MINUTES OF THE MEETING
FINANCE AND CLAIMS COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE SENATE

June 24, 1986
The fifth meeting of the Senate Finance and Claims Committee
met in room 108 of the State Capitol on the above date. Sen-
ator Regan, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 8 a.m. to
take executive action on House Bill 30.
ROLL CALL: All members present.
Senator Regan: We will go from the beginning of the bill and
take it section by section. Before we take executive action
it is fitting that the agencies have a chance to briefly--
briefly, respond to what they heard yesterday. I would 1like
you to particularly ask you to address the actions that took
place either on the floor or in the House Committee. You
have had two chances to state your case and I know it pretty
well now, so if in going through the bill -- in section 1
there is a particular mattexr that you want to address, I will
ask that you stand, give your name and state your case and
then we may ask some dquestions that deal with that. I think
we will go right down the list.
Legislative Auditor. ©Nothing.
Legislative Fiscal Analyst. Nothing.
Legislative Council. Nothing.
EQC. Nothing.
Judiciary. Nothing.
Consumer Counsel. ©Nothing.
Governor's Office. ©Nothing.
Secretary of State. Nothing.
Commissioner of Political Practices. Nothing.
State Auditor. Nothing.
Crime Control. Nothing.
Highway Traffic Safety. Nothing.
Department of Justice. ©Nothing.

Department of Highways. Nothing.

Department of Revenue. Nothing.
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John LaFaver, Director, Department of Revenue: I wanted very
briefly to address an amendment that was verv narrowly adopted
on the House floor that I believe 1s an error. I think the

conseguences of leaving that amendment in the bill will have
unintended and undesirable consequences on the financial sit-
uation that we are trying to remedy here. The amendment cut

7 FTE income tax auditors and tax collectors from the budget.
That eliminated, in round numbers, 129,000 dollars. These

folks are income generators. The two sheets of handout that

I provided, (attached as exhibit 1, Dept. of Revenue) the chart--
the graph, shows how our accounts receivable have been increasing
over the past 2 fiscal years. They are right now almost over

the $16 million mark. Now this is income that is owed to the
state of Montana and the tax staff that we are talking about

are auditors that go out, they find people that in fact are

not filing Montana tax returns or are not declaring all of

their income, and we put that income then on the tax rolls as

an accounts receivable. You can see during fiscal 1986 during
the time that this staff has been increased that the accounts
receivable have increased substantially. The second page that

I handed out shows for the fiscal year that we're in, and I

would direct your attention to the last column of numbers there,
how the actual collections of that receivable have increased
almost every month to where in April and May we are exper-
iencing the first million dollar months in the state's history.
Now these are dollars in the bank. The other is what we hope

to collect--certainly to the extent that that number starts to -
fall off and there's less money out there to actually put in

the bank, but the second sheet shows how successful this staff
is being in actually putting dollars in the bank. I would want
to point out that no one--not the Department, not the Budget
Office, not the Legislative Fiscal Analyst--recommended making
this kind of staff cut. Certainly if it were a situation that
the staff would be nice to have, I wouldn't stand here and

state the objection that I have; but I very firmly believe that
if this cut remains the fiscal situation that we're trving to
resolve 1s not going to improve but is actually going to worsen.
With that, I would try to respond to any guestions.

Senator Smith: I have one guestion. As vou know, we are getting
less taxpayers every day in the state of Montana, and I was
wondering how many FTE's you have in that division and if they
couldn't take over some of this additional load as far as
auditing is concerned.

Mr. LaFaver: We will get as much mileage out of whatever staff
we have, but these audits and income tax collection efforts
we could profitably employ more people than we do. There is

money out there right now that is going unassessed and uncol-
lected, so to the extent that our staff is reduced, we simply i
won't have the time on the phone and the time out doing the work
that we otherwise would have. As I say, I think very conser-

vatively, I'm being very conservative here, a cut of 7 FTE here
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will result in $%million, I think it will be closer to a million.

Senator Smith: How many people do you have now. You say you
are cutting 7, but how big a number in that division?

Mr. LaFaver: 90.

Senator Story: Before last session, how many in that division?
Mr. LaFaver: I believe you added -- there were 70 prior to
last session. One of the moves of last session was that in-

stead of raising taxes was to add tax collectors, and what I
was attempting to lay out here is they're doing the work that
you wanted them to do last session.

Senator Regan: This amendment was put on on the floor?
Mr. LaFaver: Yes.
Senator Aklestad: John, what you're saying is if we just keep

giving you more people you are going to keep bringing in more

money, but that hasn't been the case at least percentage wise,
with the people you had on staff, the amount of people that we
gave you in the '85 session--that increase hasn't percentagely
gone up. I guess I would like to know--you are talking about

accounts. What kind of accounts and what type of money is out
there? Just what accounts are you going after?

Mr. LaFaver: If I could answer that specifically they wouldn't
be out there, of course, but we routinely £find, every month,
find taxpayers that simply have not filed, or they have way
under~estimated their tax liability, and when you put an auditor
on that case, of course it takes time, but I think the exper-
ience has shown that at least at this point, the auditor's

are paying for themselves by a factor of 2 or 3 or 4 dollars

of income for every dollar of spending that they make.

Senator Smith: In most instances, don't you go off the federal
audit anyway and the federal government is also doing what you're

doing?

Mr. LaFaver: We do a lot of that, but therxe are a lot of cases
that we catch that the Feds haven't.

Since there were no further questions, Senator Regan went on
with the 1list. :

Department of Administration.

Senator Xeating: Are you taking amendments at this time?
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Senator Regan: I would like to have all the comments made for
the section and then we'll go into executive action.

Military Affairs. ©Nothing.

Senator Regan: Seeing none, are there any comments on the
policy issues that were raised. Okay, then let us address the
bill section by section and at the end of the section we will
close it and go on to the other. There will be some language

I know, prepared for the Department of Revenue dealing with the
liquor stores. I think the Revenue Oversite Committee wants
some language inserted there and that will be offered to vou
later on. We will then go through the bill again in an orderly
fashion, so if you will refer back to A-1.

Leigslative Auditor. Senator Regan asked if there were any
amendments for this.

Senator Aklestad: I guess I would like to know when this was
started and what their statutory responsibility is.

Senator Himsl: {in answer to Senator Regan's guestion as to
whether he would like to address 1it) I can, but I am not on
the committee but I will try to. The question is what 1s their
function?

Senator Aklestad: When was it started and what 1s their stat-
utory function.

Senator Himsl: When d4id it start? It started during the
administration of Governor Babcock, how ever many years ago

that might have been, and the purpose of of that was to be the
Legislative--and it is established as a Legislative--post

audit committee. The committee was to be charged with reviewing
the operation of the Executive Department to see whether or not
they complied with the intent of the Legislation of the Legis-

lators. That was the original operation. It is incidently,
a committee set up by the constitution--it is not a statutory
committee, it's a constitutional committee. And then, as that

committee started operating it followed--it had two basic
functions, the audit function, a financial auditing process

and then also a compliance -- whether or not these compliance
audits which would reveal whether or not these agencies were
operating according to law. Then as the federal funds started

coming in it became a requirement as a part of those grants

that there be an annual--in some cases it was a biennial, but
they had to have an audit of --every agency that received fed-
eral funds had to be audited, and that's when the thrust of

much of the audit committee's efforts in the department--agency
changed from strictly state audit, but to audit state operations
to comply with the federal requirements. So there is a require-
ment that they be audited, whether you like it or not, they've
got to be audited or they will not receive federal funds.

Senator Regan: Senator, do you have an amendment that you
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wish to offer?

Senator Aklestad: No, I don't at this time. I have some
questions that I think if we're going to dig some money out

of this budget which were overtures made by many people in

this committee to start with I think we are going to have to

ask some guestions and have some answers. I guess I would 1like
to know what areas of duplication there are between the Legis-
lative audit and the state audit if any.

Senator Himsl: None

Senator Aklestad: In the last session, I don't have the
documentation, it was brought out that in fact much of the work
done by the Legislative audit was not mandated by statute, by
constitution, and there could have been a reduction in the last
session in the Legislative Audit. Does the LFA have any in-
formation on that.

Senator Regan: We did decrease--remember we removed 5 from
their payroll and if you want to persue that why don't you
check further with the agency and you can come back in and
probably this afternoon--we'll hold that section open for you
if you want to offer an amendment. I would ‘thope that you're
all ready to make the amendments today and be done with themn,
we simply must get ‘bthis bill out.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Aklestad, Mr. Seacat, the director
of that department is here and I'm sure would be glad to

go over his budget with you.

Senator Himsl: You're questioning whether or not they were
statutory regquirements. The financial audit is, the compliance
audit is, the performance audit may not be. That is selective
and at the regquest of Legislators, or the Attorney General or
whomever.

Senator Regan: Any amendments to:

Fiscal Analysts. None.

Legislative Council. None.

EQC. None.

Consumer Council. None.

Judiciary. Senator Aklestad asked if the Chairman would go a
little bit slower. She agreed.

Governor's QOffice. None

Secretary of State. None.

Commissioner of Political Practices. None.
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State Auditor. None.
Crime Control.

Senator Regan asked if Cliff were here, and said she has

some guestions about Crime Control Agency. The Crime Control
budget was at one time 100% federally funded, and then grad-
unally so now it is a program that i1s all general fund.

The program is one that has grown--I am not sure about the
federal grants, and there was some question about some ad-
ministrative locading. Would you address that for me?

Cliff Roessner, LFA: Perhaps I could go through the LFA
report on the Board of Crime Control very briefly. Starting
on page A-65 (LFA Budget Analysis Book, III) The table there
shows a total budget of $586,176 appropriated in fiscal 1987.
That was before the 5% cuts. There was approximately $26,000
that was taken out of the general fund for the 5% cuts, so the
general fund portion is about $487,000. The $82,500 in fed-
eral revenue supports the Juvenile Justice Program in the
Board of Crime Control. It is administrative funds that they
use for their studies and of course for the federal govern-
ment program. Qver on page A-~67 we show a table of the

split out in fiscal 1987 of the wvarious functions of the Board
of Crime Control and those functions are: Post Police and
Officers training--certification training, $60,000 a year,
Grant administration, 279,000 a year; planning and research,
101,000 and Juvenile Justice 63,000 a year in general fund.
We were able to tie down the approximate dollars that it
takes to administer the post program, the planning and re-
search and the juvenile justice, and we sort of backed into
that $279,000 figure for grant administration because those
are the 4 functions. Over on page A-66 we show the 3 dgrants
that the Board of Crime Control currently administers. The
Victims Agsistance, the Bureau of Justice Assistance and
Juvenile Justice Assistance Programs. Of those three the
Victims Assistance Programs, if the state did not choose to
administer that program, we're unsure right now whether the
feds would pass that money into the state through another
local government or whatever, but the Bureau of Justice Assist-
ence and Juvenile Justice Assistance, if the Board of Crime
Control was not there to administer those grants the fed-
eral government has indicated that they would find another
agency within the state--for example--Montana Association of
Counties or somebody like that to administer those grants.

Senator Christiaens: If those grant monies were contracted
with someone else, how much would they be allowed for admin-
istration?

Cliff Roessner: I believe that in the grant statements them- %
selves they forbid the use of the federal funds for grant
administration. In other words, the general fund is picking

up the total cost of that grant administration at this point
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in time because the federal enabling act does not allow the
use of that money for administration.

Senator Christiaens: It appears they are getting almost
30% of the funds for grant administration and under federal
guidelines 20% is the maximum.

Senator Regan: That's what I want to point out to the com-
mittee and I would entertain a motion if there is one
forthcoming.

Senator Keating: I didn't hear Senator Christiaens comments
about the administration.

Senator Christiaens: If you are dealing with federal grant
money or grants, normally 20% is what the maximum allowed
for administration. You look at these numbers you are
looking at almost 30% for administration.

Senator Keating: What numbers are you looking at?
Senator Christiaens: On A-67 the chart shows $258,969 and

you look at table 1 on A-66, the total amount of monies that
are being administered are $756,500.

Cliff Roessner: I should point one thing out--this grant
administration. It is labeled Grant Administration, but it
does do other things besides administer grants. They have

functions such as providing technical assistance to local
governments, we haven't been able to tie down exactly what
that is--we've been working with the Department to tie it
down but haven't yet.

Senator Regan: Why haven't you?
Cliff Roessner: It is probably a timing problem.

Senator Regan: As you worked through this budget, what
monies in the grant administration section have you clearly
been able to identify as legitimate in regular expenses for
this section. In other words, how much money is hanging out
there that you can't account for?

Cliff Roessner: I don't have a number for vyou.

Senator Regan: Would you see if you can get a number for

us and bring it back to us upon--we are going in at 10
o'clock, I believe, and then there'll be a recess and we'll
be back here and I want to see if we can come up with a
number because as I looked at this I became concerned that
the figures do not seem to be reasonable for administration.
You say there are other things in there though, so--perhaps
the agency would be very willing to go over the numbers and
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justify that.

They have said that they are willing to do

Cliff Roessner:
We just haven't had time to get together.

that with us.

Senator Regan: Will that be possible this morning?

Cliff Roessner: Yes, it will.

I am a little embarrassed about this. I've

Senator Himsl:
and I'm

just been appointed to this Crime Control Board,
not familiar with this. This has gone through a committee
review and they've taken one position, and then here without
having any testimony on the other side we are taking action
on it and are going to do this and I think the representative
0of the director should be here to answer some guestions.

Senator Regan: We are going to have him work with it.

Senator Himsl: This isn't a one-way street here.

Senator Regan: Senator, I intend to have -- to be fair.

Senator Aklestad: Are we going to stay on this subject?

Senator Regan: We are going to get more information to us.
We may or may not take action on this particular information

you seek.

Senator Hammond: I would like to point out,
82,500 that's not included in table 1 but it shows 63,000
cost in table 2, which makes the picture look even worse.

Senator Regan: That's why I wanted to take a particular
look at this program.

Senator Aklestad: On page A-41, the State Auditor--I guess I
would like to know if those options A & B are above and beyond
the 5% cuts the State Auditor took, or are they a part of it.

Cliff Roessner: Those figures were part of their 5% cuts.

Senator Aklestad: What were the--How much of these figures are

above and beyond the 5% cut, or are they?

Cliff Roessner: No, There's none of them above the 5% cut.
They were identified as part of the 5% cut.

with A-52 the Justice Department,
didn't we? The option on A-53,
Was that option persued?

Senator Aklestad: On A-53,
I believe we passed over that,
is any part of that the 5% cut?

too that there is

NGRS s, .mv&maﬁ P
- e
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Cliff Roessner: The Highway Patrol switch or the vehichle
purchase.

Senator Aklestad: Option A: Reduce the general fund by $250,000.
How much of that money is in the 5%7?

Cliff Roessner: It is in the 5% cuts, but it is in the State
Special Revenue Fund because there was an effective funding
switch with the Highway Patrol for the State Special Revenue
fund, also.

Senator Aklestad: Was the $250,000 used up then?

Cliff Roessner: Yes, 1t was.
Senator Regan: Is there anything else.
Senator Aklestad: On page 52, the FTE's in that -- was anything

done with that FTE level?

Cliff Roessner: No, there wasn't. It was left at the total.
FTE's were not reduced.

Senator Aklestad: The FTE's were left on. Was there any
explanation for that, just why wasn't there FTE's?

Cliff Roessner: The discussion wasn't all that great on it

when they came in for their 5% cut. They indicated where they
would take the cuts, but they didn't indicate that they wanted
to reduce the FTE level, they just wanted to leave the positions
vacant.

Senator Regan asked if there were any other gquestions, and
said that seeing none they would pick up where they had left off.

Highway Traffic Safety Program. None.
Department of Justice. None.

Department of Highways. Senator Gage: #1. Each of you have
a proposed amendment before you. Page 36, Following 1line
22. Senator Ferrell contacted me this morning and there
was concern evidently in his area that perhaps they might
try to take the 5% cut out of the construction budget on
Highway Department, and this amendment says it will not
reduce their contractcr payments . due to the cuts. Those
cuts are to be made out of other~-than construction or main-
tenance programs.

MOTION by Senator Gageito amend the bill Page 36, fé@llowing
line 22. E : ‘ :

Senator Regan: You have heard the motion to accept the
amendment which directs the Department not to make thier

cuts out of the construction or maintenance programs but

to take their cuts elsewhere, mainly I suppose, Administration.
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Voted, Passed, Unanimous.

Senator Keating: I need to go back to the Department of Justice.
Page 21 of the yvellow bill. In Senator Van Valkenburg's Senate
Bill 7 that we just handled a couple of days ago it deals with
the salariesg for county attorneys' and deputy county attorneys'
and to be paid out of the fines from the courts. In the House
when they took action on House Bill 30 on page 21, line 12
referring to previous actionsg they deleted $752,312. That
included the portion for appropriation for deputy county
attorneys and it is a little bit difficult to explain in that
the numbers got mixed up. It's not clear cut. ©Of the $752,000
it included about $40,000--it included $136,000 in part time
county attorneys pay but only $20,000 got cut, and inorder to
reinstate that $90,000 this amendment is proposed so that the
full $136,00 of this appropriated for payment of assistant
county attorneys under the law will be corrected and maintained.
It means adding $90,000 to the general fund to correct that
error. It is a goofy situation.

Senator Regan: You've run this one by the LFA?

Senator Xeating, Yes, I have run it by the LFA, and it was
brought in by OBPP.

Senator Regan: It's just the correction that in the total--
Senator Xeating: Yes, the amendment just says if Senate Bill

7 passes item 9 shall be increased by no more than $90,000 from
the general fund in fiscal '87. I suspect that it will all be

vaid out of the fines, but it is confusing.

Senator Aklestad: Senate Bill 7, which Senator Van Valken-
burg carried, I thought returned all of the expenditure over
to the county, which I didn't agree with, but I thought it
turned all of the expenditure over to the county and those
expenditures supposedly were going to be paid from fines and
if they couldn't then that money would have to come out of the
county general fund. I guess I just don't follow why we have
this much still in existence after Fred's bill went through.

Senator Keating: Under the law the state 1s required to pay
half of those salaries.

Senator Christiaens: I think, too I would like to ask the
Department.

Susan Hanson, Attorney General's office. This amendment Jjust
contains the payment for the salaries for part time county
attorneys. It doesn't have anything to do with the deputy
county attorneys. Senator Van Valkenburg's bill removes all
responsibilities for paying deputy county attorneys and returns
that responsibility to the counties. But Senate Bill 116 also
included a provision that slightly increased the pay for part

time county attorneys, those are county attorneys that aren't
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full time, but they are county attorneys, and by deleting the =--
what happened on the floor of the house, the amendment took it
out-~the full appropriation for Senate Bill 116 which was not
just for deputy county attorneys, but it also was the increase
in pay for the part time county attorneys. So, this put the
money back in for the part time attorneys which by law we must
pay and it will come out of general fund. None of this will
come from fines.

Senator Hammond: What does this do to their increase?

Susan Hanson: What does this do to their increase, If you don't
put it back and you don't amend the statutes we will have to
come in for a supplemental to pay it because we have to pay it.

Senator Regan: I don't really think we have much choice,
Senator.

Senator Hammong: Well, I don't know about that-~I think we
should know what choices we do have.

Senator Keating: I would like to ask a question of the Dep-
artment--the Attorney General's office. Say that we did not
accept that amendment and we rejected the supplemental and we
don't pay the part time attorneys, would they sue .us.

Susan Hanson: I would assume they would.

Senator Keating: Since under the law we are reégquired to do it,
sa@ they could sue us?

Susan Hanson: Yes.

Senator Aklestad: Under Senate Bill 116 were the part time county
attorneys to be paid their increase in salaries through their
fines or through the charges?

Susan Hanson: I don't believe so. The fines were simply for
the deputy county attorneys, for those positions. But actually
the deputy county attorneys were paid--it was all paid out of
the general fund and the fines were just dumped into the gen-
eral fund. There was not a state special revenue account.
Everything was paid for out of the general fund.

QUESTION was called on Senator Keating's motion page 21, lines
12 through 14. Voted, passed, Senators Boylan and Hammond
voting no.

Senator Regan asked 1f there was anything more in the Depart-
ment of Justice, Department of Highways, and the answer was no.

Department of Revenue. Senator Aklestad said he would like to
know on page A-83 option A, Option A, Reduction of personal
services for a general fund savings of $1,861,000, How much

of that was handled and how much was not.
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Cliff Roessner: Cn page A-83 , (he read the option) none
of that was adopted.

Senator Aklestad: Will either Cliff or somebody that served on
that subcommittee explain why some of that wasn't taken.

Cliff Roessner: The committee felt at the time--this is the
County Assessor, deputy County Assessor payroll. Apparently
there is a law suit against the state for not funding 100%

of the county assessors payroll for fiscal 1987. The com-
mittee felt they would wait until that law suit was settled
before they took further action as far as county assessor's
payroll was concerned. That's why they didn't take any action
on it. I believe Senator Gage may want to speak to this.

Senator Aklestad: I guess,-~-why did the fiscal analyst use
that as an option. Did you have that information prior to
making the statement there?

Cliff Roessner: No, we did not have the information prior to
making it an option.

Senator Gage: As I recall, this is funded 30% by the counties
at the present time and we proposed in committee to put the
whole cut back on the state. Representative Bardanouve came in

and kind of blew us out of the water on that.

Senator Aklestad: What is the amount of money that the state
has taken in on slot machines and how does that formula work?

John LaFaver: You will recall the last Legislature passed a
state license on poker machines that cost $1500 per machine.

The counties and cities, depending on where the machine is
located, receive approximately $1,000 of that. The state does
recelve approximately $500 of that which goes into the state
general fund. I am going to take a number off the top of my
head~-it seems to me that it is something over a million dollars
that comes to the state.

Senator Aklestad: The original $1500 is that per machine and
goes to the state automatically, is that what you are saying.

John LaFaver: The state collects it but then remits approx-
imately $1000 back to the local unit of government.

Senator Aklestad: The amount that the Local Government assesses
is an option, is that right, and some Local Governments-—--

Mr. LaFaver: That is exactly right, and then there is an option
that Local Government can put on on top of that.
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Senator Aklestad: So the state actually derives $500 perx
machine.

Mr. LaFaver: That's about right, vyes.

Senator Regan: Is there any other comments regarding the
Department of Revenue.

Senator Manning: In regard to these revenue collectors that
we've done away with--would this be the proper place to make
an amendment?

Senator Regan: It is.

MOTION by Senator Manning that we reinstate 7 revenue collectors
in the Department of Revenue.

Senator Regan: The motion has been made to reinstate the
7 FTE that were eliminated in the Department of Revenue. Is
there discussion.

Senator Aklestad: I guess we Were reluctant to put the original
21 on last session. I gquestion the motion, the motion should
probably be to take the rest of them off. In the light of the
money that they have collected, it really hasn't justified--

I guess it has justified it dollar for dollar, but I guess I
question how much blood you can get out of a turnip out in our
society.- "

Senator Keating: In looking at the graph that was furnished

us for the collections receivables, which indicates that these
receivable balances are going up, which merely indicates the
economic condition of the state. Those people out there have
told us that they owe us the money and they will pay us as soon
as they can-~that they are trying, and the twisting arms and
squeezing here and there I don't think helps the productivity
of the state one bit. I was opposeéd to the increased FTE's

in the regular session, and I'm almost tempted to offer a
substitute motion to take 7 more out rather than put 7 more
back. I'll resist the temptation, but I just don't think we
need all these collectors in there strong arming the taxpayers.

QUESTION was called, Senator Manning's motion to reinstate
7 FTE had a roll call vote. Voted, failed, roll call attached.

Department of Administration. ©Nothing.

Military Affairs. Senator Regan: I would like you to turn

in your book to the Department of Military Affairs. I want to
address with you the issue of the Veterans Affairs Bureau.

The Veterans Affairs Bureau has come in for a great deal of
scrutiny in the Fiscal Analysts office. It is a program also
that has grown and is costing the state a great deal of money
and I think the way it is structured we are not getting the
biggest bang for our buck. We have a series of offices all
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over the state with a secretary and a hot line and their
function is to contact veterans and be an advocacy for a
federal program. This is a federal program, and I realize
that in bringing this issue before you I will be accused of
being anti-veteran, that I am attacking veterans, and I
would never do that. My husband is a veteran, my brother
was a veteran, but I simply think if you are serious in
addressing cuts in government this is one where there can

be some adjustments made with no harm or violence to the
program. If you will examine the LFA's options I would ask
you to look very carefully at option B -- no, option C.

I would propose instead of having 9 offices that we go to
the option C which would reduce the division by 4 FTE and
have regional offices. We can save quite a bit of money
this way, we do not do violence to the program, and I offer
this as a compromise because I am really not terribly con-
vinced that this organization is necessary. We have the
American Legion, we have the Veteran's of Foreign Wars,

we have the Disabled American Veterans all who act as
advocates for the veterans, and from what I've been able

to find out they help the veterans f£ill out forms and that
kind of thing and they sometimes appear as advocates for them
when they have been having trouble. I would like you very
seriously to consider this option and I realize that there is
a lot of fear because 1if you vote against the veterans, boy

we're going to cream you when you get back home. You're not
going to vote against veterans. You are voting to bring some
kind of efficiency into this program. There has been great

abuse in it, and I won't go into the horror stories, but I really
think it is up to this committee to address this issue, and I
offer this amendment for option C.

{The motion for option C would read: Reduce the Veterans'
Affairs Division by 4 FTE and form regional offices to handle
veterans contact for a general fund savings of $73,688.)

MOTION by Senator Story to move the amendment Cption C. I
move we amend as Option C and remove $73,688 from this portion.

Senator Hammond: $73,688. This in addition to the 5% cut?

Senator Regan: That's correct.

Senator Hammond: The serxvice offices serve VFW, American Legion
and all those others.

Senator Regan: It depended gquite frankly, on who was heading
the division. In the past I would not agree with your statement,
I will todavy.

Senator Himsl: Just in fairness to those involved, did you
make this presentation to the subcommittee? I know it is an
option, did they react?
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Senator Himsl: It is my understanding it has been done so

often~--you come to military affairs and you turn the page
and go on, and I think it is time to address this issue.

Senator Himsl: One other guestion. Is there someone here
on the subcommittee? Was this given any consideration in
the committee or what?

Senator Stimatz: This came up before our subcommittee in
Finance and they testified in favor of it and they had several
people, I don't remember the names of the other organizations
that came in and testified for them. We reconsidered it, but
didn't adopt it. It was unanimous, as I recall.

Senator Bengtson: On A-115, you have the option and all the
offices. Now were those offices Bozeman, Kalispell and Wolf
Point were those --how did the Fiscal analysts office determine
that those were the ones that wouldn't have the FTE's? Or
would you leave that up to the Veterans' Affairs Commission

as a sort of proposal and not anything that binds us to those
particular locations.

Senator Regan: When this analysis was done here the LFA seemed
to indicate the location for the offices. On what basis was
that done?

Cliff Roessner: We tried to pattern after the regional concept.

Senator Regan: If it would make the committee people feel
better, obviously the Board of Veterans Affairs would determine
where those offices would be located because it is not our
intent to mandate that. For instance in Miles City there is

a Veterans' hospital there and perhaps there are sufficient
personel so that you =-- it does not need to be there, but that
should be the direction and the decision of the board.

Senator Smith: Your last comment would even fortify my position
more to oppose this amendment. If even the Wolf Point office is
closed the veterans that are assisted in my area would travel

200 miles, but if yvou close the Miles City one as you suggested
in your comment thev would drive almost 400 miles for assistance
and the person who does provide that service to all the veterans
in those areas have to drive 360 to 430 miles, but I think these
people have made a great contribution to what this country has
and I think that they should be provided the service. This is
one way that you will eliminate many services to those veterans.

Senator Regan: It is not my intention to eliminate any services,
but I would call attention to the fact that this program is
costing us over 3/4 of a million dollars over a biennium--$800,000
over a biennium for services that can be provided without it.

I would just call this to your attention. We have cut elderly,

we have cut blind, we've cut God only knows what and we don't

even look at this which is a fat program and that's what I am
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bringing this to your attention.

Senator Hammond: We've cut them 5%.
Senator Regan: Yes, 5% the same as everyone else.
Senator Keating: During the '85 budget I probably harrassed

the Veterans Affairs director more than anybody on the sub-
committee and at one time I even proposed the idea that 1if
every veteran sent in $5 a vear fee that they could fund their
own program and we ended up not increasing them one bit. They
made adjustments, they cut offices and they cut personel

coming into the '85 session. We did not raise them one bit.

We raised everybody else--all the other departments were raised
but this one was not and they still came in for a 2% cut and

a 5% cut. They've been cut. Your argument of duplication of
services I can sympathize with you to some extent, but I have
attended some of the meetings at the various organizations

out there and I've seen the benefits that this organization

has made to the veterans and I can't sympathize with the
amendment at this point. If in the next biennium you want to
kick out the whole bunch and let the veterans pay as they go,
fine and dandy, but to cripple them at this point I don't think
does any good.

Senator Aklestad: I guess it's not always guite fair--some of
us try to protect certain areas of the budget and I guess if
we are going to act responsible as a legislature at this time
all of us are going to have to evaluate the programs and take
cuts in areas that we may not like to take them in, and this is
probably one of them. I think some of the motions that were
made prior to this were handled with reluctance because those
individuals just don't want to go into those areas. I guess
my concern in this one here would be--Senator Story's motion--
do these people have the flexibility to put the offices in the
areas where they wouldn't have to travel so far and still get
the job done, or are you going by the LFA recommendation and
specifying towns.

Senator Story: I think we would have to give them the flex-
ibility to absorb this as they wish, but this is an option
they could use.

Senator Aklestad: I would think that that option--and I really
think it should be stated in the motion or a notation made in
the minutes that they have that option. If that is done I
would support the motion. I think at some point in time--we're
really going to have to be doing it now or we're going to be
back down here because we're so far off of what the revenue
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needed that this committee and the Appropriations committee is
going to have to come back down. I don't think your voters
out there, and I think most of you are interested in your
voters~-I don't think they are going to go for the sizable

tax increases that we're going to have to come up with since
many of the revenue sources that the Governor is proposing are
not going to fly--we know that they are not going to fly, some
didn't fly yesterday and there is some more that are not going
to fly so we are going to have to take some cuts. I realize
this is just dollars, but if we are going to get any cuts it
takes pennies to make dollars and it takes thousands to make
millions.

Senator Bengtson: I think this is a bit premature. This 1is
not a pet program of mine, but I don't think that we have given
fair notice to that department. If we have to come back and do
it, then we may have to do it , but I don't think it's fair.

We talked about cutting the Fire Services Training school, we
didn't do that, we gave them their 5% cut. I think we should
not treat this differently.

Senator Smith: I have one comment left to make. # 1. I am not
a veteran, # 2. I realize the budget crunch we're in. I feel
that the amount of money that we are contributing to the Vetexr-
ans Affairs is a very small contribution to the sacrifices that
our military people have made.

Senator Regan: Senator, I would agree with you if it weren't
for the fact that Montana has been most generous to its vet-
erans. This is not our contribution. If you want to see a

list of the contributions of what we give our veterans, I

think it would be guite startling in terms of job preference,

a cemetary,--what are all the benefits that our state mandated--
there are a whole list of them, and perhaps I am remiss in not
having done my homework to bring in the list, but obviously it
is a sacred cow, but we'll take a recorded vote.

Senator Gage: If you would all look on page A-107 and take a
look at the actual fiscal '85 for the Department of Military
Affairs, I am not sure what the reduction may have been in the
veterans area, but fiscal '85 of 4.8 million approximately; fis-
cal '87 at 3.8 million, the Department had a million dollar

cut already.

Senator Regan: The Department of Military Affairs is separate
from the Veterans' Affairs. That is just stuck over there for
administration purposes. At one time this bureau was with
SRS, it has nothing to do with the Department of Military
Affairs. It is similar in name only.

QUESTION was called, Senator Story's motion to take option C
in the LFA report was voted, roll call vote, motion failed.
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Senator Regan: This apparently closes section 1 of the bill.
We will be readdressing the problem of the language of the
revenue oversite committee dealing with the liguor division,
and you were going to consult and get some figures dealing
with the administrative costs of crime control. Other than
those two issues, I would entertain a motion to close section
1 of the budget.

MOTION BY Senator Manning that we close Section one with the
exception of the issue on Crime Control and the Liguor Division.

Senator Aklestad: I would 1like to discuss the Legislative
Auditors section.

Senator Jacobson: I would be willing to go over it with you.
Senator Regan: I agreed we could open it for you.

Motion was voted, and passed. SECTION A with those exceptions
was closed. ( a2 short break was taken at this point)

Senator Regan called the committee back to order and said there
are apparently some language problems that we are having dealing
with the amendments that were offered this morning. The amend-
ment clerk 1is working on one which is more technical than any
thing else, but I will bring it before the committee inorder
not to mess up the bill and have it stricken out. It will

give a cleaner bill when you are up on the floor of the House.
So, sometime later today you will be lotking at two language
changes that dealt with amendments that were made. One 1s a
technical amendment, the other deals with the Highway--Senator
the amendment was given to him by someone else has maintenance
in there and they have already taken their 2% cut, so we have to
take thelanguage dealing with maintenance out of there.

HEUMAN SERVICES. If there are people here who would like to
comment on any section, we will take them in order and you
will look in your big book Bl, or your copy we'll go right
through the list.

Department of Health -- they took their 5% cut and then there
were a number of other changes. One was the subdivision.

The Subdivisions. none

The genetics program. None
Family Physicians. ©None.
Hazardous Waste. None.

Any comments in general on the Department of Health?
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Ray Hoffman, Department of Health and Environmental Sciences:
There is one area of action that was taken by the subcommittee
that has the Department a little bit stressed and that has to
do with the depositing of Waste Water fees to the state general
fees. The Executive branch did not recommend any type of re-
duction within Waste Water operators, yet the Legislative Fis-
cal Analysts came up with a scenario that identified excess
cash within a Waste Water earmarked revenue account which are
fees generated from licensing for Waste Water operators to be
deposited to the state general fund. The Department feels
that this may be a precedence setting that may not be able to
be controlled, and that is that any time you apply a fee to a
specific segment of our population that is regquired to get a
license, you in turn are requesting that segment to per se
subsidize the general fund. To take that a little bit further,
the fees that are generated again are due to the licensing of
Waste Water operators, the license is to allow them to proceed
provide services to a community in regard of discharge of
waste water. The committee itself, meaning the Committee for
Waste Water operatofs, in the past determined there should be
some type of mechanism to establish control of those indiv-
iduals that were providing the service. This program is 100%
earmarked revenue funded, there is no general fund going into
it, and the excess fees were brought about by an increase
within the Waste Water Program to provide continuing education
in the future. The $25,000 reduction would leave a cash bal-
ance within the Waste Water operators Program of approximately
$65.00 which the Department feels would be very close to breaking
the program, in that we do not know the anticipated dollar
amount of the licenses that would be received in the future
and I think if anybody can realize, there is always peaks and
valleys within any type of licensing process. The Department
basically is advocating to leave the fees within the entity,
but if a reduction must be taken that it be reduced to approx-
imately $15,000 rather than the $25,000.

Senator Christiaens: Ray, in testimony before the committee,

I thought it was brought out that there was not going to be any
training sessions scheduled and that those fees were continuing
and that it was not going to cut what the program does now.

Ray Hoffman: The Department has a little bit of egg on its
face in regard to that. The Director and myself were unaware
that there had already been rules promulgated and sent to the
Secretary of State to institute the continuing education re-
quirement for Waste Water operators, effective June 24. After
the scenario was brought up by the Legislative Fiscal Analyst,
we had approximately 4 hours until we had the committee hearing.
We basically skimmed over the Waste Water operator issue and
then when it came up in the committee and reduction was given,
the Division administrator that's in charge of - the program,
Mr. Don Willems, informed Dr. Drynan that those administrative
procedures had been on file and signed. It is our error in
mainly some misinformation that we had passed on to the com-

mittee.
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Senator Christiaens: Ray, then what is the minimum that you
need to operate this program.

Ray Hoffman: We feel that the amendment that is going to be
proposed which would reduce the $25,000 to $15,000 would again
be adequate to institute the continuing education program, but
again we feel that it is a very dangerous precedent that vou
may be establishing by taking fees that are generated through
a licensing mechanism and depositing those excess fees to the
general fund.

Senator Bengtson: When you raise those fees, is that a Depart-
mental decision to ralise the fees or is 1t the Waste Watex
people themselves. Do they decide that they want the contin-

uing education and then they agree to raise their pay?

Ray Hoffman: That is correct. The Waste Water operator has a
committee that is made up of the Waste Water operators through
out the state. They basically advise the Department in regard
to continuing education, and ask us that the fees be increased
to operate that type of program. Being as there is no other
support in it, then those fees that are generated through
licenses, other than some money that we receive from the in-
vestment of those funds, that is the only mechanism that they
were to have to fund this type of service.

Senator Regan: Ray, what would happen 1f you got $5,000 plus
the fees that vou generate this coming year, wouldn't that be
sufficient?

Ray Hoffman: That again, because 0of the licensing mechanism in
itself is only as good as the amount of funds that we receive.
We feel that to take a cash balance to an entity to just about
zero when you do have peaks and valleys, again dependent upon
the people that are per se sending you the dollars for that
licensing, 5,000 would probably take us very close to be

riding on zero with the institution of this program. If we
institute the program and the fees don't come in, we've got
one of three options. 1, to increase the fees further, to !

pick up a program that thev've already paid for because those
additional dollars have been deposited to the general fund;
2. to not continue the program at the level anticipated and
recommended by the Waste Water operators; or the third one
would be to come back to you and request supplemental funding
out of the general fund because that's where their dollars
would go.

Senator Regan: How about borrowing money from another--you
know, borrowing money just to get you through the valley.

You know, you've got a whole year here with vour peaks and
valleys. I don't mean to be hard,but we've got problems and
every nickel that we stold fairly we are going to try and keep.

Ray Hoffman: I think that Ellen Feaver, the Department of
Administration would substantiate this that they cannot give
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a loan to an entity unless you can pay it back. We cannot
give reasonable assurances that we could pay it back if we
are operating at that tight a level.

Senator Boylan: Why isn’t this under the Occupational Licensing,
everything else is, and your're licensing the same people to do
certain functions, so why isn't it there instead of under the
Department?

Ray Hoffman: Senator, I personally really can't address that,
but I would assume that the addressing of it would be that you
are talking about the discharging of waste waters that are

under the Department of Health for control, and I would assume
that may be the reason. I think you also brought up another

nice good point, and that is we didn't see any reductions within
those earmarked revenue accounts that are within the Occupational
Licensing, and why should this area per se suffer that?

Senator Jacobson: I think there was some travel money taken out
of their budgets if I am not mistaken.

Senator Smith: You made the statement that they may borrow
possibly and Ray says they couldn't pay it back, but if we
--1f the Waste Water operators find that their fees are going
into the general fund, I don't think that you will find many
of them paving their fees in, so you will completely eliminate
that service.

Ray Hoffman: They are required by law to be licensed. They don't
pay it, they don't operate, and this would affect every munic-
ipality within the state of Montana. If these folks got in

arms about it the Department of Health would probably have to

shut down every community because they don't have a license to
operate within that program.

Senator Regan asked if there were further gquestions to Ray, and
seeing none she said they would go on with the bill.

Department of Social and Rehabilitative Services. Someone
on the committee suggested they had missed Labor and Industry
and the committee went back.

Labor and Industry. No comments.
Social and Rehabilitative Services.

Neil Haight with Montana Legal Services Association: The 'sub-
committee on Human Services eliminated $50,000 of Title XX
funding which there is no illusions about restoring that, we'll
have to adjust to that. What I am asking for today is some
wind down money--if we could get half of that to get us through
the rest of this year which we budgeted for we could at least
even out the impact of this thing and do an orderly adjustment.
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The impact of this comes from a cut in our federal funding
which made retroactive to January 1, we have to make it up
during the last half of the year, which means we haveto make
the double cut in our annual funding. Too accomplish this,
we were already short handed in Butte and Havre, and to accom-
plish this we decided we would simply have to close--at least
temporarily--the Wolf Point office. That's being done on the
lIst of July, and that will get us through the federal cut. ~
That doesn't take care of the remainder of this year as far
as the Title XX funding is concerned. Next year, if we leave
the Wolf Point office closed we can absorb this $50,000 cut,
and we'll proceed, but for the rest of this year it would
certainly be a lot of help if we could have $25,000 to make
it out through the rest of this year and wind down right.

Senator Stimatz: What do you mean by the rest of this year?
Mr. Haight: The calendar year, 1986.

Senator Regan: Are you on a different year with your services
than our fiscal year, is that what you're saying?

Mr. Haight: All of our budgeting is done on a calendar year
basis, ves.

Senator Regan asked if there were any other guestions, and with
none forth coming she then asked if there were any further
questions on the SRS portion.of the bill.

Senator Keating: The state was recently sued for a child
abduction suit, it cost us about $22,000. The parents' child
was taken by SRS and taken off to a Foster Home and the parents
sued and said the state didn't have the right to do it. They
won, 1is that right. Is that under your section?

Neil Haight: I am not familiar with that case--I don't think
that's our case.

Senator Keating: It was a child abuse suspicion, or something

or other, it was in Musselshell County and SRS was the department
that was defending itself against the charges. Anvhow, the par-
ents only sued for their actual legal losses, etc. but they
didn't charge any penal damages or any other compensatory dam-
ages, and I thought the state got off pretty lucky and I was
wondering, were any of these things pending now.

Neil Haight: I am not aware of any that we are involved in
anyway, as far as I know we haven't had any of those cases.

Senator Keating: Do you handle all of those legal cases for
SRS?

Neil Haight: No, we do not represent SRS. We represent the
people with claims against SRS.
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Senator Keating: Which Department defends SRS?
Dave Lewis, Director, SRS: I guess we do.
Senator Xeating: You do it all by yourself.

Dave Lewis: Yes,--I have some information on that Musselshell
case if you are interested I can get it for you.

Senator Christiaens: Neil, would you address, I think for
clarification of the committee the difference between Economic
Assistance Legal Services versus the $50,000 that was cut from
your budget. I think there might some people who wonder which
parts you---.

Neil Haight: The $50,000 was Title XX money with which we
provided general services to ADC people and SSI recipients,

and a lot of that is abuse cases and that type of thing and
claims for benefits. That originally started out a number of
years ago at $200,000 a year then it dropped to $100,000 and the
'85 legislature dropped it to %50,000 and then this year of
course, it is to be eliminated. The Economic Assistance money
is a separate contract with the Department to represent general
assistance claimants in state assumed counties in claims for
SSI disability, and on those cases--it has been a very suc-
cessful program. I think so far we've saved the state around
$275,000 by getting them off of G. A. and into SSI. That's

a separate contract, which incidently has not yielded to us
what we thought it would be because there are simply not as
many cases-—-they are being solved at a lower level than ex-
pected.

Senator Regan asked 1f there were further comments from anyone
regarding the SRS, and since there were none said she would
then start executive action on this section of the bill.

Human Services Subcommittee, Department of Health and Environ-
mental Sciences.

Senator Jacobson: This is an amendment to strike the $25,000--
This is the issue Ray Hoffman addressed a few minutes ago--

and insert $15,000 which would leave them a balance of $10,000
to'continue the program.

Senator Story: Regarding this matter. I think Mr. Hoffman's
statement was that this was because they Jjust came up with

a rule? (answer--July 24) Story: That isn’'t so. The rule
was in place all along. All this is a housekeeping amend-
ment for that bill. I've got the rule. The rule was filed
May 8 but if there is already a rule in place--what they are
doing is changing some language in that rule, and that
basically doesn't change a thing. It is an amendment to a
rule that you put in place over a year agdo.

Ray Hoffman: Senator Story, my knowledge is provided me by
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the programer is that currently on the Montana Codes Annotated
there is a section that states "The Department may promulgate
rules to continue education waste water operator. The programer
told me that the rules that they put in for the continuing edu-
cational requirement were effective June 24 and I think that is
the same information that the LFA received yesterday, Senator.

Senator Story: We passed a law in '83 that said not "may",
but "shall" and you did adopt rules prior to this, and what
you are doing here is amending a rule, and I looked and read
the amendment and finally in the book it says it is a house-
keeping amendment. The rule was in place, this program was in
place.

Senator Gage: I wvisited with the people in the Water Quality
Department and it doesn't make any difference whether the rule
was in there or wasn't in there, the fact is they have plans
to start a continuing education program for these people who
have already paid for that service, and I think we were kind
of stupid to take their money away from them and say, "Hey,
vou can't do what you have already planned to do,"because the
state needs money.

Senator Stimatz: I'm certainly against taking any of their money
away from them. 1I'd like to give them the $25,000 that was
collected for fees. It was not collected for general fund and
they can reduce their fees to the people who pay the feeg in

the next fiscal year. That's what we do in the licensing area

and this is akin to that even if it does happen to be in a
different department, and I'd be in favor of that rather than
nickel and dimeing this item. I

Senator Jacobson: Senator Stimatz, the offer that I am offering
here is sort of a compromise coming from the Department of Health
saying that i1f we are going to take any of it away that we at
least leave them $10,000. If you'd like to make a substitute
motion--if you'd like to try that first, go ahead.

R

Senator Stimatz: MOTION: I will then make a substitute motion
that--it was decided Senator Jacobson had not made a motion.
In the yellow bill, page 41, line 10, strike $25,000 in both

places. i

et

Senator Regan: Senator, we'll have the LFA make all the necessary
changes, but your intent is to give them back the $25,000 and
they'll arrange that.

Senator Himsl: I have one question for clarification. I under-
stand that this money is generated by the licensees of those who
operate the sewasr slants--the sewer disposal plants--they have
to be licensed anrc that they contribute their money as a part

of their license gualifications and that money then is used for
‘their continuing programs, is that correct.
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Senator Story: What we are talking about is guys that operate
backhoes and put in septic tanks.

Senator Himsl: No, no. These are sewer plant operators. The
sewage plants are licensed.

Senator Regan: I have a question for the department. Is Dr.
Drynan here? (Ray Hoffman said he was representing the Dept.)
Is this budget completely self supporting?

Ray Hoffman: Yes. The annual budget for this program is
approximately $20,000 a yvear, plus they also get charged the
fee for administration of the program by the Department and
the state to what is called the indirect cost pool.

Senator Regan: And how much 1is that?
Ray Hoffman: That is approximately $2,000.

Senator Regan: Then how much do you collect per year in this
program?

Ray Hoffman: This year we are anticipating collecting $19,829.
Senator Regan: Then it really will not be self supporting.

Ray Hoffman: The program will be self supporting because there
was a cash balance as of July 1, 1985 of $32,578 and this is
the dollars that have been proposed to go into it. With that
cash balance being reduced to approximately zero at the end

of the biennium.

Senator Regan: Would you tell me what the cash balance was?
It was 30 what?

Ray Hoffman: It was $32,578 was the cash balance cn July 1,
1985.

Senator Haffey: Just quickly, I think that this is a good

place to talk about--we're trying to find ways to reduce the
budget, but if this motion passes, and I commend Senator Stimatz
and Senator Gage for kind of guiding us in what we're doing
here. If this motion passes, I think it should be an indic-
ation that we're not going to do irresponsible things to reduce
these budgets. I think people start to get the impression we
will sell pop bottles to balance the state budget, and I don't
think we will do that. Senator Stimatz's is a good motion and

I hope it passes.

Senator Gage: If B-10 & B-11 in the LFA bcok you can see that
whole thing laid out. This is not just waste water, it 1is
water and waste water. It is the sewage treatment plants that
are in, and the water treatment plants that are in most of your
communities. Those people that are running that have to be
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recertified or certified, depending on their situation every
vear. They pay for that service, and we are taking from them
monies that they have accumulated for those services.

Senator Keating: This is not just an appropriation measure,
it is a taxation measure and I am afraid it is in the wrong
committee. (laughter)

QUESTION was called for on Senator Stimatz motion to replace
the $25,000. Roll call vote, attached. Voted, passed.

Senator Regan asked if there were other areas to be addressed
in the DHES. There were none, and she went on with the bill.

Department of Labor and Industry: There were none. She said
since it was 5 minutes until the Senate went in, she would
then recess the committee and was sorry she could not give

a time schedule, we would meet on recess and the time would
depend on floor action and caucuses. The committee returned
following recess and Senator Regan said, I have been given the
actual amendment by the LFA, as it will appear in your bill that
puts into effect Senator Stimatz' motion. This is the motion
that restored $25,000 to the DHES, and I would tell you that I
walked out the door and met Dr. Drynan and he was surprised--
remember he offered less than the 25. It is a most generous
committee.

Senator Regan asked the committee to turn to page B-9 of the
narrative and asked 1f there were amendments.

Social and Rehabilitation Services. Are there any amendments
here? This was a particularly difficult committee to work,
Senator Regan said, and that the committee had done an ex-
cellent job and should be commended for it, because of how
hard it really was to work this budget.

MOTION by Senator Story that this section of the budget be
closed. Voted, passed. unanimous that the Human Services
Section of the budget be closed.

Natural Resources, and Commerce. Senator asked if there wers
any comments the people there would like to make on this budget.
Seeing none, she asked if there were any testimony to be given

on this section. ¢ :eing none she said the section would be
open for executive action. As you can see they pretty well
followed the 5% cut and there are some policy issues. Do you

have anything to offer?
Agriculture. Nons=.
State Lands. Nong

Fish, wWildlife and Parks. None.
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Livestock. None
Commerce.. None

Public Service Commission. None
Natural Resources. None

Senator Regan asked if there were any policy issues the com-
mittee wished to address. They are found on C-1. Seeing
none I will ask for a motion to close this section of the
budget.

MOTION by Senator Christiaens to close this section of the
budget.

Senator Aklestad: I guess I would like to know specifically
form the LFA what areas of major concern were handled by the
committee. I have an example, but I'm not sure if it is an
example by the committee. On C-92 the reduction of programs--
what was done on that in that area. Was that taken, or a
portion of it?

Carl Schweitzer, LFA office. On C-92 the committee took
nocthing more than the 5% of the promotion budget. They lis-
tened to the presentation and decided that at this point in
time a special session was not the time to cut the promotion
budget.

Senator Aklestad: What did the special session budget have to
do with not cutting the promotion budget besides referring to
decision making. - Aren't there some committee members--I should
put them on the spot more than you. Who was on it?

Senator Boylan: What was yvour guestion again, please?

Senator Aklestad: C-92, the Promotion Travel budget, I was
wondering--there was only a 5% cut taken out of this whole
department clear across the board and there were other options.
I was wondering why some of the other options weren't exercised.

Senator Bovlan: Well, because we figured that --some of them
wanted to do away with i1t completely--I think there was a
couple of runs taken at it in committee, in the House, but

it is the number 2 industry in the state of Montana so we
just tock the 5% cut.

Senator Aklestad: When was the Department of Commerce started?

Senator Boylan: With the reorganization of state Government
when "twenty of the plenty'was implemented and instigated by the
Governor. It went in with the reorganization of state govern-
ment.
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Senator Regan: I think, Senator --{(directed to Keith Colbo)--
could you address this?

Keith Colbo, Director, Department of Commerce: The department
as such has been in existence under that title for 5 years.

Senator Keating: I have a question of the Department of
Agriculture.

Ralph Peck, Deputy Director, Department of Agriculture said
he was present.

Senator Keating: I think in the last session we had a young
farmers start up program and we appropriated a certain amount
of general fund money as a loan to the Department to start up
some of those, and it is my understanding was that the agency
that has been instrumental in gaining 2 loans thus far and

that it didn't generate enough finders fees from the loans to
pay back the amount of money that's been spent. Could you

give me some of the details on how much money was loaned, how
much money has been spent administratively, how much finders
fee was earned and what the balance of the budget is basically?

Mr. Peck: I guess I'm not as prepared as I should be on this.
There was about $180,000 -- I'm going off the top of my head
again and I apologize -- originally loaned to the Beginning
Farmer program two sessions ago. That loan was continued last
session and we continue to operate on that loan. Federal
legislation was enacted that basically curtailed and really
eliminated a lot of the program as it was originally proposed
in the gstate of Montana and restricted the use of tax exempt

bonding for Agriculture. It pretty much wore the program down.
In working with the actual revenue recelpts it could only
complete three loans in the State of Montana. Combined rent
costs and the administration of the Agricultural Development
Division. The division 1s now used to answer the counseling
program. The program basically has $300 for salary, pays the
rent and communications costs. About $800 a month toc main-

tain it to see what the federal does in the Senate, and then
come back.

Senator Keating: Do you have any FTE?

Mr. Peck: Administration of Agriculture Development Division
and 1/3 secretary paid out of that funding received ab ait
$300 a month. Expenses were paid out of the éxisting Beg-
inning Farm Program, the rest out of the Marketing Program
and the Rural Development Program.

Senator Keating: It is my understanding they spent about
$40,000 in costs in obtaining 3 loans for $160,000 and gener-
ated about $20,000 in fees and leaving a loss of operation of
about $140,000.

Senator Keating said he felt this was a lot of money and
wondered if he could get more information. It seemed a lot



Finance and Claims
June 24, 1986

Page 29

of money to waste and wondered how much more would go to waste
if we don't eliminate the process.

Senator Regan said she would hold this section open.

Senator Regan mentioned a section in Fish, Wildlife and Parks
that concerned an option both in the Governor's proposal and

in the LFA proposal in regard to license fees. (The tapes on
the recorder had a problem involving 2 tapes so did not get

the actual wording) She said the option had not been taken.
She said all other agencies gave their 5% cuts and this depart-
ment virtually has no general fund and therefore the 5% was not
taken althcugh, I believe the Governor's budget and the LFA
showed that 5% as being taken out. Both agencies recommended
it, it has not been done, and I would call it to your attention
in case you wanted to address the issue. If not, we'll go on.

Senator Smith: I was a member of that committee along with
Senator Boylan and Senator Lane and this was discussed at
length in our committee. We were not lobbied by the Director
of the Fish and Game Department or anyone. We just felt that
this was hunting and fishing license fees and was also federal
monies collected (the Dingell Johnson and Pittman Robertson
funds and this can be spent where:the perpetuate has to go
rack into that account. But, if we had went with that re-
commendation we would have taken $900,000 out of that over
into the next budgeting year within the Department of Fish
and Game and I would just like to point out that in the last
session of the Legislature the Fish and Game Department had a
real large income because of the increase in game population.
We disallowed the Fish and Game Department from spending all
that money. As a matter of fact we've got a $2% million sur-
plus in the F&G budget to compensate when we have a drop 1in
game numbers etc. So we just felt that putting another
$900,000 in that surplus would then make that much bigger
amount of money to start from along with the fees they collect
and we just felt that could create a real problem in the next
vears budget. Also, this money is used to plant fish and do
a lot of things within the department that does benefit the
people that do pay the license fees, so I guess that is the
reason the committee made the decision they did.

Senator Christiaens: I have a question. Is this any different
than the Waste Water project that we talked about prior to the
regular session and it seems to me they're one and the same
issue.

Senator Smith: Could I answer that? I guess the difference
is Waste Water was mandated by law, and I guess maybe license
fees are too, but I suppose to a certain extent it is--it's
paid in by those people that provided the services.

Senator Keating: What happens to the earned income or the
interest on the fund.
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Carl Schweitzer: It goes into the general fund.
Senator Hammond: Senator Smith, a thought occurs to me that

a lot of the game that they sell these licenses for are --
well 80% of it is fed by private ownership and landowners.
Mayvbe they should bear some of the burden against the crisis
that we have because it is about the only way the landowner
gets paid anything for the use of feeding that game except in
the situation where he will lease out hunting rights, and they
certainly are going to that more and more. Maybe they do have
a responsibility.

Senator Smith: There are some proposals coming now that will
originate in the next regular session whether there will be
money paid in some account to compensate for the game damage.
I guess the other thing I wanted to mention and that is that

a large percent of the F&G budget is paid by license fees by
out of state hunters. If they are contributing that large
amount to the state F&G account I think we should continue to
make every effort to provide good hunting for those people who
come in to Montana.

Senator Regan: Seeing no amendment, I would entertain a
motion to close this section except for the Agricultural
question that Senator Keating wants to address later.

MOTION by Senator Smith to close the section except for Ag-
riculture. Voted, Passed.

Institutions. Senator Regan said she would call for comments
that people might have in dealing with the Institution budget.
Rather than go through one at a time, are there any comments
anyone wishes to make in regard to the Institution budget.
Seeing none, we will take up the Institution budget for Exec-
utive session.

Senator Bengtson: I have an amendment. It deals

with one of the policy issues on D-2. We have three policy
issues that were brought to our center. One was to close the
Youth Evaluation Center, one was the Youth Detention and one
was the Lighthouse. This amendment closes the Youth Evaluation
Program, deletes $110,169 from the total and just as a bit of
a background on that. This is a duplication of services. The
YEP evaluates roughly 60 people, Pine Hills 162, and Mountain
View evaluates 106 juviniles. All of these facilities have
had excellent evaluations. At Pine Hills they have

2 psychologists who conduct these 45 day evaluations, they
also have social worker professionals and professional educ-
ators who assist in those evaluations; both physchologists are
at doctorate level. These kids that go to Pine Hills are
housed separately. Mountain View also has a guality program.
They have a psychologist on contract, they have a master
social worker, a clinical services director and they are four
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proffessional level social workers who assist with these eval-
uations. Mountain View has not seen the need to segregate the
one or two girls who may be on campus for those evaluations.
All of the judges who have sentenced these people to these
different institutions, whether Pine Hills, Mountain View or
the YEP, have not given any adverse feed back on any of these
particular institutions, and the real issue is the duplication
of services. The YEP evaluates 60, or an averade daily pop-
ulation of 5. 2/3 of these are male and the rest are female.
Mountain View can absorb an additional 1 or 2 residents and
Pine Hills can take care of another 2 or 3. This is $110,000
of general fund that can readily saved. The Governor xrec-—
ommended it during the regular sessicn and is recommending it
again now. The Department says it is a feasible way to go and
I think we can take that $110,000 out. I would move the motion.

Senator Regan: You have heard the motion by Senator Bengtson
~--is there any further discussion.

Senator Christiaens: I'm going to go back to some numbers
issues. We're talking about duplication of services and that
may be to a certain extent, but I would like to draw the com-
mittees attention to one fact. It costs approximately $65 a
day to have a youth go through the Youth Evaluation Program in
Great Falls, the YEP, versus $100 a day to do the same thing

at either the Yellowstone Boys and Girls Ranch or Mountain
View. We're dealing with young people who perhaps do not need
the same kind of treatment that you are seeing with at either
one of the other two schools. They're there to be assessed, '
and those young people who go there are the ones, in the judges
and those who send them to the youth center would most favor-
ably respond to a nurturing environment, which is what they are
able to get in this particular program. I think one of the
things that you would need to take into consideration is that
this is probably the best money spent to address problems in the
10 year to 17 year old age group, although the majority of those
adolescents who are going there are between the ages of 10

and 14, that we can spend, because if we don't do good eval-
uations at this point you are going to see them in larger pro-
grams later on. If that's Montana State Prison, -or the program
that I am running now, the pre-release program. So, it's how
much are you willing to spend long term rather than on a short
term basis and I firmly believe that this particular motion
should not pass. ‘

Senator Manning: I served on the Youth Justice Council for
two vears under the Board of Crime Control, and the juvenile
officers from all over the state of Montana spoke very highly
of the Youth Evaluation Program in Great Falls over all other
programs in the state. More than that, they felt that this
program they felt that this program dealt with some of the
younger people and were able to handle them in much better
manner because of the way they operate this home and they had
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very high, high standards, and I think we've got to pay attention
to what our Jjuvenile officers say in the State of Montana. They

are the ones that deal with each of them, and if we don't handle

them at that young age we are going to wind up having them at

an older age either in Senator Christiaens' area or over there in
Deer Lodge.

Senator Aklestad: I think Senator Himsl would like to comment.

Senator Himsl: I'd like to comment just briefly on this. We've
had this up--this issue has been before us several times and I
think we've all recognized the seriousness involved with it. If
this program is devaluation, which we think it is, and it is a
behavior modification type of evaluation, it seems reasonable
that you're not going to find that normal development in an
environment that is a correctional institution. If you're
going to evaluate someone in isolated, segregated, boys instit-
ution or girls institution and then try to evaluate their
behavorial patterns in that kind of an environment, it doesn't
seem to me--it stretches your imagination to conclude that they
are going to behave differently there. But, if you listen to
Great Falls, this is a co-educational one in a kind of family
environment in which they observe and evaluate these youngsters
who are not criminals, they are adjudicated in the system in
any way as being criminals but theyare problem youngsters, and
this is the environment in which they are to be evaluated and
adjusted and hopefully saved to keep them out of the criminal
justice svstem for youth. So, it is with mixed feelings that--
I realize that $110,000 is a great deal of money, and if this
could save one child it would be worth it--especially if it
were mine.

Senator Keating: We had a bill through here earlier that we
not close something at Mountain View School?

Senator Regan: It was a cottage.

Senator Himsl: That was a Youth Detention Center--that was a
different deal, and that is being closed for a different reason.
Senator Keating: Mountain View School is still therxe? Can

somebody tell us about the environment at Mountain View School?
What it is like as a setting for this testing as opposed to
Great Falls.

Senator Regan asked if Mr. South were here, and Jim Currie said
he was not, however he would try to answer questions. She then
asked him, would you address this issue and explain to us why
it was one of the recommendations by the Department, or at
least the Governor.

Jim Currie: Basically, the Department recommended the closure
of the YEP program as Senator Bengtson mentioned, not because
it's a bad program—--it's a very good program--however there
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are some duplication of services. We feel those evaluations

can be done just as effectively at Pine Hills School and Mount-
ain View School, and can be done within the level of approp-
riations, and there'd been some talk about the individuals being
put with hardened criminals. Our intent would be to separate
those individuals. Granted they would still be in an incar-
ceration facility, but they would not be kept with the "hardened"
youth. Senator Keating, to answer your guestion, Mountain View
School, if yvou've never been out there, is on Sierra Road in

the Helena Valley. It is in a rural setting and its--for lack
of a better description--there are no fences around it, it is
not the high security facility like you would find at the Womens
Correction Center at Warm Springs Campus or at Montana State

Prison. It is a rather open environment and minimal super-
vision. '
Senator Keating: Are the youth that .are at MountainiView School

similar in nature to the yvouth in the YEP in Great Falls.

Jim Currie: I am not sure I can answer that. I believe that
the problem associated with the individuals at Mountain View
School are probably more serious in. that they have already been
adjudicated delingquent, whereas the people in YEP are there for
strictly an evaluation, and at that point I don't believe had
been adjudicated as delinguent.

Senator Aklestad: I am sure Senator Bengtson is not making
this motion presenting this very lightly. We have had a lot
of discussion in our committee on that. We had all the con-
cern that has been expressed here today as far as reaching the
younger people, people who have not been sentenced or committed
to one of the institutions and whether they would be mixing.

I was satisfied because I was concerned last session, it was
my vote in the subcommittee that kept this thing on board in
the subcommittee in the last session. I believe we were re-
assured that these people, if desired, they could keep them’
separate. In fact at Pine Hills, they have a separate lodge
they can put them in if they desire. If not, then Senator
Himsl feels that maybe they should be co-mingled so that they
will not pull away from the evaluator.: Either way--they can
do it either way at these two institutions. Both of these two
centers have not had negative evaluation from judges or that.
I haven't seen any documentation which showed a negative from
judges or those evaluating the young people that was presented
to ‘the subcommittee. As I stated before, it 'is not our in-
tention that this program is not a good program. We realize
it is a good program, but it is a duplication of programs and
we are in a budget crunch and hopefully we can cut out some
duplication and still not Jjeopardize +the young people. I

am sure why that motion is made in that attempt.

Senator Jacobson: I think we've all made up our minds by now
I would call for the gquestion.

MOTION to amend to delete YEP was voted, roll call vote, the
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motion failed.

Senator Regan announced that the vote had failed by a 9-7 vote
and asked if there were any other issues to be addressed in
the Department of Institutions.

Senator Smith: I have an amendment. I apologize for doing
this because it is an increase in the budget and its on page

75 of the bill, D-9 on your book. I would like to explain

some of the reasons that I am doing this. I would like to
point out to the committee, this is not in my area where

this is from. The Montana State Hospital in Warm Springs
received a 2% cut for 1987 and Mental Health Association
received a 5% cut which is about $200,000. In addition

even though there is not a single state employee in the

entire Mental Health Center there is $154,000 in the state

pay plan which will be cut from the Mental Health Care

funding and since, I guess my argument is since the patients

at Warm Springs and the ones in the Mental Health Centers

are often the same patients, it would seem to be fair to
provide the Mental Health Centers with a similar cut. Warm
Springs and the Mental Health Centers work together to ensure
that seriously mentally health patients coming out of the State
Hospital go into community programs such as Guilder House in
Butte, Rainbow House in Billings, Montana House in Helena,

New Direction Great Falls and Clark Street in Miles City. In
addition many clients who have gone into Warm Springs are
diverted into out-patient community care treatment mental
health center programs in the local communities and are never
committed to Warm Springs. The Community Health Centers serve
over 15,000 unduplicated clients per year. I would just like
to point out to the committee that it costs $36,500 a year to
provide for the needs of the patients in Montana State Hospital
but it only costs $595, and I am using Eastern Montana as an
example because that's where the clients are served, it 1is

only around $600 per client for the treatment. I would say if
we just kept 3 people out of the institutions we would be saving
far more money by appropriating this $100,000 additional dollars,
and I recognize the problems of the state budget, but sometimes
we are pennywise and end up pound poor.

MOTION by Senator Smith page 75, line 24 to strike $4,024,712
and insert $4,214,712.

Senator Christiaens: I will support this particular motion.

I think that again we have been trying to deinstitutionalize
peonle that this is money very well spent. I notice more and
more people in Great Falls who are using these services, and I
don't think we should be cutting them at this time.

Senator Manning: You know an ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure, and that 1s really what this is all about.

Senator Bengtson: I am not going to speak against it, but you
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know that we have --that whole Mental Health arena has been
tightened up in the state budgeting process, and if we have

a paper service on board-- There was some problems with Mental

Health and I think yvears ago, maybe about 4 or 5 years ago

they were wondering if we were setting the budget for them so
they didn't have any kind of loose money around, but that's

all been pinned down. I kind of think they are taking a double
whammy here, and $100,000 probably wouldn't hurt us. They are
getting cut back on the federal level as well and they are
doing a real service in our communities. There is a waiting
list all over, and I am going to support the amendment.

QUESTION was called for, voice vote, Senators Aklestad and
Senator Story voting no, the motion carried.

Senator Regan asked if anything else was to be addressed in
the section.

MOTION by Senator Christiaens to close Section D, Institutions.
Voted, passed.

Senator Regan announced they would reconvene here at 1:30
for the Educational section of the budget and hopefully they
could finish it before 3.

The meeting recessed, and was called back to order by Vice
Chairman Senator Jacobson who said Senator Regan had asked
that she start the meeting if she was not back on time. We
will go ahead on Other Education starting on E-1. We will
continue as she was going with the across the Board cuts

on E-1. Is there someone who has a comment on the Bd of Educ.
Board of Education. None

Fire Services Training School. None

School for the Deaf and Blind. None

Audiological Serxvices. None

OPI-State Administration. None

OPI-Distribution to Public Schools. None

Vo-Tech Centers. None

Montana Arts Council. None

Montana Historical Society. None

Montana State Library. None

Senator Jacobson asked if there was any comments to be made on
the policy issue. If not, I think we could go ahead then.

Does anyone on the committee then have any changes or additions
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to:

The Board of Public Education. None

Fire Services Training School. Senator Manning, I have a

little problem with user fees in the Fire Services Training
School, on the Ppolicy issue. These people are actually dealing
with rural areas and volunteer fire departments which in most
cases don't have any extra funds. They are very lucky to get

by as well as some of them do. In rural Montana there is a

big changeover in the fire services in the volunteer departments.
Training is an utmost essence, because it 1s reguired by state
law. I think that I would like to make an amendment to do away
with the policy as stated here in regard to these volunteer
departments. They don't have any money to spend.

Senator Jacobson: Do you have an amendment prepared?

Senator Manning: No, I don't. I'1l just make a motion that
we do away with the user fees for the volunteer fire depart-
ments.

Senator Jacobson asked if he had the page of the bill. Page 80.

At this point Senator Regan arrived and took over the chair and
Senator Jacobson asked the chair to be recognized.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Manning, Members of the committee,
the reason it was done, in the LFA book there was an option
to close the Fire Services Training School and during that
discussion we also discussed the possibility of user fees.

I believe the director of the Fire Serxrvices Training School
offered up those user fees on the bill as a compromise. I'm
not sure how well it will work either, I guess we'll have to
kind of wait and see.

Senator Manning: They took the 5% cut, didn't they?

Senator Jacobsan: We gave them the 5% cut and then if you look
on page E-1 they actually took a 5.3% cut and that, including
the user fees. We pulled out the general fund and put in the
user fees. So they have more than a 5% cut.

Senator Manning: The Fire Services Training Center doesn't
deal with paid departments any more. They pretty well have
those departments trained--they have training instructors and
they really don't reguire the services. But the volunteer
department, the rural areas of Montana, and I don't happen to
live in the rural areas, but I do know the importance of this
because when I went on the fire department in 1952 in Great
Falls, there was no training. We lost a lot of buildings and
other things because we weren't adequately trained. A lot of
your volunteer departments have had the same problem in the
course of years, but with the training they have improved

incredibly and a good many of them have gone so far out as to
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take medical training, emergency medical training and they have
saved lives. Before a lot of them didn't have any idea what
they were doing and I think it 1s very important that we keep
this in place or our rural areas will suffer.

Senator Story: I was a president of a rural fire company, and
rural fire companies are required to have x number of hours of
training every vear. None of our training came from this school.
We're too far from the school, so our training was from local
fire companies, Red Cross, CPR, and that sort of training. All
of our training -- I suspect except for the area around Great
Falls there is no training. If there is someone here I would
like to know how many rural firemen they trained last year.

Senator Manning: They have an instructor that's hired by the
school that works out of Miles City, works that area. Glendive,
etc. (something more which was undistinguishable on the tape)
It's not just the Great Falls area because most of your small
valunteer departments around Great Falls are pretty well trained
and they've got some people on board that will probably stay
there for years and they can do the future training. But there's
many other areas that will decide.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Manning, I believe the gentleman

in Miles City was retired with the 5% cut. I guess I would
oppose your motion, not because I don't agree with you that the
Fire Services Training School is delivering a good service, but
for the fact that Mr. Weeden did offer to put into place those
user fees, and I think we ought to give him a chance to see if
it works. If it doesn't work we'll be back in January and we
may want to change our mind.

Senator Bengtson: Was it Mr. Weeden's offer or was 1t the
LFA's option that proposed that we take this. I think as long
as they have a 5% cut why tatk on another .3%. They don't

have any money to pay for those fees. Every volunteer fire
department in the country is having their barbeques, their pig
roasts or whatever to make some money. She said they went on

every spring and in her area there had been 3 of them She
continued, I don't know what you're trying to do with this--
5% ought to be plenty.

Senator Jacobson: Did Mr. Weeden offer to cut the user fees?

Pam Joehler, LFA: The Education subcommittee suggested that
Mr. Weeden go back and take a look at where he could come

up with user fees or where they could charge for thelr ser-
vices and Mr. Weeden offered these as the area where he thought
that--he'd probally meet with some resistance, but he would

be willing to give it a try.

MOTION. Senator Manning said he had made the motion to remove
the user fees.

Senator Regan: The motion before us is to do away with the user fees,
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it is Senator Mannings motion.

Senator Keating: Before we vote, I could not hear the comments
in regard to the user fees being paid, I don't know of any

rural fire departments that are being served by this have agreed
to pay those user fees or not, I don't know.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Keating, what happened was we had
asked the LFA to go back and talk to Mr. Weeden about usexr fees
in that Fire Services Training School, and see if he thought
there was any area where he thought thev might be able to collect
user fees and he suggested this was one area where he might be
able to try it, he wasn't sure how the rural fire departments
would react to it, but he would try this out and see how it
worked.

Senator Keating; Then, did your committee put in language
reauiring fees in the bill?

Senator Jacobson: Yes, we did and we reduced the general fund
by a like amount of $900,000.

Senator Keating: So we collect $9,000 of user fees and backed
out $9,000 out of general fund.

Senator Jacobson: Yes. They send out a number of these £f£ilms,
and if they charge $5 for the use of a film--

Senator Story: There is one other thing the committee ought to
know. There are two types--wéll there are 3, but there are two
types that use this serxrvice. One 1is tax supported. There are
fire districts that are tax supported. There are also vol-
unteer fire companies that do nothing but barbegue and that
sort of money. One other thing according to the book only 22%
receive the services of this group.

Senator Keating: This training schcocol is onlyreaching 1/5 of
the volunteer fire fighters?

f
Senator Smith: One other comment. That is that they may not
be getting all of the services that you are talking about but
those people come into every area that they have a rural fire
department in. They have a rural fire department in our area
plus the fire department in Medicine Lake and all the others.
They bring all of those people in and they give them training
on how to use the pumps, how to go cut and effectively fight
fire and this sort of thing. Actually what you're doing now,
is all these volunteer fire departments, if they want to be
able to put on this training school they are going to have to
dig in their own pocket or some local gets socme money to pro-
vide that they will be able to get that service.We just keep
plugging away---.

Senator Haffey: Senator Smith, if that was the case what you

just said would happen I wouldn't have supported this in the
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subcommittee. I wouldn't reject Senator Manning's motion now.
But that's not the case. This is where films, slides, infor-

mation can be put into an envelope and sent to the Livingston
Rural Fire Company if they want to.

Senator Smith: It doesn't include the pick-up on the county,
the flight training.

Senator Haffey and Senator Jacobson: No.

QUESTION was called. Roll call vote, the motion failed.

School for the Deaf and Blind.

Senator Jacobson: Maybe we can take up the Audiological services
first, I have something for that too. The Audiology program,

testing childrens' hearing in the schools used to be with the
Office of Public Instruction and back in 1983 we moved it to

the School for the Deaf and Blind. In the last legislative
session we cut their budget and kept them at the 1983 level
through this biennium. Right now--there was a lot of discussion

in our committee because the Board of Education had suggested
taking a lesser cut out of the School for the Deaf and Blind

and making up the difference out of the Audiology Program which
is contracted, and is out for bids right now. When the bill
went into the House Appropriation, I believe it was the school
that came in with the suggestion which we had talked about back
in 1985 but the committee did not decide to do and that was to
take the program from a contracted services and move 1t into

the School for the Deaf and Blind, hire the Audiologists, hire
administrative staff and do the program themselves. Thev

seemed to think they could do it for less money. I got a little
bit of concern--I'd be delighted if we could do the job and

save a little bit of money, but I've got a little bit of concern
about doing 1t this quickly because yvou're going to wind up
hireing a number of FTE's that will go on board as state em-
ployees with all the benefits and everything else, and it it

just doesn't work out--they're there. I think both the school
is here and Mr. Hidde Van Duym from the Board of Education and
I would like to ask Hidde Van Duym on how this will work. We

have had no time for our LFA staff to take a look at the kind
of staffing pattern they are talking about.

Hidde Van Duym, Board of Public Education: The proposal--Jack
Moore's proposal, is based on the idea that it would be easier

to handle the program straight through the school as an admin-
istrative program rather than have 14 (we have right now) 14 con-
tracts with 14 times the overhead. I would like to call on

Bill Syvkes for the details, but the key is that the 14 sub-
contracts each time causes more problems and more overhead than
right now to do and through school. The figures proposed to

you include the benefits -- I don't know whether you saw the
language change to House Bill 30 when it came through the
committee. The figure there of 21 personne] is not correct.

With the aids, they are not all full time. I would like to
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defer to either Bill or Bob.

Bob Deming, Superintendent for the School for the Deaf and Blind:
This proposal came about after the bids were received for the
Audiological program well in excess of the appropriated amount
as set by the Education subcommittee. In looking across the
state, in talking with audiologists and those folks who have
been providers, their suggestion was to collapse the 14 con=-
tract areas into perhaps 6 or 8 regions, served by an audiologist
with aids to do the screening, evaluation of the students in the
public and private schools in Montana. The proposal was that
the Board of Education be allowed some flexibility in this

area of full time equivalents. In breaking it out we would
suggest at a maximum of 15.64 FTE to a minimum of 6.15. The
reason for that difference is this, there are presently con-
tractors out there that are doing a super job. The school has
within its budget the Audiological Services contract, however
this school has no money and this was boiler plate language

in the bill to administexr the program.So the contracts were let
to the contractors and then very little if any follow up was
done in terms of administering those contracts. It has been
rather of a headache in terms of the Baard of Public Bducation
in the school without administrative control to that degree to
control what each contractor is doing. These proposals would
then be presented to the Board of Public Education from whom
come the policies to direct the services of that program.

Hidde Van Duym: To answer your question directly, I think when
all is said and done, the Audiologists are probably more--in

a more insecure position right now with their contracts Dbeing
rebid every year than they would be under an administrative
situation. Right now we have last year, we had a set of con-
tracts, and the cheapest bids went and so suddenly a whole

set of audiologists were out of work and were replaced with
another set. Ultimately, I think this situation would give a
great deal more continuity in the program than the other set-up
would he. To answer your guestion, I think this set~-up will
probably provide more stability.

Senator Jacobson: I guess my biggest concern, and it sounds
like yvou have thought this through very well and it might be
the best way for everyone concerned, my concern is that at this
time and in this tight budget crisis that we are adding a lot
of FTE's. Is it possible to contract with the audiologist

for 9 months? Is it possible to contract for some of these
other services so we can get the program into place without
having those people on board forever if we feel we do not need
them.

Mr. Deming: The irony 1is that the bids went out--or the
request for proposal went out Jjust a month ago and the 14 bids
came back at $179,000 more than we even have available now--
that is on a 9 month basis.

Senator Jacobson: I guess what I'm suggesting to you is con-
tract with a specific audiologist to do the Jjob rather than to
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put them on as a state emplovee. Can we do that?

Mr. Deming: I would assume that that was what he had in mind.
Now these are not necessarily direct employed people. I think
what he was looking for is x number of audiologists contracted
for 9 months -- for the school year in time.

Senator Haffey: That person and 20 others are in the column

that says 21 FTE?

Mr. Deming: Yes, what we are saying here is that the contracted
people who are in place right now--for example use the Great
Falls school audiologist. We merely contract, he would not

be a state employee.

Senator Haffey: And that person and 20 others are included in
the column that says 21 FTE? 1Is that what we have there?

Mr. Deming: Yes.
Senator Hammond: What does the $500,000 cover which is much less
than what the contract bids came in for. Isn't that about

$500,000? What does that cover?

Mr. Deming: It covers personnel, it covers benefits and it
covers operations, repair, maintenance, calibration etc. It
covers the whole show.

Senator Hammond: It covers those people that you are talking
apbout? The 217

Mr. Deming: Yes.
Senator Regan: Why benefits if they are not state employees?
Mr. Deming: I would imagine if we contracted for Great Falls,

the total salary package for an audiologist for even the Great
Falls public schools would be salary with benefits, whatever
that might be. I would assume we would have to make a con-
tract for Great Falls for that person for 9 months.

Senator Regan: You'd make a contract, but you don't include
state benefits, do you? You're not hireing them as employees.
We don't want them put on the payroll as state employees. We
come back in January, if yvou think this is tough, this is just
the warm upn. Pam, do you have anything to shed some l1ight on
this?

Pam Joehler: This (exhibit A. Pam attached to minutes) is a

copy of the amendment that was handed out to House Approp-
riations and if the agency and the legislature does not want
these additional personneél as state employees then we are going
to have to change the language that was approved because the
language reads "item E" which refers to the appropriation for
the audiological program includes funds to allow the Board of
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Public E4d to employ necessary personnel, and if it is the intent
of the legislature not to have that then we will have to change
that to contract with necessary audiologists or whatever.

Senator Christiaens: I am confused as to the number of FTE's.
If I heard you right you said instead of 21 you said it should
be 15.4 and then you went on to say 6.11 and I think I got all
lost in there somewhere.

Mr. Deming: To respond to a couple gquestions and Senator
Christiaens. The FTE--21 people—-anytime the FTE is related
to our operation it is a 9 month operation. Therefore it 1is

translated to .73. When you take the 21 personnel to gperate

the program and come down with .73 except for the administrator
which would be a 1, then you come on down to 15.64 in that trans-
lation of the 9 month program.

Senator Regan: But, Mr. Deming. You show one administrator
at $30,000 for a 9 month job you show 8 audioclogists, 10 aids
and 2 secretaries. Are you telling me that the 8, 10, and 2

which is what Representative Moore proposed, apparently the
House vpassed, translates instead as 1/4 of that? This is what
we were given. This shows the FTE's.

Bill Sykes, School for the Deaf and Blind: What the 15.64 and
the 6.15, we thought if we could contract with existing con-
tractors to a certain extent, we could reduce it vossibly

down to a minimum of 6.15. One of the problems is Eastern
Montana is tough to get contractors to bid on some of our
eastern counties and we would not want to leave ourselves with
not enought flexibility in FTE not to be able to cover some
eastern school districts.

Senator Regan: I bet you could get the county Health Depart-
ment and cover those schools very easily.

Bill Sykes: The school has continually had trouble getting
contracts in eastern Montana and even in the last bids there
were 2 or 3 areas--2 areas that were not covered by any of the
contractors bidding. That is simply--we will, to the extent
employ current contractors on a contract basis rather than
employ an FTE because we are simply duplicating what's out
there. If they're doing a good job we'll contract with them.

Senator Regan: If the language of this bill is changed with
who funds to allow the Board of Education to contract with the
necessary personnel--we don't want any state employees put

on, we want the language changed, and the person you would
normally hire to Eastern Montana, if that's the case, vou are
just going to have to find that person, give them a contract--
it's the same thing except they're not a state employvee.

Bill Sykes: We don't have a big problem with that. One thing
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that we would like the committee to consider is an administrator

of this program. As Senator Jacobson is well aware, under the
current program there is no adminstration of the program what-
soever. We have 7 contractors going their own way and for ex-

ample, in the current fiscal year, you had one contractor

drop the preschool screening where the other contractors are
providing that service, and that is a critical service, we think,
in terms that that is really the age grouv that you really want
to hit the hardest, is the preschool kids. We need continuity

in service. We can't have one contractor doing one thing and
another contractor doing something else. We really need some-
body out there to look at and see what they are doing so no kids
are slipping through the cracks with hearing problems.

Senator Jacobson: This program was for years and vears and vears
in the OPI and it never had any administrative money and we never
had a2 problem with it. I don't understand why we've been having

a problem with it Jjust since we moved it.

Hidde Van Duym: I think that has been a problem all along. It
does require a good deal of administrative check-ups on the con-
tracts. I think it was absorbed by the 0PI and it has been a
problem absorbing it in the School for the Deaf and Blind, and

I do think it has been a problem all along.

Senator Regan: I have some real problems further, with what
happened on the amendments that were offered, because talking
about absorbing it, it would appear to me that the audiological
budget which was $673,000 was reduced to $500,000 and then
$173,000 went to the Scheocol for the Deaf and Blind. For what
reason? What was the justification of taking that money out

of the program.

Hidde Van Duym: As I understand it that money did not go to
the school for the Deaf and Blind. As I understand it that money
was taken to go back--it was simply taken out of the program.

Senator Regan: Into the general fund?

Hidde Van Duym: Yes.

Senator Hammond: We didn't have money enoudgh to cover the con-
tracts when the bids came in. The bids came in after we saw

this in the subcommittee. This was an amendment to try to make
this work another way and was suggested by the School for the
Deaf and Blind that they would take it on, supervise it through
the method that they have Jjust described at this $500,000 figure.

Senator Himsl: I have a problem with this too, do you envision
that you are going to employ individual contractors who are
going to be under your supervision to escape the employee benefits?
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Is this what I am hearing? Is this what we really have in
mind? Let me repeat that--You are proposing actually that you
employ independent contractors, you intend to employ them and
they'll be under your supervision which will have some effect
on their independence for the purpose of escaping the emplovee
benefits? Is this what we're hearing?

Mr. Deming: We included the salary level with benefits included,
Senator.

Senator Himsl: The same as a state employee then?

Mr. Deming: Not if they're contracted. Their salary is high

enough before benefits --

Senator Himsl: A teachers contract is the same way unless
they're an independent contractor.

Senator Regan: I am going to ask that the LFA persue this
further with you. I think there is a great deal of confusion,
we want to take a hard look at it--we may come back after 3

we will want to wrap up the language anvhow and this issue
will be addressed then.

With the committee's indulgence we will put this one aside
for the moment and come back to it. Are there any issues
dealing with the school itself, not the audiological portion
but the school itself.

Senator Jacobson: The School for the Deaf and Blind came in
with, having gone through the Board of Public Education, with
a 49--saying they could take a cut of 49912 and that the re-
mainder of it would come out of the Audiology budget. Qur
committee looked at both of those budgets separately because
we felt that they were two separate programs and we felt that
we shouldn't be mixing from borrowing from one to give to the
other. That's kind of a moot point at this point in time, but
the committee did look at the School for the Deaf and Blind.
We didn't feel that they could absorb a full 5% cut, but in
view of the fact that we were taking the deep cuts in instit-
utions, Human Services and Dévelopmentally Disabled, and all
the rest we felt that they would be able to absorb some and
the motion was made by Representative Peck to remove 3%.

It was not unanimous, but it was adopted by our committee. I
have both of those amendments-- and after it went over into
House Appropriations then they reduced them to a .6 reduction
which is $11,000. I guess I'd just like the committee's opinion
on whether that's a fair reduction to make 1if you 'd just as
soon leave the School for the Deaf and Blind with little or

no cuts or if yvou feel that they should take some fair percent-
age of the cuts.

Senator Manning: Their budget itself, wasn't it pretty much

bare bones?
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Senator Jacobson: Senator Hanning, we looked that up because
there was about 3% hours of testimony on the School for the Deaf
and Blind. Senator Haffy, Representative Donaldson and I have

been working that budget since 1981 and we couldn't remember
ever having reduced them, in fact I think we've increased them
every biennium. I believe Pam's figures were--was it 61% in-
creases since '79. Since '79 we have increased their budget
61%, we have given them about 1.4 million in new buildings

plus equipment which wasn't in the 61% increase. So, no, I
don't think we've been decreasing. They have come in evexry
year for modifications and we haven't been able to give them
everything they asked for but we have certainly given them part
of everything they asked for every vear.

Senator Regan: Their budget has continued to increase, although
I think that their population dropped somewhat, did it not--or
is it back up?

Senator Jacobson: I am not sure.

Senator Manning: May I ask Bob Deming a guestion? has yvour work
load increased?

Mr. Deming: Yes. Senator Manning, the population did decrease
during the graduation of the (?) it has increased and come
back up since that graduation.

Senator Regan: This is a $3 million budget for the School on
the Deaf and Blind. She asked if an amendment had been offered.

Senator Jacobson said she would do sco if there were any sentiment
for it.

Senator Haffey: Before yvou do it, there are lots of ways to look
at this budget. One is what Senator Manning 1is getting at--Bill
Sykes talked to us about pre-school audiological testing. We

can agree to, I think, several children who profoundly have
hearing problens. Some of whom move with their families to

Great Falls. Some of them get ~-- for example -- 2 days a week

or 3 days a week, 15 minutes a session, attention from a teachexr--
from an audiologist. So it's not that they are being over
attended to. I suppose there are lots of measures that we could
look to in terms of whether they are over funded or under funded.
I think that was Representative Moore's efforts probably that
resulted in this .6% deduction. I would argue that they are

not over funded at all for the service they ought to be giving.

Senator Christiaens: If I could add to that, I think that one
of the things vou are finding more and more all the time are
multi-handicapped as well. At the time these babies are born

with multi-handicaps the calls go immediately to the school and
some early intervention is done at that point which may lessen

some of the impacts down the road. I know for a fact that that
is true and one of the sad things is that the air force realizes

the quality of the school also, and sends children with families
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to Great Falls because of that facility being there, and they
are not reimbursed for some of those federal indigents who have
handicapped children in school. So, I guess I think we need to
keep this funding right where it is.

Senator Regan asked i1f there were any other comments. There were
none and she said we would go on to the Superintendent of
Public Instruction.

Superintendent of Public Instruction. Senator Regan: (someone
mentioned an item) In there, vyou are right, Senator, there is
an area of Secondary Vo~Tech grants. I believe that was an
issue. Do you want to address that?

Senator Aklestad: I just wanted to know if you were going to
hit it. I don't know what the issues are, but was there any

proposals made in the subcommittee? Similar to the one that

was made in Higher Education? As far as a resolution that these
vo-techs had better start to come in with a suggestion as far as
consolidation or administration or anything?

Senator Jacobson: OUur committee did send a letter regarding

looking at those things. Someone else has a resolution in
I think, that deals with those issues, but our committee did
not look at a resolution. The main reason we did it with the

University system was because Senator Halligan proposed a
resolution and we felt that we'd like to work with him and
get the suggestions that we had, but our committee did send a
letter to the OPI asking them to address the policy issues.

Senator Bengtson: What would their--maybe Pam could help to
figure this out--what would their--I would 1like to know what

a 5% reduction of that vocational educational grant secondary
vocational grants would be. Rathexr than a 16.6%. It bothers
me that the schools take the 5% cut in all those special bud-
gets--transportation, school lunch--and in addition to that
they take another cut here. I have had a lot of response from
constituents on this. There are school districts in my area--
they think it is unfair as they get whacked part of this 5%.

Senator Regan: Senator Jacobson, if you would turn in your
budget book to E-33, there's a rather interesting table which
Seconodary vo-ed grants. If you look at the way in which vo-

cational educational costs have risen, they have increased 31.6%
when you look at the total cost, and when consider out of cost
pPer student, they've increased 38.6%, as opposed to the regular
educational increase of 11.4%. The funds that were taken here
are funds that, I think Senator Jacobson might want to address
with yvou, I do not think in any way they hurt the program--
indeed we funded it, I think extremely well. Much better than
we funded the School Foundation program.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Bengtson, the policy issue was to
discontinue the special secondary vo-ed grants saving $480,000
which 1is the page that Senator Regan has been referring to. Our
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committee looked at and certainly it was a viable option, and

it could have been done and it still could be done. Instead we
chose to just take the $80,000 that we needed to cover what we
could not pull out of OPI because there they had such a bare bones
budget they would not be able to deliver the services that are
needed out in the communities. The people that I talked to out
in my community said they would much rather see OPI take a lesser
cut and get the services they needed than the small amount of
money they get from the secondary vo-ed grants. so, if it was

a trade off, the $80,000 didn't bother them one bit. It was a
very tiny amount for our community.

Senator Smith: There are two things. 1. In regards to the
last comment. Maybe that's the case in Senator Jacobson's
schools, but it certainly isn't in ours because just about every
one of our schools in my district anyway, do have vocational
education, and in regards to using the figures that were pres-
ented, you will find that when it comes to vocational education
they need to buy a lot of equipment that 1is behind this educ-
ation, and that is where yvour additional cost is.

Senator Regan: Those funds, Senator, were meant to be start-up
funds. They came into the program, approved by us--all dgeneral
fund money, and the idea was when you started up a vocational
educational program--when you were starting--you would have to
buy equipment. Those funds have already gone to our schools for
start-up costs. They have bought the egquipment. It is Jjust
simply that we have never cut those funds off, and the policy
issue is--isn't it about time that we do? I think the com-
mittee acted very gently in just removing the small amount
they did because I think there is a real guestion whether we
should continue these grants since the start-up costs have
already been there.

Senator Smith: I am not guestioning that, however there were
some guestions raised and I thought I would answer them. I
would like to also point out to you that technology changes,
the egquipment you use wears out and you do have to continually
replace it.

Senator Regan: Any other comments? {(none) That finishes then
the section on the Other Education and I would entertain a
motion to close that section except for the Audiology Program.
Was there anything else that was an issue?

Senator Bengtson: Before you close it, I would like to offer
a motion on that secondary vo-ed, just to get the feeling of
the committee.

MOTION by Senator Bengtson that rather than take up the 16.6% to
take out the 5% as we've done in the other budgets which would
be a deletion of $24,000 from the grant monies to secondary
public schools. I would think it would be only fair to take

out 5% but I can't understand the rationale of 16.6% and we

were just doing that as a compromise rather than taking the

whole grant away.
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That is E-8, talking about the Secondary Grants, and I don't
know the line.

Senator Regan: Pam, could you get us the line?
Pam Joehler: Page 83, line 16.

Senator Regan: Your proposal is to take the 5% and restore the
balance to this progran.

Senator Bengtson: Yes, that is correct.

Senator Regan asked 1if there was further discussion, guestion
was called and a voice vote was taken. She then asked for a
roll call vote.

Senator Keating: I have a gquestion. Are we Jjust taking the
money out? Will the local taxpayers have to make up the money
in this or are they just not going to spend this money?

Senator Regan: They just don't spend as much. It is general
fund money.

Senator Smith: May I answer that guestion. If they want to
continue the vocational education for those students who in
many cases do not go on to college and get higher earnings,
they will then have to ask the local taxpaver to pick up the
difference.

Senator Regan: Senator, if you will look at E-33, vou will see
the millions of dollars that we spend on secondary vo-education.
This i1s not for the students, it in essence sort of a (I hate to
use the word, but sort of a)slush fund that OPI doles out and
the amounts are piddling amounts to these districts. They will
not feel the effects of this. It is a program, as I say, that
once started with the start-up costs, we can't seem to ever cut
the spigot off, and it's time to start batting down the hatches.
People are sitting here giving back money when it was our intent
to do something somewhat different.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Keating, to put it into perspective,
I believe don't all the counties get a percentage of this?

Senator Bengtson: I am not sure of this--

Senator Jacobson: Evidently all the counties do not, but if

you would take the number of counties that receive the grant and
slip their part of the $80,000 out it doesn't amount to much.

I think someone from Butte told me $13,000, but I'm not sure.
Our feeling in the committee was that people in our communities
around the state needed the services of the OPI more than the
$13,000 or whatever their share of the grant was, and that is
why we did it that way.



Finance and Claims
June 24, 1986
Page 49

Senator Manning: May I ask Senator Jacobson--Do you have any
idea how many counties do participate in this? You say not
all of them.

Senator Jacobson: I think Mr. Christiaansen 1s here.

Mr. Christiaansen: It is not by county, it is by school dis-
trict, and it is by application. There are 120 of the 169
High School districts that are participating in excess costs
for secondary education.

Senator Jacobson: Can you then put that into perspective so
far as--take one school district--what kind of a loss of money
are we talking about with $80,000 spread across the board?

Mr. Christiaansen: It is difficult to say because it's not
across the board you know. It depends on the number of pro-
grams that you have in vour high school. If you take $80,000
and divide that by about 524 projects, that's about what we
have. On an average, if you can deal with an average, which we
cannot in this case--but if you wanted to make it simplistic
that way, just divide $80,000 by 520 some projects.

Senator Regan: And what does that give us, Pam?

Pam Joehler: S152.

Senator Regan: $152.

Senator Hammond: You might Jjust mention those courses that

gualify. Do you have those?

Mr. Christiaansen: The programs, Madam Chairman, that gqualify
are those that are approved by 0PI, and they're in the occup-
ational areas of Agriculture, Business, Home Economics, Distrib-
utive Education, Industrial Arts, and--gosh, I've lost the last
one there.

QUESTION was called, Roll call vote,

Senator Hammond asked where this money goes, and Senator Regan
said the general fund.

The roll call vote was taken and the motion failed.

Senator Regan said this finishes the Other Educational section
of the budget and she would entertain a motion now to close
that section except for the Audiological problem and any tech-
nical amendments that might come up.

Voted, passed.

Higher Education.
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Senator Regan: Are there any comments to be made. Now 1is the
time for the public comments regarding this section.

Commissioner's Qffice. ©None

Community Colleges. None

Agricultural Experiment Station. None

Bureau of Mines and Geology. None

Cooperative Extension Service. None

Forest Experiment Station. None

University System, itself. Carrol Xrause, Commissioner of
Higher Education: There is an item that we need to bring to
your attention relating to indirect costs. House Bill 18 that
was passed during the March special session of the Legislature,
modified the language on indirect costs. The language in H. B.
30 goes back to the language that was in House Bill 500 prior
to the time that the Legislation was passed. It ocurrs in the
language correction is required in several places because that
language is included in every one of the University units. It

goes back to the language of 500 rather then the approp-
riation bill.

Senator Regan: Have you discussed this with the---.

Carrol Krause: Yes, I think it is also one that you can--the
wording is very critical that it follow 18 inorder to correct
it, I would like to work with Pam to try to get the language
corrected in a manner in which it was intended in H. B. 18.

Senator Regan: That's fine. Thank you for calling it to our
attention and we will take it up probably upon adjournment at
3. BAre there any other comments dealing with the University
system. Anyone wish to make any comments dealing with Higher
Education? Seeing none, we're ready for executive action.

Board of Regents. No amendments offered.
Commissioner of Higher Education. Senator Aklestad: I don't
have an amendment, but I do have a question. The Commissioner's

office is exempt from the 5%? 1Is that right?

Senator Jacobson: No, they took a 3.1. There are some things
that go into the Higher Education budget including the WICHE
and WAMI programs and some other things, and if vyvou look in
your book vou can run through those sections.

Senator Aklestad: Do the FTE fall under the salary one, not
just the operational?
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Senator Jacobson: You are asking me if they are projected

in the freeze? Yes. They are. As state emplovyees, they are.
To the best of my knowledge. Mr. Krause, could you answer that?

Carrol Krause: I didn't hear the guestion.

Senator Jacobson: He was asking if the employees in your
office are state employees and thereby subject to the pay
freeze bill that is coming in.

Carrol Xrause: Yes, that is correct. Could I explain this
question? We offered a 5% reduction in our budget but what
happened, the reason it is 3.1 is because the committee re-
instated some of that work study money that we had cut earlier
so 1t reduced it to 3.1%.

Senator Jacobson: The Appropriations full committee did that.
Our committee took the full 5%. Our administration is all 5%.
It is the work study that brings it back up to 3.1 3.

Senator Aklestad: I guess then, why didn't the committee re-
instate the full 5%--in the narrative on F-7 indicates that the
Commissioner's office for comparable--talents, I guess, for lack
of a better word--it seems far more variable than--

Senator Jacobson: Oh, you're talking about the policy issue
on F-7. We looked at that Senator Aklestad, and I guess we
felt we were kind of comparing apples to oranges here. We

weren't real comfortable with the comparisons that were laid

out for us, and so we put that option aside and just took the

5% across the board cut that was--it was the full Appropriations
committee that then refused the cut we had made in the work study

and reduced the 5% cut. We did discuss this, we did not feel
comfortable acting on it. It would be a little bit hard 1f we
cut their salaries to this level. In essence we are cutting

the commissioner's office and asking him to find it where ever
he can find it because he can't go in and cut those contracts.

Senator Aklestad: I guess I realize that was the over reaction
cf the full committee of the legislature, but I really do think
the 5% ---.

Senator Regan: I think that the commissioner knows that we
have some deep concerns about the galary structure that we are
using--the level of funding, and I hope you notice.

Community Colleges. No amendments
Ag Experiment Station. None
Bureau of Mines and Geology. ©None

Cooperative Extension Service. None
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Forest Experiment Station. None
University System-6 Units. Senator Jacobson: I am passing

around an amendment that, in essence, would strike the amend-
ment that Representative Hannah had put on on the WICHI, WAMI
program on the House floor a couple of days ago. I realize
that we have talked a great deal about pay-back situations,
about the possibility of requiring these students to come
back and work in the state to pay back the state for their
out of state tuition. There's a philosophical problem that
we keep running up against here. On the one hadd are we
educating doctors and dentists and occupational therapists
and veterinary students because we need them in the state of
Montana or because we don't offer the services and we feel
that our children and the state of Montana should be allowed
to make those choices as part of their education is concerned.
I guess whichever side of the fence you are coming from, I
still object to doing what was done on the House floor for
several reasons. Number 1, I am philosophically opposed to
it because I think it is a lot cheaper for us to be a part

of the WICHI, WAMI program than to provide the education in
Montana. What I object to in the students who are already

in the program and it will affect them next year on the pay
back. Let me give you an example of what will happen.

(There was some discussion here on finding the amendment,
Senator Jacobson pointed out the blue attached Committee of
the Whole amendment because it happened on the House floor,
Senator Regan said if you are looking at the yellow copy

of the bill, this is the way the amendment would appear if
it were printed in blue)

Senator Jacobson: Let me just give you an example of what is
going to occur. A medical student who is now in the program
as a sophmore will be told right now that starting next year
as a Jjunior, that in their junior year and their senior year,
they will then owe back to the state, and I think it is around
$5500 a year, so in addition to any other debts that they may
have incurred going to 8 years of college and be looking at a
residency program and whatever else they're going to need, we
have just put another 10 or 11,000 dollars on that debt that
they've already got without ever giving them a chance to even
comment on it or even have the time to assess whether or not

they want to continue in the program. I just kind of think
that if you really want to do this you might want to look at
it in the next legislative session and bring in a bill. If

you put it into this appropriation bill there's a good chance
that in 1987, all those students that are going to school that
year are going to have to pay back and we could change our
mind next year because this appropriation won't be around

when we come back in the 1987 session. I would just hope that
vyou would take a loock at it and if yvou really want to do it

at least slow it down until 1988 and let those students who
are in the program or wanting to enter the program, give them
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a chance to come in and tell us how they feel about it and
whether they can handle it.

Senator Story: That isn't how I read the amendment. It says
one year after they graduate.

Senator Jacobson: I think Representative Hannah is here, and
perhaps we should let him explain his amendment and what he
meant to do.

Senator Regan: I am going to ask instead. (she asked who had
prepared the research asked if Jane Hamman, LFA, would respond)
I would like you to respond, and considering this whole question
I shared some of the concerns Senator Jacobson did, and I
wondered if indeed the way the language originally was written
whether it did what we wanted it to do. So, I asked the LFA
to prepare some alternatives for us to consider. Before I

ask her to address this issue. Before I ask her to address
this guestion I would like to present another view of this
philosophic guestion of what the role of the state should be
in furnishing these opportunities of education for our young.
I am glad we have had the WICHI, WAMI and the Rural Dentistry
Program. We have begun to reduce some of those slots because
we have an abundance of dentists, and indeed the projection is
that we are going to have an abundance of doctors as well.
But, I don't think that's the issue, I don't think that pro-
viding sheer numbers is the issue. I think the guestion is
how far should the state go in providing for degrees that are
not offered by our University System. We have 800,000 people
and as you kncw, glLite an ambitious post-secondary educational
system. I point out that I have a friend whose daughter now
is getting a PHD in a rather obscure subject, going to school
out of state and in fact to Europe. It has been an incredibly
expensive program. The state is not contributing cone dime for
this. The state simply can't provide all the programs that
people wish. They have provided for medical degrees and the
health care system. I suppose in the hopes that some of these
people will come back to the state and provide us with the
kind of care that we need. I would ask Pam to discuss--ox

I'm sorry--Jane to discuss what problems are found in the
amendment and what we might consider doing instead.

Jane Hamman: First of all, looking at all of the student
contracts, that is the letters that go to the prospective
students and the agreements with accepted students, there is
language included in all of those related to "so long as
funding is appropriated by the Legislature, contingent upon
approval". Therefore, there does not appear to be a prcblem
with regard to the notification to the students. The related
question is that of an implied contract which references back
to our state constitution, and making a change for all of

the students in fiscal 1987 rather than just making a change
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for new students who are starting the program. I believe there
is someone here from the council that may be able to speak
further to that. This matter of an implied contract may mean
that the Legislature would want to decide to phase in the pro-
gram starting just with new students. And then, looking at
another option, if you have the analysis book and you will look
at F-10 in the analysis book, table 4, you see in the third
column a cost per slot for each student, co for example on the
first line, a medical student, the cost per slot is $22,000.
Those figures, I might add, are considered every year by the
educational sub committee in determining the appropriation for
WICHI, WAMI, and Minnesota Rural Dentistry so that we are

aware of the cost per slot. Therefore the options might be 20%
of the cost of the slot, or 25% of the cost of the slot. You
will recall on table 8, page F-14 the summary of the kind of

pay back provisions in other surrounding states. The lowest one
there is in Nevada at 25%, and then it goes on up to 100% re-
lated to these kinds of options. So if 25% were to be used,

a medical student would be paying back $5,500 and at the otherx
end of the continuum, an occupational therapist would be paying
back $975. If this were initiated in '87 for all 200 students
under the student assistance program, the total pay back would
be $960,660. If it were just for the 49 scheduled new students
the amount would be $253,000. I would be happy to answer any
gquestions.

Senator Regan: Representative Hannah, I know that you have
waited and want to speak to this issue, do you want to speak to
the issue?

Representative Hannah: Only if you think it is appropriate,
I am here to answer any dquestions that this committee might
have. If you want me to address the committee, I'm just here

at your call.
Senator Regan: You're welcome to do so.

Senator Himsl: This is an appropriation bill. Has this been
reviewed that thesgse programs are set up in the statutes and
that we are in the appropriation bill attempting to amend the
statute. 1 wonder 1if anybody has searched the propriety of
that, or would it be better to wailt and address this in the
regular session where vou can address the statute first before
you start the appropriation bill. é

Jane Hamman: Senator, there does not appear to be anything in
the statute at this time that would preclude the beginning of ;
a repayment program. As I mentioned the only item that might i
be guestionable would be that of an implied contract.

A\
Senator Keating: May I ask Representative Hannah the rationale i

for beginning the payvyback program as of now upon those students
who have already entered the program under a certain assumption.
Why did we not grandfather in those that are in the program %
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but establish a pay back for those students wishing to enter
the program on the basis that this becomes a loan for their
education that would have to be paid back and not try to change
horses in the middle of the stream for those who are already
committed to the program.

Representative Hannah: I don't think that that would be a
problem in the House. It would not be a problem with me. When
we put the amendment before the House the information that we
had was that we could in fact, change the contracts because they
were 1ssued annually to the students, and the language in the
contracts which was referenced about the funding was dependent
upon the funding from the legislature. If that is a real problem
and I have some information here form the Council that they don't
think that it is, but if the committee thinks that it is in fact
a problem, I guess the mood of the House on this particular am-
endment was that number 1, we felt that there needed to be some
reasonable attempt made to ask for some reasonable repayment.
That's where the terms came from, the terms are like a 5% in-
terest over a 10 year period. The proposal that you have in
front of you shows a 1 vear time payment before the reépayment
begins. There were amendments to this amendment which changed
that to three years to try to take into account the residency
that these people would have to have. The mood, as far as I

can gather from the House was to be reasonable but yeat that

it was very appropriate to ask these people to pay back this
portion.

Senator Keating: By what vote count did your amendment pass?
Representative Hannah: 65-35, as a rough guess.
Senator Jacobson: Representative Hannah, I guess my biggest

concern, and this issue has certainly come up many times, and

I would certainly suggest to you that it might be appropriate
to bring a bill in to the next legislative session. I am very
concerned, however, that we have sort of skirted the process.
I've gotten a lot of letters form WICHI students and from WAMI
students being concerned about our reducing this program and I
have written back to them that there are no recommendations at
this point that we are going to do anvthing to your program and
so they're all sitting home sort of lulled intoc thinking we're
not dealing with it this session. I have a joint resolution
that will be coming into this session that was brought up by
the Higher Education subcommittee looking at doing a number of
things including consolidation of the administration of the Ag
Experimental station and the Cooperative Extension Service. If
yvou'd like we could add it to the 1list of 7 things we are
already asking the commissioners to look at and you could bring
a bill into the next legislative session and that time at least
the people in the program would have a chance to testify. Some~
how, that seems ultimately much more fair than going this
direction with it. It would also eliminate the problem of
putting it into an appropriation bill and having the chances
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of it failing next session end up with those students in 1987
being the only ones that ever paid any money. Maybe there's
not much chance, but it's there.

Representative Hannah: Well, I just think that--well, there

are a lot of bucks, but you ma&e a lot of points. I think

that we're here, and something should be done now--but I lost

my train of thought-- I think it might be fine to come back and
put an amendment and put it in your consideration, -- I guess

it is my duty, and I apologize to you and the other members of i
the committee, but most of us who are not on the appropriation
committee, when the bill comes to the House floor it is really
the only opportunity that we have. I know that hearings were
going on and those kinds of things, but we relly don't--the
process 1is very complex even to those of us who are members of
the legislature, and issues are identified through all of the
caucuses on both sides as to things that might be brought up
and the only opportunity to those of us who don't have a seat
on the appropriations committee to address the issues that we

might feel strongly about is on the House floor. So, although ﬁ
I agree with you in a sense, I think it really limits the voice
that I have, anyway to express what I believe to be a reason- o

able idea, an idea that was approved by the House by a fairly
substantial vote.

Senator Regan: I want to address a gquestion to Jane, I believe,
This is a special session to look hard at expenditures and how
we're spending our general fund monies. Part of the money we
spend is not general fund, is that right, or is it all general
fund?

Jane Hannan: If you will look at page 97 of the bill, you will
see on lines 10 and 11, there has been a considerable fund shift %
made during the work of the committee this session. But we

are still talking about under WAMI about $178,000 of general
fund, and $1.7 million of special—--state special coal tax
interest earnings. Then under WICHI, for this fiscal year '87
we're talking about $1.8 million of coaltax and Rural Dentistry
down on line 18, $111,000 of genexral fund.

Senator Regan: Then you are really looking at about $3,600,000
for this program.

Senator Regan: We are very close to going into session. We
have Senator Jacobson's motion before us which would simply
strike any obligation on the part of the students. It would
remove this language from the bill. If that passes, I think
I will compose an amendment which will still require some pay
back but will be structured a little bit differently.

Senator Himsl: I would just like to comment philoésophically
and I know there are differences of opinion here, but I have always
been opposed to this indentured servant approach. This has been '

discussed for years and vears with all these popular programs.
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I think there is a serious flaw in this in the implied con-
tract situation that we have.

Senator Keating: Are we going to discuss this WICHI, WAMI thing
more at some later time.

Senator Regan: Well, we could take a vote on Senator Jacobson's
motion so that we may have settled that--whether they want to
wipe out this language. That does not necessarily mean that

someone might stick other language in there.

Senator Keating: I had a different thing. If we were going to
discuss this further at some later point, I would like to have
the administrators of the program give us a little background
in the eligibility for these programs. I'm getting information
from my constituents that non-residents are moving into the
state to live with relatives and then getting into this program
as residents, and I would like to find out if there is any of
that going on and if there 1s any tightening up on eligibility
and that sort of thing. If we are going to discuss this at a
later time.

Senator Regan: We will continue the discussion. It is 3
o'clock now. We'll recess now and take the vote when we come
back since we are due up on the floor.

The committee recessed and came back following session of the
Senate.

Sentor Regan: I belleve we were discussing the WICHI WAMI pro-
gram and Senator Jacobson had proposed an amendment which would
in essence strike the language which had been placed on the
bill on the floor of the House. It would repeal the require-
ment for any kind of pay back Is there any further discussion.

Senator Aklestad: I guess I'm going to speak against the motion.
As 1 read the amendment that is before us, It goes into effect
in '87 but there is no payback until about 1990. Three years
after the student graduates as I read the amendment as it is now,
and as far as there being just one yvear that might be obligated
to do this, if it is in this bill it is not much different than
being in statute because the next legislative body can also

change the law. I feel this would put them on notice, and the
new students coming in that we do have a change going into
effect and they are not delaying any further. It does have

a three vear pay back--or a 3 years before it goes into effect
for a pavback, if there is real, real problems with it the
statute can be changed and there would be nobody who had paid
back anything.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Aklestad, I won't belabor this much
longer, but the point that I'm trying to make is that although
those students would not be required to pay back for three

vears, they have had no notification until now that we were
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even discussing this in this special session. It was not
brought to their attention, nor has it been discussed until
it hit the House £floor the other day. I think it is reason-

able to ask that Representative Hannah wait until January

and bring it in as a bill in the next legislative session.

I think at that point those students who are entering the pro-
gram or are thinking of entering the program by virtue of

the press coverage in this room today will then have notice
for the fact that they may have to pay back the funds and

they may want to reevaluate whether they want to enter that
program or not.

Senator Smith: I guess the first question I have. You

raised the gquestion in your comments earlier today is that,

do you have an amendment that would give the protection that
you are talking about to those students that would be en-
rolling and protect those that have already signed a contract?

Senator Regan: I do not have such an amendment drafted right
now. I think that the language that you have before you ob-
viously does not work. There are real problems with the
language. I would support striking that language. I do not
know whether the committee wants to address right now a repay-
ment option that would be based on a different formula and a
different phase in. I think what I'11l do is ask that this
issue be settled and then find out if there is sentiment for
such an amendment. That can easily be drafted.

Senator Smith: Just one other comment in regard to Senator
Jacobson's comment that we should wait until the next session.

I think what will happen, if we wait for the next session we
will wind up the same as we are because we will have students
that will be enrolling this next fall, so I think if we are

going to address it we should address it now so that we take

care of the new students that are going to enroll in the program.

Question was called on Senator Jacobson's amendment. (#10 on
amendment attachments) It would strike the Committee of the
Whole amendment. It would replace it with nothing.

Roll call vote was taken, the amendment passed.

Senator Regan: This may be a little unusual, I don't know.
Inorder to save a lot of discussion kind of work on the part
of the staff, how many people are philosophically in favor of
requiring some sort of pay back if the time frame and the per-
centage can be established so it is an easy matter to handle.
(She took an informal vote, the amendment would not carry) I
will not persue it this time. We'll leave that issue of WICHI
WAMI, are there any other issues in the University system?

Any other amendments to be offered.

Questions as to policy issues, Forestry, etc. were informally

discussed.
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Senator Haffey: I would like to have a clarification, I don't
have an amendment, but there'll be a pay plan freeze bill

that could--and I would ask Carrol Krause to address something
in regard to the status of the general fund reductions for

the 6 units. (to Krause) I wonder if you would just address
the part of the commission, because as Representative Hannah
said an hour ago that he didn't have the benefit, and neither
did all the members of even this committee, of all the dis-
cussions we have had. The subcommittee, as you know, was very
concerned with the 3 million 6 reduction for the University
systems 6 units. It was about as far as we ought to go. We
were concerned about--we addressed all the policy issues, you
recall that, and we didn't embrace any of them. The 3 million
6 was 5%. The sense of the subcommittee as I remember said we
are about as far as we ought to go. We had a concern then that
the pay plan freeze bill, if it passed, would not be able to do
what 1t is represented to do. That is to cause salaries to be
frozen, and things that go on in the University System because
of contractual obligations. That bill is passing in the House
as you know, would you tell us in just a sentence or so, just a
brief explanation of how that's going to present itself in the
form of your response if that passes through. Where are you
going to make the cuts?

Carrol XKrause: We have locked and tried to determine what the
impact of that would be, and it would be approximately another
3%. Not guite-~~-it's 2.89 or something like that. In tryving to
do the planning and anticipating some of the possibilities, we
have identified that we would have to reduce somewhere between
120 and 150 employees, I don't have the figures in front of

me at the moment. One of the problems that we are faced with,
is the fact that we do have for all of our faculty and pro-
fessional staff, we do have notice requirements whereby we have
to give a year notice, and so there are only very few people
that we are going to be able to reach at that level, teaching
assistance, a few adjuncts, but the bulk of the reductions

will fall on the classified emplovees. The custodians, etc.
They only require 30 day notice, so obviously you are going

to be reaching into that pool much harder than anvwhere else.
In fact that is where a majority of the cuts will be made.

Senator Haffey: When we cut right through all the discussion
that we perhaps would hear on the pay plan freeze bill, in

the context of  this appropriation bill and 3 million 6 of
reductions to the 6 units, does it mean i1f the pay plan freeze
passes, the net effect of the University system is you will
either cut classified employees like maintenance engineers,
etc., or you'll cut expenditures for eguipment maintenance
library books, etc, or a combination of those but you won't

be able to cut faculty as long as the contracts exist, 1is

that correct?
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Carrol Krause: It will be a combination. There are only a

few part time faculty that we can cut, because they are not on
continuing contracts so there would be some part time faculty

that we wouldn't hire. The majority of the cuts, however, will
come in terms of staff it would be somewhere between 125 and 150.
In addition to that, we will have to take some operational budget.
The percentage will be certainly everything we can take out of
physical plant, and we would, but the estimate is still based on
125 to 150 employees in addition to operations, not buying

library books and equipment.

Senator Regan: Are there any other issues within the Universities.
Seeing none, are there any policy issues? Then I will enter-
tain a motion to close this section.

Jane Hamman: This is a brief technical amendment which merely
corrects a mistake in the typing in the bill. Page 100,
line 5. This indicates that the community college approp-

riation for fiscal 1986 was at 52% and for fiscal 1987 at 49%.
Just a technical matter.

Senator Hammond: I move the amendment.

Senator Regan asked for discussion, none, voted voice vote,

motion carried. Are there any other issues to be addressed?
Carrol Krause: The language that we worked out with Pam, I
think, on the indirect cost language. That needsg to be in-

corporated before yvou take final action.

Senator Regan: We have a number of technical amendments that
we will be going down and picking up. I would like to close
this section and go to the Long Range Building section, and
then we'll do the clean up. I don't think there will be any-
thing substantive done to your bill once the motion to close
the bill is passed.

Senator Manning moved we close this section. Voted, passed.

Long Range Building Program. Senator Regan asked if there
were any comments on, or any one who wished to comment on
any portion of this Long Range Building Program.

Representative Brown: Very briefly, the RIT portion of the
bill, on the selection of this criteria of its programs,
there was one down about 8th, I think. I am not sure what
it was, but it is in that range. It was $500,000 for Butte
Silver Bow for reclamation projects for up on the hill area.
The $200,000 of that money we are unable to use for those ‘
projects because of the super fund designation. Just before \?
the House Appropriations committee took action, and I think
you were there, Larry Fasbender came and said the Department
wanted to shift those to another project site, and we were
kind of caught off guard and did not have time enough to



Finance and Claims
June 24, 1986
Page 61

explain it. I have some people here from both the Department
and the Butte Silver Bow government that can do that very
guickly. BAll we are asking is that that money be used for a
similar project since it can't be used for the super fund site
areas, Jjust be transferred to another area. The Department

says i1t has to have new authorization from the committee because
it was site specific in that legislation.

Senator Regan: Thank you. Is Senator Van Valkenburg here,
he was just a moment ago. (someone said he had gone down the
hall and she said we need him back)

Gary Fritz, Department of Natural Resources and Conservation.

The $500,000 that was appropriated from the Legislature in the
last regular session for the Butte Hill project one of the
conditions for the expenditures of that money that the re-
creation sites could not be involved in the super fund activities

there. Since the last regular session we have found out that

at least 2 of the ball parks are super fund sites. In fact EPA
has ordered those ball park sites be fenced off. They are so
involved with concentrations of mercury and lead. We have worked

hard with the Anaconda Company, the EPA and the Department of
Health to try to find alternate recreation sites on Butte Hill,
and we think it 1s going to be virtually impossible to f£ind
recreation sites on the hill, not associated with super fund
activities, so I guess that is one point I would like to make.
The other point is we believe the Clark Park Project that the
city of Butte has suggested as the alternate location for

the use of these funds does gqualify as a use of these Resource

Indemnity Trust fund interest type program. We think it is
a project that mitigates mining activities on the Butte Hill,
or could mitigate mining activities on the Butte Hill. So--

it is not the Department's position to support or oppose this
kind of project, but merely to point out the technical aspects
of the project as relates to the super fund activities.

Rick Griffith, Reclamation coordinator for Butte Silver Bow.

The project mentioned, it basically takes the memorabilia from

the 0ld Columba Gardens which was about a $6 million recreation
facility that was destroyed by mining in 1971. There is little
memorabilia left, but the stuff that is left we would like to take
to the Clark Park area and build a theme park around it and

that is the purpose, and Butte Silver Bow does support the
amendment.

Senator Regan asked if there were other comments. Seeing
none she asked if there were gquestions from the committee.

Senator Regan: I have some guestions, I guess I will direct
them to you, Representative Brown since yvou brought this in.
I really have some problems with this because 1t was never
reviewed by the committee and by doing this we are in essence
we are slipping a new project that has never been examined by
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the Long Range Building Program ox anybeody else--slipping it

in ahead of projects that have already been reviewed. Indeed
Representative Quilici brought in a like project aiming for that
same money in the House appropriation committee where he asked
for the money to build -- I thought baseball fields -- in this
same Clark Park. When the vote was taken and it went down the
tube he commented--well, I did better than I thought I'd do.

I think the problem is not that the project may be worth while,
but simply that it has never gone through this project of review.
I think I for one would have to oppose it because there are other
projects waiting there that have been reviewed and are on the
priority list. I understand your kind of frustration of being
granted the money and then not having the chance to use it, but

I do think it raises a guestion here.

Representative Brown: I think part of Representative Quilici's
problem in the House committee was that he literally found out
about this minutes before he made the amendment. He was not sure
what was going on, and quite frankly neither was I. The Depart-
ment kind of drafted the amendments for us so we at least had
that right. In fact, you do raise a good point, however, this
project is not any different than the ones that were already
approved, and I think if it were other than that we wouldn't

have tried to bring it in. The point is that because of the
superfund sites we can't use it on those two specific sites on
the hill. This is the same kind of site and a similar kind of

project. We're not tryving to force the process, I think that
is a legitimate gqguestion. Were it that I don't think I would
have brought it in. I see it just as a replacement for the
money that we can't spend because the super fund designation.
But it is the committees will, obviously.

Senator Smith: I have a question of Representative Brown. What
is the match on the super fund and what does the state put up?

Representative Brown: 90-10 on the super fund programs. This
money 1is not super fund match money, Senatocr Smith. We couldn't
use it for the coriginal sites because they are designated super
fund. Super fund I think is a 90-10 match, but that is a separate
program and the state has a problem using the fund because of

the liability gquestion in this particular area.

Senator Regan: Are there other guestions? Senator Van Valken-
burg, would you care to comment on this. Have you heard about
it before, was 1t ever mentioned?

Senator Van Valkenburg: Just a point--first of all it didn't
come up until they had already done their work in Long Range
Building. Otherwise it would have gone there first, for the
same kind of request. Second it doesn't bump any other pro-
jects on the list. All the others on that list are funded.

Senator Regan: Do you have someone on the committee to make
that amendment?
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Senator Jacobson: (#12 page 65 following line 12) I have
the amendment in front of you.

Senator Smith: Could I ask one other guestion? Was this money
already appropriated for some other project?

Representative Brown: In Butte, Senator Smith, which is now
designated as super fund so we can't use it for that pvart-
icular project. We just want to change it to a different site
which would not have as many complications.

Senator Smith: Was this unappropriated money that is laying
there that hasn't been designated for some other use?

Representative Brown: No, Senator, it was appropriated in
House Bill 922 in the last session. In the list of RIT pro-
jects. It is already appropriated funds, it just can't be

used for 2 of the 5 sites that it was designated for.

Senator Regan: Senator, as I understand it the portion of
these funds that are unused are funds that were granted inorder
to establish some baseball fields and then because of the
superfund--now they want to use the funds for establishment
of~--

Reprepresentative Brown: it is essentially a recreation--a
theme park based on the o0ld Columbia Gardens for a .replacement
for the site that was lost.

Senator Regan: a theme park where they are going to store some
memorabilia, but not for base ball fields.

Senator Jacobson: Representative Brown, correct me if I'm
wrong because I'm kind of new to this amendment also, but the
original money was funded to clean up the ball parks. What we
are asking now is, the Anaconda Company went in and as you may
know, the East Pit used to be a part of Columbia Gardens. Some
of that equipment was saved, and what they are tryving to do 1is
take some of that equipment fYXom that site which is now a pit,
namely the East Pit that we're talking about opening up again--
take some of that eguipment from there and move 1t over to
Clark Park and salvage that and use it. It is still mining
reclamation representing the same thing, and that is what Rep-=
resentative Brown is trying to explain to you.

Question was called, Senator Regan called for a vote on the
Clark Park project , $200,000. Voice vote, then asked for a
roll call vote. The motion failed on a tie vote.

Senator Regan asked if there were any other comments to be made
on the LRP program. Seeing none she said she would take up
executive action, and asked if the committee had any particular
issues they wanted to address within this program.
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Senator Smith: I move we close the section on the Long Range
Planning action. Voted, passed.

Senator Manning: We have some people here from the Crime Con-

trol Board that I think came in to answer some questions we
were to ask them.

Senator Regan: We will be taking thése issues one at a time.
Remember we left certain sections open. I have no particular
feeling about the order in which they are taken, but I would
tend to go back and start through again so that we don't miss
anything as we go. Reverting back then to the General Govern=
ment and Highway section, I believe the Crime Control issue

is in this budget and we'll wait a moment for the LFA to come.
We are going to start with A-65, the Montana Board of Crime
Control. Cliff was going to get some data for us and I think
he was successful.

Cliff Roessner: Yes, I was successful. I have a hand out
(attached as exhibit ¢, Montana Board of Crime Control)

Senator Regan: Cliff, were you able to discuss this with the
agency and get us more material, and would vou explain this
hand out for us.

Cliff Roessner: The agency split out the whole budget of
$586,176 into 5 different functions. Post, Grant Adminis-
tration, Administration, Planning and Research and Juvenile
Justice. I guess that's 6 functions. They tie their total
14 FTE to these functions. They have the direct charges, the
administrative services, or indirect charges, How much it
takes to audit each function and then the total cost over
here in the right hand column. The administrative services
which consist of 1 FTE and the operating expenses and audit
pPlus the one FTE who handles all the bills and handles the
accounting for the department. The numbers don't tie back
directly to what we have on A-67 by function, but they're
close enough and there are just a few minor differences. I
believe the agency 1is here if there is members of the committee
who have questions of them in regard to specifics about each
one of these functions.

Senator Regan: I still have concerns over the grant admin-
istration. When yvou look at this the juvenile justices is the
only one in which we receive federal funds.

Cliff Roessner: That 1is the only one which receives federal
funds directly for administrative costs. In the grant admin-
igtration there is approximately in fiscal 1986 $756,500 in
flow through money that they administer.

Senator Regan: And they take 10% of that?

Cliff Roessner: ©No, they don't take any of that for grant
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administration.

Senator Regan: Well, what's this $73,172 grant administration?

Cliff Roessner: That's general fund. That's general fund it
takes to administer these grants.

Senator Regan: Could we take the administrative cost out of
the grants?

Cliff Roessner: ©No, you cannot. The grant specifically forbid
taking any money out for administrative costs.

Senator Regan: How are these $700,000--how many dgrants are
invclved here?

Cliff Roessner: Could the Department respond to this?
Senator Regan: Yes, I'd like to know more about this.
Mike Lavin, Administrator for the Board of Crime Control First

of all I'd like to apologize for not being here this morning
I think we could hopefully settled this then, we were across

the hall, and I wasn't aware that there was a problem. The
grant administration, Senator Regan, administration could be
a bit of a misnomer. When we are calling those people grant

administrators, they're the people that are making the sure
that the people we are giving the money to are spending it in
accordance with the way they tell us they are going to. That
consists of auditing their books and evaluating the progress of
their projects, so grant administration is a bit of a misnomer
really when you are looking at that. In response to your other
question to Mr. Roesner. We have three sources of federal
money . Three active grant programs. We have about 90 to 110
active grants at the present time. We have available about

a million 4 for granting in FY '86 and during the next fiscal
vear. The three grant sources are the Juvenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention Act, which vou're referring to; a brand
new one which is exclusively for programs to aid victims of
crime which comes from federal fines and forfeitures; and an
old carry over grant program known as the Bureau of Justice
Assistance, which 1is a rather generic grant program which allows
us to give money to all pieces of the Justice system. I under-
stand that Senator Christiaens had a guestion this morning
about the amount being spent to administer the grants. The

way that is stated in your book, I can understand that, Senator.
It is misleading. What we're counting is actual administrative
of the Division, and I am excluding the people who are monit-
oring and auditing and evaluating grants, is that 4th line
there--just under $60,000. I can appreciate your concern,
because that was confusing there I think, the language in the
book.

+
Senator Regan: Have not your grants greatly been reduced by
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the federal government? At one time the Board of Crime Control
had, it seemed to me, an awful lot of money and it graduallv has A
dwindled and is even in further jeopardy, is it not?

Mike Lavin: Well, unbelievably so, the grant programs have
survived the cuts at the federal level, and believe me, I would
have been the first to stand up here and tell you that I would
nct have believed they would of, but we actually have the next
fiscal year's grant awards in the office. We have an additional
grant program, the new Victims of Crime Program which brings the
total up to about what it was when we were only administering

one program.

Senator Regan: While the money is in the program, that money
has not been--very little of that money has been granted, I
understand however. i

Mike Lavin: From the federal to us, or from us to the locals?

Regan: To the locals. Lavin: We have granted 100% of the funds ¥
that are available to grant, so I guess Senator Regan, I am not
tracking with yvyou on that.

Senator Regan: Then I was misinformed by someone else.

Mike Lavin: I am sure that the fiscal analyst could respond
to that. They are aware of our grant procedures.

Senator Redgan: Let's see, who worked this budget, it was Senator
Stimatz and

Mike Lavin: Senator Keating. :
Senator Regan: Did you go over this thoroughly and were vou -
--did you ask about this? )
Senator Keating: May I elaborate a little about this because -

I have been involved in this crime control thing since 1981.

In the beginning there were a lot of federal monies that were ‘
supporting this organization and so they were allowed to perform
all these services for law and order throughout the state, and

the county attorney's and the chief's of police and the sheriff's 4
and all kind of law enforcement organizations—--the Juvenile »
Court Counselors—-all kinds of people have become dependent -
programs. In the '81 the feds began to start slicing what

they were putting forth and the programs were getting by on :
what little general fund, and rather than diminishing general -l
fund money, we kept it at current level for the most part, but

the programs were able to operate on less and less money. As !
we talked about--let's just get rid of the whole program--we “
had an onrush of support from all of the law enforcement agencies
throughout the state, from county attorneys, sheriffs, every- _
body, came in to that little room and just got all over us like wié
June bugs on a tree, and saying--You can't do away with this, -l
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this 1s essential to our law enforcement in the state, and Mr.
Lavin has done a tremendous job of administering all of these
programs with less and less money every biennium. But they made
it work, and so what we have given them is bare bones. Now, 1if
you want to eliminate the whole thing and suffer the ravages

of the people back home, that's fine, go ahead and do it, but
the subcommittee and the full committees and the Legislatures

have seen fit to fund these people. They have taken their 5%
cut, this is not the time to decide whether to cut a program
or not, and if you do any more to it you will cripple it, so

either kill it dead, but don't cripple it.

Senator Regan: Well, Senator, I think that may be an exag-
eration, but I would like to have you look at the book in front
of you. What's happening here are the federal funds are falling,
they're off 10%, and we're increasing the general fund by 19%,
and that, I don't think, is the direction we want to go. When
the federal funds fall I think the state funds should fall
accordingly, and I really have a great deal of problem in times
like this where we in essence where we begin to underwrite and
plick up federal programs with state funds. That's how we got
ourselves in this trouble.

Senator Himsl: To bring this to a head, it seems tc me we are
spending a lot of time on this issue. It has been passed by
the review committees that worked the budgets, by the Approp-
riation committee in the House, by the House, and it seems to
me, Madam Chairman, that vou're the only one here that is dis-

turbed by this. I move that we accept the items in the bill as
is.

Senator Regan: A motion is not really necessary unless--.
Senator Himsl: I Just thought we could end the debate by doing
it.

Senatcr Regan: Allright. You have heard the motion of Senator

Himsl just sSimply to lay the issue aside--is there any further
guestion? Question was called, voted, passed.Senator Regan, no.

Senator Regan: Were there other issues that we were going to
address? There's some language.

Senator Aklestad: Madam Chairman, on page A-6 in th LFA book,.
At the top, or near the top you've got the functions of the
Legislative Auditor. I was going to ask guestions about how

long it takes the Legislative Auditor to complete a financial
compliance audit, which I understand is sometimes very time
consuming, and gquestioning why it takes that much time. I am
going to go to the performance audit which as I understand it,
a lot of individuals have looked into it, and from testimony in
the '85 session, some of the performance audit--all of the
performance audit is not mandated, in fact the compliance is
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not mandated. The performance audit, in many areas is a dup-
lication of what the LFA is doing, or could do, so I think we
better take some FTE's out of their office or had better take
some FTE out of areas in LFA, where they are doing this type of
auditing. With that in time, I will make a motion.

MOTION : Aklestad. On the proposed audit--or I guess I don't
have to designate, just give them latitude, but that's where

I would like to take it out of. I would move to take 6 FTE out
of the Legislative Auditor, hoping they would come out of the
performance.

Senator Bengtson: Wasn't thils section closed?
Senator Aklestad: No. (Senator Jacobson took the chair)
Senator Jacobson: We had left -- Senator Keating had a guestion

about this and we had left it open, I'm sorry, Senator Aklestad,
you might want to get Scott Seacat down here if you want to
discuss it, but maybe we can Jjust discuss it ourselves. I

would certainly resist the motion.

Senator Keating: If I may present something. Sitting over
in the corner, mavbe vou can't always hear or see what's going
on. An independent financial consultant was aked by Mrs. Feaver,

the director of Department of Administraton the guestion about
financial audits and if we didn't do the state-wide audits, what
it would do to the state. The finance was that if the Legis-
lative auditor did not do théese financial and compliance audits
state wide, and verify the financial solvency of the state we

won't be able to sell bonds. The Moody's Investors Service
and the Standards and Poore's Corporation will carry us as a
high risk , poor risk institution for selling bonds. You won't

be able to sell highway bonds, or coal severance tax bonds, or
revenue anticipation notes, the various items that we use to help
finance government and create government without having a much
higher rate of interest, and if yvou can sell the bonds at all.
So by Jeopardizing the Legislative Auditor's functions that

are statutorily required, you Jjeopardize the financial standing
of the state when ‘1t comes to selling the bonds and the notes
that we all vote for every time we come here. Now 1if you want
to pay a higher interest and you want a poorer rating, then lay
off the people that you think we don't need to do the job. But
if you want to maintain that rating and the low interest
privileges that we get from it and you want to continue to fund
the state by bonding and some of these other things, then I
suggest that you leave the Legislative Auditor right where he
is. That budget did not get an increase at all in the '85
budget. Everybody else got a 10% increase across the board, but
Legislative Auditor got no increase--in fact got cut back on
audit, has taken the 2% cut and the 5% cut and has still given
everybody in here all of the audit information they have ever
wanted, and the audits that have come in under request by everny-
body has saved this state a lot of monev by changing the admin-
istration of most of the programs. So, all I'm saying is 1f
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you don't want the Legislative Auditor, then in the regular
session, make a statutory move to do all of the auditing by
contracted services and lay everybody off, get rid of the

whole department, and turn the whole thing over to the Legis-
lative Council. But, in the meantime, don't try to tinker with
this thing or you'll end wup jeopardizing the ability of the
state to sell bonds and revenue notes and anything else that is
reqguired because we will get a lower rating in Moodys; and in
Standard and Poores. That's all I'm going to say to you.

Senator aklestad: If Senator Keating is done carrying water for
this division, I'll say a few words. I've never seen sO many
flags shown up on a subject in my life. I specifically said

we should have those things, I wasn't going to mandate it, but
they should come out of the peridrmance audit. I would 1like to
remind the Senator and this committee that a financial compliance
is not mandated through statutory or constitution. Neither is
the performance. This is the information I get from the LFA,
if I'm wrong you can correct me on the financial law. (someone
said something in this regard) Okay, just the performance is
not, then, okay, and that is where I wanted the 6 auditors to
be taken out of--performance. It is a duplication of the LFA
in many cases.

Senator Jacobson: Senator Aklestad, we did have some concern
that the two offices might be doing similar work. They are now
working together very closely. It was the Legislative Auditors
that found that GAP money last time and I think if the offices
had been coordinating they would have realized that a little bit
sooner. They are doing so now. Let me try and explain to you
why, if vyou take out 6 FTE you are probably not gaing to take
the ones you want to take and you will take the ones that Sen-
ator Xeating is telling you that you'll take. Because Legis-
lators go into that office and make requests. Senator Himsl
has a request in right now that we audit the medical mal practice
board. I have another request in and certain other legis-
lators have othexr regquests in. We have (at this point there
was"helter-skelter" discussion which was not distinguishable)
One of the requests ultimately ended up in a bill that Senator
Van Valkenburg is carrying right now, and that has to do with
the Deputy County Attorneys' salary. I think that we have
managed through this to save quite a bit of money, and I would
certainly be happy to let Scott address that, but I think vou
put his office in a pretty funny position when legislators

are tripling the use of that office right now for him to have
to stand at the door and say I'm sorry, I can't honor your
request, I can't do the work for you. So what is he going to
do? He is probably going to decide not to do the state wide
audit, and all of the things that Senator Keating has told you
will come true.
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(Senator Regan had resumed the chair)

Senator Gage: We either have a misprint or a misstatement or
something as far as the financial compliance audit not being
required. Look on A~4 it says "Section 5-13-304, MCA, states
that the Legislative Auditor shall: conduct a financial and
compliance audit of every state agency every 2 vears".

Senator Jacobson: That's right, that's by state law and if
you remove that law then we go into federal law which says we
do it every vear, and will cost us more money.

QUESTICN was called on Senator Aklestad's motion to cut 6
FTE out of the Legislative Auditor's office whibh will then
reduce their budget down to about what Scott?

Scott Seacatt: Since the '85 session--this is off the top of
my head, I would think we would be cut about 30% from where
we were.

Voted, voice, then a request for a recorded vote. Voted,
motion failed.

Senator Regan asked 1f there were other issues in that section,
and Cliff Roessner said there is the language in the Department
of Revenue, Liquor Division, and we don't have that yet, I
don't believe. Senator Regan said she thought we did and asked
Senator Van Valkenburg to speak.o. '

Senator Van Valkenburg: Believe it or not, it is my opinion
that we are approaching the end of this session and in the
course of getting toward the end here, I have attempted to try
and tie together all of the various proposals for expenditure
reduction and revenue increases that were proposed in the ex-
ecutive to see if we have adopted them all. One of those that

I have some concexrn about is whether we have done anything to
address the issue of increased liquor profits. The executive
proposal indicated that there was approximately $1,085,000 of
revenue -=.0r liquor profits-- if certain expenditure reductions
were gained in the ligquor division.  'It is my understanding that
that executive recommendation comes about between the agreement
of the Revenue Oversite Committee and the Department of Revenue
to make certain changes in the way the liquor division will be
operated in the coming vear. I don't think personally that that
is a sufficient guarantee to the Legislature that there will be
a million dollars there --to just have an agreement between

the Revenue Oversite Committee and the Ligquor Division. I think
that that ought to be implemented into this bill by virtually
adopting the language that I have passed out. Now, I am not
conversant with the details of that recommendation, so I am

not here to answer and to tell you everything that has been
proposed. I think that there may be members of the committee
who are familiar with it, but my purpose I guess in doing this
is to say that there has to be some contract between the Leg-
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islature as a whole and the Department of Revenue and that I
think the appropriate thing to do is to put this language into
this bill.

Senator Regan: Thank you. Would someone move that amendment?
Senator Jacobson so moved.
MOTION to adopt the language.

Senator Smith: I would ask a gquestion of Senator Van Valken-

burg-—-as I understand 1t, in that recommendation it was recom-
mended that we reduce the percentage of income to those people
in the agencies or from selling liguor from 10 to 8%, is that

right, Senator Van Valkenburg?

Senator Van Van Valkenburg: I think, Senator, that that

had been an earlier recommendation that had been made when we
came in March to Special Session, but the agreement between the
Revenue Oversite Committee and the Liguor Division now would be
that Agency commissions would remain at their current levels
through 1987.

Senator Smith: Unless we're presented with all of the com-
mittee's recommendations, I personally couldn't vote for this
kind of an amendment, we're leaving the door wide open for the
Revenue Oversite Committee to carry out things that I don't
understand.

Senator Van Valkenburg: In response to that, the language here
refers to the recommendations they made on May 19. It doesn't
open the door for them to change those. We would simply be

adopting what they did then and I think, and most importantly,
Senator, I think limiting the Director of the Department of
Revenue from doing something different than he agreed to with
the Revenue Oversite Committee on May 19.

Senator Smith: I have no objection to that, but I certainly
would like to see what their recommendations were, but maybe

I should have read that, maybe I did--but I don't remember all
the issues that were addressed there.

Senator Regan: Senator, as I understand it, it was an agreement
that was agreed between the Liguor Division and the Committee.

I think that the question of the agent being commissioned and

I think they agreed not to close the two stores that they had
earlier said they were going to close. I don't know what the
third item was, but it was fairly minor.

Senator Keating: There are two things in this so-called agree-
ment by the Oversite Committee and the Liquor Division that I
find particularly bothersome. It has been recommended by the
last 6 years by Governor's Advisory Council, by numerous mem-
bers of the Legislature that the state get out of the Ligquor
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(retail) Business NOW. Let's get out of it, period. Go to

a warehouse system and let people who want to be in the retail
liguor business buy a license and go to work. What is happening
in the Oversite Committee agreement is that the state is entering
into contracts with individuals to convert a state liquor store
in the small towns where there is only one ligquor store to an
agency store in which the individual who takes over the agency
store has to buy all the inventory and is responsible for all

the inventory, but is still dictated to, as to the price of the
product and is limited to a 10% profit in this situation. Where-
ever there 1is more than one liquor store in a town, then the state
still controls the hours, price, all the things in that so-called
agency store as they're converted, S0 as not to compete with

the state liquor storxe in that town. So, what we have is the
state controlling the business while the entrepreneur has to

pay for the inventory and is responsible for the inventory and
the costs persuant thereto. The other part that I don't like is
that they are setting up 5 year contracts which means they are
going to keep the state in the retail liguor business for an
additional 5 years. Aso, what we're leading to in all this is
the quota system which we already have a great deal of problem
with in the night clubs and the restraunts and all of the lic-
ensing in the state. So, we are dgetting into two problems. One,
we're keeping the state in the business for another 5 years,

and we're getting into a gquota system, and I think if this
measure 1is introduced into this Legislature and this Legis-
lature is bound by this for the next 5 years, I would strongly
urge you to reject this measure because I still think we've got
to get out of that retail liquor business as fast as we can.

Senator Regan asked 1if there were other comments and then none
being presented, said there has been--there have been bills
intreoduced in the past to take us out of the ligquor business.

It was tried last session and it failed. Until that bill passes
we have to deal with what we'wve got, and I would suggest that
this is a reasonable approach to use. If in January, indeed, you
want to try once again to take the state out of the liquor
business, introduce such a bill. It is not as easy as it seems
at first blush, I know.

Senator Keating: My concern, Madam Chairman, 1s that if we
adopt this language that this precludes any legislation to the
contrary. What we're saying is--we agree that the Oversite’

Committee's agreement for a 5 year lease is sacred, or that we
go about this system where the state will control these agency
stores. We will not have any more liguor shoxres-~-retail liguor
stores--but we will have agency stores, we'll end up with a
guota system and we'll end up with a bureau or agency con-
trolling the retailing of liguor in the state, and I realize
that we have tried to get out of the retail liquor business and
it has been defeated for political reasons d number of times.
If we adopt this language we are in for another 5 years of con-
trol, and I might add, we're in for another 5 years of contin-
uing decline in the profit area or we're in for an increase of
expenses at the expense of those who purchase liquor in the state.
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Senator Christiaens: I guess my question is--what are the
recommendations?

Senator Van Valkenburg: If you want, I will go and get a copy
of those right now.

Senator Christiaens: I think it would be helpful to the members
of the committee.

Senator Smith: Is there someone here from the Revenue Oversite
Committee or the Liquor Division? The reason I asked that--to
address Senator Keating's concern. I was just wondering when

vou signed a contract with someone, is there a clause in there
that protects us from guaranteeing them a 5 year contract?

Senator Van Valkenburg: Could you go on to something else
while I go and get this?

Senator Regan: We'll lay this aside, certainly. We'll put
this aside, I believe we still have some amendments for section
1 that is a technical amendment that Senator Gage has dealing
with the Highways.

Senator Gage: Yes, I would move that the amendment was offered
(the first one) that the wording on that be changed so that on
page 36 bottom of line 22 it would now read the Department
shall not reduce contractor payments due to the 5% cuts in the
special session III. All reductions as a result of the 5 %
cuts made in Special Session III are to be made from non-con-
struction programs.

Senator Regan: Have you understood the amendment? Would you
explain the reason for the amendment, I think there are some
who--.

Senator Gage: What happened is, the person in the House who

was concerned about those 5% cuts being taken out of construction
funds in the Highway Department and thus cutting back construc-
tion programs of the Highway. The Highway Department explained
to them that the 4 million that was taken out of construction
programs had already been Put back in the construction program.
Further that about $2 million had been taken out of the main-
tenance program of the Highway Program, of the 5%, and when

this bill-when the amendment was drafted, it was drafted as I
just gave it to vou. That person then gave us this penciled in
some information on it to where it would read "other than
construction or maintenance programs" and you either have to
put the 2 million back into the maintenance program or change
this amendment.

Senator Boylan: Is this General fund money?

Senator Gage: No, Highway construction, gas tax, GVW etc.
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QUESTION was called on Senator Gage's amendment, Voted, passed.

Senator Regan asked 1f there were further areas in section 1,
none were given and she said then Section 1 is cleaned up ex-
cept for the Revenue Oversite Committee, if we decide to do that.
We'll put section 1 aside until Senator Van Valkenburg gets

back and go on to section 2.

Agriculture section was mentioned as questioned by Senator
Keating on new loans from the voung farm program. Nothing
was brought up, and she asked Keith Wolcott, LFA.

Keith Wolcott: Someone had a guestion in the Department of
Agriculture on the Young Farmers Loan Program.

Senator Keating: I was the one who raised the question on the
Beginning Farm Loan Program. In the '85 biennium the program
was given general fund loan authority of $197,000 plus change,
and the idea was that they were to make loans for the Young
Farmer Program and collect loan fees from the borrowers and
return that money to the general fund. There was some problem
with some of the federal regulations and the program got up and
got going, but was unable to do all they intended to do. How-
ever, they spent about $180,000 to obtain 2 or 3 loans and they
collected about $40,000 in loan fees so they lost about $160,000
in the first year of operation--the first year and a half, and
now they're down to a cash balance of about $25,000. They've
laid off everybody, they only have 1/5 of an FTE that is trying
to keep the thing alive and they pay a little bit of rent and
the Director has assured me that at the end of the biennium

he intends to revert $20,000 --I don't want to persue the issue,
I don't want to take any of it out, but I thought you ought to
know that the Beginning Farm Loan Prcgram 1is a bust.

Senator Regan asked if there were any further gquestions in
Section C. None to be addressed here. Institutions, Section
D. I dbn't think thére is anything to do there. Were there
any amendments in sections E or F? Other Education or Higher
Education?

Senator Jacobson said there was a guestion on the Audiology
section in the School for the Deaf and Blind. Pam Joehler said
there were two for Section E and two for Section F.

Senator Regan: Let's take up the proposed language for the
School for the Deaf and Blind. Do you want to go over the
language, Pam?

Pam Joehler: The language for the School for the Deaf and Blind
which vyou have before 'you would amend the language that is
currently in the bill to allow the agency to employ or contract
with temporary personnel to provide for the Audidlogical ser-
vices. The intent, as it would be spelled out in this language
would be that the Ledislature would review the program during
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the '85 regular session to determine if the current status of
the program is effective or if there should be some changes at
that time.

Senator Regan: Are there comments or questions from the committee?

Senator Jacobson: The intent--they are going to contract out
for temporary help, they will be paid as state emplovees with
full state benefits?

Pam Joehler: The agency, when I spoke with them, they didn't
know at this time if they would be contracting feor every service,
or if they would hire some of the clerical personnel to be state
empleyees and the audiologist, for example the one in Eastern
Montana, to remain on contract. They weren't able to answer at
this time how many would be FTE and how many would be contract.
We felt that this language would make it a temporary situtation
that we could take a look at it in the '87 session.

Senator Jacobson: But it is their intention at some point to
hire full time state employees to run this program out of the
School for the Deaf and Blind.

Pam Joehler: Senator Jacobson, to the best of my knowledge, ves
to some degree, some of them would be FTE, they were not able to
tell me which ones were.

Senator Jacobson: I move the amendment (page 81, line 24.

Senator Regan: Pam, what would be the effect to strike the
words "to employ or" and simply allow them to contract with
temporary personnel? I really resist the idea of putting more
state employees on. We haven't got them now, I don't see why
we should put them on. Pam, would you comment?

Pam Joehler: Right. The impact of directing the agency to
contract with personnel, I think you draw a fine line between
a contract relationship and an employvee—-employer relationship.
I don't have the answer on whether or not this would be in
jeopardy, or whether this would jeopardize the state or not.

I just don't have the answer to that.

Senator Regan: Norm, I know you want to make some comment--
you're just dying to, so.

Norm Rostocki from the Budget Office, The reguest for the

FTE will come to our office to put on new FTE. Now if that
person could be hired under a contractual -- 1f they hired them
under contract and they should actually be state employees, then
we are just opening ourselves up. There 1s a management memo
out that has three specific criteria that says if this person
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meets the three criteria they are in fact, state employees, whether
or not you call them contractors or not, and we have suits right
now that say "we should have been state employees" all along and

not contractors. I drafted up this language hoping that putting
it on as a temporary situation we could avoid that problem saying
make them a contractor for the next 6 months. I was trying to

avoid that. I don't think in all cases all these people they
are talking about will meet those three criteria to make them’
independent contractors. In some cases they would, others, they
wouldn't.

Senator Regan: We have your word you're going to look hard at
this then?

Norm Rostocki: All I can say 1is that the request for the FTE
will come before us and we'll try to monitor it and make sure
that if they could contract and they meet the criteria for those
contractors, we will make them contract for it.

Senator Regan: The woré& temporary--does that give you a
measure of protection.

Norm Rostocki: I think rather, that it gives you the protection.
That was the intent when I put that word in there, that they'ire -
not on--when they're hired they can show them the language and

say, loock, we don't know how long you're going to be on here, and

the Legislature can look at it and you can decide then when you

come in for the regular session whether this is the way you

want to run the program or not. I think it offers both sides

the protection.

QUESTION was called on Senator Jacobson's amendment on page 81,
line 24. Voted, passed, the motion carries.

Senator Regan: Is there anything else for that section? There's
another one for the Historical Society, and this looks like a
technical--Pam is this yours? ‘

Pam Joehler: Apparently when we made the changes for the 5%
reductions in the Historical Society we're using the wrong
source documents, and there were some changes we had to take
care of. The budget office brought it to my attention, I
wanted to bring it to the committee's attention. The bottom
line is there is no difference to the dollar amount to the
general fund reduction. We had to allocate the reductions in
different programs.

MOTION by Senator Haffey to accept the amendments. QUESTION
was called, motion was voted and passed.

Senator Regan: - The indirect costs. We have a sheet of amend- ﬁ
ments on indirect costs.

MOTION by Senatoxr Jacobson to move the amendments. In the last
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Legislative session we had a bill on indirect costs by Represent-
ative Dave Brown on returning indirect costs for the coming vyear
that were over and above that money that was appropriated in the
prior session--that they would be able to keep those indirect
costs to offset part of the 2% cuts. That was passed in the
March special session, but evidently there was some problems

with the language, and thats what you'we got in front of you

with the language corrections to the bill that was passed in
March.

Senator Regan: These indirect costs—--are they the ones that
they came in —-- they normally would have: reverted and then
they came in and said--can we keep them? That was for '86
wasn't 1it, or was it for the biennium?

Pam Joehler: It was for the biennium.
Senator Regan: And, did the Legislature approve their keeping
those costs in ‘87. (someone said ves.) You've heaxrd the

motion of Senator Jacobson, and the call for the guestion.
All in favor signify by saving aye. Motion passed.

Senator Regan: The last amendment is & technical amendment,
it deals with the 6 mill levy. When the House did this, I
think they took the wrong figures. Instead of 14 million

it has to be 18. Is that correct? (page 96, line 18)

MOTION by Senator Jacobson, voted, passed.

Senator Hammond: There is another amendment--I handed it out
here. Page 81, line 23, the wording, I think will explain
it. Insert the amounts in item 3e represent a biennial

appropriation.

Pam Joehler: When the change was made in the House Appropriations
~--this addresses the Sudiological services and the School for
the Deaf and Blind, there is a language change that was part
of that amendment. The language was supposed to strike the
wording "no administrative cost may be taken from item 3e for
the Montana School for the Deaf and Blind. When the change
was made in the bill, this language which states the amounts
in item 3e represent a bienniel approp was struck by mistake
and the amendment is to restore that language--to make that
Audiological Services appropriation remaim a biennial approp-
riation.

MOTION by Senator Hammond to move the amendment. Voted, passed.
Senator Regan: Then the one item we have to address is the

Department of Revenue Oversite Committee issue in the Liquor
store.
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Senator Regan: May I have your attention for a moment. Sen-
ator Christiaens has an announcement to make that I think you
should all hear. Would you repeat that in a loud voice?

Senator Christiaens: The House Appropriations Committee is
meeting tonight at 7 across the hall and they have asked that
a Senator or senators from this committee sit in regarding the
sale of the Youth Treatment Program at Billings. It will last
about 2% hours they feel.

Senator Regan asked John LaPavor 1f Senator Van Valkenburg had
talked to him and he answered.

John LaFaver: ©No, I was in the hallway. I don't have the
final language. I have some sense of where they were headed
but I have not seen their final report.

Senator Regan; John, it would appear that it was the language
that they adopted on May 19. It is no change.

Senator Van Valkenburg: In the course of getting this, it appears
that one confusing fact is that apparently the recommendations of
the Revenue Oversite Committee were adopted on June 19 as

opposed to May 19, even though at the top of this it is denom-
inated May, but I also got a copy of the letter from the

Chairman of the Revenue Oversite Committee, Mel Williams to

the Legislature and it refers there to a final meeting on

June 19, so I would ask that my proposed amendment be so amended
to reflect the recommendations dated June 19, 1986.

Senator Smith: Is John LaFaver here? John, the guestion came
up earlier, and that is in regard to the contract you make with
both state stores and agency stores, and that is -- Is there a

clause in that contract that doesn't bind future sessions of the
Legislature if they want to change the way liquor is marketed.

John LaFaver: The language that we have tried to put in all of
the contracts--there are some exceptions—--but the language that
we have tried to put in all contracts allows an out. That if

the Legislature determines to move the state out of the ligquor
business that that contract is void, usually on a 30 day notice.
That is the type of language that we try to insist upon. Of
course the landlords don't like that language and we have to
push pretty hard to keep it in sometimes.

Senatcr Smith: You say you tried, but it isn't in all the con-
tracts?
John LaFaver: I believe there are 4 or 5 contracts in the state

that are tighter than that. I won't say that they are absol-
-utely iron clad, but we cannot step out on simply 30 day notice.
Most of the contracts with agents and with landlords do allow
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an out if the Legislature makes the move.

Senatcr Keating: John, On the agreements with the agency stores,
are they given any preference to a license, if the state gets out
of the retail liguor business and starts licensing individuals

or corporations or whatever. Are these agency store agreements
any kind of a preference for a quota or anvthing of that nature
that would preclude us from severing all ties with agency

stores and getting out o0f the retail ligucr business and opening
it up in the market place for anybody who wanted to invest.

John LaFaver: What I believe 1is envisioned here is an entirely
different ligquor system than we have in place now. If the 1987
Legislature chose to go to taking the state out of retail sales
of liguor toward a liquor license concept, you can move to what
ever source of preference or nonpreference that you wanted to,
but since that is not a part of our liquor system now, there
really is no way that I can answer you, since that is not--we
don't move agents to liquor licenses now, that is not what is
in the law.

Senator Keating: Would these 5 year contracts in any way preclude
us from canceling those contracts and getting out of the retail
liquor business altogether?

John LaFaver: Let me go back to what I get as the sense of

the recommendation of the Revenue Oversite Committee. They're
asking us in 17 communities to seek out agents to convert those
to an agency status, then in the larger communities they are
asking us to move as leases expire, to move in an orderly way.
We are not going to get a legitimate business man or woman to
invest a significant amount of moeney in an agency if we're
simply going to say "and we can step out of this on a 30 day
notice". If we're asking them to put an investment up front
they're going in turn, to expect us to make some sort of a
committment in terms of how long they might expect to have that
agency .

Senator Keating: Are we making some sort of a 5 year committ-
ment in those agency stores that they will be free of any sort
of competition in the area if they enter into a contract with
the state to beocome an agency store?

John LaFaver: That is not a part of the agency contracts at
the present time. We allow for--it is a 5 year contract, and
we allow for certain "outs", but you have to remember that the
only place that we have agency contracts now are in isolated
towns that are one store market areas. Very small sort of
enterprise, not a lot of interest in those licenses. Sometimes
we have to work real hard to find someone to run them. If we
move toward an agency concept let's say in the city of Billings,
you can depénd on it that there will be a lot of interest. It
would seem to me that 1f we went that way we would have to lay
out some sort of a time committment, so that 1if they are going
to make the investment they can depend that they will be an
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agent for a specified period of time.

Senator Keating: Okay, what we are going to have in those
contracts will be an implied covenant with those agency stores
that they are going to have a 5 year monopoly 'in that spot--that
the state would be going back on its contract if we allowed other
stores to open on a free enterprise basis. What you're saying

is that we can find people to make the investment in the inven-
tory in an agency store the state is going to protect them so
they can have a monopoly or we can avoid any complications for

at least that 5 year contract.

John LaFaver: That isn't really what I'm arguing. I am looking
for whatever Legislative direction that you want to provide.

All I'm saying is if we carry out what I understand to be the
thrust of the Revenue Oversite Committee then we are going to
have to provide some sort of a time assurance that an agent

can rely upon in providing a bid to the state.

Senator Keating: What I see is that somehow or other without
it being said directly, we're backing the state into the corner
to have to honor these 5 year contracts and we will be estab-
lishing monopolies for agency stores throughout the state, and
that is what I find wrong with the Oversite Committee's agree-
ment for proposals or whatever they have agreed to. We're
going to keep the state in the retail ligquor business for an-
other 5 years by virtue of these proposed agency contracts.

Senator Regan: I have a couple of questions. If we were not
to adopt this language, and as of January decided to get out
of the liquor business and pass such a law, how would the
Department of Revenue contirol, or would there be any attempt
to control the opening of a liquor store in every drug store
and on every corner. Is there a permit--what do you do?

John LaFaver: At the present time there is no package liquor
license.

Senator Regan: I understand that, but if we go out of the
liguor business then that indeed is what you create, is it not?

John LaFaver: You would have to create whatever --or choose
not to.
Senator Regan: And i1f you chose not to, you might get a

liquor store in every grocery store and -——

John LaFaver: No, it would not work that way. If you chose
not to create a package liquor license, what you would be
saying is that the present tavern would be the liquor store
so that you would have on-premises consumption everywhere you
had a package store. Because that's the only kind of liguor
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license available.

Senator Regan: Do yocu see real problems with this concern
of Senator Keatings =~- the conversion of the store and the
implied 5 year committment?

John LaFaver: We've been down a lot of roads and lost a lot

of blood and skin over this issue. I think at some point pretty
soon we are at a point where for the sake of this system we are
going to have to say "this is what we are going to do people",
landlords, employees, whomever that are twying to rely on this
system, we presented a number of ways to try to keep the rev-
enues in place. Some of them have been rejected, some have
been modified. I guess at this point I'm saying, I don't much
care which one you choose, just choose one and let's go that
way, because we are really--if in fact we say we don't want to
do this or we don't know what we're going to do, we leave a

lot of people sitting in limbo, and I don't think that's very
healthy, either.

Senator Story: A couple of guestions. One, I know the Oversite
committee approved these, but who proposed them?

John LaFaver: We made a proposal to the Revenue Oversite Com-
mittee. They chose not to go. No, this is not the proposal
that we made. There were--in fact the letter that comes with

this that Senator Williams wrote, details to some extent the
back and forth that went on. They had a subcommittee of the
Oversite Committee that worked on this issue that brought a

recommendation to the Oversite Committee. They changed, and
then they came back and met again and they told their subcommittee
to go back to work. They brought another recommendation back,

Revenue oversite Committee changed that and eventually arrived
at where you are here.

Senator Story: My second question is, if in fact the agency
shops are told when they can open, what price they sell for,
and virtually everything else, what are we gaining?

John LaFaver: Well, that's certainly a valid point. The way
the agencies are run now are they operate as a private store.
They can be open Monday's or Saturdays, at 9 o'clock ox close

at noon, or whatever they feel that they can make money. The
reason, I think, that the Revenue Oversite Committee put this
into their recommendation was that there was the concern in a
multi-store market area that an agency store could pull the
business from a state store and we could end up paying all of
the costs that we do in a state store plus paying an agency the
commission that we could normally sell out of a state store.
And, from the standpoint of the state's bottom line, it wouldn't
be a very wise move, that's the reason that it's there, I think.

Senator Regan asked if there was any further discussion.
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Senator Keating: The Liguor Division can operate in this
manner as directed by the Oversite Committee without having
any language in the appropriation bill. The Ligquor Division
can go right ahead with all of these plans and that sort of

thing. It doesn't take a imprimatur from this committee in
this bill.
Senator Jacobson: Senator Keating, I think the reason that

Senator Van Valkenburg would like the language in the bill.
They can also do it by administrative rule, but when they try
to do it that way the Legislature seemed to register some con-
cern in the March special session, and I think Senator Van
Valkenburg would like the language 1in the bill so that it is
very clear that it is not 12 members of the Legislature, but
150 members of the Legislature that would like to see these
goals accomplished.

Senator Keating: One last comment. Then it comes down to
whether the Legislature intends to whether we stay in the
Liquor business for another 5 years or lease it, or whether
we may want to entertain language in another 6 months to get
completely out.

Senator Regan: Even if you were to pass a bill to take us out,
I'm sure you can't take us out overnight. There would have to
be some kind of phase out because there are all kinds of
problems that are going to have to be addressed there, including
a number of employees and everything else. I do think that
there may be some further restructuring, but this sounds 1like

a reasonable approach.

Senator Haffey: John, the concern that Senator Keating has, I
think he ought to have that concern whether we place this lan-
guage in this bill or do not place it in this bill. Does it
sound right to you? You understand his concern, he certainly
expressed it. He is concerned that the state will be committed
to staying in the liguor business for 5 years or so.

John LaFaver: I think under any regard we have to make some
committments over at the Department of Revenue for over 6 months.
We have a lease situation right now in Billings that the person
wants a 5 year, iron clad lease, and so we're trying to neg-
otiate that.

Senator Haffey: , You are attempting to put in what you character-
ized them as "outs". However, if you put this language in this
bill or don't put this language in this bill you are still going
to have that, you are still going to have Senator Keating's
concern, that is HE ought to have this concern whether this
language goes in or doesn't.

John LaFaver: I think that that's accurate.
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QUESTION was called on the motion, voted, voice, then roll call
vote. Voted, passed.

Senator Regan asked if there were any further matters to come
before the committee.

MOTION by Senator Manning that we concur in House Bill 30 as
amended. Voted, passed. Unanimous.

Senator Regan announced the procedure for floor action on
House Bill 30 and said there would be a new printed bill.

The meeting was adjourned.

Senator Regan, Chairman
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INCOME TAX DIVISION

Lollection to date FY (388

Refurd
Month Collections Dacrease Total

July $429, 184 $89, 380 $518,544
August $433, 807 $49, 094 $502, 701
Septenber $530, 383 $35,269 $566, 633

ctober 3597, 492 $38,718 $636, 210
Novenber $541, 733 $38,497 $580, 23¢
December $657,217 $20, 073 $677,292
January $839, 783 $42, 132 $940, 917
Fehruary $476, 023 $14b, £82 3622, 707
March $511,047 $175,176 $686,223
fpril $890,5633 $222,934  $1, 113,567
May $319, 156 $185,873  $1,005,03t
June $0

TOTALS $6,803,268 1,044,812 $7,850,080
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RE: Proposal for Audiclogical\Services
Date: June 1%, 1986
Sponsor: Representative Jack Mooxe

.
>

LANGUAGE CHANGE TO HOUSE BILL 500:

Strike: '"No administrative costs may be taken from item
3e for the Montana School for the”Deaf and Blind"

Insert:

"Item 3e includes funds to allow the Board of Public
Education to emnloy necessary personnel pursuant to providing
comprehensive audiological services as provided for in Board

of Public Education Policy"

Budget:

Personnel services

1 Administrator $ 30,750
8 Audiologists 196,800
10 Aides 104,550
2 Secretaries 25,338

I
Total personal Services

{includes benefits) $337,438
Operations

Travel 37,562

Repair & maintenance &

calibration 10,000

Other (supplies and

communications 25,000
Total operating costs 2

$122,562

Equipment 20,000
TOTAL PRCGRAM 'COSTS $500,000
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE REVENUE OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE

Ligquor Division Reccvery
May 19, 1986

x k Kk Kk kx k Kk k * X Kk k Kk Kk *x k * Kk )

The Revenue Oversight Committee recommends to +the 49th
Legislature and the Department of Revenue:

1. that the Department not close any state liguor store
in Kalispell or Billings during fiscal yeaxr 18987;

2. that the Department not lower +*the commission rate
paid to any agency store existing on June 1, 1986;

3. that the Department restructure the pricing of
liquor products sold at retail in state liquor stores
and state liguor agency stores;

4, that in the 17 communities with one state liguor
store wherein the leases on the state liquor stores
expire during fiscal year 1887, the Department convert
the state stores to agency stores;

5. that the Department work towards conversion of
liguor stores in other communitises with one
ligquor store, with such cconversion to be dcne in
orderly fashion, but without the Department exercis
the early termination clause in any lease, unless ea
termination is done through negotiation;
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6. that the Department work towards conversion cof state
liguor stores in communities with more than one state
liquor store either through regulation, e.g. specifying
‘that hours of operation and other zrestrictions and
limitations must be the same as at state liguor stores,
or through leasing provisions that would allow con-
current conversion of all state stores in a community
to agency stores; and

BILL NO.

7. that the commission rate paid to any agency store
converted from a state store after July 1, 1986,
conform to a sliding scale based on the value cf sales
of historical recerd in the converted state liguor
store.
Therefore, in meeting the reguirement of Section 4, House
Bill No. 14 of the March 1986 Special Session, 1t is the
sincere and reasoned recommendation of the Revenue Oversight
Committee that the members of thes 49th Legislature accept
this proposal, and that the Department of Revenue Implement

the recommendations in an orderly and timely manner.



CURRENT AUDIOLOGICAL PROGRAM

The Montana School for the Deaf and the Blind contracts now with
seven (7) providers servicing fourteen (14) contract areas.
Currently, there is no administration of the program or coordina-
tion of service areas.

Proposal:

MSBD proposes to collapse the fourteen (14) contract areas into
six (6) or eight (8) service areas. Full time equivalent (F.T.E.)
hiring will include either of the following options:

(1) 1 FTE Audiologist/Administrator
1.5 FTE Secretary
5.84 FTE Audiologists
7.30 FTE Aides
15.64 FTE |
(2) FTE / Audiologist/Adminstrator

1

1.5 FTE Secretary

1.46 FTE Audiologists with the remainder contracted from
current providers

2.1%9 FTE Aides with the reaminder contracted from current

providers

6.15 FTE

Proposals will be presented to the Board of Public Education. It
is felt that with the school administering the program there will
be more accountability on services provided and this will eliminate
duplication of administrative costs in each of the contract areas.
As stated previously, there is no administration of the program
under the current structure being provided by the school.
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5% cuts in Special Session III. All reductions as a result of the 5 percent
cuts made in Special Session III are to be made from other—ithan.
construction “er-mainteranee programs. -
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Insert:

21, lines 12 through
Tand F7ILZ,I12Y on 1
lime 14.
"I+ BB 7 passes,

14.
ine

item

more than  $90,000 in

1987, "

p / (:LL

u’l )

12 through Yapproved" on

7 shall be inoreased by no

genera fund  in fiszcal

SENATE FINANCE AND CbNMS o
H ol 7

EXHIBIT NO. ‘ 7/”‘/

DATE é/ﬁﬁ‘é/ﬁ'é

BILL NO.
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« W
Provosed amendments to HB 30
-

Senator Gage Tacobsoy

Amend HB 30 ing copy, blue, as follows:
¢ (DUE TO LENGTE MTHEIS BILL WAS NOT REPRINTED. PLEASE REFER
b TO YELLOW COPY¥ A ATTACHED BLUE AMENDMENTS)

2nd reading copy, yellow. )
- .Llne l(T
/{ 25, "
; Ins f OQ"\
- /ww/ /OOJ? /g/ 000?

[ 2‘
~ %—M’%Muej 5%,\,‘)(8 [frves 9 &+ /0
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Strifce L 2940 »hi&q,»zzg;

HB30.C1




SENATE COMMITTEE

Date

FINANCE AND CLATS VOTING RECORD

Bill No. _ Time 07) < 2

Name

YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED

Senator

Haffey

Senator

Jaccbson

Senator

Aklestad

Senator

Hammond

Senator

Lane

Senator

Christiaens

Senator

Gage

Senator

Himsl

Senator

Stimatz

Senator

Boylan

Senator

Story

Senator

Smith

Senator

Manning (Dick)

\

Senator

Bengtson

Senator

Keating

NYINNY S SNRRRE

Senator

Regan

Sylvia Kinsey

Secretary

Motion:

Senator Regan
Chairman

/ﬂv%% ,(/»/&c@ (s W// //f) 7 S st




FINANCE AND CIATHS VOTTIG RECORD

BillNo. T Timey 0k

Name YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED

Senator Haffey
Senator Jacobson
: Senator Aklestad v
Senator Hammond
Senator Lane
: tor Christiaens
Senator Gage
Senator Himsl
Senator Stimatz
Senator Boylan
Senator Story v
Senator Smith
n Senator HManning (Dick)
Senator Bengtson
Senator Keating
Senator Regan I

SEANEESANANAENS

-’ Sylvia Kinsey Sengtor Regan
Secretary Chairman

Motion: &%zﬁim (2/ l;v /4 ////51 L_7 {Z/ a




Amendment to HB 30

Page 41, line 10

Strike: 25,000 A
Insert: 15,000 f

S "i‘
Amend t%{als to reflect change / S

JUSTIFICATION

The 4ove\amendment will feduce the transfer of Wastewater
operators/ state special reavgnue fees to the general fund by
$10,000./ The Department ofYHealth and Envirommental Sciences
will ingtitute % program ¢f \continuing education requirements
for wastewater operators/effective July 1, 1986. If the fund
is redaced by $25,000 DHMES canwnot institued the program. Fees
were jJncreased in'FY 1986 for'this program.
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SENATE COMMITTEE

FINANCE AND CLATMS VOTING RECCRD

K Bill No.,f_d_ Time _z_r_i\:)_

Name

YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED

Senator

Haffey

Senator

Jacobson

Senator

Aklestad

Senator

Hammond

Senator

ILane

Senator

Christiaens

Senator

Gage

Senator

Hims1l

Senator

Stimatz

Senator

Boylan

Senator

Story

Senator

Smith

Senator

lManning (Dick)

Senator

Bengtson

Senator

Keating

Senator

Regan

Sylvia

Secretary

Motion:

Kinsey ,

Senator Regan
Chairman
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Amend House Bill 30 Yellow Copy
Page 73, Line 5

Strike: "$3,873,602"
Insert: "$3,763,433"

This eliminates YEP, saving $110,169 general fund.




SENATE COMMITTEE
Date (- 2Af

FINANCE AND CIATHMS VOTTNG RECORD
*
S *

Bill No. ~C  Time //¢ g:‘ o

Name

YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED

Senator Haffey

Senator Jacobscon

Senator Aklestad

Senator Hammond

Senator Lane

Senator Christiaens

Senator Gage

Senator Himsl

Senator Stimatz

NN

Senator Boylan

Senator Story

Senator Smith

Senator Manning (Dick)

N

Senator Bengtson

Senator Keating

Senator Regan

Sylvia Kinsey
Secretary

~URRE R

Senator Regan
Chairman

o iyt~ (Do R




Amend House Bill 30 second reading copy:

Page 73 line 24

strike: %4,024,712
insert: $4,124,712

LFA will amend totals.
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SENATE COMMITTEE FINANCE AND CLATHS VOTING RECORD

Cg Date G- F4-8% W BillNo.ii_ Time /"//

Name YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED

Senator Haffey )
Senator Jaccbson
Senator Aklestad
Senator Hammond
Senator Lane

Senator Christiaens
Senator Gage

Senator Himsl

Senator Stimatz
Senator Boylan
Senator Story

Senator Smith

Senator Manning (Dick)
Senator Bengtson
Senator Keating
Senator Regan

RN

NENEHN

INNAN

Y

~

Sylvia Kinsey Senator Regan
Secretary ; Chairman

Motion: /ﬂf/ Y/ /,{Mﬁ,‘ M . AW/7>/A<W
Yo Leol DY e S5 g0

[/




SENATE COMMITTEE
Date 4 - 57‘/‘5{4

FINANCE AND CTATS

A Bill MNo.

VOTTXG RECORD

So

\

Tine,:?f

Name

ABSENT

EXCUSED

Senator

Haffey

N

Senator

Jacobson

Senator

Aklestad

Senator

Hammond

Senator

Lane

Senator

Christiaens

Senator

Gage

Senator

Hims1

Senator

Stimatz

Senator

Boylan

Senator

Story

\YK\KK\\\\

Senator

Smith

Senator

Manning (Dick)

N

Senator

Bengtson

Senator

Keating

Senator

Regan

N

Sylvia Kinsey

2

Senator Regan

Secretary Chairman
’ ‘ <
Motion: fZ%%é S L /6 & T 7 QJVJ
g 53 M /& -

T 20 lAL *ad vo0)

/él4éé§£{ [ 6;

S,
7
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| | (

Ageﬁﬂme“t tO House BiITr—30-
<&é—ReaﬁTng—fBiue+~€epy“

v;lf&i amend Committee of the Whole Amendment submitted by
‘///Representative Hannah, dated 6-21-86 at 9:15 a.m.
L
Strike: Committee of the Whole Amendment in its
entlrety

‘&3-éh' amend Committee of the Whole Amendment submitted by
Representative D. Brown, dated 6-21-86 at 11:33 a.m.

Strike: Committee of the Whole Amendment in its
entirety. '




Vi / //( 4/"  SENATE CQMMITTEE FINANCE AND CTATS VOTTNG RECORD % MYk
y Y . s, e
7 Date 477~ FC cese _ Bill No. 7 Time

&+ R —_—
.

Name YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED
_J

Senator Haffey | |

Senator Jacobson 1y ’
o Senator Aklestad ¢’

Senator Hammond P

Senator Lane 2
- tor Christiaens % .

Senator Gage ./

Senator Himsl [
- Senator Stimatz Pz

Senator Boylan %

Senator Story i

Senator Smith [
" -Senator Manning (Dick) 1

Senator Bengtson P4
| Senator Keating L p
- Senator Regan v

Vz, 5

- Sylvia Kinsey : Senator Regan

Secretary Chairman
ﬁ / /d / V

Motion: /E/u./é,- ﬂvv-rﬂ—'f'—'g./ A it M,

4

S
- P
-
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Page 100, Line 5§

L;ZD‘ 1. Strike: "above"
Insert: '"fiscal 1986"

NWQQ'Q
Following: "provides"
Insert: "52% and the fiscal 1987 appropriation provides"




. | AMENDMENT TO HOUSE BILL NO. 30
« 1. Page 65

-/ Following: Line 12 5 Fiscal 1987
Insert: : State
o Special
- Revenue Total
- "h. Butte-Silver Bow Clark Park Project 200,000 200,000"
n.. 2. Page 66

Following: Line 12

Insert: "Item 4h is an appropriation of funds from the
grant program special revenue account within the state
special revenue fund established in 17-2-102. $200,000 of
the funds appropriated in House Bill No. 922, Laws of 1985,
for grant programs prioritized project number 7 are
appropriated for item 4h."




SENATE COMMITTEE FINANCE AND CLATHS VOTING RECORD

Date (- 74 5L A Bill No. 3o Time_ /1 4 4

Name NO ABSENT EXCUSED

YES
Senator Haffey v
Senator Jaccbson v
Senator Aklestad

AW

Senator Hammond
Senator Lane

Senator Christiaens

Senator Gage

Senator Himsl
Senator Stimatz

NENANN

Senator Boylan

Senator Story

AR

Senator Smith

Senator Manning (Dick)
Senator Bengtson
Senator Keatlng

.\ﬁ

Senator Regan

AN

Sylvia Kinsey Senator Regan
Secretary Chairman

Motion: /CZa/c/fz#f;bA&—vx_. ,1————‘d///
7’
HT —

é‘ L (__ &2—
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1~3
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@ é/l/a SENATE CQMMITTEE PINANCE AMD CLATHS VOTTNG RECORD

Date (-~ A7-F€ K nn Bill No. Jo Time //[/(5 ¢

Name YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED

Senator Haffey
Senator Jacobson
Senator Aklestad
Senator Hammond
Senator Lane
Senator Christiaens
Senator Gage
Senator Himsl
Senator Stimatz
Senator Boylan L
Senator Story

Senator Smith

Senator Manning (Dick)
Senator Bengtson
Senator Keating
Senator Regan

A\

W\

SRR SRR

Vi

)

Sylvia Kinsey Senator Regan
Secretary Chairman

Motion: ¥4;4;4é% e f 42; z£i4;7:f? 49~z/¢4%“ 45;7

e Tog  fLumilo . Jre<e
7 2y




‘Page 24, Line 25

Following: "distance."

Insert: The Division is directed to implement the recommendations of the

Revenue Oversight Committee dated Mesx 19, 1986/ with respect to Liquor
Division Recovery. :




SENATE COMMITTEE FINANCE AND CLATMS VOTTG RECCORD

Date  §— PFALE /oo  Bill No._ 3O Time4ly 2 Y
Name YES NO ABSENT EXCUSED
Senator Haffey ¢ D//

Senator Jacobson v
Senator Aklestad e
Senator Hammond =
Senator Lane e
Senator Christiaens o
Senator Gage e
Senator Himsl 1
Senator Stimatz [ ‘

Senator Boylan
Senator Story

Senator Smith

Senator Manning (Dick)
Senator Bengtson
Senator Keating
Senator Regan

Sylvia Kinsey
Secretary

Motion: (;;é%g/c/ 2 (??{fz7Lk/ 25
aln

'

Senator Regan .
Chairman




‘ SD

PROPDSED LANGUAGE FOR HB “320

SCHOOL FOR THE DEAF AND BLIND

Page 81 (yellow copy) /
Line 24 /
/

Item 3e includes funds %D allow the Board of Public Education to
employ necsssary or contract with temporary personnel pursuant tao
providing comprehensive /audiological services as provided for in
Board of Public Education policy. It 1s the intent of the
Legislature that this/ program be reviewed during the 1987
regular session.

/

/
/

/
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usi, 349"

43, nav

{,3, 2{/ Fage 22, line

Styribke: "lab4,

179,970
Inserts "1a5,057" 17%,40"

‘”(Lfl 3_~Fage 93:; line S

L7 Strike: "B15,9097 339, %%

———————————r

Hla, 0@l 3x3, 129*

e
T I / Z}/fPagE 9, ‘line P,
Strikens 1o

1 99, 719 "
291,713
Inserts: "379,.758% 399, 353"*

- Lél S. Aage 3. line 13,
- =

v Strike: "2i.2182% §  $30,Y/7°
Insert: "71.278" 7 x9,777"
Fags 232

—
s e )

Styike: A20,935”
Imserty "201,435% 219,199
A

- - : E
v,;,( Fage 93: lirne 23,

- Stvike: "# ¢5,04a "
- _ Iuse/t 79,1267 '
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Tection F. ~Technical Amendment

Y4
| C_\@' (1D page 96, line 18
-
/Q\\/ Following: "exceed"
| / Strike: "$14,384,000 in fiscal 1986 and"
-

The House Appropriations Committee intended that 6 mill levy revenue up
to $18,049,000 be used by the university system in fiscal 1987. Existing
boilerplate language requires that excess fiscal 1986 and 1987 revenues
- cause a general fund reversion. This amendment eliminates the reversion
requirement for fiscal 1986 and will allow the Commissioner of Higher ™
Education to meet legislative intent in fiscal 1987.




o \
Amendment to House Bill 30, Yellow Copy as follows:

Page 81, Line 23:

Insert: "Amounts in item 3e represent a biennial appropriation."



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

Juoe 24, 19 86
MR. PRESIDENT
YINANCE AND CLAINS
R AT VT e ¥ oo Ta Ty Y14 =T =X o] o U P PT
having had under consideration.................... m .......................................................................... Nom’ ........
third reading copy { blue )
color

BARDAROUVE (REGAR)
(mmm,ms;nnaasmrm,mmmmmmmm
BLUB AMENDMENES)

Respectfully report as follows: That. .. .o i e et e e e e aes No......... NOTUR

be amsnded az follows:
Refer to 3ud resding zopy, yellow,

1. Payge 24, Hae 35
Following: Pdistance.®
Ingert: "The Division is directed to implement the recommendations of the
Revenus Uversight Coumiitee dated 33;:»& 18, isss, with regpoat to Liager
Bivislon Recovery.® :

2. Page 36, line 23,
Fellowing Hne 22
Insert: *The Lepartweat shsll not reduce mtrwter payments é&& to the
& percent culz in 8pseclsl Besslon 1M, All reductions xx & yesolt of the §
persent oats made s 8peclal Sessfon 11T sre o be mede from
non~constructios programs.® T

8. Pags 41, Hnes 9 and 10,
Btrike: Hnes ¥ and 18 in thelr entirety
Pagy 44, Hnes B and §.
Btrike: lines 8 and ¥ in thelr entirely

~ 4. Page 42, Hao 24.
Btrike: *©2,0688,470 023,33%,367°
fuseri: EE‘,“E.@ﬁ %3313, 3%

3. Page 34, lues 2 and 5.
Strike: Haez 8 and ¢ in thely antirety

BOOREIX
| BRERETRCN

{continued)



B

'BOUSE BILL 30
Page 2 nf §

7.

8.

i,

il.

iz,

13.

14.

15,

if.

1%7.

Page 54, line 12,
Strike:r “17,838,B43 281.877.,27%°
Inoert: P17,513,843 291,957,2137

Page 73, Hoe 24,
Strike: *4,024,712 5,253, 283"
;fuﬂﬁ?i; gglgégfi-‘ * Fy o

Fage 78, liae 8.
Strihe: P§3,273.480 73,127.57¢°
Insert: 783,373,490 14,947.898"

Bape 81, Maue 24, :
Following:s "appropiation~?

Ingert: “Amounts iz ilem 3o represemt a blennlal sppropriation.”

Page 81, ize I5.

Following: Hne 24

Sirike: “necossary®

Insert; ¥pr comiract with tempovary®

Page 82, Hae 5.

Pellowing: “pelicy.” ' '
Insori: "I ﬁ The iatest of the Legislature that this progvawm be roviewed
- duriag ths 1087 regular sesslon,™

Page 32, Une 18,

Strike: %386,125 431,348"
Insert: ¥X71,831 443,113"

Page 82, lne 23,
Strize: 148,337 179,870
{usert: ¥i45,057 193,898"

Page 3%, lino 8.
Btriker %215,800 3%4,38¢%
fnsert: ¥F3i4,081 %3, i38*

Faga 93, lize 8,

Strike:r Y46,134 399,7i3"

fanert: ¥85,783 367,18

Page 3, Hne 15,
Biriks: ¥71,812 S83g.417%
fnsert: 971,373 6.0,7¢0¢

Page 23, Hoe 36.

Ririke: T203,1I71 328,035"
iaseri: P351,435 T1¢,i90
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HOUSE BILL 30
Page 3 of 4

i3,

ig,

1.

24,

Puge 53, llne 33,
Ingeri: ¥14,884" wnder gencral fund, fiseal 1987
Btrike: *£5,842"
Insort: ¥¥9,146"

Page 84, line 13,

Pollowisg: “axcevd”
Strike: ¥$14,354,000 In fizcal 1984 and®

Page 108, line 5.
Sirike: ¥above®
Insert: ®fseal 1388"
Fellowing: “oprovides”

Inzert: ¥52% aed the Hecal 22%? gopropriation ?l’&?léﬁ"

?&ge 1%2 meﬂ 1?’“&%-

Biriker Mnes 17-20 in thelr axztim:?

Insert: PFor each year ¢f the 1337 blennium, thai portion of the curpent
woresiricted fund darived from izdirect cost refuburgements thst
gxconds $935.080 fe sppropriated to lloztana State Usiversity.”

?ﬂgﬁ 3343 fﬁ‘i% S”g-

Etriker Hues 8-% in thelr snlirely

fasert: "For esch vear of the 1887 blenalum, that porticn of the ourrent
anresiricted fund derived frop Indireet enst reolmburscmeonty that
excesds $405,088 1s sppropristed to the Unirersity of Moutsna.”

Prage 183, lneg 13-15,

Birlke: Hues 13-18 in their eniirety

Igrert: ®Por each wyear of the 1937 bisputumr, that portica of the current
unrestricled fand derived frea Indirect cost reimburssients that
gzcceds $65,800 i sppropriatod to RBastern Montans College,®

y

Pages 188, Haes 17-19, :

Btelze: Hues IT-19 in ibeiv extirety

Ineert: "For sach year of fhe 1987 blensdum, thai portion ﬁf the esfr&m
rsnmirietms fund derived from indiract cost relmbursements that
axceads 320,000 1= appropriated to Morinern Moatasa College.”

Pape 107, Hass 18-31.
Birike: ﬁmx 18~2% in their eﬁﬁtsiv

Ingert: "For each year of the 1987 blenaiuis, that portica of the ousrent

mmmrieiaé fand derived froom Indirsct cost relmbursemests that
excasds $14,099 ia appropristed te Western Hontane Cuollege.”

Page 189, Hues 1-4. ' §§
Strike: Hnee 1~4 in thelr «at&mﬁy T
Inseri: *For eaoh year of the 1387 bienniswm, thet portion of the mmm
: unrestricted fund derived from indirsetl cost relmburscmants that
execeede $138.83% 1 appropristad to the Uontane Colloge of
Eiseral Sclence sad Technelogy.®




HOUSE BILL 3%
Fage 4 of 4 2

R

. Pape 128, lue 138,
Strike: TOTAL STATE FURDIRNG tolels uoder Denursl Fund, State fpecial
Aevanue, and Total, fzcal 1987
Inserts  ¥317,447,8347 under Ganeral Fund
2354,918,356" uwndar State Speciel Revenue
*1,858,380,281" nader Total

Hafer 1o 3rd Hesding Copy, blus, stiachsentis,

. Amend Hoose Coousitice of the Whels Amendmeat aponzored by
Tupreseatstive Quilicel,doted 3-31-84, 7:539 p,m., a2 {cllowma:
CAaepdment &4
o Follewing: ~zﬂ re {nateuetion
Ingerty %inaert: "If Secels B 7, Soscisl Sesalon 311, passez, ilenm 2
zhall be incroassd by no mave than $33,800 genersl fund i fizes)

1QET Y
. mend Conliioe of the Whele Ame ﬁm;‘fsszi sohuritted by Dapreseniative

’ﬁ anaan, doled £-21-3%8 ot §:10 =.m.
Birike: L&:E”E%“lf%&& of the Whole ér,a:.hth,ﬁt in itz entirety.

3. - Amoend Comsitise of the ¥Whole Amecduent submitted by Represoatative 1.
DBrows, dated §-21-86 4 11:233 ¢..:.
Siriks:  Compittee of (D¢ Fhole Ansndment in ity entirely.
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AND RS AMZNDED
BE CONCURREID I8

SENATOR REGAN, Chairman





