
JOINT HOUSE-SENATE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES AND BUSINESS REGULATIONS - MINUTES 
March 3, 1983 

The meeting was called to order by VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH at 8:15 a.m. 
in Room 132 of the Capitol Building, Helena, Montana. 

ROLL CALL: HEMS TAD , STOBIE, BOYLAN, LANE, SMITH - Present 
MANUEL - Excused 
Staff Present: DICK GILBERT, LFA; CAROLYN DOERING, 
OBPP; and PATTI SCOTT, SECRETARY 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES DIVISION (Tape #70 Side B-OOl) (EXHIBIT A) 

DOUG BOOKER, OBPP, was present to explain why this Division was 
now in our Subcommittee. House Bill 639 will transfer the Local 
Government Services Division from the Department of Administration 
to the Department of Commerce. Chairman Quilici of the Appro­
priations Subcommittee of Legislative, Judicial, and Administrative 
had approved funding for the Division. This Subcommittee also 
needed to approve the funding because it is transferring to the 
Department of Commerce. 

MR. BOOKER explained that this Division provides the technical 
assistance to cities and counties for the Budgeting and Accounting 
Reporting System (BARS). This Division performs post-audits of 
local government entities to determine whether their financial 
statements are fairly presented. These audits also ensure that 
all appropriate State statutes and regulations are followed. 

The Division was supposed to be done with the BARS assistance 
to cities and counties by June 30, 1984. Chairman Quilici's 
Subcommittee felt that the program should be funded in FY85 to 
provide enhancements to existing systems and to start the school 
districts on the system, which is also mandated State statute. 
The Subcommittee thought General Fund was needed. A funding 
split was recommended - 75% General Fund and 25% Local Funds. 
The 75% means $252,532 in General Fund for FY85. The 25% Local 
match would be $84,177. To make up part of the General Fund, 
the Subcommittee transfered $200,000 from the District Courts 
(same Division) for FY85, and $52,532 of General Fund. 

OBPP and LFA recommended no additional General Fund for the BARS 
System. They both felt the cities and counties should be 
assuming this cost, with no split. Chairman Quilici's Sub­
committee actions approved the $252,532, which makes this 
Division $52,532 over the Executive General Fund Request for 
the entire Division. 
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MR. BOOKER requested that when this Subcommittee transfers the 
Local Services Division budget into Commerce (contingent on 
passage of House Bill 639) that it change the funding split to 
59% General Fund and 41% Local Funds. OBPP feels there should 
be more local match, and that the Emergency District Court 
Funding should stay where it was. However, by changing the 
funding split, this will eliminate the $52,000 extra appropria­
tion from the General Fund, and still use the $200,000 District 
Court monies. 

(Tape #70 Side B-076) 
GOERGE PENDERGAST, Administrator for the Local Government 
Services Division was present. MR. PENDERGAST stated his 
Division budget was heard on February 2 and acted upon on 
February 17, 1983. There was testimony at that time regarding 
this budget. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH asked why didn't the other Subcommittee 
make the recommendation for the 59%-41% funding split. Why did 
they go with the 75%-25% split instead. MR. BOOKER stated there 
was no concrete basis for their decision. 

This Committee felt they did not have enough information to 
recommend the actions of another Subcommittee be changed with­
out more information. VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH postponed any action 
until more information was available, and the members could 
check with their counties for input. 

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE (Tape #70 Side B-164) 

The Capitol Grounds Maintenance is being transferred from the 
Department of Administration to the Department of Fish, Wildlife 
and Parks. This Subcommittee has already approved the FWP budget, 
which included this transfer. The private contractors who have 
been tending the grounds for the past several years were not 
aware of the transfer, or that their contracts were being can­
celled until after the budget was set. They have asked to 
appear before the Committee on this matter. 

CLINT GRIMES, representing the Montana Janitorial Association was 
present. He presented the Committee with EXHIBIT B. He explained 
two private contractors currently hold three-year contracts with 
the State of Montana for maintenance of the Capitol grounds. 
The contracts are renewable each of the three years prior to 
July 1. He contends that it will cost the State of Montana $8,000 
more than having the private contractors do the work. He also 
stated these private contractors purchased equipment in good faith 
because of the three-year contract. 
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DAVE ASHLEY, Deputy Director of the Department of Administration, 
stated the Governor's Council on Management had recommended 
that the grounds maintenance be done in-house through the Depart­
ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. The general feeling of the 
Council was that too much time was being spent in administering 
the contracts. Administration and FWP have created a task force 
to deal with this question. The task force concluded that in 
addition to transferring the grounds maintenance, the snow re­
moval duties should also be transferred. 

JIM FLYNN, Director of the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 
presented the Committee with EXHIBIT C, which is his best esti­
mation on how the 3.75 FTEs would be used for grounds maintenance. 
He feels with this manpower, and purchasing the already-approved 
grounds equipment, they should be able to do the job adequately. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH asked why the contractors cancelled their 
contracts at different times, forcing the State to come in at 
higher costs. MR. GRIMES stated part of the problem was the 
one-year contracts, and the contractors not purchasing the 
needed equipment. With the three-year contract, Administration 
hoped to entice the contractors to purchase the needed equipment. 
The contractors did make some major capital purchases, giving 
them three years to amoritize the costs out. He also stated 
the Council on Management did not specify the grounds mainten­
ance should be done in-house. He also stated the Council never 
did talk to the contractors. MR. GRIMES felt it was only fair 
that the Council should have at least talked to them before 
making this type of a recommendation. 

SENATOR LANE asked what kind of obligation the State has to these 
people. DON HAGEN, of Mr. Klean in Great Falls, one of the 
contractors, stated he has purchased a considerable amount of 
equipment just to do the job. His impression was the State put 
out a three-year contract with no cost of living or anything 
else. He made his purchases and commitment assuming he had a 
three-year contract. 

MR. ASHLEY stated the contracts are negotiated through the 
Purchasing Division. They are for one year with option to carry 
into the second and third years, renewable at the option of the 
contractor. If the contractor feels he can live with the price, 
he may renew. 

REPRESENTATIVE STOBIE asked about the cost being less with the 
contractors. MR. GRIMES stated they have the figures from 
Chairman Quilici's Subcommittee which show it would be $8,000 
less. MR. BOOKER stated he understands the contractor's price 
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is $116,000 for the biennium. In comparison, the budget in 
which it can be done in-house is $111,000 FY84 and $94,000 FY8S. 
This would be a savings at over $20,000. This also included 
the capital purchases, but not snow removal. 

SENATOR BOYLAN asked who does the long-range planning on the 
Capitol grounds. MR. ASHLEY stated there is a Landscape Com­
mittee made up of citizens and representatives from Administration. 
This Committee will also transfer to FWP. 

MR. HAGEN clarified the cancellation of the previous contract. 
There was a provision for a cost-of-living increase, which 
Administration did not abide by. Administration also bagan 
specifying that minimum wage must be paid, and thus increased 
the bid price. (Davis-Bacon Act) Administration also changed 
some specs for maintenance midway into the year, causing the 
contractor to need more money to accommodate the change. 

DON CURRY, who has part of the grounds contract, stated he had 
asked several times to meet with the Council on Management about 
the grounds, but they never responded. 

LES DAVIS, contractor, stated the duties are clearly specified 
in the contract. He feels the costs as projected by the State 
are not as concrete as his, since he has been doing the work 
for several years, and knows exactly what it will cost. He also 
stated it does not matter to him which Department contracts the 
work. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH asked why the Committee was not informed 
before now about the contracts. CAROLYN DOERING, OBPP, stated 
all we got in the transfer were the numbers, and not these 
details. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH decided this question should go to the full 
Appropriations Committee. The Committee agreed. 

FWP - SNOWMOBILE EARMARKED FUNDS (Tape #70 Side B-S89) 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH stated he was contacted by the Snowmobile 
Association regarding this Committee's actions previously in 
not approving two snow-groomers that were requested. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH felt there was some misunderstanding on the 
earmarked account. He felt this was money paid in by the snow­
mobilers, and they should have their snow-groomer request. 
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(Tape #71 Side A-OOl) 
DAVE MOTT, Administrator of Centralized Services for Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks stated there is no direct license dollars 
used in purchasing the snow-groomers. The money comes from the 
snowmobile fees. The money would be borrowed from the snow­
mobile account. RON HOLLIDAY, Administrator of the Parks 
Division, FWP, stated there is a depreciation schedule built 
into the account. Approximately $200,000 in fees are collected 
per year, and the Division has budgeted to spend the full amount. 

SENATOR BOYLAN MOVED TO ALLOW THE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PURCHASE 
OF TWO SNOW-GROOMERS OUT OF THE REVOLVING ACCOUNT. SENATOR 
BOYLAN, VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH, AND SENATOR SMITH VOTED YES. 
REPRESENTATIVES HEMSTAD AND STOBIE VOTED NO. MOTION CARRIED. 
REPRESENTATIVE STOBIE has reservations about borrowing from the 
account. He felt they should "save" money and then make the 
purchase. 

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE (Tape #71 Side A) 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH asked DAVE ASHLEY about the situation with 
the contract. t1R. ASHLEY felt the contracted services have 
worked fairly well. The State was a little bitter when it was 
forced to rebid for three months after these contractors can­
celled about a year ago. He stated there are only two contractors 
who ever bid the grounds maintenance. 

VICE-CHAIRMAN SMITH stated the contractors had a valid point for 
cancelling. A new law required increasing wages, and the problem 
with the cost of living increase. MR. ASHLEY agreed there were 
some valid points. The grounds specifications were also changed, 
causing the contractors having to re-estimate the costs. MR. 
ASHLEY stated he did not blame the contractors for the increased 
costs. MR. ASHLEY stated the Department of Administration is 
somewhat hesitant on continuing the bid process because only two 
bid it. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:30 a.m. 
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E~h;bi+A 
TO BE TRANSFERRED FROX THE DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION .3-3.0 

FTE 

Fund Source 

General Fund Approp. 
Revolving Fund 

Total Funds 

Expenditures by Object 

Personal Services 
Operating Expenses 
Equipment 

Total Operating Costs 

FTE 

Fund Source 

General Fund Approp. 
Revolving Fund 

Total Funds 

Expenditures by Object 

Personal Services 
Operating Expenses 
Equipment 

Total Operating Costs 
Non-Operating Expend. 

Total Expenditures 

BA48th: DG:cm: b 

ACCOUNTING & MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Actual 
Fiscal 
1982 

9.30 

$272,121 
-0-

$272,121 
======== 

$201,578 
63,193 

7,350 

$272,121 
======== 

Actual 
Fiscal 
1982 

28.70 

$335,963 
406,792 

$742,755 
========= 

$575,665 
144,590 

22,500 

$742,755 
-0-

$742,755 
----------------

Appropriated 
Fiscal 
1983 

9.30 

$315,405 
-0-

$315,405 
----------------

$239,045 
76,360 

-0-

$315,405 
----------------

LFA Current Level 
Fiscal Fiscal 
1984 1985 

9.30 9.30 

$333,034 $252,532 
-0- 84,177 

$333,034 $336,709 
-------- ======== --------

$249,461 $249,058 
83,573 87,624 

-0- -0-

$333,034 $336,709 
-------- ======== --------

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES 

Appropriated LFA Current Level 
Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 
1983 1984 1985 

28.70 28.70 28.70 

$200,260 $1,730,000 $1,730,360 
700,042 859,447 866,505 

$900,302 $2,589,447 $2,596,865 
-------- ========== ========== --------

$715,333 $756,635 $755,501 
178,872 181,812 190,364 

6,097 1,000 1,000 

$900,302 $ 939,447 $ 946,865 
-0- 1,650,000 1{650,OOO 

$900,302 $2,589,447 $2,596,865 
-------- ========== ------------------ ----------

% Change 
Biennium 
1983-85 

(0.0) 

(0.3) 
100.0 --

13.9 
----

13.1 
22.6 

(100.0) 

13.9 
----

% Change 
Biennium 
1983-85 

(0.0) 

~ 55. 

215.6 
-----

17.1 
15.0 

(93.0) 

14.8 
100.0 

215.6 
-----
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To: Hou~~ Com~ittee on Approp~i~tions 
Fra:c!c.is Eardanouve, Chairw:::.n 

Exhihit£· 
3:3-83 

From: Clint Grimss Representing Montana ..iJ.!'!itorial 
~ nd t-'.c.intenance Con tract:)l:'S Associ.a ~i0!~ 

r: e : P r i v 8. t. e Con t r a c: tin g 0 i .J ani to!' i ., >. and G l' 0 un d s 
Maintenance at the St3te Capitol Co~pldx 

Departmen t or Admini s tra tion and De par- tmer. t of 
Fi8h Wildlife and Parks Budgets 

.. --," 
.,--- -

The Departments of Administration and Fl~h ~ildlife··and Parks 

are rc~uesting funds to hire state employees to do janitorial 

and g~cun's maintenance work in the Capitol complex. Tbis 

'lork-:;an :>nd is being dO:1e better, ld:il lass <!':;"It, ':.hr'o'l;3l': 

?~iy~te co~tractors. 

JANITORIAL ~BRVIC£ 

the ja=L~orial wort 1rrthe. Capitol ccaplex by private 

:cota r676al~ ttB~ the Legislature has been sive~ p00r 

1ntor~ation on wbich to make dec~sicns. 

.- _:-, .;~~ 

.. 
~i~t Dr th~ janitorial service in the Capitol complex is 

prov1de~ by ~rivate contractcr~ at an average price of $.~3 p&r 

~quare t'cnt~ . State .empl.qyeas of the Departillent of Administra.-

by the Department of Administration to be 440,000 square feet. 

"l, 

'-.-' , 

~ .-<>t •• 

. .. ' 
... ~:.;l).~ . 

.<~ ... ~ .;\,' .~. 

, ~ !>~~ • i":.;; 
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Comparing the two costs is revealing. 

A breakdown 0 f the De par tme n t. of Adr'!in i 3 tra tio:, .. :W8.';;:,? an:! s al;U.· .. X . 
"C. . . :f~ "'.' ~ -,_". 

costs Qnl~ r~iial~ the foll~wlng costs: '," :. 
, '. " ... ~ '.,: .. " -~;~;;:.- :,-""; 

' .. - .• ""." ~. -.'< ' , 
.',-.--

',' 
1 - .. - "-;"", 

~ ... :~ 
.. 

15 full time Departmenl 
employees 

of Administration janitorial 

at $56 per day (state employee average per hour cost of $7) 

260 ,..7orklng days 

= ~}1.9 per sq. ft . .H.9~_3 and s.alj!J::~.~JL..Q.n.U for in-house public 
janitorial s~rvicas 

This in-house cost !iQ.es uot :iruUJJ~: 

1: Window washing outside which is contracted out separately. 

2. Materials and supplies. 

3. Cne full-time state supervisory employee salary. 

All of the above items are supplied by the private contractors 

... " 

at an average $.43 square foot price. However, the cost 6f the 

supplies mentioned is conservatively estimated at fa to 23 

percent of the aquare foot price. 

Including the supplies means that the real cost of in-house 

Department of Administration janitorial services to the people 

of Montana is not $.48 as claimed by the Department but in 

rea.ll ty is $.58 per sq uare foot a~nd $.15 per sq uar e foot higher 

than hay ing the worl:' done by a pri va te contrac t 01'. 
. ; 

-. 
L 



Because of accounting prccedures involving payments to the 

Departcent of Administration fro~ various state departments 

occupy~ng b~ildings, real tax dollar costs. are hidden from 

public view and legislative scrutiny. 

. ~,. 

.. ', .:~ 
":" , 

' .. '~ " 

The current cost to the State of Montana for ioing ~40,OOO 

square feet of the janltopial work Ifin-house" is in reality 

• 
$257,520. It uould be done by private bidding contractors at . . 

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE 

In new budgets submitted by Fish Wildlife and Parks, the 

responsibility for the Capitol grounds will be moved from the 

Department of Admini~tration to Fish Wildlife and Parks. 

In the FWP budget this maintenance would be performed by new 

FWP personneL and in-house, not contracted as it is now. 

'l'ioiO privat~· contractors currently held 3-yeal' contract!S with 

the State ok' Montana i'or maintenance of' the Ca?itol grounds. 

The ccntract& are renewable each of the three years prior to 
, 

" . 

July 1. The total amount of both contracts covering all pha~es 

of Capitol grounds maintenance is. $113,000 far each year 

through 1985. This price is not negotiable and is firm 

through 1985 .. 

. , , .'>,;, 

-'.-
'>,1.,> : .:. ~~ 

, ;~~:...: (. - ' ......... ' 
.. - " 



The budget for grounds maintenance sub~itted to Rep. Quilici's 

committee by FWP 3hows a considerable underestimation of 

personnel and equipnent required to do Capitol complex grounds 

maintenance. 

.'" .< : . 

, ' . -,' . 

For 198~, the FUP budget shows a total ot 3.75 people and i 

cost of $125,540, and in 1985 a cost of $108 7 454 for a total 

2-year cost of $233.994. 

The private contractors already have signed contracts for those 

tw~ years for a total cost of $226,000. Moreover, our 

AS30ciation seriously questions that FWP can do the required' 

work with the employees and equipment they have budgeted in 

anything but a substandar~ fashion. Even if they could, their 

estimated costs are about $8,000 more than the costs incurred 

under current private contracts. 

In summary, the contractors submit that FWP's 3.75 FTE's cannot 

do the work required in the amounts and at the standards set 

forth in the contractors' existing contr'act~. 

.~ .' ,~". 

At best, substantial down-grading of th~ appearance of the 

grounds will be the result of this FWP in-house budget and, at 

worst, a request for supplemental funding will be required. 

Overtime, weekend, and night work are very unlikely to be 

performed by state employees at the salary levels requested • 

. ' ' 

" 

," 

,,' ,. 



Equipme.ct requested in the budget is insnfficient to do the job 

even if the ~an hours requirdd were budgeted, which they are 

not. L&st, but not least, even with insufficient personnel and 

equipment, the total 2-year FWP grounds budg~t is $8,000 h~~ 
.. -

than the existing private contract which FWP will have to 

canuel. 

Thus, while costing the people of Montan~ $8,000 Dore, two 
• 

private contractors employing between e and 1J full and part-

time people over 5 to 6 month periods will be put nut of work. 

r' -..; 

., 
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.... 1 _ 



DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

REAL JANITORIAL COSTS 

Oapartment of Administration cleacs 440,000 square feet 

(Note: 440:000 square feet 1s a very high estimate. In 

reality les3 than this amount is actually cleaned.) 

15 full-time employees 

$7.00 per hour = $56.00 per day per employee (note one fu1l-

ti~e supervisory employee sala~y is excluded from the analysis) 

260 
.--1.5. 
3900 

@ $~ 
.~ $281 ,400 

working days 
employees 
employee d.ays 
per day 
.~lary _costs only 

.s~9pli~ (towels, paper, equipment, rep~il', wax, stripper, 

sealer, mops, walk-off mats) 

.. , 18 to 23 percent of sq ',are foot cost 
r .: ". 

, ~ : .. '0" :_ 

.. ..,. . ~ : 

~ -t-<.5.8. per sq uare foot real dollar costs 

(using 19 percent supplies cost) 

. . ~ . 



PRIVATE CONTRACTOR BID COSTS 

AND CO ST S.~. V ING 

Some buildings are ourrently contracted at $.39 per square 

-fbo~; others at $.46 per sq~are f~ot (none as high as $.48 per 

square foot claimed as the in-house cost by the Department of 

Admini.stratlon). 

The bulk of the privately nontractod footage is contracted at 

$. ~ 1 • 

EstiQdting the average contr~cted cost at $.43 is a high 

estimat90f bid costs. 

Real Department cf AdL1iniotrat1on Cost _$. ...... 5.J~. (includes supplies) 

- . 

Real Privat.e Contractor' Bid Cost ~~. (includes suprlies) 

Difference (i.e. saY1n~) j.15 per square foot by 

u~ing private contractors 

~ ' ...... '. 
-,<. "', 
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 

TED SCHWINDEN. GOVERNOR 

F-xh~bir D 
.3 -y-8:.3 

MITCHELL BUILDING 

~~~)---~NEOFMON~NA---------
'406'449'2032 

February 23, 1983 

The Honorable Joe Quilici 
Representative, State of Montana 
Capitol Station 
Helena, MT 59620 

Dear Representative Quilici: 

HELENA. MONTANA 59620 

Attached is our departmental response prepared by Deane Blanton, 
Administrator of the General Services Division, re~arding the letter 
from Clint Grimes, Hontana Jani toria 1 and Maintenance Contractors 
Association. Also attached is Mr. Grimes' letter. 

If you have any questions, please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

MORRIS L. BRUSETT, Director 
Department of Administration 
Attachments 
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AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER" 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Morris Brusett, Director 
Department of Administration 

H. Deane Blanton ~ 
February 17, 1983 

SUB.JECT: Transfer of Growlds Maintenance to Fish, Wildlife and Parks 

RE: LETTER TO REPRESENTATIVE QUILICI 

In response to the grounds contract concerns the following historical background 

outlines factors considered in the planning to accomplish grounds maintenance 

in-house and to transfer the functions to Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 

For the period of July 1, 1981 through June 30, 1982, the current 

contract holders had the annual contracts for the Capitol Complex 

grounds maintenance for an annual cost of $46,942. 

Creeks Maintenance - $20,263. (cancelled March 31, 1982) 

Mr K1ean 
TOTAL 

- $26,679. 
$46,942. 

After collecting the monthly payments through the winter months, 

Creeks Maintenance cancelled his contract effective Harch 31, 1982 

just prior to that seasonal period when grounds costs would begin 

to occur for the contractor. In order to keep both contracts on the 

same annual bidding schedule the decision was made to bid this part 

of the Complex for a three (3) month period, April 1, 1982 through 

June 30, 1982. 

Bids for this area of the Complex were opened March 17, 1982. Creeks 

Maintenance and Mr. K1ean were the only contractors to submit accept-

able bids, which were are follows: 

Creeks Maintenance - $39,430. 

Mr. Klean - $42,065. 
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By selecting the low bidder per building the award was split between 

the two contractors as follows: 

Creeks Maintenance - $19,712. 

Mr. Klean - $19,565. 
Total 3 month cost - $39,277. 

(Bid Work Sheet Attached) 

The conclusion reached by the division at this point was that two 

vendors don't insure a satisfactorily competitive environment. 

In comparison the same annual contract for 12 months (July 1981 through 

June 1982) cost $20,263. 

The entire Complex contract was re-bid for the period July 1, 1982 

through June 30, 1983. Again the awards were made by picking the 

low bid per building, and awards made to the same contractors. 

Creeks Maintenance Total Bid - $119,052. 

Mr. Klean Total Bid - $118,449. 

(Bid Work Sheet Attached) 

By picking the low bid per building final awards were made: 

Creeks Maintenance - $35,578. 

Mr. Klean - $80,424. 
Current Contrat -$116,002. 

(The letter from Clint Grimes incorrectly states the current cost at 
$113,000 per year) 

TOTAL ANNUAL COMPARISON - COMPLETE COMPLEX 

July 1, 1982 through June 30, 1983 

July 1, 1981 through June 30, 1982 
TOTAL INCREASE 

- $116,002. 

$ 46,942. 
$ 69,060. 
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The proposed budget for F.Y. 1984, $125,540 and F.Y. 1985, $108.454 for in-

house maintenance is an attempt to provide grounds maintenance at a lower 

cost. In addition to the annual $116,002 for contracted service numerous 

hours of supervision and inspections are required to manage the contracts. 

Considering the current economy it may become necessary to reduce the level 

of service yet maintain a proper appearance for the Capitol of Montana, we 

feel this can be accomplished with in-house service flexibility. 

I have discussed the budget for F.Y. 1984 and F.Y. 1985 with Fish, Wildlife 

and Parks and they feel confident they can provide adequate service with the 

proposed budget. 

This approach to grounds maintenance service addresses the intent of the 

recommendation made by the Governor's Council on Management. (Re: Attached 

Recommendation) 
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Currciltly. agencies p.ly rem to the Gener,,1 Services Division for statc­
uWlwd ~paCl'. 1 hi" iee is .lrb:!1 ;1f)' becJu"c it docs not account lor differ­
enCl'5 in size, age of the building. or agency maintenance requirements. 
The system provides no opportunity for departments to control operating 
expenses and is costly to administer. 

To solve these problems, the preoent rental sy':>tem should be discontin­
ued. Impiemciltation will elimmate the duties of one position in the Gen­
er ,II Services Di\'i"iol1 (or ,l/l anllual '>Jving of S 16,000. In addition, time 
valued at alm()~t S 184,OUO can be put to better usc by p.1rticipdting de­
partments out is I10t clainll'd. 

59. Use state employees to provide janitorial service and grounds 
maintenance. 

The Gener,ll Scrvicc5 Division contracts for janitorial and grounds main­
ter1<ll1ce ~er\i(('s (or the cdpitof complex. However, far too much time 
and money IS spent studying the cost eifectivenpss of this service. As a 
result, highly paid people spend many hours on a relatively simple mat­
ler. Furthermore, bonding requirements limit the competitive bidding 
process betause very few potential contractors dre able to meet statutory 
restrictions. 

Transferring janitori.ll and grounds maintenance duties to state employees 
would involve a one-time (05t of approximalely $100,000 for the pur­
chase of capital equipment. Current contract expenditures would be off­
set by state payroll costs. 

60. Assign grounds maintenance responsibilities to the Department of 
fish, Wildlife and Parks. 

Expenditures for maintaining grounds and landscaping within the capitol 
complex are escalating constantly. However, maintenance costs are not 
u.lllsidcrcd during new construction planning. Furthermore, the present 
Capitol Grounds Maintenance and landscaping Committee membership 
is skewed toward technical skills rather than landscape architecture. 

To control costs, all grounds and landscaping responsibilities should be 
placed under the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks which employs 
a landscape architect. In addition, at least two non-state employees 
should be added to the Capitol Grounds Maintenance and landscaping 
Committee to emphasize cost effectiveness. Alternative forms of land­
scaping which require a minimum of maintenance or water should be 
studied. For example, sage, prairies, minerals, shrubs and trees could be 
substituted for lawns. However, the present landscape concept around 
the capitol building should be retained. Implementation will keep main­
tenance costs to a minimum although no saving is claimed. 

61. Require all departments to use the services of the Mail and Distri-
bution Section. 

This section is responsible (or providing mail and messenger functions to 
all state agencies. However, it is underutilized because some departments 
have duplicate services. To eliminate this costly practice, agencies should 

23 



· February 15, 1983 

To: Representative Quilici, Chairman 
Joint Subcommittee on Legislative, 
Judicial and Administrative of the 
House Committee on Appropriations 

From: Montana Janitorial and Maintenance 
Contractors Association, 
Clint ~rimes, Lobbyist. 

RE: Transfer of responsibility for Capitol grounds maintenance 
from the Department of Administration to the Department 
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and elimination of existing 
contracts with private grounds contractors. 

Mr. Chairman: 

This Association represents the two contractors currently 

holding 3 year contracts with the State of Montana for maintenance 

of the Capitol grounds. These contracts are renewable each of 

the three years prior to 1 July. The total amount of both con-

tracts covering all p~ases of Capitol grounds maintenance is 

$113,000 for each year. 
---~ --~~-

These two contractors have no objection to the transfer of 

responsibility for Capitol grounds maintenance from the Department 

of Administration to the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 

What they do object to is the elimination of private contra~ting 

for grounds maintenance. That objection rests on the general 

grounds that the budget submitted by the Department of Fish, Wild­

life and Parks for Equipment, Operation and Personnel is sub­

stantially deficient. 

First, the matter of Personnel. The Department budget shows 

3.75 FTE's: FY 84 FY 85 

1 grounds ·supervisor G-13 21,476 21,4.25 

1 grounds keeper G-10 17,040 17,000 

1 grounds keeper G-5 11,626 11,598 

.7.5 grounds keeper G-5 8,720 8,699 



when they proposed it be done in-house. 

2. The personnel budget is deficient by at least 8 to 

10 employees for as much as 4 full months. 

3. That very substantial errors are made in. the 

estimates of needed equipment. 

At a time when unemployment is the single most press-

ing problem in the State, it seems absurd to reduce the number 

of employees through the proposed in-house arrangement when the 

two year budget has no savings to the taxpayer. 

The private contractors have the experience, the equip­

ment and the people to do the job. The budget submitted is, 

in almost all respects, unrealistic and yet represents no 

savings to the taxpayer. 

4 

__________ -·.,.T.:~'1..". 



apparently the only tractor to be purchased for the work. The 

contractors use as many as five tractors in the performance of 

contract duties. Not listed on the equipment purchases but 

essential to the work are: 

a. A rototiller 

b. Power rake 

c. Pickup and trailers for limb and leaf removal and 

hauling. 

Third, the Budget item listed in operations underestimates 

sprinkler and nozzel costs, hand tools, gas and oil. It 

probably over-estimates fertilizer and pesticide costs. (As 

an example, the contractors spent over $2,000 for sprinklers 

and nozzels in a single season. . . an item budgeted for only 

$600) . 

In summary, the contractors submit that 3.75 people cannot 

do the work required in their current contract. 

At best, substantial down-grading of the appearance of 

the grounds will be the result of this in-house budget and, 

at worst, a request for supplemental funding will be required. 

Over-time, weekend and night work are very unlikely to be 

performed by state employees at the salary levels requested. 

Equipment requested in the budget is insufficient to do the 

job even if the man hours required were budgeted, which they 

are not. It is our belief that: 

1. The Governor's Management Council did not understand 

the scope and nature of this grounds maintenance task 

3 
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From April to October, the contractors employ 8 fulltime and 5 

temporary or part time people doing ~he same work for a total of 

13 full and part time people. This work includes, but is not 

limited to the following: 

1. Maintaining the sprinkling system (often on a 

24 hour bas I\; ) J 

2. Mowing (often on a 10 to 12 hour basis with as many 

as 5 mowers going simultaneously). 

3. Planting flowers and shrubs (often hand watering 

shrubs not served by the sprinkling system). 

4. Tree trimming. 

5. Leaf removal 

6 • Weed remova 1 

7. Edge preparation and trimming 

8. Fertilizer appLicati'on 

9. Pesticide and herbicide application only during hours 

when (by regulation) people are not in the grounds 

area, i. e. , .night and weekends. (A copy of the 

contractor contract is attached for reference to 

these functions). 

It is the contractor's opinion based on actual experience 

with this work that it cannot and will not be done with 3.75 

FTE's even with very substantial overtime which is not budgeted. 

Second, th~ Equipment Budget presented by the Department is 

deficient on several grounds. The first item in the budget, 

a Model 95 Mower Deck has a price not of $200 as listed but 

between $900 and $1,2UO. The second item, a tractor, is 
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