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FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS

Developments in FederaI=State
Relations, 1992-93
The pattern of the past 25 years is likely to continue, but state and local
governments should see more flexibility and some mandate relie$

by John Kincaid

Federal-state relations in 1992-93 remained
on a course characteristic of intergovernmental
relations during the past 25 years — namely,
continual expansion of federal power and in-
volvement in state and local government affairs.
Although the 1992election ended 12years of
Reagan-Bush New Federalism, it did not fun-
damentally alter the course of federal-state re--
lations, in part because former Governor Bill
Clinton of Arkansas won only a plurality of
the vote in his race against President George
Bush and Texas billionaire Ross Perot. The
voters gave Clinton a mandate for changq but
not a clearcut mandate for the direction of
change.

The president, moreover, is only one actor
in intergovernmental affairs. Often more im-
portant are the actions of Congress, the federal
courts and the interest groups that influence
federal policy-making. As with former Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan’s New Federalism, which
met with minimal success after 1981,the elec-
tion of a new president frequently produces
more rhetoric than real change in federal-state
relations.

Furthermore, the course of intergovern-
mental relations is being driven by two over-
riding forces: federal deficits and federal policy-
making for persons rather than places (i.e.,
state and local governments).

Annual deficits, which have been incurred
by the federal government every year since
1969,virtually require Congress to make policy
by enacting mandates that must be carried
out by state and local governments with little
or no federal funding. The political viability of
Congress in today’s budget climate rests heavily
on its ability to meet interest-group demands
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through unfunded mandates. In addition, given
the U.S. Supreme Court’s abandonment of the
10thAmendment in Garciav. San Antonio A4et-
ropolitan Transit Authority (1985), the states
cannot expect judicial protection against fed-
eral policy-making. Although President Clinton
expressed strong commitment to deficit reduc-
tion, the size of federal deficits and the total
federal debt will not relieve the federal govern-
ment of its fiscal problems for the foreseeable
future. Hence, unfunded mandates emerged
in 1993as the leading intergovernmental con-
cern for state and local governments.

Federal policy-making also has been shifting
from places to persons during the past 25 years,
a trend captured by Clinton’s campaign slogan,
“Putting People First?’ This shift from places
to persons is reflected in the rising costs of
federal entitlement programs and in the chang-
ing pattern of federal aid. The proportion of
federal aid to state and local governments that
is dedicated for payments to individuals in-
creased from 31.8 percent of all aid in 1978to
about 62 percent by 1993. In the past, federal
policy-making was highly sensitive to the inter-
ests of places because state and local govern-
ments were seen as having primary responsi-
bility for the health and well-being of citizens.
Today, federal policies, including most unfund-
ed mandates, are increasingly aimed directly
at the interests of persons regardless of the in-
terests of places.

John Kincaid is Robert B. and Helen S. h4eyner
professor of Government and Public Service at
Lafayette College, Easton, Pa., and former execu-
tive director of the US. Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations.
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This shift in federal policy-making from
places to persons will be difficult to reverse so
long as Congress and the Supreme Court regard
state and local governments as simply another
set of interest groups. Compared to the past,
state and local officials also have lost consid-
erable political leverage over members of Con-
gress and presidential candidates. Candidates
for Congress and the presidency win election
or re-election not so much by gaining the sup-
port of state and local officials but by gaining
the financial support of political action com-
mittees and the political support of interest
groups, and by campaigning directly with voters
through the media and delivering benefits di-
rectly to constituency groups within their states
and districts. Federal officials have few incen-
tives to treat state and local officials as partners
in governance and many incentives to reward
voters with benefits without being held ac-
countable for the costs of those benefits.

A New Federal-State Partnership?

Nevertheless, the election of President Clin-
ton produced enthusiasm among many state
and local officials for the possibility of forging
a new, more cooperative federal-state partner-
ship. At the invitation of Colorado Governor
Roy Romer, chairman of the National Gover-
nors’ Association, representatives of the “Big
7“ state and local government associations and
others gathered in Colorado Springs on No-
vember 12, 1992to develop a strategy for work-
ing with the new administration on federalism
and economic issues. The state and local lead-
ers agreed on several priorities: (1) reducing
the federal budget deficit, (2) containing the
costs of health care, (3) enhancing strategic
investment, (4) improving accountability and
efficiency in government, and (5) developing
specific proposals to consolidate and simplify
government programs.

The U.S. Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations also appealed to the
president to focus on eight intergovernmental
issues:

1. Federal mandates on state and local gov-
ernments;

2. Federal pre-emption of state and local
powers;

3. Federal regulation of state and local gov-
ernments;

4. Structural and policy fragmentation with-
in Congress and executive branch;

5. Grant-in-aid fragmentation and multiple
conditions of aid;

6. Shifts in federal aid from future invest-
ment to current consumption;

7. The decline of historically cooperative
federal-state programs; and

8. Federal intrusions upon state and local
tax bases.

The president met frequently with the gov-
ernors and other state and local officials and
pledged his support for a revitalized federal-
state partnership. The first major statement
of the Administration’s vision of intergovern-
mental reform came with the September 1993
report of Vice President Al Gore’s National
Performance Review, which contained more
than 100recommendations relevant to federal-
state-local relations. The six principal inter-
governmental recommendations were:

c Create flexibility and encourage innova-
tion by designing a bottom-up solution to the
problem of grant proliferation and its accompa-
nying red tape. Also, support the pending pro-
posal for Federal-State Flexibility grants that
has been developed by the National Governors’
Association and by the National Conference
of State Legislatures. Establish a Cabinet-level
Enterprise Board to oversee initiatives in com-
munity improvement.

● Issue an Executive Order addressing the
problems of unfunded federal mandates and
regulatory relief and authorize Cabinet Secre-
taries and agency heads to obtain selective re-
lief from regulation or mandates in programs
they oversee.

● Modify OMB Circular A-87, “Cost Prin-
ciples for State and Local Governments;’ to
provide a fixed fee-for-service option in lieu
of costly reimbursement procedures covering
actual administrative costs of grant disburse-
ment.

● Simplify OMB’S requirements to prepare
multiple grant compliance certification by al-
lowing state and local governments to submit
a single certification to a single point of con-
tact in the federal government.
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● Modify OMB circular A-102, “Grants and
Cooperative Agreements to State and Local
Governments;’ to increase the dollar threshold
for small purchases by local governments from
$25,000to $100,000.

● Reinvent the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Affairs (ACIR) and charge
it with responsibility for continuous improve-
ment in federal, state and local partnership
and intergovernmental service delivery. Direct
the ACIR to identify opportunities to improve
intergovernmental service delivery and develop
a set of benchmarks.

Clinton’s Federalism Initiatives
Initially, the administration got off to a rough

start in intergovernmental relations, as was the
case in many policy fields. For example, the
president’s $16.3 billion economic stimulus
package, which was strongly supported by
many state and local officials, suffered defeat
in Congress in April 1993.The president’s first
assistant for intergovernmental affairs, Regina
Montoya, left the office in August 1993 and
was succeeded by Marcia L. Hale, who brought
a high level of energy and effectiveness to the
White House Office of Intergovernmental
Affairs.

In the meantimq however, the lack of presi-
dential appointments to fill 10 vacancies on
ACIR and appoint a new chairperson for the
Commission made ACIR vulnerable in the
congressional appropriations process. In June
1993, the House zeroed ACIR out of its fiscal
year 1994 appropriations bill by a voice vote
on the floor. Funding was restored through
the Senate, but only at a level of $1 million,
representing a 44 percent cut for ACIR from
fiscal year 1993. As a result, ACIR was com-
pelled to downsize from 18 to 12 staff mem-
bers, reduce office facilities by 43 percent and
cut current services.

This attempt to abolish ACIR came on the
heels of the elimination of the intergovern-
mental division that had existed in the U.S.
General Accounting Office. These actions re-
flect another trend in federal-state relations:
the dismantling of federal intergovernmental
institutions. During the 1980s, Reagan abol-
ished the federal regional councils and OMB’S

intergovernmental unit; the Senate reorganized
its Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Re-
lations into a Subcommittee on Government
Efficiency, Federalism, and the District of Co-
lumbia; and the House renamed its intergov-
ernmental subcommittee as Human Resources
and Intergovernmental Relations. These actions
left the long-term future of intergovernmental
relations as an explicit institutional compo-
nent of the federal government’s approach to
federal-state relations in doubt.

By the second half of 1993,however,Clinton
began to make progress on his intergovern-
mental agenda. Implementation of elements
of the National Performance Reviewwere un-
der way, and on October 20, the president ap-
pointed William F. Winter, former governor
of Mississippi, as the new chairman of ACIR,
along with 10 other new members. The presi-
dent also met with the Commission on De-
cember 1and pledged his support for forging
anew intergovernmental partnership. By the
end of 1993, Clinton also had issued six execu-
tive orders relevant to his intergovernmental
agenda:

1. Creating a community enterprise board
to help distressed communities with integrat-
ing federal and state efforts to implement the
new legislation providing for empowerment
and enterprise zones;

2. Ordering executive agencies to eliminate
50 percent of their regulations in order to im-
prove customer service within three years;

3. Streamlining the federal bureaucracy by
reducing the executive civilian work force by
252,000 (12 percent) by fiscal year 1999;

4. Ordering all executive agencies to set cus-
tomer service standards to provide services that
match or exceed the best service available in
the private sector;

5. Establishing a regulatory reviewand plan-
ning process to ease regulatory burdens by re-
quiring regular consultation between OMB’S
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs
and state, local and tribal governments; and

6. Ordering executive agencies to reduce un-
funded mandates created by administrative
rule promulgation, provide state, local, and
tribal governments “meaningful and timely
input in the development of regulatory pro-
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posals containing significant unfunded man-
dates;’ and streamline and make more flexi-
ble agency processes for waivers of federal
rules for state, local and tribal governments.

Public Opinion

Many of these presidential initiatives werere-
sponses to “the mandate for change” expressed
in the 1992 elections. Public trust and confi-
dence in government, especially in the federal
government, continued to slide downward in
1992-93. This slide was reflected in the results
of ACIR’S 1992and 1993national public opin-
ion polls. The proportion of Americans ex-
pressing a “great deal” or a “fair amount” of
trust and confidence in the federal government
tumbled from 68 percent in 1987to 42 percent
in 1992. Citizen concerns about the federal
government also spilled over onto state gov-
ernments, which dropped public trust from 73
percent to 51 percent.

Similarly, when asked, “From which level
of government do you feel you get the least
for your money?” 49 percent cited the federal
government, 18percent said local government
and 16 percent picked state government. The
49 percent saying that the federal government
gave them the least for their money was up
from 36 and 41 percent in 1989 and 1990, re-
spectively. States fared the best on this 1992
ACIR question. Those choosing state govern-
ment as giving them the least for their money
(16 percent) dropped from 26 percent in 1990
and 25 percent in 1989.

When asked in 1993which government gives
them the most for their money, however, 38
percent of Americans picked local government,
23 percent cited the federal government and
20 percent said state government. These results
represented the most positive response for local
government and the most negative response
for the federal government ever recorded in 20
annual ACIR polls. State governments have
averaged around 22 percent. In addition, local
government was picked by 43 percent of Ameri-
cans as spending its tax dollars most wisely,
compared to 19percent citing state government
and 11percent selectingthe federal government.

In 1993,36 percent of Americans also rated
the federal income tax as “the worst, that is,

the least fair” among the nation’s four major
general taxes, compared to 26 percent citing
the local property tax as the worst, 16percent
for the state sales tax and 10 percent for the
state income tax. The unfavorable 1993rating
of the federal income tax was 10 percentage
points more than in 1991, when only 26 per-
cent of the respondents rated the federal in-
come tax as the worst. In contrast, the state
income tax has been viewed the most favora-
bly in all ACIR polls conducted since 1972.

Another sign of public discontent was voter
approval of ballot initiatives in 14 states in
1992 limiting the terms of members of Con-
gress and, in some cases, state legislators. Term
limits garnered 77 percent voter support in
Wyoming; more than 70 percent in Arizona,
Florida and Missouri; 60 percent or more in
Arkansas, California, Michigan, Montana,
Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon and South Dakota;
55 percent in North Dakota; and 52 percent
in Washington. Whether state-imposed term
limits on members of Congress can withstand
judicial scrutiny under the U.S. Constitution
remains to be seen, but public support for term
limits reflects widespread citizen concern about
the performance of government. (For a more
complete discussion of this issue, see “Term
Limits in the States:’ by Thad Beyle and Rich
Jones on pages 28-33 of this volume.)

Federal Mandates

These expressions of public opinion and
voter sentiment added fuel to state and local
governments’ greatest intergovernmental con-
cern in 1992-93: unfunded federal mandates.
ACIR issued a report showing Congress had
enacted 27 major statutes during the 1980s
that imposed new regulations on states and
local governments or significantly expanded
existing mandates. There were 22 such statutes
enacted during the 1970s, 12in the 1960s,none
in the 1950s,one in 1940,and one in 1935.Feel-
ing the political heat to raise taxes and/or re-
duce services to comply with unfunded federal
mandates, state and local government leaders
staged a well-publicized protest, National Un-
funded Mandates Day, on October 27, 1993.

Two surveys, one of 314 cities conducted by
the U.S. Conference of Mayors (USCM) and
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one of 128counties conducted by the National
Association of Counties (NACO), attempted
to estimate the costs of selected mandates. The
USCM survey, which focused on 10 specific
mandates affecting cities, found current year
costs of $6.5 billion and estimated that the
costs of those programs will total $54 billion
between 1994 and 1998. On average, the 10
mandates were consuming 11.4 percent of
locally-raised city revenues. The NACO survey
found that counties were spending an estimated
$4.8 billion annually to comply with 12specific
mandates, and that the costs of those programs
will total $33.7 billion between 1994and 1998.
On average, the 12 mandates consumed 12.3
percent of locally-raised county revenues. The
mandates examined by the cities and counties
were:

● Underground storage tanks;
● Clean Water Act coverage of wetlands;
● Clean Air Act;
● Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation

and Recovery Act (solid waste);
Q Safe Drinking Water Act;
c Endangered Species Act;
● Superfund (NACO only);
● Americans with Disabilities Act;
● Fair Labor Standards Act;
● Davis-Bacon Act;
● Arbitrage rules for local government bonds

(NACO only);
● Immigration Act (NACO only);
QAsbestos Abatement (USCM only); and
● Lead Paint Abatement (USCM only).
Another survey, conducted by the National

Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), com-
piled cost estimates from 21 states for compli-
ance with five specific mandates. The survey
found total costs of $1.5 billion over several
years. The mandates examined by NCSL were
(1) transportation requirements under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, (2) Medicaid
coverage of qualified Medicare beneficiaries,
(3) automatic wage withholding for new child
support orders, (4) fleet conversion require-
ments under the Energy Act, and (5) capital
improvement requirements under the Safe
Drinking Water Act.

In response to the protest, President Clinton
issued an executive order on unfunded man-

dates (E.O. 12875, Enhancing the Intergovern-
mental Partnership), and by the end of 1993,
some 32 mandate-relief bills had been intro-
duced in Congress. The two principal mandate-
relief measures presented in these bills were
a prohibition on unfunded federal mandates
(Kempthorne-Condit) and an improved fiscal
notes process, including a point-of-order rule
on the House and Senate floors (Moran-
Dorgan). At the time, NCSL also reported 132
bills containing mandates being considered by
Congress.

The Federal-State Fiscal
Partnership

Other factors affecting state and local con-
cerns about federal mandates were tight fiscal
conditions for state and local budgets. David
Broder, columnist with The Washington Post,
described the opening of 1992as one of “eco-
nomic devastation” for state governments. Al-
though states spent $596 billion in 1992 from
all funding sources, the general fund increase
between 1991 and 1992 was about 5 percent,
compared to an average annual general fund
increase of 8 percent during the 1980s. By
1993, however, economic growth had eased
the states’ fiscal plight, even though budgets
remained tight. States limited the growth of
their general fund budgets to only 3.3 percent
in fiscal 1993.

Of particular concern to state officials was
the growth of Medicaid, which had surpassed
higher education as the second largest cate-
gory of state spending. After the 1992elections,
therefore, state officials joined Clinton in press-
ing for major reforms to contain the costs of
health care.

Federal aid to state and local governments
increased by 88 percent during the last six
Reagan-Bush years, rising from a post-1978
low of 17.3 percent of total state and local
government outlays in 1989 to 22 percent by
1992. By 1993, federal aid was growing at a
faster rate (about 19 percent) than state and
local own-source revenues (about 5 percent).

Although states received about 89 percent
of all direct federal aid, the increase in aid was
of little solace to the states because it occurred
mostly in matching grant entitlement programs,
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mainly Medicaid and Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), which drive up
state spending as well. About 90 percent of all
federal domestic spending increases enacted
in 1992were for Medicaid, food stamps, child
nutrition and foster care. Medicaid alone,
which accounted for about 35 percent of all
federal aid, had grown from 2.5 percent of the
federal budget in 1981to 5.5 percent in 1993,
while other federal grants declined from 11.5
percent to 8.5 percent of the federal budget.
Furthermore, if there is no major health-care
cost containment, federal spending on Medi-
caid and AFDC is expected to increase by about
66 percent from 1995 to 1999, while federal
domestic discretionary spending is expected
to decrease by 0.3 percent. In turn, states will
spend about $68 billion more on Medicaid
and AFDC in 1999 than in 1995.

In addition, the final regulations imple-
menting the Provider-Specific Tax Amend-
ments of 1991 went into effect in December
1992. The legislation limits to 25 percent the
allowable share of state Medicaid funds from
provider taxes, requires taxes to be broad-based
and applied uniformly to classes of providers,
places new limits on provider-related donations,
and limits payments to hospitals that serve a
disproportionate share of indigent patients to
12 percent of total Medicaid expenditures.

Given that states have primary administra-
tive responsibility for the major federal-aid
programs, particularly the aid to persons pro-
grams, direct federal aid to local governments
maintained its post-1978 downward plunge,
though at a slower rate in 1992-93. According
to a survey of 688 cities by the National League
of Cities, federal aid amounted to $63.60 per
capita in 1980, but only $29.40 per capita in
1993 — a decline of 53.8 percent. During this
same period, state aid increased from $72.40
per capita to $80.20— a 10.8percent increase.

As a result, local governments, especially
large central cities and urban counties, pressed
for state as well as federal mandate relief and
for more state and federal aid. In 1992, cities
mounted a major effort for more federal aid
by announcing 7,252 ready-to-go public works
projects kept on hold in 506 cities as a result
of federal aid cuts in the 1980s. Local govern-

ments also pressed for renewed revenue sharing
through a proposed Local Partnership Act.
After the not-guilty verdict in the Rodney King
police-brutality case sparked riots in Los An-
geles and several other cities in April 1992,
congressional and presidential approval of a
major urban aid package seemed assured, but
while cities received some additional aid for
the summer months, they received no major
increase in urban aid. Bush vetoed an urban
aid tax bill, although he did sign the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1992.
The prospects for urban aid were further re-
duced by federal needs to respond to Hurricane
Andrew, which struck Florida, Alabama and
Louisiana, and Hurricane Iniki, which struck
Hawaii in 1992.

Given that the shift in federal aid from
places to persons also emphasizes spending
for current consumption over capital invest-
ment, state and local officials began to express
greater interest in federal capital budgeting
along with entitlement reform. Capital budget-
ing is a normal facet of state and local bud-
geting but not of the federal budget process.
Federal infrastructure investment especially
captured state and local attention, in part be-
cause economic development and growth will
be the most lucrative and least politically pain-
ful sources of state and local revenues for the
foreseeable future and, in part, because devel-
opment and growth are needed to create more
jobs and reduce reliance on public assistance
programs.

States, moreover, will share in the pain of
federal deficit reduction, although by the end
of 1993, states had avoided many major cost
shifts from the federal government, especially
in financing entitlement programs. An ener-
gy tax proposal, which would have cost states
some $10 to $12 billion, was defeated along
with the Penny-Kasich deficit-reduction pro-
posal, which would have cost states about $5
billion for Medicaid co-payments for home
health care.

Maior Policy Issues

The major policy issues of concern to the
states in 1992-93 were health care, education,
economic growth and welfare. However, no
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significant federal action was taken on these
issues because the Bush Administration was
unable to advance a credible domestic agenda,
the 1992 elections interrupted policy action,
the new Clinton Administration needed to or-
ganize itself for action and the great floods
in the Midwest and riots in Los Angeles di-
verted public resources.

In the field of health care, states advocated
greater flexibility for state innovation and a
major role for state governments in any re-
formed health-care system. In education, states
continued to coalesce around and act on the
objectives of Goals 2000 and to press for corre-
sponding federal action. On economic growth,
however, state officials generally agreed on the
end but not the means, especially as the 1992
elections produced great debate on how best
to stimulate economic growth and create jobs.
State officials did begin to reach consensus
positions on welfare reform, particularly a
two-year limit on welfare for most recipients,
after which they would be required to work in
the private sector or in a public service posi-
tion. The principal concern of state officials,
however, is how to pay for a welfare-to-work
program.

Other issues of concern for the states were
dislocations created by reductions in defense
spending, increases in state and local govern-
ment costs stemming from federal refugee and
immigration policies, Indian gaming, and crime
control, which was propelled onto the inter-
governmental agenda by public opinion in 1993.
Many state and local officials, however, also
expressed concern about the costs of the get-
tough-on-criminals attitudes reflected in such
popular ideas as “three strikes and you’re out:’

Congressional actions favorable to the states
in 1992 included increased federal spending
on transportation, community development,
and Head Start plus $150million more for state
revolving loan funds for clean water. Congress
also gave states the right to force environmen-
tal cleanups at federal facilities, established a
new $1.5 billion defense conversion program,
maintained National Guard strength for 1993,
re-authorized housing and airport improve-
ment programs, preserved states’ rights to tax
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non-resident pension income and extended
unemployment benefits. Local governments
scored a major victory when Congress overrode
Bush’s veto of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, thus
restoring to local governments some regulatory
authority for basic cable rates. However, when
the 102nd Congress adjourned in 1992,NCSL
counted 15 new mandates enacted into law.

The pace of mandating picked up in 1993,
however, with the first session of the 103rd
Congress enacting 13 mandates on state and
local governments. Many of the mandates
were carried over from 1992. Most publicized
was the National Voter Registration Act of
1993(Motor Voter), which Bush vetoed in 1992.
This act requires states to provide for federal
elections voter registration along with appli-
cations for a driver’s license, by mail applica-
tion, and through agency offices that provide
services under the Food Stamp, Medicaid,
WIC and AFDC programs. States also may
provide for voter registration at unemployment
compensation offices.

The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993
requires employers, including state and local
governments, having more than 50 employees
to provide up to 12weeks of unpaid job-pro-
tected leave annually — with health insurance
— for the birth or adoption of a child or a
serious illness of the employee or an immedi-
ate family member. Other major legislation
incorporating mandates included the Brady
Bill requiring a waiting period before purchas-
ing a handgun, the Nation Child Protection
Act, and the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act. Congress also reduced the enhanced fed-
eral matching rate for all AFDC and food
stamp administrative costs to 50 percent effec-
tive April 1, 1994. Through the South African
Democratic Transition Support Act of 1993,
Congress approved reductions in federal trans-
portation funds for states and localities that
do not repeal their economic sanctions against
South Africa by the end of fiscal year 1995.

The States in Court

Despite its reduced caseload, the U.S. Su-
preme Court decided a sizable number of cases



affecting federal-state relations in 1992-93, a
number of which were favorable to the states.

Most significant was the Court’s 6-3 ruling
in New York v. United States (1992), in which
The Council of State Governments played an
important role by filing an amicus brief on be-
half of the states. The majority held that the
take-title provision of the Low-Level Radio-
active Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985
was unconstitutional under the 10th Amend-
ment and the Constitution’s republican guar-
antee clause. The take-title provision required
that any state not meeting a 1993deadline for
joining interstate compacts or making other
arrangements to dispose of low-level radioac-
tive waste would have to take title to all such
waste generated within its borders or else for-
feit to waste generators the incentive payments
it had received from the federal government.
In enacting this provision, said the Court, the
Congress “crossed the line distinguishing en-
couragement from coercion? In the aftermath
of the Court’s 1985 Garcia decision, the invo-
cation of the 10th Amendment to help shield
the states in this case was a significant devel-
opment, though still narrow in its application.

The court also issued two rulings affecting
cross-boundary solid-waste disposal in 1992.
In the Chemical Waste Management v. Hunt,
the justices struck down, 8-1, an Alabama
statute imposing a differential fee on out-of-
state hazardous waste. In a 7-2 decision, Fort
Gratiot Sanitary Landfill v. Michigan, the
Court ruled against a state law barring land-
fill operators from accepting waste generated
in other counties.

In a setback for state and local regulatory
powers, especially in environmental protection,
the Supreme Court ruled in Lucas v. South
C’aro[inaCoastal Council (1992) that regula-
tions that deny a property owner of all eco-
nomically viable use of his or her land require
compensation without the usual case-specific
inquiry into the public interest. In another de-
cision more favorable to the states, though,
the Court dismissed a case in which a devel-
oper in Puerto Rico sued on the ground that
his due process rights had been violated by
officials who delayed giving approval for a

hotel and residential complex (PFZ Proper-
ties, Inc. v. Rodriquez, 1992).

In three 1993 civil liberties cases, the Su-
preme Court (1)struck down severalordinances
of Hialeah, Fla., which prohibited animal sac-
rifice in religious ceremonies, (2) affirmed that
a municipality cannot ban the distribution of
commercial handbills through free-standing
newsracks (City of Cincinnati v. Discovery
Network), and (3) upheld the authority of
states to impose stiffer penalties on people
convicted of committing hate crimes ( Wis-
consin v. Mitchell).

In a challenge to state redistricting powers,
the Supreme Court ruled unanimously that fed-
eral courts must defer to state courts when both
are devising voting districts. Justice Antonin
Scalia, writing for the court in Grove v. Bnison
(1993), opined that “the Constitution leaves
with the states primary responsibility for ap-
portionment. Absent evidence that [states] will
fail timely to perform that duty, a federal court
must neither affirmatively obstruct state reap-
portionment nor permit federal litigation to
be used to impede it:’ In a widely publicized
5-4 decision, Shaw v. Reno (1993), the Supreme
Court ruled, in response to a suit brought by
white voters, that the 12th Congressional Dis-
trict in North Carolina, with a 53 percent black
majority, was gerrymandered for race reasons
in violation of the U.S. Voting Rights Act. The
majority opined that purely racial gerryman-
dering even to ensure “majority-minority” dis-
tricts violates the equal protection clause of
the 14th Amendment.

In Moreau v. Klevenhagen (1993), the court
gave state and local governments more latitude
to provide their employees time off in lieu of
overtime pay. The justices held that a 1985
amendment to the Fair Labor Standards Act
requires public employers to bargain over com-
pensatory time only when the employees’ rep-
resentative has the authority to negotiate a
collective bargaining agreement authorizing
the use of compensatory time.

In the field of business regulation, the
Court, in General Motors Corp. v. Romein
(1992), upheld Michigan’s authority to require
corporations to make back payments of work-
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ers’ compensation benefits. States and local
government also won an important case, Hart-
ford Insurance Co. v. California (1993), which
cleared the way for attorneys general in 19states
to prosecute four U.S. insurance companies
accused of conspiring with British insurance
companies to restrict the coverage of commer-
cial general liability insurance policies com-
monly purchased by city governments, corpo-
rations and nonprofit organizations. In another
1993ruling, however, the Court expanded op-
portunities for contracting firms to challenge
the legality of laws that set aside a certain
amount of public contracts for minorities.

In Rufo v. Inmates of Suffolk County Jail
(1992), the Supreme Court made it easier for
state and local governments to challenge court
settlements requiring them to improve condi-
tions in prisons and other public institutions.
The Court ruled that a federal judge had ap-
plied too strict a standard in refusing to change
a prohibition against putting two convicts in
each cell at the Suffolk County jail. Later, in
Brecht v. Abrahamson (1993), the Court also
made it more difficult for state prisoners to
challenge their convictions in federal court.
Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist, writing
for the Court, held that federal courts should
not disturb a state ruling unless the violation
“had a substantial and injurious effect or in-
fluence in determining the jury’s verdict? In
Withrow v. Williams (1993),however,the Court
declined to limit protection under the “Miranda
warning;’ and in Austin v. United States (1993),
the Court ruled that the excessive fines clause
applies to the forfeiture of vehicles and prop-
erty used, or intended to be used, to carry out
certain drug-related crimes. The ruling, there-
fore, may constrain the value of assets received
by the federal, state and local governments from
asset forfeitures. In 1992, the federal govern-
ment confiscated nearly $2 billion in property
from people arrested for drug offenses.

In Franklin v. Gwinnett County Public
Schools (1992), the Supreme Court gave stu-
dents who experience sexual harassment and
other forms of sexual discrimination an ex-
pansive right to win money damages from
schools that receive federal funds. In a 1993

decision that may prove more costly for state
and local governments, however, the Court
ruled unanimously in Florence County School
District Four v. Carter, that parents who with-
draw children with special needs from public
schools and place them in private schools not
approved by local school districts may be
eligible for tuition reimbursement. On the
other hand, in Suter v. Artist M. (1992), the
justices ruled that children do not have the
right to sue states in federal court to enforce
a provision of the Adoption Assistance and
Child Welfare Act that requires “reasonable
efforts” to prevent out-of-home placement
and return of foster children to their families.
The Court opined that Congress intended for
states to have “a great deal of discretion” to
develop plans to comply with federal guide-
lines. In 1993, however, the justices held, in
Wieder v. Skala, that Massachusetts could not
halt payments for child care for AFDC recipi-
ents engaged in job-training programs be-
cause Congress in the 1988 Family Support
Act told states that participated in the AFDC
program that they must put participants with
school children into job-training programs and
also open those courses to mothers of younger
children who wish to participate. The 1988law
also said that states “must guarantee child care”
for those getting the vocational education.

The Court also decided a number of im-
portant tax cases in 1992-93. In Quill Corpo-
ration v. North Dakota (1992), the justices
opened the door to state taxation of out-of-
state mail-order sales by removing any due
process impediment to the ability of Congress
to enact legislation to allow states to require
mail-order companies to collect use taxes. Con-
gress began considering such legislation in
1992, though no action had been taken by the
end of 1993. Subsequently, in Nordlinger v.
Hahn (1992), the Court upheld California’s
1978 voter-initiated property tax limitation,
Proposition 13. In County of Yakima v. Con-
federated Tribes and Bands of Yakima Indian
Nation (1992), the Court upheld state and local
authority to tax certain land owned by Indian
tribes and their members within reservations.

In A llied Signal, Inc. v. Directo~ Division
of Taxation (1992), however, the Court struck
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down as unconstitutional New Jersey’s effort
to include nonunitary income in the tax base
by endeavoring to tax nonbusiness gains gen-
erated by an out-of-state corporation. In Kraft
General Foods, Inc. v. Iowa Department of
Revenue andFinance (1992), the justices void-
ed Iowa’s attempt to tax dividends from for-
eign subsidiaries while exempting dividends
from domestic subsidiaries. In Wisconsin De-
partment of Revenue v. William Wrigley, Jr,
Co. (1992), though, the Supreme Court held
that Wisconsin could tax the world’s largest
chewing gum company because its activities
in the state exceeded the scope of the federal
statutory definition of “solicitation:’ This
definition holds that a state may not tax the
income of a corporation whose only business
activities in a state consist of “solicitation of
orders” for tangible goods, provided that the
orders are sent outside the state for approval
and the goods are delivered from an out-of-
state location.

In another case divisive for the states, Dela-
ware v. New York (1993), the Supreme Court
ruled that Delaware could demand hundreds
of millions of dollars in unclaimed dividend
and interest payments on securities held most-
ly in New York brokerage houses. In another
decision, Harper v. Virginia (1993), the Court
ruled 7-2 that 16states owed back taxes to fed-
eral government pensioners. This case stemmed
from Davis v. Michigan (1989),which held that
it was unconstitutional for states to tax federal
pensioners if they did not tax their own em-
ployee’s pension benefits.

Overall, the states did not fare too poorly
before the U.S. Supreme Court in 1992-93,
and may even have breathed a sliver of judi-
cial life back into the 10th Amendment.

International Developments

Continuing another trend of recent decades,
states maintained 40 offices in Tokyo, 36
offices in Europe and scattered offices else-
where in the world, primarily for state export
promotion and secondarily for investment at-
traction and tourist promotion. The National
Governors’ Association also opened an office
in Moscow in 1993. Many state and local offi-
cials strengthened other ties abroad as well,

not only for purposes of state competition in
the global economy but also to share infor-
mation and provide technical assistanc~ espe-
cially to Eastern Europe and the countries of
the former Soviet Union. Receiving foreign
visitors and hosting foreign interns also are
increasingly commonplace activities for state
and local officials and their national organi-
zations.

The most significant development further
integrating state and local governments in the
world economy in 1992-93 was congressional
approval of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) in late 1993. Although
NAFTA was a highly divisive political issue
in Congress and many parts of the country,
most governors supported NAFTA in the be-
lief that it would, in the long run, benefit state
economies. During the next 15years, NAFTA
will eliminate most tariffs, quotas and invest-
ment restrictions among Canada, Mexico, and
the United States.

Although NAFTA does not automatically
pre-empt state laws, it will pose challenges to
state laws in a number of areas, such as labor,
economic development and environmental pro-
tection. If a state law is found to be inconsistent
with NAFTA, the federal government may
consult with the state to determine how it can
comply with NAFTA. Furthermore, the law
implementing NAFTA does not provide for
any private right of action against a state for
non-compliance. The federal government will
also consult with states about any Canadian
or Mexican complaints and will involve states
in resolving such complaints.

The Office of the U.S. Trade Representative
is obligated to help states identify financial
and investment laws that conflict with NAFTA.
States must identify by January 1, 1995, laws
in the financial services area that restrict for-
eign enterprises. These laws may be placed in
an “annex” and can be grandfathered for a
further period. State laws that restrict invest-
ments (e.g., foreign ownership of land) were
excepted from NAFTA’s market-opening pro-
visions for two years. These laws must also be
identified by states and placed in an “annex”
in order to be grandfathered for a longer peri-
od. States are asked to open their procurement
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systems voluntarily to foreign competition by
1998 and to eliminate “buy local” laws.

NAFTA created a Land Transportation Stan-
dards Subcommittee, which will attempt to
make safety rules and other standards for
trucks and buses as compatible as possible
across the three countries. States are autho-
rized to send observers to the subcommittee’s
meetings.

NAFTA’simplementing legislation also per-
mits states to establish self-employment assis-
tance programs as part of their unemployment
compensation program, and to pay a self-
employment allowance in lieu of unemploy-

ment compensation to those who establish
businesses and seek self-employment.

Conclusion

Federal-state relations showed no sharp de-
partures from patterns that have developed
over the past 25 years. The trends evident in
1992-93are likely to prevail for the foreseeable
futur~ eventhough state and local governments
are likely to win more flexibility and waivers in
the administration of federal programs, some
mandate relief from Congress, and more favor-
able rulings from the Supreme Court.
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State or other
jurisdiction

Total ., ., . . . .

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

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

Hawaii . . . . . . .
Idaho
Iffinois. . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Kansas
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Louisiana ., .,,.,..,
Maine . . . . . . . .
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Michigan
Minnesota
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Nevada .,..,...
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North Dakota
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Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . .
Washington ,. .,..,.
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U.S. Virgin Islands
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948

2,640
1,855

21,635

2,109
2,691

455
7,579
4,408

984
712

7.845
3;732
1,737

1,608
3,041
4,817
1,166
3,310

5,520
6.654
3,297
2,285
3,566

831
1,108

767
652

6,189

1,534
21,166
4,498

640
7,716

2,111
2.099
8:517
1,107
2,521

654
3,925

11,035
1,173
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2.945
3:722
1,884
3,397
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1,961
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161

3,1;;

183
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2,347
738

1,810
1,439

16,885

1,707
2,393

386
5,209
3,553

739
590

5,954
2,767
1,475

1,165
2,493
3,249

926
2,557

4,709
5,426
2,559
1,822
2,827

687
868
544
540

4,517

1,118
17,226
3,447

533
6,220

1,788
1,694
6,870
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2,078

539
3,129
7,837

839
409

2,432
2,832
1,284
2,799

597

1,847
51

116

2,9::

‘fi5

711

2,101
717

1,620
1,250

13,932

1,429
1,973

313
4,576
3,136

598
569

5,280
2,423
1,289

1,021
2,044
2,658

762
2,350

3,857
4,751
2,366
1,595
2,177

591
779
442
427

3,977

959
15,761
2,942

471
5,388

1,568
1,708
6,125

773
1,892

511
2,717
6,889

838
377

2,237
2,568
1,009
2,538

568

1,718
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100

3,0%

iii

302

1,802
663

1,305
1,106

11,936

1,359
1,771

313
4,095
3,089

528
501

4,989
2,115
1,183

912
1,853
2,304

688
2,156

3,688
4,553
2,269
1,366
2,031

559
709
389
411

3,570

907
13,700
2,498

431
4,965

1,508
1,426
6,390

684
1,455

464
2,353
5,974

822
356

2,119
2,294

952
2,312

484

1,523
75

116

2,5!!

iii

366

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

1,721
593

1,177
1,011

11,676

1,241
1,542

319
3,419
2,964

477
477

4,670
1,960
1,199

880
1,766
2,135

665
2,004

3,328
4,243
2,120
1,324
1,942

546
712
336
398

3,328

831
12,494
2,299

462
4,693

1,406
1,322
5,793

644
1,354

443
2,225
5,168

725
324

1,961
2,170
1,056
2,228

448

1,615
48
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2,3;

iii

2,058

1,559
624

1,188
1,009

11,006

1,152
1,489

301
3,155
2,512

460
392

4,468
1,982
1,090

848
1,702
1,919

689
2,002

2,983
4,199
2,037
1,274
1,926

540
607
394
389

3,327

779
11,932
2,171

419
4,382

1,317
1,243
5,271

550
1,280

440
2,018
4,853

784
314

1,905
1,978
1,028
2,155

449

1,515
51
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2,3%

ii9

1,331

1,759
664

1,206
1,123

11,291

1,220
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3,244
2,732

473
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1,158
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2,039
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592
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1,995
1,905
1,063
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1,!%
1,014
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1,785
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1,935
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1,236
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1,826

2,7;
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2,3::
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1,856

1,532
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1,176
1,221

299
2,784
2,214
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413

4,304
1,760
1,091
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1,590
1,776
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1,697

2,634
3,776
1,865
1,176
1,775

532
637
340
368

2,798
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10,363

1,929
454

4,044

1,167
1,246
4,667
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1,169

436
1,885
4,136
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331

1,628
1,698
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2,064

556

1,382
47
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2,2X
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465

1,469
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9,;{
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1,189
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2,817
2,110

457
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4,189
1,611
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1,488
1,710
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1,790

2,898
3,612
1,765
1,100
1,675

477
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2,811

676
10,032
1,878

372
3,642

1,075
1,161
4,817

486
1,113

361
1,687
3,805
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312

1,665
1,537

840
1,904

426

1,355

:;
43

2,111
170
91
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STATE-LOCAL RELATIONS

The Political Dynamics of State-Local
Relations, 1991-93
State mandates on local governments have been the hot topic, with
seven states passing laws to ease the fiscal burden on localities.

by Joseph F. Zimmerman and Julie M. Clark

Much activity has taken place within the
states over the past two years in the area of un-
funded mandates. The most notable develop-
ment in state-local relations during 1991-93
was that relatively few major new mandates
were imposed by state governments upon gen-
eral-purpose local governments. The state leg-
islatures of seven states enacted statutes reduc-
ing permanently or temporarily the burden of
state mandates.

Local discretionary authority was broadened
by the state legislature for some or all general
purpose local governments in 11states. Federal
and state court decisions, on the other hand,
generally limited the discretionary authority
of these units.

Reports were issued by study groups in 10
states; nine of which were devoted to state
mandates. This essay will examine activity in
these states, and update state-local relations
for each.

New and Expanded State
Mandates

The 1992 Arizona Legislature mandated
that municipal providers, prior to increasing
rates or fees, must prepare and make available
a written explanation of the proposed rate in-
crease 30 days prior to holding a public hear-
ing. A council, at a regular meeting, must give
notice of its intent to increase charges and to
hold a publicly advertised hearing on the ques-
tion within 30 days.

The 1993 Connecticut General Assembly
mandated municipal compliance with state
established minimum standards for probate
court facilities. However,a specific requirement

may be waived or modified by the probate
court administrator after conferring with the
probate judge and the responsible municipal
officer. The 1993General Assembly also enact-
ed a law requiring employers, including cities
and towns, to submit plans to increase the
average passenger occupancy of motor vehicles
commuting to and from work sites.

The Georgia Department of Natural Re-
sources in 1992 promulgated regulations im-
plementing the 1991Mountain and River Cor-
ridor Protection Act. The act stipulates that
any county containing a river with a water flow
of 400 or more cubic feet per second must
meet minimum planning standards for river
protection, including a 100 foot buffer zone
on each side of the river bank. Also, counties
with mountains 2,200 feet or more above mean
sea level must assess the impact certain activi-
ties have on mountain areas and enact specific
zoning requirements for proposed structures.
Failure to comply will result in lost eligibility
for specified grants and loans.

The 1993Maine Legislature imposed 16new
mandates on local governments. One mandate
partially preempts local authority relative to
granting permits to motor vehicle recycling
businesses. Cities and towns are authorized
to apply existing ordinances to an application,
but the new state standards must be applied
concurrently.

Joseph E Zimmerman is professor of Political
Science, Graduate School of Public Affairs, State
University of New York of Albany, and Julie M.
Clark is a graduate student in Political Science,
Graduate School of Public Affairs, State Univer-
sity of New York at A Ibany.
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The Maryland General Assembly enacted
the Economic Growth, Resource Protection,
and Planning Act of 1992, which requires mu-
nicipalities to develop comprehensive plans
that meet specified state goals, including pro-
tection of sensitive areas and resource conser-
vation, economic growth encouragement and
re-routing growth from rural areas to existing
population centers. Municipalities possess the
authority to adopt the necessary implementing
regulations via zoning and land-use ordinances.
Failure of a municipality to comply will result
in state establishment of sensitive areas stan-
dard for that government.

The 1993North Dakota LegislativeAssembly
enacted House Bill 1057 requiring the board
of county commissioners in each county to
establish zoning requirements for solid waste
disposal and incineration facilities by July 1,
1994. In addition, a solid waste disposal or
incineration facility must meet the zoning re-
quirements of both the county and the town-
ship where the facility is located unless the
township has relinquished its zoning authority
to the county.

Mandate Relief

Connecticut Public Act 93-434of 1993stipu-
lates that cities and towns may delay for one
year implementation of new statutory mandates
if the statutes do not provide for mandate cost
reimbursement. A pending 1993constitutional
amendment in Georgia would require state
funding for 90 percent of mandated costs un-
less a mandate is approved by a two-thirds vote
of the members of each house of the General
Assembly. The 1992 Iowa General Assembly
enacted a fiscal note requirement for bills man-
dating a local government expenditure exceed-
ing specific dollar amounts.

Maine voters in 1992 approved a constitu-
tional amendment requiring the state to pro-
vide funds equal to 90 percent of the cost of
a mandate.

Chapter 351 of 1993, which implements the
constitutional provision, stipulates that the
state may not fund mandates by authorizing
new tax sources for local governments, or re-
quiring expenditure of previously appropriated
funds. The state is not bound to fund mandates
arising from federal law, or legislation and ju-

dicial decisions arising from certain provisions
of the Maine constitution, such as reapportion-
ment requirements and constitutional referenda
provisions.

The 1992 Maryland General Assembly
squashed two anti-mandate proposals. Arti-
cle 15of Chapter 375 of the Minnesota Laws
of 1993created the board of Government Inno-
vation and Cooperation and authorized local
governments to request that the board grant
a waiver from one or more state administra-
tive rules or a temporary limited exemption
from enforcement of state procedural laws
relative to service delivery. The board reviews
each request to determine if it meets the con-
ditions of the law and that the granting of a
waiver or temporary exemption will not “re-
sult in due process violations, violations of
federal law or the state or federal constitution,
or the loss of services to people who are enti-
tled to them:’

In 1993, the Nevada Legislature enacted
Chapter 419requiring the Legislature to autho-
rize additional revenue sources if local gov-
ernments are directed to increase services or
programs that require additional funding.

In 1992, the New Hampshire General Court
enacted Chapter 161forbidding state agencies
to promulgate rules requiring additional ex-
penditures by cities and towns unless funded
by the state. Furthermore, the state may not
enhance federal mandates without providing
funding.

New York Governor Mario M. Cuomo in
1993 directed the Office of Regulatory and
Management Assistance to select certain coun-
ties for participation in a mandate relief ex-
periment. Regulatory mandates either will be
modified or waived for one year. The counties,
in conjunction with state agencies, will analyze
the effects of mandate relief on public policy
and issue a report offering recommendations.

Although 20 cities and towns requested reim-
bursement for costs incurred under 23 man-
dates, Rhode Island did not make payments
under its mandate reimbursement program in
fiscal year 1993. No reimbursement in 1994is
expected as funds were not included in the
1994 budget.

The 1993 South Carolina General Assem-
bly added section 4-9-55 to the Code ofhws
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stipulating that a county is not bound by any
general law requiring the county to spend funds
unless the mandate “fulfills a state interest”
and is approved by a two-thirds vote of the
members of the Assembly. With some exemp-
tions, a simply majority vote is required if the
mandate is funded or if a county is authorized
a new revenue source sufficient to cover the
cost of the mandate.

The Utah Legislature in 1992 enacted a law
requiring the potential financial impact on
local governments to be included in each bill’s
fiscal note. The Utah Advisory Council on
Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) has ini-
tiated a sunset review process for all state man-
dates and has achieved a degree of success in
promoting the repeal of obsolete mandates.

A 1991statute enacted by the Virginia Gen-
eral Assembly added section 2.1-51.5:1to the
Code of Virginia authorizing the governor on
fiscal hardship grounds to suspend temporari-
ly a mandate upon the request of a local gov-
ernment. Education mandates were exempted
from the section that contained a sunset pro-
vision of July 1, 1993. However, HB1726 of
1993 extended the provision for one year. In
a related action, the 1993 General Assembly
enacted HB2332, requiring state agencies to
review state mandates every four years and de-
termine whether individual mandates should
be eliminated or modified.

On May 1, 1992,Wisconsin Governor Tom-
my G. Thompson established a Governor’s
Advisory Council on Mandates, which will
advise the governor on public policy relating
to proposed legislative unfunded mandates.

Mandate Studies

In 1992, California’s Commission on State
Mandates reviewed eight mandates for poten-
tial state reimbursement of incurred costs. Of
the two claims accepted by the commission
for reimbursement, one involved interviews of
potentially dependent children. The 1990Leg-
islature amended the mandate and the com-
mission could not determine a reimbursement
cost. The other accepted mandate, requiring
school districts to report crime data, was found
to have a statewide cost of approximately $5
million from 1988 to 1994.
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The Connecticut General Assembly in 1993
required the State Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations (ACIR) to prepare a catalog
of all state mandates and a fiscal analysis of
each mandate’s impact on cities and towns.
The report will be presented to the 1994 ses-
sion of the General Assembly.

The Connecticut ACIR released a report on
state mandates enacted by the 1993 General
Assembly. Twenty-eight new mandates were
enacted, including 10educational mandates.

The Florida Advisory Council on Inter-
governmental Relations released in 1993 an
Intergovernmental Impact Report, which de-
scribed the effects of mandates on local gov-
ernments. Forty-six laws containing mandates
were enacted in 1993. Ten laws pre-empted
city and county discretionary authority, and
21 laws provided new or expanded revenue
sources for local governments.

The Kansas Association of Counties issued
a 1993 report containing an analysis of the
financial impact of two federal mandates and
10 state mandates on counties in 1992. Reve-
nue restriction mandates imposed the greatest
cost on counties and accounted for 71.9 per-
cent of the total cost of the mandates. Coun-
ties with high per capita assessed valuation
had a lower proportion of total expenditures
devoted to mandated costs, suggesting that
counties with greater revenue sources are best
able to finance mandates.

In 1992,the Maryland Department of Fiscal
Services released a Catalog of State Mandates
on Local Governments, detailing 758 mandates
imposed on local governments through the
1991legislative session. The department also
issued a Report on State Mandates on Local
Governments, based upon the catalog, which
concluded that the largest numbers of man-
dates were educational and environmental.
More than one-fourth of the mandates had a
significant ($100,000and above) fiscal impact.

The South Carolina Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations issued in 1993
a Catalog of State Mandates to South Caro-
lina Local Governments noting that 20 new
mandates were adopted during the 1991-92
legislative session, bringing the total number
of state mandates to 1,206.
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The Virginia Joint Legislative Audit and Re-
view Commission in 1992released Intergovern-
mental Mandates and Financial Aid to Local
Governments and a 1993update entitled Cata-
log of State and Federal Mandates on Local
Governments. These reports identified con-
cerns of local government officials: inadequate
mandate cost reimbursement, inflexible imple-
mentation requirements, unequal taxing au-
thority for cities and counties, lack of adequate
taxing authority for all local governments, and
fiscal pressures due to the 1990-91 recession
and reduced federal government aid.

local Discretionary Authority

The amount of discretionary authority af-
forded to localities has been both augmented
and decreased during the past few years. For
example, Alabama, Arkansas and Tennessee
preempted the authority of local governments
to regulate pesticides in 1992-93.

In 1992, Arizona voters ratified a constitu-
tional amendment — Art. XII, $ 20 —
authorizing Maricopa and Pima counties to
adopt home rule charters. Charter counties
are required to perform the same state man-
dates services and functions as non-charter
counties.

Cities and towns in Arizona are authorized
until March 31, 1995, to annex territory if
owners of at least one-half of the property
value subject to taxation sign approval peti-
tions. The territory must be surrounded by the
city or town, and have a border at least 75 per-
cent in common with the city or town. Addi-
tionally, the 1993Arizona Legislature enacted
Chapter 222, allowing two or more cities,
towns, or counties to establish an airport au-
thority that may issue bonds, prescribe user
fees and operate and maintain property and
facilities related to aviation.

The 1993Arkansas General Assembly pro-
posed a constitutional amendment that would
impose term limits on all elected officials and
forbid the General Assembly from increasing
the retirement benefits of state officers with-
out voter approval.

Recognizing the need for increasing efficien-
cy in local service delivery, the Georgia General
Assembly enacted two laws in 1993concerning

municipal consolidations and terminations.
The Local Government Efficiency 2000 Act
establishes a grant program for efficiency as-
sessment, consolidation planning and consoli-
dation implementation. The act mandates that
every local government unit must complete a
specialized performance audit by 1998, and
once every 10years after the year 2000, to de-
termine if cost benefits and efficiency gains
could be achieved by consolidation. The sec-
ond law provides for minimum service stan-
dards for active municipalities. Cities that do
not provide at least three of 11 specified ser-
vices, hold at least six monthly or hi-monthly
council meetings, or have municipal elections
will be terminated on July 1, 1995.

The 1992 Kentucky General Assembly au-
thorized each first-class city to enact a nui-
sance code and penalties for violations of the
code. During that same year, Kentucky edu-
cation officials dismissed three of five Harlan
School Board members on such charges as
awarding school contracts to relatives and ac-
cepting kickbacks from businesses. A state
appointed trustee for the school district will
perform board duties until a new school board
is selected.

The 1993Maine Legislature enacted Chapter
369, authorizing non-charter municipalities
to establish recall provisions for municipal
elected officers. In addition, the Legislature
enacted Chapter 279, granting authority to
municipalities to enter into interlocal service
agreements that span state lines.

The 1993 Nevada Legislature enacted an
Interlocal Cooperation Act — authorizing the
governing body of a county of a city to con-
solidate certain services. The affected govern-
ments may establish a permanent administra-
tive entity to perform related service delivery
functions.

In 1993,the New Mexico Legislature enacted
the Solid Waste Authority Act (SB784), which
allows counties and municipalities to form a
quasi-municipal Solid Waste Authority. Its
powers include acquiring, equipping and op-
erating a solid waste system; borrowing money;
levying a limited property tax; and setting user
fees to gain necessary revenue. The Tobacco
Sales Act of 1993(SB058) grants New Mexico
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local governments power to enact ordinances
more stringent than state regulations pertain-
ing to tobacco sales to minors.

Similarly, the 1992 New York Legislature
enacted Chapter 391 authorizing the City of
Troy and four towns in Rensselaer County to
form the Greater Troy Area Solid Waste Man-
agement Authority. ,

The 1992Agricultural Protection Act (Chap-
ter 797 of 1992),enacted by the New York Leg-
islature, places agricultural land and buildings
in the lower-taxed homestead bracket. This
law requires land buyers in agricultural districts
to be notified of local farming practices, assists
counties in establishing farm land protection
initiatives, and requires complaints against
farming practices to be brought to the state
Agricultural Commissioner to determine if
the practice is a nuisance.

The 1993 New York Legislature enacted
Chapter 512 authorizing two or more towns
or cities assessing units to consolidate and/or
contract with the county for appraisal, exemp-
tion and/or assessment services. Chapter 242
of 1993 authorizes counties to establish inter-
municipal planning and zoning agreements
with cities, towns and villages. In addition,
these latter units are authorized to contract
with a county to carry out ministerial func-
tions relative to land use.

Most New York municipalities are opting
not to regulate cable companies. Apparently
daunted by the complexity and cost of the
regulatory responsibility, only 5 percent of lo-
cal governments have chosen to regulate, 84
percent have delegated the responsibility to
the state, and 12percent are allowing the state
to regulate while reserving their future right
to regulate. The state provides its regulating
service to municipalities without cost.

The 1993 North Carolina General Assem-
bly granted local governments authority to re-
quire separation of recyclable materials prior
to disposal.

Home rule charters drafted by charter com-
missions appeared on the referendum ballots
in Bismarck City and Burleigh County, N.D.,
in 1992. City voters, by a small margin, ap-
proved the proposed charter, but county voters,
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by a similar small margin, rejected the propos-
ed county charter.

In a related development, the Bureau of Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the University of North
Dakota released a 1993report — Grand Forks
City and County Cooperation Study — that
recommended improving city-county commu-
nications, possibly locating city and county
law enforcement agencies in a single facility,
developing a city-county data processing de-
partment and appointing a coordinating coun-
cil for strategic planning purposes.

The 1992Oklahoma Legislature enacted the
County Home Rule Charter Act (HB2257),
which authorizes Tulsa County to establish a
charter government.

In Pennsylvania, Jacksonville Borough and
Black Lick Township in Indiana County merg-
ed in 1992. St. Mary’s Cit y and Lebanon Cit y
adopted home rule charters in 1992, and
Johnstown adopted one in 1993.

Meanwhile, the 1993 Rhode Island Gener-
al Assembly ratified the Town of Smithfield
home rule charter that was approved by the
town voters in 1992. The General Assembly
also ratified home rule charter amendments
for North Kingstown and South Kingstown.

The 1993 Tennessee General Assembly en-
acted three laws relating to municipalities. One
stipulates that municipal elections are to be
nonpartisan unless a municipal charter pro-
vides otherwise. The second statute requires
that charter amendments placed on the ballot
for voter approval in a home rule city must be
accompanied by fiscal estimates prepared by
the city’s chief financial officer. The third law
authorizes the governing bodies of agencies
of political subdivisions to enter into interlocal
agreements for joint or cooperative action with
similar agencies.

The 1993Vermont General Assembly enact-
ed H. 159,empowering cities and towns to enact
anti-smoking ordinances, applicable to the
common areas of publicly-owned buildings,
that are as protective of the rights of non-
smokers as the state law. The Assembly also
enacted H. 535, restoring state responsibility
for striping local highways and directing the
State Agency of Transportation to assume re-
sponsibility for scheduled surface maintenance
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of class 1 highways, which are continuations
of state highways through cities, villages and
the populous areas of towns.

Legal Decisions

In a 1992solid waste decision — B.G. Good-
rich Company v. itlurtha (958 E2d 1192,2nd
Cir.) — the U.S. Court of Appeals held that
municipalities are not exempt from the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compen-
sation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Muni-
cipalities may be liable for cleanup costs if
disposal sites for municipal solid waste contain
hazardous substances. The case was remanded
to U.S. District Court Judge Peter Dorsey in
New Haven, Corm., who on December 20,
1993, dismissed the municipalities as defen-
dants because Goodrich and other corpora-
tions had not shown that the municipalities
placed hazardous substances in the landfills.

The U.S. District Court for the Middle Dis-
trict of Georgia, in Diamond Waste Incor-
porated v. Monroe County [91-379-2-MAC
(WDO)], held in 1993that a county ordinance
regulating solid waste imported for disposal
violated the interstate commerce clause. To be
valid, the county would have to show that a
substantial reason existed that necessitated that
out-of-state solid waste be treated differently
from in-state solid waste.

In Tetra Technologies, Incorporated v. Har-
ter (823 F.S. 1116),the U.S. District Court for
the Southern District of New York on June
15, 1993, held that New York state law does
not require an out-of-state engineering con-
tractor to be licensed; since a locally licensed
engineer supervised the work, requiring the
contractor to obtain a New York license would
violate the interstate commerce clause. The
Village of Florida had refused to pay the plain-
tiff for work done because the contractor was
not a licensed New York state engineer.

The Appellate Division of the New York
Supreme Court ruled in C & A Carbone, In-
corporated v. C[arkstown in 1992that a local
ordinance requiring disposal of all solid waste
at a specified local facility and forbidding ex-
port of solid waste out-of-state is valid and
does not impede interstate commerce. In 1992,
the New York Supreme Court opined that the

Town of North Hempstead’s ordinance re-
quiring all solid waste within the town be de-
posited at a designated site illegally interferes
with village authority to adopt local laws and
ordinance regulating solid waste disposal.

The Alabama Supreme Court, in Evans v.
Sunshine Jr, Stores, Incorporated (25 A13R
6158), found that municipal ordinances that
incorporate in general terms all state misde-
meanors cannot conflict with state law since
the ordinances automatically change as state
law is amended by the Legislature.

The Appellate Division of the New York
State Supreme Court, in ILC Data Service
Corporation v. County of Suffolk, invalidated
a county ordinance requiring employers with
20 or more video display terminals to meet
specific light, noise and seating comfort stan-
dards. The court opined that workplace safety
can be regulated only by the State Labor Law
if it is not pre-empted by federal law.

The Town of York’s home rule charter was
ruled valid in 1993 by the Supreme Judicial
Court of Maine in School Committee of Town
of York v. Town of York and York Charter
Commission (626 A.2d 935). The court opined
that the state has not pre-empted local regula-
tion of education. Thus, the charter’s establish-
ment of a Budget Committee with the power
to determine the school budget to be presented
to the voters is legal.

The Minnesota Court of Appeals in 1992,
in Medical Services, Incorporated v. City of
Savage (487 N.W.2d263), opined the city acted
arbitrarily in enacting a moratorium ordinance
to stop the issuance of building and special
use permits in industrial zones only after an
infectious waste processing company was de-
nied a permit and filed a suit against the city.

In 1993, the Minnesota Court of Appeals
in Crooks Township v. ValAdCo (504 N.W.2d
267) ruled a township ordinance, requiring a
permit for a hog confinement facility, to be
preempted by state law.

The New Hampshire Superior Court for
Cheshire County decided in 1993 that voters
in the Town of Swanzey lacked the authority
to repeal zoning laws establishing the height
of buildings and trees near the Keene Muni-
cipal Airport, which is located in the town.
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The Judge found that towns must have airport
zoning ordinances which conform to state
regulations.

The New Jersey Supreme Court ruled on
April 1, 1993, that the state Fair Housing Act
prohibits municipalities from reserving one-
half of their low-cost public housing for their
own residents or municipal employees.

The New York Court of Appeals, in a 4-2
decision on July 6, 1993, held that a special
school district created for handicapped Sat-
marer Hasidic students violated a 1971prece-
dent established in Lemon v. Kurtzman, which
formulated a three-part test to determine the
constitutionality of government involvement
in religion. The Court of Appeals opined that
as handicapped services are available in a
nearby public school, the state is yielding to
religious demands.

Generally countering the flexibility given to
local governments by state legislatures, legal
decisions limited the discretion allotted to lo-
calities. The U.S. Supreme Court case of l+es-
ley v. Etowah County Commission (112S.Ct.
820)ruled that changes in the decision-making
authority of elected officials that have no ef-
fect on citizens’ voting power are not subject
to clearance by the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice under the Voting Rights Act of 1965 as
amended.

In Fort Gratiot Sanitary Landfill, Incorpo-
rated v. iMichigan Department of Natural Re-
sources (112S.Ct. 2019),the U.S.Supreme Court
in 1992invalidated a Michigan statute prohib-
iting the disposal within any county of solid
waste generated in another county, state or
country unless authorized in the county’s solid
waste management plan.

On October 9, 1992, the California Court
of Appeals unanimously ruled that La Palma
lacks authority to impose term limits on local
officers since state law governs elections.

On February 13, 1992, the California Su-
perior Court for San Francisco County invali-
dated a San Francisco ordinance requiring
municipal and private employers to provide
adjustable chairs and screens, detachable key-
boards, and adequate lighting to workers using
computer or video display terminals.

The Georgia Supreme Court, in City v.
Shank (S93A1563) on December 2, 1993, held
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that a municipality is liable for creating or
maintaining a nuisance constituting the tak-
ing of property or a danger to health and life.
The plaintiff brought a suit against the city
of Thomasville because her home was flood-
ed with raw sewage. The city maintained that
a 1990 amendment to the state constitution
established a tort claims act waiver to muni-
cipal liability for a nuisance and hence the city
was entitled to sovereign immunity.

In Allied Vending Incorporated v. City, the
1992 Maryland Court of Appeals found that
the state has preempted municipal ordinances
restricting the placement of state-licensed ciga-
rette vending machines to areas not generally
accessible to minors.

In King v. Cuomo (81 N.Y.2d247), the New
York Court of Appeals in 1993invalidated the
procedure used by the state Legislature to re-
call enacted bills from the governor. The case
involved a bill forbidding the establishment of
a county landfill on agricultural land in Sara-
toga County. After being recalled from the
governor, the bill never was returned to the
governor by the Legislature. The Court stipu-
lated that its ruling was prescriptive because
of the large number of bills recalled by the
Legislature since the mid-19th century and not
returned to the governor.

The TexasSupreme Court for the third time
held that the system for financing public
schools is unconstitutional. The 1992decision
— Carrollton-Farmers Branch Independent
School District v. Edgewood Independent
School District (no. 1469) — invalidated the
financing mechanism embodied in Senate Bill
351 which had created County Education Dis-
tricts (CEDS). The CEDS, composed of sever-
al school districts with a per pupil property
wealth no greater than $280,000, were respon-
sible for levying and redistributing taxes for
school districts. Texas voters in 1993 rejected
a proposed constitutional amendment rela-
tive to school financing.

State Aid and Finance
Some state funding has become available

to localities, but not without a loss in discre-
tionary power. The City of West Haven, Corm.,
with a deficit of $10.2 million in fiscal year
1993and a $12.7million bond debt, requested



state financial assistance. The General As-
sembly approved $35 million in bond guaran-
tees and imposed stricter financial controls on
the city. West Haven was denied permission
by the General Assembly to file for bankrupt-
cy protection, but was made subject to a state
financial review panel with taxing power and
approval authority over collective bargaining
agreements. The Borough of Jewett City, Corm.,
also was placed in state receivership.

The 1992 Iowa General Assembly created
an investment recovery program for munici-
palities that invested funds in the Iowa Trust
Program. Municipalities are allowed to bor-
row money for operational purposes at low
interest rates until money lost in the investment
programs is recovered. The General Assembly
also froze the amount cities and counties can
collect in property tax revenue for fiscal years
1993 and 1994 at 1992 levels and authorized
certain exceptions such as debt service.

The 1992Kentucky General Assembly estab-
lished the Local Government Economic Fund,
which will receive one-half of severance and
processing taxes collected on coal. This fund,
administered by the Kentucky Economic Devel-
opment Finance Authority, will make grants
to attract new industry to the coal producing
counties, effective July 1, 1995.

Chelsea, Mass. is no longer insolvent, yet
remains in state-imposed receivership. The
city reduced costs by trimming payroll, rene-
gotiating union contracts, receiving $5 million
in restitution for the Tobin Bridge from the
Massachusetts Port Authority and attracting
a state computer center.

The Michigan Legislature in 1993eliminated
the property tax as a source of financing K-12
public education. Previously, the local govern-
ment’s share of education costs was 60 per-
cent. The Legislature presumably will fund
the total costs via increases in business, per-
sonal income and sales taxes.

The 1992 Minnesota Legislature enacted
Chapter 511applying the sales tax to local gov-
ernment purchases and repealing the city levy
limit. The chapter was enacted instead of the
governor’s proposed $66 million annual re-
duction in state aid for cities and the Senate’s
proposed income tax increase, which was faced

with a gubernatorial veto.
The 1993 Minnesota Legislature enacted

Chapter 141expanding protection for agricul-
ture lands in the seven county Twin Cities met-
ropolitan area by stipulating that new public
infrastructure improvements on or adjacent
to lands or buildings enrolled in agricultural
preserves to be of no benefit and hence un-
assessable.

The 1993 Nevada Legislature expanded a
debt-management special law, enacted for
Clark County in 1992, to every local govern-
ment. This law is expected to improve the cred-
it ratings of local governments and coordinate
overlapping debt-issuing agencies. Local gov-
ernments are required to submit debt-manage-
ment plans to the state in January 1994,includ-
ing three-year capital improvement forecasts.

In 1993, the New Hampshire General Court
enacted the Safe Drinking Water Act (Chap-
ter 341) which provides state funds to cities
and towns equal to 20 percent of the annual
amortization costs incurred to meet standards
established by the federal Safe Drinking Water
Act. Similarly, the 1993Rhode Island General
Assembly enacted Chapters 313and 396 estab-
lishing the State Drinking Water Revolving
Loan Fund to finance drinking water projects.

The New Hampshire-Vermont Solid Waste
Authority filed for Chapter 9 bankruptcy pro-
tection on September 16, 1993, in lieu of rais-
ing the tipping fee which, at $96 dollars per
ton, is the highest in either state. The Authori-
ty, involving 29 towns, is engaged in a dispute
with Wheelabrator Environmental Systems
Inc. over $1.2 million in unpaid bills.

Federal Bankruptcy Court Judge James
Yacosinformed members of the authority that
it must tax or assess member towns in order
to gain bankruptcy protection and cited the
authority’s operating agreement, which stipu-
lates that towns will be assessed for the cost
of burning trash. Vermont members of the
Authority rejected the judge’s advice and the
senior New Hampshire assistant attorney gen-
eral urged the judge to dismiss the filing be-
cause only the New Hampshire General Court
could authorize New Hampshire members of
the authority to file for bankruptcy, and court
protection of the authority would make inves-
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tors wary of purchasing municipal bonds for
fear the towns might file for bankruptcy pro-
tection in the future.

Citing poor student performance and finan-
cial mismanagement, the New Jersey state Edu-
cation Commissioner appointed an auditor for
the Newark school system in 1993.The auditor
will review its business and financial opera-
tions, and has veto power over school board
spending greater than $20,000.

The Appellate Division of the New York
Supreme Court in A4cDermott v. Regan in 1993
(191 A.D. 2d 47) invalidated a 1990 state law
(Chapter 210) designed to reduce the state
deficit and financial burdens of counties by
decreasing annual payments to pension funds.
Counties in 1995 must commence payments
to replenish an approximately $2.1billion short
fall in their pension funds and the state must
replenish $1.9 billion not paid to its pension
fund.

The North Dakota Legislative Assembly in
1993 enacted Senate Bill 2472 authorizing a
city council to carry over the year-end unen-
cumbered cash balance in the general fund,
and designate the balance for use in subse-
quent years.

In addition, the 1993North Dakota Legisla-
tive Assembly enacted Senate Bill 2006 appro-
priating $480,000 to continue the operation
of eight solid waste districts established in 1991.
The Assembly also enacted Senate Bill 2214,
which established a municipal waste landfill
release compensation fund to assist open land-
fills to initiate corrective action to meet federal
government requirements. In addition, House
Bill 1391 was enacted, which established the
Local Government Computer Grant Programs
to assist cities and counties to develop “a uni-
form communications, accounting, and rec-
ords maintenance system~’

The 1992 Oklahoma Legislature enacted
SB853, authorizing counties with a population
exceeding 300,000 to levy a sales tax up to 1
percent, subject to voter approval, with the
proceeds dedicated to development of facilities
for lease or conveyance to the federal govern-
ment and any necessary infrastructure changes
or improvements directly related to the facilities.

The Rhode Island General Assembly in 1993
enacted Chapter 242 authorizing the state di-

596 The Book of the States 1994-95

rector of administration to appoint a Budget
and Review Commission to oversee munici-
palities in danger of defaulting on their debt
obligations.

Study Groups
The California Legislative Analyst’s Office

in 1993 released a report — A4aking Govern-
ment A-lake Sense — identifying seven major
state-local relationship problems: counterpro-
ductive fiscal incentives, inappropriate as-
signment of responsibilities, failure to avoid
duplication and realize scale economies, in-
appropriate exercise of administrative over-
sight, unproductive competition for resources,
lack of accountability for program outcomes
and erosion of local control. The report offers a
model of a more rational governmental system.

In a related development, Governor Pete
Wilson of California in 1993issued Executive
Order W-60-93 creating the Governor’s Local
Government Policy Council, composed of the
Director of the Department of Finance, Sec-
retary of State and Consumer Affairs, Secre-
tary of Health and Welfare, and Governor’s
Director of Intergovernmental Affairs. The
council in turn appointed a Realignment Ad-
visory Panel composed of 50 local government
officers. The panel organized five task forces
that submitted their reports in November 1993.
Wilson also devoted a section of his 1994-95
Executive Budget to “Restructuring the State-
Local Relationship:’

In 1992, the Georgia state Commission on
Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Sub-
stance Abuse Service Delivery released a report
calling for improved service delivery and re-
sponsiveness to consumers. The resulting stat-
ute removes authority from county boards of
health to regulate mental health, mental re-
tardation, and substance abus~ while creating
regional community service boards responsible
for coordination and planning of services in
their respective regions. One-half of the mem-
bers of the boards must be appointed by the
county commissioners.

The final report of the Georgia Governor’s
Local Governance Commission contains sev-
eral recommendations to improve financing,
service delivery and local government efficien-
cy. Recommendations include state funding
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of mandated costs, structural and revenue
home rule, required minimum levels of ser-
vices and prohibition of service duplication
within counties.

The Maryland Department of Fiscal Ser-
vices released three reports on local finances
and taxation in 1992-93. The latter reported
that 11 counties granted tax rebates to their
municipal corporations in 1992. The Joint
Committee on Federal Relations issued a report
in 1992recommending continued membership
in six interstate compacts the committee re-
viewed. The committee also indicated it would
review and cosponsor legislative proposals to
limit unfunded state mandates.

The New York State Association of Coun-
ties, in conjunction with the New York State
County Executive Association, released in 1993
a report entitled i14edicaidTakeover:Relief for
County Taxpayers. Currently, counties must
contribute 25 percent of Medicaid costs and
10percent of the costs of long-term care pro-
grams. With Medicaid costs increasing 83 per-
cent since 1989, the report stresses the need
for cost containment and state assumption of
responsibility for Medicaid.

In 1992, the Legislative Commission of the
Legislative Counsel Bureau of Nevada issued
a report entitled Feasibility of Privatizing Pro-
vision of Governmental Services. Recommenda-
tions include utilizing a numerical scoring sys-
tem to determine the feasibility of privatization
with emphasis on factors such as cost efficien-
cy, quality of service, employee impact, poli-
tical resistance and government control.

The Pennsylvania Department of Commu-
nity Affairs in 1992 released five reports de-
signed to assist local government officers and
study groups — Boundary Change Procedures,
Intergovernmental Cooperation Handbook,
A4unicipalities Financial Recovery Act, Home
Rule Law and Home Rule in Pennsylvania.
The latter two reports detail the powers of
home rule charters and procedures for adopt-
ing a home rule charter.

The South Carolina Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) issued
three reports in 1992-93.Due to increased orga-
nization and the corresponding need for effi-
cient service delivery, ACIR recommends that

each urbanized area be authorized to form a
charter commission to create a metropolitan
council form of government to meet expecta-
tions for urban services and the need for cen-
tralized county governing authority.

Virginia’sJoint LegislativeAudit and Review
Commission in 1993released State/Local Re-
lations and Service Responsibilities: A Frame-
workfor Change. Unfunded federal and state
mandates, as well as a need for improved inter-
governmental communication, were identified
as concerns of local government officers.

The League of Minnesota Cities in 1992re-
leased a Cooperation and Consolidation Re-
port containing sections on cooperative and
joint agreements, limitations and barriers to
agreements, and consolidation of governments.
The report concludes that consolidation of
general purpose local governments is apt to
continue to be rare.

Summary

The 1992-93 biennium was dominated by
local governments’ protests against unfunded
state mandates, enactment of mandate relief
statutes and voter ratification of a Maine con-
stitutional mandate reimbursement amend-
ment, and publication of studies of state man-
dates. The fiscal burdens of state mandates
on general purpose local governments were
reduced permanently or temporarily by statutes
enacted by seven state legislatures.

The state legislatures in 11 states enacted
laws broadening the discretionary authority
of general purpose local governments, but the
expansions of authority generally were limited
ones. No state legislature during the biennium
devolved broad powers upon its political subdi-
visions. New and expanded mandates generally
offset the grant of additional discretionary
authority.

Responding to pressures from local gov-
ernment officers and citizens, many state leg-
islatures established study groups which,
together with other organizations, published
reports. Nine of the reports were devoted to
state mandates.

Developments during 1992and 1993suggest
that voters, by ratifying constitutional amend-
ments, and state legislatures will continue to
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provide general purpose local governments re-
lief from unfunded state mandates as the bur-
dens of unfunded federal mandates mount.
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State Aid to Local Governments,
Fiscal 1992
The money local governments get from states is vital because it funds
many of the schools and welfare programs in this country.

by Henry S. Wulf

State aid to local governments is one of the
most significant activities in which states en-
gage. If we viewed state aid as one program, it
would be the single largest individual state pro-
gram. It is, of course, funneled into a variety
of programs — for highways, education, health
and the like. The very size of the aid program,
relative to other outlays of the states, attests
to the considerable responsibility states have
assumed for their subordinate governments.
If the federal government were to share revenue
with the state governments in a proportionate
manner, it would total approximately one-half
the current total state outlays.’

State aid in fiscal year 1992 amounted to
$198billion, or 28 percent of all state expendi-
tures. The increase from fiscal year 1991was 8
percent. This corresponded with the increases
since 1985which rose an annual average of 7.4
percent. The relatively narrow range of change
over this time ran from 9 percent from 1988
to 1989 to 5.7 percent from 1989 to 1990.

The 8 percent increase was well below the
increase in total state expenditures of 11.5per-
cent. Relative to other major types of expendi-
tures, the growth in state aid was considerably
behind insurance benefits and repayments,
which was up nearly 24 percent, and current
operations other than salaries and wages, up
almost 18percent. It was, however, more than
3 percentage points above salaries and wages
and capital outlay at 4.7 percent and 4.6 per-
cent respectively. Comparing these aggregated
data requires caution, however, because the
extremely high increases in insurance benefits
and repayments and current operations other
than salaries and wages were driven by special
circumstances. The former resulted largely
from recession-related unemployment com-
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pensation expenditures and the latter from
the Medicaid program.

State aid, when viewed broadly, would in-
clude both direct financial assistance to local
governments as well as myriad programs that
provide indirect financial assistance. The tables
adjoining this analysis (Tables 9.2-9.11) de-
scribe, for the most part, only the direct finan-
cial assistance. A complete analysis of aid needs
to take cognizance of the wide-ranging and
often substantial indirect programs. A partial
list of the latter might include: subsidization
of municipal debt by exempting bond interest
from state income taxes; state loan programs;
bond banks; local government investment
pools; and on-behalf payments for local em-
ployees in state retirement systems.’

State Aid Historically

In the past two decades, the aid portion of
total state expenditures has remained relatively
stable in relation to the total. Though gener-
ally consistent since 1971,the percentages fall
into three distinct periods, 1971to 1982, 1983
to 1990, and after 1991.In the earliest period,
aid averaged 33 percent of the budget and the
range was 3 percent, from 31.8 to 34.8. In the
second period starting in 1983, the average
dropped to 30.9 percent of the budget and
ranged from 30.2 percent to 31.5 percent. The
likely reason for the drop in 1983 was that a
change in legislation for the federal General
Revenue Sharing program eliminated states
after federal fiscal year 1982.States had passed

Henry S. Wulf is special assistant for Programs,
Governments Division, Bureau of the Census, US.
Department of Commerce.



STATE AID PROGRAMS

Table A
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF STATE AID, SELECTED YEARS 1976-1992

Distributed by Level % Distributed by Function

of Government General local

Fiscal To local To federal government Public

year Total governments government support Education welfare Highways Other

1976 100.0 98.0 2.0 9.8 58.9 16.4 5.6 9.3
1978 100.0 97.8 2.2 10.1 59.6 14.9 5.7 9.6
1980 100.0 97.9 2.1 10.2 62.3 13.0 5.2 9.2
1982 100.0 98.2 1.8 10.2 61.5 13.9 5.1 9.4
1984 100.0 98.4 1.6 9.9 62.3 12.6 5.2 10.0
1986 100.0 98.4 1.6 10.1 62.1 12.4 4.9 10.5
1988 100.0 98.3 1.7 9.8 62.9 11.6 4.6 11.1
1990 100.0 98.1 1.9 9.5 62.4 12.4 4.4 11.3
1992 100.0 98.2 1.8 8.1 62.1 14.6 4.2

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census

through a portion of that federal money to
local governments.

The data show another change in 1991when
the state aid total dropped to 29.7 percent of
total outlays, nearly a full percentage point
below the prior year, and in 1992, when it
dropped another point to 28.7. The 1992 per-
centage was the lowest in the past 40 years.

It is unclear where this trend is going. It ap-
pears that it is primarily the result of two fac-
tors. They are the impact of the recession on
state finances generally and the rapid growth
of public welfare expenditures. From an aggre-
gate view, it appears that the states might be
putting their obligations to local governments
below the direct delivery of social services. We
must be cautious about drawing that conclu-
sion, however, until we have data from addi-
tional years.

Functional Distribution of
State Aid

Aid for education takes the single largest
piece of the state intergovernmental aid pie.
More than $3 out of every $5, or 62.4 percent
is for education. The second largest function,
public welfarq accounts for only 14.6percent,
followed by general local government support
at 8.1 percent, and highways at 4.2 percent.
The ratio of education aid to all state aid was
very stable through the 1980s and up to 1992
as seen in Table A. The 1992 state aid total for
education amounted to $125billion. The state

leaders in this were California ($19 billion),
New York ($12.9 billion), Texas ($8.2 billion);
Florida ($6.2 billion) and Pennsylvania ($5
billion). There were 29 additional states that
each provided $1 billion or more in this type
of aid.

The individual states exhibited wide-ranging
variations in their patterns of education aid
in 1991 and 1992. Nine states — some large,
some small — showed an absolute decrease
in their aid amounts. Others had noteworthy
increases — among them New York (31.8 per-
cent), Pennsylvania (26.2 percent) and New
Jersey (23.4 percent).

The major issue concerning the future of
education aid is the outcome of equalization
legislation and lawsuits. Equalization is an
effort to obtain balance in fiscal resources by
redistribution among school systems within
a state. The goal is to bring education spend-
ing among all districts more in balance on the
assumption that additional spending improves
educational outcomes. State aid has always
been the primary method for achieving some
balance, but in many instances it has been in-
adequate for a variety of reasons.

Two particular cases are noteworthy. Texas,
which has been seeking an answer to a thorny
equalization problem for a number of years,
has seen many potential solutions die in its
Legislature or its courts. One of the major ob-
stacles often cited about resolving this matter
in Texas is that it relies on two major revenue
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sources, sales taxes and severancetaxes. Income
taxes are barred by its constitution and, with-
out access to another broad-based revenue
source, Texas is having difficulty devising a
satisfactory financial solution. Michigan took
a different tack in the spring of 1994. Looking
for a way to reduce school system reliance on
property taxes, the state voted to substitute a
general sales tax at a higher rate. The state will
redistribute this additional portion of the
sales tax for education aid. A number of other
states are looking at Michigan’s actions to see
whether they might be suitable for them.

Public welfare programs received the next
most aid from the states in 1992,$25.9 billion.3
Unlike education, where state aid programs
exist in every state except Hawaii,4 there are 12
states that provide no welfare aid or less than
$5 million each. The reason is that some states
have chosen to administer public welfare pro-
grams directly instead of through their subordi-
nate governments. California predominates in
this type of aid, accounting for about 45 per-
cent of the total. New York comprises another
25 percent. Like nearly all public welfare fi-
nances in 1992,state aid increased dramatically
over the prior year, rising more than 24 percent.

General local government support, the next
largest aid total, amounted to $16.4 billion in
1992. This was a drop of 3.6 percent from the
prior year, the first time this has occurred since
1955. Massachusetts had the biggest absolute
dollar decrease and percentage decrease (down
23 percent or $244 million). Four states have
no general support program — Delaware,
Georgia, Kentucky and Utah. The source for
most of this money is from the dedication by
states of shares in major taxes, very often the
general sales tax.

Highway aid, $8.5 billion in 1992, had an
annual growth rate of 4.4 percent over 1991,
far below the 8 percent overall increase in state
aid. Low percentage increases have been a con-
tinuing pattern for highway aid since at least
the mid-1980s,usually hovering about 5 percent.
The long-term decline in the importance of
highway aid can be seen by looking at these
outlays in relation to the total state aid. In
1972they were 7.2 percent, a figure that drop-
ped to 5.1 percent in 1982 and stood in 1992
at 4.2 percent.

602 The Book of the States 1994-95

An additional $22 billion in state aid is scat-
tered in a variety of functional categories.
These include, in order of magnitude: health
($6.4 billion); transit subsidies ($3.6 billion);
correction ($1.7billion); housing and commu-
nity development ($1.1billion); and sewerage
($706 million). Miscellaneous programs add
another $8.6 billion.

Variations Among the States
in Aid Programs

Since states organize themselves as they wish,
significant variations exist in administration,
content and level of state aid programs. Add
to this the effect of history and geography and
it is not surprising that state aid programs show
so much variability from state to state.

It is obvious that patterns exist, mostly on a
regional basis. For example, the New England
states tend to have similar aid programs, as do
the states carved out of the Northwest Terri-
tories. Though they manifest similarities, how-
ever, there are also distinct peculiarities.

The most obvious differences are seen in the
level of aid. The per capita national average
for state aid was $791 and the median $636.
Both these measures of central tendency, and
even Table B, obscure the tremendous range of
the per capita expenditures, which extend from
$110in Hawaii and $264 in New Hampshire
to $1,396 in Wyoming and $1,787 in Alaska.

Just as there are geographic commonalities,
these four outliers demonstrate still other types
of commonalities. For example, Hawaii and
New Hampshire share a programmatic com-
monality. In Hawaii, the state has elected to
run the elementary and school system and, as
was noted before, therefore has no need to
provide a flow of funds to local governments
for that service. New Hampshire has made a
choice in elementary and secondary education
that is at the other end of the administrative
spectrum, but with practically the same result.
New Hampshire makes the funding and admin-
istrationof elementary and secondary education
almost entirely a local government function.
About $9 out of every $10 for that service
comes from local sources, the highest in the
nation. Alaska and Wyoming share both a
demographic and geographic commonality.



STATE AID PROGRAMS

Table B
PER CAPITA STATE AID DISTRIBUTION,

1992

Per Capita Amount Number of States

Over $1,100 4

$1,000-$1,100 3
$900-$999 1
$800-$899 3
$700-$799 7
$600-$699 13
$500-$599 14
Less than $500 5

Source U.S. Bureau of the Census

The demographic aspect is their widely dis-
persed populations and the geographic-facet
the natural resource bases they use to support
aid programs.

One program that deserves mention because
of the variety it introduces into state aid pro-
grams is property tax relief. There are two ma-
jor variations in the way states handle property
tax relief payments, only one of which is con-
sidered direct state aid. If a state were to target
a group for property tax relief — the age
group over 65, for example — under the first
variation, the local government would reduce
its tax bill and charge the state for the amount
of the reduction. This is a direct state aid pro-
gram. Some states, however, do it indirectly by
providing payments straight to individuals in
the targeted group — often through the vehicle
of an income tax. The local government re-
ceives the same amount under either scenario,
but plays no role in the latter. This would be
an indirect subsidy of the local government.

Financing State Aid Programs

There is sometimes a fairly direct connection
between a state aid program and its revenue
source. The relationship can be programmatic
as it is with motor fuel taxes supporting high-
way or mass transit aid programs; sometimes
it is geographic. For example, states sometimes
share sales tax revenues with local governments
by returning a portion of the taxes that derive
from that jurisdiction.

For the majority of state aid programs, how-
ever, the financing comes from general revenue
sources that may be a mix of different taxes

and charges. Further, the state usually distrib-
utes the funds based on various measures of
need. This is especially true in school aid pro-
grams which more and more are designed to
distribute resources as evenly as possible.

Issues

There are three interrelated issues that are
especially relevant to the future of state aid
programs. One is the continuing reliance local
governments have on property taxes for provid-
ing services.A second is the very delicate matter
of unfunded mandates. The very same com-
plaints that states have about the federal gov-
ernment are often voiced by local governments
about the states. The third is the issue raised by
state officials in which they ask where they are
going to find additional funding sources for
all the needed programs. It is likely that what-
ever solutions evolve, they’ll be well ground-
ed in the local situation. The solutions, thus,
will benefit from one of the real strengths of
American federalism, its adaptability.

Footnotes

‘ This calculation is intended only to dem-
onstrate the magnitude of the states’ financial
commitment. The comparison is probably in-
valid because of the unique responsibilities
borne by the federal government.

2For a good discussion of state aid gener-
ally and a listing of other state programs that
might be included in a total analysis, see the
annual report to the National Association of
State Budget Officers, State Aid to Local Gov-
ernment (Year).

3 There is an intergovernmental public wel-
fare payment made by the states to the federal
government for repayments to support the
Supplemental Security Income (SS1)program.
The federal government allows states to com-
bine their supplement to the SS1payments with
the federal amount. These intergovernmental
flows exist merely as an administrative conve-
nience to allow the states to add in their funds.
In 1992 the SS1 repayments totaled $3.6 bil-
lion. These and a small amount ($39 million)
for miscellaneous transactions are excluded
from the calculations used in this analysis.

4The Hawaii state government runs the ele-
mentary and secondary education system.
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INTERGOVERNMENTALPAYMENTS

I N
t h

To local governments
-.
1otal

For general For specified purposes
To federal local

governments government
Fiscalyear Amount Per capita (a) suppor( Total Educalion

Pubhc All
welfare Highways other

1940. $ 1,654,000
1942. . . . . . . . . . . 1,780,000
1944. 1,842030
1946
1948.

$ 12.63
13.38
13.95

$ 1,654,000 $ 181,000 $ 700.000
1,780.000

$ 420.000 $ 332,000 $
344,0Q0
298,000
339,000
507.000

21,00i3
32,000
41,000
67,C00

146,000
279,000
268,00i3
271,000
274,000
288,030
313,000
342,000
390,000
391,OQo
446,000
489,0MI
545,000
619,000
655,000
783,000
868,000
,080,000
,275,000
,407,000
,823,000
,234,523
,741,676
,449,025

224,000
274,000
357,000
428,000
482,000
549,000
592,000
600,000
591,000
631,000
668,000
687,000
725,000
806,000
839,000

1,012,000
1,053,000
1,102,000
1,361,000
1,585,000
1,993,000
2,135,000
2,958,000
3,258,000
3,752,327
4,279,646
4,803,875
5,129,333
5,673,843
6.372.543

790.000 390,000
368,000
376,000
648,000
792,0W

1.842.000 861,000
953,000

1,554,000
2,054,000
2.523.000

. .

. . .

2.092.000 15.03 2,092,000
3,283,000
4,217,000
5,044,000

3,283,000
4,217,000
5,044,000
5,384,000
5,679,000

22.60
28.13
32.57
34.20
35,41

1950.
1952...
1953.
1954.. . .
1955

610,000
728,000
803,000
871,000
911,000
984,000

1.082.000

976,0Q0
981,000

1,004,000
1,046,000
1,069,000
1,136,000
1,247,000
1,409,000
1,483,000
1,777,000
1,919,000

5,384,000
5,679,000
5,986,000
6,538,000
7,440,000
8,089,000
8,689,030
9,443,000

10,906,000
11,885,000
12,968,000

2,737,000
2,930,CQ0
3,150,000
3,541,000
4,212,000
4,598,00-0
4,957,000
5,461,000
6,474,000
6,993,000
7,664,000
8,351,000

10.177.000

5,986,000
6,538,000
7,440,000
8,089,000
8,689,000
9.443.000

36.61
39.26
43.87
46.65
49.26
52.88
58.97
63,34
68.15
73,57
86.94
96.94

1956.
1957
1958.. . . . .
1959.
1960...., .:
1962
1963..,..
1964.
1965.
1966....,....
1967.
1968.
1969.
1970. ,’:.:
1971........,..
1972.

1.167.000
1;207;000
1,247,000
1,327,00010,906;OCK3

11,885,000
12,968,000
14,174,000
16,928,000
19.056.000

1,416,000
1,524,000
I,630,0M
1,725,003
1,861,000
2,029,000
2,109,000
2,439,000
2,507,000
2,633,417
2,953,424
3,211,455
3,224,861
3.240.806

2,108,000
2,436,000
2,882,000
2,897,000
3,527,000
4,402,000

14,174,000
16,928.000
19,056,000
21,950,000
24,779,000
28,892,000

11,845;000
13,321,000
14,858,000
17,085.000

21,950,000 110.56
24,779,000 123.56
28,892,000 142.64
32,640,000

5,003,000
5,760,000
6,943,634
7,531,738
7,028,750
7,136,104
8,307,411
8.756.717

158.39
176.27

32,640,000
36,759,246
40,822,135
45,599,917
51,003,544
56,678,662
61.073,666

19,292,000
21,195,345
23,315,651
27,106,812
31,110,237
34,083,711
36.964.306

36,759,246
40,822,135
45,941,111
51,978,324
57,858,242
62,459,903

1973.
1974..
1975..
1976
1977.

193.81
216.07
242.03
266.79
285.10

$ 341,’f94
974,780

1,179,580
1,386,237
1,472,378
1,493,215
1,746,301
1,872,980
1,793,284
1,764,821
1,722,115
1,963,468
2,105,831
2,455,362
2,652,981
2,929,622
3,243,634
3,464,364
3,608,911

4,403,009
5,372,891
5,348,992
6,463,263
7,225,683
7,801,993
8,702,054
9,228,542
9,442,292

10,811,143
13,658,898
13,862,386
14,786,497
16,739,853
18,060,733
19,593,296
20,747,101
21,993,593

3.631.108
1978..,..,.
1979.
1980.. . .
1981..,...
1982. .“:
1983..,.
1984.
1985.. . . . .“
1986.
1987.. ..: .:.
1988.. . . . . .
1989.. . . . . . . . . .
1990.
1991
1992.

67,287,260
75,962,980
84,504,451
93,179,549
98,742,976

100.886.902

303,88 65,814,882
74,469,765
82,758,150
91,306,569
96,949,692
99.122.081

6.819.438 40,125,488
46,195,698
52,688,101
57,257,373
60,683,583
63,118,351
67,484,926
74,936,970
81,929,467
88,253,298
95.390.536

8,585,558
8,675,473
9,241,551

11,025,445
11,965,123
10,919,847
11,923,430
12,673,123
14,214,613
14.753.727

3;821;135
4,148,573
4,382,716

339.25
374.07
406,89
426,78

8,224;338
8,643,789
9,570,248

10,044,372
10.364.144

4,751,449
5,028,072
5,277,447
5,686,834
6,019,069
6,470,049
6,784,699
6.949.190

431,77
459.49
510,56
548.76
581.88
618,55
667,98
705,46
740.91
791.04

108,373,188
121,571,151
131,966,258
141,278,672
151.661.866

106,651,073 10,744,740
119,607,683 12,319,623
129,860,427 13,383,912
138,823,310 14,245,089
149.008.885 14.896.991 15,032,315

16,697,915
18,403,149
20,903,400
25,942,234

165,415,415
175,027,632
186,398,234
201,313,434

162,485,793 15,749,681 104,601,291
171,783,998 16,565,106 109,438,131
182,933,870 16,977,032 116,179,860
197,704,523 16,368,139 124,919,686

7;376;173
7,784,316
8,126,477
8,480,871

.Sources;U.S. Departmentof Commerce,Bureauof the Census,Siate Pay- (a) Representsprimarily statereimbursementsfor the supplementalsecurity
merits to Local Governments/Census ofGovernments: 1982,voI. 6,no. 3)and
State Governmen! Finances.

incomeprogram.This columnalsoduplicatessomefundslistedunder “Public

Key:
welfare” and “All other” columns.

— Not available
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INTERGOVERNMENTALPAYMENTS

Table 9.3
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY STATE:1986 to 1992
(Amounts are in thousands of dollars and per capitas are in whole dollars)

Percentage change m
per captta amounts

Amount (in thousands) Per capitaamounts 1990 ‘no” ‘no’

State 1992 i990 1988 !986 1992 1990 1988 1986 1;:2

United States $201,313,434 $175,027,632 $151,661,866 $131,966,258 $ 791 $ 705 $ 619 $ 549 12.1

3.9
8.1

17.8
22.0
8.0

2.9
12.8
5.3

11.9
-2.6

7.3
26.0
12.6
6.4
9.6

7.9
22.7
11.3
6.7
8.9

– 12.7
8.7
8.1
2.7
6.7

40.9
33.3

5.7
33.1
29.9

6.0
26.2

5.2
9.5
6.6

29.7
4.1

23.2
2.3
4.3

13.5
0.5

22.7
10.5
12.9

– 2.5
19.5
18.5
9.7
8.5

14.1

15.4
9.1

15.0
13.8
12.5

13.7
23.7
11.8
5.7

22.6

126.3
19.0
12.8
13.3
10.2

23.1
I 1.1
30.5
19.5

– 1.0

10.3
8.0

16.3
23.7
11.7

37.3
41.8
14.8
5.1
9.8

16.9
15.4
22.4

1:::

16.5
19.8
14.2
29.1
19.2

12.0
31.6

1::?
23.1

11.1
-0.5
15.4
11.1
11.7

12.7

12.0
-6.8
-1.0

5.4
13.8

8.6
27.2
20.7
18.5
8.2

60.6
22.6
9.4

14.5
23.9

2:::
1.9

23.7
16.2

23.0
18.8
13.4
12.7
18.5

–2.2
2.5

12.6
11.0
12.3

9.0
9.8

16.5
-7.0
13.3

-0.3
6.2

13.1
5.6
7.3

12.9
15.5
6.8
6.0

30.0

16.6
11.1
3.9

15.6
– 1.1

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

2,143,312
1,048,860
2,996,879
1,465,060

39,402,316

2,015,484
909.183

1,772,140
794,294

2,014,460
1,053,029

29,754,786

1,601,393
1,477,198

317,800
6,500,752
2,928,597

49,776
489,765

5,274,272
2,995,457
1,802,094

1,073,214
1,741,531
1,865,441

544,712
2,233,494

4,127,655
5,813,874
3,621,482
1,391,664
2,303,781

308,044
552,488
725,283
204,898

5,462,250

1,244,887
16,767,678
4,066,203

365,329
6,315,346

1,447,844
1,201,765
6,119,723

374,269
1,574,229

221,219
1,685,450
6,625,955

842,039
213,223

3,038,790
3,485,095

870,197
3,855,521

551,480

1,563,108
863,981

1,913,685
988,755

24,929,013

1,459,018
1,147,052

254,127
5,198,824
2,604,968

30,034
399,356

4,797,568
2,591,875
1,457,094

994,956
1,415,742
1,867,466

427,857
1,854,629

3,325,747
4,842,870
3,124,133
1,237,181
1,915,955

319,790
537,476
590,225
174,711

4,803,345

1,119,486
15,182,153
3,402,507

399,352
5,536,665

1,478,351
1,105,928
5,364,037

347,862
1,429,440

194,507
1,430,475
6,147,106

782,272
158,962

2,513,086
3,011,346

855,734
3,286,305

590,143

518
1,787

782
611

1,277

568
637
567
623
552

110
732
577
650
768

571
637
615
576
521

675

499
1,653

664
500

1,182

551
565
538
557
566

103
581
512
611
701

529
519
552
540
479

773
619
978
657
501

526
489
790
199
777

966
1,081

767
578
681

520
520
583
487
541

348
453
432
569
471

561
746
535
882

1,286

386
1,627

583
417
923

447
359
399
445
427

3;;
415
471
513

405
380
415
365
416

570
530
742
471
378

391
336
611
170
630

758
853
538
589
514

448
409
451
357
423

275
298
368
470
294

433
675
446
687

1,164

1,516
577
440

1,051

485
457
482
527
462

45
488
454
539
636

430
467
423
452
483

701
629
841
531
448

383
345
688
189
707

826
936
627
548
582

447
434
510
377
454

310
344
393
498
383

505
750
464
794

1,151

2,432;564
1,176,535

35,173,773

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

1,969,365
2,090,932

390,542
8,405,800
3,723,502

1,816,163
1,857,595

358,518
7,204,813
3,667,040

Hawaii . . . . . . . .
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ifiinois. . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . .

127.640 113.673
780;742 584;926

6,706,663 5,856,022
3,677,893 3,385,370
2,160,539 1,946,027

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

1,440,836
2,392,289
2,634,974

711,798
2,558,591

1,311,740
1.913.433
2;330;717

663,588
2,288,000

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

4,047,945
6,970,998
4,733,385
1,765,089
2,773,013

4,649,241
6,313,931
4,277,456
1,691,111
2,561,392

739
1,057

675
534

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

610,277
1,047,544
1,107,607

293,668
7,859,234

419,878
771,891
949,281
220,209

6,005,632

1,463,158
19,443,872
5,084,636

369,588
7,386,283

1,636,573
1,479,025
6,921,300

488,214
1,885,288

741
652
835
264

1,009

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

1,619,075
24,711,442

5,523,219
402.727

1,024
1,364

807
633

7,999;399 726

Oklahoma . . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania. . . . . .
RhodeIsland...
SouthCarolina

2,166,336
1,613,334
8,616,122

500.667

674
542
717
498
5642,031,830

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

280,445
2,288,949
9,365,415
1,140,214

303,258

241,962
2,210,631
7,342,620

980.782

394
456
530
629
532265,368

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

3,489,912
4,578,587
1,149,496
4,845,330

650,384

3,471,957
3,632,019

959,756
4,315,552

583,862

547
891
634
968

1,396

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State
GovernmentFinancesin 1992;and previous annual reports.

No(e:lncludes paymentsto the federal government, primarily state reim-
bursements for the supplemental security income program.
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I N T E R G O V E R N M E N T A LPAYMENTS

Table 9.4
PERCAPITA STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,
BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1991
(In thousands of dollars)

General local Speclfted functions
government

State
Miscellaneous

Total support Education Pubhc welfare Hwhwavs Health and comhlned-.
United States.

.-

$ 741.48 $461.80 $96.75 $32.30 S28.99

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

$ 67.48 $54.15

499.40
1,632.15

686.75
530.89

1,197.76

24.55
106.62
154.91
19.38

399.46
993.90
409.66
417.06
607.43

377.46
441.22
469.84
481.02
502.98

0.00
487.76
365.61
398.39
526.93

444.34
502.01
477.09
453.36
338.92

299.14
377.49

1.84
139.72

0.00
0.24

345.34

95.58
41.99

1.21
0.02
0.00

9.03
0.00

15.27

34.35
57.05
89.83
36.86
33.33

2.55
95.58

6.13
20.04
82.02

36.64
239.28

26.21
37.31
50.8678.77

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

579.31 6.99
67.47
0.00

102.50
1.22

54.93
9.27
4.41

6.86
4.51
1.20
6.39

42.72

37.48
41.35
89.09
23.75
18.35

605.81
565.75
624.59
567.40

91.82
640.75
563.85
673.63

10.90
2.13

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

57.20
60.58
66.69

0.00 6.09
5.01
5.19
7.49

15.73

19.50
24.01
71.56
21.02

63.39
39.52
58.53
97.36

141.60
56.54

46.60
12.62757.30 48.13

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

563.91
598.22
580.25
568.20
551.90

32.87

3::8
57.30
40.34

0.39
1.84
8.79

17.70
0.01

43.28
24.41
10.16
16.46
59.29

22.41 20.62
47.98
45.26
19.13

21.99
0.32
4.27

49.07

0.12
54.40
28.11
10.62

64.27

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

750.02
703.10

1,101.70
627.77
517.88

177.91
110.04
193.82

77.03
36.16

140.06
2.16
1.85

3.93
74.18
73.32
30.79
31.82

191.89
50.82
70.61595.78

457.02
442.03

103.41
1.27

23.77
39.171.74

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

729.09
559.71
807.67

54.30
53.72

262.93
28.43

118.59

558.22
352.53
501.72
117.53
474.76

702.62
541.51
598.39
414.29
416.99

485.12
327.04

11.66
3.43
6.95

44.07
113.41

17.60
68.57
28.18
14.81
0.71

7.26 80.06
47.14 34.33

1.65 6.24
0.28 27.54

12.07 72.39
232.66
791.93

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

1,002.72
1,138.60

808.61

247.78
57.22

0.00
386.64

20.02 1.62
33.83
42.82
12.32
29.48

30.68
107.87
30.07
30.50
26.02

11.54
17.53
64.86
61.09

70.74
87.53
94.44

49.05
2.20

82.20
611.70
710.22

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island . . . . . .
Soutb Carolina

608.38
547.67
576.61
446.03
563.79

7.15
27.94

8.77

18.04
0.00

83.12
40.69

2.39

52.40
113.28
24.35

0.00
3.97

22.08
50.19
44.69

0.00
6.27

23.59
29.22
81.78333.91

355.67
452.04

30.52
62.20

19.15
36.92

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

384.07
496.70
477.76

34.32
45.79

2.79

2:::

294.42
274.06

0.80 19.59 0.64 34.30
0.32 36.75

20.11 27.94
23.67 25.81

0.00

88.92
0.11
1.84

17.93

50.87
0.39

28.73
37.67

426.42
519.15
408.49

599.20
524.19 37.79

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

555.67
849.62
654.76
928.14

1,322.59

3.73
19.18
10.13

233.07
260.74

396.64
665.42
613.68
424.14
776.75

40.75
7.36
0.00

59.27
8.49

24.19 2.11 88.24
79.25
25.94
86.10

139.54

48.62
0.00

70.28
83.30

29.80
5.01

55.26
53.77

Source.’ U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, S/a/e
Government Finances 1991.

A/ote:lnchsdes payments to the federal government, primarily state reim-
bursements forthe supplemental security income program (under “public
welfare” column).
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.5
PERCAPITA STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,
BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1992
(In thousands of dollars)

United States “ ‘-< -” # .> .- . . . . n . . . . A. - . . . -- - . . . .
3 IY1 .U4 3 04.51 t+ 4Yu. rJo b11>.Yb

Alabama. .

Arkansas . .
.

Connecticut . . :

Georgia . . . . . .

Illinois. . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .

0

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

Minnesota . . . . . .

Missouri . . .

. . . . . .
Nebraska . . . .
Nevada . . . . . . . .

New Jersey. . . . . . .

New . .

. . .

Ohio . . . . . . . . .

Oklahoma . . .

. . . .

. . . .

South Dakota . . .
. . . . .

Utah . . . . . .
,

. . . . .

Wisconsin . . . . . . . .

o o

t
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.6
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,
(In thousands of dollars)

BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1991

General local Functions

State
government

Total
Miscellaneous

support Education Public welfare Highways Health and combined

United States. . . . . -. “. . .- m.” “.. . ,--- -.-
$116,179,860 $24,341,214 ‘- “- - ‘- $7,292,105 $13,623,550>1uo,>4u,L3t!

2,042,035
930,327

2,575,296
1,259,279

36,387,815

1,956,314
1,993,721

384,710
8,292,704
3,757,866

104,219
665,736

6,508,465
3,779,085
2,116,655

1,406,963
2,221,186
2,467,214

701,731
2,682,227

31O,Y / / ,(M.Z

100,400
60,774

580,924
45,972

2,393,006

23,604
222,039

0
1,360,958

8,058

64,923
62,942

769,800
794,394
158,031

82,007

164,21:
70,760

196,070

1.066.751

}8, 126,477

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

1,633,403
566,525

1,536,241
989,257

18,453,791

1,274,683
1,452,056

319,492
6,386,539
3,331,239

0
506,779

4,~20,261
2,234,966
1,472,782

7.516 140,447
32,518

336,862
87,438

1,012,651

10,432 149,837
54,483 136,387
22,983 98,286
47,542 88,493

2,491,794 1,545,223

79;640

57:
10,491,350

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

322,770
138,189

820
276

0

185,501
30,514

3,000
144,746
14,100

23,177
14,831

819
84,895

282,922

126,579
136,092
60,579

315,290
121,547

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . .
Idaho
Ittinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . .
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10,249

176,24!
261,408

35,261

65,86~
456,160
328,361
272,109

6,913
5,205

59,948
42,027
43,962

22,134
24,950

826,053
117,929
134,510

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

1,108,633
1,863,952
2,028,603

559,894
1,647,152

971
6.826

107,985
90,642
43,209
20,324

288,151

55,909
81,634

1,344
5,278

238,465

51,458
178,132
192,466
23,620

312,354

37,375
21,855

35

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

4,497,141
6.586.640

1,793,6(W
3,536,310
2,640,497
1,184,607
2,280,015

461,883
338,789
620,765

5,590
9,525

23.583 1,150,544
509,618 476,127
124,565 312,937
27,527 61,603

8,980 202,044

720
1,030,847

859,027
268,039

6,549

694;949
324,963
79,820

164,134

4;882;754
1,627,186
2,671,247

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

589,106
891.619

43,875
85,573

337,608
31,417

920,280

451,041
561,576
644,207
129,870

3,684,163

9,421
5,461
8,922

48,694
880,086

14.220 5,863
75,090
2,116

305
93,650

64,686
54,684
8,013

30,432
561,725

47,490
1,947,853

202,597
19,368

284,586

109,235
36,187
16,370
5,494

1,037;053
257,088

6,145,398

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

1,552,216
20,560,925

5,447,610
388,431

7,769,101

383,562
1,033,255

476,583
55,581

1,033,071

1,087,662
9,778,590
4,031,386

263,073
4,561,497

30.9890
6,981,865

330,468
1,400

899,207

2.513
208,448 610,914
118,078 288,498
41,183 7,826

668,211 322,529

Oklaboma . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . .
Rhode Island...
South Carothra . . . . . .

1,931,607
1,600,306
6,896,859

447,817
2,007,109

22,707
81,638

104,938
30,643

221,447

1,540,251
955,614

3,993,875
357,091

1,609,258

57,273

994,19:
40,857

8,521

166,360
331,017
291,227

14,12:

70,107
146,657
534,487

22,32:

74,909
85,380

978,138
19,226

131,435

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

270,004
2,460,175
8,288,581
1,060,590

297,218

24,128
226,797

48,424
0

12,656

206,979
1,357,413
7,397,965

918,887
231,612

2,493,303
3,339,059
1,105,236
2,101,612

357,303

562 13,775
251,955

6,737
50,860
21,358

24,111
1,598 182,012

348,918 484,697
41,898 45,681

0 21,428

449
440,400

1,840
3,264

10,164

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,462
Washington . . . . . . . . . 96,224
West Virginia . . . . . . . 18,245
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . 1,154,885
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . 119,941

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Srate
Government Finances 1991.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.

3,492,960
4,263,416
1,179,220
4,598,923

608,390

152,070
243,982

0
348,255

38,319

13,272
149,522

9,023
273,836

24,733

256.149 554,704
397,678
46,716

426,640
64,187

36,951
0

293,695
3,907
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.7
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY FUNCTION AND BY STATE:1992
(In thousands of dollars)

General local
government

support

$16,368,139

Puncftons

Miscellaneous
Education Pabllc welfare H/ghways Health and combinedState Total

-.
$201,313,434 $124,919,686 $29,511,968 $8,480,871 h, ..,. -n. -.. --- ---United States

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

Colorado
Connecticut . . . :
Delaware . . .
Florida .
Georgia . . . . . . :“”

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

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan . . .
Minnesota ,..
Mississippi
Missouri

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

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

Oklahoma
Oregon . ....:.::::::
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island . . . .
South Carofirsa .

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

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

l)b,5>Y,YU3

11,224
70,310
49,037
55,085

1,049,744

26,495
16,434
12,779
91,934

277,752

17,458
5,947

65,910
43,765
43,147

64,888
92,905

2,462
5,566

231,869

31>,b/Z,Xb/

2,143,312
1,048,860
2,996,879
1.465,060

101,752
73,266

607,224
46,427

1,699,130
625,881

1,663,976

10,079
100,635
227,926

148,290
33,245

322,964
121,983

1,187,671

172,837
145,523
125,752
80,377

2,136,605
1,160,554

19,042,747
634

13,597,73839,402,316 2,387,811

1,969,365
2,090,932

390,542
8.405.800

25,969
127,669

1,409,68!
o

1,219,986
1,567,068

321,913
6,176,792
3,319,732

349,956
194,928

796
185,515

0

188,869
30,331

158,090
154,502
50.2884,766

165,716
11,774

376;161
114,2443,723,502

127,640
780,742

6.706,663

77,390
67,364

762,891
659,668
147,354

88,485
0

150,566
55,366

109,737

822,569
940,745
683,833
279,100

8,073

45,679
145,725
335,751
31,517

963,929

398,631
889,567
468,987

50,774
1,045,997

19,407
96,786

150,097
20,805

265,822

605,95~
4,249.610

10,513

354,60?
300,366
40,521

74,89!
438.823

22,279
26.580

834,828
141,662
119,588

3,677,893
2,160,539

2,190,681
1,543,803

341,751
266,126

1,440,836
2,392,289
2.634,974

1,103,697
2,018,298
2,175,623

588.415

15,123
7,085

49,736

113,182
90,727

55,461
183,274
215,039

18,608
192,113

1,075,494
564,276
324,596
69,302

277,181

76,340
63,828
18,862
36,191

1,004,183

47,811
2,660,340

204,582
19,924

280,722

65,461
80,359

1,038,511
11,306

147,699

29,012
218,145
532.016

41,548
19,754

281,024
711,798

2,558,591

4,047,945
6,970,998
4,733,385
1,765,089
2,773,013

610,277
1,047,544
1,107,607

293,668
7,859,234

1,619,075
24.711.442

24,089
1021,743,746

1,739,212
3,855,645
2,739,762
1,244,088
2,293,534

308,523
299,561
531,511
63,103
15,511

102,I12
727,331
323,519

80,602
170,305

583.4::
130,164
28,894

8,409

457,707
622,890
702.636

4,915
7,147
7,977

54,238
,269,653

14,021
109,535

11,615
98,419

1.59540,786
21,294

168

14,976
83,069

138,085
42,273

761,250

174,540
289,115
311,140

0
1,260

15,192
250,769

8,286
49,509
21,505

154,384
288.632

149,802
4,549,082

1,156,037
12,893,270
4,028,979

271,626
4,633,832

1,781,073
982,966

5,041,164
421,079

1,587,925

210,382
1.312.052

626
72,219

1,620
667,568
313,995

17,175
342,527

70,802
164,108
683,122

0
19,345

688
876

381,141
48,522

0

16,435
108,104

8.957

1

0
7.517.628

5,523,219
402,727

7,999,399

368,591
955

935,071

2,166,336
1,613,334
8,616,122

500,667
2,031,830

55,053
0

1,392,088
47,477
9,779

24,543
235,746

50,417
0

10,316

628280,445
2,288,949
9,365,415
1,140,214

303,258

271.361
8,173,962

986,214
236,073

219;593
3,268

11>087
52;701
24,277

3,489,912
4,578,587
1,149,496
4,845,330

650,384

26,093
91.669

2,466,610
3,642,690
1,085,976
2,235,148

400,659

271,647
47,253

0

554,743
400,239

41,284
378,191
51,480

13;279
1,214,344

139,317

0
365,310 327;115
38,467 17,676

325,222
2,785

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Sfafe
Government Finances 1992.

Note: Detail may not addto totals due to rounding.
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INTERGOVERNMENTALPAYMENTS

Table 9.8
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY TYPEOF
GOVERNMENTAND BY STATE:1991
(In thousands of dollars)

Type of receivinggovernment
Total Counties,

intergovernmental
State

School municipalities, Special Combined
expenditure Federal districts and townships districts and unallowable

United States . . $186,540,238 $3,464,364 $79,302,236 $1,744,388 $6,591,891S95,437,359

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

2,042,035
930,327

2,575,296
1,259,279

36,387,815

0
79,640

0
1,412

2,309,443

1,633,403 406,753
772,400

1,018,224
206,028

16,185,992

0
0

5,46:
161,664

22,688
0

57,35!
13,702

1,92:
352,626

3,720
0

4,682
0
0

:

580,152
2,348

22,265

6,50?

o
16,698

166
529

0

1,879
78,287
20,831
57,122

225,292

0
1,536,241

989.257
17,505,424

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

1,956,314
1.993.721

623

67:
o
0

1,274,468
18,592

319,328
6,386,539
3,331,239

656,758
1,804,569

64,711

1,777
170,560

0‘384;710
8,292,704
3,757,866

1,604,455
376,364

244,357
36,561

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

104.219 10,249
1,473
2,354

15,819
19,233

0
506,779

4,220,261
2,234,966
1,472,782

75,880
99,746

1,608,765
871,812
531,739

18,090
55,816

324,459
652,768
92,901

665:736
6,508,465
3,779,085
2,116,655

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

1,406,%3
2,221,186
2,467,214

701,731
2,682,227

175
0
0

7,426
35

1,108,633
1,863,653
2,028,006

0

257,343
321,565
401,245

36,130
35.968
37:963

673,628
37,992

20,677
2,644,2000

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

4,497,141
6,586,640
4,882,754
1,627,186
2,671,247

136,439
74,193

:
o

260,183
3,536,310
2,640,427
1,180,327
2,280,015

3,170,685
2,783,545
2,124,688

441,523
218,662

349,682
190.244
95;374

5,336
166,069

3,337
174.448

Montana
Nehraska . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada ., ...,,.... . .
New Hampshire ,...,
New Jersey...

589,106
891,619

1,037,053
257,088

6,145,398

706 450,158
556,598
644,207

20,928
2,767,573

134,905
139,885
387,468
121,520

3,2i7,997

3,990
3,487

69,73:

1,725
114,111
90,094

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

1,552,216
20,560,925

5,447,610
388,431

7,769,101

0
440,500

0
0

11,679

1,087,662
5,057,137

455,115
14,985,440
5,441,922

119,254
2,020,951

272,106
631,388

2,390,203
390,907
392,116

12,25:
9,439

65.590

262,88!
4,456,990

5,73:
10,770

4,689
10,030

285,392

1,40:

13,;8
3,326

0
0

5,688
552

1,268,711

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon . . . . . . . .
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carotina . . . . .

1,931,607
1,600,306
6,896,859

447,817
2,007,109

270,004
2,460,175
8,288,581
1,060,590

297,218

36,880

83,18!
12.757

1,539,731
955,335

3,992,433
37.918

78,201
3,553

145,643
6,235
4,3270 1,609;258

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

14

:
1.660

206,979
18,086

7,397,107
918,887
231,611

55,392
2,418,731

477.606

7,155
10,243

410,542
6,483

0
133,560
55,45310;154

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

3,492,960
4,263,416
1,179,220
4.598.923

0
25,102

0
105.043

3,336,32:
1,105,236
2,101,612

355,871

3,481,067
731,685

61,593

11,893
131,479

1.295

0
38,830
11,096

507,775
19,027

1,884,436
233,207

57
608,390 285 0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State
GovernmentFinances1991.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.

610 The Book of the States 1994-95



INTERGOVERNMENTAL PAYMENTS

Table 9.9
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALEXPENDITURE,BY TYPEOF RECEIVING
GOVERNMENTAND BY STATE:1992
(In thousands of dollars)

Type of recetvtng government

Total Counties,
intergovernmental School municlpalltles, Special Combined

expend{(ure Federal districts and townships dls[rlcts and unailocableState

United States

Alabama, ., .,
Alaska. . . . .
Arizona. ...
Arkansas .,
California. .,.. ..::::

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

Hawaii . . . . . .
Idabo . . . . . . .
Illinois. .,.,.,,.,.,.,
Indiana ..,...
Iowa . . . . .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

$201,313,434 $3,608,911 $102,961,990 $85,661,763 $2,146,081 $6,934,689

2,143,312
1,048,860
2,996,879
1,465,060

39,402,316

0
100,635

1,699,130
0

1,663,976
1,160,554

17,841,736

441,633
864.262 :

o
5,220

424,700

2,549
83,963
45,577
48.765

0
1,286

2,385,970

1,287,326
249,235

18,466,485 283,425

1,969,365
2,090,932

390,542

15,868
0

788

1,219,802
22,113

321,619
6,176,792
3,319,732

709,570
1,902,653

68,135
1,896,926

348,408

21,641
0
0

95,589
13,527

2,484
166,166

234,28;
41,835

8,405,800
3,723,502

2,211
0

10,513
544

2,061
14,312
21,146

18
0
0

7,445
102

147,957
55,405

0
0
0

0
4,901
3,619

0
89,964

127,640
780,742

6,706,663
3,677,893
2,160,539

605,95:
4.249.610

98,136
107,555

1,752,949
971,980
482,866

0 18,991
65,018
344,340
498,084
112,724

1,666
357,703
2,836

0
2;190;681
1,543,803

1,440,836
2,392,289
2.634,974

1,103,697
2,018,033
2,175,623

0
0

277,373
341,596
405,252
23,484

2,520,533

4,119
0

55.629
32,660
53,349

680,869
37,956

750

:
711,798

2,558,591

4,047,945
6,970,998
4,733,385
1,765,089
2,773,013

610,277
1,047,544
1,107,607
293,668

7,859,234

1,619,075
24,711,442
5.523.219

245,856
3,855,645
2,728,781
1,240,259
2,293,534

2,855,110
2.884.225

613,762
2,090
28,629

6,07:

185,260
173,633
120,577
2,226

188,627

1;855:398
522,604
284,782

457,707
618,209
702,636
20,835

3,429,028

138,496
138,543
398,571
136,144

4,261,268

22.76:
14.074

263,122
1,675

136,035
78,974

1;106
654

0

1,156,037
7,748,696

0

448,964
16.445.962

0
440,500

0
0

2,136

0 14,074
64,026
2,502
357

1,310,845

12,258
0

4,692
15,849

5;520,717
126,168

2,168,824
‘402:727
7,999,399

271,510
4,501,745

2,166,336
1,613,334
8,616,122

500,667
2,031,830

38,662
0

93,641
14,594

0

1,780,682
981,564

5,025,322
38,428

1,587,925

272.927 4,762
11.889

69,303
870

218,082
1,826
3,480

619,011
2,950,106
445,819
439,506

328;971

91:

280,445
2,288,949
9,365,415
1,140,214

303,258

12 210,382
7,798

8,173,276
986,214
236,061

59.487
9,4i:
2,501

0

10,489
9,436

653,914
6,371

0

5,351
0

1,220
11,002

2,256,921
535,724
146,409
56,195 0

3,489,912
4,578,587
1,149,496
4,845,330

650,384

0
3,640,59:
1,085,976
2,225,351
399,083

3,480,261
722,958
51,704

1,981,825
240,777

9.651 0
46,161
11,457

528,288
10.339

26,997
(1

141;881
359
0
0

109,866
185

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State
Government Finan>es 1992.

Note: Detail may notadd to totals due to rounding.
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Table 9.10
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1991
(In thousands of dollars)

From federal government
Total

From local government

intergovernmental Public Health &
State

Public
Total (a)

Health &
revenue Education welfare hospitals Highways Total (a) Education welfare hospitals Highways

L!nited States - - ‘ -- ‘ -- $134,926,318 $23,336,974 $71,961,293 $6,071,112 $14,098,349 $8,607,289 $715,267 $3,763,025 $512,467 $920,366$143,533,6U7

2,362,160
715,392

1,789,506
1,197,842

18,150,980

1,611,107
2,132,602

376,238
4,826,682
3,455,792

75,828
20,914
64,793
44,583

458,332

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

2,316,135
706,255

1,488,711
1,192,692

17,568,690

606,047
135,832
384,065
193,523

3,183,716

361,894
206,357

51,951
974,263
662,657

146,413
91,397

979,947
495,770
316,369

239,240
363,551
469,284

96,240
458,515

463,694
913,779
464,591
379,460
339,572

72,447
145,302
91,500
76,864

546,370

251,808
1,306,323

623,928
93,126

735,820

279,859
299,367
845,116
87,755

367,466

1,041,602
187,253
663,224
629,494

8,829,895

638,570
975,013
115,142

2,301,967
1,759,895

259,995
194,243

2,304,137
1,388,353

628,730

489,159
1,338,937
1,654,927

483,372
1,006,896

2,748,663
3,034,457
1,324,733

874,956
1,200,950

267,068
360,753
142,266
182,397

2,214,420

391,652
10,762,683
1,598,751

219,392
3,389,515

815,967
682,352

2,994,586
372,612

1,132,271

261,559
139,535
161,929
152,400

1,448,561

46,025
9,137

300,795
5,150

582,290

8,113
3,174
6,826
1,486

53,619

21,937
254

2,976
1,921

11,431

343
339

20,241
2,589

322

3,169
7,423
2,917

307
16,748

4,244
9,692
1,390
4,200

318

1,185
3,126

840
1,695

103,614

42,414
111,886

6,598
493

21,166

13,153
6,961

53,117
164

19,792

399 309 19,040
0

11,327
2,199

402,946

9,320
0
0

31,920
45,308

3,22:
59,894
12,618
2,615

14,416
564

0
2,834

0

261
41,972
11,524

816
4,374

979
8,156
3,695
3,010

16,522

1,949
0

5,128
8,931

36,941

5,847
13,595
6,403

63
1,647

0
170,084

0
711

40
0
0

109,544
0

0
2,630

19,569
73,903
24,694

0
0
0
0

7,019

124,000
8,350

89,740
579

13

12,035
3,856
6,266

47,805
28,826

356
2,722,241

256,175
9,087

0

0
13,339

0

29,22

177
97,353

672
32,556

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

1,576,805
2,128,790

362,277
4,581,729
3,382,896

106,335
158,935
21,083

314,920
177,810

274,993
546,147
65,910

405,787
399,956

34,302
3,812

13,961
244,953

72,896

188
0
0

52,268
5

35.290 3,216
17,360

113,475
101,523
70,039

,
I

I

t
1

I

(

Hawaii
Idabo . . . . . .
Illinois . . . . .
Indiana.
Iowa .::.

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine . . . .
Maryland

Massachusetts
Micbigan
Minnesota
Mississippi . . . .:.
Missouri . . .

Montana. . . .
Nebraska
Nevada . . . . . . .
New Hampsbire
New Jersey . . . . .

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

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

734,349
553,947

4,923,880
2,684,747
1,519,439

731,133
536,587

4,810,405
2,583,224
1,449,400

150,911
106,875
473,431
323,937
192,016

0
36,130

292,776
139,631
136,483

9,809

32!
41,089

1,149,319
2,232,815
2,856,778

757,361
2,284,169

1,131,734
2,218,587
2,841,098

753,419
2,223,856

62,968
81,144

143.455

165,654
180,640
287,574

70,179
311,027

17,585
14,228
15.680

0

5,32:
o

629
31;185

126,587
3;942

60,313

4,455,486
5,412,629
2,602,191
1,840,948
2,243,693

4,035,939
5.203.940

120,756
215,344
114,728
76,544

143,786

32,277
38,343
26,559
10,886

189,222

56,267
358,092
137,982

19,609
247,005

53,940
171,615
362,025
31,704

109,328

278,902
366.215

419,547
208,689
117,238
15,844
10,399

14,729
18,731
16,037
58,596

189,198

70,127
4,469,896

293,291
21,033

206,602

46,288
35,102
62,349
42,871
83,990

3,808
96,651

9,764
5,878

72

2;484;953
1,825,104
2,233,294

227;518
174,132
308,892

625,026
767,607
440,835
499,840

4,407,155

610,297
748,876
424,798
441,244

4,217,957

921,354
14,735,440
3,060,650

490,639
5,548,900

1,508,944
1,822,639
5,571,081

740,233
2,049,324

107,436
101,282
73,717
59,419

506,485

117,054
624,935
340,118

68,540
529,984

203,893
149,947
687,877
146,382
171,240

2,22:
337

4,3&!

991,481
19,205,336
3,353,941

511,672
5,755,502

25,156
0

2,891
0

52,358

1,555,232
1.857,741

711
0
0

6,98?

5,633,430
783,104

2,133,314

STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1991—Continued

From federa[ government
Total From local government

intergovernmental Public Health &
State Total(a)

Public Health&
revenue Education welfare hospitals Highways Total(a) Education welfare hospitals Highways

Soutb Dakota 505,291 501,905 68,232 205,055 30,972
Tennessee .,... . . . 2,772,431

98,955 3,386 108 0
2,731,190 459,571

1,479 1,019
1,488,292 117,849 257,418

Texas. ..,.,.... . . . 7,632,301
41,241 9,828

7,605,216
78

1,690,102 3,690,232 315,399
4,778 12,373

1,036,186
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . 1,015,897 976,451 287,729

27,085
393,174

20,438
53,658

4,412
2,3;

o

Vermont .,....,..
94,578

454,298
39,446 29,303

450,943 71,722
26

217,342 26,068 58,964 3,355 3,338 0 17 :

Virginia. .,,. 2,520,128 2,356,812 619,560 1,018,605 103,968
Washington . . . . . 2,842,312

301,578 163,316 16,094 0
2,769,240 599,314

47,455 77,197
1,227,621 225,156

West Virginia . . . . . .
409,186 73,072

1,083,802
38,416 0 547

1,075,074 197,405 523,878
5,621

44,974
Wisconsin ...,....,..

148,503 8,728
2,725,371 2,638,726 501,022

1,185 0
1,496,036 85,172 228,516 22 26,39!

Wyoming . . . . . . 590,508 560,732
86,645 5,578 0

41,139 99,810 22,702 101,476 29,776 18,796 0 1,605 7,724

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State Governnrent Finances 1991.
Note: Detail may not add to totais due to rounding.

(a) Total includes revenue for other activities not shown separately in twistable.
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Table 9.11
STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL
(In thousands of dollars)

GOVERNMENTS: 1992

From federal government
Total

From local government.----
intergovernmental Public Health &

State revenue Total (a) Education welfare hospitals
Public Health &

Highways Total (a) Education welfare hospitals Hirhwavs-.
$14,367,184 $10,860,625 $820,184 $5,898,597 $460,428 $928,997

.. . . n . . . . . . . ,--- A.. . . . . . . .- m-.- .,, . -,-. . . . mm m.” $6,825,21Oumteo slates.

Alabama.
Alaska
Arizona.
Arkansas
California.

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia.

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

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

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

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

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

Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . .
Oregon .
Pennsylvania
Rbode Island . . . .
South Carolina

51OY,YUL,UIL

2,737,180
773,106

2,110,356
1,635,%2

23,429,204

1,918,574
2,274,928

412,211
5,711,452
3,770,676

848,559
643,738

5,740,717
3,203,811
1,651,321

>.D,WJ0,1L5

650,440
114,280
437,100
232,713

3,457,270

403,833
218,135

60,274
1.086.840

>Yl,uYu,YYe

1,389,303
225,249

1,000,589
1,002,354

11,953,680

854,771
1,1%,713

151,752
2,795,277
2,025,079

312,214
232,561

2,921,284
1,761,486

709,170

640,474
1,649,944
2,574,078

625,083
1,350,351

2,589,019
3,451,226
1,461,224
1,106,993
1,784,114

294,493
444,721
237,795
449,123

2,816,970

565,703
12,789,907

1,970,554
216,794

3,946,006

1,021,779
785,479

4,941,337
589,282

1,396,027

317
168

58,457
693
239

242

1!
52,390

2

24,3:

5,27;
41,401

0
43

5,800

1,42:

3,616
98,699
10,821
1,482

230

0
1,544

492
0

1,165

28,508

2,97:
o

51,616

555
0

:
7,082

236,403
185,889
154,805
174,522

1,468,509

29,749
11,327

258,418
5,973

1,867,159

713
0

153,222
0

1,214,224

6.9232,707,431
761,779

1,851,938
1,629,989

21,562,045

1,843,382
2,270,404

3%,930
5,406,514
3,723,847

79,294
20,608

106,275
45,384

541,647

121,693
158,735
29,417

395,658
199,712

51,753
45,776

337,150
157,727
153,829

74,064
95,683

166,572
32,555

162,910

118,004
251,514
130,849
81,820

160,420

39,852
49,109
25,848

9,769
211,766

65,169
395,301
168,970
20,250

256,202

68,244
192,643
374,588

27,887
111,358

7,613
4,015
6,001
1,037

61,097

0
19,720
2,632

484,731

8,637
0
0

245,274
455,240

68,685
488,673
354,309

75,192
4,524

15,281
304,938
46,829

18,481
262

3,600
3,152

13,274

5,027
0
0

186,102
0

12,420
17,281739,790

0845,455
616,146

5,559,369
3,098,394
1,578,926

160,820
103,202

,106,680
508,332
326,249

272,158
395,780
516,512
106,752
485,601

471,634
,025,977
495,988
408,168
374,151

85,688
161,450
93,627
89,762

622,143

185,995
110,019
493,784
392,472
191,894

3,104
27,592

181,348
105,417
72,395

394 0
1,724

36,560
17,406
1,907

33
16,773
1,797

198

758
101,608
65,737
28,214

14,478
1.272

1,359,425
2,609,286
3,695.255

1,341,483
2,593,515
3,676,223

928,391
2,588,468

139,017
186,912
125,250
72,599

239,127

17,942
15.771

3,464
7.137

0
0
0
0

7,477

19;032
3,465

73,974

2;452
297

22,143
2,6:!

11,374
931,856

2,662,442

53,730
6,835

183,096
52,986

15

255
44,408
18.179

4,626,979
6,134,453
2,909,750
2,077,281
2,956,376

685,573
897,151
547,402
799,809

5,337,844

1,202,897
22,142,003
4,017,5%

580,195
6,468,864

4,226,446
5,903,243
2,686,951
2,011,434
2,945,026

479,068
418,535
242,456
182,134
319,325

400,533
231,210
222,799
65,847
11,350

4,461
10,860
5,098
4,621

88
2;218
9,589

15,103
19.687

930
3.490

13,124
3,066

10,881
53,867

7,961

490
9,978
6,203
2,867

12,217

670,470
877,464
523,759
732,951

5,130,058

130,229
111,615
61,714
58,674

649,704

23;643
66,858

207,786

’758
3,086

139,165

258,658
1,607,355

701,072
105,464
855,395

296,708
352,504

1,121,958
101,985
390,499

411 0
0

3.526

1,116,316
17,347,330
3,695,376

117,601
731,819
449,450
118,699
531,948

86.581 57,205
130.0844,794;673

322,220
22,685

201,023

3,131,843
290,164

8,857
10,263

4;245
662

23,753
10;218
17,533

557,510
6,267,841

199,127
176,249
590,863
104,675
190,021

43,039
26,857

291,945
45,216
96,714

14,627
7.211 14.28:

4,283
3,714
7,051

151
671

1,779,458
2,062,649
8.016,454

1,736,419
2,035,792
7,724,509

943.046
56;390

123
21,220

221,400

39,2
988,262

2,443,841 2,347,127

STATEINTERGOVERNMENTALREVENUEFROM FEDERALAND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1992—Continued

Total
From federal government From local government

intergovernmental Public Health & Public Health &
State revenue Total(a) Education welfare hospitals Highways Total(a) Education welfare hospitals Highways

South Dakota 549,243 544,933 75,958 239,828 35,794 90,667 4,310 129
Tennessee . . . 3,427,157 3,384,884

2,661 638
473,522 2,022,888 121,582 307,093 42,273 10,869 22:

Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,577,914
5,062 16,494

8,505,210 1,778,422 4,653,902
Utab

351,361 810,994 72,704 33,230 29,303 4,259 17
1,150,310 1,105,748 310,844 480,047 46,691 110,217 44,562 35,003 3,202

Vermont . . . . . . . 509,744 504,489
0

76,780 242,282 35,616 54,184 5,255 837 0 ;: 4,394

Virginia . . . . . . . . 2,725,900 2,563,170 681,747 1,166,248 74,250 298,361 162,730 16,129 0 47,680
Washington

73,486
2,994,704 2,929,999 648,812 1,385,268 259,827 331,293 64,705 38,825

West Virginia 1,490,087
0 0 3,671

1,475,928 223,851 839,771 52,676 194,490 14,159 3,173 0
Wisconsin . . . . . . 3,015,338 2,921,070 536,486 1,696,201 99,528 241,155 94,268 7,063 25; 32,~
Wyoming

0
666,779 646,319 57,354 134,605 11,880 95,446 20,460 13,629 0 891 4,538

Source.. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, State Government Finances 1992.
Note: Detail may not addto totals due to rounding.

(a) Total includes revenue for other activities not shown separately in this table.



INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

The Effects of Free Trade Agreements
on State Sovereignty
States are beginning to look more closely at NAFTA and GATT
provisions for their long-term effects on state sovereignty.

by Benjamin J. Jones

The North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade (GATT) form a basis for what
many hope will be a period of sustained growth
and productivity in both developed and devel-
oping nations. Although the greatest impact
of those agreements will be in the economic
arena — where most of the attention has been
focused — the state government community
is now paying some attention to the potential
long-term implications of such agreements for
state sovereignty within the federal system of
the United States.

Any binding international agreement inher-
ently limits the ability of a nation, and there-
fore its constituent governments, to make policy
choices contrary to the agreement, and there-
fore limits to some degree the sovereignty of
that nation’s central government as well as its
subdivisions. Given the high degree of compli-
ance with detailed and pervasive standards
and agreements which are called for in the
case of truly “free tradel’ however, the states
are beginning to realize that a federal commit-
ment to such free trade carries promises to
which they will have to conform as well.

State governments have traditionally regu-
lated and legislated in a wide variety of subject
areas where international trade commitments
under NAFTA and GATT will produce chal-
lenges to the fact and manner of that regula-
tion. Challenges typically will involve claims
that a state regulation or statute constitutes
a trade barrier because it offers a competitive
advantage or a de facto subsidy to U.S., versus
foreign, business. This type of complaint is
typified by the U.S.-Canada “Beer Wars” and
will probably be more frequent under NAFTA
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than under the more carefully defined GATT
agreement. Other cases of contention will likely
be banking and insurance, trucking regula-
tions, environmental regulations, government
procurement, occupational licensing and ex-
port promotion programs.

In the case of GATT, the European Union
frequently alleges that the very existence of 50
sets of regulations in areas of state regulatory
preeminence constitutes an unfair trade bar-
rier justifying retaliatory action. For example
in the United States, pressures on Congress to
preempt state regulatory authority in the bank-
ing and financial services sector is increased
by European Union threats to retaliate. They
maintain that U.S. financial sector businesses
must comply with essentially only one set of
regulatory requirements to do business within
the Union, while European banks, insurance
companies and others must comply with dif-
ferent requirements in each state when they
attempt to enter the U.S. market. State envi-
ronmental regulations, product labeling re-
quirements, and preferential procurement laws,
also have been frequent targets of European
complaints.

Legal Overview

Major free trade area agreements entered into
by the United States must be approved by Con-
gress and may not go into force until imple-
menting legislation is enacted. For this reason,

Benjamin J Jones is theformer directorof inter-
national and legalaffairsfor The Council of State
Governments.RaniaSamerdjian,CSG researchas-
sistant, provided substantial researchand writing
assistanceto this article.
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NAFTA is considered a non-self-executing
agreement. The NAFTA agreement is also
known as a congressional-executive agreement
because of the congressional involvement in
its approval. The Trade Act of 1974 establish-
ed a process known as “fast track:’ which is
designed to involve Congress, through consul-
tations, in the drafting and negotiation of in-
ternational trade agreements in return for a
congressional commitment to vote the final
agreement “up or down” as a package with no
amendments allowed. Upon conclusion of the
negotiating process, the president sends the
draft to Congress, which must then enact an
implementing bill by which means the agree-
ment is ratified and any necessary statutory
changes are made. This means that NAFTA
will not immediately become part of the do-
mestic law and will not itsel~directly preempt
existing state laws. A non-self-executing treaty
is binding under international law, but requires
legislative implementation to be incorporated
into domestic law.

Upon ratification, such agreements become
national commitments — including a commit-
ment to make such agreements superior under
domestic law to conflicting state laws. Nations
alleging violations of NAFTA or GATT do
not enforce their claims through U.S. courts.
Instead, a challenge process involving inter-
national panels is established which will be
reviewed in more detail below.

Specific Areas of Contention
Potential challenges to state laws and regu-

lations are somewhat different under NAFTA
than under GATT. In addition, questions re-
garding the magnitude of NAFTA’s effect on
state laws and exactly which laws will be af-
fected cannot yet be accurately answered. This
uncertainty is due not only to complexities in
the treaty and uncertainty regarding which laws
will be challenged, but also to an inability to
predict the vigor with which the United States
government will act to preempt state policies
determined to be in conflict with NAFTA.
However, specific areas of concern under the
NAFTA agreements include the following:

Banking and Insurance: States traditionally
have imposed requirements upon foreign (non-

U.S.) banks and insurance companies who wish
to operate in the states that are not imposed
on U.S. banks and insurers. Following the con-
clusion of a phase-in period, these requirements
must be eliminated. States may continue to
regulate these industries, but may not discrimi-
nate in any way against non-U.S. companies.

Trucking: Under NAFTA, states may con-
tinue to regulate the trucking industry. Some
laws and regulations imposing special safety
training standards, however,will be preempted.
For example, California’s regulations regarding
special labeling for dangerous cargo and special
testing and training for drivers of dangerous
commercial vehicles will now be unenforceable
against Mexican trucks and drivers.

Environmental Regulations: The degree to
which state environmental laws and regula-
tions will be affected by NAFTA is unclear.
It is clear, however, that in a variety of areas
of environmental regulation, state policies will
be subject to challenge. The rulings of dispute
panels and the degree to which the federal
government will act against state laws which
have been ruled to constitute a barrier is un-
certain. Potential areas of challenge include
state incentives for alternative fuel use; laws
imposing recycled materials use requirements;
restrictions on beverage container plastic hold-
ing rings; specifications for beverage contain-
ers themselves; and any other environmental
regulation that arguably was an unreasonable
restraint on trade. At least one commentator
has noted that if such challenges become com-
mon, the “chilling effect” could result in states
being discouraged from developing new envi-
ronmental regulation programs and policies.

Export Promotion Programs: Almost all
states have programs of one sort or another
to induce business to locate within the state
or to encourage exports. Yet cash transfers
from governments to private businesses in the
form of financial inducements to locate or ex-
pand, or in the form of subsidies for firms to
export will likely to subject to challenge under
NAFTA and could result in countervailing
duties imposed by Mexico and/or Canada. In
the event of challenge, substantial federal pres-
sure, perhaps in the form of preemption, may
be imposed on states.
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Occupational Licensing: NAFTA’sgoal in the
area of occupational licensing is that citizens
and residents of the member nations will be
able to provide professional services in any
other member nation, provided they meet
necessary and reasonable requirements that
are no stricter than those imposed upon citi-
zens of the state involved. This means that
states may keep professional standards in
licensing but, after a phase-in period, may not
require citizenship or residency for licensure
in a particular profession in the state.

State concerns regarding challenges by the
European Union and the effects of GATT on
state laws are somewhat different than those
under NAFTA. Those areas of concern include:

Banking and Insurance: In accordance with
the dual banking system in the United States,
European banks wishing to become established
in the U.S. must comply with both state and
federal regulations. The European Union sees
this dual system as constituting an unfair trade
practice in two different ways. First, the Euro-
pean Union argues that some state requirements
violate the “national treatment” principle by
placing requirements and restrictions on for-
eign banks which are not placed on domestic
institutions. For example, some states prohibit
non-U.S. banks from establishing branches
within their borders or do not allow them to
take deposits. In other states, branches of for-
eign banks have to comply with extensiveregis-
tration requirements to engage in broker-dealer
activities with which their U.S. counterparts
need not comply. In insurance, many states
impose various requirements on non-U.S. insur-
ers, such as special capital and deposit require-
ments. Others do not permit the operation of
insurers owned in part or in whole by a foreign
party. In addition to these practices, which are
alleged to violate national treatment principles,
Europeans also argue that the simple existence
of 50 sets of state banking and financial ser-
vices regulations constitutes an unfair trade
practice compared with the more uniform regu-
lation in the member nations of the European
Union. States can expect these arguments to
add impetus to federal efforts to fully or par-
tially preempt state regulation in the financial
services sector.

Government Procurement: The European
Union has long expressed dissatisfaction about
“Buy American” provisions, procurement pref-
erences for in-state businesses, “local content”
preferences, and other such provisions at both
the state and federal level. Currently, legisla-
tion in at least 40 states provides for some or
all of these types of preferences. The GATT
agreement has pledged the U.S. government to
persuade or, if it elects to do so, require states
to eliminate such preferential requirements in
return for access on an equal basis to Euro-
pean Union government procurement. The
extent of federal pressure remains to be seen,
as does the willingness of states to voluntarily
remove such restrictions.

Labeling and Packaging Requirements: The
European Union contends that packaging re-
quirements are still an important barrier for
import into the United States. A European
Union wine exporter must comply with both
federal and state regulations regarding the
content of wine bottle labels. An average of
three months is required to obtain label ap-
proval at the federal level, while the approval
time at the state level varies, but may take as
long as six weeks. Exporters to the U.S. con-
tend that compliance with different rules in
each state makes the approval procedure con-
fusing and time-consuming and constitutes
an unfair barrier to trade.

State TaxPolicy: Under the General Agree-
ment on Trade and Services (GATS), the Euro-
pean Union may challenge any state taxes that
are arbitrarily discriminatory or that constitute
a restraint to trade. They argue the national
treatment principle requires that European tax-
payers be treated the same as U.S. taxpayers.

Some state tax experts argue that GATT
could conceivably become an instrument for
global corporations to escape tax policies based
on arguments under the “national treatment”
principle. In the case of state corporate income
taxes, a multinational corporation headquar-
tered abroad could be placed at an advantage
compared with a U.S. domestic non-multina-
tional company. Because states currently tax
earnings by multinational companies differ-
ently than domestic corporations — to prevent
“hiding” corporate income in low-tax nations
using paper transactions that obscure real in-
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come earned in that state — questions of na-
tional treatment will arise under GATT which
currently are not a problem.

Subsidies and Supports: Europeans have
long argued that U.S. subsidies to support U.S.
exports not only exist, but adversely affect the
competitive posture of European firms at-
tempting to export to the states. For example,
they maintain a Florida statute that taxes cit-
rus processing, with the purpose of using the
proceeds for the marketing of Florida citrus,
constitutes a state subsidy for the Florida cit-
rus industry. Similarly, state taxes or other in-
centives for exporters can also be construed
as subsidies. It is unclear, at present, the ex-
tent to which the U.S. government, and the
states, will be pressed by other nations on these
issues under the new GATT agreement.

Dispute Settlement Process

In the event of a dispute over unfair trade
practices, the settlement process does not al-
low for state representation before the inter-
national panel. As a result, state governments
will not be able to directly defend their state
laws and will, of necessity, have to rely on fed-
eral representation of their interests. Given the
recent history of federal mandates, as well as
the inherent differences between foreign policy
goals and state priorities, states may be under-
standably skeptical regarding the degree to
which such federal representation may be re-
lied on to safeguard their interests.

The “Dispute Settlement Bodies” will consist
of panels of experts appointed by the govern-
ments involved in a particular dispute. Rulings
of such bodies will not be self-enforcing in the
courts of the nation which lost before the dis-
pute panel. Instead, the successful party before
such a panel will have to request the unsuc-
cessful government to force compliance with
the decision. Should the unsuccessful govern-
ment fail to enforce the decision (as, so far, in
the “Beer Wars” case) the successful govern-
ment is then authorized under the agreements
to take retaliatory trade action against the los-
ing nation’s exports.

Preservation of Non-Conforming
Regulations

Although state laws and regulations in a

wide variety of areas are potentially affected
by NAFTA and GATT, the NAFTA treaty in
particular does contain some protection for
state policies that conflict with the basic prin-
ciples of the agreement. States can file exemp-
tions and reservations to protect state statutes
and regulations that conflict with articles of
the treaty. Any such laws the states want to ex-
empt must be registered within two years of
entry into force of the agreement with no re-
strictions on the number of measures that may
be so registered. Most important to note, how-
ever, is that in some areas non-conforming
measures may not be enforced, and states may
not completely anticipate and register all non-
conforming laws and regulations. In addition,
for the duration of the NAFTA agreement,
states will be precluded from adopting new
laws or regulations inconsistent with the treaty.

States have until January 1, 1996, to list any
non-conforming measures they wish to main-
tain. This is very important as a jurisdiction
may keep an exemption indefinitely if it is reg-
istered by 1996. In the financial services sec-
tor, however, states only have until January 1,
1995, to identify laws that are inconsistent
with NAFTA. Once identified, those laws will
be placed in an “annex” and grandfathered
for a future period. In fact, for the states of
California, Florida, Illinois, New York, Ohio
and Texas, the date to annex laws inconsistent
with NAFTA laws was January 1994. Laws
that are inconsistent with the NAFTA agree-
ment are those that violate the national treat-
ment and most favored nation principles. For
examplq a California law allows a state-licensed
foreign bank branch or agency to have virtually
none of the trust powers of a state-chartered
California bank. Although clearly contrary to
national treatment principles, California has
annexed this law and may continue to legally
deny trust powers to foreign bank branches
indefinitely.

The federal government now is in the process
of notifying the remaining 44 states of the
need to file reservations by the end of 1994.
The U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) has
pledged to work closely with the states to en-
sure proper listing of all measures and to as-
sist in identifying what type of state measures
need to be reserved. In a case where a dispute
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is brought against a state measure, the USTR
also has pledged to notify and work closely
with that state in an effort to resolve the dis-
pute in a manner consistent with NAFTA/
GATT principles.

Federal /State Consultation

The USTR is establishing a “NAFTA Co-
ordinator for State Matters” to help identify
state laws to be registered, to serve as an infor-
mation exchange channel for NAFTA working
committees and states, and to work with state
attorneys general in cases where the dispute
process is invoked. The USTR, for some time,
has had an Intergovernmental Policy Advisory
Committee on Trade (IGPAC) to allow state,
county and municipal government leaders to
voiceopinions and provide advice to the USTR.
Many state advocates argue that IGPAC has a
poor history of consultation with state officials
and is ineffective in representing state views
within USTR. The effectiveness of the new
mechanism for coordination of the federal-state
consultative process has yet to be determined.

Uncertainties of the Process

In addition to the uncertainty caused by
lack of advance knowledge as to exactly which
state laws and requirements will be challenged
by our trading partners, is uncertainty created
by an inability to project the extent to which
the federal government will in fact press states
to comply with adverse decisions of interna-
tional dispute panels. Moreover, the NAFTA
and GATT agreements themselves contain the
necessity in many disputes to determine scien-
tific facts about which reasonable experts may
in fact disagree. For example, NAFTA provides
that as long as an environmental regulation
is justifiable on the basis of “scientific proof”
then it is permissible even if alleged to be an
unfair trade barrier. Obviously however, what
may seem “scientific evidence” in one nation
may merely be seen as an excuse in another.
The degree to which state environmental laws
and regulations will be affected by NAFTA
is therefore unclear. It is clear, however, that
in a wide variety of areas of environmental
regulation, state policies are potentially sub-
ject to challenge.

An example of such a regulation is the re-
quirement in the California Safe Drinking and
Water Enforcement Act that a warning label
must be placed on all products containing
substances that cause birth defects or repro-
ductive harm. One of these substances is the
lead often found in ceramic ware. The require-
ment has forced European exporters of ceramics
to finance a $1 million lead safety information
campaign for California consumers. European
exporters allege that this is a non-tariff barrier
to trade that burdens them with labelling re-
quirements and consumer awareness program
expenses not required of a similar U.S. business
exporting to Europe. If this case were brought
to a dispute panel, European and American
scientistsmight legitimately disagree on whether
valid scientific proof exists connecting ceramic
ware lead exposure to birth defects.

Critics argue that such numerous areas for
scientific disagreement may tend to increase
the usage of international standards — which
could in fact be lower than U.S. standards.
Standards and environmental regulation will
certainly raise controversial questions of con-
cern to states over the coming years.

Compliance

Pressure may be increasingly applied on local
and state governments to comply with com-
mercial treaty provisions. Yet, in the history
of GATT, only one ruling of a dispute panel
has directly affected state governments. That
ruling stemmed from the continuing “Beer
Wars” between U.S. and Canadian brewers.
The controversy began when two U.S. brewers
decided to export beer to Canada. They dis-
covered that Canadian provinces had laws
banning the sale of beer unless it was brewed
locally. The American brewers took the case
to GATT where the dispute panel ruled in
their favor. The Canadians then conducted a
study and found hundreds of wine and beer
regulations in more than 40 states that were
arguably in violation of GATT principles. The
regulations and statutes consisted of tax pref-
erences to local producers and discriminatory
distribution procedures among others. The
Canadians, in turn, took their case to the in-
ternational trade panel which ruled that these
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state laws wereindeed in violation of free trade.
Interestingly, however, almost all the rules and
statutes are still in effect in both Canada and
the U.S. states and, to date, neither national
government has required compliance.

Conclusion

Global interdependence increasingly is be-
coming a fact of life. State governments ef-
fectively no longer have the choice to ignore
developments in the international arena. Some
negative effects of international trade agree-
ments upon state prerogatives is inevitable.
However, by being aware of and involved in
national negotiations and Congressional rati-
fication of such agreements, states can mini-
mize the negative effects of such pacts, while
realizing the economic advantages that the
nation as a whole hopes to reap.
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The Council of State Governments
After 60 years of service, CSG is looking to the future with pride in its
past and a clearer sense of its role among state government organizations.

by Deborah A. Gona

A nonprofit, nonpartisan service organiza-
tion, CSG is the only national association that
serves the executive, legislative and judicial
branches of state government. Through its
national headquarters in Lexington, Ky., and
regional offices in Atlanta, Chicago, New York
City and San Francisco, the Council works to
improve decision-making and promote effec-
tive and innovative problem-solving and part-
nerships across the states.

Re-examining the Founder’s Vision
In 1933, Henry Toll, a former state senator

from Colorado, set out to fashion a new orga-
nization of the states. Despite initial uncertainty
over its namq the reality of the founder’s vision
was the establishment of an agency designed to
meet the states’ desire and need to cooperate
and to check the tendency toward increased
centralization at the federal levelof policy and
functional areas the states themselves were
best suited to control.

With the states’ adoption, one by one, of
this new organization, they formally recog-
nized it as their joint agency — permanent
machinery that would fill avoid in the struc-
ture and capacity of their governments and
facilitate the adoption of laws, procedures and
mechanisms that by their consistency would
enhance their effectiveness. By promoting in-
terstate cooperation and awareness in areas
outside the reach of the federal government
and beyond the capabilities of any single state,
this new organization would help ensure the
states’ preparation to assume responsibility
for duties that the founder believed were right-
fully theirs.

Toll’svision was of a super-structure orga-
nization that would bolster the states’ coop-
erative efforts, identify appropriate state and
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multi-state actions for problem-solving and
head off the encroaching federal presence. In
1993, The Council of State Governments —
the organization founded by Toll — celebrated
its 60th year of service to those states. In many
ways during that long tenurq the organization
had met or exceeded the founders’ plan. But
no matter what Toll’s intent, the reality was
that the CSG organization could not, in and
of itself, stabilize the rapidly-shifting roles and
responsibilities of the states in the federal sys-
tem. And today, the debate over those roles
and responsibilities is more fierce than before.

The first four years of this decade alone have
been marked by fiscal crises for the nation and
its individual states, by pressures and criticisms
from citizens, and by an increasingly intense
re-examination of governments’ capacity —
at all levels — to solve problems and make
legitimate decisions.

And throughout the Council’s history, its
own internal capacity and ability both to re-
act to and anticipate the states’ needs in the
changing federal system fluctuated. While CSG
continued to provide thousands of state offi-
cials and staff around the country with many
of the same notable and strong services and
products first envisioned by Toll and nurtured
by his successors, during its first 60 years, the
Council’s framework — its governance and
operational structures — changed dramati-
cally in much the same fashion as state gov-
ernments’.

So it was, during the first years of this last
decade of the 20th century, that this creature
of the very states that so often have found

Deborah A. Gona is the former director of the
State Policy and Innovations group at The Council
of State Governments.
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themselves struggling to meet immediate ser-
vice needs and to find their most effective
long-term fit in the federalism puzzle, found
itself grappling with its companionate role. An
organizational commitment to a strategic plan-
ning process forced CSG to reexamine Toll’s
vision, scheme and purpose; to determine its
evolutionary course; to clarify its past, current-
day and future role among the states; to target
more closely the clientele it could and should
serve; and to begin identifying the services and
assistance that would allow state governments
to meet current and future challenges.

Choosing the Path to the Future
By early 1992, all CSG components at the

national and regional levels had committed to
a comprehensive, long-term strategic planning
process, an ongoing improvement process that
would produce fundamental decisions and
actions to shape and guide the CSG organi-
zation in what it is, what it does and why it
does it.

An extensive outreach campaign in the sum-
mer of 1992involved a series of strategic plan-
ning focus group sessions conducted with state
legislators, administrators and staff, as well as
CSG’Sprivate sector partners. Those sessions
resulted in assessments of the organization
and analyses of the changing environment for
state government officials. Later that year, an
ad hoc Strategic Planning Task Force, made up
of a diverse group of CSG leaders, including
state policy-makers, administrators and key
staff, was established to overseethe final stages
of the process by clarifying the organization’s
identity and affirming its mission.

Keying in on environmental trends
In its early deliberations, the Strategic Plan-

ning Task Force prioritized nine environmental
trends for their current and future impact both
on state governments and on CSG operations:

● Fiscal conditions/constraints — recogni-
tion that states are entering an era of fiscal
readjustment, retrenchment and realignment;

● Term limits/turnover/retirement — result-
ing in a significant turnover in state govern-
ment, particularly noteworthy within state
legislative leadership positions;

● Public cynicism/ethical conduct — a grow-
ing awareness of public disenchantment with
and disengagement from American politics and
public officials;

QChanging demographics — demographic
changes in the American population and in
state government resulting in more represen-
tation by women and minorities;

● Federalism restructuring — a blurring of
responsibility between levels of government
resulting in a need for a “sorting out” of fed-
eral, state and local functions;

c Globalization dynamics — the transition
from a cold war economy to one of true global
competition and the states’ vigorous partici-
pation in the international arena;

● Technology infusion — the proliferation
of technology revolutionizing the process of
state governance and service delivery;

● Management restructuring — growing fis-
cal uncertainties and cutbacks leading to major
initiatives to rethink the structure, design and
management of state government; and

● State service competition — a noteworthy
growth in the number and scope of organiza-
tions serving state governments and its officials.

Renewing the organization’s purpose
Following months of discussions on the envi-

ronment, clients, characteristics and priorities
of the organization, in April 1993, CSG’S
Executive Committee approved anew mission
statement — one designed to emphasize CSG’S
unique features and to clarify its role among
other organizations that co-exist in the state
governmental arena:

CSG, the multi-branch organization of the
states and U.S. territories, champions excel-
lence in state government, working with state
leaders across the nation and through its re-
gions to put the best ideas and solutions into
practice.

To this end, CSG:
● Builds leadership skills to improve decision-

making;
● Advocates multistate problem-solving and

partnerships;
● Interprets changing national and inter-

national conditions to prepare states for the
future; and,

● Promotes the sovereignty of the states and
their role in the American federal system.
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Guiding the organization through change
And to guide the crucial decision-making

and implementation phases of the strategic
planning process, the Task Force and Executive
Committee further adopted a set of criteria
for CSG’S organizational change:

● mission consistency and depth — any CSG
organizational change must be consistent with
and add clarity and depth to CSG’S mission
statement;

c customer focus and responsiveness — CSG
changes must respond to the needs of state
leaders and translate into quick, personalized
products;

Qvalue-added quality and capacity — CSG
must devise multiple benefits and spin-offs of
effort and maximize collective identity with
organizational components and products;

● institutional problem-solving and emerging
needs — CSG should promote its unique multi-
state and multi-branch approach to problem-
solving to improve the institutional function-
ing of state government; and

● financial responsibility and productivity —
CSG changes should be based on best market
principles and be fiscally responsible and ac-
countable.

Addressing governance and
structural issues

In its remaining days, the Strategic Planning
Task Force considered and recommended to
the CSG Executive Committee more than 20
proposals to change or clarify various aspects
of CSG governance, structure and relation-
ships. Some proposals, intended to alter the
CSG Articles of Organization, required action
by the CSG Governing Board at its annual
meeting in December 1993. The most substan-
tial involved changes in the composition of the
Executive Committee to better represent CSG’S
constituency and active participants and to
more clearly reflect the new mission statement
and organizational priorities.

Other recommendations that simply required
approval by the CSG Executive Committee in-
cluded: a restructuring of the national standing
committees to differentiate between the opera-
tions and management tasks of CSG and the
issue-oriented, substantive work carried out
by these entities; a commitment to analyze and
deliberate on the appropriate role of associated

organizations within the CSG family, to give
strong preference to cabinet-level, policy-ori-
ented groups of state officials, and to extend
services to high-level administrators; a com-
mitment to develop systems to better coordi-
nate CSG headquarters and regional relations
and operations; and a reformulation of oppor-
tunities and channels for private sector par-
ticipation in the CSG organization.

Toward implementation
The work begun in earnest in 1992will con-

tinue as various facets of the strategic plan-
ning and improvement process are implemented
throughout the CSG organization. In 1993, for
example, all components of CSG undertook
a comprehensive inventory of their programs,
products and services — just one step toward
evaluating and assessing the fit between CSG
operations and the clarified mission statement.
The assessment of programmatic information
is expected to continue through the 1994-95
period.

The CSG Framework —
Governance, Structure,
Operations and Affiliations

Governance
Each state has an equal voice in directing

CSG activities through representation on its
Governing Board. The board includes all of
the nation’s governors and two legislators
from each state and other U.S. jurisdictions.
Members of the CSG Executive Committee,
with representation from all three branches of
state government, also serve as members of the
larger body. An annual board meeting, typically
held in December, provides an opportunity for
the diverse members of the CSG family to
interact in sessions on current and emerging
state issues.

It is the CSG Executive Committee, however,
which deals most closelywith the organization’s
day-to-day operations. To advise its member-
ship on various matters, the committee now
operates with six national standing committees:

● Finance Committee, which monitors the
organization’s fiscal affairs and recommends an
annual budget and schedule of state appropria-
tions to the Executive Committee and Govern-
ing Board;
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● Strategic Planning, anew committee that
inherited the work of CSG’Sformer Organiza-
tional Planning and Coordinating Committee
and its Strategic Planning Task Force and which
will carry forward and coordinate CSG’Sshort-
and long-term organizational and technologi-
cal planning and assessment activities;

● Intergovernmental Affairs Committee,
which considers major intergovernmental is-
sues and relevant court cases and decisions,
and may recommend resolutions and policy
statements concerned with intergovernmental
relations;

● Suggested State Legislation Committee,
which reviews and selects exemplary state leg-
islation on topics of major interest to states,
for publication in an annual volume;

. International Committee, a new commit-
tee (formerly a CSG task force) that will coor-
dinate and develop for the CSG membership
a variety of activities in the international arena
that are of importance to the states; and,

● CSG Associates Advisory Committee,
also anew committee, made up of public and
private sector representatives who will assist
CSG in identifying new Associate members,
provide advice on marketing techniques, and
recommend potential public/private partner-
ship opportunities.

National issue task forces, particularly in
the areas of health and environment, also en-
gage CSG’Sbroad constituency in identifying
and communicating about emerging policy is-
sues and concerns and developing potential
options for their resolution.

Funding
The Council is funded in part through ap-

propriations by the states, U.S. territories and
other non-state jurisdictions. In addition, CSG
administers federal and private foundation
grants and other contributions that support
research and information-gathering projects
on topics of interest to state officials. Other
sources of revenue result from the sale of CSG
publications, from the conduct of workshops
and conferences, and from contractual ser-
vice agreements with some of its associated
organizations.

A national and regional structure
The national office, located in Lexington,
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Ky. since 1969, is responsible for an array of
national programs including research and ref-
erence publications, inquiry and referral ser-
vices, an interstate loan library, innovations
transfer, suggested state legislation, secretariat
services, data processing services and interstate
consulting.

A Washington, D.C. office, also part of CSG
headquarters, monitors developments at the
federal leveland evaluates their impact on state
legislation and policies. The office facilitates
contact and cooperation among officials at
the federal, state and local levels.

CSG’Sregional structure further distinguish-
es it among state service organizations. Offices
in Atlanta, Chicago, New York City and San
Francisco serve regional conferences of state
officials and provide elected and appointed
state officials with opportunities to address
issues pertinent to specific areas of the coun-
try. Regional task forces and committees ac-
tively address their states’ interests in fiscal
affairs, economic development, environment
and natural resources, international trade agri-
culture and rural development, and other pri-
ority areas.

The issues and activities of each regional
office are selected and directed by a regional
executive committee of state officials. These
CSG offices organize and conduct annual re-
gional conferences, along with seminars and
committee and task force meetings, and pro-
duce newsletters and substantive issue and
trends reports for officials within the regions.

Associated organizations
From its beginnings, CSG has played the

role of “umbrella agenc~’ providing secretariat
services to organizations of state government
officials and serving as a network both for
those associations and for others to which CSG
does not provide direct staff services. Over
time, the number of groups captured under
CSG’Sumbrella has fluctuated, but today, more
than 50 organizations still retain some rela-
tionship with CSG.

In 1993, CSG provided a range of staffing
services to 27 national organizations of state
officials — including lieutenant governors,
secretaries of state, treasurers and other top-
levelmanagers. In 1994,CSG began the process
of re-evaluating its relationships with these vari-
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ous associated organizations with the intent of
establishing a new framework of affiliations
based on mission compatibility and in accor-
dance with the outcomes of the CSG strategic
planning process. The resulting affiliations
will continue to add a richness and diversity to
the CSG family and afford continued oppor-
tunities to engage executive officials and leg-
islators in cross-branch problem-solving.

Maior CSG Publications and
Reference Works

CSG publishes a variety of materials about
state government, including policy reports,
reference works, directories, periodicals, in-
formation briefs and newsletters. Major CSG
publications, which are distributed on a com-
plimentary basis to thousands of state officials
across the country, include:

● The Book of the States — First published
in 1935, this biennial reference guide to major
aspects of state government contains hundreds
of tables with comparative 50-state data and
dozens of essays written by experts on state
operations.

● State Government News — This monthly
magazine on state developments, issues and
innovations first appeared in 1958, and cur-
rently is distributed on a complimentary basis
to all state legislators and thousands of state
executive branch officials.

● State Elective Officials and the Legislat-
ures; State kgislative Leadership, Committees
and Staffi and State Administrative Officials

Classified by Function — These biennial direc-
tories, first produced as supplements to The
Book of the States, include the names, ad-
dresses and telephone numbers of thousands
of state officials, and provide information on
functional contacts in state government.

● Suggested State Legislation — Published
annually since 1940when it began as “suggested
war legislation;’ this volume is one result of
the efforts of CSG’SCommittee on Suggested
State Legislation. Entries are selected to aid
state policy makers interested in drafting legis-
lation in specific issue areas and are presented
as “suggested” legislation, with neither CSG
nor the Committee in the position of advocat-
ing their enactment.

● Spectrum: The Journal of State Govern-
ment — This periodical, which first appeared
in the early 1930s, was renamed Spectrum in
1992 and redesigned to provide a forum for
the discussion of state issues from political,
academic and practitioner viewpoints.

● Innovations — First produced in 1975,
this series of reports focuses on state programs
selected through an annual awards process in
which hundreds of entries are evaluated for
their contribution to innovation in the admin-
istration of state government.

● State Trends& Forecasts— A series initiat-
ed in late 1992,these new reports are designed to
alert state policy makers and administrators to
long-term structural and institutional changes
in state government and to policy options based
on recent trends and expert forecasts.
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