
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
TAXATION COMMITTEE 

50TH LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

January 22, 1987 

The meeting of the Taxation Committee was called to order by 
Chairman Ramirez on January 22, 1987, at 9 a.m. in Room 312B 
of the State Capitol. 

ROLL CALL: All members were present. Also present was Dave 
Bohyer, Researcher, Legislative Council. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILLS NOS. 136 AND 255: Rep. Jerry 
Driscoll, House District #92, sponsor of HB 136, said the bill 
would increase gas and diesel fuel taxes from 17 to 20 cents 
per gallon to fund the Reconstruction Trust Fund (RTF) program. 
Rep. Driscoll provided fact sheets to support his testimony, 
(Exhibits #1, 2, 3, and 4). 

Rep. Bob Gilbert, House District #22, sponsor of HB 255, told 
the Committee highways and education are the future of Montana 
and that he hopes the Legislature would go about funding these 
two entities in a proper way. 

PROPONENTS: Rep. Ed Grady, House District #47, co-sponsor of 
HB 136, told the Committee it is disastrous that these funds 
were robbed from the RTF program. He stated that the Highway 
Commission had to make drastic cuts in project funding, and 
that the bill would bring approximately 2,000 jobs to the state. 

Rep. Grady said he didn't want to raise taxes, but believes 
fuel tax increases must be made. He advised that there is a 
need to be fair with both the gas and diesel fuels tax, and 
that fuel costs are not so much the problem as Workers' 
Compensation and other issues. Rep. Grady asked the Committee 
to pass HB 136 without amendments, for discussion on the House 
floor. 

Sen. Joe Mazurek, Senate District #23, told the Committee he 
primarily supports HB 136 and provided members with copies of 
the Joint Committee on Highways Finance Report (Exhibit #la). 
He explained that there is a need to raise $15 million in 
revenue for the RTF, from motor fuels tax increases, and that 
it is not a partisan, but an objective matter. 

Illert Hellebust, Chairman, Montana Highway Commission, read 
from a prepared statement in support of HB 136 (Exhibit #2). 
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Gene Fenderson, Montana Association of Construction and Build­
ing Trades Council, stated his support of HB 136, and said it 
is vital to the state in turning over dollars for highway con­
struction. He explained that cost factors include 50-60% in 
building materials, purchased from out of state and that, in 
contrast, most workers and materials used in highway construction 
are from Montana. 

Gary Wicks, Director, Montana Department of Highways (DOH), 
read from a prepared statement in support of HB 136 (Exhibit #3). 
He said the bill is an extension of a request made by the 
administration during special session, and would continue the 
RTF program. Mr. Wicks explained that the program was originally 
given $150 million in bonding authority and a six cent fuel tax, 
in 1983. He commented that projects have been completed as 
scheduled and that the interstate system would be completed by 
1987. 

Mr. Wicks said that between 1983 and 1986, the DOH worked on 
1,800 miles of road, and moved 700 miles from poor to fair con­
dition or from good to excellent condition. He advised committee 
members that in September, 1986, the Highway Commission cut $85 
million from the FY87-89 construction program to compensate for 
the funding shortage. 

Mr. Wicks stated it is important to note that the Joint Committee 
on Highway Finance voted unanimously to continue the RTF program 
and to impose a three cent tax on gas and on diesel fuel. He 
said the proposed funding would allow 458 miles of critical roads 
to be improved by 1993, which otherwise could not be completed 
until the 21st century. 

Jerry Perkins, owner of Karst Stage, read from a prepared state­
ment in support of HB 136. He told the Committee he is looking 
for an exemption for business to avoid passing transportation 
costs on to schools. He advised that he is willing to pay the 
tax and to come back for the exemption because he knows Montana 
roads need work. 

Joe Weggenman, Executive Director, Helena Area Chamber of Commerce, 
told the Committee he is concerned with highway safety and tourism, 
and urged them to support HB 136. 

Larry Tobiason, Montana Automobile Association (AAA), read from 
a prepared statement in support of HB 136 (Exhibit #4). He said 
76% of AAA members are opposed to a gas tax increase, but 
statistics show that one 80,000 pound truck causes the same amount 
of highway damage as 9,100 cars. 

Lloyd Lockrem, Montana Contractors' Association, read from a 
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prepared statement in support of HB 136. He said Montana 
contractors are responsible for $45 million in payroll of 
which $1 million goes to the general fund, that they pay 
$1.6 million in construction diesel tax each year. Mr. 
Lockrem explained that if the RTF program is not funded, 
payroll will be reduced to $13 million and diesel fuel tax 
income will be reduced by $4.6 million. Mr. Lockrem stated 
that HB 136 would generate $830,000 in FY 88 general fund 
interest earnings. 

Mr. Hugh Crane, Montana Contractors Association, stated his 
support of HB 136. 

Mr. Allen Hobbs, Montana Refining Co., Great Falls, told the 
Committee his is a small company situated only in Montana and 
that he purchases Cut Bank crude oil for asphalt. He stated 
that when he can't sell the asphalt, he can't sell diesel 
fuel, and is presently shipping asphalt out of state at a low 
price. 

Mr. Hobbs said he recently purchased Canadian light crude oil 
at $16 per barrel, as Montana crude oil is less desirable. 
He added that the Glacier pipeline from Canada is full right 
now because of purchases by Montana refineries. 

Stuart Doggett, Montana Chamber of Commerce, urged the 
Committee to support HB 136. 

Keith Anderson, Montana Taxpayers' Association, read from a 
prepared statement in support of HB 136. He stressed the 
importance of the RTF program, in putting people back to work. 

Don Judge, AFL-CIO, stated his support of HB 136 and said that 
since 1972 his organization has held the position that fuel 
taxes should be used only to fund highway reconstruction and 
repair, and should not be used for any general fund purpose. 

Tom Harrison, Montana Auto Dealers Association, stated his 
support of both bills and told the Committee a three cent gas 
and diesel fuels tax increase is a small price to pay for the 
benefits to be reaped. 

OPPONENTS OF HOUSE BILLS NO. 136 AND 255: Ben Havdahl, Executive 
Vice President, Montana Motor Carriers Association, told the 
Committee he is opposed to HB 136 only and supports HB 255. Mr. 
Havdahl read from a prepared statement in support of HB 255 
(Exhibit #5). 

Steve Visocan, Western Petroleum Marketers, told the Committee 
he also represents Conoco and Exxon jobbers in Great Falls and 
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Helena. He explained that the jobbers are small, independent 
businesspeople that wholesale fuel, and said the majority of a 
fuel tax increase would be passed on to consumers. Mr. Visocan 
said holding costs are increasing and that dealers have been 
hurt by fuel shrinkage. He asked if the fuels taxes were 
actually a user tax when existing highway funds have been taken 
for other purposes, and provided committee members with copies 
of current diesel and gas tax rates for each state (Exhibit *6). 

Rep. Paul Pistoria, House District 36, told the Committee he 
requested information on the $81 million loss in funding claimed 
by the Department of Highways and received a report that actual 
losses from the 1985 special session were only $2 million. He 
asked if a gas tax increase were really necessary in view of 
this information (Exhibit *7) and read from a prepared statement 
in opposition to both bills. 

Keith Olson, Executive Director, Montana Logging Association, 
said he opposed HB 136 as it would increase operating expenses 
for loggers. He added that cutting jobs in one area to create 
jobs in another accomplishes very little. 

OPPONENTS OF HOUSE BILL NO. 255: Bob Pansich, Administrator, 
Economic Development Board, said the Board would lose $1.5 
million if HB 255 were to pass, as it receives 25% of the flow 
to the permanent trust after water bonds are paid. He proposed 
an amendment to line 7, page 2 of the bill by inserting "added 
to the Board of Investments". 

Mike Micone, Executive Director, Western Environmental Trade 
Association, stated he was neither an opponent nor a proponent 
of HB's 136 and 255. He said the bill is supported by agricul­
tural, labor and industrial organizations to promote jobs in 
the state, but increased taxes would have the effect of driving 
a number of businesses from the state. Mr. Micone commented 
that such a tax could reduce consumption and thus, be revenue 
neutral. 

Roger Dundas, Toston, stated his opposition to HB 255, and 
commented that there is no market for hay right now. He said 
he could not conscience such a tax at such a cost to others. 
Mr. Dundas added that most trucks can cross Montana right now 
without refueling. 

Lorna Frank, Montana Farm Bureau urged the Committee to give 
both bills a do not pass recommendation. 

Terry Murphy, Montana Farmers Union, told the Committee the 
RTF program is necessary, and said he half opposes and half 
supports the bills. He requested that the Committee keep diesel 
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fuel tax increases as low as possible. 

Brian Enderle, Missoula Chamber of Commerce, said he could 
support the gas tax increase, but not a diesel tax increase, 
and would like to see HB 136 amended. 

Rep. Tom Asay, House District #27, said he opposed the bill 
for the same reasons he had done so in the past. Rep. Asay 
stated he did not think imposing a tax when money is short, 
is the answer. He commented the legislature needs to be 
more responsible about where tax dollars are going, and said 
he wanted to know why the Department of Highways says its 
special session losses are $81 million, then the LFA says 
DOH losses are $2 million. 

QUESTIONS ON HOUSE BILLS NO. 136 AND 255: Rep. Williams asked 
if Sen. Farrell's bill would reduce the property class for 
trucks and trailers. Ben Havdahl replied the cap would be 12%. 

Rep. Williams asked if the industry would oppose HB 136, if 
that legislation were to pass. Ben Havdahl replied he was not 
in a position to answer the question, and said the reduction 
in Sen. Farrell's bill is equivalent to a 1.5 cent diesel tax. 
He commented that, if anything, the industry could live with 
a 1 cent tax. 

Rep. Sands asked Gary Wicks why the major percentage of improve­
ments to secondary highways since 1983 were in the eastern half 
of the state. Mr. Wicks replied that neither the DOH, nor the 
Highway Commission had any authorization on how the funds were 
to be distributed. He said dollars for the RTF program were 
spent on the basis of need on critical roads, most of which are 
in western Montana. He said district offices in Sidney, Fair­
view and Billings could provide this information, adding that 
more funds will go to eastern Montana in the coming years. 

Rep. Ellison asked how much decline there has been during the 
past biennium in cost per mile for highway construction. i1r. 
wicks replied that using the CPI, costs increased 5% between 
1969 and 1984. He stated that using the construction priae index 
would cause that figure to be higher. 

Rep. Raney asked Mr. Wicks to provide the information referred 
to by Reps. Pistoria and Asay, prior to executive action on 
the bills. Mr. Wicks replied he would comply with that request. 

Mr. Wicks went on to say that the information through 1989 was 
reviewed by both the Legislative Auditor and the Legislative 
Fiscal Analyst, who found no major differences. He advised 
that the cash flow chart indicates the DOH can get through 1993 
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if the RTF program is left in, and said page 3 of his report 
shows revised figures, should HB 136 pass. Mr. Wicks stated the 
DOH identified the rutting problem in 1982 in conjunction with 
wyoming, Idaho, and Utah and found it had to improve specific­
ations for asphalt. He added that some changes worked and some 
didn't, but most of the damage is caused by high-pressure truck 
tires. 

Rep. Koehnke asked by how much bids were down from 1983. Mr. 
Wicks replied they were down 10-15%. 

Rep. Ranirez asked Hr. Wicks to provide information on the amount 
needed to restore the RTF. f1r. Wicks replied that figure would 
be $15 million annually, from either fuels tax or coal tax dollars. 

'Rep. Ramirez asked if Rep. Gilbert's bill would work to resolve 
the cash shortage. Mr. Wicks replied the cash problem is currently 
revised without the RTF program, and a match in federal aid, and 
said debt service will be in 1991. 

Rep. Ramirez commented that the state is in a serious situation 
and asked if some combination of the two bills or any other 
combination would resolve the situation. There was no response. 

Rep. Koehnke advised that a 1 cent gas tax increase would raise 
$3 million annually, while a 1 cent diesel and other fuels tax 
would raise about $1 million and $3.8 million respectively. 

Rep. Patterson asked Rep. Driscoll if the Montana Contractors 
preferred a 3 cent increase. There was no response. 

Rep. Ramirez asked if the situation would be all right now, if 
the DOH knew $6 million would be there in two years. Mr. 
Wicks answered affirmatively, and commented that action sets an 
imposition on the 1989 legislature. 

CLOSING ON HOUSE BILL NO. 136: Rep. Driscoll stated contractors 
payoff-road diesel fuel taxes, and that asphalt has dropped from 
a high of $180 per ton to $30 per ton. . 

CLOSING ON HOUSE BILL NO. 255: Rep. Gilbert stated his bill is 
a viable method of highway funding, would get the RTF program 
going, adding that is where coal tax dollars should be spent. 

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business before the Committee, 
the meeting is adjourned at 11:45 a.m. 
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FACT SHEET 
HB 136, Rep. Driscoll 

BACKGROUND: The Reconstruction Trust Fund Prog.dm (RTF) was created and 
initially funded by the 48th Legislature to begin reconstruction of the 
state's deteriorating primary highway system. The 48th Legislature provided 
bonding authority up to $150 million to provide up-front funding to begin the 
RTF and to complete the interstate system in Montana ahead of schedule. 

Since 1983, with the RTF and the regular federal-aid primary programs, the 
department has been able to complete the reconstruction, resurfacing and 
preservation of approximately 1800 miles of the primary system. The number of 
miles of seal and cover work which extends the life of good roads has tripled. 
Over 700 miles of primary roads have been moved to the good to excellent 
category under the highway rating system. 

Primary roads, the two-lane rural roads such as U.S. 93, MT 200, U.S. 2 and 
U.S. 12, MT 3 and MT 78, U.S. 212 and U.S. 87 serve most Montanans and are 
most in need of work. 

CURRENT STATUS: The RTF program is out of funds and has been shut down. The 
Highway Commission eliminated all projects being funded from the RTF beginning 
in fiscal 1987 through 1993. This represents $85 million worth of work on the 
primary for fiscal years 1987, 1988 and 1989, and a total of $250 million 
through 1993. 

A Joint Committee on Highway Financing reviewed the RTF funding situation and 
determined that the RTF could not be restored without additional funding. The 
Committee recommended to the 50th Legislature that an additional $15 million 
in fuel tax revenues be provided. 

PROPOSED BILL: HB 136 would provide an additional $15 million in revenues by 
increasing motor fuel taxes by 3¢ per gallon on gasoline and 3¢ on diesel 
fuels. A 1¢ increase on gasoline yields approximately $4 million; 1¢ on 
diesel yields approximately $1 million. 

-1-



The $15 million in additional revenues, together with issuing new bonds up to 
the authorized level and retention of the current level of coal taxes, would 
restore the RTF through fiscal 1993. Work would proceed on an additional 2800 

miles of the primary system. Without the RTF, the departmer~ would only 
address approximately 800 miles on the primary system, since only federal-aid 

funds are now available. 

The difference between the 2800 and 800 miles is critical to Montana. Comple­
tion of the RTF program, as authorized, would provide a primary highway system 
that will greatly enhance Montana's ability to transport its agriculture, 
timber and other products. Tourism will benefit and Montanans will finally 
see some improvements on roads that have been promised for years. Further, it 
is estimated 750 construction jobs are directly related to reinstating the RTF 
program and hundreds more are affected through industries such as oil, concrete 
and heavy equipment. 

Montana is not unique in the need for highway funds. Washington, North 
Dakota, Oregon, Utah and Nevada are all requesting significant increases in 
fuel taxes and in some case registration fees for their respective highway 
programs. Further, South Dakota and Idaho have proposals before their Gover­
nors for consideration. Colorado raised its fuel taxes during the 1986 
session to 18¢ on gas and 20.5¢ on diesel. 

The Idaho, Washington and Oregon pr9Posals would put those states above the 
Montana fuel tax rate, even with passage of HB 136. 

Of all the major state programs, the highway program has grown the least, 
according to the Bureau of Business and Economic Research - University of 
Montana. The Bureau, in reviewing the growth in government since 1969, 
estimates that highway expenditures have grown only 5% in 1985 dollars between 
1969 and 1984. This compares to 153% for public welfare, 126% for health and 
hospitals, and 83% for local schools. 

Competition for contracts, low prices for asphalt and concrete, low interest 
rates for bonding, and the need for private sector jobs means it is a good 
time to act. Revenue now would put all of these factors to work to ensure 
Montana's primary highways are ready for the 21st Century. 

DJU:ml:2/a 
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SENATOR JOSEPH P. MAZUREK 
SENATE DISTRICT 23 

HOME ADDRESS: 
516 HAYES 
HELENA. MONTANA 59601 
HOME PHONE: (406) 443-6404 
OFFICE PHONE: (406) 442-8560 
SENATE PHONE: (406) 444-4886 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: M mbers of the 50th Legislature 

FROM·L' 1 a r Joe r~azurek. Chairman ;t Joi Committee on Highway Financing 

RE: Highway Reconstruction Trust Fund 
F::'nancing Needs 

DATE: January 12, 1987 

~iHIBIT -# !tt..,; 
DATE /";s;tt-, __ 
HB, ___ 4 ... · .... ft,IIii&... __ 

STANDING COMMITTEES: 

JUDICIARY, CHAIRMAN 
TAXATION, VICE CHAIRMAN 
EDUCATION 
LEGISLATIVE ADMINISTRATION 
COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

PERMANENT COMMITTEES: 

REVENUE OVERSIGHT 
RESERVED WATER RIGHTS COMPACT 

In November 1986, an Ad Hoc Joint Committee on Highway Financing 
was appointed by the leadership of both houses to review the 
present situation on highway funding and determine if additional 
revenues would be necessary to continue the Reconstruction Trust 
Fund prcgram begun in 1983. Members of the committee were 
Senators Neuman, Crippen, Brown, Lybeck, Farrell, Hager, Gage, 
Abrams, Stimatz, and Mazurek; and Representatives Bradley, 
Miller, Nathe, Gilbert, Harper, Peck, Spaeth, Mercer, Harp, 
Quilici, and Donaldson. 

The Committee conducted two meetings to determine the status of 
highway program financing. The Committee reviewed the impact of 
the Special Session III, 1986, on the RTF program. 

During these meetings, testimony and information was received 
from the Department of Highways, Legislative Auditors office, 
Legislative Fiscal Analyst office, Montana Contractors 
Association, Montana Motor Carriers Association, Highway Users 
Federation, Montana Petroleum Marketing Association, and indi­
vidual contractors and refiners regarding the highway con­
struction program. 

The information received during the meetings demonstrate the need 
for continuation of the RTF program and the impact the highway 
construction program has on the economy of Montana. One 
contractor cited statistics indicating the loss of revenues to 
the general fund and jobs resulting from a reduced highway 
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program. Another individual in the oil industry pointed out the 
negative impact on Montana's crude oil industry because of the 
reduction in asphalt production. Given the competition among 
contractors, the significant reductions in the price of asphalt 
and concrete, and the low interest rates for bonding, now is an 
ideal time to maintain the recent level of construction activity. 
Further, it was determined that to gain the benefit of this 
summer's construction season, the Legislature must act quickly. 

At the conclusion of the second meeting, the Committee unanimously 
voted to restore and continue the RTF program at the level 
authorized in 1983. The RTF program was authorized to expend up 
to $40 million per year on highway syste~ improvements. The 
COIDmittee agreed that the RTF program was essential to improving 
the primary highway system, and the RTF cannot continue without 
additional revenurs. Without the RTF, only 800 miles of primary 
system improvements can be made through 1993. With the RTF, 
approximately 2,800 miles of primary system improvements could be 
made through that period. 

The COrnffiittee determined that to continue the RTF program the 
following actions are necessary: 

1. Continue the current level of coal severance tax revenues; 

2. Continue bonding to the presently authorized level through 
the RTF period; and, 

3. Raise an additional $15 million in revenues for the RTF 
program. 

Specifically, the Committee makes the following recommendations 
to the 50th Legislature: 

The RTF program be funded and restored to the authorized 
level. This recommendation passed unanimously. 

That currently authorized coal severance tax revenues be 
retained by the RTF program, and these revenues be pledged 
for bonding purposes. This recommendation passed 
unanimously. 

The amount of highway revenues presently being provided to 
the Department of Fish, ~Jildlife, and Parks' snowmobile and 
motorboat programs be reduced by half to no more than 
$500,000 per year total. This motion passed 9 to 8. 
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The $15 million required to restore the RTF program be 
derived from motor fuel tax increases, and that the makeup 
of the additional $15 million derived from the fuel taxes be 
based fairly on the users in combination with appropriate 
reductions where other savings can be made. 

We urge that the 50th Legislature consider and act quickly on 
these recommendations. If the state is to gain the benefit of 
this summer's construction season, provide jobs, and take advan­
tage of the competitive prices currently in place, the 
Legislature must provide additional revenues as soon as possible. 

JM:WSG:ts:1i 
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Testimony of 

ILERT HELLEBUST 

before the 

HOUSE TAXATION COMMITTEE 

on 

HOUSE BILL 136 

My name is I1ert He11ebust. I live in Havre and am the chairman of the 

Montana Highway Commission. I'm here to support House Bill 136 because it 

would provide $15 million, the amount necessary to restore and continue the 

RTF pn~l"am.I(EGoAjSI,f(/Cf/~1J 1I< IA Srr:IlD Pt<OG~AiIl.J UJry/llV cPt(/<. 

!Jb;/uJAy Si;s;t?iJ1, L , hM~ 
/ / (' K.~e~f./s1llllc(;r;,)· {~Uyr u , 

The focus of the RTF~S on our most important roads. Primary highways get us 

from here to there, they allow us to transport our commodities and welcome 

tourists to Montana. 

Whether you're from the hi-line like I am and drive Highway 2, then Highway 87 

to Great Falls, or you're in western Mortana and drive Highway 93; whether 

you're in northeast Montana and drive Highway 13, or you're traveling any 

direction from Billings, you're driving on roads that have needed repair as 

long as most of us can remember. Since the program started in 1983, ambitious 
_1g:J1I p A1e:1j 

goals have bee'~m and the progress is very evident. 

Three cents-a-gal1on will allow us to complete the work started in 1983. The 

results will benefit every Montanan. 

, 
-J.-
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2;1l /t/cP,tA')G:> 11613& 
I think this program is a bargain. The marke~~ill,have far more impact on 

b I es rt t-- ~j'I:et-'i 
the price of gas1than this modest tax increase. What's more, the 3¢ is not 

over and above what the department requested in the past -- the 3¢ is just the 

amount that wasn't funded in the Special Session. 

live seen many changes in the Highway Department over the last several years. 

We have a good system of priority-setting; projects are selected based on need 

not politics. Far more road construction is being done, but it's being 

done with a smaller department. The competitive bidding process is working 

well and I think welre getting good value on these jobs. 

~important thing now is to move- ahead. I urge your support fer--House- Btll 
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Testimony by Gary J. Wicks 
January 22, 1987 

HB 136 

C:)/'.XO<' ~-Co" .t.), 'Z- _._ 
;-~ ;~~. ;~. - "I' '211-

-..... ~.I:'-. -.----- .-1,._ • . __ - -

The Department of Highways supports HB 136 since the 3¢-a-gallon increase in 

gas and diesel taxes is an extension of the 5¢ on gas and 3¢ on diesel re­

quested by the administration last June. It will provide sufficient funds to 

continue the program to improve Montana's highways. 

That program, approved by the 1983 Legislature, consisted of three major 

parts: 1) establishment of the Reconstruction Trust Fund, authorizing the 

department to spend $40 million a year over the next 10 years to improve the 

primary system; 2) authorizing the issuance of $150 million worth of bonds to 

complete the interstate and match increased federal aid; and 3) a fuel tax 

increase of 6¢ a gallon, part of which went for cities and towns, and continued 

funding of the Highway Patrol. 

The money you provided went into highway construction and the projects we said 

would be let to contract were let to contract. In September, the contract to 

complete the last stretch of the interstate was let, allowing Montana to 

complete this vital link years ahead of the schedule based on federal funding. 

With the completion of the interstate, the department and Highway Commission 

have made improvement of the primary system their highest priority. In the 

three years funding for the RTF was available (FYs 1984/1985/1986)and through 

the biennium. The department will have improved 1,800 miles of primary, 

moved 700 miles of the 5,500-mile system from the "poor/fair" pavement 

category to "good/excellent" and let to contract 172 miles of the 458 miles of 



"red" roads identified in 1983. Project~; such as DeSmet-Evaro - four-lanes on 

Highway 93, Coram-West Glacier on Highway 2, Sidney-Fairview on Highway 200, 

and Bowman's Corner - East on Highway 200 are just a few examples of what 

we've done in a short time with the RTF program. 

Prior to the special session in June, the department recognized additional 

funds would be necessary in 1987 and planned to request an increase. The 

decision to reduce highway funding dramatically altered the planned construc­

tion program. When we examined projected cash flows after the special session, 

it was clear we cculd not continue the scheduled RTF projects and end 1989 

with a positive balance. We faced the choice of reducing maintenance, failing 

to match federal aid, not meeting our debt service obligations or reducing the 

RTF. Clearly, reducing the RTF was the only prudent thing to do. 

In September, the Highway Commission, acting on the basis of these reduced 

funding projections, cut $85 million worth of RTF projects from the 87-89 

construction program. These projects are identified in the Highway Depart­

mentis REPORT TO THE 50TH LEGISLATURE. 

Since the special session, a legislative committee chaired by Senator Mazurek 

has reviewed highway financing, the hig~way program and funding alternatives. 

The committee asked the Legislative Fiscal Analyst and the Legislative Auditor 

to review the highway account balance s~eets. It also heard testimony from 

other interested groups. 

The committee's unanimous recommendation was that the RTF program be restored. 

It recommended an additional $15 million per year be provided from fuel taxes 



for highway construction and the primary system, and that the coal tax funds 

be retained by the RTF. The committee's report has been distributed to the 

Legislature. 

HB 136 would fund the committee's recommendations. Assuming the 12 percent 

coal tax revenues continue and bonds issued up to the authorized level, the RTF 

can be restored and funded until 1993: 

With the RTF, we can improve or maintain 2,800 miles of primary between 

now and 1993, without it only 800 miles. 

With the RTF, we can continue the preventive maintenance program to get 

the most out of the taxpayers' investment, without it preventive mainte­

nance is not possible. 

With the RTF, 458 miles of critical roads will be improved by 1993; 

without it, that will not be accomplished until after the beginning of 

the 21st Century. 

With the RTF, we can reconstruct: 

Highway 2 - Libby/Troy; 

Highway 93 - Darby South; 

Highway 12 - Avon/Elliston; 

Highway 87 - Big Sandy North & South; 

Highway 3 - Broadview North & South and Acton West; 



Highway 13 - Scobey North; 

Highway 78 - Absarokee/Columbus; and 

Highway 2 - Browning East & West. 

Without the RTF, these projects must be delayed or eliminated from the 

program. 

With the RTF and early approval by the Legislature, the highway construc­

tion program -- and Montanans -- can go back to work in May. 

Since the special session, we have been working with legislators for a better 

understanding of Montana's highway problems. That cooperation has created 

bipartisan support. If politics can continue to be set aside, we will pass on 

to Montanans in the 21st Century not a Democrat or Republican highway system, 

but a good highway system, adequate to rreet the needs of Montana's business, 

citizens, and economy. This is the clear choice facing this committee and 

this Legislature. 

GJW: kw:3p 
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MONTANA TRlICK llSEK FEE STUDY 

1. IN.l'RODUCTlON 

A. OBJECTIVF. 

The purpo~e of thi~ study, as defined by the Montana Grain 
Grow~rs ASRociation (MGGA) 1985'1986 Truck Transportation 
Resolution Item B., was for the Transpnrtation DivlRlon 
of the Montana Department of Commerce to research MontAna 
truck user fees to d~termlne at what level truck user 
fees become counter'productive to the intents of producing 
revenue for highway construction and maintenance. 

In other words at what level do Montana truck user fees 
become detrimental to the State's trucking industry and 
transportation service systems. 

A truck user fee as defined for this study was: A fee 
charged a Montana motor carrier by a governmental entity 
for the use of government funded, constructed or maintained 
highway facilities. This also includes governmental 
fees charged for administrative purposes such as vehicle 
registration, title registration, recording of liens, etc •• 
Property taxes are not included under this definition. 

B. BACKGROUND 

MGGA's concern for the State's trucking industry can 
be easily understood when considering the importance of 
aotor carriers to Montana particularly with respect to the 
following factors: 

1. Our industries are highly resource oriented with aany 
of our products being shipped froa our State in a bulk, 
unfinished form such as grain, livestock, coal, ores, 
and luaber. 

2. Due to Montana's distance fro. aarketl, transportation 
cOltl consu.e a ,1lnlflcant portion of • product'l 
dollar return when it 11 finally lold In a hllhly 
co.petltlve .arket. Thll I, particularly true of Iraln 



Rne! 1 umhl' r. 

3. With a lack of watrr tranMporlRtfnn, th~r~ arp only 
twu .Od~M, truck and rail, tn tranMp~rt r~~uurcr and 
Rr,r1culturRl product~ from MontRns. 

4. Du~ to a lack of rail compptition, Montana ha~ had to 
depend on th~ trucking lnduRtry to provide competition. 

5. Rail abandonment of branchlines haR required a greater 
dependence on trucking. 

6. Many of the communi tieR in Montana depend on motor 
carriers for their transportation B~rvices particularly 
with re8pect wholesale and retatl Roods. Without 
truckinR services many of the~e communities could not 
survive since there are no other forms of transportation 
available. This dependency on motor carrier services 
continues to become more critical. A number of the 
communities along the Empire Builder route such as 
Cutbank and Glasgow have recently lost their Amtrak 
freight service. Amtrak anticipates continuing to cut 
ticket and freight services at passenger depots along 
the Empire Route. 

The importance of the motor carrier industry to Montana 
is continuing to grow. However at this same time increased 
costs particularly with respect to truck user fees have 
begun to make motor carriers less able to compete or for 
that aatter to even stay 1n business. 

II. STUDY PROCEDURES 

In order to understand the impact of truck user fees on a 
motor carrier it was necessary to develop a aotor carrier 
costing aodel to establish costs associated with specif1c 
haul moveaents. 

A. MOTOR CARRIER COSTING MODEL 

The Transportation Division of the Montana Depart.ent 
of Co.aerce developed a aotor carrier costing aodel on a 
computer spreadsheet program. Transportation Division staff 
in 1986 conducted research and interviewed several agencies 
and aotor carriers in efforts to obtain the aost recent 
data with relpect to each cost paraaeter. Once this data 
va. obtained all COlts vere developed on a per ,ear bali. 
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1. Truck Character1stics­
Truck Size 
Tractor 
Trailer 
Purchaf'e Price 

2. Fixed Costs-
Tractor-trailer purchase price 
Property tax 
Insurance (vehicle and car~o liability) 
Administrative (support personnel for record 

keeping, dispatch, secretarial, 
etc. ) 

3. Variable Costs-
Fuel Costs 
Maintenance Costs 
Tire Costs 
Driver Costs 

4. Truck User Fee Costs-
Presents 29 potential user fee costs administered by 
six (6) State and federal goven.ent agencies 

5. Cost Per Vehicle-Mile and Ton-Mile -

6. Truck Income-
Grain Hauling Rates (wheat). 
Potential for a backhaul 

7. Profit Margin-
Difference between income and costs without user fee 
costs 

8. User Fee Scenario-
Calculates user fees at +5%, +10%, +15%, and +20% 

9. Profit Margin Seenario-
Scenario illustrates the i.pact of user fees on 
costa and revenues with user fees at their present 

3 
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)0. User Ft'~ Co~ts Pf'r BUflh~l. MIJ~, Cost'R and Rrv~nu£'~ 

CAlculat1on~ of current Ufler f~~ cost~ on 8 per 
bUflh~], mile, co~t, and r~venup bas1R. 

B., VEHICLE TYPe SELECTION 

Four truck vehfcle type configurations were Relected for 
analysis by the motor carrier cORting model. These selected 
vehicle typeR represent the most common truck types found 
to be hauling grain, general commodity, and lumber loads 
and are listed as follows: 

1. Grain - 7 axle-26 wheel-tractor, hopper tratler, dolly, 
and hopper pup trailer 

2. Grain - 5 axle-I8 wheel-tractor, hopper trailer 

3. General Commodity -5 axle-I8 wheel-tractor,van trailer 

4. Lumber - 5 axle-18 wheel-tractor, flatbed trailer 

C. STUDY ASSUMPTIONS 

The following assumptions were made with respect to the 
study and costing model: 

1. The costs and revenues developed for use in the costing 
model reflect actual costs and revenues but represent a 
hypothetical motor carrier situation. 

2. All costs and revenues are presented on a single truck 
basis which may be part of a small trucking firm fleet 
or that of a single owner-operator. 

3. The aotor carrier owner-operator is full time in the 
transportation business. 

4. The truck equipment is highly utilized and low in the 
amount of assessories. 

5. The aotor carrier hauls to one destination and returnl. 

4 
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for both th~ 7 axl~ and 5 8xl~ ~raJn tr~cks. nCAtination'" 
uHPd in th. mndpl include RuttP. Montana And LrwfFlton. 
Idaho with thl:' orgfn for both graIn truck.- bping Grl'At 
Falls. Montana. The total 100.000 miles per y~Ar ~rafn 
truck haul operations for both grain trucks w~re calculated 
relative to costs as occurring pntirely within Montana. 

Table II provides model resultR with respect to the 
selected general commodity and lumber truck configurations. 
The general commodity and lumber truckR each operate 
115.200 miles per year between Missoula. Montana and 
Los Angeles. California. For purposes of this report the 
total ]15.200 miles per year for both typeH of trucks were 
calculated with respect to costs as operating entirely 
within the State of Montana. 

IV. FINDINGS 

A. Grain Haul Motor Carriers 

1. Total annual costs of a 7 axle two trailer grain hopper 
truck amounted to $104.541.50 per year of which truck 
user fees amounted to $13038.76 or 12.5% of total costs. 

2. Relative to a 5 axle one trailer grain hopper truck 
total annual costs amounted to $92.303.69 per year of 
which truck user fees amounted to $10721.60 or 11.6% of 
the total costs. 

3. Highest Grain Truck User Fees 

GVW Fees 
Diesel Fuel Taxes 

State 
Federal 

Federal 
Truck Purchase Tax 
Heavy Vehicle Tax 
Tire Excise Tax 

7 axle 

$1775.00 

$4250.00 
$3750.00 

$2122.56 
$ 550.00 
$ 329.60 

$12,777.16 

5 

5 axle 

$1653.00 

$3400.00 
$3000.00 

$1795.20 
$ 550.00 
$ 280.00 

$10,678.20 



P(!rct·nt of Total 
( 1I ~ t' r f t' (. h ) 

9k.1I 99.6 

4. T rue k Ann II 11 1 P r (> f J t MAr r. 1 n ( f~ xc] II d 1 n F',- U ~ (0 r f t' (' fI W 1 t h I () % 
backhaul rat(') 

8. With a 7 axle ~ra1n truck h8ul1n~ to Butte th(O 
motor carrier ha~ a $347.00 profit margin how(Over 
when curr~nt uRer fee~ ure subtracted the net 
reflult is a loss of -$12,691.00. 

b. On a 5 axle truck haulin~ grain to Butte the profit 
margin waR already at a loss of -$13,437.00. When 
current user fees are added in the loss increases 
to -$24,159.00. 

c. With a 7 axle grain truck hauling to Lewiston, 
Idaho the situation becomes worse. The operator 
already has a loss of -526,603.00 with normal 
costs. When current level user fee costs are added 
the deficit increases to -$39,641.00. 

d. This same movement to Lewiston, Idaho for a 5 axle 
grain truck excluding U6er fee costs amounts to 
-$33,567.00. Adding current level user fees causes 
the deficit to climb to -$44,289.00. 

5. Current User Fee Costs per: 

User fee costs/bushel 
To Butte 
To Lewiston 

User fee costs/mile 
(100,000 ailes/year) 

User fee costs/trip 
To Butte 
To Lewiston 

User fee COlts as % 
of Annual COltl 

18 

7 axle 

$.0374 
$.0930 

$.1304 

$40.42 
~,l 00.40 

12.47% 

5 axle 

$.0415 
$.1032 

$.1072 

$33.23 
$82.54 

11.62% 



U~~r f~p cn~th Ak % 
of Annual R('v~nues 

To Rutt~ 

To Lewl~ton 

B. General Commodity Motor Car~i~rs 

14.20% 
20.09% 

J).737-
22.33% 

. I. Total annuAl co~ts of a 5 axle one van trailer truck 
amounted to $110,3;3.21 per year of which current truck 
user fees comprised $11,903.89 or 10.8% of total costA. 

2. H1gheRt General Commodity Truck User Fees 

GVW Fees 
Diesel Fuel Taxes 

State 
Federal 

Federal 
Truck Purchase Price 
Heavy Vehicle Tax 
Tire Excise Tax 

Percent of total 

5 axle 

$1718.53 

$3916.80 
$3456.00 

$1824.00 
$ 550.00 
$ 322.56 

$11,787.89 

99.0% 

3. General Commodity Truck Annual Profit Margin (excluding 
user fees with a 83.3% backhaul rate) 

With a 5 axle general co.modfty truck hauling from 
Missoula to Los Angeles and back the operator has 
a profit .argin of $20,351. Subtracting out current 
user fees the net return a.ounts to $8447. 

4. Current User Fee Costs per: 

User fee costs/.ile 

Uler fee cOltl/trip 

User fee COlts a. a I 
of Annual COlt. 

19 

5 axle 

$.1033 

$248.00 

10.8% 



Uf;('r ft-l' Cot.;tH a'" a ~ 
of AnnuAl I(pvt-nu£, 

C. Lumber H~ul Motor Carrit"rk 

to.ot 

t. Total annuAl CORtR of a 5 axle nnr flatbed trailer truck 
amountpd to $108,860.68. Current user fee~ comprised of 
$11,927.89 or 10.9% of total CORtH. 

2. Highest Lumber Truck User Fees 

GVW Fees 
Die~el Fuel Taxes 

State 
Federal 

Federal 
Truck Purchase Tax 
Heavy Vehicle Tax 
Tire Excise Tax 

Percent of Total 
(User Fees) 

5 axle 

$1718.53 

$3916.80 
$3456.00 

$1848.00 
$ 550.00 
$ 322.56 

$11,811.89 

99.0% 

3. Lumber Truck Annual Profit Margin (excluding user fees 
with 50% backhaul) 

A 5 axle one trailer flatbed truck hauling from 
Missoula to Los Angeles roundtrip has a profit margin 
of $19,707. After aubtractlng out current user fees 
the net return .mounts to $7,779. 

4. Lumber Truck Current User Fee Costs per: 

User Fee Costa/.ile 

Ueer Fee Coste/trip 

20 

5 axle 

$.1035 

$248.50 



UN~r F~p COHt~ 11M n % 
of Annual COFit5 

UFil'r Fep CORte; Af; II % 

11.0% 

of Rl'venue )O.'l.% 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Of the trucks selected whether for grain, general 
commodity or lumber the costs generally run between $.92 
and $1.05 per mile. The 7 axle grain truck costs were 
the highest at $1.045 with the three 5 axle trucks 
running between $.923 and $.958 per mile. 

2. Truck user fee costs for the most part amount to between 
$.10 and $.13 (7 axle grain truck) per mile. 

3. There does not appear to be a significant difference 
in truck user fees whether the commodity hauled is 
regulated or not. 

4. The costing model suggests grain truck costs for both 
the 7 axle and 5 axle (without including current level 
truck user fee costs) for the most part exceed revenues 
regardless of the Butte, Kontana or Lewiston, Idaho 
destinations. This in large part is due to the required 
use of specialized hauling equipment which in turn 
causes a reduced opportunity to obtain a backhaul. 
There is either a need to go to more versatile equipment 
to accommodate backhauls or develop backhauls for the 
specialized equipment currently being used. 

5. General commodity and lu.ber truck costs do not exceed 
revenues even with the addition of current user fee 
costs. Study results 8uggest with general commodity and 
lu.ber truck operations profit .argins of approximately 
$8,000.00 remain after total costs (including current 
truck user fee costs) are subtracted from revenues. 

6. Using ~tudy assumptions almost 20% of present annual 
grain hauling revenues are used to pay current truck 
uler fees. 

7. Without increaled backhaula or an increase ln freight 
rate. grain haulers wlll continue to operate at a 
deficit. 
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motor CHrrt£'rs. 

9. An jnrr~aHe in truckjn~ cust~ and u~~r feeR tpod" to 
co~t Montana more than the Intt1al CURt or URer fee 
increase (refer to Figure 2 in the AppendiceR). 

(a) An incre8~e in a truck user fee or other operating 
costs raises the cost of trucking which in turn 
raises truck rates (line TI-Tl level rises to 
T2-T2 level) • 

(b) A rafRe in truck rates justifies other 
transportation service modes to raise their 
respective hauling rateR (line RI-Rl level rises 
to R2-R2 level. 

(c) Producers and all Montanans end up paying more for 
both truck and rail transportation. 

10. Study results suggest relative to grain haulers with 
specialized equipment that with a lack of backhauls 
almost all truck user fees at the current level are 
counter productive to the intents of producing revenue 
for highway construction and maintenance since the grain 
motor carrier is required to operate at a loss. 
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January 21, 1987 

MMCA STATEMENT ON HS136 

EXHIBIT tiS __ 
DATE r~-'Z 
Hc- /~It ~ 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee •••••••• I'm Ben Havdahl, 
Executive Vice President of the Montana Motor Carriers Association •••••• We 
would like to go on record opposing the diesel fuel tax increase by 3 cents 
per gallon in HB136 •••••• I emphasize only the diesel -fuel tax increase and 
my comments are not being directed in opposition to the gasoline tax 
proposed in HB136 or on any other basis ••••••• 

HMCA has some 325 carrier members and 125 supplier members. All of whom are 
employers and the carriers range in size fro:!] a one-truck operation to 
medium size companies operating fleets of trucks up to 400 plus in numbers. 
951 of our Montana based trucking companies .~perate in interstate commerce 
under ICC authority in several states, some in all 48 states •••••••• 

I would also like this committee and members of the Legislature to 
understand that the opposing position by MHCA to a diesel fuel tax increase 
is not an opposing position to supporting an adequately funded 
"reconstruct ion trust fund" to rebuild some .2,000 miles of the primary 
highway system in Montana. MMCA has and conUnues to support an affordable 
highway program in Montana. We supported a Ijiesel fuel tax increase in 1983 
to fund the then created "reconstruction trust fund". The tax was increased 
from 11 to 17 cents per gallon with half of that increase diverted from the 
RTF to cities and counties notWithstanding that almost all the over-the­
road truck mileage is on the interstate and 1:.he primary system in Montana. 
If that diversion had not happened we are c01winced the RTF would not be 
suffering today. 

HMCA expressed its OPPOSition the increase in diesel fuel tax by 3 cents per 
gallon as proposed in SB14, during the June 1986 session due to the 
difficult economic situation facing the trucl<ing industry. The diesel tax 
increase was amended out of SB14. Our posit:lon has not changed nor has the 
economic situation of the industry improved. If anything it has gotten 
worse. 

MMCA testified before the Senate Taxation Cor~ittee last week on SB44 to 
reclassify trucks and trailers from 161 to 1'1S representing a savings in 
personal property taxes to over the road truekers of approximately $1.3 
million. We said then that we expressed oppc)sition to a diesel fuel tax 
increase before the Select Special Legislative Committee on Highway Funding, 
not because we are not supportive of a sound:ly financed highway program, but 
because we cannot afford any additional taxelJ be they diesel fuel, workers' 
compensation, truck property taxes, or any 01~hers. SB44 represented some 
tax relief and we would welcome that. 

Let me try to review for you just exactly wh~, and what the situation is for 
truckers in Montana. 
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Since 1983 state diesel fuel taxes have increased 55~; federal taxes 
increased 2751; the federal use tax on heavy trucks increased 1621; excise 
taxes on equipment 321 and excise taxes on tires 451 Total state and 
federal diesel fuel taxes are 32 cents per gallon and total gasoline taxes 
are 24 cents per gallon. Diesel fuel taxes are 6 cents per gallon higher 
than gasoline at this present time. 

One large Montana truck combination pays more annual state and federal road 
taxes than do 47.5 passenger cars ••••••••• 

The impact of total increased state and federal highway taxes on a typical 
five axle semi is major: An 80,000 pound five axle tractor semitrailer 
combination paid apprOXimately $5,429 in Montana taxes, an increase of 361 
over taxes prior to July, 1983, and with all the federal tax increases, paid 
an additional $4,151 for a total of $9,580 per year based on 70,000 miles of 
operation. Montana over-the-road trucks run closer to 100,000 miles and 
that would add another $1,920 in federal and state fuel taxes for a total 
$11,500 per year per truck. 

There are those who would question whether or not trucks are paying their 
fair share of highway user taxes •••••• however according to the Fiscal 
Analyst report to the June Special Session some $19.2 million was collected 
in diesel fuel taxes in 1985 plus $24.2 million in GVW fees or 421 of the 
highway user taxes. When federal user taxes are added to that total the 
percentage soars closer to 601. 

Currently, the total state and federal taxes on a five-axle semi equates to 
a cost of 14 cents per mile and approximately $.08 per bushel when 
transporting grain from Montana to the West Coast. Any additional tax 
increase will reflect in even higher transportation costs to the Montana 
farmer. 

Montana Workers' Compensation premiums for truckmen increased 501 two years 
ago and were increased an additional 251 •••••• effective January 1, 1987. 

Prior to the rate increase, a truck driver earning $30,000 a year, costs 
$3,558 a year for workers' compensation in Montana, but only $389 in North 
Dakota, $3,120 in Idaho, $1,872 in Utah and $1,500 in Wyoming for example. 
The latest increase in Montana adds an additional $882 per year for a total 
of $4,440. Its interesting to note that the increase is more than twice the 
North Dakota rate. 

We polled our membership response to the Montana Workers' Compensation 
increase on January 1, 1987. out of 55 responses operating 2,379 trucks. or 
29 or 521 indicated plans to .ove out of Montana or .eve their drivers. 
Those 29 account for 1,338 trucks or 561. Equating that to jobs. and 
assuming are driver per truck, thats over 1300 jobs potentially lost in 
Montana and represents a prospective impact of a $39 .illion payroll loss to 
the state's workers' compensation fund. 
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First let me cite some other economic facts .•••••• 

Montana trucking industry liability insurancn rates have been and are 
increasing dramatically, ranging from 100S tel 400S on up to 1000S because of 
government required liability limits for carr'iers of $750,000, $1 million 
for non-bulk hazardous materials, and trucks carrying bulk hazardous 
materials $5,000,000 •••••• many carriers can't buy liability insurance at 
any cost. That situation has not improved dr'amatically since June 1986. 

Cargo insurance rates have increased from 50'; to as high as 370S ••••• these 
rates are not manual rates, or not published in a book, but are based on 
certain criteria of the company •••••• the mc)st important is the carrier's 
perceived financial health ••• in other word~l, the poorer a company's 
financial status, the higher the rate. 

On the national scene as you may recall, ther'e is st1ll a federal fuel tax 
increase pending before the Congress. Right now, according to American 
Trucking Association over 301 of the industry in interstate commerce is 
operating at a loss. This equates to almost 10,000 of the 33,000 carriers 
with ICC operating authority, which is only c.ne part of trucking. These 
10,000 companies employ approximately 140,000 people whose iDllledtate jobs 
are in jeopardy if a contemplated federal fUE!l tax increase were to be 
passed. With a 5 cent per gallon increase, t.he number of ICC authorized 
carriers operating at a loss would become 35';. With a ten cent per gallon 
increase, the carriers operating at a loss wc.uld be 41S. And with a 25 cent 
per gallon increase, the majority of ICC autborized carriers would be 
operating at a loss with some 219,000 jobs irl jeopardy. 

In Montana the economic situation has not improved. The Montana Department 
of Commerce recently completed a Montana Truck User Fee study at the request 
of the Montana Grain Growers Association. Tbe purpose of the study was to 
determine at what level truck user fees became counter-productive to the 
'intents of producing revenue for highway con:!,truction and maintenance. The 
economics for grain truck hauling concluded t.he following: 

Truck Annual Profit Margin (excluding user fE!es with 10S backhaul rate) 

a. With a 7 aile grain truck hauling to Butt.e the motor carrier has a 
$347.00 profit margin however when current u:!.er fees are subtracted the 
net result is a loss of -$12,691.00. 

b. On a 5 axle truck hauling grain to Butte the profit margin was already 
at a loss of -$13,347.00. When current USf!!r fees are added in the loss 

increases to -$24,159.00. 

c.With a 7 axle grain truck hauling to Lewiston, Idaho the situation 
becomes worse. The operator already has a lelss of -$26,603.00 with 
normal costs. When current level user fee cc·sts are added the deficit 
increases to -$39,641.00. 
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d. This same movement to Lewiston, Idaho for a 5 axle grain truck excluding 
user fee costs amounts to -$33,567.00. Adding current level user fees 

causes the deficit to climb to -$44,289.00. 

As a result of the study by Montana Grain Growers adopted the following 
resolution: 

1. TRUCK TRANSPORTATION 
A. MGGA opposes any taxing plans on a state or federal level 
which would hinder trucks as a viable grain transportation 
alternative. 
B. MGGA believes that further increases in truck user fees would 
be counterproductive based on the report, to the state economy and 
urges the legislature to consider carefully the effects of any 
such increases on prices received for bulk commodities produced in 
the state. 

The study also included a general commodity carrier with a 83.3S backhaul 
and a lumber hauler with a 50S backhaul and concluded that in both cases, 
with an ideal backhaul situation, that the operations are only modestly 
profitable. 

A copy of the study's summary is enclosed and the completed detailed study 
is available. 

It is the opinion of the Motor Carriers Association that due to the 
depressed situation within the trucking industry, that any further user fee 
increases will be counterproductive and HHeA stands firm in its opposition 
to any such increases. 

Finally, we would like to include with our statement a copy of a recent 
letter to motor carrier "friends· and I emphasize "friends· from Wyoming's 
Governor Ed Herschler where in he urges truckers to do business in Wyoming 
citing diesel ruel taxes, among others, as the lowest in the neighborhood at 
B cents per gallon. 

He says Wyoming doesn't have any punitive laws which make it difficult and 
frustrating to operate efficiently ••••••• 

In addition to extolling all the low taxes in Wyoming, he adds, that our 
facilities are equal to any you'll find and you'll put dollars back in your 
profit column at the same time •••••• some of our members are taking 
Governor Herschler very very seriously. 

Thank you. 



ac HE_.eH~I'" 
GOYEIII~OfI\ 

Dear .Motor carrier Friends: 

ITATE OF WYOMING 
M'ICE OF THE C»OVIIltNOR 

CHIVE"'''IE 12002 

YQl know WyCJl\i.ng as a land of len; distances and wide 8paces with IDlntai.n 
~ always on the horizon. I am sure you Me it em your cperaticns' 
-.p as the bri&jJe YQl travel to deliver your freight. ' 

AI a blsinessnan, I know that yol are 'caltinually Meking ways to me sure 
your bottaD line reaains in the black. WyCll1ing business people can help 
you. You already know that our highways are aacng the best in the naticm. 
You should also be aware that Wyaning lIaintains a business and tax climate 
that is -hiqhway-user friendly. - _'~bu:-~ D ..mq .. UII.at U 
.. -.t1cn, , ;«,iall,-t.tJter' ~rd..... • ... _1m, ... fi-.1 
..-I. ta Is IJt ',leMt. 5C, "I)illcm ,-,~,.y _....: 'm1~Sa! lltat.s 
pl_ tiffenrJtl.al-u tI.gIDlfu.atly aitjblr:JD .-t:= Rli • 1IUle w new 
have our tax payable at the pomp, the clctual rate itMlf has not increased 
in mny, DBny xea:rs. ; .. ...".. 't::I:ItaI 1If'Ice at .... "O' ~"U ~ng, 
• ·.lJfild at ~ 900! lB!S&<J6ielit-__ ....... c:a:wr .... -.,a.iDq. 
Recent chan9es in W'janing's laws have ltade it easier for DDtor carriers to 
do rosiness here. ~ .. -=-tv. an a aathly1lMH 6re'llWfhN e ~ 
pu plftI_e t.l. in.,....aS _ i1~ 4l_Nn. Ycur replrts are 00Ji 

clue on a quarterly basis instead of DDrlthly. .'n aao riD!! thE ~ 
1M no JDliti98 lIMa "i<l""'jf ~1calt ...s fI.-bIltJ.ag.to apKlIte 
_icietly.-

All other services you _y need are fmlilable in WyaDi.ng at mre cxm­
peti ti ve p-ices. Qlr sales tax is eoraq the lowest in the regicm. 

Wyaning invites l!22 to tate a good lCIQJI: at ci:>ing blsiness here. em faci­
lities are equal to any you'll find .net yeN'U PJt dellars beck in your 
profit ccllllll at the same time. Blyin:r in WyaDi.ng will help ycu .-t that 
pl. 



8 G wAvDAl-4l ExES"'''':'E i::E ;:>"ESICiE",T 
SO' ,,"ORT ... SIo"C,E"S 
PO 8011714 "'hE .. ' I,I:·.~A',A 5%~. 
TEL.EP,..ONE AREA C~DE ~ Ui-6600 

Th. ~CA .. Mb.rship •• s polled on o.c .. o.r 8, 1986, .sking ~or 
re.ction to the 25~ Work.rs' Compensation rate incr •••• for 
truckMen 'frona _11.86 to _14.80 pttr _100 0' IIM;es. 

Th. following is • ....c.p of the poll .nd .n .stiM.tlor, of po ... r 
unit. involved by the respective carriers: 

1) Number of c.rri.rs r.sponding ••••••••••••••••••••••• 55 

2) Tot.l esti~ted pow.r units involved •••••••••••••• 2379 

3) ~umo.r o~ c.rri.rs indicating plans to .eve 
out of Mont.na or .ove driv.rs und.r the 
employ o~ .n out-of-state eorpor.tion ••••••••••••••• 29 (52~) 

A) Numb.r of po.er units involved (3) •••••••••••• 133e (56%) 

A) Number o~ po.er unit. involved (4) ••••••••••••• 347 (14~) 

S) One c.rrier ... ith 32S po_r units cto.s not p.y or 
require independ.."t ~tr.ctors to be insu.-.d .nd 
.nother c.rrier with 369 po.er units i.plied the 
possible consider.tion 0' aoving for. tot.l of 
694 ~r units. 

6) NUMber of suppliers responding ••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 

7) Nu.ber of suppliers indicating their plans 
to reloc.te outside 0' Mont.na ••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 

..... p 

"E".EC~ 



, 

L
a

b
o

r 
In

co
m

e
 I

n
 B

as
ic

 I
n

d
u

st
ri

e
s 

M
i8

80
ul

a 
C

ou
nt

y 

M
il

li
on

. 
o

' 
00

''',
. 

30
0 

20
0 

10
0 o 

3.
4 

H
o

 ..
..

 

19
84

 

$2
43

.7
 

7
.'

 
1

4
.0

 
R

 ..
 lr

 ..
..

..
 

2
1

.0
 

T
n

d
eC

en
te

r 
A

c:
tl

vl
ll

n 

30
.1

 

U
ni

ve
rs

it
y 

o
f 

1I
on

Ie
n.

 

3
1

.2
 

II
o

Io
r 
c.

rn
...

 

3
1

.1
 

F
ed

er
.1

 
G

ov
er

nm
en

t 

12
.7

 

L
w

nb
er

. 
w

o
o

d
. 

en
d

 p
u

Ip
I.

,.
..

..
. 

p
ro

d
u

ct
a 

-
-
-

-
~
 

0 

4.
1 

M
in

in
g 

en
d

 A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 

h
er

 M
an

ut
ec

:.u
nn

g 

S
o

u
rc

e
.U

.S
. 
De

.,.,.
.....

.' 01
 C

o
m

m
e

rc
e

, 
B

ur
ea

u 
o

t E
co

n
o

m
ic

 A
M

ly
"'

; 
M

on
ta

na
 0

e
p

a
It

1
M

O
l o

f L
e

b
o

r e
n

d
 1

nd
ua

U
y;

 M
d

 U
n

lv
e

rw
ty

 0
1 

M
on

Ie
nI

I. 
B

u
re

a
u

 0
1 

a
u

ta
ln

e
u

 e
n

d
 E

G
o

n
o

m
k 
~
.
 

In
d

u
st

ry
 U

p
d

a
te

: 
M

is
so

u
la

 C
o

u
n

ty
 

M
o

to
r 

C
a
rr

ie
rs

 

P
re

se
n

te
d

 t
o 

th
e 

M
o

n
ta

n
a

 M
o

to
r 

C
ar

ne
rs

 A
S

S
oc

ia
tio

n 
S

e
p

te
m

b
e

r 
18

. 
1

9
8

5
 

b
y 

th
e 

B
ur

ea
u 

of
 B

us
in

es
s 

a
n

d
 

E
co

n
o

m
ic

 R
es

ea
rc

h 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
o

n
ta

n
a

 



H
ig

h
lig

h
ts

 o
f 

• 
re

ce
n

t 
st

u
d

y 
fu

n
d

e
d

 b
y
 

th
e
 M

la
o

u
l.

 C
h

8
p

t.
r 

o
f 

th
e 

M
on

18
M

 
M

o
to

r 
C

8r
r1

er
a 

A
a

a
o

cl
.t

lo
n

 I
n

d
lc

 ..
. 

th
81

 
In

 1
98

4:
 

e 
M

ot
or

 c
a

rr
ie

rs
 w

er
e 

th
e 

th
ir

d 
la

rg
es

t 
ba

si
c 

in
du

st
ry

 i
n

 M
is

so
ul

a 
C

ou
nt

y,
 t

ie
d 

w
ith

 t
he

 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
on

ta
na

. 

• 
A

bo
ut

 1
.5

00
 p

eo
pl

e 
-

in
cl

ud
in

g 
w

ag
e 

an
d 

sa
la

ry
 e

m
p

lo
ye

e
s 

pl
us

 t
he

 s
el

f-
em

pl
oy

ed
 -

w
or

ke
d 

in
 t

h
e 

in
du

st
ry

. 

e 
la

b
o

r 
in

co
m

e
 (

th
at

 i
nc

lu
de

s 
w

ag
es

 a
nd

 
sa

la
rie

s.
 f

ri
n

g
e

 b
en

ef
its

. 
an

d 
th

e 
in

co
m

e 
o

f 
se

lf-
em

pl
oy

ed
 d

ri
ve

rs
 w

ith
 p

er
m

an
en

t 
M

is
so

ul
a 

C
o

u
n

ty
 a

dd
re

ss
es

) 
am

ou
nt

ed
 t

o
 

ov
er

 $
31

 m
ill

io
n.

 

• 
T

ot
al

 r
ev

en
ue

 f
or

 M
is

so
ul

a 
C

ou
nt

y 
m

ot
or

 
ca

rr
ie

r 
o

ff
ic

e
. 

an
d 

o
p

e
ra

tio
n

. 
ca

m
e 

to
 

al
m

os
t 

$1
48

 m
ill

io
n.

 

I.
,l

o
y

 .
.
 n
t,

 
1.

ab
or

 
In

c
o

.e
, 

an
d 

le
v

en
u

e 
H

i •
• o

u
la

 C
ou

nt
y 

M
ot

or
 C

a
rr

ie
r.

 
19

84
 

E
n

lp
lo

y
_

n
ta 

D
ri

v
e
r.

 
O

th
er

a 
T

o
ta

l 

1.
ab

or
 

In
cO

III
II

b 

D
ri

v
e
r.

 
O

th
er

a 
T

o
ta

l 

L
ab

or
 

In
c
a
..

 p
er

 w
o

rk
er

 
D

ri
v

e
r.

 
O

th
e
r.

 
A

ll
 

w
o

rk
en

 

T
o

ta
l 

R
ev

,n
ue

c 

1
,1

2
2

 
J7

S 
1,

49
1 

, 
2

2
,l

0
0

.O
U

U
 

8
,4

0
0

.0
0

0
 

JI
,l

o
o

,O
O

O
 

• 
2

0
.2

3
2

 
2

2
.4

0
0

 
2

0
.7

7
S

 

U
.S

,8
0

0
.0

0
0

 

S
o

u
rc

e:
 

B
ur

ea
u 

o
f 

B
ua

tn
 ••

• 
an

d
 E
c
o
n
~
t
c
 

ae
 •
• a

rc
h

, 
H

i.
a
o

u
la

 
T

ru
ck

in
s 

.n
d

 W
ar

eh
ou

.l
nS

 D
at

a 
C

o
ll

e
c
ti

o
n

 S
tu

d
y

, 
u

n
p

u
b

ll
.h

ed
 

d
a
ta

. 
M

i •
• o

u
la

, 
M

on
ta

na
. 

O
n

lv
er

al
ty

 o
f 

M
on

ta
na

, 
19

85
. 

• "P
e
rl

o
n

l 
v

lt
h

 p
er

 .
.
 n

en
t 

re
et

d
en

ce
 

In
 M

I •
• o

u
la

 C
o

u
n

ty
. 

In
cl

u
d

e.
 v

 •
•
•
•
•
 nd

 
••

 l
.r

le
.,

 
fr

ln
.e

 
b

e
n

.f
lt

.,
 

en
d 

.e
.f

­
~
m
p
l
o
y
m
a
n
t
 

In
co

.e
 

o
f 

p
e
r.

o
n

. 
w

it
h

 p
ar

 .
.
 n

an
t 

re
.l

d
e
n

c
. 

In
 

~
1
1
1
0
u
l
.
 

C
ou

nt
y.

 
R

ev
en

ue
. 

fo
r 

H
i •

• o
u

la
 C

ou
nt

y 
o

ff
ic

e
./

o
p

e
re

tl
o

n
. 

o
n

ly
. 



t;b1/3& 

- ¥u-n~i ng proposa 1 sin the Reg ion: 

Present Tax 
State :r...-

Gas Diesel Proposals and Comments 
of Proposal 
Gas Diesel 

.,' N. Oak. 13¢ 13¢ 4¢ and 4¢, plus increases in 
registration fees. 

17¢ 17¢ 

S. Oak. 13 13 

Idaho 14.5 14.5 

Wash. 

Oregon 

18 

11 

." Wyoming 8 

Colorado 18 

Utah 14 

Nevada 13 

. ) 
~~ Montana 17 

DJU:2:ml:29/al 

18 

11 

8 

20.5 

14 

13 

17 

4¢ and 4¢, Governor has not approved as 
yet. 

17 17 

Are requesting 6¢ to Governor over three 
years at 2¢ + 2 + 2 by 1989. 

20.5 20.5 

Are requesting 7¢ per gallon. 

Will go to 12¢ automatically in January, 
1987. Requesting revenues for $512 million 
program for six years - automatic - to take 

~ them to 24¢ by 1993. Overall, they want a 
1.5 billion 20-year program. Asking 2¢ per 
year for six years, doubling of registra­
tion on vehicles from $10 to $20, 
increasing weight-distance tax on trucks 
over the six years by relationship of 
increase of fuel taxes on a percentage 
basis. Requesting a new tax called "system 
access tax" of 2% on new and used vehicle 
sales (they don't have a sales tax in 
Oregon) • 

25 

24 

Not requesting any change except as necessary 8 
to maintain existing program level. Their 
fund balance is decreasing due to reduced 
extraction tax revenues and there is some 
fear there may be attempts to divert revenue 
from the highway fund. 

No additional request for revenues, since they 18 
just received increase in 1986. Are requesting 
authority to issue bonds and form a DOT. 

Are requesting 5¢ per gallon. They say 
they have legislative support. 19 

25 

24 

8 

20.5 

19 

Requesting increases over two years; first 
year 3¢ per gallon on gas to 16¢, 4¢ on 
diesel to 17¢, truck weight from $8/2000 
lbs to $11/2000 lbs, and second year, 2¢ 
gas to 18¢, and 3¢ diesel to 20t. All 
vehicle registration up 'by $2 each, and 
truck weight from $11/2000 lbs to $15/2000 
lbs . 

16 17 

$15 million in revenues - equates to 3¢ per 
gallon on gas and diesel. 

18 20 
(second year) 

20 20 
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OFFICE OF BUDGET AND F'ROGRAM PLANNING AND ..._ 
LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST COOPERATIVE FISCAL STATUS 

~ . -, 
According to the request received from Senate leadership, the OBPP 

and the LF A have presented a combined fiscal status using HJR 1 revenue 
estimates. Some immaterial compromises have been made and our best esti­
mate of current legislative action is listed. 

OBPP and LFA Coop1erative Fiscal Status 
July 2, 1986 
(Thoul~ands ) 

Beginning Balance 7/1/85 
Prior Year Adjustments 
Revenue - HJR1 

Funds Available 

Disbursements 
Appropriations 
Supplementals 

Other 
Public Schools 
Block Grant - Public Schools 
Block Grant - Other 

Reversions 

Total Disbursements 

Projected Deficit 6/30/87 

1987 Biennium 

$ 27,545 
4,455 

685,762 

$717,762 

$786,406 

9,269 
24,189 
1,234 
6,696 

(12,200) 

$815,594 

t~~§lll 

There is a projected deficit of $98 million as shown in Table 1. The 
legislative action shown in Table ~~ eliminates the deficit and leaves a 
$830,000 ending fund balance. 



Table 2 
Legislative Action - Special Session III - (Thousands) 

1. Across-the-Board Cuts 
2. Other Appropriations and Senate Action 
3. SRS Benefit Changes and Funding Match 
4. Liquor System Reductions 
5. Highway Patrol Fund Switch 
6. Postpone new Program Startups 
7. Delay New Water Development Projects 
8. Eliminate General Fund Support for Parks 
9. Coal Tax Lobby Reduction 

10. ___ Close Detention Center at Mountain View 
11. Delay Capitol Renovation 
12. Cap Park Acquisition Trust for 3 Years 
13. Delay Alternative Energy Loans and Grants 
14. Utilize DOLI Penalty and Interest Money 
15. Establish Deputy County Attorney Account 
16. Legislative Council Code Account 
17 • Social Security ·Interest Earnings 
18. Appropriate Coal Board Funds 
19. Increased Interest Due to Balance Budget 
20. Remove the Limits on TRANS 
21. Cut Legislators Pay 
22. SB 10 - Early Payment of Foundation Payments 
23. HB 33 - Limit G.A. Benefits 
24. HB 36 - Sell Youth Treatment Center 
25. HB 45 - P. s. C. Regulated Utility Tax 
26. HB 31 - Pay Plan Freeze 
27. -SB 9 - School Foundation 1% Increase 
28. SB 13 - Redirect Education Trust Coal Tax 
29. SB 14 - Gas Tax 

Move Federnl Mineral Lensing 
Move Coal Tax ($5,937) 
Credit Interest to G. F. 

30. HB 14 - Pro-Rate Local Government Block Grant 
A. Other 
B. Public Schools 

31. SB 17 - Monthly Withholding - Revenue 
A. Revenue - $8,900 
B. Block Grant appropriation - 6,500 

Total 
Deficit - Table 1 

Ending Fund Balance 

$11, &88 
6,028 
3,239 
1.100 
3,083 

675 
947 
412 

55-
___ 56_ 
4,949 
1,683 
1.350 

384 
520 
500 

2,000 
1,680 
4,655 

458 
116 

(389) 
1,144 
3,875 
1,637 
8,100 
8,422 
6,732 

7,305 
-0-

6,251 

6,696 
1,011 

2,400 

$ 98,662 
(97,832) 
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STATE OF MONTANA 

Off~ of tlu ..£~9iJ.fatlfJ~ 9iJ.ea! c:IInJys.t 
STATE CAPITOL 

HELENA. MONTANA 59620 

JUDY RIPPINGALE 
~GISlAT1VE FISCAL ANALYST 

Representative Paul Pistoria 
2421 Central Avenue 
Great Falls t MT 59401 

Dear Representative Pistoria: 

408/4U·28S8 

This letter is in response to your request concerning the impact on 
the Department of Highways resulting from actions taken by the 49th 
Legislature during Special Session III. 

The loss of funding resulting from the legislature's action in Special 
Session III is shown in Table 1. This table compares fiscal 1987 as it 
would have been before Specrat Session III to the budget after the 
cutbacks in Special Session III. This table includes only the Highway 
State Special Revenue Fund and Reconstruction Trust Fund. 

The difference column.!!t Table 1 shows the impact of the actions 
taken by the legislature in Spec181 Session III to be a $2.2 million net loss 
to the funds for fiscal 1987. ..... 



TablE! 1 
Department of Highways - Funding Changes Resulting From 

Legislative Actions Taken E1uring Special Session III 
Combined Highway State Special Revenue and 

Reconstruction Trunt Fund Accounts 

Prior to After 
S.S. III S. S. III 

Revenues Fiscal 198'7 Fiscal 1987 Difference 

Gasoline Tax $ 59,566,OU $ 66,666,839 $ 7,100,816 
Diesel Tax 18,576,57 IS 18,576,576 -0-
Minerals Tax 7,577,783 -0- (7,577,783) 
Coal Severance 6,102,751 6,102,751 -0-
GVW Revenues 24,688,84'D 24,688,840 -0-
Interest Income 3,449,933 -0- (3,449,933) 
Stores 13, 309, 44~ 13,309,443 -0-

Total Revenues 1!II:!:ll414:~ lUl:!:aj~i l~I:!:~:§:!:~W 
Ex~enditures 

Highway Traffic Safety $ 73,948 $ 67,156 $ 6,790 
Highway Patrol 6,662,869 9,292,422 (2,629,553) 
Dept. of Revenue 812,942 753,879 59,063 
Dept. of Commerce 75,OOD 71,250 3,750 
Dept. of Highways Pass 
Through to Local Gov'ts 14,282,778 14,282,778 -0-

Long Range Building 969,821 969,821 -0-
Operations 73,455,464 69,125,331 4,330,133 
Contractor Payments 35,576,692 35,576,692 -0-
Debt Service 15.975,09! 15,975,094 -0-

Total Expenditures 1!!L.§M:!:~2§ tU~:!:!!!j~~ t-Lll2:!:!§!: 

Total Funding Change t~~.a.lg~ZrU 

The second area of the analysie: is the road construction projects. 
Attachment 1 shows those projects thnt were delayed by the commission at 
the meeting held on September 17. 19~16 and Attachment 2 is a copy of the 
road projects that have been approved by the Highway Commission. The 
delayed projects total approximately U9. 8 million and are included in a 
modified budget request submitted by the department. 

Table 2 shows the contractor payments as recorded in SBAS for fiscal 
years 1983 through 1986 and as projected for fiscal years 1987 through 
1989 using the department's projections. The contractor payments peaked 
in fiscal 1986 at $167.7 million. 

-2,-
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Table 2 
Department of Highways - Contractor Payments 

Fiscal Years 1983 through 1989 

Fiscal Year 

1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 

Contractor Payment 

$ 87,532,368 
112,293,540 
145,862,789 
167,709,914 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Projected - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1987 
1988 
1989 

154,330,114 
113,368,522· 
122,839,980· 

·Includes modified budget requests of $14,582.403 in fiscal 1988 and 
$30,949,801 in fiscal 1989. 

The third impact area attributed to the budget reductions is employee 
layoffs. Table 3 shows the positions which are to be kept vacant or were 
laid off due to the 5 percent reduction and the decrease in the pay plan 
funds. Information for this table VIas taken from the schedules provided 
by the department in their 1989 biennium budget request. 

Table 3 
Department of Highways FTE Reductions Due to Budget Cuts 

Program 

General Operations 
GVW 
Construction Program 
Maintenance Program 
Preconstruction Program 
Equipment Program 

Total 

Position Layoffs per Letter 
to Hunter 

Schedule Provided with Budget 

Difference in Layoff Figures 

Vacant 
Positions 
Frozen 

1. 75 
3.11 

29.50 
12.50 
9.75 

.50 

~1:!:!! 

La~offs 

1.60 
2.00 
0.00 
8.00 
1.00 
2.00 

!i:!:~~ 

Total FTE 
Reduction 

3.35 
5.11 

29.50 
20.50 
10.75 
2.50 

01~ ---LA YOFFS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

FTE 

37.3S 
14.60 



The layoffs in the schedules prc.vided with the budget (Table 3) did 
not agree with the layoffs shown in the department's letter to Dave Hunter 
which addressed impacts of the budlret cuts. This letter reported 37.35 
positions had been laid off or a difference of 22.75 FTE when compared to 
the information the department providHd with the budget. 

An analysis of the 22.75 FTE difference showed that 17 of them were 
stUI on the payroll as of August 29. 1986. In questioning a department 
official about the 22.75 FTE I was tc.ld they were construction employees 
who would be laid off after the construction slows down during the winter 
months. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or if you would like to 
go over any of the information with mle. 

JHl :kj:rp 
Attachments 

", " 
-'1 I .... 

, -,,':.;;.1 
~:.. .y 

~ 

Sincerely. 

~~~ 
~i~ Haubein 
Principal Fiscal Analyst 
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ISA I Great Falls Tribune 
Sunday, January 18, 1987 

• I 

Inl 
,\State highway construction·· 

program needs full funding 
· If Montanans want better highways, they're 
: going to have to pay a higher fuel tax. . ' 

There are no other options for restoring the $15 
: million in yearly revenue that was cut from the 
, Montana Department of Highways' construction 

program last year by the Legislature. This was 
: the biggest single cut as the state coped with an 
, overall deficit of more than $100 million in 1986. 
: The loss to the highway department would have 

been even greater had not the Legislature ap­
proved a slight increase in gaSOline taxes. 

It may seem unfair to motorists that the Legisla-
· ture is considering another fuel tax increase less 
: than a year later. But it's necessary - and we 
· feel it's a manageable burden for drivers. 

: The proposal, under a bill introduced by Rep. 
" Jerry Driscoll, D-Billings, is to raise gasoline and 
,: diesel taxes by 3 cents per gallon, bringing the' 
, total state tax for fuel to 20 cents per gallon. 
• . I ,:~ .".' • 

i,'-' , 

That's in line with most of the other states in the 

Until last year's cutback, the state had been 
moving along fairly well with its reconstruction 
trust fund, a 100year program designed to im­
prove about 2,500 miles of highways by 1993. 

, The major thrust of that program has been to re­
build -Montana's primary system - the arterials 
such as Highway 2 along the Hi-Line, Highways 
~ and 89 through central Montana and Highway 
93 in western Montana - that suffered through 
decades of neglect while the Interstate system 
was being completed. 

In the first three years of full funding, the pro­
gram improved about 600 miles of primary high­
ways. $orne examples of projects that resulted in 
better highways can be seen on U.S. ~ south of 
Havre and U.S. 89 near Belt, on Montana 200 
north of Bowman's Comer and on U.S. 2 near 
West Glacier anp Cut Bank. 

1'hilt' ':i)l~~gram must be restored. There are 
roughly 2,000 miles of highways in Montana yet 
to be rebuilt. 

region. Under consideration in other states are By our rough calculations, the average Montana 
measures that would raise the state gas tax to 25 motorist will pay an extra $20 annually in gas 

~ cents in Washington, 20 in Idaho, 19 in Utah and taxes if the increase is approved by the Legisla- ,:' 
17 in NortH Dakota. All of those states, inciden: ture. We think most drivers can manage it, 

· tally, have a general sales tax that helps provide particularly since it will result in better - and 
~ highway rev~nue ~ while Montana does not. ,,': ' safer - highways. . 
~.I '. .... -";;",: • • .. :.;~I.: . ~":2.~ , ' 

f Truckers and some farm groups are opposed to a 'f:., And it's a far better investment than seeing our 
:: diesel tax increase. That's understandable; theyt gasoline dollars being funneled to a global oil 
~ are the heaviest users. But diesel taxes were not,' cartel or being used to finance a war between 
:. increased in Montana last year. lraQ and Iran. ' 

~.·.I. 

." 
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Missoullan editorial I .. ' 

." .' •. ' .. I 1/14/87 
. '.' I 

Our crumbling roads need funds 
". . . . 

T he Legislature took a wrong turn last year 
when it shifted money dedicated for highway 
reconstruction to other uses. Money for the 

highway Reconstruction Trust Fund must be re-
stored. . 
. The best way, to put the highway program back . 
on track is by increasing state fuel taxes and dedicat­
ing the money to the reconstruction trust. Rep. Jerry 
Driscoll. D-Billings. has introduced a bill to do that, 
and it deserves support. , . 
~ Creation' of the trust fund was one of the major 
accomplishments of the 1983 Legislature. The fund 
was to finance a lO-year, Sl.3 billion highway recon­
struction program, which was one of the corner­
stones of Gov. Ted Schwinden's Build Montana 
project. .. 

The need for the highway work is painfully obvi­
ous to all who travel Montana's highways. After a 
decade of neglect, Montana's highway system en­
tered the 1980s in a shameful state of disrepair. A 
report prepared for the 1983 Legislature classified 
453 miles of primary highways - most in western 
Montana - as "critically deficient." Hundreds of 

I additional miles also need repair. 
Since the fund was created, the state Highway 

Department has improved about 600 miles of state 
highway, including the stretch of Highway 93 be­
tween the Wye and Evaro in Missoula County and 
stretches of Highway 2 near Columbia Falls. Hungry 
Horse and West Glacier. 

Much more remains to be done, including por­
tions of Highway 93 in Ravalli, Lake and Flathead 
counties and a particularly grim section of Highway 
2 between Libby and Troy. 

The Reconstruction Trust Fund was intended to 
improve a total of 2,800 miles of highways by 1993. 
However, unless the Legislature provides funding for 

the project, 2,000 miles of those highways won't be ' 
rebuilt. 

A legislative committee estimates that it'll take 
S15 million a year to restore the vital highway proj­
ect. Increasing the tax on gasoline and diesel by only 
3 cents a gallon would raise the necessary money. 
Such an increase would be a manageable burden in 
these days of relatively low fuel prices. ,\', :: 
" ~en. Bruc"e C:r~ppcn. R-Billings. suggests a differ- '-~ , 

. ent means ot ralsmg ~he same amount of money: In- ' 
crease the gasoline tax by 3.S cents and the diesel taX" 
by 1 cent. Crippen's proposal would ease the burden ' 
on truckers and farmers - two groups who make .. 
considerable use of state highways. The Legislature ." 

, should demand proof that diesel users need special . 
shelter from the fuel tax increase before embracing 
Crippen's proposal. 

However the tax is applied, the money needs to 
be raised. If the financially strapped Legislature de­
cides to raise the fuel tax even further, to pay for 
other projects, $15 million a year of the tax should 
be allocated to the highway fund. 

A 3-cent increase would raise Montana's fuel tax 
to 20 cents a gallon. That's roughly in line with fuel 
taxes enacted or under consideration in other West­
ern states. Washington, for example, is considering a 
proposal to raise its gas tax to 25 cents a gallon, 
while Utah is pondering a gas tax of 19 cents a gal­
lon. Taxes of a similar level have been imposed or 
proposed in North Dakota, Colorado and Nevada. 

The fuel tax is the best vehicle for paying for nec­
essary highway repairs. Under this tax, those who 
benefit from the highway work - motorists - are 
the ones who pay. Although motorists won't enjoy 
paying an additional 3 cents a gallon for their fuel, 
the tax increase is preferable to continued neglect of 
our highways. 
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Thursday, September 18, 1986 <~ I,"~/' ;.! J /; 'I ;:(~~t"Great Ealls, Montana 

· C~n#ID.ssi~n 4~I;y~ 'w~~ii~B;T~~ ~ 
on state : highway projects 
By CHARLES S. JOHNSON The Legislature refused to sup- established by the 1983 Legislature to 
Tribune capltolBureau . pon Gov. Ted Schwinden's request to spend $40 million a year over a 10-

HELENA - Lack of highway raise the tax on gasoline by 5 cents year period to fix Montana's primary 
fundinl fon:ed the state Highway per .. lion and an diesel fuel by S highways. 
Commission Wednesday to delay $250 cents a .. l1on.· '. Without ltJe ~econstruction Trust 
million In highway construction 'and Instead, the legislature approved Fund program, the department 15 
rebuilding projects covering nearly an increase of 2 cents a pilon on DOW forced to rely only on federal 
1,000 miles. gaSOline and no boost in diesel fuel highway funds for I'eCOnstNCMs the 

. A number of projects that had taxes. . state's primary roads, accordiaa to 
.been . ~!t~ul~_ .fr:olJl 1987 ,~rough .. :... .Law~~r:s .a~~ vo~~ to lransfer Unsworth... _ '. 
1989 weredelayec2 until 1990 and be- urtain fundS OUt oriM hIghway con- The Highway Commission also 
)"DIld. _ --···.~::--:·~··-struetion program and into the leD- voted to eliminate the department's 

In addition, some projects that eral fund and to fuUy fund the High- pavement preservation program, de­
were on the books for 1990 and be- way Patrol with highway funds; The signed to seal existing roads, because 
yond have been delayed for several department preyiously paid half of of the funding shortage. 
years. Some have been delayed in· the patrol's sa million budget, while In addition, it decided to delay 
definitely beyond 1993. the rest came from the general fund. work on any new interchanges for a 

The delays were necessary be- The legislative action forced the year and to put the money instead 
cause of the action taken by the spe- department to all but shut down the into the primary highway system, 

, cial legislative session in June, ac- main program for building primary Unsworth said. 
, cording to DeMis Unsworth, the highways. This program, known as 

agency's public information officer. the Reconstnlction Trust Fund, was See ROADS. 2·A 

Rotuh __ From I-A 

Following is a list of projects, by 
highway district, that had been 
scheduled to be staned from '1987 to 
1989 but which have been delayed. 
Some of the projects are reconstnlc­
lion, some are overlays and others 
involve widening existing roads. 

DI,lrlC1 1: AYOn·ElIIslon. 12 mlln. 1'1 mil. 
lion; 80nner nortMosI •• mll~ •. s.s million; 
Pioins urClon. 0.7 mllft. &500.000; Troy. 
LOOby. I'OII~rn wC11Ot1. •.• mlln. Ill.' mil. 
lion; TroY·Llbby. _,ll'rn N'Ctlon. '.1 mll~,. 
112.7 million; Dortly 1OUth. 7.2 mlln. 1.3.' 
mllllorl; ,"I.." LOke-Lokl' IIII'L I.' mll~s. 
11.2; Morlon .... 1 •••• mll~s. 11.7 million; 
8'UI' 80y north Ond lOUt!\. 12.7 mlln, 
1tOO.000; Avon north ••.• mll~I. IU millIOn; 
Whlt~111h Inlerloretlon. 1100.000; F"nt CrHk 
HIli. 1100.000; 81,lork lOll. I.S mlln. 11.2 
million. 

DlslrlC1 2: TownNnct I'Olt. S.7 mlln. 
1IDO.000; Whit. Sulotlur SltrillOS 1'011. 13.3 

_ mlln. II.' million; no!1'-II ot WIIoOOm ••.• 
mll~,. II.' million; Eml,ronl ,ftt orl'Q. 
1100.000; 

DlltrlC1 J: Hfol __ st. 5.' mil .... a.' mil. 
lion; Glldtord lOll. 'U mll~,. a,1 mlillorl; 
Galala 10$1 ond _II. I.' ml .... 1\ mllllorl; 
Arml .... lon JllftCtton 'HI oreo. S2OO,ooo. 

Dlltrlct.: HoSlluo .... 1, 1.2 mlln.IU mit. 
llorI: LlndlGy IOIItheolt, '0.3 mlln. 1\ mil. 
lion: GIo ..... eoll. .,A mlln. 1900,000; 
~y ftOrtt\, , •. , mllft, 11.5 million; Ftow· 
"" W~"I north. ".7 mlln. a.s millIOn; 

DlltrlC1 J: .Ulby _I, t.t ml .... II mIl. 
flewl; Uwlilown Moln Itr.I, U m" .... 
1500.000; UwlltOW\\. Firat Avenue, t.' mlln. 
1100.000; .\llby-LCItM Dler, ,1.5 mlln. 11.7 
million; Roundult norttl. 7.1 m'ln. "DO,OOO; 
Acton north_t, n.s mU", I.' mlltl; 
Gro"ro,," NrtI\ 0ncI toutf\. IU m'ln. 11.6 
million; .. lfry toutf\. '0.' m'Ift. 11.6 In"el; .rldMr,,..t 0 .. , llDO,IOO. 

The remainder of tht delays .f· 
fect projects scheduled for lI90 and 
~vnN1 Nn r.c.r.". rnllfttv ft""i_Ie 
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MONTANA 

FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION 

P.O, Box 6400 
~19:i-b 

TESTU10NY BY: 

Bozeman, ~1Wer159715 
Phone (406) 587-3153 I -- '-'---

DATE/- ;?:;<-f'L 

HB /3~, 
~~~--

Lorna Frank 

BILL fI 

SUPPORT 

H.B. 136 DATE 1/22/87 
'---- -----------

XXX OPPOSE --------

Mr. Chairman, members of the co:nmittee, for the record my name 

is Lorna Frank, representing Montana Farm Bureau. 

Farm Bureau must oppose HB-136. 

With farmers and ranchers going out of business every day, the 

economy still on the down ward trend, things have not improved since 

the June Special session. Farmers and ranchers cannot afford an 

additional increase on top of the load they already carry. 

~ was mentisRea tbat farmers and ranchers get the agriculture 

tax exemption or refund aRe they do, but only on that portion actually 

used on the farm.~What about the wives and other family members who 

work off the farm to bring in additional money to keep the family and 

the farm going. An increase in the price of gas, is an increase they 

can ill afford. 

Therefore Farm Bureau is opposed to HB 136 and urgelthis 

committee to recommend a do not pass. 

- FARMERS AND RI- NCHERS UNITED -
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