
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
TAXATION COMMITTEE 

MONTANA STATE SENATE 

January  13 ,  1979 

The t h i r d  meeting o f  t h e  Sena te  Taxa t ion  Committee w a s  c a l l e d  
t o  o r d e r  on t h e  above d a t e  i n  Room 415 of  t h e  S t a t e  C a p i t o l  Bui lding 
a t  8:10 a.m., by Chairman Turnage, 

ROLL CALL: R o l l  c a l l  found a l l  members p r e s e n t  w i t h  t h e  ex- 
c e p t i o n  of  Sena tor  Towe who was excused. I 

The w i t n e s s e s  who w e r e  p r e s e n t  and/or o f f e r e d  o r a l  o r  w r i t t e n  
tes t imony a r e  l i s t e d  on t h e  a t t a c h e d  V i s i t o r ' s  R e g i s t e r .  

CONSIDERATION OF SENATE BILL 2 2  - Sena to r  Watt was f i r s t  t o  
speak on beha l f  of t h e  b i l l ,  a s  co-sponsor,  and s a i d  h e  s igned  SB 
22  n o t  because he .approved of , t h e  e n t i r e  b i l l  b u t  s i n c e  t h e  
L e g i s l a t u r e  vo ted  t o  have a  s tudy  made of  t h e  o r i g i n a l  HB122, he  
f e l t  t h e  recommended changes should be  cons idered .  H e  s a i d  he  had 
had c o n s i d e r a b l e  m a i l  r ega rd ing  t h e  b i l l  and much of  it was i n  op- 
p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  measures proposed i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n .  H e  t h e n  i n -  
t roduced  David Wanzenried of t h e  Department o f  Community A f f a i r s ,  
s a y i n g  h e  could  h e l p  e x p l a i n  what t h e  Local  Government Study Com- 
miss ion  concluded,  and how i t  was i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  t h e  b i l l ,  now a  
p a r t  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  HB122. 

M r .  Wanzenried exp la ined  SB22, d i v i d i n g  i t  i n t o  f o u r  p a r t s ,  
S e r v i c e s ,  S t r u c t u r e ,  Powers and F inance ,  s ay ing  t h e  b i l l  r e f e r s  
only t o  p r o p e r t y  t a x e s  i n  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and c o u n t i e s .  H e  s a i d  
t h e  b i l l  a u t h o r i z e s  l o c a l  o p t i o n  t a x e s ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a  l o c a l  op- 
t i o n  income t a x ,  a  l o c a l  motor v e h i c l e  l i c e n s e  f e e ,  f u e l s  t a x  and 
a  ho te l -mote l  t ax .  These,  h e  s t r e s s e d ,  can o n l y  be  imposed a f t e r  
a v o t e  of t h e  people .  

H e  f u r t h e r  exp la ined  revenue bonds may a l s o  be  i s s u e d  as a  
means o f  r a i s i n g  funds  and s t r e s s e d  t h a t  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  o r  coun- 
t i e s  u t i l i z i n g  these a l t e r n a t i v e  methods of r a i s i n g  revenues ,  are 
accountab le  t o  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  f o r  f i s c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Following h i s  tes t imony Chairman Turnage in t roduced  Sena to r  
J e rgeson  who was co-sponsor f o r  SB22. H e  thought  t h e  b i l l  pro- 
v ided  f o r  un i fo rmi ty  and coherence,  p rov ides  f o r  some s a f e g u a r d s  
i n  l o c a l  government a c c o u n t a b i l i t y ,  p rov ides  f o r  l o c a l  o p t i o n  t a x  
s i n c e  they  can go i n t o  e f f e c t  only  a f t e r  a v o t e  of  t h e  people .  H e  
t oo ,  as  Sena to r  Watt,  s a i d  he f e l t  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  Study should  
be brought  b e f o r e  t h e  people  i n  a more manageable form, t h u s  HB122 
was d i v i d e d  i n t o  1 3  b i l l s ,  o f  which SB22 i s  one.  

Chairman Turnage then  announced t h a t  p roponents  of t h e  b i l l  

I would be a l lowed t o  g i v e  tes t imony,  reminding t h o s e  p r e s e n t  of  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  Sena te  would convene a t  9 a.m., b u t  fo l lowing  adjourn-  
ment, t h i s  Taxa t ion  meeting would con t inue  and t h o s e  who had n o t  pre-  
v i o u s l y  spoken would be pe rmi t t ed  t o  t e s t i f y .  
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Mr. Zinnecker of the Montana Assoc. of Counties was next 
to testify and ,stated local governments favor the bill for sev- 
eral reasons: it permits them to adopt a budget earlier and too, 1 

requires quarterly publication of budgets, allows a cash manage- 
ment plan and in general allows more flexibility for an invest- 
ment program, among other advantages. 

Testifying also, in support of the bill were Geo. H. Sager, 
John H. Buttleman, both of Gallatin Co.; Robert Jorgenson of 
Musselshell Co., L.W. Fasbender, John Nesbo, Larry Anderson. 
W.J. Verwolf, representing the City of Helena and Sam Boggess 
representing the City of Billings also testified, Mr. Boggess 
presenting Zxh. #I, attached. Both witnesses stressed the grea- 
ter flexibility the legislation would give local governments, 
saying funds could be shifted by local government officials 
who were able to see first hand, where those funds were most 
needed at a particular time. 

' Also testifying in favor of SB22 were Dave Goss of the City 
of Billings, and Don Taylor of the City of Great Falls, who dis- 
tributed Exh. # 2  and # 3 .  Mr. Mizner of the Montana League of 
Cities and Towns testified for the bill as did Harry Simons, 
Mayor of Shelby and president of the Mont. League of Cities & 
Towns, Marie McAlear, Secretary of the League also testified 
as one of the bill's proponents. Ms. Wright, Cascade Co., was 
a proponent as was Jim Nugent of the City of Missoula. 

Following the testimony of the foregoing witnesses Chairman 
Turnage announced the committee members would soon go into ses- 
sion and if there were others who wished to give testimony con- 
cerning the bill they could again convene in Room 415 when this 
meeting would resume, at approximately 9:30 a.m. He permitted 
opponents to be heard next, feeling that they too should have 
a chance to present some of their testimony prior to the recess. 

First to testify against the bill was Phil Strope, speaking 
for the Montana Innkeepers Assoc. He said he felt the levying 
of a tax against hotel-motel operators was discriminatory and an 
unjust tax. Also speaking against the bill was Bill Burley of 
Lake Co., and Ethel Harding, Clerk & Recorder of Lake Co., and 
Mont. Assoc. of Clerk & Recorders president. She said the asso- 
ciation wished to go on record as being in opposition to the bill, 
saying there were parts of the bill which appeared to give con- 
trol to agencies other than local governments, quoting a portion 
of the bill which said 'technical assistance' would be provided. 
She aiso referred to the fact that tax moneys collected by the 
state are not returned 100% to the counties and the state agen- 
cies deduct administrative fees which are sorely needed by those 
counties. She felt those state agencies which give the 'techni- 
cal assistance' and which assist in the collection of taxes, are 
not needed. She felt rather, that the Legislature could exercise 
what control is need,?d over local governments, thus eliminating 
the expenses local governments presently incur. 1 

Lorraine Maliton of Madison Co., and Bill Burley also spoke 
in opposition, Mr. Burley saying local governments need more, not 



l e s s  l o c a l  c o n t r o l .  He s a i d  a l though  he f e l t  t h e r e  w e r e  some por- 
t i o n s  of t h e  b i l l  he favored ,  he f e l t  t h e  c o u n t i e s  d i d  n o t  need ad- 

I t i o n a l  c o n t r o l  by DCA. 

M r .  Asher,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  A g r i c u l t u r a l  P r e s e r v a t i o n  Associa- 
t i o n  nex t  spoke i n  o p p o s i t i o n  as d i d  Lyle  D a v i s , ' s a y i n g  h e  f e l t  t h e  
DCA would have t o o  much c o n t r o l  ove r  l o c a l  governments w i t h  t h i s  
p i e c e  o f  l e g i s l a t i o n .  Other  opponents i nc luded  Gordon Darlenton 
0.f the Agri .  P re s .  Assoc. ,  W.A. Black and M r .  Westlake,  a l l  rep- 
r e s e n t i n g  t h e  Assoc i a t i on .  

Following t h e i r  recorded oppos i t i on  t o  t h e  b i l l ,  Chairman 
Turnage r e c e s s e d  t h e  committee meeting. 

There  be ing  a quorum Chairman Turnage re-opened t h e  meeting and 
p e r m i t t e d  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  cont inue  tes t imony.  H e  a l s o  informed t h o s e  
p r e s e n t  t h e  committee would c o n s i d e r  a l l  t es t imony p r e s e n t e d  t o  them 
i n  w r i t t e n  form a s  w e l l ,  and s t a t e d  t h a t  no a c t i o n  on t h e  b i l l  would 
be t aken  f o r  some t ime and t h a t  b e f o r e  t h i s  was done t h e  committee 
would s tudy  such  w r i t t e n  tes t imony.  

M r .  S t r o p e  a g a i n  t e s t i f i e d  s ay ing  t h e r e  were p o r t i o n s  of t h e  
b i l l  he  suppor ted  b u t  f o r  h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  t h e  Montana Innkeepers  
Assoc.,  t h e i r  o p p o s i t i o n  was t o  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  o f  l o c a l  governments 
i n  be ing  a b l e  t o  impose t h e  ho te l -mote l  t a x .  H e  f e l t  if such l e g i s -  
l a t i o n  were passed ,  t h e  m a j o r i t y  would impose t h e  t a x  on t h e  minor i ty .  
Chad Smith o f  t h e  Mont.S.choo1 Boards Assoc., s a i d  t h e y  were n o t  
i n  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  e n t i r e  b i l l  b u t  po in t ed  o u t  s e v e r a l  l i n e s  he 
f e l t  shou ld  be  d e l e t e d .  Ed Nelson spoke on beha l f  of t h e  Montana 
Taxpayers Assoc i a t i on  and d i s t r i b u t e d  cop ie s  o f  a s t a t e m e n t ,  s e e  
Exh. # 4 ,  a t t a c h e d .  E d i t h  Cox spoke a g a i n s t  t h e  b i l l ,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  
t h e  Montana Assoc i a t i on  o f  County T r e a s u r e r s ,  as d i d  Mae Jenk ins ,  
p r e s i d e n t  o f  t h e  Mont. Assoc. o f  County O f f i c i a l s .  

Next t o  speak w e r e  C h a r l o t t e  Edwards of Powder R ive r  Co., who 
o b j e c t e d ,  among o t h e r  p o r t i o n s ,  t o  t h e  'open ended budge t '  i d e a  
s h e  f e l t  would be  a r e s u l t  of  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n .  Also opposing w e r e  
Mons Teigen of  t h e  Montana Stockgrowers Assoc. ,  Gene S p i l d e  from 
Sweetgrass  Co., who s a i d  he  opposed t h e  b i l l  because he f e l t  pas- 
s age  o f  SB22  would l e a d  t o  more bureaucracy.  

Chairman Turnage asked r e p e a t e d l y  f o r  o t h e r  w i t n e s s e s ,  bo th  
proponents  and opponents and Sena tor  McCallum reminded t h o s e  pre- 
s e n t  of  a b i l l  t o  be  heard  i n  h i s  Local  Government Cormi t tee ,  SB14, 
i n  t h e  a f t e rnoon  a t  1:30, which was a l s o  a p a r t  of  HB122. 

Other  w i t n e s s e s  inc luded  James Smith o f  t h e  C i t y  o f  Bozeman 
who c i t e d  t h a t  c i t y ' s  f i n a n c i a l  problems,  n o t i n g  an i n c r e a s e  i n  ex- 
p e n d i t u r e s  i n  a y e a r  o f  9 .9% whereas revenues  brought  i n  on ly  a 7.2% 
i n c r e a s e  and s a i d  a d d i t i o n a l  revenues ,  such a s  a r e  advocated i n  SB22, 
a r e  needed. John Evans, Bozeman, a l s o  spoke i n  f a v o r .  M r .  Anderson 
of L i b e r t y  C o .  agreed  w i t h  t h e  Stockgrowers A s s o c i a t i o n ,  and a l s o  
was i n  f a v o r  of spending l i m i t s  f o r  l o c a l  governments. M r .  Skaa lu re  
of  Chouteau Co., s a i d  he f e l t  l o c a l  governments must broaden t h e i r  
t a x  b a s e s  t o  pay f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s .  1 
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Following t h e  l a s t  of t h e  w i tnes ses  Chairman Turnage opened t h e a  
meeting f o r  q u e s t i o n s  by t h e  committee and Sen. Roskie asked about 
t h e  m i l l  l i m i t  l evy .  S e n a t o r s  Watt ,  Goodover and Severson asked a 
number of q u e s t i o n s  o f  t h e  w i tnes ses .  M r .  Z innecker ,  i n  r e p l y  t o  a 
q u e s t i o n ,  s a i d  t h e  b i l l  would n o t  g i v e  any more a u t h o r i t y  o v e r  and 
above t h a t  which t h e  s ta te  agenc ie s  now posses s ;  r a t h e r  he  f e l t  it 
might l e s s e n  t h a t  a u t h o r i t y  and permi t  more f l e x i b i l i t y  on t h e  lo-  
c a l  l e v e l .  During t h e  q u e s t i o n i n g  t h a t  fo l lowed,  w i t n e s s e s  were 
asked i f  t h e y  f e l t  t h e  DCA, Department o f  Community A f f a i r s  and/or 
t h e  Department of  Revenue would have g r e a t e r  o r  less c o n t r o l  over  
l o c a l  governments th rough  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n .  M r .  Zinnecker responded 
t o  s e v e r a l  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  and a f f i rmed  h i s  p r e v i o u s  s t a t e m e n t  say- 
i n g  h e  f e l t  t hey  would have less, and r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Codes where 
DCA now has  a g r e a t  d e a l  of a u t h o r i t y  o v e r  l o c a l  governments due t o  
p rev ious ly-passed  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

The o r d e r  was g iven  t o  t h e  Researcher ,  Te r ry  Cohea, t o  d e t e r -  
mine t o  what e x t e n t  DCA now has  a u t h o r i t y  ove r  t h e  county and muni- 
c i p a l  governments and provide  such in format ion  t o  t h e  committee mem- 
b e r s  who could  then  s t u d y  t h i s  b e f o r e  any f u r t h e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  
e i t h e r  SB22 o r  r e l a t e d  b i l l s .  

M r .  Zinnecker was a l s o  ques t ioned  about  t h e  m a j o r i t y  of  h i s  
a s s o c i a t i o n ,  whether a l l  favored  t h e  b i l l  and h e  s a i d  t h e  o r i g i n a l  
HB122 had been s t u d i e d  and a f a v o r a b l e  v o t e  had been g iven  by t h e  
m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  t o t a l  membership on t h i s  b i l l .  M r .  Mizner was also 4 
ques t ioned  i f  t h e  League would have o b j e c t i o n  t o  a review o f  t h e  
involvement o f  DCA w i t h  c i t y  and county governnents .  

Chairman Turnage t h e n  pe rmi t t ed  Sen. Watt t o  end h i s  t es t imony 
and he d i d  s o  by p o i n t i n g  o u t  he f e l t  t h i s  h e a r i n g  v i n d i c a t e d  h i s  
d e c i s i o n  t o  i n t r o d u c e  t h e s e  b i l l s  s i n c e  t h e r e  was bo th  s u p p o r t i v e  
and o b j e c t i o n a l  t es t imony and i n d i c a t e d  t h e r e  are problems t h a t  
need t o  be so lved .  H e  f e l t  amendments should  be made b e f o r e  t h e  
l e g i s l a t i o n  could  be  g e n e r a l l y  accep tab le .  Sen. Je rgeson  a l s o  
concur red  i n s o f a r  as amendments w e r e  concerned say ing  h e  t o o  f e l t  
c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  DCA shou ld  be  reso lved .  

The Chairman t h e n  i n v i t e d  any w i t n e s s e s  t o  submit  w r i t t e n  t e s -  
timony t o  t h i s  committee, as w e l l  a s  Local  Government where SB14 is 
scheduled  t o  be  heard .  

Meeting was t h e n  adjourned.  
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I am here to  speak on behalf of Senate Bill 22 as a technician i n  the area 

of f inancial  management a n d  will l imi t  my comments to  the benefits of 

Senate Bill 22 as a financial management tool when compared to  the exis t ing 

f i  nanci a1 1 aws. 

The most s ignif icant  change i s  the increased management f l e x i b i l i t y  and 

capabi 1 i ty a1 lowed by program budgeting techniques. Local government 

bodies can now establ ish p r io r i t i e s  that  are based upon an evaluation of 

the communityk needs in specif ic  areas or  programs. 

These programs can then be budgeted and the progress of the level of 

services provided can be monitored to  determine how effect ive and 

e f f i c i en t  those services are being provided. 

Program budgeting allows local government bodies to  p r io r i t i ze ,  budget, 

manage, evaluate and control the c i t y  government a c t i v i t i e s  by focusing 

on a specif ic  service provided. The i n p u t  and output of a service can 

be measured and evaluated to  determine effectiveness and efficiency. 

Such questions as "How much 'bang' are  we getting for  the 'bucks'" can 

be answered with a high degree of accuracy. Such things as the cost  

to f i l l  a chuckhole or  cost t o  plow a mile of snow becomes the major 

focus as opposed t o  the number of people, equipment, f a c i l i t i e s  and 

materials purchased. People, equipment, f a c i l i t i e s  and materials can 

a l l  be measured in dol lars  and are fu l ly  accounted for  under program 

budgeting . 

Increased f i sca l  responsi bi 1 i t y ,  safeguards, accountabi 1 i t y ,  legal processes 

and procedures have been greatly emphasized in Senate Bill  22. 
I 



I have provided a br ief  sunlrnary of the his tory  and evolution of budgeting 

and f inancia l  processes. Senate Bi l l  22 brings the Montana Laws on f i s ca l  

management f o r  local government i n to  the 20th century and I s t rongly urge 

t ha t  t h i s  body looks favorable upon the adoption of the proposed law. 

This ends my formal presentation and I am avai lable  t o  answer any questions 

t ha t  t h i s  body may have. 

I t  has been a pleasure and an honor t o  appear here before you and I 

thank you f o r  the opportunity. 

SAM BOGGESS, CPA 
FINANCE DIRECTOR 
CITY OF BILL INGS 
BILLINGS , MONTANA 



GENERPIL BUDGETING COliCEPTS & IDEAS 

Since the early 19CO's, budgeting concepts have undergone several 

revolutionary changes in t h i s  country. The e a r l i e s t  budget concept was 

brought a b o ~ t  by government scandal s and a general lack of contra1 . The outcome 

was t h a t  of a Line Item o r  Object Budpet which basically al locates  funds by 

specif ic  items such as salary,  maintenance, equipment and other items o f  

expense as  they r e l a t e  to  a specif ic  department or  a c t i v i t y ,  see Figure 1. 

LINE ITEM/OBJECT BUDGET 
(Accountabi I i ty  & Control of Expenditures) 

Figure 1 

DEPARTMENT 
Object of Public Public 
Expendi ture  Works Uti 1 i t i  es Fire Pol ice  Other TOTALS 

~ 2 :  ,;~!35 8 $ $ 8 $ $ I 
. benefits 

Maintenance 

repairs  I 
Operations 

Equi pment 

TOTALS $ $ $ 8 $ 8 

In the ear ly f i f t i e s ,  i t  became apparent t h a t  having accountabili ty and I 

control did not promote efficiency in government. As a r e su l t ,  the second major 1 
evolution of budgeting concepts was given b i r th  and cal led Perfornance Budgeting,. 

Performance Budgeting al locates  funds similar to  the l i n e  item budget except t h a t  1 
the  focus i s  upon work processes and functions instead o f  spec i f ic  items o r  objects  

I 
of expenditures. See Figure 2. 
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FERFOR!PINCE BUDGETIFIG 
(Processes & Functions - Efficiency) 

- - - - -  - - -  

Figure 2 

DEPARTI.1ENT 
FUNCTION POLICE SANITATION ~ - I -REIS  FIRE 
( W O R K  PROCESS) UNITS COST UNITS COST UNITS COST UNITS COST 

Accidents 1,000 $10,000 ~ 
Pickups Serviced 10,000 $24,000 

Miles Maintained 

Inspections. 

TOTALS . 1,000 $10,000 10,000 $24,000 248 $24,800 365 $3,05" 

In the l a t e  f i f t i e s ,  performance budget procedures were being questioned as  

t o  t h e i r  effectiveness. I t  i s  possible to  be extremely e f f i c i en t  in doing the wrong 

thing. In the ear ly s i x t i e s ,  Robert McNarnara, Secretary of Defense, i n i t i a t e d  a new 

concept called Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems (PPBS) which ident i f ied 

specif ic  programs which crossed the three branches of armed forces,  Army, Navy, 

and Air Force. Program Budgets place the major emphasis on effectiveness allowing 

executive bodies to  p r io r i t i ze  the community's needs and a l loca te  asse ts  accordingly. 

In addition, program budgeting i s  an integral par t  of multi-year planning cycles. 

See Figure 3.  
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PRCG2AM BUSGET 

Figure 3 

DEPA3iMEriT 
PRO SPAM POLICE FIRE PARKS STREETS SAId iTAi  :Oi l  TOTAL 

Administration $ 5,000 2,500 1,000 1,500 1,500 11,500 

Personal Safety 25,000 30,000 5,000 20,000 3,000 83,000 

Leisure Time 1,000 2,000 12,000 5,000 1,000 21,000 

Cor~mun i ty Env . 10,000 6,000 9,000 12,000 25,000 62,000 
' Z 

TOTALS 

COMPARISON OF BUGGET TYFES 

The following is a generalized comparison of three aforementioned budget 

types : 

Budget Type 

I. Line Item Budget 

2. Performance Budget 

3. Program Budget 

FUNCTION 

Control of Work 
Cash Budget by 
Item Control o f  
Administration 

EMPHASIS - 

Accoun ta bi 1 i ty 
Control 

-- 

Process of Work Efficiency 
Functional Cash 
Budget 

Purpose of Work Effectiveness 
Cost Budget by 
Objectives or 
Goal s-A7 ternative 
Spending Level s 



Prograq BudgetSnp - Emphasizes Effectf veness 

1. Accountability and performance measurenent. 

2. Programs and service levels a re  defined i n  measureable units.  (Decision Packages) 

3 .  A management tool rather  than financial representative.  

Program Service Level Budgets - Serve Two Purposes 

1. To show what the City does i n  Services and Programs. 

2. To show how much and how well i t  can perform i t s '  funcitons i n  terms 
of a1 ternate  service levels and the i r  associated costs.  

Also accomplishes: 

1. Generates data on which to  base budget preparation and review decisions 
as l a t e r  performance evaluations. 

2. Informing elected o f f i c i a l s  of relationships between dol la rs  budgeted and 
service provided. 

3. Increasing s t a f f  awareness of the services each department provides and the 
resources needed. 

Program : Stree t  Sweepi ng 

Purpose: To keep City aes the t ica l ly  a t t r a c t i v e ,  maintain 
storm drains and maintain health standards. 

Description of Services: Sweep 1200 miles of s t r e e t  annually covering downtown 
s t r e e t s  bi-monthly and resident ial  once a year. 
Motor Pool support required. 

Effect on other Departments: Coordinate with t ree  trirming, s t r e e t  maintenance, 
and Pub1 i c  U t i  7 i t i e s  Department. 

Supportive Data: 

Number of Personnel 4 
Number of Man Hours 4,000 
Materials, Suppl i e s ,  Equipment $25,000 
(Rentals, Office Equipment, e t c . )  

0 Contractual Services 
Ovsrhe6d a 
Total Personnel Cost w/Fringes $35,000 
Total Service Cost $37,000 $28,125(1) -$Kim( 1 ) 

I Service Level - 

(1) Assuming no variables in materials,  supplies and equipment, and tha t  s ta f f ing  
c ; ; ;  ;? z- - ~ , : L 7  - 

I I -  -. 



GENERAL FUND 
REVENUE 1978-79 

M i s c .  
$56,000 

-8% 

Interfund Transfers 

Intergovernmental 

Licenses G Permits 

Taxes 

$4,128,000 
56.9% 



C I T Y  OF GREAT t-ALLS, MObiTANA 

ASSESSED V A L U E  OF REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY 

Budget 
Year 

E s t i m a t e d  
True Value 
--r-- 

Z&~/SC 
Taxabl e A ,  Mi 1 1 
Val ues v'~/,~' 
B 



C l  T Y  OF G R E A T  FALLS, MONTANA 

C O M P A R A T I V E  T A X  R A T E S  - M I L L S  

1 9 7 2  - 1978 

1973-74 1974-75 

General Operat ing 56.08 55.56 

F i r e  Pensions 1 .OO 1.75 

Pol i c e  Pens ions  I. ,OO 1 .OO 

A i r p o r t  1.92 1.91 

L i b r a r y  4 .OO 3.83 

C i  ty-County Planning 1 .OO - .95 

TOTAL ALL PURPOSE 65 ,OO 65.00 

P u b l i c  Sa fe t y  Insurance 2.61 3.07 1 

Paving Bonds .09 .07 -00 .00 .OO . 00 

P o l i c e  Pension 
Debt Amor t i za t i on  

C i  ty-County tieal t h  .OO 2.81 3.00 3.00 3.00 3 .OO 

S I D Revolv ing Fund 1.59 .75 .62 .28 .OO .OO 

L i b r a r y  - 1967 .28 .25 .25 -23 .22 .22 

L i  b r a r y / S w i n i n g  Pool 1.54 1.42 1.39 1.27 1.25 1.23 

Sewage Treatment A & B 1.77 1.59 1.59 1.41 1.30 1.30 

Fire M & E 3.59 2.81 2.80 2.59 2.48 2.41 

8.86 9.70 9.65 8.78 10.86 12.72 

TOTAL 



8RUCE J. FJACINTYRE 
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January 12, 1979 

Statement Regarding Senate Bill 22--Revising Local Government Finances 

By: Montana Taxpayers Association 
S.  Keith Anderson, President 
Edward W .  Nelson, Executive Vice President 

Preliminary Statement . .- 

,Before th i s  leg is la t ive  body enacts any new sources of revenue or  allows 
increasing of mi71 levy l imits  for  locai government two things should be con- 
sidered. The f i r s t  i s  the a t t i t ude  of the taxpaying public and second non- 
property tax revenue and non-tax revenue sources currently going t o  local 
government. 

1 .  There i s  a widespread feeling of resentment and opposition to exis t ing 
levels of taxation in Montana. This i s  not limited to property taxes b u t  includes 
income taxes and other levies as well. 

I Directly in point i s  a questionnaire recently mailed t o  members of the 
Montana Taxpayers Association. Our membership i s  about as broad-based a group 
as you can find in any organization in Montana. We have ranchers, farmers, 
main s t r e e t  business as well as what l i t t l e  industry we might have i n  the s t a t e .  
Admittedly the majority of the membership i s  centered in the population areas of 
such c i t i e s  as Bill ings,  Helena, Missoula, Great Fal ls ,  Kalispell and the l ike  
simply because the people are  there. We do however have members in each of the 
56 counties. 

As of January 11th 567 questionnaires had been returned to  the off ice.  Two 
years ago a comparable questionnaire was issued to  the membership and the f inal  
count was 1,091 as reported in our pub1 ication. As a matter of i n t e r e s t  we are  
including the response given in 1977 as well as 1979 to the same questions. 

Local Government 

1.  Do you believe the current level of funding fo r  county government i s :  

A .  More than needed 44% 1977 - 43% 
B .  As needed 52% 1977 - 51% 
C .  Less than needed 4% 1977 - 6% 

2 .  Do you believe the current level of funding for  c i t y  government i s :  

A .  More than needed 3 9% 1977 - 382 
B .  As needed 51% 1977 - 51% 
C .  Less than needed 10% 1977 - 11% 
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3. Are you i n  favor  of  a  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  spending l i m i t  on: d 
A. County budgets Yes-71% No-29% (No comparable ques t i on  
B. C i t y  and town budgets Yes-70% No-30% i n  1977) 

4. Should t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  a l l o w  an i nc rease  i n  pern l i ss ive  spending 
w i t h o u t  a  vo te  o f  t h e  people f o r :  

A. The o p e r a t i o n  o f  coun ty  government Yes-11% No-89% 
B. The o p e r a t i o n  o f  c i t y  & town government Yes-12% No-88% 

5. Do you suppor t  an a d d i t i o n a l  gas t a x  imposed a t  t h e  s t a t e  l e v e l  f o r  
t h e  use o f :  

A .  County roads & b r idges-g iven  back t o  c o u n t i e s  Yes-36% No-64% 
B. City s t r e e t s  & 21 l eys -g i ven  back t o  c i t i e s  Yes-39% No-61% 

6. Are  you i n  f a v o r  o f  any a d d i t i o n a l  taxes, s e r v i c e  fees,  l i c e n s e  fees 
on bus iness e t c .  t o  be imposed f o r  t h e  suppo r t  o f  l o c a l  government 
w i t h o u t  a  v o t e  o f  t h e  people.  Yes-7% No-93% 

The obv ious response t o  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i s  t h a t  those  people do ing  bus iness 
i n  Montana's coun t i es  and c i t i e s  do f e e l  t h a t  l o c a l  government has adequate f u n d i n g  
and t hey  a r e  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  making a v a i l a b l e  sources o f  revenue t o  l o c a l  govern- 
ments w i t h o u t  a  vo te  o f  t h e  people.  4 

I n  t h i s  r ega rd  we want t o  ment ion t h a t  under S e c t i o n  84-4706, R.C.M. 1947 
t he  c i t i e s  and towns can vo te  an a d d i t i o n a l  l e v y  of  n o t  more than  5 m i l l s  f o r  
mun i c i pa l  o p e r a t i o n  and under Sec t i on  32-3605, R . C . K .  1947 people i n  t he  coun ty  
can vo te  an a d d i t i o n a l  10 m i l l s  f o r  road  and b r i d g e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  We cannot 
r e c a l l  any m u n i c i p a l i t y  i n  r e c e n t  years  t h a t  has u t i l i z e d  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  i n  t h e  
law t o  i nc rease  mun i c i pa l  budgets.  A  number o f  yea rs  ago a  r u r a l  coun ty  d i d  
u t i l i z e  t h e  p r o v i s i o n  t o  i nc rease  t h e i r  road budget f o r  one yea r .  I t  shou ld  be 
obv ious t h a t  i f  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  a r e  so s t rapped f o r  revenue they shou ld  u t i l i z e  
t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  law and p u t  t he  i s sue  t o  t h e  people f o r  t h e i r  v o t e  as do 
many p u b l i c  schools  each y e a r .  

2 .  I n  a  s ta tement  t o  t h e  I n t e r i m  Committee on Loca l  Government Laws i n  1977 
t he  Montana Taxpayers A s s o c i a t i o n  f i l e d  a  s ta tement  i n  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  House B i l l  
122. I n  a d d i t i o n  we asked t h a t  t he  commi t t e e  document t h e  l a r g e  amounts o f  non- 
p r o p e r t y  t a x  d o l l a r s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l  governments. I n  a d d i t i o n  we asked t h e  
committee t o  address t h e  i s s u e  o f  how t o  c o n t r o l  l o c a l  spending and how t o  l i m i t  
l o c a l  government and how t o  l i m i t  p r o p e r t y  taxes r a t h e r  t han  g1'Jlng c a r t e  b lanche 
t o  spend. We s t a t e d  "It i s  i r o n i c  t h a t  those on ranches and farms and making a  
l i v i n g  on main s t r e e t ,  as w e l l  as t he  average f a m i l y ,  must r e s t r a i n  spendin: and 
l i v e  w i t h i n  income w h i l e  government can con t i nue  t o  e s c a l a t e  e i t h e r  th rough  
a d d i t i o n a l  revenues caused by i n f l a t i o n  o r  h i g h e r  and newer taxes .  I t  i s  n o t .  
t o o  much t o  ask t h a t  government have t he  same f i n a n c i a l  d i s c i p l i n e  as i s  f o r c e d  
upon the  p r i v a t e  sec to r . "  
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To my knowledge t h e  committee d i d  n o t  document t he  m i l l i o n s  o f  d o l l a r s  
a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l  governments i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  p r o p e r t y  t ax .  I n  t h i s  r ega rd  
we have j u s t  pub l i shed  an ex tens i ve  s tudy  showing t h a t  f r om January 1, 1972 
through September 1979 coun t i es  w i l l  have rece i ved  881.3 m i l l i o n  i n  f e d e r a l  
revenue s h a r i n g  and c i t i e s  and towns $37.2 m j l l i o n  f rom t h a t  same source.  

Our p o s i t i o n  i n  opposing Senate B i l l  22, and t h e  ba lance o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  
compr is ing  what we know as House B i l l  122,is e n t i r e l y  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  t h i n k i n g  
of  ou r  c o n s t i t u e n c y  who comprise t he  taxpayers up and down t h e  highways and b i -ways 
of Montana who a r e  pay ing  t h e  b i l l .  

I t  i s  obv ious t h a t  many people suppo r t i ng  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  who a r e  e l e c t e d  
by t h e  taxpayers i n  t h i s  s t a t e  a r e  n o t  suppo r t i ng  t h e i r  cons t i t uency .  I t  i s  
obvious a l s o  t h a t  much o f  t h e  suppor t  f o r  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  comes f r om non-e lected 
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  i n  our  coun t i es  and c i t i e s  who a r e  n o t  r e s p o n s i b l e  t o  t h e  v o t e r s  
b u t  i n s t e a d  a r e  appa ren t l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  c r e a t i n g  b u r e a u c r a c t i c  empires w i t h  an 
u n l i m i t e d  a p p e t i t e  f o r  t a x  revenues. 

Senate B i l l  22 

Sec t i on  1  i l l u s t r a t e s  c l e a r l y  t h e  ph i losophy  t h a t  permeates a l l  o f  t h e  b i l l s  
making up House B i l l  122. 

S e c t i o n  1, L i b e r a l  Cons t ruc t i on .  The r u l e  o f  law t h a t  powers o f  a l o c a l  
government s h a l l  be s t r i c t l y  cons t rued  has no a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  t h e  powers o f  l o c a l  
governments i n  Montana. Any reasonable doubt  as t o  t he  e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  power o r  
a u t h o r i t y  g ran ted  by law t o  l o c a l  government s h a l l  be r e s o l v e d  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  
power o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  e x i  s  tance. 

I f  t h i s  i s n ' t  b i g  b r o t h e r i s m  I d o n ' t  know what i s .  Those who w ro te  t h e  l c g i s -  
l a t i o n  would l e a d  you t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
l o c a l  government and t h e  s t a t e .  I n  my o p i n i o n  t h i s  language i n t i m a t e s  t h a t  t h e  
taxpayer  i s  g u i l t y  u n t i l  proven innocen t .  E s s e n t i a l l y  i t  reverses  t h e  l e g a l  concepts 
t h a t  have been developed th roughout  t h e  h i s t o r y  of  ou r  S t a t e  and Nat ion .  It i s  an 
example o f  t h e  supreme arrogance o f  those who wro te  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  and t h e i r  con- 
s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l .  Under such a  p r o v i s i o n  what chance does a  p r i v a t e  
c i t i z e n  have i n  a disagreement w i t h  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  over, f o r  example, t h e  v a l u a t i o n  
o f  h i s  home o r  bus iness when t h e  ques t i on  " s h a l l  be r e s o l v e d  i n  favor  o f  t h e  power 
o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  ex i s tence .  " 

The r e a l  ques t i on  whether t he  c o u r t s  would r u l e  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  r i g h t s  o f  
t he  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  dominance o f  government ove r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  
indeed f r i g h t e n i n g .  

On page 3 t h e  tone o f  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  aga in  e s t a b l i s h e d .  I t  p o i n t s  o u t  
ou r  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  s imp l y  an ex tens ion  o f  Execu t i ve  Reorgsni-  
z a t i o n  and i n  t h i s  regard  we t h i n k  t h a t  a  f i s c a l  no te  shou ld  be w r i t t e n  as t o  t h e  
c o s t  t o  l o c a l  governments and t o  s t a t e  government o f  t h e  imp lementa t ion  o f  t h i s  
l e g i s l a t i o n  and n o t  o n l y  a d d i t i o n a l  personnel t o  s t a t e  and l o c a l  governments b u t  
b u i l d i n g s  and t h e  l i k e .  

Sec t i on  2 on page 3  s t a t e s  where l o c a l  government i s  r e q u i r e d  by s t a t e  law 
t o  p r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  a  s t a t e  agency and f a i l s  t o  p r o v i d e  t h e  r e q u i r e d  
i n f o r n l a t i o n  t h e  Department o f  Community A f f a i r s  may i s s u e  an o r d e r  s topp ing  
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payment o f  any s t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  a i d  t o  the  l o c a l  government. 

Very p l a i n l y  t h i s  imposes u l  t i m a t e  dominance over  l o c a l  government through 
t he  power of t h e  d o l l a r .  I f  l o c a l  governments f a i l  t o  f a l l  i n t o  l i n e  then  
gas01 i n e  taxes, l i q u o r  taxes and I presume even s t a t e  e q u a l i z a t i o n  funds f o r  
l o c a l  school s  c o u l d  be stopped u n t i l  l o c a l  governments performed t o  t he  
d i c t a t e s  o f  t h e  Department o f  Communi ty A f f a i r s  . 

I shou ld  add a l s o  t h a t  one o f  t h e  reasons t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  was de fea ted  
i n  1977 was t h a t  no one cou ld  r e a l l y  understand what i t  meant. I d o n ' t  know 
o f  any o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h a t  has t h e  thousands o f  d o l l a r s  t h a t  i t  would c o s t  t o  have 
t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  analyzed by l e g a l  expe r t s  as t o  i t s  u l t i m a t e  a f f e c t  upon l o c a l  
and s t a t e  government. Are t h e  s t a t u t e s  i n  c o n f l i c t .  Can you s e l l  bonds under 
t h i s  a c t .  I d o n ' t  know b u t  I do know t h a t  you can s e l l  bonds under o u r  c u r r e n t  
s t a t u t e s  and I do know t h a t  ou r  c u r r e n t  s t a t u t e s  have been t e s t e d  i n  t h e  c o u r t s  
t o  a  p o i n t  where they  a r e  no mystery  t o  anyone. 

Time does n o t  p e r m i t  a  page by page a n a l y s i s  b u t  f o r  example on page 48, 
Sec t i on  53 under Emergency App rop r i a t i ons  t h e r e  i s  no d e f i n i t i o n  of  what an 
emergency c o n s i s t s  o f .  E v i d e n t l y  t h e  govern ing body by r e s o l u t i o n  may a u t h o r i z e  
a d d i t i o n a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  upon t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  what c o n s i s t s  an emergency. 
We contend t h a t  t h e  emergency shou ld  be s p e l l e d  o u t  i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  s t a t u t e s  and 
t h a t  t h i s  i s  no c a t c h - a l l  o r  poor p l ann ing  o r  mismanagement. 

The obv ious i n t e n t  o f  t h i s  b i l l  i s  t o  p r o v i d e  a lmos t  u n l i m i t e d  sources of  
revenue t o  l o c a l  governments f o r  spending. The impetus i s  upon i n c r e a s i n g  I 

spending o f  c i t i e s ,  towns and coun t i es .  I n  ou r  o p i n i o n  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t he  
people pay ing  t he  b i l l  i n  t h i s  s t a t e  want t o  see j u s t  t h e  oppos i te .  Tha t  i s  a 
l i m i t a t i o n  o f  county  and c i t y  spending t o  the  e s s e n t i a l s  o f  apparen t  housekeeping 
f u n c t i o n s  o f  government. So e s s e n t i a l l y  we r e j e c t  t h e  revenue s e c t i o n  as n o t  o n l y  
unneeded i n  v iew of e x i s t i n g  revenue sources b u t  unwanted by t h e  genera l  p u b l i c .  
It i s  our  o p i n i o n  t h a t  such p roposa ls  would be r e j e c t e d  by t he  people a t  a  s t a t e -  
wide e l e c t i o n .  

Senate B i l l  22 i s  o b v i o u s l y  designed t o  a u t h o r i z e  i f  n o t  promote a d d i t i o n a l  
county  and mun i c i pa l  expend i tu res  through inc reased  p r o p e r t y  t a x  r a t e s  and 
a d d i t i o n a l  sources o f  revenue. 

We cannot  o b j e c t  t o  p r o p e r t y  t a x  issues be ing  p laced  be fo re  t h e  vo te r s  f o r  
t h e  suppor t  o f  county  and c i t y  governments. The p r o p e r t y  t a x  i s  a  broad-based 
t a x  and i f  people want t o  vo te  a d d i t i o n a l  l e v i e s  upon themselves f r om t h i s  t a x  
we f i n d  i t  l e s s  o b j e c t i o n a b l e  than  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a u t h o r i z e d  i n  t h e  b i l l .  

We do o b j e c t  t o  s t a t u t o r y  m i l l  l e v y  l i m i t s  be ing  i nc reased  t o  t h e  p o i n t  where 
they  r e a l l y  a r e n ' t  l i m i t s  a t  a l l .  I t  should be remembered t h a t  t h e  v a l u a t i o n  o f  
t h e  s t a t e  has inc reased  s h a r p l y  and can be expected t o  i nc rease  s h a r p l y  t h e r e f o r e  
gene ra t i ng  a d d i t i o n a l  spending a u t h o r i t y  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  as i n  t h e  pas t .  

I t  migh t  w e l l  be cons idered  t o  adopt a  fo rmu la  reduc ing  p r o p e r t y  t a x  l i m i t s  
as t h e  v a l u a t i o n  inc reases .  Th i s  would g i v e  added p r o t e c t i o n  t o  t h e  p r o p e r t y  
owner. 
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I 
We o b j e c t  t o  t h e  inc reased  p r o p e r t y  t a x  l i m i t s .  

Montana has one o f  t h e  h i g h e s t  income taxes i n  t h e  N a t i o n  and a  20 p e r  c e n t  
i nc rease  i n  t h e  personal  income t a x  would f u r t h e r  compound t h i s  c u r r e n t  i n e q u i t y .  
The method o f  c o l l e c t i n g  and d i s t r i b u t i n g  t h e  county  income t a x  i s  undu l y  
compl i ca ted  and would pose obv ious a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  problems t o  t h e  Department o f  
Revenue. 

We oppose t h e  ho te l /mo te l  sa les  t a x  because i t  i s  an unwarranted t ax - -a  
p e n a l t y  tax--aimed a t  a  s p e c i f i c  segment o f  t h e  economy. A sa les  t a x  o f  10 
p e r  c e n t  aimed a t  t h e  t r a v e l i n g  p u b l i c  e s p e c i a l l y  those  who must make a  l i v i n g  
by t r a v e l i n g  i s  unwarranted and excess ive.  We oppose t h i s  p roposa l .  

The gas t a x  on f u e l s  would pose numerous problems as f a r  as a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
and i s  open t o  evas ion.  I t d o e s n ' t  t ake  much i n g e n u i t y  t o  evade such a  t a x  when 
t he  a d j o i n i n g  coun ty  does n o t  have t h e  t ax .  

I n  essence we oppose a l l  p a r t s  o f  t he  revenue s e c t i o n .  

I n  c o n c l u s i o n  we r e i t e r a t e  what we have s t a t e d  so many t imes before.  There 
i s  a  body o f  w e l l  thought  o u t  law p e r t a i n i n g  t o  l o c a l  governments t h a t  has been 
passed by t h i s  l e g i s l a t u r e  ove r  a  good number o f  years.  I w i l l  n o t  be a  p a r t y  
t o  say ing  t h a t  p a s t  l e g i s l a t o r s  were n o t  w e l l  i n t e n t i o n e d  n o r  were t h e y  incompetent 
and i n e p t .  The laws were passed and were amended as needed. Much o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  

) has been d r a f t e d  by t h e  Montana A s s o c i a t i o n  of  Count ies,  t h e  Montana League o f  C i t i e s  
and Towns and those  i n  p u b l i c  o f f i c e .  

Th i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  has been r e c o d i f i e d  i n  T i t l e  V I I  so t h e  excuse can no l onge r  
be p u t  f o r t h  t h a t  these s e c t i o n s  a r e  s c a t t e r e d  th roughout  t h e  Codes o f  ~ t n t a n a .  
Th i s  never was a  good argument t o  beg in  w i t h .  

These e x i s t i n g  s t a t u t e s  can be r e a d i l y  amended if such amendments a r e  necessary.  

I shou ld  a l s o  ment ion t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  g r e a t  amount o f  case law p e r t a i n i n g  t o  
l o c a l  s t a t u t e s .  These c o u r t  dec i s i ons  a re  exp lana to ry  i n  na tu re .  A f t e r  go ing  
th rough t h e  va r i ous  b i l l s  t h a t  embodies House B i l l  122 I can o n l y  see a  j u n g l e  
o f  verbage t h a t  w i l l  need t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  by t h e  c o u r t s .  The people o f  Montana 
shou;d n o t  have t h i s  burden c a s t  upon them. It o b v i o u s l y  i s  expensive t o  b r i n g  
l e g a l  a c t i o n  t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  va r i ous  s t a t u t e s  where t h e  language i s  i n  doubt .  No 
o r g a n i z a t i o n  o r  i n d i v i d u a l  shou ld  have t o  f o o t  such a  l e g a l  b i l l .  

I do n o t  t h i n k  t h i s  l e g i s l a t u r e  should even cons ide r  l e g i s l a t i o n  o f  t h i s  
magnitude t h a t  cannot  be t ho rough l y  researched by those who a r e  a f f e c t e d .  The 
taxpay ing  p u b l i c  i n  t h e  S t a t e  of Montana i s  o b v i o u s l y  a f f ec ted .  We d o n ' t  have 
t h e  f i n a n c i a l  resources,  t h e  thousands of  d o l l a r s ,  i t  would c o s t  t o  have these  
b i l l s  rev iewed by competent l e g a l  counsel .  And fu r thermore  I d o n ' t  know o f  any 
o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h a t  has had such a  rev iew n o r  do I know o f  any o r g a n i z a t i o n  
o r  i n d i v i d u a l  t h a t  cou ld  a f f o r d  i t .  

1 I n  f i n a l  a n a l y s i s  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  should be k i l l e d  and a t t e n t i o n  g i v e n  LO 
t he  amendment o f  e x i s t i n g  s t a t u t e s  i f  such amendments a r e  necessary.  The l e g i s -  
l a t u r e  can then go on t o  more impo r tan t  t h i n g s  and I say more i m p o r t a n t  because 
we do have adequate l e g i s l a t i o n  on t h e  books and we s h o u l d n ' t  embark i n t o  t h e  
unchar ted j u n g l e  o f  House B i l l  122. Th i s  i s  one l i t t e r  t h a t  shou ld  be m e r c i f u l l y  
d isposed o f .  




