MINUTES

MONTANA SENATE
53rd LEGISLATURE - REGULAR SESSION

SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SELECT COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCEV

Call to Order: By Sen. Chet Blaylock, Chair, on April 6, 1993,
at 7:00 a.m.

ROLL CALL

Members Present:
Sen. Chet Blaylock, Chair (D)
Sen. Bob Brown (R)
Sen. John Hertel (R)
Sen. Spook Stang (D)
Sen. Daryl Toews (R)
Sen. Fred Van Valkenburg (D)
Sen. Mignon Waterman (D)

Members Excused: None.
Members Absent: None.

Sstaff Present: Eddye McClure, Legislative Council
Sylvia Kinsey, Committee Secretary

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

Committee Business Summary:
Subcommittee on House Bill 667

DISCUSSION:

Chair Blayldck said we would continue on HB 667, and asked
Senator Stang if he was ready to report on the weighted average
concept. .

Weighted Average:

Senator Stang said the Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) on the weighted
average shows, if you look at the area below 80%, it totally
equalizes. It is shown that it does benefit small schools, and
it benefits the small schools on their retirement. (exhibit 1)
He handed out sheets on the weighted GTB analysis. (exhibit 2)
The purpose of this bill is to equalize education, and if the
weighted GTB truly equalizes, there are always winners and losers
in the equalization process, and the small schools felt they were
the losers in the last process which hasn’t truly equalized or we
wouldn’t be back on this today. He said he would stick with his
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proposal to use the weighted GTB for the GTB and to give the high
schools the 800 stop loss.

Senator Brown, referring to exhibit 1, asked if this indicates
the 800 stop loss and was told no, that was on retirement.
Senator Stang said this does save the state another $790,000.

Chair Blaylock said he believed the committee had decided
yesterday we were not going to do retirement. Senator Stang said
the only thing is, if we are going to use the weighted GTB in the
general fund, he could not see why you wouldn’t want to use it in
the capital outlay and the retirement to be consistent. It would
seem foolish to him to agree the weighted GTB equalizes in the
general fund but not use it in the other areas. He believed it
should be included in all areas where we use GTB.

Senator Waterman asked if we had a cost of living adjustment
(COLA) run on what this does if you use the weighted ANB for
retirement, capital outlay and general fund. Mr. Gillett,
Legislative Auditor’s office said no, they had not done that.

The actual dollars there are small enough, and in each case, the
difference in cost is not terribly large and usually the weighted
GTB is a little on the less expensive side, but there are many
different factors that enter into this.

Senator Waterman said you are talking about over all, and she was
asking about district by district. She wanted to know the impact
district by district. Mr. Gillett said he had not done it
district by district in capital outlay. He said the pattern is
consistent, that small schools benefit from weighted GTB.

Senator Stang said the fiscal note on his bill that was drafted
the same as Senator Blaylock’s bill was $800,000 less. Senator
Waterman said she knew in aggregate it was cheaper. Senator
Stang said it would be hard to do on a district by district level
because we don’t know which districts are going to levy in the
future, and it would depend on which districts levy. They just
used an average when they did the fiscal note on that.

Senator Brown said we made a decision last evening not to get
into the retirement area or the transportation area. He said he
needed to know whether we can proceed in this new concept for
school financing and apply the weighted GTB to it and not do it
in the area of retirement and transportation. He said it seemed
to him it would be possible, but he was not sure it would be
consistent.

Andy Merrill, Legislative Council, said Senator Stang had this
run done so you would use the same GTB sections in the code and
the same procedures and same calculations for retirement as you
would for this new way of doing the general fund GTB. It would
probably be much appreciated by OPI and all the school people, if
you were to choose this and have the same concept going for
retirement as the general fund and you wouldn’t have to double up
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on all the sections in the code. You would have two different
sets of GTB type sections going if you didn’t do it the same. It
really does not have as much to do with the issue you rejected
about rolling retirement into the equalization formula. It would
be a type of equalization to match what you were doing in the
general fund, but not as large a concept as trying to analyze and
fully equalize retirement, which you did reject yesterday. It
would just be keeping consistency in the way we think about GTB.

Senator Toews asked how we arrive at the weighted number. He
said he believed he understood what it does, but asked how we get
there. Don Waldron, Montana Rural Education Association (MREA)
said probably the way to look at it is that we are taking a
relationship of the ANB to the tax evaluation of a district and
putting that against the state in the same terms and coming up
with a ratio. He said that is really the way it works out in the
long run. When you use that ratio, you are looking at the
ability to pay and the number of students.

Senator Brown asked if classroom unit is a factor in the
calculation and Mr. Waldron said no, it is not.

Senator Waterman said she was not sure she was ready to roll in
the weighted ANB at this point, she was still a little concerned
about the over all impact as you do it in all three areas as to
what it does to schools. Her sense is that it is more of a
taxpayer equity than it is a school equalization issue and she
was not sure the courts would guarantee a tax equity. While she
was not certain she was ready to do them, she believed it was
important to do all three the same and not have two different
kinds of guaranteed tax base. If we are going to do this, let’s
keep it as simple as we can.

Senator Stang said that was his intent. If you want to just put
this in the general fund you do not have the impact you have if
you use all three, but you don’t have consistency. Without
consistency, it gives them another reason to go back and say "“why
didn’t you use this in retirement, why didn’t you use this in
capital outlay?". He believed if the concept is a good concept
and a viable concept, it should eventually used in all the areas
of the GTB. If it is not a good concept, it should not be used
in any of them. It does come down to a large versus small issue
and it is the issue that put the sponsor of HB 28, Representative
Schye, off of his bill because he believed HB 28 moved in the
other direction. He said Representative Schye was the sponsor of
HB 28 and fought vehemently to try to kill that bill after it was
amended because it did not do what he wanted it to do. It didn’t
equalize, it penalized.

Senator Brown said he was not sure, based on this information,
where we go from here. We need to understand how the weighted
concept works with the stop loss that goes down from 1,000 to
800. We need to understand those two things in combination
before we can vote on this concept.
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Senator Stang said retirement does not have anything to do with
the stop loss. He said we had a sheet (exhibit 2) which shows
the weighted average with the stop loss.

Mr. Gillett explained (exhibit 2) the spread sheet and said in
several different ways it provides information on the effects of
using the weighted GTB system. The first set of 3 columns takes
the current HB 667 scenario with the current GTB system and
converts it to weighted GTB and shows you in the third column the
difference in mills by district that makes.

Senator Brown said in reading this, then Beaverhead County High
School is now 20.24 and with the weighted GTB the millage would
go up or down. Mr. Gillett said it would go up by 0.88 mills.
Senator Brown said, then the difference is about a mill increase.
Mr. Gillett p01nted to Lima Elementary and showed how the millage
goes down.

Mr. Gillett said the second set of three columns, show the pure
effects of GTB, assumes the general fund balance be
reappropriated and non levy revenue was used. It assumed for the
piece of the budget that is funded by GTB. If you look down the
lists, you will notice in the weighted GTB column which is the
2nd one in the 2nd set of 3, in the elementaries, the highest
mill levy you will see there is 52.75 and in the high schools the
highest you will see is 29.76. What happens under the weighted
GTB system, is that when you get to the guaranteed level, every
district, regardless of size, would have exactly the same mill
levy across that portion of the budget that is funded with GTB.
Under the current system, you will notice that situation does not
exist.

Mr. Gillett said the third set of three columns have HB 667 with
Representative Kadas non-levy revenue in under both current and
weighted GTB systems. The last three are probably the ones that
are germane to Senator Stang’s motion, and those deal in the
first column of the current GTB and 1,000 stop loss and what the
mill levies would be to get across the 40% portion of the budget
that is funded with guaranteed mills. The second column has
weighted GTB and an 800 stop loss, so it is the combined mill
effect of those two.

Tom Biladeau said he would like to address the question of
retirements and weighting of GTB as well as some notions on the
stop gaps. He said there are a number of different objectives we
seek to meet as we do school finance reform and equity is one.
Equity in terms of spending disparities and in terms of taxpayer
efforts which are two aspects of equity issues in finance. There
is also the question of sufficiency, whether or not there are
adequate dollars available to fund the system of schools we want
for everybody in the state as well as an issue of simplicity and
continuity. Whether or not we can understand how the system
works and whether or not it works over a period of time. We have
to keep all four of those objectives in mind as you do school
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finance.

Chair Blaylbck said that is a good point, but if we are going to
roll all this in for continuity, there has to be an increased
cost and probably a substantial one.

Mr. Biladeau said he would like to talk about the notion of
weighting retirement to the GTB. MEA believes, and he believed
that was in accord with most of the educational community, that
the House wisely excluded retirement from HB 667 for a number of
different reasons. First we believe we do not have the money to
do a fully adequate job of equalizing all those items. Secondly,
HB 28 provided GTB support for retirement system based on state
wide average GTB value. That has not yet been tested in court
and is the fundamental reason why many argue that this system is
not the system found unconstitutional by the Court in February of
’89 and indeed we may have a system that passes muster when you
analyze it in respect to school system funding over all. He
asked the committee to turn their attention to the little spread
sheet. (exhibit 3) It addresses the issue of equity, not equity
plus sufficiency, continuity and simplicity, but just equity. It
does so both in respect to spending and taxpayer effort; it
equalizes to the middle. He said the top tables represent the
disparity ratios in spending in the current method we have, if
you take out special ed and 874, based on fiscal ‘93 budgets.
When you compare those disparity ratios comparing the 5th to the
95th and assume all districts would spend, at the minimum, you
have current spending disparities running from over 124% down to
a disparity of about 35%. The Courts, to the degree to which
they identified a target for us, identified a 25% disparity level
as being acceptable. Nothing in here comes as close to that. If
you look at the middle table, that is HB 667 implemented next
year in terms of disparity levels within these size groupings.
The disparity ratios have significantly improved, they dropped in
the smallest elementary category from 2.24 down to 1.82. We have
improved that disparity ratio significantly, however it still
does not meet what is commonly understood to be a disparity test
in terms of spending. We have not met equity tests. On the
bottom you can see the continued improvement that may be possible
if you phase in some sort of GTB over time, something that was
dismissed rather quickly by the committee yesterday but MEA
believes is absolutely necessary if we are going to put a system
into place that equalizes it’s spending over a period of time.

Mr. Biladeau said in respect to retirement, if you look at these
disparity ratios presently, just in respect to the size groupings
of districts and the general fund you will notice the largest
districts are the ones that most closely approximate those tests
of disparity. The disparity between the 5th and 95th is the
narrowest among those districts. If you actually look at millage
effort, the taxpayer effort as well, those largest districts tend
to have not only the highest mill efforts in respect to
supporting the general fund as well as their other funds, but
they also have the least disparity among their millage efforts.
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As you begin to look at that and discuss weighting you can do
that with the agreement made on an 800 stop loss, they see it as
appropriate. The data they supplied to the House Select
Committee indicated you are pushing those largest districts up
against their 100% cap to a greater degree than you are the
smaller size category districts. If you tie an 800 stop loss
with the high schools to a weighted GTB, you are essentially
trading approximately 7 additional mills to the high schools and
the elementary combined largest districts for about 1-2%
additional potential growth for those largest districts. You
give them a bit more room to move and you allow them the capacity
to grow to the same degree you do smaller districts. They think
that is an exceptional trade. As you move beyond the general
fund an argument can be made that it would be nice and consistent
to apply the same GTB calculation basis for retirement, capital
and you could get imaginative and apply it to transportation.

The fact is that some of those costs are not ANB driven.
Retirement is not an ANB driven cost, it is a payroll driven
cost. Similarly, transportation is not an ANB driven cost, as
capital is not exclusively an ANB driven cost. He said they
would argue in accord with the bill as it came over from the
House, and given the restraints of budget etc. we have in front
of us, should keep this bill narrowly focused on the general
fund. (He said the MEA has not taken a position on GTB for the
general fund) He said we need to do something with capital which
needs to be taken care of, but we do not need to expand 667 into
the retirement area and would argue against it. It does not make
good sense to take a non ANB driven cost and somehow weight it to
an ANB and then roll it into this bill in the same process.

Senator Stang asked if we don’t use the weighted GTB for capital
outlay and retirement, how difficult and what kind of form are we
going to come up with. Are we going to end up with a 42 page
form we will have to fill out, or is it feasible to do this
without making it too complicated if we make it a weighted GTB in
the general fund and not use it outside the general fund.

Jan Thomson said neither formula will result in more paper work
for the district. It will result in more paper work going out of
our office because if you use the same weighted GTB you will have
one GTB level for the general fund because it is guaranteed at
200% or 195% of the state average and you will have another GTB
for capital outlay if it is on the weighted formula which she
assumed would not be at the 200%. If you leave retirement the
way it is, you will have a third GTB that is on a whole different
concept than the general fund and capital outlay. That means we
would be certifying three different valuations to school
districts in the spring and trying to enable them to identify
which GTB is used for which purpose. What the committee needs to
do is to make a determination of which GTB formula they believe
truly achieves what GTB is divined to do, which is to equalize
the ability to raise revenue in a school district. Whether that
is on per student basis or some ratio of foundation program to
taxable value, that is policy decision by you. We would prefer,
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and she believed school districts would prefer, one concept
applied to all three mechanisms.

Senator Stang asked why would there be three different concepts
if we are using the same concept for capital outlay and
retirement and only the weighted GTB in the general fund. Ms.
Thomson said if you are using the same concept for capital outlay
and retirement, then you would only have two. As she had heard
the committee say, you would have the weighted GTB for the
general fund, which is at 200% then if you leave retirement as it
is, you will have that GTB method on the current system and you
would tie capital outlay to either of the others you will have
two systems. If you tie it to the weighted average and you don’t
guarantee it at the level that is in the general fund, you will
have a third valuation for capital outlay.

Motion: Senator Stang moved we do the weighted average GTB for
all three funds and the 800 stop loss.

Discussion: Senator Stang said Mr. Biladeau’s arguments about
the per pupil part are really nice, he did say that the MEA has
not taken a position on weighted average and they have. The MEA
lobbied heavily against the weighted average when it was on the
Senate floor. The MEA has taken a position and it is a position
that many of the school teachers in the smaller districts did not
appreciate when they found out about it. It appeared the MEA had
decided which side to pick in this fight. He appreciated the
information given, but would have a difficult time letting it
sink in because of the position they took earlier in the session
on the weighted average. He believed it was a good concept and
did equalize as shown in the middle part of the graph.

Senator Waterman said the change in stop loss is needed and did
not believe the formula as it now stands is fair to the larger
schools. This bill should be kept as simple as possible and use
the same guaranteed tax base for all three funds. She said she
was not really comfortable with the weighted formula and the
bottom line needs to be what this does for kids, and she was not
sure in the long run the weighted tax base is in the best
interest of kids regardless of whether it is a big district or a
small district.

Senator Hertel said he would like to have someone explain a
little more about the stop loss. Mr. Gillett said the basic
concept of the stop loss, which deals only with high schools, you
start with $4900 per student for the first student in budget
authority, for the second you get $.50 less, the third you get
$.50 less than the second and that is how the model works. As it
exists right now, down to the 1,000 student you keep reducing by
$.50 each student, so for that 1,000 student you would get $4900
minus $500 and for every student after that you would get the
same amount you did for the 1,000th student. If you switch to
800, you simply reduce to the 800 level which would be $400 off
the $4900 and every student after that would get the same amount
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as the 800th student.

Senator Waterman said that is $100 per student difference from
800 and up. Mr. Gillett said that would provide an additional
maximum budget authority at the 100% line which would also drive
an increase at the 80% line in the model for any school with an
ANB or more pupils.

Senator Waterman said it is by district, so when you get to a
district like Missoula or Billings where they have three high
schools, you are talking about a significant difference. She was
told Billings has about 4750 students, and pointed out you are
taking about a big difference here.

Mr. Gillett said the other issue is that same effect would happen
for any elementary district with more than 800 junior high
students because they are also funded at that 4900 amount.

Senator Waterman said she would like to see this last for more
than a few years, and as more and more schools hit that 800 mark,
if we don’t fix this now we will be back to fix it then.

Senator Brown said before we vote on this motion he would like to
understand how we can make this more simple. We have heard from
Tom Biladeau that we want to focus just on the general fund and
that is the way to keep it simple, and that was what he thought
was decided last evening. Now we are hearing that for
consistency sake we need to simplify things by applying the same
concept to all three funds, even though they may have no
relationship to ANB.

Representative Kadas said he tended to agree with Senator
Waterman that you just need to go either-or. 1In the case of
whether you are basing it on ANB or not and whether you apply
that to retirement, the current GTB is based on ANB and we are
applying that to retirement. He believed it was as fair as we
have been able to get it and thought it was fair with respect to
capital too. He said you need to be consistent, either use the
weighted GTB for all three cases, or you do not, for all three
cases.

Chair Blaylock said he had kept out of the debate but would be
consistent. He did not like the idea of the weighted GTB.

Vote: Senator Stang’s motion that we do the weighted average GTB
for all three funds and the 800 stop loss CARRIED, Senator
Blaylock voting no, Senator Van Valkenburg absent.

Special Education

Chair Blaylock said he had asked Mr. Gillett and Ms. Nielson to
work on language for this issue.

Ms. Nielson said the language would be very complex but she had

930406JF.SM1



SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE FOR SELECT COMMITTEE ON SCHOOL FINANCE
April 6, 1993
Page 9 of 12

the issues and depending on the decisions the committee makes,
she will get together some language for these people to work on.
She said she had looked at the statutes and some of them would
have to be changed. She presented the committee with a sheet
listing the problem and three options. (exhibit 4) '

Ms. Nielson read the problem and said by pooling data with Mr.
Gillett they had come up with three different kinds of options
and read them to the committee. She said while option 1 would be
great, it was fantasy and said the recommendation she would have
for the committee, and this was not necessarily Mr. Gillett’s
recommendation, was option 2. She would prefer you add money to
this bill, but option 2 allows districts to continue to access
GTB aid as they have been doing in order to provide the whole
contribution for special education. It does it within the
context of the bill you have now. She said she did not recommend
option 3 at this time, although, if this concept passes and this
concept of 40-40-20 is implemented, then in the next session you
may come back and determine you want to structure the special
education one to match. At this time, she believed the special
education programs are fragile enough, and people are taking too
large leap right now to look at redistributing the funds in a
different fashion. One of the things that concerned people
working on the special education commission, was a desperate need
for a phase-in from where they are now to where they may be with
the considerations of what GTB might do, might look like and how
it might inter-play with the rest of the kinds of funding. She
believed it might be wise for two reasons, 1) for programmatic
reasons, to retain similar structure and allow us to redistribute
and see if it works for one year. 2) the option to change the
special education, or the concerns in Senator Halligan’s bill,
does not go into effect until the second year. You would have
some real steps to take to do what should be done in the first
year and then what to do in the second year. She said if the
committee goes to option 2, it would work with what we have now
and by the second year would just flow into it.

Bob Runkel, Director of Special Ed, OPI, said the committee
should keep in mind that what Ms. Nielson was saying about the
differential impact on low income districts having, perhaps, a
higher proportion of special education needs, is an important
concept. The second concept he wished to bring across was that
whichever option is selected, we must keep in mind that when it
comes time for decisions in local districts to generate
additional money to cover the special ed costs, it is not always
a real popular thing. One of the things he felt was needed, was
to help insulate some of our special education students from that
appearance of a direct conflict and competition with general
education funds. Some of those kids are not real popular, they
are very high cost kids and some of them are emotionally
disturbed. As a result, the old system we had as well as the
work of the commission, helped to create that insulation. It
helped to create a uniformity of commitment across districts to
provide a local support for special education and whatever option
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you choose, he believed that level of protection needs to
continue.

Chair Blaylock said Ms. Nielson recommended option 2 which would
be $5 million GTB money into that. He asked if that option would
do the least amount of harm to the special ed kids. Mr. Runkel
said from what he understood, he believed that would be the most
viable alternative right now. While option 1 appealed to him,
mixing reality with the needs of the kids, he felt option 2 was a
workable option. '

Senator Waterman asked if she was correct that we had just saved
some money by our last action, about $800,000 in retirement. She
was told it also cost some money because of the stop loss.

Senator Stang said in the general fund the stop loss and the
weighted GTB were almost a wash. It was somewhere between
$100,000 and $200,000 and he did not remember which way it went,
as to whether it was saved or lost. The only difference would be
the retirement and what we do in the capital outlay. He was not
sure, but seemed to recall it was about $800,000 over SB 32 under
the same method as that bill.

Senator Waterman said if we choose option 2, we probably do not
have to go as low as 179% because there is probably about $1.5
million there.

Senator Blaylock said unless the amendments the House put on SB
32 are changed, it is not $600,000 anymore, it is $2 million plus
for the biennium.

Senator Stang said we have to do something with Special
Education, and in looking at the three options, we go to option 2
first because it costs less money. Option 3 looks nice because
it doesn’t cost the state much money but it will cost the local
taxpayers more money. His concern is the same as expressed by
Mr. Runkel and Ms. Nielson, which is the fact that those kids are
not too popular at home. We have some special ed kids in st.
Regis and for whatever the reason, those kids are not popular at
home, not because they are not nice kids but because they are
costing the local taxpayers more money. He said he had always
been an advocate that the special ed costs of this state should
be borne by the state government and not by the local taxpayers.
It just happens that those kids have moved to that district for
whatever reason, and in Great Falls a lot of them move there
because of the special ed program. In light of the fact that we
probably can’t afford option # 1, he would probably support
option # 2, knowing we have to do something and can not just
leave it hang.

Motion: Senator Stang moved we put option # 2 (exhibit 4) in HB
667

Discussion: Senator Waterman asked if it is fair to assume you
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are going to coordinate this to SB 348, but assumed this would be
done.

Addition to Motion: Senator Stang said it would be a part of the
motion to coordinate this with SB 348.

Discussion: Senator Stang said he believed that was the idea
with option 2. Ms. Nielson said that was correct.

Senator Waterman asked if there is something we have to do to
increase the base in this, or is that just a given. Ms. Nielson
said the special education dollars Senator Waterman is referring
to is in HB 2.

Larry Fasbender, representing the Great Falls schools, said he
was still thinking about the last action and what it did.
Representative Kadas said he really thought option 3 was a little
better for two reasons. 1) It matches the existing structure you
are adopting and from that perspective it would be simpler to
administer and to articulate. 2) In option # 3 the total amount
of state dollars is about equal to what we are currently putting
into special ed. Option 3 does leverage some additional local
dollars through the GTB, and he believed that was fine. Option 2
leverages local dollars through the GTB, as well, but if you
choose option 2 and you are dealing in a zero-some game, which he
believed was being done in terms of the total dollars that are
available here, you will have to take state dollars from everyone
else and put them into special ed. Maybe that is an acceptable
choice, but he was inclined, for simplicity reasons, to stick
with option 3.

Mr. Gillett said he and Ms. Nielson worked on this last night.
She is the brains, he said he was the computer jockey.

Chair Blaylock said between option 2 and option 3, how much are
we going to raise taxes at the local level. Mr. Gillett said he
believed the total number of dollars, state and local, are the
same between the two, it is just that on the one you average the
state dollars across the entire population of regular and special
ed and in the other you hold special ed within itself at it’s
current funding. Ms. Nielson said currently we provide probably
over $3 million GTB. She pointed to the $3 million that got
moved over and is used in general ed right now, and in option 2
we are putting it back in special ed again; we are tapping into
some of that money they had before. If you were to choose option
3, she would agree that it might match better and it might be
easier to administer, but the other part is that you would have
to do two of them because you will have to do something next year
before you move to this for the second year. Senator Halligan’s
bill does not take effect until the second year of the biennium.

Senator Waterman asked what happens if you put Senator Halligan’s
bill into effect immediately and Ms. Nielson said she did not
believe school districts are ready for that change in the funding
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system. It is a very different funding distribution for special
education and she believed you would find they would rather have
you do nothing than do that because they are not ready for it.

Vote: Senator Stang’s motion to adopt option 2 and coordinate it
with SB 348 CARRIED with Senator Toews voting no, Senator Van
Valkenburg absent.

Members from Finance and Claims and another committee had to go
to their committees for executive action. Senator Stang said he
had a series of questions from OPI on what happens to protested
tax dollars.

Chair Blaylock said the committee should come back to finish HB
667 at 3 P.M. or on adjournment of the Senate.

(exhibit 5) was passed around for members to view.

ADJOURNMENT

Adjournment: 8:15 a.m.
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qﬁET'BLAYLOCK, Chair
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ROLL CALL
SENATE COMMITTEE g omittee on i5 667 DATE _ 4/8/93
NAME PRESENT ABSENT EXCUSED
Senator Blaylock 4 |
__Senator Brown v
Senator Waterman vV
Senator Hertel | 4
Senator Van Valkenburg v
Senator Stang v
Senator Toews v

Fo8 Attach to each day’s minutes



ROLL CALL VOTE Dt

SENATE COMMITTEE sypcOMMITTEE ON HB 667 BILL NO.=B 667
' 7747

DATE 4/7/93 TIME 7 a=a AM,/PM.
NAME | | YES NO
Senator Van Valkenburg Wz—-
Senator Brown v
Senator Waterman v
Senator Hertel /
Senator Stang v
Senator Toews Vv
Senator Blaylock v

Svlvia Kinsey Chet Blaylock

- SECRETARY CHAIR

MOTION: %/5,/&, Y er B < A~
%/»Z/ﬂk/W(CUW BT o 2P %/ 7['&\&0% /,-.-—
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OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR STNG97.WKi

AT THE REQUEST OF SENATOR STANG 05-Apr—-93
WEIGHTED GTB SYSTEM ON RETIREMENT 11:38 PM

SORT SEQUENCE: BY COUNTY & LEVEL
SOURCE: OFFICE OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION (UNAUDITED)

RESTATEMENT OF FY 93 RETIREMENT FUNDS
CURRENT GUARANTEE PERCENT (121%)

CHANGE IN CHANGE IN
co LEV-" TOTAL MILLS TO SUBSIDY TO
NUM COUNTY EL ~ ANB WTD GTB WTD GTB
01  BEAVERHEAD i 1276 , —0.50 $7,