
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
FINANCE AND CLAHiS COMMITTEE 

1-10NTANA STATE SENATE 

March 12, 1981 

The 20th meeting of the Senate Finance and Claims Committee met 
on the above date in room 108 of the State Capitol Building. The 
meeting was called to order at 9:08 a.m. by the Chairman, Senator 
Himsl, for the purpose of hearing House Bills 610 and 611. 

cm~SIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL 610 : Representative Bob Anderson, 
District 16, Flathead County, explained the bill as the School 
Foundation Program bill. He said the idea of the school foundation 
program was that i t""Properly fund the schools of Montana. He showed 
an overhead with sections of the law which pertained to the school 
foundation program funding and told of the limitations in 29-3-16 
in the constitution. 

Representative Anderson passed out exhibit 1, proposed amendments 
to House Bill 610, exhibit 2, a chart showing the rising costs of 
school financing, and including charts on total school budgets for 
'8lJ 82 and for '82- 1 83. These were also put on the overhead 
projector and discussed by Representative Anderson. He said it 
was the intent of 610 and 611 to provide the relief through funding 
the foundation program, or at least to move back in that direction 
where the state provided the funding required by the law. 

Representative Anderson said in 1949 when it was established, it 
was expected that schools would be supported by 80% approximately. 
The permissive levy was about 7.5% and permissive at 11.3%. The 
permissive levy has not come up a lot - 13.2% for the current year. 
The voted levy amount is 33.6%, and the foundation program has 
diminished to 53.2%. \'ie have not met our obligation to the foundation 
program. 

Senator Smith asked if he could interrupt for a point for clarifi­
cation. He asked: Do you have the dollar figure for 80-Sl? Do 
you have the contribution in 1949? Representative Anderson: In 
1949-50 it was $1,907,000; today it is over $98 million. I am 
told it would be roughly about five times that figure - about 
81.2 million. Senator Smith: That would be roughly 4 x $1 million, 
nine hundred thousand dollars? Representative Anderson: About that. 

Representative Anderson said that House Bill 610, without the 
amendments, would be to move back to where the state was in 1949. 
Inflation has steadily increased, and we have failed to fund the 
foudation program accordingly. He said he would talk about ANB 
(average number belonging), which pertains to the enrollment 0= 
the school. In addition, we use schedules, and the amendments are 
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pertaining to the schedules. There are five pages of amendments 
here. It interprets to be 18% increase the first year and 15% 
increase the second year of the biennium. The amendments also do 
away with the so-called "caps". In this bill with the amendments, 
we are no longer talking about 90% or 25% "caps". We are no 
longer talking about an extra-ordinary levy. The local school 
districts will make a decision as to what the levy will be. The 
idea of local control is here. We are making the changes in the 
bill for a number of reasons, principally because of the objection 
to "caps". When placing the "caps" on we are getting different 
effects. In some schools the caps are drastic; and using the 
formula of past years, we can rectify it by using a "non-cap" 
device. We will be moving off the 53% level, and it is not as 
drastic a move as 610, but a move in the right direction - we 
are making some assumptions and will move up to about 55% in the 
second year. 

Representative Nordtvedt spoke as a proponent of House Bill 610. 
He said that House Bill 610, if amended, was a very good bill, 
and will accomplish something. It will start us in an evolutionary 
way back to funding properly. He posed a hypothetical example, 
and then said that through the 18 and 15% funding, we will pick 
up the inflation in the local districts. He quoted some of the 
increases in costs of edUcation and said if you analyze what is 
responsible for the increases, that part was the fact that the 
state was responsible for some of it through their programs, and 
this was at fault about as much as inflation. He said in many cases 
student problems would rise faster than inflation, and we should 
do our part to perhaps increase our schedules somewbat faster 
than inflation, but not in a sudden way. Local districts will have 
to do their share and realize they cannot increase faster than 
inflation. 

Senator Blaylock, district 35, said he supports the House Bill 610, 
as amended. He said, I would like to point out to the fellow 
educators we can fund that amowt at this time with probably no 
general fund appropriation because we lucked out this last bien­
nium with a tremendous increase from oil and gas leases. Next 
biennium you will not have it, and your schedules will not be 
increased the next time, and you will have to dig into your pockets 
to fund it. We cannot cut all the taxes and still fund this and 
the other things Montana wants. 

Bob Lawmeyer, Boulder, said they still support the original bill 
without the amendments. 25.8% in the first year and 12% in the 
second year, you would make a drastic contribution to offset the 
badly eroding foundation fund. There are more than adequate 
safeguards in the bill as written. There were three things: 
1. To put the foundation program up to where it should be by 
law; 2. If you are a taxpayer you get local tax relief guarantees 
in th,e cap; and 3. Some schools with unique problems can vote 
levies. It becomes the obligation of the local district to get 
out and explain it to the people. 
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Mr. Lawrneyer continued to say he did not think anyone here could 
tell if the inflation would continue, or if this was the begin­
ning of a leveling off period. He said they are mandated to have 
a comparable education for all. This goes back to 1949, and 
putting the state support so that every student is guaranteed a 
basic education. 

Ed Argenbright, Superintendent of Public Instruction, spoke as 
a proponent for the bill, his testimony is attached, exh. #3. 

David Sexton, Montana Educational Association, spoke as a propo­
nent for the bill. He said they were in support of the original 
bill, as a genuine attempt to bring the foundation program in 
compliance with the law and relieve the local taxpayers. He said 
a few districts would lose budgeting by the program. We would 
like to see a move to finance it at a faster rate, but realize 
the limitations. We support the amendments with the caps. The 
levies will decline but not nearly as much as in the original bill. 
I would urge the committee and the legislature to move the bill 
quickly. Schools plan our budget and set levies in March. These 
increases are similar to the Governor's proposal, and I would ask 
you to expedite the process on the bill. 

Owen Nelson spoke as a proponent and passed out a sheet, exhibit 4, 
of Montana public school general fund budgets and explained what 
the various columns meant in their inter-reaction to the others. 
He said when school costs go up, the foundation program goes up a 
certain percentage, and the rest is taken up with the levies. 

Wayne Buchanan, Montana School Board Association, said he has sup­
ported 610 from the beginning. He said approximately 70% of 
the school districts would support the original bill without the 
caps. The fact that they support this, is a measure of the des­
peration we felt. The vast majority of the facilities are marginal. 
More than 50% of the money we raise goes into teachers salaries. 
The average beginning salaries for teachers is around $11,000. 
The legislature has consistently and seriously underfunded the 
foundation program. We feel the 18 and 15% is a minimal amount. 
We hope you will run this through quickly, if we don't know what 
we are getting. we will have to run a special levy. 

Dan Marinkovich, Anaconda Board of Trustees and Anaconda Task 
Force, read testimony, attached as exhibit 5. 

Jesse Lang, School Administration of Montana, said he was in 
support of the original 610. We have not had a chance to get 
a reaction from the members on the amendments, but many were 
concerned with caps. Fiscal responsibility of the school districts 
is a great concern. We would ask your early support of this so 
that school districts can make their dollar figures. He handed 
out a sheet showing how the schools would be affected with the 
amended bill at 18 and 15%, with the assumption that levies are 
not increased, and declining enrollment figures that were affecting 
many school budgets. Sxhibit 6. 
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Russ Carlson, Havre Superintendent, said he felt their circum­
stances were unique. We have an arrangement that is all its own 
with the ANB (average number belonging). Our high schools are 
going from 1250 down to about 725. We could live with 610 in 
the elementary with no trouble l but the high school is something 
else. We have been cutting, and all there is left is to cut the 
programs. Perhaps advanced math, etc. We would urge the passage 
of the amendments. 

Harry Riggs, Superintendent of Belgrade, spoke on the importance 
of getting the bill through before the budget deadline. He said 
he would add $500 to $2500 to the cost of every district to run 
the levy the 21st of April or March, or whatever. We have to have 
a budget plan by the 16th. The 17th is the deadline. 

Joy Stevlingson, Montana P.T.A. said they support the bill. 

There were no further proponents, and the Chairman asked for any 
opponents to House Bill 610. 

Shauna Thomas, Montana Federation of Teachers, spoke in opposition 
to the bill. If you tell the people you are giving tax cuts with­
out adequate funding, the state mandates 80%, and when it does 
not fund it, it puts an inequitable tax on the taxpayers of the 
districts. We feel there should be caps put on this. 

No further opponents, Senator Himsl asked for questions from the 
committee. 

Senator Keating: What inflation factors are you using for the 
next two years? Representative Anderson: I believe it was 12.1, 
but I would defer to Mr. Stockton. Bob Stockton, OPI: 12.1 for 
both years. 

Senator Keating: I would like to ask Representative Nordvedt 
this question. Do you know what factor in the school system 
contributes most to inflation? Nordvedt: Energy. I would say 
energy is by far the largest, followed probably by materials. 
Federal mandates and regulations have a part in this also. 

Senator Keating: Are we looking at 10 or 12% increase in salaries 
for teachers? Anderson: I don't think we looked into that. It 
would be according to local districts. One association is set­
tling for several schools and that will be around 10 to 12%. 

Senator Keating: What happens to the whole formula if the in­
flation factors are considerably higher than 12%? Nordvedt: 
If higher, then everybody is going to be in trouble. 

Senator Keating: I think they are going to be higher than 15% 
in the next two years. 

Senator Van Valkenburg: The first I heard about the three-year 
rolling average was today. Anderson: It is House Bill 665 by 
Representative Menahan. The bill was amended in the House 
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Education Committee, and it came out on the floor and was amended 
back to the original figures. The price tag is $12 million for 
the biennium, and would establish that schools could go back to 
the year they are in and move back to previous years and average 
them out. The amendments were to put a trigger mechanism on it. 
There was a 6% triggering on, and use the rolling average. They 
were removed on the floor of the House. It probably will come 
before this committee sometime. 

Senator Haffey: Would you say what the dollar effect of using 
a rolling average for a biennium, if the 6% figure was used? 
Anderson: It would have been $2.5 million, rather than the 
$12 million. 

Senator Haffey: How many school districts do you think would 
be helped if a rolling average, but triggered to make school 
districts absorb some of the cost, would be? How many would 
be helped from the current year's ANB? Anderson: One hundred 
and twenty school districts would be triggered, I think. Stockton: 
One hundred and eighteen elementary districts and 73 high school 
districts. 

Senator Haffey: Bob, are you aware that for the university system 
we tentatively adopted a concept of a three-year rolling average, 
or an estimated year, whichever was higher? Anderson: I have 
not followed it. 

Senator Haffey: I wanted to know if this would be helpful. Would 
it help them if taken? Anderson: The criticsm of 610 was the 
declining average, but I believe that was to be an answer to 610 
as a companion bill before the amendments were added. With the 
amendments, they can go back to voted levies and many of the 
districts said they would be happy with the bill if amended and 
the capping removed. They said that would take care of their 
needs. There are some bills in on enrollment, one by Bob Brown 
and one by Vincent. 

Senator Haffey: What is your reaction to trying to implement such 
a thing as a rolling average if 6% to force the school district 
to absorb the "staying-around" costs in spite of declining averages? 
What is your reaction? V']ould it be helpful? Anderson: Very 
definitely it would be. To find the percentage declining would 
be difficult, the 6% hits a tremendous amount of districts. You 
might want to ask Representative Nordvedt about this. 

Representative Nordvedt: I moved to strike the 6% from Represen­
tative Menehan's bill. It would not do what you are suggesting 
it would. The way the bill was written, if you had 5% falling 
enrollment, you gotno compensation, and if 6%, you got full 6%. 
The bigger population got less money from the state. 

Senator Haffey: The idea is being used with the university of ? 
using of a three-year rolling average or the current year actual. 
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The point is, with or without a trigger, would it do the thing 
that should be done? Nordvedt: I have mixed feelings. I think 
you have to leave it to the school districts to cooperate, but it 
must be done so that some don't get a bonanza and others get nothing. 

Representative Anderson closed by saying he should mention that 
the amendments not only take out the adjustments you see before 
you, they take out $25 million from the program. It was mentioned 
earlier that it could be a problem with the oil and gas leases 
that are causing a surplus this year, and that we might not have 
this another year. It is conceivable that there may be more. 
Some of the money comes from coal and that will continue, also. I 
agree that it might not be a wise idea to count solely on the sur­
pluses to fund it. These were some of the considerations we used 
in making the amendments. I don't believe the laws in federal 
funds to school districts will be felt in the next two years. They 
should get most of their Special Ed funding this year and probably 
next year. They will also have to take into consieration the 
declining average. We hope to see a leveling of this by 1986. 
A lot of assumptions are being made. There is another House Bill, 
757, which deals with the flexibility of the ANB. It seems a very 
harsh conclusion. I think the last thing I want to mention is 
the need for this measure to be expedited as soon as possible. Mr. 
Erickson said most of the districts will raise their levy in antic­
ipation of a lower amount. It is critical that the bill comes out 
as soon as possible. The deadline is March 18, so that it can be 
coordinated with the trustees election and save the cost of another 
election. 

Senator Himsl declared the hearing closed. 

CONSIDERATIOH OF HOUSE BILL 611: Representative Anderson, District 1 
Flathead County, explained the bill as the appropriation measure 
that is a companion to 610. He handed out amendnents for 611 and 
an estimated fiscal note from the Fiscal Analyst's Office. He 
said, you have before you somewhat of a makeshift fiscal note as 
to how it will look. Exh. 1 and 2. General fund appropriation 
$4.96 million. The school surplus amount would account for $16.8 
million. The figure would be $25.65 million in '83. 

There were no further proponents and no opponents, and the questions 
from the committee follow. 

Senator Haffey: Could you explain the handouts and kind of il­
lustrate what Senator Blaylock was talking about? Could you 
explain the impact on the general fund of the state in this bien­
nium if 18 and 15% are used, the increase in other sources of 
funds and the next biennium if we have to maintain the and increase 
the schedule. Representative Anderson: I don't have any projections 
as to what will happen in '84 and '85. The closest we could corne 
is in the handouts of 610. If we are going to maintain the level 
in the handout, I would estimate we would have to look at the cost 
of living factors at that time, and make a determination. It 
would be up to the 48th legislative session to make that decision. 
Perhaps Mr. Stockton would have some insight. 
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Senator Haffey: I am asking for whether or not a double whammy 
could hit us in the next biennium. There will be a necessity to 
pick up the 25 or 21% along with what else? 

Bob Stockton: It is not projected that way. Last year we had 
General Fund money of about $50 million, this year about $4 million. 
You are using those surplus funds to take it up. The growth of 
taxable valuation and the growth of the state - it is extremely 
difficult to make any prediction. 

Senator Himsl: The account balances. 
but are earmarked for that purpose. 
funds. 

Those are both public, 
General Fund is also public 

Representative Nordvedt: I think I know what Senator Haffey is 
getting at. If you wanted a measure of the true ongoing spending 
of the state that will develop on the General Fund in the future. 
You will have to imagine that it is back in the General Fund some­
day. We can't count on piling it up every year. With a $580 
million General Fund, imagine taking on the $40 million. The 
total budget would be about $620 million, and that is what we are 
committing ourselves to in general fund spending that will not 
be there in the future. 

Senator Haffey: The way you are looking at it is about the same 
as Senator Blaylock. Nordvedt: But I think we are in a healthy 
balance with the passage of 610. 

Senator Stimatz: Where is the $41 million? Stockton: it comes 
in the earmarked revenue fund. The biggest thing when the leg­
islature was sitting in the last session, it was estimated that 
the interest and income money would be about $19 million. It came 
in about $41 million this year, so that is the biggest single 
chunk. It also occurred in some other funds. 

Representative Anderson closed by saying: I might mention that 
some of the other things are state interest and income. He listed 
several different sources of income, among them grazing leases, 
etc. 

Representative Anderson cited two law cases, Rodrequez vs. 
San Antonio, Texas, and another, both a class action suit against 
the state for a failure to fund their schools. Recently two 
other states have found they have not come up to their constitutions, 
Washington and Wyoming. In Texas they were supposed to be funding 
at an 80% level. This is what we are supposed to be doing. 

Senator Bimsl declared the hearing closed, and since many of 
the members had to leave for other committees, he would try to 
meet later in the day to vote on these two bills. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:22 a.m. 
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Amendments to House Bill 610 
Third Reading Bill 

1. Title, line 13. 
Following: "i" 
Insert: "AND" 

2. Title, lines 14 and 15. 
Following: "in on line 14 
Strike: remainder of line 14 through 

3. Page 1, line 23. 
Following: line 22 
Strike: "$16,608" 
Insert: n$15,578 n 

4. Page 1, line 25. 
Following: n$li788i" 
Strike: "$16,608 n 

Insert: "$15,578" 

5. Page 2, line 1. 
Following: page 1, line 25 
Strike: "$694.10" 
Insert: "$651" 

6. Page 2, line 4. 
Following: "$l675l6" 
Strike: "$22,855" 
Insert: "$21,438 n 

7. Page 2, line 5. 
Following: n$58i-;-68" 
Strike: "$694.10" 
Insert: "$651" 

8. Page 2, line 8. 
Following: "$i6,665" 
Strike: "$36,490" 
Insert: "$34,227" 

9. Page 2, line 9. 
Following: "$3l-4-;-l8" 
Strike: "$434.70" 
Insert: "$407.70" 

10. Page 2, line 16. 
Following: line 15 
Strike: "$1,613" 
Insert: "$1,513" 
Following: "$i-;-l3" 
Strike: "$1.57" 
Insert: "$1.47" 

It • It 
I on line 15 



Amendments to House Bill 610 
page 3 

21. Page 3, line 24. 
Following: "$l746B" 
Strike: "$1,949" 
Insert: "$1,828" 

22. Page 3, line 25. 
Following: "$l~43" 
Strike: "$1.98" 
Insert: "$1.85" 

23. Page 4, line 3. 
Following: "$l7i65" 
Strike: "$1,751" 
Insert: "$1,642" 

24. Page 4, line 4. 
Following: "i6" 
Strike: "36" 
Insert: "34" 

25. Page 4, line 7. 
Following: "$i7lB6" 
Strike: "$1,642" 
Insert: n$1,540" 

26. Page 4, line 20. 
Following: "$l37i6i" 
Strike: "$18,618" 
Insert: "$17,915" 

27. Page 4, line 23. 
Following: "$i37i6i" 
Strike: "$18,618" 
Insert: "$17,915" 

28. Page 4, line 24. 
Following: line 23 
Strike: "$778.10" 
Insert: "$748.70" 

29. Page 5, line 2. 
Following: "$lB7i6B" 
Strike: "$25,620" 
Insert: "$24,654" 

30. Page 5, line 3. 
Following: "$55i~76" 
Strike: "$778.10" 
Insert: "$748.70" 



Amendments to House Bill 610 
page 3 

21. Page 3, line 24. 
Following: "$i7~66" 
Strike: "$1,949" 
Insert: "$1,828" 

22. Page 3, line 25. 
Following: "$i7~3" 
Strike: "$1.98" 
Insert: "$1.85" 

23. Page 4, line 3. 
Following: "$i7i65" 
Strike: "$1,751" 
Insert: "$1,642" 

24. Page 4, 1 ine 4. 
Following: "2:6" 
Strike: "36" 
Insert: "34" 

25. Page 4, line 7. 
Following: "$:1.,:166" 
Strike: "$1,642" 
Insert: "$1,540" 

26. Page 4, line 20. 
Following: "$i-3,z6z" 
Strike: "$18,618" 
Insert: "$11,915" 

27. Page 4, line 23. 
Following: "$:l37i6z" 
Strike: "$18,618" 
Insert: "$17,915" 

28. Page 4, line 24. 
Following: line 23 
Strike: "$778.10" 
Insert: "$748.70" 

29. Page 5, line 2. 
Following: "Si€,:l6£" 
Strike: "$25,620" 
Insert: "$24,654" 

30. Page 5, line 3. 
Following: "$55:l~~6" 
Strike: "$778.10" 
Insert: "$748.70" 
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page 4 

31. Page 5, line 6. 
Following: "$z9,996" 
Strike: "$40,905" 
Insert: "$39,361" 

32. Page 5, line 7. 
Following: "$3~5~59" 
Strike: "$487.30" 
Insert: "$468.90" 

33. Page 5, line 14. 
Following: line 13 
Strike: "$1,808" 
Insert: "$1,740" 
Following: "$~~z5" 
Strike: "$1.76" 
Insert: "$1.69" 

34. Page 5, line 18. 
Following: "$~,ze9" 
Strike: "$1,702" 
Insert: "$1,638" 

35. Page 5, line 19. 
Following: "$~~3:z" 
Strike: "$1.61" 
Insert: "$1.54" 

36. Page 5, line 22. 
Following: "$999~6e" 
Strike: "$1,381" 
Insert: ., $1 , 329" 

37. Page 6, .line 9. 
Following: "$75,z:1:9" 
Strike: "$106,068" 
Insert: "$102,066" 

38. Page 6, line 11. 
Following: "$373:3~" 
Strike: "$4,420" 
Insert: "$4,253" 

39. Page 6, line 12. 
Following: "$:l.:r~e9" 
Strike: "$24.10" 
Insert: "$23.19" 



Amendments to House Bill 610 
page 5 

40. Page 6, line 15. 
Following: "$~7e6e" 
Strike: "$4,034" 
Insert: "$3,882" 

41. Page 6, line 16. 
Following: "$i~~e9" 
Strike: "$24.10" 
Insert: "$23.19" 

42. Page 6, line 19. 
Following: "$i7B35" 
Strike: "$2,588" 
Insert: "$2,490" 

43. Page 6, line 20. 
Following: "$~~e6" 
Strike: "$4.03" 
Insert: "$3.88" 

44. Page 6, line 23. 
Following: "$i75~9" 
Strike: ~$2,184" 
Insert: "$2,102" 

45. Page 6, line 24. 
Following: "$i~5-t" 
S tr ike: " $ 2 . 22" 
Insert: "$2.13" 

46. Page 7, line 2. 
Following: "$i739~" 
Strike: "$1,963" 
Insert: "$1,889" 

47. Page 7, line 3. 
Following: "~B" 
Strike: "41" 
Insert: "39" 

48. Page 7, line 6. 
Following: "$i73B5" 
Strike: "$1,840" 
Insert: "$1,771" 

49. Page 8, lines 10 through 23. 
Strike: subsections (A) and (B) in their entirety 

50. Page 10, line 21 through line 6 on page 12. 
Strike: sections 6 and 7 in their entirety 
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TOTAL SCHOOL BUDGETS 
1981-82 

Voted 
Levy 

30.1% 
$95,360,000 

Permissive 
Levy 

13,9% 
$43,860,000! 

Public 
School 

Foundation 
Program 

56.0% 

$177,440,0001 

1982-83 

Voted 
Levy 

28.4% 
$98,550,000 

Permissive 
Levy 14.1% 
$49,060,000 

Public 
School 

Foundation 
Program 

57.5% 
$199,900,000 



-------OFFICE OF PUBLIC I~STRUCT10~----------' 

TO: Chairman Matt Himsl 

FROM: Ed Argenbright 

ST ATE CAPITO L 
HELENA, MO:'-iTA1\A 59601 

(406) 449·3095 

RE: House Bill 610 Amended 

Ed Argenbr.ght 
Supcrintend .. nt 

House Bill 610 was designed to assist schools that have been forced to 
keep pace with inflation. The suggested foundation program scheduled 
biennium increases of 25.8 and 12.1 are necessary to reduce voted levies 
averaging over 33%. Scheduled increases and budget limits made this bill 
significant in terms of local property tax relief. 

The opposition voiced to the flexible budget limitations proposed in 
House Bill 610 and the revised revenue estimates apparently make it 
necessary to formulate another alternative. 

As the school districts prepare to adjust to federal fund reductions and 
inflationary increases, a foundation schedule increase is an absolute 
necessity for providing adequate education programs for students. 

The 18% - 15% amendment is a very ID1n1mUm schedule adjustment. The 
budget limitations as proposed in House Bill 610 would definitely have 
to be removed. With inflation estimates of 12% and the current foundation 
program levels this may reduce the voted levies from 33% to 29%. 

I would urge your support for this amended bill as it would be a step 
towards meeting the legislature's constitutional obligation for equalizing 
educational opportunities throughtout the state. 
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Chairman Himsel and Honorable Members of the Finance and Claims 

Committee. My name is Dan Marinkovich, Superintendent of the Anaconda 

Schools representing the Board of Trustees of School District No. 10 

and the economic Task Force of Anaconda and I am speaking as a 

proponent of H.B. 610 and any other bill which would substantially 

increase the foundation program. 

I would like to take this opportunity to tell you what H.B. 610 

would do to Anaconda High School and the same would be true for the 

Anaconda Elementary system. I have broken down what would happen to 

Anaconda High School under H.B. 610. 

1. If the schedule allowance per ANB were to be 25.8% for 

81-82 and 12.1% for 1982-83 with the caps as proposed, because of 

our declining enrollment, H.B. 610 would allow us a 3.3% budget 

increase in 81-82 and a 1.9% increase in 1982-83. 

2. If the schedule allowance per ANB were to be 18% and 15% without 

the caps, the increase in our foundation program would be 6.1% in 

1981-82 and 3.5% in 1982-83. 

3. If you were to amend the bill to provide for a rolling 

average of the previous 3 years for schools with declining enrollments 

the following would occur in Anaconda with the 18% and 15% increase 

in schedules. For 1981-82 a 26.3% increase in the foundation 

program and for 1982-83 a 6.6% increase. 

4. If the schedule allowance per ANB were to be 15% and 15% 

without the caps, the increase in our foundation program would be 3.4% 

in 1981-82 and 3.5% in 1982-83. 

5. If you were to amend the bill to provide a 15% increase each 

year and with a rolling average of the previous 3 years for schools 
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with declining enrollments, the following would occur in Anaconda. 

In 1981-82 the increase would amount to 23.1%,in 1982-83 the 

increase would be 6.6%. 

Therefore, I recommend you amend H.B. 610 to provide for a roll­

ing average of the past three years for schools with a declining 

enrollment. Also that the caps be removed for those schools who can 

possibly pass a voted'levy and that the schedule allowance per 

ANB be as high as you feel you can fiscally allow. 

I will not read the following, but it includes the rationale 

for my previous statements. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. 
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H.B. 

HIGH 

HIGH SCHOOL ANB 

1978-79 1037 

1979-80 987 

1980-81 915 

1981-82 823 

1982-83 741 

1980-81 Budget 

1980-81 Voted Levy 
(39.6%) 

610 SCHOOL FOUNDATION PROJECTIONS 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 10 - ANACONDA 

Rolling Average previous 3 years 

(Projected 10% less) 980 

(Projected 10% less) 903 

$2,248,761.00 

$ 891,333.00 

SCHEDULE ALLOWANCE GENERAL FUND BUDGET 
SCHOOL YEAR PER ANB ANB WITHOUT A VOTE 

1980-81 $1,305.00 915 $1,194,075.00 
(+25.8%) (-10%) 

1981-82 $1,641.69 823 $1,351,110.87 
(+12.1%) (-10% ) 

1982-83 $1,986.44 741 $1,471,952.04 
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GFBWOV - means General Fund Budget Without Vote 
GFB - means General Fund Budget without Special Education 

1980-81 GFBWOV 
Voted Levy 
Total 

$1,194,075.00 
$ 891,333.00 
$2,085,408.00 

(39.6%) 

WITH CAPS. OPTION NO. 1 90% previous years levy 
OPTION NO. 2 25% of total budget 

1981-82 

OPTION 1 

OPTION 2 

1982-83 

OPTION 1 

OPTION 2 

GFBWOV 
Voted levy 
Total GFB 

GFBWOV 
Voted Levy 
Total GFB 

$1,351,110.00 
$ 802,199.70 (90% of $891.333) 
$2,153,309.70 

$1,351,110.00 
$ 450,370.00 (25% of GFB) 
$1,801,480.00 

Option No. 1 would be best choice since it would allow 
$351,829.70 more than Option No.2 

GFBWOV 
Voted Levy 
Total GFB 

GFBWOV 
Voted Levy 
Total GFB 

$1,471,952.04 
$ 721,979.73 (90% of $802,199.70) 
$2,193,931.77 

$1,471,952,.04 
$ 490,650.68 «25% of GFB) 
$1,962,602.72 

Option No. 1 would be best choice since it would allow 
$231,329.05 more than Option No.2 

The maximum General Fund Budget increases are as follows: 

80-81 
$2,085,408.00 (+3.3%) 

81-82 
$2,153,309.70 (+1.9%) 

82-83 
$2,193,931.77 

Thus for Anaconda High School H.B. 610 would allow a 3.3% 

Budget increase next year and a 1.9% increase the following year. 
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H. B. 610 Without the Caps and 18% First Year 
and 15% Second Year Would be as follows: 

SCHEDULED ALLOWANCE 
SCHOOL YEAR PER ANB 

1980-81 $1,305.00 
(+ 18%) 

1981-82 $1,539.90 
(+15%) 

1982-83 $1,770.89 

ANB 

915 
(-10%) 

823 
(-10%) 

741 

GENERAL FUND BUDGET 
WITHOUT A VOTE 

$1,194,075.00 

$1,267,337.70 

$1,312,225.79 

Thus, for Anaconda High School, H.B. 610 with an 18% 
increase next year would result in a 6.1% increase in the 
Foundation Program while the second year 15% increase would 
result in an increase of 3.5%. 

80-81 81-82 82-83 

$1,194,075.00 (+6.1%) $1,267,337.70 (+3.5) $1,312,225.79 

If we were to use a rolling average of the previous 3 years 
for schools with declining enrollments, the following would occur 
for Anaconda High School 

1980-81 
1979-80 
1978-79 

SCHOOL YEAR 

1980-81 

1981-82 

1982-83 

ANB 
915 
987 

1037 

SCHEDULE ALLOWANCES 
PER ANB 

$1,305.00 
(+ 18%) 

$1,539.90 
(+15%) 

$1,770.89 

1981-82 
1983-83 

ANB 
(3 yr. 

980 

908 

aV9:. ) 

10% 
10% 

823 
741 

GENERAL FUND BUDGET 
WITHOUT A VOTE 

$1,194,075 

$1,509,102.00 

$1,607,968.12 

Thus for Anaconda High School, H.B. 610 with the rolling average 
for schools with declining enrollments the following would occur 
for Anaconda High School: 

1981-82 18% increase in schedule results in a 26.3 % increase 

1982-83 15% increase in schedule results in a 6.6% increase 
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.:L f the schedul e wec" to illcrease 15"~, anci 15, \-, l th the 3 year 

rolling average the following would result: 

SCHEDULE ALLOW&~CES ANB GENERAL FeND BUDGET 
SCHOOL YEAR PER ANB I (3 yr. avg.) WITHOUT A VOTE 

1980-81 $1,305.00 $1,194,075.00 
(+ 15%) 

1981-82 $1,500.75 980 $1,470,735.00 
(+15%) 

1982-83 $1,725.86 908 $1,567,083.15 

If the schedule were to increase 15% and 15% with the 3 year 

rolling average the following would result: 

1981-82 15% increase in schedule results in a 23.1% increase 

1982-83 15% increase in schedule results in a 6.6% increase 

If the rolling average were eliminated and the schedules were 

to increase 15% each year of the biennium the following would be 

the result for Anaconda: 

SCHEDULE ALLOWANCES GENERAL FUND BUDGET 
SCHOOL YEAR PER ANB ANB WITH A VOTE 

1980-81 $1, 305.00 915 $1,194,075.00 
(+15%) (-10%) 

l.:l81-32 $1,500.75 823 $1,235,117.25 
(+15%) (-10%) 

1982-83 $1,725.86 741 $1,278,862.26 

Thus if the schedule were to increase 15% and 15% without the 

..... - .......: , .... 1'-- ~ , -, _ \...., ~ ... -.: 11 ~ ,. . ,,1.,. - - t I ~ _ .·s ..... , .. -

High School: 

1981-82 15% increase in schedule results in a 3.4% increase 

198~-83 15% increase in schedule results in a 3.5% increase 

The above would also be true for our elementary system. 

_t::._ 



In conclusion, I r'2comrnenc~ not only for Anaconda, but for all 

districts with a declining enrollment that you amend whatever 

Foundation Program you pass and include the rolling average for 

the previous 3 years. Otherwise, instead of helping the local 

~axpayer in reducing his local tax load, you are increasing it. 

If you wish to continue a program of quality and equitable 

educational opportunity for all students in Montana as directed by 

the Montana Constitution you will pass a Rolling Average Amendment 

to your Foundation Program bill. 

-.... 

t 
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Re: HB 610 Amended 

If HB 610 is 'amended with an 18% schedule increase the first 
year and a 15% increase.the second year and the assumption 
that levies are not increased above the current years level 
here is how a few schools will be affected. 

School 80-81 81-82 Percent 82-83 
Budget Budget Budge t 

Laurel E1em. 1,536,181 1,695,317 9.4 1,893,215 

Laurel HS 1,056,898 1,140,341 7.3 1,266,992 

Nashua E1em. 345,184 346,295 0.3 377,417 

Nashua HS 343,043 322,459 6.4 353,510 

Opheim E1em. 274,498 284,321 3.5 307,838 

Choteau HS 532,800 578,069 7.8 636,558 

G1ascow E1em. 1,808,402 1,914,525 5.8 2,092,204 

G1ascow HS 1,167,510 1,226,054 4.8 1,333,462 

D=Dec1ine I=Increase S=Steady Enrollment 

Percent 

10.5 

10.1 

8.2 

8.8 

7.6 

9.2 

8.5 

8.0 




