.. 0@&(e
e 6th day ..
(C)] o
. ®)
Dec. 20
Dec. 20(d)

Dec.1’
@
May 30

P

.

C)

ood

0@
0)

SI0)

D@e

O (o)

“

oo-

u}
u}

0@...

‘Tm...
0

oo-

oooo

76th day by rule

0@

JSI0)
O(9

@
0]

0

0@

0®

[©)

See footnotes at end of table.
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LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS: BUDGET DOCUMENTS AND BILLS — Continved

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, October 2003.

Key:

O—VYes

...—No

(a) Specific time limitations: Alaska-4th legislative day; Connecticut- not
later than the first session day following the third day in February, in each odd
numbered year; Georgia-first five days of session; lowa—no later than Febru-
ary 1; Kentucky—10th legislative day; Maine—by Friday following the first
Monday in January; Nevada—no later than 14 days before commencement of
regular session; New Hampshire—by February 15; Oregon—Dec. 15 in even-
numbered years; Tennessee—on or before February 1; No. Marianalslands—
no later than 6 months before the beginning of the fiscal year.

(b) Presented by November 1 to the Joint Budget Committee.

(c) Executive budget hill isintroduced and used as aworking tool for com-
mittee. Nebraska—Governor must submit his’/her budget by January 15th each
biennium of odd numbered years.

(d) For fiscal period other than biennium, 20 days prior to first day of
session.

(e) Later for first session of anew governor; Kansas—21 days; Maryland—
10 days after convening; Michigan—within 60 days; New Jersey—February
15; New York—February 1; Ohio—by March 15; Oregon—February 1; Ten-
nessee—March 1.

(f) The governor shall submit his executive budget to the Joint Legislative
Committee on the budget no later than 45 days prior to each regular session;
except that in the first year of each term, the executive budget shall be submit-
ted no later than 30 days prior to the regular session. Copies shall be made
available to the entire |egislature on the first day of each regular session.

(9) Bills appropriating monies for the general operating budget and ancil-

lary appropriations, bills appropriating funds for the expenses of the legisla-
ture and the judiciary must be submitted to the legislature for introduction no
later than 45 days prior to each regular session, except that in the first year of
each term, such appropriation bills shall be submitted no later than 30 days
prior to the regular session.

(h) Appropriations bill other than the budget bill (supplementary) may be
introduced at any time. They must provide their own tax source and may not be
enacted until the budget bill is enacted.

(i) Even-numbered years.

(j) Last Tuesday in January. A later submission date may be requested by the
governor.

(k) No official submission dates. Occurs by custom early in the session.

(1) January 1.

(m) Governor has 30 days to amend or supplement the budget; he may sub-
mit any amendments to any bills or submit supplemental bills.

(n) For whole legislature. Legislative Council’s Budget Section receives
budget during legislature’'s December organizational session.

(0) By enacting annual appropriations legislation.

(p) No later than the 16th legislative day by rule.

(g) Governor must submit budget to Legislative Fiscal Analyst 34 days be-
fore official submission to legislature.

(r) Must submit to the legislature no later than 3 days after session begins.

(s) Legislative rules require budget bills to be introduced by the 43rd
day of the session, three days prior to the constitutionally mandated end of
the session.

(t) Within first 30 days of session.

(u) Prior to September 30.
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Table 3.18
FISCAL NOTES: CONTENT AND DISTRIBUTION
Content Distribution
Legislators
Fiscal Approprialions
Intent or Projected Proposed  impact Available _ committee Executive

State or other purpose Cost  future sourceof onlocal on Bill Chair  Fiscal budget

jurisdiction of bill involved cost revenue government Other Al request sponsor Members  only staff  staff
Alabama .. . O ] u] ] o @ ... u] O
Alaska .. 0 u} O (d)
Arizona O 0 O O O O O O O O L O O
Arkansas (f) O O O O ]
California 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Connecticut . O O ] O O (i) .
Delaware . u] u] S u] u] u]
Florida.. O 0 O O O O O O
Georgia O O O O O
Hawaii u] u] u] ]
Idaho. 0 0 0 0 0 S
Illinois 0 0 0 O oo o .
Indiana 0 0 0 0 0 0 S 0 0
lowa .. O ] O ] ] (b)
Kansas .. O ] ] O ] O O O om O O
Kentucky . O 0 O O O O O O O L O
Louisiana O O O O O N()] -
Maine.... 0 0 0 . O 0 0 . 0
Maryland .... O O O u] O O n] )
Massachusetts O( O O O O
Michigan ..... O O ] O O o O O . O
Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0
Mississippi O O O O (y)
Missouri O 0 O O O O O
Montana .. O ] O 0o (k O . O O
Nebraska . O 0 O O O . O
Nevada..... 0 0 0 O 0 0 .
New Hampshire. O O ] O O O u] O O O
New Jersey .. O O ] O O u] (6] O
New Mexico 0 0 0 0 t) 0 O 0 0 (v) (v)

O ] O o(m ... u] O ]

North Carolina .. O (c)
North Dakota (w) .. O O (x) u] O o @ ... u] - - . O@ O
Ohio .. 0 0 0 0 0 .. (aa)
Oklahoma u] u] ] u] S O u] S u] u]
Oregon O O ] O O O O ..
Pennsylvania .. O O ] O O L. u] O ] O O
Rhodelsland .. 0 0 0 O 0
South Carolina .. O O O O O u] O0 () O
South Dakota u] u] O .
Tennessee O 0 O O O O O O O O O O
Texas . O ] O O O @ O O O ] . u]
Utah .. 0 0 0 O Ow 0O 0 0 o 0 0
Vermont (h) u] O
Virginia ... 0 0 0 O (bb) 0 0 O 0 0 S S o
Washington 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 (m ... 0 0O (co) ...
West Virginia.. u] u] ] O u]
Wisconsin u] u] ] u] u] ] u] u] u]
Wyoming . u] u] ] (dd)
No. Marianalslands..... u] u] ] u] u] ] u] u] ]
Puerto Rico (p)
U.S. Virgin Islands O O u] O u] O O

See footnotes at end of table.
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FISCAL NOTES: CONTENT AND DISTRIBUTION — Continved

Source: The Council of State Governments' survey, October 2003.

Note: A fiscal note is a summary of the fiscal effects of a bill on govern-
ment revenues, expenditures and liabilities.

Key:

O—Yes

...—No

(a) Fiscal notes areincluded in bills for final passage calendar.

(b) Fiscal notes are available to everyone.

(c) Fiscal notes are posted on the internet and available to all members.

(d) Fiscal notes are available online to anyone who wishes to review them.
Formal copies go to the bill sponsor and each committee to which the bill is
referred. A bill cannot be passed from committee without a fiscal note.

(e) Assumptions (methodol ogy/explanation of fiscal figures).

(f) Only retirement, corrections and local government bills require fiscal
notes.

(g) Equalized education funding impact statement and criminal justice policy
impact statement.

(h) Fiscal notes are not mandatory and their content will vary.

(i) The fiscal notes are printed with the bills favorably reported by the
committees.

(j) Fiscal impact statements on proposed legislation are prepared by the
Office of State Budget and sent to the House or Senate standing committee
that requested theimpact. All fiscal impacts are posted on the OSB web page.

(k) Mechanical defectsin bill.

(1) A summary of the fiscal noteis attached to the summary of the relevant
bill in the Legislative Synopsis and Digest. Fiscal notes are prepared for the
sponsor of the bill and are attached to the bill on filein either the office of the
Clerk of the House or the Secretary of the Senate.

(m) Or to the committee to which referred.

(n) Bill impacting workers compensation benefits or premiums must have
actuarial impact statement. Bills proposing changes in states and local gov-
ernment retirement system also must have an actuarial note.

(o) Prepared by the Legislative Fiscal Office when a state agency is in-

volved and prepared by Legislative Auditor’s office when alocal board or
commission isinvolved; copies sent to House and Senate staff offices respec-
tively.

(p) The Legislature of Puerto Rico does not prepare fiscal notes, but upon
request the economics unit could prepare one. The Department of Treasury
has the duty to analyze and prepare fiscal notes.

(q) Fiscal notes are prepared only if cost exceeds $100,000 or matter has
not been acted upon by the Joint Committee on Ways and Means.

(r) Other relevant data.

(s) Analyses prepared by the Senate Fiscal Agency are distributed to Sen-
ate members only; Fiscal notes prepared by the House Fiscal Agency are pre-
pared for bills being voted on in any standing committee and are distributed
to the chairperson and all committee members.

(t) Occasionally.

(u) Fiscal notes are to include cost estimates on all proposed bills that an-
ticipate direct expenditures by any Utah resident and the cost to the overall
Utah resident population.

(v) Fiscal impact statements prepared by Legislative Finance Committee
staff are available to anyone on request and on the legislature’s web site.

(w) Notes required only if impact is $5,000 or more.

(x) A four-year projection.

(y) And to the committee to which referred.

(2) Only select fiscal staff.

(aa) Fiscal notes are prepared for bills before being voted on in any stand-
ing committee or floor session. Upon distribution to the legislators preparing
to vote, the fiscal notes are made available to all other legislators and inter-
ested parties.

(bb) The Dept. of Planning and Budget and other relevant state agencies,
including the Dept. of Taxation , prepare impact statements, The Joint Legis-
lative Audit And Review Commission (JLARC) prepares review statements
as requested by committee chairpersons.

(cc) Distributed to appropriate fiscal and policy staff.

(dd) Fiscal notes are included with the bill upon introduction.
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Table 3.19
BILL AND RESOLUTION INTRODUCTIONS AND ENACTMENTS:
2003 REGULAR SESSIONS
Introductions Enactments
Measures vetoed  Length of
Duration of on** Bills Resolutions Bills Resolutions by governor session
Jan. 3 - June 16, 2003 1,322 532 258 54 10 (a) 271
Jan. 21 - May 21, 2003 567 101 154 42 0 121C
Jan. 13 - June 19, 2003 908 90 268 24 17 158C
Jan. 14 - Apr. 16, 2003 2,885 214 1,816 N.A. N.A. 94C
Dec. 2, 2002 - Aug. 31, 2004 2,867 330 1,156 197 58 (n)
Jan. 8 - May 7, 2003 736 178 449 132 14 (c) 120C
Jan. 8 - June 4, 2003 3,302 304 198 (u) 0 12 106L
Jan. 8 - June 30, 2003 497 163 191 10 1 46L
Florida.. Mar. 4 - May 2, 2003 2,553 261 (f) 412 5(h) 22 60C
Georgia Jan. 13 - Apr. 25, 2003 1,437 1,498 414 32 12 40L
Hawaii .. Jan. 15 - May 1, 2003 3,401 803 269 282 50 60L
Idaho. Jan. 6-May 3, 2003 678 81 389 N.A. 8 118L
Illinois Jan. 8 - May 31, 2003 5,920 1,077 600 873 105 (b)
Indiana Nov. 19, 2002 -Apr. 26, 2003 1,587 389 277 274 6 (b)
Jan. 13 - May 1, 2003 1,160 166 183 4 12 109C
Jan. 13 - May 29, 2003 758 35 160 6 14 (c) 86C
Kentucky . Jan. 7 - Mar. 25, 2003 781 398 160 34 13 (a) 30L
Louisiana Mar. 31 - June 23, 2003 3,166 740 1,307 599 15 60L
Maine.... Dec. 4, 2002 - June 14, 2003 1,602 33 639 0 2 7L
Maryland Jan. 8 - Apr. 7, 2003 1,959 33 476 0 153 90C
Massachusetts Jan. 3, 2003 - Jan. 6, 2004 (k) 6,601 N.A. 168 N.A. 5(a) 371C
Michigan ..... Jan. 3 - Dec. 30, 2003 2,313 24 (q) 322 0 14 (b)
Minnesota Jan. 7 - May 20, 2003 1,658 0 131 0 2 120L
Mississippi Jan. 7 - April 6, 2003 2,696 266 323 135 3 90C
Missouri Jan. 8 - May 28, 2003 1,464 49 254 0 30 (a) (b)
Montana .. Jan. 6 - Apr. 26, 2003 1,360 92 612 70 2(a) 8oL
Nebraska . Jan. 8 - May 30, 2003 809 259 259 195 4 (a) 8oL
Nevada..... Feb. 3 - June 30, 2003 1,064 124 516 95 0 120C
New Hampshire Jan. 8 - Sept. 4, 2003 988 54 318 18 10 (a) 221
New Jer sey Jan. 8, 2002 - Jan. 13, 2004 (r) 11,176 866 457 153 19 N.A.
Jan. 21 - Mar. 22, 2003 1,902 66 439 7 84 (m) 60C
Jan. 8 - Dec. 31, 2003 14,821 ()] 697 3,855 72 (e) 64L
North Carolina.. *Jan. 29 - July 20, 2003 2,302 66 433 32 2 102L
North Dakota Jan. 7 - Apr. 25, 2003 924 122 570 87 6(c) 76C
Ohio Jan. 6 - Dec. 31, 2003 (g)(I) 533 78 (d) 56 33(d) 1(c) (b)
Oklahoma Feb. 3 - May 30, 2003 1,655 42 (p) 486 5(s) 12 (c) (b)
Oregon ..... Jan. 13 - Aug. 27, 2003 (t) 2,769 153 817 45 7 227C
Pennsylvania .. Jan. 7 - Dec. 23, 2003 3,284 718 67 255 1 87L
Rhodelsland .. Jan. 7 - July 15, 2003 2,121 678 547 345 11 (a) (b)
South Carolina .. Jan. 14 - June 5, 2003 1,330 832 114 622 39 (a)(0) 63L
South Dakota .. Jan. 14 - Mar. 24, 2003 510 6 258 1 3(a) 40L
Tennessee Jan. 14 - May 29, 2003 2,129 1,672 483 1,599 0 (b)
Texas . Jan. 14 - June 2, 2003 5,592 3,641 (s) 1,384 3,340 () 48 139C
Utah .. Jan. 20 - Mar. 5, 2003 628 79 343 45 1(c) 45C
Vermon Jan. 8 - June 19, 2003 669 273 78 253 2 (b)
Virginia ... Jan. 8 - Feb.22, 2003 2,124 702 1,038 601 7 451
Washington . Jan. 13 - Apr. 27, 2003 2,363 99 418 1 8 (i) 105C
West Virginia.. Jan. 8 - Mar. 16, 2003 1,882 249 259 101 5 68C
Wisconsin Jan. 6 - Nov. 13, 2003 1,074 168 111 46 22 (b)
Wyoming . Jan. 14 - Mar. 6, 2003 455 21 165 3 5 38L
Puerto RicO ......cccovveunne N.A. 1412 5663 272 1308 25 N.A.

See footnotes at end of table.
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INTRODUCTIONS AND ENACTMENTS: REGULAR SESSIONS — Continved

Source: The Council of State Governments |egislative survey, January 2004.

** Actual adjourment dates are listed regardless of constitutional or statu-
tory limitations. For moreinformation on provisions, see Table 3.2, “ Legisla-
tive Sessions: Legal Provisions.”

*Due to an error on the part of The Council of State Governments, the
information reported for North Carolinain The Book of the Sates, 2003 was
incorrect. The correct information for the 2002 regular session should have
been as follows: Total bill introductions - 709 (includes 2 from reconvened
session; also includesjoint resolutions); Total joint resolution introductions -
35 (number is also included in the total bill introductions); Total bill enact-
ments - 206 (includes 1 from the reconvened session; includes the 186 ses-
sion laws and 20 resolutions); Number of joint resolution enactments - 20;
Number of measures vetoed by governor - 1. Length of session - 78L (House
- includes 1 day for reconvened session) and 70L (Senate - includes 1 day for
reconvened session).

Key:

C - Calendar day.

L - Legislative day (in some states, called a session or workday; definition
may vary slightly; however, it general refersto any day on which either cham-
ber of the legislatureisin session.)

N.A. - Not available.

(a) Number of vetoes overridden: Alabama-2; K entucky-4; Massachusetts-
There are two pending at press time (these do not include budget vetoes);
Missouri-3; Montana- 1; Nebraska-4; New Hampshire-1; Rhode Island-1;
South Carolina-20; South Dakota-1.

(b) Length of session: Illinois - Senate 57L and House 68L ; Indiana - Sen-
ate 53L and House 54L ; Michigan - Senate 107L and House 97L; Missouri -
Senate 76L and House 75L ; Ohio - Senate 128L and House 130L ; Oklahoma-
Senate 70L and House 71L; Rhodelsland - Senate 70L and House 71L ; Ten-
nessee - Senate 47L and House 41L ; Vermont - Senate 85L and House 83L;
Wisconsin - Senate 73L and Assembly 67L.

(c) Lineitem or partial vetoes. Colorado - includes three partially vetoed

measures; Kansas - includes 10 line item vetoes; North Dakota - includestwo
line item vetoes; Ohio - One outright veto, some bills contain item vetoes;
Oklahoma - Also one line tiem veto by the governor; Utah - Line item veto.

(d) Numbers include concurrent and joint resolutions only.

(e) Includes four pocket vetos.

(f) Includes one-chamber resolutions.

(g) Senate: Dec. 31, 2003 and House: Dec. 30, 2003

(h) Does not include one-chamber resol utions.

(i) 28 partial vetoes

(j) There are no official statistics for resolution introductions.

(k) Two-year session. The second year session started Jan. 7, 2004. There
will be moreintroductionsin the second year of session and thereisacarryover
provision.

(I) Thefirst session of the 125th General Assembly.

(m) A total of 12 vetos and 72 pocket vetoes.

(n) California'stwo year session began December 2, 2002. Reconvened on
January 5, 2004, final recess, August 31, 2004, sin die adjournment, Novem-
ber 30, 2004. Bill and resolution totals are as of February 2004. The total
number of daysin session for the Senate, 130 L, and 144 L, Assembly.

(0) Action on the 22 Budget Bill vetoes by the governor had not taken
place at press time.

(p) Joint resolutions. Does not include simple and concurrent resol utions.

(g) Three approved by the governor and two filed with the secretary of state.

(r) New Jersey has a two-year legislative session.

(s) Resolution introductions include: 1,069 Senate resolutions, 75 Senate
concurrent resolutions, 61 Senate joint resolutions, 2,030 House resol utions,
306 House concurrent resolutions and 100 House joint resolutions. Resolu-
tion enactmentsinclude: 1,056 Senate resol utions, 45 Senate concurrent reso-
lutions, 6 Senate joint resolutions, 1,988 House resolutions, 230 House con-
current resolutions and 15 House joint resolutions.

(t) Senate: Aug. 26, 2003 and House: Aug. 27, 2003.

(u) Includes 179 public acts and 19 special acts.
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Table 3.20

BILL AND RESOLUTION INTRODUCTIONS AND ENACTMENTS:

2003 SPECIAL SESSIONS

. Measures
Introductions Enactments vetoed by Length of
Sate Duration of session** Bills Resolutions Bills Resolutions  governor session

Alabama ........ccccevverunee. Jan. 14 - Jan. 21, 2003 (j) 0 38 0 21 0 3L
May 19 - June 7, 2003 95 123 40 30 0 12L
Sept. 15 - Sept. 26, 2003 264 94 86 45 1(c) 8L
No special session in 2003 20 6 5 1 0 5C
Mar. 17, 2003 7 0 3 0 0 1c
Oct. 20 - Dec. 20, 2003 35 1 7 1 0 61C
May 5 - 9, 2003 94 0 63 N.A. N.A. N.A.
Dec. 8, 2003 - (f) 282 92 109 (f) N.A. N.A. N.A.
Dec. 9, 2002 - July 29, 2003 (o) 47 2 22 0 1 (0)
Jan. 23 - Feb. 18, 2003 2 0 2 0 0 7L
Nov. 18, 2003 - Jan. 20, 2004 (p) 3 4 2 0 0 (b)
Nov. 18, 2003 - (q) 20 3 N.A. N.A. N.A. n
Nov. 18, 2003 - (q) 16 1 N.A. N.A. N.A. n

Colorado . No special session in 2003

Connecticut . Jan. 6, 2003 1 5 1(h) 5 0 1L
June 16 - Aug. 17, 2003 0 6 0 6 0 N.A.
June 30 - Aug. 17, 2003 7 7 7(3) 7 2 N.A.
Sept. 8, 2003 4 6 4(v) 6 0 1L

Delaware . No special session in 2003

Florida May 12 - May 27, 2003 m 5 (k) 22 o(l) (@) 16C
June 16 - June 27, 2003 63 6 (k) 4 1) 0 11C
July 9 - July 21, 2003 19 4 (k) 0 0 0 19C
Aug. 12 - Aug. 13, 2003 17 1(k) 2 0 0 2C
Oct. 20 - Oct. 24, 2003 39 9 (k) 10 1() 0 4C

[C1=o] o TF- No special session in 2003

Hawaii .occveceernecieireeenns July 8, 2003 0 (m) 4 6 4 0 (m) L

Idaho. No special session in 2003

Illinois No special session in 2003

Indiana No special session in 2003
May 29 - June 4, 2003 0 5 2 0 3(d) 7C
No special session in 2003

Kentucky . No special session in 2003

Louisiana No special session in 2003

Maine.... Aug. 21 - Aug. 22, 2003 2 0 2 0 0 2L

Maryland No special session in 2003

Massachusetts ............... No special session in 2003

Michigan . No special session in 2003

Minnesota May 20 - May 29, 2003 118 0 0 (e) 0 8L

Mississippi No special session in 2003

Missouri June 2 - July 1, 2003 30 1 6 0 2 (9)
Sept. 8 - Sept 12, 2003 14 1 1 0 0 5L
No special session in 2003
No special session in 2003
June 3 - June 12, 2003 8 7 1 7 0 10C
June 25 - July 22, 2003 26 10 18 10 0 28C
No special session in 2003

New Jer sey No special session in 2003
Oct. 27-Nov. 5, 2003 46 2 3 0 0 10C
No special session in 2003

North Carolina .. Nov. 24 - Nov. 25, 2003 8 2 1 1 0 2L
Dec. 9 - Dec. 10, 2003 12 2 1 1 0 2L

North Dakota . May 5 - May 7, 2003 6 0 6 0 0 3C

Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania ..
Rhodelsland ..
South Caralina..

No special session in 2003

No special session in 2003
No special session in 2003
No special session in 2003
No special session in 2003
No special session in 2003

See footnotes at end of tabl

e.
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. Measures
Introductions Enactments vetoed by Length of
Sate Duration of session** Bills Resolutions Bills Resolutions  governor session
South Dakota................. June 26 - June 27, 2003 5 0 3 0 0 2L
Tennessee . No special session in 2003
June 30 - July 28, 2003 181 351 (s) 4 322 (9) 0 29C
July 28 - Aug. 26, 2003 60 245 (t) 0 196 (t) 0 30C
Sept. 15 - Oct. 12, 2003 13 534 (u) 11 510 (u) 0 28C
Utah e May 21 - June 18, 2003 3 0 1 0 0 2L
Nov. 19, 2003 10 0 7 0 0 1L
Vermont ......cccecreeneennes No special session in 2003
Virginia .... No special session in 2003
Washington May 12 - June 10, 2003 29 1 28 0 3(n) 30C
June 11, 2003 3 0 4 0 1(n) ic
Dec. 5, 2003 4 1 1 0 0 1c
West Virginia.......coeeee. Mar. 16, 2003 5 4 5 4 0 1L
June 10 - July 1, 2003 41 9 27 9 0 7L
Wisconsin . Jan. 30 - Feb. 20, 2003 1 0 1 0 0 3L
Wyoming .. No special session in 2003

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey of state legislative agen-
cies, January 2004.

** Actual adjournment dates are listed regardless of constitutional or statu-
tory limitations. For more information on provisions, see Table 3.2, “Legis-
lative Sessions: Legal Provisions.”

Key:

N.A. — Not available

C — Calendar day.

L — Legislative day (in some states, called a session or workday; defini-
tion may vary slightly; however, it generally refers to any day on which
either chamber of the legislature isin session).

(a) One of the measures was line item vetoed by the governor.

(b) Vetoes were line item vetoes.

(c) Number of vetoes overridden: Alabama-1.

(d) Includes item veto.

(e) Senate - 55 resol ution enactments and House - 48 resol ution enactments.

(f) At press time, the special session was still ongoing. The number of
bills enacted in the special session were as of March 2004.

(g) Senate - 17L and House 12L.

(h) Public act.

(i) Includes six public acts and one special act.

(j) Organizational.

(k) Includes one-chamber resolutions.

(1) Does not include one-chamber resol utions.

(m) No bills were introduced. Instead, the L egislature convened a special
session to take action on six of the 50 bills which were vetoed by the gover-
nor during the 2003 regul ar session. All six vetos were overidden by the Leg-
islature.

(n) Partial.

(0) Senate gjourned on July 21, 2003. Senate - 50L and House 45L .

(p) Assembly ajourned on Jan. 15, 2004. Senate - 4L and House 5L

(q) Session still open at press time.

(r) Senate - 5L and House - 6L.

(s) Resolution introductionsinclude: 128 Senate resolutions, 5 Senate con-
current resolutions, 5 Senatejoint resol utions, 190 House resol utions, 21 House
concurrent resolutions and 2 House joint resolutions. Resol ution enactments
include: 128 Senate resolutions, 2 Senate concurrent resolutions, 185 House
resolutions and 7 House concurrent resolutions.

(t) Resolution introductions include: 22 Senate resolutions, 2 Senate con-
current resolutions, 209 House resolutions, 10 House concurrent resolutions
and 2 House joint resolutions. Resolution enactments include: 196 House
resolutions.

(u) Resolution introductionsinclude: 136 Senate resolutions, 5 Senate con-
current resolutions, 1 Senatejoint resolution, 355 House resol utions, 32 House
concurrent resolutions and 5 House joint resol utions. Resolution enactments
include: 135 Senate resolutions, 4 Senate concurrent resolutions, 348 House
resolutions and 23 House concurrent resol utions.

(v) Includes two public acts and two special acts.
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Table 3.21
STAFF FOR INDIVIDUAL LEGISLATORS
Senate House/Assembly
Capitol

State or other

jurisdiction Personal Shared District Personal Shared District
Alabama .. S YR/2 (u) L. YR/10 (u)
Alaska .. SO YR SO YR
Arizona YR e YR (a)
Arkansas . YR YR
California.... YR YR YR YR
Colorado (b) .. YR/5, SO/35 YR/5, SO/2 YR/5, SO/65 YR/2, SO/2
Connecticut (d) . YR/36 YR/38
DEAWANE ovvovvevvvvrmmisssssssssss 7T s (V) mmmmmmmm e
Florida YR (e) YR (e) YR (e) YR (e)
Georgia e YR/3, SO/68 .. S YR/25, SO/113 ..
Hawaii . YR YR
Idaho. S SO/1.2, YRI2 L. L. S0/.86, YR/3 e
lllinois YR YR/1 (f) YR (9) YR YR/2 (f) YR(g)
Indiana YR YR

SO SO

Kansas .. SO S SO/3
Kentucky . YR (h) YR (h)
Louisiana (i) YR (j) YR (i) (i) YR (j) YR (i)
Maine.... YR/24, SO/8 . S S [0} e
Maryland .... YR, SO (t) YR YR (1) SO (t) YR
Massachusetts YR . YR
Michigan ..... - YR YR
Minnesota YR YR
Miississippi YR YR
Missouri YR YR YR YR
Montana .. S SO SO
Nebraska . YR (m) . --Unicameral---------- -
Nevada..... SO (c) YR YR
New Hampshire. SO YR
New Jersey .. YR (e) (e YR (e)
New Mexico (k) . SO SO
New York ......... YR S YR YR YR
North Carolina .. YR (w) YR YR (w) YR
North Dakota . - SO (¢) e SO (¢)
Ohio .. YR YR YR YR
Oklahoma YR L. YR S
Oregon YR . YR YR
Pennsylvania .. YR . YR YR e YR
Rhodelsland .. YR/8 S YR/7
South Caralina.. S YR S
South Dakota S SO S SO o
Tennessee YR S YR YR
Texas. YR YR YR YR
Utah .. (0) SO (0) SO
Vermont YR/1 (n) A YR/1 (n)
Virginia ... SO (e) (e) SO (e) SO/2 (a)
Washington YR (p) (a) YR L. S
West Virginia.. SO SO/17
Wisconsin YR(r) YR (r) (6] YR YR () n
Wyoming .
No. Mariana Islands. YR (s) (6] e YR (s) 6] (r)
Puerto Rico . YR (s) e YR (s) e .
U.S.Virgin Islands . YR (s) e e Unicameral--------==-=----=---

See footnotes at end of table.
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STATE LEGISLATURES

Source: The Council of State Governments’ survey, October 2003.

Note: For entries under column heading Shared, figures after slash indi-
cated approximate number of |legislators per staff person, where available.

Key:

.. .—Staff not provided for individual |legislators.

YR—Year-round.

SO—Session only.

1O—Interim only.

(a) Representatives share asecretary with another | egislator, however House
leadership and committee chairs usually have their own secretarial staff. All
legislators share professional research staff within their house.

(b) The number of year round staff is comprised of leadership staff and
caucus staff. Each caucus may also hire additional shared staff during the
session. During the session, each |egislator can hire an aide for alimited num-
ber of hours.

(c) Secretarial staff; in North Dakota, |eadership only.

(d) The numbers are for staff assinged to specific legislators. There is ad-
ditional staff working in the leadership offices that also suport the rank and
file members.

(e) Personal and district staff are the same. In Florida, two out of the three
district employees may travel to the capitol for sessions.

(f) Partisan offices provide staff year-round.

(9) District office expenses allocated per year from which staff may be
hired.

(h) Leadership offices provide staff support year-round. Individual legis-
lators have access to clerical support year-round, augmented during a ses-
sion.

(i) Each legislator may hire as many assistants as desired, but pay from
public funds ranges from $2,000 to $3,000 per month per legislator. Assistant(s)

generally work in the district office but may also work at the capitol during
the on.

(j) The six caucuses are assigned one full-time position each (potentially
24 |egislators per one staff person).

(k) Speaker, pro tem and leadership have staff year round.

(1) The House members do not have individual staff. There are 20 people
who work year round in the three partisan offices, 12 of whom are legislative
aides who primarily work directly with legislators.

(m) Senators offices have 2 year round staff members. Committee chair
offices have 3-4 staff members year round.

(n) No personal staff except one administrative assistant for the Speaker
and one for the Sneate Pro Tempore.

(0) Legislators are provided student interns during session.

(p) Leadership, caucus chair, and Ways and Means Committee chair have
two full-time staff each. All other legislators have one full-time staff year
round and one additional staff session only.

(q) Full-time staff may move to the district office during interim period.

(r) Some of personal staff may work in the district office. Total of all staff
salaries for each senator must be within limits established by the Senate.

(s) Individual staffing and staff pool arrangements are at the discretion of
the individual legislator.

(t) Senators have one year round administrative aide and one session only
secretary. Delegates have one part-time year round administrative aide and a
shared session only secretary.

(u) Six counties have local delegation offices with shared staff.

(v) Staffers are acombination of full time, part time, shared, personal, etc.
andtheir assignments change throughout the year.

(w) Part time during interim.
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Table 3.22
STAFF FOR LEGISLATIVE STANDING COMMITTEES

Source of staff services**

" ; Committee or
Committee staff assistance Joint central Chamber Caucus or committee
Senate House/Assembly agency (a) agency (b) leadership chair
State or other
jurisdiction Prof. Cler. Prof. Cler. Prof. Cler. Prof. Cler. Prof. Cler. Prof. Cler.
Alabama .. . O . 0 B B B B o o B B
Alaska .. O . O . B B . B B
Arizona O 0 0 0 B o B B B B
Arkansas . u] O O O B B
California O O O O B B B B B B B B
Colorado . O O B B B S
Connecticut . O O B S B B
Delaware . .. B B
Florida .. 0 0 0 B B S H S H S H S H S H S H
Georgia . . u] B B B B B B B
Hawaii .. . 0 0 0 B B B B B B B B
Idaho. O 0 0 0 B B . B B
Ilinois O O O O B B B B
Indiana . . S S B B
lowa .. u] u] B B (d) B B
Kansas .. u] O O O B B ()
Kentucky . u] O O O B B
Louisiana Om O 0o (m O B B B B B B B (9) B (9)
Maine.... O() 0O() O() 0O B B S H S H S H S H B
Maryland O O O O B B
Massachusetts O u] ] u] S S
Michigan . O O O O B S H B B S
Minnesota O u] ] u] B H H B B
Mississippi . O . 0 . B B o B B
Missouri O O B B,S H S S S H
Montana .. u] O O ] B B
Nebraska . O 0 U U o o
O 0 (h O 0 (h B S B
. O O B L S H S H
New Jersey O O O B B S .
u] O O O B(y) B9
O O O B B B B B B B
North Carolina .. u] O (@) u] O () B S B (i)
North Dakota . o (f) u] o (f) B B S
Ohio O 0 0 0 B B B
Oklahoma ........ccccoveuenee O 0 0 0 B B
Oregon O O O O B B B B
Pennsylvania .. O O O O B B B B B B B B
Rhodelsland .. O u] ] u] B B B B
South Caralina.. O 0 0 0 B B B B B B B B
South Dakota................ u] O O O B (h)
Tennessee u] O O O B S B (j) S B
Texas. O 0 0 0 B B B B B
Utah .. O O O O B L. B
Vermont O . O . B B L
Virginia u] O O O B B B - - (9)
Washington . O O O O B B B (k) B (k)
West Virginia.. O O O O B B B B B B
Wisconsin O 0 0 0 B B B B
Wyoming . O 0 0 0 B S B B B
No. Marianalslands..... O 0 0 0 B(l) B (p) ) B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l)
Puerto Rico . O 0 0 0 B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l) B(l)
U.S. Virgin Islands O O U U S() S() S() S() S() S() S() S()

See footnotes at end of table.

126 The Book of the States 2004



STATE LEGISLATURES

STAFF FOR LEGISLATIVE STANDING COMMITTEES — Continued

Source: The Council of State Governments' survey, October 2003.

** — Multiple entries reflect a combination of organizations and location
of services.

Key:

0 — All committees

+ — Some committees

... — Services not provided

B — Both chambers

H — House

S — Senate

U — Unicameral

(a) Includes legislative council or service agency or central management
agency.

(b) Includes chamber management agency, office of clerk or secretary and
House or Senate research office.

c) Standing committees are joint House and Senate committees.

(d) The Senate secretary and House clerk maintain supervision of commit-
tee clerks. During the session each committee selectsits own clerk.

(e) Senators select their secretaries and notify the central administrative

services agency; all administrative employee matters handled by the agency.

(f) House and Senate Appropriations Committees have Legislative Coun-
cil fiscal staff at their hearings

(g) Staff isassigned to each committee but work under the direction of the
chair.

(h) Committees hire additional staff on a contractual basis during session
only under direction of chair.

(i) Member’s personal secretary serves as aclerk to the committee or sub-
committee that the member chairs.

j) Bill clerks during session only.

(k) Each chamber has a non-partisan research staff which provides support
services to committees (including chair).

() In general, the legislative service agency provides legal and staff assis-
tance for legislative meetings and provides associated materials. Individual
legislators hire personal or committee staff as their budgets provide and at
their own discretion.

(m) House Appropriations and Senate Finance Committees have Legisla-
tive Fiscal Office staff at their hearings.
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Table 3.23

STANDING COMMITTEES: APPOINTMENT AND NUMBER

Number of standing

Committee members Committee chairpersons committees during

Sate or other appointed by: appointed by: regular 2003 session (a)

jurisdiction Senate House Senate House Senate House
Alabama .. cc S cc S 25 24
Alaska .. cc cc cc cc 9 9

Arizona P S P S 10 (c) 16 (c)
Arkansas . (bb) (d) (bb) S 10 10
California CR S CR S 25 29

Colorado MjL, MnL S, MnL MjL S 10 (a) 11 (a)
Connecticut . PT S PT S (e (e
Delaware . PT S PT S 26 27
Florida.. P S P S 20 (c) 18
Georgia cC S cC S 25 34
Hawaii .. P(f) (9) P(f) (9) 13 17
Idaho. PT (h) S PT S 10 14
Illinois P, MnL S, MnL P S 21 37
Indiana PT S PT S 19 20
MjL, MnL (i) S MjL (i) S 16 17
@) S @) S 14 21
cc cc cc cc 11 16
P S (k) P S 17 17

P S P S 4 (e) 6(e)

P S P S 6(c) 7(c)

Massachusetts P S, MnL P S 9 (e 12 (e)

Michigan ..... MjL S MjL S 21 (c) 23 (c)
Minnesota CR S MjL S 13 24

Miississippi P S P S 30(c) 31(c)
Missouri PT (1) S PT S 21 31
Montana .. cc S cc S 13 13
Nebraska . CcC U E U 14 U
Nevada..... MjL (m) S(m) MjL (m) S(m) 9 1
New Hampshire P(n) S(0) P(n) S 16 21

New Jer sey P S P S 14 (c) 20 ()

cC S cC S 9 (aa) 15 (aa)
PT (p) S PT (p) S 32 37

North Carolina .. PT S PT S 20 (2) 31(2)
North Dakota . cc cc MjL MjL 12 12
Ohio P(q) S(q) P(q) S(9) 14 22
PT, MnL S PT S 17 24

P S P S 9(c) 13 (c)
Pennsylvania .. PT S PT S 22 26
Rhodelsland .. P S P S 11 10
South Caralina.. E S E E 15 11
South Dakota .. PT, MnL S PT S 13 13
Tennessee S S S S 9 14
Texas. P S(r) P S 15 40
Utah .. . P S P S 11 14
Vermont .......cocevveiiniecis cc S cc S 12 15
Virginia ... S (s S 11 14
Washington . P (b)(t) S(u) cC S(v) 14 23
West Virginia.. P S P S 17 14

Wisconsin ... . (w) S (w) S 15(c) 42 (c)
WYOMING ..o P(x) S(x) P(x) S(x) 12 12
Dist. of Columbia ) V] ) U 9 V]
No. Mariana Islands. P S P S 8 7
Puerto Rico ........ P S P S 22 32
U.S. Virgin Islands P U P U 9 U

See footnotes at end of table.
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STANDING COMMITTEES: APPOINTMENT AND NUMBER — Continved

Source: The Council of State Governments' survey, October 2003.

Key:

CC—Committee on Committees

CR—Committee on Rules

E—Election

MjL—Majority Leader

MnL—Muinority Leader

P—President

PT—President pro tempore

S—Speaker

U—Unicameral Legislature

(a) Includes appropriations committee.

(b) Lieutenant governor is president of the senate.

(c) Also, joint standing committees. Arizona, 3; Colorado, 12; Florida, 6;
Maryland, 16, (joint statutory); Michigan, 5; Mississippi, 7; New Jersey, 3;
Oregon, 1; Wisconsin, 9.

(d) Members of the standing committees shall be selected by House Dis-
trict Caucuses with each caucus selecting five members for each A standing
committee and five members for each B standing committee.

(e) Substantive standing committees are joint committees. Connecticut,
18 (there are also three statutory and three select committees); Maine, 17
(also joint committee on rules and special committee on health care); Massa-
chusetts, 21.

(f) President appoints committee members and chairs; minority members
on committees are nominated by minority party caucus.

(9) By resolution, with members of majority party designating the chair,
vice-chairs and majority party members of committees, and members of mi-
nority party designating minority party members.

(h) Committee members appointed by the senate |eadership under the di-
rection of the president pro tempore, by and with the senate's advice.

(i) Appointments made after consultation with the president.

(j) Committee on Organization, Calendar and Rules.

(k) Speaker appoints only 12 of the 19 members of the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

(I) Senate minority committee members chosen by minority caucus, but
appointed by president pro tempore.

(m) Committee composition and leadership usually determined by party
caucus, with final decision by leader.

(n) Appointments made after consultation with the minority |eader.

(0) Speaker appoints minority members with advice of the minority floor
leader.

(p) President pro tempore is also majority leader.

(q) The minority leader may recommend for consideration minority party
members for each committee.

(r) For each standing substantive committee of the house, except for the
appropriations committee, amaximum of one-half of the membership, exclu-
sive of chair and vice-chair, is determined by seniority; the remaining mem-
bership of the committee is determined by the speaker.

(s) Senior members of the majority part on the committee is the chair.

(t) Confirmed by the senate.

(u) By each party caucus.

(v) By majority caucus.

(w) Majority leader as chairperson, Organization Committee.

(x) With the advice and consent of the Rules and Procedures Committee.

(y) Chair of the Council.

(z) Does not include select or subcommittees.

(aa) Senate: Includes eight substantive committees and one procedural
committee. House: Includes 12 substantive committees and three proce-
dural committees.

(bb) Selection process based on seniority.
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Table 3.24
RULES ADOPTION AND STANDING COMMITTEES: PROCEDURE

Constitution permits  Committee meetings

Specific, advance

each legislative open to public* notice provisions Voting/roll call
State or other body to determine House/ for committee provisions to report
jurisdiction itsown rules Senate Assembly meetings or hearings a bill to floor
Alabama ........cccoeevreienne u] O ] Senate: 4 hours, if possible Senate: final vote on abill is recorded.
House: 24 hours, except Rules  House: recorded vote if requested by member of
& Locd committee and sustained by one
L egislations committees additional committee member.
Alaska ......ooeeerecnirinnens O O For meetings, by 4:00 p.m. on Roll call vote on any measure taken upon request by
the preceding Thurs.; for first any member of either house.
hearings on bills, 5 days
Arizona......cocoeeeeiveenenne O ] Senate: agenda submitted to Senate: roll call vote taken upon request.
secretary 5 days prior to meeting House: roll call vote required for final action on any bill.
House: agenda distributed
Wed. prior to Mon. meeting and
Thurs. prior to all other meetings.
Arkansas ........cooeeeeenne O ] Senate: 2 days Senate: roll call