
MINUTES 

MONTANA HOOSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
52nd LEGISLATURE - 2nd SPECIAL SESSION 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Call to Order: By Chair Bardanouve, on July 10, 1992, at 9 a.m. 

ROLL CALL 

Members Present: 
Francis Bardanouve, Chairman (D) 
Ray Peck, Vice-Chairman (D) 
Dorothy Bradley (D) 
John Cobb (R) 
Dorothy Cody (D) 
Mary Ellen Connelly (D) 
Ed Grady (R) 
Larry Grinde (R) 
Mike Kadas (D) 
Berv Kimberley (D) 
Wm. "Red" Menahan (D) 
Jerry Nisbet (D) 
Mary Lou Peterson (R) 
Joe Quilici (D) 
Chuck Swysgood (R) 
Bob Thoft (R) 
Tom Zook (R) 

Members Excused: John Johnson (D) 

Staff Present: Terry Cohea, Legislative Fiscal Analyst 
Sylvia Kinsey, Committee Secretary 

Please Note: These are summary minutes. Testimony and 
discussion are paraphrased and condensed. 

HEARING ON HOOSE BILL 30 

ABOLISH PAY DURING MILITARY TRAINING LEAVE OF ABSENCE OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE 

Presentation and opening statement by Sponsor: 

REP KAnAS said under current state law, state employees that are 
in the National Guard receive state pay for the time they serve 
in the National Guard. The point of this bill is that if you are 
paying someone in the National Guard Service you probably ought 
not to be paying them for the state job they are not on the job 
doing. 
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REP CONNELLY asked to be listed as a proponent of House Bill 30. 

opponents' Testimony: 

Tom Schneider, MPEA, (Montana Public Employees Association), 
pointed out that the state has contracts that provide military 
leave and he felt the courts were pretty clear on not impairing 
contracts, so the employees they represent, and those represented 
by others, will continue to get military leave until it is 
negotiated away. This does not just cover state employees. It 
covers all public employees since they have contracts to provide 
military leave also. The private sector people do pay. Two 
years ago these people were over in the desert. It does not seem 
that now is the time to take away something they have had for as 
long as he could remember. He said MPEA opposes the bill. 

Carol J. Lassila, National Guard and state employee, Helena, said 
she is an attorney for the state and is a captain in the Montana 
Army National Guard. She said she represented herself and her 
husband who is presently at annual training in Boise, Idaho and 
he is also an officer. She said they are both employed by the 
state and the impact of this bill on their family income is 
obvious. She said the leave they receive from the state gives 
them some reward for working in the guard. She said this bill 
would not only impact the National Army and Air National Guard, 
but also the Marine Reserves and Army Reserves in our state. 
These are the people who serve in our service and potentially 
would have given their lives in Operation Desert Storm. Her 
testimony is EXHIBIT 1. 

Valerie Wilson, Army National Guard and public employee, Helena, 
said she is also an attorney for the state. Two things concern 
her about this bill, the first being the compensation provision. 
If she is taking leave of absence from her job to serve her two 
weeks in training, she is receiving a 40% reduction in pay. Add 
to that the provision in the state contract which would force her 
to pay her own insurance and pension, it would turn out to be a 
50% reduction and she could not take it. She would be forced to 
resign from the service in the guard. The second provision is 
the deletion of the language at the end of the current bill which 
states: "This leave may not be charged against the employee's 
annual vacation time" and is not sure what the intent would be of 
the bill, whether that is an option that you are leaving to the 
employees to determine whether or not they can take annual leave 
or to her, it could be interpreted as a measure where the state 
could force the employee to take vacation time for a leave. She 
felt this would not be right, to force the employees to use their 
vacation time for military leave. 

Florence Michaelson, works for the Building Codes Bureau at the 
Department of Commerce, and has been in the Guard as a sergeant 
for 9 years. She testified that if the State takes this away, 

AP071092.HMl 



HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
July 10, 1992 

Page 3 of 29 

she will have to leave the Guard. She said this would be only 
$400 out of the state budget but it means a lot to her with her 
two children. She said the state leads private industry in 
setting an example, and if this is passed, private employees will 
not let their people go and we will lose people in the guard. 

Jim Martin, Helena, has been a USAR member for 30 years. He said 
he thought the savings the state is looking at for this bill is 
ludicrous When you talk about Reserve in National Guard 
personnel, you are talking about some of your most stable and 
super citizens in the State of Montana. These people not only 
serve a dual purpose in working for the state, but also serve 
their country. He said he was one that was sent to Saudi Arabia 
when we were called and there are other colleagues here today 
that did the same thing. The benefit of what you are looking at 
in pure dollars is not there. This is a real down play to all 
these people who work for the state and have served their country 
over the years. He said he was close to the end of his service 
but wanted the young people coming up to have the same oppor
tunity he had in being able to work for the state and also give 
service to the country. 

Kim Drynan, East Helena, works at the Department of Commerce and 
is a specialist in the Montana Army National Guard. She said 
today is her last day of employment with the state and had 
nothing to gain by testifying here but wanted to point out that 
the State of Montana had much to lose with this bill. Her 
primary concern is the impact this will cause on the members of 
the military who are working for the state. Many people earn 
considerably less money during their military training period 
than they do in their state jobs, and when people depend on their 
salary to take care of families they cannot afford the loss in 
salary to go to work in the military at less pay. She said her 
question was "why are the budget problems of the State of Montana 
always coming back on the state employees". She asked the 
committee to consider two points. Having a strong country means 
having a strong military. She asked that benefits not be taken 
away from members of the armed forces. If you think the money 
paid out to the state employee while they are in training is 
wasted and doesn't benefit the state, then you are wrong. The 
hands on experience she has received in training has helped her 
in her state job in terms of leadership, self confidence and 
pride in what she does. When she joined the military she made a 
promise to protect her state and country whenever called upon and 
in return she was promised benefits. She felt she was keeping 
her end of the bargain. 

Ray Hoffman, representing himself and the 396th station Hospital 
which is the Army Reserve Unit in Helena, said that unit is 
comprised of about 200 medical professionals within the State of 
Montana and over 70 of those individuals were activated in Desert 
Storm. He said during his civilian job he was the acting 
superintendent of the Montana veterans' Home. While there one of 
the residents experienced a blockage of breathing while eating as 

AP071092.HMl 



HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
July 10, 1992 

Page 4 of 29 

something lodged in their throat. He was the only one there and 
performed the Heimlich maneuver to the individual. The training 
he had received in the Army Reserves had paid for the services 
given to that individual. He said this is a bad bill and would 
hope the committee would not pass it. 

steve Garrison, U S Army Reserve, Helena, works for the Dept. of 
Transportation. Several hundred of the Montana Reservists were 
mobilized for Desert Storm. Many of them were from the most far 
forward deployed units prior to the initiating of the ground war. 
They were within just a few miles of the Iraqi border. He said 
they are more than half of your military border. This bill will 
force Army Reservists, Marine Reservists, Navy Reservists and 
your National Guardsmen to take annual leave from their job in 
order to take any leave at all with their families, or to take 
leave without pay. This bill will require people to take their 
annual leave for their military training and many of your state 
employees do not have that much annual leave accrued annually. 
Service is no longer a situation of one week-end a month and two 
weeks in the summer. You are not talking hours and hours, days 
and days that you are donating to the state and federal 
government. This bill creates an absolute cap of 15 days of 
leave without pay and many military schools exceed 15 days. This 
bill says that there is, by statute now, a cap of 15 days without 
pay the guardsmen and reservists will not be able to attend those 
schools, and many of those schools are absolutely required for 
any furtherance of military career. He said the simple change 
from the word "with" to "without" will create some massive 
problems. 

Cliff Youmans said he is an employee of the Dept. of Military 
Affairs and is a Reservist with the Air Force Academy liaison 
officer program. He said the Air Force Reserve program that he 
is a part of is a category H program which means they get what is 
called active duty days. During Desert storm, for the entire 
year, his unit surrendered all active duty days, so he was on 
active duty without pay. We go to the schools and advise their 
counselors on Air Force Academy, AEC scholarships (Air Force 
Education Benefits). We have 40 recipients this year. Right now 
the average officer puts in between 20 and 25 days a year for 
which only 4 of those days are compensated for, if we have man 
days available. This bill eliminates the chance that we could 
have any pay at all if he is a state employee. Earlier there was 
a statement made that private industry does not compensate their 
people when they go on active duty. All of the people he has who 
are in the private sector are paid when they go on military 
active duty, and that is also the case in the federal government. 

Dan Leiberq, National Guardsman for 22 years and an employee of 
the State of Montana for just over 15 years, said he was proud of 
both those facts. He said it seems that lately things are not 
keeping up, but slipping back a little at a time and it sort of 
adds to the frustration of leaving his wife and kids. He said 
his kids are coming up to college age and the money they make 
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during annual training period he had put into the college fund. 
If that is gone, we will slip back a lot further. 

Harold Johnson said he is employed by the Dept of Labor and 
Industry and is a member of the National Guard. He said he is 
opposed to the bill. He has six years active duty and 2 years of 
National Reserve while attending the U of M. He joined the 
National Guard to help pay bills while his wife went to school to 
get her degree. She graduated and took her Nursing Boards and is 
really pushing to leave Montana and this bill is another reason. 
This bill and the one to restrict a state employee's work week 
make it more difficult to convince her we should stay. He said 
he was in opposition to this bill. 

Roger Hagan, Past President Enlisted Association of the National 
Guard of Montana, pointed out the fiscal note would provide for 
the deficit bank $183,000 of funds and said that is the best case 
scenario if every reserve member who was a state employee took 
leave without pay to go to their annual training. If they took 
vacation time, there would be not training. If they left the 
Guard because they could not afford to stay in, there would be no 
savings. His testimony is attached as EXHIBIT 2. He urged the 
committee, if the bill passed, not to bank on $183,000 toward the 
deficit because he was sure it was not there. 

Randy Mosley, state employee with the Dept. of State Lands and is 
here on annual leave to testify against HB 30, and is also a 
member of the Montana Army National Guard. He did not feel HB 30 
is in the best interest of the state or the state employees. The 
state relies heavily on the National Guard to handle state 
emergencies as well as to be prepared for military national call 
up. He said he personally, while in the Guards, had helped with 
the strike of the Institutional workers, gone on Search and 
Rescue Missions and assisted local government in times of flood. 
He said he had done this most of the time as a volunteer and on 
annual leave, a leave without pay status, because he knew that 
for the annual two week period he had to perform his military 
training, he had military leave to do that. For the military 
training the state provided military leave with pay but any thing 
in addition to that which he might be asked to do to support the 
public or the state as a volunteer he would take leave without 
pay. If we remove the paid leave for the military side, that 
will require individuals who also volunteer to help fight fire or 
whatever, the requirement they also use annual leave or leave 
without pay to serve the state and the public doing that type of 
additional military service. He felt many state employees would 
be hesitant to volunteer that extra time to serve. 

Howard Vandervos works for the Dept. of Military Affairs and has 
been in the National Guard for 19 years. He pointed out that the 
people who belong to the National Guard are not high income 
people. These are lower income people who belong to the Guard. 
He expressed his hope that the committee would not support this 
bill. EXHIBIT 3 was given to the secretary. 
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clyde Lindell said he was a Highway Patrol Officer in the state 
of Montana and a part-time guard member with the Montana Army 
National Guard for about 4 years. He said he joined the Guard 
for personal reasons. He enjoyed his service years ago and 
enjoys it now as a Guard member and also uses the money from the 
Guard to help finance his children's education. If this bill 
goes through, he would probably have to quit the Guard, and was 
in opposition to this bill. 

Questions From committee Members: 

REP CODY asked REP KAnAB what had given him the impression that 
all private business did not pay for military leave. REP KAnAB 
said he would not tell them the name of the person, but it was 
someone high up in the current administration. 

REP KIMBERLEY asked what affect this might have on Guard 
membership? He asked if they thought this might lead to mass 
resignations from the Guard. One of the opponents to the bill 
said it is hard to project what this would do. Desert Storm 
Desert Shield brought a lot of private businesses out to increase 
their benefits. We feel with the impending proposed cuts on the 
Montana Army National Guard of approximately 83%, that we can 
possibly send a signal that the state does not support membership 
in the National Guard Reservists. They have no way of projecting 
the losses. They have 400 in the Army and Air Guard who are 
State, County, and City employees and school teachers and we have 
no idea what it might do. He assumed those in the lower paid 
jobs would be forced to quit the Guard. 

REP KAnAB asked Clif Youmans is he had said everyone in his unit 
who worked for the private sector was covered. Hr. Youmans said 
he was a private consultant before he came to work for the Dept. 
of Military Affairs. He mentioned Montana Power, Federal 
employees, and his experience in other states, these are benefits 
that private companies extend to their people. He said in 
working for the Guard he makes considerably less than he would in 
the private sector but enjoyed working there and his job is very 
rewarding. As a reservist, if he only had four days active duty 
pay, and as a commander he has a lot more responsibilities, it 
would be a lot more attractive for him to work for the federal 
government or the private sector. His point is that if we want 
to talk about what the state should stand for, competitive with 
the federal government and with other private businesses, let's 
get our salaries competitive first and then look at their 
packages and then let's make some statements. Until that is 
done, he did not feel it was appropriate to start saying why does 
state and private industry doesn't extend this. 

REP KADAB said, of the people who work with you for private 
sector employees, they all receive compensation from their 
employees? Hr. Youmans said yes, they do. REP KADAB asked if it 
was generally at the same level they receive when actually 
working for their employers, no cut in pay because they are not 
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there or equivalent pay etc. He answered up to a time, but each 
company is different and he could not answer beyond that. 

REP COBB asked if there wasn't a Public Service Commissioner that 
was receiving state money and also taking Reserve money while 
serving in the Reserves and REP KADAS said that was a related 
kind of situation, but not the same as those here. 

REP CONNELLY said she planned to propose an amendment which would 
say something to the effect that we would make up the difference 
between the state salary and the Guard salary and continue with 
their benefits. She asked Mr. Schneider if that wouldn't make 
some difference since they wouldn't have to take it without pay, 
but they would not be losing money. Mr. Schneider said that was 
better than the bill is now, but as far as they are concerned, 
you still couldn't do that until the end of the current contracts 
and until it was renegotiated into the current contracts. We 
have provisions that provide for 15 days of paid leave and you 
can't impair those contracts while they are in force. 

REP KADAS closed by saying he appreciates the work the folks in 
the Guard do and also appreciate the quality of the testimony 
today. The bill comes out of the difficulty the state faces and 
we have an extremely difficult crisis. He said he had a 
suspicion this is not one of the bills that will pass. He said 
he didn't know what the savings would be and probably did not 
know any more after the testimony because the fiscal note is 
probably flawed. 

HEARING ON HOUSE BILL 20 

MEPA TO REQUIRE FULL ASSESSED COSTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Presentation and opening statement by Sponsor: 

REP RANEY said he was here today to try to save a part of the 
government. The part of the government he was trying to save was 
that part of the government that requires compliance answers to 
the Montana Environment Policy Act. He is proposing all actions 
under MEPA will be paid for by the applicants, the people who are 
in need of the services of state government under this act. 
Presently the state pays for a significant share of the actions 
under MEPA. He said he did not yet have a fiscal note. He said 
that in one department the savings is $400,000 on environmental 
assessments alone. He felt when the fiscal note came in, we 
would find this is a huge number represented in this bill. He 
said what this means is that the people who want the services are 
going to be paying for it through a fee increase, taxes or 
whatever, but he called it a fee for services. He said there 
will be a proposed amendment for the bill which will clarify the 
present action by the department. The department just charged 
Lewis and Clark County for the cost of an EIS for a landfill. It 
is not totally clear in the law whether the department can do 
this or not, and there will probably be a challenge as to whether 
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state government can charge local governments for doing these 
services. He did not feel a local government should build a 
landfill, direct the cost to those who use it and have the state 
government pay those costs up front. He thought all local 
governments should be precluded in the full cost of being in 
compliance with MEPA. He passed out the amendment - EXHIBIT 4. 

Proponents' Testimony: 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE asked if this would change statutory law and was 
told yes, it would. REP RANEY said the amendments affect the 
exact same sections of the law that the bill does. He is saying 
that the taxpayers should not be supporting actions under MEPA 
and that those who want the services of the state under MEPA, 
those which come to us which would basically do something to our 
environment, should pay for those costs. 

Jim Jensen, Director, MEIC (Montana Environmental Information 
Center) said they support the bill for two reasons. The agencies 
currently do the environmental review, often in the areas where 
MEIC is involved, the Health Department, and the Dept. of State 
Lands primarily, has a tendency toward "don't do this". For 
those agencies to make their decision whether or not to do an EIS 
for which the applicant does pay most of the costs, or where the 
EA is not paid by the applicant, to do an EIS for financial 
reasons they are simply not going to be able to have the ability 
to do EAs. The new rule adopted by the Executive in 1988, EA's 
were changed or a different kind was added called the Mitigated 
Environmental Assessments which turns out to be almost like an 
EIS, some of them are very large. A Mitigated Environmental 
Assessment is paid for by the general fund and the applicant 
would pay for an EIS. The state is no longer going to be able to 
afford that kind of subsidization. Those agencies are going to 
say, if we have a statutory duty to do this assessment, we have 
to have the money to do it and the Legislature has not given us 
the ability to get fees to do that. If there is any close 
question at all, they will do the EIS as far as the applicant, 
and that may not be good government at times. There are times 
when an EIS is appropriate, there are times when it is not, and 
we ought to make sure this system is not skewed either direction. 
Agencies should not take the financial situation as the basis for 
their decision. The decision should be made on the basis of the 
law. He said in the case of the Lewis and Clark dump which will 
have fee charges, it will be paid for by everyone in the state. 
The EIS is absolutely needed. They have a bad location which 
came about as a result of some bad decisions made by the county. 
It is a good policy for the county to pay for the cost of that 
assessment because the end result is that the individual user 
will pay the full cost and we ought to make sure that we are 
paying the full cost, not subsidizing it. Lewis & Clark may 
complain about this, but they do have the ability to recover all 
their costs, and should pass those true costs through to the 
users of their landfill. 
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steve Pilcher, Montana Department of Health and Environmental 
sciences, said he supports this legislation. He told of a couple 
of problems that we as bureaucrats are facing trying to implement 
the provisions of the MPEA that is addressed by this proposed 
legislation. He referred to the Church Universal and Triumphant 
that has used a considerable amount of their time. In 1989, they 
concluded an environmental review including an EIS for that 
organization and their activities. Then they had a change in 
plans and surprised a lot of them, they then went back to do what 
is called a supplemental environmental review, or a supplement to 
theEIS to ensure that they were properly addressing the problem. 
When they informed the church of their plans and the cost 
estimate for conducting this environmental review, they were very 
quick to point out for us the very narrow limits of the fees for 
which we could charge. Under the current rule we can only charge 
them for aid and information gathering and assessment, and there 
is a lot more that goes in~o an EIS than that, which means the 
state of Montana must pick up that slack. He gave the other 
example as that of Lewis & Clark County and the environmental 
evaluation of their proposed site for a sanitary landfill. By 
applying the formula held for current MEPA rules, the county 
concluded the maximum amount they should pay for this EIS was 
approximately $20,000. The estimate is approximately $125,000. 
They were successful in negotiations so L & C County agreed to 
increase their participation to approximately $60,000 plus and 
the state of Montana then agreed to pay the remaining portion. 

opponents' Testimony: 

John Fitzpatrick, Pegasus Gold corporation, said this is an open 
ended bill and a broad authority where they can assess you for 
anything under the sun. He felt the Legislature should be 
prudent about what was passed by the state. He said he felt this 
was a philosophical situation that was being addressed today by 
this type of legislation. He felt because of the public 
component in here, the cost associated with this legislation has 
to be balanced and the public should be responsible for picking 
up at least a part of that cost. 

Ken Dunham, Montana contractors Association and Montana Concrete 
for New Services, said they represent about 65 to 70 construction 
firms in the state and about 50 small ready mix sand and gravel 
operations on the concrete side. They are concerned about the 
open ended side of this legislation - open ended authority, open 
ended costs. On the one hand you have the big operations such as 
the Church Universal Triumphant and on the other hand you have a 
lot of small firms in Montana, sand and gravel operations, ready 
mix firms and small construction companies that are also impacted 
by this bill as well. They urged a no pass on this bill. 

Gary Langley, Executive Director, Montana Mining Association, 
said the reason we are all here for a special session is about 
efficiency in spending in government and adding to our tax base 
so we can provide the services that people need. He felt this 

AP071092.HM1 



HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
July 10, 1992 
Page 10 of 29 

bill was counter to both. In acqu1r1ng an application for 
permit, you simply have to write a blank check and it will 
discourage production and make additional tax payments by adding 
to the cost and instability of the permitting process. They are 
willing to pay their fair cost but they have to have some control 
of those costs. Similarly they are willing to pay their taxes 
but we can pay taxes only if they are allowed to produce. The 
more cost you place on the permitting process, the more 
instability you place on the permitting process is going to 
impede companies from paying their taxes and impede the people 
who work for those companies from paying their taxes. He felt 
this bill was regulatory legislation and did not feel it was 
introduced out of concern for the budget. 

Blake Wordal, Chairman, Lewis and Clark county commission, said 
the situation in L & C county is to find a new landfill site. 
DHES after conducting an EA, decided for the first time ever that 
an EIS was required to determine the suitability of our site. 
The County then went to the law to find out how much it would 
cost us and since landfills do not cost a lot to construct or 
operate, the cost under the law is about $20,000. They knew an 
EIS would cost $120,000 to $140,000 depending on their estimate, 
so they sat down with DHES and negotiated an agreement in good 
faith to split that cost. He did not believe this legislation 
would affect that contract since it is signed, but wanted to talk 
today about landfills. Everybody is facing the same problem. 
The federal rules and regulations are forcing every community to 
look at their landfill and decide whether to close it or continue 
it and operate it under those subtitles. Either way the cost is 
going to be very expensive and it does not matter where your 
landfill is located. To operate under the new rules and 
regulations or to close it, will cost your local government a 
great deal of money. Every landfill application must go through 
the environmental assessment process, and may eventually end up 
with an EIS. Last session the county commissioners were here 
supporting new licensing and fees on our landfills to pay for the 
enforcement of that regulation. We came before you and said yes, 
we feel we should pay our fair share, and we have an enormous 
increase in running our landfills because of the fees and 
licenses and that should take care of those environmental 
assessments. We should not have to pay that again. This 
legislation is unfair and it will affect every part of this 
state. 

Sandra oitzinqer, Montana Association of counties, said the 
Association vigorously opposes this bill and opposes the 
amendment also. In addition, Mr. Brown, acting executive 
secretary of the Montana Solid Waste Management Association, 
asked her to convey his opposition to any fee requirement made by 
the public agency. 

Don Allen, Montana Wood Products Association, said he had many of 
the same concerns expressed by previous opponents to the bill. 
Applicants would have to pay for any of these assessments with no 
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guarantee that the action they are paying the dollars for would 
actually be approved. Because of the necessary cost, there are 
those out there with lawsuits or actions filed in the last few 
months which prove the point that they will force the agency to 
prove what they determine the needs to be in order to gain what 
they can on any environmental assessment. He urged the committee 
to give this bill a do not pass. 

Mike Pichette, Montana Power Company, spoke in opposition to the 
bill and said they had more questions about the bill than actual 
opposition to the bill. He said they had one concern and that is 
that the Legislature not entirely loosen it's grip on the 
Association process. The open endedness was of concern and 
thought in the statement of intent that recovery costs should be 
related to the gathering and analyzing of data and information 
necessary to compile an ER document, the writing and review only. 
He said it would be necessary to define the other "form" of 
environmental review in section 1. He said there should be some 
kind of cap on the fee schedule so there was a maximum on it. 
He suggested taking some of the language from HB 35, also 
sponsored by REP RANEY. 

John Younqer, Montana Farm Bureau, said he was in opposition to 
this bill. He said many times farmers and ranchers who have to 
have an EIS on the things they do on state lands, it amounts to a 
capital improvement on those lands. They may be developing a 
spring, developing a water line, providing storage for water for 
stock tanks, etc. Now you are going to charge them for the right 
to make improvements on state land. 

Questions From Committee Members: 

REP THOFT used the Lee Trust Fund as an example, and said there 
has to be an EA or an EIS on every project. Farmers and ranchers 
and,the urban people that request these grants have to furnish a 
great deal of information. They pay into that fund with a 
herbicide tax and the vehicle fee and now you expect them to come 
in and pay for the EA and the EIS on top of that. 

REP RANEY said if that is the way it works, he would expect it, 
yes. 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE said local government is always complaining 
about the Legislature always putting the cost on them, but this 
is a reverse where local governments are putting the cost on the 
state. 

REP KIMBERLEY asked REP RANEY to comment on the remarks about the 
bill being too open-ended. REP RANEY asked Hr. Pilcher to give 
his comments on this. Mr. Pilcher said he was not sure he was 
the best person to answer because he was not involved in drafting 
the legislation. He agreed the bill seemed to be somewhat vague 
and felt there were ways that some limits could be included in 
the bill that would address some of the concerns that have been 
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mentioned. He suggested possibly a dollar amount, similar to 
what is in the bill now, that says if an EA is not expected or 
estimated to cost more than a given amount, that would be 
absorbed by the agency. If it exceeds that amount and will place 
a burden on the agency, then the conditions in this bill would 
apply. He thought there were some options to deal with the open 
endedness issue that has been raised, but will take some time to 
work out the details. 

REP GRADY told Mr. Wordal that L & C County seemed to be lime 
lighted in this issue and would like to ask a few questions in 
regard to the landfill. He asked if the cost was set and how 
much trouble they had in getting the cost out of the state. He 
said from reading the papers it had seemed to him that the cost 
was allover the ball park. Mr. Wordal said they were informed 
by the Dept. they had to do an EIS and the cost ranged from 
$80,000 to $140,000 in estimates. They have been working on this 
for seven years, have done a lot of tests, drilling etc. that 
were required by an EIS. They finally came to a point where they 
got an estimate from the consultants of about $128,000. The 
County agreed to split the cost and if any other tests were 
required that would increase the cost. They will negotiate how 
that will be paid. He said it had changed a lot depending on how 
much work was done prior to putting the application in. He said 
on this they had been at it for about 12 years. 

REP GRADY said the sponsor indicated that it was very easy for 
you to pass these costs along. Mr. Wordal said technically the 
fees charged by a refuse or sanitation district are not under I-
105, so they can't increase. When you have a base as big as 
Helena or greater valley, then the cost per person may not seem 
like that big of an increase, but when you go to Lincoln or 
Augusta where their per person rate is $24 per household or $36 
in the other, and go through this process you will be tripling or 
quadrupling the fees. Technically, yes, but he would ask they 
sit through a meeting in Augusta or Lincoln before you did it. 

REP QUILICI, addressing Mr. Pilcher, said there has been a lot of 
discussion on open ending and saw a couple things in the 
statement of intent where it says "under the provisions of 
section "---" an agency is required to assess an applicant for 
the full cost, both direct and indirect" and asked how they 
decided on this language. Mr. Pilcher said he was not involved 
in the drafting and was only guessing what was intended in the 
statement of intent. He explained how they approached the 
situation. Under the current statute they are required to make 
an estimate of the cost of preparing the EIS or environmental 
review document, under current authority. They do the best they 
can to identify the cost of gathering the data, data assessment 
and evaluation, public participation, things like printing costs, 
mailing costs, etc. All they try to do is to identify the cost 
of getting the job done and prepare a document that is legally 
defensible and evaluates the impact within a project. If that 
estimate of cost exceeds $2500, we are then required to notify 
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the applicant of the cost estimate and make arrangements for them 
to pay for the services. 

REP QUILICI noted the amendments and said in section one it says 
"or any other form of environmental review required under parts 1 
through 3 of this chapter". This is in the bill in four places 
and yet you have stricken language in line 22 and 23, page 2 
where "shall" is stricken and "must" inserted and then the 
language saying "to gather data and information necessary to 
compile" is stricken and the words "conduct those activities 
necessary to complete" are inserted. This refers to an EIS and 
it may not be an EIS, but an EA. Mr. pilcher said he thought 
that interpretation was correct. He said it was his under
standing that the bill intends to extend the funding mechanism to 
EA's and mitigated EA's to other forms of environmental reviews 
that are provided under the Environmental Departmental Policy Act 
with no provisions for funding. Currently, under MEPA the only 
environmental review that requires a fee to be paid by the 
applicant, is a full EIS. He said it is his understanding this 
bill would extend similar authority to other types of environ
mental review. 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE asked how much assessment they now make on an 
EIS, if for example, Hr. Fitzpatrick's company has a major 
environmental report, how much are you going to assess them? Mr. 
Pilcher said that is determined on a site specific case by case 
basis. Every project of a different nature at a different 
location is going to have different sets of risks to the 
environment. The way they respond under MEPA is that once we get 
a submittal, once they know the details, then and only then can 
they set down a reasonable estimate of assessing the impacts of 
that proposed project. 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE asked how they prorate the costs and Hr. Pilcher 
said under the current statutes, if the estimate of the costs 
exceeds $2,500 the cost is borne by the applicant. CHAIR 
BARDANOUVE said this bill would not necessarily be a big increase 
in costs, except for paying the first $2,500. Mr. Pilcher said 
that was correct, with the exceptions noted in earlier in his 
testimony in regard to the Church Universal and Triumphant who 
has challenged the state's authority and ability to recover all 
the costs associated with the environmental review. They have 
said the cost recovery is limited to data and information 
gathering and some of the other associated costs would not be 
covered. He said in most of the mining industry, they have 
voluntarily come forward and agreed to pay the cost of the EA 
because they want to get it done and get on with mining. 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE said this bill is not as broad as he had thought 
since most of this was already paid for. Mr. Pilcher said that 
assessment is correct as it relates to those projects of 
sufficient magnitude to require a full EIS. Probably the 
questionable area is the extension of fee recovery to the other 
levels of environmental reviews such as EA and Mitigated EA. 
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REP SWYSGOOD said he understood Mr. Pilcher stood up as a 
proponent of this bill and twice said he did not understand when 
asked about the open-ended part of this bill that you had no part 
in drafting it. Mr. Pilcher said that is correct, this is not an 
agency bill. REP SWYSGOOD said in your position as a proponent 
of this bill, what do you have to gain out of this. You are a 
public agency here to serve the people, and you are here in 
support of a bill that has nothing to do with the budget. Mr. 
Pilcher said he fully understands this is a broad bill and in his 
testimony specifically mentioned that the bill does, among other 
things, address a problem they think is significant to the DHES 
in carrying out their responsibilities and meeting that in a 
financial standpoint. He said the issue of whether or not it is 
appropriate, given the focus of this special session being 
budgetary issues, was out of his league. 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE said over all in the department, what is the 
approximate cost to the general fund, or the government, over and 
above what you receive? Mr. Pilcher said he did not have the 
figures with him, but the fiscal note previously mentioned does 
contain that information. He said his agency has provided those 
estimates as a part of the fiscal note. 

REP RANEY closed by saying this does have something to do with 
the budget. We are talking $400,000 on EA'S in FW&P alone in one 
year, and felt there was considerable money involv,ed here in 
regard to balancing the budget. He said they are also talking 
public policy set up in MEPA. Any survey you have taken of the 
citizens of Montana recently, they are concerned about the 
environment. He felt that those who wish to do things to our 
environment would pay the cost. In regard to Mr. Langley's 
testimony, this bill was not set up to impede mining. Mining is 
only a small part of it. It was his concern for the budget, and 
said every bill he had dropped in this session would help the 
citizens of Montana to reduce their tax load. Mr. Wordal was 
wrong when he said it was a double hit for an EIS on landfills. 
They only get hit with it once, and they should be the ones who 
pay it. The open ended part of this, if you think this is not 
written tight enough, he would suggest the committee take the 
suggestion of Kike Pichette with Montana Power and go to another 
bill he had introduced. He read the portion he thought the 
committee might like to adopt into this bill. (HB 35) He said 
currently the taxpayers are supporting those who wish to pollute 
the environment by paying for EA's and portions of EIS's and part 
of the money on a mitigated EA. He said at present people who 
have political input may talk the department into doing an EIS 
which they would have to pay for, but encourage more spending by 
doing a mitigated EA. This way they can avoid paying for an EIS 
and let the taxpayers foot the bill. He said the fiscal note 
would show there is a significant amount of responsibility off 
the Montana taxpayers and putting it into the hands of those who 
wish to pollute the environment. 
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HEARING ON HOUSE BILL 31 

ATTORNEY GENERAL REVIEW OF AGENCY CONTRACTS FOR PRIVATE SECTOR 
LEGAL SERVICES 

presentation and opening statement by Sponsor: 

REP RANEY said the intention of the bill, which do not work as 
written, is to insure there is no patronage either by people 
inside government who arrange to hire people outside government 
to do work. This would only address legal services. It could 
come from the top down to people in the bureaus who arrange for 
the hiring of certain people to do work. He said in some cases 
they don't hire qualified people to do the job and gave 
information on the firing of a law firm on the Livingston Super 
Fund Cleanup. He said they hired a Missoula firm who had never 
worked on an environmental job. We are putting out large amounts 
of money to hire contracted legal services, and in many cases 
there is no review of the work. It is cheaper for us to have 
someone in-house do the work, but when we need experts, they 
would be reviewed by the AG office. At present we have a law 
that requires agencies to go to the AG for legal services if he 
has the staff and time to do the job. This bill would have these 
contracted legal services reviewed by the AG to see if an in
house person could do the work. He did not know how much money 
they would save, and understood that the bill as written could 
interfere with the policy they already have. 

opponents' Testimony: 

Brett Dahl, Administrator, Risk Management and Tort Defense 
Division, DOA, said they are charged with administrating all the 
insurance programs on the campus of the State of Montana and also 
provide legal action for tort action for state agencies. They 
oppose HB 31. They feel it is vital that they select the best 
people to provide those kinds of services for the state. He felt 
that the agency who administers the program should also be 
responsible for selecting the contract to provide those services. 
He told how the process works now with the Legal Services Review 
Board, which is a three member committee. The Attorney General 
or their designate, the Governor's legal counsel and the budget 
director review all contracts for legal services. He pointed out 
that many of the court actions brought against the state are very 
important and they have had a great deal of success with many of 
them. He mentioned two cases and discussed them briefly. 

Bob Marks, Director, DOA, spoke in opposition to HB 31 by saying 
the point that REP RANEY is trying to bring out is that there 
needs to be some review in the progress. He felt the review 
process they have now has served fairly well without a cumbersome 
review process. He said there seems to be some unrest with the 
defense resting in the DOA and they would be happy to work with 
the Legislature to see if there is a need for change. Some 
states do center their services in the AG's office. 
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REP MENAHAN mentioned the Ihler case and said basically he 
thought we won the case, but there was concern as to why we gave 
the ACLU $300,000. Mr. Dahl said there were a number of things 
the ACLU was involved in trying to accomplish involving the 
constitutional rights of individuals as patients of Warm Springs. 
There was a laundry list of things they were looking at trying to 
force the state to do. They won on a few points, but felt the 
state had won on most points and thought the Dept. felt pretty 
good about the way the case was defended and the decisions made 
relative to their follow up. 

REP MENAHAN said it was a victory, and some of the things that 
were brought up were things that could have been done here at the 
Legislature and with the Dept. of Revenue lawsuit. He said 
rather than running from the threat of a lawsuit from ACLU he 
felt it was time to call their bluff. 

REP GRINDE said it seemed to him this bill was written where it 
affects some more than others. He asked if they would be amiable 
to the committee looking at certain areas and leaving certain 
areas out. Mr. Dahl said that was fine, but their concern with 
the bill as it stands now is that it is too broad, will create 
additional hurdles and throws a wrench into the whole process of 
how we obtain additional counsel. 

REP GRINDE said he was recently appointed to the audit committee 
and asked if the Dept. had checked on audits and would this be 
available to those audits? REP RANEY said before the special 
session started he had gone to the Legislative Auditor and had 
them run off the departments he was interested in. He reported 
on the process of going through the reports and finding the 
contracted services in DNRC, DHES, DSL and FW&P. There are 
contracted services of millions of dollars out there. He said it 
appeared these just pass through with the groups signatures on it 
and was not too concerned with the few thousand dollars, but when 
it became tens of thousands and millions, he felt it was a big 
concern and that somebody outside of that particular group is 
reviewing policy on this. 

REP GRINDE said there didn't seem to be a fiscal note with this 
and wondered if there would be an impact in the AG office if they 
were to do this rule making authority. Ms. ~rowninq, Deputy 
Attorney General, said they complied a fiscal note yesterday and 
copies have probably not been received yet. Their understanding 
of the bill as written, would not really change the figure that 
is in place currently. She told about the review board with the 
three member panel where considerations such as expertise and 
geographical area were studied and felt this bill would not 
change that situation. 

REP RANEY said that was his assumption and that was why it was 
written the way he did. He felt this bill could make less impact 
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on the AG's office. There had to be some, somebody has to take 
time to look at these things, and maybe there should be a dollar 
amount set. He gave the example of a contract for over $10,000 
or $20,000 it would have to go there for further review. 

REP GRINDE asked if REP RANEY was saying there might be some 
savings or hiring the best person for the right amount of money, 
but with no fiscal note attached, and other than that he was not 
sure how this comes within the call. He asked for comment and 
REP RANEY said it is within the call according to the Joint Rules 
Committee. 

REP CODY said in the title, in regard to the AG to review 
proposed executive branch agency legal services contracts, asked 
if there is any infringement of executive powers in this bill. 
REP RANEY said he did not think there is because this course of 
action is already established and there already is a review 
process in place at the AG's office. Originally, when it was 
passed, he understood that when they put the agency in the AG 
office with a staff to review contracts, they were doing just 
that. Somewhere along the line that changed and they started 
issuing contracts that didn't go over there for review. He did 
not know how or why that happened, but was trying to readdress 
that practice. 

HEARING ON HOUSE BILL 32 

TEMPORARILY PROHIBIT UNSOLICITED DISTRIBUTION OF STATE AGENCY 
NEWSLETTERS 

Presentation and opening statement by Sponsor: 

REP CODY showed the members a large stack of papers, pamphlets, 
etc. and said this was a small portion of what legislative 
members receive in the form of publications, newsletters, etc. 
She said she would challenge anyone who said they had read all of 
them. She said there are some pUblications that are subscribed 
by those who want or need the information. If they are paid for 
and read from the bills in regard to the terms of the bill and 
said if the information was subscribed to or solicited there will 
be no effect on it. She passed out EXHIBIT 5 which was a 
response to her request for information on newsletters published 
and distributed with public funds. She said this would give them 
an idea of the type of publication and the only thing they could 
not find out is whether they were paid for by general fund or 
not. She said the survey identified 58 newsletters at an annual 
budget of $250,000. Some are fully federal funded, some fully 
state funded and the survey did not require agencies to specify 
the funding sources. 

Proponents' Testimony: 

REP GRINDE said this is the type of thing we are going to have to 
start dealing with in legislation. Some of these are nice to 
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have, but he has a closet full of these he thought he would read, 
stacked them, and never get to them. He felt this was a good way 
to address some of the problems we have in this session. 

opponents' Testimony: 

Jack Copps, Deputy Superintendent, OPI, handed out EXHIBIT 6 and 
said he would like to point out what this would mean to the OPI. 
He said this copy - EXHIBIT 6, and 7 - costs 3.4 cents to mail 
out and if they send the information piece mail it would cost 17 
cents and 29 cents for 2nd and 1st class mail. He said the cost 
of sending out this news letter was $400 and if the information 
were sent first class it would be over $3,000. He said they 
cannot get away from sending out the information. The law states 
the Superintendent has an obligation to inform school districts 
and notify school districts in matters related to certification, 
accreditation, and traffic education, sex education, etc. They 
chose the newsletter as their vehicle to satisfy those duties the 
Superintendent has and it is not just this Superintendent. The 
newsletter has been in existence for 35 years. They have chosen 
this source of information because they have been told that 
people would like to receive this information in a stable piece 
of mail that comes to them, because of cost and said this 
newsletter contains information that must be sent to schools. He 
pointed out there is also information in this newsletter on Title 
9 for school districts which tells them in effect, what the 
Supreme Court has decided that school districts must do. with 
regard to solicitation, in the spring of 1990, the Superintendent 
did a survey to determine whether or not the newsletter was 
serving the purpose for which we felt it was intended. They have 
the results of the survey and it was overwhelming that this was 
their choice of vehicle. He said they would hope that the office 
would be allowed to continue to use this newsletter as their 
vehicle to send out not only essential information to school 
districts, but also other information they feel would be helpful. 

LeRoy Schramm, Board of Reqents, said he felt the bill sweeps 
more broadly than it should. The idea, especially on a temporary 
basis, is one that has some appeal. Newsletter, in the bill, is 
not defined and he would suspect most of these things would not 
be called newsletters, especially something bound with about 50 
pages. He said they were excluded from the survey done by Mr. 
Schenck, and suspect that had they been included they would have 
shown up as a fairly large contributor. Their Ag Extension, Ag 
Research, and Forestry offices all have newsletters. The 
Business Research Bureau at U of M sends out a newsletter. 
Typically, they ask every couple of years if you want to stay on 
the mailing list that was built up. If you don't, you have to 
respond or visa versa, and the mailing list is kept current that 
way. He said their problem is much the same as Mr. copp's. 
Their admissions office has to get information out to schools 
about college prep requirements, for example. If done in a 
memorandum with first class mail, it is not a newsletter, it is 
an announcement or communication. If you put five or six items 
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of information in it and staple them together and send them out 
by bulk mail it is a newsletter. He felt this bill had the 
potential to work at cross purposes and felt the trick here was 
to somehow get at the junk mail without cutting off the good 
"stuff". 

Questions From committee Members: 

REP SWYSGOOD asked Mr. Copps, if the information printed in the 
newsletter relates to Title 9, the calendar of events, special 
things people need to attend or workshops, etc. Is this the only 
notice that is given to these people? Mr. Copps said he 
suspected you could find cases where there is a duplication of 
notification, but on the most part it is their attempt to view 
this as the vehicle for information and try to cover all bases 
with it. 

REP SWYSGOOD asked REP CODY, since the bill is rather broad, he 
wondered how those of us that have interim committees that are 
required to report to the Legislature are affected since they are 
not particularly solicited, but are required by that particular 
committee. REP CODY said she assumed they would have to draft 
something and would assume it was affected since it is paid for 
by state funds. Mrs. Cohea said the legislature passed a bill in 
January that provided a method for legislative reports to be 
distributed. Actually it is for any agency or legislative body 
that is required by law to provide a report to the legislature 
and they have to give a synopsis to the Legislative Council. 
Legislative Council puts them all together and does a mailing 
before the legislature and you will mark which reports you want 
and then only that number will be printed. This is not for 
newsletters, it is for actual reports, to get that system to be a 
little more rational and not waste so much paper. She said she 
did not believe this bill would affect that practice. 

REP CODY said when the auditors come out with a report on a 
particular agency, we reoeived a letter from Scott Seacat with a 
listing of the reports and you can check off which ones you want. 
She said she also receives a letter from the Legislative Finance 
Committee and if she wants that information, she checks it off 
and sends it in. 

REP THOFT said he agreed with the bill, but like other things 
heard today it is a great idea but wondered if they would work. 
When it says unsolicited copies of periodically published 
newsletters or reports, etc., how is an agency going to know how 
many to print and what is the cost of a reprint if the demand is 
there? REP CODY said this is not a permanent situation. She 
could change the date to Dec. 31, 1992 and everything could start 
in January when the new Legislature comes in. She felt what he 
was referring to was what she would call solicited. 

REP THOFT said if there is a report published and he along with a 
lot of other people, decided he needed it, and since when they 
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publish it they have to set a number to print and it is an 
unknown, what do they do if it is over solicited? REP CODY said 
we could change the bill to say that materials that are solicited 
but are not paid for by state funds. In other words if you 
solicit a piece of information and are paying for it, there would 
be no problem. REP THOFT mentioned the audit report. Mrs. Cohea 
said they try to judge what they think will be a "hot seller" and 
what is not. She gave an example of the budget report and said 
they do not print a lot of extra ones. Anything that is not used 
in the regular mailing they keep on file because it is surprising 
how many times people walk into the office and asked for a 
report, and gave the example of the Fish and Game report done two 
years ago they have had to reprint several times. They do try to 
judge as closely as possible and she believed the legislative 
Auditor's office does the same. They keep all audits they have 
ever done. He has extra, but only 10 or 15 extra at a time, so 
it is simply a question of judging. 

REP PECR said he had a rhetorical comment to Hr. Schramm. He 
said he was amazed that he did not argue constitutional authority 
that was being interfered with. He thought this would clearly be 
a question of a constitutional authority to manage your own 
affairs. He said he would support everything this bill is trying 
to get at, but could not consider the stack REP CODY laid on the 
table as periodic published newsletters or similar pUblications. 
You have reports there that he would want to see especially 
before and at the front end of the session. He would not want to 
request them but would want to come in with that information. 

REP CODY said she is a reader, but the amount of information she 
receives would take 24 hours a day six days a week. There is a 
limit to what you can read and the majority of the people she 
knows would not have the time. 

REP PECR said he agrees, but it does need to 
is not time to do that in a special session. 
she would exclude. REP CODY said she had no 
excluded. 

be refined and there 
He asked her what 

idea what would be 

REP QUILICI said he would gladly go along with this since it is 
an intent to save money, but how do we back out or even appro
priate the operating cost of printing and publication unless they 
come in with a specific budget on it. If they don't know what 
that specific budget is since they don't know what will be 
solicited and what will not, how do we do this? REP CODY said 
she believed the agencies could tell which pUblications are 
solicited and which are not. 

REP QUILICI said there is no doubt everyone in this assembly gets 
so much material that a large majority ends up in file 13. One 
of the things is that he enjoys the reports coming form the LFA 
office and wants to study them before he comes up to this 
assembly and wants to have a chance to ask questions on them. He 
would probably know that he should solicit this, but there would 
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be some other information we might not know whether to solicit or 
not. REP CODY said if this were a permanent solution to the 
problem, she would answer the question that it is not written 
exactly as we would like it to be, and you have to concentrate on 
the word "temporary" here. 

REP GRADY said in reading through the purpose and benefits, and 
one of the benefits is Federal State Surplus Property newsletter 
and it says 75% of the sales is a result of the newsletter and 
was wondering what it would do to the sale of this type of 
property, and would imagine the gross of these sales would be 
over $100,000. REP CODY said she would say the $20,000 would be 
paid for by the taxpayers, that between now and next December 
they could pay for it. 

REP GRADY said you have to advertise to sell to the private 
sector. He thought this bill was so broad that he felt it was 
including a lot of areas that we should be doing in this state. 
These may be the type of things we should be doing since there 
are far more things listed here that are educational than just 
paper nobody reads. 

REP CONNELLY commented on REP QUILICI's statement on throwing a 
lot of the reports away. She said she did not throwaway any of 
hers. She kept them all and about twice a year she takes them 
over to the library, they sort through them, keep the ones they 
want, give some to the schools and distribute them all out. They 
are not wasted or thrown away. 

Closing by Sponsor: 

REP CODY closed by saying she could not see where this was going 
to shut down government. If you want to change the date or 
something else that was fine, but when she votes to take $2 
million from the University System, $1.5 million away from the 
medically needy, etc. she felt this was a very small thing to 
vote on. 

HEARING ON HOUSE BILL 25 

TEMPORARILY PROHIBIT STATE EMPLOYEE TRAVEL THAT'S NOT ABSOLUTELY 
NECESSARY 

Presentation and opening statement by Sponsor: 

REP CODY said House Bill 25 would temporarily prohibit travel by 
state officers and employees that is not essential to the 
operation of the agency. She mentioned several essential travels 
such as prisoners' being transported, developmentally disabled 
traveling to a hospital, the Highway Dept., court cases heard in 
other states. This is an attempt to tell the agency we are in 
tight fiscal times and the amount of money that is spent can 
hopefully be cut back. She remarked on the Dept. of Revenue. 
Since they bring money into the general fund, it, therefore makes 
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them look better. It was pointed out to her to question if there 
was a need to send two auditors to New Orleans during Mardi Gras 
when hotel rooms are at a premium high rate. Also, she 
questioned whether it would be necessary to send a group of 
auditors periodically to Texas and Chicago to audit and then they 
come back raving about the fun they had. She felt if you had fun 
on a trip you better take that trip yourself. She pointed out 
the expenditure had to be essential to the operation of the 
agency, when possible sUbstitute transportation with 
telecommunication conferences and the approving authorities 
authorizing travel is defined in the law. She said she drafted 
an amendment and it addresses those agencies which have elected 
officials because it does affect agencies where people have voted 
those people in such as the State Auditor, Attorney General, etc. 
Her amendments are attached as EXHIBIT 8. 

opponents' Testimony: 

Laurie Ekanger, Administrator, Personnel Division, Dept. of 
Administration, said she wanted to make it clear to the committee 
that she was not in support of non-essential travel and the Dept. 
agrees there is not any money that doesn't have to be spent. The 
general fund agencies have taken across the board cuts for nearly 
a decade and the agencies should understand the need to spend no 
money that is not essential. Their objection to the bill is that 
the authority to decide what is essential travel is the same 
after the bill passes as it is before the bill passes. The same 
person who makes that decision does not change. The only thing 
that changes with this bill is the net effect of an additional 
report, and it is only for the agencies spending general fund. 
She said there is already a lot of oversight. The whole 
appropriation process, both Legislature and the Budget office 
looks at travel costs as a line item in the appropriation 
process. Every agency is audited by the Legislative Auditor's 
staff for every year of operation. There is already a lot of 
oversight and asked that the committee. not add another reporting 
form to the .agency. 

LeRoy Schramm, Oniversity system, said they have a lot of travel 
that would continue under this bill. Faculty members traveling 
for teaching classes any time they are off the campus. Faculty 
members who are supervising field trips such as an archeology or 
geology class goes out to Egg Mountain at Choteau. Their 
Agricultural County Extension Agents are in travel status all the 
time. The approving authority is, by statute under this bill, 
the Board of Regents. The approval for that kind of travel that 
continues will have to be after the fact and he would suspect 
that between now and the end of the year we are going to have 
thousands of trips that are made that would fit under that 
definition of essential. You will get a report in January that 
will be 300 or 400 pages long. We keep hearing about 
inefficiency in government, too many levels of administration, 
and yet here you are trying to say there will be another level of 
reports. Presidents have all told the Regents about two weeks 
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ago that travel was one of the things they would cut, and how 
many times do you have to say the same thing? This bill makes 
you say the same thing, then keep a log of it, compile it into a 
report and it is just more work that would accomplish no more 
than it is to be accomplished direct. 

Questions From Committee Members: 

REP. THOFT said he thought REP CODY had brought two bills where 
one offsets the other. All the paper saved in the other bill 
will get used up in this one. He asked REP CODY if she really 
thought there is a single trip made in this state that couldn't 
be justified on paper? Even if frivolous, who will judge the 
report? He pointed out if he were to see the reports there would 
be no way he would be able to judge whether the trip was 
essential or not. 

REP GRINDE asked if along with this she had looked at the car 
pool for state employees. REP CODY said it covered a whole 
spectrum. 

Closing by Sponsor: 

REP CODY said it is easy to say it is a laudable idea, wonderful 
idea, but it's time has not yet come. She wondered why every 
time they thought something was a possibility, there was always 
those who said "we can't do it" and that is why the state is in 
the mess we are in. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 3 

RAISE CONSERVATION SPEED LIMIT FINE FROM $5 TO $20 

Motion: REP COBB moved HB 3 be tabled. 

Substitute Motion: REP PECK moved House Bill 3 do pass. 

Motion to Amend: REP MENAHAN moved House Bill 3 be amended to 
set the speeding fine at $10.00. 

Discussion: CHAIR BARDANOUVE said when we passed this bill, $5 
was worth a lot more than it is now. We are losing money on the 
$5 fines. 

REP GRINDE asked REP MENAHAN why he thinks that is enough to 
cover the cost and REP MENAKAN said he liked the $5. REP GRINDE 
said he would oppose this amendment. He would like to see this 
at $100 and perhaps it would deter some of these people from 
excessive speeding. 

Motion to Amend/Vote: Motion passed 10 yes, 6 no. Roll call 
vote # 1. 

Motion: REP KADAS moved House Bill 3, as amended, do pass. 
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vote: Motion passed 13 yes, 3 no. Roll call vote # 2. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 5 

ELIMINATE POSITIONS OF DEPUTY DIRECTOR AND DIVISION ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATION 

REP CODY gave the report of the subcommittee as recommending a 
postponement of consideration of House Bill 5 until there is more 
work done on it at which time REP RANEY may have some proposals 
since he did not have the information he needed to proceed with 
it. REP PECK said he had an idea now that might be fruitful but 
at this point in time he could not bring anything together. 

Motion: REP PECK moved House Bill 5 be tabled. 

vote: Motion passed 16 voting yes and Rep Bradley voting no. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 6 

TRANSFER LONG RANGE BUILDING FUNDS TO GENERAL FUND 

Motion: REP THOFT moved to amend House Bill 6. EXHIBIT 9. 

Discussion: REP THOFT said we took the action in the Long Range 
Planning Subcommittee to delay the building of the University 
buildings and this bill essentially takes the general fund part 
of the planning money and reverts it to the general fund. They 
can go ahead and plan with private funds so it doesn't change it 
a lot. He said it is $1.98 million and this amendment changes it 
to $1,133,624. 

Motion to Amendlvote: Motion passed unanimous of those present. 

Motion: REP THOFT moved House Bill 6, as amended, do pass. 

vote: Motion passed 16 yes and Rep Bradley voting no. 

DISCUSSION ON HOUSE BILL 7 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE said House Bill 7 is still in subcommittee and 
that the committee would take executive action on Monday. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 8 

CLARIFY GOVERNOR HAS AUTHORITY TO DIRECT AGENCIES TO REDUCE 
SPENDING 

Motion: REP SWYSGOOD moved to amend House Bill 8, EXHIBIT 10. 

Discussion: REP SWYSGOOD said this amendment would make primary 
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and secondary education subject to the gubernatorial recision in 
the same fashion as in higher education. 

REP KAnAB asked what the second amendment did and REP BWYBGOOD 
said it would reduce the percentage of cut from 10% to 4%. He 
said adding this on adds enough to make 4% a more equitable levy. 

REP KAnAB asked how the foundation program would be reduced under 
such a circumstance. How would the Governor do that? He thought 
that would have to be spelled out. REP BWYBGOOD said he didn't 
really know. Terry Cohea said it is currently a statutory 
appropriation for the school foundation payment so that there 
would need to be an amendment to that statutory appropriation. 
The way it works now, whatever amount is needed to fund the 
schedules you have set in statute and the GTV calculation is 
statutorily appropriated so there would probably need to be an 
amendment to that section of law saying "minus the amount of 
gubernatorial recision" and they could work on the amendment with 
the budget office. 

REP KAnAB said if that language were also in this bill, if we 
added another section to deal with the statutory appropriation, 
he still did not quite understand it. We have the schedules and 
numbers for each category, are we going to fund each category at 
a percentage of the amount in the schedules or how would it work? 
Mrs. Cohea said she would assume the amendment could be written, 
if the committee so desired, similar to House Bill 21, that we 
wouldn't change the schedules, thereby affecting GTV, the caps 
etc., you would simply reduce the level of state support for 
them. 

REP BWYBGOOD said we wouldn't mess with any of the schedules, 
just reduce the amount of money they had anticipated getting by 
that amount, up to 4%. 

REP KAnAS said if this amendment passes, will you have another 
amendment to do all those other things? REP SWYSGOOD said yes, 
it would be necessary. 

REP PECK said he believed what REP KAnAB is asking is, are you 
going to apply that reduction to the total dollar amount in each 
unit of the schedule or only to the share of the state funds 
received? REP BWYBGOOD said he did not know the answer. REP 
THOFT suggested going to another bill to allow time to draft 
amendments for this bill. 

REP PECK said we would pass House Bill 8 to later in the day. 

Disposition of Motion: withdrawn by REP BWYSGOOD. 
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EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 16 

TRANSFER LONG-RANGE BUILDING PROGRAM FUNDS TO GENERAL FUND 

REP THOFT said he had withdrawn this bill. 

Motion: REP THOFT moved to table House Bill 16. 

vote: Motion passed unanimously. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 20 

MEPA TO REQUIRE FULL ASSESSED COSTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Motion: REP THOFT moved House Bill 20 be tabled. 

Discussion: REP THOFT said this is another bill that has some 
merit but there is a lot of work that needs to be done on it. He 
said the ranchers would probably get hit with paying for an EIS 
or an EA and there was nothing right about that sort of thing. 

Vote: Motion passed, 13 yes, 4 no with Reps Bardanouve, 
Connelly, Kimberley and Peck voting no. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 25 

TEMPORARILY PROHIBIT STATE EMPLOYEE TRAVEL THAT'S NOT ABSOLUTELY 
NECESSARY 

Motion: REP CODY moved House Bill 25 do pass. 

Substitute Hotion: REP THOFT moved House Bill 25 do not pass. 

CHAIR BARDANOUVE suggested that in fairness the sponsor be given 
the opportunity to amend the bill since it might change it. 

Disposition: Representative Thoft withdrew his motion. 

Hotion: REP CODY moved to amend House Bill 25 - EXHIBIT 8. 

Discussion: REP CODY said this would remove the elected 
officials from the bill, which would be the State Auditor, 
Attorney General, Secretary of State, OPI, and the Legislature. 

Disposition: Motion passed with Rep. Kadas voting no. 

Motion: REP CODY moved HB 25, as amended, do pass. 

Substitute Motion: REP THOFT moved House Bill 25 be tabled. 

Discussion: REP THOFT said the reason for his motion is that the 
only way to control a state agency is to take money away and we 
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have done pretty good at that. You won't do it with reports, and 
he said he could justify a trip almost any where if he just took 
the time to do it. Even though the bill is a good idea, you 
won't get anywhere with the bill. 

vote: Motion failed, 7 yes, 9 no, 2 absent. Roll call # 3. 

The secretary was instructed to reverse the vote for the motion 
of do pass as amended. Motion passed with 9 voting yes, 7 voting 
no and 2 absent. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 30 

ABOLISH PAY DURING MILITARY TRAINING LEAVE OF ABSENCE OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE 

REP KAnAS said he had amendments for the bill if the committee 
showed any interest in passing it. If not, it could just be 
tabled. He said Rep. Tom Lee talked to him after the committee 
hearing and wanted him to tell the committee that he had worked 
for three companies and has never been compensated for his time. 
CHAIR BARDANOUVE said private company policies will vary a great 
deal so everyone was right. 

REP GRADY said he felt this was a pretty low blow after Desert 
Storm and we calIon these people to go over to the prison 
whenever there is a riot, or fires or anything else. It is all 
hazardous duty when they go out to do these things and this would 
put some of these people in a pretty bad financial bind. 

Motion: REP GRADY moved to table House Bill 30. 

vote: Motion passed 14 yes, 3 no, 2 absent, with Reps Kadas, 
Bardanouve and Cobb votinq no. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 31 

ATTORNEY GENERAL REVIEW OF AGENCY CONTRACTS FOR PRIVATE SECTOR 
LEGAL SERVICES 

Motion: REP COBB moved to table House Bill 31. 

vote: Motion passed 10 voting yes, 5 no, with Reps Kadas, 
Menahan, Peck Quilici and Connelly voting no and Rep. Bardanouve 
abstained because he was absent for the hearing. 
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EXECUTIVE ACTION ON HOUSE BILL 32 

TEMPORARILY PROHIBIT UNSOLICITED DISTRIBUTION OF STATE AGENCY 
NEWSLETTERS 

Motion: REP CODY moved to amend House Bill 32 to strike the date 
April 30, 1993 and insert December 31, 1992. 

vote: Motion passed unanimously. 

Motion: REP CODY moved House Bill 32, as amended, do pass. 

Substitute Motion/vote: REP COBB moved to table House Bill 32. 
Motion failed 6 voting yes, 10 no, 2 absent. Roll call #4. 

Motion: REP KAnAB moved to reverse the vote for a do pass as 
amended. 

vote: Motion passed, reverse vote of # 4. 10 yes, 6 no, 2 
absent. 

Discussion: There was discussion regarding House Bill 8 and it 
was announced that executive action would be taken on Monday to 
allow time for amendments to be drafted. 

AP071092.HM1 



Adjournment: 4 p.m. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

REP. FRANCISBARl5ANO Chair ,.-:>n 
)/ 

etary 
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I NAME I PRESENT I ABSENT I EXCUSED I 
REP. FRANCIS BARDANOUVE, CHAIRMAN V 
REP. RAY PECK, VICE-CHAIRMAN t/ 
REP. DOROTHY BRADLEY v' fi7 
REP. JOHN COBB V 

REP. DOROTHY CODY /' 

REP. MARY ELLEN CONNELLY V 

REP. ED GRADY V 
REP. LARRY GRINDE V' 
REP. JOHN JOHNSON ~ 

REP. MIKE KADAS ~ 

REP. BERV KIMBERLEY V 
REP. WM. "RED" MENAHAN V 
REP. JERRY NISBET V 
REP. MARY LOU PETERSON I/" 

REP. JOE QUILICI / 
REP. CHUCK SWYSGOOD /' 
REP. BOB THOFT / 

REP. TOM ZOOK /' 



HCUSE STANDING CGl'1MITTEE RE?ORT 

July 10, 1992 

Page 1 of 1 

Mr. Speaker: We, the committee on Appropriations report that 

HB 3 (first reading copy -- white) do pass 39 ~~ended 4 

Signed:=-____ ~~ __ ~--------~~~----
Francis 3a=danouve. Chairman 

And, that such amendments read: 

1. Title, line 5. 
Following: "TOn 
Strike: "$20" 
Insert: "$10" 

2. Page 1, line 15. 
Strike: "$20 1J 

Insert: "nDlt 

3. Page 1, line 16. 
Strike: "$20" 
Insert: "$10" 

/"rj 
; ( 
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July 10 , 1992 

Page 1 of 1 

Mr. Speaker: We, the cor.mittee on Appropriations report that 

HE 6 (first reading copy -- whita) do nass as amended • 

Signed:=-____ ~-= __ ~--------~--~----
?rancis 3ardanouve, Chairman 

And, that such amendments read: 

1. Title, line 5. 
Following: ftTRANSFERRING R 

Strike: "$1,198,000" 
Insert: ~$1,133,624d 

2. Page 1, line 22. 
Following: "," 
Strike: "$1,198,000· 
Insert: "$1,133,624" 

This ~ransfers the balance of the capital projects funds 
appropriated for planning for the two universities buildings to 
the general fund. 

/ .... /·~r ...... 
,-

f--.. 
\~, 
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:iOUSE S1'ANDING CGf.L"fJ:TTEE REPC:;:T 

Ju 1 Y 1 0, 19 9 2 

Page 1 of 1 

"1r '~oea'~Qr' We, ..... he committee on Aopropridtions reo.crt that ~ • .;) .. ~ J _ • = 

HB 25 (f~r3t reading copy -- white) do pass as ~ended • 

Signed : "--- '<;: , 

-O::P:-r-a-n-c-:.""": -s--=3:-"a-r-d':."'a-!'-, .--o-u-v-e-,-c~>::-n-a lr:nan 

And, that such amendments r~ad: 

1. Title, line S. 
Following: "BY" 
Insert: itMOST" 

2. Page 1, line 12. 
Following: "2-18-512," 
Insert: "except for officers listed in Article VI, section 1, of 

The Ccnstitution of the Statg of Montana and their 
employees," 

3. Page 2, line 3. 
Following: "employee" 
Insert: ", including those excepted from the requirement of 

subsection (l)," 

4. Page 2, line 11. 
Following: "agency." 
Insert: liThe authority approving travel by an officer or employee 

excepted from the requirement of subsection (1) shall report 
to the house appropriations and senate finance and claims 
committees of the 53rd legislature each case of authorized 
travel and the cost of and reason for the travel." 

~/' ! ' 

--i"" , 
51608SC.i~ 
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HOUSE STANDr~-iG COM..iIi!ITTEE REPOR? 

July 10, 1992 

i?age 1 of 1 

~r. Speaker: We, the conmittee on Appropriations report that 

HE 32 (firs·t r~ading copy -- white) do pass as amended • 

Signed: » 

hnd( that such a~en~~ents read: 

1. Page 1, line 13. 
Strike: ftApril 30, 1993n 

Insert: "December 31, 1992" 

Francis Bardanouve, Chair~an 

51614SC. HR'.Vi 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WITNESS STATEMENT 

PLEASE PRINT 

_ Exhibit # 1 
7/10/92 HB 30 
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, ~ l 1JfOi'VVw] \.b u.~ 

ADDRESS ';{SQ 0 \/,. l{cu~ ~ { TE ~r-=-~~ 
WHOM DO YOU REPRESENT? ' ~~ 

SUPPORT OPPOSE V- AMEND 

COMMENTS: 
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Exhi bit :# 2 
7/10/92 HB 30 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WITNESS STATEMENT 

PLBASB PRIIfT 
--., 

NAKE \",) ~.-. ,-....,0: ... , __ BILL NO. 
.-; ,,,, 
-v 

ADDRESS 

WHOK DO YOU REPRESENT? 

SUPPORT OPPOSE AKEND 

CODENTS: 

Fl~C.AL ~Ac-r ($ Mi8~ 6N BEST 

-s (-JE.A \ Ag) D ' 

;~IH Q 10 i.p...e:f, 'TooK.. -r c, 
S~,ucg. W. \'0 ( It.-A::? LdS $; 

HR:1991 
CS15 
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Amendments to House Bill No. 20 
First Reading Copy 

;; < ,.~,)j2~7E~~~t~-::;~#5" :::';:-;a 

Exhibit # 4 
7/10/92 HB 20 

Requested by Representative Raney 
For the Committee on Appropriations 

Prepared by Todd Everts 

1. Title, line 6. 
Following: "ACTi" 

July 10, 1992 

Insert: "CLARIFYING WHO MAY BE CHARGED FEES;" 

2. Page 1, line 14. 
Following: "assess" 
strike: "an" 
Insert: "all" 

3. Page 1, line 15. 
strike: "applicant" 
Insert: "applicants" 

4. Page 2, line 11. 
Following: "association," 
Insert: "cooperative, government subdivision, government agency, 

local government," 

5. Page 2, line 12. 
strike: "private" 

1 1 HB002001.ATE 



STATE OF MONTANA 

Office of tl'u. ...Le9o.la.tilJe 9ij.ca.[ dfna.[Yj.t 
STATE CAPITOL 

HELENA. MONTANA 59620 

TERESA OLCOTT COHEA 
LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST 

Representative Dorothy Cody 
P.O. Box 973 
Wolf Point, MT 59201 

Dear Representative Cody: 

406/444·2986 

December 12, 1991 

Exhibit # 5 
7/10/92 HB 32 

This letter is in response to your request for information on newsletters 
published and distributed with public funds. 

As I stated in my letter of November 26, a survey form was sent to 
all state agencies (except the units of the university system). A newsletter for 
the purpose of the survey was defined as lOa pamphlet or small 
newspaper/magazine containing articles or information of interest chiefly to a 
target group, and is published on a periodic basis." 

Survey responses identified 68 newsletters at an annual budget of 
$250,000. While some are fully federal funded and others fully state funded, 
the survey did not require agencies to specify funding sources. Some 
newsletters also recover some costs with subscription fees for some readers. 

A table summarizing each newsletter is attached. This summary was 
compiled from agency responses. 

I have a binder of agency responses and sample newsletters in my office. 
You are welcome to review it while you are in Helena for the special session. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or if you desire additional 
information. 

CLS3 :It:rc 12-12.1 tr 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~~S~ 
Senior Fiscal Analyst 
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,1,V,J' 
'{'I u-ff I Offia of the. ..£e9ulatilJe 'Jij.cal cIInalYj.t 

"I} c "'. / STATE CAPITOL 
~ j/\'. J!) 1-'" HELENA. MONTANA 59620 
~ 'lC' ~ 406/444-2986 

) 

TERESA OLCOn COHEA 
LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST 

Representative Dorothy Cody 
House of Representatives 
Seat #21 
Helena, MT 59620 

Dear Representative Cody: 

July 7, 1992 

Attached is a memo from the Department of Revenue providing 
information on the oUhof-state travel by department auditors. It shows the 
number of out-of-state audits, the total cost of the travel, and the assessments 
and collections resulting from those audits. Please note the *'s at the bottom 
of the letter--assessments(the amount billed to the taxpayer) are lower than the 
amount [mally collected. 

In gathering this information, I found that a portion of the information 
we had provided you in our June 30 memo was incorrect. While the 
statewide totals for travel were correct, the table showing out-of-state for the 
Department of Revenue was incorrect. The correct figures for fiscal 1991 audit
related travel are shown in Table 1. In Table 2, out-of-state travel for the 
entire Department of Revenue is shown. 

Table 1 
Out-of-State Travel Expenditures 

Department of Revenue Auditors 

Fiscal DOR Audit Travel 
Year 

General Fund Other Funds 

1991 $72,724 $2,642 
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Table 2 
Department of Revenue Travel ( entire agency) 

Department of Revenue Total FY88 Total FY89 Total FY90 Total FY91 

2411 

2412 

2413 

2414 

2415 

2416 
AI 

2417 

2418 

2419 

2430 

Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures 

Out-of-State Personal Car Mile 626.74 326.76 551.07 2,260.04 

Out-of-State Commercial Trans 76,302.58 66,296.48 66,521.07 36,427.08 

Out-of-State Aircraft Rental 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Out-of-State Motor Pool 0.00 0.00 0.00 206.23 

Out-of-State Other 1,994.77 1,781.18 1,575.40 1,541.68 

Out-of-State Away from Home 0.00 0.00 16.60 62.25 

Out-of-State Meals 24,863.50 6.50 74.00 528.00 

Out-of-State Lodging 57,910.16 60,557.36 56,406.85 55,979.98 

Out-of-State Car Rental 12,357.07 10,478.70 10,362.74 8,888.22 

Out-of-State Meals-Overnight 1,613.50 25,891.00 21,594.50 19,490.00 

$175,668.32 $165,337.98 $157,102.23 $125,383.48 . 

I very much apologize for the incorrect information and hope that it has 
not caused you any inconvenience. Please call if I can provide anything 
further. 

TOC3G:mb:RC7-7.ltr 
bcc: Lois Steinbeck 

Sincerely,,~ /' 
-7/ -----/// ' ~/ / 

----~~4.-;1/~ 

Teresa Olcott Cohea 
Legislative Fiscal Analyst 



1. Title, line 5. 
Following: "BY" 
Insert: "MOST" 

Amendments to House Bill No. 25 
First Reading Copy 

Requested by Rep. Cody 

Prepared by John MacMaster 
July 8, 1992 

2. Page 1, line 12. 
Following: "2-18-512," 

~ - ..,~ , 
_~ ~ -"""~..,,._ OLk=~ r'=-'~ • 

Exh; bit # 8 
7/10/92 HB 25 

Insert: "except for officers listed in Article VI, section 1, of 
The Constitution of the State of Montana and their 
employees," 

3. Page 2, line 3. 
Following: "employee" 
Insert: ", including those excepted from the requirement of 

subsection (1)," 

4. Page 2, line 11. 
Following: "agency." 
Insert: "The authority approving travel by an officer or employee 

excepted from the requirement of subsection (1) shall report 
to the house appropriations and senate finance and claims 
committees of the 53rd legislature each case of authorized 
travel and the cost of and reason for the travel." 

1 HB002501.ajm 

• I 
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Amendments to House Bill No. 6 
Introduced Reading Copy 

Exhi bit # 9 
7/10/92 HB 6 

, uVvl }, r'?JF.c1 ;} 
For the Committee on Long Range building 

',/ . {t:( " / bl "I \u 

~vV6 
Prepared by Jim Haubein 

July 8, 1992 

' ...... -!} 1. Title, line 5. 
, Following: "TRANSFERRING" 

strike: "$1,198,000" 
Insert: "$1,133,624" 

2. Page 1, line 22. 
Following: "..r.." 
strike: "$1,198,000" 
Insert: "$1,133,624" 

This transfers the balance of the capital projects funds 
appropriated for planning for the two universities buildings to 
the general fund. 

1 HBX02253.AL2 



./ 

HSU ENGINEERING/SCIENCE BLDG 

Funding source~~ 

Cap. Projects Fund(Planning) 
General Fund 
Private Funds 
G.O. Bonding 

Totals 

UofH BUSINESS ADMIN. BLDG 

Funding Source 

Cap. Projects Fund(Planning) 
Private Funds 
G.O. Bonding 

Totals 

Current 

$1,165,290 
367,000 

2,301,200 
18,401,510 

$22,235,000 

Current 

$604,705 
1,858,320 

13,022,975 

$15,486,000 

Proposed 

$452,765 
0 

3,3'80,725 
18,401,510 

$22,235,000 

Proposed 

$183,606 
2,279,419 

13,022,975 

$15,486,000 

Total 

_ Exhibit # 9 
7/10/92 HB 6 

Available for 
Gen. Fund 

$71i,525 
367,000 

$1,079,525 

Available for 
Gen. Fund 

$421,099 

$421,099 

$1,500,624 
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.1..t-''- Amend H.B. 8 as follows: 
, 
\ 
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III 

II 

.. 

II 

II 

• 

• 

Page 2, line 2, after "spending" insert: 

", including state aid amounts authorized by Title 20, 
Chapter 9, Part 3," 

Page 4, strike lines 3 and 4. 

Explanation 

This amendment makes the state contribution to primary and 
secondary education subj ect to a gubernatorial rescission in 
the same fashion as is the state contribution for higher 
education. 



BOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

APPROPRIATIONS 

ROLL CALL VOTE TIME 

DATE ~(-L (0- ~2..-BILL 
(/ i 

NO.1b& ~ 
MOTION: 

~-C~~ 

NAME 

REP. RAY PECK, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

REP. DOROTHY BRADLEY 

REP. JOHN COBB 

REP. DOROTHY CODY 

REP. MARY ELLEN CONNELLY 

REP. ED GRADY 

REP. LARRY GRINDE 

REP. JOHN JOHNSON 

REP. MIKE KADAS 

REP. BERV KIMBERLEY 

REP. WH. "RED" MENAHAN 

REP. JERRY NISBET 

REP. MARY LOU PETERSON 

REP. JOE QUILICI 

REP. CHUCK SWYSGOOD 

REP. BOB THOFT 

REP. TOM ZOOK 

REP. FRANCIS BARDANOUVE, CHAIRMAN 

TOTAL 

A :rr· 
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HOOSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

APPROPRIATIONS 

ROLL CALL VOTE TIME 

DATE 7 --!e) -? z,-- BILL NO. It fj 3 NUMBER 

MOTION: 

9 c ./ 

I NAME I AYE I NO I ABSENT I 
REP. RAY PECK, VICE-CHAIRMAN ",/ 

REP. DOROTHY BRADLEY . ~ 

·~V 

REP. JOHN COBB V- I 
REP. DOROTHY CODY / 
REP. MARY ELLEN CONNELLY V 

REP. ED GRADY V 
REP. LARRY GRINDE v'" I 
REP. JOHN JOHNSON I ~ 
REP. MIKE KADAS / 

REP. BERV KIMBERLEY V 
REP. WM. "RED" MENAHAN V 

REP. JERRY NISBET V I 
REP. MARY LOU PETERSON 

, V 

REP. JOE QUILICI t/" 

REP. CHUCK SWYSGOOD v/' 
REP. BOB THOFT V 

REP. TOM ZOOK V , 

REP. FRANCIS BARDANOUVE, CHAIRMAN V 
TOTAL 13 ~ :.L 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ROLL CALL VOTE 

MOTION: 

NAME AYE NO ABSENT 

REP. RAY PECK, VICE-CHAIRMAN V" 
REP. DOROTHY BRADLEY v/' 
REP. JOHN COBB I V 
REP. DOROTHY CODY ~ 
REP. MARY ELLEN CONNELLY t/ 
REP. ED GRADY V I 
REP. LARRY GRINDE t/ 

REP. JOHN JOHNSON ~ 

REP. MIKE KADAS V 
REP. BERV KIMBERLEY ~ 

REP. WM. "RED" MENAHAN V 

REP. JERRY NISBET V 

REP. MARY LOU PETERSON V 

REP. JOE QUILICI ~ 

REP. CHUCK SWYSGOOD V"" 
REP. BOB THOFT V' 
REP. TOM ZOOK V' 
REP. FRANCIS BARDANOOVE, CHAIRMAN / 

TOTAL 7 q ~ 
f 



RoaSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

APPROPRIATIONS 

ROLL CALL VOTE ~E 
BILL NO. ~~ NUMBER ____ ~ ____ _ DATE ____________ _ 

MOTION: / 

I NAME I AYE I NO I ABSENT I 
REP. RAY PECK, VICE-CHAIRMAN t/ 
REP. DOROTHY BRADLEY I / 

REP. JOHN COBB V- I 
REP. DOROTHY CODY V 

REP. MARY ELLEN CONNELLY V 
REP. ED GRADY V- I 
REP. LARRY GRINDE V I 
REP. JOHN JOHNSON I ~ 
REP. MIKE KADAS J/" 

REP. BERV KIMBERLEY V I 
REP. WM. II RED" MENAHAN ~ I 
REP. JERRY NISBET V 
REP. MARY LOU PETERSON t/' 

REP. JOE QUILICI t/ 
REP. CHUCK SWYSGOOD / 
REP. BOB THOFT / 
REP. TOM ZOOK ~ 
REP. FRANCIS BARDANOUVE, CHAIRMAN ,/ I 

TOTAL ~ ID t1} 
~ 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
VISITOR REGISTER 

COMMITTEE BILL NO. ~o 
DATE -; r ; 0 I ., ~ SPONSOR(S) ____ ~~='~~_,~ __ . ~~._·~~1 _____ r_--_~~._~~.~=_----------------

PLEASE PRINT PLEASE PRINT PLEASE PRINT 

NAME AND ADDRESS REPRESENTIN"G SUPPORT OPPOSE 

rAi20 J-../) , U h;v~S:C' ,J 

331<:.) (./o..J K ffiu .. / Ikl-e:?A-l.4 6.-=,-
'--I"" 

A'~y 
7/u~C:; u/'.....&.? 

;< 

\. I\.U ('-/.,( 
I' \ tc,/7/c'n1 ~-:~ ;{' .. v'77 oj ". ""1 

,I J 

! , [ l 

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED TESTIMONY WITH SECRETARY. WITNESS STATEMENT F 
ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU CARE TO SUBMIT WRITTEN TESTIMONY. 



, 

HOUSE OF RE2RESENTATIVES 
VISITOR REGISTER 

#;JI2i(J? :Z:I:EE r. BI~L NO. _~ _____ _ 

DATE 1j1.{l/tf:r SPONSOR(S) ~,W-UiJEj 
PLEASE PRINT PLEASE PRrnT PLEASE PRINT 

NMfE AND ADDRESS REPRESENI'IN"G SUPPORT OPPOSE 

&AfLt.( LA~Cr<.E'1 Iv{ OAl ,AAJA- f0f (1lJ".1 if As rrJ V 
~/ /; 

~ // -
"·(d /(IA/A. 

.0" -:> "'-L --.... t~ . ~ /r44<-1M,'/ fLJM !--S;;~/U1 /j ./-~ i" Cf 'e.r / 
G/ ) a v: ?/I/ h'7"Z J/A-7 /lIe I~ ~<.//?'-f'5 ~l/~~/~ ~ 

JJIah- /~){~ ~k1i {jfu,i(b~ ~ 

\),l~,'l l1i(M~e/J 
1./ 

/ll/ £ /~_ 
I ;/-

{ , I i r r 01 
" /2r f C;7fJ ( , : .., ( bi / . \ '{ I fnm1"'7'LHi{ \ /LVY.~~7J]{ j)IJ/A.ec( \..--& YV:., L/A, tv 

'" . I '2 .~, V~~~QA_ r!lc~;t~v""-'~0~ K (,'o.AU!. ~ 

~D~~ a,Q! rX;_., ;t l [j, /1 Z:if) !Z(/J~.~fT 4-(1.;' v---

.~/~ P/ClE'l1 n~T D~J5<r ~ 

vI 

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED TESTIMONY WITH SECRETARY. WITNESS STATEMENT FORMS 
ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU CARE TO SUBMIT WRITTEN TESTIMONY. 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
VISITOR REGISTER 

BILL NO. '2-0 ('~I>1-C~r) COMMITTEE 

D~~E~~E bp~ SPONSOR (;L-E-A.I..-loR....;;.;;=-..;;...;:;;...;;;;~-=;I-----P-L-E-A-S-E-P-R-INT-
NAl\1E AND ADDRESS REPRESENTING SUPPORT OPPOSE 

rl\ '{ lc Pt (L~ eft-f-, 111ft Pr ! ,'~ U~I./ (.;. r ~/ 

.. 

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED TESTIMONY WITH SECRETARY. WITNESS STATEMENT FORMS 
ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU CARE TO SUBMIT WRITTEN TESTIMONY. 



!/' ,'/), I-'_f. L// 

i i 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
VISITOR REGISTER 

COMMITTEE BILL NO. 

DATE 7 - / ) - ' ~c SPONSOR(S) ____ ,~ __ 1/7_/~'~/'-------------------------------
PLEASE PRINT PLEASE PRINT PLEASE PRINT 

NAME AND ADDRESS i REPRESENTING SUPPORT OPPOSE 

-/ , 
I ~ • -. / ; _. . / .. -.- --

-

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED TESTIMONY WITH SECRETARY. WITNESS STATEMENT FORMS 
ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU CARE TO SUBMIT WRITTEN TESTIMONY. 



NAl\tIE AND ADDRESS 

--- ...... 

HOUSZ O~ REPRESENTATIVES 
VISITOR REGISTER 

COMMITTEE 

f REPRESENTIN"G 

I ...:'y/' '-. 
"-.:::;:I i -t--- t" "-V'"' _____ 

,.... 1) .., 
:'./1 ~ 

;.J r 

-

BILL NO. 
3_2_ 

PLEASE PRINT 

SUPPORT OPPOSE 

~ 

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED TESTIMONY WITH SECRETARY. WITNESS STATEMENT FORMS 
ARE AVAILABLE IF YOU CARE TO SUBMIT WRITTEN TESTIMONY. 
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