
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE OF HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS 

AND 
HOUSE STATE ADMINISTRATION 

January 25, 1985 

The meeting of the Joint Subcommittee of House Appropriations 
and House State Administration was called to order by Repre
sentative Sales, Chairman, State Administration Committee, on 
January 25, 1985 at 7 p.m. in the Old Supreme Court chambers 
of the State Capitol. 

ROLL CALL: All members were present except Representatives 
Garcia and Spaeth, who were absent, and (Janet) Moore, Connelly 
and Waldron, who were excused. 

(Tape 3:A:000) 

HOUSE BILL 376: "AN ACT PROVIDING STATE EMPLOYEE PAY INCREASES 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987; PROVIDING SHIFT DIFFERENTIALS 
FOR CERTAIN EMPLOYEES; INCREASING THE EMPLOYER'S CONTRIBUTION 
FOR GROUP BENEFITS; APPROPRIATING FUNDS THEREFOR; AMENDING 
SECTIONS 2-18-301, 2-18-303, 2-18-305, 2-18-311 THROUGH 2-18-315, 
AND 2-18-703, MCA; AND PROVIDING AN IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE." 

Representative Driscoll, sponsor of the bill, said the intent 
of his bill is to have a 7 percent pay increase each fiscal 
year of the biennium, but because he gave incorrect instruc
tions to the bill drafter, the bill before the committee is 
for a larger amount. He said the pay matrix in his bill does 
not include insurance but only salaries and wages; and the 
matrix in House Bill 375 is larger because it includes insur
ance. House Bill 376 contains a shift differential pay between 
day, evening and night workers and contains an increase of $10 
per month, per employee for insurance for each fiscal year. 

Proponents of House Bill 376: 

Mark Blewett, representing the Associated Students of Univer
sity of Montana (UM), supports the bill (EXHIBIT 1). 

Tom Schneider, Executive Director, Montana Public Employees 
Association (MPEA), asked if House Bill 375 could also be pre
sented prior to asking for proponents and opponents because 
his testimony is based on both bills. The committee had no 
objection. 

HOUSE BILL 375: "AN ACT ESTABLISHING STATE EMPLOYEE COMPEN
SATION PLANS AND BENEFITS LEVELS; PROVIDING PAY SCHEDULES FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1986 AND 1987; APPROPRIATING FUNDS THEREFOR; 
AMENDING SECTIONS 2-18-301, 2-18-303, 2-18-311 THROUGH 2-18-315, 
AND 2-18-703, MCA; AND PROVIDING AN IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE." 
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Representative Bardanouve (108), sponsor of the bill, presented 
House Bill 375 (EXHIBIT 2). He said he is carrying this bill 
at the request of the Department of Administration (DOA). The 
cost of the bill is approximately $17.7 million of General 
Fund monies, according to the Office of Budget and Program 
Planning (OBPP). The Earmarked Revenue Fund adds approximately 
$11 million. 

He said last legislative session the Legislature criticized 
persons in the Personnel Division about Negotiations on the 
pay plan, so this year the DOA worked hard to settle nego
tiations by November 15. They began bargaining in September. 
Not all employees signed collective bargaining agreements, 
but Boulder River Training School & Hospital, the state hos
pital at Warm Springs, and the Registrar of Motor Vehicles 
at Deer Lodge have signed agreements. 

Proponents of House Bill 376 (Continued): 

Tom Schneider (225), representing MPEA, supports the bill 
(EXHIBIT 3). 

Proponents of House Bill 375: 

Dennis Taylor (343), Administrator, Personnel Division, DOA, 
supports the bill (EXHIBIT 4). He submitted a publication 
titled "State Employee Salary and Benefit Survey, 1984" to 
committee members (EXHIBIT 5). 

Rod Sundsted (416), Chief Negotiator, Executive Branch of 
State Government in Collective Bargaining, supports the bill 
(EXHIBIT 6). 

Proponents of House Bill 376 (Continued): 

W. Bede Mitchell (489), Chairman, Montana State University 
Faculty Council, and of Montana University System Faculty 
Coalition, supports the bill (EXHIBIT 7). 

Michelle Wing (537), Associated Students of Montana State 
University (MSU) , supports the bill (EXHIBIT 8). 

Vicki Cocchiarella (553), representing University System 
employees, supports the bill (EXHIBIT 9). 

Lee Von Kuster (585), representing the University Teachers' 
Union, UM, supports the bill (EXHIBIT 10). 

Sue Romney (634), Director, Labor Relations & Personnel, MSU, 
supports the bill in part and opposes the bill in part (EXHIBIT 
11) • 

Ronald B. Kazel (710), representing four affiliated local 
unions of United Food & Commercial Workers International Union, 
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supports the bill (EXHIBIT 12). 

( Tape 3: B : 0 21) 

Madeleine O'Connell, grade 4 employee for the state, supports 
the bill (EXHIBIT 13). 

Michael Dahlem (040), representing Montana Federation of State 
Employees and Montana Federation of Teachers, AFT, AFL-CIO, 
supports the bill (EXHIBIT 14). 

Randy Siemers (060), representing the International Union of 
Operating Engineers, supports the bill (EXHIBIT 15). 

Eugene Fenderson (180), Business Manager, Laborers' Local 254, 
Helena, supports the bill. His testimony contains several 
suggestions for increasing state revenue (EXHIBIT 16). 

Robert Kokoruda (235), representing Montana State Council of 
Carpenters, supports the bill. He said his people voted on 
the Governor's pay plan proposal and turned it down 100 per
cent (No written testimony was submitted.) 

Proponents of House Bill 375 (Continued): 

Judy Gustafson (249), representing Galen Local 1620, AFSC!v1E, 
AFL-CIO, supports the bill (EXHIBIT 17). 

~ Paul Kinot (256), President, AFSCME Local 971, Boulder, sup
ports the bill. He said some of his members may have supported 
the bill due to the uncertainty of the future of Boulder River 
Training School & Hospital (EXHIBIT 18). 

Melody Strickland (267), President, Local 1064, AFSCME, AFL
CIO, Registrar's Bureau, Deer Lodge, supports the bill (EX
HIBIT 19). 

Opponents to House Bills 375 and 376: 

Some persons testifying as proponents to these bills testified 
of specific reservations to their support. These individual 
reservations are contained in their written testimonies which 
are a part of these Minutes and referred to as "Exhibits". 

Committee Discussion: 

Representative Donaldson (285) asked Dennis Taylor what per
centage of the total employees of the state signed pay agree
ments. Rod Sundsted replied that approximately 10 percent on 
the general matrix and on the other matrix, zero percent. 
Approximately 50 percent of the Executive Branch workers is 
organized into approximately 70 bargaining units by 20 differ
ent unions, he said. 
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Representative Donaldson (301) asked Tom Schneider if it is 
his perception that the role of the Legislature is to negotiate 
salaries of state workers. Tom Schneider said part of the 
problem is that it is not clear what the roll of the Legisla
ture is in collective bargaining; but, ultimately the Legisla
ture has the final right, even in the Collective Bargaining 
Act, to make decisions on the pay of state employees. He said 
MPEA received the last-and-best final offer at the first bar
gaining session, so did not get a second session. He said,that 
in legal jargon, when the last-and-best final offer is given, 
the person on the other side of the table is not free to come 
back and bargain, so he doesn't know if the state can come 
back and bargain again. He said his position is one of will
ingness to do what it takes to settle the situation, but he 
doesn't know of another avenue at this time other than the 
legislative process. He said he is confused because MPEA has 
not been in this situation before. 

Representative Peck (338) asked Michael Dahlem if the state 
flatly refused to consider the approach of negotiating for other 
than a percentage increase. Michael Dahlem said he spoke with 
only one state negotiator, who he assumed was speaking with 
authority, to ask if the state would consider changing the 
composition of the pay matrix in order to rearrange the per
centage raises into a more compressed system. The negotiator's 
answer was no. Representative Peck asked if other persons 
testifying tonight would give an indication of whether they 
would consider that approach. Tom Schneider (361) said MPEA 
is very concerned about the people at the bottom of the pay 
grade scale and would like to see the bulk of the money go 
where the bulk of employees are. 

Representative Driscoll (373) said he is involved in negotia
tions with private enterprise employees and he flatly refuses 
to talk about percentages at the bottom of a pay scale, as 
the increase is proportionately too high for people at the 
top. He said the only place he gets "stuck" is in talking 
about percentages with state government. 

In response to a question from Representative Quilici (434), 
Representative Driscoll said he has no access to how many state 
employees are on shift work, so the figures used in his bill 
for differential pay are numbers which are standard in private 
industry, or a little bit below. He said a fiscal note on 
his bill is being drafted. 

Representative Quilici (459) asked Representative Bardanouve 
if there will be a fiscal note on his bill. Representative 
Bardanouve replied that his bill in its present form is for 
$17.4 million; however, OBPP estimates the cost at $17.7 
million. He said the Legislative Fiscal Analyst thinks the 
bill will be lower than $17.7 million, but "there will be a 
lot of midnight oil burned" before his bill has the final 
figures. 
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Representative Cody (495) asked Rod Sundsted with whom were 
the 59 bargaining sessions held. Rod Sundsted said there are 
72 bargaining units in state government and some are joined 
and bargain together, such as the approximately 30 units in 
MPEA; but some units choose not to come to the table because 
they represent only three or four state employees. 

Representative Pistoria (527) said he is not for percentage 
raises. Rod Sundsted said the Administration favors percent
age increases because for the first six years of the pay plan 
raises were other than a percentage of a flat dollar amount 
and the state found it was in a position where it couldn't 
compete on salaries for grades 11, 12, 13, 14 and above, but 
were above the market for lower grades. Last session, the 
first year percentage increases were given, employees at 
grade 10 and below had increases exceeding the consumer price 
index, while employees above grade 14 fell as much as 20 per
cent below the cost of living. If increases are given mostly 
to the bottom grades, the top grades fall behind the market 
pay scale. Representative Nathe (601) asked Rod Sundsted 
where the employees he represents fallon the pay matrix. He 
said at grade 14 and below. 

Representative Driscoll (633) closed on his House Bill 376. 
He said he knows the state is not going to fund a 7 percent 
raise, but he is concerned about the purchasing power of the 
average state employee. He said two things were brought out 
tonight which are worthy of consideration: (1) a flat-rate 
increase; and (2) the proposal of the University System on 
health insurance (see Exhibit 11). 

(Tape 4:A:000) 

Representative Bardanouve closed on his House Bill 375. He 
said the Legislature always has to look at available money; 
and very rarely has he supported bills to reduce revenue. 
Mr. Fenderson, he said, made some very good points on raising 
revenue which would not impact workers of Montana nor place 
on them the burden of a sales tax. Montana is a state of 
raw materials - sawmills, agriculture, mining - and so far, 
has not had good recovery from the recession. The powerful 
unions in the nation have had to layoff hundreds of thou
sands of workers and there have been voluntary cut-backs in 
pay. By contrast, state employees have jobs and have not 
had cuts in pay. OBPP projected oil revenue based on pre
dictions of Chase Econometrics that oil prices will rise, but 
a couple of days ago the Governor had to repudiate those 
figures. Chase Econometrics also predicted an increase in 
the rate of inflation, but the rate appears to have leveled 
off, at least for the present, so the state cannot depend on 
Chase Econometrics predictions on inflation either. When com
paring the pay of Montana employees with surrounding states, 
Montana is a little lower; but state employees are fairly 
close to what private industry pays in the surrounding states. 
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The lower-grade matrix workers come closer to the market 
value than the professional workers. In closing, he said 
people of good will usually find a solution and while the 
Legislature may not settle on the exact pay plan proposed by 
the Administration, the bottom line will not be far from that 
of House Bill 375. 

Adjourn: The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 

FRANCIS BARDANOUVE, Chairman 

-18-



DAILY ROLL CALL 

HOUSE STATE ADMINISTRATION CO~rnITTEE 

49th LEGISLATIVE SESSION -- 1985 

Date January 25, 1985 

------------------------------- ------------ -----------------------
NMffi PRESENT ABSENT EXCUSED 

-

SALES X 

O'CONNELL X 

~ CAMPBELL X 
! 

COMPTON X 

: 
CODY X 

FRITZ X , 

GARCIA X 

HAYNE X 

HARBIN X 

, 
HOLLIDAY X 

JENKINS X 

KENNERLY X 
; 

MOORE, JANET X 

NELSON X 

PETERSON X 

PHILLIPS X 

PISTORIA X 
" 

SMITH X 
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DAILY ROLL CALL 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

49th LEGISLATIVE SESSION 1985 

Date January 25, 1985 

------------------------------- ------------ .------------- ----------
NAME PRESENT ABSENT EXCUSED 

BARDANOUVE X 

DONALDSON X 

BRADLEY X 

CONNELLY X 

ERNST X 

HAND X 

LORY X 

MANUEL X 

ME NAHAN X 

MILLER X 

MOORE X 

NATHE X 

PECK X 

QUILICI X 

REHBERG X 

SPAETH X 

SWIFT X 

THOFT X 

WALDRON X 

WINSLOW X 
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WITNESS STATEMENT 

Address ----------------------------------------------
Representing fl~,<".::-/- q'?<.(~:."t; i n \ (f\ " -~ , t /\ v I \ 

Bl'll No. ,:='; /" __ ~~J~(~"d __________________________________ __ 

EXHIBIT 1 
1/25/85 
Blewett 

Support ________________________ ___ 

Oppose ________________________ __ 

Amend~/~X~' __________________ ___ 

AFTER TESTIFYING, PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEH.ENT WITH SECRETARY. 

Comments: 
1. ____.1 

\ k;", 

2. 

3 . 

r. , 
c:~!,_~_:y~~f 0~~""-· L 

4. 

Itemize the main argument or points of your testimony. 
assist the committee secretary with her minutes. 

FORM CS-34 
1-83 

This will 
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EXPLANATION OF HB 375 

EXHIBIT 2 
1/25/85 
Bardanouve 

Pages 6, 7, 8, and 9 of HB 375 contain the general state matrices for 
Fiscal Year 1986 and Fiscal Year 1987. Approximately 8,400, or 90% of 
all state employees are on this matrix. The two largest bargaining agents 
are the Montana Public Employees Association, which represents approxi
mately 3,000 employees on this matrix, and the American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees, which represents approximately 
600 employees on this matrix. 

The matrices on pages 6, 7, 8, and 9 are the negotiated agreements with 
the three AFSCME units and reflect the following changes each year: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 

2. An increase in the base salaries of 2 percent in July 
each year of the biennium. 

3. The elimination of the provisions which allowed employees 
to advance one (1) step on the matrix on their anniversary 
date each year. 

4. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 2~% each year. 

The Institution Teachers' Matrices on pages 10, ll~ 12, 13, and 14 cover 
approximately 48 employees and reflect the following: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 

2. An increase of 2% in the base salaries each year, with 
a freeze on experience steps over the biennium. Educa
tional movement will continue to be allowed. 

3. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 21

2% each year. 

The pay schedules on pages 15 and 16 are the journeyman rates for those 
employees in Liquor Store Occupations. Approximately 145 employees are 
covered by these schedules, and they reflect the following: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 
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2. An increase of 2% in the base salary at each grade. 

3. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 212% each year. 

The pay schedules on pages 17, 18, and 19 are the schedules for Blue 
Collar Occupations, and they cover approximately 740 employees. 

The pay schedules reflect: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 

2. An increase of $.20 per hour each year of the biennium. 

3. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 2~% each year. 

The $17,400,000 appropriation contained in HB 375 covers the cost of the 
increases for all state employees including the University System, Legis
lative Branch, Judicial Branch, Va-Tech Centers, and Community Colleges. 

RS/pb 
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MONTANA 
PUBLIC 

." EMPLOYEES 

ASSOCIATION 

EXHIBIT 3 
1426 Cedar Street • P.O. Box 5600 1/25/85 

Helena, Montana 59604 Telep~o~~t4661-ffi~600 

January 25, 1985 

House Hearing HB's 375, 376, & 377 Presentation .hy· ... _. 
-TQama s:::£~·-S chne i de~ 
Executive Director 

For the first time since the passage of collective bargaining in 1973 

the Montana Public Employees Association stands before the Legislature 
without a negotiated settlement on the pay plan. Just yesterday we 
received the State's rejection of our final offer through a mediator. 
It is and has always been MPEA's position that the proper procedure 
for determination of the salary issue is the collective bargaining 

process with those settlements being forwarded to the Legislature and 

the Legislature then has the constitutional powers to make the final 
decision. 

WITH THE STATE'S DECISION TO REJECT MPEA'S FINAL PROPOSAL IT IS OUR 
POSITION THAT WE ARE UNDER NO OBLIGATION TO SUPPORT THE~ POSITION OF 
THE STATE WHICH IS THE RESULT OF A SETTLEMENT WITH ANOTHER UNION. FOR 
THAT REASON WE FEEL FREE TO SUPPORT HB 376 AS IT FULFILLS THE PRIORITIES 

OF THE 4700 MEMBERS OF MPEA WHO ARE CURRENTLY COVERED BY THE PAY PLAN. 

STEPS 

The priority of MPEA membership is the continuation of a step on the 
pay plan until the employee reaches step 13. As you know, the present 
pay plan was adopted by the Legislature and implemented on January 1, 

1975. The plan, at that time, included 13 steps as it does today. Our 
position is that the State and the Legislature created the image with 
its employees that they would receive a step each year until they 
reached Step 13 and they would then only receive cost of living increases. 
One of the advantages of the step system is that when a majority of the 
employees reach step 13, the cost of giving step increases become 
virtually nothing and then the steps can be given at no cost and the 
salary money can be put into cost of living increases. Montana's ulan 
is just reaching the point when step costs will drastically reduce. 

Eastern Region 
(Mailing Address) 1328 Eldorado 

Billings, Montana 59102 
(Phone) (406) 256-5915 



Over 1400 additional positions will reach step 13 during the next biermium. 

lIB 375 and HB 377 will not allow that to happen as both bills freeze the 

advanCeIIEIl.t on the steps. It is MPFA' s position that the state and the leg

islature have the IlDral obligation to allow employees who have not reached 

step 13 the chance to do so. It Ill3.y also be a legal obligation and MPFA 

will research that possibility if steps becorre frozen. 

~ years ago we negotiated the change in step 13 to raise it from basically, 

a 2% step to a 4% step. In fact, that was the change which was finally agreed 

to that brought about an agreerrent. The Ill3.jor reason for that priority on the 

part of MPEA was the fact that we had a large group of enployees who v.;ould 

reach step 13 in this coming biermium and we wanted to deal with that problem 

in advance. Now the state is refusing to grant those step increases. We think 

that constitutes an mfair labor practice and are currently drafting one. 

DIFFERENTIAL 

New Section 9, page 18 requires a differential pay for enployees who work 

evening and night shifts. MPFA, strongly, supports this provision. In 1974 

when the original pay plan was submitted to the legislature, we were told 

by the state persOIUlel division that if we would hold off on our dem:md for 

shift differential it would help to get the pay plan passed. They stated at 

that tilre 'that they totally agreed with the need for differential but we had 

to take one step at a tilre. It was agreed that differential and hazardous 

duty pay would be included in 1977. When 1977 negotiations took place that 

promise was forgotten and it wasn't tmtil 1981 that we were able to negotiate 

differential pay. The IIDney was included in the pay plan bill that session 

and was subsequently deleted by the legislature. Eleven years after the pro

mise of differential pay the errployees who work 24 hour a day, 7 day a week 

operations still have nothing but promises. 

FREEZE 

A freeze is not the answer to the problems. Just because you freeze state 

salaries you don't stop cost increases that the enployees have to pay for. 

Telephone rates, utility rates, groceries, autos and all of the other items 

they have to have to exist on continue to go up. In fact, one of the advantages 

of giving raises to erqJloyees is that the IIDney is spent locally and nultiplies 

as it circulates through the economy. MPFA is opposed to a wage freeze. 



SlM1ATION 

MPEA realizes the financial considerations which nust be made ~ the 

GJvemor and the Legislature. however. the state budget or anyone's 

budget. for that matter, should neverbe balanced on the backs of the 

errployees. We, as a responsible representative of over 7000 Mmtana 

public employees, stand willing at all times to assist, discuss, comp

romise or whatever it takes to enhance governIIEIlts delivery of services 

to the people of the state of Mmtana. In doing that we will not, however, 

allow public errployees to bear the burden unfairly. 

MPEA kn.cMs that the issue of the budget and state enployee salaries has 

a long way to go yet and your reaction to our presentation in support of 

HB 376 should not be made on the basis of how tIJJCh HB 376 will cost as 

presently written but rather we hope you will look at our priorities of 

steps, differential and consider the across the board increases. I, also 

WciIlt to 1mke it clear that our rermrks are directed toward the general 

state matrix. 

Please feel free as a corrmittee or as an individual legislator to call 

on lIe at any tine to assist you in anyway possible in dealing with this 

mst inportant subject matter. YOUR EMPlDYEE'S WELFARE ................ . 
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TESTIJ\10NY OF DENNIS M. TAYLOR, ADr,nNISTRATOR 
STATE PERSONNEL DIVISION, DEPAHTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

PRESENTED TO A JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS 
AND STATE ADMINISTHATION COlVil\IITTEES IN SUPPORT 

OF HOUSE BILL 375. 

MI'. Chairman, Committee members, my name is Dennis Taylor and I am the 
Administrator of the State Personnel Division in the Department of Adminis
tration. I appear [)efore you today in SUppol't of HB 375, the Department of 
administration'S recommendations for a modest and affordable salary increase for 
state executive employees for fiscal years 1986 and lSS7 consistent with negoti
ated ag-reements reached during collective bargaining. The four pay matrices 
established in HE 375 are: 

1. The statewide pay schedule (general matrix). Excluding the University 
System, the general schedule covers apprmdmately 8,400 positions or about 
90% of the state executive branch worl{ force. 

2. The institutional teachers pay schedule. This pay schedule covers ap
proximately 48 positions, less than one percent of the state work force. 

3. The liquor store occupations pay schedule which covers approximately 145 
positions or 1. C% of the affected work force. 

4. The blue collar plan which covers approximately 740 positions or a little 
less than 8% of the work force of the executive branch. 

HB 375 would increase state employees pay and benefit contributions approxi
mately! 2.5% each fiscal year of the biennium. Rod Sundsted, Chief of the 
LabOl:' Relations and Employee Benefits Bureau and the state's chief neg-otiator, 
Vlill present a detailed overview of each proposed pay schedule together with a 
brief status report on negotiations with state unions. Before he begins his 
presentation. I would mce to bring your attention to the findings of the 1984 
Salary Survey. conducted by the State Personnel Division. I have passed out 
copies of the 1984 Salary and Benefit Survey ~...,your information. A summary 
of the general findings is contained on pag~ ~ of' the report. The Salary and 
Benefit Survey indicates that Montana executlve branch state employees' salaries 
are near or slightly above market averages in the state and around the region 
at classified grades 10 and below. Grades 11 and above tend to be below 
market averages. The salaries of most of the state's professional and manageri
al positions remain slightly below market averages. Due to pay increases being 

AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER" 
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calculated on a percentage basis rather than, with a flat dollar adjustment dur
ing the last biennium, VIC have prevented our market position from deteriora
tint". The state's group illsurance contribution remains about in line with those 
surveyed employers in rVlontana and the region. In summary, the state pay and 
ber.efit increases during the previous biennium maintained the 13tate's marlcet 
position for e~{perien~d professionals and managers and improved the state's 
market position for lo\"er graded employees. HB 375, if adopted as negotiated 
and proposed to you, would maintain the state's relative market position. It 
would do little, however, to improve our marl<et position for professionals and 
n:ana€:ers. The pay proposals contained in HE 375 reflect a compensation 
philosophy of affordability, that is "ability to pay", viewed in the context of 
overall budgetary priorities with serious consideration given to the cumulative 
affects of biennial pay decisions on the state's competitive position in the labor 
marked and the degree of pay equity fostered. I urge you to give HB 375 a 
"Do pass" recommendation to ensure a fair rate of compensation for the affected 
state executive branch employees that is consistent with Montana taxpayers 
ability to pay. 

Thank you for your uttention and the opportunity to appear before you today. 
I ,.Jill be happy to ~Udress your. questions shoul-d you have any.., 

.~ 
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
PERSONNEL DIVISION 

EXHIBIT 6 
1/25/85 
Sundsted 

TED SCHWINDEN, GOVERNOR ROOM 130, MITCHELL BUILDING 

---gNEOFMON~NA---------
(406) 444-3871 

TESTIMONY OF 111 .-iIiI ,IlHIEF NEGOTIATOR FOR THE 
EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF STATE GOVERNMENT IN COLLECTIVE 

BARGAINING, SUPPORTING HOUSE BILL 375 

HELENA, MONTANA 59620 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name is Rod Sundsted, and I am 
the Chief Negotiator for the Executive Branch of State Government in 
Collective Bargaining. 

I appear before you today in support of HB 375, which is the Administra
tion's proposal for state employees' salaries covering the Fiscal Year 
86/87 Biennium. 

Since the passage of the Collective Bargaining Act in 1973, collective 
bargaining has dictated the evolution of the State Employee Pay Schedules. 
In all but one minor instance, the negotiated settlements have been 
implemented. 

Legislation passed by the 48th Legislature, 17-7-111 and 112, M.C.A., 
requires that the Budget Director submit the proposed pay plan schedule 
for all executive branch employees to the Legislative Fiscal Analyst no 
later than November 15 in the year preceding the Legislature. 

The State Labor Relations Bureau started negotiations with state employee 
unions on September 4, 1984, in an attempt to reach tentative agreements 
in time for the November 15 supmission deadline. To date, fifty-nine (59) 
collective bargaining sessions have been held, with approximately forty 
(40) occurring prior to the November 15 deadline. The collective bargain
ing negotiations have been very difficult, mainly because the expectations 
of state employee unions have generally exceeded the money that the admin
istration felt could be allocated to increase state employees' salaries. 
The State did, however, reach a tentative agreement with the American 
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees bargaining units at 
Boulder River School and Hospital and at Montana State Hospital on November 
10, 1984. The American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees 
bargaining unit at the Registrar's Bureau in Deer Lodge reached agreement 
with the State in January, 1985. All three of these agreements cover the 
general state matrices and are reflected in HB 375. The State has been 
unable to reach tentative agreements covering the Teachers, Liquor Store 
and Blue Collar schedules. The Teacher, Liquor Store, and Blue Collar 
schedules in HB 375 reflect the State's last, best, and final offer at the 
bargaining table. 
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I would now like to go through HB 375 and explain its provisions. 

Pages 6, 7, 8, and 9 of HB 375 contain the general state matrices for 
Fiscal Year 1986 and Fiscal Year 1987. Approximately 8,400, or 90% of 
all state employees are on this matrix. The two largest bargaining agents 
are the Montana Public Employees Association, which represents approxi
mately 3,000 employees on this matrix, and the American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees, which represents approximately 
600 employees on this matrix. 

The matrices on pages 6, 7, 8, and 9 are the negotiated agreements with 
the three AFSCME units and reflect the following changes each year: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 

2. An increase in the base salaries of 2 percent in July 
each year of the biennium. 

3. The elimination of the provisions which allowed employees 
to advance one (1) step on the matrix on their anniversary 
date each year. 

4. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 2~% each year. 

The Institution Teachers' Matrices on pages 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 cover 
approximately 48 employees and reflect the following: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 

2. An increase of 2% in the base salaries each year, with 
a freeze on experience steps over the biennium. Educa
tional movement will continue to be allowed. 

3. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 2~% each year. 

The pay schedules on pages 15 and 16 are the journeyman rates for those 
employees in Liquor Store Occupations. Approximately 145 employees are 
covered by these schedules, and they reflect the following: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 
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2. An increase of 2% in the base salary at each grade. 

3. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 21;2% each year. 

The pay schedules on pages 17, 18, and 19 are the schedules for Blue 
Collar Occupations, and they cover approximately 740 employees. 

The pay schedules reflect: 

1. An increase in the present state contribution for group 
insurance from the present $100 per month to $110 per 
month during Fiscal Year 1986, and $120 per month during 
Fiscal Year 1987. 

2. An increase of $.20 per hour each year of the biennium. 

3. The total increase (including insurance) amounts to 
approximately 2~% each year. 

I believe that the matrices in HB 375 contain modest increases which 
strike a balance between the present economic times on one hand, and 
the need for the State to recruit and retain qualified employees on the 
other. 

In closing, I again request that the pay schedules in HB 375 be passed. 

RS/pb 



Faculty Council 

Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59717 

January 25, 1985 

EXHIBIT 7 
1/25/85 
Mitchell 

Hamilton Hall 3 

Telephone (406) 994·4341 

Hy name is W. liii.,. !Gte", and I thank the committee for this 

opportunity to speak to you in my capacities as chairman of the Montana 

State University Faculty Council and chairman of the ~fontana University 

System Faculty Coalition, a group of faculty representatives from the unions 

and senates of each of the 6 N('Intana University S~st~\ campuses. I wish to 

address the issue of salaries, not just from the standpoint of faculty, but 

on behalf of all state employees. All citizens of Montana benefit from an 

efficient, well-run state government made up of competent, highly motivated 

people. In order to maintain and enhance the quality of state employees 

there must be adequate recognition of their vital role in the ,,,ell-being 

the State of Montana. ~~ile salaries are not the only motivating factor for 

state employees, no one, no matter how dedicated, can afford to serve Montana 

if the buying power of their family income is continually eroded. The very 

least that state employees deserve is a salary that keeps up with the cost of 

living. 

I know from my own experiences at the MSU campus that it can be difficult 

to attract qualified faculty members. There is fierce competition for innova-

tive teachers and skilled researchers, a competition in which the Montana 

University System will find itself in a greater disadvantage if salaries, 

facilities, and other resources do not keep pace with other university systems. 

To cite just one measure of this problem of competing with other universities, 

the December 12, 1984 issue of the Chronicle of Higher Education reported 

that faculty salaries had risen an average of 7.3% nationally in 1984. But 



I want to emphasize once again that I use this statistic only to illustrate 

the need for adequate salaries of one type of state employee, and I am 

strongly endorsing fair and reasonable salary increases for all state 

employees. No faculty member can perform optimally without the support of 

an excellent clerical staff, and no government agency or legislative body 

can represent Montana citizerls well without the help of talented state 

employees. We owe it to the students of the Montana University System, 

to the residents of Montana, and to the future of the state and its economy 

to attract highly qualified people to administer our system of state govern-

ment and education. 
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en behalf of sane 1500 M:mtana Public Employees rnanbers working for the 

University System, we feel that HB 376 addresses our concerns and priorities 

far more fairly than the other pay plan legislation in front of you. 

However, we feel that you are considering legislation that does not reflect 

. full· -tilra. th .. S f any meanmg emp oyee 1I!!pUt; are, e negot~atmg process. 0 ar 

as the University System goes, we have not even been to the bargaining 

table to present our concerns regarding wages and fringe benefits. The 

only indication we have about an employer offer is a press-release from the 

Board of Regents adopting a salary position call~ for a 4~% funding level 

for salary increases for each year of the bierm.ium. r..Je have mailed them 

a letter agreeing to settle for that amount, yet we don't see the Regents' 

position in front of you in the fonn of a House Bill. 

The University System employees are frustrated and angry~ over the lack of 

involvement in this process. We feel that we have legitimate concerns regarding 

wages and fringe benefits and that, by law, sane bargaining should be taking 

place with us over these matters. 
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TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE UNIVERSITY TEACHERS' UNION, UNIVERSITY OF 

MONI'ANA, PRESENI'ED AT THE HEARING ON THE STATE PAY PIAN BEFORE THE 

HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS AND STATE ADMINISTRATION CCMvlI'ITEES, 25 JMUARY 

1985. 

The University Teachers' Union believes that the Legislature of 

the State of Montana must provide fair and reasonable salary increases 

for faculty, as well as other university system and public employees 

in the state. At a minimlllll, salary increases over the biennilllll must 

allow state employees to keep up with the cost of living, which will 

rise at a rate of 5.8% and 6.3% over the next two years according to 

the Governor's own experts' estinates. 

~\Te are all aware that the last session of the M::>ntana State 

Legislature did not fund the state pay plan at a level that kept pace 

with inflation. State employees in M:>ntana are already feeling the 

consequences of this sacrifice. In the higher education area, faculty 

at about 85% of all Ph.D granting universities in the United States 

received a higher average salary increase in 1983-84 than did those at 

U of !vI and MSU. At the University of M::>ntana, faculty are now earning 

less than their counterparts at the other Rocky Mountain universities 

selected by the Legislature for peer comparison purposes. The kind of 

erosion in real income and comparative pay experienced last session 

must not be allowed to continue for the next two years. 

We have entered a critical period for the future of colleges and 

uni versi ties in this country, as the Mortimer Conmi ttee 's study on 

American Higher Education recently highlighted. Over half of our 

students are now going to college. Maintaining the quality of higher 

education is an irrportant public concern. This goal cannot be 

achieved wi~out a commitment to salary increases which reverse the 

trend . g real income for faculty as well as for other 

Lee Von Kuster, '\egis. Conm., UTU 
~---------- " 

. pew nell ji President, UTU 
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EXHIBIT 11 
1/25/85 
Romney 

(406) 444-6570 

Testimony on Salary and Benefit Increases 

f.or 

The Board of Regents of Higher Education supports 
the increase in employees' health insurance 
contributisms of $10.00 per month in each year of 
the biennium which has been proposed by the 
Department of Administration. If there are changes 
in federal tax laws, it would be advantageous to 
have the f lexibili ty to make changes in our health 
insurance rate structure in order to minimize the 
impact of the tax changes on employees. The Regents 
therefore would support an amendment which would 
allow the 'uni versi ty system as well as the 
Department of Administration that flexibility. 

The Board of Regents recognizes the difficulty of 
the task facing this committee. There are many 
worthy programs in competition for the state I s 
limi ted resources. Nevertheless, the Regents hope 
this legislature will not underestimate the 
importance of maintaining university system employee 
salaries at a level which enable them to attract and 
retain a higher quality staff. The Board of Regents 
does not believe, the approximately 2% per, year pay 
increase recommended by the Department of 
Administration is suff ic-ient. Rather, the Regents 
believe increases more closely approximating the 
a11.ticipated rate of inflation during the next two 
years are appropriate. Salary increases for 
lUli versi ty system employees are clearly dependent on 
-an appropriation from the legislature. For 
employees in a bargai<ning unit increases are also, 
subject to collecti ve bargaining." The Regents 
recommend a 4.5% increase in the appropriat'ion for 
salaries of ~niversity system employees. 

In closing, the Board of Regents of the Mo~tana 
university System appreciates this opportunity to 
express, its concerns' and preferences relatlve to 
salary and benefi ts for uni versi ty system 

,e..'7lployees. I':e believe 4.5 % increases represents a 
fair compromise between the 2% proposed by the 
Department of Administration and the 7% being 
proposed by labor, and would ask that you give our 
recommendation due consideration. 
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1 1 1 2 - 7 t h (.J e:, t 
Great F(\:~:., ~'"T ,)94C'; 

Tha;lks for yO!Ir l~~tter requestin~J coordin(lted barn.aininq. I alii 
sorry i f ~ alll i1 j'e\/ days 1 a te i f1 respond ~ nc, but I hlld SUfCier'l on 
,!anucH'Y i;, iJne! vias out :IIOst of that \·Ied. 

I all] sun'.' you i)1'(,l\'lare that, \'Iith a fe'.'! c::<ccptions, you have the 
ri~Jht t(; (c'Il(]a(Jc in coordin3ted barCjaininq \ihereby 'IOU coordinate 
your barq2ining \'iith other unions thilt 1::ilY or I:lay not accompany 
JOu to the llar~laining table when you nejotiate your contract. 
While I certilinly have no objection to vnur engJ~inCJ in coordin
ated barr,ainifle], I do, hOI-lever, object emd \-lill not er)(Ja~Je in 
((jeli jtior' ;)ilr!2in~nCj if yeur intent ic-, to Y"eprr:C',pnt the various 
certified :mi ts as one unit. 

I must disagree that few meaningful negotiations have taken place 
prior to the Session. r~y staff and I have been available for 
negotiations since September, 1984, and have engaged in fifty-nine 
(59) negotiating sessions with state employee units to date. Proq-
ress has been made and we have reached a9reement with a few state 
eiliployee units. 

If you want to meet and negotiate concerning your unit, just call 
me or the state negotiator" handling your unit. anI available 
nearly all of next week to meet with you. 

(

ROd Sunds ted, eh i ef 
l4 Ll\bor R(:ldtions and 
. Benefits Bureau 

RS/pb 

employee 

cc: Governor Ted ::'C!lI,1i mien 
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MONTANA FEDERATION OF STATE EMPLOYEES 
AFT, AFL·CIO 

P.O. Box 1246 Helena, Montana 59624 (406) 442·2123 

. ...... ARTCRAFT. BUTTE 

TESTIHCNf OF MICHAEL DAHLEM CN BEHALF OF MONTANA FEDERATION OF STATE ENPLOYEES 
AND MONTANA FEDERATION OF 'I'ElCHERS, AfT, AFL-CIO, PRFSENTED AT THE HEARING ON 
'illE STATE PAY PLAN BEFDRE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS AND STATE ADHINISTRATION 
C(l.1MI'ITEES, JANUARY 25, 1985 

a, behalf of 10 affiliated local unions which bargain rollectively with the 
State of fvbntana, I want to urge every corrnni ttee rrember to take a close look at 
the three pay plan proposals before you tooight. t\Te strongly believe that a pay 
raise which does not keep up with the cost of living will work a serious hard
ship on the more than 14,000 state and university system emp10yees who are corn
pensated either directly or indirectly acrording to one of the eight state pay 
matrices. An inadequate increase in salary will also seriously hinder the state's 
ability to attract and retain individuals of the highest caliber to fill state 
jobs. 

As a union representative, I want to officially go on record in opposition 
to HE 375 as introduced by Rep. Bardanouve and HE 377 as introduced by Rep. 
i'-bore. Nhile HE 375 ....ould gran t rrodest raises of 2% each year in salary and $10 
a month toward the cost of health insurance, it comes nowhere close to matching 
the anticipated rate of inflation. ~\Tith all due respect to Rep. r-bore, his pro
posal \~uld be an u~~itigated disaster. It would cripple the state's ability to 
attract and retain a qualified work force. We do endorse Rep. Driscoll's HE 376 
fully cognizant that the 7% raises it would provide cannot be funded without a 
general tax increase. ~\Te endorse it because it provides wage and benefit increases 
which are fair and which allow the State of lvbntana to remain cornpeti tive in the 
job market. 

A fair pay raise is in the interest not only of state employees, but of the 
people of lvbntana as a whole. Appropriated raises of 3.5% over the past two years 
have failed to keep pace with the 4% increase in the Consumer Price Index. The pro
posed 2.5% increase in wages and benefits comes nowhere near the projected inflation 
rates of 5.8% and 6.3% over the next two years established by the Governor's own 
economic forecasting firm, Chase Eoonometrics. 

'Ibday, the Department of Administration was scheduled to release a salary sur
vey comparing the wages paid to state workers with those paid to their private 
sector counterparts. Since there has been insufficient time to study the findings 
of this survey, I will offer only one general observation about it. A wage rate 
which today may be comparable to a private sector rate will not be comparable by 
the end of the biennium unless a reasonable cost of living allowance is provided. 
How many state accountants, architects, computer programmers, civil engineers, 
forensic scientists, nurses or speech pathologists-to name only a few of the pro
fessional positions-will remain in state employment if their wages fall behind 
those paid to their private sector counterparts? Fbr those who decide to stay, 
the effect of a diminishing standard of living on employee morale and productivity 
is undeniable. 



A more serious objection to the salary matrices contained in III 375 concerns 
the amount of money provided to employees at the lower end of the state classified 
matrix. A number of employees on that matrix may already be supporting families at 
incpmes which place them' below the federal povery level. The U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services has determined that in 1986 a family of 5 will need $12, 
972 to live above the poverty level. In 1987 that minimum increases to $13,620. A 
family of 6 will need $14,868 in 1986 and $15,600 in 1987 to avoid living in poverty. 
I do not know row many state errployees sUPI=Ort families of this size. However, based 
on the proI=Osed matrix for state classified employees contained in HB 375, there are 
now more than 400 enployees wmse current grade and step v.cu1d place them under the 
poverty level for a family of 5 in 1986. There are more than 1500 employees whose 
current grade and step would place the~ under the poverty level for a family of 6 
in 1986. These numbers rise in 1987 because the proposed raises do not keep up with 
inflation. The fact that a growing nu~ber of state employees and their families will, 
in all liklihood, be living in poverty ought to cause serious examination of this 
proposal. 

Obviously, a 2% raise will mean much less to a Grade 5 office clerk than it 
would to a Grade 18 Bureau Chief. Under the matrix proI=Osed in HB 375, a Grade 5, 
Step 3 clerk now earning $10,781 plus insurance \\Ould receive a pay raise of just 
$242 plus insurance in 1986. A Grade 18, Step 9 bureau chief now earning $33,824 
plus insurance \\QUId receive a pay raise of $719 plus insurance in 1986. The dis
parity would grow in FY '87 because of the percentage increases built into the 
matrix. 

vmen we brought up this issue with the Q)vernor's negotiators we were told 
that it was impossible to increase the salary of e~ployees at the lower end of 

~ the scale by limiting the increases at the upper end because such a compression 
of the wage scale would destroy any incentive for employees to seek promotions. 
hnile there is no denying that a differential in pay must be maintained between 
each grade, the state's argument is ludicrous. A flat dollar raise, for exa~le, 
would maintain the current wage differential between each grade and step and would, 
at the same time, provide equivalent dollar raises for state v~rkers. The appro
priation contained in HB 375 would be sufficient to provide all employees with an 
annual wage increase of over $500 plus $10 a month for insurance. A flat raise 
of $1000 each year in total cpmpensation could be funded with an additional appro
priation of $16 million for the biennium. 

The point of the above remarks is not to propose any particular pay matrix. 
Rather, we are suggesting that the method of distributing pay plan fUnds is ex
tremely important. One proposal that has been discussed would continue the step 
increases while freezing base salaries. OUr biggest objection to such a proposal 
is the fact that approximately 1000 employees who reach Step 13 before the end of 
the biennium \\QuId receive no wage increase whatsoever in 1986. We have expressed 
our desire to discuss this important issue with the state's negotiators but to 
date have been ignored. 

Finally, I need to criticize the process by which the Governor's pay plan 
proposal came to be embodied in Rep. Bardanouve's bill. In March, 1984 we requested 
joint pre-oodget negotiations wi th the Department of Administration on behalf of 
<?U r state errployee locals. Imen we received no resIXlnse we issued a second request 
1n May, 1984. In July, a resIXlnse was received rejecting our request for joint pre
budget negotiations and indicating that certain local negotiations could begin in 
th€ near future. It was not until September that the state's neqotiators were ready 



to meet and we did not receive their first wage offer-a zero proposal- until late 
~ September. In one of our locals the state negotiator showed up in January with no 

proposals at alL Considering that the Governor IS b..Idget was set by November 15, 
it is clear to us that the arrount to be b..Idgeted for employee pay raises was deter
mined beDore pre-budget negotiations ever began. The subsequent negotiations have 
arrounted to nothing IIDre than going through the rrotionso 0..1t of a sense of frustat ion , 
many of the affiliated AFLrCIO unions sent a letter to the Department of Adminis
tration on January 8, 1985 requesting coordinated bargaining as the best means by 
which acceptable settlements might t.e brooght to you o The provisions contained in 
HE 375 have been accepted by only three of the approximately 70 bargaining units 
which negotiate with the State of r-bntana. We remain corranitted to good faith ne
gotiations and hope that the Deparbnent will agree to meet with us in the near 
future. If a fair settlement is not possible, then we will attempt to w:)rk with 
either of your oornrnittees or with a select pay plan committee in order to forge 
an acceptable compromise. 

Michael Dahlem 
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TESTIMONY OF EUGENE FENDERSON BEJ:ORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATlONS ....... ;.. 

CU~MITTEE ON HOUSE BILLS 375, 376 and 377, JANUARY 25, 1985 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, for the record my 

name is Gene Fenderson, Business Manager 'of Laborers Local 

#254, Helena. 

I come before you tonight in support of a reasonable pay 

increase for the people whom I represent and other state 

employees. I know that as the legislutive process moves 

forward over the next few weeks that the cries in this Hall 

, .... \dll become greater and greater wi th the' sta'tement of "We 

would like to give you a raise, but where will the money come 

from?". This will happen whether the pay bill contains a 

7% increase, a 4% increase, or no increase at all - it will 

happen. 

At this time I would like to share with you my thoughts 

on where that money could corne from, not only for state em

ployees, but also for the vital services needed in this state. 

For the past two or three legislative sessions, it has 

been popular to give tax relief to the wealthy and to big 

business in the false theory that it would create more jobs 

and would trickle down through our society. Well, it has not 

worked and the burden on the worker has become greater and 

greater. 

In order to provide a fair pay increase for state employees 

and to take care of other state responsibilities as well, the 
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following could be -done: 

1. The State and Federal governments pretend that 60% of a 

capital gains .does not exist for tax purposes. While 

the highest tax rate for wage income in this state is 

11%, the highest possible tax rate for capital gains 

income is 4.4%, thus a one million dollar capital gain 

is taxed at the same rate as a worker earning five to 

six thousand dollars in taxable wages. Taxing capital 

gains and wage income at the same rate would bring in 

forty to forty-eight million dollars in revenues. 

2. The 1981 Federal change in accelerated depreciation laws 

(ACRS) with the 1982-1983 amendments also affected 

Montana taxpayers because we are tied to federal tax 

statutes. We-should not tie ourselves to that formula 

but go back to the old method which would create fifteen 

million dollars ($15,000,000.00) in revenues. 

3. Section 243 Dividends represent a tax break for multi-

state corporations and bank-hOlding companies. This 

interprets into three to five million dollars per 

year in lost revenues. This section should be repealed. 

4. Investment Tax Credits gave to corporations and wealthy 

individual 'investors tax relief amounting to 40 million 

dollars from 1979 to 1983. This law should he repealed. 

5. Corporations have greatly benefited from slashing their 
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property taxes through Montana legislative action, 

Federal legislation land court cases. One example of 

this is the Montana legislative exemption of the pro

perty inventory tax, resulting in $39 million in lost 

taxable valuation for local governments, school dis-

tricts and the state mill levy. 

Obviously, investors and business corporations have gained 

millions in tax breaks while wage earners and residential 

property owners have carried much of the burden. 

Mr. Chairman, and members -of the Committee, I a.sk you to 

take these items under consideration when you have your 

deliberations in this body and then see if there is not 

enough money to give your employees a reasonable wage in

crease while taking care of the services of this state. 

I thank you for your time. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES 

TED SCHWINDEN, GOVERNOR COGSWELL BUILDING 

---~NEOFMON~NA---------

January 24, 1985 

'ID: The Honorable Francis Bardanouve 
Chairman 
House Appropriations Conmittee 
State capitol 

TESTIMONY 

HELENA, MONTANA 59620 

For the record, I am Dr. D::mald E. Espelin on staff at the Department of Health 
and Environmental Sciences (DHES). I am Hedical Director for the r-bntana Perinatal 
Program. I am a member of DDPACi have practicerl pediatrics in Helena, Montana since 
1966; and have over the ye:rrs been involved with BRSH in a medical capacity. At one 
time, I serverl as President of the medical staff of BRSH. 

In general, I support the concept of deinstitutionalization of our DD clients. 
Specifically, I support the work of the 909 Council (blue book) and the Governor's 
plan for its implenentation (red book), including the plan by DSRS for three resource 
centers. 

Further, Dr. Drynan has asked me to inform you that the Department accepts the 
responsibility described in Objective 1.3, Sub-Objective 1.3.1 and 1.3.2. 

Additionally, V..B feel DHES should be identified and included as a contributing 
agency in defining and establishing roles, responsibilities, accountabilities between 
executive branch agencies. (Objective 2.2, Sub-Objective 2.2.1) 

DHES is already a member of the Inter Agency Planning Forum (IAPF) and should be 
involved with preplanning, corrmunication, coordination and implementation of client 
movement within the DD systen. (Objective 2.3, Sub-objective 2.3.1) 

DEE/rsb 

Sincerely, 

~£~~A([) 
Donald E. Espelin, H.D., Medical Director 
Montana Perinatal Program 
Heal th Services and Helical 

Facilities Division 

AN EOUAl OPPORTUNITY EMPlOYER 



January 25, 1985 

Dear Legislator 

We, the un ders i gned, represent state pos iti ons ran gi ng 
from clerical to professional levels. 

Silent 7es >cimony 
1/25/85 
Various persons 

We disagree with the Executive Pay Plan Proposal Bill for 
state employees. We are asking that you consider a fair raise 
plan for state employees. A 2~ percent salary increase is not 
a fair and just proposal and does not come close to keeping up 
with inflation levEls. 

We are asking that you look closely at other bill proposals, 
such as the Driscoll Pay Plan, before a final decision is reached 
on thi smatter. 

We do not feel the Executive Bill is a just and equitable 
pay plan. 

Sincerely, 
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