
MINUTES OF MEETING 
LOCAL GOVERNHENT COMMITTEE 

MONTANA STATE SENATE 

March 19, 1983 

The meeting of the Local Government Committee was called to order by 
Chairman McCallum at 12:35 in the Scott Hart Office Building Auditorium 
on March 19, 1983. 

ROLL CALL: Ten Senators were present with Sen. Crippen excused for 
another Committee hearing. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 426: Rep. Verner Bertelsen, District 27, 
said that in the Constitution it directs that before this coming 
election we must implement a new law for the establishment of a local 
study commission. This bill is being introduced for that purpose and 
for the implementation of their recommendations. It also provides for 
the levy of 1 mill for the funding of such commission. The election 
must be held no later than 1986 and every 10 years as required by the 
Constitution. 

PROPONENTS: George Bousliman, Urban Coalition, said he had worked with 
Rep. Bertelsen on this bill. It is a necessary bill and he urged the 
committee's favorable recommendation. 

Alec Hansen, Montana League of Cities and Towns, said it was very necessary 
to periodically review the forms of local government and asked for 
favorable consideration. 

Vera Cahoon, Missoula Freeholders Association, said they would like to 
voice their support for this bill. It is very necessary and addresses 
many of the things they have been concerned with. 

Ann Mulroney, League of Women Voters, was also in support of HE 426. 

Mike Stephens, Montana Association of Counties, supported the bill. 

There were no further proponents and no opponents. 

There being no questions from the committee, Rep. Bertelsen asked that 
the committee pass this legislation. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 115: Rep. Steve Waldron, District 97, 
sponsor of the bill, said this bill would allow the people who want a 
higher level of service or a different service than is being provided, 
to form a district to obtain those services and provides for the means 
for them to create this district. There are three ways this can be 
accomplished: petition, ordinance with protest provision and by 
referendum. It provides for the possibility of combining two small 
districts together and the means to do that and also in the event of 
crossing jurisdictional lines. This is the intent of the bill; for 
people to get additional or higher level of services. 

PROPONENTS: Ann Mulroney, League of Women Voters, supported this bill 
to provide for local government services in outlying unincorporated 
areas. They supported it in the House and support it now. Their problems 
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with the bill have been addressed and resolved. She felt it is a good 
piece of legislation and urged a do pass on it. 

Jim Nugent, representing the City of Missoula and himself, read a letter 
from Dave Wilcox, the Administrative Assistant to the Mayor of ~issoula. 
A copy of this letter is attached to the ~inutes. 

Rosalie Buzzas, Missoula, felt it was important needed legislation. 
However, she wasn't sure that a 3-co~issioner board should have this 
kind of power, based only on the fact that they do not have legislative 
powers. 

OPPONENTS: Vera Cahoon, Missoula County Freeholders, was opposed to this 
bill and said that she had brought a great many people from Missoula also 
opposed to it. Mrs. Cahoon called it a "just in case bill"; just in case 
they don't get their desired form of government. She referred to page 3, 
lines S, 6, and 7 and asked what bther funds" and what are '!general taxes"? 
Also, they can create a service district with 15% of the electors of 
the district but to protest out it must be 51%. They can provide no 
better services than what they are getting today. 

~ina Fausett, Clinton, cited section 2(4), section (12(c) and section 2(5). 
She said these are just a few points and they are the reason to ask the 
committee to kill this bill. 

Alan McQuillan, Milltown, stated eight reasons for his opposition to the 
bill: (1) never goes before the electorate for a vote; (2) too hard to 
protest; (3) no definition of "service", could be anything and every
thing; (4) no restriction or stipulation of kind and amount of taxes; 
(5) existing services could be put into the service district thus freeing 
the general budget for other projects; (6) another effort to give more 
power to local government: (7) poorly written, and (8) a service district 
can issue bonds, then if the district is terminated, the debt evidently 
rests on the local residents. (See attached testimony). 

Arlyss Bolich, Missoula, was wholeheartedly opposed to the bill. They 
own five acres and didn't feel it should be in the city. She felt their 
services are very adequate in the county. If they can prove that their 
services are better they may want to come in. On some property they 
own in the city, the sewer taxes had increased from $487 to $937/year. 

Elmer Flynn, who lives on the west side of to\VTI and is a rural taxpayer 
in the county, said they have been having meetings and every area has 
been represented - this is a rural community meeting. No one had heard 
of any new service that those people want or need. This is a request 
from the city of Missoula to go out of town and raise taxes. 

Robert A. Helding, attorney from Missoula, said he didn't think it has 
been decided what "services" are and felt this could lead to a lot of 
"monkey business". 

Doris Olofson, Missoula, said this should be left up to the people; the 
voters and the people who pay for it. 
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provided for the county. She felt this usurps the rights and powers 
of the people. 

Rep. Bernie Swift, District #91, agreed with everything that had been 
said. He felt it was very bad legislation. They have taken an old bill 
and rewritten it. The only change that he could see was "incorporated 
area" had been changed to "unincorporated area" and it would do the things 
that the opponents have said. 

Sandra McQuillan, Milltown, representing herself and Stone Mountain 
Neighborhood Association, read a portion of a letter from Dr. Hans 
Zuuring, President of the Stone Mountain Neighborhood Association, a 
copy of which is attached to these minutes with the testimony of HB 643. 

Edward E. Braach, Missoula County Freeholders, was opposed to the bill 
and felt it was very poorly written. 

Rep. Dennis Veleber, District 98, was opposed to the bill. 

Julie Hacker, Missoula County Freeholders, urged that the committee defeat 
this bill. This will create another layer or bureaucracy. 

Robert L. Hunter, Missoula County Freeholders and himself, believed that 
HB 115 is a confusing bill and poorly written. It is trying to take 
away the rights of the property owner and give it to the local govrenment. 
It is just a method of raising more taxes for them to operate on. Also 
wondered what is the definition of "services". (Copy of testimony 
attached. ) 

David Maclay, representing himself and the Farm Bureau, said he lived in 
Missoula and didn't object to paying taxes but this bill is too involved 
and too inclusive. It is a bill which would permit elected officials 
to do many things which we don't necessarily war.t them to .do. He also 
thought it was a poorly written bill. 

Bob Flachsenhar, Missoula Freeholders, was opposed to the bill. It takes 
away another one of our freedoms and gives it to a city governing body. 

Clifford L. Olofson, Missoula, said he was very opposed to this bill and 
it is not needed as far as he could see. 

Robert Loran, Missoula, opposed the bill. 

Sam !1aclay, Lolo, said this gives the city of Missoula and other munici
palities the ability to do this allover the country. He said he has 
seen the country grow for about 85 years and said it was the worst 
piece of legislation he had ever seen. 

Arwood Stickney, Missoula, believed if they have to have public service 
districts, they can circulate the petition to solve and take care of their 
own problems. This bill is too much and asked that it be killed. 

Arlene Graham, Missoula, felt it was a very unnecessary bill. 



March 19, 1983 
Page 4 

George Getz, and also speaking for Mrs. Hodges from the Hawthorne Home
owners, said they have all the services they need and said the bill 
should be killed. 

DISCUSSION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 115: Sen. Fuller asked Rep. Waldron if 
he represented Clinton and Rep. Waldron said he did not, he represented 
Montana. Sen. Van Valkenburg asked Mrs. McQuillan if she felt there 
were amateur and incompetent politicians at the state level since she 
thought there was at the local level. She said, "You have to fool more 
people to become a politician at a higher level." 

Sen. Thomas said that the common complaint is that these people are not 
paying for parks, swimming pools, streets, etc., however, they do pay 
county taxes. Sen. Fuller as~ed Mrs. Cahoon who the Missoula Freeholders 
are. Mrs. Cahoon said they are an organized group in Missoula county. 
They either own their own property or are buying the land on contract for 
deed. They number around 600 members. Sen. Story remarked that these 
people are the taxpayers. 

Sen. Marbut asked Rep. Waldron if this included the power to sell bonds. 
Rep. Waldron said it did not. Sen. Marbut referred to lines 24 and 25 
on page 2 and the top of page 3 and asked what if the people refuse to be 
annexed. Rep. Waldron said this is not an annexation bill. By service 
districts they can get the services without being annexed. Sen. Marbut 
said that the reason for that section is that it is extremely difficult 
to annex right now and consequently, if there are services they want, 
annexation should be the simnle solution. Ren. Waldron said that the 
bill could be amended. Sen. ~ Harbut asked Rep~ ~valdron if the certification 
process is part of the 30 days or does it precede the 30 days? Rep. 
Waldron said this did not have anything to do with the protest. The 
thirty days is after a notice of adoption of the ordinance. 

Sen. Boylan MOVED THAT HOUSE BILL NO. 115 BE INDEFINITELY POSTPONED. 
NO ACTION TAKEN. 

Sen. Fuller asked Rep. Waldron if he had a specific problem that motivated 
him to introduce this legislation. Rep. Waldron said that no one had 
asked him to introduce the legislation. He said he has an interest in 
local government and this seemed a logical way to get a higher level of 
services. This would allow the people in Hill View area to form a 
district to deal with the drainage problem. It crosses the jurisdictional 
lines and it would allow them to take care of their own problems. 

In closing, Rep. Waldron, said he felt the opponents are confusing this 
bill with HB 643 and that it has nothing to co with annexation. The 
bill allows people who wish extra services, to go ahead and have the 
services and pay for .them. It allows them to put it on the ballot. 
However, one--tliing that the bill has the potential for doing is to make 
it less likely to want annexation. They can use this bill to pay for only 
the services they need. If they don't want any more services, they 
don't set up a service district. He was sorry that these people were 
confused about the two bills. This bill would provide the means to get 
additional services but they are going to have to pay for those services. 
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CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 643: Before ~hehearingon HB 643 
began, Chairman McCallum established some ground rules. He alloted 
40 minutes to the proponents to present the bill, 45 minutes for the 
opponents to the bill and 5 minutes for the proponents to make closing 
remarks. 

Rep. Jim Jensen, sponsor of the bill was presenting a bill before another 
committee so the Local Government Committee proceeded with the proponents 
of the bill. 

PROPONENTS: Torn Payne, Missoula County, Upper Rattlesnake, was in 
support of HB 643. The problems with the Missoula suburban area need 
to be looked at and need to be dealt with. He said he was talking 
about the people who are adjacent to the city limits of Missoula. One 
of the problems is the metropolitan area sewer system. ~his was establishec 
about 22 years ago. The outlying areas are served by septic tanks. 
Missoula has four alternatives; annexation authorization strengthened, 
additional taxing authority, work for consolidation or the city is going 
to have to disincorporate. He said he had lived outside the city for 14 
years and inside the city for 18 years. He felt the people are benefitting 
from things that they are not paying for and urged the support of HB 643. 

Jim Whitloch, City of Hamilton, read part of his written testimony which 
is attached to these minutes. 

Bud Schatz, Administrative Assistant for the City of Hamilton, said he 
has worked for 10 years in local government. ~1r. Schatz had a picture 
that showed the Hamilton area. He said that 54% of the tax value in this 
county is from the commercial area. He explained that there are strips 
of land that are privately owned on the edges of the city that keeps them 
from supplying city services to people on the other side of these strips 
of land that want these services. He said they must get a tax base 
established. He felt that the individuals that are opposed to this bill 
do not want to pay increased taxes. They are the minority in the county. 
The city has taken in commercial developments to keep this tax base up. 
They have to have economic growth and have to have jobs. 

Timothy Lovely, Lolo rural area, said he worked in the city and used the 
facilities and everything that the city has to offer. He felt those who 
are using the facilities should pay their fair share. (Copy of testimony 
attached) . 

Leon Stalcup, Alerman from City of Missoula, turned in to the Committee 
some testimony from people in Missoula in support of HB 643 and who were 
not able to attend the meeting. He had a large map of the city of 
Missoula and the area surrounding the city. He also had an overlay, in 
red, that showed the areas that would be affected by this bill, which 
would be six areas. He said that a large portion of what appears to be 
city is outside the boundaries of the municipality. He cited one area 
that has approximately 1,000 dwellings and 4500 people, all served by 
septic tanks. There is a tremendous ~oil problem and the failure rate 
of these systems is staggering. In the 10-12 years they have been in 
existence, many have had three systems. He asked for the passage of this 
bill before a serious health problem develops and the water table will 
not recuperate. 
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Lois Herbig, Councilperson from Ward I, read her attached testimony and 
also handed in a letter from Mayor Craig of Missoula, also attached. 

Jim Nugent, City Attorney, Missoula, read his attached testimony. He 
also asked who controls the traffic on these streets? The city. He 
urged passage of the bill. 

Alec Hansen, League of Cities and Towns, said he lived outside the city 
and works in town, his children use the schools, he drives on the city 
streets, they swim in the city pool, play in the parks, use the library 
and other amenities of the city. He felt if the question came up in 
his neighborhood, the majority of those geople who do the same things 
he does, would vote not to be included in the city of Helena. The real 
question is, would it be fair and for that reason urged the support of 
643. 

Rosalie Buzzas, Missoula, said that Montana is a rural state. Rural and 
urban legislators must recognize that there are problems. It must grow 
in an orderly fashion and realized that there is animosity between the 
two factions. She hoped that the committee could rise above those 
arguments. This bill exempts the rural areas because of the density 
requirements in the bill. She urged the support of this bill and felt 
it was long overdue. 

Charles Gibson, Assistant Fire Chief in Missoula, thought they could give 
these people more fire protection with this bill and felt that most 
of the arguements in favor of 643 have been stated. 

Vernon Erickson, Montana State Firemen's Association, felt that those 
outlying areas would have more protection under this bill. 

Ann Mulroney, League of Women Voters, agreed with the previous speakers. 
The density requirement in this bill is an urban density and she also 
said that this would not be a radical departure in annexation laws as 
Montana is one of the few states that does not have this type of legislation 

Rep. Jim Jensen, District #66, sponsor of the bill, appeared at the 
meeting. He stated that there are two classes of opponents to this bill. 
One are those that will not be affected under this bill as they do not 
meet the minimum requirements. He did not understand their opposition. 
Th~others are the ones where the opposition comes from selfinterest -
they receive something for which they do not pay. He did not know whether 
the legislature could keep on sanctioning freeloading on the cities or 
not. The first group of opponents are the ones with the most to lose 
in the long run because if the city disincorporates these people that are 
not affected would be burdened by paying for services they don't use. 

OPPONENTS: Arwood Stickney, Orchard .Homes Area, was opposed to the 
bill. He said that the city of Hamilton now has 20 policemen; what is 
Mr. Schatz' salary? Maybe this is part of the problem. These outlying 
areas can circulate petitions and take care of their own problems. They 
don't need the help from Helena (Legislature). 

Robert A. Helding, Attorney from Missoula, said he had represented most of 

these people several years ago in an annexation actl"on that eventually 
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went to the Supreme Court. He said that the increase in taxes is the 
least of his problems. He felt they have a good county government, 
good services, and they are supposed to trade that for city government 
and city services? He has not seen any meetings where the city people 
came and talked to these people to show them the benefits of the 
administration. These people are not here asking for these services. 
They are not against paying taxes but want to get their money's worth. 
This bill also takes away the right of protest. They shoulo have the 
right to know what government is going to do to them and for them. 
He felt it was a bad piece of legislation. If these cities wish to 
enlarge their areas, they better do a better selling job. The people 
want to have something to say. He asked the city to come and show him 
the services that he must have and needs, that he can benefit from and 
they may be surprised! 

Alan McQuillan, Milltown, representing himself and the Missoula Freeholders, 
said he did not think he would be directly affected by this bill. He 
was working as a carpenter when the residences were built on South Hills 
and he felt they should not have been built there. He felt there may be 
a problem of managing or governing contiguous areas, but he also thought 
there was a legal fear of increased taxes and proliferation of government 
in general. If there are problems that they cannot argue with, then 
maybe what they need is specific legislation to address those points. 
There is a symbiotic relationship beb.,reen the city and county. Fifty 
percent of the jobs in western Montana are either directly or indirectly 
dependent on the forest products industry. He was particularly opposed 
to section l(a), page I, lines 9-15. 

James Lofftus, Turah, Chairman of the Missoula Rural Fire District Board 
of Trustees, said he wanted the taxes kept as low as possible. They would 
have to raise the mill levy by 2 mills and more. The city would probably 
have to raise their taxes also. 

Rep. Dennis Veleber, District 98, was opposed to the bill because it did 
not have any right of protest. 

Arlyss Bolich, Missoula, said they were one of the original members that 
formed the Missoula fire district. As for them saying the county people 
do not pay for the use of the parks, Franklin Park was donated to the 
children of an area that, at that time, was county land. It was outside 
the city. 

Rep. Bernie Swift, District 91, said that this bill takes the absolute 
rights away and there would be a difference in taxes, but the thing that 
bothered him the most was the taking a,,,,ay of rights. A copy of a letter 
to the editor of the Ravalli Republic from Rep. Swift is attached to these 
minutes. He felt there is nothing wrong with annexation laws now. 
Hamilton knew they were going to have a $5 million cost and it was voted 
down, but this does not give them the right to usurp the rights of people 
to be involved in an action that is going to affect them. 

Vera Cahoon, Missoula Freeholders, said she would be very brief because 
she felt that everything had been said. Her main objection is the with
holding of the protest. They also had the same comments as in the interim 

rnL _ r , ... , - ,~ ~ - __ - _, - - - __ - - - ~ ..... .! 1 .. 
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She also said that there are taxpayers that don't have the money to 
stand any more increases in taxes. 

Martha Powell, City of Missoula, did not agree with the bill because it 
removes their right to vote on this. Missoula city has 33 developed 
parks and who knows how many undeveloped ones. They also have a 
bicycle coordinator and his assistant; they cannot afford to keep up all 
33 city parks and she felt there is too much "fat" in the city budget. 
The city doesn't need the county to come in and pay taxes. Taxes are 
exhorbitant now and they will still go higher. (See copy of attached 
testimony) . 

Edward E. Braach, Missoula, was opposed to the bill and said he know 
of an area that had been annexed in 1954 and they still don't have a 
sewer system. 

Paul Stanton, who lives outside of Hamilton, 
the only reason that he opposed annexation. 
and regulations and objected to being forced 
why their rights differ because they live on 
They pay library taxes, taxes to support the 

said that money is not 
There are hundreds of laws 
into the city. He wondered 
the outside of the city. 
fire department, etc .. 

George Getz, Hawthorne Homeowners, was in opposition to HB 643 because 
of the loss of protest rights. He felt they could take four acres in a 
circle and take the land in the middle. 

David Maclay, City of Missoula, said he did want to make his town better. 
They know what is coming in in taxes and the citv of Hissoula would do 
very well to recognize its size and do its job. There is a drainage 
system that is causing trouble. He told these people to set up an SID 
and take care of it themselves. These people are happy where they are. 
Rather than resisting the city, they should get together and take care 
of their problems. He said he respected their wishes to be outside the 
city and didn't think they were objecting to the taxes. Van Buren Street 
which goes up the Rattlesnake area is on the state system. The State 
gave Missoula $250,000 to take care of these streets; instead the money 
was spent on machinery. These six areas that Mr. Stalcup is talking about 
also join other areas. They are not really solving the problem. 

Julie Hacker, Missoula Freeholders, read a clipping about the birthday 
of Missoula and the 68 residents that lived there at that time (100 years 
ago). EVen those people knew when they formed a city government that it 
was going to cost them something. She said she lived 25 miles out of 
Missoula and because she listens to the radio, she knows what is going 
on in town. She has heard the bickering over the street signs, etc. 
People do not want so many restrictions and urged that the committee 
defeat HB 643. 

Sandra McQuillan, Milltown, representing herself and the Stone Mountain 
Neighborhood Association, submitted written testimony and also read 
from a letter from Dr. Hans Zuuring, President of the ,Stone Mountain 
Neighborhood Association. (A copy of the letter is attached, along with 
~rs. McQuillan's testimony). 

John L. Cain, Ex-sheriff of Hamilton, felt the real problem with the 
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was the omission of the landowner having anything to say. They might 
consider annexation if the city would approach them and explain what would 
be done. An engineer had told him the water system that Hamilton bought 
would have been a poor buy at $100,000, much less than what it cost. He 
felt that he has a right to vote and felt that he could demand to vote 
on this. 

Bruce Benson, Missoula County, said he would not technically be involved 
with annexation, only indirectly. Two years ago they tried to annex what 
he is now farming. ~he residents of this area want to keep it the way 
it is. This bill would also give the city a greater political base besides 
an increased tax base. He cited three reasons for protest provisions: if 
the people cannot meet city laws; the city cannot provide equal or better 
fire protection, and if it would change the character of the neighborhood 
involved. He asked that if there is no protest orovision in this bill, 
that it be killed. 

Bob Huntley, Missoula, said the proponents all seem to be city government 
people and it looked to him that they are after more operating dollars. 
The opponents seem to be in favor of keeping their right to protest. 
Does their right to the dollar mean more than the right to protest? 

Bob Flachenshar, resident of the city of Missoula, ~Nas opposed to the bill 
because he said every time they annex a portion or an area, his taxes 

t go up! 

Clifford Olofson, Missoula, said that these county residents are spending 
a lot of money in the cities and are helping the merchants pay their 
taxes. 

Sam Maclay, Lolo, said there are several thousand people living in Lolo. 
He said he would be one of the people to try and get them into a munici
pality so Missoula couldn't take them over, however, he felt Lolo is 
apathetic and doesn't know what's good for them! 

R.A. Ellis, Helena and ~vest Helena Valley Fire Department, said the 
right of protest has been taken away. When it comes to city services, 
there is no such thing. That is charged to the people that are annexed. 
The city taxpayers should have the right of annexation. These people 
have to pay for the increased costs of annexation and they would still 
have the traffic on the Rattlesnake (Van Buren). There are very few 
places where a septic system cannot be used but they must be put in 
right so they operate efficiently and correctly. 

DISCUSSION OF HOUSE BILL NO. 643: Sen. Van Valkenburg asked Julie 
Hacker what she thought about city-county consolidation? Mrs. Hacker 
said she preferred to defer to the question of annexation as she felt 

-the question was not on the subject. Sen. Van Valkenburg felt it is 
connected to annexation, particularly in Missoula County, because if 
they ~annot grow in some logical fashion, he felt the city residents 
will vote to bring in the entire county. Mrs. Hacker asked Sen. Van 
Valkenburg to restate the question. Sen. Van Valkenburg asked Mrs. 
Hacker about city-county consolidation if Missoula city does not have 
the power to annex outlying areas. She said the city of Missoula does 
have the power to expand its boundaries. They can explain to these 
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residents that they can provide better services and more of them. The 
residents, however, must have the right to approve or disapprove before 
being taken in by annexation. 

Sen. Fuller asked for a show of hands of those people opposing the bill who 
would be directly affected by this bill. Perhaps 25-30 persons raised 
their hands, however, Sen. Fuller asked again if they were all directly 
affected by annexation. 

Sen. Marbut asked Mr. Stalcup what the change in population of Missoula 
would be. Mr. Stalcup said the red areas that were shov.n on the map over
lay is about 14,000 or 40% increase in the size of Missoula. Sen. Marbut 
asked Mr. Schatz what the water rate change was after the purchase of the 
water system in Hamilton. ~r. Schatz said, with all the costs figured 
in, it went from $2.25 per month, which it had been for 30-35 years, 
to $11.10 per month. 

Sen. Marbut asked Mr. Stalcup if he was aware of the infrared photography 
that had been done some years past concerning the failures of the systems 
in the Missoula area. Mr. Stalcup said he was not and Sen. Marbut told 
him that the failure rate was les~ than .2% and that the sewer program 
in Missoula is very satisfactory. Concerning the sewer system, is it 
possible for the city of Missoula to provide those services outside 
the city? Mr. Stalcup said it was legally possible. Sen. Marbut 
wondered if this might not be a very smart enviro~~ental idea and Mr. 
Stalcup said it would be. 

In closing, Rep. Jensen referred to the ex-sheriff of HaMilton who is 
using the streets, etc., yet pays no upkeep. That is what this bill is 
all about. He should, in fact, pay his share of the costs of maintainirg 
those streets. There is something being gained for nothing. 

The question of rights has been approached here. However, the city 
resident doesn't have the right to protest the freeloading on them. 
These people that live in the outlying areas and who are not affected 
by the annexation are going to be penalized in a most unfair way. They 
are going to pay higher taxes than they ought to if the government 
consolidates or if the city (lissol ves itself. These cities are hamstrung. 
They ought to be able to grow . 

.1I1EETnW ADJOURNED 3: 05 p.m. 
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BILL SUM.MARIES 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE 

House Bill 426 provides for local government study commissions, 
to implement Article XI, section 9(a), of the Montana 
Constitution. The bill also provides for elections on the 
creation of and members to a study commission, and for the 
functioning of the commission. 

House Bill 115 provides for local government service districts . 
The districts may be established to provide any service that 
a local government can provide. Such a district may be 
established by local government ordinance, or by elector 
initiative or referendum. 

House Bill 643 authorizes a municipality to annex land 
contiguous to the municipality's corporate limits, provided 
that there is a proper hearing and notice thereof. The notice 
must contain a statement detailing the relative cost (in 
taxes) of annexation and how the residents of the annexed 
property will be represented in municipal government. 

Upon annexation, the governing body must provide services 
to the newly annexed area according to the municipality'S 
development plan. 
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TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF HB 643 
by Hamilton Mayor Jim Whitlock 

Why have city governments invested so much effort in support 

of annexation bills not only this session but in many sessions. I believe 

that they are trying to make their communities more equitable and better 

places to live and shop. On the other hand the people who oppose 

these bills are doing so in my' opinion for self serving reasons. 

For 73 years the city of Hamilton has been the center of cultural, 

commercial and government activity in Ravalli County. During that 

time city residents have maintained a wide variety of services that residents 

in all parts of the county have come to depend on. 

Because the city has not been able to expand its boundaries its 

population increased six percent between 1970 and 1980, while the county 

population increased 56 percent. 

Commercial growth has been another matter though. Between 
~ 

• t • 

1971 and 1982 the city's taxable value increased 33 percent, while the 
I 

county'~~ increased 61 percent. This means the city of Hamilton contributed 
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The county population boom has put heavy demands on city services. 

The city's 33 percent taxable growth over the past 12 years has not 

been enough to keep up with that or with inflaction. The city desperately 

needs to be able to expand its boundaries in order to increase its tax 

base to meet these spiraling costs. 

City expansion is being stopped by a narrow strip of heavy density 

residential property 'which encircles it. Many of those 50 or 60 homeowners 

opposed annexation 10 years ago' when the city tried to bring them 

in. Just beyond that strip are large tracts of land whose owners would 

like to become part of the city in order to develop "them for commercial 

and residential use. Because they are not contguous to the city and 

the necesasry water and sewer services, they may not be developed •. 

Last spring a disincorporation drive was initiated by a group of 

city residents who were tired of paying increasingly higher taxes to 

support services for people outside the city. The move was soundly 

defeated because many voters believed the state legislature would be 

making changes to alJow city growth. The Ravalli County' Commissioners 
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their financial sup?ort. But more imprtantly, they owe their help in 

guiding their community by participation in the local government. 

Annexation can allow this to happen. 
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HOUSE BILL 643 

'. 
THE' PLIGHT OF A SMALL CITY 

BY 

JAMES WHITLOCK, MAYOR' 

, Hamilton, MT. 
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

IN THE HEART O~ THE SinER ROOTS - - NATURE'S PLAYGROUND 

HAMILTON, MONTANA 59840 

PHONE (406) 363-2101 

March 4, 1983 

This letter is from James Whitlock, Mayor, City of 

Hamilton, is in support of House Bill 643. 

For 73 years the City of Hamilton has been the center 

of cultural, commercial and governmental > activity in Ravalli 

County. And during that time City residents have paid for and 

maintained a w~de variety of services that residents of many 

parts of the County have come to depend on. Some of those 

services include water, sewage treatment, a well-paved and 

lighted business district, 24-hour police protection, a library, 

swimming pool, and parks with baseball diamonds, picnic areas 

and tennis courts. 

The cost of these services has been in addition to County 

taxes which City residents pay. 

The City's population has increased from 2,499 in 1970 to 

2,657 in 1980 - a 6 percent growth. The County's population 

went from 14,409 in 1970 to 22,493 in 1980 - a 56 percent 

increase. 

Though the City's population has remained about the same, 

commercial growth has not. In 1971 the City's taxable value 

was $2,324,199. In 1982 it was $3,085,027, which represents 

33 percent increase. The County in comparison had a taxable 

value in 1971 of $13,549,658, and $21,803,165 in 1982, which 

is a 61 percent increase. This means the City of Hamilton 
---.L._!1 ...... .L.~..:;1 r::: A .... ...,. .... ,......,. ....... I"\-F i-hp who' P- Countv' s taxable increase, 
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because our taxable value is included in the County's 61 

percent. 

The City's increased valuation also helped keep County 

taxes down. In 1971 the County levied 49.06 mills, while in 

1982 their levy was only 53.30 mills or 8.6 percent increase. 

During the same period, the City has had to increase its levy 

from 62.40 mills to 100.54 mills, a 61 percent increase. Quite 

a difference. 

Although Hamilton's land area is less than one-half of 

one percent of Ravalli County, the City carries over 14 per

cent of the County's total taxable value. 

It can be seen in these figures that even with the County's 

8,000 plus population boom and massive residential and sub

division improvements, the taxable value outside the City can 

not keep up with the taxable value of commercial growth inside 

the City. Every time a building is constructed in the City 

the County tax base goes up, giving a tax break benefit to 

everybody in the County. If Hamilton ever disincorporated, 

everybody in the County would feel the impact, especially 

large farmers and ranchers who pay a great share of County 

taxes. 

Hamilton is currently operating on a General Fund budget 

that is less than it was four years ago. Our current taxable 

value has decreased below 1979's level with the cuts in inven

tory tax, motor vehicle tax (not totally replaced) and roll 

back taxes for commercial property. The City's 1983-84 budget 

is facing a decrease in revenue of over $50,000. This equals 

a decrease of 16 mills. A loss of 16 mills would put us back 

to just over the total dollars that the 

In 1981 Hamilton ranked second in taxes 

35 other cities and towns of comparable 

the only city ahead of us. The reason 

has had inadequate growth. The County 

heavy demands on City services. It is 

1979 tax levy generated. 

levied per capita among 

size. East Helena was 

for this is that Hamilton 

population boom has put 

true that in the past the 

commercial area helped carry City and County governments. The 

City has had a 33 percent taxable growth over the past 12 years, 

but inflation has been three or four ti'mes that, and demand for 

Ci ty services has increased several times over. 

So what is the answer to Hamilton's problems? Growth, 

expansion, development and jobs are WVat is needed to save the 
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the City. Block grants and state shared revenues are only 

temporary solutions. We need long-term solutions growth. 

Part of that long-term solution is House Bill 643 which 

would allow annexation and growth. The City of Hamilton is 

encircled by narrow strips of heavy density residential pro

perty. This property is blocking the City, especially on the 

north and south, from reaching hundreds of acres of undeveloped 

commercial and residential property. In fact, many of the 

50-60 homes blocking the City's expansion cannot be reached 

exce~t by driving down a City street. 

Attached to this letter are several letters from large 

property owners in support of HB 643, as well as some individual 

small property owners who would like to be annexed but cannot 

be reached because of these narrow strips of property. If the 

City could reach these large areas of undeveloped land it would 

be the key to hundreds of thousands of dollars of taxable value 

if developed. To properly develop the majority of this land 

would require water and seWer services, which only the City 

can provide. The City also needs this land because it is short 

of undeveloped commercial land, and residential lots are almost 

extinct. New commercial and residential areas would help pick 

up a share of current taxes or any future tax increases. This 

could mean less taxes for residents of the City and the County 

in general. Remember, every time the City's valuation goes up, 

so does the County's. 

Another benefit of economic growth is jobs. This is espec

ially important in Ravalli County where the unemployment rate 

is OVer 18 percent, far above the State's average. The creating 

of jobs would support the philosophy of Governor Schwinden and 

the legislature that we need to "Build Montana". 

OVer the past two years the city of Hamilton has taken the 

bull by the horns and is doing that. Because of the forsight 

of the city Council and support of City residents, projects 

totaling over 10 million dollars will be initiated this year. 

This includes 4.3 million dollar highway and water projects, 

do to the City buying the Water Company; 3.6 million dollar 

sewer plant; 2.0 million dollar condominium -development; 'j. 5 million 

dollar grocery store; .3 million dollar health club; and several 
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smaller projects. If City residents had voted to disincorporate 

in April 1982 a majority of these projects would not have been 

started because the County would not have went ahead and purchased 

the Water Company, which would have stopped the City's share 

of the highway project; the sewer plant would have definitely 

been stymied, which would have stopped proposed subdivsion 

improvements. 

The disincorporation vote was initiated by a group of people 

who felt that the City has little or no chance of growth, and 

they were tired of paying increasingly higher taxes to support 

services for a popUlation twice the size of the City surrounding 

them. The City tried in May of 1973 to annex a large portion 

of the surrounding area. The vote passed, but it was taken to 

the Supreme Court and defeated by a technicality. The City 

had already been granted $36()', .. 000 from HUD to help fund the ex.;.., 

tensianof sewer lines to the newly proposed annexed area. 

The April disincorporation vote was soundly defeated be

cause many voters believed the State Legislature would be making 

changes to allow City' 'growth. If HB 643 doesn' t pass and the 

City cannot start expanding its boundaries, disincorporation 

appears inevitable. 

Disincorporation would mean increasing the tax burden by 

up to one million dollars on all County residents. Taxes of 

former City residents would go down while those of County resid

ents would go up, and this is why so many County residents 

objected to disincorporation. 

If you review your records from the House you will find 

a letter from the Ravalli County Commissioners who also support 

HB 643. They went through the disincorporation vote with us 

and know the effects it would have on the County. 

The biggest single objection people have had to annexation 

bills is that they take away the rights of people to object to 

being annexed. But over the years our State Legislature has 

passed many bills that have had some adverse effect on a minority 

of people. The gas tax bill is one example, because most truckers 

feel that something has been taken away from them. The bill was 

passed because it is going to benefit the majority of people in 

our Country and State. 
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Nobody believes more in individual rights than we do, but 

when the majority's rights are being denied because of the actions . 
of a minority, the majority should prevail! 

We understand the situation the Senate faces in passing this 

annexation bill, but you have a responsibility to pass laws that 

are fair and equitable to everyone and this includes cities. Those 

people who are objecting to this bill may get the biggest benefit 

of all if ~t is passed. If over the next five or ten years the 
/ , 

Ci ty could double its tax base through economic -: growth, not 

individually annexed homes, its citizens could see their taxes 

level off or increase at a much slower pace. Look at what the 

coal fields in eastern Montana have down for those cities and 

counties economic growth. Look at the taxes they are lev~ing 
compared to ours. 

HB 643 is not asking for blanket annexation. It sets forth 

strict procedures that the City must follow. This includes: a 

resolution of intent to annex; a statement detailing the estimated 

costs in taxes and fees for city services; a statement detailing 

how the electors in the area to be annexed will be equitably" 

represented; date and type of election that will occur.within 

one year of the annexation date: and a public hearing where pros 

and cons to annexation can be heard. If the City makes a mistake 

in these procedures the courts can stop us just as they did before. 

A lot of these procedures are used under the current City 

Zoning laws before variances can be granted. The City Council 

would still be required to make a fair and just decision before 

annexation. The City would not be given a big black club to 

annex property, as some claim. We are talking about 50 or 60 

homes that are surrounding the Cd.ty and choking it to death. 

The tax base that would be generated from these homes would 

equal less than $10,000. of additional revenue. Our intent is 

not to go out and annex every piece of property that meets this 

bill criteria. This bill will be used as a constructive tool 

to reach large parcels of land that the owners want to annex 

into the City. That is where our future tax base will come from. 

Now if this Committee can not see it in their hearts to pass 

this bill for all cities and towns, please consider it for at ~: 

least 3rd class cities and towns. 
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7. Lloyd Greenup County Resident 
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f lVlarch 4, 1983 

To: Jim Whitlock, Mayor House Bill 643 

City of Hamilton 

We have 200 acres lying approximately 1/4 mile south of the present city 

limits of Hamilton. Some time ago we made preliminary plans for a Planned 

Unit Development. A portion of this area was designed for Highway Commercial. 

The downturn in the economy made it necessary for a delay. We would also plan 

to develop the area in stages with some portions suited to residential units. 

About three years ago we investigated the possibility of obtaining city sewer 

and annexation. The city was not interested. We are not contiguous to the 

city. For these reasons we designed our own facilities with State review and 

design approval. The present annexation system is cumbersome and unwieldy. 

We think impovements can be made in regards to implementing procedures that 

would help smaller towns such as Hamilton. 

We still have some reservations about annexation without approval from the 

property owners in the affected area to be annexed. We think our plans are 

for a high quality, orderly development that would be a benefit to the community. 

vTe would like to participate in hearings on this bill or to be kept informed on 

its pro/'iress. 

/ 

/) . / 

.; '/' / . 
. ,/ 'v( " ( ( 

Marvin F. Be 11 



March 3, 1983 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

I am writing this letter in strong support of HB 643. 
We own approximately 100 acres immediately north of the 
Excell Store in Hamilton, Montana. Of this land, about 
20 acres is Highway frontage and ideal commercial property 
if water and sewer were available. 

If HB 643 were to become a reality, we along with 
many other people with considerably large tracts of land 
would then help share the tax burden now placed on the City 
taxpayer. 

Please give this bill your favorable consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~~: P.O. Box 1 
Hamilton, Montana 59840 
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MOTORS 

270 N. 2ND ST. P.O. BOX 633 

HAMILTON. MONTANA 59840 
(4061 363-41 00 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

RE: HOUSE BILL 643 

OLDSMOBILE 

CHEVROLET 

March 3, 1983 

As a property owner of approximately 56 acres north of Hamilton 
on the highwaJ. I am in favor of the above referenced legislation 
to annex additional land into the Hamilton city limits. 

I feel it would be very advantageous to have sewer and water in 
this area and would create needed additional revenues for the City 
of Hamilton. This annexation would help expand Hamilton's business 
district and help relieve the city taxpayers of some of their tax 
load. 

HM!jr 



Harch 3, 1983 

Hr. Jim Whitlock 
Mayor of City of Hamilton 
Hamilton, HT 59840 

Dear Hr. Whitlock: 

RE/House Bill 643 

I have been a resident of "Hamilton East" (Hillcrest) for 
14 years. The area in which I live is high and dry. We are 
serviced by the City Water system, but all houses have septic 
tanks. If a person considered this area only, it is logical 
to assume the area would gain nothing from being included in 
the City of Hamilton. However, in my opinion, this is a very 
short sighted conclusion. The area now has approximately 50 

,houses and the new "Weber Estates" subdivision could add an 
additional 50 to 60 houses. -

The point I am trying to make is that the area east of 
town is a very high density area, and no part of it can or 
should be considered an area in itself. The whole area con
tributes to the polution problem we are facing. 

We must begin to work toward a central sewage system, with 
adequate treatment facilities, so that there is minimum polution 
of our underground water system. 

In my opinion the only logical entity to under-take the 
problem is the City of Hamilton - which of course means a greater 
Hamilton accomplished by annexation. 

I realize House Dill 643 empm'lers the City to annex an area 
where perhaps a majority of the people in the area oppose annexation. 
It has to be this way. The actual physical health of the whole 
community is at stake, and I think everyone must realize that 
as people live closer and closer together, we have to give up 
some of our individual privileges. 

If anyone has a doubt about our polution problem, I will 
be glad to take them on a float trip on our Bitterroot River. 
I won't have to point out a thing, they will be able to see and 
smell the problem. I am a native Montanan and I have spent a 
good share of my 50 years on our rivers and streams - our problem 



Mrach 3, 1983 
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in the Hamilton area is not unique, but in my op1n10n it is one 
that is at this time more serious than some of the others, because 
we are a high growth area. People love living here, and many more 
want to move here. We have to get to work on our problems - now -
House Bill 643, will give us a chance to get started. 

If I can be of any help to you, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 

WALLACE D. (WALLY) SCOTT 
100 High Road 
Hamilton, MT 59840 

363-1021 
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JOHN W. ROBINSON 
JOHN C. DOYLE 
JOHN G. BELL 
GEORGE H. CORN 

Chairman 

LAW OFFICES 

ROBINSON, DOYLE & BELL. P. C. 
212 PINCKNEY STREET 

HAMILTON, MONTANA 59840 

4()6.363·5Q40 

March 3, 1983 

Senate Committee on Local Government 
Montana State Senate 
State Capitol Building 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Dear Sir: 

The purpose of this letter is to urge you and the other 
members of your committee to support HB 643 which grants 
long needed annexation powers to cities throughout the state. 

The current situation which allows residents adjacent to a 
city to veto any annexation, places an unreasonable burden 
on the city since those residents enjoy all the advantages 
of the city such as fire and police protection, "water and 
sewageservices'and~!,the use of city roads without having to 
pay for them. What these folks are getting is nothing less 
than a free ride! They are simply being subsidized by those 
that live in the city and must support its services. This 
situation is clearly unfair and will be remedied by HB 643 
which does no more than make these people pay for the benefits 
they now enjoy. 

As for the argument that the bill would deprive a landowner. 
of his right to do as he wishes, I submit that this is a 
strawman set up to divert your attention from the fact that 
such adjacent landowners living outside the city aren't living 
up to their responsibility to pay for the very benefits which 
lets them enjoy their property in the first place. 

Please note that this bill does not grant sweeping powers to 
any city administration to annex huge areas of farm land or 
even rural areas. The population requirements in the bill 
only allow for the annexation of those areas contiguous to 
the city limits and that are already urban in character. 
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LAW OFFICES 

ROBINSON, DOYLE & BELL, P. C. 

Chairman 
Senate Committee on Local Government 
Montana State Senate 

- 2 -

March 3, 1983 

In closing, I should point out to you that I live in a small 
subdivision some fifty feet outside the City of Hamilton. 
The street that I live on looks like any other street in 
Hamilton. City police drive through my neighborhood on a 
regular basis. My house is in the city fire district. All 
of the houses in my neighborhood are on city water. My 
neighborhood cannot be reached without using city roads, 
yet I and my neighbors pay no city taxes. The inequity of 
this arrangement has made me a supporter of HB 643. I urge 
you to consider the merits of this bill and give it your 
wholehearted support. 

yours, 

~ 

GHC:dr 



HAMILTON VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPT. 
P. O. BOX 562 

Hamilton, Montana· 59840 

Honorable Member of the Senate: 

This letter is in support of H.B.643. The inability of smaller cities 

to annex outlying areas has forced us to go through one disincorporation 

attempt already. 

This would cause serious problems for our Fire Department. No provisions 

have been made in the disincorporation laws to provide for continuation 

of Fire Department Relief Association Pension Funds. 

Most of the annexation bills presented in the last few years have been 

defeated. Volunteer Fire Departments surrounding 1st class cities have 

led the effort to defeat these bills in order to protect their tax base. 

Most 2nd and 3rd class cities do not have the same problem because usually' 

the same equipment and man power protect both the city and the surrounding 

rural areas. The change from rural fire district to the city would 

have an adverse effect on the tax base of fire protection services. 

If the smaller cities and towns in Montana are to continue to exist, the 

people in the higher density areas surrounding them are going to have to 

share the costs of city services that they use every day. 

We feel this bill will help solve this problem and it deserves our 

support and yours. 
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Ma rc h 2, 1 983 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

I would like to inform you that I am in favor of HB 643. 
I am not a large land owner north of the City of Hamilton but I 
do have about 170 feet of Highway frontage that is a contiguous 
piece of property and I would be more than happy to have this 
annexed into the City of Hamilton. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
l //;' ~ / yf L~~C!j'L-

/ Joe Osterbauer 
/ 305 Eri e 

Hamilton, Montana 59840 
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Harch 18, 1983 

Senator George NcCallum, Chairman 
Members Senate Local Government Committee 
State Capitol 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Chairman NcCallurn and Members of Senate 
Local Government Com~ittee: 

I live in an urban fringe area a short distance outside 
of the Missoula city limits. Several times I have made inquiry of City 
officials regarding the possibility of having my residence annexed 
to the City so that I could have City sewer service available to my 
property. However, City officials have indicated to me that my property 
is not eligible to be annexed unless I and my neighbors between my 
residence and the city limits organize a district that successfully 
petitions for detraction out of the Missoula Rural Fire District, 
at which point in time we could then petition for annexation to the 
City. If 50% of the o\mers of the area proposed for detraction pro
test detraction from the Rural Fire District, then the County 
Commissioners cannot allow the area to be detracted from the Rural 
Fire District. 

I have recently been experiencing problems with my septic 
system. If this system fails, I have no more room in which to 
Dut ;"l.. T"'\ (">7 C?:".-' i 7' f';01J~ . 
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~ontributing to the costs of the services. 

, ,I ~1]p:;:)rt lTC\LS(l Eill 6".3 .-:llol:Ji~g annexation of high popul3.tion 
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Re.spec tfU~~. _ I ILL 
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Doug Haftsel1 
2323 Harv _ Hi ~~nl1'::1 Mrml-",,...,,, C:;OQ()l 
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Senator Reed Marbut 
Montana Senate 
Box 81, Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

February 25, 1983 

RE: House Bill No. 643 - Annexation of High Density 
Contiguous Lands 

Dear Senator Marbut: 

I am writing to support passage of House Bill 643 pertaining to 
the annexation of high density population of lands continguous 
to the city. This bill appears to be very conservative from the 
standpoint of greatly limiting the ability of any city to annex 
high density developed properties to the contiguous city li~its. 
I~ ~learly alleviates ~he concern o~ some staLe legislato~s that 
Clt12S ~ould annex agrlcultural lanes such as farms, rancnes, or 
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sup~orc this bill. 
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Dp.ar Mr. McCallum, 

1527 39th St. 

~H ssoula, Mt 59R03 

March IR, 19R3 

I own a house which is in an area adjacent to the Missoula 

City Limi.ts, in Missoula County. For quite some time, I have 

anvocated such areas hein~ annexed into the City. most especially 

so these areas could he a part of the Missoula Sewa~e System. 

I'm sure there is no ar~ument that these outlyin~ areas are 

ahle to take advant~ge of City servicp.s without cost. However, my 

main aspiration has always been to ~et the Wapakia area on the 

city sewa~e system, for reasons of puhlic health. 

Sincerely, 

?~~.-aI4/J 



, I 

Members of the Montana Senate: 

I am a resident of Missoula County and am currently employed 
as a land use consultant. I have been working with land 
planning and land development in both eastern and western 
Montana for the last eight years. 

Although there are a number of policies, issues and regulations 
which affect land settlement patterns, none are so effective 
as the minimum lot area requirements of the State Department 
of Health. The Health Department limits lot sizes to 1/2 acre 
and 1 acre for developments which do not have community water 
or community sewer. 

This regulation has created a ring of low density development 
around our urban areas. Once homes are developed on 1 acre 
and 1/2 acre tracts it is difficult, if not impossible to 
develop the property for higher density as the urban area 
expands. Thus, we see high density development leap-frog out 
beyond the urban area with their own sewer and water systems. 

This pattern of development increases the cost of services, 
specifically road, police and fire protection. It places a 
burden on rural school districts and incrp3~es transportation 
,':,)s'-:.s for t:1C li(Cxt generation of home buyers. 
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The Honorable Geor~e ;'lcCallum 

Chair~an 3enate Committee 

Helen<1, :·:T 

1026 :~nroe Strept 
~!issoula, :IT 59802 
Narch 18, 1983 

Chairnan, rlembers of the Cor.uni ttee ..... I am Lois [lerbig, Council 

Person fro:n .1ard I, ~lissoula. This \.;ard happens to be contiguous to 

the densely populated area just outside the city, namely, Upper 

Rattlesnake Area. Currently, there are 4 or more ct~ellings to an 

acre .... there are 10,000 square foot lots with some lots hein~ in thp 

(,-R,OOO o:quare foot range, exclusive of the many streets and parks in 

.., . ..: 

'-I 

._1" " 

. ( ~ . 

,,: 

upon them because of the high rate of traffic. People living in the Upper 

Rattlcsr.ake usc thc rO.:1d daily to traverse to their places of employment, 

for shopping purposes, etc. If these people should become City Residents, 

as some agree is only fair, the problem could better be faced as one body. 

You have letters from some of these people, I am told. They enjoy the 



amenities of living in the city without havin~ to carry the bUrden of 

f payin~ for the luxury, such as parks, swimminG pools, use of the streets •.• 

to name but a few. 

If this Leeislature does not see fit to assist the cities in this way, 

possibly we can look forllard one day to running cities on volunteer help 

(that, too is not alloHed '18 as to fire protection) and rummage sales 

and oonations. The Rural Fire Dep~rtment is assisted in this way but they 

are eagerly anticipating a joint agreement with the City for fire protection 

and er:lereency services .. 

I fail to see sound logic behind "tying the hands" of the cities which has 

happened historically in the Legislature .... hopefully not in this session. 

Local gover!'.r:lental officers are elected by the S3..'":le quality of people !,;ho 

elect Lec:islators 2nd I trust they Imow w-ho they are electing to these 
f 
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proffer services that are needed. Property tax increases place an undue 

burden on the elderly and those on fixed incomes. This bill ,mulct alleviate 

the problem by increasing the City's tax-base. 

Respectfully SUbm~~~~ • 

LOIS C, HeRBIe ~ 
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THE GARDEN CITV 

HUB OF FIVE VALLEVS 

Missoula, Montana 

March 18, 1983 

Senate Local Government Committee Members 
Montana State Senate 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Senate Local Government Committee Members: 

59802 

BILL CREGG 
MAYOR 

201 West Spruce Street 
Missoula, MT 59802 

Phone 721-4700 

As Mayor of the City of Missoula I would like to urge your support for 

the enactment of House Bill - 643 entitled "An Act to provide for Municipal 

Annexation of contiguous high density land under certain conditions." 

In May, 1977, shortly after the Legislature had killed annexation bills 

- I asked Gasp:ud "Par" Deschamps, a former Republican State Senator, why 

.; :.!.:;' ... : ' ... ;::' 

:-:' ";' ". ". ;' t.' .. ' : -~ 
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taxes received. 

House Bill 643 addresses these concerns of rural legislators by being 

keyed to density, which mandates that RURAL REMAINS RURAL, while cities are 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER M/F 
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able to annex the heavily populated contiguous urban area. Many urban county 

residents tell us they'd like to annex so they would have a voice in city 

government and actually be paying for the services they use. Urban residents 

in high density contiguous areas are seldom if ever going to petition for 

annexation, their good argument from their free-loader perspective being 

"why petition in when we get virtually all the services and pay nothing?" 

It is very important for Legislators who oppose this bill to know that 

they're NOT the champions of farmers, ranchers, nor drug-store cowboys living 

on some acreage close in. Rather they're the champions of the free-loaders 

who utilize most of the city amenities but who are too greedy to pay their 

way. 

Is there a basic American right to protest annexation? Well the other 49 

states probably feel they're as American as Montana, and all of them think that 

the urban county citizen's rights must be mitigated by the right of city dwellers 

to some semblance of tax equity. 

,.,; .' :. ~ , 
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of the interim committee's efforts to straighten out the mess. 

We call it the "fence" theory, and it's a potential bureaucratic nightmare. 

Without a "City I.D.Card," the person would pay extra for services. Swimming 

at the two municipal pools is 25¢ for city folk, 50¢ for outsiders. $5.00 

registration of Little League Baseball, $10.00 for county kids. $200.00 to 
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'". die in the city, but $250.00 in the county. 

We think the "fence" theory is highly devisive and undesirable. Our costs 

are increasing so much, however, that dire measures may be necessary. With our 

small city boundaries, along with the fact that slightly more than 9,000 U of 

M students require much attention but pay no property tax, our abilities to deliver 

even emergency services such as police, fire, and sewer are sorely tried. 

We've been told that Legislators think cities aren't broke because of an 

inability to annex, but rather because of unwarranted expansions of municipal 

bureaucracy. Missoula employs 285 people including part-time employees, 

myself and the l2-member council, and at 33,388, 1980 census population, that's 

less than 1% per capita employed. Conversly, the State of Montana, which you run, 

and not counting the university system, employs over 11,000 people. That's over 

1.4% of the state population of 783,700 in 1980. The half of one percent 

difference may not seem significant, but if we staffed the city at state levels 

per capita, our 285 employees would bulge to approximately 467 ~.,rhich is more 

.:;! .... , .... , . ,'--

- .. " '.-. ~ 

; ~,~ ; ! - 1:' -,. :: ~ " '.' 

.,.: . 

alike. It's now up to the Legislature to end this devisiveness in our valley. 

Thanks and warm personal regards. 

~ 
Bill Cregg 



Missoula, Montana 
THE GARDEN CITY 

HUB OF FIVE VALLEYS 

Senator George McCallum 
Chairman Local Government Committee 
And 
Committee Members 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59612 

March 17, 1983 

Re: House Bill 643 Density Annexation 

Dear Senator McCollum and Committee Members: 

59802 

BILL CREGG 
MAYOR 

201 West Spruce Street 
Missoula, MT 59802 

Phone 721-4700 

The City of Missoula and other cities across the state need and deserve 
your support. Cities are on the verge of financial collapse. As Finance 
Committee Chairman during the fiscal 1983 budget process, I have come to 
realize the severity of the City's problems. There are many reasons for the 
current situ.:lticn :lnd fGost of them can be trL'.ced to tIl{" 1e0is] aturc's Ut1-

l-:il1it-';'~:-'.J.:>,~.J Lo iJ3.:-~:j ::;;.r ... rs gi"ving Cities ;::uthol.-ity try :n,~;r:~~~0 ti>::-'lr aff::-l_r-s . 
... :if~~ ~:·~:_::'·_-,:1:~~~t2:·::.1.t~_-'li s~c~u.ce of previous J.2gisJ<ltllrc:s i~~ ~ ?;~-_~-:0 (l:'~:-"lplc cf 

, " • .:'" .-.~, 1 (~.f ~. ~ -" ' -
I ~ ,-, •. \ .:. 

~- . -: , ! -- . 

;t.:~_~ ... \·( ... ~~ tu ·:_l~c Ci.e)" b0UU(:~LC)·. I am spcnkir..g pr:i:n;lrily o£ police, fire, and 
)ov~·,.::r. ,\n::c:-:;',Lion 0:: th0:';C areas \.,'Quld incrc;ise dCI::a:1ds on City services within 
~ ;:~~;l-,;jbc;l;';le rCln&e, wiJile ncwly annexed residents vwuld then help pay for 
pruviding the service City~wide -- a benefit they already take advantage of 
regardless of their residential status outside of the City. Other services the 
borderline dweller takes advantage of, free of charge, include: parks, 
recreation programs and facilities, streets and street maintenance, traffic 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION FMPI nv/::o ~AII: 
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lights and other traffic controls, fire prevention and building inspection. 

As a final point, cities are the center of the state's commerce and 
economic activity. The governor and legislators of both parties support 
building Montana's economy. I believe it is impossible to build a sound 
economy. which attracts new business and industry, and visitors to our 
state unless cities are given the ability to provide excellent services and 
to maintain the infrastructure on which all commerce depends. 

I urge your support for better annexation laws -- House Bill 643. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

c.- ( 
~'z....c:t..-r-t.-c'~c.-::--j~'-~·1-~'~ 
Francis Superneau 
City Councilman 
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Missoula, Montana 
THE GARDEN CITV 

HUB OF FIVE VALLEVS 

Senator George McCallum 
Chairman Local Government Committee 
And 
Committee Nembers 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59612 

March 17, 1983 

Re: House Bill 643 Density Annexation 

Dear Senator HcCallum and Committee Hembers: 

59802 

BIll CREGG 
MAYOR 

201 West Soruce Street 
Missoula, MT 59802 

Phone 721-4700 

I am writing to support House Bill 643 which would give cities the 
authority to annex adjacent property developed at 4 units per acre or 
greater. 

You will no doubt hear much testimony o.bout the ur.equ31 t3X bur-d en upon 
C:ty :-c!:"i.cent~,.. COCrlty residents living just outsice the. City ~)cl;~::2:;:'Y (:.:-;:: 

... \:,'-
:": , 
' ..... l . 

,l.-, . .' 
' .. ~ , " .'. 

C '~i] ;-;~.~: < (p."]:- ~-:.]~~:-{ ~_ ;j' ,'<;() ~.~:~:. ();:1 t h t:2 i r c\.;n.. C;)O pC: r .:1 ~_j.j"'::,~ ";-,~:.:~:: c t l>::r c; ,~: pi~ r L:i~(:: n t.~; 
.:~7jd t~il~ C~~,o::..,~:'i.~:~:~;·~7_ .... ~·:iC:~"~') ,.:;uly \,,'he:l it 0C:-\:C~':; t};e:'r I)t::-!~o::-:t.~ -- pl-i~:;:l.:il~~~ a~ bud0C~ 

City government is the more responsive local government because it is 
mor-e representtitive. Our Nissoula City Council consists of 12 members elected 
from 6 wards. Council members are very anxious to solve constituent problems 
and to assure that constituents receive good services. City government also 
includes the required legislative executive division. The excutive management 
of daily City functions, leaves Council members free to work on the jobs of 
representing their constituents and developing City policy. 

AN ~()II""" t:1ADI 0'" .~ •• - --
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I have been a Council person for 12 years. I have seen many changes on 
the Council and many on the County Commission. I feel strongly that City 
government serves the people best, and that along \.lith many other reasons 
you will hear, this is a very important reason to allow annexation of 
adjacent developed residential property. 

Thank you for considering these thoughts. 

Jeanne Ransavage 
City Council Person 

.' 



Missoula, Montana 59801 

THe GARDEN CITY 

HUB OF "IVE VALLEYS 

OFFICE Of THE CITY COUNCIL 
201 W. Spruce St. 

Phone 721-4700 

TO: Chairman HcCallum and Committee Members 

FRaN: Leon Stalcup 

DATE: March 18, 1983 

My name is Leon Stalcup and I am an Alderman in t>lard 5 in Missoula. 
t~e are here today to ask for your support of HB 643. 

As you kno\l1, Montana has one of the most restrictive annexation 
lmvs in all the nation and this causes many problems for this state's 
municipalities. 

f As you ~.1so know, this bill would only affect the areas that are 
contiguous to a city or town and are developed at 4 or more dwellings per 
acre. No other areas would be affected. 

, ,i 
, ~ . , 

_ i. • , ~;; 1', .,.. ~:, '. . :.' : . 

-i : 
',;,t' 1,;";'_'_ : 

T;ll~~y' :lrC ~'."'hc{~1'2r \~i !_~.~---:::.~e, Eattlesn.:l.ke, E.J.st :lissoula) LJniv~rsity huusin ,c;, 
11:1]v /v:(~it~C~1 "and the ~·.!:.1~)i·1:iya- bcl""",Tic\{ .:lrc.:.l. ~':11t~1~ ~-,;e added the populatic:Hl 
from tho:;e arcas, i t cc~'(-,.s to 14,100. when compared to the city populi1tion 
of 33,388. That v01l1rl increase the city population by 42.2%. In focusing 
in on the t.Japikiya and Belvie\v area we find from census tract· information 
there are nearly 1,000 dwelling units in this area that is high density. 

In part of the area there are serious problems with the soil and septic 
systems havin8 high failure rates and this will have serious consequences 
to the water table. 

Pass this bill so that we can get sewer service to this area before 
a serious health problem develops. 



Senator George f1cCallum, Chairman 
Senate Local Government Committee 
Capital Station 
Heiena, MT 

Dear Senator McCallum: 

815 Hickory 
Missoula, MT 5980~ 
fvIarch 18, 1983 

I am writing to you concerning HB 643 which will be heard in 
your committee shortly. This bill would allow cities to annex high 
density areas of four units per acre or more that are contiguous 
to the city.· 

I moved to r1issoula just over a year ago after living and 
working in eastern Montana. My job, based in Glendive, required 
me to travel and get to know the ueople in the seventeen counties 
from Phillips to Carter. Now, living in Missoula I am, in a sense, 
learning how the other half lives, because unfortunately fll'Iontana is 
a divided state -- east and west, rural and urban, and, in a reversal 
from our past, coal and oil rich and copper and timber poor. Montana's 
differences should add to our sense of state pride rather than 
divide us which too often seems the case. I see the state legisla
ture as being the source which must unite Nontana by recognizing our 
heterogeneity rather than denying its existence. 

Ii3 < ~ ;_~(l(.L·'e:.:~(.~ t::~ ur'ban-rural split irl IV~G~lt21~3 ~~~'):" ii~~1=tinG 
that the split docs indeed exist. The bill would enable urban areas 

~ r ,", ~ • 
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I am reminded of u rancher I spoke to recently who complained of 
packs of dogs from the suburban Missoula community which prey on live
sJeock. IJe; ran~~her would h8.ve dogs which would create such a problem, 
Gut rather the pro'ulem is created by non-rural people who deny that 
they must now accept the burdens of city living along with the bene
fits. 

HB 643 protects rural people as well as city people. Four units 
per acre is indeed urban congestion. The goal of cities in Montana 
is not to incoruorate all of Montana, not to create megalopolises 
where a city ends only where another. begins. Rather the goal is to 
recognize areas that are truly urban already and incorporate them 
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into the city. ~Yhen this goal is achieved both rural and urban places 
will maintain their integrity and all Montanans will benefit. 

I hope you will support HB 643 and recognize it for what it is -
not an attack on rural Montana, but a recognition that urban residents 
must accent that they place a burden on local government which is 
far greater than that placed on local government by our self-sufficient 
rural neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

C '// <.) ~. . 
/ -r-y (/ ~Jj ." / ",VI 

//'L. \ '-- ..... , •• v"-' .... I 
;' - :.-'- \ 

Ruth C. Hamlin 
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Charles E. Hardy 
512 Benton 

Missoula, Montana 59801 

February 14, 1983 

Kathleen ~jcBride, Chairman 
House Local Government Committee 
r~ontana Legislature 
Helena, Montana 

Dear Ms folcBride: 

Res HB643 

We urge your committee to consider favorably HB643, 
which provides legislation ennabling cities to annex high 

density contiguous areas. As residents of the city of 

~issoula for over thirty years we are fully aware of the 

inequitable tax burden borne by city residents. Our state 

annexation laws are outmoded and have long needed revision, 

especially in the light of the fact that ~:ontana is now 

one of a very few states without laws modernizing annexation 

~~ . ""' 
:.;. :".~:('r.~;:;:C:.i_)r, 

C~arle3 2. and rabelle C. Hardy 

• . _, , ... ~ l ... 



Missoula, Montana 59802 

THE GAROEN CITV 

HUB OF FIVE VALLEVS March 18, 1983 
OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY 

201 West Spruce Street 
Phone 721-4700 

Senate Local Government Committee Members 
Montana State Senate 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59620 

Re: House Bill No. 643 

Dear Senate Local Government Committee Hembers: 

I would like to strongly urge your support for the 
enactment of House Bill 643 pertaining to the annexation 

83-200 

of high-density populations immediately contiguous to a 
city. House Bill 643 was specifically drafted to alleviate 
past expressed concerns of state legislators that cities 
would attempt to annex agricultural lands such as farms and 
ranches or other moderately and thinly populated areas near 
cities. 

House Bill 643 was also specifically drafted with the intent 
to authorize cities to be able to more equitably spread the 
costs of city services over the truly dense urban populations 
tLiat comprise the primary users of m~ny city so-::",Tic2S. P'-2-::"Sll::cI,t 
:'-0 l·'I·-?:·LJ~:-tl':('-"'.s (::~:ist.:i·£lg~ ;3.nne:--:E!.tinn 1.a~·.7.s }li~}~ f'~)n~;!.--:;_-~.(::~ ;:(::'~:~i.~~:y 
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;:~~ted:~~~~~0~~~ ~~~~ ~~~t~~st~ ~h~~~Y~~~~:~~0~~P~~~~~~~~~~ncor-
;~ ;~~ i..! :.~ -.~ ~"1 ,.:. ·l.·.r ~c.~: i :·1 ~-~ l~ :~ L ~ .. T ~; ~~;,- \."r i \: C E; "\.: i_ 1;~ l'~() u ~~. fi :'2 =,," i .. :.-:::~ 7.~ ~ 1 (: t (-: ~-: C~ () ~~ t:~:: 
: .::< •. ·.,.'r·:i .• ~ • ..,.;; "." t-;~. ·~"'-OV·; 'il·""g' +-h,,,o,,, c"ru~ ces ';:ost o I": tn' os'" ~.--l,",~ .... · .......... __ J\""'t..:.u \"...L ......... .I.. 1:-'.J..... ...... u .. .!. L..l..a..l_v'- ....... C vJ_ • J..~ ...... \.:.; 

our-oi-city urban residents would not live ~here they do if the 
city did not exist. 

These clearly dependent city populations potentially benefit 
from the following types of city services at any time they routinely 
enter the city for the purposes of employment, shopping, attending 
school, obtaining professional services, recreation, etc.: 1) police 
protection; 2) fire protection; 3) parks and recreation; 4) sewer 
system; 5) city band; 6) street department; 7) city engineer; 
8) stricter dog control; 9) building inspector; 10) central 
administrative functions of the mayor, court, attorney, etc. 
Evidence of the large vo.lume of non-city users of city services 
has been documented in studies performed by the City of Hissoula. 
For example, a recent study by the City Parks and Recreation 
Department with respect to who were the actual users of the City 
of Missoula's Playfair Park and Swimming Pool (adjacent to 

AN F()IIAI 1=1\1101 nV~AC:""'T Annr'\nT" .... ~" • -_._- • - _ .. -
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Sentinel High School) indicated that easily more than fifty 
percent (50%) of those individuals using the Park and Pool were 
non-city residents. Another study by the City of Missoula 
Police Department of their motor vehicle accident statistics 
indicated that 52% of the operators of [aotor vehicles involved 
in motor vehicle accidents within the city limits were non-
city residents. City taxpayers very clearly bear the financial 
burden of costs of city services that are daily used on a regular 
basis by city-dependent high population density unincorporated 
urban fringe populations. Not only do these densely populated 
unincorporated urban fringe areas not pay city taxes, but their 
daily large volume use causes the city taxpayers to be taxed 
even more in order to maintain their very basic services. 

Existing annexation laws in Montana are obstacles to logical 
and orderly growth of cities. One of the primary reasons for this 
is Section 7-2-4734(4), M.e.A., which is commonly referred to as 
the rural fire district exclusion. The practical effect of this 
statutory provision is to allow rural fire districts to impede 
the logical and orderly planning, growth, and standardization of 
public services and facilities for truly high population densities 
in a community, thereby causing a significant inequitable tax 
ine~uity to city taxpayers. No other state in the United States 
:~.~:s ;: F:.->::J~Jis~·_('\n ~>,-:clL 3S Section 7-2-!+73!+(!+), :·'1.C./-... , i:l :.=l":cir 
l~CSljc.L:.i~·,,,~~ SL~~.tc l2~\'''S. I'Jo ot11cr st2te ilL t=l:c: L"L1:..tcd. S~atss 
c-..lle'>l:; ;:-i;;~:"lf:"i,:c: districts to possess such a. stranglehold on a 
(:;"';1.-.,"\} '\¥ "';: ~~".~ ~~ ~(! "~-::-b('lrl cC:·:l~:' .. :ni.t ... ;tf~) nl)i1.~_:~-"T ~~'J 1_C';~ ;3J.~_",":::; 

"- ·.··r .... -.... , <_.: ;.':-. .' - ).' ~.: "/ ~- ,;.. '. ..... ": .. ' - , ., " 

B~.;·;_-.?;_ fi_~·::·~. ~5_::t::!-~.:_~ts \·~.,.C~:-2 i7}tC:~ccd to ('}:-~~.~ ;-:()" :)J:~(~".:"=_":'::': ;_~ ~,/(,:":_~'/ 
, . 

i~rji:".v:,~ t..:~rl ~ S e·r."\T ic e. to rur 21 <lIld s u lYiJ.r 0<lll cOl:::r~i..l1.·1i t ic s . 1~0:."~'2\,,r'2 r 
by the very title they are known by, "rural" fire districts, 
it is obvious that they were not originally intended to be "urban" 
fire districts nor be able to exert such a dominating adverse 
influence on the ability of densely populated urban communities to 
plan, grow, and standardize public services and facilities. 
Rural fire districts were n"ot originally intended to provide 
permanent fire protection to densely populated areas contiguous 
to a city. The rural fire district exclusion is not logical or 
sound policy. Further, it results in very obvious and gross tax 
inequities to city taxpayers. 

There are areas in the densely populated urban Missoula 
Community where city emergency services must travel from within 
the city limits through densely populated unincorporated areas 
contiguous to some boundaries of the city limits in order to 
respond to an emergency in another portion of the densely urbanized 
Missoula Commmunity that is within the city limits. 
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Montana's annexation laws are perhaps the most restrictive 
in the western and midwestern states. This is what the Montana 
Legislative Council indicated in a report to a Hontana interim 
legislative committee on annexation in 1979-80. The existence of 
Montana's unduly restrictive annexation laws has contributed to 
governmental fragmentation, disorderly growth, inability to 
logically plan for the provision of services by both city and 
county governments, non-standardization of public services and 
facilities in densely populated urban communities, inequities in 
taxes and resources, etc. 

It is time the Hontana State Senate recognize and take a step 
toward the elimination of the problems herein identified which 
it has statutorily created and allowed to exist as an impediment 
to the logical and orderly growth of Hontana's cities. It is time 
that the Montana State Senate eliminate the ability of a small 
percentage of people in small geographical areas within densely 
populated urban communities to frustrate the substantial interests 
of a majority of the densely populated urban communities to logically 
plan the grmvth of their communities and to allow these densely 
populated urban co~munities to standardize public services and 
facilities in their community in order to more effectively and 
efficie~tly ?rovide those services to the high density populations 
actually regularly using and benefitting from those services. 

Thereforc, I strongly urge your support for the enact~ent of 
:~C~!~~0 :S<-i.~.1 0{~3c ~rh,,~~:l;-: ~~"~'1J fo?: c('r;si(:,~:~~~.:~~·, C·~-::-:~::·:~~?~-;~-:.) :-:~; .' . 

• -' ."\ ; - L ~ _ (' 
~. _ i.... __ :..." •• J 

Yours truly, 

IN/jd 
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~ I LlErrERS ~:;!nRr;:::;.h ':qteb] 
~ . ~hoNw1WI~_~«beft '!. No secr~tJ but... ;: 1b:~:r:::; . 

'·1 .D.ar ECitor: nb F ji9untrln 'under t"lat cr"QGlaQstlG 
ThIs Is an open I.tter to Ran", County forms of memme01- by, I certainly dldolt 'X-
resld.nts. " rGctto hear. d~entr~entatiYe of 

,ImIl£~MontanClns and avocatlns SUCh ' 
It WU' sood to ha~. 'the opportunity of • :iacdcM It musii;that, people s.t so InvOlvol 

meeting with various group representatives and th their own endeavors that they forget about 
local residents of Ranlll County at the Woodside equity or the rights of others that are afforded 
Granse Leslslatlve Forum Thursday evening (Feb. by our constitution. 
24). Th., forum afforded us a chance to review It Is sullested :that property owners outside 
,matters handled at Helena up to the rold-sesslori city limits review the CCKTent annexation stat-
break. ,SuffIce It to ,say, the put 45 days hu utes (at the county court house or city hall) and 

, be~n demanding and hectic: as weD as Interesting the proposed changes In annexation procedures and 
, and frustratiDl to a freshman leslslator. ' notify the senaton In Helena of your views. 

Thanks to all those that attended the forum (House Bill 643 his already pused the Montana 
meetlnl and I wish that many more had been pres- house). This bill will be under consideration by 
ent. I mention this latter statement for the the senate during the balance of this leslslatlve 
benefit of those reading the Friday, Feb. 25 ed- session. You may contact leslslators by phone In 
Itlon of the Ravalli Republic that carried In Helena at 449-4800 or by writing ~pltal Station, 
bold headlines IBud Schatz's lament about the Helena, Montana 59620. 
financial Plight of Hamllton. l It Is no doubt a -:r:I:.. 
safe bet that most people In the valley are aware Representative Bernie Swift JD1af. ~- y/ 
of the problems mentioned by administrative as- SE 206 Rose Lane ' 
slstant Schatz. It Is no secret today that most Hamilton, MT 
of the cities nationwide are In dire flnanclal 
stralght~ However, It was with considerable 
misgiVings and dismay ,that I learned Thursday 
evenlnl during the forum and later today, Friday, 
that Mr. Schatz accused me of wrong doing for 
disagreeing with his views by votln:~ against 
House Bill 643. 

For those of you that did not attend the 
X .,!9rum, the Bill 643 In speclflc terms provides 

fOra cit or munlel alit to annex adjacent u-

c 
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Mrs. Ted Hodges 
2606 View Drive 

Missoula, Mt. 5980 I 
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Re& Sen. Bill #115 

Dear Local GOT. Committee: 

Andrew,E. & Darlene Y. Anderson 
2604 Vi ew Dr. 
Missoula, Mt. 59801 

We are very much apposed to any form of annexation. We bought our 

home eighteen years ago, we chose this area because it was not in the 

city limits. We are now retired, we live on a fixed income, as rr.ar,w 

of our neighbors do, and there is no way we can afford the taxes which 

would be added to our hmoe if it were annexed to the dity limits. Right 

now we also have better services such as the rural fire department, which 

would be lost to us' if we were annexed. 

We have been fighti ng thi s issue for a long time, it is time that 

the people we have voted for to represent us actually r4present us, that 

is why we ellected them. We are expecting you to represent us on this 

as well as all i seues. 

.> ~; -. t' .-, <. : .:-" 

<c;?~[;.o~ , 
{J~7ddM'7 
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He: House Bill #643 

Dear Looal Gov. Commi tt eel 

,Andrew E. and Darl ene Andersoll 
2604 View Br. 
~~i ssoula, Mt. 59801 

We are very much opposed to any form of annexation. We bought our 

home eighteen years ago, we chose this area because it was not in the 

ci ty limits. We are now retired, we live on a f1 xed income, as many 

of our neighbors do, and there is no way we can afford the tam:es which 

would be added to our home if it were annexed to the city limits. Right 

now we also have better services such as the rural fire department, which 

would be lost to us if we were annexed. 

We have been fighting this issue for a long time, it is time that 

the peopl e we have vot ed for to represent us ac1t.ually rePresent u~, that 

is why we ellected them. We are expecting you to represent us on this 

as, well as all issues .. 



March 18, 1983 

TO: WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

FROM: SANDRA REID, 2616 Sky Drive, Missoula, MT 59801 

RE: H.B. 643 and Companion S.B. 115 

I am writing this letter to encourage you to argue against 
the above bills for annexation by the cities of Montana, their 
adjacent county areas as needed for additional revenue. 

I disagree with these bills for all the same reasons that 
they have been voted down before. To take in surrounding county 
areas to the cities would simply increase taxes for those rural 
areas, but provide little or no increased services 

This decision should be left to each local area. These 
types of decisions should not be handled at the state level, leaving 
the local areas with a moot issue. 

Sincerely, 

c:;?ff~ ~~ 7(~ 
Sandra Kay Reid 



Senatpr George McCallum 
Montana state Senate 
Local Government Committee 

Senator McCallum, 

We are writing to let you know we are strongly opposed to HB-643 and the 

companion Senate Bill #115. Your consideration would be appreciated. 

~ .. Ljy~ 
~e;~ ~. -Miller 
1106 26th Ave. 
Missoula, Montana 
59801 
./~ /] (M!2 

<-./:.-iddu)fl.· 'aU 
Do~i~~N. M~ er 
1106 26th Ave. 
Missoula, Mt. 

~. 
Evelyn Heit~ 
1114 26th Ave. 
Missoula, Mt. 
59801 

~E~~ 
1114 26th Ave. 
Missoula, Mt. 
59801 



March 18, 1983 

To ~Jhom It }lay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB6t.3 and S3 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Sincerely, 

pVf)J, 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



!-farch 18, 193 '3 

To tfuom It ~ay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB643 and SB 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Sincerely, 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



~farch 18, 1933 

To ~,'hom It ~·{ay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB643 and SB 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



Farch 18, 1983 

To ~\1hom It ~fay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB643 and SB 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Since.relY,. I 
/-l~~~~-. 
..):::;3~ ~~ 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



March 18, 1981 

To ~~'hom It Xay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB643 and SB ll5 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Sincerely, 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



~,farch 18, 1981 

To ~':hom It May Concern: 

I am opposed to HB543 and SB 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Sincerely, 

(J ~../. :J4~~ 
dJ() I~~' 

rei'/' J 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



Narch 13, 1981 

To ~',Thom It ~[ay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB643 and S3 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Sincerely, 

.nt 1550 v l4 ,I P7 0 IV r ffl</ A-

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 



March 18, 1983 

To ~!hom It Xay Concern: 

I am opposed to HB543 and S3 115 for the reasons clearly stated 
during previous consideration. 

Sincerely, 

bills dealing with county annexation to the city 
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Stone Mountain 
Neighborhood Association 

Missoula, MT 59803 

To Whom It May Concern: March 18,1983 

I wish to have this opportunity to state my views regarding 
House Bills 115 (introduced by Waldron) and 643 (introduced by 
Jensen and others). HB 115 is "an act to provide for local 
government service districts that may provide any local govern
ment service within the jurisdictional area of one or more 
local governments; and to provide a method for creating, modi
fying, combining, abolishing, funding and administering such 
districts." I am opposed to this bill. We don't need it. 
What will this bill accomplish that cannot currently be done by 
other means? Is this an attempt to have charter government 
through the backdoor? I believe we already have structures in place 
to provide the services outlined in the proposed bill. 

Similarly, La~ opposed to HB 643 which is "an act to provide 
for municipal annexation of contiguous high-density land under 
certain conditions." This bill leads to a further erosion of the 
rights of the people to govern themselves and do what they think 
is best and most prudent. Property owners should never have their 
right to protest taken away. This puts property owners at the 
mercy of their governing body. Remember the constitution states: 
.... government by and for the people. ... We should never lose 
this ideal. I will fight to have any of our freedoms reduced or 
removed. 

Sincerely, 

~ \ 

~ Dr. Hans Zuurl.ng 
President, Stone Mtn. 
Neighbothood Assn. 
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Hamilt~n, I" 
.. ~ .... ~'~~"::,:\: .. ~ :. 

A comprehensive survey gf freeholders of properties adjacent t'il thJ" clty flf 

'<>:;~' 
l\,' 

·.:·c·· .• ' 

Hamilt'iln indicate, without any questign whatever, that they should, have the1r con
s~U11onkll redress of voting privileges should an annexation propesal,. " 

:~:.i!.'·~~~.;dey~lope ni?to issue~, (:',~s }:Ii>~~~~~~9f.:~~~;t';,:~ny:,resi~ents"of~.~am~.~01l,~<,,<~,. : ',~: /.\~~;. 
<;:,r:J1.t:r....~~~q~yl.;~~:~.ve.t'Y:,J.1l51s,taht;.~wheflf~~~Y:~f.eel>+ttte,,;ea.Dl~ .. ,""'ay.:~~~~!1'!.~~~~~~?,.;li.J.'.;.~~-.;.-\':\'~~~~.~r· 
.,'# ~. '\ I''..:f.<·r: .... :.I.::.J.:.I!i"::': .~.';', :~ .... "'. 1 ~i~' ~~- '.' .. >~. ~'-:'. : ;\>.~ .... :\~:>~:;~':' .. '~~;~~:;""i::r':'>:> ,:~. ",~.,: .'::, .~ .. :.;; : .. ~' -f';'" . ~ ~ ~ \~;'·1~ ~,~ ~(?,,: ... :':, .,' ... '''{ . ", .. 

-:'.' '~;~;s..··Many. .. 'crties:-a.re in dire finariciU~'afstress·,"·::of co\.trS~e'Jlas"·a.·'lnattet,of fa'ctj" :.' <"';:' 
. ,' .. , so are many counties. Any practical. obs'ervat10n will indicate the'State of " '~: 

Montana is in financial difficulty as well. Quite obVioUsly, the sole purpOs-e"~ ':~;:: 
of cities annexing adjacent properties is to solve their financial dilemna. . 
The City of Hamilton has absolutely nothing to offer the surrounding areas. 
Hamlltons street surfaces are deplorable. Both the sewer and water services 

. ," are; in. extreme distress. It would app~ar"t~t's t~e .sole :p\;lrposeof.anne~at,~ <., '?"i"... 
~::;.,~~~,~'1~n?~n.a~his~:Ca5e~: ls.,t:to::ftr~;J~J?::t~t.o~~ *~\b~e~"~~~~~is!;,:common"':F~wl~dge.~.\·' ~ ....... 
~ .~~t.¢~~ ~d:~tiaa:; been:J)~ b~i clY.')'.statecr;.Fy .,~1!lfi;ton:;of~i~J;a.+;;~~tMt t· th,e. iJll~q:t .. ·(:(:r:omt···:· . "f'"::j~' ,~.:';' 
~. '\ '1../\,'.'.'."' .. " ..... ". "l,' d'!' .~. /1.'" '. ..... ··i't\.!:···"".· .... ",.; .... '" "t·:" . '.'.t'; ':l(oI:'tf;;t,,,.'\o:14' ..••... ·t'··'''··· .4..~ .• .l,.." r.r '''',:,1' i·li·'!'1·. "" ,,,."lM..: •. ~~ .. ..., '.'Mi"'ivl ... .;., zr:"i<~,;~surroun ng·a.reas.are·" I1e.l;U;(na .J.on·,ol-.'n":'l",,-,!J.~on·s reelA;)~'Cf,n~ act es,.<when:.~~,,·t~ ... :·.c. 
~¢!~~{.;~'ili.i.fa:c~:~~iereiii ~·:~fi~~~~,!of; .. the~',i.J:1ill\e:~~~qf~'H~Xeon~¢·9U1d'):hdti\.and ,woUla:1n~t:<eXi~i1~1.~~:· .. 
'.: ·.The fact·of the'matter is simply, the merchants of Hamilton would be in extreme ~. :'.;:, < distress were it not for the suppOrt of the areas they wish now to assume 

. control of and in turn virtually destroy said areas through neglect of these 
areas the same way they neglect their city. Perhaps now is the proper time 
to consider in all; seriousness the ,pr~poSa1fof,consoiidati~nbetween city and·', 

John L. Cain 
Hamil ton, MT. 59840 

• <. 
.' 
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To; Senate Looal Government Committee 

RB: House Bill Ro. 643 

I am a tarmer·produciDg ~I'Ops on s~veral plots ot groundAeast 
ot Reserve Stl'$etin Missoula Cou~_j. This extremely productlT8 
land has .• b'.·longed to members of 1111 f!!Jnily for several deoades. 

I feel threatenetl by this bill.,Two years ago similar 
legislqt10n was proposed and the M~yor of Missoula indicated 
h1s desire to annex the area east of Reserve street which 121 
where the ground I farm is located. This area is not entirely 
h1gh density, nor entirely agricultural, it Js ~ very mixed 
area with some developed ~reas soattered among low density and 
:r~1'JD land. I believe the residents if this area prefer to keep 
it the way it .is. 

I believe the objective ot HB 6 ••. -121 more than to gain a ~. ". 
increased tax base for the citij.: but also to giye the city 
a greater politicall: .... , and eltt'fin4 the cit} laws over a 
larger ares. '. 

I notioed several potential problema 'which may oocur it the 
City of Missoula attempts to annex under this legislation. 

1) The annexed ar~as would be required to meet city laws. 
Many people in this area ma}:not be 1n compliance with 
the city rules. '!'he,. .are happy the way things are now 
why change? 

2) The city may not be able to provide as fast nor as 
complete fire protection as currently is available. 
this could lead to additional danger to lives and 
propert,.. 

:3:) The character ot the area may change it the city permits 
eyen higher density arid other us~·s. Neighbors living 
o~t8ide the oity limits would have no voice in the 
d~tsions affecting their surroundings • .. 

J~~.past I have not opposed people wanti*g vol~tal"T 
"~.W1-e~~;ton. If 'f~rced into the cIt,. I. beliey'e a public hearing 
. J!.fih' 'valid p~ote~t s.l;t~ulci.~ held. ..Protest !!hou1d be a110.ed 
i~- ~e peOple ca~~t m~e~ cit,. laws. . ' 

The city- cannot proviCle .equa1 or better fire protection. 
- It would change the cha~ .. cter of the:neighb0l:'hood·lnvolved • 

.. 
It no protest can be allowed' in this bill, I reques1; it be killed. 
~~a.~ '< 

B.ft.e ._.~'.BeDSon:, '.'" 
24.;1;8 . So. '7t~:I~a~:~<i' 
M1asouta, 'KonttnM!esmol 
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CITY OF LIBBY 
LINCOLN COUNTY. MONTANA 

March 19, 1983 

TO: Local Government Committee 

RE: House Bill 643 

POST OFFICE BOX Z 

LIBBY, MONTANA !59923 

As this legislative session speeds to a conclusion, the ability to spread the 
tax dollar as far as anticipated or needed will fall woefully short, and as 
Montana's cities and towns will again be adversely affected by this shortfall, 
it is critical that legislation such as that of House Bill 643 be enacted in 
an attempt to allow communities to "do for themselves". 

Libby shares with numerous:Montana communities the problem of being immediate
ly surrounded with a sizeable county population, which in this case is three 
times the population of the city. It goes without saying these 7000 + are 
sharing in street use, police ,protection and other city services without the 
benefit of their tax contribution. But, the major concern of the City of 
Libby is those properties immediately adjacent to the city boundary; "bedroom 
communities" that are urban in nature and ultimately requiring the amenities 
such as ordinances, waste and sewer disposal and the like that city dwellers 
require. Ironically, located on city perimeter streets, these people are 
already directly receiving, f~ee gratis, street maintenance and lighting. 

As a direct result of House'Bill 643 and the 4 dwelling per acre requirement, 
Libby will be able to annex an additional 381 homesites and increase the city 
tax base by an estimated 18%. The only community service not afforded these 
people at this time is sewage disposal and with the close proximity of major 
sewer outfall lines, this service could be extended to them with a minimum 
amount of disturbance and cost. 

Combining services, such as law enforcement and fire protection with Lincoln 
County has extended Libby's financial capabilities, but inflation is again 
jeopardizing the city's ability to maintain 'its share in these cooperative 
efforts. For example, the rural fire district and the city fire department 
share equipment, housing and volunteer personnel on a pro rated basis. With
out the increase in revenue afforded by the proposed enlarged tax base, the 
city will be required to petition the Lincoln County commissioners to come 
under the jurisdiction of the rural fir~ district. This will decrease local 
taxes, but will mean the loss of city contribution to the pension plan of 
the volunteer firemen. 

'In summary, cities of Montana are asking for the ability tG help themselves. 
They are asking for an avenue'that requires those people in our communities 
that are using ser~ices to equitably pay for them. 

;::;'4~ 
Fred A. Brown 
Ma or 
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