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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1999 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Titde: NO FED. CLAIM ON STATE TOBACCO
SETTLEMENT ~
Sponsor: Rep. Harris

Requestor . H FIN

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (THOUSAMDS OF DOLLARS)
OPERATIC" FY 00

Personal Services
Travel

Contractual
Supplies
Equipment

Land & Structures
Grants, Claims
Miscel laneous

CAPITAL 00 00
REVENUE ~ Qg 00|

FUNDING: (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS;
General Fund

Federal Fund

Other

TOTAL Lo 0.0 0.0
POSITIONS:

Fhﬂﬂne 8

Part-Time

Temporary 0

ANALYSIS: (ATTACH A SEPARATE PAGE IFNECESSARY)

BILL NO. HJR 12

Dept. Affected: Law
BRU: Gl Division
Components: Fair Business Practices

Serial # 2206
00 0.0 0.0
001 0 001
0.0 0.0 0.0
Q Q 8

00

0.0
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This resolution has a zero fisal impact. However, iFfederal law isnot enacted to prevent HCFA from asserting mtsclaim
against the settlement money, the result could be a loss 1o the State of Alaska of $400 millian over 25 years.

Prepared by:  House Finance Committee J,/ 1] ;
Representative ENdon Milder
Representative GeneT  h e r 1
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PRESENTATION ON TOBACCO ISSUES
and HJR 12

Alaska Department ofLaw
to
House Finance Committee
February 16, 1999

INTRODUCTION

During the past two years, the Knowles administration, with the help ot the Alaska
Legislature, has addressed the problems caused by tobacco and the challenge of
limiting access on a number of fronts. Our joint efforts have included legislation to
increase taxes on tobacco products, measures to limit youth access to tobacco, and
stepped-up enforcement activities, and, of course litigation and participation in the
national settlement with the industry. The Department of Law's efforts have been
closely coordinated with the Alaska Departments of Health and Social Services and

Revenue, local tobacco control groups, and other state attorneys general.

ENFORCEMENT OF TOBACCO VENDOR AND TAX LAWS

> TOBACCO VENDOR ENFORCMENT (STING OPERATIONS): During
1997 and 199S, the Department of Law (“Law”) worked closely with the
Anchorage and Juneau Police Departments to coordinate enforcement and
prosecution of tobacco vendors that sold tobacco products to persons under 19.
Law plans to work with the Fairbanks Department of Public Safety and
Fairbanks City Attorney’s Office to enforce state tobacco laws during the early

spring.

. Today, Law will announce a settlement related to tobacco business
licensing litigation with 9 vendors operating a total of 11 stores (5 in
Anchorage and 6 in Juneau). The vendors agreed to a settlement that
requires: (1) a three-day suspension of their tobacco licenses, (2) that they
re-train all of their tobacco sales clerks in stores where violations
occurred, and (3) that vendors make contributions totaling more than
$50,000 to a statewide youth tobacco prevention television campaign.
This television campaign will air statewide for a month this spring.



STATE SALES TAX ENFORCEMENT: State law requires any person who
causes cigarettes to be brought into the state for personal consumption or resale
to obtain a license from the Alaska Department of Revenue and pay the
appropriate taxes. A federal law known as the “Jenkins Act” requires persons
shipping cigarettes into Alaska to provide the state with a list identifying the
recipients. With the growth of Internet sales, the Alaska Departments of Law
and Revenue have worked closely with the federal Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms investigators and U.S. Attorney’s Office to vigorously pursue illegal
cigarette shipments. Investigations are cuirently underway, and additional

investigations are likely,
LITIGATION AND THE NATIONAL SETTLEMENT

ALASKA’S LITIGATION: In April, 1997, Alaska filed suit against the major
tobacco manufacturers based on state consumer protection and antitrust laws.
The suit was scheduled to go to trial in February, 2000.

NATIONAL SETTLEMENT: On November 23, 199S, after extended
negotiations the State of Alaska and \5 other states reached a final settlement of
litigation with the tobacco industry - Mississippi, Texas, Florida, and Minnesota
had already settled their lawsuits. The settlement, which was approved by the
Juneau Superior Court on , ends the State’s litigation with the industry. The
settlement will mean payments of nearly $670 million to Alaska over the next 25

years, starting in FY 2000.

PUBLIC HEALTH TERMS: The significant public health terms of the
settlement require: bans on marketing to youth; changes in corporate culture;
disbanding trade associations; lobbying restrictions; opening industry research;
and creation of a national teen smoking foundation and public education fund.
The full settlement agreement is available at www.naag.org on the Internet.

THE PAYMENT STREAM: The State of Alaska does not need to pass any
legislation to receive payments under the settlement. However, legislation is
required to protect Alaska’s payments from the rather remote possibility of a
nonparticipating manufacturer reduction, which is discussed in more detalil
below. The State also needs protection against attempts by HCFA (the federal
Health Care Finance Administration) to recoup a portion of the state’s funds, as

will also be discussed below.


http://www.naag.org

Under terms of the settlement agreement, Alaska will receive the following
payments:

PAYMENTS TO ALASKA
under
SETTLEMENT OF TOBACCO LITIGATION

Amountof
Date of Pnymcnt

Payment
Up-front Payment between April 1999
and Juno 2000
(depending on $8,194,049.54
actions of other
states)
Annual Payments between April and
Y e 2000 $21,890,915.46
April 2001 $23,638,672.09
April 2002 $28,383,145.58
April 2003 $28,651,761.36
April 2004 $23,912,967.90
April 2005 $23,912,967.90
April 2006 $23,912,967.90
April 2007 $23,912,907.90
April 2008 $24,357,539.93
April 2009 $24,387,539.93
April 2010 $24,357,539.93
April 2011 $24,387,539.93
April 2012 $24,387,539.93
April 2013 $24,387,539.93
April 2014 $24,387,539.93
April 2015 $24,387,539.93
April 2016 $24,387,539.93
April 2017 $24,387,539.93
April 2018 $27,327,155.20
April 2019 $27,327,155.20
April 2020 $27,327,155.20
April 2021 $27,327,155.20
April 2022 $27,327,155.20
April 2023 $27,327,155.20
April 2021 $27,327,155.20
April 2025 $27,327,155.20

TOTAL  $668,903,056.53



> TIMING OF UP-FRONT PAYMENT: On December 28, 1998, the tobacco
companies paid an up-front payment into escrow as part of the agreement. No
legislation is required for Alaska to receive its up-front payment, which will be
disbursed to Alaska only when 80 percent of tne states’ lawsuits are dismissed
without any appeal, or on June 30, 2000, whichever comes first. Right now,
there are appeals in California and New York, so the anticipated receipt of the
up-front payment will probably come closer to June 30, 2000.

> TIMING OF ANNUAL PAYMENTS: The first annual payment will be
available no later than June 30, 2000. No legislation is required for Alaska to
receive its annual payments. Alaska’s first annual payment could come as early
as April 2000, if 80 percent of the states’ lawsuits are dismissed without any
appeal, but in any case will be made no later than June 30, 2000. Beginning in
2001, the annual payments will be made to the state on April 15 each year.

> ATTORNEY'S’ FEES: The State of Alaska was represented in the tobacco
litigation by the law firm of Hagens & Berman, which represented all the
Northwest states. The settlement agreement allows the state’s outside counsel to
seek payment from the tobacco companies without affecting Alaska’s share of the
settlement. Hagens & Berman requested reimbursement directly from the
tobacco companies, which agreed to pay $10 million as full payment for the
firm’s representation of Alaska. This payment did not affect Alaska’s share of
the settlement. However, when compared to the state’s settlement of
$668,903,056.53, the Hagens & Berman fee is approximately 1.5 percent.

THREAT TO SETTLEMENT FROM HCFA

> FEDERAL RECOUPMENT: The U.S. Health Care Finance Administration
(HCFA) has taken the position that as much as half of the funds recovered
through the national settlement are subject to the agency’s right of recoupment.
HCFA apparently bases its position on an interpretation of §1903(d)(2)(A-B) of
the Social Security Act, which states that reimbursements to a state by a third
party are “overpayments” from which HCFA may claim a pro-rata share.

» The agency’s position is based on the assumption that the state was
specifically suing to collect state and federal dollars under a Medicaid
reimbursement theory. One estimate shows that HCFA'’s interpretation of
81903(d) could result in a loss to the State of Alaska of $400 million over 25
years. The Department of Law is working through Alaska’s congressional
delegation and other states to solve this problem, and it will defend the
state’s right to settlement funds in court if necessary. HCFA has represented



that it will assert its claim against annual state payments beginning after
the Year 2000 payment.

> ALASKA’'SRESPONSE TO THREAT: Alaska’s Objectives - The State hac!
four primary objectives when it brought suit against the tobacco industry: (1) to
end the industry’s targeting of Alaska’s children as new consumers for its
products; (2) to force the industry to disclose the harmful effects of smoking and
decades of research demonstrating that tobacco kills; (3) to thwart the industry’s
apparent efforts to prevent the development of a safer product; and (4) to require
the industry to pay for the harm it already has caused and, in the future, fund
public health programs directed at alleviating the related public health concerns.

Alaska Sued to Protect Alaskans: Alaska brought suit to protect
Alaskans and to protect the fiscal integrity of the state’s Medicaid program
against future smoking-related treatment costs. Unlike other states, Alaska
did not specifically plead a federal Medicaid recoupment claim in state
superior court. Collecting federal dollars is the responsibility of HCFA and
the U.S. Department of Justice. The U.S. Department of Justice declined to
sue the t)bacco industry on behalf of HCFA, and HCFA provided no support

to the states during the litigation.

First Proposed Settlement and Congress vs. State Settlement: The first
settlement was signed by the states and tobacco industry on June 20, 1997. It
called for the tobacco industry to make payments to the states and fund federal
enforcement programs totaling $368.5 billion over 25 years. This settlement
also required congressional approval, which did not occur. Accordingly, the
states returned to litigation and resumed negotiations with the industry on
their own. The litigation and resumed negotiations resulted in the second state
settlement of November 23, 199S. HCFA could have acted along with the
states to protect its rights during the second settlement process, but chose not

to.

Use of Settlement Funds: A key provision of the McCain Bill in the 105th
Congress provided that if states directed 50 percent of the settlement money (of
the proposed 1997 settlement) to supplement but not supplant existing health
care programs, HCFA could not assert its claim for recoupment. While the
states take the position that all settlement dollars are state funds, many states
are abiding by the provisions of the McCain Bill (spending no less than 50
percent to supplement health care-related programs) to protect against

recoupment by the federal government.

Recent Development: SB 346: On February 3, 1999, U.S. Senator Frank
Murkowski and U.S. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson co-sponsored SB 346. SB

5



346 would protect all the states’ settlement dollars from HCFA'’s attempted
recoupment.

LEGISLATION

> MODEL STATUTE: The state is not required to pass the model statute included in
the settlement to receive settlement payments. However, if the stale does not pass
the model statute, the state will risk a possible reduction in payments under the
nonparticipating manufacturers’ payment (NPM) reduction formula of the settlement.
The settlement provides for an adjustment to the state’s payments if the participating
manufacturers experience a disadvantage and lose market share for sales of their
tobacco products to other nonparticipating manufacturers as a result of the marketing
restrictions, payments, and other restrictions in the settlement agreement.

* NPM Risk Low In Alaska - At this point, the risk to Alaska of a non-
participating manufacturer reduction is minimal, given that many of the very
small tobacco product manufacturers have decided to sign on to the settlement,
which reduces the risk that they will take market share away from the largest
companies. The risk is further lowered bj' the fact that the small tobacco products
manufacturers only represent 1-2 percent of the U.S. market, making it unlikely
that sales of their products will trigger the nonparticipating manufacturer

reductions.

* NPM Risk Can Be Eliminated - The risk of nonparticipating manufacturer
reductions can be eliminated by passage of the model statute. Under the terms of
the settlement agreement, if the state passes the model statute and enforces it, the
state will be exempt from any payment reductions even if the settlement was a
significant factor contributing to the participating manufacturers’ loss of market

share.

CONCLUSION

In the upcoming months, Law will be working closely with the Alaska Departments of
Revenue and Plealth and Social Services, and the federal Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
investigators to assure full compliance with state tax laws. Law is also working closely
at the direction of the governor with members of Alaska’s congressional delegation to

protect the state settlement from HCFA.

Prepared by Alaska DeparLinent of Law
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CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 12(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-FIRST LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES HARRIS, Rokcbcrg, Green

A RESOLUTION

Relating to federal claims against funds obtained by settlement of state tobacco

litigation.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the State of Alaska, taking all of the risks inherent in litigation, brought
suit against major cigarette and smokeless tobacco manufacturers based on state antitrust and
consumer protection claims solely to collect the state’s smoking-related expenditures; and

WHEREAS none of the claims asserted by the state were based on a Medicaid
recoupment statute or included the assertion of claims based on federal law for the federal
government's tobacco-related Medicaid expenditures; and

WHEREAS the State of Alaska entered into a settlement agreement in state court
based on state antitrust and consumer protection law claims with cigarette and smokeless
tobacco companies for $669,000,000 on November 23, 1998; and

WHEREAS the federal government, through the Health Care Finance Administration,
has asserted that it is entitled to a significant share of the state settlement on the basis that it
represents the federal share of Medicaid costs; and

WHEREAS the federal government declined to bring its own action to assert a claim

- CSHJR 12(FIN)
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for the federal money it spent for the treatment of smoking-related illnesses in Alaska and
provided no assistance to the state during the litigation or during settlement negotiations; and

WHEREAS the federal government asserts that it is authorized and obligated, under
the Social Security Act, to collect its share of any settlement funds attributed to Medicaid; and

WHEREAS the state tobacco lawsuit was brought for violation of state law under state
law theories and the state lawsuit did not make any federal claims; and

WHEREAS the state bore all the risk and expense in the litigation brought in state
court and settled without any assistance from the federal government; and

WHEREAS the state is entitled to all of the funds negotiated in the tobacco settlement
agreement without any federal claim;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Twenty-First Alaska State Legislature respectfully
requests the Congress to enact and the President to sign legislation to prohibit any federal
claim against money obtained by settlement of state tobacco litigation; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Twenty-First Alaska State Legislature respectfully
urges the President of the United States to direct the Health Care Finance Administration to
review the facts related to the tobacco settlement with the State of Alaska and refrain from
taking steps to pursue recoupment of dollars to which the federal government is not entitled.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Bill Clinton, President of the
United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Jr., Vice-President of the United States and President
of die U.S. Senate; the Honorable Donna E. Shalala, Secre.ary of the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services; the Honorable Trent Lott, Majority Leader of the U.S. Senate;
the Honorable J. Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives; and to the
Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the
Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

CSHIR 12(FIN) 2-
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MAJOR DISCRETIONARY AND MANDATORY PROGRAM FUNDING
(fodx?&J fhc&l yean, dolUn inmilliciu)

2000\B 199
MAJOR DISCRETIONARY FY 1998 FY 1009 FY2D0OP top«md
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MAJOR DISCRETIONARY (cart )
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MEDICAID ADMINISTRATION
VOCATIONAL REHAB STATE (HANTS

SUBTOTAL MaNHaTORY/ENTTTLEVENT
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

1. Who are the parties to the Tobacco Settlement? -The parties to the settlement include 46 states (Florida,
Minnesota, Mississippi, and Texas had previously settled with the tobacco manufacturers), Puerto Rico, the U.S.
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Islands and the District of Columbia, Brown &
Williamson Tobacco corporation, Lorillard Tobacco Company, Philip Morris Incorporated, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco

Company, Commonwealth Tobacco, and Liggett & Myers.

2. What is the effective date of the tobacco settlement? The parties signed the Master Settlement Agreement
(MSA) on Monday, November 23,1998, the Master Settlement Agreement Execution Date. States that sued the
tobacco manufacturers must go to state court and file a motion for the approval of the settlement agreement by
December 11,1998. States that had not filed a suit, must go to state court to file suit and to make a motion to
approve the settlement agreement by December 23,1998. The effective dates for the non-economic provisions
of the MSA vary, but many are related to the MSA Execution date (e.g. 60 days after the MSA Execution date).
There are two important effective dates related to the economic provisions of the MSA: the State Specific
Finality Date and the Final Approval Date. The State Specific Finality Date is the date when a state court
gives final approval to the settlement and the consent decree. The Final Approval Date is the earlier of June 30,
2000 or the date when 80 percent of the states have obtained State Specific Finality and those states represent

80% of the payments.

3. When do the settlement funds become available to the states? No funds can be dispersed to the states
until Final Approval is attained. If the requisite number of states have not reached State Specific Finality before
June 30,2000, the funds will become available to all states that have reached State Specific Finality on June 30,
2000. If a state fails to obtain State Specific Finality by December 31,2001, its participation in the

settlement is terminated.

4. lunderstand that tobacco manufacturers will begin making payments in December 1998. Where will
these funds go if they are not available to states until June 30,2000? The payments made by the tobacco
manufacturers will be deposited into an escrow account. When a state obtains State Specific Finality, the funds
that are to be allotted to that state will be moved from the general escrow account into a state specific escrow
account, where the funds will accrue interest and will become available to the state on the Final Approval date.

5.  What must states do to attain State Specific Finality? States must get the settlement approved by a state
court. This includes approval of the consent decree. In addition, all opportunities for appeal of the approval

must have expired, so that the court’s approval is final.

6. What will state legislatures need to do to implement the tobacco settlement agreement? State
legislatures will need to enact the model statute included in the Master Settlement Agreement (See question
#12), regarding the treatment of non-participating manufacturers, before the state begins receiving its allotment
from the settlement. In addition, if there is any question about the legislative appropriation of the settlement
funds, legislatures may want to enact laws to clarify' the treatment of the funds under state law. The settlement
agreement is silent on that issue. Finally, the legislature should probably review the state's consent decree, the

document that implements the settlement agreement in the state.

7. Whal! is the purpose of the model statute included in the Master Settlement Agreement? What happens
if my state fails to enact the statute? The model statute creates a reserve fund for non-participating
manufacturers to pay future claims, establishing a level playing field between participating and non-participating
manufacturers. The model act must be enacted by states exactly as it is drafted in the MSA (Exhibit T) and
as a stand-alone piece of legislation or the state must enact a “Qualifying statute," as determined by a
firm jointly retained by the settling states and the original participating manufacturers. The ruling of the



10.

11

13.

firm is final. A “qualifying statute” is defined in the MSA as a settling state's statute, regulation, law
and/or rgle (applicable everywhere the state has authority to legislate) that effectively and fully
neutralizes the cost disadvantages that the participating manufacturers experience (as opposed to the
non-participating manufacturers) experience as.a result of the MSA. If a state fails to enact the model
statute or if a state enacts the model and a court subsequently overturns it. the state allotment will be

reduced by no more than 65 percent.

When the Final Approval Date arrives and the funds become available to the states, who controls the
funds? The Master Settlement Agreement is silent on the matter; therefore the general belief is that the funds

will be appropriated according to state law.

How are the amounts each state will receive determined? Are the state allotments listed in the Master
Settlement Agreement the actual amounts each state will receive? The state allotments were established
by a formula developed by the Attorneys General. These allotments are subject to a number of adjustments,
reductions and offsets. In addition, the federal government is laying claim to more than half the settlement
dollars. The exact amount a state will receive is the net of the listed allocation minus any adjustments,
reductions and offsets and may also be subject to recoupment of any settlement funds attributable to Medicaid.

What is the basis of the federal claim on state tobacco settlement funds? The U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (DHHS) contends tint existing Medicaid law (Section 1903(d) of the Social Security Act)
compels it to recover its share (federal Medicaid matching percentage) of third party payments, collected by
states on behalf of Medicaid clients, and argues further that state tobacco settlement funds are third-party
recoveries under the provisions of the Medicaid statute. DHHS has “recouped" some funds from states that
reached an earlier settlement agreement with the Liggett Group, but temporarily suspended the collection of
state tobacco settlement funds pending comprehensive federal tobacco legislation. An amendment to the
Medicaid statute that would exempt tobacco settlement funds from recoupment musl be enacted to
prevent the seizure of state tobacco settlement funds when they become available to states in 2000.

Does the Master Settlement Agreement restrict or earmark the settlement funds? No. States will

determine how the funds will be spent.

if the federal government adopts an excise tax on tobacco products, will my state receive less money
from the tobacco settlement? Maybe. Under the provisions ol the settlement, if the federal government
enacts a tax or fee on tobacco products, and uses the proceeds to provide either unrestricted funds to states or
funds earmarked for health care or tobacco-related health care, these funds would be subtracted from the state
allotment on a dollar-for-dollar basis. The federal legislation offset would not apply if the funds were
earmarked for assistance to tobacco growers or impacted communities.

Aside from determining funding priorities and enactment of the model statute, are there other legislative
actions related to the tobacco settlement state legislators might consider? Yes. The settlement
agreement prohibits the sale and manufacture of cigarettes in packages of less than 20 cigarettes. This
prohibition sunsets December 31,2001. The settlement agreement also prohibits tobacco manufacturers from
opposing state legislation prohibiting the sale and manufacture of these small cigarette packages. If a state
wants to continue the ban, considered a key provision to discourage youth access to cigarettes, state legislation
would be required. In addition, the settlement agreement identifies areas of state legislation, law and
administrative rule related to youth access to tobacco products, that the tobacco industry is prohibited from
opposing. That list provides a starting point for considering future legislation. Finally, there is a wide range of
youth access issues that are not addressed in the settlement agreement that could be the subject of state

legislative initiatives.
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Daniel T. Blue. Jr.
Thomas R~)'< Tcdcaitle
January 19, 1999 “ixy \/
The Honorable Bill Clinton wlllamlT)iound

President of the United States
1500 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We are writing to urge you to enact legislation early in the 106th Congress that will ensure that
states retain all of their tobacco settlement funds. These funds result from the historic accord
reached on November 23, 1998 between 46 states, U.S. territories and commonwealths and the
District of Columbia and tobacco industry representatives. These funds result from the effort put
forth by state attorneys general in which states solely assumed enormous risks and displayed
determination to initiate a settlement that will lead to reduced youth smoking and reduced access
to tobacco products. These accomplishments mirror similar efforts put forth by four states,
Florida, Minnesota, Mississippi and Texas, that settled tobacco-related suits in 1997-98 Having
displayed admirable leadership on this matter, states should not have these settlement funds
compromised in any way. Furthermore, states are now in the midst of finalizing the settlement,
carrying out the terms of the settlement agreement and making initial fiscal determinations about
how to most responsibly apply settlement funds to public health and other needs. We cannot and
should not be threatened with the seizure of these funds by any entity.

In the fall of 1997, states were notified by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) of its intention to "recc ip" the federal match from funds states received through suits
brought against tobacco manufacturers, citing a provision in existing Medicaid law. Since then,
HHS has suspended recoupment activities. NCSL believes that suspension should be converted
into an outright prohibition. States initialed the suits and the federal government played no role in
these suits or the subsequent settlement agreement. Additionally, the settlement agreement makes
no mention of Medicaid. Itis clear to us that the federal government has no claim to these funds.
We urge you to further clarify this through legislation.

The nation's state legislators have made recoupment prohibition a top state-federal priority for
1991 We urge its enactment as expeditiously as possible. States are carrying out the directives
of thi sett’ement agreements and cannot tolerate any uncertainty as to the status of settlement
funds t rany other related matter. We also believe that swift enactment of a recoupment
prohibh»on is critical to our mutual efforts to reduce youth smoking, abate youth access to

[ :ter Washington
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tobacco products and address the economic impactof anticipated demand for tobacco products.
We look forward to resolving this issue with you in the 106th Congress.

Sincerely,

Representative Dan Blue Senator Richard Finan

House Democratic Majority Leader, North Carolina Senate President, Ohio

President, NCSL Immediate-PasrtPresident, NCSL
Representative Paul Mannweiler Senator Jim Costa

House Republican Leader, Indiana State Senator, California
President-Elect, NCSL Vice-President, NCSL

Speaker of the House, Texas
Chair. Assembly on Federal Issues, NCSL





