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Duning 1940, porsons in ncod of genoral relief in
tho Unitod States received assistance which varied
greatly in kind and adequacy, depending upon
the State and evon tho locality in which they sought
aid, The diversity in the type and amount of
care provided was tho inevitable rosult of thehighly
decentralized systemn under which general rolicf is
administered. More than 10,000 local units
throughout tho country administer tho program.
State participation in financing or administering
general reliof is oxtremely limited or nonexistent
in many States. During 1940, in onc-fourth of
the States, the Stato government provided no
financial support, and in soveral others the extent
of financial participation was very small. In
slightly less than onec-fourth of tho States, tho
program was adininistered entirely by the localities
without supervision by n State ageney. General
relief is administored in a substantinl number of
States by State and local agencies also administer-
ing old-ago assistance, aid to dependent children,
and aid to the blind, Even in these States, liow-
over, the State agencies as a rulo excrcise less
stipervision over general relief than over the three
specinl types of public assistance.

Entire responsibility for the administration of
general relief was returncd to the States and locali-
tics at Lthe beginning of 1936 afier a brief period of
Federal participation in the program. Irom May
1933 until the ond of 1935 gencrrl relief had heen
financed largely from Ifederal funds, administered
by Stato emncrgeney relief administrations under
the supervigion of the Federal Imergency Relief
Administration, With tho inauguration of the
Works Program in the sccond half of 1935, the
Federal Government announced its intention of
withdrawing from participation in general relief,
and final grants-in-aid were determined by Decem-
ber 1935. Fmployable persons cared for by the
Stato ERA’s were to have been employed under

the Works DProgramn, and unemployeble cnses

* Burenu of Publlc Asslstance, Propared from proliminary tabulatlons of
data relating to January 100, suppllod by Btato publle welfara aponcies.
More detolled annlysos of the dntn nro now In procesa and wlll ba released by
the Hoelnl Bocurlty Ioard during 1041,
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wero turned back to the States and localities,
With tho withdrawal of Ifedoral fingncial support,
substantial changes occurred in the States in (he
administration of genernl relicf. In some States
tho program reverted Lo tho old poor-law bnsis;
in others, the gains in administrative organization
made (lurmg the FERA period wore held, in somg
mensure at least,

Information on ceriain characteristics of organ-
ization for the administration of gener al relief in
the several States ' is presented in the following
discussion and in tablo 1.  Although the data re-
late to January 1940, they are belioved to bo
substantinlly correet for the whole year.

Local Administrative Units

In 1940, general relief in the continental United
States was administered by more than 10,000
local units, many of which were authorized to
determine the existence and extent of need withe
out supervision by a State agency. A few of these
local units were branch oflices of State agencies;
some were counly welfare departinents or county
governing bodies.  The great majority, howover,
were minor eivil divisions—ecities, villages, and
towns--which derive their authority for the ad-
ministration of genernl relief from long outmoded
poor laws,

Administration by these minor eivil divisions
was concentrated in 12 Sintes. 1o all the New
Iingland States exeept New Ilmnpshm- and in
Indiana ond New Jersey these minor eivil divi-
sions were the only type of local unit responsible
for general relief.  In Minnesota, New York, and
Wisconsin a substantinl number of county welfare
departments also administered general relief ) and
in some counties of Illinois, the eounty governing
body was the responsible nuthority.

In the great majority of States—36-—the pre-
dominant form of organization was a unit with
county-wide jurisdiction; i. ¢., a county department

U The Dstrict of Columbla i3 not included in the discussion, A largo patt
of tho discusslon does not anply to tho partlcular governtontal organizalion

in the District.
1 Connccticut, Illinols, Indinna, Malno, Massnchusotls, Alinnesotn, Now

Hampshire, Now Jarsoy, Naow York, Rhede Island, Yormont, nnd Wisconaln.
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of public welfare andfor the county governing
body, such as a county board of suporvisors. It
ghould Le noted, howover, that in somo States
members of the county governing body acted not
as a singlo unit, but as individuals, cach of whom
administered relief in a specificd area within tho
county.

A county departmoent of public welfare was the
only type of local administrative unit in all coun-
tios in 14 States,? and in most counties in 6 addi-
tional States' County departmonts of public
welfnre ndministered general relief in some coun-
tics of Gieorgin and Lowa, and in other counties the
county governing body performed this function.
Both o county department of public wellaro and
the county governing body administered tho pro-
gram in a majority of the counties in 4 States—
Arkansas, Idaho, Missourt, and New Mexico. In
California, a county wolfare department in each
county provided aid to unemployable cases;
branch oflices of a State agency, some with county-
wide and others with more than county-wide juris-
diction, ndministered relief to employable cases.

The countly governing body was the only type of
loenl general relief organization in South Dakota,
and the most common type in 7 other Stntes.®
In o few counties in Nevada, a State program for
employable cases was administered through the
county WPA oflice coneurrently with the county
program for unemployable cases administered by
the county governing body. In most counties in
Oklahomu, n county governing body served bhoth
employable  and  unemployable cases;  branch
offices of the State Board of 1'ublic Wellare ad-
ministered relief in all connties, but only to unem-
ployable cases,

In the one remaining State, Delaware, the pen-
eral reliefl program was administered by the State
ageney through hranch intake oflices in two coun-
tics and direetly by the State ageney in the county
in which the Stato oflice is loeated.

State Participution in Administration

The degree of State participation in the admin-
istration of general relief in 1040 ranged [rom
complele control of the policies and practices of
the local units to the exereise of only fiscal eontrols
or intermittent supervision,  Where State finan-

1 Alabasnn, Arlrons, Colorndo, Knnsns, Montana, North Carolinn, North
Dakotn, Oregon, P'enusylvanin, South Cnrolinn, Utah, Washington, West
Virglnln, and Wyoming,

! Lonlsinnn, Marylnnd, Michigan, Minnesotn, Nobraskn, and Virglnin,

1 Florida, Kentucky, Mississippl, Novadn, Ohlo, Tennossce, and Toexns.
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cin] participation in the genoeral reliof program waos
relatively oxtonsive, State participation in admin-
istration  tonded (o Do comparatively groat.
Whero thero wasg little or no State financial par-
ticipation, State suporvision was extremely limited
or nonoxistent. Regardless of tho amount of
Stato financial participation, some supervision
of gencral reliof by o State agency usually oxisted
if the local agencies administered the spocial
typos of public assistanco ns woll as goneral relief.

A Btato ageney exorcised somo dogree of supor-
vision over all or part of the genoral roliof program
in all but 10 Statos;® none of these 10 States pro-
videdd Stato funds for goneral rolief. Broadly
speaking, State supervision was most sustained and
exlensive in the 24 States 7 in which (1) Stato funds
were provided and (2) branch oflicos of a Stato
agency or county departments of public welfare
administered the program in all or most counties,
It should be observed, however, that State super-
vision did not extend to that part of thoe program
administered by tho county governing body in
some of these States. Close State supervision
wns maintained over tho branch offices of the Stato
ageneies in 2 States, California and Oklahomna,
but not over the ecounty welfare departmonts in
California or the county governing body in Okla
homa, '

State supervision in thoe remaining 13 States
with some forin of local adininistrative unit was
limited in various ways. Only cases lacking legal
seltlement in o loeality fell within tho purview of
State supervision in Connecticut, Maine, and
Muassachuseits, whereas in Novada and IRRhode
Island only the program for employablo cascs was
State-supervised. Supervision in Illinois, Now
Jersey, New York, and Wisconsin was limited by
the fact that not all local units received State funds
for general relief and probably also by the multi-
tudo of loeal units to be supervised. In Minne-
sola, supervision was extonded to county depart-
menis of publie welfare but not to the numorous
townships and villages which administored goneral
relief.  Statoe supervision was minimal in Indinng
and North Carolina, where no State funds woro
provided, and in Olio.

¢ Florlda, Georgin, Kentucky, Miaslssippl, Nebrosks, Now Hompshiro,
Bouth 1¥akotn, Tennesseq, Toxng, nnd Vermont,

T Alabininn, Arfronn, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Kansan,
Taulslann, Aoeryland, Mlehlgon, Missourl, Montonn, Now Mozlco, North

Dnkotn, Oklnhomn, Oregon, Penngylvanin, Bouth Carollna, Uleh, Virginla,
Wnshington, West Virginia, and Wyoming,
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The genoral reliof program wuas entircly Stnto-
ndministered in Delaware,

Agencies Administering CGeneral Relief and
Special Types of Public Assistance

In 22 States,® county departments of public
welfare adminigtering all or part of the general
reliel program also administered specinl types of
public assistance, and in all but 3 of these States—
California, North Carolina, and Virginia—a single
Stato agoncy supervised the administration of
all programs by the county departiments. At
the othor oxtrome wore 11 States® in which
thoro was no integration of ndministration at the
local level of government. In lllinois, Indians,
Now Jersey, and Oklphoma, the 4 States in this
group which provided some State supervision of
the goneral relief program, there also was no inte-
gration at tho State lovel,

The situation fell between these two extremes
in the romaining 15 States. In 9, there was in-
tegration of adininistration at the State level and
in some or all of the local units,  Administeation
was integrated only at the State level in 2 other
Statos, Maine and Rhode Island, In Florida,
Georgir, and Nebraska, where no Stale super-
vision was provided, general relief and the special
types of public assistance were administered by
tho same stell in some local units. The execulive
head of the State old-age nssistanee agency in
Delaware dirceted a stall engaged only in the ad-
ministration of gencral relief.

State and Local Financial Responsibility

Throughout the ycar 1940, 36 States provided
Stale funds for general rvelief, In 2 of these
States—Arizona and Pennsylvanin—no local funds
wero used.  In 19! local revenues were provided
by the county only; in 10, by both the county
and some or tll of the minor c¢ivil divisions; and in
5, by minor ¢ivil divisions only.

State finencial participation in most States was

¥ Alnbama, Arizonn, Arkansns, Callfornin, Colorado, Iidaho, Knnsaa,
Louisians, Maryland, Missourf, Montann, New Moxlco, North Carofing,
North Dakota, Oregoen, Ponuosylvanln, South Caroling, Utnh, Virginin,
Wnshington, West Virginla, nnd Wyoming.

¢ Illinofs, Indinne, Kentucky, Mississippl, Now Hampshire, Now
Jersay, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tenneasea, Toxas, and Vermaont.

18 Connectlcut, [own, Massachusctts, Michignn, Minnesotn, Novmda, Now
York, Ohle, nod Wlscenaln.

1t Arkonsns, Californla, Colorado, IDelnware, Idaho, Iown, Kansps, hlis.
souri, Montana, Nevadn, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklnhemn, Oregon,
Bouth Carolina, Utah, YWnshington, West Virginla, and Wyoming,

1t Alnbama, 1llinels, Loulslana, Maryland, Mlichigan, Mioncsota, New
York, Qhfo, Yirginla, nnd Wisconsin,

13 Connecticut, Mninc, Massachusetts, Now Jersey, and Ithode Island,
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subject to limitations imposed by law or by pylp
and regulation, The extent of State financin]
participation was governcd, in general, by one of
a combination of the following faclors:

(1) the relative fiseal ability andjor need of the
local units;

(2) the amount of local funds provided;

(3) the Lype of case for whiclt State funds could
he used; i, e, unemployable or employable
cages and cases without legal seltlement
in a loeality within the State; and

(4) the type of local adininistrntive unit,

As o result of these limitations on the uso of
State Minds, some local units in the 36 States pro-
viding State lunds for general reliel did not reeeive
State oid.  In Junuary, State funds for general
reliel were granted (o less than half the loeal units
in 5 States;" to & majority of the loealities in 10
States;® and o all loeal subdivisions in the 21
remaining States ' which provided State [unds,
The proportion that State funds comprised of
total expenditures for assistance during 10939-407
ranged from less than 25 percent in 5 Stales ®
to 75 percent or more in 10 States,'”

In January 1940, 12 States * assumed no
responsibility [or financing the genernl reliel pro-
gram. Funds were provided by some counties
and by some or all cities and towns in 8 of these
States.”  County [unds were the only source of
revenues in Nebraska and South Dakota, whereas
in Indiana and Yermont the burden rested entirely
on the cities andfor towns,

Varintions in the volume of general reliefl given
are reflected by data on mmounts expended per
inhabitant.**  Unlortunately, not cven a rough
estimato of the relative proportion of the total
need for goneral relief which was met in ench State
can be madeo from the information now availuble.
The wide varintions from State to State in ex-

" Idahe, Hnols, Town, Nevada, and Wiscansin,

1 Connectleat, Molhe, Maoryland, Masanchusetts, Mantann, Nesw Jersey,
New York, Rhiode 1slnndd, Svuth Caroling, and Weashington.

13 Alnbnna, Aclzonn, Arkansns, Californis, Catorado, Delawnre, IS nnsas,
Loulstane, Michigan, Mianesotn, Missourt, New Mexlen, North idxnkola,
Ohila, Oklahoina, Oregon, Pennsylvanks, Utah, Virgindn, West Virginin, and
Wyoming.

11 Beo the Felletin, Febraacy 104, 1, 62, tahile 6,

! [awn, Maossachusetts, Minnesola, Nevnds, amd Wisconsin,

1* Arizona, Arkansas, California, lttnols, Loulslann, Missourl, New Jorsey,
Now Mexico, ennsylvanla, and Utnh,

% Floride, (leorgks, Indinna, Kentiucky, Misslssippl, Nebraskn, New
Hampshire, North Corollng, South Dakaty, ‘Uenncssee, Toxay, and Vermont.

n Florkia, (leorgln, Wentucky, AMMississippi, New Hanpshive, North
Caroling, ‘Tonnessee, nnd "Texaa.

it Heo . 41, table 1,
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penditures  per inhabitant  for general relief
strongly suggest, however, that the proportion of
Allowances
for such dillerences as may exist in the relative

total need wi

iich 13 mot als¢ varies,

tant.

amountis of need and for differences in the cosis
of meeting theso needs eannot account entirely for
the disparities in State expenditures per inhabi-
Undoubtedly a far higher proportion of

Table 1.—Administration of general relief in the continental United States, by Stato, 1940

Buporvision or
administralion

" . of sprocin] Ly ey Prodomi-
I'ypo of ]acnulor:]dcmlnlst ratlve | of Wbl nssist- Sotireo of funds nant form
goncy nnco hy pon- of rellsl
arnl rotlef
nponcy nt—
. Stata ngency with supervisory nnd/for .
Stuto finahelal responsibility for goneral rollef Connty Locn!
e 'l‘«]rivu- —
Com- Cit Bp,
. Cily | town, m .
Wwol- u[l(mgrs agon- | villnge, ?t{!‘? I]‘“‘,"‘“]' Binto Iﬂmv)n Cosh |Kind
fars | Siner.'| cies | plnn- ove ave . . Py
} por- County| City wi,
dapnrt-g ioors tatlon, ar vil-
mont or othor or ¢ther Inge
oflicla)s
Alabama. ... ... Stule Department of Publle Wellaro . . .. 2 I F .- x x x x | S I X fareeaan
Arfronn. . ..o State Dopartmeant of Social Securhly nml X [ P ) X X b S PRI P R, | S
Wellnre.
Atknnsas. .. _..| Hinto Dopnrtmont of Pubile Wolfare. .. x | S P
Callfarnln. - .-y 8into Rellof Administration .. ... ... x| e
Colotnddo. . ... Stato l)cfmrlmnnr. of Public Wellure, ... x| - -
Conneellent state OMico of Commissioner of Wolfuro . x
Dalaware. . .. ... -.| Ktate Old-nga Wellara Commlisslan. . .. el
DIst. of Columbin. .} District Board of Pablic Welfare ... ) . [ ... ...
Flotkin ... .. ..--. Nohe. . . FET R, x x
CQoorgl. ... . .- Nono.. . ... e e e I X
ldako... ... .- Stnlo Departinent of Public Wellare _ . I X ...
MWinols. - l]]tilnuls FKmerganey Helief Adminlsten-§ 0. X X
o,
Indiann. . Slnllo Unowploymoent Hetlof Commls- | ...
slon.
fown. ... ... Siplo Department of 8nclal Wellaro. . X X ,
Kansns Sinte Dopartmont of foclal Wollnro. . x . ..
Kenlucky. Noue e P N X x
Loulsiann . . Sinte Depretment of Public Wellara. ... x X x
Maluo. . . Sinto Departmont of [Menlth and Welfnro . . x
Auaryland | Stnte Depattmonl of Publle Wellaro . . X X X
Massachusetts .. . State Depattment of Pudillc Wolfare_ _ .. I P X
Michlgnn. . ... _. Btato Deparbhinent of Seelal Wolfnre. . .. x| X
Minnesatu .. Stato Division of Boclal Wellnroe b3 o X
Mississippl Noano - .. ... .. F Lo x X
Missourl. . .. State Roclal Security Commissfon. ... X X .
Montana .. . . Binte Dopnriment of Public Welloro. .. X IO
Nebraskn . . Nuono .. Cee e X x
Noviula. . ... Stnte Beard of ltelief, Work Planning, . b3
and Pension Control,
New Hampshire Nono R .- e x % [ U I PRI (R, X I | S 1
New Jersoy . ... . -] Stade Fioanelal Assislanco Cominission # x x I x FU— b 4 | S . 1
Now Mexien. .. Stuto Department of Publie Welfuro_ _. x S P . X 'x x x| IUURUNN I
New York . Stato Department of Saclal Welfarn_ .. L7 R % x X Iy x X X | S AR 10y
North Carnlina Ht;]lu Haard of Charltes amid Publle Wel- X B P X E S P x S PR PR x
nro.
North Dikots Sinto Public Welfaro Bonprd .. ... . I .. . X X
oio ... ... State Dopattinent of Public Wolfaro_ . . X b .o x x
Oklnliomn Btata Board of Publie Wellnre . . X . vy | e
Oregnn Sinla Publie Welfnre Department . x . X X
Tennavlvanin Snte Depariment of Publie Assistanee . b S I o X X
Ithodlo Island . State Dopnrtment of 8ocinl Welfare. ... . X X | T S
Santh Carolinn . Rtute Dopnrtment of Public Wellnre. _ . . S (Y I x X
Sonth Dakotn None ... .. .. .. . . S ORI B .- .
Tennessee NONO .o e e x X T e P P x
Texns | None . o e X X x o) P X
Utnh Stnte Depuretent of 'ublle Wellare_ .. X . . S X x X X
Verinant Nung . P 3 S P I e
Virglnin Sinte Nepartinent of Public Welfnro. o by x .. X X % X
Washlnglan Ktate Dopariment of Soclal Securlly . X S x X X X
Woal Virginin Ktate Departiment of Pulilic Assistaneo x . .. x X x x
Wiscansin Stato Department of Pablic Wellare. . . X x X x X Tx % x
Wyaming . Stalo Dopartinent of Pubdic Welfare ... x . . x x X x
1 TYstriel oflice of (nta departinent. i Unlly In counties in which g'cnoml rellef Is administered by tha distriet
TCounty welfara departieits only; in Maryland, county welfare depant - office of the State Wellare Board.

mont and ¢ty of Daltimere; In New York, connly welinte departments and

sote eilfey,

i Delnwnre, arhinbnisternd directly by the Btale agency; in District of

Caolurnhin, by the Dstriel ageney

¢ Distriet oftices of

{1 Hiale

Welfnre Bonrd, which is the State agency

responsible for (he pdministration of old-nge nssistanee, nbl (o dependent
Chflelren, nodl pidd to the bilind.

Dhlletin, March 1941

& Iixeept In the city of Chicago.

T Only In some loeal agencles s foltows: Nichlgan, 4 counlles; Ohlo, wn-

1 Excu]imt in the city of Datroit.

* Mun

1t Fxeept in tho cily of New York,

known number of counlies; Wiscousin, 11 countles,

elpnl Ald Administrotlon since Juno 1{H0.
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total need was met in New York, which expended
almost $8.00 per inhabitant in 1940, than in
Mississippi, whore oxpenditures per inhabitant
amounted to only $.02, On the otker hand, it
would bo impossible to say, on the basis of present
information, whether Massachusetts, which ocx-
pended $4.67, or Connecticut, which expended
$3.23 por inhabitant, made the more nearly
adequate provision in relation to tho total need
for general reliof.

Variations in Administrative Practices

Tho present discussion of variations in adminis-
trative practice is limited to employable and unem-
ployablo eases and the form in which relief is given,
i. 0., cash or kind.

Employable and unemployable cases.—Both cin-
ployable and unemployable cases reccived assist-
ance under the generel relief program in 39 Statcs,
but in nt least 3 of these, practices with regard to
assistance to cmployable cases varied consider-
ably among tho local units. In 242 of the 39
States, both State and local funds were used to
provide aid to both types of ceses. In California,
Nevada, and Rhode Island, State funds for general
relief were used entirely for aid to employable
enses, and in California and Nevade loeal Tunds
were used only for assistance to the unemployable
group; in Rhode Island, local funds were used for
hoth. Local funds were used for relief to both
employable and unemployable cases in Oklahoma,
and Stete funds were used for the latter group
only. In 10 States,® rclief was provided to both
types of casces from local funds only, and in one—
Pennsylvania—{rom Stete funds only, The items
allowed in the relief budgets in these 39 States
were, in gencral, the same for employable as for
uncmployable cases.

In 6 States,” rclief to employable cases was
given sporadieally or on an emnergeney basis only,
Reliof to tho employable group was allowed only
during the winter months in Tdaho, and only occa-
sional grants were ellowed in Mississippi and
Nebraska. Usually the items allowed. in tho
relief budgets of this group of States were the same
for both employable and unemployable cases, but

M Alaboma, Coloradoe, Connecticut, Ilinols, Iows, Kansns, Maine, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesotn, Moniana, Now Jersoy, Now
Mexles, Now York, North Dakota, Ohfo, Oregon, Utah, Yieginla, Washing.
ton, Weat Virglnin, Wisconsin, and ¥ yoming.

% Florlda, Gceorgla, Indlnna, Kontucky, New Hampshire, North Carollnn,

Bouth Dakotn, Teaneasce, Texas, and Vermeont.
4 Arizonn, Arkansns, Idaho, Misalssippt, Missourl, nnil Nebroaska.
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in at least one State—Arizona—only food orders
wero allowed to employable cases,

Relief to employable eascs was provided only in
a fow loeal units in Delaware and Louisiana, Aid
was granted to employable eases in only one county
in Delaware, and aid to employable cases i
Louisiana was limited to one large urban county
and a few cities and towns.

In only one State—South Carolina—was ng
reltof given to ctployable cnses.

form of relief—Tho majority of cuses in 17
States # received relief in the form of cash, wlierens
in the 31 remaining States ¥ relief in kind pre-
dominated. It should be noted thet this classif-
cation is based on the form of relief granted the
majority of cases in a State and that relief in kingd
may have been given extensively cven in States
where cash was the predominant form, and vies
versa,  Ifor example, although cash payments
predominated in Oklahoma and Rhode Tsland,
an appreciable amount of relief in kind was
granted. In IHinois, Michigan, and New York,
on the other hand, relief in kind was the more
common form of assistance except in the cities of
Chicago, Detroit, and New Youk.

The form of relief was determined or influenced
by State laws or regulations in 24 Siantes. Ia
16 of these States,”® a State agency either recom-
mended or required that ensh relief be granted
to all or specificd groups of cases. In addition,
the State law in Montana specified ensh unless
relief in kind proved to be better for tho recipient.
Actually cash relicf predominated in 14 of these
17 States—all except Kansas, Montana, and
Washington. A State luw or regulption in 7
States ® either required or recommended that
relief in kind be granted, and practice in all these
States coincided with the law or regulation,

Of the 24 States in which deecision waa left en-
tirely to the localities, only 3—Georgia, Tennesses,
and West Virginin—granted cash relief to the
majority of eases aided.

W Alabame, Arizonn, Arkansas, Callfornln, (leorgln, Idaho, T.owulslans
Maryland, Oklnhomn, Pennsylvanin, IRhode Island, SBouth Cnrolina, Ten*
nessee, Utah, YVieginls, West Virginin, and Wyoinlng.

7 Colormlo, Connectleut, Delawnre, Florida, [liinols, Indinna, lows,
Kansas, Kentucky, Malne, Massachusotts, Michignn, Minnesotn, Missls-
sippl, Milssourl, Montann, Nebraskn, Novadn, New Hoampshire, Now
Jersey, Now Mexlee, New York, North Carolinn, Nerth Dakota, Ohlo,
Oregon, South Dakeotn, Texas, Verinont, Washlngton, and Wlseonsin,

# Alabamn, Arizonn, Arkansns, Californin, Itnho, Xansns, Loulsinna,
Maryland, Oklnhorha, Pennsylvania, Rhado Island, Bouth Carolinn, Utah,
Virginin, YWnashington, nnd Wyoaming.

W Indinan, fown, Mdine, Minnesotn, Missaurl, Nevada, and New Mexlee.
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