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November 2, 1981
The first meeting of the Senate Finance and Cl(1ims Committee
met as a joint committee with the /louse Appropriations as a
pre-session meeting for the Special Session of Legislature.
Called to order at 8:37 a.m. by Chairman Rep. Gene Donaldson,
it was adjourned to the House Chambers for more space.
Representative Donaldson introduced the secretaries who would
be handling Committees I, II and III; Senator lIimsl as the
Chairman of Finance and Claims, Senator Smith as Chairman of
the Finance Committee and Judy Rippingale as chief of staff
for the Fiscal Analysts.
Representative Donaldson said the meeting would be composed
of three parts plus questions from the committee members followed
by questions from other legislators.
1.
Dave Lewis would
give the Governor's recommendations, 2.
Senator Smith would
chair a Finance Committee meeting, and 3.
Presentation from
local governments.
Dave Lewis, Director of the Office of Budget and Program
Planning passed out the Governor's budget recommendations
and introduced his people who would be working with the different committees.
He then explained the budget book and the
way it was set up, showing the members how to follow through.
lIe said in general they are asking for $13.8 million total,
most of which would be going to SRS.
lIe explained the reserve
fund for schools, and said if this were not included, they would
be asking for $22 million, depending on what happens.
lie disclaimed any spending irresponsibility pointing out that already
220 people have been laid off, and that this will have a tremendous impact on the agencies, but that the remaining question
is whether we can still afford to maintain this level of funding.
The question, Mr. Lewis said, revolves around the base of ongoing revenue.
We are half way through 1982 and can operate
with a lower balance S1nce there are less uncertanties.
We
think we can pull it down to $12 million which is less than
a 2% fluctuation in the balance.
In answer to questions, Mr. Lewis said the base of the fluctuations are the amount of highway contracts let.
We anticipate about $40 million loss of appropriation funds here and
$8 million to $12 million in CETA funds.
We have prepared the
amended budget of the governor and the specific call to the
legislature is to consider it.
He explained the letter, second
paragraph, by saying they had started the biennium with a
balance of $65 million.
We projected to pull it down to
$18 million and are now projecting to pull it down to
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$12 million.
We ended up with a b~lance for 1981 of $9 or
$10 million more than anticipated.
Discussion was held on
funds changing around because of the changes in the foresters,
DCA, etc., and that the fund balances were also reflected here.
There is $60 million in education, also monies in highway
that are in base level projects and even with those out
they can pull it down to $12 million.
There will be an increase in oil severance tax for instance that will build the
revenue b(1se to InLlintLlin the pro(]ram~; to the level we have
recommended.
Representative Marks asked if rather than the $13.7 million
there wasn't actually $23 million of open-ended authority
here.
Mr. Lewis answered that this was the accrual issue,
and the totals of House Bill 500 included the accrual figures.
In his calculations he was asking to use this in a different
way.
lIe also mentioned some reversions such as Old West
$90,000, coal tax $93,000, Swan River, etc., and the $13.8
is the net of all that.
Representative Bardanouve pointed out that this money had been
given to pay bills at the end of the biennium in 1983 and he
did not like to see a bookkeeping process have those bills
go in dispair.
Mr. Lewis pointed out that the legiSlature
had appropriated for 3 years and they only need the one time
appropriation and that LaFaver is using the money appropriated
in 1981 to do this.
Representative Quilici pointed out that
the accrual of $1.9 million, in his understanding, was to go
to medicaid.
Mr. Lewis said they are asking that it be
re-appropriated and that most of it would go to the counties.
About 1/2 of the SRS request is to back up some of the cost
to the counties.
Senator IIimsl asked if on page i the $9,135,000 was included
in the $351 million on that page. Mr. Lewis said that all
along we have considered it as a part of the total.
We are
simply asking for a different way of using it.
Discussion was held on the end of the fiscal year for the
federal and the state and if this was apt to cause any problems.
Mr. Lewis said this fiscal year for federal government will
carry us through October pf the next fiscal year.
It is
closer to January and we can look forward to handle any further
problems in the next legislature.
Representative Donaldson recessed the joint meeting and Senator Ed Smith opened the Finance Committee meeting.
Senator
Smith introduced the members of the finance committee and the
Legislative staff--Judy Rippingale director of LFA, the staff,
members of the committee, and asked Mrs. Rippingale to give a
preview of their analysiS.
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Judy Hippingale introduced the new members from their office
and the s t.J f f member s work inq wi. th o(1ch commi t tee.
She sa i.d
their budget unalysi~; is put Logether at the requiremont of
the law, and is an independent reVlew of the executive budget.
The purpose is to shuw you altcrn<ltives, (1n(1 thlS one is put
together differently from previous books.
She went through
the various steps of following through the book on an issue
or a department und explained how it worked by uSlnq Clll exulllple.
She said she had II slightly different version from the Exec··
utive budget.
The Governor's recommendations exceed the
revenue on expenditures.
The 1981 school foundation general
fund b(1l11nCe wus approxi.mately $40 million.
]J(ld it not been
there, it would have be on supported by a general fund appropriation.
Therefore there is a $40 million of one time items
shown as coming from the general fund.
There also happens
to be $40 million on a one tU1e assumption in from the gen-'
eral fund.
This offsets the other, so looking at it as a
whole, the Governor's buclget i.;, olll: of balance.
This i~.>
not good.
The good parts lllst only so long as you have II
savings balance.
To keep up this policy we believe wlll lead
to a radical change in tax and spending policy.
You do have
money, but it is money generated previously lt is not onC]oing.
Tile LFl\. st(1ff has estimated the revenue at $12 million
less than the Executive, and if they C1re correct it would
leC1ve a zero balllnce.
The Executive (jeneral fund bC1lance is
substantially less than the 3% we recommend.
There are
problems tha t could ar i ~;e-'--prorosi11 S, unforseen emergencies,
thinqs that could come up.
Fi.11,'l1C1.Z1.Ll y there shoulc1 be
between J and 5% margin, and we have tr.ied to have them maintain at least 3%.
I would give a word of Cllution,-person~l
income and corporate income tax-- - the base has eS sen t ially
been destroyed.
Trying to determine the impact and what
will happen is just a matter of poor judgment.
Interest is
another.
The ability to come in hi.qh, and if it don't you
llrc in trouble.
The fedcr~ll (Jovernment soys it will lower
substantilllly, but interest is high and they say people will
not taKe advanta("Je and buy equipment etc.
Mrs. Hippingale mentlonecl other revenue figures such as oil,
coal L1X etc., and pointed out the dcll1Cjers of estimating too
high.
She mentloned some of the questions her office had
wlth tile Governor's amended budget..
The contingency fund for
SRS--how long does SRS have to have before they turn over the
remainder? When would they get it? What amount would be
available to revenue? Would they get $5 million or $2 million?
The anSvl(~rs to those questions have C]U i te an impac t.
!low
will the money be distributed? Is this a one time thing to
the counties? Do you just deal with the past losses? How
do you intend to deal with the future losses? l\. 12% cutback
on property that starts .in 19n~ wi.ll have quite an impact.
The [)epartlilent of lIiCJhways -the EXCcllL:ive sees definite
CUl:b"ICk~).
fviy ~.t:afr ~;C1y!; Lhi:; has a potr~nti'-Il of (IreC1!: l:rouble.
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You should remember none of this is final, we take you through
and show you what the potential problems are.
Schools-we have considerable disagreement with the executive budget.
School lunch money is going to subsidize middle and upper families, not the poor.
They put more money in OSPI than they
asked for, and more than the loss of federal funds.
In the
Health Department--they are not asking you for a great deal of
money.
They have quite a bit of shifting around, and you need
to be attentive to where it is being shifted.
Mrs. Rippingale went into SRS requests, the changes in
AFDC requirements, the tightening of requirements in various
areas such as two-parent recipients of welfare, pregnant women
to the third trimester, and finished by saying there is a
$1.7 million difference in the LFA and the executive budgets, an(
it needs to be straightened out.
Questions and answers were held and Representative Conroy
asked for a revenue estimate break-down to know where the
difference in the two estimates lie.
Mr. Lewis said he
would have one available for them to be handed out.
Representative Bardanouve questioned where the money for the
special session was coming from and Mrs. Rippingale said the
Executive had allocated $250,000 and that would probably be
House Bill 1.
Some estimates had come in that the cost would
run as high as $400,000.
Discussion was held on the pro's and con's of recommendations
for cutting the case loads in welfare and what would happen
on the local levels as a result of the tightening regulations.
Mrs. Rippingale pointed out on page 276 the uneven distribution of funds to the counties, and that perhaps direct aid
to recipients would be better than paying salaries since it
would be cheaper for the state and possibly less devestating to
the counties.
Representative Conroy said he had been to a conference where it
was suggested it might be good to coordinate some of the
services between the state and the Indian Services to see
where there is duplication.
A 'lOTION made by Representative Conroy to let the Feds look
at this and maybe coordinate some of the federal grants with
the states.
A letter would go out to the Federal Government
at the Denver office to this effect authorizing the Federal
Government tp make inquiries into the feasibility of coordinating grants.
Discussion was held on the scnsivity of this area and the distrus t fel t by the I nd ian people for the "whi te man".
'rhe
committee members advised extreme care and all effort should
be made to provide services and get them to the people who
rCLllly fH!ed L1H~1I1.
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QUESTION was called, the motion voted and passed unanimously.
MOTION by Representative Moore that the committee accept the
LFA analysis. Voted and passed.
Th~

Finance Committee was adjourned and the Joint Finance and
Claims, Appropriations Committee re-convened.
Representative
Donaldson announced the committee Chairman as:
Committee I,
Representative Moore, Vice Chairman Senator Nelson; Committee
II, Representative Hurwitz with Senator Smith as Vice Chairman;
and Conunittee III, Representative Cozzens with Senator Story
as Vice Chairma~.
He said all legislators were encouraged to
attend and can partake of the deliberations, and they would
reserve some space for them.
IIe said they would be putting
out a news letter for the legislators who are not here, there
is a Watt line to get information and they would try to have
an informed person available to answer it.
The meeting was adjourned until 1:30 p.m. when the local government people would give thier input to the committees.
The meeting was re-convened at 1:30 p.m. for a scheduled
hearing with the Local Government participating. Chairman
Donaldson said they would start off with the cities and towns,
followed by the counties with questions from conunittee members
and then other legislators.
Don People~, League of Cities and Towns, Butte-Silverbow Local
Government said they were talking about programs that affect
their residents. They represent 6 major Montana cities and
the situation there is serious.
The property valuations are
down, employment decreased, property taxes have decreased
and the erosion of the property tax is a real problem to the
cities.
lie said he felt the block grants should be designed
to go directly to the recipient and not have them rely on the
property tax.
He said he would introduce speakers from the
different areas on different aspects of the situation.
Gene Marciel, Polson said the administration of the community
block grant program through the years had been administered by
the HUD program.
We would strongly recommend that the state
of Montana assume the liabilities formerly administered by
HUD; that the state of Montana establish immediately a
planning committee to advise on regulations and administration
of the program in Montana, and that the state of Montana honor
the multi-year commitments to the cities that have community
block grant programs.
We also feel they should remain competitive and provide technical assistance to the cities that
request such in preparing the applications necessary.
One of
the major recommendations is that regulations that are brought
forth from the committee allow the funds to be put into the
cities in a timely manner.
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Mike Young, speaking for the cities and towns said the mills
levied have increased 21%, reduced expenditures about 10%, and
decreased employment about 10%.
In small cities increase in
property tax is 21%, taxable valuation down about 18% and reduced expenditures about 12%.
Dan Warsdell, Anaconda-Deer Lodge talked about some of the
problems they are having and are feeling with the cutbacks.
Human services expects a 20% cutback and this is general
relief and general medical (the safety net for social services),
and the impact could be 100% funded from property tax while
they are now at a level where many are unable to increase
the mill levy.
The concern is a "do nothing" attitude
toward the safety net and the county property tax will have
to take a full burden on this.
If someone out there is
hungry or starving, and that is what the safety net is for, the
cutback will impact this.
He said if they do not support the
administrations proposal to put $8 million into this program,
then the counties will have to pick up the impact and may not
be able to afford it.
Al Thielen, Billings City Manager, said IIighways have~their
problems and city streets are a low priority with them.
The
cutbacks will definitely effect the cities in regard to streets
in the urban areas.
Highways have a priority for the interstate highways then the primary and secondary road systems.
We would urge the committee to reinstate some of the money
the state is going to lose, particularly in the highway system
if you address the issue of short run for highway maintenance
and highway development.
The unprecedented increase in property taxes throughout the state, some areas very sharp increases, and the fact that the property taxes next year will
top this year's is a problem.
It is to the point where the
people paying taxes are going to revolt.
ViII Verwolf, city of Ilelena, said part of the problem is the
error due to the state on property assessment and the reSUlting
34% rollback.
The cities, counties and school districts have
their expense budgets based on income before the roll back and
the expenses go on.
lie said this causes a 6 mill increase
(2 for the county, 2 for the cities and 2 for the schools), and
since this was an error by the state the result was that the
state basically changed an accounts receivable to a bad debt
overnight.
The business tax is coming up while it is a tax
credit now, in two years they will quit paying it and this will
add 2 to 4 mills to all jurisdictions, again making it a 6
to 12% total increase.
Jim Nugent, Missoula spoke on thc action taken 1n convention,
at the League convention.
lIe said in regard to the block
grants they had urged 7 conditions be considered and with
those they would accept the administration's proposals.
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1.
A planning committee be established to formulate a block
grant advisory committee; 2.
/lonor the on-going projects that
are now going down the road; 3.
Assume control of the block
system without interruption ~f the funding cycle; 4.
Remain
competitive; 5. Maintain current funding categories and multifunding; 6.
Provide formal technical assistance; and 7.
In
forming an organization, a mechanism to assure distribution of
funds in a timely manner.
John Evans, Dozemnn, summed up the testimony of the cities
very briefly touching on the main points of each speaker.
Questions from the committee followed.
Representative Hurwitz commented that according to his information the city development block grant will be increased by
9% in 1982 and '83.
Even though the cities are hurting, he
said, I cannot understand why they should be hurt by the community development grants.
Mr. Peoples said the point is that
he feels the state should take the responsibility if the cities
want any input into the community block grant system.
Representative Hurwitz presented some figures for them by saying the
1980 revenue was $5,999,000, the 1981 $5,738,000; the 1982 will
be $6,423,000 and the 1983 will be $6,423,000 which is an
11.9% increase.
Nancy Leifer, Department of Co~nerce addressed the above
figures by saying she felt there was some confusion because
of the community development block grant being such a limited
program while we are talking about a variety of block grant
programs.
This particular grant is very limited as to what it
can be used for.
It does not necessarily answer the local
government problems that cover the needs of the other areas.
Mr. Peoples said it also covers the needs of other areas
and includes the multi-year projects. Ms. Leifer answered
that there were $2,517,000 in annual multi-year projects out
of the $6.3 million commitment.
Representative Donaldson asked that they clarify whether the
cities and towns want the state to assume the responsibility.
Ms. Leifer said the Department of Commerce has been assuming
responsibility as though they would be taking on the program.
We have taken steps to get suggestions from them, people for
the advisory group, etc.
We have a cap of 2% federal funds
which is matched dollar for dollar by the state for administrative costs and we think we can get the entire process in
line and have it take place to get the grants by July 1st,
with this money.
In reply to a question from Representative Gardanouve in
regard to the commitments made in the past and what commitments they are being asked to pick up.
Mr. Peoples answered
that the direct relationship between the cities and the federal
government arc shifting to a relationship between the state
and the federal government.
When the state makes the determination on rules and regulations they would ask that the cities'
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programs and those residents who expect to be represented through
input from the cities and towns.
Representative Waldron asked if they are not asking for more
funds, or simply asking the state to assume the administration
of the program and Mr. Peoples said from the standpoint of a
county official we are very concerned about the welfare
program--the program by the department.
We think that the
assistance must be provided, as AFnc is terminated other programs are changing.
Unemployment is running out and we are
afraid when we see a lot of people needing assistance that
we will have the big cost transferred to us on this needy
assistance.
Questions and answers involved discussion on the make-up of
the advisory committee, reimbursement from the state for the
loss of revenue to the city through its error on assessment.
the tax levy on people as a result of the state error, pressure on increasing penalty on delinquent taxes and the tax
credit on inventory tax which would be replaced, but with a
6 month lag, the vehicle tax effect on counties, etc.
Following the cities presentation the counties gave theirs
and Ed McCaffree acted as spokesman.
Testimony is attached for Ed McCaffree, County commissioner
from Rosebud county; Everett Elliott, Pondera county commissioner and first vice president of MACo; Jim Straw, Yellowstone county commissioner; John Nesbo, Toole county commissioner;
John Gottfried, Toole County commissioner and fiscal officer
of MACo.
Questions and answers followed wlth concerns on DD saying
if it were not properly funded we would be having a return
to warehousing at the institutions; GA (general assistance) and
medical assistance to the counties.
Senator Smith asked if
the commissioners approve the proposed plan to aid counties
and Mr. McCaffree said there are mixed feelings on this and
it will depend on the final program made; that they felt the
state should pay a portion of the GA.
They felt the LFA
projections with the discrepencies on distributions to the
counties need study.
There were questions and answers in regard
to the local control and what would happen with the state
paying the salaries of the welfare workers, allowing flexibility in the rules and regulations that are set up by the
state, and the amount of levy in the various counties and
whether they are at a maximum levy.
Representative Waldron pointed out that a fair hearing process
had been mentioned.
lIe said when you have a cllent that is
getting GA you go on to a fair hearing.
SRS administers that
hearing, but SRS has no economic interest so that rather than
going along with the states proposal, if the state picks up
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some general assistance the state would have an economic
interest in insuring that the system was not abused by clients
and SRS would be a little tougher to deal with.
Mr. McCaffree
agreed.
The meeting was adjourned by Chairman Donaldson at 3:38 p.m.
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(Please lCilvc [JrC'p<tn:c1 statcment with Secretary)

EROSION OF PROPERTY TAX BASE

In iiddiLion

(0

long-~;landir)(l

rX('lIlplions frolll pl'opcrl_y tclxcltion (such as

public buildinCJs, churity dnel rcliqiolJs property and public art gallAries), the
legislature has I'emoved or 10l'ierecl the taxable valul' of other' properties during
follo\,lin~l:

the past five sessions, incluciinC) the
Household goods
Freeport merchandise
Unprocessed fruits and vegetables
Unprocessed agricultural products
Livestock under nine months
Swine uncler three months
Bankshares

One-half of coal contracts if producel' extracts less than 20,000 tons annually
Pickup toppers

les~

than 300 pounds

ProjJcrty of nonrrofit cOlllfllun-ity

scrvic(~

orqi1n-i7.i1t:iow;

Sprinkler irrigation systems
Senior citizen ccntrrs
[3 usin e s s i I) vt:: n tori (~ 5 (d u e toe n cI a ft (: r Jan. 1, 1 C) P, 3 )

I\utomobiles une! lifJht trucks (effective Jan. 1, 19iB)
Livc1sLock and pou-Itry (from

W:~

to 4'/:',)

10 m; dis ,\ h1(~d v r t. r. ran') (ci c: p e 11 di n<J

0n

(1

d jus t c cI

f) Y' 0 S ')

inc orne)

Rollback taxes
f\griculLural ll1()chinr:ry and trucks (from hiqh book to low book)
Aircraft (to low book)
Trucks over 3/4 tal) (to low book)
Construction Equipment (to low book)
Motor boats (to low book)
Boat trailers (to low book)
Motorcycles (to low book)
~iindf<l1l

profits

t()X

(deduct.('d from net proceeds tax)

EXH 1[3 IT B
I
--------

1)1~()I)Elrr)r rrAXI~S IJ~Vl r~~l)

1980

DISTRICT
SCHOOLS
18.03'/,

HIGH SCHOOLS

HIGH SCHOOL
OISTnlCT
13.57'/,

1'.~2'/.

GENERAL
FUND

7.62'/,

ELEMENTAny
SCHOOLS
15.~6·/,

CITIES 8.S 00 /0

LIVESTOCK 0.67'/,
DEFICIENCY LEVY
0.07'/.

aRIDGE FUND 1.45'/,

UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
2.51'/.

BOND SINKING FUND 0.33'/,

UNDIFFERENTIATED 5.13'/. - - - - '

STATE 3.25%

FIRE DISTRICTS,
HAIL INSURANCE, ETC. 4.95'10

[rl(~

I !\\'is AIJTlIOII [i'

r:OIIN'lY1 (I.>:i '.,

•
General Fund Tax.
[conofll"i
c ___________ :.1 _... __ .___
___
.________

1 nli11 (re(juires voter approval).

Poor Fund Tax.

Up to 1:L 5 III i 11 s .

~

•

Dcvc 1Of)fncn t.

Up to 27 mills for 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th class.
Up to 2S mills for 1st, 2nd and 3rd class.

Up to G III i 11 s for 1s t J nd ?nd c 1(t:) r~
Up to Jc- III i 11 s for 3rd and 4 th class.
Up to 4 mill s for 5th, 6th and 7th class.
•

• Bond _~LQ..~.il_~_
Interest Fund Taxes.

• _~_a2_i_~~J_ JJl2QT_o_~_~!l~_~_~
Fund.

•

No 1 inl'i t.
No sepllrate IIlil1 levy; funds estllblishcd from existing
-levies.
Up to 15 Inills for 1st, 2nd, 3rd cluss.
Up to 18 mills for 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th class.
Up to 2 mills.

I<

.......

_~L~l(~ mp_LQ .Y~~~~~
fg_~~p_~n_sil.ti..Q!~ .

pu_~_l.i~_~]£} ..QJ~~~~_J3_~.

.. t i rement Tax.

As needed.
As needed .
1\, nr.eded.

Up to 4 III ill s .
Up to additional 1 mill for excess bridges in low-valuation county.
Up to udditional 2 mills for excess bridqes in medium-valuation
county.

•
Additional Tax For

.. [()~~~~~an cLJ3~rTdi~ -Construction.

Additional levy up to 10 mills (requires voter approval).
Up to 5 lIli 11 s (for city bridges).

~_ ~.t:'lL().t:'.tI~,-(~?·

Up to 2111i11s.

.. .A i rf2.<2..ct Au t.b.o_r i t i_~_

No lililit (for payment of bonds.)

..

Up to 2 mills .
District Fair Taxes.

....... ~oun!L_Ca i ~ Ta.!~.

III

Purebred Livestock
Shm"-'
-.--.----.-------_C_~J?_j

_!_aJ__l~.!:_~V_~l er~!.

.., Fund.

LibrarlJ TJx.

ill ...-_._---"'-.--_.

_cl.9_~~_L..C_~ !.y-=-~_()~r:!.!x

1..i brary.

t~l?!J1_~1_~px_e_~_1_a.1L().n_

Up to lli lIIill in host county.
Up to 1 mill in other counties in district .
Up to

l\~

mills.

Up to 1/4 mill.
Funding

fro1l1

unexpended (fair) huc\gcts .

Up La 3111ills.
Up to 3 mills.

Reserve.

Funded frol11 unspent budgets or federal funds.

Rodent Control Tax.

Up to 2 mi 11 s ( i n district).

Insect Pest TJx.

Up to 3

III

Weed Control Tax.

Up to

III i

2

i 11 s .
11 s .

·Iire Ilrotec:Li(JlI (fl~-e---(5-i·s-ft·{(:Ts·.-·· [Iural Fire Control .

.....Soil

As needed (i II eli s t.ri ct) .
$1 5,000

Inil x

i PIUI1l .

Conservatiol1

bTs-fiTct-s-. --- ---.-

Up to 11" III i 11 s ( in district). (l\cSJu1ar assessment).
(' I'\f' Ill'\,. )
Up lo ,_!J III ill '; (:;pcc i ill :\ ('" C\('_) .),.
(

,)

J

Up to 2 III i 11 S ( i n district) for nml1 i 11(] clistrict.
lip to 3 Illill s t.o PilY bonded indebtedness.

ill

Up to 1\
ill

III i

11 s ( i n district).

1~_(~f..tJ_~~_P_i.~J2.o_~) _u_l.

Fees for service.

lJistricts .
.. Local Goard of Health.

r~ixed

fundinfj (federal, stute and local).
Up to 5 IJrills outside city lil1lits for city-county board (class 1 ?, ('
Additional appropriationallOl'-lcd from (Jeneral funci for city-county
board, 'if needed (class 1 ~, 2).
For other than class 1 ,~ 2, county Illily appropriate from general
fund, plus levy up to an additional 1 illill.

lilt

r·luscull1 Tax.

Up t (J 1 Illi 11 .

r·~o~_9..L.!.i.~g___C_?!l_!..I ~()_1..

II

District.

Up to 5 mills (in the district).

Ill'

P_l_a_n~l. ~~9___?,_ J_o!1.in.9

l1li

[,ornilliss·ions.

IJ ;1 to

I)lilnninq
COilrcl.
.. ---- --_ .. - .. __ ..... _- - - .- --- -

Up Lo 2 !IIi 1 1') ( ls l

111 i

11 ( in til(' distr'ict).

C. ] :l' (. ) .
ill ,; (f'nd class).
Up to fl 111 ill s (3rd closs).
Up to r' Illi 11 s (1\ th class).
Up to Li Illi 11 ') ( Cj til , 6th, 7th c 1u~; s ) .

IJp to

II

J

.j

(~~:)

III

,)

~g.,rJ~~l.~~-i--tLT8-~~-~~

Se)'V1CeS
DD).
lilt - ... ----.--,--... -.--.-.

.

Up to 1 III ill .

PuJ)JJ..~_ ..U_~sJ:_i tilJ

District.

Up to 3 Illills (in the c!istxict).
lJ p to a n add i t i 0)\ d 1 6 III i 11 S ( \'J i t h v0 t r rap pt' 0 val ) ,
[·1dY contr,)cL indcbt:('cinoss up to 13';', of county valuation (voter

.,

..

approval) .
Livestock Protective
conimTftees.---··-··-·---·
.----.- -.-.------..

Up to 50(~ per head on cattle (owner petition).
Up to 5(: per head on sheep (owner petition),
Up to

Civic Center Tax.

:)()(~

per head on cattle (owner petition).

LI!l to 2 mi 11 c;.

!·1.e_~.r_o}},oJ. it(l.n __S!~n_i...t.0.\"1.

..

£,

_~.t_QT!l~_'::;:::':;.C:_l~. .rJ.i_~_t!:.is_t:;.

r'1ay scL I'd tc:"; IJp to $7 fo)' operation and maintenance.
Acid i t i OIiJ 1 $I per' unit foe operation and maintenance.
lJ P to 2 III ill s (for revenue for reserve fund).

County- -.,
\'1;1[0), Uistricts.
a---'--'-- - - ..... --. -- - .

i'lay ';ct r;ILe';,
f/lilY 1<'''1.'1 tell!";

dS

nc('dcci lo PilY OIl(;)A(1I,ing expenses and pay bonels.

f\ural
____
_____. _____Snccial
x. __ ... ___ ._____ Illl')rove.. __ ,___ _
~

l11e n t Dis t (' i c t s .

May cr'catr u rCIJolvinq funci, by II\(\kinr; transfers from the
genel"l] fund, as a loan; or ll'y lcv'yin0 a tox on all property
in the coullty up to 5')(, of the outstanding principal on the
llOllds ill\(l \'J(lrrants, to be llscd as a lOiln.

Television
Districts.
.--.---- .... ..- •.. - --.•. --.- - -

fl.:> nc(:d('ci,

P,l11bulallCe Servicr.

Up to

III i

Recreational.

Up tu

mill (for

~

~--

-~-

-~-

pCl'

pCTson mm 111fj a set.

11 .
eldE~rly).

•
~~as..o 1i

~·~c1Li:II.t!.I~~..U~~l_Lx_c_~e~I..r:.~

•

If

II

..
•
•

..

..
..

.

..

2¢ per gallon (local voted option).

ne Tax.

.

1\ counLy voted levy

1lI{IY

be

illl!lo~;cd

above ull other l('vics.

/'
\

. \. ,

I

RESOLUTION

~~/

,

A RESOLUTION BY THE MONTANA LEAGUE OF CITIES AND Tm-mS ENDORSING
THE ASSUMPTION OF THE COHMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SMALL CITIES BLOCK
GRANT PROGRAM BY THE STATE OF HONTANA.
WHEREAS, the Montana League of Cities and Towns has a responsibilit'y to assist the cities and towns of Bontana in
every way possible; and
WHEREAS, the State of Montana will be required under the emerging
Block Grant Program of the Federal Government to exercise
an oction relative to administration of the Small Cities
Community Development Program; and
,I
WHEREAS, the Montana League of Cities and Towns desires to see
\

:

I

the Block Grant Program continue to aid the cities and
towns in their efforts to provide a better environment
for their citizens;
NOi\, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HONTANA LEAGUE OF CITIES
AND TOWNS THAT THEY DO ENDORSE THE PROPOSED ASSUMPTION OF THE
SMALL CITIES BLOCK GRANT PROGP.Al1 BY THE STATE OF HONTANA UNDER
TilE FOLLOI.<JING CONDITIONS:
""-'-,' ·,.'··SECTION 1 :

That a· Planning .Committee· be established . to .,formulate

State Community Development Block Grant Regulations.
That this

co~mittee

be composed of appropriate State

and local officials, and that this group be a permanent
advisory COmMittee but not participate in ranking or
evaluating Community Development Block Grant aP9lications.
SECTION 2:

That the State of Montana honor multi-year commitments

previously made by the department of Housing & Urban

.....

SECTION 3:

I

That the State of Montana assume control of the

{'.

Community

Develop~ent

Block Grant Program as soon as

practical without interrupting the existing funding
cycle.
SECTION 4:

That the Community Development Block Grant Program

remain competitive with the State of Montana adopting,
as close as possible, the existing Department of
Housing & Urban Development ranking criteria.
SECTION 5:

That the State of Montana maintain the current funding

categories (single purpose

comp~~hensive

and multi-year)

,

and that limits be establ i shed fo'r each category.

,.

SECTION 6:

That the
State of Montana provide formal technical
.
\

assistance to communities requesting such assistance
and that no person serving as a technical representative
be inv'ol ved 1.n ranking or evaluating procedures.
SECTION 7:

.... '

,

That in the formalization of community Development

~lock

Grant Regulations, a mechanism be

devel~ped

assure distribution of funds in a timely fashion.

-2-
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MINUTES or THE MEETING OF THE SENATE FINANCE AND
CLAIMS AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE I--SPECIAL SESSION
November 3, 1981
The meeting was called to order by CHAIRMAN JACK MOORE at
1:30 p.m. on November 3, 1981 in Room 135 of the Capitol Building,
Helena, Montana.
Members present were; Chairman Jack Moore; Rep. Esther Bengston;
Rep. Tom Conroy; Rep. Gene Ernst; Rep. Bob Thoft; Sen. Harold
Nelson, Vice Chairman; Sen. Mark Etchart and Sen. Judy Jacobson.
Absent was Sen. Jack Haffey, who was excused.
CHAIRMAN MOORE conducted committee business. He announced that
the Mental Health meeting has been changed from November 9 to
the afternoons of the 5th and 6th; Title I and the University
System have been moved to Monday, November 9. These changes
have been published in the new schedule.
CHAIRMAN MOORE advised that this afternoon hearings will be
conducted on the State Library Commission, the Montana Arts
Council and the School for the Deaf and Blind. He outlined the
procedure:
the budget office will first cover the general
area, then the agencies will be given time to testify and
then there will be time for the visiting legislators to
testify, then the general public. Adherence will be given to
the time schedule and witnesses will refrain from repetition.
It would be appreciated if one witness would be elected as a
spokesman for repetitious statements.
CHAIRMAN MOORE announced that at 2 p.m. VICE-CHAIRMAN HAROLD
NELSON would take over the chairmanship.
GLEN LEAVITT of the OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM PLANNING pointed
out that the Montana Arts Council has had a $100,070 reduction
in grants. The council may lose $85,570 in funds for passthrough grants and $14,500 for program operations. They are not
asking for any general fund replacement for those funds.
The
State Library is facing a loss of $54,953 each year in Federal
funds or $109,906 for the biennium. The School for the Deaf and
Blind is losing $35,000 of career education funds, $31,766 of
vocational education funds, $32,530 of Title I funds.
In
reference to the career education's $35,000, we believe the School
for the Deaf and Blind say they have covered this loss by
administrative measures. They are not asking for extra general
funds to cover loss. Concerning the vocational education amount
of $31,766 we recommend this be picked up with interest and
income. Title I, $32,530, is almost completely covered with
Title I carry-over funds.
There is no recommendation on Title I.
The recommendation is for $31,766 from interest and income to
cover vocational educational loss.
DAVID NELSON, Executive Director of the Montana Arts Council,
said Congress appears to be supporting a no-cut concept,

Minutes of the Meeting of the Senate Finance and
Page 2
Claims and House Appropriations Committee I--Special Session
November 3, 1981
particularly for State money. The House figure, $157 million,
which is $4 million less than received last year, is comparable
to last year. The Reagan task force on arts report was very
positive, very supportive of activities, very supportive of the
mechanisms by which the money is distributed.
REP. ESTHER BENGSTON remarked that nobody is asking for any
money. A question was raised that Mr. Nelson had originally
requested money.
HENRY McCLERNAN, of the State Library Commission, said that
$109,000 was originally requested to replace federal funds used
for grants to the federations.
However, because of some
internal accounting problems, the Library Commission had not
accurately calculated the amount of carry-over funds available.
The Library Commission concurred with the legislative staff
analysis and asked that their request be withdrawn from
consideration.
CHAIRMAN MOORE noted that the library is going to have more
money for distribution to the federations as a result of
increased Coal Tax Revenues. Mr. McClernan answered that more
money will be available to local public libraries but also to
look for potential cuts.
Further testimony on the State Library Commission was given by
J. D. HOLMES representing the Montana Arts Advocacy, the
legislative arm of the Institute of Arts Foundation.
He said
that the three state agencies interested are the Montana State
Library, the Montana Arts Council and the Montana Historical
Society. None are asking for funds.
There were no further comments or questions on the State Library
Committee.
ROBERT J. DEMING, Superintendent of the Montana School for the
Deaf and the Blind, spoke on an attactment, see EXHIBIT A attached,
which he prepared for the State Board of Education meeting on
Thursday.
His request is to replace vocational education
funding as reduced by Federal funding as of October 1, 1982. He
stated that the School for the Deaf and Blind has no children--the children belong to the local public school districts. The
children are those with severe hearing and vision loss on the
fringe of their public school and in receiving those kinds
of services necessary for image, human relationships and
capacities. The vocational special needs project addresses
these children. The goal for these children is to attend Great
Falls High School to learn sign language and to participate in
the interpreter tutor program.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked Mr. Deming if he has had a chance to go
over his information with the Fiscal Analyst.
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Mr. Deming answered, "Very briefly."
There were no further comments.
VICE-CHAIRMAN HAROLD NELSON.

The meeting was turned over to

REP. BENGSTON asked Mr. Deming if there were- two vocational
teachers offering different course subjects or why were there
two teachers?
REP. BENGSTON again questioned the special needs for vocational
teachers now.
MR. DEMING said there are two part-time teachers.
REP. BENGSTON asked if the need for additional teachers was
because of the impact of additional students.
MR. DEMING said that he was not asking for an increase.
MR. LEAVITT explained that the school was asking for replacement
of Federal funds.
There were no further questions from the committee.
VICE-CHAIRMAN NELSON asked if there were questions from other
legislators.
REP. EUDAILY questioned Mr. Deming on shift of funds.
The
reply was that the administration has eliminated the position
of assistant superintendent and the resources were redirected.
Rep. Eudaily also asked why the shift was made.
MR. DEMING answered that last year the committee was requesting
public schools to take part but that had not occurred. Now
it has occurred and a teacher has been eliminated. The funding
under Title 6-C has been returned.
REP. EUDAILY further questioned the shifting of teaching
staff. He asked where the money they are saving from reducing
the teaching staff has gone.
MIRAL GAMRADT, Business Manager of the School for the Deaf and
Blind, anticipates reductions in the Title 6-C Program. He said
the Federal government is placing responsibility on the states.
They received the general fund for the program to place the
children in public school. They did that and eliminated one
of the teachers.
BRUCE SHIVELY, Fiscal Analyst, referred to Table 1 in the Budget
Analysis. He said there is an increase of one teacher and
questioned where the resources went. He asked if the funds
could be shifted back to handle this additional position.
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He was unaware that the funds had been returned.
REP. CONROY asked if, when the previous position was eliminated,
it was categorized as a teaching position.
MR. SHIVELY asked if it was part-time from the existing staff.
MR. DEMING said the Full Time Employee is being used in
education, child care service and in the teaching staff. Much
of the Title 6-C money has gone for public instruction and
indirect services, not direct services to children.
There were no further questions.
VICE-CHAIRMAN NELSON said this question will have to be
answered before the executive session. He asked if anyone in
the audience would like to comment.
MS. NELSON of Cascade County, was sure the question could be
settled based on program needs, contingent upon Federal funding.
The meeting was adjourned at 2:08 p.m.

\lM/;Lv~~/

REP. JACKKMOORE, CHAIRMAN
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ITEM 78-401-Pl181

Special Legislative
Session Up-date

INFORMATION:
Please find attached the written testimony
concerning your school's presentation to the HouseSenate Committee I on November 3, 1981.
The presentation was by your Superintendent
and related to the Committee the "iffy" situation
vocational Education monies from the Federal
Government are in for FY'83.
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3911 CENTRAL AYENUE

GHLA T F fiLLS, MONTANA 59401

(406) 453-1401

November 3, 1981
To:

House-Senate Committee I - Special
Legislative Session - Honorable Jack Moore,
Chairman

From:

Administration - Montana School for the Deaf
and Blind

Subject:

Testimony concerning Special Needs Vocational
Program funding during 2nd year of the biennium.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
The administration of your school wishes to thank
fhis committee for its favorable consideration during the
most recent legislative session.
This request is for you to consider the school's
needs in the 2nd year of this biennium in terms of the
Special Needs Vocational Educi1t-ion Program.
In school year 1979-80, because of our interpretertutor program and selective mainstreaming of students to
dreat Falls Public Schools, there was not a vocational
teacher on staff at your school.
During the last two FY's it was requested from the
Legislature to have 2 FTE on federal project funds.
Your
school received a high priority from Office of Public
Instruction (OPI) for this project and it was and is
funded with federal dollars for 2 FTE vocational teachers.
These students referred to as "fringe" or "corner"
kids, are being generated to your school through the
Child Study Team process.
These "fringe" or "corner" students present a
totally different program need from our regular interpretertutor program because these children don't fit the mold.
That is to say, programmatically you must address the needs
of these children whose singularly unique characteristics

of severe hearing or sight loss inherently resists
adaptation or accomodation to mainstreaming.
However~
three students, as a result of this Special Needs
Project, are now being selectively mainstreamed in the
interpreter-tutor program.
Unless a medical breakthrough occurs, Montana, for
the population served, will need a school for these
Special Children for many years to come.
These children
cannot be denied an equal and appropriate educational
program.
The uncertainty of Federal Vocational Education
dollars being available for application, on a competitive
basis, through Office of Public Instruction, for school
year 1982-1983, now appears very slim.
Therefore, this
administration is addressing a basic programmatic need
in terms of general fund dollars. This request is for
replacement of $31,766 to fund 2 FTE vocation teachers.
Your School's Administration is in the process of
redirecting resources both personnel and fiscal, within
programs, to meet the school's ever changing population
and that populations needs.
The elimination of an administrative position in
this FY', coupled with resources being refocused to meet
the needs of children served, is a beginning of this
process.
\\lithin funding Jevels authorized hy the recent
legislature, the process of refocusing resources within
the agency, has allowed for a reduction in total agency
FTE.
Your school's request today for consideration, by
this Committee, is very "iffy".
If Vocational Education
funding should be reduced or eliminated on October 1,
1982, thls request is to allow your school the authority
to expend interest and income (I & I) dollars for support
and continuation of this basic vocational Education
program.
This administration is not requesting an increase in
authorized expenditure levels-or requesting additional
FTE's.
This request is for authority based on program
need and contingent on if the competitive federal grant
is not available throughthe Office of Public Instruction
in FY' 83.

RJD/jc

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS
AND SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS COMMITTEE ISPECIAL SESSION
November 4, 1981
The meeting was called to order by CHAIRMAN MOORE at 1:30 p.m.
on November 4, 1981 in Room 135 of the Capitol Building, Helena,
Montana.
SENATOR JACK HAFFEY was absent and REP. ESTHER BENGSTON and
SEN. JUDY JACOBSON were late.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stressed the need to keep to a time schedule and
announced that the meeting would be over by 4:00 p.m.
Business
for the session will include: testimony from the Office of Budget
Program Planning; the Superintendent of Public Instruction Office;
the five Vo-Tech centers; Committee Legislators; the public; and
questions and answers of people who testified by members of the
Committee.
GLEN LEAVITT of the Office of Budget Program Planning said funding
for the Office of Public Instruction was more in a state of flux
than others.
The numbers in the budget book will not resemble the
numbers to be given today. The OPI reported a loss of $6 million
originally; that was changed to $1.8 million which included $464,000
to take up the loss of Federal funds at the VO-Tech centers and
$779,000 for secondary vocational education.
The executive budget
was published two weeks ago and recommendations were changed since
then.
Presently the Governor is recommending for vocational
education budget $464,318 to replace the loss of Federal funds
of Vo-Tech centers. This is the only money recommended for
vocational education. The executive is also requesting $1.8 million
in funds for the school lunch program.
CHAIRMAN MOORE noted that this time is designated for only Vo-Ed
and Vo-Tech.
The school lunch program is to be taken up at another
session.
ED ARGENBRIGHT, Superintendent of Public Instruction, asked if he
could give an overview of several issues because he cannot attend
all of the meetings (Exhibit A).
CHAIRMAN MOORE gave permission to his request.
MR. ARGENBRIGHT said that funding is not a very definite thing
at this point.
They are just projections.
He will not have the
definite numbers until Congress acts. Figures were initially
made in September and then changed. The best figures to date for
the educationaJ block grant legislation will become effective either
June 1, 1982 or October 1, 1982. Federal funding through June 30,
1982 is largely already set for Federal fiscal year 1982.
Returning local decision making to local school districts is worth the
effort.
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MR. ARGENBRIGHT introduced his assistants.
Judy Johnson will be
at the meeting tomorrow to testify.
Issues include block grants.
He anticipates education will receive one million dollars more
than on the old method of distributing Federal funds.
Total amount
of $2.4 million is uncertain and may be less than what is being
projected in over 40 programs.
Block grant effects on Title 5
is of interest.
80 percent of the block grant is scheduled
to go to local school districts.
The remaining 20 percent will
leave a shortage in OPI. The staff will be reduced by 17 percent
in the OPI office and additional cuts will be made. The total
amount of reductions for OPI is $800,000.
They will absorb about
$300,000 in additional cuts.
He requested the committee for
replacement dollars of $497,000.
Included in that is $144,000
for Vo-Ed.
Other issues include numerous programs not affected by budget
reductions.
He is concerned about programs facing reduced Federal
funding.
The state will not be able to, nor should attempt to,
make up for losses.
Public Law 874 may be cut from 15 percent to 31 percent in the
"A" student category (military or Federal program) i and from
56 percent to 100 percent in the "B" student category (employed
in related Federal work) range. This $378,000 to $665.000 is
disastrous to the programs.
"A" includes the Indian reservation
schools who do not have a tax base. Their recommendation is
that this matter be given attention.
Title I, remedial reading and math, has a 12 percent reduction.
They are not requesting the state to make up for the losses.
There have been rate changes in food service. The projected loss
is uncertain. Fifty percent of the districts responding said
that the cut-back would be insignificant to moderate.
44% said
the cuts would be severe.
Heavy use of hot lunch occurs later in
the year so the figures might not be realistic. There is a need
for hot lunches in large families and where both parents work.
They are looking at the possibility of buying in quantity (central
purchasing).
The most recent Washington action may change the
reimbursement emphasis from cash to commodity.
Schools can cope
with the current reductions but further reductions would be very
serious, particularly in large schools.
He is not asking for
additional money.
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Vo-Ed, especially the five Vo-Tech centers, feel the cut-backs.
They recommend $464,000 State support.
REP. TOM CONROY questioned who would be the representative at
the next meetings who can answer questions.
MR. ARGENBRIGHT said there would be someone there.
GENE R. CHRISTIAANSEN, Assistant State Superintendent of Vocational
Education Services, was named as the next speaker.
Because of crowded conditions, the meeting was moved to the
House Chambers.
The meeting continued there at 2:00 p.m.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN pointed out recent information received from
Washington, D. C. on the budget, see Exhibit A.
His testimony
revolves around two aspects:
the impact upon Vo-Ed and OPI.
His request represents the difference between what the Legislature
appropriated for fiscal 1983 for the Vo-Tech Centers and an .add~biQnaJ
$144,000 to retain the staff at the opr to fulfill statutory
requirements.
No request is being made at this time for losses
in categorical aids to secondary schools.
Reference was made to
the figures in Exhibit B, and particular attention was given to
the $1,084,170 loss.
$464,000 is being requested for the Vo-Tech
Centers.
SEN. GEORGE McCALLUM, Chairman of the Montana Advisory Council
for Vocati~~lEducation, made a request that the State appropriate
dollars to replace the proposed Federal funding cuts. He referred
to the $144,000 for administration.
He stressed the importance
of funding the staff. He said that during the past five years
opr and Vo-Tech Centers have worked cooperatively to develop
quality programs.
Exhibit C was entered.
Representatives of the Vo-Tech Centers in Billings, Butte,
Great Falls, Helena and Missoula gave brief reports on losses
in funding and the shaky future of the schools without funding.
Exhibit D was accepted from the Butte Vo-Tech Center. The
exhibit notes a loss of $67,976 for fiscal year 1983 because
of Federal grant reductions.
SEN. EUDAILY said it is not a matter to decide the need, the need
is there. Without the money there has to be a reduction in the
program.
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ROBERT VANDEMERE of Helena said that a variety of students come
to the Vo-Tech in Helena.
86 percent of them will be working
as soon as they get out.
Because of industry problems, some
may not find work.
He said there has been an increase in the
electricians division by 25 percent. He recommended digging
into the State funds if necessary.
ALLEN STOHLE presented the committee with Exhibit E. He said
elimination of the OPI staff would have devasting effects on
secondary instructors across the state. They depend on OPI
staff more than anybody else.
DOUG POLETTE of the Montana Industrial Education Association,
spoke in support of Gene Christiaansen's comments for funding
Vo-Tech Centers and the OPI office.
He said it is not a cost
of the state but an investment in the youth of Montana. Exhibit
F was presented to the committee.
NORM MILLIKIN, vocational teacher educator at Montana State
University spoke in support of the $144,000 request, Exhibit G.
Approximately nine other supporters of the request briefly stated
their interest.
MR. CHRISTMAN, Training Director for the Montana Electrical
Training Committee, said his organization has always received
funds for additional educators in the classroom. The loss of
funding will have a definite impact---it will reduce opportunities
for young people to become electricians and will affect the quality
they are able to give to them.
Under the Montana Apprenticeship
Bureau, they have to provide a certain amount of training. They
would like to train more people.
DAN MILES, Chief of the Montana State Apprenticeship Bureau,
expressed his support for funding for the apprenticeship program.
KEVIN CAMPANA of the Montana Contractors Association spoke on
the apprenticeship issue.
He referred to Table I, Exhibit A,
projected funds for the fiscal year of 1983. He does not think
it was included with the OPI report. Training programs are
currently funded by the contractors themselves.
Some money has
gone to high quality instructors for two to three weeks of
intense training.
He is asking for support beyond the OPI request.
The contractors would like to go on record as supporting it.
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BILL PATTON, University of Montana Department of Business Education,
said new teachers will not be able to perform their functions
without funds.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said the committee would take into consideration
the request of the Office of Public Instruction and supportive
arguments.
He pointed out the options open to the Legislators;
see page 184 of the Budget Analysis for the Special Session.
Directors of the Vo-Tech Centers gave brief accounts of mill
levies in their areas.
REP. CONROY questioned the $144,000.
included in the request.

He wondered if that was

GENE CHRISTIAANSEN answered that the request is specifically for
Vo-Ed for staff. The $144,000 will maintain the staff at
approximately the level of this year.
It is not a duplicate
request. A question was raised as to what dollars could be
generated to cover the cost. Mr. Christiaansen replied that
it would amount to approximately a $100.00 increase of the current
payment if tuitions were raised. That would be a 100 per cent
increase in tuition.
REP. CONROY asked what effect that would have on the enrollment.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN said that was a difficult question, and he
could only make assumptions.
He suspected it would reduce
students.
REP. CONROY asked what percentage of students were receiving
financial aid.
MR. CHRISTlAANSEN was not prepared to answer the question but
ALEX CAPDEVILLE of Helena Vo-Tech felt that over 55 per cent
of Vo-Tech students in Montana were on some financial assistance.
REP. BENGSTON referred to page 181 in the Budget Analysis and
questioned the allocation of Federal funds.
She wondered if it
would be possible to shift funds from other programs into VoTech Centers or administration.
MR. CHRISTlAANSEN referred to Table I of EXHIBIT A.
It would
be difficult to shift the apprenticeship amounts to other areas.
Funds cannot be shifted from the 120 to 130 category. They are
Federal categories and are not flexible.
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REP. BENGSTON asked where the staff cuts were.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN said the Department of Vo-Ed has lost two
members and a half person.
REP. BENGSTON asked how many staff people were at the universities
teaching Vo-Ed subjects.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN did not know the number.
He mentioned 32
programs at Northern which are considered Vo-Ed and funded by
the university system.
SEN. JACOBSON pointed out a difference in the budget where
$436,000 was appropriated for 1983 and the request is for
$447,000.
If cuts were being made in the administration, why
was $11,000.00 extra being requested.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN said that did not reflect what the dollars
would be for 1983.
He could not answer the question, which would
have to be answered by the Legislative Fiscal Analyst.
REP. BENGSTON referred to the transfer of funds from different
programs.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN said transfers could be made on some but not
others.
Those with matching funds cannot be transferred.
REP. BENGSTON asked about carry-over funds.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN said there is a misunderstanding of carryover funds.
An institution has two years to expend funds on a
competitive basis.
Some dollars appear to be carry-over but
they are assigned to projects.
There were no further questions by the committee.
EXHIBITS H, I, J and K are attached, in addition to EXHIBITS A-G.
The meeting adjourned at 3:05 p.m.

REP. JACK MOORE, CHAIRMAN
I<.
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November 4, 1981
Testimony of Ed Argenbright
before Committee I
Mr. Chairman and Committee

Memb~rs:

The situation regarding education is influenced by federal actions. We
have been requested by the Governor's Office of Budget and Program Planning
and the Legislative Fiscal Analyst to make estimates about projected federal
funding levels. Let me emphasize these are just projections and make the
whole process very difficult because the numbers change almost daily and won't
be firm. until Congress acts. Figures we initially used were back in September
and have changed in the last month as the Congressional process grips the issues.
The figures we give now may differ from earlier estimates, but are the best we
have to date. Dollar amounts are at best uncertain.
The educational block grant legislation along with the funding of other
programs in education will become effective either July 1 or October 1 of 1982.
Federa 1 educati ona 1 funding through June 30, 1982 is 1arge ly already set. It
is the federal fiscal year 1983 that we are talking about. This projection
into the future adds to the difficulty of your deliberation .. We are not
asking for replacement dollars for any of the cuts experienced in FYS2.
It is my feeling the block grant direction and reduction of federal interference are good and I will support efforts to make it work in Montana.
Returning decision-making to the local district level is a worthy effort.
As you continue your work, feel free to call upon my office for assistance
as needed. With me today is my deputy, Ray Shackleford, and my assistant far.
vocational education, Gene Christiaanson. Tomorrow my assistant, Judy Johnson
in special services, and Gary Steuerwald in administrative services will be
presenting specifics and will be prepared to answer your questions as needed.
I'm impressed with their capab,ilities and I'm sure you will be too.
The issues from my point of view include block grants - we· anticipate
education in Montana will receive approximately $1 million more than they would
have under the old categorical method of distributing federal funds. The amount,
$2.4 million total, still isn't certain and may be less.
As you know, over 40 programs have been include in the block grant. The
one of concern to me at the state 1eve 1 is the Titl e V state grant. Thi s money
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has been appropriated in the past to reduce general fund state expenditures
for basic Office of Public Instruction services. Under the new approach 80%
of all block grant money will go to the local schools. The remaining 20% will
leave a shortage in the Office of Public Instruction.
During my tenure here we have reduced staff by 17% and will be making
additio"nal cuts as we support the block grant proposals. The total amount
of federal reduction is more than $800,000 for the office. We propose absorbing
over $300,000 in additional cuts, which leaves a request of your committee to
replace $497,000. This includes $144,000 for vocational education administration.
My ability to perform statutory duties would be jeopardized without this support.
Other issues outside the block grant legislation include numerous programs
not affected by the budget reductions. Right now I'm concerned about the programs
facing reduced federal funding, realizing the state will not be abl~ to, nor
should they, make up every lost federal dollar. In my judgment, these are the
most .critical issues. (he issue recently surfacing and not addressed in the
budget proposals is P.L. 874 impact funds. The range of cuts appears to be
$1.5 million (15%) to $3.1 million (31%) in "N' student reduction, which is one
category and the "B" student category reducti,on is $378,000 (56%) to $665,000
(100%). flAil students include Indian reservation schools that do not have a tax
base to use for replacement funds and students whose parents live on, or work on
federally impacted areas such as military bases. "B" students include students
of parents who are indirectly employed in federally impacted areas. The likelihood
of the "A" reductions, when considered by Congress, is remote, but I would recommend
this matter be given attention.
Title I remedial reading and math programs have had reductions in FY 81, 2.6%
in the current year, 1982, and 12% projected for 1983. We are not requesting state
dollars i~ the light of the 2.6% reduction and the proposed 12% reduction.
Soecial education is facing a cut of $300,000, whi~h is about what we can't
cUrrently spend due to the"attached strings and regulations. We are not asking
for replacement dollars.
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Food service programs are involved in reimbursement reductions caused
by rate changes. The projected loss due to these changes is very uncertain.
In our local district survey of last week, 56% of those responding said the
cut back would be of insignificant to moderate in its effect on the programs,
44% replied it w~uld be severe. This usually isn't the heavy-use time of the
year and that fact could alter the survey. In this day and age of both parents
working, the need is there for these programs. In my office we are looking to
assist local lunch programs through state quantity purchasing and other ways
to make the programs adaptable and attractive. This should increase student
participation, thereby increasing efficiency. The most recent Washington action
may change the emphasis from cash reimbursement to commodities, which will be
. good for Montana agriculture. We hope there will be no further reductions. Our
contact with schools indicate they can cope with current reductions. Further
reductions may be very serious as indicated in my office's individual contact with
schools, particularly with the larger s~hools. My school foods people have been
in contact with legislative staffs in Washington to insure minimal additional
reductions. Should programs actually be in jeopardy, we will be back in 1983.
At this time we are not asking for additional money.
Vocational education, especially the five Vo-Tech centers look to have their
education efforts damaged by the proposed cuts. We certainly don't want to get
the snowball going down the hi 11 ~ where cuts chop programs, programs chop students,
lost students mean lost tuition revenue, which in turns causes more cut~ in
programs. Although short-term options are available, it is my recommendation that
this area be given state support in the amount of $464,000.

SENATE
AND

HOUS[~

FI~ANCE AND CLAIMS
APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOHMITTEES

COHMITTEI': I

To:

Rep.
Sen.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Sen.
Sen.
Sen.

Jack K. Moore, Chairperson, Great Falls
Harold C. Nelson, Vice Chairperson, Cut Bank
Esther G. Bengtson, Sheph~rd
Thomas R. Conroy, Hardin
Gene N. Ernst, Stanford
Bob Thoft, Stevensville
Mark Etchart, Glasgow
Jack Haffey, Anacond~
Judy Jacobson, Butte

For the Record:

Re:

Name: Gene R. Christiaansen
Position: Assistant State Superintendent
Vocational Education Services

Supplemental Budget Request for Fiscal Year 1983

Introduction:

The current level of uncertainty witll respect to fiscal

year 1983 budgets h<ls prompted the Department of Vocational Education to
appear before this committee today.

At best, the actions of the federal

government will result in a status quo funding of

vocation~l

education in

Montana; at the worst, projectcu reductions will have a serious effect
upon vocational education within the State.

Information received

n'I'l~llt Iy

f['olll H;»~!JLllgt:Oll.

D.C.

il\(lLc<1tes

that there are three proposed budgets relating to the funding of vocational
education in the nation.

They appear below with a projected funding

level for Montana's vocational ednca.tiO[l system noted immediately
beneath the three

f~deral

proposals.

Budget Versions FY 1983
House
National
Montana

703, 000, 000
2,671,400

Senate

6%,000,000
2, 6!14, ROO

President

549,000,000
2,086,590

-2The efEects of rescission and the trend Eor a reduced receipt of federal
support for Montana's vocaUonal system (sec Table I) has promrted this
presentation in the direction of tIle President's recommended funding level.

Consider.Jtion therefore must

bc~

given to the eEEects

UP()I1

the system of

vocational education in light of the facts that the current continuing
resolution will expire in November 1981 and that a reauthorization of
vocational education will not be realized or brought to fruition prior
to 1984.

Findlly, as a concluding introductory statement, it is the position of
the Department of Vocational Education that a supportative action is
necessary, with the understanding that should federal action result in
funding fiscal year L9SJ at, or slightly ahove, that received in fio;c81
year 1982, no supplemental appropriations of state dollars would be made
in 1983 to stlpport the system.

E..~£P~se:

The Office of Public Instruction, Dep,lrtment of

Voc;ltion~ll

Education is appearing to testify before this Committee that a substantial
reduction of federal funds which support vocational education efforts in
the state has been evidenced in the interim of fisccll year 1981 to
fiscal year 1982 and that further reductions are anticipated for fiscal
year 1983.

The: actual reductions between fiscal year 1981 at a funding level of

-3-

$3,L25,671 to fiscal YCJr 19H2 at a

fundin~

level of $2,541,OJ4 illustrates

a reduction of $584,637.

The proj ected fiscal yea r 1983 (based upon the President's recor:unendation)
reflects the trend for reduced support in the amount of $454,44 1, result Lng
in a total support level of $2,086,590.

It is anticipated that the projected budget allocatioll from the federal
level will have a serious effect upon the state system's ability to maintain existing educational programs and services for vocational education.

In order to meet the intent of the Legislature expressed in current law
to maintain and improve the system, the Department of Vocational Education
rC':r':,:'tf":.~~/

n~quesls

favor.:1ble

cOl1sid(~r.1ti()n

to the granting of

[l

supplt?-

mental appropriation amounting to:
1.

$464,318

To maintain programs at the postsecondary vocationaltechnical centers; and

2.

$144,000

To maintain staffing and services at the Office of
Public Instruction.

$608,318

Total supplemental request.

No request to support losses of categorical aids ill disadvantaged and
handicapped areQS for the secondary vocational efforts will be made at
tId:;

timf~.

Historic Review
In order to summarize the trend of reduced fuuding, Table I was developed
to i.llustrate
(See Table I)

il

two year actual ilud Lhird year

projectl~d bud;~et

porspecti.ve.

I

Stt:enen' nefoJ committee
( ovember 4, 1981

I'
I

I

,

TABLE I

1

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

"

I

•
~

3::ate

LOTALS

~'1atching

(Program Improvement)
Se::tion 130
Disadvantaged
Handicapped
State Administration
Guidance
Research
Exemplary
Curriculum
Teacher Development
Subtotal
Section 140
Special Disadvantaged
Subtotal
Section 150
Consumer and Homemaking
Subtotal
Sec:tion 102 D
Planning and Evaluation
Subtotal

(Basic Grant)
Section 120
Disadvantaged
Handicapped
Apprenticeship
Postsecondary
Emerging and Emergency
Occupations
Sex Bias
State Administration
Displaced Homemaker
Subtotal

20,688

.1

,

iI

I

,

261,782

I. 3,125,671

,

20,6~8

179,973
179,973

I
I

213,392

2 1 541 ,(3)::f

14,~_~7_.
14,3n7=i

116,639
110,639

~

-

I

_

11,981
Jl,')81

9),7~7

47,143
47, J 48

298,744

()

I 9~, 7~7

1-

I

I

;0,83;

I.

35,604

- 84,216

-

- 18,712
- (18,771
-268,7J1)

o

- 44,789
- 71,760
2,500
- 4 Lf, 789
- 37,409

~

I

I

~

2 , 3 8 6 . J ___--:-_ _ _ __
2,386
!
- 8,707

- _0,88_

o

+ 10,000

o

- 20,000
-356,318
-164,364

- 6 LI,115

- 91,616

i :- c'rt:'[H'eS

-I ---6-:-8::-6,913

_I :) i

- 10,32~8_ _
- 1 0 , 32 8

-

- 13,026
6,513
+ 8,125
- 25,640
6,478
0
12,870
8,720
- 65,122

n
-- -j)b, U~b

°625

- 71,206
- 35,603
4,766
-185,198
- 58,628

+

235,'lOU

,-Gn ~ ~~...!~O_ _-!15 4, 7;+4_::~\_ r~84, 170 x\ .l;'.'

0,321

6,'~21

;_58[1

-

- 63,33;
- 63,33*

25,276
- 2 5 , 2 76

-158,819

1

I

-

II

31,763
59,748
- 20,458
29,374
- 10,625
40,000
19,149
59,748
- 30,931
,24,374
0
0
5,842
-40':=J51
85,000

+ 10,625

-

I

326,532
163,266
45,000
343,682
22,680

50,000
° I 130,000
1.300
I
-330,887
° Tl~632,960

- 20,410
- 23,512
- 15,234
-171,120
-106,236

II

57,473
5 7 , LI 73- -

82,752
82, 75 2

!

I

363,866

522,685

i

I

°

72,774
36,387
31,875
85,388
30,852
12,870
93,720

o

104,537
56,845
42,500
104,537
61,783

50,000
180,625
1,500
1,988,686

50,000
170,000
20,716
2,319,573

18,712
133,771

I

I

I

J

397,738
198,869
(19,766
1,028,380
81,308

418,148
227,381
75,000
1,113,328
245,000

,\

1- .

----------------------4-------------~--~-----
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Federal Funds Received by Montana
Under the VocntionCtl Education Act 1981-82
________________________________________- T________ ------~d~n~d~P~r~·ojecte~19~8~3___________r--------------------------T_------------------Funds Received
Differences
Proiected Funds
I,
- ----FY-3-1- --PY-8T-!
FYsT-u,--FY 82 - FY 83
FY 8~-83
Total - 2 yr

I

]
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t~~L
MONTANA ADVISORY COUNCIL
FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
Mary Thoman, Ph.D.
Executive Di rector

TESTIMONY TO APPROPRIATIONS SUB COMMITTEE
November 4, 1981
Room 135 - Capitol
1: 30 p.m.
11m Senator George McCallum, Chairman of the Montana Advisory Council
for Vocational Education.
The Montana Advisory Council would like to go on record in support of
the request for state appropriated dollars to replace the proposed Federal
funding cuts. We support funding not only for the five (5) Voc-Tech Centers
but also for the staffing of the Office of Public Instruction, Vocational
Education Department.
As you know, the amounts of the proposed cuts are $464,318 for the five
(5) Voc-Tech Centers and $144,000 for state administration.
It is the feeling of the Council that this cutback will have a devastating effect on the five (5) Voc-Tech Centers causing possible elimination of
programs and drastic operational cutbacks.
Because of the current economic trend it is important that we train
people for jobs; have them working and paying taxes rather than unemployed
or on the welfare roles.
We are endorsing the support of state administration because we feel if
the Office of Public Instruction is to provide the kind of direction and
leadership out in the field that vocational education needs, it is important
that at least the current staffing level be maintained.
• During the past five years, the Office of Public Instruction and the
five Voc-Tech Centers have worked cooperatively to develop some quality
vocational programs. If we in Montana want to continue to provide occupational training to students, your support in this matter is essential!

xecutive Management Bldg., 122811th Avenue

•

Helena, Montana 59620

•

Phone (406) 449-2964

:J.

SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
November 4, 1981
TESTIMONY
NAME:

FOR THE RECORD

POSITION:

H. J. Freebourn

~/~

Butte Vo-Tech Center Director

As noted, Federal Grant reductions will create a loss of $67,976
in Fiscal Year 1983 for the Butte Vocational Technical Center.

Budget

areas such as Administration, Student Services, Operation, Plant and
Capital Equipment were funded at just a IImaintaining level
47th Legislature.

ll

by the

These services must be provided by the Center to

the students whether the Center's enrollment is at capacity level or not.
Since Instructional is the only category vulnerable, the Butte
Vocational Technical Center would be forced to reduce its instructional
staff by 2.13 FTE; which further creates a spiral effect reducing student
FTE by 40.32 annually.

Thus, by reducing student FTE by 40.32 the spiral

effect continues by reducing the amount of student tuition to be collected
by $14,514. In essence, the Butte Vocational-Technical Center FY 83 budget
would realize a deficit of $67,976 in Federal Funds plus a deficit of
$14,514 in student tuition for a total deficit of $82,490.
The deficit of $14,514 represents a further reduction of .46 Instructional staff FTE which represents a reduction of 8.71 in student FTE.
The total reduction amount of $82,490 then represents an estimated reduction of 2.56 Instructional staff FTE and 49.03 student FTE for FY 83.
Thus, Federal Grant reductions will create a loss in Fiscal Year 1983
which will result in a reduction of teaching staff and a reduction or
elimination of some programs at the Butte Vocational-Technical Center.
Hopefully, with the blessing of this Committee, the Butte Vocational

Technical Center will receive the necessary funding from the General
Fund in order to continue to provide vocational training for the
citizens of the State of Montana at the present funding level for
Fiscal Year 1983.

SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUOCOMMITTEES
COMMITTEE I
November 4, 1981
To:

Rep.
Sen.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Sen.
Sen.
Sen.
t~y

Jack Moore, Chairperson
Harold Nelson, Vice Chairperson
Thomas Conroy
Esther Bengtson
Gene Ernst
Bob Thoft
Mark Etchart
Jack Ha ffey
Judy Jacobson

name is Alan Stohle.

I am a secondary Industrial Arts and Vocational

Education instructor for Missoula County High School.

I represent the Montana

Vocational Association as Past President and bring their concerns to you.
He are very concerned as to the devastating affect the 10s9 of federal
vocational monies will have on:
1.

Funding of programs in our vocational-technical centers
around the state.

2.

Funding of vocational staff in the Office of Public Instruction.

3.

Funding of start-up monies for new vocational programs.

I would like to target on item 2, funding of OPI staff.
the field depend on these specialists.

We instructors in

Due to the shortage of people on staff

at present we do not receive as much help as we would like in the areas of program
evaluation, program implementation, inservice training, youth group coordination.
A loss of anyone of these people would greatly curtail the success of many programs and youth group activities around the state.
Removal of our dependence on federal dollars is an absolute must.
doing we must look to support within the state.

Our local districts are already

facing many crises #ith high local mill levies, mill levy
revenues, etc.

In so

failures, loss of

That leaves the task to our State Legislature.

With adequate

state appropriations we can help the local taxpayer, reduce our dependence on

federal dollars that are fast diminishing, and control our own educational
destiny.

That should be our responsiblity anyway.

Montana

~

:., . .

Industrial

,

Education AssociCltion

November 3, 1981'

'Chai:rman 'Jack! ~1oore
committee I on Education
Special Session 1981
-Helena, MT 59601
Dear

Mr'~'

'Moore : :

As P~esident 6f tHe Montaria Industrial Education Association 'I
am writing to urg'e your committee's support for the subj ect
area specialiat i~~the:Office of Superintendent of Publi~
Ins tructibh ..
I have been involved with vocational education and industrial
arts for the past 20 years in both Wyoming and Montana with the
~last ten of these"years as a teacher educ~tor in the industrial
education field~
I have £ound in recent visits to a large
number of industrial education programs in Montana :that the
instructo:'::"s are,very interested in providing quality programs
for their students. Therefore, they are continuing to look·to
the" Office of Sup~rintendent of Public Instruction to provide
statewide services which will supply them with information on new'
and irinovative' programs, new teachingte~hniq~es, the development of curriculum materials, honest evaluations of their pro~
grams 'a~ compal::ed to state and national standards, etc. These
programs and activities have' a 1'1 been carried on by OSPI for
several years and will be drastically reduced if Montana does
not provide additional funding.
Without ~dequcite' support i~ the state le~~l, Montana schools
will fall further behind as we move ,into an era of more' rapidly
changing technological advancements. Therefore, I would like
to request that your committee support the investment of a
small portion of Montana resources to continue to provide up-to-.

Chairman Jack Moore
- November 3, 1981
'Page 2
date quality education for the youth of Montana so they will be
able to compete on an equal basis with the youth from other
states.

uel~
DOUg~lette,

MIEA
DP/jlr

President

SCHOOL OF BUSINESS
BUSINESS. OFFICE & DISTRIBUTIVE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
DR. NORMAN L. MILLIKIN. HEAD

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59717

TO:

Legislative Committee on Education

FROM:

Norm Millikin <-jt»!L
Vocational Teacher Educator
Montana State University
Bozeman, MT

DATE:

November 3, 1981

RE:

Funds for Maintaining Vocational Staff in the Office of
Public Instruction

During my ten (10) years at Montana State University. I have had
numerous opportunities to witness the service performed by the
vocational staff. They have provided assistance in curriculum development, local program evaluation, leadership conferences, workshops for
teachers and administrators, research, funding and the general improvement of vocational education. I calIon them regularly for assistance
in vocational teacher pr.eparation and find them to be an extremely
valuable resource.
We are all aware of the impending cuts that are coming as a result
of federal cutbacks. However, in these hard economic times, we will
find students migrating towards education programs that will provide
them with the background and skills to compete in the marketplace.
Vocational education offers the type of programs neede~ and the role
of the state of Montana in providing leadership for these programs
is critical.
The vocational staff of the Office of Public Instruction is already
stretched in its efforts to provide the needed services for vocational
education and further cutbacks would be most harmful.
NM/srl

TELEPHONE (406) 994 ·4995

Projection of Carry-over Amounts for FY 81, FY 82 Based on Currently
Available Data
Total FY 81 funds available for carry-over into FY 82 = $404,092. $303,430
of this amount is specifically earmarked for expenditure by federal regulation and setaside in the following areas: Disadvantaged, Handicapped,
Guidance and Special Disadvantaged. The balance of $100,662 carry-over is
in the following areas:
Emerging and Emergency Occupations
Apprenticeship
Teacher Development

73,155
16,308
11,199

100,662
All of the funding areas presented above require a 50/50 state/local match
with the exception of Spec:ial Disadvantaged and Teacher Development. Please
note also that funds allocated from Sections 120 and 130 of the grant must
maintain an 85/15 split in funding.
85 percent admin. from 120
15 percent admin. from 130
FY 82

Carry-over/~~

83 Carry-in

FY 82 projected carry-over is $205,000. These figures are based on the
amount of FY 81 carry-over available to 82 and projected demand for funds
vs. decreased funds available.
Of this amount of $205,000, $168,000 is in areas with specific expenditure
requirements per federal regulation--Disadvautaged, Handicapped, Special
Disadvantaged. The balance of $37,000 is ill the following areas:
Apprenticeship
Emerging and Emergency Occupations
Teacher Development

10,000
25,000
3,000

Total

37,000

Again, please note that all funds represented require matching with the
exception of Special Disadvantaged aud teacher development.
FY 81 Carry-over
Section 120 Basic Grant
120 Dis. - 85,544 - must be allocated to Disadvantaged.

If

-2-

120 Handicapped - 138,424 - must be allocated to Handicapped.
120 Emerging and Emergency Occupations - 73,155 - available for 82 projects.
120 Apprenticeship - 16,308 - available for Apprenticeship projects in FY 82.
Section 130 Program Improvement
130 Dis - 24,284 - must be allocated to Handicapped programs.
130 Hcp - 52,223 - must be allocated to Handicapped programs.
130 Guidance - 70 - must be allocated to Guidance programs.
130 Teacher Development - 11,199 - available for 82 projects.
Section 140
140 Special Disadvantaged - 2,885 - must be allocated to Special Disadvantaged projects.

Total FY 81 Carry-over $404,092.
FY 81 Carry-over that is specifically earmarked for expenditure by area
by federal regulation - $303,430.
*FY 82 Projected Carry-over
120
120
120
120
l30
130
130
140

Dis.
Hcp.
Apprentice
E & E Occ.
Dis.
Hcp.
Teacher Dev.
Special Dis.

70,000
60,000
10,000
25,000
25,000
10,000
2,000
3,000
205,000

Total Projected FY 82 Carry-over

205,000

FY 82 Carry-over specifically earmarked for expenditure by area
by federal regulation - 168,000.

*Carry-over based on the reduction of federal funds anticipated.
over will decrease as federal funds available dcereasc.

Carry-

II

FY 78

Carry-over

FY 79

Federal Grant

2,315,715

Total Available

2,745,288

Expended

2,529,558

FY 79

FY

79

FY 80

FY 80

429,573

Balance

215,730

Carry-over

215,730

Federal Grant

2,600,679

Total Available

2,816,409

Expended

2,471,878

Balance

344,531

FY 80

Carry-over

344,531

FY 81

Federal Grant

3,125,671

Total Available

3,470,202

Expended

3,066,109

*FY 81

Balance

404,093

FY 81

Carry-over

404,093

FY 82

Federal Grant

2,541,034

Total Available

2,945,127

FY 82

FY 82
NOTE:

Projected Expenditures 2,740,127
Balance

205,000

Carry-over

205,000 (est.)

Included 71,120 reallocated to Centers from E & E.

Federal Grant FY 79

2,315,715

Expended FY 79

2!529,558
109%

Difference

+213,843

Federal Grant FY 80

2,600,679

Expended FY 80

2,471,878
95%

Difference

-128,801

Federal Grant FY 81

3,125,671

Expended FY 81

3,066,109
98%

Dif ference

-59,562

Federal Grant FY 82

2,541,034

Projected Expend. FY 82

2,740!12~

108%
Difference

+199,093

.
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To Chairman Jack

~loore

!f,

1981

and l'lclflbers of the l'rcticssion Finance COIII\;littec;

The i'lontana Vocational A2.ricultun~ Teachers Association \vould like to
speak in favor of the proposed alloc::ltion of funds for tllf' Vo-teell Centers and
the proposed allocation of funds to maintain stc:ff at the DepartElcnt of
0:fice of Pul,Jic InsLJ'llClioll.
',-Je feel a great need to continue to support tlie trc;ining o[ people
a vocational manner.
\jitlt the federal cut backs directly e[[ccti.nt,; the
State's Vo-tecL centers L'OI1CY \.;ill Iwve to be provjded to continuc to train
people [or the [ield of "Iork.
III

\-Je are vcry concerned about the 111011(,Y needed to m:.tintain present level
of staff in the Office o[ Public Instruction.
If 3Jditional money is not
provided it will mean a reuuctioll of bet\lcen J and 7 staff wembers.
I \wuld
like to give an example of 110\0/ this I:ould effect tlle 1'!ont,m<J Vocation3l
AGriculture Prot:.rams. At the present tillie I staff Jt1ember is responsihle for
73 departments and approximately 2,500 Future Farmers of America l:1el:lbers.
The work \"ill not [:0 a\vay .:md Ive feel that a reduction of our state starr
will greatly effect the quaility of the state Vocational Agriculture programs.
i~e \-Jould like to have your favorable response to the proposed allocation of
funds for both the Vo-tech centers <:lnd the milint<lI1cc of stn[f for thc O. P. I.

Thank you for your consideration

l

e A. Gebhardt

)U

. /

i/I/

l/"i J

' /',/l /./(; ( ((/!~
I/.,!I

President,
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OCT 2 9 1981

FROt1 :

Harold Wenaas, Ed.D., Superintendent
Great Fal Is Public Schools
·'t

RE:

School Food Service in Great Falls Pub! ic Schools

Early last spring the Federal Government was proposing to cut $1.5 billion from
the 1981-82 National School Lunch budget. The intent was to remove all cash subsidies and most of the commodity allocations for the paying child. Full federal
support was still to be received for the truly needy school ctlildren. The
breakdown for Great Falls last year showed that 65% of our participating students
paid full price, 9% paid ~ reduced price, and 26% received free meals. Our major
concern was that the loss of federal support for the paying child would force
us to raise our lunch prices to a level that would drastically affect participation. We were very apprehensive at being left with only a welfare program to
provide meals for the non-paying children. Added to this was the continual bite
of inflation for food and supplies plus the need for staff wage adjustments to
meet the minimum wage requirements. At one point, it appeared that lunch prices
would need to be raised from 55¢ elementary/60e secondary to right at or very
near $1.00.
The full amount of the originally-announced School Lunch budget cuts was not put
into effect for the 1981-82 school year. However, the cuts that were made and
the steps taken to offset these cuts have had an impact on our program in Great
Falls. To offset the federal cuts, inflation and minimum wage increase, fullprice lunch prices were raised this year from 55¢ elementary and 60¢ secondary
to 80c elementary and 85¢ secondary. Even though a 25¢ per meal increase is a
considerable jump, we are still closely monitoring our expenditures and income to
be sure this is enough. Reduced price meals were increased from 20¢ to 40, per
lunch. Adult meals and ala carte prices were also increased.
The increase in meal prices has resulted in a participation decl ine even greater
than we had anticipated. Last yearls participation averaged about 8,200 lunches
per day. Initially, our participation this year was around 6,000 and is now up
to about 6,500 lunches per day. There has been an increase in ala carte sales
at the secondary level, but brown baggers certainly are more prevalent than
before .

.
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Francis Olson
October 28, 1981
Page 2

The government program being discussed for next year c~lls for altering the
guidel ines. This year's meal pattern calls for meals to meet one-third of a
child's daily nutritional requirements as opposed to one-fourth for next year.
Nationally and locally, School Food Service is definitely opposed to this change
from a nutritional standpoint.

H. W.
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Butte Public Schools
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

..

SUITe, MONTANA 59701

lNE 7Cl2·3315

October 27, 1981

•

RECEIVED

..

OCT 28 1981

Mr. Francis L. Olson
Office ob Business and Planning
Capitol Building
Helena, Montana 59620

•

Re:

OBPP.

Federal Budget Cuts in Food Service Program

•

Dear Francis,

•

School District No.1 for the 1981-82 fiscal year increased our food service
lunch prices from 65 cents to 80 cents for paid student; 20 cents to 40 cents
for reduced lunch; and, 75 cents to $1.25 for adults. In addition, the district
reduced its work force by approximately 10 percent, and is anticipating further
reduction in our work force.

•
•
",.,

It is apparent that any further reduction in federal or state support in the
food service program that the district will understandably take measures to
reduce the scope of the service and that would be in effect to not to have
food service at the elementary level, with the possibil ity of having it only
a t the seconda ry 1eve 1.

•

Sincerely,
"'"

.

.

WCM/es
cc: Rick Kravas

IP~~ f~ /}r~ .
William c. Milligan
~
Superintendent

.

.
..

.

..
An Equal Opporlunity Employer

/
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Dr. Francis Olson
Office of Budget and Planning
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Dear Dr. Olson:
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The impact of Federal budget cuts in the School Food Services
area needs to be addressed in the upcoming legislative meetings on
block grants.

k & Ou"ector of Accountln9

School District No.2 in Billings will experience a loss of
$245,000 in cash reimbursement and comnlodity support to the paid
student lunch during the 1981-82 school year. Further losses will
be incurred in the area of free and reduced lunches through the
changes in Federal Guidelines for income qualification.
The Trustees of School District No.2 have taken the position
that the School Food Program must be self-supporting except for
some indirect costs such as providing building space, utilities, etc.

...

-...

As a result of the cuts in Federal support and the position
taken by our Board of Trustees, all of the burden of increased costs
must be borne by the paying child.
All possible measures have been taken to reduce the cost of
lunches before prices to students are increased. The labor force
in School District No. 2 was reduced by 30% and menus were cut
back to the essential Type A pattern through the elimination of
desserts, etc.
The prices for fully paid lunches increased from seventy and
seventy-five cents in 1980-81 to ninety and ninety-five cents in
1981-82. The price of lunch to the reduced child increased from
twenty cents to forty cents in the same period. Breakfast prices
for paying children increased from twenty-five cenJs to fifty cents.
With the exception of continued inflation in food and labor
costs of at least nine percent, further increases are anticipated
for 1982-83 and possibly at the semester of the present year .

.till

AN I!OUAL OPPORrUNIrY I!MPLOYNI

'Dr. Francis Olson
October 29, 1981
Page 2
As I have indicated earlier) all of the possible cuts in food and labor costs
in the program have been taken. Increases will necessarily be passed directly on
to the paying child.
Student participation in this School District declined by 29% during September
of 1981. We estimate an annual decline of 18 to 20%.
I am certain that further reductions of Federal support will be proposed and
possibly enacted in future years. This action would put our district in the position of passing on these losses to the student in increases in lunch prices. I am
certain this would cause even greater reductions in participation until a point ;s
reached where our district would have to consider other options to the present feeding program.

wide

The situation in Billings is not unique I am sure. This is a problem stateand needs to be considereu in ti)e u~conlin9 sessioll.

{~:;;h:~}
Walt Laifd
Director of Food Services/
Federal Programs
WL:bw
cc: Dr. Virgil Poore
Superintendent of Schools
Dr. John Deeney
Assistant Superintendent

RECEIVED

MELSTONE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Dimi.ct No. 64)
Melstone. MOTU:m. 5905-+
Phone: (406) 358-2.352

NOV 4 1981

oapp.
October 29, 1981

;'rancis Clson
of Judget and ?roira~
"';tate Capitol
~elena, Montana 59602

C~fice

~lanning

As per our telepto~e conversation, I am writing this
letter concerning tne i~~act of less fund in; and less
commodities by tne Federal 0overp~ent to our lunch
program.
It has been necessary already this term to pay soce of
the lunch bills fro~ the general fund budget. This puts
a greater burden on the taxpayers immediately.
Also, we feel when it becoces necessary to increase
the charge we will lose students, especially in the higher
grades to french fries, candy and pop from dO\.,rntown; due
to the fact that this age group eats pretty much what they
like and if we are unable to offer some variety. only
higher prices, they will not come to eat. This trend has
already started so it is not a supposition. Therefore,
we are losing some of the nutritional value of the program
very early in the term.
Sincerely,

~%.cY~-tW
"-dle~~

SUPERINTENOEN T
John H.bna,

Bra(ly Pllblic Schools
Brady, IUontana
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-
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO.2
STEVENSVILLE, MONTANA 59970

RECEIVED

Oct. 29, 1981

OCT 301981

asp?

Office of Budget & Program Planning
Capitol Building
Attn: Frances Olson
Helena, Mont. 59620
Dear Frances:
Regarding our School Lunch Program for 1981-1982:
Due to rising costs and Federal cutbacks we have been forced to raise
our lunch prices to SOC from 40C for K-6 and to 7SC from SOC for 7-12 grades.
We have, as a result pf the raises, even though they are held as low as
possible, lost about 200 students to our lunch program.
We served about 800 students last year and we have been serving about
600 this year. Our total school population has declined only about 30
total students from 1980 -1981 to 1981-1982.
Rope this gives you the needed information.

/ / tJr~·
~
ncerel

ADT/fp

,

Anthony D. Tognetti
Superintendent
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TOM TRUMBULL

KEITH L ALLRED
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CARY ROSE

KEN SIDERIUS
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October 30, 1981
'u TH!A:J "'IO~ SCHOOl.
PrH'Ic,g, .. I. V.,.',l"""O<::I
I("'LI~lIiLL J~Nl0A )110'"

Nor'""d; ..... ,'1'111
Pr'ne,,,.1i. I.. .. ,,~ 5,:"Iul:
l.I",,"C6i'MAH SCHOOl..
P"nCI~.' "',,!r'r SctlulZ
IUt. Pr'''c';.. •• JO,·OI"l S... ;'I""
!lAOO SCHOOl..
Pr,"C'p.', '::;,.n~ .. I, I/'Jlnlfll~
"USSCLL. SCHOOL

P'II"C'O.'

LOI'.I"·" 1~,j~O.",

'':TE,,5~'" 5':HOOI..
Frl!"': ... 1 Cl'l .. n~' ,""rlottTIan
,..~CO!:" SCHOOL
,:Ii"'e.OJ

0(.,,)

Francis Olson
Office of Budget & Program Planning
Capitol Building
Helena, Montana 59601

JO""

(IJQEATQI't St;HOOl
If .l1e.;" R.: ..

c. .... "

Dea r Mr .. 01 son;

At your request, the

followln~

is a summation of the

Food Service Pr08ram for School District b5, Kalispell,
Hontan~, cottpart~

School Year 80-81 to current 81-82 school

year~.

Q - What Budget cuts have been done to lunch program?
A

~

Dropped our average down approximately 250 lunches

per day.

These losses are 99% In tull price paid meals.

Budget cuts have also created a loss of $2143.00 monthly
loss of $1624.00 monthly com-

cash reimbursement and

8

modlty reimbursement.

Also~

we have lost an average of

$650.00 per month milk reimbur5ement.

Q -

~at

Is your count?

A - Our average count this year 15 1800 daily compared to
2060

tor last school year.

This is a drop of approximately

250 lunches per day.

Q -

~t

Is the price of lunches?

A - Our lunch prices vere increased 15c per lunch as
tollows:

Last year K through 7 - 65C, 8 through 12 "

this .year: K through 7 - aoc, a throu8h 12 - 90e.

75~

This

lSc raise in lunches actually covered our loss In lunches.

..,.1

Q -

~umber

of free and reduce lunches?

A - Last year we averaged 341 free and 116 reduced lunches
per day.

this year we are averaging 371 free and 97 re-

duced luncheg per day.

1 hope this information is beneficial to you and in

the future if I can help you in any way please ask.

Sincerely;

%1;jldo>~ /Lh
Dary;( Lundgren/
Food Service Manager
School District

DL/as

ee: Toa

~bull

~5

. ('h~)
y ··~V . __-r. ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 16
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ADMINISTRAT'OH PHON,
HIGH SCHOOL DlloRIC, "Au

406/265-4356

BOX 791

trEE::IWO"~..7 ~.o~'3',~:.n~ 5~3i~"J

-

Nove~ber

3,1981

Francis Oison
Bu"!;et Pro<Jram Planning
Governor's Office
S tj, :e Cap ito 1
He4l.tna, MT 59601
Mr~

-

De· . Francis:

..

Please accept the following information as the impact of federal budget
upon the Havre Public Schools in 1981-82 and in the future.
Program

L. ~chool Foods

..

2.

We raised our prices
15¢ at the high school
level and 10¢ at the
elementary school level.
We are existing this
year fairly well with
the price increase.

Impacted Future Reductions
We'll probably get by in
1982-83 with the same price
as this year. However, this
is based upon sti I I receiving
commodities.
If we lost commodities such
as flour, cheese, butter,
turkey, chicken, we would
have to make up about $12,000
with another price increase .

Title I

We revamped our program and made some
cuts. No major problems getting by with
what we have.

Additional cuts will begin
to lessen services to kids.

Special Education

We are getting by With
existing programs.

Future reductions will
begin to diminish program
services to nearby schools
as our trustees wi II not
subsidize other districts in
terms of rents, suppl ies,
etc.

...
3~

Current School Year

Additional requests
for expanded physical
therapy and attention
to pre-school chi ldren
are not possible
within the current
budget.

Page 2
Mr. ~rancis Olson
November 3, 1981

Program

4.

Secondary Vocational

Current School Year
tlo significant change
this year.

Jmpacted Future Reductions
If we receive a 36% decrease
it I--lill impact heavily on
supplies, equipment replacement.

In general, we have adjusted to cuts for this school year. However,
cumulative cuts in the future wil I undoubtedly lead to program reductions
as the local levy has all it can do to keep up I--!ith other necessary cost
increases.
Sincerely.

~.~g.~~
Dr. Russel I S. Carlson
Superintendent
Havre Public Schools
RSC/cc

r- '/ - i

-' -1------

t:::. Vt' ! () I !

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL & INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY. BOZEMAN 59717

November 3, 1981

Representative Jack Moore
Committee 1
state Capital Bui Iding
Helena,MT 59601
Dear Representative Moore:
I would I ike to urge the passage of the supplemental appropriations
for operational monies requested by the Office of Superintendent of Publ ic
Instruction. As you can appreciate, the Office of Publ ic Instruction is
the central focus of the olementary and secondary school network of our
state. As an educator and a citizen of our state, I sincerely feel we have
in the past,and hopefully wi II in the future, keep our educational system as
strong as possible.
The Office of Publ ic Instruction is a viable institution and needs the
support we can give it to accompl ish its leadership role. The Office of
Publ ic Instruction is the central focus of education and plays an extremely
important role in stimulation and coordination of matters in both general and
vocational education in our state. I bel ieve the supplement requested is
legitimate and deserves your committee's support.
Sincerely,
.

/

",

.'\

~ \ \0.1 lJ<h \,~e\_.l.('\.- ./
Max L. Amberson, Head
Agricultural & Industrial Education
~~LA

CC:

:mm
Representative Gene Donaldson
Superintendent Ed Argenbright

TELEPHONE (406) 'J()~ .1)01

K
/

MINUTES OF MEETING
FOR SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBcor~ITTEES
COMMITTEE NO. I

A.M.

November 5, 1981

The third meeting of this Committee was called to order by the
Chairman, Representative Jack Moore, at 9:00 a.m. on the above
date in Room 135 in the Capitol Building.
ROLL CALL: All members of the Committee were present with the
exception of Representative Bob Thoft.
Chairman Moore gave the Committee a format of the meeting.
Glenn Leavitt from the Office of Budget and Program Planning
gave a brief description of the hot lunch program. Mr. Leavitt
spoke on the cost of the hot lunch program. He stated that if
a family of three makes over $13,080 per year they would not
qualify for reduced prices.
If a family makes $13,081 per year,
some schools would pay forty dollars per month per child.
That
$13 6 081 includes salaries, etc. of the program.
He further
stated that the major reason for request for funds is that they
believe many districts will lose the program if they don't place
more funds in this. The average cost last year was $1.22. This
year it was $1.34. Over $1 must be made up by the school district
and they don't feel the school district can afford to make up this
amount. Mr. Leavitt referred to Exhibit "A" in his remarks to the
Committee. Exhibit "A" is attached to the minutes.
Gary Steuerwald from the Office of Public Instruction referred
to Exhibit "B" and went through this report with the Committee.
Exhibit "B" is attached to the minutes. Hr. Steuerwald stated
that the figures on these reports change very rapidly.
Judy Johnson, Office of Public Instruction, explained the Block
Grant categories to the Committee. This information is part of
the report in Exhibit liB" which is attached to the minutes,.
According to this report, the Block Grant would amount to about
$11 per child. Ms. Johnson believes this is an exciting concept and they will be able to use the money much more freely
than they have been able to before. They call this the "Freedom
Shock". Miss Johnson feels the questions and answers part of
the report explains many of the concerns of the Block Grant.
This refers to the actual number of children enrolled--both
public and private schools.

Page 2

Corrunittee I

Nov. 5, 1981

Chairman Moore stated that Superintendent Argenbright is not
asking for any additional funds. Mr. Steuerwald and Miss
Johnson said this was correct.
There was no further discussion on the testimony submitted, and
there were no other witnesses.
DISCUSSION BY THE COMMITTEE:
REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON:
GLEN LEAVITT:

Who checks the incomes of the parents?

I don't believe there is any monitoring of this.

REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON: On Block Grants, does the local school
district have to present a plan to OPI or do they get the money
directly with no plan submitted?
JUDY JOHNSON: They do have to submit a plan. They make out
a check sheet. They must tell the percentage of funds they
will spend.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON: Do the private schools submit a plan
in order to get part of those Block Grants?
JUDY JOHNSON: There is no money allocated for the private
schools.
They get services only.
There was discussion about monies allocated on the reservations.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY:

Asked how the reservations get the funds.

GARY STEUERWALD:
It is sent directly to them.
are not monitored.
SENATOR HAFFEY:
monies?
GARY STEUERWALD:
not significant.

Their payments

Why isn't the OPI asking for school lunch
The information we have is that the effect is
However, we are watching it closely.

Chairman Moore submitted Mr. Argenbright's testimony of November
4, 1981 to the Corrunittee. This testimony is Exhibit "c" and is
attached to the minutes.
Mr. Skiles from OPI told the Corrunittee their office is currently
working on volume purchasing for distribution to the schools.
They hope to save up to ten percent on some items.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON:
BRIS SKILES:

Is additional staff required?

No, they are using their present staff."

Page 3

committee I

Nov. 5, 1981

SENATOR HAFFEY: Are there any figures that tell the income
levels and the number of students taking advantage of the lunch
program in the full-paying categories?
GLEN LEAVITT:

I don't believe there are any statistics on that.

REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON: Is there any way we can absorb more of
those administrative costs to administer those Block Grants?
GARY STEUERWALD:
CHAIRMAN MOORE:

This was as far down as they could go.
Asked about the funding of Title V-B.

GARY STEUERWALD: He referred them to page 2 Re: Block Grant
Administration on Exhibit "B".
CHAIRMAN MOORE: Requested that the Committee look at the
Superintendent's testimony and the reasons why he wasn't requesting additional funds.
He stated that he wouldn't like to
see the hot lunch program become a political football.
Chairman Moore called the hearing closed at 10 a.m.
mittee recessed for ten minutes.

The Com-

committee I

Page 4

Nov. 5, 1981

EXECUTIVE SESSION
After a brief ten-minute recess Representqtive Moore reconvened
the Committee I.
Representative Moore stated he would propose
that we do a little committee work regarding the Vo-Tech Centers
and the Vo-Ed areas, the office administration, etc. We would
like to talk about our projection of carry-over funds.
Curt's
got a little more work to do on it. .(Reference was made to
Page 181 and 184 of the Budget Analysis) He stated that Funding on Table II represented the worst case.
But as far as the
options available to us I am going to suggest as far as vocational technical centers are concerned that we disregard Option
No. 1 - disregard Option No. 2 - disregard Option No.5, and
disregard Option No.6. We'll then be down to Option No.3 and
Option No.4. Curt is going to clarify the carry-over funds.
(At this time Curt gave committee members copies of Exhibit "D")
(Exhibit liD" is attached to the minutes.)
He said on the table
you can see the comparison of the tuition in different states.
At this time Curt Nichols, Senior Fiscal Analyst, stated that if
we were to go ~o $140 rather than $120 scheduled now for 1983 you
add $156,000 to the amount collected for tuition. This would be
added to what is already there.
SENATOR HAFFEY: Your saying if it goes to $140 it will be a
$20 increase over what it was already going to be.
CURT NICHOLS: The assumption of these projections is that
enrollment doesn't drop off when tuition is raised.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY:

You have got a non-resident fee of $300.

CURT NICHOLS: The last time we checked that, the out-of-state
tuition was minimal.
SENATOR JACOBSON:
You said you have information that enrollment
would drop if tuition was raised.
CURT NICHOLS: We talked to the Financial Aid Officers at the
Centers.
In the decision to go to school tuition is a relatively
small consideration.
SENATOR HAFFEY:
I personally haven't ruled out any of the options
yet. Why did you rule out Option No. 2 in your mind?
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: Actually I think the testimony in talking
with OPI they have tightened this thing down as tight as they
possibly could. The apprenticeship program - I seriously doubt
you would like to remove that $25,000. The inhalation Therapy
Center at Great Falls will drop out this year and the Teacher
Development Program - I think we might have to work at some of
those figures as far as the State Administration is concerned.
If there is a possibility of using some of the carry-over funds
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for offic~ administration then we would be somewhere at $140
and $170 a quarter t~ion range.
SENATOR HAFFEY:
Montana?

What is the tuition at tne University of

CURT NICHOLS:

That's one I don't know.

GLEN LEAVITT:

I think it's $477 per year.

SENATOR HAFFEY: What percentage of total education cost for
the Vo-Tech Centers in these various states has tuition covered
relative to Montana? Is it higher - increasing at a faster rate
than in comparable states?
CURT NICHOLS:
SENATOR HAFFEY:
the trend?

We could survey those states.
How has that been going in Montana?

What's

REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: You say some of those might be operating
out of a quonsut hut. Our Vo-Tech Centers have some of the
finest facilities you find anywhere. That's our problem - they
are so elaborate and so large and cost a lot of money to operate.
I know you are well aware that the primary funding is from the
general fund. We have not seen the effects of tax indexing yet.
We have not seen the effects of the tax surtax that was dropped.
We don't know where the general fund is going to be until we go
into the session. I am reluctant to use the general fund to look
after people who can look after themselves.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON: When you talk about raising tuition 55% of the students already are on financial aid. Raising $180
a quarter you would have a great impact. I do think there are
some programs that can be shifted.
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: They are requesting $144,000 in OSPI's.
I would like to see what methods we can use out of the options
to bring the short-fall monQ:es to the vo-tech centers.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON:
are committed.
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE:

They would say the carryover funds

Estimated $205,000 in carry-over funds.

REPRESENTATIVE CONROY: If we raise tuition to meet dollar
amounts we are only 20% of what tuition is at college across
town.
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: If you will recall, your projected enrollment is 3248 students. As the enrollment drops there should be
general fund savings. Even if the tuition were increased then
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you still ·get a ratio there of your FTE and your incomes from
tuition - everything is a projection and we have got 14 months
until we are back in session. Fiscal yea~ '83 is what we are
talking about.
REPRESENTATIVE ERNST: Why the disparity in amount of county
levies in testimony yesterday?
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: O.K. - there is a basic levy with any
school district of 1.5 mills. We had a problem with teacher's
salaries about 3 years ago. Now we passed a law that the
Legislature would appropriate so much money. If the local school
teachers wanted to award higher salaries they had to go to additional millage but that is for teacher's salaries over and
above the salaries authorized by the Legislature.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY: Ready for the motion?
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: We will hold the motions until tomorrow
afternoon. I do intend we take executive action on everything
taken up this week by the end of tomorrow afternoon. The next
thing we can take up is discussion of the other items on
Table II.
( Page 181 Table 2 of Budget Analysis)
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: The $144,000 is what they say is the
short-fall. Would like to have a discussion by the committee on
the $144,000 on their current level of administration. Ed has
already cut the office back from 25 to 24.
CURT NICHOLS:

The Budget Office has it reduced to 13.

REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: I don't think we can make a final decision
until we find out what the carry-over can be used for. Within
these programs listed here it says that they have some money to
play with within that $144,000 with the OPI. That's a management prerogative.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY: The loss came out of the Title 5 Program. That was my understanding yesterday.
CURT NICHOLS: The $144,000 is the request for the loss of vocational education.
SENATOR JACOBSON:
money .

We are not inadvertently putting back CETA

• REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: CETA money was dropped.
involved. I have already checked that out.

No CETA money

REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON: I am confused in what we got yesterday
and the testimony of Gary Steuerwald today.
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CURT NICHOLS: $144,000 for office administration and vocational
education." The figures are revised since yesterday.
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE:
BRUCE SHIVELY:
$677,564.

$677,564 figure includes the $144,000.

What he said is wrong.

They have to have

SCHOOL LUNCH:
SENATOR HAFFEY: I don't want it to be a political football
either.
What about people who need that - the low income
people. Can't we get some measure of what the impact will be?
BRUCE SHIVELY: They are not entirely certain. What's going
to happen in peak usage months in January and February?
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: As explained to me by the Superintendent's Office and the Fiscal Analyst - children on the free
program - it shouldn't be an impact on those kids. The
problem is the 70% who pay full fee, they may help subsidize
the free lunches.
SENATOR HAFFEY:
dized as it is.

I think that's wrong.

They are being subsi-

REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: What I'm talking about is those who pay
the partial and those who pay the full.
SENATOR HAFFEY: If the state doesn't address that particular
matter right there the possibility is the programs will stop.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGTSON: I think there are a lot of people who
are paying the full price who would qualify for the reduced
price. I would hate to see any of those programs dismantled.
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: Curt and Bruce have got some more information to dig up for us. This afternoon we have Mental Health
and continue Mental Health tomorrow morning.
The Executive Session was
ing was adjourned.
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RECEIVED

TO:

Francis Olson
Office of Budget, Program, and Planning
State Capitol
\
Helena, Montana 59601

OCT 291981

OBPP

,\ )

FROM:

Harold Wenaas, Ed.D., Superintendent j{.V
Great Falls Public Schools
... f

RE:

School Food Service in Great Falls Public Schools

Early last spring the Federal Government was proposing to cut $1.5 billion from
the 1981-82 National School Lunch budget. The intent was to remove all cash subsidies and most of the commodity allocations for the paying child. Full federal
support was still to be received for the truly needy school children.- The
br~akdown for Great Falls last year showed that 65% of our participating students
paid full price, 9% paid ~reduced price, and 26% received free meals. Our major
concern was that the loss of federal support for the paying child would force
us to raise our lunch prices to a level that would drastically affect participation. We were very apprehensive at being left with only a welfare program to
provide meals for the non-paying children. Added to this was the continual bite
of inflation for food and supplies plus the need for staff wage adjustments to
meet the minimum wage requirements. At one point, it appeared that lunch prices
would need to be raised from 55¢ elementary/60¢ secondary to right at or very
near $1.00.
The full amount of the originally-announced School Lunch budget cuts was not put
into effect for the 1981-82 school year. However, the cuts that were made and
the steps taken to offset these cuts have had an impact on our program in Great
Falls. To offset the federal cuts, inflation and minimum wage increase, fullprice lunch prices were raised this year from 55¢ elementary and 60¢ secondary
to 80¢ elementary and 8S¢ secondary. Even though a 25¢ per meal increase is a
considerable jump, we are still closely monitoring our expenditures and income to
be sure this is enough. Reduced price meals were increased from 20¢ to 4o¢ per
lunch. Adult meals and ala carte prices were also increased.
The increase in meal prices has resulted in a participation decline even greater
than we had anticipated. Last yearls participation averaged about 8,200 lunches
per day. Initially, our participation this year was around 6,000 and is now up
to about 6,500 lunches per day. There has been an incre~e In ala carte sales
at the secondary level, but brown baggers certainly are more prevalent than
before.

Francis Olson
October 28, 1981
Page 2

The government program being discussed for next year calls for altering the
guidelines. This year's meal pattern calls for meals to meet one-third of a
child's daily nutritional requirements as opposed to one~fourth for next year.
Nationally and locally, School Food Service is definitely opposed to this change
from a nutritional standpoint.

H. W.

vs

RECEIVED

MELSTONE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
District No, 64J
Mel.str:me, Montana 59054
Phone: (406) 358-2352

NOV 4 1981

oapp.
October 29, 1981

?rancis Olson
C:fice of 3udget and Frogram
.3tate Capitol
?elena, :'iontana 59602

~lanning

De3.r r';r. Olson:
As per our telepr.o~e conversation, I am writing this
letter concerning tne i~pact of less funding and less
commodities by tne Federal Goverp~ent to our lunch
program.
It has been necessary already this term to pay so~e of
the lunch bills from the general fund budget. This puts
a greater burden on the taxpayers immediately.
Also, we feel when it beco~es necessary to increase
the charge we will lose students, especially in the higher
grades to french fries, candy and pop from downtown; due
to the fact that this age group eats pretty much what they
like and if ~e are unable to offer some variety, only
higher prices, they will not come to eat. This trend has
already started so it is not a supposition. Therefore,
we are losing some of the nutritional value of the program
very early in the term.
Sincerely,

~Cfh,CY,uw
-dle~~

I

/

/

Butte Public Schools
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

: .nNE 7t12·9315

BUITE, MONTANA 59701

October 27, 1981
RECEIVED

OCT 281981

Mr. Francis L. Olson
Office ob Business and Planning
Capitol Building
Helena, Montana 59620
Re:

OBPP.

Federal Budget Cuts in Food Service Program

Dear Francis,
School District No.1 for the 1981-82 fiscal year increased our food service
lunch prices from 65 cents to 80 cents for paid student; 20 cents to 40 cents
for reduced lunch; and, 75 cents to $1.25 for adults. In addition, the district
reduced its work force by approximately 10 percent, and is anticipating further
reduction in our work force.
It is apparent that any further reduction in federal or state support in the
food service program that the district will understandably take measures to
reduce the scope of the service and that would be in effect to not to have
food service at the elementary level, with the possibil ity of having it only
at the secondary level.
Sincerely,

<...

tV~e'-?r+
WCM/es
cc: Rick Kravas

William C. Milligan
Superintendent

An Equal Opportun it •• Employer

B1LL1~1 GS PU~ LIe SCH0 0LS
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Or. Francis Olson
Office of Budget and Planning
State Capitol Building
Helena, MT 59620
Dear Dr. Olson:
The impact of Federal budget cuts in the School Food Services
area needs to be addressed in the upcoming legislative meetings on
block grants.

W.Cick O.

1'1«"

O ... k & Ow'ec:tor of Acc:ountinQ

School District No.2 in Billings will experience a loss of
$245,000 in cash reimbursement and commodity support to the paid
student lunch during the 1981-82 school year. Further losses will
be incurred in the area of free and reduced lunches through the
changes in Federal Guidelines for income qualification.
The Trustees of School District No. 2 have taken the position
that the School Food Program must be self-supporting except for
some indirect costs such as providing building space, utilities, etc.
As a result of the cuts in Federal support an3 the position
taken by our Board of Trustees, all of the burden of increased costs
must be borne by the' paying child.
All possible measures have been taken to reduce the cost of
lunches before prices to students are increased. The labor force
in School District No. 2 was reduced by 30% and menus were cut
back to the essential Type A pattern through the elimination of
desserts, etc.
The prices for fully paid lunches increased from seventy and
seventy-five cents in 1980-81 to ninety and ninety-five cents in
1981-82. The price of lunch to the reduced child increased from
twenty cents to forty cents in the same period. Breakfast prices'
for paying children increased from twenty-five cen;s to fifty cents.
With the exception of continued inflation in food and labor
costs of at least nine percent, further increases are anticipated
for 1982-83 and possibly at the semester of the present year.

-- .... __ , .... _ .... __ ".,. .... ,.,. .... v

t ..

~DI

nvt:a

Dr. rranclS Ulson
.October 29, 1981
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As I have indicated earlier, all of the possible cuts in food and labor costs
in the program have been taken. Increases will necessarily be passed directly on
to the paying child.
Student participation in this School District declined by 29% during September
of 1981. We estimate an annual decline of 18 to 20%.
I am certain that further reductions of Federal support will be proposed and
possibly enacted in future years. This action would put our district in the position of passing on these losses to the student in increases in lunch prices. I am
certain this would cause even greater reductions in participation until a point is
reached where our district would have to consider other options to the present feeding program.

The situation in Billings is not unique I am sure. This is a problem statewide and needs to be considereu ill the upcoming sessioll.
Sincerely,

;11

,i~d;~jJ
Wa t fa £~-v'
1

Director of Food Services/
Federal Programs
WL:bw
cc: Dr. Virgil Poore
Superintendent of Schools
Dr. John Deeney
Assistant Superintendent

TOM TRUMBULL
BUs,n~5S Ma"agdr
GARY ROSE

KEITH L. ALLRED
Superintendent
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p
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c••·,

Dea r Mr. Olson;
At your request. the following is a summation ot the
Food Service Program for School District 15, Kalispell.
Montan4, comparing School Year 80-81 to current 81-81 school
year.

Q - Vhat Budget cuts have been done to lunch program?
A - Dropped our average down approximately 250 lunches
per day.

These losses are 99% in full price paid meals.

Budset cuts have also created a loss of $2143.00 monthly
cash reimbursement and a loss of $1624.00 monthly commodlty reimbursement.

Also. ve have lost an average of

Q - Vhat is your count?
A - Our average count this year Is 1800 dally compared to
2060 tor last school year.

this Is a drop of approximately

250 lunches per day.
Q -

~t

Is the price of lunches?

A • Our lUnch prices vere increased

15~

per lunch as

I

tollows:

Last year K through 7 -

this .year: K throush 7 15~

80~.

65~.

8 throuah 12 -

8 through 12 •

90~.

75~

this

raise In lunches actually covered our loss In lunches.

Q - Number ot free and reduce lunches?
A - Last year
per day.

~e

averaged 341 free and 116 reduced lunches

This year

~e

are averaging 371 free and 97 re-

duced lunches per day.

1 hope this intormation Is beneficial to you and in

the future If I can help you In any way please ask.

Sincerely;

~10jld?-ItAh
~~ndgren/
Daryrl

Food Service Manager
School District #5
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ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 16
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ADMINISTRATION PHONE
HIGH SCHOOL OISTRICi "A"

406/265-4356

BOX 791

lr9aVLJ"eg

Mcn'i~n~ 5~3'~'J

November 3, 1931

Mr. Francis Olson
Budget Program Planning
Governorls Office
State Capitol
Helena, HT 59601
Dear Francis:
Please accept the following information as the impact of federal budget
cuts upon the Havre Public Schools in 1981-82 and in the future.

1.

Program

Current School Year

School Foods

We raised our prices
15¢ at the high school
level and 10¢ at the
elementary school level.
We are existing this
year fairly well with
the price increase.

Impacted Future Reductions
Weill probably get by in
1982-83 with the same price
as this year. However, this
is based upon still receiving
commodities.
If we lost commodities such
as flour, cheese, butter,
turkey, chicken, we would
have to make up about $12,000
with another price increase.

2.

Title I

We revamped our program and made some
cuts. No major problems getting by with
what we have.

Additional cuts will begin
to lessen services to kids.

3.

Special Education

We are getting by with
existing programs.

Future reductions will
begin to diminish program
services to nearby schools
as our trustees will not
subsidize otner districts in
terms of rents, supplies,
etc.

Additional requests
for expanded physical
therapy and attention
to pre-school children
are not possible
within the current
budget.

Page 2
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Program
4.

Secondary Vocational

Current School Year
No significant change
this year.

Impacted Future Reductions
If we receive a 36% decrease
it wi 11 impact heavi lyon
supplies, equipment replacement.

In general, we have adjusted to cuts for this school year. However,
cumulative cuts in the future will undoubtedly lead to program reductions
as the local levy has all it can do to keep up with other necessary cost
increases.
Sincere I y,

~.~g.c.~
Dr. Russell S. Carlson
Superintendent
Havre Public Schools
RSC/cc

ANTHONY D. lOCHETTl, Sup.,i"tend.nt

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO.2
.TEVENSVILLE, MONTANA 59870

RECEIVED

Oct. 29, 1981

OCT 301981
08PP.

Office of Budget & Program Planning
Capitol Building
Attn: Frances Olson
Helena, Mont. 59620
Dear Frances:
Regarding our School Lunch Program for 1981-1982:
Due to rising costs and Federal cutbacks we have been forced to raise
our lunch prices to 50¢ from 40¢ for K-6 and to 7S¢ from SO¢ for 7-12 grades.
We have, .as a result .of the raises, even though they are held as low as
possible, lost about ·200 students to our lunch program.
We served about 800 students last year and we have been serving about
600 this year. Our total school population has declined only about 30
total students from 1980 -1981 to 1981-1982.
Rope this gives you the needed information.
ncerel

~
/"

ADT/fp

,

~

IJr~·

Anthony D. Tognetti
Superintendent

~
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SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
COMMITTEE I
TO:

Rep.
Sen.
.. Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Rep.
Sen.
Sen.
Sen.

Jack K. Moore, Chairperson, Great Falls
Harold C. Nelson, Vice Chairperson, Cut Bank
Esther G. Bengtson, .Shepherd
Thomas R. Conroy, Hardin .
Gene N. Ernst, Stanford
Bob Thoft, Stevensville
Mark Etchart, Glasgow
Jack Haffey, Anaconda
Judy Jacobson, Butte
Name:'
Gary W. Steuerwald
Position: Assistant Superintendent for
Administrative Services

FOR THE RECORD:

RE:

Block Grant Administration
The Block Grant federal appropriation picture is very unclear at

this time.

We currently have three different proposed levels of funding

for Block Grant Administration:
1.

2.

$547,770

3.

$487,754

$325,600

The Office of Public Instruction supplants its state General Fund
appropriation with 2.7 million federal dollars. These dollars originate
in three areas: Title I, EHA-Part B and the Block Grants. Title I and
EHA-Part B monies

ar~

earmarked by the Acts that authorized them to direct

support of Title I or EHA-Part B.

These funds may not be used for general

support of the Office of Public Instruction.

It is from the blocked

grant and indirect cost that the Office of Public Instruction has been
able to supplant the General Fund.

Affirmati\"e Action - EEO Employer

SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
RE: Block Grant Administration
Page 2
This year the Office of Public Instruction received an appropriation
of $1,300,OQO from federal funds generated by Block Grants ($950,000) and
indirect costs ($350,000) to support the General

Fund~

In 1972, $503,410 of federal Title V-B funds were used to supplant
state General Fund dollars.

For the current year we received an appropri-

ation of $583,410 from Title V-B to fund the Office of Public Instruction's
data processing, planning and evaluation, resource center, public informa. tion and legal services. These are functions of the Office of Public
Instruction that serve the office and state as a whole and, as such, are
services to be maintained through General Fund support.

Because of the

consolidation effort, we are able to reduce these costs to $475,000 for

FY 83.
This year Block Grant programs have generated $950,000 for the Office
of Public Instruction.

In FY 83 we are estimating the Block Grant revenue

will be $325,600. Of this revenue, $150,447 must be spent in direct support of the Block Grant programs.

The remaining $175,153 plus the requested

supplemental General Fund appropriation of $299,847 will allow the Office
of Public Instruction to maintain its services to the state.
The indirect costs,of $350,000 taken from federal programs are used
.
to support accounting, personnel and internal services. With the reduction
of funding, we are estimating the indirect revenue to be $277,592. The
difference is composed of a $52,117 reduction from the Block Grant and
$20,291 from CETA.

Because the indirect pool provides essential basic'

services to the office as a whole, we are requesting that the indirect cost
pool be supplemented by the General Fund in the amount of $72,408.

SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
RE: Block Grant Administration
Page 3
Mr. Christiaansen spoke earlier about the Vocational Education
Administration supplemental request of $144.000.
In total, then, the Office of Public Instruction is requesting a
supplemental General Fund appropriation of $516,225 to offset the
reduction in the Block Grant in FY 83.
GS: lag

,

-

BLOCK GRANT ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS
FY 83
Program
ESEA Title II

Program

AE~ro~riations

Needs

52,500

Indirect

OPI
Reductions

$" 9.817

$ 42,683

ESEA Title IV-a,

144,612

$ 75,000

17,250

52,362

ESEA Title IV-C

142,500

60,000

13,800

68,700

ESEA Ti tle V-B

583,410

475,000

Commun i ty Ed.

41,164

Teachers Center

20,000

Career Ed.

19,000

National Origins

108,410
7,697

33,467
20,000

3,553

15,447

-0$1,003,186

$625,447

-0-

$52,117

-0$325,622

Indirect

OPI
Reductions

$20,291

$88,219

Indirect

OPI
Reductions

$83,266

-0-

TOTAL BLOCK GRANT NEEDS: $677,564
CETA FUNDING
FY 83

Program

A~propri ation'

Program

CETA

$108,520

-0-

Needs

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FUNDING
Program
Vo-ed Admin.

FY 83
AEpropriation

Program

$445,290

$362,024

,

-

Needs

TOTALS
Total Expenditure Needs:
$445,290
Less Vo-ed Funds Available: 301,290
SHORTAGE: $144,000

BLOCK GRANT OF $1,628,000 POSSIBLE
Expenditure Needs
Less Block Grant
Shortage without Carryover
Indirect costs
Vo-ed

$625,447
325,600
$299,847
72,408
144,000
$516,225

1,937,146.00

1,275,000.00

2,424,900.75

1,600,000.00

Allowance
(House)

Allowance
(Senate)

$

325,000.00

487,754.00

547,770.00

ADMINISTRATION

Montana is a "hold harmless" floor state and will not receive less than 0.50 percent of the
proportional share.

$2,190,230.00

$2,738,000.00

LEA

Authorization
Reconciliation
Bill

TOTAL

VARIOUS BLOCK GRANT ALLOCATIONS

As of
November 5, 1981

State of Montana
Office of Public Instruction
Ed Argenbright, Superintendent
Helena, Montana 59620

(PENDING FINAL FEDERAL REGULATIONS)
October 1981

EDUCATION BLOCK GRANT CATEGORIES
FROM
OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981
'1 •
2.
3.

LEA will submit plan for use of funds.
LEA will include private school children count along with local district count
of children (5-17).
Allocations should be available by July 1982.

USE OF FUNDS
Subsection A -

~

Skills Development (formally ESEA II)

Diagnostic Assessment to Identify the Needs of All Children
Establishment of Learning Goals and Objectives
Preservice/lnservice and Program Development to Improve Instruction
Support and Participation of Parents to Aid in Instruction
Testing Students and Evaluating Effectiveness of Programs
Subsection B - Educational Improvement and Support Services (formally ESEA IV, V-B,
VI, NSF and HEA V)
Acquisition and Utilization of School Library Resources
Acquisition and Utilization of Instructional Equipment
Development of Programs to Improve Educational Practices--Especially Special
Needs (Educationally Deprived) and Gifted/Talented
To Address Educational Problems Caused by Isolation or Concentration of Minority
Groups
Comprehensive Guidance, Counseling and Testing Programs Including Preparation
of Employment
Programs and Projects to Improve Planning, Management and Implementation of
Educational Programs Including Fiscal Management
Programs and Projects to Assist in Teacher Training and Inservice Staff Development
Programs and Projects to Assist in Meeting the Needs of Children in Schools
Undergoing Desegregation
Subsection C - Special Projects (formally ESEA III, Career Education and Follow Through)
Preparation of Students to use Metric Weights and Measurements
Emphasis on the Arts as an Integral Part of the Curriculum
In-School Partnership Programs for Parents of Children in Follow-Through Programs
Preschool Partnership Programs for Children in Head Start
Consumer Education Programs
Preparation for Employment Between Academic Skill Development and Work Experience

Subsection C - Special Projects (continued)
Career Education Projects
Environmental Education Projects
Health Education Projects
Education About Legal Institutions and the American System of Law
Studies on Population and the Effects of Population Change
Academic and Vocational Education of Juvenile Delinquents/Youth Offenders
Introduction of Disadvantaged Secondary Students to the Possibility of Careers
in Biomedical and Medical Sciences
Provision of Educational, Recreational, Health Care, Cultural and Other Related
Community and Human Services for the Community Through Public Education Facilities
Special Programs for Children Who Give Evidence of High Performance in the
Areas of Intellectual, Creative, Artistic and Leadership Capacities or Specific
Academic Fields
Establish Educational Proficiency Standards for Reading, Writing, Mathematics
or Other Subject Areas (Coordinated with Subsection AY
Promote Safety in Schools and Reduce Crime and Vandalism
Plan, Develop and Implement Ethnic Heritage Studies Programs
Training and Advisory Services Under Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(National Origin)

-

State of Montana
Office of Public Instruction
Ed Argenbright, Superintendent
Helena, Montana 59620

CATEGORICAL*/BLOCK GRANT

1981-1982
(Categorical)
ANACONDA
BILLINGS

(Lockwood)

BOZEMAN
(Anderson)
(Monf orton)iGallatin Gatewav)
BUTTE
CUT BANK
DAGMAR

f'r'ojcctcd **
1982-1983
(Block Grant)

$ 16,404

$ 29,480

66,137

183,832

35,174

50,952

48,873

78,716

2,299

11,209

~O-

154

EMIGRANT

-0-

-0-

FAIHFIELD

7,709

3,894

GLASGOW

12,604

15,499

GREAT FALLS

87,447

151,877

HARDIN

12,004

19,162

HARLEM

6,668

6,655

HELENA

63,657

79,739

KALISPELL (Helena Flats)
(Deer Park)
LEWISTOWN

62,684

49,896

4,331

19,019

1,885

4,565

100,056

128,337

7,401

8,800

SHEPHERD

1,290

5,973

SIDNEY

7,767

18,150

588

2,244

STEVENSVILLE

3,406

11,561

THOMPSON FALLS

1,362

6,710

939

4,356

-

MANHATTAN
MISSOULA (Hellgate )
(DeSmet) (Bonner/Lolo)
SHELBY

STANFORD

WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS

*Categorical grants funded under ESEA Title IV-B, Title IV-C, Career Education,
Nutrition Education and Title II

25.0M

$ 969.8M*

1982
AUTHORfi'ATION

20.0M

$ 737.6M

WHITE HOUSE
MARCH

EHA-B (94-142)
APPROPRIATION PROFILE

,

25.0M

$ 914.5M

HOUSE
P'A'§'S"ED

Figures presented are based on national appropriations,
the federal appropriations to date.

b~t

are used to show the uncertainty of

25.0M

$ 900.0M

SENATE
MARK UP

As of
November 5, 1981

*Montana is considered a floor state and will receive an appropriation accordingly.

25.0M

$ 874.5M*

State Grants

Preschool

1981
APPROPiITATION

PROGRAM

,

17.6M

$ 649.8M

WHITE HOUSE
SEPTEMBER

,

State of Montana
Office of Public Instruction
Ed Argenbright, Superintendent
Helena, Montana 59620

94-142 (HANDICAPPED)

1981-1982

Projected *
1982-1983

ANACONDA

$56,366

$ 49,603

BILLINGS

275,466

242,411

33,6 l +0

29,604

119,969

105,573

11,499

10,119

172

151

BOZEMAN
BUTTE
CUT BANK
DAGMAR
tMIGRANT

-0-

1,514

FAIRFIELD

2,231

1,963

14,073

12,384

191,539

168,554

HARDIN

31,751

27,941

HARLEM

11 , 156

9,817

HELENA

120,485

106,027

43,594

38,363

LEWISTOWN

34,498

30,358

MANHATTAN

3,947

3,473

115,678

101,797

10,984

9,666

6,007

5,286

11,670

10,270

1,201

1,057

12,872

11,327

13,216

11,630

1,888

1,661

GLASGOW
GREAT FALLS

KALISPELL
.

MISSOULA
SHELBY
SHEPHERD
SlDNEY
STANFORD
STEVENSVILLE

-TllOMPSON

Fl\LLS

WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS
*12 Percent Reduction

~~1I81'

DRAFT

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS CONCERNING THE EDUCATION
CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1981
CHAPTER 2

These questions and answers represent the Department
of Education's current positions on issues raised by
the Education and Improvement Consolidation Act of

1981.

U.s. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OCTOBER 1981
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STATE AND LOCAL APPLICATIONS
1.

Will there be a standard State application for Chapter 2?
No. Bach State may send the Secretary of Education an
application stating that it wants to apply for Chapter 2
funds. There is no prescribed form of application.
Section 564 prescribes the content of the application.

Z.

Will the Secretary approve each State's application?
The application will be examined for compliance with
the statutory requirements pertaining to applications.
If the application meets these requirements on its face,
then the application will be retained and filed. An
application will be returned only if it fails to meet
the statutory requirements. Only the criteria for distributing the 80t portion of Chapter 2 funds will be
expressly approved by the Secretary, as required by
Section 565 of the Act.

3.

What is the function of the State with respect to local
applications?
The State receives local applications and ensures that
they meet the requirements of Section 566 of the Act.
The State must make the appropriate allocation of funds
to each local educational agency that has submitted an
application meeting these requirements.

4.

What recordkeeping requirements are imposed on State
educational agencies (SEAs) and local educational agencies
(LEAs) under Chapter 21
Section 564(a) (6) requires each State to keep such records
and provide such information to the Secretary as may be
required for fiscal audit and program evaluation, consistent with the responsibilities of the Secretary under
Chapter 2.
Each LEA, in its application, must agree to keep such
records and provide such information to the SEA as may
reasonably be required for fiscal audit and program
evaluation, consistent with the responsibilities of the
SEA under Chapter 2.

- 1 -
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STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
1.

What is the role of the State Advisory Committee?
According to Section 564, the. State Advisory Committee (SAC)
is to advise the SEA on the (1) allocation among authorized
functions of funds (not to exceed 20% of the amount of the
State's allotment) reserved for State use; (2) planning for
development, support, implementation and evaluation of State
programs assisted with these funds j. and (3) formula for the
allocation of funds to LEAs.

2.

Does the State Advisory Committee deal with Chapter 2 'only?
The only statutory responsibilities of the State Advisory
Committee are those relating to Chapter 2, as provided in
Section 564 of the Act. However, nothing in the law
precludes a State, at its discretion, from vesting in the
SAC other responsibilities that do not interfere with its
statutory functions.

3.

Does the advisory committee advise on the use of the LEA
portion of Chapter 2?
No. The State Advisory Committee advises only on the State's
use of the State discretionary funds, and on the formula
for distributing the LEA funds. It does not advise on LEAs'
use of their allocation.

4.

Can, the State Advisory Committee be appointed now?
Yes. Early appointment may be advantageous to a State in
the implementation of its program. It can begin work with
the SEA in reviewing formula options and plans for the use
of the portion of Chapter 2 funds reserved for the State's
use.

5.

Can the State Board of Education be the State Advisory
Committee?
The State Board of Education can be the SAC only if, under
State law, the State Board is not the SEA. In addition,
it would have to be appointed by the Governor and include
the representation required by Section 564 (a)(2) of the
statute.

6.

If a State ignores the advice of the State Ad.visory
Committee, is ,there a basis far Pederal inte'l"Vention 1
The only basis fOT Federal intervention is a case in which
the law's requirements are violated. The extent to which
a State follows the advice of its SAC does not itself
preserlt an issue of compliance with the Act and is a matter
for resolution at the State level.

- ., -
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7.

Can costs incurred for expenses of the State Advisory
Committee prior to July 1, 1982, be charged to the State's
account after July 1, 19821
Yes, pre-award costs may be paid from available resources
and those accounts reimbursed after July 1 from the State's
account. Also~ these costs may be paid from funds appropriated in fiscal year 1981 to implement Title V-B of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act •

.I

- 3 -
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ALLOCATION OF FUNDS
1.

What are the requirements that States must follow to
determine the allocation of funds under Chapter 2
-- Regarding the funds distributed to LEAs?
Section 565 of the Act provides that the SEA must distribute not less than 80% of the sums that it receives under
Chapter 2to LEAs within the State according to the
relative enrollments in public and nonpublic schools in
those LEAs, adjusted by criteria to provide higher per
pupil allocations to LEAs that have the greatest number
or percentages of children whose education imposes a
higher than average cost per child. (See Section 565 for
examples of "high cost children.") In accordance with
Section 564 and 565 of the Act, the criteria must be
established in consultation with the S~ate Advisory
Committee appointed by the Governor and must be approved
by the Secretary of Education.
-- Regarding the State discretionary funds?
Section 564 of the Act requires the SEA to consult with
the State Advisory Committee on the allocation and use of
those funds (not -to exceed 20% of the amount of the allotment under Chapter 2) that the SEA reserves for State use.
The applicability of additional requirements in Section 1742
of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act is now under review.

2.

Will Chapter 2 require special legislative action at the
State level?
Chapter 2 does not specifically require any new State
legislation.

3.

Mayan SEA make grants to LEAs on a competitive basis
under Chapter 21
Section 565 provides that an SEA must distribute at least
80% of the funds on a formula basis to those LEAs that
have on file with the State applications that meet the
requirements of the law. The remaining funds may be used
directly by the SEA to carry out activities authorized
under Chapter 2 through grants or contracts. Some or all
of those grants may be made to LEAs on a competitive basis.

- 4 -
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4.

How should States deal with regional service centers,
which are recognized as LEAs" in the Chapter 2 distribution formula?
The Chapter 2 distribution formula does not permit any
double counting of children. Thus, when both a regional
center and its camponent districts qualify as LEAs under
the statutory definition of an LEA, Chapter 2 requires
the State to choo~e which to fund or determine an equitable means of dividing the funds among the eligible LEAs.
If a regional service center is providing services to
children in the school districts within the center's area,
one option is to allocate funds to the school districts
which could contract with the center for those services.
Other options may be available.

5.

Must a State adjust its formula for the allocation to LEAs
to account for "high cost" children?
Yes. Section 565 of the Act provides that the SEA shall
allocate funds according to the relative enrollment in
public and nonpublic schools within the school districts
of the LEAs adjusted, in accordance with criteria approved
by the Secretary, to provide higher per pupil allocation
to LEAs which have the greatest number of percentages of
children whose education imposes a higher than average
cost per child.

6.

In adjusting its formula to account for high cost children,
can a State exclude LEAs without high cost children from
receiving any allocatiens?
No. Section S65 requires the State to adjust allocations
to provide higher per pupil allocations to LEAs with greater
numbers or percentages of high cost children. States will
have same latitude in deciding how to make an equitable
adjustment for high cost children in making the allocations.
However, Section 565 does not give a State discretion to
provide no allocations to school districts without high
cost children.

7.

In designing the formula for the distribution of funds
to LEAs, may other criteria be used in addition to those
mentioned in the legislation?
Yes. Sectien S6S(a) requires an SEA to adjust its formula
to provide higher per pupil allocations to LEAs that have
the greatest numbers or percentages o~. children whose

DRAFT
education imposes a higher than average cost per child.
Since the list of examples of high cost children is not
an exclusive one, an SEA may establish criteria, subject
to the Secretary's approval, that include other high cost
children such as handicapped or limited English-speaking
children. It should be noted that adjustments may only
be made for high cost children.
8.

Can the State submit its formula for the distribution of
the LEA funds and receive approval of it prior to filing
the State application?
Yes.

9.

The formula may be sent in for early approval.

What will be the criteria used by the Secretary in
approving each State's LEA formula?
Section 56S(b) states that the Secretary shall approve
criteria suggested by the SEA for adjusting allocations
if such criteria are reasonably calculated to produce
an equitable distribution of funds to LEAs which have
the greatest numbers or percentages of children whose
education imposes a higher than average cost per child.
Because of varying circumstances from State to State with
respect to the incidence of "high cost children" and
State financial aid to LEAs, each State's proposed formula
will be reviewed and approved by the Secretary on its
individual merit under the statutory language.

- 6 -
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USE OF FUNDS BY LEAS

1.

Could an SEA or a State legislature set forth binding
priorities--through their budget approval process or
through other means--for the use of Chapter 2 funds made
available to LEAs?
No. Section 566 (cl provides that "each local educational
agency shall have complete discretion, subject only to
the provisions of this chapter, in determining how funds
the agency receives under this section shall be divided
among the purposes of this chapter in accordance with the
application submitted under this section."

2.

Mayan SEA reallocate to other LEAs Chapter 2 funds that
an LEA refuses to accept?
Yes.
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DRAFT
USE OF FUNDS BY STATES
1.

Mayan SEA use its entire State discretionary allocation
for the direct operation of programs or the administration
of Chapter 2?
Section 564(a) (3) requires an SEA to set forth the planned
allocation of its discretionary funds among subchapters
A, Band C, including the administrative costs of carrying
out the SEA's responsibilities and costs of providing
services to children in private non-profit schools. Therefore, it could use these funds entirely for administering
Chapter Z. It also could use all of these funds for the
direct operation of programs. However, Section 564(a)(2)
requires the SEA to consult with the State Advisory
Committee, provide for timely public notice and public
dissemination of its planned allocation of State discretionary funds.

2.

Mayan SEA retain less than 20t and allocate more than 80t
to LEAs?
Yes.

3.

Can States "pool" their funds for a special project such
as an interstate center?
Yes, States may pool any portion of the Chapter 2 funds
over which they retain discretion.
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DRAFT
PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN ENROLLED IN NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS
1.

How will States distribute Chapter 2 funds where they do
not count private school enrollment?
Section 565 of the Act requires each State to allocate
Chapter 2 funds on the basis of the relative enrollments
in public and .private elementary and secondary schools,
adjusted for "hjgh cost" children. It is the responsibility of each State to determine how to comply with that
requirement in developing its distribution formula.

2.

Is an LEA obligated to serve children attending a private
school in its geographic area even if the children reside
in another district of the State, or in another State?
Yes. The requirement for providing services to private
school children is based on enrollment in a private school
within the school district.

3.

If an LEA does not accept Chapter 2 funds, how do the
private school children in that LEA receive Chapter 2
benefits?
They will be provided benefits and services through
arrangements made by the State.

4.

When the Secretary arranges for a "by-pass," where will
the administrative and prog.ram funds come from?
Under Section 586(g) of the Act, both administrative and
program funds will be deducted from the appropriate
allotment of the State.
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DRAFT
SUBCHAPTER A
BASIC SKILLS DEVELOPMENT

1.

Under what circumstances is an LEAts approval required
under Section 5721
If an SEA supports activities in an LEA under Section 572
(b)(2) of the Act designed to enlist the assistance of
parents and volunteers working with schools to improve
the performance of children in the basic skills in an LEA,
those activities must be conducted with the approval of,
and in conjunction with, programs of the LEA.

2.

Do the provisions set out in Section 566(a)(4) requiring
LEAs to consult with parents, teachers, and administrative
personnel apply to all parts of Chapter 2?
No. The provisions in Section 566(a) (4) only apply to
the funds allocated to LEAs under Chapter 2.

~
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DRAFT
MONITORING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
1.

What will be the scope of ED and SEA activities under
Chapter 2 with respect to monitoring SEAs and LEAs?
The Act contains no specific requirements on monitoring.
We would expect that monitoring activities by both SEAs
and the Educatio~ Department will be limited to those
required to ensure compliance with the Act.

Z.

To what extent will ED provide technical assistance
activities under Chapter Z?
ED will provide technical assistance upon request.

•
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DRAFT
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
1.

When will money be available for implementing Chapter 2?
Money appropriated to carry out activities under Chapter 2
will be available for obligation on July 1, 1982.

2.

Will the Department of Education use the 1980 Census in
determining State allocations for Chapter 21
If available, the 1980 Census will be used for distributing
Chapter Z"funds.

ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS
3.

May Chapter 1 administrative funds be used to administer
Chapter 2, or tb.e reverse?
Neither Chapter 1 nOT Chapter 2 funds can be spent to
administer the other.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
4.

If an LEA does not maintain effort at the 90% level,
what happens?
Under Chapter 2, maintenance of effort is calculated on
the basis of aggregate State and local expenditures or
per pupil expenditures for free public elementary and
secondary education within the State. Thus, even though
some LEAs did not maintain effort, expenditures by other
LEAs and the State may make up for the failure of those
LEAs to maintain effort. Section 585(a) of the Act
describes the consequences of a failure to maintain
effort on the basis of aggregate State and local expenditures or per pupil expenditures for free public
elementary and secondary education within the State.
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DRAFT
AUDITS
1.

What are the audit responsibilities of States with respect
to funds under Chapter 2?
The Education Department currently is reviewing the issue
of the applicability of Title XVII of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act, including Section 1745 concerning audits,
to Ch~pter·2.
'
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DRAFT
APPLICABILITY OF OMB CIRCULARS
1.

Do the provisions of OMB Circulars A-87 and A-102 apply
to Chapter 21
OMB has advised the Education Department by letter
(September 29~ 1981) that Circulars A-a7, "Cost Principles
for Grants to State and Local Governments," and A-102,
"Uniform Requirements for Grants to State and Local
Governments" need not be applied to Chapter 2. States
may apply equivalent procedures of their own for financial
management and control of the programs. States continuing
to use the provisions of Circulars A-87 and A-102 will be
considered to be in compliance with the accountability
provisions of the Act. ED will amend its general administration regulations so that these circulars will not be
applicable to Chapter 2.

2.

May the State, SEA and LEA continue to charge an indirect
cost rate for Chapter 2?
·Yes. While the provisions of Circular A-87 are no longer
mandatory, these agencies may continue to charge reasonable
indirect costs. Since Chapter 2 is subject to a requirement that the Federal funds may not be used to supplant
State and local funds, any indirect cost rate must be
designed to comply with that requirement. As a guide,
State and local agencies may wish to refer to the rules
relating to establishing a restricted indirect cost rate
under EDGAR 34 CFR 75.563-75.568 (formerly 45 CFR 100a.563100a.568).
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DRAFT
GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT/EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
1.

Does the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) apply
to Chapter 21
Under Section 596 of the Act, Section 412 of GEPA applies
to Chapter 2. Section 412 concerns the availability of
appropriations for expenditure on an academic or schoolyear basis and tor one fiscal year beyond the fiscal year
for which the funds were appropriated. Sections 434, 435,
and 436 of GEPA are inapplicable to Chapter 2 except to
the extent that they relate to fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures (including the title to property
acquired with Federal funds).. The Education Department
current is reviewing other sections of GEPA to determine
their applicability to Chapter 2.

2.

Will EDGAR apply to Chapter 21
No. The regulations will make it inapplicable; however,
some sections of EDGAR may be referrred to as guidance.
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.DRAFT
ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS
PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
1.

What program requirements from existing categorical
programs will be carried over?
None for Chapter 2. The statutes governing the categorical programs included in Chapter 2 are repealed,
ef£ecti~e September 30, 1982.

2.

If the SEA or LEA chooses to expend funds for Educational
Improvement and Support Services, must 1St of the funds
be utilized for programs for the handicapped?
No. Since this requirement was not included in Chapter 2,
such use is not mandated.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
3.

What is the responsibility for continuing reporting for
existing categorical programs?
Unless a report is required by statute, the Education
Department expects that grantees wi'll only be required
to submit quarterly and final expenditure reports, but
not the performance or end-of-year financial status
reports.
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DRAfT
USE OF CATEGORICAL FUNDS ON JULY 1, 1982
1.

On July 1, 1982, what happens to funds that have not been
obligated by an SEA or LEA and that were appropriated
for fiscal year 1981 for categorical programs now in
Chapter 2.
Section S14(b) (Z) (B) provides that funds appropriated for
fiscal year 1981 for any program (except Follow Through)
that has been consolidated under Chapter 2 which are not
obligated by a State or local educational agency prior
to July 1, 1982, "shall remain available to such agency
but shall be expended and used in accordance with Chapter 2 •••• It
We interpret this provision to require the State to
distribute all funds that remain unobligated at the
State level on July 1, 1982~ according to Section 565
of the Act. This means that at least 80% of the
unobligated funds would be subject to distribution to
LEAs and the remaining funds may be retained for State
use. These Chapter 2 requirements concerning distribution
of funds would apply as of July 1, 1982, to funds not
obligated by the State irrespective of whether the funds
were intended, under the antecedent authority, for use
at the State level or LEA level.
Fiscal year 1981 funds that have been made available to
an LEA but that remain unobligated by the LEA as of
July 1, 1982, remain available to the LEA for expenditure
under Chapter 2. These funds are not counted in determining the SEA/LEA ratio of funds to the LEA for fiscal
year 1982.
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TITLE XVIr
1.

To what extent does the Title XVII apply to Chapter 2
funds?
The transition provisions in Section 1743 of Title XVII
do not apply to Chapter 2. As a result, States do not
have to file certifications under Section l743(b). The
Education Department currently is reviewing the applicability of other Title XVII provisions to Chapter 2,
including those on proposed use reports, public involvement, and audits.
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MISCELLANEOUS
1.

The previous categorical programs provide significant
opportunities for involvement of institutions of higher
education. Is there a role for these institutions in
programs authorized by Chapter 21
Yes. Section 564 of the Act requires representation of
institutions of higher education on the State Advisory
Council appointed by the Governor. Additionally, ~ub
chapters A - Basic Skills Development, B - Educational
Improvement and Support Services, and C - Special
Projects, authorize SEAs and LEAs to carry out the full
range of the former categorical programs which are now
included in those subchapters either directly or through
grants and contracts with LEAs, institutions of higher
education, and other public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions.
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November 4, 1981
Testimony of Ed Argenbright
before Committee I
Mr. Chairman and Committee Members:
The situation regarding education is influenced by federal actions. We
have been requested by the Governor's Office of Budget and Program Planning
and the Legislative Fiscal Analyst to make estimates about projected federal
funding levels. Let me emphasize these are just projections and make the
whole process very difficul~ because the numbers change almost daily and won't
be firm until Congress acts. Figures we initially used were back in September
and have ~hanged in the last month as the Congressional process grips the issues.
The figures we give now may differ from earlier estimates, but are the best we
have to date. Dollar amounts are at best uncertain.
The educational block grant legislation along with the funding of other
programs in education will become effective either July 1 or October 1 of 1982.
Federal educational funding through June 30, 1982 is largely already set. It
is the federal fiscal year 1983 that we are talking about. This projection
into the future adds to the difficulty of your deliberation. We are not
asking for replacement dollars for any of the cuts experienced in FY82.
It is my feeling the block grant direction and reduction of federal inter-

ference are good and I will support efforts to make it work in Montana.
Returning decision-making to the local district level is a worthy effort.
As you continue your work, feel free to call upon my office for assistance
as needed. With me today is my deputy, Ray Shackleford, and my assistant fdr ,
vocational education, Gene Christiaanson. Tomorrow my assistant, Judy Johnson
in special services, and Gary Steuerwald in administrative services will be
presenting specifics and will be prepared to answer your questions as needed.
and I'm sure you will be too.
I'm impressed with their capabilities
, The issues from my point of view include block grants - we'anticipate
education in Montana will receive approximately $1 million more than they would
have under the old categorical method of distributing federal funds. The amount,
$2.4 million total, still isn't certain and may be less.
As you know, over 40 programs have been include in the block grant. The
one of concern to me at the state level ts the Title V state grant. This money
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has been appropriated in the past to reduce general fund state expenditures
for basic Office of Public Instruction services. Under the new approach 80%
of all block grant money will go to the local schools. The remaining 20% will
leave a shortage in the Office of Public Instruction.
During my tenure here We have reduced staff by 17% and will be making
additi o'na 1 cuts as we support the block grant proposals. The total amount
of federal reduction is more than $800,000 for the office. We propose absorbing
over $300,000 in additional cuts, which leaves a request of your committee to
replace .$497,000. This includes $144,000 for vocational education administration.
My ability to perform statutory duties would be jeopardized without this support.
Other issues outside the block grant legislation include numerous programs
not affected by the budget reductions. Right now 11m concerned about the programs
facing reduced federal funding, realizi~g the state will not be abl~ to, nor
should they, make up every lost federal dollar. In my jU,dgment, these are the
most.critical issues. One issue recently surfacing and not addressed in the
budget proposals is P.L. 874 impact funds. The range of cuts appears to be
$1.5 million (15%) to $3.1 million (31%) in "A" student reduction, which is one
category and the "8" student category reduction is $378,000 (56%) to $665,000
(100%). "A" students include Indian reservation school s that do not have a tax
base to use for replacement funds and students whose parents live on, or work on
federally impacted areas such as military bases. "8" students include students
of parents who are indtrectly employed in federally impacted areas. The likelihood
of the "A" reductions, when considered by Congress, is remote, but I would recommend
this matter be given attention.
Title I remedial reading and math programs have had reductions in FY 81,2.6%
in the current year, 1982, and 12% projected for 1983. We are not requesting state
dollars i~ the 1.ight of the 2.6% reduction and the proposed 12% reduction.
SDecial education is faci~g a cut of $300,000, whi~h is about what we canlt
currently spend due to the'attached strings and regulations. We are not asking
for replacement dollars.

"
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Food service programs are involved in reimbursement reductions caused
by rate changes. The projected loss due to these changes is very uncertain.
In our local district survey of last week, 56% of those responding said the
cut back would be of insignificant to moderate in its effect on the programs.
44% replied it would be severe. This usually isn't the heavy-use time of the
year and that fact could alter the survey. In this day and age of both parents
working, the need is there for these programs. In my office we are looking to
assist local lunch programs through state quantity purchasing and other ways
to make the programs adaptable and attractive. This should increase student
parti ci pati,on, thereby increasing effi ci ency. The most recent Washington acti on
may change the emphasis from cash reimbursement to corrunodities, which will be
good for Montana agriculture. We hope there will be no further reductions. OJr
contact with schools indicate they can cope with current reductions. Further
reductions may be very serious as indicated in my office's individual contact with
schoqls, particularly wUh the larger s<;:hools. My s<;:hool foods people have been
in contact with legislative staffs in Washington to insure minimal additional
reductions. Should programs actually be in jeopardy, we will be back in 1983.
At thi,s ti.me we are not asking for add; ti ona 1 money.
Vocational education, especially the five Vo-Tech centers look to have their
education efforts damaged by the proposed cuts. We certainly don't want to get
the snowball going down the hill - where cuts dwp programs, programs chop students,
lost students mea,n lost tuition revenue, which in turns causes more cuts in
programs. Although short-term options are available, it is my recorrmendation that
this area be given state support in the amount of $464,000.
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TO:

Representative Moore, Chairman
Committee 1

FROM:

Curtis M. Nichols, Senior Fiscal Analyst
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Table 1
Vocational Technical Center Tuition Comparison
Resident and Non-Resident
Fiscal Year 1982

State

Resident Tuition
Per Quarter

Non-Resident Tuition
Per Quarter

$100
$240

$300
$240

Montana
South Dakota
North Da kota
Idaho

$155-177

unknown

$64-230

$128-567

The variability of tuition charged in North Dakota and Idaho's vocational

technical centers is due to the vocational education programs being
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS
AND SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS COMMITTEE I - SPECIAL SESSION
November 5, 1981
The meeting was called to order by CHAIm~N JACK MOORE at 1:30 p.m.
on November 5, 1981 in Room 135 of the Capitol Building, Helena,
Montana.
All members were present except REP. BOB THOFT,

Who was excused.

CHAIRMAN JACK MOORE announced the sequence for the meeting:
the Budget Office, the Department of Institutions, Representatives
and Senators, special presentations: (1) operation of the mental
health services; (2) Mrs. Ashby.
TOM CROSSER, Office of Budget and Program Planning, called
attention to an error in the Budget Book, page 140.
Recommended
modified services for fiscal year 1983 shows $1,203,541; it should
be $1,179,138.
This mistake was caused by human error. This would
delete 1 1/2 positions from the program---a program member and
word processing operator; $71,221 the first year and $171,395
the second year.
The remainder of the excess would be reallocated
for an evaluation and planning function within the division to
implement block grant procedures, rules and regulations.
It is
recommended that the entire amount of the block grant be used
to maintain the same level of services as in the last session.
CARROLL SOUTH, Director, Department of Institutions distributed
copies of Exhibit A.
He discussed the fee-for-service arrangement.
He noted that the present system does not take county funds into
account.
He hopes that the counties will participate more.
Fee
for service (see EXHIBIT A) is for services required by Federal
mandate. The general fund money is used if there is not enough
money left---it is used for people who would otherwise be in
Warm Springs General Hospital.
He noted that county funds are
not allocated.
The pay rates differ from region to region. The
budget was derived from using the same pay plan used for State
employees. Net cost is to the State but the State should be
billed as the last resort.
Inaccurate information may have been
submitted which would make the estimates too low.
Regarding
block grants, they are necessary to maintain the current level
of services.
They hoped to use the same criteria for allocation
of State money.
That does not work because of Federal requirements.
Block grant money is better used where the State has not established
its authority.
Categorical grants are still being received in
some regions plus the block grant.
There is a reduction in Federal
funds in some areas because categorical grants will be almost gone
in fiscal 1983. To offset that, the State general fund allocation
will be used. This will provide enough out-patient service at
the present level.
$429,000 in out-patient services other than
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State participation services is needed. The proposal is to
carryover as much of the block grant as possible. Page 129,
Table 5, indicates approximately $360,000 in fiscal 1982 to be
carried over to fiscal 1983.
It appears that the amount of general
funds and block grants for 1984 will probably be less than what
it will take to maintain current level services. There is more
money than needed this year and it will be carried over into the
next year.
$360,000 of this year's revenue will be used to do it.
He pointed out the importance of the Ritz program in Great Falls
for seriously disturbed juveniles. EXHIBIT A explains the Ritz
funding.
He referred to page 125, Table 1 for an explanation of
Community Support Project grant money. MR. SOUTH feels that the
clinical position will be used to evaluate how State money is
spent in the specific areas.
If Congress reduces the appropriations
by 12 percent Social Rehabilitation Services will be looking at
reducing Medicaid services.
If something should happen within
the next four or five months the general fund money already
appropriated will not be able to be spent. There could be a
serious problem later on because loss of revenue from Medicaid
would be devastating.
BILL WARFIELD, Chairman of the Council of Mental Health Centers,
introduced mental health representatives from the centers.
MARY NORTH of the Mental Health Association, Billings, gave a
demonstration of mental health services in Montana. She gave a
history of mental health and the political decision-making
process affecting it. She stressed the need for out-patient
services to high-risk groups and for early intervention in patients.
NORMA ASHBY, a volunteer with the Mental Health Association of
Montana, offered EXHIBIT B.
She explained the accomplishments
of the non-profit organization and expressed her concern for the
cutbacks in mental health.
CHAIRMAN MOORE called upon center directors in the different
regions to comment.
RON HUGHES of Region 2 noted that his region is faced with the
loss of $589,000 from their budget. They need a replacement for
those funds.
They have been very aggressive in trying to find ways
to economize and still meet the target needs. There is a problem
trying to replace Federal funds because the government does not
pay for some of the non-certified staff. Only 63 percent of the
amount billed is paid. With economizing, even less is expected to
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Most of the target groups have very little money.

CLARK ANDERSON, Region V, spoke in support of MR. SOUTH'S
presentation.
He said that there are less than 200 chronic
patients and 3~ 000 others.
He feels that the 3 7 000 should be
not so low on the priority list. There are very few chronic
patients in his area.
He would endorse a new program providing
funding for out-patient services.
There is a particular need
for housing for chronic patients.
He feels there should be
additional funds for people corning out of Warm Springs and for
children's services.
REP. BUDD GOULD asked MR. SOUTH about the $360,000 carry-over.
MR. SOUTH replied that that amount can only be seen in 1983,
when they will be overspending. The services will have to be
reduced.
At 2:55 p.m. the committee took u recess.
The meeting reconvened at 3:10 p.m.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked MRS. NORTH if she would like to see nonprofit agencies go back to being State agencies.
She said no.
CHAIRMAN MOORE commented that full service has to be provided
in institutions but not in the communities.
There are several
problems with Federal funds and a possibility that in the not
too distant future we may have to go back to a State agency.
The limit on appropriations will impose problems upon the State
and local governments.
It was not intended that the State tax
share dollars pick up these programs built up by the Federal
government.
RON HUGHES said that 36 percent of Region 2's budget is State
general fund money.
CHAIRMAN MOORE questioned MR. SOUTH about the windfall block
grant funds and asked what he would have done to make up the
revenue gap.
MR. SOUTH replied that his office would have survived in 1982
but there would have been drastic reductions in 1983; in fact,
they would have been devastated in 1983. He expressed some concern
on evaluation of the clinics. The fee for service would require
dependency upon the honesty of the regions and the honesty of
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the professional staff.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said that in reviewing the cost of service in the
book he noted a disparity of the cost among regions for the same
service.
MR. SOUTH replied that travel and inaccurate information both
effect the rate.
There was some discussion on insurance provisions.
REP. BENGSTON asked if the evaluation section is part of the
program prevention since it is not a State priority.
MR. SOUTH said the CSP grant allowed for 3 1/2 employees and
they have terminated 1 1/2. Work should be done to see if people
in Warm Springs could go to communities.
No money is being spent on prevention now.
1982 and 1983.

TIle request is for

REP. BENGSTON asked if some of the money for evaluation could
be spent for prevention.
MR. SOUTH said that the high priority is to keep people out of
Warm Springs. Consultation and education is an easy service to
mainpulate---i.e., consultants could invite themselves to a
school and bill it.
REP. CONROY asked MR. SOUTH when he would want the committee to
look at the 50 percent limitation.
MR. SOUTH said if Medicaid is cut off they could not spend all the
general funds.
With fee for service the 50 percent is meaningless.
REP. CONROY asked if nobody could afford to pay the bills, the
centers could get back into being a State agency.
MR. SOUTH did not recommend that the centers become State
agencies, that non-profit is fine.
He said if the request for
Federal block money is authorized and nothing happens to Medicaid
the centers are in good shape.
he said the State has a vital
interest in mental health centers---general fund money for the
services is no good without the centers. Reduction of budgets
will mean laying off staff. We should have as many centers in
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the State as we can.
It costs 40 percent more to keep an
individual in Warm Springs as in the community.
CHAIRMAN MOORE pointed out the need for seeking a workable
solution.
REP. BENGSTON asked MR. SOUTH about the evaluations and if there
were objectives.
MR. SOUTH said the rate structures are set up.
The same person
would monitor the billing and another individual would do site
evaluations in the clinical area.
Federal dollars will be used
to do this.
VICE CHAIRMAN NELSON asked MR. SOUTH what percent of the budget
is going to go into the process of checking the centers?
MR. SOUTH said 6.2 percent.
They are trying to become a contractor
for Medicaid and would establish rates for the area.
VICE CHAIRMAN NELSON asked about preventive measures and increased
reliability on the centers.
MR. MOORE said a Federal court decision says the only time you
can institutionalize people is when they are a danger to
themselves or to society. Warm Springs must be reserved for that
group of people.
The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 p.m.

dr

ROLL CALL
FOR SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
COMMITTEE NO. 1

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

~

NAf1.E

PRESENT

Rep. Jack Moore, Chairman

X

Rep. Esther Bengston

x:

Rep. Tom Conroy

X

Rep. Gene Ernst

X

X

Rep. Bob Thoft

Sen. Harold Nelson, Vice Chm.

ABSENT

X

Sen. Mark Etchart

X

Sen. Jack Haffey

)(

Sen. Judy Jacobson

X

I

EXCUSED

-

DATE -_-L.....J~L-------,/r-J
/YO V / ,Z; ~---=--f '13' !
COMMITTEE ON ______
~_i_C_~~)_?1~/7~,~;~;-_'~~~F~.~~e~~~1:~______________________________

VISITORS '

~tEGISTER
~~~~----------Y-------~--~C~h-e-c~k~~

~~____~____~~~____________-4~______~RE.~P~RE~~S=E~N~T~I~N~G~____~B_I_L
__
L__#~~S~U~~~~~
{:?,:, )/:1

"'-'

~-

C~
•..'-{i'd-,
.....

/'/J

1(""'-1,

:
;
"
.
, '..

'

'

.,,' II'
'1
J;
,I

I ~
,,- '""
'/'-'
' .. '

..." ,

-.
• _ ._, ____ • ___ ,

____ • _ . ____ .. ___________ , _ _ _ _ _

~L__.

_ _ _. J

WESTERN MONTANA REGIONAL COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTER
LEVEL OF FUNCTIONING SCALE
OVERVIEW AND DETAILS DESCRIBING THE FOUR CRITERIA
The sC4le is used to describe a client's overall ability to function autonomously in the
conmunity. A scale rating is assigned at intDke and ~t termination by balancing the relative
contributions of four criteria as they affect a person'~ overall ability to function autonomously:

,

1.
2.

3.
4.

Personal se' f-care
Social funclioning In ordinary social unlt and I n the genera 1 C01T1nun tty
Vocational and/or educational productivity
Evidence of el1lotional s tabll I ty dnd stress tolerance

I:/s(unctionlng In any onc or nXlre of the four arc"s could affect a person's overall ability to
function autonomously.
Remember that the scale is designed to describe a person's ability to function autonomously
in th1e comnubnit y : hftacdtohrs S,llJCh as, briehf situt1ti~nal strteissr.s, isol~ttediPhYSiCalliltlnessd/' or hinjury
shou d not e welg e
eav y un ess t e person s reac ons are qU1 e nappropr a e an or t e
final outcome appears to have perman~nt or lasting effect.
The balance weighting of the four crHeriil must alwllYs be consldp.red In terms of the age
and circumstances of the individuil1. The vocational-productivity demands for the head of a
household of six are different from those of a single person, nncl different from the productive
criteria of a housewife or a retired person. The criteria, when applied to children, are always In
terms whiCh are relative to the expectations of children in a given age bracket. Special notes are
indicated below where such considerations nlay be necessary.
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1.

Personal Self-Care (for children, adjust to age level)
a. Pe~onal maintenance of waShing, dressing, eating, eHmlnation chores.
b. Ability to recognize and avoid common dangers.
c. Ta\l.ing responsibility for own maintenance, e.g., caring for own room, personal
belongings, daily schedule, personal finances, selecting own clothing and accessories.

2.

Social Functioning (adjust by age, living conditions, and possibly by community)
a. fl.VfltUM--the degree to which those familiar with the person, partIcularly those
tn the ordinary social unit (family, rOOllTllate, other boarding house residents)
can tolerate and interact wtth the person, i .c., jOintly socialize and/or
participate ~n recreational activities with the person.
b. Impvwon4!--the degree to which relative strangers can interact wHh the person
and vice versa, e.g., store clerks, policemen, or others encountered In ordinary
pede5tr1an, vocat\onal, or recreational activities.

J.

Vocational and/or Educational Functioning
a. woltJUng Adu..UA
(l) The ability to support one's self and one's derendents
(2) lhe .ability to meet the demands and press\Jres of one's chl)t;en (or preHnt)
vocation, be it lawyer or janitor
b. Homema.kvw 4Jtd/olL PMenU c.Jld/o-\ fldeJtly PeJWOl16
(1) The ability to organize and/or monitor the daily routines of the household,
e.g., meals, child care, washing, etc.
(2) The ability to organize, maintain and/or monitor family budgeting, shopping,
social and/or recreational activities

j
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c.

(1)
(2)

•

•
•

..

Ch'<'ld'len

(3)
4•

Should be considered by ~len-:ral age categories of 0-5,6-11,12-14, lS-1R
Play and social activities such that constructive and productive social
learning can occur
Educational activities and performance sucil lit; would be expected of that age

(vldcllce of [motional SL1bilily c1nd ~;tre~s :Tolerilnce
a. The degree to which the symplom(s) reflects personal ity disorganization of such degree
that the symptoms and the accompanying disorganization cause discomfort to whomever the
person would ordinarily interact with.
b. The degree to which the person can tolerate the amount of expected daily variation In
PJt.c.,H'llt social, vociltiollill and/or pdlJciltion.11 }'calms.

flOTE :

There Is often an interaction among the social, vocat1onal/educatfonal, and emotional
factors such that the strenoth in
'~A' -~.-,,"0

...

. 1
LEVEL OF FmtCTlGrtING SCALE

With regard to the balance of the four criteria (personal self-care,
social. vocational/educational, and emotional symptoms/stress tolerance), the
person's ability to function autonomously in the. cOrTmunity is at Level X, where
X can assume one of the following nine (9) levels:
LEVEL 1:

Dysfunctional in all four areas and is almost totally dependent upon
others to provide a supportive protective environment.

LEVEL 2:

Not working; ordinary social uni·ftannot or will not tolerate the person~
can perform minimal self-care functions hut cannot assume most responsibilities or tolerate social encounters beyond restrictive settings
(e. g., in group, play, or occupational therapy).

LEVEL 3:

Not working; probably living in ordinary social unit but not without
considerable strain on the person and/or on others in the household.
Symptoms are such that movement in the community should be restricted
or supervised.

LEVEL 4:

Probably not working, although may be capable of working in a very
protective setting; able to live in ordin~ry social unit and contribute
to the daily routine of the household; can assume responsibility for all
personal self-care matters; stressful social encounters ought to be
avoided or carefully supervised.

.\
i

----------------------------------------------------------------------.-------------NOTE:

Levels 5 through 8 describe persons who are usually functioning satisfactorily in the community, but for whom problems in one or more of the
criteria areas force some degree of dependency on a fonn of therapeutic
intervention.

-----------------------------------------------------------------_.---------.-------L[VEL 5:

Emotional stability and stress tolerance are sufficiently low that
successful functioning in the social and/or vocational/educational realms
is marginal. The person is barely able to hold on to either job or social
unit, or both, without direct therapeutic intervention and a diminution
of conflicts in either or both realms.

LEVEL 6:

The person's vocational and/or social areas of functioning are stabilized,
but only because of direct therapeutic intervention. Symptom presence
and-severity are probably sufficient to be both noticeable and somewhat
disconcerting to the client and/or to those around the client in daily
contact.

LEVEL 7:

The person ;s functioning and coping well socially and vocationally,
(educationally); however, symptom reoccurrences are sufficiently frequent
to maintain a reliance on some sort of regular therapeutic intervention.

lEVlL 8:

Functioning well in all areas with little evidence of distress present.
However, a history of symptom reoccurrence suggests periodic correspondence
with the Center, e.g., a client may receive a medication check from a
famil! physician who then contacts the Center monthly. or the client returr
for bi-monthly social activities.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------l! VEL 9:

The person is functioning well in all areas and no contact with the MH/MR
services is reconvllended.
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First a \'ford of expLmation about what the HITA nf I1t. is:
n:m-:)l~ofit

it i3 Gl

associ3tion of volunteer citizens; it is an advocacy grou!;.

It operates no clinic:3, or Dther ftlcilitios cleGllinc; \'lith tho mentally il1.
but it sU1JPorts l,vholeheartecJly other orgcmizDtions, c;overnmental, -;;rivota
and inc]i virluals

,t1wt d,o.
fun~s.

It receives no governmental
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It is

by its

momb8:

()I'm

throUGh fund r8li3erS, boquostrJ, encio'.'nTIonts and grants.
Jo h3ve throe basic coo'Ls: l)To prevent mental illness; 2) To
mental health; 3) To ':rClrk hr tlF: imllrnVo(,;
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~roMot
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS
AND SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS SUBCOMMITTEE I
SPECIAL SESSION
November 6, 1981
The November 6th meeting of this committee was called to order by
the chairman, REPRESENTATIVE JACK MOORE, at 9:00 a.m. on the
above date in Room 135 in the Capitol Building.
ROLL CALL: All members of the Committee were present. Chairman
Moore stated that Representative Bob Thoft had been excused from
the meeting on November 5, 1981.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stated that the committee would take executive
action on Mental Health.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked RA~ HOFFMAN, Senior Fiscal Analyst, to go
over once again the issues in the Mental Health area. Mr. Hoffman
referred the committee to pages 123 and 124 in the Budget Analysis
book. ISSUE 1 is the Community Support Project (CSP). ISSUE 2
is~;xcess Federal Authority, and ISSUE 3 is the Block Grant.
Mr.
Hoffman explained the table on Planning and Evaluation on page 125.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGSTON asked for more explanation on the
professional review they will be undertaking. Mr. Hoffman went
over this for the committee. MR. SOUTH stated that this had not
been done before because there was no reason to do this before.
From July 1 on he feels that they must monitor the diagnosis being
made.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY asked about the duplication of services. MR.
SOUTH stated that the staff is there and one is coordinating the
services available. The other fiscal staff person is also working
on this program.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY asked Mr. South if there was any discrepancy
in their findings. MR. SOUTH stated that they had not begun to do
that, but be believes they have to do this. In terms of the fiscal
area he is not happy with how they are handling that. He would
like to have the next fiscal year to determine whether in 1983
they can bill them for each individual client. He stated that
the billing process is very complicated.
There was discussion on the subgrant monies. CSP will be defunct
as of February 1982. They would like to take a portion of the
block grant money to fill the void.
MR. HOFFMAN went over some of the block grant information on pages
125 and 127 of the Budget Analysis book.
CHAIRMAN MOORE questioned the table on page 129 regarding the
amount of money requested for funding.
MR. HOFFMAN stated that they didn't know how the federal government
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will allocate the funds available for distribution for 1984 and
1985. They do not have any spending authority at present.
General fund authority in the Department of Institutions is all
they have. MR. SOUTH thought they would have a spending limit,
however.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked what level of federal spending authority
they gave them for 1982 and 1983.
MR. SOUTH referred to the table on page 125. This gives direction
for planning and evaluation. The amount given in fiscal 1982
would be $60,000 and in fiscal 1983 the amount would be $121,819.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGSTON asked Mr. South about prevention.
MR. SOUTH stated that they were asking money for Consultation
and Evaluation (C &E) and for prevention. He further stated
that in 1983 they would be spending more money than they have
and some decision need to be made regarding this.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stated there was more program accountability and
more fiscal accountability. There will have to be a retrenchment
and a good hard look to give the most effective and most
efficient services.
SENATOR HAFFEY asked about the continuing nature of the funds in
excess of those available.
MR. SOUTH stated that additional planning is necessary in the next
few months.
MR. TOM CROSSER of the OFFICE OF BUDGET PROGRAM AND PLANNING (OBPP)
spoke in support of adequate funding.
MR. SOUTH stated that they have one of the staff going out and
doing site visits at Mental Health Centers. Mr. Hoover spent
two weeks at Warm Springs and in February and March most of the
time will be spent on children's treatment.
MR. PETER BLOUKE, Department of Institutions, stated that the
staff included personnel who were in the Manpower Project in
addition to the staff from management services division. There
are two aspects which must be considered:
(1) Fiscal, and
(2) Programatic. They must be able to tie them together, and
one of the methods is the review of treatment plans. There are 45
different offices scattered around the state. Usually there are
four people who go out on evaluations. These are critical to
insure quality.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stated that with loss of CSP at the end of
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February there will be no money to pay for these two positions any
longer.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY asked if all block-grant money could be
transferred to 1983.
MR. SOUTH stated that they would like to come to the 1983 legislature and explain funding. They need these ten months to look at
long-term services.
MR. HOFFMAN stated that if they determine there should be extra
dollar amounts and the Department of Institutions have severe
financial problems, the director could request that carry-over
funds be transferred to FY 1984 and FY 1985.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY asked if there was a possibility of cutting
some people in the field.
MR. SOUTH stated that they will be looking at rate structure in
1983.
REPRESENTATIVE ERNST moved that there be authorization in modified
services for Planning and Evaluation in the Department of Institutions in the amount of $23,747 for FY 1982 and $79,370 for FY 1983.
SENATOR HAFFEY SECONDED the motion.
The committee voted unanimously by roll call vote to adopt the
motion.
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY brought out the fact that there had been
some trouble with travel costs.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGSTON asked why not give them ten percent for
their administrative costs.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stated that there was quite a difference in the
money being allocated and the amount that the ten percent would
be. The committee recessed for five minutes at 10:25 a.m.
The meeting reconvened at 10:40 a.m.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stated that everything was very, very loose until
1977 and we brought people IUp from New Mexico and established an
accounting system in the five centers. It has been more refined
since that time.
A MOTION was made by SENATOR ETCHART and SECONDED by REP. BENGSTON
that we approve the $60,000 in sub-grants in fiscal 1982 and
$121,819 in fiscal 1983. Upon roll call vote, the motion carried

"

".
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unanimously.
At this time, REP. CONROY MOVED that we approve to appropriate
$298,138 for fiscal 1982 and 50% of the $1,179,138 for fiscal
year 1983. The motion was SECONDED by REP. ERNST.
RAY HOFFMAN reconunended that the motion be specific as to the
dollar amount and that language be written that will allow the
department to request the funds in fiscal 1983, if needed.
REP. CONROY amended this motion to read that the spending authority
will be $298,138 in fiscal 1982 and $589,569 in 1983 but that the
department is authorized to request the full amount from the
Federal Government for the block grant of $1,179,138.
REP. CONROY further amended his motion that we appropriate
$298,138 in fiscal 1982 and 50% of the 1983 total and the
department is authorized to request the full amount from the
Federal Government of the Block Grant.
MOTION was made by REP. CONROY and SECONDED by REP. BENGSTON
to reduce the excessive spending authority to the CSP program
$71,221 in fiscal 1982 and $171,395 in fiscal 1983. Upon
voice vote the motion carried unanimously.
Recess was called at 11:00 a.m.
The meeting was reconvened by CHAIRMAN MOORE at 11:10 a.m. and
action on OPI will be taken. At this time CHAIRMAN MOORE
asked CURT NICHOLS to clarify the question from yesterday.
Letters were passed out to the committee members.
REP. MOORE asked MR. GENE CHRISTIAANSEN of the Office of Public
Instruction, to speak further about carry-over funds and the
other funds that are restricted from transfer.
MR. CHRISTIAANSEN stated that at this point he would like to
meet further with Curt ,and Dennis Sheehy so we can corne before
this committee unified rather than splintered. I have been
laboring under false information.
REP. MOORE said the committee would take up the Deaf and Blind
School at this time. He referred to page 201 - table 4 in the
Budget Analysis Book. He stated that in order for us to have a
cushion for the Deaf and Blind School those grants that are
designated to the Deaf and Blind School through oil and gas or
anything else, it goes into that pot - so what I propose to do,
and I checked with MRS. RIPPINGALE and others, that for programs
they want to continue there,the request is $99,296.
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BRUCE SHIVELY, Assistant Fiscal Analyst, stated that the School
for the Deaf and Blind have a number of program decisions to make.
Once you have done that you have funding decisions to make.
You can increase the reversion by using the interest and income.
If you use vacancy savings you are using the general fund.
SEN. JACOBSON:

My concern was with the CETA funding.

REP. MOORE: All CETA funds dried up July 1. They have 120 resident
students from allover the state. The programs' are there. They have
been operating for several years.
BRUCE SHIVELY stated they eliminated the position of Superintendent
but you are not increasing their base.
REP. MOORE: I have gone over about two or three options. We are
not increasing their general fund base. We can take the vacancy
savings and put it in but we know we will have this $154,000 plus
for the Deaf and Blind School.
REP. CONROY:

What is the FTE?

MR. SHIVELY stated two FTE involved in the vocational education
program. One in continuing education program and .71 in the
Title I program.
REP. MOORE: There is one full-time staffer in there and there is
one half-time and one aide.
MR. SHIVELY: You have $99,000 worth of requests--you want to know
how much of $95,000 savings we are using.
At this time, REP. CONROY MOVED that we fund the $35,000 for
continuing education, $31,766 for vocational education, $32,530
for Title I. Utilize $23,618 of carry-over funds into Title I
plus $75,678 from the $95,000 vacancy savings and then there would
be a reversion of $19,322. MOTION WAS SECONDED by SEN. ETCHART.
8 voting YES and 1 NO. Motion carried.
A substitute motion was made by REP. THOFT that we approve the
$99,296 for funding for the three programs. MOTION was SECONDED
by SENATOR NELSON.
REP. THOFT questioned the legality of the motion. I'm saying
general fund monies should revert to the general fund expenditures.
Substitute motion was made by REP. THOFT to segregate the breakdown of funding. The motion was seconded by SEN. NELSON. 5 voting
YES and 4 voting NO, the substitute motion prevailed.
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Motion was then made to approve the program as reqeusted in the
amount of $99,296. On a roll call vote, the motion carried
unanimously.
At this time, REP. MOORE moved to include the language in HB 500
limiting expenditures of interest and income to $156,571 for
FY 1982 and $158,675 for FY 1983.
Upon roll call vote, the motion carried unanimously.
The meeting adjourned at 12:10 p.m.
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The Executive Session reconvened at 1:00 p.m. in Room 135 of
the Capitol Building with CHAIRMAN MOORE presiding.
CURT NICHOLS, Senior Fiscal Analyst, distributed EXHIBIT A
and explained its contents. EXHIBIT A is concerned with tuition
and financial aid at Montana Vocational Technical Centers.
GENE CHRISTIAANSEN reviewed Vo-tech needs and handed literature
to members of the Committee. He explained the funding in
various categories and pointed out matching funds.
He said
there is still a shortfall of $111,018.
Under emerging and
emergency occupations there are no funds available for fiscal
year 1983. He expressed concern that the special disadvantaged
is not matched by the local districts. Program availability and
services will have to be reduced.
Consumer and homemaking has
384 programs.
Fourteen depressed areas receive special consumer
and homemaking funds.
Those would all Be reduced.
Planning
and evaluation is required this year as by Federal regulation
they must rewrite a five-year plan for vocational education.
There is no other way of funding this. He projected that by
1983 the curriculum development funding will disappear because
of no funds.
In answer to a question by REP. BENGSTON concerning teacher
development, Mr. Christiaansen explained that the staff travels
around the state extensively. He explained the teacher development program and its importance.
REP. BENGSTON asked if that money could be better utilized in
Vo-tech centers. Mr. Christiaansen answered that Federal money
cannot be put into the Vo-tech centers.
CHAIRMAN MOORE questioned the sex bias program. Mr. Christiaansen
explained that there is a Federal mandate for $50,000 to eliminate
sex stereotyping. The idea is to get women into non-traditional
working areas.
It is required to get a Federal grant and the
$50,000 cannot be spent on anything else.
CURT NICHOLS explained the flexibility in the categories.
There was some discussion on the merits and problems of raising
tuition at Vo-tech. A tuition raise would make Vo-tech tuition
comparable to that paid at the universities.
REP. BENGSTON made a motion to give authority to spend $111,018
of general funds for the Vo-tech state administration office.
The motion was passed.
A letter presented by GARY STEUERWALD of the OPI, to the
committee was reviewed.
It concerned reduction of FTEs on Title 2,
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Title 4-B, Title 4-C, Title 5-B and distribution of funding.
request is for $372,255.
$157,000 of that is in carry-over.

The

CHAIRMAN MOORE suggested that the $150,000 carry-over be
deducted and the remaining amount be considered. The fiscal
year 1983 begins June 1; the centers will not know their needs
until the end of June.
SEN. HAFFEY asked what would happen if the vote was no.
He was
answered that it would devastate the office. They are as far
down as they can go.
SEN. ETCHART made a motion to recommend that the spending
authority of Vo-tech centers be increased by $464,318. The
motion was passed.
There was discussion on the extent of the shcool lunch program.
The Governor's office recommended additional appropriation
for the school lunch program.
SEN. HAFFEY wondered if the request included supplemental
funds to the end of the present school year.
MR. RAY SHACKLEFORD submitted the results of a survey he had
made of every school in the state to see if they needed additional
funds.
Fortty percent of the schools had responded and Mr.
Shackelford intended to do more followup.
REP. _CONROY made a motion to go along with the Superintendent's
request for no additional funds for the school lunch program.
The motion was passed.
REP. CONROY made a motion to approve $214,368 General Fund to
OPI for administration of programs included in the Block Grant.
The motion was passed.
CURT NICHOLS advised that Federal authority must be taken off the
books. A Motion was made by REP. BOB THOFT to remove Federal
authority from those funds. All were in favor.
The~eeting'WaStadjOUrned at 3:00 p.m.
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Financial Aid at Montana Vocational Technical

Centers
This repod addresses the relationship between tuition and federally
funded financial aid.
A.

When a center makes application to the department of education

for federal financial aid funds, such as the basic educational opportunity
grant (B EOG), the supplemental educational opportunity granL (S EOG) and
college work study funds (CWS),
characteristics about the center.
as,

but

is

not limited to:

it must indicate a number of historical
For example, it must include such factors

number of full-time and part-time students,

number of needy students and level of need and the tuition revenue received during the pr'evious school year.
provided

by the centers,

From this and oLher information

the department of education allocates federal

monies to the center for Lhese programs. In this manner, tuition is considered in the allocation or federal dollars La Lhe centers. However, holding
all other factor's constant,

an increase in tuition will not have a corres-

ponding dollar for dollar increase in allocated federal funds.
Sources

from

the regional student financial assistance office of the

department of education indicated that using good, detailed, complete

.
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information on the application form will enable centers to receive an equitable allocation.

This application and subsequent allocation is performed

annually.
B.

When

a

student

makes

application

for

participation

in

these

federally funded programs he/she must complete a financial aid form (FAF).
This form

is analyzed on a standard basis to determine the "estimated

contribution"

the student and his/her family can contribute towards the

cost of the student ' s education. Several factot's are considered here such
as,

but not limited

to:

income,

number of wage earners, fami Iy size,

number of children attending a post-secondary institution and age of the
major wage earner.
Each center has its own education expense budget lhat estimates the
costs of education at that center. These costs include tuition and fees,
room and

board,

books and supplies, and miscellaneous and commuting.

These budgets are adjusted to reflect marital and residency status or the
student. They

at'C~

also reviewed annually to reflect. changes in the costs.

The difference between the education costs and the estimated contribution is the financial assistance need of the student.
Therefore, if tuition costs incr'ease, tolal educational costs increase.
Holding the estimated contribution from the student (and family) constant,
this would dir'ectly increase the need of the student, thereby increasing
his/her eligibility grant amount.
Facing cutbacks in federal funds available for financial aid and increasing educational costs, the effect at the centers will most likely be fewer
students receiving lar'ger grants.
C.

The Montana guaranteed student loan is a loan made by a local

lender and guaranteed by the federal government. At this time, persons or
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families with annual
through

incomes less than $30,000 are not

required to go

the needs analysis process described in section B.

For those

persons or families with annual incomes gr'eater than $30,000, a needs
analysis must be pedormed before the student may make application for
the loan. The same factors used to determine the need of the student for
the grant programs are used for the guaranteed student loans.

However,

the need must be at least $500 before this student would qualify for the
loan.
As tuition costs increase, total educational costs increase.
the estimated contribution from the student (and family)

Holding

constan t, the

need of the student would increase, thereby increasing his/her eligibility
loan amount.
The qualifications and needs assessment for the guaranteed student
loan program is anticipated to become much more strict during the current
federal administr'ation. I t is not possible at this time to estimate the effect
this may have on center enrollment, if any.
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MINUTES Of M.EETING
FOR SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
COMMITTEE NO. I

A.M.
November 9,. 1981

The November 9 meeting of this Committee was called to order
by the Chairman, Representative Jack Moore, at 9:00 a.m. on
the above date in Room 135 in the Capitol Building.
ROLL CALL:

All members of the Committee were present.

Chairman Moore stated that the Committee would discuss Title
I monies, and asked the committee to refer to page 172 in
the green book. Glen Leavitt, OBPP, stated that the
Agency (OPI) was not requesting any additional funding to
offset deductions in Title I and the Budget Office was
recommending no additional funding. Judy Johnson, representing the Office of Public Instruction, stated that
their agency is not requesting money.
Jay McCallum, representing the Office of Public Instruction,
ESEA Title I Specialist, explained the Title I program
in the state of Montana. Mr. McCallum distributed a booklet (Exhibit "A") to the Committee. This booklet is
attached.
Mr. McCallum stated that currently they are projecting a
12% cut in Chapte~ I funds for the fiscal year 1983 (198283) school year. Title I will go out of business on July
1, 1982. It will become Chapter I of th~ Education Consolidation and Improvement Act. The programs will be
continued as Title I.
Tom Crosser, representing the Office of Budget and Program
Planning, stated that the Department of Institutions has
not requested any replacement funds for Title I.
Warren Stone of Belgrade, Montana, representing himself as
a concerned citizen, stated that he felt that for the first
time in twenty years we have a State Superintendent who
is concerned about quality education and he hoped his testimony would contribute to his support. Mr. Stone made
comments on educational programs in the United States. See
Exhibit "B" which is Mr. Stone's testimony and is attached
to this report.
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE:
REPRESENTATIVE CONROY: Do you have a figure where Montana
stands nationally in state aid?
MR. STONE; We are doing a better job than most states in
the nation, but we still have an abundance of waste.

,
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REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: Do you know what would happen in
the local school districts if we removed these federal funds?
MR. STONE:

Yes, I do.

REPRESENTATIVE MOORE:
a taxpayers revolt.

Taxes would go so high we would have

REPRESENTATIVE THOFT: Would like to have a copy of Mr.
Stone's testimony. Mr. Stone stated that he would provide
copies for the Committee.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGSTON: I find it difficult to take all
of these s.tatistics at face value. She requested a response
from Miss Johnson or Mr. McCallum.
MR. McCALLUM: On the average, those who have participated
in Title I have shown a gain at the end of the year. He
stated that he could not speak regarding disabled children.
MISS JOHNSON: Stated that she thought the state was doing
a very good job in special education programs. She did not
have any statistics with her on this. Of the 12,990 children
in special education only a little over 2,000 are entirely
in special education classes. The rest are in a regular
classroom situation with only a portion of their time spent
in special education classes.
REPRESENTATIVE MOORE: Is there a possibility that over the
next few years some would be able to be in the mainstrean of
education?
MISS JOHNSON:

Yes, they already are.

REPRESENTATIVE BENGSTON: Mr. Stone, who is pressuring some
of these superintendents to apply for federal money?
MR. STONE: It is not a one to one pressure, but rather a
psychological thing. There is rivalry between school districts regarding programs. For example, in 1963 Billings
was the first school district to have modern math. Many
superintendents didn't want it at all, but they got it.
Later Billings discontinued the modern math program. Billings presently has a gifted program because of two parents,
and it is spreading like this allover the country.
Mr. Stone also stated that nine months after a student is
in a gifted program the student wants out, but he can't get
out due to pressure.
REPRESENTATIVE BENGSTON: If you have the answers to these
problems, we would like to have the answers.
MR. STONE: Methods of teaching is not the answer. Pre.,.,
ventive work is the key. When :is the key for any child.
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He further stated that most seven~year olds would teach
themselves how to read. The child comes to school before
he is ready to absorb the experience. This would be a
very low-cost item.
REPRESENTATIVE ERNST: Asked the OPI about the tables in
Exhibit "A". There appears to be some disparity between
the counties and districts.
MR. McCALLUM: The Title I program is an allocation program.
There are two criteria. One is an economic criteria, and
the other is an educational criteria.
Chairman Moore called the hearing closed on Title I. The
meeting was adjourned at 10:00 a.m. Committee I will recess
until 1:30 p.m. when they will discuss the university
system.
Exhibit "C", a reprint from the Reader's Digest, was submitted to the Committee by Mr. Stone and is attached to the
minutes.
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November 4, 1981

SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATION SUBCOMMITTEES
COMMITTEE I

TO:

Representative Jack K. Moore, Chairperson, Great Falls
Senator Harold C. Nelson, Vice-Chairperson, Cut Bank
Representative Esther G. Bengtson, Shepherd
Representative Thomas R. Conroy, Hardin
Representative Gene N. Ernst, Stanford
Representative Bob Thoft, Stevensville
Senator Mark Etchart, Glasgow
Senator Jack Haffey, Anaconda
Senator Judy Jacobson, Butte

FOR THE RECORD:

NAMES:

RE:

Title I

ESEA Title 1 is the first title of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The
purpose of this federally funded educational program is to provide federal dollars to local
school districts and state agencies for supplementary educational services for educationally
disadvantaged students. The program has been amended and reauthorized by Congress many times
since 1965. The current law which governs Title I is Public Law 95-561.
ESEA Title I allocations are provided to the majority of Montana's school districts, Montana
School for the Deaf and Blind, Boulder River School and Hospital, Warm Springs State Hospital
and School, Eastmont Training Center, Mountain View School, Pine Hills School, Swan River
Youth Forest camp, Montana State Prison and the Montana Migrant Children's Program. The
following chart will provide a picture of the ESEA Title I funds received by Montana from
fiscal year 1976 to fiscal year 1982.

Aftirmaliw Action - EEO El11ployl'l'

~ Committee 1

November 4, 1981
Page two

School Districts

FY '76
FY '77
5,141,798 5,944,931

FY 181
FY '80
FY '78
FY '82
FY '79
6,421,517 7,943,720 9,195,012 9,054,108 8,821 ,L19~

Handicapped
Institutions

352,811

372,368

372,368

372,368

358,536

327,131

307,500

Neglected or
Delinquent
Institutions

138,464

98,955

98 ,955

107,533

142,201

120,871

102,740

1,158

2,062

2,062

3,645

4,118

17,259

14,670

857, 186

857,186

859,892

856,375

858,309

858,309

858,309

Adult Correctional
Institution
Migrant
Totals

6,491,417 7,275,502 7,754,794 9,283,641 10,558,776 10,378,278 10,104,713

/The ESEA Title I program is in its last year of existence. As of July 1, 1982, the ESEA
Title I proBram will become Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of
~
1981. However, the funding fonmula.and purpose of the ESEA Title I program will remain in
., Chapter 1. Currently, the Office of Public Instruction is anticipating a minimum of a 12
percent cutback in Chapter 1 funds for the fiscal year 1983 (1982-83) school year.
Programs for educationally disadvantaged children are designed to meet the reading, ·math and
language arts needs of those children. Projects at the local level hire teachers, tutors,
ailes and home-school coordinators to provide the supplementary educational services. The
g0al of each project is to raise the level of educational achievement of the Title I students
to that which is appropriate for their grade placement. Basically, the program provides
reading, math and language arts services for those children that are behind and not achieving
with other students in their grade level. Through the ESEA Title I program, local projects
have been able to show a Normal Cvrve Equivalent (NCE) gain of seven to eight points on the·
NCE scale. The average gain nationwide is about five NCE points. Therefore, it can be stated
that ESEA Title I services to educationally disadvantaged children do make a difference and,
in fact, Montana Title I children achieve better than other Title I students across the nation.
You will find attached the following:

1.

Fiscal year 1982 (1981-82) Title I allocations.

2.

Selected school districts and the effect of the 12 percent cutback in program funds.

J.

Questions and answers regarding the changeover from ESEA Title I to Chapter 1 of
ECIA (Public Law 97-35).
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ESEA TITLE I FINAL COMBINED ALLOCATIONS FOR 1981-82 •
The Superintendent of Public Instruction has received final ESEA Title I allocations for fiscal
year 1982. The allocations were received in two grants, basic and concentration. Allocations
listed below for each school district reflect the combination of both grants. Your school district will not be required to account for each grant separately. There may be a difference in
your final fi:.3cal year 1982 allocation from what was reported to each school district on
,July G, 1<)81 on the 1981-82 ESEA Title I fund:] memorandum. Payments are not autoUlc'ltic; school
Ji::.trlct!J must npply for funds to finance ESEA Title I projects to help educationally disadvantar,cd children.
BROADWATER COUNTY
BEAVERHEAD COUNTY
Code District

Code Di::;trict
0005
0008
0009
0014
0006

./

10

12
12
211

Co.

Dillon Elem •
Lima Elem •
Lima H.S.
Jackson Elem.
Beaverhead Co. H.S.

. ··

.·
·

$ 68,721
6,214
202
266
26,616

l3IG /-lORN COUNTY
-

OO!]

2
3
1711

1189

I

002/~
rj

17K

002
1190
0026

2'{

2

29

7
15
Co.

Townsend Elem • • • " $ 49,146
Toston Elem • • • • •
283
Broadwater Co. H.S. •
11,166

CARBON COUNTY
Code District

Code District
0021
1214

0050
0053
0055

···
·
··
· · ··

Pryor Elem.
Plenty Coups H.S. •
Hardin Elem •
I-brdin H.S.
f3ie Bend Elem •
Lodge Grass Elem.
Lodge Grass H.S •
Wyola Elem. • •

·

$ 45,551
18,103
108,544
48,923
102
69,888
38,987
16,351

BLAINE COUNTY

Code lJistr'ict
0028
10
Chinook Elem. • •
$ 1'{ ,335
Chinook H.S • •
10
0029
11 ,946
Harlem Elem ••
0030
12
89,450
0031
Harlem H.S. • • •
12
33,778
0032
Cleveland, Lone Tree
14
Bench & S. Fairview
192
Zurich Elem • • • • _
0034
233
UOlf l1
Turner Elem • • • • •
3,792
00 /16
/bys-Lodge Pole Elem.
70,035
1;)13
/lays-Lodc;e Pole II.S.
36,751

0056

1

0057

1

00:;8
00:;9
0060
0061
0068
0069
0070
0071
0072
·0075
0076

2
2
7
7
23
5
28
30
6
34
3

···
· · ···

Red Lodge Elem.
N or D Allocation*.
Red Lodge H.S •
N or D Allocation*.
Bride;er Elem.
Bridger H.S •
Joliet Elem •
Joliet H.S.
Roberts Elem.
Roberts H.S •
Boyd Elem ••
Fromberg Elem •
Fromberg H.S.
Belfry Elem •
Belfry H.S.

$ 18,009
396
14,165
396
21,018
231
15,646
231
565
164
602
4,954
9,304
231
332

Ekalaka Elem o •
Alzada Elem • •
Carter Co. H.S. •

$ 24,156

·· ·
.····
··
·

CARTER COUNTY
Code District
0087
0096
0097

15
56
Co.

864

17,405

J -*I\llocatjon
- - -r;enerated by children residing in local institutions for neglected or delinquent
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CASCADE COUNTY

DEER LODGE COUNTY

Code District

Code District

0098
0099

A

0101
0102
0104
0105
0112
0113
0117
0118
0127
0131
1210

J
B
5

C
29
D
6

F
711
85
97

··
·
· ··
···
·· ·

Great Falls Elem.
N or D Allocation*.
Great Falls H.S •
N or D Allocation*.
C:l:.:>cade Elem.
Cascade H.S •
Centerville Elem.
Centerville H.S •
Belt Elem •
Belt H.S.
Simms-Ft. Shaw Elem •
Simms H.S •
Vaughn Elem •
Ulm Elem.
Sun River-Crowe Eleen.

. ·· ·· ·· · ·
· ··
.··

$571,787
2,7811
20/~

,838

'11,364
'1,004
'1,262
534
266
10,094
551
10,530
8,165
1,982
1 ,'~lt5
231

LI'I

015/~

J

Fort Benton Elem.
Fort Benton H.S
BiG Sandy H.S
Geraldine Elem.
Geraldine H.S

··•

··
··

$ 20;149
45,242
592
5,581
9,627

CUSTER COUNTY
I

1

63
1

Miles City Elem • • •
Kinsey Elem • • • • •
Cu:.:;ter Dist. Co. H.S.
~ or D Allocation* ••

Code District
$ 20,992
Scobey Elem • • •
Scobey H.S. • • • • •
5,959

DAWSON COUNTY
Code Di:;trict
0206
0227
0228
0207

1
7dJ

2

Co.

,3~h
]')]

:.: 1, JB'J
J, .lb'J

FALLON COUNTY
Code District
0243
0244
025 11

12
12
1.J0

0255
0256

55
'.J5

Baker E1em • • • • • •
Baker H.S • • • • • •
Fertile Prairie &
Yellowstone Elcm. • •
Plevna Elem • • • • •
l'lcvnt:l II.;:; • • • • • •

$ 1'1,013
7,666
632
,JO(I)
'ytl()

0258
0268
0273
0279
0290
0259

1

27
'Ill

7 /t
11 f)
1

Lewistown Elem. • • • $116,417
Grass Range Elem.
677
Moore Elem ••
300
Roy Elem. • • • • • •
W7
Winifred Elem • • • •
375
Fergus H.So • • • • •
112,069'

Code District
$ 93,302
142
37,909
1,383

DANIELS COUNTY

0193
0194

10

$ 81

FLATHEAD COUNTY

Code District
0172
0187
0192

0237

Anaconda Elem • • •
,N or D AlloC(ltion*.
/\IIClcond(J H. oS. • • •
Nor' [) All OC()tion* .,

Code District

Code DistrLct

?

10

FERGUS COUNTY

CHOUTEAU COUNTY

0133
0134
0138
0153

0236

Glendive Elem
Richey Elem • • •
Richey H.S ••
Dawson Co. HoS • • • •

$ 41,919
1,762
1 , 111
36,736

1184
0310
0311
0312
0313
0316
0317
0320
0323
0324
0327
0330
0331
0334
0335
0339

,.:J

')

6
6
9
10
15

20
26
29
38
38
II LI
LI/,

50

··
··
· ·· ·
·
·
····

West Valley Eleen.
$ 11 , 12'1
KaLispeli Elem.
')II, 179
Flathead H.S.
68,117
N or D Allocation*.·
1,0'13
1);:, '.J6G
Columbia Falls Elem
~~)() , 917
Columbia Fall::; H.S. ·
Creston Elem.
549
Cayuse Prairie [~lem
182
Helena Flats Elem
2,?69
Kila Eleen .
390
Batavia Elern.
10,399
Somers Elem
13,27 11
?(),l()n
IH C;for-k Elem.
Bigfork II.S
1,80'(
Whitefish Elern.
3'),BgO
Whitefish H.S
?3,1?11
E. Everc;reen, w.
Ever-gr'een & Upper
Evergreen Elern
~U,'7'j9
/
Bissell & Olney F.lcrrJ.
II, 1 "
Mountain 13rook Elcrn
'.J,7()d

·····
·
· ·· ·
· · ··
·
o

03 /t2

034'1

*Al1ocation generated by children rC:';idinG i.t!
quent children.

lOCI]

-2-

')8
62

ill~;titu\'ioll~;

·

·

l'or nq';lcctvd

Uf' (k~1

in-

'-

JEFFERSON COUNTY

,;'~ ~ Di"trict
03'16
03 l ((

0348
0350
0351
0360
0361
0363
0367
0368
0369
03'{6

Loc;an Elem.
Manhattan Elem.
Manhattan Ii.S • ·
J
'(
Bo~ennn Elem.
Bozeman H.S
'7
N or D Allocation*.
24-24 Three Forks Elemo
2(
Three Forks H.S •
- I
Monforton Elem.
27
If3
LaMotte Elem.
4/f
Belgrade Elem •
Belgrade HoS.
'f4
Amsterdam Elem.
75
1
3

0

$

·· ·· · ·
0

··
·

425
8,588
191
95,613
33,994
1,720
4,5 87
661
4,256
425
16,879
4,990
498

0

0

$ 28,040

<)

0401

9

0402
0403
04D4

15
15
50

···
· · ··
·
·
·
·
····

()It'

r)

0'116
0418
Off 19
0420
III LL

,

I3rowninc; Elem •
N or D Allocation*o
Browning H.S.· •
N or D Allocation*.
Cut Bank Elem •
Cut Bank H.S.
E. Glacier Park Elem.

$246,576
353
139,429
353
11,505
6,954
6,083

Philipsburg Elem.
Granite H.S •
Hall Elem •
Drummond Elem
Drummond H.S.

$ 23,006

l)i~jtrict

1
8
11
')

<-

· ·· · · ·

10, 157
234
4,782
226

COUNTY

0437
0438

1207

13
G

16
A
26
E
W(J

Box Elder Elem.
Box Elder HoS •
Havre Elem.
Havre H.S •
N or D Allocation*.
Blue Sky Elem •
Blue Sky H.S.
Rocky Boy Elem.
0

··

· · · · ··
··
·

0

0

8,906
3,051
6,551

Code District
Charlo Elem •
1205
$ 12,134
7
1206
Charlo H.S.
24,432
7
Arlee Elem.
0474
8
35,929
8
Arlee H.S •
0'f75
13,797
Elmo Elem •
0476
22
9,404
Polson Elem
23
0477
41,557
Polson H.S.
0478
23
22,400
0480
28
St. Ignatius Elem •
37,046
N or D Allocation*.
2,912
0481
28
St. Ignatius H.S.
24,312
Ronan Elem.
30
1199
83, 154
N or D Allocation*.
1,067
Ronan H.S •
1200
30
32,336
Upper W. Shore Elem •
1211
33
254
Salmon Prairie & Swan
0486
73
Lake Elem
132

$ 22,393
25,781
71,777
37, 103
2,007
144
85
87,654

0

·
··· ·
·· ··
· · · ··
·····

.·····

& CLARK COUNTY
-LEWIS Code District
Helena Elem
0487
1
$ 97,889
N or D Allocation*o
2,348
0488
Helena H.S.
51,117
N or D Allocation*o
14,485
Kessler Elem.
0489
2
15,173
Jim Darcy/Warren Elem
0490
3
15,270
Trinity Elem.
0491
4
278
0492
East Helena Elem. •
16,632
9
0501
38
Lincoln Elem.
4,892
0502
Augusta Elem.
45
1,633
Augusta H.S •
0503
45
275

·· ··
· ·
··
····
·
··
····
0

Code Distr'ict

0425
0426
0427
0428

$ 17,539

·
···
·

GfiANITE COUNTY
Code

1 ,1)32
'8,26'{
8,535

--~

Code Di::;tr'ict
0'100

3,4?,~

-

LAKE COUNTY

· · ·

21,710

JUDITH BASIN COUNTY

Code Distr'ict
Jordan Elem

$ 10,206

0

GI\RFIELD COUNTY

GLACIER COUNTY

J

·

Code District
Stanford Elem •
0463
12
Stanford H.S.
0464
12
Geyser Elem •
58
0472
Geyser H.S.
58
0473

0377

---'

Code District
Clancy Elem •
0452
1
0453
4-47 Whitehall Elem.
2 , Whi tcrnll II.S •
045 11
I'
0',1/)
Baain Elem o
)
Boulder Elemo
0456
7
Jefferson HoS •
1
0457

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

*J\llocation generated by children residing in local institutions for neglected or delinquent children.
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LI BERTY COUNTY

MT:)SOULI\ COUNTY

Code Di str'ict

Code Di:;tr'Lct

0507
0510
0')11

· ·· ·
··· ·

,Joplin Elcrn
CIIC!:3tcr Elem.
Chester' Il.S

2()

3:l
JJ

$

II?

8,83ti
''>,269

UNCOLN COUNTY
(>xh:

Ui~;tr':icL

Troy Elem
Tr'oyH.S.
Libby E1em.

0')21

O'J22
0527
0530
053'j
or)?8

$ 20,01,)
8,547
Ij6 ,03/~
15,032

·
·

0'J1C)
O'J.?O
II

Libby

I,

H.S

·

Eureka Elem
eentr'al E18m.
Trego Elem.
Lincolll Co. II .~)

13

1')
53

Co.

·

9,760
rJ'-')
3,019
'),683

MADISON COUNTY

05133
0<)8G
l)')8H
0590

11,

O'/j?

., ,'0

0593
0')95
0'597
0')98
0599
0584

;'3
3;!

··

I,

'(

~

Mj :3:::;oula Elern
Ik:Ugate Elem
·
Lulu Elcm
13ut mer I;;lctlt
l)c·~)trlet Elem
Target Range Elcm
Clinton Elem.
,';ee1ey Lake Elem.
fo'r'cnchtown E1em
Frenchtown H.S.
r~i:..;soula Co. H.S.
N or D I\llocation*.

~;2'(?,

?l), 1JB

··
·

l'J,OO')

IB,D1/1
3,/IH'7
11,81G

··

34
IjO
liD

Co.

·
·

'-

326

tJ,l'.)/1
11,559
1~),

130
lG6

··

112,612
(1,101

MUS;")ELSIIELL CUUNTY
Code

DL,tr'ict

0605
0606

:)')
f55H

Roundup Elern.
Houndup I1.S ••

$ 67,711
31,504

Code District
0537
0538
0539
05 /6
05 /j6

I)
')

7

5?
52

· ··
·

Sheridan Elem
Sheridan H.S.
Twj.n Bridr;e~; E1em
EnnLs E1em.
Enllis Il.S
•

···

$ 1'),360
6,749
3'), '{28
10 ,966

0612
0613

$ 46, 117
1'),393

0614
0626
0627
0630
121')

\
I

I
I

Circle E1cm
Or'cle H.S.

0')117

0')118

(;')'(0
0'57"

e

3 /,

Who SuI. Spgs. Elcm
Who SuI. SpC;,'J. H.S.

Ringling E18m

····

$ ;?6,257.
1t3,675
7,3')5

MINERI\L COUNTY
Code Di:3trict
Alberton Elem
I\lberton H"S.

0')76

')
L

lJ')'77

')

ll'l'(H
ll' >'( »

\
.\

:;up(~r'iOI'

ElclfI

: ;Upl ~r' iur

II.~;

l/J81

()

~)L

c

$ 90,488
39,3 114
75,
2,7':.;7
1,489
837
2'{9
3,d66

Code Ili:..; tr'i c t

Code Distr'ict
()

···
· · · · · ··
· ··
··
···
· ·

Livingston Eleen
PClrk H.S.
N or D Allocation*.
Gardiner Elern
7
't 1 Clyde Park Elern
Clyde ParI< H.S.
2
53-3t3 Wilsall COliS. Elem.
1\ rt~uwhea d Elem.
'r'}
·
It

PETROLEUM COUNTY

MEAGHER COUNTY

O'. ;()9

Code District

6,32 /j

McCONE COUNTY
Code District

PARK COUNTY

Hegis

.

·
····
····
····

l~l(:'m.

"

·

$ 3,96H
31)1

1') ,'110
3,SBO

5,326

U641

06 /,2

Winnett Elem. •

1'/)

;~

Wi.nnett II.S •

1

",H'lO
Ij ,';62

PH I LLT PS COUNTY

Code l>L;Lr'icL
Dodson Elem
//\
06 /17
Dodson !-l.S.
C
OM8
Landusky E1crn
0653
7
1:)/\
~;;1CO Elern
1203
[\

06S'(

OG5f.>
06:)9
0662
()U)]

1/1

A
;'OI\A
IJ

·
Malta Elem.·
~;;'CO

·····
·
····

0

lit'

], T(1
')?'(

II. :.;.

Jl,OJlt

· · ··

Malta H.S
wtlitewater' Elcm
N 0[' 0 I\llocat i Otl*.
Wh i t.(~w;llvr' II.: ;.
N

$ 19,225
13,080
659

·
·
·
·*. ·
n

I) /\ I I ()l·; II, i ()Il

*/\lluC:.lliutl gdl(!r'dLcd uy chlldn~tl r'l::;idillg ir: !'ucill ill:.;tiLut.iun:;
quent chUdr'cn. '

I'ur'

tlq~lvcLcd

·

111,616
1,OTT
l,oc,d

-();,.

I,I',) ,

ur' d,:lLtl-

RICHLAND COUNTY
~

Code District
Heart Butte Elem.
$ 72,287
1
0670
Dupuyer Elem. •
158
2
0671
Conrad
Elem
•
•
•
•
•
15,516
10
067'1
Conrad H.S. • •
7,968
10
0675
Valier Elem
9,811
18
0679
18
Valier H.S ••
46,230
0680

Code District
0750
13
Fairview Elem •
0751
3
Fairview H.S • • • • •
0768
86, Lambert £lem •••
0769
4
Lambert H.S • • • • •

POWDER RIVER COUNTY

Code District

Code District

0774
0775
0776
0777
0780

17
45

0781
0782
0783
0184
0785
0187

45A
55
55F
64
64D
65E

..

0705
0706

$ 31,190

Broadus Elem. • •
Powder River Co.
Dist. H.S ••••

79J
79J

9,237

POWELL COUNTY
Code District
Deer Lodge Elem
0'(12
1
Powell Co. H.S.
0'(13
Co.

...

$ 49,366
26,711

PRAIRIE COUNTY
-,

0725

5

"r

0726

5

1194

130

Terry Elem ••
Terry H.S • • •
Fallon Elem • • •

..

$ 13,286

14,356
5,156

RAVALLI COUNTY
CoJe District
0730
0731
0732
0733
0734
0735
0737
0738
0739
07'10
0742
0743

Corvallis Elem. • • • $ 30,788
Corvallis H.S • • • •
470
Stevensville Elem • •
33,347
Stevensville H.S.
26,719
Hamilton Elem
52,218
Hamilton H.S. • • • •
19,821
Victor Elem • • •
24,790
7
'(
Victor H.S. •
11,177
Darby £lem. •
32,482
9
Darby H.S • • • • ••
4,137
9
15-6. Florence-Carlton Elem
9,292
15-6 Florence-Carlton H.S.
7,430
1
1
2
2
3
3

RICHLAND COUNTY
Code District
Sidney Elem •
0745
5
Sidney H.S.
0746
1
Savage Elem •
0747
7
0748
2
Savage H.S ••

17 ,301
1,247
522
340

ROOSEVELT COUNTY
Frontier Elem • • • • $
74
Poplar Elem •
104,432
Poplar H.S •••
36,889
Culbertson Elem •
11,659
Wolf Point Elem • • •
70,141
N or D Allocation* ••
2,820
Wolf Point H.S. • • •
35,495
Brockton Elem • • • •
37,929
Brockton H.S. • • • •
14,028
Bainville Elem. • • •
205
Bainville H.S •
102
Froid H.S •••
154

3
9

9B

ROSEBUD COUNTY

Code District

•

)

(Continued)

.. .. . .

$ 72,453
25,019
10,797
340

Code District
0789
0790
0791
0792
0796
0797

19
19

0800

32J

3
4
4
6

Birney Elem
$ 3,749
Forsyth Elem. • •
12,275
Forsyth H.S • • • • •
5,007
Lame Deer Elem ••
89,188
Colstrip Elem • •
6,825
Colstrip H.S. • • • •
36,851
N or D Allocation*.
3,233
Ashland Elem. • • • •
25,497
N or D Allocation* ••
12,216

SANDERS COUNTY
Code District
0802
Plains Elem • • • •• $ 13,780
1
0803
1
Plains H.S. • • • • •
10,593
0804
2
Thompson Falls Elem •
18,848
0805
2
Thompson Falls H.S. •
824
0807
6
Trout Creek Elem.
100
0808
8
Paradise Elem • • • •
6,948
0809
Dixon Elem. • • • • •
9
16,589
0811
10
Noxon Elem. • • • • •
184
0812
10
Noxon H.S • • • • • •
142
0813
11
Camas Prairie Elem.
2,698
0814
14J Hot Springs Elem. • •
20,147
0815
14J Hot Springs H.S • • •
7,520

*Allocation generated by children residing in local institutions for neglected or delinquent children.
-5-

SHERIDAN COUNTY

TREASURE COUNTY

Code Distr'ict .
Medicine Lake Elem. • $ 14,564
0821
7
Medicine Lake H.S
2,392
0822
7
Plentywood
Elem
•
35,038
20
0827
Plentywood H.S.
12,353
0828
20

Code District
0922
0923

:")lLVER BOW COUNTY

Code District

Code District

0925
0926
0927
0928
0932
0933
0934
0936
0937

Butte Elem. • • • • • $280,719
N or D Allocation* ••
1,729
81,719
Butte H.S • • • • • •
1,701
N or D Allocation* ••

0840
1212

STILLWATER COUNTY
Code Distr'ict
Park City Elem.
0846
5
Park City H.S •
0847
5
Columbus Elem •
0848
6
Columbus H.S. •
0849
6
Reedpoint H.S •
0851
9-9
Absarokee Elem. •
0861
52C
Absarokee H.S
0862
52

·..

·.·

$

·.

2,493
1,082
40,262
1,228
356
2,233
'. 1, 195

7
1

1

1A
2

2B
7
7C
9
13
13E

Code District
0945
0946

16
16

0954
0964

16
Co.

Greycliff Elem.
Sweet Grass Co. H.S •

····

·

· ·· · ·

2,139
30,

$ 15,211
10,397
12,859
20,391
1,015
430

Code District
2
2

8
. 1't
1't

Sunburst Elem
Sunburst H.Se
Kevin Elem. •
Shelby Elem
Shelby H.S.

·
·· ·

··

Wibaux Elem
Wibaux H.S.

$ 24,573'-

10,506

6
6

5,434

$

YELLOWSTONE COUNTY

l~/t

TOOLE COUNTY

0902
0903
0907
0910
0911

$ 21,498

$ 33,'-+78

TETON COUNTY
Code District
Choteau Elem.
0883
Choteau'H.S •
0884
Fairfield Elem.
21
0890
Fairfield H.S •
21
0891
Dutton Elem •
28
0892
• •
28
Dutton H.S.
0893

Harlowton Elem.
Harlowton H.S • •

WIBAUX COUNTY

Code District
LHe; Umber Elem • • •

Glasgow Elem.
$ 93,426
Glasgow H.S • • • • •
24,228
Frazer Elem • •
54,812
Frazer H.S ••
39,282
Hinsdale Elem
247
Hinsdale H.S. • •
1M
Opheim Elem •
2,472
Nashua Elem
10 ,7 1)0
Nashua H.S.
338

WHEATLAND COUNTY

Code District

1

10,301

VALLEY COUNTJ

SWEET GRASS COUNTY

0865
0872
0882

$ 14,'{,)1""-

Hysham Elem •
Hysham H.S.

1,628
4,153
4,238
19,355
7,3't7

Code Di3trict
Billings Elem •
$579,60<)
2
0965
N or D Allocation*.·
1,054
Billings H.S.
226,786
2
0966
N or D Allocation*. ·
27,610
Blue Creek Elem •
0968
3
479
Canyon Creek Elem •
11,823
4
0969
51,608
0970
7-70 Laurel Elem
12,481
Laurel
H.S.
0971
7
Custer
H.S.
52
15
0975
Morin
Elem.
119
0976
17
Elysian Elem.
1,573
23
0981
Huntley Project ElelTl.
22, '121
24
0982
Huntley Project H.S •
24
1,573
0983
38,828
Lockwood Elem •
26
0967
Shepherd Elem •
2, 171
0985
37
Yellowstone Boys and
58
1196
Girls Ranch •
13,894
N or D Allocation*.
9,509

· ·
···
· ··

·.·· · · ·
··
·
···
·

···
··
0

····
·

*Allocation generated by children residing in local institutions for neglected or delinquent children.
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~

/Y

STATE lNSTITUTIONS
Code
9001
9002
901'7
9029
9034
9258
~350
l)J~?'

Mountain View School •
Boulder River School
and Hospital.
Warm Springs State
Hospital School •
Montana State Prison
Pine Hills School.
Montana State School for the
Deaf and Blind.
•
Eastmont Training Center •
Swan River Youth Forest Camp

.··
·

··.
..
·

$ 34,515
27,113
21,823
4,191
68,226
199,048
14,548
10,l179

BT12881

-7-

State of Montana
Office of Public Instruction
Ed Argenbright, Superintendent
Helena, Montana 59620

ESEA TITLE I

1981-1982

Projected *
1982-1983

$102,740

$ 90,411

BILLINGS

806,395

709,627

BOZEMAN

129,670

114,109

BUTTE

362,438

318,945

ANACONDA

CUT BANK

18,459

DAGMAR

,

16,243

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

33,250

29,260

117,654

103,535

776,625

683,430

HARDIN

157,467

138,570

HARLEM

123,228

108,440

HELENA

149,006

131,125

KALISPELL

162,296

142,820

LEWISTOWN

158,486

139,467

MANHJ\TTAN

8,779

7,725

384,938

338,745

26,702

23,497

2,171

1,910

SIDNEY

97,472

85,775

STANFORD

26,445

23,271

60,066

52,858

THOMPSON FALLS

19,672

.17,311

WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS

44,927

39,535

EMIGRANT
FAIRFIELD
GLASGOW
GREAT FALLS

MISSOULA
SHELBY
SHEPHERD

STEVENSVILLE

~

*The 1982-83 figures are based upon a 12 percent reduction from 1981-82.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS CONCERNING THE EDUCATION
CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1981
CHAPTER 1

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
, OCTOBER 9, 1981
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DRAFT - 10/9/81
SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT

1.

Must an LEA use funds received under Chapter 1 to supplement, not supplant
non-Federal funds?
•
<,

Yes. Section 558(b) provides that an LEA may use Chapter 1 funds only to
supplement and, to the extent practical,

incre~se

the level of funds that would,

in the absence of Chapter 1 funds, be made available from non-Federal sources
for the education of pupils participating in Chapter 1 projects, and in no case
may Chapter 1 funds be used to supplant non-Federal funds.
2.

Are all State and local funds subject to the supplement, not supplant
requirement in Section 558(b)?
No.

Section 558(b) provides that for purposes of determining compliance

with the supplement, not supplant requirement an LEA may exclude State and
local funds expended for carrying out special programs to meet the educational
needs of educationally deprived children, if such programs are consistent
with the purposes of Chapter 1.

Thus, many compensatory education programs

could be excluded from the supplement, not supplant requirement.

On the

other hand, funds spent for programs of bilingual education, English as a
Second Language programs, or programs for the education of handicapped
children may not be excluded in determining compliance with the supplement,
not supplant requirement.
3.

Are pull-out programs required to meet the supplement, not supplant
requirement?
No.

Under Section 558(b), an LEA is not required to provide services

outside the regular classroom or school program in order to meet the supplement,
not supplant requirement.

(15 )
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DRAFT MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

1.

Under Chapter
1, are LEAs required to maintain fiscal effort?
.
\,.,-

Yes, but the standard is less stringent than under Title I.

An LEA may

receive Chapter 1 funds for any fiscal year if the SEA determines that either
the combined fiscal effort per student or the aggregate expenditures of the
LEA and the State with respect to the provision of free public education by
the LEA for the preceding fiscal year was not less than 90 percent of such
combined fiscal effort or aggregate
fiscal year.

expendit~res

for the second preceding

Thus, Section 558(a)(1) allows for a 10 percent leeway in

meeting the maintenance of effort requirement.
2.

Does the maintenance of effort requirement apply to State agency programs?
No.

The maintenance of effort requirement in Section 558(a) applies only

to LEAs.
3.

What expenditures are to be included in determining maintenance of effort?
For purposes of maintaining effort under Section 558(a), an LEA may

include any State and local funds expended for the free public education of
children within the LEA.
4.

What happens if an LEA does not maintain effort at the 90 percent level?
Under Chapter 1, if the one-time waiver is not appropriate, an LEA's

allocation will be reduced in the exact proportion to which the LEA fails to
meet the maintenance of effort requirement by falling below the 90 percent level.
5.

If an LEA sustains a maintenance of effort penalty, what base must be used
to determine compliance with the maintenance of effort requirement in
succeeding fiscal years?
Section 558(a)(2) provides that if an LEA falls below the 90 percent

maintenance of effort requirement, no amount below the 90 percent level shall
be used for computing maintenance of effort in subsequent years.
(16)

DRAFT - 10/9/81

6.

What is the nature of the waiver provision in Section-558(a)(3)?
Under Section 558(a)(3), an SEA may waive, for one fiscal year only

the maintenance of effort requirement if the SEA determines that such a
waiver would be equitable due to exceptional or uncontrollable circumstances
such as a natural disaster or a precipitous and unforeseen decline in the
financial resources of an LEA.

The Conference Report indicates that Congress

intended this waiver authority to be applied only in limited circumstances.
The Conference Report also indicates that Congress considers declining revenues
as a result of severe economic conditions, natural disaster, or similar circumstances for waiver purposes.

However, the Report indicates that tax initiatives

or referenda may not qualify for waiver purposes.
7.

What is the effect of a waiver on the base for the succeeding years?
A waiver has no effect on the base for the following year's maintenance of

effort determination.

Accordingly, in the year following the waiver period,

maintenance of effort is determined by following the procedure in Section 558(a)(1).

(17 )

DRAFT~
PROGRAM DESIGN

1.

For what purposes may Chapter 1 funds be used?
Section 555(a) states that each SEA and LEA shall.use Chapter' 1 funds for

projects -- including the acquisition of equipment and, where necessary, the
construction of school facilities -- which are designed to meet the special
educational needs of educationally deprived children.

More specifically,

under Section 555(b) State agency programs must be designed to serve
those categories of children counted for eligibility for grants under
Section 554(a)(2).

An LEA may use Chapter 1 funds only for programs and

projects which are designed to meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived children identified under the needs assessment required
by Section 556(b)(2), and which are included in an application for assistance
approved by the SEA.
2.

In general, what types of expenditures mayan LEA use Chapter 1 funds for?
Under Section 555(c), an LEA Chapter 1 project may include the acquisition
I

of equipment and instructional materials, employment of special instructional
and counseling and guidance personnel, employment and training of teacher aides,
payments to teachers of amounts in excess of regular salary schedules as a
bonus for service in schools serving project areas, the training of teachers,
construction (where necessary) of school facilities, other expenditures
authorized under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(as in effect on September 30, 1982), and planning for such projects.

(18)
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MISCELLANEOUS

1.

May Chapter 1 administrative funds be used to a4minister Chapter 2, or
the reverse?
Neither Chapter 1 nor Chapter 2 funds may be spent to administer the other

chapter.
2.

What recordkeeping requirements are imposed on SEAs and LEAs under Chapter 1?
Each SEA must keep such records and provide such information to the Secretary

as may be required for fiscal-audit and program evaluation, consistent with the
responsibilities of the Secretary under Chapter 1.
In its application, each LEA must agree to keep such records and provide such
information to the SEA as reasonably may be required for fiscal audit and program
evaluation consistent with the responsibilities of the SEA under Chapter 1.

(19)
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REPORT OF STUDIES
"Between 1965 & 1968 --- "
2. "Research on Reading Problems"
3. - "Where Money Fails"
4. "New YOrk, Philadelphia, Chicago - 7510 dropout rate - 1929."
5. "Sixty 6 & 9 year old Black children'---"
6. "Reagan Report"
7. "Baucus Report"

1.

Now I would like to report about some of my own experiences in education.
1.
2.

Title I
$70,000
Pre-K Program, 32 children - 26 not ready to profit - $1280Cost to taxpayers $20,000 - $44,000 at todays per pprp cost.
3. No need for K.
Taught in 1950 - all knowledge, facts, and basic skills
4. As Supt. ~30,000 & $40,000
Spend by June 30
5. Psych Exam. costs $10 $25 G1B9 per child.

6. Sp. Ed.

Wyoming

94-142

Wastes

Unqualified children

Speech Therapy, Aides, etc.
7. Wyoming State Dept. Official "Had to increase my number of children
on free and reduced priced school lunches to qualify for Title I funds.
8. Montana OSPI official to me to get as many children into Sp. Ed.
because regulations and requirements were lessrestrictive than Title I.
9. Mont. OSPI official just recently told me it was not the role of the
State Dept. to go into a School District and point out illegal procedures or violations of regulation as it pertains to Sp. Ed.

CONSEQUENCES OF UN-ACCOUNTABILITY
NE)y

HEAD START ANALYSIS, Phi Delta Kappan, Apri1,.-1970, Po452.

Westinghouse LearninG Corporation and Ohio University concluded
"the pre-school compensatory progre.J!l had very li ttle effect on the
academic perfo l'lliance of tho chile ron Hho patticipa ted in it."
\'lHETHER (and ~'lHEN) LITTLE CHILDR.S'! SHOULD BE HELPED TO LEARN,
Car-n.egie Quarterly, Volume XVII/i·;umber J,., ''linter 19690
lIl>fost Head Start children, for exa.mple, seem to ShO'" very hea,rtening
progress after even a short time in the program o Six months or a year .,
after they 'graduate' from the program, ho\vever, most of them are back
on a level ",ith other di sadvantuged children 'vho "lere never in Head Stal
BETTE..q LATE THAi'! EAP.LY, Moore, Raymond S., Harper & ROii Publishers,
1977, p.43.
"Glen Nimnicht, formerly a principal psychol05ist for Head Start,
was initially a strong proponent of. early schooling o HO\,lever, after
experimenting l/i th the early education of children in Head Start, he
concluded, 'There is no evidence that a young child needs to 50 1".0
Nursery school
Itl s my hunch that tHenty miriutes a day playing ',lith
his mother does a pre-schooler as much good as three hours in a classroom.' Nimnicht came to this conclusion after finding that childron
made significant sains over brie!' periods '-fhen their parents played
"'li th them."
0

BILLIOr;S OF DOLLARS BEING HASTED ON HEAD START.
FREE VERSUS DIRECTED SCHOOLS: EEl'JEFITS FOR THE DISADVANTAGED? J
Nicolaus Hill, Ph.Do, IRCD Bulletin, Volume VII, No.4, Sept. 1971.
Quotation used from Ivan Illic41.'s DESCHOOLIlJG SOCIETYo
"Eetween 1965 and 1968 ovor three billion dollars were spent in U.S.
schools to offset the disadv~~tagcs of about six million children •••
It is the most expensive conpensatory program ever attempted anyuhere
in education, yet no signiflcant impl"Ovement can be detected in tl1e
learnir.g of these ' disadvantaged' childreno II
P£SEARCH ON READING PROBLE:·1S, l.fETl:0DS. TSLCHER TRA.INING SURVEYEv,
ETS DGvelop!!len t.s, Volume XIX., l!umber ~, Spring 1972.
A revie", of 15,000 Jstudies on
v
v

Problem':

Re~din3.

1.The effectiveness of different mothoc.s of teachino
readin5·
Conc;l.usion: "Recearch on wGttods of teachins reading hardly eyer
. assigns pupil s or classrooms to experi:lental a."1Q control groups at rando~. Troatcents are so r~rely =onitored and. V'a,-:::::t:.01y described that it is i::Dossi"ole :'0
tell ,·[he. t \·:en t on ~ in t;10 c1 as sroo:n.- 7.:10. t nade a c. i ffer-oneco

I
(continued)
I
liThe research is concentrated on begirming reading:J,'
·and the
differences tend to dis8.p- r"
i
pear
in
a
vear
or
tuo.
.
6.

J:ml

si~nificant
it

.

v Problem:
v'

Conclusion:

02¥

-

The training of teachers of reading.

ii.

"0ne cannot deter::1ine from existins doc}lpents \-Tha.t
.read1ns teachers a:t~e actuallz eauipped to do. II

'tTHERE l·l0NEY FAILS, Nei'lS''1eelc, 1-larch 29, 1976, p.86.

'I'"

J

liThe federal government pumped $.i,O million i:!'lto eleven Nei'l Yorlr Cl ty
.ghetto schools over a period of four yea.rn frOIJ 1969 to 1973. The
resul ~s: all eleve Il SCh?olS still!trcDort much the grulle 10"1 aChievel
ment- vest scores ana hiF,:1 t.ruancy.
"In Pittsburglt, Bouston and San Diego, millions more have been spent
·on the government1s attempts to tai~2r teaching to the needs of in-I~
dividual students. There has been scant success in imnrovinc: schoo
wide perfomance.1/
"

See ,also:
V
t..-

I
attached photo-copies.

RE?·fEDIAL EDUCATION Bo:.mS
Nov. 20, 1977
(A rebuttal to Dro Tietz's presentation.)
LANGUAGE PROG?..A:,i IS A ~500 ::HLLION FLOP -- Bu'r GOVT. IS
EXPAl'JDING 1'£1
Nov. 29, 1977

•

Dec. 18, 1977

GENERAL EDUCATION em·rES UNDER FIRE

V GROSS vlASTE AT HE\'[

I"'"

Jan. 19, 1978

Ho\" NUCH A POLISH BISSXUYlL FROG?

I-larch 1977

I apologize for makins this so lonG but I did not feel I cOllld
do a llorthy proj ect ,'Ii thout supplying the encloDed information.
Best Hishes on your endeavors no solve this problom.

Sincerely,
,

I

~aM,~~tA!/
-

;>c

\'Tarren Stone

i

, ••

',',

'",'''

-,.,

"

,',

r

"

to find that the 9-year olds who had never been Wo school performed as well
as those who had three years of sch~olin5.

(122)

Rhower, William D., IMPROVING INSTRUCTION IN THE 1970'S==\f.HAT CAN
MAKE A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE? Address to the American Educational
Research Association, 1973.

(123)

Rohvler, William D., "PRIME TIME FOR EDUCATION: EARLY CHILDHOOD OR
ADOLESCENCE? II. Harvard Educational' Review, August 1971, pp. 316341.
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bel1l'Ve __th~t parents;>I!d-"dll"",i;o!'s_shou1dbe_1e8s concerIled alJou.t

makln~~

,

,:·__...uP .~~.T~.Ll~~s~.~.!. __Qn th~J?as1 s .J?.f researc~L-exp~r~men ta~~~n and app11ca t1nn ;
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;.._ .. and 9-year old black children of similar soq.io-economic level who had
!

-. r.ece1 v.ed ..regular .schooling •._ .As.-expected.. there ...were -no. differences in -per-formj
mance between the two groups of 6-year 6lds._~t researchers were s1.li'.P.:rl§eCl ___ ~·;~
'(OVER)
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RONALD REACAN
-(j-----. R€:'print of a radio program eotitlE'd "Local Control II"
.. Commentary by Ronald Reagan)
: ,~;.

1,

Adjusting dollars for inflation, th~ actual cost of pducating public school
students since 1950 went from $504 r~r pupil to $1400 io 1976. That is an increase in
real dollars ~f 180 per cent. If you don't adjust for inflation the increase is
around 1000 per cent.

"
Part of the reason for this has been a great growth
in the educational bureaucrac)
In 1950 there was one full-time school emploY,ee for every 19 students. Today it is onc
for nine.· The greatest increase has been in non-teaching personnel, mainly administrat
For teachers alone the ration went from one to every 2R pupils in 1950 to one teacher
for 21 pupils in 1976. To sum it liP, as we transferred much of educational funding
to the state and federal level we tripled the cost per student and doubled the
, bureaucracy.

...

V
>.

Now of course we would have no complaint if educational quality had risen to mater
the increase in cost and staff. Unfortunately, the reverse is true. We were on a
rise in educational performance from back in the '30's until the early '60's.
Federal aid actually began about 1962, so did federal control over education and so did
the decline in educational quality, as measured by the Scllolastic Aptitude·Tests.
This was not the only indicator. There are state educational testing programs.
In one state the score changed from a 10 year rise of about l3~ per cent in readinR
and 16 in math to a 10 year drop of 13 per cent in readinp, and an 18 per cent drop in
math. Dozens of other states have recorded similar declincs--all coinciding with the
creation of the United States Office of Education and the rise of state education
bureaucracies.
The state with the~lowest spending per student and the lowest percentage of person
income devoted to education--New Hampshire-has the highest average score in scholastic
Aptitude tests.
.J
New Hampsllire also has the lowest percentage of state aid to local schools (16 per
cent) which means the least interference with local control. The national average of state aid to schools is more than double that of New Hampshire--39 per cent. By
contract Massachusetts has the highest per-student cost and the hiRhest per cent
of personal income devoted to education. In Scholastic Aptitude Tests it ranks below
the National average.

-

,

v

The only thing you can say for increased state and federal aid to education is
that it will result in higher cost, more educational employees and less supervision
by the taxpayers.
The National Education association has long lobbied for a United States Department
of Education and massive increases in federal aid. As a candidate, the President
told the N.E.A. convention he would strive for a separate Department of Education and
a $20 billion increase in fl~deral spending for education. lIe said he. believed the
federal government should provide one third of the cost of education. Tllis would
reduce local funding to less than 20 per cent which would virtually eliminate local
control of education.
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CURBING WASTE AND MISMANAGEMENT IN THE FEDERAL
GOVERN ENT
"
President Reagan's economic program has been making front page since
January. His package of budget cuts ($135 billion so far) and tax cuts
($749 billion by 1986) are now law .

.

The Administration's proposals have cut deeply into some programs and
eliminated others. But in some ways, cutting such large chunks from the
federal budget is easy.
Making what's left .of the government work better is far more difficult and
rarely makes page one.
The General Accounting Office, Congress' investigating arm, estimates
that each year the federal government loses over $50 billion due to waste,
fraud and mismanagement.
Saving these tax dollars must be just as high a priority as wholesale
cutbacks in spending. Here is an update on recent developments in the
war on waste.
If

.
..

Federal
Contracts

It was long past closing at the Department of Education building in
Washington, but the lights still burned and the pace was frantic. The
reason: it was September 30 and officials had only a few hours left before
the end of the federal budget year. In those final hours of the fiscal year,
employees were literally emptying the treasury .
Every year the same thing happens as agencies rush to spend leftover
money. Education officials spent nearly two~thirds'of their budget for
products and services within the last ten days.
This is just one of the ways tax dollars are wasted. Each year the federal
government spends billions of dollars to buy everything from paper clips
to the Space Shuttle. Tax dollars buy studies, consultants' services, huge
office buildings and a whole host of other things .

.

But each year hundreds of millions of dollars are wasted, despite rules
that are supposed to prevent such waste.

..
..

I have asked the GAO to investigate the Education Department's midnight
spending spree. I asked GAO to review every contract awarded in
September and to determine whether it was needed, whether contracting
rules were violated andi whether it was awarded after competitive bidding .
No small business would spend 60 percent of its budget without first
making sure it was getting the most for its money. But federal agencies
seem ail too willing to do so. The actions of Education Department
officials are just the latest example that I have uncovered in my efforts to
clean up federal contracting procedures .

•
Advertising

The federal government spends over $130 million on advertising each year,
making it the 25th largest advertiser in the nation. Agencies produce
glossy br,ochures, television and radio spots, films, slides, newsletters,
speeches and a variety of other things.
But while much of this information is useful, a lot isn't. For example, the
Department of Housing and Urban Development published an article
entitled, "Finding an Apartment in Poland." Or, do we really need to

Montana offices in Billings, Bozeman, Butte, Great Falls, Helena, and Missoula. Montana toll-free Number 1-800-332-6106.

know that "When Lobsters Travel, They Go By Air," as the Department
of Transportation told us?
Recently.the Billings Gazette reported that they had received 28 press
releases from HUD in one day. It's hard to believe that HUD makes that
much news in a month.
For the past year I have been reviewing'advertising and public relations
spending by federal agencies. Last year I sponsored an amendment that
cut advertising budgets at several agencies by 10 percent.

I

I
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The federal government's advertising expenses are small potatoes when
compared with other parts of the budget. 'But that doesn't make it any
less important. I am working with HUD officials to make sure only
essential news releases are mailed to the press. And I will continue to seek
cuts in p.r. budgets.

I
I
I

Stopping waste, fraud and mismanagement will not be accomplished
overnight. Whether we are successful will dependh, large part on the
resources we commit.

Conclusion

So far the Reagan Administration has talked, tough on waste. But, at the
same time, the Administration is proposing a 12 p~rcent budget cut for
one key group in the fight against waste: The 15 independent Inspectors
General who are supposed to monitor the efficiency of feder~1 agencies.
Congress has yet to act on this latest budget cut request. For my part, I'
want to make sure we don't handicap our efforts to cut waste by wiping
out our most effective tool.
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ILG & LOUISE BATES AMES

ERE IS

I

child's maturity, or behavior age.
Yet this can be the crucial factor ..
in determining whether a child will
perform according to his ability. If r~l
it is disregarded, the child can suffer c)
serious harm.
Our eyes were opened to this
I the mid-1950's when we made t1.~
discovery that many of the "problem
I
children" who came to our clinic in
New Haven, Conn., had only one
major problem: they were adjusting badly to school. And in almost
every such case we found that the
child had been started in school too
soon.
We are able to make such a flat
statement because we had given

rl

]

astonishing fact that a great many 'l
youngs~ers would benefit tremendously ~)
if they were held back a year

a fact about our educational system that may
shock you as much as it did
us when we discovered it. If you
have a child in school today, the
chances are about 50-S0 that he is at
least a grade ahead of the one he
should be in. More, the consequences of this misplacement may
follow him through his entire school
career, even in college.
The reason is simple. Almost all
our schools use two largely inadequate measurements to determine
whether children are ready for
kindergarten or first grade: chronological age and I.Q. They ignore the
most significant measure of all: the

H
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Your Child May Be \
In the Wrong Grade
at School GesellRecent
studies by the J
Institute reveal the .

By FRANCES

!

I

FOR 20 YEARS Drs. Ilg and Ames were
associates of the late Dr. Arnold Gesell at his
famed Yale Clinic of Child Development. In
'950, after his retirement, they founded the
Gesell Institute of Child Development to continue his work. Of their many books, the
most recent is School Readiness (Harper &
Row, 1964).

1
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_ each child atest designed specifically
to reveal his readiness for the work
or grade he was in.
"Block Bangers. To understand
Jow such tests work, review for a
moment the basic discovery of the
.\ late Dr. Arnold Gesell at the Yale
Clinic of Child Development. Over
- ) a period of 40 years, Dr. Gesell and
his staff minutely observed and recorded on film the behavior of hundreds of children as they grew from
---1 infancy to ten years of age. They
documented the basic discovery that
- behavior develops in as patterned
and predictable a way as does the
" 1physical organism itself.
) For instance, just as the infant
, creeps before he walks, so he also
__ pounds a block vertically on the
table (at six months) before he can
. bang two blocks together horizontally (at nine months). Most fouryear-old boys draw a circle from the
bottom up, in a clockwise direction;
i but by five-and-a-half or six they
draw it in the opposite direction) from the top, counterclockwise.
: From such observations, Gesell
devised a group of simple tests that
r--\ tell the skilled examiner just
. ) far a child has come in his beI havior. Gesell's infant and preschool

2

tests have been translated into more
than two dozen languages and are
standard tools of psychologists and
pediatricians throughout the world.
The school-readiness tests, a direct
outgrowth of Gesell's tests, extend
the range into the school-age years of
five to ten. Though more complex
than the preschool tests, basically
they are the same in concept and
intent.
These readiness tests showed conclusively that the children in our
clinic had been over-placed in school.
However, we realized that the children brought to us were those already in trouble. What would tests
show for a cross section of average
children? To find out, we obtained
a grant from the Ford Foundation's
Fund for the Advancement of Education, and from 1957 to 1962 made
an intensive study of some 1000
kindergarten-through-second-grade
children in three elementary schools
near New Haven.
"November Boy." The results, we
are convinced, reflect what is happening throughout the country.
Only about a quarter of the children
examined were definitely ready for
the grades in which they had been
placed. A quarter were definitely
unready. The rest were at best questionable: they might or might not be
able to make it.
If these figures are as hard for you
to believe as they were for us, come
inside the classroom and observe
some of the children we saw. There
was John, who as a "November boy"

YOUR CHILD MAY BE IN THE WRONG GRADE

was a classic victim of the archaic
chronological-age standard. In Weston, Conn., where John was in
kindergarten, the legal readiness requirement is typical: a child is considered ready for kindergarten if his
fifth birthday falls on or before December 31 of that school year. John's
birthday fell in late November,
so when he started he was only four
years and ten months old. Poor John
was unquestionably too young for
school-and his behavior showed it.
He spent much of the time in tears,
did not enjoy group activities, and
folded up from exhaustion long before the morning was over.
On our first visit to one classroom
we sat in the back of the room and
made a chart of the desks, marking
with an X those children whose behavior was most obviously heading
them for trouble. Checking later,
we discovered that everyone of our
eight X marks was for a November
or December child!
A New England primary-school
principal told us: "I can almost prediet which children will have to repeat, even before the teachers turn in
their reports. They will be mostly
boys, and will have an October, November or December birthday."
Why mostly boys? Because boys
this age are about six months behind
girls in their development. Yet
school-readiness requirements make
no allowance at all for this known
difference.
Smart as a Whip. Margaret was a
good solid seven years and six
months when she entered second

3

grade. She had an extremely high
I.Q. and stood at the top of her class
academically. But she was unhappy
in school and had turned sour and
disobedient at home. In her relations with other seven-year-olds she
was a classic six-year -old: unpleasantly competitive about her marks
and in her play, frequently bursting
into displays of temper when she
felt "her rights" were being violated.
Her only friend in school was the
teacher. Like John, she was overplaced, but for different reasons.
She was a type so common that
we have coined a term to describe
it: "superior-immature." You undoubtedly know children like this:
smart as whips, with minds that
sometimes seem to outrace your own
-but with behavior that is babyish
for their age.
Among the children we tested
there were dozens of Johns and Margarets. In first grade, they were the
fidgeters and gigglers and constant
walkers to the pencil sharpener or
the bathroom. In second grade, they
were the daydreamers. By third
grade, with the pattern of failure
and unhappiness already beginni r to harden, they had learned to h
school. One common symptom was
that they had few school friends or
none at all.
Nothing Fails Like Failure. To
prevent this continuing damage to
so many children, we must dispel
two common misconceptions. Myth
No.1 is that the symptoms of immaturity are so obvious that most children are eventually placed in the
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That is Myth No.2. Most unready children do not, in our experience, catch up. To do so, they
would at some point have to mature
abnormally fast. Instead, what almost always happens is that, having
started school a year too early, the
child moves rung by rung up the
grade ladder, always a year behind
in maturity and behavior. Having
learned early that school is an unhappy place, he becomes accustomed
to failure.
-1nd this pattern builds on itself
.. after year. In fact, we are convinced that early over-placement in
school is one of the prime reasons
for the "under-achievers" who
crowd our classrooms today-the
ones who fail to live up to their potential and, in too many cases, ultimately drop out.
Colleges increasingly are recognizing the need for more growing up
by many students. Since the early

on."

1950's, many colleges have been encouraging some freshmen to' take a
year or two off and then start again.
A professor recently told us, "The
best teaching years of my life were
the ones just after World War II,
when we started getting the G.I.
Bill students whose education had
been interrupted by the war. Those
boys, as a group, were the first students I ever had who were mature
enough."
From Tears to Cheers. How,
then, can our schools properly match
the child to the grade? Each child,
before entering school, should be
given an individual behavior test.
Since our original findings, we have
trained some 200 teachers, school
psychologists and guidance counselors to give school-readiness tests.
And for the past year, with Ford
Foundation support, we have been
working intensively with three
school systems, in California, Connecticut and Vermont, to help them
grade their children on a developmental basis.
Earnest C. Imbach, school psychologist and guidance director of
the Visalia, Calif., schools, reports:
"Last year, when we gave developmental tests to the kindergartenthrough-second-grade children in
our Mountain View Elementary
School, we found that more than
half were being forced to work at a
level for which they weren't ready.
We've re-placed most of them according to behavior age, and the results have been almost unbelievable.
The kids are happier and much

YOUR CHILD MAY BE IN THE WRONG GRADE

proper grade. Unfortunately, our
experience is that this is rarely the
case. Particularly with the "superior~mmatures"-since their high I.Q.'s
. )so delight both parents and teachers
-the real problem is overlooked.
Even when immaturity is discovered, too often the child is still
not held back. Various social and
professional pressures work on parents and teachers alike to keep children "moving ahead and learning."
The easier thing to do, and the tendency, is to keep a child going along
in the wrong grade indefinitely, in
the hope that "he'll catch up later

4
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there are no other complicating factors-that tears will be replaced by
happiness as he begins to experience
success and find friends in the neVI'
grade .
One frequently heard objection to
behavioral placement is that a highI.Q. child may suffer from academic
boredom when put in a class with
younger children. But in our experience this is far less of a problem than
most people make it.
Third, if you are convinced your
child is wrongly placed, and if the
school resists making a change, fight
for his rights. Putting yourself in
your child's shoes may help.
"You would have to live through
it to realize the tearing away of your
confidence and the humiliation it
brings," says a young woman recalling her own experience as an overplaced child. "My first two years in
school I cried each day. I couldn't
eat. I sat with my head on my desk.
I couldn't concentrate. The teacher
screamed at me, and my mother
blamed one teacher after another for .
my unhappiness. It was hell."
In every school there are children
who are suffering this same agrj
It is time we relieved them of !
terrible, unnecessary pressure.
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more involved in their work, and
many are already showing a measurable increase in achievement. The
teachers say they're now able to
spend more time in creative teaching; the parents tell us the children
are more enjoyable to live with. Now
the parents and principals of other
schools are asking us when they can
start developmental placement."
Fight for His Rights. Your own
school, like the vast majority, probably still uses the age-and-I.Q. standards. What, then, can you do to
make sure your child is on the right
rung of the educational ladder ?
First, don't regard it as a stigma
on your child if he is held back. The
stigma, if any, belongs with the
school or his parents for having put
him in the wrong grade to begin
with. And don't assume that replacing him will necessarily do
emotional harm. It depends largely,
we believe, on how the matter is explained to the child.
Second, keep in mind that it is
never too late to put your child in
the proper grade. Unfortunately, the
older the child, the more bitterly'he
may protest being re-placed. But
over-placing is too potentially damaging to ignore, and chances are-if
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS CO~lITTEE I--SPECIAL SESSION
November 9, 1981
The meeting was called to order by CHAIRMAN JACK MOORE at 1:30
p.m. on November 9, 1981 in Room 135 of the Capitol Building,
Helena, !1ontana.
SEN. JUDY JACOBSON arrived late.
The sequence for the meeting, announced CHAIRMAN f100RE, will be:
the budget officei agencies; anyone else who wishes to testify
and then questions by the Committee.
The Budget Office stated that the universities were asking for
no replacement of funds.
DR. IRVING DAYTON, Acting Commissioner of Higher Education, said
the university system is not asking for any funding.
One of the
reasons there are no requests is that Federal funding does not
come in the form of formula grants.
The funding is all in the
form of competitive research grants and contracts. Commissioner
Dayton indicated that there will probably be two major impacts
on the university system stemming from Federal cutbacks:
1.

2.

The future of the contract and grant operation is
uncertain at this point. Consequently indirect cost
reimbursement also is uncertain. The only way to
really know is see what is collected at the end of
the year.
It cannot be predicted.
Student financial aid could feel an impact from
Federal action. Tightening of eligibility requirements at Federal level means there will be less money
to compete for.
Some students in Montana who have
financial aid this year will not get it next year.

Commissioner Dayton also addressed university system enrollment
(Exhibit A).
Reports are given by the campuses every quarter
(15 credits = one full-time student and 12 credits = one fulltime graduate student). The enrollment figures are very conservative.
Two institutions, Montana State University and Montana
Tech, have been holding down their enrollment. There are a tremendous number of out-of-state and foreign students waiting.
Canadians want to go to Montana State University and Tech for
engineering.
If all the qualified Students were taken, enrollment could be much larger.
The situation at Western Montana
College is hard to assess because of the large summer session enrollment.
CHAIRI1AN HOORE noted the apparent increase in enrollment. He
stated there was a significant dollar increase in the university
system this year.
Spending authority was $231.2 million dollars.
This is a substantial increase over the $175 million for the
previous biennium. There was a general fund increase of $36.5
million at the colleges. CHAIRMAN HOORE listed the various
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departments and their fundings.
There will have to be belt
tightening with enrollment going up. He referred to a recent
newspaper article about the university system being underfunded.
The monies are there and have been appropriated. Several millions
of dollars were also pumped into a long-range building program.
He does not think they are underfunded.
REP. TOM CONROY asked what criteria the university system was
using to limit enrollment.
DR. DAYTON said there is a tremendous movement of transfer students.
There might have to be a raising of minimum GPA of transfer
studnets coming in. out-of-state students bring something with
them but we have to limit the enrollment.
It looks like a potential flood coming in.
REP. CONROY asked how necessary it was for Montana State
University to hire a public relations man at $38,000 a year.
DR. BILL TIETZ, Montana State University, explained the position
of the public relations man. The position was originally held
by an alumni officer, Mr. May. When Mr. May died, the position
was made broader than the original job description, more in the
area of development. Mr. Johns has the responsibility of alumni
business but his biggest problem is providing scholarships, an
area that general budgeting does not address.
The state provides
scholarships that meet the needs of a series of criteria---honors,
Native American, war veteran, mandatory scholarships. No money
is available for merit scholars who are performing well. A
number of institutions have excellent fund raising programs to
provide that money. Mr. Johns' activities include public relations, extension service, general information; the title of an
"image maker" was picked up by the press. The salary paid to
him is within about $2,000 of what Mr. May would have made.
REP. CONROY asked how long the position had been with the university.
DR. TIETZ answered that Mr. May had been there about 20 years.
REP. ESTHER BENGSTON had been a member of the education committee
and is interested in having a viable university system. It seems
to her that if each unit of the university is competing to get a
public relations man, we are fighting for students.
She doesn't
like that idea.
DR. TIETZ said that none of Mr. Johns' responsibilities included
recruiting students. The student recruiting article came out in
the Billings Gazette but efforts of Montana State University have
been conducted through the system's recruitment mechanism. The
concept of recruiting is not included in Mr. Johns' position.
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REP. BENGSTON asked Dr, Dayton about applications from foreign
students.
DR. DAYTON replied that a
students.

numerical limit is put on foreign

SEN. JUDY JACOBSON asked Dr, Dayton about the dilenuna the legisla ti ve conuni ttee was in Ylhen working on the enrollment figures.
The overall figure was not too far apart in the different universities but the total figure, when SUbmitted to the Board of
Regents, was different. Was it possible for them to make adjustments with those lop-sided figures?
DR. DAYTON said there was no opportunity for the regents to
address it because the autumn enrollment just came in. Enrollment
projection is an art and they would like to see if they could get
a better grip on it. A task force has been appointed to work
on the issue.
The students are older---many are over conventional
college age.
There are different demographic situations (i.e.
Billings is growing, the northwest part of the state is economically
depressed, varying distribution of in-state and out-of-state
students), Just looking at high school graduates gives a very misleading picture on enrollment .. The state of the economy is very
difficult to predict---a major factor that does influence whether
people are in or our of high education. They will see if they can
get a better understanding of the pattern of enrollments. Things
are changing very differently throughout the country---in some
places enrollment is up, in some places private colleges are
closing.
The main message is the enrollment business is not as
simple as it was a decade ago,
MR. JEFF MORRISON, Board of Regents, mentioned a compromise negotiated with the presidents.
This was based on the total number
of FTE that had been negotiated with the co~mittee. They ended
up with more than estimated.
REP. BENGSTON offered a question on state
financial aid.

parti~ipation

in student

DR. DAYTON mentioned the guaranteed student loan program which
started August a year ago.
The banking community has been supportive and cooperative. The GSL program really is going well but
eligibility has been tightened and interest rates have been increased.
It is less of a deal than it once was but it is still a
good deal. He does not know what the new criteria has done for
the students.
CHAIRMAN MOORE mentioned a seminar in Denver recently, attended
by himself, Dr. Dayton, Dr. Tietz, and Dr. Bucklew. People from
the other states had the impression that Montana was "pretty well
healed" on funding surpluses and university system funds.
He gave
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examples of serious deficits faced in Washington and Utah. He
feels that Montana is in good shape compared to these other states.
BILL TIETZ elaborated on the seminar and the need for high school
students to be better prepared, especially in mathematics, when
entering college. One suggestion made at the seminar was to go
back to the system of college preparatory courses. The university
would not restrict people corning into the school but certain
courses considered remedial would not apply toward a degree. The
quality of the students is not a funding issue but a very critical
subject.
REP. GENE ERNST expressed his concern on increased enrollment and
asked Dr. Dayton how the increase in enrollment is coped with.
DR. DAYTON said it means there will be a decrease in educational
quality.
JIM ERICKSON, President of Northern Montana College, explained
that students at that school are Montana students and the average
age is 26. He mentioned efforts to get money for capital expenditure.
There is a vast amount of machinery in technical programs and,
though money was appropriated to the school, some of it has to be
used to accommodate students. They will be using an increased
number of part-time instructors. Their plan is to ask for supplemental support.
REP. CONROY asked Dr~ Dayton about the tuition in the university
system and when an increase was last made.
DR. DAYTON replied that there was an increase this fall and
there will be another next fall.
MR. ERICKSON explained that each school has the same tuition but
there are differences due to varying student usages such as
health fees, student activity fees and food service. These are a
small percentage of the total amount.
REP. BENGSTON questioned Dr. Tietz about the college prep courses.
She wondered if he had been working with the Department of Public
Instruction on that?
DR. TIETZ said the whole system has been struggling with the issue
of providing remedial courses. They have proposed plans in the
past w~ich have received a varying degree of enthusiasm by the
Offi~e of Public Instruction.
He stressed that the biggest
problem facing them in the system is in mathematics.
Remedial
math (Math 100) is comparable to intermediate algebra in high
school.
It does bring students up from high school level to assimilate their college function.
The problem has not been resolved.
REP. BENGSTON wanted to know if that would replace remedial
competency testing.
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DR. TIETZ said it would.
JEFF HORRISON said that in the past they have gone to other
sources of revenue to take care of non-budgeted st~dents.
They
are behind in library and equipment.
The meeting was adjourned at 2:30 p.m.
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THE MONTANA UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
33 SOUTH LAST CHANCE GULCH

HELENA, MONTANA 59620
(406) 449·3024

October 28, 19G:

Ii COMMISSIONER OF HIGHER EDUCATION

TO:

Board of Regents
Commissioner Dayton

FROM:

Paul C. Dunham
/~
{--;
,v" ;....../
Director of Planning & Research'

SUBJECT:

1981 Fall Enrollments and FYFTE estimates

Enrollments in the Montana Cniversity System this fall
increased 1,005 over last fall's figure.
Table 1 shows the change by
Table 1.

This increase is 3.7%.

camp~s.

Change in ?all Enrollments,
University System,
1980 and 1981

~ontana

Headcount
Enrollment
Change
Fa'--::-1-=-1--=-1-=-9dO Fall 1981 NUr:1erical Percent
i·ion Lana State Univ2rsity
'10,745
11,187
University of Montana
8,88 LI
8,869
i!
Eastern [iontana College
3,779
4,035
',i
Montana College of iv'lineral Science
and Technology
.1,710
1,992
Northern Montana College
)1,473
1,585
Hestern fJ\ontana College*
880
952
Montana University System
28,548
27,543
*W~1C changed from quarter to semester calendar.

+
+

+

442
15
256

+

4.1
0.2
6.8

+ 16.5
+ 7.6
7.6
+ 3.7

+
+

282
112
72
+1,005

, '

Four campuses experiences increased enrollments while two
declined.

The largest numerical increase occurred at Montana State

University while the largest percent increase occurred at Montana
Tech.
Table 2 portr9..Ys estimated "unrestricted" fiscal-year
full-time equivalent students (FYPTE) and compares these estimates

T"tr; "'ONTAH" UNIVERSITY SY8TEM CONSISTS OF THE UNIVI!RSITY OF MONTANA AT MISSOULA, MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY AT BOZEMAN. MONTAN ....
OF MINER/.L SCIENCe: AND TECHNOL.OGY AT BUTTE, WESTERN MONTANA COL.l.EGE AT OILL.ON, EA&TI!RH MONTANA COLLEGE A.T elL-LINCS

AND NORTHERN MONTANA COLL.ECt: AY

HAVR~.

COLLEC:.

with numbers of FY?TE students

bud~nted by

tho 1981 legislature.

Table 2. Co~~arison of Estimated FYFTE Enrollments
with ~~propriated Levels, FY 1981-82

Institutior.

Current
FYFTE
Budgeted
Estimate FYFTE

Montana State University
10,674
University of Montana
8,059
Eastern Montana College
3,298
Montana College of Mineral Science
and Technology
1,788
Northern Montana College
1,553
Western Montana College
755
Total
26,126

10,034
8,043
3,040
1,565
1,295
795
24,771

Budgeted FYFTE
over or (under)
current FYFTE
Numerical Percent
( 641)

16)
( 258)
(

( 223)

259)
40
(1,357)

(

(
(

(

6.4)
0.2)
8.5)

14.2)
20.0)
5.0
(
5.5)

(
(

Northern Montana College and Montana Tech will be the most
seriously impactec budget-wise followed by Eastern Montana College
and Montana State Jniversity.

MINUTES OF MEETING
FOR SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS
AND HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEES
COMMITTEE NO. I A.M.
November 10, 1981
The November 10 meeting of Committee I was called to order by
the Chairman, Representative Jack K. Moore, at 9:00 a.m. in
Room 135 of the Capitol Building.
ROLL CALL:

All members of the Committee were present.

Chairman Moore told the Committee they would take the Alcohol
and Drug Abuse program first.
Chairman Moore called the Committee's attention to the following
corrections in the LFA booklet. On Table 4, page 121, the
Expenditures in the Montana Drug Program for the Biennium should
read $587,307 instead of $487,307.
In the Total Expenditures
for the Biennium it should read $703,873 instead of $603,873.
The Balance for the Biennium should read $987,202 instead of
$1,087,202. On Table 2, page 120, the total fiscal 1983 request
should read $257,273.
Mr. Tom Crosser from the Office of Budget and Program Planning,
gave a brief explanation of what is in the executive budget.
There will be $132,798 in modified level services for FY 1982 and
$257,273 for expanded level services for FY 1983. The makeup of
these funds is $132,798 in categorical grants.
In the second year
$140,707 is again unanticipated categorical grants, while the
remaining amount, $116,566 comes from an allocation of the ADM
Block Grant.
The reason for these modified requests stems from the department's
budget determination for both years.
In order to fund the needed
community programs, service revenue schedules were increased in
the hope that the needed funding could be realized.
Service revenue required to maintain 22 community grants was
initially established at $295,381; this estimate is based on
revenue collections of 5 percent for reservation programs, 10
percent for outpatient, and 15 percent for intermediate-inpatient
programs.
FY 1983 projections are based on 11.1 percent inflation increases-utilizing $116,566 in ADM block funds and $140,707 in categorical;
the department can maintain perpetual community program budgets
despite revenue shortfalls particularly those associated with
service revenues.
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Mr. Carroll South, Director of the Department of Institutions,
stated that he would like to just speak for a moment on the
Division itself. We must approve all 56 county plans. We also
have the responsibility of approving all of the alcohol programs
in the state. We must certify all counselors in the state working
in the alcohol program. We are also obligated to prepare a state
plan early to determine how they are going to handle the alcohol
services in the 56 counties. Mr. South distributed copies of the
Fiscal Analyst report (Page 145) which delineates where the money
goes.
(See Exhibit A which is attached to the minutes.)
Mr. South stated that the revenue sources are not keeping pace
with inflation. He stated the only way the state realizes more
revenue is to increase consumption. The alcohol tax on the liquor
is based on the ceiling price. Mr. South stated that $1,305,000
is our best guess of what is spent on the alcohol program at Galen.
He said anyone employed in the current alcohol program should
receive the same pay increases as the state employees.
At this time, Mr. South distributed a Spread Sheet-Exhibit Sheet
which is attached to these minutes.
(See Exhibit B which is
attached to the minutes.)
He said they essentially funded 17
programs out of the 21.
Page 119 of LF~ Booklet was explained by
Mr. South at this time. He said they would propose to use excess
grants and make up the remainder of that request with Block Grant
money.
Mr. South referred to the bottom of Page 117 of the LF~ Booklet,
which explains the option of using the excess categorical grants
that we now have. Eighty-five percent shall be allocated according
to the pr-oportion of each county's popUlation according to the most
recent United States census. Fifteen percent shall be allocated
to the proportion of the county's land area to the state's land
area. The discretionary fund was set up to plug holes for those
counties. We would like to have the money come directly to us
and we would disburse it according to approval of each of the
budgets. With the option on Page 117 the money will go to the
programs but we have just a little better control.
The next speaker was Mr. Ron Hjelmstad, Director of the Hilltop
Recovery in Havre, and also Chairman of the Alcohol Programs in
Montana. He distributed copies of Exhibit C which is attached to
these minutes. He said they understand and basically agree with
the concept of discretionary funds for 1982 and 1983. More people
are seeking treatment than in the past.
I would like to suggest
that a portion of the Block Grant funds for 1982 and 1983, after
the discretionary fund for 1983 has been increased to the point
where it is workable, that action be taken to channel those funds
to the 85/15 formula.
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Mona Sumner, from the Rimrock Foundation in Billings, was the
next speaker. She stated that when House Bill 844 was passed
too much discretion was given to the state agencies. Without
any guidelines these large amounts of money don't find their
way into the field. We want to try to get the money down to
services at the local level.
Mr. Ray Hoffman, Fiscal Analyst, discussed the ISSUES on page 116
of the LFA Booklet. He stated they did not know if the categorical
grants would be continued at this time or completely done away with.
The LFA has not made a recommendation but may wish you to consider
taking the additional categorical grants and reducing the earmarked funds that are going into the alcohol program. Mr. Hoffman
also explained Table 4 on Page 121 of the LFA Booklet. He states
that the expenses in the table did not include any funds for Indian
alcohol programs which may be approved by the secretary of HHS.
Mr. Hoffman added that the Legislature has control over these funds
as to where they will be spent and where they will not be spent.
That is the basic issue.
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE:
REP. MOORE asked MR. SOUTH, in reference to Table 3 on Page 120
of the LFA Booklet, what specific plan does the department have
now for use of the $987,202.
MR. SOUTH replied that in general terms they are proposing a
rainy-day philosophy. Now and before next session we will take a
look at the funding sources and the manner in which we are providing services. At some point in time we will have to go to a feefor-services program. So again we would just like to hold that
money and have it available in 1985. I do not believe we will
spend all of the money in 1983 and then in 1984 and 1985 not have
any idea of what we are going to do for funding.
REP. BENGSTON asked about these discretionary funds that would be
available this year from these Block Grants.
MR. SOUTH replied that $132,000 under our proposal plus $146,000
that we have already disbursed.
It would affect 16 programs.
REP. BENGSTON SAID, $132,000?
MR. SOUTH replied, yes.
REP. BENGSTON asked if these are part of the county approved plans.
MR. SOUTH replied, yes.
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REP. BENGSTON asked why not let the funds go through the 85/15
formula and let them decide.
MR. SOUTH replied that you have much more flexibility with the
85/15 formuls.
I have enough headaches with the discretionary
fund, so in the 1983 session if we don't come up with the feefor-services concept I would recommend that we don't have the
discretionary funding at all.
I make no one happy. So I think
it is an all or nothing case.
REP. BENGSTON asked if there were a lot of inequities in the 85/15
formula.
MR. SOUTH replied that he thought it provided a good specific source
of funding but it is not flexible enough to those programs that
may have serious budgetary problems.
REP. BENGSTON referred to the reducing of the percentage of fees.
MR. SOUTH stated that these are the percentage of what we think
the fee services should be of the total budget.
SENATOR ETCHART said the point he would like to make was that they
are all competing for the same dollars.
MR. SOUTH stated that they have a lot of state commitments at
Galen.
If a person falls in a crack and is unable to be taken
care of in any community program they are referred to Galen.
I
guess I am not as critical of Galen as some individuals might be.
If you survey 200 individuals who have gone through the program
you receive responses from 100 and 70 out of the 100 say they are
abstaining. Any time you find us defending the success ratio you
find us defending Galen. The ideal situation is to be very
selective in who you take into the program.
MR. SOUTH distributed copies of Exhibit "D" to the Conunittee at
this time. Exhibit "D" is attached to the minutes.
MR. SOUTH stated that every bed has been full -- about 89-90
percent utilization rate.
REP. BENGSTON asked about the allocating of discretionary funds.
Why don't they include those in their committee plans instead of
coming in for extra funding? I would prefer to see those block
grant funds go directly to the counties.
MR. SOUTH: They already have approved the budgets that have
requested money.
REP. BENGSTON asked about revenue corning from the beer and wine
tax.
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MR. SOUTH: That is an option, but I don't want to make any
recommendation at this time.
REP. BENGSTON: How do you certify counselors?
all of them in the state?

Do you certify

MR. SOUTH: We will be certifying all of them. Twenty are
presently certified and 105 have passed the first test of
certification •
•
REP. BENGSTON: What is the additional cost for state
certification? Have they done the job in the past?
DAVID CUNNINGHAM, representing the Rimrock Foundation in
Billings, stated that the system is quite complicated, but
we try to work with it. We think a lot could be done to streamline the system.
JACK POLLARI, representing the Alcohol & Drug Division at
Glendive, feels certification of counselors is very important.
They affect the lives of individuals and we must make sure that
they are qualified.
JO KASTE, representing BASC in Helena, stated that the system
may not be ideal, but it is an improvement.
KEN ANDERSON, representing Flathead Valley Alcohol and Drug
Department in Kalispell, stated that he thinks it is a very
workable system and much better than most states.
REP. WILLIAM MENAHAN, wondered about too strict educational
requirements for counselors. He wouldn't like to see those
people eliminated from the program who have the heart but
perhaps not the educational requirements.
REP. BENGSTON:

What is needed for certification?

MICHAEL MURRAY, representing Alcohol and Drug Department,
stated that someone with a high school education could be
certified if they have sufficient experience with the alcohol
program, and someone with a Ph.D. with no experience in the
program might not necessarily be certified.
MR. SOUTH:

Are any of these programs receiving Medicaid funds?

MR. MURRAY:

Hospital detoxification is all.

REP. MOORE?

What about health insurance?

MR. ANDERSON:
MR. HJELMSTAD:

Certification helps on this.
We have received third-party payments from
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It is getting a little

REP. ERNST:
I am interested in the press release in the Great
Falls Tribune on the Providence program.
MR. SOUTH: They are not going to receive anywhere near what
they anticipated they would receive -- $28,000 out of $132,000
would go to Providence .

.

REP. HOORE:
funds?
MR. SOUTH:

Does Park Place in Great Falls receive any alcohol
No funds have been approved.

REP. MOORE:
I am glad of that, because Park Place is a private
nursing home.
REP. BENGSTON: How much of the monies are channeled into mental
health centers?
MR. SOUTH:
REP. THOFT:
centers?

Just Region 3.
Will the alcohol centers be absorbed by mental health

MR. SOUTH:
I would like to pursue the regionalized concept in
this program.
REP. MOORE: Would you make it known to the press that the mental
health centers and the alcohol centers will not be competing for
funds.
REP: THOFT:

Could you consolidate your administration a little?

MR. SOUTH:
I don't know if I could make a legal reorganization.
We will continue to strive for consolidation.
REP. BERGENE: There might be some confusion over a Senate Bill
in the last session. We will try again to separate them.
MR. HJELMSTAD: Most of the programs say the 85/15 formula is
equitable. We can give lessons to other states on how to deliver
services. We would encourage that the system that exists does not
disappear.
MR. SOUTH distributed Exhibit "E" to the Committee. This exhibit
is the breakdown of funding sources for the alcohol program budgets
for FY 1982. Exhibit "E" is attached to the minutes.
JACK POLLARI: He is concerned about the indigent person.
a need for some kind of payment for services.
Chairman Moore called the hearing closed at 10:50 a.m.

There is
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EXECUTIVE SESSION
Chairman Jack K. Moore opened the work session at 11:00 a.m.
He stated that the Committee will first take action on the
monies to be considered in the ADA Division.
Mr. Ray Hoffman explained the 1ssue again.
He stated that this
was the first time the Department has come in for authority to
spend those funds and they are asking the Committee to approve
the request.
The Committee has the flexibility to do anything
they want with those dollars as long as it is in the alcohol
program based on the categorical grant.
The second option would
be to put those funds in the administration program and reduce
the alcohol dollars and put them somewhere else.
The Committee discussed the admin1stration of the Block Grant
funds.
Mr. Tom Crosser, OBPP, told the Committee that $96,568
is recommended in FY 1982 to supplement categorical grants and
$469,889 in FY 1983 to supply 100 percent of the federal authorization.
In FY 1983, MDP will be entirely dependent on ADM block
funding for the federally funded portion of the program budget.
Mr. Crosser stated that they recommend $132,798 in additional
authority be authorized in FY 1982 and $257,273 in FY 1983.
All of the recommended funding for FY 1982 comes from categorical grants which materialized above anticipated levels.
In
FY 1983 $140,707 is also related to categorical increases while
the remaining amount, $116,566 comes from an allocation of the
ADM block grant.
Mr. Hoffman stated that it was his assumption that HB 500 is
open.
Representative Thoft stated that it was his understanding
that if we follow LFA recommendation we will not be decreasing
any funds.
Representative Moore stated that this is correct.
Representative Thoft referred to the bottom of page 117 of the
LFA booklet and asked that Mr. Hoffman would properly formulate
the motion.
Representative Moore stated that you have to take this in
several sections.
Representative Moore asked what they wanted
to do with the $132,798 and the $140,707.
All of this could
be put in discretionary funds, too.
Senator Etchart stated that he would rather put it there than
in Galen.
Representative Moore stated that we first must authorize the
use of federal monies and put that in ADA administration.
Step
two would be to withdraw from the AD administration this assignment of money in earmarked money.
Step three is entirely
up to the Committee.
You can go whichever way you want with it.
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Senator Nelson asked if this money would have been appropriated
if the money had been in the general fund?
Representative Moore stated that he would have used it for ADA
administration--probably put it in ADA discretionary fund or
Galen.
That money tends to get lost after it is spread out
among 56 counties.
Representative Conroy moved that we put the program in ADA.
motion passed unanimously on a Roll Call Vote.

The

Senator Etchart moved that $132,798 be withdrawn in earmarked
funds and $140,707 of earmarked revenue funds in FY 1983.
On
a voice vote the motion carried unanimously.
Senator Etchart moved that we put the $132,798 and the $140,707
in the ADA discretionary fund.
The motion carried five to four
on a ROLL CALL VOTE.
Ray Hoffman told the Committee what their options be in summary.
Representative Conroy stated that they were not talking about a
lot of money, and he felt it would be best to coordinate these
funds.
Mr. South stated that there is a technical problem here.
is no way that we can spend that entire amount of money.

There

Representative Moore stated that what you are saying is that we
should rescind all motions made and make a new motlon.
Mr. Hoffman told the Committee that all they had done was change
funding sources.
Representative Conroy moved that the Committee reconsider their
previous action.
The motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.
Senator Etchart moved that the funds be allocated to the ADA
discretionary fund.
On a Roll Call Vote, the motion carried
by a five to four vote.
Senator Etchart moved that Mr. Hoffman prepare the technical
language to put into the bill that funds be not used in this
biennium.
On a voice vote, the motion carried unanimously.
Mr. Hoffman told the Committee they must make a determination of
whether Block Grant Funds can be used or not.
He referred the
Committee to the table on page 116 of the LFA booklet.
Senator Jacobson moved that the $116,655 for FY 1983 increasing
the federal funds currently in the A & D program and appropriating
them to the counties where they anticipate shortfall in fees.
The motion carried unanimously on a Roll Call Vote.
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Chairman Moore stated that the Committee would now take up the
disposition of the Title I, ESEA program.
Mr. Hoffman referred the Committee to the Issues Table on the
bottom of page 113.
Representative Conroy moved to decrease the General Fund in the
amount of $65,094 for FY 1982 and $8,709 in FY 1983 and to
increase the other funds proportionately. The motion carried
unanimously on a voice vote.
Mr. Hoffman referred the Committee to Table 4 on page 121 of
the LFA booklet.
Representative Thoft moved that we use the $117,418 for FY 1982
and the $469,889 for FY 1983.
The motion carried unanimously on
a voice vote.
Mr. Hoffman referred to the Issues Table at the bottom of page
140 of the LFA booklet.
The Committee voted to reduce existing ESEA Title I authority of:
BRSH
Eastmont
Mountain View
Pine Hills
Warm Springs

FY 1'82
$15,456
12,226
15,695
45,514
14,035

FY '83
$42,522
10,876
33,225
76,053
20,407

The motion carried unanimously on a voice vote.
Representative Conroy moved to reduce the General Fund for the
Swan River Youth Forest Camp in the amount of $1,208 for FY
1982 and increase the other fund proportionately. The motion
carried unanimously on a voice vote.
Mr. Bruce Shively from the Fiscal Analyst's Office spoke to
the Committee about the funding of the Commission of Higher
Education. He referred to the Table on page 205 of the LFA
booklet.
Representative Conroy moved that we reduce the spending
authority of the Commissioner of Higher Education. The motion
carried unanimously on a voice vote.
Chairman Moore announced that the Committee would discuss the
Women's Prison--long range on Thursday a.m.
At the close of the meeting Exhibit "F" was received. Exhibit
"Fl' deals with counselor certification, and is attached to the
minutes.
The meeting was adjourned at 12:10 p.m.
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, One lawyer I I position that was not filled in the 1981 biennium was
deleted and $5,000 per year was added for· the director to contract for legal
services.
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division (ADAD)
In the 1981 biennium the alcoho.1 and' drug abuse division was appropriated

earmarked .alcohol
revenue

funds
in

for

department

of

distribution

of county earmarked

distribution

accordance

with

alcohol

to county programs.

53-24-206(3)(b),

funds

MCA

and as such,

The
makes

legislative

appropriation to the alcohol and drug abuse division was not required ..
The legislature allocated the earmarked alcohol funds as follows:
Fiscal 1982

Fiscal. 1983

$

$

$3,816,571

$4,061,400

265,461
62,468
78,221.
426,960
1,305,988
1,677,479

ADAD Administration 1
Institutional Counselors
Justice - Crime Lab
ADAD Discretionary
Galen
Counties
Legislative Audit
Total

271,253
62,468
85;166
465,245
1,365,719
1,809,498
2,051

In prior fiscal years ADAD was primarily funded with alcohol incentive
grants from the federal government.

Due to decreased federal participation

four FTE were deleted and $536,714 of earmarked alcohol funds were appro-

.

priated to fund the administration of the program.

ADAD received $892,205

of earmarked alcohol funds for discretionary funding of state alcohol pro-.
grams.

Legislative concern

was

expressed as to the number of alcohol

programs that should be maintained and that repetitive programs be eliminated whenever possible.

lAlcohol co'unselors located at Montana state prison, Pine Hills school
and Swan river youth forest camp.
-145-

d

15,646
57,429
23,916
112,965

129,819
59,215
45,915
44,925
74,875
215,296

88,127
47,752
71,824
116,689
125,169

2347193

Sweet Grass County Foundation
Ale. & Drug Servo of Cent. Mont.
Musselshell County Foundation
So. Cent. Mt. Mental Health A & D

Tri-County Alcoholism Services
Problem Drinking Cent. of Park Co.
Ale. Servo of Ana/Deer lodge Co.
Powell County Alcoholism Center
Butte Indian Alcohol Program
Boyd Andrew Service Center

Missoula Alcohol Services
Ravalli Co. Chern. Depend. Ser.
Missoula Indian Alcohol & Drug
Ale. Servo Cent. of Lincoln Co.
Flathead Valley Chemical Dep.

TOTAL

•

11,721
15089
29,587
105,949

150,567
143,320
264,818
335,193

Medicine Pine lodge
Ft. Belknap Tribes Alcohol Prog.
Hill-Top Recovery Center
Providence Alcoholism Center

177,341
71,770
163,837
126,684
163,716

11,709
5,118
-049,648
34,124

get Analy

V ~ ;f-- ('" v:n.-<_..-t.&J./.h -....-/

recommendation for a combined program

23,515
18,339
5,849
54,428
40,548

32,058
21,951
20,608
49,060
99,178

6~,997

3,728
16,942
10,501
35,839

33,774
24,781
104,597
120,075

66,136
45,856
90,000

152,667
58,007
NR
124,936
140,089

157,843
69,510
50,652
47,318
S7,630
211,389

15,852
71,634
29,895
112,613

182,374
162,213
259,662
358,459

149,470
126,995
NR

494439

"

,/'
:~.,
.-1'2' ~- .........<"c/

2564..Q-r3i 519940

-0-0NR
51,335
-0-

r

"

"

\

.. -j/" / / '

2.6J5;B76

152,667
65,098
61,168
124,936
140,089

152,667
58,007
NR
124,936
140,089

-04,790
NR
51,335
633

15,852
71,634
29,895
112,613

185,730
159,954
259,662
358,459

152,263
126,995
NR

157,843
69,510
46,033
46,033
87,630
211,812

-010,928
11,356
25,121'

21,839
22,034
89,899
79,161

27,894
16,603
NR

152,667
58,331
61,168
124,936
140,089

157,843
69,510
51,034
41,780
87,630
215,411

"'-._-

426606

-03,341
-047,586
-0-

9,9001
25,677
16,121
12,112
20,387
51,836

-D12,476
10,458
25,121

17,044
15,021
69,126
50,484
185,730
159,954
259,662
358,459
15,852
71,634
29,895
112,613

27,123
12,793
-0- ,

152,263
126,995
NR

FY 82
Approvod Budget
AD AD
TOTAL

426960 2633456

-09,431
-047,586
-0-

9,900
25,677
10,618
14,938
20,387
48,777

-012,476
10,458
25,121

17,044
15,021
69,126
50,484

27,123
12,793
-0-

IADAD Administration
Recommendation
ADAD
TOTAL

14,635
157,843
14,635
27,763
69,510
27,763
*
17,246 *
89,896
28,253
18,516
87,630
27,397
27,397
211,812
65,722
65,329

15,852
71,634
29,895
112,613

185,730
162,213
259,662
358,459

-013,923
89,899
79,161
2,686
10,928
10,501
25,121

149,470
126,995
NR

Advisory Council
Recommendation
TOTAL
ADAD

17,973
16,603
NR

ADAD Staff
Recommendation
TOTAL
AD AD

541 470 3474380 ' 980760 2569208

191,541
69,955
53,631
49,124
97,303
250,681

16,393
71,867
30,678
123,331

189,748
165,494
273,891
502,173

159,909
152,647
372,666

Requested Budget
ADAD
TOTAL

27,241
25,463
15,507
19,813
28,746
67,985

4,299
20,438
10,135
17,491

14,890
26,517
-0-

105,253
118,480
-0-

FY 81
TOTAL
ADAD

District II
District III
District III . Holy Rosary

AGENCY

M~J+<?~t,~

~fj'

·

,.

The Alcohol Programs statewide and Montana Counties urge
Legislators to use the existing Alcohol Legislation HB844 to distribute Federal Block Grant Funds.

Far-sighted legislators in 1978 estabHshed a lawHB844 that has become a model for dispersing
alcohol funds.

Use of HB844 and its formula to disperse Federal
Block Grant funds will ensure:

*

That funds flow directly to county based
alcohol/drug programs.

*

That the funds will be expended on services
without undue bureaucratic redtape or administrative expense.

*

Local control will be maintained as well as
monitoring by the state.

* The existing law provides an efficient costI

effective and proven method of distri.buting
funds.

Thank You for Your Concern '.

..
r

PRESENT LlQUffi TAX DISTRIBUTION _
AlCOlDL TIlliATh1ENT REVENUE

PRGroSED FIDERAL BIJX;K GRANT

DEPARTMEN'T

DLPA...-t' 1'r.'llilU

OF
INSTITUI'IONS

INSTI1urIONS

~R\1ARKED

III

DISTRllUI'ION

OF

III

III
:

~3,816,577

III

'IOrAL EARMARKED
'lRFA'IMENT FUNDS

•

I

10%

ADMINIS1RATICN

'J

--.-

~

lili500 - APPROPRIATlrnS

III

r

78,221
265,461

Dl"iI
)AD Admin.

J'eatment
Corrections
62,468
Galen
1,305,988
Discretionary-ADAD
(County Prcgram Supplement
Funds)
426,960

r

r

· Total Treatment
r (State)

.
'IOrAL BLCX:K GRANT
FUNDS -l,l49,300

35% Alcornl
55% Drug/Prev .
.t
f'

1,795,416
HI3U44

2,139,098

'lOrAL

•
85/15 FCRMULA*
HB844

•

TO

camrns

r

•
.,

05/15 FffiMULA*

TO

CCUNTIES

~1.677 ,479

'ntch county receives funds to allocate to local alcohol programs based on formula
(85% population, 15% land area).

If

'"

.

",-

~

--JiLL
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STATEWIDE ALCOHOL ADMISSIONS
SOURCE OF REFERRAL AT ADMISSION
(Calendar Yoar 1980)

t':.•

Percen~

Region II

Region III

Region IV

Region V

Galen

State

223

239

256

176

191

268

1,353

26

Hospital

33

21

75

19

8

25

181

3

CMHC

16

5

15

11

6

5

58

Private MD

20

5

16

37

10

39

127

6

0

5

0

0

12

14

3

17

12

184

47

16

15

37

16

8

5

275

6

389

88

78

157

106

177

995

19

3

0

0

2

4

0

9

0

24

20

23

17

19

85

108

2

41

116

52

59

250

44

603

11

Police, Probation, Parole

67

59

131

84

73

7

458

9

Attorney, Legal Aid

39

4

10

4

22

2

86

2

Employer

39

5

12

31

11

0

100

Church

9

4

3

4

0

0

20

School

6

8

10

51

0

76

Source
Self

Public Health

Region I

Own Program
AA, Alanon, Alateen
Other Alcohol Program
Voe. Rehabilitation
Social Services
- ' Courts

.

_.,.__ 2

0

2 •

0

Spouse/Family

92

54

80

97

45

54

422

8

Friends

30

49

29

54

22

60

244

5

0

0

2

19

7

0

28

Other

17 -

9

23

3

8

61

Unknown

14

0

0

2

0

6

22

1,084

708

836

840

848

969

5,285

TV, News, Ads

TOTAL
/'~

~

~~J&L" Q

Table 6

100%

...
COUNTY
---

-

Beaverhead
Biq Horn
~ldine

Broadwater
Carbon
CarteL"
Cascade
Chouteau
Custer
Daniels
Dawson
Deer Lodge
Fallon
Fergus
Flathead
Gallatin
Garfield
Glacier
Golden Valley
Granite
Hill
Jefferson
Judith Basin
Lake
Lewis & Clark
Liberty
Lincoln
Madison
-,McCone
Meagher
Mineral
Missou1c.l
Musselshell
Park
Petroleum
Phillips
Pondera
Powder River
Powell
Prairie
Ravalli
Richland
Roosevelt
Rosebud
Sanders
Sheridan
Silver Bow
Stillwater
Sweetgrass
Teton
Toole
Tr0<lSUre
Valley
Wheatland
...:ib.::mx
.. Yellowstone
",,Out-Of-State
TOTAL

FIRST ADMISSIONS TO ALCOHOL PROGRAMS
By COUNTY OF RESIDENCE
(Calendar Year 1980)
REG.I
3

REG.II

REG.
III
--

1

55

31
2
1
5
5
54
5
88
19
76
1
15
25
98
8
12
1

1

27

4

257
17
1
2
3
2

4
1
1

12

1

1
68

5
6

51

65

1
32
2
11
1
6
1
10

1

GALEN
29
21
6

62
2
2
2
31
11
6

4
4
44

1
9

1

87
4
3
3
3

5285

318

1

1

3
3

3
1
1

30
1
1
129
4
14

...

1
5

11
106

1

3
106
1
149

7

4
43

5

4

63

6
1
42
13

1

2

8

4

4

1
3
6

98

2
57
1
9
20
18
7
7
6
10
5
19
67
3
49
5
4

11
124

5

1

106
1
25
3
2
1

31

11

34

7
1
3
3
1
1
216

57

33
3
10
21
12

3
1

24

2
4

2

1
8
4
2

1
1
15

2

70
48
141
5
45
4
1
1

3
3
1

1
27
8

36

13
1

1

6
15

1
55

6

1
2
10

2

1

1
66
35

3
37

453
62

15
18

1
17

3
5
1
120
77

1084

708

840

848

969

2

--

-836

21

STATE
89
143
79
4
42
6
373
23
107
21
84
133
16
91
453
124
9
122
7
11
93
47
11
130
261
16
219
20
6
14
16
253
53
96
11
56
28
9
82
2
98
83
66
182
54
49
312
33
11
23
20
2
69
17
2
658
246

3

4
1

2
7

REG.V

1

90
5

1

21
3

REG. IV

Table 7

•

-Jo.;.tA,..-

.•

,
County
Beaverhead
Big Horn
Blaine
Broadwater
Carbon
Carter
Cascddc!
ChoutL!<lU
Custer
Daniels
Dawson
Deer Lodge
Fallon
Fergus
Flathead
Gallatin
Garfield
Glacier
Golden Valley
Granite
Hill
Jefferson
Judith Basin
Lake
Lewis & Clark
- ' Liberty
Lincoln
McCone
Madison
Meagher
Mineral
Missoula
Musselshell
Park
Petroleum
Phillips
Pondera
Powder River
Powell
Prairie
Ravalli
Richland
Roosevelt
Rosebud
Sanders
Sheridan
Silver Bow
Stillwater
Sweet Grass
Teton
Toole
"rre<lsure
:valley
----wheatland
Wibaux
Yellowstone
Yellowstone Park

,JIIIiI

FIRST ADMISSIONS BY
COUNTY OF RESIDENCE AND
~~MISSION RATE PER THOUSAND
1980

Preliminary
Census

Alcohol
Admissions

8,is6
11,096
6,999
3,267
8,099
1,799
80,696
6,092
13,109
2,835
11,805
12,518
3,763
13,076
51,966
42,865
1,656
10,628
1,026
2,700
17,985
7,029
2,646
19,056
43,039
2,329
17,752
2,702
5,448

89
143
79
4
42
6
373
23
107
21
84
133
16
91
453
124
9

122
7
11
93

47
11
130
261
16
219
6

20

2,154

14 .-

3,675
76,016
4,428
12,660
655
5,367
6,731
2,520
6,958
1,836
22,492
12,243
10,467
9,899
8,675
5,414
38,092
5,598
3,216
6,491
5,559
981
10,250
2,359

16
253
53
96

11
56
28
9
- 82
2
98
83
66
182
54
49

312
33
11
23
20
2
69
17
2
658

1,476
108,035
27'1

22

Table 8

Admiss ion Ra t'..:
Per Thousand
10.9
12.9
11.3
1.2
5.2
3.3
4.6
3.8
8.2
_ 7.4
7.1
10.6
4.3
7.0
8.7
2.9
5.4
11. 5
6.8
4.0
5.2
6.7
4.2
6.8
6.0
6.9
12.3
2.2
3.7
6.5
4.4
3.3
12.0
7.6
1.7
10.4
4.2
3.6
11.8
1.1
4.4
6.8
6.3
18.4
6.2
9.0
8.2
5.9
3.4
3.5
3.6
2.0
6.7
7.2
1.4
6.1

-Jo.;}~

.,
"'

...

r

'l

~'(

Regien Total:

Pack

*

Cheyenne

*

2e:r-.nap

.... '-~

1-'o:"n County

.
-loa
t ...' :
.R.:;glon

':r.dian

R8gion Tota.l:

13c,Yj Andrew
ICJ.r2
L.:ni 1: 3utte
,

13 . . :::e

ICAS Butte

!

~cer Lodge County
)?c:.ell County

f,
.. ~',r .. VV\,A
~."' 'nty
5T .....

jTri-Co;;r.ty

~

t1

\SIt.i:::et<:;;rass

I

'i.-2;.,-"'...:'"
J ...... "-_.,... ....J

'Cre':J ~'.

~.".:'~UssClshell

.ll
...." :. .;- s-own
j .. "
~
,

r~i~

;,,~~ro,-:>.

~ :).;

\

A?rovidence
~Rocky
Soy ~'.
~
~
,
Region Total:

1-~:::'::'-Tcp

1::::'

'!'MadiCina Pine Ledge

j

j~:.

}Nor~~arn

i':::. X: -.; ~ c..:::'90W
il:)is:rict I
jOistrict II
,pistrict III
!~oly Rosary
l

l

.,'"

-::*

127, 573
130, 885

704,569

157,843
69,510
51,034
42,636
80,505
87,630
215,411

1,052,998

**

136,033

20,387
51,836

9,900
2.5,677
16,121
12,112

48,055

25,121

12,476
10,458

151,675 f

1,008,548
730,125
28,000
71,634
29,895
65,225
112,613
15,446

** ____

394,507

123.388

115,944
35,482
27,926
21,4c4
70,303

302,677

55,573
9,017

145,000
28,000
49,895
15,192

318,620

46. ,:'.::0

46,800

176,324

65,225

111,090

346,834

48,S35

-c-

10,900

2,:'00

8,400

1,100

117,692
185,534

69,126
50,484

5,COO

7,998

131 , 59~
15,295

5,344

cc,4--,-72

:)~-j,

7;:;

7,2C

5,7--

412
3-~,

"j, . "f4r

-1..., '"

~+, is-~

10, :?C

~ , G~~

9,2~)3~3

-1 ')
I

0'

107,9=

':)

--~~

14,4-

,-"

~;

~:9, (~)

76,2~

63,C.

;3,2

61, C,

:Y),C
26,(;

OT~-J~:

---

~, 42E~

22,7Ejtt
8,35)

4J7,139

17,5G)

3,690

9,263

376,6[30

113,~7

53,769

42,599

9,081

145,513

10,000

1,050,516

14,150

20,626

17,044

r

VEi\l.:::

15,021

''".

R[-.

SERV~(;E

258,458

"1,100

errY

267,835

39,916

181,638
159,954
259,662
358,459
48,835

~"*

127,573
130,885

FED/STATE
FLOWTHRU
2,~VC;

27,123
12,793

FEDERAL

~ ,OIJ,.2!~O

90, (X)()
77,833
100,052

COUN1Y

127,500
152,263
126,995

STATE

K:tJ cd'd l :cc7'~

I"'
~

,013,~40

1,678,456

-1

TOTAL

FY I 82 ALCOHOL PROGRA\ii BUDGETS

-u.lilA.. ,&.-l/f,

L'

....

*
**

..)(.=t:' en

State

Ap~rcvcd

TOTAL:
1,732,594

1,305,928

~.305,988

6,778,O~9

50,927

47,586

3,341

o fAfl.:.

1,027,460

1'::0,089

-f'52,667
96,34 0
58,331
455,097
124,936

~J

J

n.n (,1_

1,683,569

399,880

135,625
19,940
44,907
37,137
59,156
103,115

COUNIY

Co~p

Care ',;ni ts have not svbmi tted inforrr.ation

Reflects only Federal funds reported to ADAD, not entire budget.

~o~

R8gicn Total:

'~issoula

Alcohol Services
~issoula Indian
'~~v~lli County
:ADP Ronan
.incoln County
=lathcad Kali3pell
~c~p Care Missoula *

t

.

.

'~

,.

1.322.776

.

494,360

417,960

76,400

!·LDU\AL.

t·U)/:.:;t A I [:
[. LOW! t I!\U

12,00J

CJ.TY

1,714,394

54,820

12,394
18,401

6,983

17,042

.

0U\vICr:
I,LVU1-.;r:
.

312, 68~

27,47:

5,8
18,57

3,1

....Q,TliU\

ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE
COUNSELOR CERTIFICATION
System Summary
Counselor certification is a two-tier structure based upon
a point system.· (200 point minimum)
Tier I
Tier I is a general chemical dependency certification with
points given for:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

work experience
college course work
structured workshop training
performance on a written test
performance on an oral text
performance on a taped work sample.

Items a. b. and c. combined must equal 95 points with the
total combined maximum equal to 195 points or 65 points
each, with no minimum requirement. In items d. e. and f.
(examination areas) there is a minimum of 35 points per
area with a maximum of 50 in each area.

Tier II
-- ' .

Tier II provides
1.
2.
3.
4.

~

..

endo~sement

in the four fields of:

alcoholism counseling
drug counseling
education/prevention
management and supervision

Endorsement is acquired through passing the oral examination
in one or more the areas.

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATONS
AND SENATE FINANCE AND CLAIMS COMMITTEE I SPECIAL SESSION
November 11, 1981
The meeting was brought to order by CHAIRMAN JACK MOORE at
9:00 a.m. on November 11, 1981 in Room 135 of the Capitol
Building, Helena, Montana.
REP. TOM CONROY and SEN. JACK HAFFEY were late.
CHAIHMAN MOORE announced the procedure for the meeting:
budget, fiscal analyst, other non-committee Legislators, any
other person who would like to testify.
TOM CROSSER, OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRfu~ PLANNING, supported
the Department of Institutions' request for the women's
facilities, ~age 123 of the Budget Analysis.
He pointed out
some changes which are miscellaneous expenses, i.e. Missoula
County jail. The other adjustment the Department wishes -to be
considered in the area of contingency funding is that there be
an increase, Table 4, p. 196, of $11,000; it would be changed to
$120,082. The result would be a reversion of $11,366 for the appropriation. The Office of Budget and Program Planning explained
this is a new facility and there are probably unanticipated costs.
He believes the Department needs some flexibility the first biennium.
CHAIRMAN MOORE explained that the Department of Institutions had
until the Special Session of the Legislature or February of 1982
to find a suitable location for the women's division facility.
It boiled down to a state-owned building that is situated on the
grounds at Warm Springs Hospital.
House Bill 500, 47th Legislative
Assembly, stated site and budget must be approved by the Office
of Program Planning and the Legislative Finance Committee. Action
was taken in October by OBPP and the Legislative Finance Committee
to place the facility at Warm Springs.
CARROLL SOUTH gave a brief overview of what the Department did
and what the Legislature did at the last session. A cottage at
Mountain View was available.
The House approved that but not the
Senate. The recommendation was withdrawn.
In adopting a facility
for female offenders, they took out $58,000 of contracting service
money. A two-page summary of the program in Warm Springs was
passed out to Committee members. The proposed building is very
sturdy, constructed of concrete; replacement value would be
$1.2 million to $1.5 million dollars. The building is vacant and
needs to be renovated.
To avoid any stigma on Warm Springs campus
would be to lease to the Division of Corrections and call it
~1ontana State Women's Correction Facility.
Take Warm Springs out
of the name. Mr. ~uth referred to Table 2 on page 133 of the
Budget Analysis book.
Even though we will have our own facility,
we will always have some female offenders we cannot house here for
security or their own protection. We now have two in the Federal
system, one in West Virginia and one in California. The amount

Minutes of the Meeting of the House Appropriations
and senate Finance and Claims Committee I - Special
Session
November 11, 1981

page 2

of $17,849 for California will change to $20,440 based on rates
we have to pay the Federal facility in California. The Missoula
County jail will no longer be used for evaluation but the
Warm Springs facility will be used.
Contract money is available
to contract the local jails:
1.

For parole revocation of a female offender. Even
though they have violated the conditions of parole,
they are entilted to a hearing in the county in
which the revocation took place.
It takes place
in whatever county jail they are serving their
parole in.

2.

Life skill center in Billings. There are certain
conditions they have to comply with.
If they get
too rowdy and disturb the tranquility of the
center, they are sent out of state after having a
hearing. They must be held in Yellowstone County.
The counties have to be paid for that.

3.

To Federal facilities for maximum security Federal
offenders. While awaiting travel arrangements to
a Federal facility we have to depend on a county
jail in the state to make sure she stays there or
if there is a problem with her on safety. We are
asking for one jail cell to be authorized for the
Department, available in any jail we would have to
use.

4.

The request is for $4,894 miscellaneous. Medical
expenses for two females in California and West
Virginia could incur. Once an individual is committed to the Department we are totally responsible
for medical bills. Their own insurance or Medicaid
cannot cover those expenses. This has become a
serious problem with the Department. The $4,894
is based on information available from past experience. Here is a sample of what can go wrong:
there is about $5,000 in the budget for medical
expenses at the Alpha House in Billings. The
hospital bill of $5100 for a seriously ill patient
with a heart condit~on does not include tlle doctor
bill. This was 1/3 over the excess spent on one
individual. No-one else will pay a medical bill
for anyone incarcerated in the system. The $4,894
is critical.

Mr. South pointed out figures in Tables 1 and 2 and noted $67,800
was the amount authorized in long-range building at Mountain View.
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That amount can be used for whatever the Finance Committee would
recorrumend for siting of the female offender program.
Only $9,300
would be taken for renovation.
On page 136, some changes were
made in figures:
the $167,540 for Excess Authority with
Department Request would become $151,463; Recomnlended Staff
Savings of $38,985 needs to be added on to the $151,463, with an
anticipated reversion of $190,448.
Mr. South discussed some problems with the basic budget for contracting for female offenders out of state based on the assumption
that we were going to use Mountain View.
Had we done it we would
have been operating on July 1. When evacuated from Mountain View,
we were contracting for more females out of state. We are currently
contracting for more females out of state than we have on our budget.
By the beginning of January we will have robbed other programs in
the Correction Division by over $9,000 simply to keep females
out of state. We will not have Warm Springs operational until
early March at the earliest.
Approximately 8 months of this
fiscal year we are spending more money on female offenders out
of state than there is in the budget.
They would like some flexibility in the program until the facility is in place, the women
back from out of state, and other adjustments made.
$75,000 contingency for in state is based on having more than 20 female offenders in the Warm Springs facility.
They would do everything
they could to keep the cost down to a bare minimum.
They would
have additional food and medical costs, would try to keep the same
level of personnel.
Out-of-state contingencies relates to the
Federal facilities we have to depend upon for maximum security
females.
We cannot guarantee we won't have more than two in the
future.
Assume that at the beginning of fiscal 1983 an offender
is not suitable for Warm Springs or Yellowstone, she would probably
be sent to California. That cost alone would be $20,000 plus
medical expenses and other fees.
If not in the budget, other
areas would have to be robbed---foster care, shelter care, etc.
It lS
essential over the current biennium to have flexibility built into
the program and attempt to stabilize the female population at
Warm Springs. Mr. South does not know what kind of language the
Committee would want to insure that the budget would not be abused.
He said it is essential to have some flexibility.
REP. TOM CONROY asked if the $9,000 would be a change in the figures?
MR. SOUTH said he would assume that the $9,000 could be taken out
of a contingency fund.
They would probably just recommend one
contingency fund with whatever amount that could be agreed on.
If
they are not in the Warm Springs facility until March or April
there will be 3 more months to add to that fund.
REP. CONROY asked where the money shows up now.
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MR. SOUTH said it does not show up here because other programs
are being funded with those dollars.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked about the two months of operational expense
and personal services which would be saved during those two
months.
MR. SOUTH said they would like to use that money for contracting
in areas where they do not have any money appropriated for contracting.
CHAIRMAN HOORE suggested pulling
three months of operational
expenses and place it in the contingency fund, which would allow
it to be used for the out-of-state people.
MR. SOUTH said that would be alright.
PHIL HAUCK, the State Architect, said he thinks the first of March
is very optimistic. He thinks it will be closer to the first of
May.
MR. SOUTH indicated that $25,000 a month would be saved for every
month the facility is not in operation.
CHAIRMAN MOORE referred to Table 3 on page 134 of the Budget
Analysis book. He questioned the need for the extra FTE.
MR. SOUTH said he would do everything he could to reduce expenditures. Any expense for over 20 females would be costs directly
related to food, clothing, etc.
CHAIRMAN MOORE restated his question about the need for more FTEs.
MR. SOUTH explained that the reduction of 1.5 FTE was based on a
recommendation made by Ray Hoffman, Fiscal Analyst, for staffing.
Total FTE for operating the facility is 13.1.
REP. ESTHER BENGSTON had a question on inmate pay of $13,400.
MR. SOUTH explained that pay to inmates who work is $1 per day.
The proposal at Warm Springs is to advance that a little bit for
those who will be working on the Warm Springs campus. They must
be paid the same rate as those on the same program at Warm Springs.
The $1 goes to those who just clean their rooms, hallways and bathrooms.
Those in training would get $3 plus an hour, a little
less than minimum wage.
REP. BENGSTON asked what sort of training programs they can earn
pay for? What work can they do at Warm Springs?
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MR. SOUTH mentioned training in laundry, sewing, clerical work.
Warm Springs State Hospital does the laundry for Galen. There
is also training in the food service area.
REP. BENGSTON said that we do not have maximum security facilities
and will always have to contract out of state. What is the
rationale in providing that?
MR. SOUTH said he is suggesting a medium security facility. Maximum security offenders beat up people on the staff or other inmates or have homosexual tendencies to the extent that they have
to be segregated 100 percent of the time.
There is no program
large enough in the state to make it conducive to develop a program around maximum female offenders. They would be very careful
about who they sent out of state. There are always those exceptions.
There is no way Hontana could house the individuals now
in West Virginia and California.
RAY HOFFHAN, Fiscal Analyst, referred to Table 2, p. 133. The
requested ddlar amount reduces the $671,690 by $75,000 showing a
balance of $596,690 for the operation of the facility.
The total
difference would be $226,463 in operating expense for the changes
Mr. South has requested. Table 4, p. 136, Excess Authority with
Department Request would be $226,463, Recommended Staff Savings
would be $39,985, with Total Excess Authority of $265,448. Contingency fund for in-state would be $150,000; contingency for
out of state would be $195,082; Funds Available for Reversion
would be $7,366. All that has been done is fuoriey was taken out
of operating and then put in the contingency fund.
You may be
able to take the $75,000 out of there.
MR. SOUTH said there is no need to put the entire amount in contingencies.
CHAIRMAN MOORE referred to the $28,052 in FTE on Table 3.
portion of the meeting was completed.

This

CHAIRMAN MOORE brought attention to page 23, the Long Range
Building Program, House Bill 666.
$75,000 Federal monies are
available for modernization of the State's emergency operating
center. He proposes to, if the Committee approves, get the Federal
expenditure of $75,000 waivered from the Joint Rules Committee and
introduce a bill which will allow the Department of Administration
to expend the $75,000 Federal monies for the modernization of the
facility.
GLEN LEAVITT, Office of Budget Program and Planning, gave a breakdown of the project. The Department of Military Affairs received
a grant of $75,000 from the Federal Government, matched by construction cost of the building. The building WilS constructed about 15
years ago, the Government will allow them to use the building as
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a lease. Military Affairs would like to buy an emergency power
supply and put two exits into the emergency center that is in the
basement, using $75,000 of Federal and Department of Administration
funds.
Law requires the Legislature to approve any proposal over
$25,000.
Institutions are requesting to use the excess for other
security measures at the prison.
REP. CONROY moved that the Committee approve $75,000.
Committee approved unanimously.

The

GLEN LEAVITT brought attention to the $255,000 left over from the
guard tower funds (Exhibit A).
It is general fund money; the bids
have come in and Institutions would like to use the leftover money
for other security---more razor wire, radios, etc.
Ther was some discussion on the need for the extra fencing around the
prison center.
MR. SOUTH described the plan on totally fencing off the Administration
Building and have two accesses through the fence.
They would also
like to have a metal detector device.
The fence is needed for
security reasons.
The last escape would not have taken place if
the fence had been there.
GLEN LEAVIT'r passed out to the Committee members an itemized list
of security items being requested by the facility.
REP. CONROY thought we had already funded enough razor wire for the
new fence.
MR. SOUTH said there is no reserve of wire.
The only way to get a
prisoner out of the wire is to cut him out, take him to the infirmary and replace the wire.
CHAIRMAN MOORE referred to HOUSE BILL 837.
He asked Mr. South if
the proposal was to take the remainder of the excess money and
buy some wire and other security equipment. Chairman Moore expressed concern over using long-range building money to buy equipment.
MR. SOUTH said it was part of his understanding to use building
money for upkeep.
They got a very reasonable bid on the tower.
They are being threatened with a law suit right now for maintaining
an unsecure person.
The Committee recessed at 9:55 a.m.
The Conuni t tee reconvened at 10: 05 a. m.
CHAIRMAN MOORE led a discussion of the situation of guard facility
money.
He said it has not been the practice to use long-range
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money for upgrading projects. He agreed that razor wire, chain
link fence and the set of bars on the list all add to the security
of the prison. He saw problems with radios, escape kits, t.v.
cameras, field glasses and metal detectors on long-range building
money.
SENATOR JUDY JACOBSON asked Mr. South
the tower?

w~ch

of those things go into

MR. SOUTH said only the field glasses.
REP. BENGSTON asked if the prison has a priority list on equipment.
She asked if they buy on a regular basis or are they short of the
requested items?
MR. SOUTH said the prison budget is extremely tight. They are providing meals on a daily basis for 30 to 40 more prisoners than
budgeted for.
They have to rob other budgets for feeding these
extra prisoners. He thought the Legislature would not object to
use money saved from the guard tower for security equipment. The
lighting is very important---it is inadequate around the guard
tower perimeter. They need twice the amount of lighting there is
now.
In the recreation area, some inmates were standing against
the first perimeter security fence and an individual inmate was
behind them cutting through the fence in broad daylight.
That is
the reason for the additional chain link fence.
A fence should be
placed around the recreational area. The prisoners must be kept
away from the security fence at all times. They could reaarange
the softball field so that the only time a ball would go between
fences would be a home run and then they would get the ball later.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said this would require a separate bill to utilize
the money left over from the $255,000 for security. He proposed
that the Committee approach the Joint Rules Committee on Monday;
the data will be worked out by then.
If the Joint Committee approves it, the Joint Committee would reconvene or take it to the
full committee.
He asked the Committee if this would be acceptable to them.
The Committee answered in favor.
REP. CONROY had a question on the metal detector instead of a
walk-through facility.
MR. SOUTH explained the problems of the prison. Hand held detectors would be used in the work area to make sure the prisoners do
not have any weapons.
It relates to the frisking process. When
an officer frisks an inmate they are always a little sensitive
about friSking in certain areas. Metal detectors do not detect
marijuana and other contraband so they have to frisk anyway. The
walk-through detectors have a great deal of distortion. This is
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not so with a hand held one.
VICE-CHAIRMAN NELSON conducted the meeting while CHAIRMAN MOORE
left the room to search for some information.
SENATOR MARK ETCHART had a question on the handout regarding bills.
TOM CROSSER said you cannot amend the substance of legislation
through the statute of another bill. You would have to make sure.
There was some discussion on long-range bills.
GLEN LEAVITT said there has been an assumption that House Bill
funds were meant for Mountain View; in the search for another
facility this could amount to long-range building bills.
CHAIRMAN MOORE resumed the chairmanship.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked to discuss the matter later.
SENATOR JACK HAFFEY asked if the surplus money has been addressed.
CHAIRMAN HOORE said the Committee will see if we can put a bill in
to utilize the surplus money.
REP. CONROY said we have not okayed the expenditure yet.
if a motion was needed.

He asked

CHAIRMAN MOORE answered that a motion would be in order. He said
the committees recommend we postpone any action on the surplus
monies until the Session starts and get the clearance from the
Joint Committee for the introduction of a bill to designate the
expenditure of the requested amount.
REP. CONROY said the Committee has not given anybody any authority
to spend it. We haven't given the okay for the introduction of
a bill to utilize it.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said, if the Committee concurs, we will introduce
the bill.
REP. CONROY said we need a motion to that effect.
motion and all were in favor to use the $255,000.

He made a

GLEN LEAVITT said they need prior authorization.
CHAIRMAN MOORE referred to House Bill 666 (not an open bill) covering expenditure of Federal land, water and conservation monies
as listed on page 95 of the Budget Book. He pointed out the list
of 11 little projects. He suggested sending a Committee letter
to the Parks Administrator, the Department of Natural Resources,
regarding priorities. This Committee will reprioritize those
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items so some of the projects are included at the top of the list
to make sure that they are within the scope of the $1.2 million.
We can't open up 666 but can send a Committee letter to Mr. Holliday
and tell him that we recommend that these priorities be dropped
and these priorities be raised.
REP. BENGSTON asked who is going to raise the priorities.
CHAIRMAN HOORE said the Committee will be the acting long-range
building committee.
GLEN LEAVITT said there is a list of priorities on page 95 of the
Budget Book and page 24 gives the amounts.
There was some discussion on Cooney Dam and other priorities.
The course of discussion was changed to the women's prison, page
136. RAY HOFFMAN, Fiscal Analyst, said $75,000 of it could be
authorized for out-of-state prisoners. That would make $70,366
after reversion and $28,052 could be reverted, see salaries on
page 134. He mentioned $5,000 for room and board for use for outof-state inmates and $2,000 in travel for people awaiting commitments by the courts. You cannot anticipate when the courts will
sentence these people or when they will be taken to Nevada.
$9,408 medical funds are needed for the additional two inmates.
It was felt they could live with $9,000.
$66,000 was added to
the $98,418 for total fund reversion of $164,418, off from the
$840,000.
MR. SOUTH discussed some type of language in the bill. He asked
if it was the Committee's intent to put that in there as far as
the funding of the women's correction facility.
RAY HOFFI1AN elaborated on the language for the funding request.
He referred to page 132 in the Budget Analysis Book. He discussed
two options: (1)$400,049 is what the Department would need to
operate the women's correction facility for 1983.The $427,162
for fiscal 1983 would take off reduced staff savings of $27,000
to come up with the operating budget.
CHAIRMAN MOORE announced that no more hearings were scheduled
and that the hearings were concluded and the Committee would go
into a work session for executive action.
RAY HOFFt1AN continued with his options.
He said the dollar amounts
of contingency funds would have to be in specific language of
how you want those dollars to be spent. Option 2 is to take
$675,582 reduction of $164,418 biennial appropriation and specific
language to be used for the women's correctional facility only.
CHAIRMAN MOORE sa in t:hat: ~enllr,es "the $841).1)1)1) :::or the biennial
expenditures by $164.418 for the women's correctional facility.
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RAY HOFFMAN said Option 1 will provide specific control and intent
on dollars for the correctional facility.
Option 2 would allow
some flexibility for the Department in case the facility is not
up by April 1.
It gives the Department the flexibility of
utilizing the resources to meet the needs of the program.
CHAIRMAN MOORE to MR. SOUTH:

Which option would you prefer?

MR. SOUTH said Option 2.
There was a vote to adopt Option 2.
and all were in favor.

REP. CONROY made the motion

CHAIRMAN MOORE cited a technical problem with Mr. Conroy's motion
of the other day.
It is regarding the 50 percent expenditure
limitation or $589,569.
RAY HOFFHAN said the motion was made to allow the Department of
Institutions to have $589,569 of the block grant funds for fiscal
1983 operations. Half of the amount anticipated would be held
back and specific language would be written that allows the
Department of Institutions to come back and request a portion of
those funds or all of those funds.
There was some discussion that the subcommittee cannot obligate
the next Legislature into giving them any of those funds. Mr. South
would operate on the assumption he has $589,569 of block grant
funds to operate the mental health program in fiscal 1983. It
would take approximately three months before that bill would be
signed by the Governor.
There is no assurance that the next
session would give him those dollars.
CHAIRMAN ~100RE asked the Committee what their thoughts were in
view of the technical difficulty.
REP. BENGSTON asked if this would take them above current level
spending?
MR. SOUTH said they have to reduce their current expenditures
in any case, depending on the Federal level of funding the block
grant.
REP. CONROY moved to reconsider the motion.

All were in favor.

CHAIRMAN MOORE noted that $298,138 of fiscal 1982 was part of the
motion which has to be appropriated.
It is necessary to separate
action taken on planning and evaluation.
He recited all the
figures involved and explained the limit of 50 percent rescinded
this action.
There will have to be some language used. Money
expenditures now require a new motion at this time.
REP. CONROY asked if the complete motion was necessary for the
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expenditure of 1982 money and 1983 money and included in the
motion should be the appropriate language that the money will
be included in the bill.
REP. BENGSTON asked about the appropriate language.
RAY HOFFMAN mentioned the two basic options.

They are:

1.

The first is that the Committee could not appropriate
any block grant funds to the Department of Institutions but put some type of language stating that
the Department of Institutions could request block
grant funds available for Mental Health---in turn,
it would go through the budget process for needs.
You have requested total amounts.
If you could make
savings from other revenue sources, you could budget
the dollars.

2.

You may wish to reduce the expenditure of co~~unity
mental health centers and hold some dollars in abeyance.
If you did not appropriate the full dollar
amount, Mr. South could renegotiate contracts.

CHAIRMAN MOORE pointed to House Bill 500, Item 5, 1982 appropriated
$3,957,049 from general fundi $4,352,354 in 1983 from general fund.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said we did not appropriate any of the funds to the
mental health centers. They were told any funds they could acquire
by any method, they had an unlimited expenditure so there is no
appropriation.
If we appropriate a specific amount we will have
to insert that, add it on to the other appropriated funds column.
It would place a limit on what they can do. Without specificying
the amount, we can request the Department of Institutions to request the full amount of all block grant and they can use that money
for the operation of the mental health centers without specifying
a specific amount.
REP. BENGSTON asked about including the $1.7 million to raise the
base of the community health center spending?
MR. SOUTH said he has to get long-range plans in oepration. Maybe
they will not spend that money in 1983 and the recommended budget
in 1983 exceeds current revenue.
REP. BENGSTON said she has a feeling the language will restrict
the mental health centers even further.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said Mr. South can apply for those block grants,
get them in the Department and use them for mental health only.
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REP. BENGSTON thought a budget amendment process could reject
the request.
The discretion is with the Department of Institutions
and not with the Legislature. What would be the object of a
budget amendment?
CHAIRMAN MOORE said there has to be authority to expend the money.
TOM CROSSER said language specified a budget amendment had to be
approved, then those funds are passed through the funds of State
Government to a local entity (04 account).
It would not be in
the Federal Government account.
CHAIRMAN MOORE suggested that it is the intent of the last session
that any funds received by the Department were to remain at
current level community health programs.
REP. CONROY asked Mr. South if it would help in tracking funds.
MR. SOUTH said he could keep track of the funds the same way.
MR. HOFFMAN said these are state funds and obligutions to the
community health programs.
They are specifically for community
mental health programs.
They would go to the 04 account.
CHAIRMAN MOORE stated that there are different scenarios in the
block grant programs.
MR. SOUTH said even if there are reductions of 12 percent, there
is ail 1 a carryover of $298,000.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said authority can be given to the Department of
Institutions for spending authority through budget amendment.
TOM CROSSEN spoke on the 04 account.
He said the Department
would handle it in a single amendment, ndtperiodically throughout
the year.
He disagreed with Mr. Hoffman that those numbers have
to go to the 04 account.
There are other accounts for general
services coming to State agencies, and they are transferred to
local entities.
If budget amendment is required, the initial
amount would not have to be determined.
CHAIRMAN 1-1QORE said the scenario for the maximum is what was in
the Omnibus bill. We do not know the exact appropriation.
REP. BENGSTON said it seems like an additional step to spend this
money.
SEN. MARK ETCHART asked CHAIRMAN MOORE to read the motion.
CHAIR11AN MOORE:
It is the intent of the Legislature that the
Department of Institutions apply for the full amount of federal
funds available through the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981
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for mental health programs during federal fiscal years 1982
and 1983. Any funds received by the Department of Institutions
may be budget amended under the Provisions of House Bill 500,
section 3, to maintain current level community mental health
programs.
It is also the intent of the Legislature that expenditure for community mental health programs not exceed
available revenues.
REP. BENGSTON said the program should allow for as much flexibility as possible.
The motion was passed.
RAY HOFFMAN gave a

review of the Committee actions:

Department of Institutions:
Alcohol and drug abuse:
Mental Health:

reduction of general funds;

Committee took action;

just completed action;

Women's correctional program budget:
Boulder School and Hospital:
Center for the Aged:

Committee took action;

no action requested or required;

Eastmont Training Center:
Galen:

Committee took action;

Committee action;

no action required or taken;

Mountain View School:
Pine Hills School:

Committee reduced Title I authority;

Committee action;

Montana State Prison:

required no action;

Swan River: Committee reduced the general fund and increased the Federal funds.
Veterans Horne:
Warm Springs:
ductions;

required no action;
Committee took action on ESEA Title I re-

Board of Pardons:

required no action;

Concluded with the Department of Institutions.
RAY HOFFMAN left and was replaced with BRUCE SHIVELY and CURT NICHOLS
for questioning.
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CHAIRMAN HOORE said the scenu.rio we used for the Office of
Public Instruction was the least amount scenario. He requested
Curt to explain the three scenarios to the members of the
Committee, and possibly reconsider our previous action.
CURT NICHOLS said the levels for Vo-ed are set out in the material
given out by Mr. Christiaansen.
BRUCE SHIVELY handed sheets to the Committee, pointing out OPI
expenditure needs. The letter from Gary Steurwald, line 2, shows
block grant allocations. An option is to recommend a final option
based on $325,000 block grant and $157,000 in carry-over funds,
supplemented by $214,000 general funds.
This is the worst case
revenue scenario.
CHAIRHAN MOORE said the best case scenario is in the Omnibus.
If we accept the middle scenario it would require only$52,214
from the general fund. We took action to appropriate $214,600.
He would like the Committee to strike a happy medium and use the
middle scenario and reduce the general fund expenditure. This
would take a motion to reconsider previous action on the subject
and a motion to provide another amount of general fund monies.
REP. BENGSTON asked if it would be possible to put language in
the bill?
CHAIRMAN MOORE said there will be no scenario in the bill itself.
SEN. JACOBSON asked if this is dealing only with the general OPI?
CHAIRMAN MOORE said it was.
BRUCE SHIVELY discussed the language not to exceed $483,487 in
fiscal year 1983.
If we accept the language we would change the
total amount to $645,641, the middle scenario.
REP. ERNST said it is very likely we will have the worst case
scenario. He asked if there was a need to change it.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said it is $60,000 below the Omnibus bill. There
was some discussion between the two on the possibility of a
12 percent cut.
BRUCE SHIVELY reviewed the Gary Steurwald handout.
CHAIRMAN MOORE mentioned Omnibus Bill for $547,000. He said the
other day the Committee appropriated $214,000 of general fund
money by using the worst scenario; that could be changed to $ 52,000
by using the middle scenario. He requested this be reconsidered.
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REP. BOB THOFT made a motion to reconsider the previous action.
All were in favor.
REP. BENGSTON asked if the Omnibus money protects us.
CHAIRMAN MOORE answered that Bruce Shively would have to work it out.
SEN. ETCHART made a motion to adopt the language with a new figure
for the middle scenario to appropriate $52,214 of general fund
money. The motion passed.
CHAIru~N

MOORE mentioned the $111,018 appropriated for the general
fund for Vo-ed administration.

CURT NICHOLS went over the figures on Vo-ed. He pointed- out
the review of the worksheet handed out by Dr. Christiaansen.
He said areas of Federal grant from administration money are not
being used for administrative money. There are questions of
drawing money for certain areas.
They have changed the way vocational funds are used. They are being used for processes other
than administration.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said we could reduce the $111,~18 to some lower
amount of general fund money for the operation of that office
because of the changes pointed out by Curt.
CURT NICHOLS said these areas do not require a match.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked for totals that could be used for reduction.
CURT NICHOLS reviewed the figures in Column 5.
CHAIRMAN MOORE asked how the $11,891 could be reduced without
taking a risk.
CURT NICHOLS said you could take funds out of homemaking, teacher
development and research. There is a question in the special
disadvantaged area.
SEN. JACOBSON said this has been done for the last 3 or 4 years
and the auditors will soon be looking into it.
REP. BENGSTON said these things should have come Up during the
hearing when Mr. Christiaansen was here.
CURT NICHOLS said some of them were brought up and there were no
questions so there was no in-depth discussion.
REP. CONROY asked about the research money being taken out.
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CURT NICHOLS explained that the money has been taken.
plained all the funding taken from the various areas.
total figure of $62,985.

He exHe gave a

REP. BENGSTON thought $111,000 was a compromise worked out with
Mr. Christiaansen.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said the original amount was $147,000 and was
brought down to $135,000, then the Department said they would
settle for $111,000.
SEN. JACOBSON said they were told the budget would be reduced by
13 percent.
She sees no decrease whatsoever.
CHAIRMAN MOORE explained that the prior Vo-ed man, Dr. Larry Key,
built a small empire and Mr. Argenbright reduced that staff.
SEN. JACOBSON answered that Gary Stcurwald told her Mr. Argenbright
had reduced the whole office by 17 percent but that 13 percent
was a more recent figure.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said he thought the 13 was an FTE.
CURT NICHOLS said the request of $144,000 would have left Vo-ed
higher than what was appropriated by the Legislature.
REP. CONROY made a motion to reconsider the previous action
regarding Vo-ed administration.
REP. ERNST asked if they were doing the right thing by pulling
the planning and evaluation out?
A substitute motion was made by REP. ERNST to add $11,891 to
the $48,033 to make a total of $59,924. The motion PASSED.
REP. BENGSTON asked permission to change her vote from YES to NO.
Permission was granted. The language will have to be revised on
this motion.
REP. BENGSTON requested a figure for the OPI reduction of $52,214
from the general fund.
CHAIRMAN MOORE said the bill was to utilize monies appropriated
for the guard tower leftover to be used for other security areas.
It will be up to the Joint Rules Committee.
He mentioned the
priorities pointed out by Ray Hoffman, page 24, on $1.2 million
anticipated spending authority. The priorities were rearranged
so that Cooney Dam would be No. 1 and the others dropped down in
order.
SEN. THOFT MOVED to move Cooney Dam from priority 9 to Priority 1.
A letter will be sent to the Department of Natural Resources.
All were in favor.
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Sen. Haffey said the money saved here would be able to fund
everything on their list.
REP. CONROY raised a question on the need for Giant Springs funding.
It was clarified by CHAIRHAN HOORE.
CHAIRMAN MOORE announced that there would be no more meetings this
week.
At 12:15 p.m. the meeting was adjourned.
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Rep. Bob Thoft
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REP. ERNST made a substitute motion to add $11,891 to
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the original amount of $48,033 from general fund to the Vo-ed
administration, for a total of $59,924.
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SENATOR ETCHART made a motion to adopt the language with a

new figure for the middle scenario to appropriate $52,214 of general func
money for Vo-ed.
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Senator Etchart made a motion to recommend that the
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Department of Institutions apply for the full amount of funds
available through the Omnibus Act of 1981.
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