MINUTES OF MEETING
HOUSE RULES COMMITTEE ; 3

MONTANA STATE LEGISLATURE

April 5, 1977

The meeting of the House Rules Committee was called to order by
Rep. Meloy, Chairman, on the above date in Room 343 at 11:15 A.M.

Members of the committee present were:

Rep. Bradley Rep. Kvaalen Rep. Meloy
Rep. Brand Rep. Marks Rep. Moore

Rep. Kvaalen was present at 11:30 A.M.
Representatives Driscoll and Fagg were absent.

Also present were Representative Jack Gunderson, Senator Bob Brown,
Ms. Joy Bruck of the Beague of Women Voters, Mr. Bill Hanson of
United Press International, Mr. Joe Renders of the Montana Farmers
Union, Mr. J.D. Holmes of the Associated Press, and Mr. Bill Asher
of the Agricultural Preservation Association.

Senate Bill 344, sponsored by Senator Bob Brown, was before the
committee for consideration.

Senator Brown explained that in 1971 the Administrative Procedures
Act was passed. The result of this was that all rules and regula-
tions were compiled into one code. In the time since, the rules
and regulations have increased by 70%. The cost of government is
expanding. It now costs approximately $415,000,000 and requires
14,000 full-time employees. He felt that the legislature needed to
keep a handle on this expanding government. If this bill gets
enough votes, it will go to the people for approval. He thinks this
bill will provide for a more businesslike government and a more
businesslike legislature. He said there are more and more rules
and regulations made by people who are not elected to office. He
also felt that this concept might help limit the number of bills
introduced. He said that he had prepared some information that
gave a good background on annual sessions in general. He mentioned
that Montana was one of four states that had biennial sessions.

His information i1s attached as Appendix A.

Ms. Joy Bruck appeared as a proponent of Senate Bill 344 on behalf
of the League of Women Voters. She said that the League supported
the concept of annual sessions and that they supported Senate Bill
344 for the same reasons as they supported the other annual sessions
bills. She said they had questions about some of the restrictions
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contained in the bill and they didn't think the 75-30 concept

was the best alternative. Even with the restrictions, she didn't
think much would be accomplished and suggested that the short

30 day session be increased. That would give a cushion to use

if necessary, although it wouldn't have to be used. She asked
that the committee please consider the suggestions.

Mr. Joe Renders appeared as a proponent of the bill on behalf of
the Montana Farmers Union. He said that the delegates to their
convention adopted a resolution favoring annual sessions. He

said that he felt the restrictions were too much in the second
session and that 30 days was inadequate to handle all matters.

He said he was not satisfied with the alternative of interim
committees. He had a prepared written statement which is attached
as Appendix B.

Mr. Bill Asher appeared before the committee in opposition to this
bill. He represents the Agricultural Preservation Association.

Senator Brown stated that the sponsors of the bill were all
Republicans and that the bill was intended to be a conservative
approach to annual sessions. It is a pretty restrictive annual
sessions measure and was introduced to get the most support possible.
He felt it was a pragmatic approach to getting annual sessions.

Rep. Meloy asked if the committee members had any questions.
Rep. Bradley said there was no allowance made for carryover bills.

Senator Brown said that with the carryover provision in the bill
it would have lost at least three votes in the Senate.

Rep. Moore asked Ms. Bruck how many women were in the League of
Women Voters.

Ms. Bruck replied that there were about 400 in the state.
Rep. Moore asked if they had taken a poll of the membership.

Ms. Bruck replied that the League had supported annual sessions
since the constitutional convention. She said that they poll the
local units before the legislature starts.

Rep. Moore asked Senator Brown how he expected to take up everything
that needed to be taken up in 30 days.

Senator Brown asked Rep. Moore to please refer to the information
sheet he had passed out. He pointed out that some of the states
have as few as 20 day sessions, and some have 30 day sessions. He
said that he had interviewed people in the Legislative Councils in
these states. He was told there were no restrictions on the legis-
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lation and that there were lots of bills left over that just died.
He felt more continuity should be provided for government. He felt
that lots of extraneous legislation just wouldn't get acted on.

Rep. Moore asked if those states introduced 1300 bills in one
legislative session. .

Senator Brown replied no. He felt a better system of interim
committees was needed. He mentioned that a lot of junk legislation
was introduced, mostly by freshmen legislators.

Rep. Moore asked why he chose the 75~-30 concept.

Senator Brown replied that the bill, as introduced, called for
60~45, but that the State Administration Committee amended it to
75-30. The committee felt that 45 days would be too long with the
restrictions in the bill and that 60 would be too short for the
first session. As a result, they came up with 75-30.

Rep. Marks said he questioned the restrictions. He asked Ms. Bruck
if the League was in favor of this bill as an alternative to 90
day biennial sessions.

Ms. Bruck replied yes.
Rep. Marks asked Mr. Renders the same question.

Mr. Renders replied yes, it was better than nothing. He felt that
a carryover provision was important, and that didn't exist in this

bill.

Rep. Moore asked Mr. Renders why a session was needed for carryover
bills.

Mr. Renders replied that it would allow the legislature to operate
during the interim in a better manner. It would allow field hearings
to be conducted.

Rep. Meloy read from page 2, lines 1 and 2 of the bill, the language
which states: "...bills which as introduced only repeal sections or

parts of sections of previously enacted laws,...". He asked Senator
Brown if he would still have 26 votes if that language were struck.

Senator Brown replied that he thought so.

Rep. Bradley asked if all the work on the budget was to take place
in the 30 days.

Senator Brown replied no.
Rep. Bradley asked 1f it would just be the extra budget work.

Senator Brown replied yes, that that way an annual handle could be
kept on the budget.
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Rep. Meloy then closed the hearing on Senate Bill 344.

Rep. Moore moved that Senate Bill 344 be not concurred in. He said
the 30 day session was just too short.

Rep. Bardanouve said that we hadn't finished the appropriations
bills this session by the 78th day, so he didn't see how it would be
possible to get them out.

Rep. Marks said he didn't think the restrictions were merely
restrictive. He said it looked like the 30 day session would have
more work than the 75 .day session.

Rep. Bardanouve said that the amendment on page 2 of the bill would
open the session up to every law that's on the law books. The only
thing that wouldn't be open would be some new idea.

Rep. Kvaalen said he didn't like to see it tied down. He felt that
if we were going to have annual sessions, we should have annual
sessions.

Rep. Bradley asked if the bill could possibly be amended to include
having the option of holding over some important matters.

Rep. Meloy mentioned that the bill would need 74 votes in the House.
He felt it was futile to think we could get enough. He said he
thought the people on the floor should have a chance to vote on it,
though. He felt that a do not pass recommendation had a negative
connotation.

Rep. Marks made a substitute motion that the bill be sent out of
committee with no recommendation.

Rep. Meloy said he thought we were just wasting time by putting
this on the floor, that they had passed two bills out and had gotten
the most votes possible on them.

Rep. Moore made a substitute motion that Senate Bill 344 be tabled.

A vote was taken on Rep. Moore's substitute motion. Representatives
Kvaalen, Marks, and Moore voted aye. Representatives Bradley,
Brand, and Meloy voted nay. Rep. Bardanouve did not vote. The

motion failed.

A vote was then taken on Rep. Marks' substitute motion. Voting aye
were Representatives Bradley, Brand, Kvaalen, Marks, and Meloy,

and voting nay was Representative Moore. Rep. Bardanouve did not
vote. The motion carried. N

\

There being no further business, the meetingéwas adjourned at 11:45 A.M.

; [

Peter M. Meloy, Chairmurm
_ s
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States with populations of 500,000 to 1,000,000

Montana

biennial sessions

tdahio annual sessions
south bakota annual sessions
Utah annual segssions

Hoew Mexkleo

annual gesgions

States with populations of

North Dakota biennial sessions

Wy oy
Nowvada

Aluaska

Fwaushi ngton

FOroegyon
Colorado
e raska

Al zoina

annual sessions
biennial sessions

annual sessions
States with populations of

biennial sessions
biennial sessions
annual sessions
annual sessions

annual sessions

90 legislative days

60 calendar days

45 and 30 legislative days
60 and 20 calcendar days

60 and 30 calendar days

approx. 500,000
60 legislative days
40 and 20 legislative duys
60 calendur days

unlimlited
over 1,000,000

60 calendar days

unlimited

unlimited

90 and ((;O legislative days

unlimited



South bakota

45730 Legislatlve days

oLl sessions open to congideration of all subjects. No
Jeygislation may be held over from the 45 to the 30 day Sueuslon.
Ther ¢ has been an average of slightly over 600 bills introduced
L0 cach or the most recent three 30 day sessions. NO legislation
may be held over between sessions. There is a "well organized”
interim comnittee systemnm, and most of the interim coummittees arc
Joint committees. South Dakota legislative rules provide for
juint Senate/House sponsorship of legislation. 1t 1is estimated
thot about 1/3 of the bills in the South bakota short sesLsloll datb e
protfilaed.

In 1976 the South bakota covered the clock and went thioe Jays
over the 30 day limit on the short session. "Threo ov four Jdays”
{5 the most the South Dakota legislature has exceeded cithor thoe
45 or 30 day limit since South Dakota alopted annual sesslonn by
constilutional amendment in 1964.

It is possible for the Governor to cail special sessions, but
WG South Dakota Governor has done so since the carly 1950's when
Lhe calling of a special session by the Governor bucame a contiaved
political issuc.

Phere have been attempts to inpcrease the length of the south

Uakola annual session.  In 1€¢74 the people voted dowil w1 Logrnlati

i

passed reterendunm which would have provided for two 45 Jday sessoions.

in 1976 south Dakota voters also disapproved a referendum providiig

Ly 40 day annual sessions.

i ah



The short session of the Utah legislature mects far 1
prrpose ol working with revenue and appropfiation’muquuxuu uVled}HA
to an umundmcnt to the Utah Constitution passced in 1968, ')
to 1968 Utah bhad biunnial sessgions,

Leglslation unreldted to revenue and approprilaticng may b
intiroduced in the 20 day sessglon with the approval of 2/45 of G b
ot ocach house of the legislature. In 1976 about 100 non-buadoged
bills and resolutions were introduced in this manner. No Togaisloavio.
way boe held over belbween the general and short scssions.

Interim committees of the Utah legislature meet poertodically
when Lhe legislature 1s nob in session.

A conmittee of the Utah House of Representatives roacatly
guave o favorable recommendation to a bill for o canscrtuation.a!

awendment which would provide ftor 45/45 calendar day sonoions,

Hew Mexico
LU/ 30 calendar days

The short session of the New Mexilco legislature s Lllintod to
the consideration of revenue and appropriations watters, oon
stiltutional amendments, legislation requested by the vovernor, e
luqisldtion-ég#m{ in the 60 day session which the legralatare
had no opportunity to override.

The people of New Mexico passed a referendun providin. ol
annual sessions in 1964, following a controvoersial 30 day spoo
session.  Since the convening of New Mexico's first shoit ne.
in 1966, ncither the yeneral or short session has oxocuowded i
constitutional limit by more than "6 or 7 days". RUnitteg oy e

4 tew days has been fairly common, however.

No legislation may be held over hetween sussious. Theve oo



Brotee, ddebe b commtliees. several blllB have bLoeen introduced 11y
News Mezitco o recent years to lengthen the sessions bul nomn: oo
pasued.  There is legislation before the New Mexico legislalure thas

scnuton Lo dncrease the length of the sessions.

Wyoananyg
Annual sessions 40/20 legislative days.

Wyoming's 20 day session is limited to revenuc and appropitat ton
TITEPRRSINE SUTER A 2/3 majority is required in either housc to lntroducc
non budyetary legislation during the short session. 1o 1970,

3 bills were introduced by means of the 2/3 vote, and ot then
DY owere killed.

Technically, the Wyoming legislature has not exceedoed clthion the
A0 o1 20 day limmitations in recent years. The clock, howoever, s
been covered an Wyoming allowing the legislature to complote it
work In oone exbura day.

Washilig

[y
»I

Lon
Biennial sessions of 60 calendar days

washington has never had annual legislative sessions.  Thia g
probably because Washington Governors have routinely called spooival
sesSions in the even numbered years, and have also called spocial
sossions at the end of the constitutionally alloted o0 duy period
L odd numbered years.  In 1975 the Washington legislature wmet o
carly January to carly June. The special session called tot
tu76 lusted until mid-March.

wdsnjngpun leyislators cannot be limited on the legislation tno
way consider whether in regular or special session.  Most sessions

: . . 3 R : YOy by
ot the washington legislature have considered 1ln excess ol V,0d0 b



TESTINMONY BEFORE THE RULES COMMITTEE, WMONTANA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
HEARING ON SENATE BILL 344, APRIL L. 1977.

T am Joe A, Renders, administrative assistant to the president of
Montana Farmers Union, a statewide farm and ranch organization of
approximately 7,500 family members, with headquarters in Great Falls.

Delegates to the annual state convention of our organization last
November, once again adopted a resolution supporting annual sessions
of the Legislature.

Therefore, I appear in support of Senate Bill 344.

However, we believe legislation for annual sessions should contain
two key provisions:

1) It should allow for carryover of bills from the first year to the
second; and

2) It should limit in some fashion introduction of bills in the
second year.

Senate Bill 344 presently doés not contain the carryover provision
which would allow the Legislature to hold bills for closer study during
the interim, conduct hearings statewide to obtain public input, and permit
legislators to talk to individual constituents about specific proposals.

The restriction on introduction of bills in the second year, which
Senate Bi1ll 344 does have, performs the important function of limiting and
organizing the legislative workload.

We do believe restricting the activities of the Legislature in the
second session of the bilennium, as much as Senate Bill 344 does, 1s not :
productive use of the Legislature's time: and, the 30 days allowed 1=
probably inadeguate for considering budgeltary matters and such impoftant
legislation as would receive a two-thirds vote of either house for
introduction.

A more even distribution of days for the two years of the bilenniur

would be a wiser approach to productive annual sessions.
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State government each year 1s called upon to do more and more ior

the people. Not only is each Legislature asked to act on more and nore

bills -- the majority of which are legitimate efforts to address real
problems -- but also it is faced with budgeting many more milllons of
dollars.

If the Legislature is to do the best possible job in this
increasingly large and complex government, it must return to annual
sessions.

The alternative is continued expansion in number and influence of
interim legislative committees; where, in effect, the Legislature
abdicates 1ts responsibilities to a small percentage oI 1ts members.

Also, the second-year session would be composed of all experienced
legislators, which should be a major contributory factor toward speedy
and efficient action on legislation.

Finally, we are not ignoring the electorate's vote in 1974 to
discon®tinue annual sessions. We believe the 1974 ballot wording was so
confusing, a number of voters falled to register thelr true intent. Also,
| the Great Falls Tribune was not being published in that electlon period,
resulting in that being the oﬁly large urban area to cast a negative vote
and leaving a substantial number of central Montana voters with inadequate
explanation of the issue.

The people deserve another opportunity to vote on annual sessions,
with a thorough discussion of the issue prior to that election, and &
clearly worded ballot.

The Legislature is the people's branch of government -- annual
sessions will permit those of you who serve to do the best job of

representing all the rest of us.

Sk

e
e
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Respectfully report as follows: That...... eeeeen

STATE PUB. CO. Ty s Lo Chairman.
Helena, Mont. : ’ T ’ ’





