
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
49th LEGISLATURE 

SPECIAL SESSION III 

June 13, 1986 

The meeting of the joint subcommittee on education was call
ed to order by Chairman Gene Donaldson at 8:45 A.M. on Fri
day, June 1986 in room 312-2 of the Capitol. 

~OLL CALL: The roll call was called by the secretary, all 
members were present. 

The purpose of the hearing was to hear testimony from the 
Vo-Techs regarding the proposed budget cuts~ 

VO-TECHS 

Norm Rostocki, from the office of budget and planning stated 
the governor's office was asking for a 5% across the board 
cut for all five centers which would total $317,882. He also 
said the proposed pay play reduction for the centers would 
total $342,000. 

Pam Joehler from the LFA office gave the report on the Vb-Tech 
Centers (4-l-A 4:06). She stated that page F-36, Table 1 
shows the comparison of the appropriated FY 86 FTE compared 
to the actual enrollment, which is about a 3% decrease in 
actual enrollment vs. what was budgeted. She then reviewed 
page E-37 and said the fiscal impact to both the program and 
the tuition revenue is listed on that page. She submitted 
that there would be a $173,060 expenditure decrease because 
of the enrollment decline, that includes $122,655 of general 
fund and $50,405 of tuition. 

She then advised the committee that the next issue for their 
consideration is the utilization of a fund balance of the ed
ucational trust interest. She stated the educational trust 
fund interest is shared with the adult basic education program 
and the vo-techs. The LFA presented two options for the com
mittes consideration; Option A - reduce the 1987 general fund 
appropriation of the vo-tech centers $115,467 and increase the 
educations trust interest appropriation by a like amount or 
Option B - Take no action. Rep. Moore inquired if there was 
any duplication in the LFA recommendations and those in the 
governor's 5% cut. Mrs. Joehler replied the enrollment re
duction would be duplicated. 

Chairman Donaldson then called upon the agencies to make their 
presentations. Gene Christiaansen, Assistant Superintendent, 
Department of Vocational Education Services (4-l-A 13:00), 
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said his presentation would consist of a brief statement 
by the office of public instruction, followed by testimony 
from the five vo-tech centers. He said there are two is
sues before the committee, one is the shortfall of the 
anticipated FTE, and that he will concur with the LFA 
that they did not make the estimate, however, he pointed 
out that it was the first time since 1983 there has been 
a reduction in FTE growth. He continued with the second 
issue which deals with the coal tax money. He stated he 
thought Pam Joehler had come up with a good solution in 
terms of reducing the demand of the general fund by utili
zing that surplus interest that had been generated from 
the coal tax fund. He spoke briefly on the maintenance 
of effort issue and said he would be meeting with the LFA 
and the governor's office to hammer out a compromise and 
propose some solutions. He then informed the committee 
there was one issue that did not appear in the LFA book 
and that is the impact on the local taxpayer, and the 
amount of money that has been generated at the local tax 
base relative to the support of the vo-tech centers. 

Rep. Hand then inquired of the Chairman if the educa"" 
tional trust fund and the coal tax fund were the same 
thing, to which Chairman Donaldson replied they were. 
However, there are two issues, one is there is a greater 
reserve and the second is the proposal to take the income 
to the educational trust out in FY 87. Chairman Donaldson 
then explained the federal government demands a mainten
ance of effort and there were some federal monies that 
have not been used by the vo.,-,tech centers under the re-

straints of the federal regulations. He stated they didn't 
want to put themselves in a situation where they lose the 
federal money because they didn't maintain their effort, 

Chairman Donaldson then called upon the Vo-Tech Centers to 
make their presentations. 

Billings Vo-Tech 

Jeff Dietz, Director of the Billings Vo-Tech Center (4-l-A 
22:00) was the first to testify. He stated that the Billings 
Vo-Tech Center was granted a $135,000 mill levy compared to 
$269,000 for the last year or a 49.7% decrease. He said 
under the governor's proposal with the pay plan the center 
would lose $133,000, with the LFA proposal it would be $98,980. 
He said in order to maintain the budget they would need 
$277,000 and only have a voted mill of $135,000. There 
followed a question and answer period from the committee 
concerning the pay plan freeze, enrollment and programs. 
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Rep. Peck inquired about the maintenance of effort re
quirement, meeting it at the state level and questioned 
the inference that it was required at the local level. 
To which Gene Christiaansen replied that one is called 
matching funds, the other is maintenance of effort, and 
that under the Carl Perkins Act the maintenance of effort 
is entirely upon the state. 

Rep. Bardanouve stated that before we finish this ses
sion he would like to have the budget office and the 
LFA have a report on where we are with the federal dol
lars, along with the OPl. 

At this point in the hearing a new group of girls from 
Girls State joined the meeting and the Chairman asked 
Rep. Peck if he would welcorre them and explain the purpose 
of this meeting. 

Helena Vo-Tech 

Alex Capdeville, Director, Helena Vo-Tech Center was the 
next witness. He stated that 86% of the graduates of 
the center are working in their areas and only 7% are un
employed. He said they have lost five full time employees. 
He said they need in excess of $400,00 mill levy. There 
followed a question and answer period on using the Carl 
Perkins Act funds more effectively. 

Mignon Waterman, trustee for school district # 1 spoke 
briefly in support of the Helena Vo-Tech Center. 

Butte Vo-Tech 

Harry Freeborn, Director of the Butte Vo-Techtestified 
before the committee next. He stated the proposed cuts 
including the pay plan would total $57,000. He then said 
that $278,117 was the amount they would receive from their 
mill levy. He reported what the impact of the cut would 
have on his programs. 

Great Falls Vo-Tech 

Will Weaver, Director of the Great Falls Vo-Tech Center 
was the next to give testimony. He stated the 5% cut plus 
the pay plan freeze woud total $113,588. He said the mill 
levy was passed for $237,000 plus the district transferred 
$100,000 for a total of $337,000. He also noted the impact 
that would be felt relating to reducing instructors. 
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Missoula Vo-Tech 

The last director to appear was Dennis Lerum, Director 
of the Missoula Vo-Tech Center. He reported on the 
matching effort that represented $650,000 for the cen
ter for 1986. He said the amount for next year is al
most equal $327,000, but he was concerned because as 
the resources dwindle it becomes more difficult to 
write projects to capture the federal dollars. There 
followed a question and answer period concerning the 
matching dollar from the federal government. 

Senator Hammond was then called upon by the Chairman 
to welcome the next group of girls from Girls State and 
to explain the purpose of hearing. The room was filled 
with chuckles when he reported held heard the rumor they 
were considering putting boys state and girls state to
gether but he knew the girls would object to that. 

Chairman Donaldson then opened the hearing for public 
testimony relating to the Vo-Tech Centers, none appear
ing the hearing was closed. He then stated there is a 
couple of issues he would like to review, one being the 
maintenance of effort and the other being what the im
pacts might be should they lose the educational trust 
money. He called for a 15 minute break at this point 
in the meeting. 

Upon reconvening (4--l-B 9~50) Rep. Peck hand copies, see 
exhibit #1 and #2. R.C.M. 39-31-303 concerns the legal 
authority of cutting people under contract. He pointed 
out that item # 3 of the above reads as follows; "relieve 
employees from duties because of lack of work or funds 
or under conditions where continuation of such work be 
inefficient and nonproductive;". He also referred to 
Chapter 2-18-103, refer to page 2 of handout # 1. Then 
on the third page, he stated that 2-18-106 spells out 
that there is no limitation on legislative authority in 
terms of transfer of funds or limiting funds. Rep. Peck 
then informed the committee that the legal people in the 
legislative council say that the vo-tech centers, the uni
versity systems, school disticts, etc. have the authority 
to reduce force, even with those people under contract, 
when they can show a lack of funds. There followed a 
lengthy question and answer period on the above subject. 

Rep. Moore was the next committee member to welcome a 
new group of girls from Girls State. He explained to 
them that they had finished the testimony on the Vo-Tech 
Centers and would be moving into executive action at this 
time. 
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OFFICE OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION 

Chairman Donaldson asked Pam Joehler from the LFA office 
to make a brief overview of decisions they will be making 
at OPI on the administration and the distribution. Mrs. 
Joehler pointed out that the governor's proposed cuts for 
5% of the administration portion only in OPI totaled 
$112, 963. She said that the documents that the agency 
submitted in response to the governor's request indicated 
they would take those cuts in 3 of their 5 administrative 
programs. She stated the state special revenue fund re
duction would total $45,729. She reported the LFA policy 
options are as follows; No. 1 to reduce one extra cirric
ulum specialist, No. 2 the AV library, No. 3 general re
duction 2%, totaling $42,420. And that the total LFA re
duction is $103,641. Relating to the distribution of 
schools, the governor's proposal for a 5% cut to the gen
eral fund totals $1,789,637. The LFA options for distri
bution of schools total $1,056,035. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Hand moved to accept the governor's proposed 5% cut 
in administration in OPI totaling $112,963. Sen. Jacobson 
stated she was reluctant to cut the administration again 
because the last two sessions they had cut the administra-
tion and she would rather look at the vo-ed funds which are 
distributed to the district, that it would be a lesser im
pact on a bigger budget than to go into the administration 
again. A discussion followed relative to the above motion. 
Sen. Jacobson then made a substitute motion to take 2% out 
of the administration and $80,000 out of the vo-ed grants 
which would amount to $120,000, and would be a little more 
than was needed in this area. Chairman Donaldson requested 
Pam Joehler to give a dollar amount on the motion. Mrs. 
Joehler informed the committee that would total $46,420 for 
the 2% cut plus $80,000 out of the vo-ed grant would total 
$126,420. The question was called, motion CARRIED unanimously. 

Chairman Donaldson then moved into the distribution area 
of the budget which deals with school lunch, transportation, 
etc. that totals $1,789,637. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Moore moved that the committee accept the governor's 
proposed cut of $1,789,637 to the distribution program. 
There was a brief discussion whether if there was a 5% 
cut made in special education they would still be in com
pliance with federal law. The question was called for, 
motion CARRIED unanimously. 
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Chairman Donaldson called for a lunch break at 11:30 A.M. 
and stated they would move into the six university units, 
the ago expo station, the co-op ext. service, vo-techs and 
school for the deaf and blind in the afternoon. 

The meeting was reconvened at 1:00 P.M., Chairman Donaldson 
handed out exhibit # 3 at this point, which were status 
reports in relationship to peer institutions in the uni
versity system. He then called on Pam Joehler to give an 
overview of the various proposals relative to the six units. 

SIX UNIVERSITY UNITS 

Pam Joehler of the LFA office reported that the governor's 
5% reduction totals $3.6 million, and that the state special 
revenue of the six mill levy was exempted from the gover
nor's reduction so this is general fund only. She stated 
the LFA presented three options; the first issue was the 
matter of declining enrollments, the second issue was the 
matter of adjusting or not to adjust the formula support 
level, and the third issue was the matter of the fund bal
ance of the six mill levy revenue account. She stated 
that the millage option is not an expenditure reduction, 
it would merely be using cash in that fund balance to off
set the general fund. There followed a discussion relating 
to if the pay plan would go into effect whether the millage 
from the six mill levy could replace that money lost. 

Sen. Jacobson informed the committee that she had another 
concern, that being if the committee takes 5% out of Mon
tana Tech's budget and they also take the pay plan freeze, 
that there is an amount of money they can't go below with
out losing accreditation in some of their mining classes, 
which are the heart of their program. She then asked Jack 
Noble to review exhibit # 4, which is a proposal to cut 
only 2 1/2% from the budget at Montana Tech. Refer to ex
hibit # 4. There was a reference made to the $360.000 let 
down money that had been appropriated to Montana Tech this 
year. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Moore moved to accept the 5% cut from the general fund 
for the six unit university system totaling $3,613,523. 
Sen. Jacobson made a substitute motion to take $135,000 out 
of the millage and add it to Montana Tech. Rep. Peck ob
jected to the substitute motion on the grounds that first 
the committe take the 5% cut for the university system, 
and then if it desires to determine whether they should use 
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some millage to restore the capital budget, as a separate 
item. Sen. Jacobson then withdrew her substitute motion. 
The question was called on Rep. Moore's motion, the motion 
CARRIED unanimously'. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Sen. Jacobson moved to reduce the millage by $135,000 and 
to use that amount to reduce Montana Tech's 5% cut. There 
followed a brief discussion on the correct terminology for 
this action. The motion was reworded to increase the uni
versity appropriated amount for FY 87 millage level by 
$135,000 and that increase to go to Montana Tech. There 
followed a lengthy question and answer period. The ques
tion was called, motion CARRIED with Sen. Hammond voting no. 

Sen. Haffey moved to ask the fiscal analyst to prepare a 
draft that would call for the use of the revenue of the 
six mill levy to be appropriated and used by the univer
sity in FY 87 in the event that there is a pay freeze. 
And if there is no pay freeze then the money would not be 
appropriated to the university system. There followed 
a lively discussion over the appropriateness of the ac
tion. Rep. Peck questioned whether the motion was merely 
to draft the language or to approve the content. Sen. 
Haffey stated it was a motion on the substance of the 
use of the millage revenue. Sen. Hammond stated he 
would have difficulty voting on an idea before it was 
put into form. At this point Sen. Haffey withdrew his 
motion. Chairman Donald son inquired if it were agree
able with the committee he would ask Pam Joehler to be 
researching how the language might be implemented. 

Chairman Donaldson then asked if there were any further mo
tions relative to the six units. Rep. Peck responded 
that there were a number of options in the LFA book which 
he thought would be considered, particularly the MBA in 
Billings. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Peck moved that the MBA program in Billings be can
celled for FY 87 which would mean a savings of $266,241. 
The question was called, motion CARRIED unanimously. 

At this point Chairman Donaldson reviewed the action 
that had been taken by the committee, the 5% cut in the 
six units, the $135,000 that was put back into Montana 
Tech, and the $266,241 that was taken out of U of M. 
He stated they were not prepared to move any further 
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on the university system. He said that beyond the 
monetary issues there are several other issues that 
have been brought up, one being the consolidation 
of the ago expo station and the co-op ext. service. 
He then asked Jane Hamman to give a brief overview 
of the issues on the ago expo station. 

AGRICULTURE EXPERIMENT STATION 

Jane Hamman of the LFA office referred to page F-1 
of the LFA book to find a summary. She stated un
der the governor's proposal the total amount would 
be $297,112 and under the LFA issues for the Ag. Ex. 
Station there is $861,741 or 14.5%. She reviewed the 
items that start on page F-23 comprised of research 
projects. She stated that those are duplicated cuts 
and the undup1icated amount was $695,000. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Sen. Haffey moved to approve the 5% governor's pro
posal to reduce the ago expo station by $297,112. 
The question was called, motion CARRIED unanimously. 

Rep. Moore asked Jane Hamman to briefly go over the 
six options on page F-27 table 2 of the LFA regard
ing the research projects. There followed a dis
cussion on the projects. 

CO-OPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

Chairman Donaldson then asked Jane Hamman to review 
the co-operative extension service. 

Jane Hamman of the LFA office referred to page F-l 
in the LFA book and stated that the governor's rec
ommendation is a 5% cut totaling $109,433. Under 
the LFA's recommendation there are four issues list
ed: No. 1 Administration consolidation, which was 
removed from consideration, No. 2 extension special
ists, $318,800, No.3 Classified personnel, reduc
tions could total up to $133,000 and No.4 equipment, 
typewriters, totaling $3,900. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Sen. Jacobson moved to adopt the governor's 5% re
duction for the co-op extension service totaling 
$109,433. The question was called, motion CARRIED 
unanimously. 
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COMMISSIONER OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

Chairman Donaldson asked Jane Hamman to review the 
Commissioner o~ Higher Education proposals. 

Jane Hamman of the LFA office, again referring to 
the LFA book, page 1 stated the governor's proposed 
5% cut totaled $130,986. She said the revenue com
mittee completed its projections of FY 86 and the re
vised figure for this ending fund balance is $940, 
701 which could be use to reduce the general fund. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Hand moved to accept the governor's 5% cut to
taling $130,986 out of the commissioner's office. 
The question was called, motion CARRIED unanimously. 

Chairman Donaldson brought up the educational trust 
monies at this point in the meeting. He stated that 
it had generated $940,000 plus in interest, or more 
than the committee had anticipated, and they also 
had to consider if they didn't put the $7 million 
dollars in revenue into that account they would lose 
about $127,000 in interest. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Peck moved to reduce the FY 87 WAM.I general fund 
appropriation in the amount of $940,000. Jane Hamman 
advised the committee that on page F-9 of the LFA book 
they were increasing the state special revenue fund 
appropriation by an equal amount, so there is no re
duction in the program by taking this action. The 
question was called, motion CARRIED unanimously. 

Chairman Donaldson then requested Jane Hamman to re
view issue No.3. Miss Hamman referred to page F-8 
table 2 in FY 86 for the WAMI program. She stated the 
agency did not require $40,320 of it's appropriation 
and it is likewise projected for FY 87 that it will 
not be needed. The chairman inquired of Jack Noble 
if he had any comment. Mr. Noble stated that that 
projected balance is on the assumption that the state 
of Washington will increase the tuition fees to the 
WAMI students beyond what they had originally estim
ated. He said he would like to call Washington to 
confirm that those tuition increases are going through. 
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EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Moore moved that in view of the statements by 
Mr. Noble the committee not consider the $40,420 at 
this time. Miss Hamman questioned Mr. Noble if he 
had some reason to believe those adjusted fees would 
not continue for FY 87. Mr. Noble replied that it 
had not been finalized by the state of Washington 
but in all probability it would be cleared. Sen Ja
c6b~on questioned whether Rep. Moore would change his 
motion to a positive motion in light of Mr. Noble's 
response, and if there is any problem they could re
verse it on Monday. Rep. Moore asked Sen. Jacobson 
to make the substitute motion. Sen. Jacobson then 
made a substitute motion to remove $40,319 from the 
WAMI program contingent upon Mr. Noble confirming 
that it is available. The question was called, mo
tion CARRIED unanimously. 

DEAF AND BLIND SCHOOL 

(4-3-B 17:30) Chairman Donaldson requested Jim Haubein 
of the LFA office to give an overview of the deaf and 
blind school at this time. Mr. Haubein referred to 
pages E-14 and E-15 of the LFA book. He stated on 
page E-14 are the governor's 5% issues, they are in 
two areas, the first being the education program of 
$49,912 and the second being the $85,637 reduction 
in the audiology contracts. He said on page E-15 are 
the three issues that the LFA raised, the first being 
the preschool teachers, the second, is reclassified 
positions, and the third issue is the audiology con
tract, which would duplicate item B in the governor's 
5% cut. The difference between the two is $101,929. 
Sen. Jacobson suggested that since the services are 
different, one being a school and the other being a 
service in the community to detect hearing problems 
perhaps the committee should take up both issues 
separately. Chairman Donaldson stated they are two 
separate programs and should be recognized as such. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Peck moved that the deaf and blind school be re
duced by 3% rather than 5%. The chairman questioned 
whether Rep. Peck was referring to the school itself 
or the school and the audiology program. To which 
Rep. Peck responded the school only as Sen. Jacobson 
had suggested. The Chairman then asked Mr. Haubein 
to present what the amount of a 3% budget cut would 
be. Mr. Haubein stated it would be $61,140. 
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Rep. Moore made a substitute motion that the commit
bgedo not reduce 'the current budget of the deaf and 
blind school. After a lengthy discussion on the 
substitute motion, the chairman restated the motion, 
that there be zero decrease for the deaf and blind 
school and the audiology program. The question was 
called, the motion FAILED by a 4 to 3 vote. The com
mittee then reverted back to the original motion 
which was for a 3% decrease for the deaf and blind 
school. Following a discussion on vacancy savings, 
and interest and income shortfall the question was 
called, the motion PASSED on 4 to 3 vote. 

Chairman Donaldson then asked Mr. Haubein to review 
the audiology program. Mr. Haubein stated that the 
LFA recommended a $187,566 reduction to the $673,000 
appropriation based on the reduced number of children 
to be tested. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Hand moved to take the 5% reduction out of the 
audiology program for a total of $33,650. The ques
tion was called, the motion PASSED with Rep. Moore 
voting no. 

A ten minute break was called at this point in the 
meeting. 

Chairman Donaldson (4-4-A 28:32) called upon Pam 
Joehler to give the committee a brief report on the 
maintenance of effort problem. She stated she con
ferred with the governor's office and Mr. Christiaan
sen from OPI and that the bottom line is that in FY 
87 the state has to maintain fiscal effort that was 
at least equeal to the FY 85 level which was 6.3 
million dollars. After referring to several assump
tions concerning OPI adminis.tration, general fund 
appropriation reductions to the post-secondary vo-tech 
centers, the removal of the pay plan and that the coal 
tax appropriation is increased, she stated they would 
still be short almost 100 thousand dollars for main
tenance of effort. She then said it is the position 
of the LFA office, as i was during the last session 
that the funds the legislature appropriates for the 
school foundation program are state funds 
the OPI can utilize those funds as part of their 
maintenance of effort requirements. After a very 
lengthy discussion on the maintenance of effort situ
ation it was decided that the committee would contin
ue to assu they had maintenance of effort, and if 
not they would come back to it. 
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VO-TECHS 

Chairman Donaldson requested Pam __ Joehler to review the 
issues for the vo~tech at this point. She stated the 
governor's recommendation of 5% reduction applied both 
to the general fund and state special revenue fund which 
was considered to be the coal tax and the millage. She 
said that on page E-22 under the summary sheet for the 
OPI you'll see the actual percentages, the general fund 
cut is higher that 5%. There followed a question and 
answer period regarding the various revenue sources that 
made up the current unrestricted fund. Mrs. Joehler ex
plained that the 5% reduction proposed by the governor 
would be $317,882 and if the pay plan was taken out of 
the vo-tech centers it would be $235,000. 

Rep. Moore questioned if the $317,882 was the 5% of the 
$4,831,278. Mrs. Joehler replied no, that it was 5% of 
the 4.8 million general fund, plus the $868,000 county 
millage, plus the $1,000,000 of education trust. They 
just happened to take it all out of the general fund. 
Rep. Moore emphasized that the general fund amount was 
$4,831,278 and 5% of that is $241,564. He contended 
that the committees primary concern was with the general 
fund and that was what they should be considering. The 
Chairman stated that was what the committee had done con
sistently with the various agencies. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Moore moved that the committee reduce the vo-tech 
centers 5% in the amount of $241,564. The question was 
called, the motion CARRIED unanimously. 

Chairman Donaldson said there was one more issue he would 
like to address concerning the vo-techs, and asked Pam 
Joehler to review it. 

Pam Joehler referred to page E-39 of the LFA book which 
shows a balance of $115,000 from the coal tax education 
trust interest. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Sen. Haffey moved to replace the general fund with $115,467 
from the available coal tax education trust balance. The 
question was called, motion CARRIED unanimously. 
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FIRE SERVICES TRAINING SCHOOL 

Chairman Donaldson stated the next issue to be addressed 
was to see if they could change some costs to the film 
library. Pam Joehler reported she had met with the fire 
services training school to discuss propietary funds and 
they determined they would begin to charge for their aud
io-visual films and tapes and slides and also for the 
mailing for the equipment that they loan out. They specu
lated they could generate some income by charging $5.00 
per item, since they had sent out 1947 pieces last year 
that wo.uld amount to over $9,000. 

EXECUTIVE ACTION 

Rep. Moore moved that the general fund be reduced by $9,000 
and the propietary fund for the fire services training school 
be increased by $9,000. The question was called, motion 
CARRIED by a 5 to 2 vote. 

Chairman Donaldson scheduled the next meeting for 8:00 
A.M. Monday in room 312-2 in the Capitol. The meeting 
was adjourned at 5:00 P,M .• 
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39-31-303 LABOR ;:rO"? f'- /.3//i.['~ 478 

Fep ;:',?c. -K 6, ? Z--
team, and to meet and confer with the board of regents regarding the terms 
of agreement prior to the execution of a written contract between the regents 
and the professional educational employees. The student observer is obliged 
to maintain the confidentiality of these negotiations. 

History: En. Sec. 2, Ch. 441, L. 1973; amd. Sec. I, Ch. 117, L. 1975; amd. Sec. I, Ch. 384, 
L. 1975; R.C.M. 1947, 59-1602(part). 

Cross-References "Public employer" defined. 39-31-103. 
"Board" defined. 39-31-103. 

39-31-303. Management rights of public employers. Public employ
ees and their representatives shall recognize the prerogatives of public 
employers to operate and manage their affairs in such areas as, but not 
limited to: 

(1) direct employees; 
(2) hire, promote, transfer, assign, and retain employees; 

G
· (3) relieve employees from duties because of lack of work or funds or 

under conditions where continuation of such work be inefficient and non
productive; 

(4) maintain the efficiency of government operations; 
(5) determine the methods, means, job classifications, and personnel by 

which government operations are to be conducted; 
(6) take whatever actions may be necessary to carry out the missions of 

the agency in situations of emergency; 
(7) establish the methods and processes by which work is performed. 
History: En. Sec. 3, Ch. 441, L. 1973; amd. Sec. I, Ch. 244, L. 1974; R.C.M. 1947. 

59-1603(2). 

Cross-References 
Veterans' and handicapped persons' public 

employment preference, Title 39, ch. 30. 

39-31-304. Negotiable items for school districts. Nothing in this 
chapter shall require or allow boards of trustees of school districts to bargain 
collectively upon any matter other than matters specified in 39-31-305(2). 

History: En. Sec. 2, Ch. 117, L. 1975; R.C.M. 1947,59-1617. 

39-31-305. Duty to bargain collectively - good faith. (1) The 
public employer and the exclusive representative, through appropriate officials 
or their representatives, shall have the authority and the duty to bargain col
lectively. This duty extends to the obligation to bargain collectively in good 
faith as set forth in subsection (2) of this section. 

(2) For the purpose of this chapter, to bargain collectively is the perfor
mance of the mutual obligation of the public employer or his designated 
representatives and the representatives of the exclusive representative to meet 
at reasonable times and negotiate in good faith with respect to wages, hours. 
fringe benefits, and other conditions of employment or the negotiation of an 
agreement or any question arising thereunder and the execution of a written 
contract incorporating any agreement reached. Such obligation does not com
pel either party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession. 

(3) For purposes of state government only, the requirement of negotiating 
in good faith may be met by the submission of a negotiated settlement to the 
legislature in the executive budget or by bill or joint resolution. The failure 
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to take effect. If requested by any of the affected parties. the department 
shall schedule a public hearing on proposed changes or additions to the per· 
sonnel policies before the date they are to take effect. 

Histol1: En. St>c. 14. Ch. 440. L. 1973; R.C\l. 1947. 59-913; amd. St>c. 2. Ch. 568. L. 1979; 
amd. Sec. 2. Ch. 684. L. 1983. 

Compiler's Comments 
1983 Amendment: InsPTtfd (l He). 

2-18-103. Officers and employees excepted. Parts 1 and 2 do not 
apply to the followin~ positions in state government: 

(1) ejected officiab: 
(2) county assess I Irs and their chief deputy; 
(3) officers and employees of the legislative branch; 
(4) judges and employees of the judicial branch: 
(5) members of boards and commissions appointed by the governor. 

appointed by the legislature, or appointed by other ejected state officials: 
(6) officers or members of the militia: 
(7) agency heads appointed by the governor; 

((En academic and professional administratiH> personnel with individual 
l::2!:tracts under the aut bority of the board of regents of higher education; 

(9) academic and professional administrative personnel and Jive·in 
houseparents who han entered into individual contracts with the state school 
for the deaf and blind l :1der the authority of the state board of public educa· 
tion; 

(10) teachers under the authority of the department of institutions: 
(II) investment officer and assistant investment officer of the board of 

im'estments: and 
(12) four professional staff positions under the board of oil and gas conser' 

vation. 
Histol1': En. Sec. 2, Ch. 440, L. 1973; amd. Sec. ), Ch. 256. L. 1974; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 391. 

L. 1975; amd. Sec. 2. Ch. 488. L. 1977; amd. Sec. 1. Ch. 565. L. 1977; R.C.!\1. 1947. 59-904: 
amd. Sec. 2, Ch. 365. L. ]979; amd. St>c. 2, Ch. 412. L. 1979; amd. Sec. 2, Ch. 512, L. 1979; 
amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 176, L. 1983. 

Compiler's Comments 
1983 Amendment: In (9), inserted "and live·in 

houseparents". 

2-18-104. Exemption for personal staff - limit. (1) Subject to the 
limitations in subsections (2) and (3), members of a personal staff are exempt 
from the application of 2-18-204, 2-18-205, 2-18-207, and 2-18-1011 through 
2-18·1013. 

(2) The personal staff who are exempted by subsection (1) may not exceed 
10 unless otherwise approved by the department according to criteria devel· 
oped by the department. Under no circumstances may the total exemptions 
of each elt;>cted official exceed 15. 

(3) The number of members of the personal staff of the public sen'ice 
commission who are exempted by subsection (1) ma\, not exceed 10. 

Hislo'1: En. Sec. I. Ch. 440. L. 1973; amd. Sec. 1. Ch~ 488. L 1977; R.C~1. 194~. 
59·903(part (3»; amd. Sec. 3, Ch. 512. L 1979; amd. Sec. 1. Ch. 538. L. 1983. 

Compiler's Comments 
19&3 Amendment. In (3). increased number of 

exempted staffers from 5 to 10 and at end 

delt>ted "and must be approved b~' the depart· 
ment aerordin!: to criteria appu)\,t>d by the 
departmt>nt". 

t 
II 
t: 
n 
p 
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STATE EMPLOYEE CLASSIFICATION. 2-18-201 
COMPENSATION. AND BENEFITS 

2-18-105. Merit system. The merit system, established in 1940 by. cer
rain state agencies of state government as a requirement for receipt of federal 
funds, shall continue to operate for those agencies under the policies and 
procedures established by the merit system council. 

History: En. Sec. 16. Ch. 440, L. 1973; R.C.M. 1947, 59-914. 

2-18-106. No limitation on legislative authority - transfer of 
funds. (1) Parts 1, 2, and 3 do not limit the authority of the legislature rela
tive to appropriations for salary and wages. The budget director shall adjust 
his determinations in accordance with legislative appropriations. 

(2) Unexpended agency appropriation balances in the first year of the 
biennium may be transferred to the second year of the biennium to offset the 
costs of pay increases. 

History: (I)En. Sec. 13, Ch. 440. L. 1973; amd. Sec. 5. Ch. 181. L. 1975; R.C.M. 1947, 
~9.912; amd. Sec. 2, Ch. 678, L. 1979; (2)En. Sec. 10, Ch. 421, L. 1981; amd. Sec. 6, Ch. 710, 
i.. 1983. 

compiler's Comments the end of the fiscal year shall re\'ert to the fund 
j983 Amendment: In (2). substituted present from which appropriated." 

language for "Appropriated funds not spent at 

2-18-107. Job-sharing positions - benefits. (1) Job sharing may be 
used, to the extent practicable, by each agency as a means of promoting 
increased productivity and employment opportunities. However, job sharing 
may be actively pursued to fill vacated or new positions and may not be 
actively pursued to replace current full-time employees. However, on request 
of a current employee, his position may be considered for job sharing. A posi
tion may be filled by more than one incumbent currently ;n a full-time posi
tion. 

(2) Employees in a job-sharing status are entitled to h'lliday pay, annual 
leave. sick leave, and health benefits on the same basis as permanent part
time employees provided for in 2-18-603, 2-18-611, 2-18-618. and 2-18-703. 

(3) Employees classified in a part-time status may not be reclassified to 
a job-sharing status while employed in the position classified as part-time. 

History: En. Sec. 3, Ch. 684, L. 1983; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 106. L. 1985. 

Compiler's Comments 
1985 Amendment: In (2) substituted present 

language for "Employee holiday pay. annual 
leave. sick leave. and health benefits for a full
time equivalent position filled by job sharing 
must be divided on a pro rata basis between the 
persons filling such position." 

Cross-References 
Administration of leave rules. 2-18-604. 
Sick-pay plan. 2-18-605. 
Annual leave. 2-18-611. 
Sick leave, 2-18-618. 
Group insurance for public employees. 

2-18-702. 

Part 2 

Classification 

2-18-201. Development of personnel classification plan. The 
department shall develop a personnel classification plan for all state positions 
and classes of positions in state service following hearings involving affected 
employees and employee organizations, except those exempt in 2-18-103 and 
2-18-104. 

History: En. Sec. 3, Ch. 440. L. 1973; R.c.\l. 1947,59-905; amd. Sec. 4. Ch. 512. L. 1979. 



2-18-105. l\lerit system. The merit system, established in 1940 by cer
';lin state agencies of state government as a requirement for receipt of federal 
~'Jnds, shall continue to operate for those agencies under the policies and 
~rocedures established by the merit system council. 
. l1istory: En. Sec. 16. Ch. 440. L. 1973; R.C.:\1. 1947, 59-914. 

2-18-106. No limitation on legislative authority - transfer of 
unds. (1) Parts 1, 2, and 3 do not limit the authority of the legislature rela
ire to appropriations for salary and wages. The budget director shall adjust 
is determinations in accordance with legislative appropriations. 
(2) Unexpended agency appropriation balances in the first year of the 

. iennium may be transferred to the second year of the biennium to offset the 
)sts of pay increases. 
History: (I)En. Sec. 13, Ch. 440, L. 1973: amd. Sec. 5, Ch. 181, L. 1975; R.C.:\1. 1947, 
-912; amd. Sec. 2. Ch. 678, L. 1979; (2)En. Sec. 10, Ch. 421. L. 1981; amd. Sec. 6, Ch. 710, 
1983. 

'Olpiler's Comments the end of the fiscal year shall revert to the fund 
from which appropriated_" 1983 Amendment: In (2). substituted present 

guage for "Appropriated funds not spent at 

2-18-107. Job-sharing positions - benefits. (1) Job sharing may be 
~d, to the extent practicable, by each agency as a means of promoting 
rea sed productivity and employment opportunities. However, job sharing 
y be actively pursued to fill vacated or new positions and may not be 
ively pursued to replace current full-time employees. However, on request 
1 current employee, his position may be considered for job sharing. A posi-
1 may be filled by more than one incumbent currently ::1 a full-time posi-

.1-

2) Employees in a job-sharing status are entitled to h' Jliday pay, annual 
e, sick leave, and health benefits on the same basis a::. permanent part
~ employees provided for in 2-18-603, 2-18-611, 2-18-618. and 2-18-703. 
:) Employees classified in a part-time status may not be reclassified to 
J-sharing status while employed in the position classified as part-time. 
itOry: En. Sec. 3, Ch. 684, L. 1983; amd. Sec. 1, Ch. 106, L. 1985. 

pilerts Comments 
is Amendment: In (2) substituted present 
age for "Employee holiday pay, annual 
sick leave, and health benefits for a full-

equivalent position filled by job sharing 
be divided on a pro rata basis between the 
1S filling such position." 

Cross-References 
Administration of leave rules, 2-18-604. 
Sick-pay plan, 2-18-605. 
Annual leave, 2-18-611. 
Sick leave, 2-18-618. 
Group insurance for public employees, 

2-18- ,02. 

Part 2 

Classification 

8-201. Development of personnel classification plan. The 
tment shall develop a personnel classification plan for all state positions 
lasses of positions in state service following hearings 1m'oIving affected 
yees and employee organizations, except those exempt in 2-18-103 and 
04. 
r)': En. Sec. 3, Ch. 440. L. 1973: R.c"l. 1947. 59-905: amd. Sec. 4. Ch. 512. L. 1979. 



PERSOl':NEL 

Sub-Chapter 50 

Reduction in Work Force 

2.21.5001 ISTRODCCTION (IS HEREBY REPEA:~D) (History: 
Sec. 2-18-102 ~lCA; U1P, 2-18-102 MCA; ~E\';, 197E ~'AR p. 189, 
Eff. 2/25/78; REP, 19S"2 ~'AR p. 478, Hr.-3/12 '22.) 

2.21.5002 POLICY (IS HEREBY REPEALED) ,nistory: Sec. 
2-18-102 ~\cA; IMP, 2-18-102 ~CA; NEW, 1978 ~AR C'. 189, E"f. 
2/25178; REP, 1982 MAR p. 478, Eff.3/12/B2.) 

2.21. 5003 PROCEDL'RES (IS HEREBY REPEALE: 1 (H i story: 
Sec. 2 18-102 MCA; I~lP, 2-18-102 cICA; ~;Ei';, 19-3 ~.l',R p. 139, 
Eft. 2/25/7B; REP, 1982 MAR p. 478, Hf.3/12 22.) 

2.21.5004 CLOSI~G (IS HEREBY RE?EALED) [History: 
Sec. 2-18-102 ~CA; I~F, 2-18-102 MCA: \E~, 19-2 ~A~ c. 189, 
Eff. 2/25/78; !3E'., 1982 r-'AR P. 478, Efr.-3/12 32.) 

2.21.5005 SHORT TITLE (1) This 5ub-chaC'ter may be 
cited as the reduction in work force po:icy. Historv: 
Sec. 2-18-102 MCA; IMF, 2-18-102 MCA; \E~, 19E2 ~AR c. 478, 
Eff. 3/12/82.) - -

2.21.5006 DEFINITIONS (1) "Redc:ction 1:", force" f"]eans 
a manaqe~ent actlon ~3~en for non-disciolinar'." reasons in 
which an er"1ployee is laid off from his ~er pr~5ent position. 
The RIF may take place for reasons incl~dina, but, not lir"1iterl 
to: elimination of proarams; reducticn in FIE's by the 
legislature; lack of wo~k; lack of funds; explration of 
gran~s; or reorganization. 

(2) "Preference period" f"eans 
year from the effective date of la;-

(3) "Effective date of lav-o:
mined by the acency to be the e~d c' 
employee, al10winq adequate time fe' 
notice cf lay-off: 

~eriod ~f one calendar 

--eans :~e ~ate deter
~ployrre~t for an 

.J worki~S days advance 

(4) "Termination date" seans : c jate ~:ce eccployee is 
actually removed from the payroll. ::lstory: Sec. 2-1B-I02 
~ICA; I:.IF, 2-18-102 ~\CA; "E\~, 1982 ~'..;;" C'. 478, :ff. 3/12/82.) 

2.21.5007 POLICY (1) If it i" necess2,~':' to ac~ieve 
a reduction in the wcrk force, consi".ratio~ -~st be aiven 
to the "rograms to be carried out b,' ::ce ace~,c':' and the staff 
structure which, after the reducticn, ~ill -:st exneditiously 
achieve program objectives. Accordi: !y, e~=!cyees will be 
retained aiving consideration to the :-pcrt2~:e of the fol
lo~inq gualities possessed by the we ~ force:' skill and 
length of continuous service in the 'ency. 

AQ~INISTRATIVE RULES Of MO~TANA : 1 /82 2-1275 



2.21.5007 AD~lINISTRATION 

(2) Skl means an assess~ent c~ qualifications anJ 
excerience an conslderation should be given to any or all 
cf' the follc~ n~: 

(a) Qua i!ications and experience ~o perform the 
duties of a 5ceci!ic pcsition ~hich will be retained. 

(b) Gen~ral qualifications and experience beneficial 
tc future aC~leve~ent of aqency goals and objectives. 

(c) T~e cerformance on specific, related tasks to 
those requireJ by the position which will be retained. 

(J) Ge~eral perforrrance history. 
(3) Skl~l should be applied first and only if skill 

dces not dif!erentiate between employees should length of 
service in the aeency be considered. 

(4) An e~ployee must be eivEn ~ritten notice a mini
m~~ of 10 wcrklng days preceding the effective date of the 
lav-cff. An e~ployee should be ccunseled as much in advance 
of'the anticipated action as possible reearding available 
options and reasons for lay-off. 

(5) A~encies shall maintain a roster of employees who 
have been laid of: and offer reinstatement on a "last-out/ 
first-in" basls by Skl11 match and job classification. An 
c~ployee sha:: be reinstated to the sarre position or a 
Dcsition in t~e same class when such a position becomes 
vacant in thE agency from which the E~ployee ~as laid off 
if such vac~~cy occurs durinq the e~~lo~'ee's oreference 
period. Speclfic reinstatement offers shall be rrade to 
the employee 1n writing. The employee must accept or reiect 
the reinstate~ent offer in writinc within 5 working days 
following receipt of the offer. If a reinstate~ent offer 
is rejected by the eMployee, the employee loses e" riahts 
to the ernplcv~ent Offered. An agency is no 10ng0 -equired 
to reinstate or grant preference to a laid off e~ .yee 
who has rejected a previous reinstatement offer. .ch 
rejection ends the preference period. 

(6) Each aeency shall make a concerted effc to rnake 
ether agencies aware of both the na~es of persons lid off 
and their jeb classifications, and agencies with' ~ancies 

shall qive hiring preference over others of e~ual :~alifi
cations for a period of one calendar year from the effective 
date of lay-eff to employees laid off from that aeency or 
other agencies. It is the employee's responsibilit~ to 
apply for those pOSitions for whioh the employee wants to 
be considered and to make his eliqibility for lay-cOf 
preference known to the aqency. 

(7) Acceptance of a permanent position with ~ state 
aaency ends preference provided in (6) above; how., r, an 
employee retains reinstatement riGhts as provided .:l (5). 
If an employee is subsequently terminated for reasr ns other 
than lay-off as defined in this rule, the employee .oscs 
preference and reinstatement rights. 

2-1276 3/31/82 



PERSONNEL 2.21.5007 

(8) All privilE,es and benefi~s extended by this 
rule end at the end c~ the one-year ~reference period. 

(9) If the lav-off is antici~3~ed to last loncer than 
15 working days, th~ employee shali be terminated. Coen 
termination due to reduction in ~or~ fcrce, the employee 
shall cash out acc~~~lated ann~al :eave and sick leave and 
~ay cash out retire~Ent contributicns or the agency ray 
allow the employee tc maintain accu~Jlated annual leave and 
sick leave for a period of one calendar year from the ef
fective date of lay-c~f, even thou9~ terminated. An 
errrloyee rn~st recei~e cash out ~or accrued leave credits at 
the end of the prefE~Ence ceriod or if hired bv another 
agenc,·, unless the h:~ina acencv ac~ees to ass~me the lia
bility for the accrc~j l~av~ cr~dits. (Accumulated vacat10n 
credlts may be used ~2 delay the te=~ination date in lieu 
of 3 lump sum payre~=. This de!ay :5 for c~ployee conveni
ence only and does n:t alter the ef!ective date of lay-off 
or extend the prefe~ence per10d.) 

(10) Upon recall frem a lay-of~ or upon placement of 
an e~plcyee during t~e prefE=ence Feriod necessitated by a 
13~'-off, the e~plo~·E~'s salary sha:: be determ1ned as 1f 
the emoloyee had nevsr been laid o~~. If recall or place
rent is with another aeency, pay p13n rule employee in1ti
ated tra~sfer betw~~~ 3cE~c~es sha:: aprly. The employee 
need not serve the ~~31i!i'i~~ FEric~ fer use of annual le3\'e 
3.r:.d sick leave. 

(11) ~~ employee ~ho 25 re:ns:3ted to a qrade lo~er 
than the one held at ~a'l-o~~, snoul~ be treated as a volun
tar~' de~oticn under ~~e Fay Fla~ r~:2s. :he emplo~'ee re
ceives the sa~.e ster as the ;os~tic~ ~ -~ which he was 
laid off at the gra~e assi~nEj :0 the ~ pOSition. 

(12~ An enplo~'Ee ~ho is derote~ -~e result of a RIF, 
b~t ~ho is not laid ~ff, ~a:', at tte ~cyls discretion, 
reCE.':e up to a ~3xi~~~ of :30 da)'5 :~ary protection, 
depending en budqeta~~' constraints. 

(13) 1'1 so:;"e caSEs, a ~~:->ctic;. a. ~'2s'Jlt of a ?IF 
~a~' be consijered "~.·.ce~,tional circ~~. .ces" ~or purpcses 
0: a Day plan excer-::cn. 

(14) If an ir.::::~·:id"".ial re-er-.ters s-:::t·:; e:1ploYi":"'.ent 
a~ter the rreference ?eriod ~as ex~:red, that indi,'idual's 
salary shall be ster- 1 of the assicned -~ade. Further, 
the err,ployee r7'ust be.::i:i ane-,·; earr.ir-.:: t_- ~ to\\'ard the 
quali~ying period fc~ a~nua: lea~e 2:1d =k le~~e. A 
ter~inatlon caused t~· 13)'-c~~ s~al~ ~c: ·-nstltut~ 3 trE3~ 
in service for lonqe\'l~}' p~rrcses ~~~ef :he E~plc~'ee has 
refused to acce?t a =ei~state~ent c~fe~' Only actual 
years cf service cc~~t toward lonce~'it, 
.. (15) Lav-off sr..=.ll :lot b~ 'J.SCG as altcr:iClti"e to 
discharginq ~n emplc~'ee ~or ca~5e C~ d~ '12li~3ry D~r~oses. 
l·~satisfacfory emplc~'ees should be ter- ~tcd subseq~ent 

2-1277 



2.21.5007 ADm,; I STRATION 

to cOMplete and approoriate Evaluation, reviev and docu
nentatiGn. If a~ ~nsatisfact0ry e~ployec is laid n~f 
~~thout a~~rc~ri3t2 cvaluatic~, re~iew and docu~cntatic~, 
the e~~lo~'e~ ~ust be treated the same as any other lsid 
off eMFloyee. 

(16) :n the precess o~ achievinq necessar~' reductic~ 
in t~~ ~or~ ~orce, an i~tra-{~~p~rt~cnt "burrpina Frocess" 
wherei~ ini~~~dcals ~3~' be ~5si~ned to lower classi~icat:~ns 
wit~in a SErIES In lieu ~f a la~'-o!f can be used. ~~is 

"bu~~~ina F~2cess" ~c'lic~' ~'~st be jescribed i~ writing, 
rost~i ~or e~~lo~'ee3 to see a~d submitted to thE rerscn~e: 
c1i\'ision, :-:-e,;ar~:-:,.e:1t -:.f a(~=-:-.ir._3tr3.tion. Burr,pins< is at t.-.e 
a0enc~;ls d~sc:etlon, not thE ~~~lo~'ee's. If a~ ace~cy 
c~ccses tc allow b~rpinc, the ac~~nc~' 7Ust have 3 writte~ 
pol~=~· ~~ic~ -~st te a?plied =cnsistentl)'. The ro1icy ~~st 
idEnti~~' ~:~~ ~~lts and classes in ~hich bu~;in? ~a}· occ~~. 
7:'E criterl3 :..:sed ~o bi.lhp f!'1ust i.::e as job speci~ic as possitle 
and the res~lts of the b~rn~inc process should net have 
dis?arate i~cact on any Frctected ~roup of emplc~'ees, i.e. 
wc~en, ~ir.=~:ties, t~€ handica~~ed. 

\:7) :~e lay-o~f ~ol!c~· :!escritcd abcve will ~n?ly t: 
~er~ar'.nL, ~~ll cr part-tl~e 0~slo~·ees, and would net ~PF:~' 
to s~~ .. ~na! errloyees ~hose C~E;l~~~ent is rccularl~' intc~
ru~teJ L~· t~~ 5easQn~1 nat~~~ oE th~ir ~ork or tc te~PGra~~' 
c~~lc~·~~s ~~~~ 3 S[~Clfic c-~l~~·~ent period. (H~3tcr~': 
Sec. 2-18-~:= \·.C,\; L:?, 2-l3<}2 "C,; ::n:, 1982 :',~,,, D. 4::, 
E:f.3/12,3:.) 

2.21.50:1 CLOSI~G III 7his p01ic~ shoul~ 
unless it con~licts with ne~otiated lator contr3 
svstem rules ~hich shall take o~ece~ence to the 
Dlicable. (::i.stor'.': Sec. 2-12-102 ~~C;..; I~P, 2-
~Eh', 1982 ~:':i.? p. 478, Eff. 3/12/82.) 

~:=XT P";CI: IS 2_1295 

2-1278 3/31/82 

fo11o'.'e': 
or rnerlt. 
~nt ap-
lG 2 ~~C.~.: 
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(,til/is 

FROM: 

~e?resentatiYj ;ene Donaldson 

Jack NOb~'1'{ \. 
De?u~y Com, tsioner for 
~anase~ent nd Fiscal Affairs 

TO: 

DATE: June 11, 1986 

SUBJECT: status of the Montana University System Relative to 
the ?eer Institutions 

Hhile it is impossible to come up with a precise relation
ship to the peer institutions without a comprehensive study, I 
would estimate that we are in the following relative position. 

Faculty Salaries (1985-86 Data) 
Instruction Prosram (Estimate) 

Support Programs 

93% of Peers 
93% of-Peers 

92% of Peers 

The support program estimate is based upon the 1983 survey 
of peer institutions by the LFA and our office. At that time 
we were about $98 per FY FTE lower than our peer campuses for 
MSU and 0 of M. The LFA cost estimate of achieving the peer 
average for the current biennium was $7 million. (page 826 -
Budget Analysis Book 1985) 

Tuition 102% of Peers 

This relationship is based on an April, 1986 survey. 
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THE MONTA"'A UNIVERSITY SYSTEM CONSSiS OF THE UNIVERSrTY OF MONTANA AT MISSOULA. MOIiTANA STATE UNIVERSITY AT BOZEMAN, "'ONTANA COLLEGE 
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AND NORTHERN "'ONTANA COLLEGE AT HAVRE. 



• 'It 

Total 
Faculty 

546 

307 

326 

554 

494 

354 

737 

471 

413 

429 

532 

374 

271 

261 

332 

Z.~SU/u!1 PEERS 
AVERhG~ F~CU~7Y SALARY COMPARISONS 

:Y 1985-86 

Peer Institutions 

University of Wyoming 

'University of nevada - Reno 

Univetsity of Nevada - Las Vegas 

New Mexico State University 

Utah State University 

University of Idaho 

University of New Mexico 

Northern Arizona University 

North Dakota State University (Est.) 

University of North Dakota 

Montana State University 

University of Montana 

University of South Dakota 

Idaho State University 

South Dakota State University 

Weighted Average Salary Excluding MSU/UM 
.", MSU/UH Conbined Weighted Average 

Percentage of MSU/OM to Peers 
Average Dollar Difference 

Average 
Salary 

$35,916 

$33,986 

$33,501 

$31,535 

$31,930 

$32,388 

$31,650 

$31,562 

$30,400 

$29,779 

$29,651 

-$19,084 

$28,434 

$27,706 

$26,993 

$31,539 
$29,420 

93% 
5; 2,119 

Sourc~: .3EGIS reports as supplied by campuses to the federal 
government and the AAUP. 

Data compiled by Steve Hample and Kathy Melcher, 
Institutional Research Office, Montana State Universi
ty. 
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m.'"IVERSITI ES 
?3SID::\,:, 7.'\:J-:::R::2.l.OOJ:.TE 'IUITICN SU"RVEY 

.' 
Fi~ Yo:;::s 1979 Tnrough 1986 

~-b'::e.tiC Year Cbsts· 

.. 

srAT"'JIRSTITJI'ICN 1979'-:.,0 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 

No:thern Arizo.ia om. versity $ 50J $ 600 $ 650 $ 710 $ 850 $ 950 

University of Idaho $ 474 $ 490 $ 701 $ 816 $ 816 $ 970 

Ia~~ State University S 46J $ 470 $ 680 $ 805 S 811 $1,011 

Uni versity of l;evaoa - Re:iO $ 693 $ 720 $ 840 $ 930 $1,080 $1,080 

Uni versity of Ne\;ada - !..as Veq'-s $ 7LJ $ 720 $ 840 $ 930 $1,080 $1,030 

University of New Mexico S 6~1 ..: .. $ 664 $ 721 $ 757 S 775 S 816 

Ne..' Mexico State University $ 630 S 708 $ 745 $ 798 $ 798 $-)70 

Utah State University $ 651 $ 702 $ 780 $ 852 $ 918 $1,002 

Uni versity of "''Yaning $ 4"~1 ....-: $ 592 $ 592 $ 616 $ 616 $ 716 

University of North Dakcr~ $ 65 $ 645 $ 764 $ 804 $1,020 $1,080 

North Dakota State $ 622 $ 633 $ 732 $ 732 $ 948 $1,008 

Uni versity of SO'Jth Dakcr~ $ 704 $ 712 $ 912 $1,056 $1,250 $1,: 44 

south Dakota State om versity $ 733 $ 775 $ 995 $1,139 $1,131 $1,244 

-.. Peer Group Average S 607 $ 648 $ 765 $ 841 $ 930 $1,005 

Montana - MSJ, U of M $ 600 $ 604 $ 710 $ 782 $ 850 $ 910 

Percent of Montana to Peers 9!R 93% 93% 92% 91% 91% 

Sources: 

1) 'l\litioo and Fees in PJ.blic Bigrer Educatioo in the West - Western Interstate 
Carrnissiooer for Eig~r Ed..lcation - 1985-86 

2) '1ne C1ronicle of ~gh:r EeJCaticn, A!J;Jst 14, 1985. 

1985-86 

$ 990 

$1,010 

$1,040 

$1,08:) 

$l,08Q 

$ 8% 

$ 919 

$1,071 

721 

$1,167 

$1,095 

$1,418 

$1,344 

Sl,064 

$l.,086 

102.1% 



.. , 

U~ITIES 

?L~ Yea:s 1979 Through 1986 

srA...."'EI n ~ 1.'.:. '_ 'J:-_CN 1979-SO 1988-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 

Northern Arizcna D:riversity Sl,85) $2,100 $2,500 $2,750 $2,995 $3,200 $3,244 

University of lda::x:> $1, 9i~ $1,990 $2,671 $2,816 $2,816 $2,970 $3,010 

Idaho state Unive~sity Sl,76J 51,770 $2,550 $2,705 $2,711 $2,911 $2,940 

University of Nevada - Re::o $2,1~) $2,220 $2,448 $2,930 $3,280 $3,280 $3,280 

University of Neva.1a - ,,::c: Vegas S2,m $2,220 $2,448 $2,930 $3,280 $3,280 $3,280 

Um versity of le..o Meti~ $1,873 S2 ,038 - $2,233 $2,441 $2,564 $2,782 $3,056 
----

Ne..' Mexico St.a':e Dniversit-j $1, g.::..,a $2,082 $2,257 $2,482 $2,587 $2,838 $3,067 

Utah state Uni versi ty $1,701 $1,860 $2,097 $2,367 $2,568 $2,820 $3 ,051 

Um ve r si ty of Wja::Iin; $1,7ZJ Sl,878 $1,878 $2,076 $2,076 $2,226 $2,231 

University of lbr--....h Dak::r...a $1,4.13 $1,413 $1,534 $1,572 $1,926 $1,986 $2,160 

North Dakota State $1,39) $1,401 $1,500 $1,500 $1,794 $1,854 $2,088 

. Uni versi ty of Scllr-h Dabta $1,5H $1,592 $1,939 $2,021 $2,435 $2,429 $2,656 

South Dakota State O:rl. vr:rsity $1,54-0 $1,576 $1,790 $2,005 $1,972 $2,085 $2,582 

- Peer Group Average Sl,m $1,856 $2,141 $2,353 $2,539 $2,666 ~2,818 

I-bntana - MSJ, U of H $1,957 $1,972 $2,078 $2,222 $2,398 $2,602 $2,850 

Percent of M::Y.ltana to Peers ill \ 106% 97% 94% 94% 98% 10l.1\ 

Sources 

1) Tuitioo a-rl Fees in p~c Eigner L:ilcaticn in the West - Western Inters"....ate CcrrIT'issioner of Higher 
iliuc.aticn - 1~..5-06 

2) Qu'onicle if- Eigi::e: ~x:a':..icn, ;.~.!St H, 1985. 
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MONTANA TECH 

1987 Budget Considerations 

5% General ?und Reduction $269,440 

2 1/2% General Fund Reduction $135,000 

Restore Placement position $ 40,000 

This position has been in existance at the college for many 
years and has been a vital key to the overall college success 
in placing graduates and seeking placement opportunities for 
our young people. 

Partially Restore Capital Budget $ 50,000 

It is extremely difficult for a technical higher education 
institution to try to operate its scientific program with zero 
capi tal. This small amount would allow for only emergency re
placement of obsolete and non-operative equipment. 

Engineering Faculty Replacement 

Adding back this one position would 
strengthen a department that would appear 
serious accreditation problem . 

$ 45,000 

help the college 
to have the most 
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THE MONTANA UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 
33 SOUTH LAST CHANCE GULCH 

HELENA, MONTANA 59620·2602 

(<06) 444-6570 

CO"''''ISSIONER OF HIGHER EDUCI.710N 

... 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

~e?resentatiY~Gene Donaldson 

~1 
r\ 

Jack Nob '. '-
De?u~y Com sioner for 
~anase~ent nd Fiscal Affairs 

Ju nell, 1 9 8 6 

SUBJECT: status of the Montana University System Relative to 
the ?eer Institutions 

Hhile it is impossible to come up with a precise relation
ship to the peer institutions without a comprehensive study, I 
would estimate that we are in the following relative position. 

Faculty Salaries (1985-86 Data) 
Instruction Program (Estimate) 

Support Programs 

93% of Peers 
93% of--Peers 

92% of Peers 

The support program estimate is based upon the 1983 survey 
of peer institutions by the LFA and our office. At that time 
we were about $98 per FY FTE lower than our peer campuses for 
MSU and U of M. The LFA cost estimate of achieving tlt'2 peer 
average for the current biennium was $7 million. (Page 826 -
Budget Analysis Book 1985) 

Tuition 102% of Peers 

This relationship is based on an April, 1986 survey. 
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THE MONTANA UNIVERSITY SYSTEM CONS:srS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA AT MISSOULA, MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY AT BOZEMAN, hlONTANA COLLEGE 
OF MINERAL SCIENCE "'NO TECl-fNOLOGY AT Bun£. WESTERN MONTANA COLLEGE AT DILLON, EASTERN MONTANA COLLEGE AT BILLINGS 

AND NORTHERN "'ONTANA COllEGE AT HAVRE_ 



Total 
Facul ty 

5~6 

307 

326 

554 

494 

354 

737 

471 

413 

429 

532 

374 

271 

261 

332 

l-~SU/UI1 PEERS 
AVERAG~ F~CUL7Y SALARY COMPARISONS 

:Y 1985-86 

Peer Institutions 

University of Hyoming 

'Uni ve r si ty of lievada - Reno 

Univetsity of Nevada - Las Vegas 

New Mexico State University 

utah State University 

University of Idaho 

University of New Mexico 

Northern Arizona University 

North Dakota State University (Est.) 

University of North Dakota 

Montana State University 

University of Montana 

University of South Da~ota 

Idaho State Oniversity 

South Dakota State University 

Weighted Average Salary Excluding MSU/UM 
-'" MSU/UH CODbined Weighted Average 

Perce~tage of MSU/OM to Peers 
Average Dollar Difference 

Average 
Salary 

$35,916 

$33,986 

$33,501 

$31,535 

$31,930 

$32,388 

$31,650 

$31,562 

$30,400 

$29,779 

$29,651 

-$19,084 

$28,434 

$27,706 

$26,993 

$31,539 
$29,420 

93% 
$ 2,119 

Sourc~: -3EGIS reports as supplied by campuses to the federal 
government and the AAUP. 

Data compiled by Steve Hample and Kathy Melcher, 
Institutional Research Office, Montana State Universi
ty. 
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mIVERSITIES 
P3SID::x:' 7.\:)-::::G?.~.TE 'IUITICN SURVEY 

,t 

Fi~ Yea:s 1979 Tnrough 1986 

~-a'::e.:id.c Year ():Jsts. 

SI'ATE/ lliSTI 'IUTI CN 1979~...,o 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 198~-85 

No:t.hern Arizo:1a University $ SOJ $ 600 $ 650 $ 710 $ 850 $ 950 

University of Idaho $ 474 S 490 $ 701 $ 816 $ 816 $ 970 

Ida.1o State University $ 463 $ 470 $ 680 $ 805 $ 811 $1,011 

University of Nevada - RenO $ 693 $ 720 $ 840 $ 930 $1,080 $1,080 

Oni versity of Nevada - Las Veg-:.S $ 7LD $ 720 $ 840 $ 930 $1,080 $1,080 

University of New MeXico $ 6- 1 .:: .. S 664 $ 721 $ 757 S 775 $ 816 

New Mexico State University $ 630 S 708 $ 745 $ 798 $ 798 $-~~70 

UtaJl State University $ 651 $ 702 $ 780 $ 852 $ 918 $1,002 

Um versity of jo,)'cmi.Tl3 $ 4~ $ 592 $ 592 $ 616 $ 616 $ 716 

University of North Dak~~ $ 65 $ 645 $ 764 $ 804 $1,020 $1,080 

North Dakota State $ 622 $ 633 $ 732 $ 732 $ 948 $1,008 

Uni versity of &xlth Da.k~~ $ 704 $ 712 $ 912 $1,056 $1,250 $1. :44 

SO>Jt.h Dakota State University $ 733 S 775 $ 995 $1,139 $1,131 $1,244 

-. Peer Group Average $ 607 $ 648 $ 765 $ 841 $ 930 $1,005 

Montana - Mg], U of M $ 600 $ 604 $ 710 $ 782 $ 850 $ 910 

Percent of Montara. to Peers 99% 93% 93% 92% 91% 91% 

Sources: 

1) 'I\litico a"ld Pees in P.Jblic Higrer Educatico in the West - Western Interstate 
Corrrissioner for Eig:er Enucat.ion - 1985-86 

2) 'I:le C1ronicle of ::ligrer E::'lCatiOO, A!);'Jst 14, 1985. 

1985-86 

$ 990 

Sl,010 

Sl,040 

Sl,080 

Sl,080 

$ 8% 

$ 919 

$1,071 

721 

$1,167 

$1,095 

$1,418 

$1,344 

$1,064 

Sl.,086 

102.1% 



U~ITIES 

?L..~ Yea:s 1979 T'nrough 1986 

;..:.a:e::-ic Year Cbsts· 

S""..A..''''E/n::::l'~'_'J'!'.:.CN 1979-30 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 

Northern Arizooa D:1iversity $1,86J $2,100 $2,500 $2,750 $2,995 $3,200 $3,244 

University of I~ $1,9i4 $1,990 $2,671 $2,816 $2,816 $2,970 $3,010 

Idaho State Um ve!"sity $1, 76~ Sl,770 $2,550 $2,705 $2,711 $2,911 $2,940 

University of Ne\:ada - :Re"X) $2,1~J $2,220 $2,448 $2,930 $3,280 $3,280 $3,280 

University of Ne\.c..:3a - I.aS Vegas $2,2Z:l $2,220 $2,448 $2,930 $3,280 $3,280 $3,280 

University of Ie..- 1':leti<::::) $1,873 52,038 - $2,233 $2,441 $2,564 $2,782 $3,056 
-.--

Ne..' Mexico S~-e Dni. versi t"j $1,88.3 $2,082 $2,257 $2,482 $2,587 $2,838 $3,067 

" Utah State Um versi ty $1,701 $1,860 $2,097 $2,367 $2,568 $2,820 $3,051 

Um versity of W"ja:lin; $1,7'lJ $1,878 $1,878 $2,076 $2,076 $2,226 $2,231 

• University of lbr--..n Dak::r...a $1,413 $1,413 $1,534 $1,572 $1,926 $1,986 $2,160 

North Dakota ~....ate $1,39J $1,401 $1,500 $1,500 $1,794 $1,854 $2,088 

• . Un.i versity of SolT.:.h DaJota $1,514 $1,592 $1,939 $2,021 $2,435 $2,429 $2,656 

• 
• 

• 

iii 

.. 

.. 

.. 

South Dakota ~....ate O:l.iversity $1,54D $1,576 $1,790 $2,005 $1,972 $2,085 $2,582 

- Peer Group Average Sl,m $1,856 $2,141 $2,353 $2,539 $2,666 ~2,818 

Montana - to'$, U of M $1,967 $1,972 $2,078 $2,222 $2,398 $2,602 $2,850 

Percent of ~ to Peers 1llt 106% 97% 94% 94% 98% 101.1% 

Sources 

1) T..u.tioo a-rl Fees in P.Jhlic Eigrer ~icn in the west - Western Inters'-...ate carrnissioner of Higher 
EOucaticn - 19?..5-06 

2) Olronic1e 0= Eigner :rr.r.atioo, ;~.;st H, 1985. 


