MINUTES OF THE MEETING
TAXATION COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE SENATE

April 18, 1985

The seventy-sixth meeting of the Senate Taxation Committee was
called to order by Chairman Thomas E. Towe at 8:06 am in Room
413-415 of the State Capitol.

ROLL CALL: At roll call all members of the committee were present
except Senator Brown who arrived at 8:21 am and Senator Hager who
arrived at 8:25 am,

CONSIDERATION OF HB 826: Representative Bob Ellerd was recognized
as chief sponsor of the bill. He said that the bill defines a
resort community and then allows them to establish a resort tax.
He said that the title adequately explains the bill. He said that
he does not currently represent West Yellowstone, but that for 14
years he did. He said that allowing them this option was a last
resort in solution to the community's fiscal problems,

PROPONENTS

Senator John Anderson, Senate District 37 which includes West Yel-
lowstone, spoke in favor of the bill. He said that it would be a
good experiment for other towns and cities. He said it was abso-
lutely necessary for West Yellowstone which is dependent on tourism.
He said it would be an opportunity for a group of dedicated and
sincere people to help themselves.

Mr. Cal Dunbar, West Yellowstone, provided the committee with Exhi-
bit 1. He said that the cost of services in West Yellowstone is
five to six times higher than that of other communities. He said
that they have tried all kinds of things. He said that they have

- applied for grants and had . the grants denied. He said the situa-
‘tion has become worse. He said they tried the room use fee and that
was disallowed by the courts. He said the alternatives have run
out. "We need help," he concluded.

Mr. Pete Lineberger, City Attorney from Bozeman, said that he was
involved in the court cases as the City Attorney from West Yellow-
stone. He said that this bill would remedy the statutory problems
with the room use tax. He said that local governments are allowed
all the powers granted them by the Legislature and that there would
be no constitutional problems with this bill. He said that the
state can delegate taxing authority to its municipal arm and that
is not giving away the taxing power. He said that the room use or-
dinance was the last gasp from a city that has tried everything. He
said basic services must be delivered and there is no other place
to go. The town has a serious problem, he concluded.

Senator Paul Boylan, Senate District 39, said that he also has rep-
resented these people for many years. He said they have tried for
winter tourism. He said they began to see a flicker of hope when
this bill left the House. He said these people bring a lot into
the state but that their low population doesn't allow block grant
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money to flow back. He said that the bill will not affect other
areas because West Yellowstone is an isolated community.

Mr. Bob Jacklin, President of the West Yellowstone City Council,
Past President of the Chamber of Commerce, said that a town of
about 750 people is unable to support the impact of 2.5 million
visitors in the summer. : He provided the committee with Exhibit

2. He said that volunteer service and available funds for local
services can no longer do the job. He said the roads are in hor-
rible repair, there is no storm sewer system. He said that people
come into the state and leave quickly because of these signs.

Mr. Joe Eagle said he has lived in West Yellowstone all his life.
He submitted his testimony in writing in Exhibit 3.

Ms. Andie Withner of West Yellowstone said that she has assumed
many roles in the community, from social service work, to job
service work, to her current place as general manager of the Stage
Coach Inn. She said she was president of the Chamber of Commerce
for 3 years. She said she is often asked why the town looks "this
way". She said that they cannot afford anything else. She said
there is not even one public restroom in the town. She said the
room use tax was voted in three to one by the residents. She said
if the economy and appearance of the town were improved it would
generate revenue to the state. She said they promote tourism
between Teton and Glacier Parks and that all of this would be
helpful to all of Montana.

Mr. Irvin Dellmiger said that he has lived in West Yellowstone
for 10 years and been on the city council for six. He said that
little is returned through the liquor and gas taxes to the
community. He said that the community is not asking for money,
but only for a vehicle to help themselves.

Mr. Lewis Robinson, a five-year resident and developer of the Madi-
son subdivision in West Yellowstone, said they have invested $6
million in a 160 acre subdivision. He said they donated all of

the water, sewer and streets to the city free of encumbrances. He
said those things will require maintenance. He said that he also
sits on the Governor's Council of Economic Development.

Mr. Alex Hansen, Montana League of Cities and Towns said that his
122 members all support this bill. He said it is not possible for
a few people to support the services necessary for the vast numbers
that tour through West Yellowstone each season.

Representative Gary Spaeth, House District 84, said that the Chamber
of Commerce in Red Lodge also supports the bill. He said he wanted

the record to reflect, however, that he was not in favor of a sales

tax.

Ms. Kay Foster, President of the League of Cities and Towns, said
that this bill won't solve all the problems but that it would help.

Mr. Dennis Burr, representing Mountain Bell, said that he appeared
neither as a proponent nor an opponent. He wanted the committee,
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however, to consider amendment in Section 3 of the bill to exempt
public utilities.

Representative Ellerd said that he had no objection to that amend-
ment and that he would also exempt gasoline which is already taxed.

OPPONENTS
Senator Dave Fuller, Senate District 22, said that a sales tax is

a terrible and insidious thing. He provided the committee with a
copy of an editorial from The Butte Standard (Exhibit 4).

Mr. Phil Strope, representing the Montana Innkeeprs and Montana
Tavern Owners Associations, said that this kind of legislation
would create a hodge podge of taxing jurisdictions. He said the
mandates in the constitution say that the Legislature cannot give
away the power to create taxes. He said this kind of legislation
would be a slide off vehicle for other taxation. He said that

he is fundamentally opposed to giving away the state's taxing au-
thority. He said this kind of tax is always put on the group
least able to defend itself. He said that "Harsh facts make bad
law."” He said once the power to tax is given away it cannot be
captured back. He said that the real decisions being made in this
bill involve that principle.

Mr. Roland D. Pratt, Executive Director of the Montana Restaurant
Association, said that he understands and sympathizes with West
Yellowstone. He said he has good members there, but that his asso-
ciation maintains a principle against a selective sales tax.

Mr. George Allen, Montana Reatail Association, said that he appeared
neither as a proponent nor an opponent. He said he felt that the
bill should address the problem of when a retailer transmits the

tax to the state. He suggested that it be done quarterly. He said
he 1is concerned that this will open the door but that the people

of West Yellowstone need something.

Questions from the committee were called for.

In response to a question from Senator Towe it was clarified that

the members of the Montana Tavern Owners Association and the Montana
Innkeepers Association who are from West Yellowstone support the bill.
Representative Ellerd said that even the campground owners support

the bill. Ms. Withner said that innkeepers in the community support
the bill. Mr. Pratt said that restaurants in West Yellowstone support
the bill.

Senator Mazurek asked about the inclusion of "food stuffs". Mr.
Lineberger said that provision was inserted at the ordinance stage.

Senator Halligan asked about the 2,500 population limit. Represen-
tative Ellerd said that was raised so that the bill could also cover
Red Lodge.
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In response to a question from Senator Mazurek, Representative
Ellerd said that the bill would cover absolutely no other industry
than tourism and that the Department of Commerce would be making
that determination.

In response to a question from Senator Neuman, Mr. Dunbar said
that the current mill levy in West Yellowstone is 75. He said
that West Yellowstone has no fringe communities as the Department
of Agriculture and the Park border the city limits. He said the
physical limits of the city prohibit businesses from going outside
the city limits to avoid the tax.

In response to a question from Senator Goodover, Mr. Robinson
said that the development he is involved with does not yet signi-
ficantly affect tax collections in the community.

Senator Towe asked if Representative Ellerd would accept limiting
the tax to meals, lodging and luxuries. Representative Ellerd
said that this was not a sales tax. Mr. Dunbar said that the ob-
jection to that was its selectivity. He said that the community
wanted to all carrythe same weight in their individual packs. He
said one of the litigants in the case against the bed tax was now
supporting this bill because of its equitable distribution.

Mr. Dunbar said that they all want to cooperate and help and that
to single out something would divide the community. He said that
a one percent tax would raise about $140,000 for the community per
season. He said that when Judge Barz had required a referendum

it passed 155 to 56. "There are 56 people who will vote against
gravity," he added.

In response to a question from Senator Eck, Mr. Lineberger said that
he would write the ordinance exempting utilities and gas.

Senator McCallum asked about the budget of the city now. He was
referred to the exhibits.

Senator Goodover asked if this was a test case on a sales tax. Rep-
resentative Ellerd said that he hoped it was not seen that way be-
cause that would kill the bill. He said this is a very serious
thing for the people involved and he hoped that issue would not

hurt the bill.

Representative Ellerd closed saying that he seriously appreciated
the fair hearing on the bill.

CONSIDERATION OF HB 915: Representative Ed Grady appeared as chief
sponsor of the bill. He said that the Department of Revenue had
removed the 20 percent reduction on the valuation of farm homes and
that the 20 percent reduction more accurately reflected market value.
He said that the bill would be revenue neutral unless the Department
was allowed to collect the increase.

PROPONENTS

Mr. Dennis Burr, representing the Montana Taxpayers Association,
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said that the bill was to simply change the Department rule to
what it had been for a good number of years. This measure, he
said, would restore the discount.

Mr. Gene Chapel, Montana Farm Bureau Federation, said that they
had participated in the law suit against the Department on this
subject in behalf of 4000 farm families. He said that the city
cousins can move their property more easily. He said that this
is not a loss to the state, but an equitable tax method.

Ms. Jo Brunner, representing the Montana Grange, Montana Cattle-
feeders and the Montana Cattlemen submitted her testimony in
writing (Exhibit 5).

Ms. Lavina Lubinus, Women Involved in Farm Economics, said the
20 percent adjustment simply compensated for value. She sub-
mitted her testimony in writing (Exhibit 6).

Ms. Carol Mosher, Montana Cowbelles, asked that the bill be held
until SB 431 passed. SB 431 would adequately define "farm resi-
dence" she said. She submitted her testimony in writing (Exhibit
7).

Mr. Terry Murphy, President of the Montana Farmers Union, said
that there was a serious connection between SB 431 and this bill.
He said that the definition is not in this bill and that the dis-
count should not be given to suburban dwellers. He said that he
supported HB 9215 hoping that SB 431 would also pass.

Mr. Stuart Dogget of the Stockgrowers and Wool growers also sup-
ported the bill.

OPPONENTS

Mr. Greg Groepper, Administrator of the Property Tax Assessment
Division for the Department of Revenue, said that in concept they
have no position on the bill. He said that he was speaking only
to the legal issues involved. He said that the committee has no
statutory authority to make a rule or amend a rule. He said that
SB 431 was the correct way to handle the problem and that without
it this bill would have no force of law. He said that if the com-
mittee wanted to do this they would have to enact SB 431. He sug-
gested that the advice of the proponents be followed and that this
bill be held until the outcome of SB 431 was determined.

Questions from the committee were called for.

Senator Towe asked if the court had ruled on this case. Mr. Groep-
per siad that the farm home discount had been grandfathered in, but
had not been handled evenly and fairly. He said there was an abuse
of the market value standard. He said that SB 431 shows a reason-
able exercise of public authority.

Senator Hirsch said that he was chairing the conference committee
on SB 431 which would be meeting the next day.
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Senator McCallum said that HB 915 wouldn't fit into the statute.
Senator Towe said that the bill would amend a rule. Mr. Groepper
said that the hill would be the Legislature saying that language
should be added to the administrative code. He said that statutory
authority was needed to back up the rule, or the Department would
revert to the Constitution which says that all like property would
be treated alike.

Representative Grady closed saying that he was not aware of the
tie to SB 431. He said the bill should not be held.

MOTION: Senator Goodover moved that the committee reconsider its
action in tabling HB 493 and HB 494. He said that would allow
the state to use new coal tax money. He submitted Exhibit 8 and
said that the full Senate should be allowed to determine whether
this issue would go to the people.

Senator Mazurek said that especially with the coal tax incentive
the Legislature should wait before going into this program.

Senator Goodover said that the Governor's bill was gone and that
there was no political ramification in allowing the people to
decide.

Senator Lybeck said that all that is left is the trust fund and
that should not be tampered with.

Question was called. Senators McCallum, Hager and Goodover voted
yes. All other members voted no. The motion failed.

CONSIDERATION OF HB 901: Chairman Towe said that Senator Lynch
had asked the committee to look at it again. Senator Lynch said
that the bill was :trying to put Montana in a competitive field

for federal grants. He said that the bill had come out of the
Senate Business and Industry Committee unanimously and that it
would benefit Billings and the state by increasing the possibility
of federal dollars.

Mr. Bill Bermingham, representing Mountain States Energy Inc., said
that it took years of advance work that has already been done. He
said that Illinois, Tennesse and California are also in the market
for the research facility in question. He said that Butte has
realized $70 million in wages and other benefits from the MHD plant
there. He said that this law is an impediment to getting the
facility located in Montana. He said the project is worth $400
million and that local contractors are in favor of it. He

submitted Exhibit 9 to the committee which discusses the opinion
of Department of Energy lawyers on the subject.

Senator Towe asked if a waiver would satisfy the Department of
Energy. Mr. Bermingham said he didn't know, but would be willing
to try anything.

MOTION: Senator McCallum moved that HB 901 be taken from the table.
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Exhibit 10 was presented to the committee and discussed by Chairman
Towe. This would allow the Department of Revenue to grant a waiver
to a federal contractor.

Senator Hager spoke against the amendment saying that the research
funds were a boon.

Senator Eck said that the application was very limited and that
diligence on the part of assessors could solve the problems.

MOTION: Senator Goodover moved that HB 901 be amended per Exhibit
10.

Senator Towe said he had concern about the precedent. He said that
this could place the contractor's entire tax bill in question.

Senator Goodover asked Mr. Bermingham if he had problems with the
amendment. Mr. Bermingham said that he would rather not have it,
but that he would take what he could get. He said that they are
concerned about the future negotiations.

Senator Goodover withdrew the motion to amend.

MOTION: Senator Hager moved that HB 901 be concurred in.

Mr. Jim Lear, committee staff, asked if subcontractors should be
included in the bill.

After discussion the committee said that the same exemption should
be allowed for subcontractors.

MOTION: Senator Eck moved that the proper amendment to HB 901 be
.drawn to exempt subcontractors.

MOTION: Senator Mazurek moved as a substitute motion that HB 901
be concurred in. Senator Lybeck voted no and all other committee
members voted yes. The motion carried.

CONSIDERATION OF HB 701l: Seantor Severson noted that the amendments
had already been adopted per Exhibit 11. Senator Goodover again
questioned the repair costs on the buildings. Mr. Archibald, Histor-—
ical Society, said that his Board of Trustees retained veto power

and that they would look carefully into the costs.

MOTION: Senator Severson moved that HB 701 be concurred in as
amended. Senators Brown, Eck, Halligan, Hirsch, Lybeck, Mazurek,
Neuman, Severson and Towe voted yes. Senators Goodover, Hager
and McCallum voted no. The motion carried.

Chairman Towe adjourned the meeting at 10 am.

e

Chairman
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TOWN OF WEST YELLOWSTONE

Box 579
WEST YELLOWSTONE, MONTANA 59758
Telephone 406 646-7795

December 12, 1984

Governor's Economic Development Summit
and Small Business Conference

Sheraton Hotel

Great Falls, Montana

"Tailor Made Local Option Taxation"

The 1985 Legislature needs to address directly our current need
throughout the State for local option taxation, that is, local
taxation by consent of the community through referendum.

This need for enabling legislation to permit local option
taxation of any constitutional type at the discretion of the
individual community is crucial. The forthcoming Legislature
should address this need now. It is long overdue.

Admittedly, the anticipated bed tax bills from the Montana
League of Cities and Towns for either statewide or local option
taxation are long overdue and worthy of support.

However, West Yellowstone believes the true answer to the ever
-deepening fiscal problems of Montana's municipalities require
broad local option taxation powers. Current tax formulas, do
not suffice. Special interest taxation bills do not address
the basic issues of taxation formulas.

We have addressed local option taxation issues with this Council
last July, with the City Council of Billings in September, and
our coverage in the media has show us there is real grass-roots
interest among our muncipalities.
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Briefly, here is West Yellowstone's experience with current
taxation formulas which just do not do the job for us:
West Yellowstone orlglnated in 1907, incorporated
in 1966 and chartered in 1980.
Year round population: 760 in Town, 1100 in Hebgen
Lake Basin.
Seasonal population June - September 1,300 with
nightly tourist transients: 5,000 additional.
West Entrance to Yellowstone National Park: 800,000/yr
plus "cross-back traffic"
Estimated commerce for West Yellowstone is $14 Million
dollars/year.

However, all is not well.

"Tourism West Yellowstone and Its Effect on Ability of the
Town to Deliver Municipal Services" Harry W. Conard, Jr.
December 1979. Funded by $15,000.00 grant, 0ld West Regional
Commission. Study shows:

West Yellowstone costs are 5X to 6X higher than other
five Montana Towns of comparable size: Belt (683),
Bridger (768), Manhattan (934), Twin Bridges (685),
Valier (676).

West Yellowstone spent 105% more than locally generated
funds in 1978.

Therefore, West Yellowstone chartered, to follow study recommen-
dations. Wrote HB 109 "Resort Tax'" bill. Denied by House Tax

Committee, March 1981 by 18/1 vote.

West Yellowstone Council passed Occupancy Fee Ordinance #90,

(Bed Tax #1) January 1982, @ 25¢ per head per night. Collected

- $64,000.00 June 1982-February 1983. Montana Innkeepers suit.

Tax is illegal because had no referendum. Referendum May 31, 1983-
passed 155/56.

Ordinance #98 (Bed Tax #2) Occupancy Fee reinstated @25¢ per head
in motels and 50¢ per vehicle in campgrounds. Collected $33,000.00
June 1983-September 1983. State Supreme Court vioded Bllllngs

bed tax, our collections ended.

Right now, West Yellowstone government services costs continue
at 5 to 6 times greater than Towns of our permanent population
in Montana.

1983-1984 Budget: Total $313,524.00 ($100,163.00 @75 mills 34%)
Police Dept @46% ($145,695. OO) Street Dept. @ 16% ($51,622.00)
Total funds allocated per person per night: January (760) $1.15
July (6,300) l4¢.

Not only does West Yellowstone suffer under current taxation
formulas, but other cities as well. Examine study of Bozeman,
Montana vs Laramie, Wyoming. Short Changed in Bozeman : A Look
at Revenue, CE 454 Transportation Planning,MSU, Fall Quarter,
April 1984, Laramie has total revenue 2.26 times greater than
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Bozeman. Bozeman is forced to property taxes nearly four times
greater than Laramie. The difference in the two municipal tax \ﬁé
structures is the revenue from severance and sales tax sources.

West Yellowstone case follows Bozeman's pattern. How about

your Town?

A [ niceleve

e

Therefore, present Montana taxation formulas are not helping us.
Formulas based on population or length of streets do not allow
for our cost impaction by tourists or other factors. The for-
mulas for beer tax, liquor tax, gasoline tax and even the State
Block Grant program do not face up to the situation for us.

In fact, we have to sell 300 gallons of gasloine to get back omne
dollar, while the average for the five towns in Conard's study
is only 117 gallons. (We receive twice as much under the tax
increase enacted after Conard's study, but the discrepancy re-
mains the same). Federal Revenue Sharing was $19,600.00 (7%).
PILT funds for Gallatin County were $449,832.00 with 0% to

West Yellowstone.

West Yellowstone's experience with grants has been equally |
unrewarding. ‘ i

Our previous grants have been denied. 1In March 1975, our HUD
grant for water mains was denied with a 94 out of 96 rating,
using the 1970 census poverty and substandard housing levels as
criteria. We were advised not to resubmit our application.

In 1984, we have been denied first a $20,000.00 planning grant for
domestic water, street, and storm drain improvement. We have
been denied also a Communitv Development Block Grant for
£454,000.00 for our water, street, storm drain overhaul. We had
~intended to use our $64,000.00 from our Bed Tax i1 for matching

funds. So, grants are not the answer either. Grants cannot be
budgeted either as they are unpredictable. We have present urgent
‘need for major street repairs and extensive storm drainage systems
and down the road we can see central water and sewer facility
expansions - all well beyond our ability to fund by present formulas.

Due to the high seasonality of our tourist industry here, with

only 100 davs of true economic activity, proposed SIDs against

real property units become astronomical when evaluated into

payout amortizations. Real property revenue generation, again,

is already overburdened. A look at the pie charts in the appendix
shows that West Yellowstone is not unique among its Montana sibling
communities in this respect. We all must look elsewhere for revenue.

Therefore, West Yellowstone believes that the 1985 Legislature

should grant enabling legislation for local ontion taxation to
municipalities to permit '"Tailor-made" local option taxation. The
type of taxation to be determined at the local level by referendum
with property tax relief and voter review built into the enabling
legislation. What can be more democratic and basically American?

The people vote to suit their local needs. ii5

West Yellowstone supports the Montana League options, narticularly
the Local Option Hotel/Motel Tax, Resolution §#1985-4. Resolution
#1985-4 (local bed tax ) would bring West Yellowstone $250,000.00
per year versus $156,628.00 under #1985-2 (see table).
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Conard's study calculated $140,000.00/year at 1% retail sales
tax; so, 2% would generate $280,000.00.

Obviously, local governments give up a lot on the proposed bed
taxes against a local retail sales tax.

What do we want the 1985 Legislature to do?

1. We want comprehensive enabling legislation to permit local
option taxation of a broad scope, with referendum and voter
review.

2. We mean local option taxation could be on retail sales, on
beds, on wheels, on income, on whatever the voters approve locally
for their municipal needs. The burden the municipality is re-
ceiving by impact should have the corresponding relief by means

of off setting local revenue generations. The Urban Coalition

at their November meeting at Helena supported this position.

There is grass roots support, regardless of the size of the
municipality.

3. West Yellowstone would much prefer to see cooperation on v

a comprehensive local option taxation enabling act rather than to
reactivate a defensive, parochial, restricted special interest
"resort tax' again. Special interest legislation does not address

the real issue here: Communities with problems should have the
ability to deal with them effectively.

"Tailor-made Local Option Taxation is the answer for 1985."

Thank you.



CALCULATION TABLE _ “i

Conard's Retail Sales Tax: (pg. 12, Phase II of his study)

West Yellowstone business volume: $14 Million/year
$14,000,000x 2% = $280,000.00/year

Each 1% = $140,000.00/year in revenue

5% = $700,000.00/year

E

|
Montana League of Cities & Towns, Resolution #1985-4 : State-wide |
2,000 (rooms) x 62 (days) x.95 (occupancy rate) = 117,800 (units)i
2,000 x 60 x.50 - = 60,000
2,000 x 243 x.05 = 24,300

i

202,100 (uni:g)i

200 (hookups) x 62 x .95 = 11,780
200 x 60 x .50 - 6,000
200 x 243 x .05 - 2,430

20,210 (units)
($30.00/room) '

202,100 x $3.00 (10%) ' = 606,300.
($10.00/hookup) . : .
20,210 x $1.00 (10%) = 20,210

: 626,510

626,510 x .5 _(5%) = 313,255
313,255.x .50 (local Town rate) = 156,628
West Yellowstone share . . 156,628

Montana League of Cities & Towns Resolution {#1985-2: Local Option

(5%) $313,255 1less $62,651 (20%) = 250,604/vear
(10%) $626,510 1less $125,302 (20%) - 502.298/year

o
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$296,524.33 . .:



GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

# The crosa-hatched area represents the $ 200,000 gas tax allotment,

Figure 7. Bozeman.
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QUTLINE OF WEST YELLOWSTONE RESORT Tex POSITION TESTIMONY
BEFORE SENATE Tex COMMITTEE ON HBE S28

1. West Yellowstone needz HB 88 resort tax enabling legislation

2. Weet Yellowstone, population 740, must support nunicipal
s ices 5 to & times greater than comparable Montana towns.

2. Recaognizing this revenue shortfall, West Yellowstone chartered
in 1980 HB 10%, which failed in 1%81 before the House Tax
Committee., blest Yellowstone then tried Room Use Fee (Bed Tax #1)
in January 1982, It was followed by the Montana Innkeepers suit.
District Court <Billings? ruled that fee was unlawful as there
was no referendum before the citizens of West Yellowstone.

4. Referendum (before the citizens of bWest Yellowstone) passed
3 to 1l in Mar 1933. Bed tax #HZ =started.

S. Bed tax HZ operated summer 1783. Supreme Court ruled it
unlawful in September 17983, as it was a tax without
authorization from the legislature to impose same.

S. Attempte for grants from Department of Natural Resources and
Department of Commerce, +or streets, have all failed.

7. Block grant program gave West Yellowstone only $4630.00.

2. West Yelloawstone is actually a "collection agency” for state
government.

7. Mightly impact of 4,000 to 10,000 tourists per night in 100
day season overdraws West Yellowstone’'s ability to raice
revenue to provide for their health /safety/welfare.

10. West Yellowtone needs ability to have these tourist "users"
contribute their fair share for these public services. Economics
in 1983 look even more blealk; loss of federal revenue sharing
appears imminent. West Yellowstone has explored all alternatives
without success. Therefore, we MEED HB 826. The West Yellowstone
people will use it wisely. & one to three percent resort tax will
generate sufficient funds to provide ecssentizl public services.

FLEASE give us an opportunity to PROVE that we can GEMERATE the
funds and use them WISELY.



«

EAGLE'S STORE

WEST YELLOWSTONE
MONTANA 59758
PHONE (406) 646-9300

April 8, 1985

Testimony in support of Resort Tax HB 826

My name is Joe Eagle and I have lived in West Yellowstone all ny life
except for the time I was away to attend school and for three yea.ré of
military service, My father established one of the first businesses in
West Yellowstone when the town started in 1908. Our family business is
the only business in town which has operated continously since that time,

By the time I was 10 years old I was working in one way or another in this
business. I enrolled in engineering at Montana State University (then
Montana State College) in 1942 but I entered the military service before
campleting a year of school. During the time I was in the service I decided
I wanted to live in West Yellowstone even though I knew this may not be
financially rewarding. I graduated from college in 1950 and within a year
I became general manager of our fanily business because of the death of

my father. ‘

During all this time I have managed our business and during which
time I have been active in community affairs it has been evident there
were some town needs which our very limited tax base could not handle.

An adequate drainage and street system are much too expensive to be finahced
by the small property tax base.

I was elected to the first town council of West Yellowstone and for
two additional terms of office. During this time of serving as a council-
man it was very frustating to consider the critical community needs and
not to have the financial means to take care of these problems. In reviewing
a list of community goals prepared during the mid-sixties, I note many of

-
these things have been accomplished. An example is the establishment of &



local bank for which I have been a director for the 19 years it has been in
existence. A number of other worthy goals have been achieved by much hard
work by dedicated residents of "the West Yellowstone area. These improvements:
have been items which could be taken care of without overwhelming costs,

It became apparent that to qualify for town grénts and participating
programs it was important to put together a town master plan, I became a
member of the first planning board for West Yellowstone and what we feel is a
good master plan has been prepared. Grant moneys have not beén available for
the major items identified in the town master plan,

While I spend less than two weeks a year away from the West Yellowstone
area, during the past 35 years I have been to many resort communities in the
Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast areas. Residents in these resort towns are
amazed that West Yellowstone is a resort community without provision for the
visitors to the town helping pay the cost of the services provided for the
visitors,

In the past businessmen in West Yellowstone have provided financial help
for various needs beyond what seems reasénable. However, most West Yellowstone
businesses are not making a satisfactory return for the investment., Those of
us here today are what I refer to as one of the 'survivors'. There have been
many West Yellowstone businesses which have changed hands a number of times:
because owners learn it is difficult to show a reasonable return on their in-
vestment,

Before West Yellowstone was incorporated I recall several of us discussing
a town problem with the county attorney. During the conversation he asked “Why-
don't you people from West Yellowstone take care of your own problems?",

We have very diligently been trying to take care of our own problems, How-
ever, to do 30, we very desperately need legislation such as resort tax HB 86

to be passed into law., We earnestly ask your muchly needed support.

Joe Eagle



Oplmon and comment{

f

Sales tc

~The Legxslature s long hst of pm;‘

posed interim studies now mcludes

a request for a sales tax study. -

Sen. Les Hirsch, D-Miles Clty,
proposed the study Tuesday. .
Using legislative resources for

_an interim examination of a sales

‘tax seems even more pointless

‘than studying income tax revision.

Breathes there a soul in the Legis-

“"lature who ‘doesn’t know exactly””

how he or she feels about sales.

ltaxes" L R

Of course, there are some legls-

“lators who don’t just want to study

a sales tax, they want to enact one.

Some observers suspect the patch-

work budget-balancing act in the
capital this year is aimed at engi- -
neering a ‘“crisis” in 1987 that will
make a sales tax seem inevitable.

One observer (Democratic and
partisan, we’ll admit) told us the
other day that the bill to allow

West Yellowstone and Red Lodge

“to enact local-option, gouge-the-

tourist sales taxes also is aimed at
securing a general sales tax for
Montana. It’s a foot in the door,
this observer claims. .

Perhaps. At least, the voters stlll

- must approve the sales taxes. And

while voters in small towns that
are dependent on tourists might
vote for a sales tax, there’s little

~evidence that most Montanans

-

have changed their minds about a
sales tax. smce votlng one down in
1972, - o

~Some Treasure Staters still like
to say that “there’s no sales tax in
good old Montana.” It’s a bragging
point when talking to residents of
other states, nearly all of which do

have sales taxes. The out-of—staters .

are often envious.

m‘.“ i nﬁ'

~of the Build Montana program

* ‘should make more use of that fact. .
"Maybe Montana should make the .

. absence of a sales tax a selling

_point for the state. Let’s tell tour- ..

ists how -they can get more bang
for their buck in Montana, instead

of creating sales taxes Just to sklm -

hif
T

* off more of their money.

~“7*But, back to that study proposal e Bis
Montanans have - debated -sales

" taxes until they’re blue in the face.

The disagreements seem to be set -

‘in concrete. Proponents say they’ll
.provide property tax relief. They
.could, for a while, although large

_ corporations would get the -most
srelief. Foes say they re regressive, |’
“‘which they are. Everybody knows |~
+-they’re an easy way to raise gobs "
of money, although careful adJust- ,
ments in’the progressive mcon}e

tax would do the same thing. "
_It’s doubtful that a study cahac-
“complish- much besides softenmg

up the public for the eventual im-

position of such a tax. Not that the

public, which has the power of ini-

_ tiative, has to put up with it.

Finally, Gov. Ted Schwinden, at
last report, was on record as say-

‘ing he’d veto any general sales tax
~,bill passed by the 1985 Legislature.
If that resolve remains unchanged
in 1987, a sales tax study would be-
come even more pointless. .

The Legislature, in the final days
of its 1985 session, should stop pro—
posing all these studies. = !

It should devote its energies to

finishing its business, getting out of

Helena and leavmg the rest of us

alone. R

It’s begmmng to tax our pa-
tlence

’Maybe tne tourlst promotlon arm -
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Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, for the record, my name is
Jo Brunner and I represent the liontana Grange, here today.
aoaézlk’akzagib
Mr. Chairman, we wish to support Repreeentative (Grady and HB 915. le
Appreciate this move to bring into perspective our rural property
compared with similair property within or close into the more urban areas.

But, Mr. Chairman, Senator Zck, and gentlemen-of the committee, we wish
to ask your considemation for further legislation thatwill put some
teeth into HB 915.

As this bill stands, and without the definition of bona-fide agriculture,
operations, it will do no more than is already being -done.

HB 915, alone, will continue to allow the 15 acre tract, high in a monntain
meadow, that has not, within memory, carried even a horse, nor cut a bale
of hay, nor ever planted one strip of grain to be assessed as agriculture
aimply because thats the way it has always been.

Alone, HB915, will let the checkerboard of 5-10-15-20 acre plots to be
carried as agriculture, or non-agriciilture, for any number of reasons,
without continuity in that reasoning, simply because there is not a
bona-fide definition of what consititues agriculture.

Without accompanying legislation those acreages can simply claim agriculuture
status by adhering to the existing Green Belt law--15 tons of hay, OR

so many bushels of grain OR 24 animal units Or 15 of income OR any

number of reasons, none which actually qualify that acreage for agriculture
production, except its outside of city limits. Consequently, those of you

who do not meet, or have never bothered to request agriculture status and
those of us who are bona-fide agriculture producers must pay a higher tax.

With only HB 915, and without SB 431, the Green Belt law now in conference
committee, develppers will continue to recieve agriculture status on land
they have platted and subdivided unt¢l they sell off the very last parcel
even though they never seed or pasture it again, and thouT¢hey continie to
develop it little by little it may sit there for years. I'm sure that many
of you have seen developments on the edges of towns, partially finished,
sometimes with streets roughly put in, often with water and sewage pipes

é\



2.

sticking up above the ground to designate where the homes will be,
occasionally portions not udder development are cropped or pastures, but
still getting agriculture definition, simply because it was farmed or a
ranched before it was platted and sub-divided. \ﬂs
Members of the committee- again, the Grange is in support of HB 915-- g
however again, we are of the very firm oplnion that without its companion
bill SB431, we will continue on just as we have been in the past-- the
department of Revenue will have no instructions as to what is bona-fide ?
agriculture, the counties and local governments will not be able to correctly
assess proper taxes to care for those who require town and city convenienc
but do not pay the same price for them as others, often thier immediate ig

neighbors,because they are improperly recievning an agriculture
definition.

We ask your strong consideration for the--enabling--legislation that will %
put some teeth into proper evaluation of bona-fide agriculture, both with
HB 915 and SB 431. %

Thank you.
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THE MONTANA INFRASTRUCTURE TRUST

The state of Montana is throwing away the coal severance tax
trust. In the last decade, when our tax policy generated more
revenue than the state could spend, few noticed the decay of the
trust fund. With the current budget crunch, however, more
attention is being focused on the use of trust monies to see if
the state is truly fulfilling its trust responsibilities to
present and future generations of Montanans. I believe the state
is violating its duties as trustee, foolishly wasting the trust
funds, and ignoring simple economic truths and sound investment
opportunities.

The coal severance tax was adopted in 1975 and implemented
in 1976. Money collected from the 30% tax is divided between a
permanent trust fund and other designated state programs. The
trust is designed "to compensate future generations for the
loss of a valuable and depletable resource. . . ." Fifty percent
of the tax is deposited to the permanent trust, which presently
has a balance of $203,000,009.

Numerous attempts have been made since 1976 to tap the trust
for current needs. Several such proposals have been introduced
this legislative session. House Bills 368 and 369 introduced by
Representative Paul Pistoria (D-Great Falls) propose a
constitutional amendment to allocate 5% from the coal severance
trust directly to local governments. House Bill 199 appropriates
monies from the trust fund to construct four needed University
System buildings. Many other bills regarding coal tax earnings
and trust revenues have been introduced.

Those whose efforts led to the creating of the trust look
upon these proposals as "raids" -- as a violation of the purpose
of the trust -- as an evil to be avoided at all costs. Until
recently, this has been the politically popular view, but it has
begun to lose favor with those who have analyzed what is actually
happening to the value of the trust.

From the beginning, the trust funds have been placed in
paper investments to "preserve" the principal for future genera-
tions. In fact, these paper investments, in loans, bonds, and
other similar securities, do NOT preserve the trust principal at
all. On the contrary, the value of the principal is being sub-
stantially diminished by inflation. The promise made to future
generations for a piece of the coal tax pie is being broken.

According to the Montana Economic Development Board, a
board created as part of the Build Montana program and appointed
by Governor Schwinden, the initial deposit to the trust account
for the year 1978 has already lost 39.4% of its purchasing power.
The $203 million placed in the account since 1978, a period of
just six years, has lost $25 million in purchasing power as of
the end of 1984. The Board calculates, using a very conservative
inflation rate, that the present trust balance of $203 million
will be worth only $79 million by the year 2000 -- a whopping
61% devaluation by the turn of the century.

Stnint ko 13437 1Agaq
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There is a better choice. Capital expenditures and investments -
tangible assets -- are a superior alternative to paper assets. ,
Tangible assets not only retain their original value, they often h
appreciate in worth.

The University of Montana's Main Hall demonstrates the
practical economics of capital investments. The structure was
completed in 1399 at a cost of $49,500. Today, the building has
an insured valued of $1.6 million and would cost between $3.5 and
$5 million to replace. This economic appreciation does not reflect
the 85 years of use that students have gained from the facility.

Had the initial $49,500 been placed in paper assets in 1899, the
dollars invested then would have just a fraction of their purchasing
power today.

Capital expenditures would also help the state meet a signifi-
cant need. According to the recent report of the Governor's Task
Force on Infrastructure, Montana now needs over $8 BILLION for
water systems, sewer systems, streets, roads, jails, and other
public facilities -- the "infrastructure" of our state.

In addition, the state of Montana presently holds many capital
assets in trust for future generations. Many of these structures
and facilities are deteriorating from lack of funds for permanent
maintenance. Maintenance is also a trust responsibility.

This data presents quite an anamoly. The permanent coal
severance trust fund has and will continue to lose considerable
value with its present investments. At the same time, we have
incurred an $8 billion infrastructure debt -- not an enviable
inheritance for future Montana generations.

There are several ways to deal with the problem. The legis-
lature could simply begin to appropriate funds from the coal tax
trust for capital expenditures. This approach, however, is both
difficult and haphazard. It requires a three-fourths vote of the
legislature for each expenditure and does not provide a consistent
system for insuring that Montana's infrastructure needs are met.

The legislature could also allow the interest income from
the coal tax trust fund to compound, thus generating a positive
return for future generations. The interest produced from the
permanent trust, however, has become &n integral component of the
state budget. Only 15% is put back into the trust. During the
past biennium the interest income from the trust produced over
$40 million for Montana's general fund -- a substantial sum that
cannot be replaced without massive tax increases.

A better approach is presented in House Bills 493, 494, and
495, a package which makes an allocation of one-half of the coal
tax trust for infrastructure expenditures. These bills would
equally divide the permanent trust beginning July 1, 1987. One-
half would be dedicated to Montana's declining infrastructure.



House Bills 493 and 494 would submit to the voters of Montana
a constitutional amendment and enabling act creating a Montana
Infrastructure Trust. Half of this infrastructure fund would be
allocated to the preservation and maintenance of public facilities
and the construction of needed state and university buildings.
Additionally, up to 25% of this fund would be provided for high-
way construction and for a local government infrastructure grant
program. House Bill 495 establishes a bonding program to help
fund projects from the proposed trust.

These measures affect only future coal tax revenues, leaving
intact the present trust balance of $203 million. The present
trust income would be available for current state operations.
Only half as much coal tax revenue would be added to the current
trust in the future. An equal amount would flow to the newly
formed Infrastructure Trust.

This is a bipartisan effort which reflects Montana's needs in
the mid-1980's. Studies show that the present trust principal is
being devalued while our state infrastructure is crumbling. These
developments demand attention now! We must respond with progressive
action to halt this wasteful drift.

Representative Jack Ramirez
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MONTANA'S SEVERANCE TaXx
DISTRIBUTION FORMULA

General
Fund
193

Public Schools 5%
Park Acgquisition 2.3%

Constitutional
Permanent
Trust Fund 50%

water Develooment .§25%

g/ l\ — County Land Planning .5%
Alternactive Energy 2.253 ————State Library .53

Renewable Resource .6253%

———Conservation Districts .25%
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25%
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FUND 25%
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TRUST FUND 10%

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 5%

GENERAL FUND
19%

|
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COAL SEVERANCE TAX AND INTEREST DISTRIBUTION

FISCAL 1985 AND 1986

19.007 =
GENERAL FLND
15.00%
50.00% CONSTITUTIONAL‘&——] INTEREST 85.00%
TRUST FUND
8.75% INTEREST 10.00%Z| VO/TECH CTRS/
LOCAL y. ADULT
IMPACT BASIC EDUCATION
/
10.007 EDUCATION INTEREST 67.50% PUBLIC SCHOOL
TRUST FUND > EQUALIZATION

5.00% |PUBLIC SCHOOL |INTEREST |

EQUALIZATION 22.507 BOARD OF
REGENTS
2.507 PARK ACQ./ |INTEREST
TOTAL TAX CULTURAL SITE ACQUISITION 2/3
FISCAL PROJECTS TRUST CULTURAL PROJECTS 1/3
1985 & 1986
2.257 | ALTERNATIVE |INTEREST
ENERGY
.6257 | RENEWABLE INTEREST l—-£:l1‘ ,
5| RESOURCE _
DEVELOPMENT i )#ij\f?'
0.6257 WATER INTEREST
DEVELOPMENT >

0.507% COUNTY LAND INTEREST
PLANNING

0.507% LIBRARY INTEREST
COMMISSION >

0.25% CONSERVATION |[INTEREST
DISTRICTS




Mountain States Energy Inc.

POST OFFICE BOX 3787 (A06) 4894 -7100 .
BUTTE, MIONTANA B8702 FTS 587-—-7100

Date: _ April 17. 1985
To:

Representative Dave Brown and Senator 1. D. Lynch

Thru:

Copies:

From: W. C. Bermingham

Subject: Question by Senator Tom Towe

Would the Department of Energy be sympathic toward setting up a
Bond in Lieu of the 1% withholding additional license tax?

The Department of Energy Lawyer feels that insisting on a Bond would be
much the same as the additional license tax and would probably make our
position equally difficult in obtaining research projects. However,

he did feel that we would be in a position to point out very strongly
and definitely to the contractors and subcontractors their obligation
and responsibility to pay all just taxes.



Amend HB 901, Third Reading Copy

1, Title, line 4.
Following: the second "ACT"
Strike: "EXEMPTING"

Insert: "TO PROVIDE THAT"

2. Title, line 6.

Follewing: "FACILITY"

Strike: "FROM"

Insert: "MAY APPLY FOR WAIVER CF"

3. Page 1, line 12.
Following: "imposed"
Insert: "--waiver"

4, Psge 1, lines 14 and 15.

Following: "contractor"

Strike: ", unless he constructs or works on a federal
research facility,"

5. Page 1, line 18.
Following: "issued"
Insert: "unless granted a waiver under subsection (3)"

{continued)

o



6. Page 1.

Following: 1line 22

Insert: "(3) A public contractor who constructs or works
on a federal research facility mayv applv to the department
for a waiver of the additional license tax imposed under
this section. The department shall grant a waiver if it
finds that: .

(i) the applicant has provided accurate information
regarding personal property of the public contractor within
the state:

(ii) the applicant is willing and able to pav personal
property taxes, light vehicle license fees, income taxes,
corporation license taxes, and withholding taxes; and

(iii) the affected taxing jurisdiction would not be
adversely affected by the waiver."

7. Page 2, lines 4 through 6.
Following: "act" on line 4
Strike: remainder of line 4 through "contractor” on line 6



be amended as follows:

1. Title, line 9,
Following: "COMMITTEE"
Insert: "AND APPROVAL BY THE LEGISLATURE"

2., Title, line 14.

Following: "AUPHORIF¥."

Insert: "APPROVING ACCEPTANCE BY THE DEPARTMENT OF IN-KIND
PAYMENT OF THE DALY MANSION;"

3. Page 2, line 7.
Following: "ARE"
Strike: "RECEIVED"
Insert: "recommended"

4, Page 3, line 25.
Following: line 24
Insert: "a certified appraiser selected by"

5. Page 5, lines 10 and 11.

Following: "TO" on line 10

Strike: "APPROVF OR DISAPPROVE THE APPLICATION"

Insert: '"recommend that the legislature approve the in-kind
payment"

(continued)



6. Page 5, line 12,
Following: "HAS"
Strike: "90"
Insert: "180"

7. Page 5, lines 24 and 25.

Following: "may" on line 24

Strike: remainder of line 24 through "donor" on line 25
Insert: "recommend that the legislature approve acceptance
bv the department"

8. Page 6, lines 12 and 13.

Following: "accept" on line 12
Insert: "an"

Following: "payment" on line 12
Strike: "only when"

Insert: "“if"

9. Page 6, line 15.
Following: 1line 14
Strike: "$250,000"
Insert: "$100,000"
Following: ";"
Strike: "AND"

10. Page 6, line 16.

Following: 1line 15

Insert: "(b) the value of the in-kind payment does not
exceed $400,000; and"

11. Page 6, lines 16 and 17.
Following: 1line 15

Strike: " (B) AFTER"

Insert: " (c)"

Following: "OF THE" on line 16
Strike: "BOARD OF EXAMINERS"
Insert: "legislature"

12: Page 6, lines 22 through 25.
Strike: subsection (4) in its entirety

13. Page 7, lines 1 through 7.
Following: '"payment" on line 1
Strike: remainder of line 1 through "(2)" on line 7

(continued)



14. Page 7.
Following: 1line 24
Insert: "Section 7. Approval of Daly Mansion for in-kind
pavment. The department of revenue is authorized to receive
in-kind payment of the Daly Mansion for a portion of the
estate and inheritance taxes due the state in the matter of
the Bessingye estate, if:

(1) the total estate and inheritance taxes due exceed
$100,000; and

(2) the value of the in-kind pavment does not exceed
$400,000."
Renumber: subsequent sections

15. Page 8, lines 4 through 9.
Following: "act" on line 4
Insert: "."

Strike: remainder of line 4 through line 9



ROLL CALL VOTE

SEWNATE TAXATION COMMITTEL

49 th Legislative Session -- 1985
Time Date CZ%&LK//X ‘535 Room 413-415
/
motion: _ At HBJ  bel  as ame wdedd
&am: cON
Name Yes o Excused
Senator Brown P
Senatqr Eck P
Senator Goodover L
Senator Hager L—
Senator Halligan L
Senator Hirsch L
Senator Lybeck L
Senator Mazurek i
Senator McCallum L
Senator Jeuman L
Senator Severson L
Senator Towe P




STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

e April 18, 19 85
MR. PRESIDENT
We, YOUr COMMITIEE ON...ouvtiiieineiiiiiiirieeieieeenaeaanens ?Mﬁm ....................................................................
having had under consideration.........................vevvevennenns m . Bill ......................................... Nogal .......
thixd reading copy b__lus___ )
color

{Senator J. D. Lynch)

BXEMPTS CONTRACTCRS WHOQ WORK ON FEDERAL FACILITISS FROM ADDITIONAL
LICENSE TaX.

Respectfully report as follows: That Houase Bill No 901

BE CONCURARD IXN
XFEREHE
- SRR RS

Senator Thomas E. Towe, Chairman.



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

Paga 1 of 3.
e APEEL 18, 1989
” MR. PRESIDENT
We, your COMmItIee ON......cciuiinviiiiiiiiiciiiiiiiiaiaeaees Tmti@ﬁ ....................................................................
having had under CONSIAEration. ..................cocvevereeseennns. R enseﬁlil ......................................... No’el .......
third reading copy ( blue )
color
{Senator Sevarson)
PATMENT OF IHRKEI?BHC& TAX WITH PROPERYY OF HISYORIC OR
CULTIURAL VALUE,
Respectfully report as follows: That..............cooinll ﬁ Oﬁ%ﬂiu ......................................... No?ol .......

be amendsd as follown:

1. T »3@" 3%55‘ 9-.

Pollowing: “COMMITTER®

Tnrerdi: “ARD APPROVAL BY TRZ LEGISTATURE®
i T, Titie, lime 14,
" Pallowing: "AETUARIWEs”

Insert: “APPROVING RCCEFPTANCE BY TUE DEPARTHEINT OF THN-RKING
PAYXEET OF TEE DALY MANBIOM:®

3. Paae 2, lime 7,
Pallowingy TRRR®
Strike: “RECEIVED®
Iasert: “vacommended®

4. Tace 3, line 2%,
followinae line 24
Insert: " certified soprajisar zslected by

¥. Pooge 5, lines 18 and 11,

Pollowing: "TO% on line 18

Srvikes *RFWQ“UF OR DISAPPROVE THXE P?LZ?E**“%’
‘&
R 1

Inzert: Crocommesd fhsf Lhe Yeols are sporave the (ne-king
naveoant”
{onnt invad)
XN ER
ZERRXMERRER
» continued

Chairman.



B3 701
Page 2 of 3.

April 13,

¢, Page 5, lina 12,
Following; “NAS®
Strikar TO0°
Insert: “1§08%

7. Paage 5, lines 24 and 2%,

Following: “"mav” on line 74 _
Strike: remaindar of lins 4 through “dener® on line 2%
Ingert: “rarommand that the legizlatvrs approve acceptarcs
hy tha department”

B, Page 5, linss 12 and 13,
FYollawing:  "ascept” on line 12
Tagart: Tan®”

Pallowing: “pavaent® on lins 12
Striker Toply when®

Inzert: “if”

2., Page L, line 15,
Pollowing: line 14
Serixer “§750,.000°
Insers: "8104,000°
Pollowing: T3™
Strike: “awp¥

18, Pase &, line 16,

Fellewing: lira 135

Ingart: Ti%) the wvalue of the in-kind ravsent doae not
sroaed 3400,000; argd™

11. Page &, lines 1€ and 17,
followings line 1%

Striks: “(B} APTER”

Insart: ~{c)

Foellowing: 7CF TEE® on lire 1%
Seriker YDROARD OF BYAMINFES®
Ingart: “legislatare®

it Page 6, lires 22 thromch 2%,
derike: subasotion {(4) in its enrvirety

13, Page 7, linea I through 7,
Following: “pavwmant” on line 1
Strike: remainder of line 1 through "3V on line 7

{contirned)



uB 701
Pﬁge 3 of 3.

April 18, 85

14. Pame 7,
Followingr: 1line 24
Insert: "Section Y. Approval of Dalw Mapaison for ian-kind
paveent, The dapartment of revenuge iz antharized *o recaive
in-kird pavment of *ha Naly Hanwion for s poretion of the
astats 2nd inberitancs tages dae the artsts in the matier of
tha Pessenvey setate, $5 ’ '

{1} zhe total ezizntae and irnhevritapcos taxes due excoed
£166,000r and

{2} the walpe ef the in-kind pavment Anes nnt arcesd
$462,000,7°
Ronnaboer: subsegoent sactions

1%, PFage 2, lives 4 thrauoh 2.

Pollowing: “act™ on lines 4

Tngprt: Y, ¥

feyikes remaiader of lire 4 threwgh Yime ©

AND AS AMEHDED
BE COUCUBRED IX

Senator Thomas E. Towe, Chairman



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT ~ F29® 1 °of -

e — %?f%fu;?i_“1gng$“
)
MR. PRESIDENT
. Taxation
WE, YOUF COMIMITIBE 0N ..o.ieiii ittt te e e e eteesesasteseoneene e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e
having had under consideration...........ccoeoeeveeeiiiiec i, ﬂ:ameaill ............................. No76‘ .....
third reading copy { blus )
color
(Senator Towse)
' EXCLUDE PROTESTED PROPERTY VALUATION TOR COUNTY
AND SCHOOL LEVIER,
Respectfuily report as follows: That..........c.oooveeeeeie i) ﬁbﬂ%ﬁf.}.l ............................. No’a‘ .......
ba amendad as Follown:
1. Titvle, linea 7,
Folloswing: "COURTY®
Ingert: Y, MOMTCYPALITY,S
) 7, Title, line 2,

Following: “LEVIES®

Ymmavrr:

*IP THE TAXARLE YALIL OF SUCH PROPERYY UERER

PROTEST BXCEEDS 5% OF THMP TAYIRG JUFISPICTIOR'S TAYASLE
VALOATION”

3. Title, lina §,
Fellowing: "COUBTY™

Insart:

", URICIPALITY,™

4., Title, lins 11,
Following: “LEVIES™®

Insart:

oY

COESIDER THE ADVISABRILITY DF OREATIVG

FUEDs”

CORRITTPR ¥

*EECURSTING TEE BEEVENUE OVERSIGHT
A ETATEWIDRE DROTHET

B ritle, lire 113,
Foallowingy line 1}

Yngort:

{oont inved)

BEHREE
>’6’6’ﬁm

Chairman.



ot

H3 704

Page 2 OF 5,
April 19,

. Pags 1, linn 23,
ﬂgl’ﬂwiﬁq: fvear,”
Errika: "The®

in "Rreopt az

Fage 2, Yiaws & and 7
awirws *which™ on 1i§$ 6

ke: rvemalindar of line € throngh line 7
“i2 the aublect of 2 protest®

-‘ iul
,-w-w

8. Page 2, liss 19,

provided in eubwaction {2},

Pollowing: Tvaluation®
Ingert: "1 ths taxabzw valae ~f such property rassicing

gnder nrotest sxecseds 9§

3
»
:::

?,' 31?’5’ :I -
nr{sﬁnnat“

AT i 1

v £

&

H

& ow

®
*

“, except for atatewide sducetinmn and
arianr »
ragiting the revenue Trom relsazed protent

b 1§ PN fok
s
w X I

- R R I
. e B

gy e ).
ok 43 Myt

T 0

Be amoant necsncare to be ralsad by tary levwvy,
reagurer shall refund any sxcess protasgt fond
# tarpavares.

PE 0P *1 -

.y*t

& of +he countv's tazabhle vslustinn

o

snivorsity

- f

The coanty chall ecalzrulate sgch Ynvios by
fande directly
the revenus zaction of the hudger snd not to the cazh
azarvag, Yf thoe crediting of surh rovenus raducss €5 szoroe
the oounty
roveanue L0
If & tazxpaver iz delinguant in the pavment

asricr taxes, the comunty way offzet the dalirensncy rather

thea make a rofand,

& copy of the ralenlatione made in

fivirng the ter levies arder thiz subsection snd calevlation
of any rafunds evst be delivered 4o the legisiztive awvditer,
rha offics »f pablic lsastructior, snd the department of

revenna,”

18, Psge 2, lins 24,
Pollewing: lipe 22

Tngert: “Saction 2. Sortinn T-6-4223, PO, is
road:
{foont ingad)

continued

apondad o



Page 3 of 5.
a8 704

April 19, 19 85

14337, Pizing of tay levy, (1Y On the sacond
¥nnday in Mxguat and aftar the approval ard adeption «f the
#iral budeet, the council shall fix the tav laygy foar ocach
fand &t 3 rats, ror ewxgeeding limitz nreccorited by law,
which will raize the amownt ot out in the budget as the
amount necessery to be ralised by tax lovy far that Tund
dJuring the carrent fisesl wvear, Phe Excepnt az providad in
subgections {2} ard {4}, *he 2arable valuation of the citw
for the curvent fiscal veay shall ba the hagie for
datermining the amour: of the tax leev for each furd, and
sath tax levy shall be a2t a rate ao higher than ir reguired
on that basisz, without Including anvy amonnt for anticipatnd
taw delipouency, ¢o vaise the amount cet ount In the budget,

{2} XIf the council econsiders that a lovw mads fnr 2
bond sinking or {nterest fund will not provide a sufficione
amount %> pav all hond principal a2nd intervest bacoming due
during *he current figeal vesar or within § monthe afear the
earrent fincal vear becaunse of anticipated tax delinguency,
tha connrl) maw fix the lavy at & vare it considers
nacesgary £o raise the amount for making the pavymentg of
principal and interest nyver snd above *he anticinated tax
dal inoveney,

§3Y Pach lovy rhall he made In the manner providad hvy
18-10=201,

{4} {2} Tha taxahla value af sromerev vhich ia
the suhisct of a pracenst and which remains under protant on
the firet Mondav in Auguzt of the carron? vesr sust he
evelnded from the cite'as vazahls wajuatien 1 the tarvrable
valus of surh praverty rapmsinine under protest exceede 5% of
the cltvias tarable valuation in cemmuting mill lavies to
fund the smoynte recogsary o he ryized uynder the orovisione
af subsection (3.

{hY 17 tax money that was collacted on property
exriuded under submecticn (4] (3) i= net roguired %o he
rafunded o the taxpaver from the protest fuand at the
conclution of a protast proceeding, =uch monay chall he used
to _reduce csubgequent proparty tax levies of the avpropriate
Funde or levies from which 4t was previounly withheld in
protnst, The city shall easlenlate spch leviess by craditineg
tha rayenne rom relapaeld pyntes? funda Alirectly 4o tha -
Yousnae wection 0f the bndaat rpd mot Yo Ehe paoh rocgrves,
I¢ thy credlting of =zuch rovenpa Teduters to yearn fhe amount
necargarey to ho raized by tax leve, tha clty shall refyrd
any axcass protast furd revenur to the taywavers, T8 3
txypaver iz Aslinement in the navyment of nrisr tavree, tha

e

ity waw nffrat bhe dalinguency rather thsn make n reénnd,

{eont inged)




A coor of the calonlatiors 2mde in fiwing 2he tnx leviar
under thip snbhaection and CRioniations of any vrafunds mast
be delivared to the leoisiative anditor, tha offire of
muhlie Inatruc ti&ﬂ, and the departmant B reuennm,

Ranumber: subhsegusrt sgotionas

1. Page 3, 1ine §,
Following: “the Ziatrict”
Tnmert: 7, sxoept sz provided in subzection 123,

12, Page 3, limes 11 ané 12.

Pollowing: “which® oa line 11
ﬁfr*ke* remaingar of i‘%a 3! throyeh lins 32
Insert: “iz *he sohisct of the protost™

1., Page 3, 1ine 1%,

Pollowine. reluation™

Ingerts *if The tazable valua =f auch nreperty remaining
otal gtrict®nr tavakle

nder nrotast ayvoasds 5% of the dis
3

14, Paoe 31, lines 23 and Z4.
o iiaﬁinﬂ' “iovies” on line 22

Sryrike and %3%’%#* he addad ta diserict ressryvea”
fﬁ”ﬁftr * The district zhall caloulatre auch levies by

alitiza the ra%&pu& fream Talessed nrotast fande dirsctly
the revanne gectics of tha hndqzt and nat to the cazh

fﬁ”*?¥?$¢ TE the wr@é*firc of suych revenus roducss o yera
the amount nascssazxy tn he ralead hy tar levy, ths county
treasurer ghall refond on behal? 0f the disetrict anv sxcess
protest foné revenuns to the tawpavers, If a taupavaer ir
delingaent in the pavment of prisr taxes, the countwy
trapsorer may nffeet tho dalinguency rather than meke &
rafund, A copy of the saleulations wada in fiving the kax
leviag under thic sobzectioer and calenlations nf ane rafurds
must he dealiverad #o the leglialative aunditor, the offioe of
rablis instruction, spd the department of roveaose,”

15, Page 4, lines 12 and 11,

ﬁ‘l&ﬁ*?v- *yhich®™ on line 12

Strika: remoindar of line 17 throvgh *15-8-11%% gn line 12
ITngazre:  “ia the gubiect of a2 nrotost®



a8 704

Page 5 of 5
i APERL 19, 1085
N
18, Page 4, line 14,
-7 Polloving: “year® :
Ingsert: "if the taxable velwe o7 anch property Temaining
undar protest exvesds 5% of that tawing durisdiction’s
taxable valuation®
17, Page 4, line 22,
Fallowing: lina 21
Yagert: TNEW SECTICE, Roction B, PBevenue avarsight
comsitteos consideration of a2dvigability of astatewide protvast
fund, The ravenue nyeraicht cosmitine e reguastsd tn
connider the advisability af creating 2 2tatewide protest
fand Tor tares paid under protest and to suggest proceduraes
far paveent into the farnd, asdsministravien of the fund,
naymant of litiaaticon couts gaenciatad with protests hased
an gtate law, and sstisfaction from the fund of indgmoants
againgt taxing furindicvionzg,. If tha revanue overzight
nopmite2e accants thiz vaeoest, it 2hall remort f(t2 findines
2nd recommendations and aov propoged lagigliatiar o the SGth
lagizlature *
Ronumber: subsaonent ssatien
§
ASD AS AMENDED
82 COUCUBRRED 14
N

Senator Thomas . Towe, Chairax





