MINUTES OF THE HOUSE TAXATION COMMITIEE MEETING
January 13, 1981

Chairman Nordtvedt called the meeting of the Taxation Committee to order at 8:00

a.m. on Tuesday, January 13, 1981 in Room 102 of the State Capitol. All members
were present.

Chairman Nordtvedt opened the hearing on HOUSE BILL 73. Rep. Vincent, sponsor of
the bill, began by passing out copies of a proposed amendment which would earmark
50% of the annual allocation to each unit of local government for reduction of the
General Fund property tax mill levy, See Exhibit "A." As the bill currently stands,
100% of the money would be "no strings attached" money. Rep. Vincent requested
that the Cammittee consider the bill with the amendment. He stated that HB 73, as
amended, represents a positive effort to accamplish: (1) promotion of local govern—
ment control, (2) much-needed financial assistance for Montana cities and counties,
and (3) property tax relief. Rep. Vincent submitted that the property tax was
one of the most regressive taxes in existance. He also said that bills such as

HB 73 had been introduced in previous sessions of the Legislature and they would

continue to be presented until one was passed. He expressed the belief that HB 73
was the bill that would gain passage.

The following PROPONENTS then presented testimony on HB 73:

Terry Carmody, Mayor of Townsend, stated that small counties such as his were
having extreme difficulties and unless samething happens, Townsend will be $50,000
short on its budget of $160,000. Tax valuations have not continued to parallel
costs, and the small counties definitely need help from socmewhere.

Don Peoples, Chief Executive from Butte, then spoke. In his twenty years of in-
volvement within local government, he has seen budgets getting tighter and tighter.
Management of local affairs has been extremely good, but many local governments
are on a collision course with disaster much like the bigger cities in the country
have been encountering. We cannot continue to rely on property taxes as the sole
source of revenue, because they don't follow the upper movement of the economy.
Increases in market values are not reflected in taxes because of the lengthy
appraisal process. A significant cut in services or a substantial rise in taxes
are the only alternatives other than revenue sharing. He stressed that Montana must
not continue to rank 46th in state revenues. In Butte, the total millage income
has not kept up with cost-of-living adjustments, and services have been cut, and
no more "fat" can be found to cut out of the budget. He gave several examples of
the rising costs that local governments have been faced with. Concurrently, local
econamic conditions in Butte have deteriorated; the labor strike and the Anaconda
closure have been two major factors. In the coming year, and 11-12 mill increase
will be needed to keep the same level of revenue as at present. He added that he
supports HB 73 with the amendment. In closing, he predicted that same towns might
go bankrupt before the next session of ILegislature if no relief was forthcoming.

Gene Thayer, Mayor of Great Falls, then spoke up in support of HB 73. He stated
that in his three and one-half years on the City Commission, city revenues have
remained pretty much the same while costs have gone up. During that time about
150 people have been laid off. Services have been maintained, but the city is
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e+ the point where no additional savings can be effected. The budget has been
scrutinized and Departments have been consolidated, in addition to other attempts
, at conservation, and there Jjust isn't anything more that can be done; tax relief
is needed desperately. Montana is one of only four or five states which doesn't
have scome type of revenue sharing program with her cities and counties. He added
that in Washington D. C., a relatively cold view is taken of the fact that Montana
is building a large reserve and not sharing with the cities and towns. The current
Congress reflects this feeling by the fact that cities and towns' allocations have
been reinstated for three-four years, while the state's share is done on a year to
» year basis. He stated that mandated costs have been a source of trouble for local
govermments. Several copies of a detailed listing of Great Falls' problems were
distributed; see Exhibit "B." Mr. Thayer expressed his approval of the amendment
., to HB 73. He added that this bill is an all-encampassing way of offering relief,
and would only prevent a series of other types of bills which would only cause
fragmentation and wouldn't do the job as well as this bill would.

larry Herman, Mayor of Laurel, then spoke in favor of the bill. He said there was

no question that Montana's cities and towns were in a serious plight. Budgets

are going up 20-30% and revenues are going up 6~8% and this does cause a problem.

w In Laurel, capital expenditures are almost nil because there is not enough money
to meet federal fund-matching requirements, and to get enough revenue would put a
burden on the taxpayer. Street repairs in Laurel would cost $1 1/2 ~ 2 million;

. they just cannot be repaired without same assistance.

“udy Mathie, City Commissioner fram Bozeman, passed out some graphs showing prop-—
w4rty taxes levied for the past ten years; See Exhibit "C." The city hit its
" 65 mill limit in 1974 and hasn't seen it since. She stated that two years ago
this same bill came before the Legislature at which time the cities were told to
"cut the fat." This has been done. The fact that MSU is not required to reimburse
= the city of Bozeman for fire and police protection has been a burden to the city's
finances. In conclusion Ms. Mathie submitted that Bozeman has "cut the fat" as
much as it can. As for future funding, thus far additional mill levies have been
» approved by the voters, and Bozeman's population has been increasing by about 3%
a year. However, all towns are not so fortunate. Inflation has put Bozeman in a
bind. Energy cost estimates for the next ten years were submitted to the Committee;
see Exhibit "C." Ms. Mathie suggested that utility costs would take an increasingly
large portion of the budget, and help would be needed.

Cy Jamison, from the Billings City Council, then rose in support of HB 73; see

» written testimony Exhibit "D." Jan Lloyd, from the Billings City Council, stated
that until the Legislature authorizes local governments to come up with alternative
forms of financing, it needs to take the responsibility to help local governments.

Mike Stephen, Executive Director of the Montana Association of Counties, then spoke
in favor of the bill. He said that local govermments are strapped with a ceiling
. on the money they can generate. "X" amount of dollars can be collected, primarily
from property taxes, and the school districts campete for the funds. Concurrently,
incame tax collections have rendered a surplus in the state. Many local governments
never end up with a surplus and the mechanism is there so that they can't. In addi-
tion the impact of federal and state regulations hasn't helped the situation, because

"



Minutes of the House Taxation Committee Page 3
January 13, 1981

local goverrments have had to bear the added related expenses. The formula in
this bill calls for a distribution of funds, so that the cities get approximately
75% and the counties 20 - 25%. Even though the counties aren't getting their
fair share, Mr. Stephen stated that his association was in favor of HB 73.

Bill Cregg, Mayor of Missoula, then spoke in favor of the bill; see Exhibit "E."
He stated that expenses have been going up by 10% per year while at the same

time the City of Missoula has grown as much as it can. He listed several problems
the City had, including annexation difficulties, a lack of water revenue, and

U of M students who pay no property taxes. Of any income-producing bill before
the Legislature, he feels that this one is the most desirable.

Ray Blelm, Jr. representing the Firemen of the State, said that in the last
several years cutbacks in fire department personnel have caused a reduction in
safety.

Dan Mizner, Executive Director for the Montana Ieague of Cities and Towns, then
spoke up on support of the bill; see prepared statement Exhibit "F."

Rose Ieavitt, representing the League of Women Voters for the State of Montana,
then testified in favor of HB 73. See Exhibit "G."

Dennis Taylor, representing the City of Helena, submitted written testimony; see
Exhibit "H." There were no further PROPONENTS to HB 73.

Dennis Burr from the Montana Taxpayers Association then rose in opposition to HB
73. He explained his opposition was philosophical, and the association would suport
revenue sharing if it were designed to reduce taxes, but he felt that HB 73 could
not be viewed in that light. He further stated that the amendment which purports
to provide 50% of the money for tax relief wouldn't have that effect. He stated
that mill levy limits are not effective in controlling property taxes. He sub-
mitted that local govermment funding was not totally dependent upon property taxes,
as might be inferred, and added that in fact only 35% of the local revenue in
Montana comes from property taxes. Also, he didn't feel that local govermment
expenditures were being unduly restricted, and added that the portion of local
budgets that has depended on property tax revenue has decreased steadily over the
past several years. He said that it would be very hard to determine that local
government budgets were being held down unduly because of property tax restric-
tions.

There were no other OPPONENTS  to HB 73. Questions followed.

Rep. Sivertsen expressed the concern that revenue sharing funds might not be used
for tax relief. The question was posed to Cy Jamison to draw. an analysis between
this bill and another proposal which would cut state spending and go to the people
if no services were needed locally.

Mr. Jamison responded that the basic problem was that property taxes have been
falling on people with fixed incomes. In addition he said that the state had more
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Rep. Sivertsen cammented that the people are paying the taxes in the state and
the question boiled down to how to redistribute that revenue. He added that

for senior citizens, tax relief is being sought on the state level. He expressed
concern that if revenue sharing were instituted, the legislature would always be
asked to raise the amount of sharing. He pointed out that city limits have always
expanded slower than the cities do, but that money from outside the city limits
still came into the city and generated more revenue.

Rep. Vinger said that decreasing taxation on the state level and saying that now
local governments may increase their taxes was no solution for tax relief.

Rep. Roth asked Mike Stephen what rural counties stood to gain from revenue sharing.
He answered that the formula in the bill is set on a population size, so that

rural counties would only get 20-25% of the money and that it was triggered for

the larger areas, but that in this instance a 50/50 split won't be sought after
strongly by the Association of Counties.

In response to questioning fram Rep. Dozier, Mr. Jamison said that of the three
levels of govermment, the greatest amount of services are provided by local gov-
ermment which receives the least amount of revenue.

Rep. Switzer expressed the opinion that the best approach would be to remove some

- L the State and Federal mandates. He felt that the effect of property tax relief
in the rural areas would be almost negligible. Rep. Vincent agreed that it would
be less in rural areas, but it would still help there, and it would be better than
what is happening now. As for removal of state mandates, this bill does not address
that.

Rep. Vincent admitted that HB 73 doesn't ensure tax relief, but it would ask that
a good-faith effort be made by local governments. Theoretically, revenue sharing
dollars would replace property tax dollars and thus one could call it property
tax relief. Nothing in the bill precludes a town from applying the full 100% of
its revenue sharing funds to property tax relief.

Rep. Asay suggested that maybe other avenues of incame aren't being utilized by
local govermments, and perhaps the Legislature should be looking at a more direct
people tax in those areas which benefit from a wide area.

Rep. Vincent said that he would personally think very hard before imposing any

new taxes such as people taxes would be. Meeting needs through the existing tax
structure is preferable in his opinion.

Rep. Nordtvedt asked Mr. Mizner whether the Ieague of Cities and Towns had a
position on revenue sharing versus local operational taxes. He replied that there
are several options: (1) alternative sources of revenue; (2) revenue sharing, or
(3) redistribution of tax bases of counties and cities. The priority is
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~ venue sharing because it spreads the base across the state and works for
Wunties and for cities.

, Rep. Nordtvedt asked him whether local options weren't a more responsible approach
than revenue sharing on the state level. Mr. Mizner agreed that this would be
true if the cities and towns had the authority to go to the voters for alter-
native sources of revenue, however, this approach would be adding to the tax

" burden.

Rep. Asay wanted to know what the other sources of revenue were that comprised
* the remaining 65% of budgeted money.

Mr. Dennis Burr referred him to the information contained on Exhibit "B." Mr.

. Thayer responded that when he presented his testimony, he was talking about the
general fund, and the total budget is what Mr. Burr was referring to. The total
budget encampasses a lot of pass—-through funds. The money derived from local

'taxpayers against the general fund computes out closer to 66%.

Jane Lloyd from the Billings City Council added that living in a growth area
did not influence property taxes unless new buildings were erected. Also,

- growth costs a lot to govermments. It sounds reasonable to say that growth is
good, but it is not necessarily good for the treasury of the local government,
initially.

-

Rep. Vinger then expressed his opposition to the amendment. He feels the cities
>uld be accountable to where the money should go. However, Rep. Vincent re-

@ponded that he had wanted the language added, because he wanted it made very

clear that one of the major directives of the bill was tax relief. It represents

a sincere attempt to make sure that the point was well brought out; however, it

is up to the Camnittee whether to keep the language as is or to put the amendment

=in.

Rep. Sivertsen questioned how far we should go with revenue sharing; he expressed
«the conviction that city and county govermments will always be caming back to the
legislature and asking for increases in revenue sharing amounts.

Rep. Nordtvedt solicited the feelings of the City Manager of Bozeman on the topic.
™He responded that basically the only other source of revenue for local governments
was license taxes and Bozeman's percentage of total revenues is well in excess of

2/3 from property taxation.

Rep. Vincent confirms that HB 73 hopesthat State Revenue sharing will be on a fairly

permanent basis and he added that he felt the Legislature was responsible and would
mcontinue to be, and the fate of the bill shouldn't rise or fall on the thought that

revenue sharing might be a problem in the future.

“Rep. Bertelsen cammented that his problem with revenue sharing was that one could
*hever portion out funds in an equitable enough manner. He preferred that the
Foundation Program be funded better instead of revenue sharing.
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«P- Vincent replied that increasing Foundation funding would not help out with
reducing taxes locally.

« Rep. Bertelsen expressed his preference for an approach which would increase
school funding through the Foundation program and would also provide additional
opportunity for people-taxing.

" Rep. Vincent reiterated that he believed revenue sharing was a viable approach.
ILocal option taxes are new taxes and the State has $126 million to spare; and

hopefully both local govermnments and the Foundation Program can receive appro-
" priate attention.

Rep. Vincent then closed. Property taxes are what is at dispute. People have

» to pay higher rates just to maintain basic services. It is a restrictive tax
both for the taxpayers and for local governments. It is time this Legislature
recognizes the effect of inflation on the property tax. The dollars are there

, and it is just a question of how to utilize them. He said that he didn't think
that same of the concerns expressed about federal revenue sharing shortcomings
are valid for state revenue sharing. Passge of this bill would back up the Legis-

lature's position in favor of helping local governments and encouraging local
~ control.

The Camnittee then recessed for five minutes. Upon reconvening, the Committee
w went into EXECUTIVE SESSION, and action was taken on HOUSE BILL 47. Rep. Vinger
moved that it DO PASS; Rep. Harp seconded the motion. Rep. Harrington spoke up
opposition to the bill, stating that the Superintendent of Public Instruction
- Fhould determine mill levies. He would rather see a conservative estimate of
revenue rather than the reverse. He added that the amount of money that was
underestimated would be used in the long run. Rep. Harp spoke up in favor of
the bill. Chairman Nordtvedt said that in spite of a growing school surplus in
* the Foundation Program which has now reached $43 million, the Superintendent
found it desirable to put a deficiency levy on the property of Montana and this
indicated a lack of control on the picture of school finances on the part of that
= department. He pointed out also that the Superintendent's office had not opposed
this bill. Rep. Harrington added that the miscalculation on the part of the
Superintendent's office was not due to a lack of expertise, but that the office
o didn't think there would be as much - interest and income money fram coal and
0il; their estimate was simply too conservative. Rep. Vinger expressed his support
for the bill, because it is not healthy for a department to come up with expenses
and also determine revenue; checks and balances are needed. Rep. Brand wanted
™ to know what the Superintendent's track record had been over the past ten years,
and Chairman Nordtvedt responded that he believed the surplus had been accumi-—
lating over the past four years. Rep. Sivertsen moved that the bill be amended
= to be effective upon passage; motion carried unanimously.

A roll call vote was then taken on the motion of DO PASS AS AMENDED. Eleven
» COmittee members were in favor of the motion; seven were opposed, with Rep.
Burnett absent; see Roll Call Vote Sheet.

~ The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 a.m.

vy Rep. Ken Nordtvedt, Chairman
da
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EXF BT A
THAXATION 13/ 8/

AMEND HOUSE BILL 73

Line 1, Page 4 change period (.) to comma (,) and add
"except that 50% of the annual allocation to each unit

of local government shall be used to reduce the General
Fﬁnd property tax mill levy. Each unit of local
government shall determine the General Fund budget and
then apply the allocation of revenue to replace the number

of mills that equals 50% of the total received."
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GENERAL STATEMENT IN FAVOR OF STATE-LOCAL REVENUE SHARINZ

A need clearly exists for cities to share in state collected revemnues. Ths
crucial problem confronting local government is the disparity between mounting
demands for public services, the rising costs of providing these services anl
the ability of local governments to raise adequate revenue to Iinance Such
services. As municipalities shoulder the responsibility of providing majc&

services to cltizens, including those mandated by the state, funds should o=
shared with municipalities to meet such costs.

It has long been realized (only 4 or 5 states do not have revenue sharing
programs) that unless state government provides some revenue sharing to its
political subdivisions or provide a means for them to obtain alfitional sources
of revenue, curtailment of vital services will certainly occur. State govern-
ment must share in the responsibility of ensuring the fiscal viability co
Montana local governments. House Bill No. 73 is an important "‘?p towar .
helping local governments hold the line on property taxes and rz1]l provics

essential services to theilr citizenry

Uy,
7 |

As inflation increases and the burden of property taxex continues, state-local
revenue sharlng will help local governments solve fiscal problems and provids
adequate -services to its citizenry. House Bill No. 73 is necescsary
legislation both to add flexibility to local fiscal systems ani zive neetc.
relief to governments attempting to provide vital public services rrom =
continually eroding tax base.

ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF STATE-LOCAL REVENUE SHARING:

The Act will:
1. Provide funds to local governments independent of property tax resultirz

in less dependency on the tax.

2. Help to lessen disparities between financial resources ancd service neeis
among local governments.

citigen:

3. Place spending decisions at the level of government closest to the cit:

where they have maximum access to deeision-making officials. Federali zrani:s
oiten restrict the use of funds provided to areas not in th=2 best interestc C:
the citizens and the regulations require additional personnsl at 1nCreascl

costs to administer the programs.

4. Help to eliminate intervening levels of government which tend to increase
the expense of many programs.

5. Help in providing adequate municipal services.

Provide additional funds to meet financial obligations.

o

7. Help relieve the financial burden placed on local governments throug:
state mandated programs.

8. Help to stabilize and increase local government revenue as cCsSts incres
at a higher rate than revenue minimizing the need to reduc: ce s &
perscnnel.
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ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE CITY OF GREAT FALLS INDICATING A NEED PO

STATE-LOCAL REVENUE SHARING

Total Revenue Versus Total Expenditures

1. The 1980-81 Budget totals expenditures of $2u4,522,718.00 1n all funds
compared to total revenue of $18,803,824.00, a difference of $5,718,894.00.

Tnis compares with actual and re-estimated expenditures of 1979-57 <!
$19,405,103.00 and revenue of $18,272,413.07.

2. Projected total expenditures of $24,522,718.00 in 1980-81 is &n increace
of $5,117,615.00 (26.37%) over the 13879-80 total expenditures of £19,405,103.CC.

3. Estimated total revenue for 1980-81 of $18,803,824 is only an increase of
4. Estimated revenue from general property tax of $4,635,863.00 for 1980-21
is $136,934.00 (2.95%) lower than the $4,772,737.00 revenue from general
property tax in 1979-80.

5. The taxable valuation to finance the 1980-81 budget is $58,563,208.00
compared to $58,502,156 in 197S5-80, an increase of only $61,052.0C (1)ub%).

t. In 1978-79 the taxable value was $58,262,965.00, therefore the taxable
value from 1978-79 to 1980-81 increased only $300,243.00 (.515%).

7. A carry over balance from 18739-80 budget i1s having to be used to fund
increased expenditures.

SUMMARY OF REVENUE SOURCES BY MAJOR SOURCE (ALL FUNDS)

1979-80 1980-81
Source Total rercent Total Fercent

General Property Tax 4,772,797 26.172 4,635,863 Z=.0L
Special Assessment Tax 2,223,259 12.17 2,080,156 12.0%
Licenses and Permits 208,9¢5 1.14 212,710 PRI
Fines and Forfeiltures 472,560 2.59 474,000 RIS
Intergovernmental Revenue 3,310,823 18.12 3,712,447 1c.7%
Service Charges 5,025,347 27.50 5,403,832 25 .7
Inter-fund Transfers 1,358,272 7.43 1,584,301 g.n7
Miscellaneous Revenue 300,44C 4.93 700,515 e

18,272,413 100.00 18,803,824 1CZ.CC
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE VERSUS GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

1. The General Fund expenditures for 1980-81 oI $6,976,964.00 represcnts &
increase of $676,387.00 (10.74%) over 1979-80 General Fund expenditurec oF
$6,300,577.00.

2. General Iund revenue for 13980-81 of $7,00%,900.00 represents oniy <

increase of $30,765.00 (.44%) over 1879-80 Genﬁrcl fund revenue of $6,979,21:5.0°

3. The property tax used to support the General Fund represents approximati.,
60% of the total General Fund revenuec.

Under the present funding level, along with staff commitment and inﬂfJCti““;z
citizens will receive the same level of services as in orevious years, Ut

no increase in services. To limit expenditures, debartmental requeztc tGTa_iri”
over $1.7 million that would have improved and expanded services hal to e
eliminated from the budget.

MANDATED COSTS

The decisions of other govermmental units have substantial impact on trs
City's budget. Although services and programs mandated by other lev:z
government have increased costs for local gOV“”’mDPtS, the proportic& ci e
property tax has remained the same and other scurces of revenue are .07
available. Inflation and recession coupled with levy limitations n~v;
seriously affected local budgets. As the size and number of governmers
programs and regulations increase, the resulting costs to City taxpavers

also increase. State legislative actions account for an estimated expenditur<
of $1,921,595.00 (7.84% of the total budget expenditure) to City tawpavers

as a result of the following mandated programs:

1. Special Pension Programs: Employees of the Folice and Fire Depa**r ents
are covered under separate, independent pension programs establishecl vy th=
State Legislature. As a result of pension legislation governing speciil
Police and Fire Programs, the City must contribute an estimated $30:2.505.C
for 198-81 into the Police and Fire Pension Plans. Police Pensions total
approximately $233,535.00 and an estimated $69,470.00 will be paid Intc the
Fire Pension Plan. All other City employees must participate in the Stz
administered PERS, estimated at a cost of $218,477.00 to the City in 19E

2. Public Safety Medical Insurance: State law mandates that cities provics
a medical insurance program for public safety personnel (Police and Tire). Tre
law requires the City to pay the entire cost oI medical insurance rcr e Dlo.ee:
and their dependents This cost is estimated to be $75,037.00 for rclice &
$84,788.00 for Fire personnel and dependents for a total of $159,82:.C0 for
1980 gl.

(State law also mandates a minimum payment for health insurance for zll
public employees totaling approximately $94,320.00).
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3. Leave Benefits: Vacations, paid holidays and sick leave benefits dictats
a minimum expenditure of $834,053 for the forthcoming year: or $2u1,435.00
for holidays, $329,232 for vacations, $263,385.00 for sick leave.

4. Crime Victim's Compensation: The legislature created a program of benefits
to persons who suffer bodily injury and to their dependents for persons who

are killed by criminally injurious conduct or in an attempt to prevent criminal
conduct or apprehend criminals. Funds to make such compensation payments arc
obtained from fines assessed and bails forfeited on all offenses involving

a violation of State Statutes or a City Ordinance relative to the operation

or use of motor vehicles. The City must appropriate six percent (6%) of all
fines/forfeitures collected in the Citv Court to the State. The payments
contributed by the City last year totaled $27,746.0C.

5. Drivers' Education: Prior to 1977, the City operated a drivers' training
school for inexperienced drivers, habitual violators, drunken drivers, etc.

In 1977, the legislature amended laws to recuire municipalities to make regular
payments to the State for drivers' education. Payments for this State activity
are made from City Court fines and amount to twenty percent (20%) of the total
fines collected. During the 13878-79 year, the City paid $88,269.00 to the
State to subsidize this program.

6. Workers' Compensation: State laws dictate the twpe and extent of Workers'
compensation benefits paid to City employees. Local annual insurance premium
costs have risen from $118,810.00 in 13877-78 to approximately $170,900.00

for 18980-81.

7. Unemployment Compensation: Cities are required to pay employee benefits
under a program administered by the State. Benefits are paid to unemployed
former City employees and the City is billed for these benefits. Costs may
vary from $8,000.00 to $18,000.00 annually.

8. Police Officer Training: Training is required by the State for all municipal
police officers. Training costs vary from $150.00 tc $300.00 per officer, at a
minimurn.

§. Adult Corrections: The City is responsible for paying daily boarding coste
for perscns apprehended by Police and sentenced by the Courts. The cost of
this service amounts to approximately $10,000.0C.

Federal programs also have an impact directly or indirectly on payroll costs
of cities, including:

a) Social Security

By 1987, Social Security payments will increase from 6.05% in 1978 of a
$17,700.00 base to 7.15% of a $42,600.00 base. Trnis amounts to a 184%
projected increase to the City over a nine-year period.

b) In 1878, the minimum wage was increased to $2.65. In 1979 it increased to
$2.80, in 1980 to $3.10 and to $3.35 in 1981, or an average increase of
15% a year.
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Other federal and state mandated programs, laws and regulations dezling with
labor relations, fair law practices, occupational safety and health, equal
opportunity, data privacy, water sampling and many more, all have a significant
impact upon the City budget by mandatory additional costs and staf:.

It should be noted that while expenditures increased over the last year, the
City has not increased personnel or services. In fact, the City has realized
savings 1n the amount of fuel used, supplies purchased and etc., but the
increased cost of these items, increased personnel costs and mandated coSts
have substantially increased the City's expenditures while revernues have
remained constant.

In addition, the City is levying the maximum number of mills in the Generai Tund

as outlined by State law and the taxable valuation has increased from $58,502,156.C0
in 1879-80 to only $58,563,208.00. This represents an increase of $61,052.00

or only .1044% Over the past five (5) years (13976-77 throurh 1880-81) taxable
value has increased onlv $516,468.00 (.88%%) from $58,045,740.00 in 1976-77 tc
$58,563,208.00 in 1980-61.

Over the past 5 years (1976-77 through 1880-81) revenue Irom all major sources
has increased only $1,715,386 (10.04%) from $17,088,0001in 1976-77 to $18,803,824.
Expenditures over the past § years have increased $8,266,327.00 (50.85%) from
$16,256,391.1in 1976-77 to $24,522,718.00 in 1980-81 despite reduction in
employees, using economy vehicles and other cost savings measures.
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January 13, 1951

Mr. Chairman ana members of the Taxation Committee, my name is Cy Jamison.

I am a City Councilmember from the City of Billings and I appear before you this
morning on behalf of the City of Billings, and in addition, as the Legislative
Chairman fof the League of Cities & Towns.

The City of Billings supports HOUSE BILL NO. 73. The financial condition of
local government in Montana has reached a crisis stage. At budget time, cities
must either curtail services or increase property taxes. In the last budget
session in Billings, we experienced a combination of these alternatives: a re-
duction in services including 55 employees, 25 of which were in such basic services
of police and fire, and a 10 mill increase in property taxes.

Billings' original Charter has a maximum limitation of 74 mills. An addi-
tional special levy of 10 mills was approved by the voters this past June. We
can continue to go to our voters for additional property tax authorization but

the Billings City Council believes property taxes are already too high!

It is hard for our citizens to understand why city government has such a
serious financial problem at a time when state government has a record surplus.
The answer is quite simple -- the State's major source of revenue, the income tax,
moves at a rate equal to or greater than inflation while the city's major revenue
source, property taxes, moves at a rate of approximately onehalf the rate of in-
flation. In Billings, our property tax value has increased by an average of 6.3%
the last 3 years while inflation has increased costs by an average of 11.3%. The
City of Billings has raised business license taxes, building department fees, sub-
division fees, engineering costs of special services, and other special fees to
place as many services as possible on a self-sustaining basis. This approach to
fund Parks, Library, Police and Fire services is not practical. You might well
ask tne question, "row do cities in other states finance their services?" Let me

briefly identify the practice in our neighboring states.

CITY OF BILLINGS, MONTANA —
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Wyoming - Cities and counties have an optional 1. saies tax that

has been approved in 14 counties. In addition, a substantial portion

of the severance tax on minerals is distributed to cities and counties.
Casper, Wyoming, receives 2 million dollars a year from the state mineral
fax and 8 million a year from their optional sales tax. This is almost
twice as much as the City of Billings collects from all property taxes --
$5,811,524 in 1980.

South Dakota - Cities have an optional 1% sales tax and 2% motel/hotel
tax, and 57 cities have adopted such a tax since it was enacted in

1970. The City of Sioux Falls collects approximately $65 per capita,

or $6,000,000 a year, from these sources. Again, total property tax
collected by the City of Billings in fiscal '80 was $5,811,524.

Idaho - The State allocates 3% of the 3 cent sales tax to cities and

1/6 of its 9 cent gasoline tax. In Pocatello, a City of 46,000 people,
this results in a $600,000 payment from the State Sales Tax and a
$650,000 gasoline tax payment.

North Dakota - The cities and counties of the State developed a success-
ful initiative that provides North Dakota cities and towns 5. of the
state income and sales taxes. They also receive 1 cent of the State's
cigarette tax. Bismarck, a City of 44,000 people, received $691,000
from these sources last year and an additional $900,000 from the State
gasoline tax. Billings did not receive any of the State income or
cigarette tax and, with a population of 70,000+, we received $580,000

in State collected, locally shared, fuel taxes.

Montana - The property taxes are the only major source of revenue

available to cities and counties.

AS you can see, states around Montana and for that matter, almost all of

the other states, have found ways to assist their local governments in meeting

-7-
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tne service needs of their citizenry. Some have done it througn the autnorize- ‘

. c s : . . . .- L
tion of optional taxes, others have done it througn revenue sharing, and still otherg

have done it through a combination of the two. The State of Montana has not reaily
recognized the fiscal needs of cities and we are asking you to do this with your
support of.HOUSE BILL NO. 73.

HOUSE BILL NO. 73 will provide some assistance to cities in meeting the service
needs of their citizens. These funds will strengthen cities, and financialiy strong
cities are necessary for a strong and viable state.

Thank you.

-3-
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BILL CREGG
THE GARDEN CITY Mayor
HUB OF FIVE VALLEYS 201 W. Spruce St.

Phone 721-4700
January 12, 1981

Letter MC-81-104

TO: Ladies and Gentlemen of the House Taxation Committee
FROM: Bill Cregg, Mayor
SUBJECT: House Bill 73: Revenue Sharing

Chairman Ken Nordtvedt and Members of the Committee, the Cities of Montana
desperately need financial assistance from the State in the form of kevenue
Sharinug. The costs of operating a city are rising far more rapidly than tax
receipts. As you know local government depends primarily on property taxation
to finance its revenue. I won't belabor what you already know of the ever
rising property tax burden; rather I wculd like to illustrate the increasing
burden on local government by showing you just how some of our costs have in-
creasca.

Over the last 10 years the value of a mill in the City of Missoula has in-
creased an average of seven (7%) percent per year, but conly 3.7% and 5.5% re-
spectively in the last two years (see graph 1).

By contrast the cost of street reconstruction has increased on the average
of 10.75% yearly. Graph No. 2 illustrates this increase cost while graph No. 3
shows the increase cost of yearly recconstruction compared to largely static gas
tax receipts. The consequence is an ever declining number of streets which can
be constructed (see graph 4) which requires an ever increasing street 1ifc
cycle (see graph 5).

Graphs 6, 7, and 8 respectively illustrate the average yearly increase
cost for new curbs and repaving, and the spiraling increase in the cost of
asphalt.

Another example is the cost of utilities depicted by graph No. 9. While
tax receipts have increased in Missoula an average of 7% per year, utility costs
have increased by 15.5% per year or 140% overall. To correct current inefficient
systems will require substantial capital outlay.

Third, based on the past two budget years police and fire budgets increased
by approximately 23.6%, while tax receipts increased by only 9.2%. This increasc

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER M/F



TC: Ladies and Gentlemen of the Houso Taxation Conratue:

FROM: Mayor Bill Cregg
SUBJECT: House Bill 73: Revenue Sharing
Page 2

was experienced despite the fact that total employment in the two departments
increased by one, ana no major capital improvements were made out of the general
fund. In chort, the increase is primarily caused by necessary adjustments in
salaries and pension fund contributions.

I hope these few examples of the many financial crunches faced by local
governments will serve to convince you oI our need for State Revenue Sharing.
We cannot continue our almost total reliance on property taxes. 1 agree with
and support the purpose statement of H.B. 73, and urge passage of the bill.

a
it Loy

Bill Crecc

Thank you for your time.
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Position Paper
H. B. 72
Prepared by Montana Leaguce of Cities and lown:

House Bill 73 provides that five percent of the state
general fund revenues will be distributed to units of local
government. This bill has been introduced for two fundamental
reasons: to provide necessary financial assistance to county
and municipal governments and to alleviate the dangerous
accumulation of pressure on the local property tax base.

Local governments in Montana are experiencing financial
problems that are approaching crisis dimension. Of the 12¢
cities and towns 1n Montana, 83 have set their mill levies at
the maximum allowed by state law. Of the state's 13 first
and second class cities, 11 have reached the millage limitation
and many of these have become dependent on emergency and voted
levies to malntaln essential services or manage specilal pro-
blems. This 1s not an 1solated or temporary problem. It
affects large cities and small towns all across Montana and it
1s the result of conditions that have been developing for years.

Since 1970, the taxable valuation of Montana cities and
towns has increased only 39 percent, which has not compensated
tfor the additional costs imposed by inflation, state and federal
mandates, negotiated wage and pension agreements and other factors.
In the past two years, the taxable valuation of cities and towns
has increased only 9 percent while inflation has been stampeding
at a rate between 30 and 45 percent. And these numbers tell the
story of the serious financial problems of Montana's cities and

towns, school districts and counties.



There are several rcasons for the minimal expansion of
the property valuations across Montana. Many large industries,
including the Anaconda Company, the Milwaukee Railroad and
timber producers have closed or curtailed operations 1in the
state. Other industries and large landholders have persuaded
the courts and the state tax appeals board to reduce valuations
on portions of their property by as much as 34 percent. This
narrowing of the industrial tax base has subjected homeowners
and small businesses to property assessments that are becoming
almost confiscatory. These people in the citiles and towns
arc paying property taxes to support county and municipal
government and the school districts. In many communities, this
triple obligation has become excessive and these people are
appealing to the legislature to recognize and manage this
problem.

There are only three other states that collect a higher
rate of property taxes per $1,000 of personal income than
Montana. Because of public resistance to voted levies, property
taxes simply cannot go any higher and many of our cities will
be in desperate financial situations if alternative sources of
revenue are not available.

This revenue sharing measure, if approved, will provide
five percent of the state general fund to municipal and
county governments., The bill, as amended, specifies that
fifty percent of these revenues will be designated for the
reduction of local mill levies. This bill addresses both sides
of the local government financial problem. It will make
additional revenues available to cities, towns and counties

to allow them to continue to provide police and fire protection




and other essential services. [t will also work to reduce
local mi1ll levies.

Based on projected revenues, five percent of the general
fund will provide approximately $14.5 million for the revenue
sharing program in the first year of the biennium. In the
second year, the total will be approximately §$15 million.

These funds will be distributed among county and municipal
governments with 50 percent of the allocation based on popu-
lation and the remainder determined by the federal revenue
sharing formula. The relative tax effort and income factors
considerced in the federal formula will provide additional
assistance where it is needed most--to communities with high
property taxes and low per capita carnings.

The financial crisis in local government is not a
management problem or a question of waste and extraneous
expenditures, because 80 percent of municipal budgets goes
for police and fire protection. The cities have virtually
no discretion in the appropriation of funds. They provide
only essential and mandated services and they have managed
for years on limited revenues. The cities are not supporting
this bill as a method of financing new programs. They are,
however, advocating state-local revenue sharing as a workable
and cffective method to provide additional revenues for
essential services, to alleviate the pressure on the property

tax basc and to guarantee the survival of local government.



We have invited the people who live with the financilal
problems of local government cvery day to testify here this
morning. These mayors, chief executives and council members
will describe the deteriorating financial conditions of large
and small communities all across the state. They will give
you a practical perspective of this problem and an understanding
of the legitimate and immediate need for the state to provide
additional sources of revenue for local government.

In conclusion, property tax rates 1n most Montana
communities have reached or exceeded the limits of reason.
The property tax base 1s not expanding in accordance with
the costs of providing even basic services. This is the old
story of the rock and the hard place. People who own homes
are being pounded by 1ncreasing property assessments and 1t
is time that the legislature recognized this basic inequity
in our tax system and 1its crippling consequences for local

government.
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The League of Women Voters of Montana have supported revenue sharing
over the past several years., We studied "State Laws and Their Administra-
tion as They Affect Local Governments" and from this original study, and
updates of that study, we adopted a position which includes revenue sharing
as one of the alternatives to locai funding.

State and Federal mandated obligations on cities present an increasing
tax burden for residents since local governments are dependent upon property
taxes for their basic funding. This issue is of particular concern to
members of the Billings League.

We supported this concept last session without the funding and support
this bill with the funding included. Therefore, we urge you to support

HB 73 giving local governments financial relief through shared revenues.
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L SEEL. Mayor
ON D. GRANT, City Clerk
ELLENE HALVORSON, City Treasurer
BUD HASLER, City Engineer
STEPHMEN GRANAT, City Attorney
RRAINE STUFF, Water Clerk

/4/Jermen pe——————

JOTEY H. HARSON Levvininaasieeeieeaerenns First Ward
Clarence © MIKKEISOM .o First Ward
ShiTlcy A_LeQQ ..oceeecennns . Second Ward
KATEH HAPmS .oooeereerasrenmrneesione Second Ward

Jamuary 14, 1981
Mr. Kenneth Nordveldt, Chairman

Taxation Committee
House of Representatives
Capitol Station, Helena, Montana 59620

Dear Sirs:

Malta, like most local governments in Montana, is having difficulty
getting enough money through the property-tax mill-levy process.

Our taxable valuation is actually less than four years ago, due to the
changed formula put into use after the new appraisals, the loss of bank

stock as a taxable item, and protests of the appraisals of business
properties.

Our costs for the services we provide have risen drastically at the same
time that our taxable valuation has gone down. Many of these costs

are state-mandated, beyond our control, with no provision to levy for them
in excess of the mill-levy limit.

‘We support state-local revenue sharing as a means of relief for cities.

These shared funds should be allocated to cities without any requirement
that they be used to reduce the mill levy. We need this money in addition
to the 65 mills we are allowed to levy. If our mill levy must be reduced
by the amount we receive as revenue sharing, it will be of no benefit

at all to our city government.

We support revenue sharing only if it may be used by cities in addition
to the 65 mills .

If it turns out that reveie sharing cannot be passed without the
restriction that it must be used to reduce taxes, the other solution
is to raise the 65-mill all purpose general levy limit to 75 mills.

For the Malta City Council: ¢?7
Jﬂ{?’le>(,’//r“ 7.L 27 _{:l———
DIXCN D. GRANT

City Clerk

cc: State Representative Paul Kropp
State Senator Howard Hammond
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Town Of Froid

Froid, Montana
59226

January 14, 1981

Taxation Committee

House of Representatives
Capitol Station

Helena, Montana 59601

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING STAT=-LOCAL REVENUE SHARING

Whereas, local governments in Montana are experiencing
severe financial problems because of their reliance on
proverty taxes as a rrincipa@l source of revenue; and

Whereas, the taxable valuation in most cities, towns

and counties h9s remained static while costs of govern-
ment services have been driven higher by inflation,
federal and state mandated programs, negotiated wage and
benefit agreements and other factors; and

Whereas, this combination of a static revenue base and
increasing costs beyond the control of local government
exerts dangerous and inequitable pressure on the proverty

tax base, particularly homeowners, small businesses and
farms and ranches; and

WWhereas, there is no practical method currently available

to.local government to solve this combination of n»roblems.

Now therefore be it resolved that the Froid Town Council
of Froid, Montana, supports passage of House Bill 73 by
the Montana Legislature to establish a system of state-
local revenue sharing as the most workable method of
sroviding additional revenues to finance essential county

municipal services and most importantly to alleviate
nressure on the vroperty tax base.

Sincerely,

The Froid Town Council
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RESOLUTION SUPPORTING STATE-LOCAL REVENUE SHARING

'%
Whereas, local governments in Montana are experiencing severe
*financial problems because of their reliance on property taxes

as a principle source of revenue; and

4

JWhereas, the taxable valuation in most cities, towns and counties
has remained static while costs of government services have been
"driven higher by inflation, federal and state mandated programs,
negotiated wage and benefit agreements and other factors; and

]
,Whereas, this combination of a static revenue base and increasing
costs beyond the control of local government exerts dangerous
“and inequitable pressure on the property tax base, particularly
sesmeowners, small businesses and farms and ranches; and,
«Whereas, there is no practical method currently available to local
government to solve this combination of problems.

Now therefore be it resolved that the city council or county
o Walkerville

commission of (name of city ss<commty) supports passage of

» House Bill 73 by the Montana Legislature to establish a system
of state-local revenue sharing as the most workable method of

. _

providing additional revenues to finance essential county and

municipal services and most importantly to alleviate pressure

on the property tax base.
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Town of Sheridan
“"w SHERIDAN. MONTANA 59749
PHONE (406) 842-5431
- ‘ January 15, 1981
-
g

Taxation Committee

- House of Representatives

Capitol Station

Helena, Montana 59620

Attention Mr. Kenneth Nordtvedt, Chairman
- Gentlemen:

The Sheridan City Council of Sheridan, Montana supports
- House Bill 73 by the Montana Legislature to establish a
system of state-local revenue sharing as the most work-
able method of providing additional revenues to finance
- essential county and municipal services and most import-
antly to alleviate pressure on the property tax base,

- ‘
_ Vfgr tru%y }'%ursy
- David C. Lloyd
DCL:nes Mayor
-
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TOWN OF JOLIET

JOLIET, MONTANA 59041
Resolution Mo. 121

Resolution Supporting State-Local Revenue Sharihg:
Whereas, local governments in Montana are experiencing severe financial

problems because of their reliance on property taxes as a principle source

of revenu=; and

Whereas, the taxable valuation in most cities, towns and counties has remained
static while costs of government services have been driven higher by inflation,

federal and state mandated programs, negotiated wage and benefit agreements

and other factors; and

Whereas, this combination of a static revenue base and increasing costs
beyond the control of local government exerts dangerous and inequitable

pressure on the property tax base, particularly homeowners, small businesses

and farms and ranches; and,

Whereas, there is no practical method currently available to local government

to solve this combination of problems.

Now therefore be it resolved that the Town Council of Joliet, Montana supports
passage of House Bill 73 by the Montana Legislature to establish a system

of state-local revenue sharing as the most workable method of providing addi-
tional revenues to finance -essential county and municipal services and most

importantly to alleviate pressure on the property tax base.
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RESOLUTION 'NO. 454

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING STATE-LOCAL REVENUE SHARING

WHEREAS, local governments in Montana are experiencing severe financial
problems because of their reliance on property taxes as a principle source

of revenue; and

WHEREAS, the taxable valuation in most cities, towns and counties has

remained static while costs of government services have been driven higher
by inflation, federal and state mandated programs, negotiated wage and

benefit agreements and other factors; and

WHEREAS, this combination of a static revenue base and increasing costs
beyond the control of local government exerts dangerous and inequitable

pressure on the property tax base, particularly homeowners, small businesses

and farms and ranches; and,

WHEREAS, there is no practical method currently available to local

government to solve this combination of problems.

NOW, therefore be it resolved that the City Council of the City of Fort
Benton, County of Chouteau, State of Montana supports passage of House Bill 73
by the Montana Legislaturc‘to establish a system of state-local revenue sharing
as the most workable method of providing additional revenues to finance essential

county and municipal services and most importantly to alleviate pressure on the

property tax base.

PASSED on a roll call Qofe by the City Counc¢il of theCity of Fort Benton

and approved by the Mayor this 16th. day of January, 1981.

" MAYOI¢ ®WF' YORT BENTON

_ATTEST:

City CleFk



STATE OF MONTANA
REQUEST NO. ___92-81
FISCAL NOTE )

Form BD-15

In compliance with a written request received January 8 , 19 __81__, there is hereby submitted a Fiscal Note
for House Bill 73 pursuant to ' Title 5, Chapter 4, Part 2 of the Montana Code Annotated (MCA).

Background information used in developing this Fiscal Note is available from the Office of Budget and Progra.m Planning, to members
-

of the Legislature upon request.

HOUSE BILL NUMBER 73
DISTRIBUTION OF STATE REVENUE SHARING ALLOCATIONS
1982~-83 Biepnium

State Revenue State Distribution
Entity 1982 1983
BEAVERHEAD §94,2641 $99,905
Dillon ' 53,669 56,895
Lima 3,006 3,186
BIG HORN 137,905 : 146,193
Hardin 40,064 42,471
Lodge Grass ° 10,241 A 10,857
BLAINE 103,603 109,828
Chinook 24,548 26,023
Harlem ‘ 15,745 16,692
“ BROADWATER 39,048 41,394
Townsend 21,521 22,814
CARBON | 128,079 " 135,776
Bearcreek 608 645
Bridger 12,761 13,527
Fromberg 6,291 6,669
Joliet 7,429 7,875
Red Lodge 33,229 35,226
CARTER 35,405 37,533
Ekalaka 7,135 7,564

BUDGET DIRECTOR
Otfice of Budget and Program Planning
Date:




- State Revenue State Distribution

Entity 1982 Y 1983
P CASCADE 557,038 590,514
Belt 11,780 12,488
Cascade 10,163 10,774
Great Flls 835,661 ' _ ‘885,880
Neihart | 1,667 : 1,768
CHOTEAU 70,968 75,232
Big Sandy 9,425 : 9,992"
Fort Benton 21,857 23,170
Geraldine 3,514 3,725
CUSTER 102,701 . . 108,872
Ismay ‘ 594 630
Miles City | 143,545 152,171
DANIELS 39,026 41,371
Flaxville 2,054 2,177
Scobey 19,473 20,644
DAWSON ' 109,972 116,580
Glendive 88,094 93,388
Richey 5,125 5,432
DEER LODGE 281,450 ' 298,363
FALLON 60,826 64,481
Baker 27,726 29,392
Plevna 2,190 2,322
FERGUS 140,410 ; 148,848
Denton 5,747 ' 6,093
Grass Range -1,653 1,753
Lewistown 113,879 120,724
Moore 3,208 3,399
Winifred 3,085 3,270
FLATHEAD 681,947 722,929
Columbia Falls 48,867 . 51,804
Kalispell 183,251 194,263
Whitefish 63,939 67,782
GALLATIN . 320,061 339,295
Belgrade 33,981 36,022
Bozeman 320,999 340,289
Manhattan 11,788 12,4856
Three Forks 15,838 16,790
West Yellowstone 19,267 120,424
GARFIELD 35,262 37,380
Jordan 5,561 5,895
GLACIER 101,213 ' 107,295
Browning, 17,320 18,351

Cut Bank 44,981 47,684



Entit
gh__.__x

" GOLDEN VALLEY
Lavina
Ryegate

GRANITE
Drummond
Philipsburg

HILL
Havre
Hingham

JEFFERSON
Boulder
Whitehall

JUDITH BASIN
Hobson
Stanford

LAKE
Polson
Ronan
St. Ignatius
a7
LEWIS AND CLARK
East Helena
Helena

LIBERTY
Chester

LINCOLN
Eureka
Libby
Rexfoxd
Troy

MADISON
Ennis
Sheridan
Twin Bridges
Virginia City
MCCOXNE

Circle

MEAGHER
White Sulphur Springs

“MINERAL
Alberton
Superior

State Revenue

1982

14,535
1,861
3,185

37,301
5,310
14,701

156,771
148,655
2,089

95,164
19,975
17,971

52,610
2,970
8,910

281,314
48,631
26,960
11,816

332,378
26,187
321,364

46,408
13,806

206,468
15,073
48,337

1,224
14,092

105,492
5,273
7,221
6,370
2,777

51,286
11,408

364,124
17,255

45,918
5,003
14,228

State Distribution

-

1983

15,409
1,973
3,376

39,544
5,629
15,584

166,192
157,588
2,215

100,883
21,175
19,050

55,771
3,149
9,446

298,219
51,554
28,580
12,52¢

352,352
27,761
340,67¢

47,077
14,635

218,876
15,978
51,242

1,297
14,938

111,832
8,770
7,655 °
6,753
2,943

54,368
12,094

36,174
18,293

48,677
5,303
15,083



.. Entity

4

MISSOULA

Missoula

MUSSELSHELL

Melstone
Roundup

PARK
Clyde Park
Livingston

PETROLEUM
Winnett

PHILLIPS
Dodson
Malta
Saco

PONDERA
Conrad
Valierx

POWDER RIVER
Broadus

POWELL
Deer Lodge

PRAIRIE
Terry

RAVALLI
Darby
Hamilton
Stevensville

RICHLAND
Fairview
Sidoey

ROOSEVELT
Bainville
Brockton
Culbertson
Froid
Poplar
Wolf Point

ROSEBUD
Forsyth

b3

State Revenue

1982

699,252
509,889

53,741
2,842
37,631

126,841 .
3,343
112,033

11,680
3,249

86,233
2,391
40,143
3,442

99,974
41,974
9,397

49,747
8,051

67,947
53,855

30,731
12,253

291,455
9,140
46,978
16,912

171,592
17,928
67,482

114,538
2,784
4,888
11,300

5,046
14,515
39,556

165,080
34,017

§tate.Distribution

1983

741,274
540,531

56,971
3,012
- 39,892

134,463
3,543
118,766

12,382
3,445

91,415

2,534
42,555
3,649

105,982
&k 497
9,962

52,737
8,535

72,030
57,092

32,578
12,988

308,970
9,689
49,801
17,928

181,904
19,005
71,538

121,421
2,951
5,182
11,980

5,349
15,387
41,933

175,000
36,060
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Enti;x

SANDERS
Hot Springs
Plains
Thompson Falls

SHERIDAN
Medicine Lake
Outlook
Plentywood
Westby

SILVER BOW
Walkerville

STILLWATER
Columbus

SWEET GRASS
Big Timber

TETON

Choteau
Dutton
Fairfield

1T00LE
Kevin
Shelby
Sunburst

TREASURE
Hysham

VALLYY
Glasgow
Nashua
Opheim

WHEATLAND
Harlowtown
Judith Gap

WIBAUX
Wibau:z

YELLOW.. *NE
Billiags
Broadview
Laurel

GRAND TOTAL

-

State Revenue

1982

131,930
8,094
19,43
20,476

47,185
5,025
1,360

26,953
3,292

744,204
11,136

99,036
22,931

38,203
23,975

101,791
21,349
3,886
9,554

81,366
2,304
40,007
5,496

16,561
6,577

137,118
76,643
1,837
3,385

37,144
16,239
2,447

25,521
8,552

114,927
996,068
1,517
19,276

§16,313,63¢

SLalp Distribution

1

1983

139,857
6,581
20,598
21,706

50,020
5,:26
1,442

28,572
3,490

788,728
11,805

104,538
24,509

40,499
25,516

107,509
22,632
4,120
10,129

86,256
2,443
/12,{v . ]

© 5,821

17,557
6,672

145,258
81, "8
8,318
3,588

39,376
17,215
2,545

27,055
$,067

757,889
1,055,926
1,609
84 040

-

173,864



‘ STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

MR, BPERKE R : e

TAZATION

We, your committee on

................................................................................................ Bouse - o, n, 73

having had under consideration

A RILL FOR AY ACYT ENTITLED: “AE ACYT TO ESTABLISR A SYSTEX OF REVENUE
SEARING FROM THEE BTATE TO MUNICIPALITIES AHD COUNTIES." .

........................................................................................ House giiNo. 73 ... .

Respectfully report as follows: That

introduced {(white), be amended as follows:

1. 'i’itl&, line 5,

Follguing: *T0O®

Striker CHUHICIPALITIES ARHD COUMNTIRS®

"PRUPERTY TAI PAYERS; PROVIDIMG FOR A LOCAL

Insert:
OVERN¥ENT REPLACEMENT ¥ILL LEVY; AND PROVIDING AR APPROPRIATION®
2. Page 1, line l2. , '
Faollowing: "with" s .
Strike:r “municipalities and coonties® T
Inszert: “property taxpavers® e
(Page 1 of 3 pages)
XOTLRASS

STATE PUB. CO. Rep. Ken Wordtvedt, Chairman.
Helena, Mont. :
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