MINUTES OF THE MEETING
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE SENATE

January 22, 1981

The meeting of the Local Government Committee was called
to order by Vice-Chairman O'Hara, in the absence of Senator

McCallum, on January 22, 1981 at 1:15 p.m. in Room 405, State
Capitol.

ROLL CALL: Roll was called with Senator McCallum being
excused due to illness.

Several visitors were in attendance. (See Attachments.)

CONSIDERATION OF SENATE BILL NO. 121: Senator Ochsner of
Senate District No. 26 in Miles City, sponsor of the bill, said
he was requested by the Clerks of District Courts to introduce
this bill. The bill raises the charges for services and fees
of the clerk of district court.

Margaret Shaw, a proponent of the bill and Clerk of Court
of Beaverhead County, said the purpose of the bill was to raise
costs for those who are using the courts and creating the burden
rather than putting the entire load on the taxpayers. Hers 1is
a small court and has to handle a lot of small claims which
demand a jury. This bill would deter the court from being used
as a small claims court. In essence, the bill should be adopted
to put more money into the General Fund and make district courts
more independent.

Clara Gilreath of the Clerks of Court Association in Lewis
and Clark County supports the bill. Those who use the courts
should bear greater expenses. The fees are far below the national
level and the second lowest in surrounding states. Sixty percent
of the fees are paid back to the state. These fees should remain
in the county budget. The 1979 Legislature fell short of
funding district courts beyond the 6 mill levy.

Mike Stephen of the Montana Association of Counties supports
the bill. His association would like to see the greatest

percentage of fees kept at the city and county level rather than
giving it to the state.

Gene Hollmann, a member of the Montana Shorthand Recorders
Association, supports the bill except for Section 25-1-202, lines
11-14. He feels it is not the responsibility of the clerk but
of the reporter.

A There were no further proponents and no opponents of
Senate Bill No. 121.
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Senator O'Hara then asked for questions from the committee.

Senator Thomas asked if, in the portion concerning marriage
licenses, they are doing away with the battered spouses section.

Clara Gilreath answered no.

Senator Van Valkenburg directed a question to Mike Stephen.
He said we are told we shorted the counties by not providing them
additional funding over and above the 6 mill levy. This is a sore
spot with him because the 6 mill levy was additional funding
that was provided to the counties who had previously been taking
care of these costs out of the General Fund. Now we are being
asked to approve a 200% increase in court fees from 1977.
Action of the legislature raised this from $10 to $20 and now it
would go up to $40. He needs more persuasion why we need this
increase.

Mike Stephen answered that the state was to pick up the
overrun in that and the state did not live up to it so the
county paid for it anyway. Until the state lives up to the
funding, district courts do need the money.

Senator Van Valkenburg asked what effect this change
from 60% to 40% will have on the soundness of the judges'
retirement system.

Margaret Shaw replied that, as she understands it, the
biggest percentage goes to the state. Twenty percent ends up
in the judges' retirement fund, not the £full 60%.

Dan Bukvich, Clerk of Court in Butte, said 20% goes to pay
salaries of district court judges and supreme court justices,
anything eise goes into the General Fund.

There was no further discussion of Senate Bill No. 121.

CONSIDERATION OF SENATE BILL NO. 22: Senator E4d Smith
presented the bill to the committee. This bill was introduced
at the request of the Legislative Finance Committee of which
he is a member. (See attached Exhibit A.) He added they have
a conflict with the law now with the gas tax but not with any
of the others.

Bob Robinson of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst's Office
and member of the Legislative Finance Committee further explained
the bill. He said it would take a vast percentage of the
General Fund to replace these other funds. The amount allocated
to local government would be a windfall to cities and counties.

There were no further proponents of the bill. Vice-Chairman
O'Hara then called for opponents.
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Cy Jamison, representing the City of Billings, spoke
against the bill and submitted written testimony. (See attached
Exhibit B.)

Clint Grimes of the Alcoholism Programs of Montana, opponent
of the bill, said in a latter part of the bill it begins to
erode seriously into the funds they earmarked years ago for
alcoholism treatment. People that buy alcoholic beverages give
themselves a little insurance program with this tax. The tax
on alcohol pays for treatment at Galen. As the tax now stands,
a substantial portion of it goes to counties and is earmarked
especially for alcoholism services. He 1is very concerned that
there are a number of problems associated with this. If this
bill was enacted, a small county that had very little money
coming in might send their clients to a neighboring larger
county. The lack of clarity of this bill may destroy what they
have worked so hard to obtain.

Jim Manion of the Montana Automobile Association said he
appreciated Senator Smith mentioning problems with the gas tax.
That is the problem they have with it. They feel what this bill
would do with gas tax money is clearly a diversion of earmarked
funds. Article 8, Section 6 is in strict conflict with this.
They have polled their members and 90% or more have voiced their
opposition to this.

William Romine of the Montana Automotive Dismantlers and
Recyclers Association said Sections 14 and 15 of this bill affect
the junk vehicle tax. The money generated from that fee enables
the county to pick up junk vehicles and provides a graveyard for
them. When there are enough junk vehicles in the wrecking yard,
this money enables the state to contract with a crusher and
recycles them. This bill, in Section 14 and part of Section 15,
would do away with that. The association thinks they should
continue as it is now or do away with the tax completely. The
tax was set up in the first place especially for junk vehicles
and this bill would be diverting funds from the purpose for which
they were enacted. He feels we should leave the earmarked funds
alone.

Don Peoples, representing Butte Silver Bow County, said
they don't really support or oppose the bill. They are mainly
concerned that the bill means little additional money for cities
and counties. They do endorse the concept of revenue sharing
but the additional monies available to local governments is not
substantial. We need additional revenue and this is not an
answer to the problem.

Larry Mitchell from the Department of Health and Environ-
mental Sciences spoke in opposition of the bill and submitted
written testimony. (See attached Exhibit C.)
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Pete Frazier of the City-County Health Department in
Great Falls also spoke in opposition of Senate Bill No. 22 and
submitted written testimony. (See attached Exhibit D.)

Dale Cowger, representing Yellowstone County, said
Yellowstone County was against the bill. They feel they have
a satisfactory program going on in the county now.

Ed Flatt, representing Park County, also feels they have
a good program now. (See attached Exhibit E.)

Richard Isern of the Central Montana Health District
spoke in opposition of the bill and passed around photos, news
clippings and written testimony. (See attached Exhibit F.)

Don Mullin of the Ravalli County Junk Vehicle Program
opposed the bill and submitted written testimony. (See attached
Exhibit G.)

Senator O'Hara then passed out a letter the committee
received in opposition to Senate Bill No. 22. The letter was
from David A. Feffer and Joseph Aldegarie of the Missoula
City-County Health Department. (See attached Exhibit H.)

There were no further proponents or opponents of Senate
Bill No. 22 appearing before the committee.

Senator Smith said he would like to add that he had hoped
Senator McCallum, sponsor of the bill, would have been able
to present the bill to the committee. Senator Smith said he was
not surprised by any of the comments made by the opponents.
He is disappointed, however, that some cities and counties
feel this bill will reduce their funding. The funding is a
complicated process. The funds will be allocated and you are
not losing any of those funds. It is costly when the state
makes distribution of these earmarked funds. This bill will
provide more local control and that is what the public is asking
for. According to what he has heard today, people do not trust
their local government agencies. He feels local people with
local control can better understand how the money should be
spent. It is in no way heading off the revenue sharing bill.

Senator O'Hara then asked for questions from the committee.

Senator Van Valkenburg asked Bob Robinson why on page 3,
lines 22-23, they are leaving in the language which says money
distributed to counties under this section shall be used by the
counties for highways or other transportation purposes. Was
this an oversite to leave that language in the bill or was it
deliberate.
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Mr. Robinson did not know the money was to be taken from
the earmarked fund and given to the General Fund. He said
there are no strings attached.

Senator Van Valkenburg directed a remark to Senator Smith
that he was concerned about the issue raised by people in the
alcoholism field. There is a very strong likelihood that a
larger county could get an overload from smaller surrounding
counties and these smaller counties would spend their money for
other purposes. The people would move to where the program is
but the money would not.

Senator Smith agreed, but, he feels if the county is not
providing the services, pressure would be applied by the public
to see to it that the funds are distributed properly.

Senator Van Valkenburg thinks the counties outside big
urban ones are in a position to take advantage of larger counties.

Senator Smith said there are some minor changes that can
be made. Anytime there is that kind of a drastic change, you
are golng to get a lot of static.

Senator Ochsner asked Senator Smith if he remembered two
years ago when they had a surplus in the junk vehicle fund.
He thought they had come up with a bill that would allocate
that money toward bike-ways on highways.

Senator Smith did not remember anything about this.

Senator O'Hara then called on Mike Young of the Missoula
City~-County Health Department and Missoula County Alcochol Board
to remark about Senator Smith's comment that there would probably
be pressure from the local level to keep tax funds earmarked
for alcohol abuses.

Mr. Young stated that only one in fifty abusers will admit
they are an abuser and request funds for that. There would not
be anyone putting pressure on the local government to allocate
the funds to alcoholism treatment.

There were no further proponents, opponents or guestions
on Senate Bill No. 22.

ADJOURN: There being no further business before the
committee, the meeting was adjourned at 2:20 p.m.

Viczjﬁhairman Jesbe’ 0'Hara

gs
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Januarjy' 19, 1980 © \«_ o
TO: Senator George McCallum o .
FROM: Bob Robinson, Senior Fiscal Analyst . “
RE: . Revenue Sharing Bill - SB 22 -- NOTES
---- Currently the state makes payments to Iocal government units by dedlcat- ‘
ing portuons of : , o T 3 ‘,,’ ) "“: - -
- . e fem c. e 03 LR it
1)  gasoline license tax, L Te. T : g
2) . beer tax, - C e Teme e et e e s
3) liquor license tax, SR T e i e
4) wine tax, and L L
5) coal tax, e e e T e e
6) junk vehicle fees, ~° T . 7 o T
7)  institutidns dlscretuonary alcohol tax dlstmbutlon ook
T - . -:_,; :"4 L e ,n - -‘!s’*" iy T T e ;-g’"“
---- SB 22 would prov:de that each C|ty, town and county would receive a - o
grant of gener'al fund money in the same amount that the state currently
allocates to local government umts from the above sources. LT
----1In flscal 1981 $4.7 million is allocated to countles and $6 1 mllllon to o
mcorporated cities and towns annually for a_total of $10.8 million. ThIS )

amounts to 4:14*percent of anticipated total general fund revenues:.«. ~

Advantages of Revenue Sharing vs. Revenue Dedication T e

1) Currently a significant amount of time and effort is spent calculat-

ing the various allocations. Most of this would be eliminated.
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\ marked funds have.

Better planning possibilities for local government units. They

\

would know each biennium how much would be coming to them..

Revenues to local government units would increase at the same'rate
- , SO

the general fund increases, -historically, faster than their ear-

-

Legislature is now without the ability to review these allocations

which would be remedied by legislative appropriation of general

fund. o

Possibly fewer restrictions on expenditure of state monéy by local

governments than is now the-case.
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Summary of SB 22 by Section ‘ . T ' U

[P

" Section 1. Each local government unit would receive the same percent- . =

age of the state general fund as the county will receive in fiscal 1981 from -

A e

the various revenue dedications. . ST L

=y e soe L - . - ez W

. m_d\, 5 a_; i

Section 2. The budget director shall compute annual amount of grant T E

‘consolidation funds payable to local government units.

~

Section 3. The payments will be made in_equal quarterly installments.

- - Py

Section 4. Funds allocated for public transpor‘tat‘io:n from ‘gas tax '

revenues are allocated to local government units in the same manner as

< a P -

current jaw. ' : : ‘ o e T

&
A

Section 5. Deletes share of coal tax dedicated to county land p-lan‘ning;

- Section 6. Changes fuel tax dispoSitlon. Six . million - five hundred

thousand dollars currently dedicated to cities and counties would go.to 2

- - -

general fund. Deletes all r‘estrlctlons and allocatlon formula based on popula-” ‘

tlon and rural road, street and alley mlleage

- . - - -t SR

| dSection 7.

railroad grade crOSSIng protectlon,

an optlon is not necessary

-
%
R

‘H

Section 8. Strikes criminal penalty provnsnon relatmg to 15- 70 101was PR
- AN

the section has been deleted B L -

Section 9. Provndes that $3/barrel from the beer tax shall be deposnted

- - S e
- -5 .

in general fund. The tax is $4 per barrel whnch is currently dlstrlbuted as D Tewiat

= - PO -

follows: . ‘ R T
 $1 to department of institutions for alcohol rehabilitation; $1.50 to cities and -~

~towns for general purposes and $1.50 to general fund.
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Section 10. Provides that 34% percent of the liquor license tax revenue
be deposited'iﬁ general fund instead of allocating 30% tomincorborated cities
and towns, based on the sale of liquor and 4% percent to counties.

" Section 11. Provides that $1.50 per barrel of the beer tax currently

g

dedicated to cities and counties bé deposited in the generlal fund.
Section 12. Provides that the 2-2/3 cent-s of wine tax currently allf)-l
cated to counties, cities and towns be deposited in the general fund. County
; Qvfne fqnds were previously restricted toyalcéhol Iaw'enforcement.
Section 13. . Alcohol funds distributed by departmént of institutions to
- cities and counties would be deposited in the general fund.
| Section 14, Depdsits -proceeds of 'éaleﬂ of junk vehicles, r:écyéling 6f the

-

material, motor wvechicle wrecking facility license fees, and motor vehicles

disposal fees in the general fund and deletes section restricting their use.

7
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January 22, 1981
Room 404

TESTIMONY PROVIDED BY CY JAMISON, COUNCILMEMBER, TO SENATE LOCAL GOVERNMENT
COMMITTEE AS IT RELATES TO SENATE BILL 22.

My name is Cy Jamison, I am a City Councilmember from Billings, Montana, and
I represent that City before you today.

The City of Billings neither supports nor endorses SENATE BILL 22. The City
of Billings does support Revenue Sharing which this bill purports to provide, but
really is just a consolidation of the provisions of the existing law into one bill
relating to revenues that are currently received by local goverment. If the pro-
visions of HOUSE BILL 73 were included in this revenue sharing bill, we could en-
thusiastically support it, and it would in fact be a bill providing additional
revenues for cities.

In addition to the confusion relating to the title of the bill, we have some
concerns about the future fiscal impacts of the bill since it does not appear to
make any provisions for adjusting revenues based on changes in population, road
miles, and other factors currently being used to distribute state funds.

It is also our understanding that a fiscal impact has not been developed for
the bill. This would seem to be a necessary ingredient before it could be acted
upon.

Thank you.

CITY OF BILLINGS, MONTANA
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT:AL SClﬂ[“-:‘NEES
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT BUREAU

TED SCHWINDEN, GOVERNOR COGSWELL BUILDING, ROOM A201
— SIATE OF MONTANA
(406)449-2821 HELENA,MONTANA 59620

POSITION STATEMENT - SENATE BILL 22

The Solid Waste Management Bureau is concerned about the survival of
the state junk vehicle program if Senate Bill 22 passes the Legislature in
its present form. This program was created in response to complaints from
the public and from county officials who had no method to handle the problem
of abandoned junked vehicles. Like so many other legislative mandates, the
program requires local government to provide a service to the public but it
also provides the funding to perform the service. The earmarked nature of
the program funds has resulted in a self-supporting, well balanced and espe-
cially accountable program where the public and government officials at all
levels can easily see what they're getting for their money.

SB22 seeks to eliminate both the accountability of the program funds as
well as govermment's responsibility to spend the funds for the "control, col-
lection, recycling and disposal of junk vehicles." The taxpayers of Montana
will continue to pay over $500,000 each year in junk vehicle fee assessments
which will merely become a small component (6%) of a no-strings-attached
county revenue sharing grant under S$SB22. With all the financial pressures on
county general fund monies, it is highly unlikely that local junk vehicle pro-
grams will receive the level of funding they currently enjoy under the existing
earmarked procedure.

SB22 repeals the funding mechanism in the junk vehicle law which states
that each county shall receive an annual budget of $1.00 for each vehicle under
8001 pounds GVW licensed in the county or $5000, whichever is greater. There are
27 of Montana's 56 counties which receive $5000 annually, even though they license
fewer than 5000 qualifying vehicles. Petroleum County, for example, licensed
518 vehicles last year, yet receives a program grant of $5000. Yellowstone County
licensed 84,918 vehicles and received a grant of $84,918. This year all but six
counties are receiving more program money than they collect in junk vehicle fees.
This apparent deficit spending situation has been designed in an attempt to return
the $1.5 million earmarked fund balance to the counties which created it in the
early program years when the junk vehicle fees were more than twice their present
amount. If the program balance is transferred to the state general fund as pro-
posed in SB22, it is very likely that the Legislature will need to raise the junk
vehicle fees to the public in order to cover the deficit. With the earmarked
balance to rely on, the department projects that county programs can continue to
receive adequate funding for 8 to 10 years before a fee adjustment may be required
to cover the deficit. :

We are also concerned about what impact the passage of SB22 will have on the
operation and administration of the junk vehicle program. For example, Section 75-
10-521 of the junk vehicle law requires each county to submit a program operating
budget for department approval each year. Also, prior to funding each county pro-
gram, an itemized accounting of expenditures from the previous fiscal year is to
be submitted for review and approval. Senate Bill 22 does not address or take into

“AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"




consideration these statutory requirements but it appears that this accounta-
bility of program funds and expenditures would not be required or even be
possible if the bill is passed in its present form.

Additionally, Section 75~10-533 requires the department to report to each
legislature the cost of the program and the revenue it derives. This will not
be possible under $SB22 since the revenue and expenditures will no longer be
identifiable as junk vehicle program funds; only as a percentage of a consoli-
dated grant paid by the state budget office, a portion of which may or may not
have been spent on local junk vehicle programs.

In summary, we feel that inclusion of the junk vehicle program funds in
SB22 is not in the best interests of the state, the counties, the program or
the taxpayers who support it. The junk vehicle program is a straight-forward,
easily administered environmental improvement and recycling program which benefits
every citizen of Montana at nominal cost.

Although the taxpayers will continue to pay for the service, SB22 eliminates
government's promise to provide the service to the taxpayer. It is not responsible
government to tax for one purpose and spend for another. It would be more honest
not to have taxed at all.

¢
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CIiTtY-COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT
1130 .17TH AVE. SBOUTH

GREAT FALLS, MONTANA 590405

BOARD OF HEALTH January 21, 1981 ' PHONK 781-8700

COUNTY COMMISSIONER EXT. 540
MAYOR

SUPERINTENQENY CITY £CNOOLS

REPRESENTATIVE MEDICAL SOCIETY

REPRESENTATIVE DENTAL SOCIETY

TESTIMONY ON SB - 22
By Peter M. Frazier

Mr. Chairman, Committee members, my name is Pete Frazier. I am
Environmental Health Coordinator with the City-County Health Department
in Great Falls, and also serve as Director of the Cascade County Junk
Vehicle Disposal Program.

1 appreciate the opportunity to testify on SB 22. I am here today,
to speak only on two sections of SB 22, those being Section 14 line 19
through 25 of page 16 and lines 1 and 2 of page 17 and Section 15 lines
3 and 4 on page 17. These sections deal with the disposition of monies
collected from the sale of junk vehicles, wrecking facility license
fees, and'disposal fees collected on each vehicle when the vehicle is
licensed. Currently these fees are placed in a special State fund and
utilized for the control, collection, recycling and disposal of junk
vehicles. These fees are then partially returned to each County on the
basis of one dollar for each vehicle under 8,001 G.V.W. licensed within
the County. When the County receives these funds, they must be utilized
at the County level for junk vehicle disposal purposes. Section 14 of
SB 22 proposes to deposit all fees collected for junk vehicle disposal
diréctly into the State General Fund and Section 15 of this bill proposes
to repeal the current section of State law which allows for disposition

of a portion of these funds to the Counties for junk vehicle disposal

activities.
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SB 22 does not indicate how these funds would be utilized from the State
General Fund nor how they would be redistributed to the Counties. It
appears that the citizens of Montana would be paying a junk vehicle dis-
posal fee on their vehicles each time they license their vehicles, yet
there would be no County junk vehicle programs, since the funds currently
allocated to the Counties would no longer be available.

The Montana Junk Vehicle Law, which went into effect in 1974, has
been an extremely effective law. Prior to enactment of tte junk vehicle
law, Counties throughout Montana had no funds available for junk vehicle
removal, nor were there any junk vehicle graveyard sites available for
storage of vehicles. Junk vehicles were merely left along road sides
and in vacant lots and open fields, which created a serious potential
for public health and safety problems, since they were dangerous play-
grounds to curious children. It was extremely easy for children to get
cut by broken glass or rusty metal, not to mention the potential injury
associated with explosions from partially filled gas tanks. 1In addition,
junk vehicles provided excellent harborage areas for rats, mice and other
vectors. Finally, the numbers of junk vehicles scattered about the
country side caused a serious esthetical problem throughout Montana. With
the implementation of the Junk Vehicle Law in 1974, thousands of junk
vehicles have been removed, crushed, and recycled throughout Montana,
alleviating many of the problems discussed earlier. 1In Cascade County
alone, over ‘5,000 junk vehicles have been removed, crushed and recycled,
at no additional costs to the residents of the County.

Should Sections 14 and 15 of SB 22 remain as proposed there would no

longer be funds available to continue this important and worthwhile program.
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Even though the junk vehicle law would remain in effect Section 75-10-534
of this law would be repealed under Section 15 SB 22. Section 75-10-534
of the current junk vehicle law authorizes funds to be returned to the
Counties for operation of junk vehicle programs.

The State of Montana would take a giant step backward with regard
to junk vehicle removal, back to the days before the implementation of
the junk vehicle law. It would appear that the junk vehicle disposal
fees collected at the time of vehicle licensing would be an illegal
assessment if the fees collected are not utilized for the purpose for
which they are collected.

Therefore, I urge this committee to take a hard look at Sections
14 and 15 of SB 22. I would strongly recommend that Section 14 be
amended to require that "monies received for motor vehicle wrecking
facility license fees and fees collected as motor vehicle disposal fees
be distributed to the Counties at the rate of one (1) dollar for each
vehicle licensed in the County, regardless of the vehicle's G.V.W.
rating'". The committee should be aware that presently money received
for the sale of junk vehicles and from recycling of the material does
not return to the County, but is kept at the State, accounting for the
fact there is currently a large reserve in the junk vehicle fund. I
have had a number of residents of Cascade County express dismay when
they learn that the money obtained from junk vehicles owned by Cascade
County residents is not returned to the County. The State has received
slightly over $59,000 just from junk vehicles that have been crushed
and recycled- in Cascade County. It appears that the State Junk Vehicle
'ReserveFund»is now adequate to cover expenses for continued crushing

and salvaging operations should the metals market require payment by
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the State for these services. Therefore, I would propose that Section
14 be further amended to require that in the future, '"monies received
from the sale of the junk vehicles or from recycling of the material
shall be distributed to the County from which.the recycled vehicles
originated. Monies distributed under this section may only be used
for capital expenditures and operational costs for junk vehicle and
solid waste disposal purposes.' This proposed wording is consistent
with other Sections of SB 22 which calls for distributing various fuads
to Counties for certain broad purposes such as transportation or
alcoholism and related problems.

Should you have any questions I will be happy to answer them.

Thank you.



P. O. Box 1037

PARK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Livingston, Montana 59047

January 19, 1981

Senator George McCallum
Senate, Capitol Station
Helena, Montana 59601 Re: Senate Bill #22

Dear Senator McCallum:

I am opposed to Senate Bill Number 22, which will consolidate
funding for Park County. The Junk Vehicle Program plays an important
part in keeping out County cleaned of unsightly car bodies. 1If
funding is consolidated, areas such as roadwork, bridges, etc., will
have higher priorities when the funds are alloted.

The Junk Vehicle Program last year spent $7,000.00 for a
trailer which is used to haul cars from all areas of Park County.
We feel this is a necessity when you remember we are the North
Entrance to Yellowstone National Park and we depend largely on
tourism to bolster our economy.

Another reason for Opposition to your Bill Number 22, is that
taxation clearly states the fee will be used for Junk Vehicles
only. Let's be sure it is! We cannot run a competent program

with minimal funding!
Sincerely,

A Vit

Ed Flatt, Director
Park County Junk Vehicle Program,

So0lid Waste Director

EF/vr



Central Montana Hia/fh &éfricf
Sanitarian’s Office

404 Fourth Avenue South P. 0. Box 1150 Lewistown, Montana 59457

Telephone 406/538-7466

@ fergus @ Golden Valley
® Wheatland @ Musselshall
@ Petroleum ® Judith Basin

The Honorable George McCallum
Senate Chambers

State Capitol

Helena, Montana 59620

Dear Senator McCallum:

| wish to present the enclosed staff report, photographs, and a sample of the
junk vehicle program news articles as testimony against the provisions of
Senate Bill 22 which would eliminate the requirement to utilize earmarked
money to continue the control, collection, recycling, and disposal of junk
vehicles and component parts. We are proud of our program and would like to
see it continue to operate.

Even though we pick up over 700 junk vehicles a year, they are generated as
fast as they are removed.

The public in our District has accepted this service and expects it.

I feel strongly that those funds collected for and from the collection of junk
vehicles continue to be used specifically for that purpose.

If a surplus in the junk vehicle fund exists, it should go to the county programs
to help offset inflationary cost increases and provide better services.

Sincerely, : ;
E. Richard lIsern

District Sanitarian

ERI:jp



STAFF REPORT:
SENATE BILL 22: AS IT RELATES TO THE CENTRAL MONTANA JUNK VEHICLE

DISPOSAL PROGRAM:
Section 1h4. Section 75-10-532, MCA, is amended to read:
1"75-10-532. Disposition of moneys collected. All moneys received from the
sale of the junk vehicles or from recycling of the material and all motor vehicle
wrecking facility license fees and fees collected as motor vehicle disposal fees
shall be deposited with-the-state-treasurer-to-be-utttized-for-the-controt,
co++cct+oﬁ;-fccyc+&ng;-and—d%sposa+—of-junk-vch§c%cs-and-componcnt-parts in

the state general fund.!

THIS WOULD REMOVE THE PROVISIONS FOR FUNDING OF OUR VEHICLE DISPOSAL PROGRAM.
THE PROGRAM HAS BECOME AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE CENTRAL MONTANA HEALTH DISTRICT
AND THE SIX COUNTIES IT SERVES.

OVER FIVE THOUSAND JUNK CARS HAVE BEEN REMOVED FROM THE 12,136 SQUARE MILES

IN THE DISTRICT SINCE THE PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION IN 1974.

CARS FROM LOTS AND STREETS IN COMMUNITIES, FROM STREAM BEDS, PASTURES, PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE LANDS HAVE BEEN REMOVED TO RESTORE THE BEAUTY OF OUR LANDSCAPES

AND COUNTRY SIDE.

OUR PROGRAM HAS BEEN WELL PUBLICIZED AND ACCEPTED IN THE DISTRICT AS A VALUABLE
COMMUNITY SERVICE. FAVORABLE EDITORIALS HAVE APPEARED IN THE LOCAL NEWSPAPERS,

AND MANY SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS HAVE BEEN INVOLVED.

IT HAS BEEN EXPENSIVE. WE HAVE GONE FROM CONTRACTED OPERATORS, TO EMPLOYEES
HIRED BY THE DISTRICT. WE OWN OUR RETRIEVER TRUCK, AND OUR EFFICIENCY HAS BEEN
CONSIDERABLY ENHANCED SINCE THE PROGRAM BEGAN. WE INTEND FOR THE PROGRAM TO

CONTINUE PROGRESSING.



BY NOT CONTINUING TO SPECIFICALLY REQUIRE THAT THE MONEY COLLECTED FOR
JUNK VEHICLE REMOVAL BE USED TO REMOVE JUNK VEHICLES, THERE WILL BE NO

ACCOUNTABLILITY FOR THOSE FUNDS. THEY MAY OR MAY NOT BE USED FOR THEIR

INTENDED PURPOSE.

EVEN |F EACH OF OUR SiX COUNTIES WERE TO DECIDE TO CONTINUE A PROGRAM, THE

AMOUNT THEY RECEIVED FROM THIS FUND FOR THIS PURPOSE WOULD BE UNKNOWN TO THEM.

THE REALLOCATION OF THESE FUNDS WOULD NOT PROVIDE ENOUGH MONEY FOR MANY OF THE

SMALLER COUNTIES TO OPERATE A PROGRAM.

WE WILL AGAIN HAVE JUNK VEHICLES DETRACTING FROM THE ATTRACTION OF THE

SCENIC ‘BEAUTY OF MONTANA.
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) 1 L ‘m ’
- Isem exp: ain Lat a i k Isern said, and as ‘such musl"
xehlcle is defined as, .Her a -

- comph “with state reﬂulauons
discarded, Tuined, v.red\ed or. and’ purchase a 550 annua
. dismantled vehicle, oraxe’mcfg Ticensé™ =1 , A
'_subt.ant.all) changed in form, P i
" by remova] of parls or_ compon- z
2
" ént matenals andmexfﬁ;egca e

thal “which Temains T public
_ view which is not Taw fuIIfand
validly - I;»en\ed and remains -
m0peratne or mcapable of
being du\en.v :

Ay ey e e vy
' . - TERTYPY Sy >
. . »

4

b Ise,n said he is concentrat- 5.8

: " “ing at this tife on remonng the

xeh)cles \‘h!ch are offen:ne to: o

" “the T o“ners andf hich ‘the ;

1 ov&ners “wanf remox ed j‘be ,m’l‘here ‘“.'ﬂl be a perm}ggentf

E ntia -*-;vdxs r}tt auto gta\ ey arg:ég
it

goai exen‘tua]b :xs tro‘removey
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HAT IS A JUNK CAR" A
* junk car is a discarded, rumed
wrecked, or dismantles vehicle or
a vehicle which is substantially
" changed in form by the removal of
parts or component ma’ena!s in
either case, one that remains in’
" public view which is not la\rqu)
,or_validly hcensed or remains
moperatne or mcapab]e of‘bemg

WHATNiSMA JUVK VEHICLE
DEALER" A dealer is a facmty

bu;nng, sellmg, or dealmg in four -

PRI

" Tor more vehicles per year for the

pu"pose ofwreckmg, dlsmanﬂmg, .

dlsasscmbhng, or substantla‘lly,k
changmg the form. of the vehicle .

or “which buys Tor se]Is
second-hand parts in whole or in
part_ The term does not include a
pgarage where wrecked or dxsab]ed
vehrcles are temporanly stored for
VR e - T T T P
mspectxon or'repaxrs o

"WHAT .'IS & THE . LAW

:CONCERNING JUNK CARS?.

Laws for junk Vehldes are found ,

,_under Chaptcr 410, Montana -
SessronLaws 1973 Ho

112 :

WHAT DATE IS THE LAW
EFFECTIVE? The laws pertam-
ing to the individual_citizen

: Abecame effective the last day” of

B “ould result in'a pena1ty'

July,” 1973. Lavs%pertammg to_-
wreckmg yards also’ 'becamc
effective_that date, but thg had
until May S, 1975 fo_have theu'
\chlcles proper]} Screened from
pubhcnew R Rt S
- WHO ENFORCES THE

: ;LAW’ AH enforce’nent of the sxxr
,Central Montana Countxes is

‘handled. fhrough the Dnstnct'
"Health Department_ s iy
WHAT IF 1 DISREGARD‘
THIS LAW? Persons wha violate
thls Jlaw will be subject to
prosecuhon by the
Attorney m each coun’ty and
conv1ct10n upon such, ‘wolaﬁon
aSS(X)

ffn'ér'b‘r ~lmpnsonment in “the
County Jail for'?suc Tiion

WHO ADMINISTRATES‘

‘becomes the owner of the vehicle

;and remove _the vehrc]es to a

‘RESPONS]BILITY" It ls the

TDELIVER
OWA\QED JUNK VEHICLES ‘TO
"THE GRAVEYARD As long as
funds are a\aﬂab’{e, the’ Drstnct
will contmue its’ prese'lt program

.County i

o . charge;” a:"‘loni
“both, T7ig s e -—»‘4;",";&' -;;gi- are avarla'b]e: %"“{Z et
Ny % ”’WHAT IS 'REQU]RED BE—

e

i - -
E I | . .

'Roundup; Leﬁstox&n and Har-
Jowton. -

1 HAVE ONLY ONE CAR
DO 1 HAVE TO GET RID OF
IT? The answer is NO, if it can be
concealed from view from any =
public road, street or alley.,
Otherwise it can be hcensed for |
the current year or it can be’
“disposed "of through thc Iunk
yehlcle ngram B O A ’i

WHAT 1S MY RESPO’\’SI-
BILITY" The ‘owner of thed
ve’hrc]e or t.he ow ner ‘of ‘the Jand
on whlch the _]unked vehicle is
located Is responsxble for n‘s
s'hxe]dmgorrcmmal e

"WHAT 1S_ THE STATES
RESPONSIBILITY? The State

P
4. A
3

B2 -2 b b s ““.ﬁ.. gy

once it is placed in the designated
site. The State then Invites bids
from pmate contractors to crush

aw,"

5300
T
1

.County s responsxb'htj to provrde
a free ‘motor vehicles’ graveyard.

£
“PRIVATELY . - |
1

ofjunk car removaL G m A

- IT IS MY LAND BUT NOT
MY *VEHICLE, THE OVVNER‘
1S UNKNOWN. In this case, you |

“can sign a a release “and the District!

s ,‘. Y ,‘f',, ,

wxll remme the xehlc]e.

"“*"1 HAVE A JUNK CAR, BUT;

ITIS A VALUABLE A\'TIQUE
CAN 1 KEEP IT” Yes. if it is an;
ant)que 130 7 years or oner) or_a,
classic. Tt should be ucensed
shielded, or prot"ctcd in

building. 7. ezl . 3
'DO!HAVETOPAY TO
HAVE A JUNKER RE\‘OVED"
At ﬂns ﬁmc. no. The Central;
Mon‘tana Hea!th{Dlstnct wx]l
pronde th _seryice wrthouf an;
Dlsinct funds

o

‘THE IUNK CAR PROGRAM" ’FORE THE‘_DISTRICT WILL

“The program was initiated by the
‘State Departrhent of Health and
Environmental Sc:enccs Resp0n~
sibility was de]egated to individual
Board of County Commlssxoners.
‘\Ausselshell County has elected to
join the other five ‘counties and

_charge the administratidn to the

Central Montana Health District

and have formed a six- county’v

¥
.-,c

junk car disposal district.

HOW 1S THE PROGRAM‘

'FINANCED? The State’ retutns
the Disposal Fge collected when

“you' purchase your license plates
to the Junk Vehicle District. This -

“produced,

'Aapproved bye gourtz

REMOVE \JY CAR? Prcferablc,
" the “title should accompany the
vehicle. If a tltle cann
then™ a
release form v?hnch haAs 'beex;

Count nty%

Attorney mast be srgned.
. WHO DO 1 CONTAC]"’ Not;fy
the, Central Montana Health
sttnct Oﬂ'cc. I?,O_”Box 1150‘
leave work mth thc Musselshcll
Count) "Clerk’ “and Recorder®
mcludmg dlrectlons to locate the
\ehxcie. e LT o

A

AT T % T T & v w - ‘3



Re: Senate Bill 22

Money collected for junk vehicle disposal when registering automobiles
is currently earmarked by Section 75-10-532 to be used for the control, col-
lection, recycling and disposal of junk vehicles and component parts. Section
75-10-534 allows this money to be dispersed back to the county in which it
was collected, after the county submits an acceptable program and budget to
the Solid Waste Bureau.

Montana has always been concerned over protecting her natural resources
particularly her scenic visual beauty. The junk vehicle program has been
a great help in this area by making it possible for local governing author-
ities to remove and dispose of old abandoned and unwanted vehicles. In
additions, it supplies the means to enforce screening laws for junk yards and
junk vehicles which private individuals own and want to keep.

The problem of junk vehicles is an ongoing one in that people are con-
stantly acquiring and discarding them for one reason or the other.

In this fiscal year alone Ravalli County has hauled 181 cars (30 cars
per month, 7 to 8 cars a week). Last year we hauled 310 cars for an average
of 25 cars per month. Since 1976 we have hauled a total of 1675 cars.

[t becomes evident that the program is getting more use by the public
rather than less use as time goes on. This fact is also reassuring in that
it may indicate we are removing unwanted cars before they become an eye sore.

With a1l the problem areas we have corrected we still have violators
both new and old to work on. The public is using the program regularly and
show no signs of diminishing interest and the desire to keep our surroundings

litter free are all genuine concerns in favor of continuation of the program.
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..MAKING A DIFFERENCE ... January 22, 1981

1981 Legislature

Local Government Committee
George McCallum, Chairman
Capitol Building

Helena, MT 59601

SUBJECT: Senate Bill 22
Gentlemen:

Section 75-10-532 of Senate Bill 22 proposes to change the disposi-
tion of monies derived from motor vehicle disposal fees, sale of junk
vehicles, and from recycling of the material, and motor vehicle wrecking
facility license fees--from earmarked funds to administer the program
to the State General Fund.

The Missoula City-County Health Department opposes this portion of
the bill, as we consider both the pregram and the financing mechanism
to be appropriate to the needs of Missoula County. Since the program's
inception, almost 4,000 junk vehicles were removed and recycled through
the county system. Due to the other aspects of the program, for every
vehicle removed through the county system, approximately 5-10 others
were recycled through private channels, resulting in more than 25,000
cars being recvcled as a valuable resource. Additionally, hundreds of
rusting cars have been removed from the banks of the Bitterroot and
Clark Fork Rivers through this program.

Through the Motor Vehicle Recycling Act, the program was created
and the financing established, with the philosophy that the people
contributing to the problem would pay for solving the problem. Also,
deletion of these earmarked funds would, in all practicality, completely
put an end to the motor vehicle recycling program in the State of Montana,
and will result in an ever-growing accumulation of rusting eyesores and
a waste of a valuable resource.

incerely,

Health Officer

{ /\“Jﬁ G

Jose . Aldegarie
Director, Environmental Health

MISSOULA CITY-COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

301 WEST ALDER STREET  MISSOULA,MT 5980l
TELEPHONE 721- 5700





