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The Appropriations Committee met at 7:10 p.m. on March 22, 1983, in 
Room 104,'with Chairman Francis Bardanouve presiding and all members 
were present. Judy Rippingale, Legislative Fiscal Analyst, was also 
present. HOUSE BILLS 418, 600, and 902 were heard. EXECUTIVE ACTION 
was taken on HOUSE BILLS 418 and 600. 

(Tape 8: Track 4:1000) 
HOUSE BILL 902: A BILL FOR AN ACT ENTITLED: "AN ACT ESTABLISHING 
STATE EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION PLANS AND BENEFIT LEVELS; PROVIDING PAY 
SCHEDULES FOR FISCAL YEARS 1984 AND 1985; APPROPRIATING FUNDS THERE
FOR; AMENDING SECTIONS 2-18-106, 2-18-303 THROUGH 2-18-305, 2-18-311, 
AND 2-18-703, MCA; AND PROVIDING AN IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE." 

Representative BARDANOUVE presented this bill but noted that there 
were many changes on this bill since its introduction that he did not 
know about. He also noted that there is substantially more money in 
this bill than the original bill. 

The pay plan was to be funded through vacancy savings in the original 
bill which caused a great deal of fear that there would be massive 
layoffs of between 200 and 700 state employees. He felt the 700 
figure was exaggerated but he could not pinpoint the actual figure. 
He noted that state government has almost 4,000 turnovers per year. 
When there are turnovers, there are some savings because it usually 
takes some time.to fill positions. Also, the new employee will 
begin at a step 1 whereas the incumbant generally had accumulated 
steps. Some agencies do not have any turnover and other agencies 
already have tight budgets; both cases would make it difficult to 
fund this pay plan. 

Representative BARDANOUVE said the Labor Committee considerably amended 
this bill and he was not consulted on those amendments nor does he know 
how the amendments were arrived at so he could neither support nor 
oppose the amendments. 

Representative BARDANOUVE said he was concerned that there is not 
enough money to fund this pay plan and, if this bill passes, there 
must be a significant increase in taxes. He did not feel there was 
any way to get a major increase in revenue through the House and 
the Senate has declared that they would not pass a major revenue bill. 
The Governor also said he would not sign a revenue increase bill. In 
summary, there are two alternatives: raise revenues to fund the plan 
as it came out of the Labor Committee or pass the bill as it was 
originally introduced. Neither alternative is very well liked. There 
has been talk from some members of the legislature, some members of 
labor, and some members of the University System that they would 
prefer a pay freeze rather than a pay plan funded by vacancy savings. 
Representative BARDANOUVE said a pay freeze could be a third alterna
tive. He said high unemployment is a major contributing factor to 
this issue. He said some people would rather have the security of 
their jobs than a small pay raise. 
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This is an extremely difficult issue and there will be opposition any 
way it is decided but the decision has to be made. 

Representative BARDANOUVE said we may not be living up to our negotiated 
agreement from the last legislature, but the legislature has always 
assumed the position that they are not bound by any negotiated 
agreements. 

Proponents: 
Dennis TAYLOR, Administrator of the Personnel Division, voiced his 
support of the bill as it was originally introduced and he was not 
sure if that made him a proponent or an opponent of this bill. 

Mr. TAYLOR said the pay plan as it was originally introduced was 
consistent with the negotiations from the collective bardaining 
process. He spoke of a "Summary of Collective Bargaining for 
Public Employees of the State of Montana" which governs the conduct 
for the salary decisions of the Executive branch. He then spoke 
of the "State Employee Salary and Benefit Survey", which they are 
required to conduct every two years. He then explained in detail 
what these two reports represented. 

Ron SUNSTEAD, chief negotiator for the Executive branch, voiced his 
support for this bill. He explained collective bargaining and the 
matrices outlined in the amended bill. He felt anything less than 
what is on HB 902 would hurt the state in their attempt to attract 
and retain competent employees. In summary, he felt HB 902 was in 
the best interest of the state and its employees. 

Betsy PHILLIPS, President of the Montana Public Employees Association, 
voiced her support for the pay plan as it was negotiated and without 
layoffs. She felt the Legislature has to hold up their end of the 
agreement as the other members of the bargaining process have done. 

Jim MC GARVEY, Montana Federation of Teachers AFL-CIO, voiced his 
support for HB 902 as amended. He opposed HB 902 as it was originally 
introduced because he felt it was not enough and he objected to funding 
state employees salaries out of vacancies. He noted that teachers are 
underpaid, especially teachers in the state institutions. He said a 
pay freeze"in his opinion, would be totally out of the question. If 
taxes have to be raised to fund programs and raises, he felt they should 
be raised. 

Gene FENDER, business manager for Laborers Local 254 in Helena, said 
he represents state employees in the Capitol. He said he supports 
the 4.5% raise because that was what was negotiated. He did not want 
the budget balanced off the backs of state employees. 

Tom SCHNEIDER, executive director of Montana Public Employees Associa
tion, voiced his support for the negotiated agreement. He centered 
his testimony on the possibility of a wage freeze. A wage freeze would 
lose between $15 million and $20 million in salaries. 
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GEORGE HAGERMAN, American Federation of State, County, and Municipal 
Employees, voiced his support for HB 902 with serious reservations 
and presented written testimony outlining those reservations (Exhibit 
1) • 

JOE GERAGHTY, president of Local 971 in Boulder, voiced his support 
for HB 902. He said HB 902 as originally introduced did not represent 
collective bargaining. He noted that, at no time during the bargaining 
was it stated that raises would be funded through layoffs or vacancy 
savings. Mr. GERAGHTY said he did not think the legislature cared 
about state employees. 

Opponents: 
DAVE LEWIS, director of the Office of Budget and Program Planning, 
voiced his opposition to HB 902 as amended. Mr. LEWIS provided his 
testimony on HB 902 before it was amended (Exhibit =l) but said the 
$12 million added by the amendments is not in the budget and, there
fore, he cannot support HB 902 as amended. He explained that vacancy 
savings are real dollars and the pay plan can be funded by vacancy 
savings. 

Discussion: 
There was some discussion about the number of employees covered by 
HB 902. The average salary of state employees was discussed and 
Mr. Taylor presented a breakdown by EEO category (Exhibit 3 ). 

Representative QUILICI said the legislature asked to hold these 
negotiations for collective bargaining and the agencies involved 
bargained in good faith. He felt this legislature had no choice 
but to accept this pay plan. 

There was $750,000 put in the original bill to cover small agencies 
that do not have any turnover. There was some discussion regarding 
the method of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst to propose cuts of 
positions that were vacant for more than one year. There is lan
guage in the bill to allow agencies the flexibility to move operating 
expenses into personal services. 

Representative BARDANOUVE closed by saying that the MEA says we are 
balancing the budget on the backs of property owners; the University 
System says we are balancing the budgets on the backs of the univer
sities, the employees say we are balancing the budget on the backs of 
the employees, and the agencies say we are balancing the budget on the 
backs of the agencies. Consequently, Representative BARDANOUVE said 
we must be balancing the budget on a fairly level plane since everyone 
is carrying the burden of the balanced budget. He felt the people of 
Montana should consider themselves lucky that they aren't in Minnesota 
or Michigan because even a pay freeze in those states would look like 
utopia given their financial plight. 

The hearing was closed to further testimony. 
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HOUSE BILL 418: A BILL FOR AN ACT ENTITLED: "AN ACT TO EARMARK A 
PORTION OF THE OIL SEVERANCE TAX FOR THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BLOCK GRANT 
ACCOUNT: AMENDING SECTIONS 15-1-501 AND 15-36-112, MCA: AND PROVIDING 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE." 

Representative DAN YARDLEY, House District #74, introduced this bill. 
Representative YARDLEY explained that this bill is a companion bill 
to House Bill 600. This bill would set up an earmarked account and 
House Bill 600 would allow that earmarked account to be used for the 
local government block grant. 

Note: Testimony for both bills will be virtually the same so the 
proponents for both bills will voice their support in the hearing for 
HB 600,to save the committee time and prevent reiteration of testimony. 

HOUSE BILL 600: A BILL FOR AN ACT ENTITLED: "AN ACT ESTABLISHING A 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM PROVIDING FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
TO MUNICIPALITIES AND COUNTIES IN MONTANA: PROVIDING A METHOD FOR 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE FUNDS; DESIGNATING THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AS 
THE ADMINISTERING AGENCY: AMENDING SECTION 61-3-536, MCA: AND PROVIDING 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE." 

Representative McBride, who introduced this bill, was not available to 
open the hearing. 

Proponents: 
GEORGE TURMAN, Lieutenant Governor, addressed the deficiencies facing 
local governments. Past legislative actions have eroded the tax 
base and, as a result, local governments don't have the money to cover 
their deficiencies. This bill would provide funding for the block 
grant and reimbursement for lost vehicle taxes. The earmarking of 
the oil severance tax is appropriate because the last session identified 
that tax source to offset the losses that local governments realized as 
a result of the discontinuance of the vehicle reimbursement tax. This 
bill contemplates no new tax; simply the allocation of existing tax 
sources. 

MIKE STEPHENS, Montana Association of Counties, voiced his support for 
both HB 418 and HB 600. He reiterated that local governments are 
desperately in need of additional funding sources. 

GEORGE BOUSLlMAN, Urban Coalition, voiced his support for both HB 418 
and HB 600. Local governments see two forces at work: a declining 
and static tax base and uncontrollable, spiraling costs. They have 
no alternative but to come to the sate and seek a remedy, such as the 
passage of HB 418 and HB 600. If these bills are not passed, local 
governments will either have to raise property taxes or cut services, 
or even both. 
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ALEC HANSON, Montana League of Cities and Towns, voiced his support for 
both HB 418 and HB 600e He felt passage of these two bills would be 
a beginning for dealing with probably the most serious and fundamental 
problems of government finance in the state which is reliance on a static 
property tax base. -

He felt four factors contribute to this problem: legislative enactments, 
court actions, administrative decisions, and general economic conditions. 
Mr. HANSON said these two bills may not completely solve the problem but 
they represent progress in the right direction. 

ARDI AIKEN, commissioner for the City of Great Falls, voiced her support 
for these two bills. She said Montana is one of only four states with
out a significant program of sharing state revenue with local govern
ments. Local governments cannot keep raising property taxes. A poll 
conducted in November 1981 by the University of Montana Bureau of 
Business and Economic Research showed that 84% of the people statewide 
oppose an increase in property taxes. 

AL THELAN, Billings City Administrator, voiced his support for these 
two bills. 

Opponents: None. 

Discussion: 
Representative KATHLEEN MCBRIDE, House District #85, explained that 
she was caught on the floor of the House and apologized for any in
convenience to the committee. She presented information which showed 
how these bills would work (Exhibits 4 and 5). She summarized by 
saying there is a growing need for relief to local governments and we, 
as legislators, should look carefully at the obligation that we have 
created by the elimination of some taxes that went to local governments. 

This would be anticipated revenue and would come in above the mill 
levy. Representative WALDRON noted that, because of some of the cuts 
made by the legislature in the property tax base, a mill brings in 
less than it used to. The income revenue for the oil severance tax 
was figured at $26.50 per barrel at current production. 

Representative BARDANOUVE said he fully supports these bills. He 
noted that the legislature has had to make some very hard decisions 
this session and have had to cut some very useful and successful 
programs. He did not feel local governments are making those same 
kinds of hard decisions. He noted instances where local governments 
refuse to cut programs or consolidate with other counties to cut costs. 
He offered as an example the closure of schools when there are more 
schools than are necessary to accomodate the population. 

There was some discussion regarding funding this out of oil severance 
tax and speculations about how much oil severance tax there will 
actually be. 
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Representative BARDANOUVE asked the proponents what their preference 
was between these two bills and HB 910. All proponents stood and 
voiced their preference for passage of these two bills. 

***EXECUTIVE ACTION: 
HOUSE BILL 600: 
Representative WALDRON moved that HOUSE BILL 600 do pass. 

The motion was passed UNANIMOUSLY. 

HOUSE BILL 418: 
Representative WALDRON moved that HOUSE BILL 418 do pass. 

The motion was passed UNANIMOUSLY. 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 

FRANC I S BARDANOUVE 
Chairman 

It 
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State, County and Municipal Employees, Council No. 9 

Supporting House Bill No. 902 House Appropriations Committee 

March 22, 1983 

I am George Hagerman, representing the American 

Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, 

Council No.9, AFL-CIO. We represent a number of public 

employees in Montana, including many state employees. 

We support House Bill #902 with some serious 

reservations. Some of our units were among the first 

bargaining units to settle with the state this year. 

The pay increases averaged only 4~%, which is very low. 

Never, during all the negotiations were we told that the 

increases, the smallest of the last decade, would have 

to be funded out of vacancy savings or layoffs. 

As it is currently written, House Bill No. 902 

is much better than its original form. But it still 

makes use of vacancy savings to help fund the pay increases. 

We are well aware that times are tough. But we 

are also aware that most economists are predicting at 

least some sort of economic recovery. In times like these, 

'''II •• t.,~ 
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it doesn't seem fair to require state employees to make 

more sacrifices than other people. It (llso doesn't 

seem fair to use this b(lckdoor method of cutting services. 

The past two years have seen severe cutbacks 

in public employment and public services. House Bill 

#902 is now much better that its original form, but it 

still involves job losses and therefore service cutbacks. 

We ask you to support House Bill #902, but to 

remove the provisions of funding even part of the increase 

by vacancy savings and/or layoffs. 

Respectfully submitte~ by, 

~.$~ 
George F. Hagerman, Field Representativ f 

Montana council #9, AFSCME, AFL-CIO 
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Testimony On House Bill 902 

Financing Of Pay Plan Costs 

Since 1975 the appropriation committee has applied to agency personal 
services budgets various percentages of reduction known as vacancy 
savings. 

This percentage varied from agency to agency depending on the 
amount of turnover experienced and the number of positions 
which were vacant in the preceding biennium. The amount reduced from 
agency budgets has run as high as 9% in years past. Most agencies 
averaged at least 3.5% reductions. At this point agency budgets have 
not been reduced by the amount of anticipated vacancy savings. All 
positions in the budgets have been fully funded at the step and grade 
currently assigned. 

This means that most agencies have more available personal services 
funding than in the past. In addition, further funding is available 
from turnover savings realized when turnover occurs since positions 
are budgeted at the current step in the grade. When new employees are 
hired, they typically come in at step one or two. 

We have also requested the authority to transfer all savings made 
in operating expenses in the first year of the biennium to the second 
year to fund pay plan shortages. 

We believe that the combination of these three sources, vacancy 
savings, turnover savings, and operational expense savings in conjunct
ion with the flexibility to transfer between years will allow us to fund 
the pay plan with a minimum of reductions in the level of employees. 

An alternative method of funding would be to revert to the prior 
practice of reducing agency budgets by the amount of anticipated vacancy 
and turnover savings and placing this money in a pool for reallocation. 
However, this penalizes the Department of Institutions in particular. 
Since the large institutions suffer the highest turnover, they always 
have the highest vacancy savings. If these amounts are pulled out and 
put in a pool and the reallocation is on a per capita basis the 
Institutions actually come out shorter than if they kept all of their 
money and absorbed the cost of the pay plan. 

We calculate that the normal turnover and vacancy savings result 
in savings of an average of 3.5% per year. In addition we believe that 
most agencies can save 2% operating expenses if saving jobs is offered 
as an incentive. 



For examEle: 

SMALL AGENCY (50 employees @ $20,000) 

First Year 

Agency Personal Services $ 1,000,000 
Vacancies and Turnover 3.5% 35,000 

Agency Operating Expenses 150,000 
2% Savings 3,000 

Pay Plan Cost @ 4% 40,000 
Total Possible Savings 38 2000 
Shortfall $ 2,000 

Second Year 

Agency Personal Service $ 1,040,000 
Vacancies and Turnover 3.5% 36,400 

Agency Operating Expenses 159,000 
2% Savings 3,180 

Pay Plan Costs @ 4% 81,600 
Total Possible Savings 39 2580 
Shortfall $ 42,020 

Vacancies required 1 position @ $20,000 for 2 years. 

LARGE AGENCY (1,000 employees @ $20,000) 

First Year 

Agency Personal Services 
Vacancies and Turnover @ 3.5% 

Agency Operating Expenses 
2% Savings 

Pay Plan Costs @ 4% 
Total Possible Savings 
Shortfall 

Second Year 

Agency Personal Services 
Vacancies and Turnover 3.5% 

Operating Expenses 
2% Savings 

Pay Plan Cost @ 4% 
Total Possible Savings 

$20,000,000 
700,000 

3,000,000 
60,000 

800,000 
760,000 

$ 40,000 

$21,632,000 
757,120 

3,180.000 
63,600 

$ 1,632,000 
820 2000 

$ 811 ,280 

Vacancy required, 20 positions @ $20,000 for 2 years. 



This means that 20 positions out of 1000 would have to be held 
vacant in the biennium to fund the pay plan. (2%) 

In the current biennium we only funded approximately 92% of the pay 
plan. This required agencies to eat 8% of the 12 & 12 authorized 
by the last legislature. 

This doesn't consider the fact that most agencies also had vacancy 
savings taken from their original budget request. 

LEGISLATURE 1:R/4 



SALl',RY NTN ,YSIS OF FEHALES NID 1'lALF..8 

BY EEO-4 Category 
Parch 1983 

(Classified Positions Only) 
(University Positions Not Included) 

OFFICIAIS AND ADtlINISTRAIDRS 

Totals 

No. of Positions 
Avg.Starting Salary 
Avg.Current Salary 

PROFESSIOnAlS 

No. of Positions 
Avg.Starting Salary 
Avg • Current Salary 

TECHNICIANS 

No. of Positions 
Avg. Starting Salary 
Avg • Current Salary 

PROI'ECI'IVE SERVICES 

No. of Positions 
Avg. Starting Salary 
Avg. Current Salary 

PAPAPROFESSIONAIS 

No. of Positions 
Avg. Starting Salary 
Avg • Current Salar.J 

OFFICE AND CLERICAL 

No. of Positions 
Avg • Starting Salary 
Avg.Current Salary 

461 
$25,062 
$30,729 

2,748 
$18,805 
$22,142 

1,775 
$14,435 
$17,030 

517 
$15,216 
$17,720 

940 
$11,901 
$13,628 

1,754 
$11,346 
$12,867 

FeITBle 

68 (14.75%) 
$21,405 
$25,478 

908 (33%) 
$17 ,584 
$20,207 

943 (53.1%) 
$13 ,541 
$15,823 

31 (6%) 
$13,699 
$15,058 

619 (65.9%) 
$11 ,621 
$13,340 

1,548 (88.3%) 
$1l,295 
$12,762 

EXHIBIT 3 
~arch 22, 1983 
Full Committee 

t'lale 

393 (85.25't) 
525,695 
$31,638 

1840 (67%) 
$19,407 
$23.097 

832 (46.9%) 
$15,447 
$18,399 

486 (94%) 
$15,314 
$17,890 

321 (34.1%) 
$12,442 
$14,183 

206 (11.7%) 
$1l,725 
$13,734 



SKIILED CRill'S 

No. of Posit wns 
l\vq. SG"'\rtin' ~>lClrv 

A.vq • Current SA In:r.r 

7', \ ,.0. • :~ t:;1.:.t j ~ ... (~f C ..... ~=-t 1 (~1',1 
t"J9. CurrCI;t- Salarv' 

STATE 'IDI'AL 

No. of Positions 
Avg.Starting Salary 
Avg.Current Salary 

413 
S19,419 
520,925 

"740 
S14,9('7 
$::6,258 

9,348 
$15,710 
$18,236 

Female 

7 (1. 7%) 
$13,893 
$15,957 

1]1 (J i::'i,) 

$ll,JG"7 
$12,480 

4235 (45.3%) 
$13,372 
$15,343 

Starting salary of Females is 75.8% of Males 

Current salary of Females is 74.4% of Males 

~!ale 

406/98.3%) 
$19,515 
521,011 

h=O (>:')'i') 

~~15,567 

$lG,9?5 

5,113 (54.7%) 
$17,647 
$20,632 



EXHIBIT ,'4 
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Full Committee 

The erosion of the property tax base has been substantial and 
it endangers the revenue structures of many local governments. Prominent 
factors in that erosion have been: 

YEAR ITEM TAX CHANGE TAXABLE VALUATION 
1973 Household goods Exempted $17,468,238 
1975 Solvent credits Exempted 4,253,405 
1975-6 Business inventory Rate lowered 27',228 , 146 
1977 Real property Rate lowered Insufficient data 
1979 Centrally assessed 

property Rate lowered Insufficient data 
1979 Recreational vehicles Exempted Insufficient data 
1981 Livestock and Poultry Rate lowered 49,921,021 
1981 Equipment Rate lowered 18,803,267 
1983 Business Inventory Exempted 38,753,870 

Estimates of the annual revenue "losses" associated with these measur
able reductions in taxable valuations, based on the average mill levies of 
jurisdictions at the time of reductions, are: 

counties $5,918,662 
cities-towns 5,384,768 

The details of these calculations appear in Attachment A. (see reverse) 

Another legislative action eliminated the tax on bank stock and 
surplus which at the time (1979) had a taxable value of $21,808,452. At 
the time, approximate replacement of the tax revenue was provided by the 
financial institutions corporation tax. However, tax credits allowed under 
that measure have reduced revenue about $1 million from 1981 to 1982 and 
revenue for 1982 is about $100,000 below the proceeds from the prior tax in 
1979. Furthermore, the new act was declared unconsitutional in 1982 and 
the possible exposure to local governments for refunds is $6.9 million. 

Other developments which, while welcome, have had adverse revenue con
sequences for local governments are the settlements of two protracted tax 
disputes--disputes which predate this Administration. In the matter of pro
tested railroad taxes, the settlements will mean the receipt by local 
governments of $20.5 million less than the original tax billings of 1980, 
1981 and 1982, an average of about $7 million per year. In the matter of 
settlement of the "34% cases" (commercial property valuations), taxable 
valuations were reduced $4,951,236 in 1979, $6,201,950 in 1980, and 
approximately $6,500,000 in 1981. Prospectively, these property valuations 
may have been reduced by about $20 million for 1982. 

The factors of erosion have affected all taxing jurisdictions which 
rely on property tax revenues, including school districts. However, the 
school foundation program has diminished the impact for school districts. 
Since 1973, the proportion of state funding in the foundation program has 
increased from about 50% to more than 68% and the support level from the 
foundation program including permissive levies has increased from about 
$600 per student to more than $1600 per student. 

No comparable support or replacement mechanism exists for cities, 
towns, and counties. Consequently, the erosion of the tax base has led 
inevitably to reduced levels of services and employment in local govern
ments and to the imposition of higher mill levies on the remaining property 
taxpayers. 



Attachment A 

ESTIMATED REDUCTIONS IN TAX REVENUE BY JURISDICTION 

YEAR ITEM STATE SCHOOL COUNTY CITY 

1973 Household 
. 1 

goods $157,214 $2,020,882 $662,100 $1,000,573 

1975 Solvent credits 
2 25,495 506,316 144,298 253,008 

1976 Business inventory 3 152,443 3,184,337 1,008,794 1,648,091 

1981 Livestock/poultry 
4 205,474 5,044,550 1,849,550 

1981 Equipment 
4 

92,608 2,273,600 833,600 

1983 Business inventory 5 187,440 4,643,760 1,420,320 2,483,096 
$820,674 $17,673,445 $5,918,662 $5,384,768 

1 Used average for all cities 1973-74: 220.04 mills - 37.91 county; 
115.17 school; 57.29 city; 9.0 state. 

2 Used average for all cities 1974-75: 208.13 mills - 33.98 county; 
107.8 school; 59.49 city; 6.0 state. 

3 Used average for all cities 1975-76: 206.52 mills - 37.05 county; 
116.95 school; 60.53 city; 5.60 state. 

4 
Based on 1981-82 rural levy of 207.28 mills - 54.0 county; 
147.28 schools; 6.0 state. 

5 Used average for all cities 1982-83: 281.64 mills - 45.47 county; 
148.63 school; 79.47 city; 6.0 state. 



EXHIBIT "5 
March 22, 1983 
Full Committe e 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT BLOCK GRANT (HB 600, HB 418) 

MAJOR FEATURES OF ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL: 

.builds on 1981 Legislature's precedent of replacing property taxes with oil severance 
taxes to support local governments (natural resources helping human services) 
.helps mitigate erosion of tax base available to local governments 
.provides alternative, Il)ng;-ange revenue source to alleviate heavy dependence on 
property taxpayers 

.injects modest amount of state dollars to allow flexibility to local 'governments to 
meet local priorities 

.includes equalization factor t'J assure fair distribution to all local government units 
while targeting those most in need of assistance 

.based on cooperative planning and compromise among Montana A.ssociation of Counties, 
League of Cities and Towns, Urban Coalition, and the Administration. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
BLOCK GRANT 

ACCOUNT 

$21.7 million 
per year· 

HS418 earmarks 
33 1/3% of oil 

severance tax 
(scheduled to 

increase to SOA. 
on April 1 '83) 

$18.7 million 
per year· 

General Fund 
appropriation 
(line item in 

Commerce's budget· 
Community 

Assistance Prg) 

$3 million/yr 

·estimates 2/4/83 

$15.4 million/yr for GENERAL PURPOSE GRANT 
.continues motor vehicle reimbursement program 
enacted by 1981 regular session 

.recipients are: 
.countie~ 
.municipalities 
.school districts 
.other jurisdictions (cemetery, 
hospital, fire districts, etc.) 

.allocations from state based on existing law 
(number of vehicles and average tax loss per 
vehicle in 1981). 

.distribution is to counties, who then disburse to 
others (based on proportionate number of mills 
levied by each jurisdiction within the county) 

.payments March 1 of each year (must be made 
before any other block grant funds are released) 

$6.3 million/yr for GENERAL SERVICES GRANTS 
.total divided on basis of state's "unincorporated" 

vs "incorporated" population; for example: 
counties = "unincorporated" = approxi mately 

44.4% of state's population = 
$2.8 million/yr 

cities/towns/consolidated governments = 
"incorporated" = 55.6% state 
population = $3.5 million/yr 

.distribution formulas based on popUlation and 
relative value of local tax base 

.payments June 30 of each year (exception: 
special one·time, partial payment to initiate 
program on October 1, 1983) 

.estimated general services block grant alloca· 
tions for each county, municipality (including 
consolidated governments) appear on reverse side. 
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HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
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BILL HOUSE BILL 600 ; tJ.'£r·,:,.!.,;;..... -DATE .. 
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STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

.......... M~l ... 2.2 ................................... 19 .. $.3 .... . 

SPEAUR MR .............................................................. . 

We, your committee on ................................. ~~.~~!~~~ ............................................................................... . 

having had under consideration ............................ ~~~~ ......................................................................... Bill No ... ~~~ ...... . 
YELLOW 

_______ reading copy ( ) 
color 

A BtU. 1'OR lUI 1Ct DTITLED: -AU ACt TO i!AtmARlC A PORTION OF T8E OIt. 

MID CAS SEVDARCE TAX !'OR -ruE LOCAL GOV8~ BLOClt CRU'.f ACCOmft'~ 

AMBNDIHG SBC!'IOHS 15-1-501 Am) 15-36-112, lfC'Al Am> PltOVIJ)tNC AN' 

BOtmE 41S 
Respectfully report as follows: That ............................................................................................................ Bill No .................. . 

QQ PASS. 

STATE PUB. co. 
·P:iWfutS···~OVE·······················C·h~i~·,;;~~:········· 

Helena, Mont. 

COMMITTEE SECRETARY 



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

MARCH 22 33 
.................................................................... 19 ........... . 

SPEAltRR MR .............................................................. . 

. APPROPRIATIONS We, your committee on ....................................................................................................................................................... . 

having had under consideration ...................... , .............. ~!!.$.~ ............................................................... Bill No ..... ~.~~ .... . 

BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM PROVIDING FIN.lWCIAL ASSIS'1'J\.;~E 'to MiniICIPALI'l'IES 

AND COtnrrIES IN MONTANA: PROVIDING A ME'fBOD FOR DIS'l'RIBtlTIOlf OP 'l'D 

FUNDS; DFStGW\'1'Il'lG THE DEP~ OP COMMERCE AS TIn: AD.MINl:S'l'ERING 

AGENCY; AMm'WING SECTIOlf 61-3-536, MCA: A..'ID PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DAft." 

HOUSE . 600 
Respectfully report as follows: That ............................................................................................................ Bill No .................. . 

DO PASS 

STATE PUB. CO. Chairman. 
Helena, Mont. 
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