
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

50TH LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The meeting of the House Appropriations Committee was called 
to order by Chairman Rep. Gene Donaldson on March 25, 1987 
in Room 104 of the State Capitol. 

ROLL CALL: 

All members were present at the meeting except Rep. Iverson 
who was absent and Reps. Connelly and Spaeth who arrived 
late. 

SB 88: (104:A:2.46) 

Senator Fred Van Valkenburg presented SB 88 to the committee 
again explaining this was a bill to extend the prison term 
for aggravated burglary. He said he didn't feel there would 
be an impact on the prison population due to this change. 

Mr. Mark Roscoe, County Attorney, stated the bill can have a 
deterrent effect upon those who are involved in a burglary 
or theft which has increased in Montana. 

Rep. Miller asked Mr. Curt Chisholm to present a report in 
regard to the prison impact (Exhibit 1). 

Rep. Menahan asked Mr. Chisholm what the good time policy 
currently at the prison. Mr. Chisholm said it depends. It 
could be accrued or they can get work it off about 1/5th of 
the sentence. The inmate behavior also has a bearing. 

SB 96: 

(104:A:30.30) Sen. Rassmussen presented his bill to the 
committee saying it changes the penalty from a misdemeanor 
to a felony for abuse of senior citizens. 

PROPONENTS: 

Mr. Joe Upshaw representing the Association of American 
Retired Persons, spoke in support of the bill saying that 
originally the bill was written as a felony and then was 
reduced to a misdemeanor. They feel the punishment must fit 
the crime. They support the bill. 
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Mr. Charles Briggs, State Agent Coordinator, Governor's 
Office stated this bill was introduced originally in 1985 
asking for a felony charge which was lowered in Judiciary to 
a misdemeanor because they felt other laws would allow for 
the proper punishment. This is a high priority with the 
governor and they feel this law would cover the second 
offense. The data reveals a rapid increase in these kinds 
of crime. 

(104:A:43.03) Rep. Peck said the bill has some real lan
guage problems. Sen. Rassmussen said the bill defines what 
the penalty is for the offense, on page 5, second reading 
copy in the House. 

The hearing was closed on the bill. 

SB 134: Sen. Tom Beck explained the bill to address more 
severe penalties for smuggling drugs into the prison. 

PROPONENTS: 

Curt Chisholm stated the Department of Institutions asked 
Sen. Beck to introduce the bill for them as it would act as 
a deterrent to the problem of drugs being brought into the 
prison. There are a lot of drugs going to the prisoners 
which causes violence in the state prison. They would like 
to make this a felony offense in an attempt to cut back on 
this situation happening. 

There were no opponents to the bill. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION: 

(104: B: 10.50) Rep. swift moved to DO PASS SB 88. Rep. 
Bradley made a substitute motion to take out the 20 year 
sentence and put it back to 10 years, on page 2 line 3. Rep. 
Quilici called the question. Rep. Bradley was the only YES 
vote. The motion FAILED. 

There was a vote on Rep. Swift's motion. Reps. Devlin and 
Bradley voted NO. The motion CARRIED. 

HB 882 HEARING: 

Rep. Bob Ream presented HB 882 to the committee which was a 
last ditch effort to save the School of Pharmacy. He 
suggested a sunset on the bill. The bill would add a tax of 
10 cents on each prescription in order to fund the school. 

(104:B:22.11) Dr. Frank Pettinato, Acting Dean at the 
School of Pharmacy supported the bill saying there is a 100 
percent placement in the state from the school for both the 
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pharmacy school and the physical therapy school. He said he 
appreciated the efforts of the sponsors in seeking to help 
to retain the school (Exhibit 2). 

(104:B:26.40) Mona Jamison, Montana Chapter of Physical 
Therapist Association said they support the bill for funding 
of the school. 

The focus of the bill is for collecting out of profession, 
but we need to do that in order to save the school. The 
school is slated to go. 

Helen McKnight also spoke in support of the bill. A copy of 
her testimony is attached (Exhibit 3). 

Leroy Keirn, Billings, representing himself and the Senior 
Citizens Association spoke in regard to the bill (Exhibit 
4). He stated to keep the technical training in the schools 
it is worth the cost to pay for it. 

(104:B:35.00) Matt Teil, Associated Students from the 
University of Montana also supported the bill and presented 
written testimony (Exhibit 5). 

OPPONENTS: 

There was an amendment presented to the bill (Exhibit 6) by 
Mr. Lee Tickell of the Department of Social and Rehabilita
tion Services to delete the medicaid amount from the pre
scriptions. 

Mr. Kenn Morrison, Department of Revenue, stated there was 
concern in regard to who is responsible for collecting these 
fees and the record procedures for collecting and recording 
these fees. 

(104:B:40.28) Mr. Robert Likewise presented testimony to 
the committee regarding the bill saying that they urge the 
committee to consider fair and equitable tax measures that 
woulq,affect all of business in Montana and their customers 
and also spoke in regard to the HMO's ( Exhibi t 7). He 
presented ATTACHMENT 1 which were petitions. 

(105:A:O.39) Mark Eichner, Registered Pharmacist in Montana 
also spoke against the bill saying it was no more than a 
cost shifting measure. 

Robert J. Campbell, legal advisor to the Montana State 
Pharmaceutical Association opposed the bill saying the 
school is a very essential part of Montana and should be 
funded but this was not the way to fund it. 
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(105:A:6.03) Mr. William Leary, Special Consultant, Montana 
Hospital Association presented and read written testimony 
regarding the bill (Exhibit 8). 

Mr. George Allen, Montana Retail Association said that it is 
a selective tax. 

QUESTIONS: 

Rep. Bardanouve said he couldn't understand the Regents with 
a John Wayne mentality in supporting the WICHI/WAMI program, 
and not something that has an impact to the whole state such 
as this. 

The hearing was closed on the bill. 

HB 862: 

Rep. Cal Winslow reviewed the bill with the committee with 
amendments (Exhibit 9). The bill would be taking some of 
the money from the education trust fund and dedicating it to 
some positive measures to change the economy and brighten 
the future of the state of Montana. 

HB 890: 

Rep. Tom. Hannah, HD #86 presented the bill to the committee 
saying the bill places a formula for district court funding 
and creating a formula which would mean 85 percent of the 
fees would remain in the counties in a fund. Any remainder 
funds in the pool would revert back to the counties based on 
the fees collected. 

He presented an amendment to page 6, line 20 (Exhibit 10). 
He also referred to page 11, lines 8 through 11. 

He presented an analysis done by the Legislative Fiscal 
Analyst's Office, (Exhibit 11) regarding the potential 
winners and losers in regards to House Bill 890. 

PROPONENTS: 

Mr. Newall Anderson, Administrator of the Local Business 
Assistance Division, Department of Commerce spoke neither in 
support or against the bill but said he had administered the 
program in the past two years. He presented historical 
facts to the committee in regard to the issue (Exhibit 
12) . 

OPPONENTS: 

Mr. Gordon Morris, Montana Association of Counties spoke in 
regard to the bill saying he was handing out a study done 
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during the 83 interim (Exhibit 13). Fifty-five counties 
would superficially look to benefit from this bill. One 
would lose. His board voted unanimously to oppose the bill. 
These are commissioners allover the state, saying it would 
undo the insurance policy that was there. 

(105:B:25.13) Mr. Tom Harrison representing the Montana 
Clerks of Court said this program has been an insurance 
program. This is a state problem and should be funded by 
the state. If a small county had a large criminal case, it 
would basically break the county. This is based on one year 
study and these figures could undermine the real philosophy 
of this issue. 

Mr. Fritz Tosberg opposed the bill saying if any county 
could keep from taking any of this money, that is exactly 
what they would do because when you receive that money it 
means you had something serious occur in your county and you 
are confronted with a large number of additional costs that 
are not reimbursed. 

(105:B:32.41) Mr. Howard Swartz referred to Missoula county 
and spoke in defense of the county saying that the funding 
for the counties should be on a statewide basis not a court 
by court basis. 

Mr. Richard Van Diver also presented testimony (Exhibit 16 
regarding the operations of Missoula County. 

Rep. Hannah closed on the bill stating the county should pay 
for the court reporters and the transcript costs should be 
left in the bill. The final comment was that there is a 
pool of money out there somewhere. The money is not being 
used and should revert back to the counties who collected 
it. 

ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned. 

Rep. Gene Donaldson, Chairman 
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From .. 

STATE OF MONTANA 

DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIONS 
HELENA 

Date: 
3/23/87 

Subject Es .. ate of Collective Impact of Selected Sentencing Bills or Bills 
ending the Criminal Code on rlontana's Correctional System .. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

-

At vour request the following is provided for your information 

IIB 301: "An act to chang-e the definition of the offem;e of negligent vehicular 
assault and to create the offenses of negligent endangerP.lent and 
crir:linal endangerment; and amending Section 45-5-205, riCA." 

Intent: This 'bill would create additional criminal offenses, reportedly to 
prosecute those who tamper with drugs and foods in the marketplace. 

The sponsors intent is that the bill will be very narrowly applied. It 
would ~lave minimal impact in that event. If the prosecutors apply 
thl' st;ltute in the broadest sense, the impact could be substantial, 
however, there is no way to accurately assess that impact without 
sor.e E'xperlG!1ce with the law in effect. 

!-In 413: "An act removing the arlount of marijuana required for cOP.lmission of 
the offense of criminal possession with intent to sell; and amendi::g 
Section 45-9-103, ~JCA.!! 

Intent: This bill eliminates any weight or quantity threshhold for prosecution 
of a person in possession of any amount of rlariiuana for criminal 
possession with intent to sell. 

Irlpact: This hill will increase the pool of individuals liable for prosecution for 
the offenses of criminal possession with intent to sell by 
approxiMately 35() offenders each year. Because of the discretion 
afforded prosecutors and the district courts it is extremely difficult 
to deterrlinp how many people in this expanderl pool would be 
prosccu ted for this offense. 

lIB 430: ,. An act clarifying penalties that p.wy be imposed for delibernte 
hOrlidde: and ar.lCnding- Section 45-8-10~, ~lCA." 

Intent: The intent of this bill apparently is to simplify thA process of levying 
a liff! sentence and to clarify the sentencing statute. 
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Impact: This bill is not expected to have any substantial impact. 

------_. __ ._------ .. - .... 

lIB 590: "An act to extend the crime of possession of a deadly weapon by a 
prisoner to prisoners in county, city or regional jails; and amending 
section 45-8-318, ~.ICA." 

Intent: Possession of a proscribed weapon would be a felony offense 
punishable by a mmu:lUm 5 year consecutive prison sentence term. 
Reportedly, local jurisdictions now have no ability to prosecute such 
offenders. 

Impact: No data arc available to estimate the number of persons likely to be 
prosecuted under this bill. That number is assumed to be small. 
This bill would probably not have any substantial impact. 

----- .. _-_ .............. -......•........ _ .. . 

lIB 873: "An act to generally revise and clarify the homicide laVJs; amending 
sections 41-5-305; 45-2-103; 45-2-'W2 j 45-5-102 through 45-5-104; 
46-18-20'.; 46-18-231; 50-20-108; and 50-20-112, r.1CA; and repealing 
~ection 45-5-101, ~.lCA. I' 

Intent: This bill combines 1:.ousekeepin~; with extension of statutes concerning 
homicide. The bill appenrs to restrict jury discretion in finding 
defenrlants guilty of "lesser" hOMicides, makes mitigated deliberate 
homicide an affirmative c.efense, and widens the applicability of felony 
murder charges. 

Impact: No anticipated impact. 

SB 77: 

Intent: 

Impact: 

sn 88: 

Intent: 

II An act making aggravated kidnapping that results in the death by 
rli!'ect action 0: the defendant of a person who rescues or atteMpts to 
rescue the victim an aggravating circumstance for purposes of 
rlcdding \'7hether to impose the death penalty; and amendinp: Section 
46-18-303, r~CA." 

This hill would make it easier to impose the death penalty in 
circumstances lil:e the Swenson-Nichols incident. 

No anticipater! tmpact. 

"An act extending the prison tern for burglary j changing the 
definition of aC'g"ravatec l-mrfflary; .1nd aMending Section 45-6-~04, 
r.le A." 

This bill would g'rcatly increase thc penalties for burglary and "widen 
the net" of applicability of the ag'p,-ravated burglar:: charge. 
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Impact: Small, given two assur1ptions: 

1) the number of offenders receiving maximum sentences is small, 

~) the effect of a doubled maximum sentence does not result in 
sentence increases for those receiving less than maxir1um 
sentences. 

If either assumption is false, the impact could be sUbstantial. Given 
the assumptions, the impact of the bill is expected to increase our 
ADP hy 8 additional inmates by 1989 and 12 by 1990. 

SB 96: "An act to establish additional penalties for individuals convicted for 
twC' cr more incidents of elder abuse, neglect or exploitation; and 
amending Section 53-5-525, !\ICA." 

Intent: This bill puts additional teeth in tL0 stat1lte prohibiting abuse ap.d 
exploitation of the elderly. 

Impact: Data delineating the incidence of this offensp. are not available and we 
do not anticipate any substantial impact 0 

SD 1'3/1: " An act to make the crlr1e of conveying a dangerous drug to a person 
subject to offici:).1 detention a felony pur.ishable by a prison term not 
to e~~('l?ed 10 years, and amending Section 45-7-307, ~.lCA. 'I 

Intent: This bill supports an existing statute that prohihits the transfer of 
contre.band drugs to inmates 0 

Impact: This bill is intended to act as a 0.eterrent and no sUbstantial impact 
is anticipated. 

SB ~Gl: 

Intf'nt: 

lnpact: 

CC:bt 

,. An act increasinG' the penalty for a person ~1. years of age or older 
convicted of sale of dangerous drugs if the sale was to a r:1inor on or 
within proximity to the real property comprising a school; ane. 
amending Section 45-9-101, MCA. ,0 

This bill dcuhles the r.1Hximum sentence for conviction of drug dealing 
at or nenr elementary ()r secondary schools. 

No noticeable impact ~oreseen. 



PHAru-~CY IiJ MONTANA 

FACTS: 

300 Pharmacies in Montana 

20,500 Prescriptiuns filled per pharmacy in Rocky t10untain Region 
~ 

$13.37 Average Cost per prescription filled in Rock::!, Mountain Region I 
30t of prescriptions filled are Medicaid 

Most recent FY 87 budget of School of Pharmacy, after all cuts, is 
$603,000, including physical the~ program. 

THUS: 

6,150,000 prescriptions filled annually in Montana 
(300 x 20,500) (Estimated) 

$82,500,000 - Total spent on prescription drugs 
($13.37 x 6,150,000 prescriptions) 

POSSIrlLE OPTIONS: 

A one per cent (l~) sales tax would raise $575,600 
(82,500,000 x ~~c..\.......Ji~ ~~d 

A ten cent per prescription '~rescription fee" would raise $430,500. 
(6,150,000 x .70 x $.10) 

Tne fee assessed on each prescription can be used only to fund 
pharmacy and physical therapy education programs if the Board of 
Regents reinstates these programs by 

The fee sDa11 be assessed commencing on , but if the 

I 
I 

Board of Regents does not reinstate these programs, then this fee shall ~ 
not be assessed. ~ 

~1 
I 

I 

I 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

March 23, 1987 

Dt'f'arrmenr [)( .Hicr"hi()I()~\' (4()f») 243-4582 
.\Jediud Tt'Lhn()!(I~\ ,.JOf!) :.J3-.J582 

P/1\\/,'a/ n,('rapy '-JOf») ::-+3--+7_"3 

Appropriations Committees, Montana State Legislature 

Frank A. Pettinato, Acting Dean 
School of Pharmacy and Allied Health Sciences 

The Proposed Elimination of Pharmacy and Physical Therapy 

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen of the Appropriations 
Committee. My name if Frank Pettinato. I am the Acting Dean of the 
School of Pharmacy and Allied Health Sciences. As you well know, two 
of the School's programs, pharmacy and physical therapy, are targeted 
for elimination because of budget constraints. 

The School of Pharmacy has provided pharmacists for the State of 
Montana for 80 years. Graduates of both pharmacy and physical therapy 
are vigorously recruited and enjoy an enviable placement record of 
100%. Neither program is duplicated elsewhere in the University 
System. Each program is nationally accredited. The majority of their 
graduates remain in Montana to meet the health care needs of its 
citizens. 

Some of the consequences of terminating these programs are: 

1. There will be an even greater shortage of pharmacists and 
physical therapists, especially in our small towns. Our 
rural communities will be denied their services, requiring 
its people to drive 50 to 100 miles to have a prescription 
filled, for example. 

2. Health care costs, for prescription and other health 
services, will increase when it becomes necessary to recruit 
pharmacists and physical therapists externally at signifi
cantly higher salaries. 

3. Contir.lling education opportunities for health professionals 
practicing in the state will be greatly reduced. The School 
of Pharmacy presently provides 75% of the continuing 
education programs for pharmacists. 

Equal Opportunity in Education and Employment 
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4. Many health professionals and health care institutions such 
as the State Hospital at Warm Springs and the Montana 
Developmental Center in Boulder call upon the faculty of the 
school for consulting services. 

With respect to HB 882, we appreciate the efforts of Representa
tives Ream, Fritz and Kadas to seek funding to save our school through 
a surcharge on prescriptions. However, I am uncomfortable with the 
principle that a profession can be singled out to fund the education of 
its practitioners by levying a selective tax or surcharge on its 
services. The pharmacist is already overwhelmed by rules, regulations 
and pressures outside of the profession. This is simply one more type 
of harassment. However, having said all that, unless the legislature 
can support the School of Pharmacy by appropriations or unless a so
called super-tuition fee is imposed, I must reluctantly endorse HB 882 
if it is the only means available to save these programs. Elimination 
of the pharmacy and physical therapy programs would be a great dis
service to the citizens of Montana. 

Thank you. 

FAP/gr 
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25 March 1987 

Mister Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

My name is Helen McKnight, and I am speaking on behalf of the Montana 

Senior Citizens Association. We urge you to support HB 882. 

The School of Pharmacy at the University of Montana supplies most of the 

pharmacists in the state. We recognize that pharmacists' salaries in Montana 

are lower than in surrounding states. Should the School of Pharmacy be closed 

we will have to pay higher wages to import out-of-state pharmacists. 

No-one likes to have prices rise. Senior citizens, in particular, are 

very sensitive to prescription drug costs, because many of us lust take one 

or more drugs on a regular basis. 

We support HB 882 because we believe Montana needs the School of Phar-

macy. Without it, prices are certain to rise dramatically. Ten cents per 

pr~ription seems a small price to pay in the short run if it helps control 

costs in the long run. 

Please vote "Yes" on HB 882. 

Thank you. 
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FACTS 

J\~~~ 
~tubent 1fiegishdiue' J\ttiun 

~nil.1er9itu alenier 105 
~nil.1er9itu of ~ontana 

Jli990ula, ~ontana 59812 
(406) 243-2451 

300 Pharmacies in Montana 

20,500 Prescriptions filled per pharmacy in Rocky Mountain region annually 

$11.50 Average cost per prescription filled in Montana 

30% of prescriptions fill ed are Medica id 

Ca 1 cul ations 

(Number of pharmacies in Montana X average number of prescripti"ons annually) 

300 X 20,500 = 6,150,000 prescripttons filled in Montana annually 

(Average cost per prescription X total number of prescriptions per year) 

$11.50 X 6,150,000 = $70,725,000 total spent on drugs in Montana 

Begi'nntng ~laries of Pharmacists 

Montana .••..................... $25,000 per year 

Washington or Oregon ..•........ $35,000 per year 

If the pharmacy s-chool is lost tn Montana one must expect to pay an 

tncreased salary to pharmaci'sts in order to draw them into the state. 
W'e can only assume that that rate of pay would equal that of surrounding 

states liRe Washington or Oregon. These condttions along with other 

factors woul d push the average cost of a pres-cri'pti'on in Montana to about 

$13,50, that of our surrounding states. 

Certainly it would be in the best interest of the state of Montana 

to keep the cost of pharmacutical s to a minimum. One way to do this is 

to maintain the School of Pharmacy in Montana. 

Revenue Ra i sed 

10¢ per prescription filled (exempting medicaid) 
4,305,000 x .10= $4~O,500 



1. Page 2, line 12. 

AMENDMENT TO HB 882 
(Introducted Bill Copy) 

Re: Fees on Prescription 

Following: line 11 

--- ,,---

Insert: "(4) Subsection 1 does not apply to 
prescriptions paid through reimbursement 
under the general relief medical assistance 
or medicaid programs provided for in 
Title 53, chapters 3 and 6." 

Submitted by 
Department of Social 
and Rehabilitation Services 
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LILLY DIGEST AVERAGES OF SELECTED OPERATING STATISTICS 

AVERAGES PER PHAR.."1ACY 

SALES 
Prescription •••••••••••••••• $ 
Othe r ..•..................•. 
Total Sales •••••••••...••••• $ 

COST OF GOODS SOLD •••••••••••• 

GROSS MARGIN .••••••••••••••••• $ 

EX.PENSES 
Proprietor's or 

Manager's salary •••••••• $ 
Employees' Wages •••••••••••• 
Ren t ........................ 
Miscellaneous Operating 

Expenses •••••••.•••••••. 
Total Expenses •••••••••••••• $ 

NET PROFIT (before taxes) .•••• $ 

Add proprietor's withdrawal. 

TOTAL INCOME OF SELF-EMPLOYED 
PROPRIETOR (before taxes 

on income and profit) ..••••• $ 

V AitIE OF INVE~iTORY AT COST 
AXD AS A PERCE~T OF SALES 

1985 
MOUNTAIN REGION 
(90 Pharmacies) 

274,853-- 47.3i. 
305,785-- 52.7% 
580,638--100.0% 

393,020-- 67.7% 

187,618-- 32.3i. 

31,761-- 5.5% 
57,323-- 9.9% 
16,067-- 2.8% 

67,486-- 11.5% 
172,637-- 29. 7% 

14,981-- 2.6% 

31,761-- 5.5% 

46,742-- 8.1% 

Prescription .•••...••...•••. $ 29,317-- 10.8% 
Other....................... 72.724-- 23.8: 
Total Inventory .•••.••••••.• $ 102,541-- 17.7% 

A.'ii'11JAi RATE OF TURNOVER 
OF I~'VENTORY ••••.••...•••.•••• 

FLOOR AREA* •.•.•.••••••••••••• 
SALES PER SQUARE FOOT* .••.•. 
RE~iT PER SQUARE FOOT* ......• 

NL~BER OF PRESCRIPTIO~S DISPENSED 
New .••••••••••••.••••••••••• 
ReneT'Jed ••••••.•••••••••••••• 
Total Prescriptions ...••.•.. 

PRESCRIPTION CHARGE ..•.•.•...• 

Nl.."}1B ER OF HOURS PER WEEK 
Pharmacy was open ••••••..••• 
Worked by proprietor •••••••• 
Worked by employed 

pharmacist(s) ••••••••.• 

3.9 times 

3,593 sq. ft. 
$ 162.01 
$ 4.47 

10,482-- 51. 0% 
10,079-- 49.0i. 
20,561--100.07. 

$13.37 

62 hours 
49 hours 

40 hours 

1984 
MOUNTAIN REGION 
(72 Pharmacies) 

$ 265,768-- 50.5% 
260,655-- 49.5% 

$ 526,423--100.0% 

356,451-- 67.7% 

$ 169,972-- 32.3% 

$ 28,131- 5.3% 
51,711-- 9.8% 
15,905- 3.0% 

61,033- 11.7% 
$ 156,780-- 29.8% 

$ 13,192-- 2.5::: 

28,131-- 5.3% 

$ 41,323-- 7.8i. 

$ 30,12:-- 11.3: 
65,663-- 25.2: 

$ 95,785-- 18.2: 

3.8 times 

3,040 sq. ft. 
$ In. 54 
$ 5.23 

10,757-- 50.Si. 
10,563-- 49.5i. 
21,320--100.0% 

$12.47 

61 hours 
48 hours 

37 hours 

*Sased on averages of pharmacies that reported all data. 
**Source: 1986 Lillv Digest 

1985 Average 
UNITED STATES 

(1,378 Pharmacies) 

$ 369,595-- 62.27.: 
224,323-- 37.87. 

$ 593,918--100.0% 

400,255-- 67.47.: 

$ 193,663-- 32.67. 

$ 35,196-- 5.97. 
60,316-- 10.2ie 
14,166-- 2.4% 

67,422-- 11.3% 
$ 177 , 100-- 29.8% 

$ 16,563-- 2.87. 

35,196-- 5.97. 

$ 51,759-- 8.7% 

$ 38,939-- 10.5~ 
49.375-- 22.0: 

$ 88,314-- 14.9% 

4.6 times 

2,672 sq. ft. 
$ 219.98 
$ 5.30 

14,086-- 49.7% 
> , 26 i. -- 5 a . 3 ;: 

_0,347--100.0% 

$13.04 

62 hours 
49 hours 

36 hours 



TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION TO HE 882 

by 

William E. Leary, Special Consultant 

Montana Hospital Association 

1. While Montana hospitals want the School of Pharmacy, and most 

importantly, the Division of Physical Therapy, to continue to 

operate and turn out the excellently trained physical therapists, 

we must oppose this selective tax on the sick. 

2. While Section 1(2) does exempt the Medicaid clients from paying 

the lO¢ fee, it will not exempt the Medicare patients from 

paying the fee - thus this very large portion of the population 

of senior citizens who rely upon medications to maintain their 

health will have to pay this additional "sick tax". 

3. The proper and most appropriate method of supporting higher 

education programs is to appropriate sufficient funds to the 

University System to be used with student tuitions to support 

tne programs. There should not be a selective tax. 

4. The philosophy of the House Taxation Committee regarding selective 

taxes as per the decision to kill the increas~d cigarette tax 

bill appears to be against selective taxes. Even though the 

Appropriations Committee may pass HB 882 out of committee, it 

will run into much opposition on the House floor. 

5. I remind you that HE 377 tne "retail sales tax" exempted from 

sales tax: (b) the gross receipts from the sale of prescribed 

drugs and medicines. (page 34, Section 26(b), line 7-8. 

I urge you to vote "DO NOT PASS" on HE 882. 



NEW FISCAL NOI'E BASED ON: 

3% Science and Technology Board 
3% Business Assistance \ 
2% Vo Techs for Job Training 
2% University Capital Equipnent 

Page 3 Line 5 - 7 

1988 

$896,757 
896,757 
597,838 
597,838 

1989 

$933,156 
933,156 
622,104 
622,104 

----. 

(b) 6% until July 1, 1987, and thereafter 27.5% to the state Special Revenue Fund to 
the credit of the local Impact and Education Trust Fund Account; 

Page 4 Line 14 - 16 

(k) 3% to an account in the State Special Revenue Fund to the credit of the Montana 
Science and Technology Development Board; 

Page 4 Line 17 - 21 

(I) 3% to the State Special Revenue Fund to the credit of the Department of Commerce 
Business Assistance Prcgram for funding economic assistance programs and ways to add 
value to Montana's basic commodities before they leave the state; 

Page 4 Line 22 - 24 

(m) 2% to the State Special Revenue to the credit of the Office of Public Instruc
tion to be granted to the vocational Tec~nica1 Centers for job training and equip
ment programs to prepare Montanans for jobs in mid-level and advanced technology 
companies; 

Paae 4 Line 25 .. Line 4 on page 5 

(n) 2% to a higher education Capital improvement fund in the State Special Revenue 
Fund for purchasing equipnent needed by units of the university system to train 
students ~~d conduct rese~ch in mid-level ~~d adva~ced tecbnology; 

Motions to be made to HE 2 

1 . Science and Technology Board 
$896,757 $933,156 

To be directed to the university system for research and development in areas of 
economic developnent. 

2. Business Assistance 
$697,893 $691,692 

Remove general fur1d within the department budget to fund with 3% earmarked. 
$100,000 $100,000 

Local Community grant program to assist in matching funds to place business packag-
~ ing at the local level. 

$ 78,000 $100,000 



Amendments to HB 890 

1. Amend page 6 line 20 
Following: "AMOUNT" 

DATE;]/_2ij 

HR_K.:Lc2.---

Strike: Remainder of the line through page 7 line 13 in their entirety 
Insert: "GREATER THAN THE 85% OF THE DISTRICT COURT MOTOR 
VEHICLE FEE WHICH IS TO BE RETURNED TO THE COUNTY DISTRICT 
FUND UNDER 61-3-509, FOR EXPENSES LISTED IN 3-5-901." 



JUDY RIPPINGALE 
LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST 

TO: 

FROM: 

STATE OF MONTANA 

Dffice. of the. ...£E.gi~tati/JE. 9ucat d1naty~t 
STATE CAPITOL 

HELENA. MONTANA 59620 
406/444-2986 

March 24, 1987 

SUBJECT: House Bill 890 

LA ~! c.~; , 

Di\TE] /;J.5 /£7 
i Jp -s q_O- -- .~--

In response to your question concerning the potential winners and 

losers in regards to House Bill 890, it appears (based upon fiscal 1986 

data only) that Missoula County would be a loser and all of the other 

counties would be winners or would break even. The bill would return 85 

percent on the district court vehicle fees back to the counties from which 

they were collected. The remaining 15 percent would be distributed to 

counties with less than 30,000 population for criminal costs based upon a 

formula which is included in the bill. 

On the attachment, under the column entitled "WINNERS and (LOS-

ERS)'T ali counties with a negative balanCe arc potential losers. The 

reason why counties with populations less than 30,000 would not be losers 

is because their negative balance could be made up with funds in the 15 

percent pot. As indicated on the table, the 15 percent pot would have 

produced $420,409 in fiscal 1986 and the negative balance for counties with 

less than 30,000 population was $247,361. 

As mentioned in the first paragraph the information was developed 

using only fiscal 1986 data. The bill requires the compilation of 5 years of 

district court expenditure data for the determination of the distribution of 



the 15 percent pot. Because there isn't five years of historical data 

available the actual experience may differ from this analysis. 

If I can supply any additional information, please contact me. 

CS2: bn: rh3-24. 
Attachment 



.. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.. HOUSE BILL 890 ANALYSIS 

.,-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL At1(Uff PAID 15 PERCENT 85 PERCENT HI~ER AND POTENTIAL .. MONTANA'S 1980 MINUS IN FISCAL 1986 OF FEES OF FEES (LOSERS) (LOSERS) 

CQUiTIES CENSUS CT REPORTER 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Yellowstone 108,035 $194,217 $432,133 $64,820 $367,313 $173,095 
ilII Cascade 80,696 141,602.94 242,453.58 36,368 206,086 64,483 

Missoula 76,016 575,137.84 261,346.67 39,202 222,145 (352,993 ) (352,993 ) 
Flathead 51,966 161,690.44 210,021.97 31,503 178,519 16,828 

L_is and Clark 43,039 79,557.28 169,747.57 25,462 144,285 64,728 

iIiII 
Gallatin 42,865 58,958.01 165,344.66 24,802 140,543 81,585 

Butte-Silver Bow 38,092 51,154.54 114,758.65 17,214 97,545 46,390 
******************************************************************************************************************* 

Ravalli 22,493 145,179.82 85,648.53 12,847 72,801 (72,379) ( 72,379) 
Lake 19,056 84,652.49 63,584.62 9,538 54,047 (30,606) (30,606 ) 

• Hill 17,985 122,230.24 56,568.84 8,485 48,084 ( 74,147) ( 74,147) 
Lincoln 17,752 54,827.04 60,039.77 9,006 51,034 (3,793 ) (3,793) 
Custer 13,109 22,954.52 39,850.20 5,978 33,873 10,918 
Fergus 13,076 16,572.18 42,674.09 6,401 36,273 19,701 

ill 
Park 12,869 20,033.97 50,524.15 7,579 42,946 22,912 

Anaconda-D_r Lodge 12,518 30,351.38 33,898.64 5,085 28,814 11,538 ) 11,538) 
Richland 12,243 28,281.87 48,964.98 7,345 41,620 13,338 
D_son 11,805 22,871.00 41,567.19 6,235 35,332 12,461 

Big Hom 11,096 34,539.81 24,664.21 3,700 20,965 (13,575) ( 13,575) 

III Glacier 10,628 17,869.45 22,209.99 3,331 18,878 1,009 
Roosevelt 10,467 3,280.90 27,766.66 4,165 23,602 20,321 

Valley 10,250 18,960.57 32,557.06 4,884 27,674 8,713 
Rosebud 9,899 19,709.83 34,221.16 5,133 29,088 9,378 
Sanders 8,675 33,273.16 30,810.30 4,622 26,189 (7,084) (7,084) .. B_verhead 8,186 7,243.15 31,507.13 4,726 26,781 19,538 

Carbon 8,099 8,892.73 32,200.64 4,830 27,371 18,478 
Jefferson 7,029 23,168.59 28,020.88 4,203 23,818 649 

Blaine 6,999 31,829.04 18,950.73 2,843 16,108 (15,721 ) 115,7211 .,....., Powell 6,958 14,008.10 21,608.47 3,241 18,367 4,359 
Pondera 6,731 4,906.45 23,340.70 3,501 19,840 14,933 
Teton 6,491 5,009.72 24,096.13 3,614 20,482 15,472 

Chouteau 6,092 1,065.01 25,742.60 3,861 21,881 20,816 
Stillwater 5,598 5,821.16 26,006.82 3,901 22,106 16,285 .. Toole 5,559 10,930.67 22,030.73 3,305 18,726 7,795 

Madison 5,448 39,033.17 25,485.66 3,823 21,663 117,370) 117,370 ) 
Sheridan 5,414 11,212.97 25,339.66 3,801 21,539 10,326 
Phillips 5,367 0.00 17,987.93 2,698 15,290 15,290 .. tl..Isselshell 4,428 1,795.71 17,335.43 2,600 14,735 12,939 
Fallon 3,763 2,160.28 16,227.41 2,434 13,793 11,633 

Mineral 3,675 6,150.41 11,963.94 1,795 10,169 4,019 
Broadolater 3,267 1,023.59 13,208.56 1,981 11,227 10,204 

Sweet Grass 3,216 8,032.51 12,931.53 1,940 10,992 2,959 .. Daniels 2,835 1,016.25 11,117.76 1,668 9,450 8,434 
McCone 2,702 5,958.62 11,284.08 1,693 9,591 3,633 

Granite 2,700 3,085.27 10,838.83 1,626 9,213 6,128 
Judith Basin 2,646 0.00 10,819.32 1,623 9,196 9,196 

lit Powder River 2,520 1,748.63 11,724.30 1,759 9,966 8,217 
Hheatland 2,359 2,116.92 9,080.39 1,362 7,718 5,601 

Liberty 2,329 6,678.75 9,873.76 1,481 8,393 1,714 
Heagher 2,154 6,915.37 7,380.88 1,107 6,274 (642) (642) 
Prairie 1,836 440.50 6,436.47 965 5,471 5,030 

lit Carter 1,799 0.00 7,134.42 1,070 6,064 6,064 
Garfield 1,656 1,465.25 5,731. 94 860 4,872 3,407 

Hibaux 1,476 0.00 5,373.86 806 4,568 4,568 
Golden Valley 1,026 96.50 3,829.88 574 3,255 3,159 

G Treasure 981 14,082.48 4,206.58 631 3,576 110,507) ( 10,507) .. Petrol_ 655 0.00 2,551.44 383 2,169 2,169 
---------- ---------- ---------- -------- --------- --------

TOTAL 786,624 $2,163,794 $2,802,725 $420,409 $2,382,316 ($600,354 ) 
========== =========== =========== ======= =========== ========== ... 

tal cOU"lties <30,000 $1,262,318 $1,595,806 $1,356,435 ($352,993 ) 
~al cOU"Ities >30,000 $901,476 $1,206,919 $1,025,881 ($247,361) 

lit 
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MARCH 25, 1987 

STATEKENT BY NEWELL ANDERSON, ADMINISTRATOR 
LOCAL GOVE~~T ASSIST~~CE DIVISION OF THE MONT~~A DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

HOUSE BILL 890 

MR. CHAIRlI.AN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, FOR THE RECORD MY NA.~E IS NEWELL 
ANDERSON, A..~D I M1 THE ADt1INISTRATOR OF THE LOCAL GOVER..~MENT ASSISTA.~CE 

Dl\'ISIm~ OF THE HONTANA DEPARTMENI OF COMMERCE. IT IS THIS AGENCY THAT HAS 
ADHlNISTi::kED THE DISTRICT COURT CRIMINAL COST RLIMBl::RSEMENT PROGRAM FOR THE 
FAST 2 YEARS Al,D BEFORE THAT, AD!'1InSTERED THE DISTRlCT COURT GRA.~T-IN-AID 

PROGRAM. 

I BELIEVE IT APPROPRIATE TO POI~;T OUT AT THE BEGHmI:~G THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COHl':ERCE IS t';OT A "VESTED I~TEREST" PARTY TO THIS ISSUE. AS SUCH, I COME 
BEFORE YOU TODAY AS NEITHER A PROPONENT NOR AN OPPONENT OF HB 890. WE ARE NOT 
A PART OF TRE JUDICIAL BR&~CH AND A SUCH WE DO NOT SET COURT SYSTEM POLICY. 
WE ARE NOT A PART OF LOCAL GOVEPS~ffiNT fu~D AS SUCH, WE DO NOT SET COURT BUDGETS 
At-;D HILL LEVIES. NOR ARE WE A PART OF THE ELECTED LEGISLATURE AND AS SUCH WE 
DO NOT APPRO?KIATE FUNDS pJ~D SET STATE POLICY. THOSE ARE THE "VESTED 
INTERESTS" IN THIS ISSUE. THE DEPARTMENT IS ONLY THE AGENCY THAT ACTS P.S THE 
FISCAL CQt~D[IT OF STATE APPROPRIATIONS PRESCRIBED BY THE LEGISLATURE. HJ3 890 
ASKS YOU Te' MAKE A CHM~GE FROH i-nnCH IS, AJm T'.-!.IS STATE~~ENT IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF PLACING BEFORE YOU, A SET OF HISTOE.ICAL :5ACTS IN THE AREA OF 
DISTRICT COURT COSTS A~n FU~DING, SO AS TO HJPEFUL~Y HELP YOU WITH YOUR 
DECISIO~ • 

FACT if 1. DEDICATED COUNTY DISTRICT COURT MILL LE\'IES, AS DEFINED BY STATE 
STATUTE, WILL FULLY FUND ONLY 19 CO:JRTIES Ct:RREKT M;NUAL COURT 
COSTS. THAT tv'.EANS THAT IN 37 COUNTIES, ~:A..XlMUH DISTRICT COURT HILL 
LE";1ES ARE INSUFFICIENT TO FULLY FUND THE LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY OF 
DISTRICT COURT OPERATIONS. 

{ 1st & 2nd Class Counties - 6 mills} 
{ 3rd & 4th Class Counties - 5 mills} 
5th, 6th & 7th Class Counties - 4 mills} 

(7-6-2511. MCA) 

FACT if 2. THE CRI~llNAL COST REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM THAT BEGAN IN FY '86 IS JUST 
ThAT A REIHBURSEl'ffiNT PROGRAM. FUNDS DISTRIBUTION IS DRIVE:~ BY 
ELIGIBLE CRIMINAL COSTS IN THE DISTRICT COURTS THAT ARE INCURRED BY 
COU\,TIES A!m THEN REIMBURSED BY THE STATE. THE STATE PROGRAM'S 
DISTRIBUTION IN FY '86 OF $2.3 MILLION REPRESENTED AN AVERAGE STATE 
PARTICIPATION IN TOTAL DISTRICT COURT COSTS* OF 17.3% STATEWIDE. 
THAT MEfu~S THAT ON THE AVERAGE, 82.7% OF THE DISTRICT COURT COSTS 
ARE FUNDED BY LOCAL EFFORT. * EXCLUDES JUDGES SALARIES AND BENEFITS. 



STATEMENT BY NEWELL ANDERSON 
HOUSE BILL 890 
HARCH 25, 1987 

FACT i' 3. HEI:-;OUS CRIME, ITS TIHING, ITS FREQUENCY, ITS LOCATION AND ITS 
ULTI~L~TE FISCAL IMPACT O~ THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM ARE ALL UNPREDICTABLE. 
SI~1PLY PUT IF THEY WERE PREDICTABLE - THEY WOULD ALSO BE 
PREVE;'TABLE. HISTORY SHOWS THAT THESE TYPES OF CRIME GENERALLY 
CACSE SIGl\lFICAKT COURT TRIALS THAT CA.N ROUTINELY COST FROM $40,000 
TO $90,000 EACh. HISTORY ALSO SHOWS TH....-\T THESE TYPES OF CRIMES A.ND 
TRIALS HAVE A RECORD Of FREQUENT JUDGEME~,T APPEALS. 

FACT # 4. THE EXISTING REIMBURSEMENT PROGR&~ HAS DISTRIBUTED THE APPROPRIATED 
FUNDS PRECISELY AS THE STATUTE PRESCRIBES. THE FY '86 RECORDS SHOW 
THAT THE PROGRAH PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES 'io.TERE WITHIN 1.3% OF THE 
AMOUNTS DETERHINED ELIGIBLE BY THE AUDIT. 

FACT if 5. THE EXISTING REIMBURSEMENT PROGRAM IS REFERRED TO AS "THE STATE 
ASSUHPTION OF CERTAIN CRIMINAL COSTS IN DISTRICT COURT." THE 
EXCLUSIVE DEFINITION OF "CERTAIN CRIHINAL COSTS" HAS DEFINED THAT 
THESE COSTS (NOT OTHER COURT COSTS) ARE A STATE RESPONSIBILITY - NOT 
A LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY. 

FACT # 6. THERE ARE NO RELATIVE CONNECTIONS BETWEEN VEHICLE LICENCE FEES AND 
CRIMINAL COSTS IN DISTRICT COURTS - OTHER Tlifu~ A P~VENUE SOURCE. 

FACT it 7. HoeSE BILL 890, WITH ITS COURT COST TRACKING RESPONSIBILITY A..lIiD 
ELIGIBILITY THRESHOLDS, WILL COST AS MUCH TG ADMINISTER AT THE STATE 
LE'JEL TO DISTRIBUTE $300,000 AS IT HAS COST TO DISTRIBUTE $2.5 
HILL ION PER YEAR DURING THIS BIENNIUM. 

:N CONCLUSION MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, THE DEPARTMENT OFFERS NO 
CONCLUSION. I HOPE THESE FACTS - AND THE IKFO~vATION ATTACHED IS HELPFUL TO 
YOU IN COl;SlDERING HB 890. I AH AVAILABLE TO ~~Sw"'ER QUESTIONS. THANK YOU. 

il 



DATA ON MILL CAPACITY, DISTRICT COURT COSTS, '86 STArE SUPPOR.T & VEH. FEES 
County ~ax. We'lld 1986 Court 1986 Court 85% of Veh. 

Allow ~ills Raise Costs Reimburs. Fees 

Anaconda/Deer Lodge 6* 74,760 154,161 32,990 25,983 
Beaverhead 5 75,775 159,982 9,267 17,332 
Big Horn 6 766,53U 219,710 35,324 17,388 
Blaine 6 1<37,506 123,339 33,096 13,518 
Broadwater 4 43,708 51,793 4,448 9,910 
Butte-Silver Bow 6* 280,722 642,415 60,354 84,468 
Carbon 5 l41,170 lil,304 9,536 21,822 
Cartee 4 2.7 ,180 32,888 231 5,118 
Cascade 6 536,514 1,046,448 151,301 177,288 
Chouteau 5 181,254 70,65U 1,589 18,091 
Custer 5 91,370 235,476 27,273 30,988 
Daniels 4 32,630 42,359 1,591 7,772 
Dawson 5 146,325 203,797 24,361 32,337 
Fallon 6 6<34,632 51 ,6 S8 2,920 11,763 
Fe!.""g\ls 
flathead 
Gallatin 
Garfield 
Glacier 
Golden Valley 
Granite 
Hill 
Jefferson 
Judi::~ Basin 
Lake 

5 1G9,370 183,352 19,021 34,511 
6 518,508 847,639 167,632 143,636 
6 354 , 930 763 , 13 8 62 , 791 102 ,570 
4 26,756 23,517 1,825 4,625 
6 274,776 176,832 18,829 17,230 
4 20,956 25,830 339 3,058 
4 21,348 44,249 3,690 7,946 
6 272,208 641,151 124,176 44,431 
5 76,930 ,,~,i),372 24,475 18,733 

~~~------~~~--------~~~~ 
'+ 36,432 " ),306 433 8,583 
5 132,215 276,645 H8,402 41,420 

Lewis and Clark 6 360,606 760,2~1 92.676 123,206 
Liberty 5 100,805 44,234 b,969 7,803 
Lincoln 6 199,800 336,391 53,657 42,553 
~!ad is on 5 80,900 138,570 40,275 8,982 
l-lcCone 4 4),124 59,714 6,207 18,659 

4 31,892 49,300 7,424 5,782 
~li ne Ci 1 4 17,892 40,017 6,593 7,788 
~1is S'JU la 6 738,793 1,765,660 536,59) 190,409 
:lusselshell 5 130,385 93,993 3,411 11,532 
Park 5 91,800 164,490 23,669 37,364 
Petroleum 4 12,732 19,300 117 2,099 
Phill Lps 6 236,082 78,829 873 15,483 
Ponder'3. 5 125,885 127,196 5,301 16,345 
Powder ;?,.iver ~ 405,078 55,674 2,265 9,082 
Powell 4 55,212 77,977 15,465 15,678 
Prairie 4 25,988 22,764 481 4,952 
Ravalli 5 119,480 444,098 147,963 64,169 
Richllnd 6 747,954 135,572 30,558 37,708 
Roos~ 'le 1 t 6 461,598 114,838 5,837 21,849 
Rosebud S 1.466,134 156,894 12,721 25,262 

5 104.665 103,513 34,523 19,849 
Sheridan 6 527,196 116,382 12,654 19,640 
Stillwater 4 59,908 67,992 6,301 19,463 
Sweet Grass 4 26,832 52,760 8,747 9,767 
Tetun 5 93,170 99,066 5,529 19,885 
Toole 6 288,162 133,039 11,658 15,524 
Treasure 4 13,348 28,029 14,328 3,296 
Valley 6 262,662 131,660 21,145 26,421 
',';heat land 4 28,356 45,352 2,740 6,580 
IH b,:lUX 5 140,380 58,159 125 3,934 
Yellowstone 6 1,211,826 1,447,660 208,077 319,881 

* Consolidated Governments hdve no max. ~ill limit 
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III. STATE FINANCING 

Background Information 

State financing accompanies lower court consolidation 

and centralized administration as a third component of 

court unification. In addition to giving tax relief to 

the local taxpayer, state assumption of trial court 

expenses often eliminates variations in court funding 

levels among counties, resulting in a more uniform 

system of justice throughout the state. Moreover, it 

may relieve trial judges of fiscal management chores, 

allowing them more time for their duties on the bench. 

A 1979 study on court funding notes that 22 states 

totally or substantially finance their trial court 
. 5 

operat~ons. 

North Dakota provides an example of one state that 

recently assumed funding of most district court 

expenses. 6 In 1981, legislation was enacted requiring 

state financing of salaries and benefits for district 

court personnel, excluding personnel costs attributable 

to the clerks of district court, their deputies, and 

employees whose expenses remain county-funded. Other 

costs assumed by the state included transcript 

expenses, jury and witness fees, and indigent defense. 

Counties were required to provide the district courts 

with adequate chambers, courtrooms, and law library 

quarters plus lights and fuel. 

In Montana, district court costs are shared by state 

and local governments. Judges' salaries, travel 

e:{penses, and benefi ts (insurance, unemployment 

compensation, social security, retirement, etc.) are 

funded by the state through a general fund 

19 



court purposes, whether or not assessed, multiplied by 

the previous year's taxable valuation of the county; 

and (2) all revenues, except d~ strict court grants, 

required by law to be deposited in the district court 

fund for the previous fiscal year. If grant requests 

exceed the amount appropriated to the program, each 

grant must be reduced an equal percentage so that the 

appropriation will not be exceeded. Appendix F lists 

the amount of grants requested and awarded in 1984. 

The program fell short of meeting the total amount of 

assistance requested by the counties by $326,213. 

According to a financial survey conducted by the 

Subcommittee in January 1984, total statewide district 

court costs amounted to $11,974,520 in fiscal year 

1982-1983. Of this total, the state contributed 

$2,130,401 or 18%. The counties financed the remaining 

82% ($9,844,119). Funding for two offices, the clerk 

of district court and probation, accounted for over 56% 

of total county expenditures. The cost attributable to 

the clerks' offices was $3,297,645 or 33.5% of total 

;ounty expenditures, while the probation officers' 

expenses were $2,228,702 or 22.6%. Two other major 

items were funding for the district courts generally 

($1,706,179 or 17.3% of total county expenditures) and 

for indigent defense services, including public 

defender's offices ($1,507,874 or 15.3%). (For the 

purpose of the survey, the category "district court" 

was defined as salary and benefits for secretaries, law 

clerks, bailiffs, court reporters, and judges' other 

personal staff plus operation and maintenance costs and 

capital outlay associated with the work of these 

employees and judges.) In addition, jury and witness 

fees represented 5% ($490,895) of total county 

expenditures, law libraries, 2.4% ($239,592), and 
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grant program are often insufficient to cover court 

expenses. Thus counties must issue registered warrants 

to fund court expenses and then pay interest on these 

warrants. They warned that a single major criminal 

trial can bleed a county financially. Moreover, they 

reasoned that the district courts are actually state 

courts, not county courts, because they enforce state 

criminal and civil law; therefore, responsibility for 

funding these courts should rest with the state, not 

the county taxpayer. 

The Subcommittee on a vote of 6-1 agreed to petition 

the 1985 Legislature for financial relief for the 

counties in the form of LC 32. (A copy of LC 32 and 

its fiscal note are contained in Appendix I.) The bill 

incorporates a proposal made by the district court 

clerks for increasing state funding for district courts 

without requiring total state assumption of court 

costs. LC 32 provides that, effective July 1, 1985, 

the state must fund through a general fund 

appropriation to the supreme court the following 

district court expenses in criminal cases only: court 

reporters' salaries, transcripts, witness and juror 

fees, indigent defense, and psychiatric examinations. 

Except for witness and juror fees, the supreme court 

administrator is responsible for direct payment of 

these expenses. Under the provisions of LC 32, 

district court clerks will continue to pay witness and 

juror fees from their county general funds; the supreme 

court administrator then will reimburse the counties 

for these payments. 

<;'0 ensure 

expenditures, 

administrator 

accountability in 

the bill requires 

district 

the supreme 

to develop a uniform accounting 

23 
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subdivisions of the state. These local levies vary 

from locality to locality depending on such factors as 

the total taxable value of property wi thin the taxing 

jurisdiction and the operating costs of the taxing 

jurisdiction. The intent of LC 103 was to eliminate 

the disparity in the tax rate levied on centrally 

assessed property by imposing a uniform state mill levy 

on all centrally assessed property regardless of its 

location, thereby generating additional general fund 

revenue. The bill also provided for the return to 

local governments of the amount of money that would 

have been generated by these entities through 

imposition of a local mill levy on centrally assessed 

property. All remaining revenue generated by the state 

mill levy would be deposited into the state general 

fund and could be used for district court funding. 

Concerns about the impact of the bill surfaced during 

lengthy testimony from public utili ties, the Montana 

Association of Counties, and the Department of Revenue. 

Subcommittee members disagreed on whether LC 103 would 

boost utility bills for Montana consumers. Questions 

were raised about the effect of the legislation on 

counties and other taxing jurisdictions. There was 

also some uncertainty as to whether the bill conflicted 

with federal legislation concerning taxation of 

railroads and airlines. Lacking definitive answers to 

these concerns, the Subcommittee by unanimous vote 

tabled LC 103. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The first year of the District Court Criminal Case Reimbursement 
program in Montana resulted in the distribution of funds to 
counties on the basis of the costs of processing criminal cases. 
Missoula County received over 25% of the state's reimbursement 
funds, the largest share of any of the counties. The reasons for 
this apparent disproportional disbursement of funds are discussed 
in this report. 

One major point of the report is that, unlike the grant in 
aid program previously in place, the purpose of the present 
program is not to provide funds to the counties on the basis of 
total District Court expenditures but is to reimburse counties 
for the actual costs of processing criminal cases. Discrepancies 
between the counties in the amounts of reimbursements received 
can be explained on the basis of differences in: a) accounting; 
b) prosecution policies; c) type of indigent defense, and, most 
importantly, differences in rates of serious and complex crimes. 
Each of these reasons is discussed in the report in some detail 
with tabular and graphic comparison between the 10 most populous 
counties in Montana. Evidence is presented that the 
relationships between these 10 most populous counties are not new 
but have existed for several years. 

Missoula County went through a major revision of the 
Indigent Legal budget to allow for detailed accounting for 
expense of cases in District Court Criminal, District Court Non
Criminal and Justice Court categories. A thorough audit of 
Missoula County bills by the Department of Commerce Division of 
Local Government Services revealed that the expenses reimbursed 
were legitimate. 

The County Attorney's office in Missoula County pursues a 
policy of vigorous prosecution of criminal cases in both Justice 
Court and the District Court. That policy and the large amount 
of resources available to the office, compared to other counties 
in Montana, result in high costs for processing and for defense. 

During fiscal year 1986 Missoula County changed from a 
system of Indigent Defense through contracts with private 
attorneys to a 4 month period of assignment of attorneys where 
the attorneys were paid an hourly rate to an in-house Public 
Defender's office. This transition was an expensive one and 
resulted in attorneys receiving larger rates of pay for the 
handling of indigent defense cases. The transition was made due 
to an inability of the attorneys under contract in fiscal year 
1985 and the Board of County Commissioners to come to terms over 
the amounts to be paid for Indigent Defense. The in-house Public 
Defenders office was set up to provide more control to the 



Commissioners over the constantly rising costs of indigent 
defense. While the costs during fiscal year 1986 were great they 
can be seen as the result of a transitory situation. 

The major reason for the high costs of District Court 
Criminal case processing during fiscal year 1986 is the high 
number of complex, serious criminal cases. One case alone cost 
over $94,000 dollars and resulted in a hung jury so will have to 
be tried again. A list of the major expensive cases is provided 
in the report. 

Finally, a month by month comparison of the bills submitted 
from Missoula County to the Department of Commerce for fiscal 
year 1986 and thus far in fiscal year 1987 show the expenses are 
dropping and are expected to continue to do so. Undoubtedly as 
they experience the regrettable rise in serious, complex criminal 
cases, other counties will need to increase their billings to the 
District Court criminal Reimbursement program. 

The program is a valuable one for any county which has 
criminal cases, the prosecution and processing of which a~e very 
expensive under our current system of justice. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The 49th Legislature of Montana passed a bill providing 
for the state to reimburse counties for legitimate expenses of 
District Court criminal cases. This bi 11 (fienate fit 11 ~"i) wal3 
intended, at least in part, to ease the burden on the counties of 
the expenses of criminal trials which are frequently costly. 
The program, as set up and operated through the Department of 
Commerce, replaced the old grant-in-aid program through which 
counties received assistance for District Court expenses. 

The District Court criminal Reimbursement program was 
never intended to be a block grant program whereby all counties 
got "their share II of the funds based on their population. 
Instead, the program required counties to carefully document 
their expenses related to the processing of criminal cases in the 
District Court and receive reimbursement for those expenses. 

Missoula County received a large allocation of the 
reimbursement funds and this has been t~e subject of some concern 
to politicians in other parts of the state. This concern has 
been expressed in the press as well as in public meetings. This 
report is an attempt to explain the reasons for the expenses for 
which Missoula County has been reimbursed. 

It should be noted at the outset that the Department of 
Commerce has carefully audited every billing sent to them by 
Missoula County to determine the legitimacy of the expenses 
incurred. Any questions about the legitimacy of those expenses 
should be directed to Mr. James M. Courtney, Accounting and 
Management Systems Supervisor in the Department of Commerce or to 
Mr. Newell Anderson, Administrator of the Department's Local 
Government Assistance Division. 

REIMBURSEMENTS FOR FY 1986 FOR LARGE COUNTIES 

In Table 1 below a comparison of some pertinent data 
for the 10 most populous counties of Montana is presented. 
counties are listed in rank order by population size and the 
amount of funds received through the Department of Commerce 
District Court reimbursement program is shown for each. This 
table shows that Missoula county received a large amount of the 
funds when compared to the size of its population. 

Five of the ten largest counties received larger amounts 
of the money than they would have been given had the funds been 
allocated on the basis of population. The other five counties 
received smaller amounts than they would have if the program had 
been a block grant. Overall these 10 counties representing 63% 
of the population of the state received nearly three-fourths of 
the entire reimbursement fund. 

1 
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POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS OF DIFFERENTIALS IN REIMBURSEMENTS 

Presumably there are many reasons for the discrepancies 
between the reimbursements of the counties. Accounting 
differences could account for some of them, variations in the 
policies of County Attorneys regarding charging and vigorousness 
of prosecution could account for some of the differences in costs 
eligible for reimbursements, and differences between counties in 
the form of indigent defense could account for some differences 
since different forms have different costs. The most obvious 
difference between the counties is likely to be the differences 
in the numbers of serious crimes which require jury trials, 
complex prosecution and defense, and related expenses. One 
serious criminal felony case can cost a county a large amount of 
money to process. Several such cases compound these expenses 
many times over. It is just for such situations that the 
reimbursement program was created. 

ACCOUNTING DIFFERENCES 

Following the 49th Legislature there was a period of 
uncertainty about how to change county accounting procedures to 
keep track of District Court criminal case expenditures. Past 
accounting in Missoula county had grouped together civil and 
criminal expenditures and District Court and Justice court 
expenditures. This new program, however, required revision of 
budgets to allow for the categorization of all line items into 

r District Court Criminal expenditures, District Court Non-criminal 
expendi tures, and Justice Court expenditures. The Clerk of 
Court I s budget was changed to allow for distinguishing between 
Criminal and civil jury and witness expenses. The Indigent Legal 
budget was separated into the three parts indicated above as well 
as separating out requests for transcripts and psychiatric exams 
made by the County Attorney and those made by public defenders. 

On numerous occasions the author has had discussions 
with Department of Commerce officials about Missoula County 
accounting in the District Court fund as compared to other 
counties. It is obvious from those discussions that there are no 
consistent procedures for accounting for District Court expenses 
between the counties. Both Mary Wright, Accountant, and Jim 
Carver, Auditor, who work for the Department of Commerce on this 
reimbursement project, have indicated that there are significant 
variations in the way in which counties keep track of District 
Court expenditures. For further documentation of this point see 
page 2 of "Preliminary Report on the Fiscal Year 1986 operation 
of the Montana District Court Criminal Reimbursement Program," 
printed by the Department of Commerce, October, 1986, 
(hereinafter referred to as the Preliminary Report) . 

Table 2 shows the total District Court budgets for FY 
1986 of the most populous counties in Montana. It should be 
noted that these figures in Table 2 represent budgeted amounts 
and not actual expenditures. 
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This table indicates there are large differences 
between counties in budgeted amounts for the District Court. The 
amounts budgeted per person in the population of the county 
reveal a range from $22.72 for Ravalli County to $10.25 for 
Cascade County. The Preliminary Report (2nd page 2) shows that 
Indigent Defense represents 70% of the reimbursements made for 
the state. Undoubtedly the indigent defense portion of all 
District Court budgets is a significant portion of the entire 
budget. Table 2 shows that that proportion varies from 6% in 
Flathead county to 40% in Lake County. This variation can also 
be seen in the budgeted amounts per person which ranges from 
$6.58 per person in Ravalli County to $1.12 per person in 
Flathead County. 

One should expect to find different costs for District 
Courts in the various counties of the state. Obviously the 
larger population centers would be expected to have larger total 
budgets and smaller per population costs since there is an 
efficiency of scale in the handling of court cases. Larger 
courts can handle more cases in less time and at less expense 
than courts in smaller communities where court personnel have to 
spend much time in travel. Also in small counties the 
inefficiencies of paying for the costs of maintaining courtrooms 
which are unused much of the time and paying salaries of court 
personnel who, because of the small number of cases, aren't able 
to work at maximum levels of cost-efficiency, make costs per 
population high in those counties. 

Nevertheless, Table 2 indicates support for the 
observations of the Department of Commerce staff that there are 
greatly different ways of keeping track of District Court 
expenses wi thin the various counties. Lacking consistent 
accounting procedures across the state it is impossible to 
actually compare the expenditures for District Court between the 
various counties. For example, Missoula County includes a variety 
of items within its budget called Indigent Legal, which do not 
involve payments to attorneys for work on public defender cases. 
This budget includes expenditures for transcripts, psychiatric 
exams, chemical dependency testing, detention of people awaiting 
hearings or commitment to Warm Springs in the local hospital 
psychiatric ward, and other related court expenses involved in 
the processing of both civil and criminal cases for indigents. 
The extent to which other counties account for expenses of this 
type within the District Court fund is not known. 

The expenses which qualify for reimbursement under the 
District Court Criminal program must meet the specific criteria 
required by the Department of Commerce regardless of how the 
individual county accounts and pays for them. It seems highly 
likely that there are differences between what counties request 
reimbursement for based, in part, on differences in accounting. 
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PROSECUTION POLICIES 

The decisions of prosecutors always dramatically impact 
the costs of processing criminal cases. Extensive research 
throughout the U.S. has documented the savings in expenses of the 
process popularly known as "plea bargaining." For example, 
Rosette and Cressey, Justice By Consent, and M. Heumann, Plea 
Bargaining document the results of attempts to change plea 
bargaining practices on the courts and the costs of taking many 
cases to trial. 

Courts in which plea bargaining has been eliminated 
through state law (e.g., Alaska) or through judicial 
unwillingness to accept them, produce changes in prosecutors' 
decisions about the number and types of cases to prosecute. 
without those changes, jails and prisons fill up and pressures 
increase for spending large amounts to expand physical 
facilities. 

Table 3 below shows that there are wide fluctuations in 
crime rates and in numbers of criminal case filings in District 
Courts in the ten most populous counties. Three counties (Lake, 
Missoula, and Yellowstone) have higher percentages of criminal 
case filings than their percentage of the population. The rate 
of criminal case filings varied from .63 per 100 people in Lake 
county to .23 per 100 population in Butte-silver Bow county. 
These variations show that there are clear differences in 
prosecution policies in the ten most populous counties. The 
differences are not necessarily based on the rates of serious 
crimes in the counties since Lake county has a very low rate of 
serious crime but the highest rate of criminal case filings and 
Silver Bow county has an average rate of serious crime but the 
lowest rate of criminal case filings. 

To provide an historical comparison Table 4 is included 
below. This table shows that the number of cases filed in 
District Court has remained fairly stable. In general the larger 
the staff of the County Attorney's office the larger the budget 
and the larger the number of criminal case filings. 

Missoula county has the state's second highest rate, 
among the 10 most populous counties, of criminal case filings, 
yet ranks 6th among all counties in serious crime rate and third 
in total population. Missoula's County Attorney has publicly 
committed his office to a policy of vigorous prosecution of 
serious criminal cases. In addition, due to his proximity to the 
University of Montana Law School, he has at his disposal a cadre 
of interns who handle the prosecution of minor cases. This 
allows the Deputies to spend more time on serious cases. 
Undoubtedly this policy and available resources in part account 
for high overall costs in the processing of criminal cases. 
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TABLE 3 

COMPARISON OF POPULATION, CRIME RATE, AND CRIMINAL CASE FILINGS 
FOR THE 10 MOST POPULOUS COUNTIES IN MONTANA 

CALENPAR ~EAR ~9B5 

Rate of* 
Criminal @ criminal Rate of** 

Case Case Index 
County Filings Filings Crime 

Yeo )wstone 454 .40 6.2 

Cascade 275 .34 6.2 

Missoula 416 .55 5.2 

Flathead IBO .34 5.5 

Gallatin 140 .31 4.B 

Lewis & Clark 15B .36 6.0 

Butte-silver Bow 84 .23 4.3 

Ravalli 67 .29 2.7 

Lake 122 .63 2.4 

Hill 64 .35 5.5 

Average = .38 

State Rate = 

@ Montana State Judicial Information System 
* Number per 100 population 

Percent*** 
Of Total 

State Percent of 
Case State 

Filings Populate 

14.66% (+ ) 14.10% 

B.BB (-) 9.96% 

13.43 (+) 9.35% 

5.Bl (-) 6.50% 

4.52 (-) 5.63% 

5.10 (-) 5.51% 

2.71 (-) 4.55% 

2.16 (-) 2.92% 

3.93 (+ ) 2.41% 

2.07 (-) 2.30% 

4.2 

** Montana Board of Cl :ne Control Annual Reports - Index crimes are 7 most 
serious offenses. Rate = Number per 100 population. 

*** Rate higher (+) or lower(-) than percent of state population. 
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TABLE 4 

1981 CRIMINAL CASE FILING~ 
FY 1982 COUNTY ATTORNEY'S BUDGET, AND 

NUMBER OF COUNTY ATTORNEY'S STAFF FOR 10 MOST POPULOUS COUNTIES 

1981 # STAFF 
CRIMINAL FY 1982 ATTORNEYS CLERICAL 

COUNTY CASE FILINGS BUDGET FULL PART FULL PART 

Yellowstone 437 382,332 8 6 2 

Cascade 202 289,547 5 4 

Missoula 351 462,630* 10 5 2 

Flathead 147 310,000 4 1 5 

Gallatin 107 203,000 4 2 

Lewis & Clark 255 202,510 3 1 2 

Butte-Silver Bow 86 204,118 3 2 

Ravalli 86 124,118 1 2 

Lake 110 ** ** ** ** ** 

Hill 66 80,794 3 2 

Source: Prosecution Services in Montana, A Report to the Sub-committee 
on Judiciary. Prepared by the Montana Legislative Counsel, 
1982. 

*1% of funding from fees and charge backs to special districts. 
**No response 
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TYPE OF INDIGENT DEFENSE 

In a report titled "Indigent Defense in Montana" 
Legislative Council researcher, Lois Menz ies says "Three basic 
methods were used [in Montana] to provide defense services: (1) 
assigned counsel, (2) public defender, and (3) contracted 
services." (p. 1) She found that " .. . the cost per case 
generally was less for counties contracting for defense services 
than for those using assigned counselor employing public 
defenders." (p. 6) Menzies I survey also found that 38 counties 
used assigned counsel, 12 used contracts and 3 counties and 1 
judicial district used public defenders. 

It should be clearly noted here that figuring costs of 
indigent defense by dividing the amount paid per year by the 
number of cases handled can greatly distort the costs of any 
particular form of indigent defense. One or a few large cases 
can cost more than many of the usual, routine cases typically 
handled by a defense attorney. Thus it is impossible to say 
which form of indigent defense is the least costly without a 
thorough analysis which compares forms across a variety of cases 
of different types and complexities. 

While this information is somewhat dated now it 
indicates that there are different approaches to the legally 
mandated requirement of counties to provide defense services for 
indigent defendants in criminal and other cases. Table 5 
indicates that the overall costs for District Court and Indigent 
Defense among the 10 most populous counties have risen since 
1981-2, yet the relationship of those expenses between those 
counties has remained pretty much the same. Assuming these data 
are comparable for 1981-2 and 1986 it appears that only 
Yellowstone county has experienced a decline in the amount spent 
for District Court while all the other counties increased their 
budgets significantly. 

It is interesting to note, however, in looking at the 
budgets for indigent defense services between the counties for 
1981 and 1986 (Tables 2 and 5), that three counties (Cascade, 
Flathead, and Silver Bow) actually decreased their budgets. 
Silver Bow county, for example, decreased their budget for 
indigent defense services in 1986 to nearly half what that budget 
was in 1981. Whether that change reflects a change in form of 
indigent defense or some other change is not known. 
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TABLE 5 

DISTRICT COURT BUDGETS FOR FY1982 AND INDIGENT BUDGETS FOR FY1981 
FOR THE 10 MOST POPULOUS COUNTIES IN MONTANA 

COUNTY DISTRICT COURT BUDGET INDIGENT LEGAL BUDGET 

1982* 1981** 

Yellowstone $1,595,260 $153,017 

Cascade 571,572 145,317 

Missoula 945,386 137,290 

Flathead 829,645 61,281 

Gallatin 377,802 34,500 

Lewis & Clark 410,444 69,475 

Butte-silver Bow 479,810 90,180 

Ravalli 148,107 8,768 

Lake 158,359 14,424 

Hill 244,693 37,936 

*Menzies L. "Supreme Court and District Court Personnel: A Report fc 
Subcommittee No.3." January 1984. 

**Menzies L. "Indigent Defense in Montana" April 1982. 

Source: Montana Association of Counties Data 
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It should be noted that the nature of indigent defense 
is largely responsive to the quantity and quality of prosecution 
services in the particular county. Reluctance by prosecutors to 
enter into plea bargaining negotiations and their inclination to 
press for maximum possible penal ties bring about an increased 
likelihood of counsel for criminal defendants taking those cases 
all the way through to a jury trial. This is true regardless 
of the form of indigent defense unless there are strong economic 
pressures on defense attorneys to spend their time on convincing 
clients to plead guilty. Where county commissioners pay defense 
attorneys a small amount on a per case basis they encourage 
attorneys assigned to the case to spend very little time on the 
cases in order to increase their hourly pay. 

CRIME RATES 

As noted earlier, clearly the most plausible 
explanation in the discrepancies between the counties in the 
amounts of reimbursable expenses under the District Court 
Criminal Reimbursement program is the number of complex and 
serious crimes required to be processed by the counties. 
Assuming that all County Attorneys would have a policy of 
prosecuting the most serious crimes and the expenses of that 
processing would depend significantly on the complexity of the 
case, it would appear that the reimbursable costs would vary 
directly with the number of serious crimes in a county. 

Tables 6, 7, and 8 show a comparison of the most 
serious crimes against the person among the 10 most populous 
counties for 1982 - 1985. 

These tables reveal that, as would be predicted, the 
counties with the highest rates of serious crime consistently 
have the highest budgets for indigent defense. Tables 9 and 10 
show the same thing in another way. Yellowstone and Missoula 
counties have the highest rates of serious crime for both years 
compared to their populations and the highest budgets for 
indigent defense. Conversely, Gallatin and Silver Bow counties 
have low rates of serious crimes for both years compared to their 
populations and also have the lowest budgets for indigent 
defense. 
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TABLE 6 

COMPARISON OF HOMICIDES BY NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STATE TOTAL 
FOR '1'HF: 1 () MOS'1' POP{T1.(HTS (,OlTN'l'TF,;, OF M0N'l'!\NA 

CALENDAR YEARS lYU2-1Y8S 

HOMICIDE 

1982 1983 1984 1985 

State Totals 27 26 36 28 

County Totals 
and Percent of 
state Totals Jt 1 Jt 1 Jt 1 Jt 1 

Yellowstone 1 (3.7) 2 (7.69) 8 (22.22) 4 (14.29) 

Cascade 1 (3.7) 3 (11.54) 4 (11) 3 (10.71) 

Missoula 3 ( 11) 4 (15) 4 ( 11) 5 (18) 

Flathead 4 (14.81) 1 (3.85) 1 (2.78) 1 (3.57) 

Gallatin 0 0 1 (2.78) 1 (3.57) 

Lewis & Clark 1 (3.7) 1 (3.85) 3 (8.33) 0 

Butte-silver Bow 2 (7.4) 1 (3.85) 3 (8.33) 0 

Ravalli 1 (3.7) 0 1 (2.78) 4 (14.29) 

Lake* 1 (3.7) 3 (11.54) 1 (2.78) 0 

Hill** 0 1 (3.85) 2 (5.56) 1 (3.57) 

*Lake - Flathead Tribe did not report in 1982,83,84,85 
**Hill - Rocky Boy Tribe did not report in 1982,83,84,85 

Source: Montana Board of Crime Control Annual Reports 

1986 - Total of 7 Homicides in Missoula County 
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TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF RAPES BY NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STATE TOTAL 
FOR 10 MOST POPULOUS COUNTIES OF MONTANA 

CALENDAR YEARS 1982-1985 

state Totals 

County Totals 
and Percent of 
State Totals 

Yellowstone 

Cascade 

Missoula 

Flathead 

Gallatin 

Lewis & Clark 

128 

! 1 

25 (19.53) 

9 (7.03) 

23 (17.97) 

12 (9.38) 

1 (.78) 

13 (10.16) 

Butte-silver Bow 9 (7.03) 

Ravalli 

Lake* 

Hill** 

o 

5 (3.91) 

2 (1.56) 

153 

! 

29 (18.95) 

16 (10.46) 

22 (14.38) 

17 (11.11) 

8 (5.23) 

13 (8.5) 

10 (6.54) 

10 (6.54) 

5 (3.27) 

6 (3.92) 

156 

! 

35 (22.44) 

16 (10.26) 

34 (22) 

13 (8.33 

7 (4.49) 

18 (11.54) 

3 (1.92) 

1 (.64) 

1 (.64) 

9 (5.77) 

148 

! 

29 (19.6) 

14 (9.46) 

24 (16) 

18 (12.2) 

6 (4.05) 

13 (8.78) 

3 (2.02) 

1 (.68) 

4 (2.7) 

8 (5.4) 

*Lake - Flathead Tribe did not report in 1982,83,84,85 
**Hill - Rocky Boy Tribe did not report in 1982,83,84,85 

Source: Montana Board of Crime Control Annual Reports 

1986 - Rapes Totaled 28 in Missoula County 
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TABLE 8 

COMPARISON OF AGGl{AVA'l'E!') ASSAUL'l'S UY NUMU.l:.:H AN!,) P!:.:.kC.l:.:NT or' STAT!:.: 
TOTAL FOR THE 10 MOST POPULOUS COUNTIES OF MONTANA 

CALENDAR YEARS 1982-1985 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 

1982 1983 1984 1985 

state Totals 1335 1448 1392 1381 

County Totals 
and Percent of 
State Totals Jt 1 Jt 1 Jt 1 Jt 1 

Yellowstone 169 (12.66) 120 (3.29) 69 (4.96) 94 (6.8) 

Cascade 127 (9.5) 199 (13.74) 246 (17.67) 112 (8.11) 

Missoula 89 (6.7) 109 (7.5) 112 (8) 128 (9.3) 

Flathead 111 (8.31) 144 (9.94) 193 (13.86) 197 (14.27) 

Gallatin 97 (7.26) 134 (9.25) 167 (12) 151 (10.93) 

Lewis & Clark 84 (6.3) 75 (5.18) 52 (3.74) 66 (4.78) 

Butte-silver Bow 181 (13.56) 87 (6) 23 (1. 65) 61 (4.42) 

Ravalli 52 (3.9) 91 (6.28) 83 (5.7) 35 (2.53) 

Lake* 17 (1.27) 8 (.55) 3 ( .21) 77 (5.58) 

Hill** 11 (.82) 38 (2.62) 39 (2.8) 77 (5.58) 

*Lake - Flathead Tribe did not report in 1982,83,84,85 
**Hill - Rocky Boy Tribe did not report in 1982,83,84,85 

Source: Montana Board of Crime control Annual Reports 

1986 - Total of 80 aggravated assaults in Missoula County 
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THE MISSOULA COUNTY SITUATION 

The analysis presented above has demonstrated that 
Missoula county: 1) has a carefully detailed accounting system 
for District Court expenditures and the reimbursements received 
were audited by the Department of Commerce to be legitimate under 
the provisions of the program; 2) has the second largest 
District Court budget in the state; 3) has the largest budget 
for prosecution in the state; 4) has the largest budget for 
indigent defense in the state; and 5) over the past several years 
has had consistently higher rates of serious crimes against the 
person than its share of the population. 

INCREASING COSTS 

Table 11 shows that over the past 6 years the District 
Court budget in Missoula County has doubled and expenditures have 
far exceeded the budgets. Reimbursements under two different 
programs have gradually increased along with the increasing costs 
of processing major criminal cases. 

Table 12 shows the increases in budgets and 
expenditures for Indigent legal services over the past 6 years in 
Missoula County. Graph 2 demonstrates the gradually increasing 
expenditures in the indigent defense area. 
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TABLE 11 

YEAR 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

MISSOULA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
BUDGET/EXPENDITURES/REIMBURSEMENT 

FISCAL YEARS 1981 - 1986 

BUDGET EXPENDITURES 

$ 735,295.00 $ 706,257.07 

$ 857,904.04 $ 868,324.64 

$ 992,606.50 $ 951,997.07 

$1,114,804.92 $1,073,687.23 

$1,268,962.40 $1,257,415.90 

$1,548,039.00 $1,854,936.77 

REIMBURSEMENT 

$ 52,319.00 * 

$116,801.00 * 

$191,586.00 * 

$586,595.92 ** 

* FY '83 - '85 State Grant-in-Aid Program 
MCA 7-6-2352 

** FY '86 District Court Criminal Reimbursement Program 
Senate Bill 25 
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TABLE 12 
MISSOULA COUNTY 

INDIGENT LEGAL 

BUDGET/EXPENDITURES/REIMBURSEMENT 

FISCAL YEARS 1981 - 1986 

YEAR BUDGET EXPENDITURES REIMBURSEMENT* 

1981 $194,650.00 $198,524.97 

1982 $205,311.40 $229,144.18 

1983 $228,668.00 $265,847.17 

1984 $313,530.20 $311,643.60 

1985 $415,574.00 $436,849.36 

1986 $475,731.00# $848,572.54@ $444,370.62 

* Reimbursement under State Grant-in-Aid Program (1983-1985) 
covered all District Court expenses. The proportion 
attributable to Indigent legal expenses is not 
determinable. 

** District Court Criminal Reimbursement Program 
"Preliminary Report" 

@ Includes $110,000 one time expense for set up of in-house 
Public Defender's Office. Not applicable under reimbursement 
program. 

# As amended. 20 

** 



HIGH COST CASES 

FISCAL YEAR 1986 

DELIBERATE HOMICIDE 

T. Ballinger - trial, co-counsel, psych. exams 

D. Doll - trial, re-trial motion, co-counsel, on-going psych. 
exams, plea bargain just prior to second trial 

C. Rasmussen - still in process 

D. Steed - co-counsel, psych. exams 

J. Thornton - trial, co-counsel 

F. Van Dyken - change of venue, trial, hung jury, co-counsel 
retrial 

SEXUAL INTERCOURSE WITHOUT CONSENT/SEXUAL ASSAULT 

D. Bushilla - on-going psych exams 

K. Friedman - trial, appeal 

K. Geyman - trial, appeal 

H. Gleed - trial, appeal 

R. Hummel - numerous charges, co-counsel, plea bargain just 
prior to trial 

R. Neeley - co-counsel, plea bargain just prior to trial 

D. Statczar - trial, hung jury, retrial, appeal, co-counsel 

E. Tilly - trial, psych. exams 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT/FELONY ASSAULT 

T. Carter - numerous charges, trial 

A. Charlo - trial, sentence review 

B. Cole - numerous charges, trial, appeal, psych. exams 

T. Fah - on-going psych. exams, plea bargain just prior to trial 

D. Matson - trial, appeal 

J. Munro - psych. exams, plea bargain just prior to trial, 
sentence review 

L. Smith - trial, co-counsel, in process of requesting new trial 

Van Dyken case is the only case listed above on which we have kept 
a detailed expense report. To date (1/26/87) Missoula County has 
paid out over $95,000 on this case not including salaries of pro
secutors and the chief public defender after November 1985, or 
salaries of law enforcement and jailers. 
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CRIME RATES 

Explanations for this rise in expenditures and the very 
large expenditures of Fiscal Year 1986 follow from the analysis 
presented above. Tables 6 through 10 document the 
disproportionate number of serious and complex criminal cases in 
Missoula county. Graph 3 shows how the Missoula County rates for 
the 7 major index crimes compare to the state rate for the past 4 
years. Graph 4 shows the steady increase in the number of 
criminal case filings in District Court in Missoula County over 
the past 5 years. 

Table 13 presents a list of the 21 most complex and 
undoubtedly most expensive cases processed in Missoula County 
during the Fiscal Year 1986. In only one of these cases have we 
actually attempted to keep track of the expenses related to that 
specific case. In the State of Montana vs. Fred Vandyken the 
defendant is charged with deliberate homicide of Deputy Sheriff 
Allen Kimery. This case was moved to Livingston, MT for trial on 
a change of venue and resulted in a hung jury there. That case 
alone has cost nearly $100,000 not including the costs of the 
prosecutors salaries and support services or the salaries of law 
enforcement required to assist the prosecution and guard the 
defendant in Livingston. 

In addition to these major and very expensive cases 
which undoubtedly made up the bulk of the reimbursable indigent 
defense costs for Missoula County during FY 1986, Graph 5 
documents the growing number of cases assigned to the public 
defenders over a four year period. The dramatic increase (35%) 
from FY 1985 to FY 1986 is another illustration of the reason for 
the rising costs. 

CHANGE IN TYPE OF INDIGENT DEFENSE 

During Fiscal Year 1986 Missoula county went through a 
significant transition in the type of indigent defense system it 
employed. Since 1976 Missoula County had contracted with private 
attorneys to provide indigent defense in all eligible cases. The 
contract system seemed to work well since the quality of 
attorneys was high and the entire work load was shared among 
several attorneys and firms. The contract had evolved into one 
in which the attorneys were paid a monthly retainer to handle a 
set share of the indigent defense cases on a rotation basis. One 
firm was responsible for administration of the contract and 
making the assignments on the basis of the amount of the contract 
each attorney or firm was awarded. In addition to handling all 
the cases which were routine for the monthly retainer the 
contract provided that attorneys could, after having reached a 
negotiated number of hours on a complex case, charge the County 
on a per hour basis. The Fiscal Year 1985 contract had a major 
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litigation threshold of 65 hours after which an attorney would be 
paid $35 per hour outside of court and $45 inside of court. 

contract negotiations for Fiscal Year 1986 broke down 
when the group of Public Defenders demanded increased retainers 
and decreased hours worked on a case before the major litigation 
hourly pay rate took effect. The Missoula Board of County 
Commissioners offered what they regarded as a reasonable increase 
in the retainer and a modest decrease in the hours to maj or 
litigation. The result was an impasse and Missoula County was 
forced to go to a direct assignment basis whereby all attorneys 
assigned cases were paid the District Court established rate of 
$35 outside of court and $45 inside of court per hour of work. 
This change in the form of Indigent Defense proved to be very 
costly since attorneys had to be allowed to retain the cases they 
had been assigned earlier and indeed were assigned additional 
cases all of which were subject to the higher assignment rates of 
pay. 

This form of Indigent Defense was operative from August 
I, 1985 to December I, 1985. Following the collapse of 
negotiations an attempt was made to find another group of 
attorneys to enter into a contract with the county for providing 
Indigent Defense. A letter sent to all local attorneys and firms 
known to be interested in criminal defense work failed to provide 
sufficient interest to cover the contract. A short but intense 
feasibility study was carried out by the Court Operations Office 
which resulted in the recommendation that Missoula County 
establish an in-house Public Defenders Office. The Missoula 
County Board of County Commissioners gave their approval for 
setting up such an office and instructed the Court Operations 
Officer to proceed with the project. 

The Missoula County Public Defender's office was set up 
in November and in December of 1985 was housed in temporary 
quarters with a Chief Public Defender, four entry level 
attorneys, three clerical support staff, and a couple of legal 
interns on work study. Later in the spring an investigator was 
hired. The office was modeled after the staff in the criminal 
division of the Missoula County Attorney's office and from 
recommendations received from communities of similar size with 
Public Defenders offices (e.g., Bellingham, WA, Grand Junction, 
CO, Boise, ID, etc.). 

While the initial costs of setting up an in-house 
Public Defender's office were high, those costs could be 
amortized over several years. They were not reimbursable under 
the Department of Commerce program. The Missoula Board of County 
Commissioners were hopeful that the new office would save money 
over what the contract attorneys were demanding. They were 
certain they could better control the increases in costs over the 
long run by limiting the increases in salaries and other budget 
items. 
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since the Public Defender's Office has been established 
Missoula County has been reimbursed for 70% of the operating 
costs through the Department of Commerce District Court Criminal 
Reimbursement Program. The rate was determined by a careful 
study of the billings of the assignment attorneys during the four 
months of their work. An automated case management system will 
soon be implemented which will allow for the careful accounting 
of exact time and resources spent on District Court Criminal 
cases. 

Fiscal Year 1986 was a year of transition for Missoula 
County in going from a contract system of Public Defense in July 
of 1985 to an assignment system from August to December and then 
to an in-house Public Defenders office from December to the 
present. 

Thus the large number of complex crimes coupled with 
the dramatic increase in the cost of indigent defense brought 
about by the necessity of going to an assignment system at an 
increased hourly rate were major factors in Missoula County 
receiving such a large share of the District Court Reimbursement 
funds. From all indications so far this fiscal year Missoula 
county's billing for District Court Criminal Reimbursement will 
be considerably lower than for Fiscal Year 1986. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Fairly obviously the key to decreased costs in the 
processing of criminal cases in Montana's District Courts is a 
decline in the number of serious and complex cases. Even one 
major case can result in massive expenditures of scarce 
resources. While not providing a cheap solution to handling ever 
increasing numbers of criminal cases, Missoula County's in-house 
Public Defenders office has allowed the county to contain the 
costs. Other approaches may work in other communities but for 
the present this approach is working well. 

Undoubtedly some other county will get a large 
proportion of the Reimbursement funds when it experiences a 
dramatic increase in its serious and complex criminal cases. 

One final note should be made of the report by the 
Department of Commerce on the Reimbursement Program. In the 
analysis of costs by judicial district the Fourth Judicial 
District received a dramatically large share of the reimbursement 
funds. It should be noted, however, that the Fourth Judicial 
District is the only district in the state that has two of the 10 
most populous counties in the state. 
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Comparison of Missoula County District Court Criminal 
Reimbursement for fiscal year 1986 and fiscal year 1987 shows 
that the costs are going down. Table 14 shows the monthly 
reimbursements received for fy 1986 and through November, 1986. 
The figure for December, 1986 is the amount billed and the figure 
for January, 1987 is the amount estimated to be billed. The 
first half of fy 1987 is currently 82% of the comparable period 
during fy 1986. If costs continue to decline as projected 
Missoula county should finish fy 1987 at from one quarter to one 
third below fy 1986 in reimbursements. 

The District Court criminal Reimbursement program is good 
for what it was intended, to help counties with major criminal 
cases bear the cost of processing those cases. Whenever a county 
has the unfortunate experience of complex and serious litigation 
of criminal cases the reimbursement program will allow that 
county to continue to operate without excessive budget deficits 
in the District Court fund. 
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TABLE 14 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

TOTAL 

SENATE BILL 25 REIMBURSEMENT 
FY 1986/FY 1987 TO DATE 

FY 1986 FY 1987 

32,185.13 27,606.62 

26,057.42 37,004.86 

44,850.15 30,007.47 

42,444.18 48,111.35 

61,773.50 36,378.08 

72,938.65 49,384.18 

$280,249.03 $228,492.56 

79,773.79 67,600.00 

31,133.97 

48,151.89 

60,296.74 

49,677.35 

37,313.15 

$586,595.92 

30 

(submitted) 

(estimated) 



.. 

SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA .. 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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DATE: March 6, 1987 

TO: Directors of Institutional Pharmacies 

FROM: Bill Clausen, President, MSHP 
Bob Likewise, Executive Director, MSPA 
Frank Pettinato, Acting Dean, School of Pharmacy 

RE: Petition on University System Funding 

The legislature has heard the problems of the university system 
and now must decide whether to appropriate funds commensurate 
with the needs of the various units in the system. If the School 
of Pharmacy is to be saved from elimination, the university 
system must be funded at a level higher than that recommended in 
the governor's budget. To say yes to the university system means 
that the legislature must come up with new revenues. That's 
tough politically as the legislators don't want to get out ahead 
of their constituents on the issue of taxes. 

We must let the legislators know that the citizens and taxpayers 
of Montana recognize the need for and are willing to pay 
increased taxes. To impress this upon the legislators, we are 
asking you, a director of a hospital or nursing home pharmacy, to 
circulate the attached petition in your facility and to seek 
signatures from your employees, co-workers, and other health care 
professionals. 

Please return the petition by April 1, 1987, to Bob Likewise, at 
the address on the petition. He will deliver the signed 
petitions to the appropriate committee(s) that will be finalizing 
the university system budget at that time. 

If everyone of the approximately 300 pharmacies in the state 
returned a petition containing 40 to 50 signatures, we could 
present the legislature with 15,000 names of citizens willing to 
support the university system. If you can collect more 
signatures, that is all the better. Please make additional 
copies of the petition if you need them. 

Thanks for your support! 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislatur~: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young. people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this p~rpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment fo~ 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of hign 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present anc 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of higr 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of higr 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it'is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 

NAME (Please Print) SIGNATURE ADDRESS CITY 

1. .J~' ,j/V 0' Y,-//'} (,/?"z' 
~7 . 
/:L.x ' 7 ./.~7-z. 3 J .~ ~ !,?~6t. /?:tdi 

-' : 
2. J : 

\. 1 \',~" l' " .-- , .,. .., \" " r t~ -. 

3. " \"' ') ~ 1 (1) ,"-, , , ~{ 'r) ("--t. ~ -<- . ,.A fy .. J ~ .,-fl?' I ; ")..A~{"{. t<.. 
./ '---" ./ - " 

4. - .. 
" '-' . , /_ ...• 

1 , , , ' , '/ , , 
, 

, , , 

5. 
, ;.-, (. r;:' At" ,,~;(:-./ 1 -/7, ? '1 ./ Jr '(' /~ hl- '1-1/~'l;C 

.;. '- ?L: 1 J 
,,' i 

/'~~-~ ~,.,.. DC-f, )c' -;' ,r," . ~""A -
6. , 

; i I' 

<: t: , I " , ,)~ 
I 

.' , 
, \ " . /,". '\ -:')('(,'/J/) L ' I J ': ,'J ! ' . r /,:,' / If' 

, 
' t /' I /, I , "I' '\ 

7. 
J 

1 I 

, , , /1, 1/ ~ 16~1 ."l --" , 
,; ");1 (,. .! ' { -; <: // .... Ii.. _/ '? " it // / ~ 

8. ~I / \t'vhu ' 1.

1 1 i ~ x ) / (/ >- c(. LA t.r..' .A1-~ ~' ,I d j/:-'~~'S U" //~ (; ~-cr~ I ..... I-
,./- ",---

9. 
,- / / ~/ I' I 

~." N, ~-' i AI L J' ,,: , t' It'lL " t-LI'/ ~ /1.. J-?'/ )/ j' , ~ A~',I!c' /i//r' ," . it v~ / 

10. 
'I ~ .1 

/ . ~' • / • \ I < ' 

, ..., <: 
I . -,) ,I-

II /7/J /t J It', " f ~I/i v ... .1 ,I ... ' , ;!t~. --'/ )' f':· .. ' , (.. '-\·~/i,...l?-I ,'''''';'-(. Ii...I... 
•• 7 11 ' 

, 'i ' .~"t .. 
-

11. 
f") / , , -

" \; \ \ 0, ; i /'\ { '.edN I , 
,' ... /~; r ' ( \ ';:. -7 \ c; '\\·'C,·j LL 

, 
\ 1(-- \ \ -. \ L1 1 I'J ..J L.,i,.(. r!l"~ -~ I ~) .... I \ .J\. 

12. '- , 
,; i(\-' R'J G R If f I AI :~' 7" It ,'I /\/fiIN:l // L' 1 1 ,:. ,A:\ t f': 7;' I'v / :A_·rr'L~ .1.1-'-' <.. ~ ....... 

13. 
i- /! - / 

I 
,/ ., /.~ / • ,\J -" -;t'..!- h . ;'---, ~ /1 I 

!?. 7J/J '" ) J -~ 

~'. ;"lV/ .' (. tc--(-:'/,- ¥- (/ . - ~7 7\.w ;';L (; ~./, ;-<; ;;;,..<o.I.J,.o'"') -
14. 

-
1'-1.~L 'l" \ 

. / 
I 

:~l ),-/, 0 ( 
(~ C'~h'\.-.L-~' '.,L], y..,(~_I_I<.'_1 l "h~ >L~(" 

I I I 
, 'L "., '- '-."'-

'- : 'J ~ , - '. ,/ 

15. . ./, 
, 

rl ,/1' -' .~ ... ' .... { v, --7 .'~ 
,.-.L". 

16. ~y;l~. I~'~~ Al-/ ':2.$ 'it 
. .? : ,/ ~ 

17. .7/1/ 
- / 

, 
(,)// ,~ / , ~ , t- ') 

(2'<-) • j ..... , 11/ ,<:,'('" (C ... ; 
{ ;'/ ~I f_( 

'C. L ( , \-/ltl.-; '\-(" ~ -, L v', ~. 
~ 

, . 

18. i /' -~.~----(..-, ' '7 'I" 
, 

'\ . .'1-/ . )~:,.,"( 
" ~ ~ t.,...;..."'""' ~~', ...... ' ... '-, v '. i-!_ t..\ ..... / .' ) , , , ' / '\;... .. ( L 

Return b A y p ril 1 to: Bob Likewise MSPA Box 4718 Helena MT 5 9604 



NAME (Please print) 
l'! 

1 9 .• i .' I \ L:' ;' -. ~ .... ,""; 

20. ) I J./ 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. ~ ~.. " .. " .~, 
,,' i " t '" 4' 

29. 

30. 

31. .',:t: .:),' ,.1.1/1 .'1~)' (: If \ /' ~'./.£ _ /~'f / , 

32. 

33. /"l I' ~. (. .. 
-:. 

34. 

35. 

r'" 
,~ ~ ;._. _. .. r 

SIGNATURE 

l' 

, . 
-\' I ( .~ I~-

("', 4 /L"" .;' If 

, ' 

ADDRESS 

.) ,-1 .:' \ 
, j.. .. ), 

, 
l .. '".... i)~' '., 

I, 'I} ." ' 

, 

/ .J.J ~ ,t-:::-,~. i-£' (It I;; 

I 
( 

, ) ... "') 1\; j' '. J. )t rt ir,Ji 

-'" ~ ., ... 1 ... 

, . Ii. J-( 

CITY 
, 

: i . 

'.J .,.. 
j'/ ,.' ( c· 

) ( 

, -tt-: , ... 
< •• 

I .'3;' (I " 

, -," 

.)~",,- {{,--' 

37. 
I ~ 

~ _______ ~~~ __ ~~2~r_!L~t~[~~· __ I~~~~~~~/=~.~4~~~7~1_'C_.'~;_r-_.J~G~~j'~: __ ~~L~~~+-__ ~!~-_~.~c'~"&~C~L~· ______ _ 

38. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 
1, to: Bo Likewise, MSPA, 04 



SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present ar.d 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about 018 pee taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 pe~ taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

Petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, such as the 
School of Pharmacy, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatened with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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SUPPORT HIGHER EDUCATION IN MONTANA 

petition to the Montana State Legislature: 

We are citizens of Montana and we are deeply concerned about the present and 
future condition of our university system. Essential programs, §uch as the 
School of Pharmaca, are threatened with termination, and those remaining are 
equally threatene with mediocrity. We don't want our greatest resource, 
our young people, to have to go out of state to get an education of high 
quality; if they do, they're not as likely to come back and contribute tc 
the economy and welfare of the state. Believing it is a wise investment for 
the future, we support funding for the university system at the level of the 
1985 appropriation. You can count on us for our fair share of increased 
taxes for this purpose (about $18 per taxpayer per year). 
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