
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
TAXATION COMMITTEE 

MONTANA STATE SENATE 

March 31, 1987 

The fifty-fourth meeting of the Senate Taxation Committee 
was called to order at 8:00 A.M. on March 31, 1987 
by Chairman George McCallum in Room 325 of the Capitol 
Building. 

ROLL CALL: All committee members were present. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 377: Representative Ramirez, House 
District 87, was not available to present this bill as 
sponsor. He was available later in the hearing for 
questions and answers and to close on the bill. 

Representative Fritz, Hou~e District 56, presented this 
bill to the committee. A copy of his statement is 
attached as Exhibit 1. 

PROPONENTS: Dennis Burr, representing the Montana Tax­
payers Association, gave testimony in support of this 
bill. There are a few items that he would like the 
committee to consider as they go through the bill. One 
of the things that stand out in this particular bill is 
the confusion in the exemption sections. It is difficult 
in some instances to tell what is taxed and what is not. 
He would suggest looking to Senator Hirsch's bill for the 
exemption sections because he feels they are well written 
and very specific and understandable. With regard to the 
taxes on utilities, he believes those should be exempt 
from a sales tax. That is the way the bill has been 
presented in some cases but he is not sure that it does 
exempt utilities completely. We exempt residential use; 
we seem to exempt electricity used in manufacturing products 
which will later become taxable. There are a number of 
things in between that would be very difficult to collect 
the taxes on. He would suggest just a blanket exemption 
of utilities. Low utility rates are one of the selling 
points of Montana. The property tax relief envisioned 
in the bill is very good. The Montana Taxpayers Assn. 
thinks that the bill should probably tax food and drugs 
and use a negative income tax to rebate money to low income 
people. That would expand the base to some extent. Probably 
the best feature of this bill is that property taxes are 
not eliminated on anything except livestock and grain in 
storage. We have pushed the idea of reducing those taxes, 
rather than eliminating them. The return of property taxes 
to local governments can be done if you reduce the tax 
rather than eliminate the tax. 
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George Anderson, CPA from Helena and QrChairman of 
MONTREC, gave testimony in support of this bill. 
Montrec favors this bill. They feel that Montana needs 
tax reform and cannot depend on severance tax and business 
taxes and taxes on the high income people, as dependable 
sources of revenue. Those sources are declining and will 
decline more if we do not do something in the area of tax 
reform to get a better business climate in this state. 
The sales tax is a dependable source of revenue. This 
bill does accomplish the goals that MONTREC set out with. 
It is tax reform and there is good replacement of property 
tax. It will also give relief to local governments, 
which was another goal of MONTREC. With regard to an 
election relative to the sales tax, they do not feel 
an election is necessary. The legislature should make 
these decisions as a representative of the people. If 
we do need an election, and that is not taken care of 
before July 1, MONTREC feels that I-lOS will go into 
effect. I-lOS actually seates that if there is no tax 
relief by July 1 then property taxes are frozen in the 
categories that are set forth. If we have an election, 
there must be a choice. The taxpay~rs must know what will 
be the alternative and what will be the effect of not pass­
ing a sales tax. He feels they must know how much of an 
increase in income tax would be needed. '-

Eric Feaver, Montana Education Association, gave testimony 
in support of this bill. In January the MEA said they 
would support a sales tax as one way to: 1) definitely 
respond to I-lOS; 2) provide property tax relief to agricul­
ture, business and horne owners; 3) broaden Montana's tax 
base, not to diminish it or to replace one unpopular tax 
with another; 4) reduce or replace unequalized local 
property taxes; 5) enhance the state's ability to pay for 
special education, vocational education, the school 
foundation program and the university system; and 6) to 
defuse the property tax revolt in Montana. House Bill 
377 does address items 1), 2) and 3). Item 4), reduce or 
replace inequalized local property taxes, such as manda­
tory, county-wide, retirement levies, is not addressed in 
this bill but there is another bill, SB 183, that does do 
that. Item 5), this bill does not, yet, provide enough 
new revenue in order to continue to better fund those 
public services that we especiallY need in this state. 
With regard to item 6), does HB 377 defuse the property 
tax revolt in Montana, he does not know, he certainly hopes 
so. It is clearly a response to that revolt. The MEA 
does not support a referendum for sales tax purposes. If 
it is put before the voters, they hope it is voted on in. 
June of this year. 
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George Allen, Executive Vice President, Montana Retail 
Association, gave testimony in support of this bill. 
A copy of his written statement is attached as Exhibit 2. 

Bruce Smith, Publisher of the Bozeman Daily Chronicle, 
gave testimony in support of this bill. A copy of his 
written statement is attached as Exhibit 3. 

Brett Boedecker, representing Montana Forward, gave testi­
mony in support of this bill. Montana Forward had a study 
conducted on Montanats tax system. That study was con­
cluded in November and from that study the following was 
adopted: 1) a 4% sales tax to be devoted exclusively to 
property tax reform including commercial, residential, 
personal property, gross proceeds, net proceeds, as well 
as centrally assessed property, and 2) provide for a broad 
base of exemptions, which this bill has many of these 
exemptions. The committee should look to Senator Crippen's 
bill in the exemption area. At a meeting recently in 
Glendive, it was apparent to him, from the comments of 
the people at the meeting, that property tax reduction 
has to be addressed in this session. If not, I-lOS, or 
something close, will come forward again. The people 
that he has spoken with have overwhelmingly indicated that 
they want the legislature to enact this instead of putting 
it to a vote of the public. 

Claudette Morton, Board of Public Education, gave testi­
mony in support of this bill. The Board supports quality 
education and recognizes that it must be paid for and 
that the people have spoken with the passage of I-lOS and 
do feel overburdened in the area of property taxes. This 
revenue source has been the significant base for schools. 
The sales tax is a viable alternative, a new source of 
revenue. We do have some concerns that this bill does 
not generate enough new revenue to deal with Montana's 
economic problems. We also would wish that it were 
clearer that the generated revenue will support public 
education. We support this legislation in the interest 
of maintaining quality education. 

A. R. Hagens, Hill County Commissioner, President of the 
Montana Association of Counties, gave testimony in support 
of this bill. MAca has long held that local and state 
government are entirely too reliant on property taxes. 
We believe that the tax proposal in this bill today can 
offer a method of property tax relief that people are de­
manding and which will relieve a mUltiplicity of problems 
for both state and local government. 
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Kay Foster, representing the Billings Chamber of 
Commerce, gave testimony in support of this bill. A 
copy of her written statement is attached as Exhibit 4. 

Fred Johnston, Chairman of the Taxation Committee of 
the Montana Stockgrowers Assn., and also representing 
the Montana Cattlewomen, gave testimony in support 
of this bill. It has been the position of our association 
that it would be appropriate to have a sales tax in Montana 
if such tax is accompanied with meaningful property tax 
relief. They feel this bill accomplishes this purpose 
and they endorse this bill. They believe in considering 
a tax you have to consider the whole tax structure of 
the state and as a whole they believethat this bill 
will provide a system that will remain progressive. In 
addition, there are provisions in this bill that would 
assist in making the whole tax structure progressive, 
food and prescription drugs are exempt, the first 
$20,000 of a residence is exempt, and this bill provides 
for a $15 credit on the Montana income tax. His associa­
tion would like the committee to consider two amendments 
to the bill. His proposed amendments are attached as 
Exhibit 5. 

.. 

Ben Havdahl, representing the Montana Motor Carriers ~ 
Assn., gave testimony in support of this bill. A copy 
of his written statement is attached as Exhibit 6. 

Robert N. Helding, representing the Montana Association 
of Realtors, gave testimony in support of this bill. 
He believes this bill will give much needed relief to 
the home owners of the state of Montana and will also 
answer many of the principal objectives of I-lOS. He 
would like to go on record in support of the amendments 
suggested by the Retail Association in the exemption of 
advertising from the sales tax. The enactment of this 
legislation will broa:ien the tax base in Montana and will 
bring more people into the taxpaying public and will give 
needed tax reform. 

Stuart Doggett, representing the Montana Chamber of Commerce, 
gave testimony in support of this bill. We represent many 
businesses across the state of Montana. A survey of that 
membership indicated that 85% supported a sales tax, and 
15% said they would oppose a sales tax. When asked what 
a sales tax should be used for, 42% said it should be 
used just for property tax relief, 4% said just for new 
revenue, and 54% of the membership felt that it should be 
used for both property tax relief and new revenue. When 
asked about exemptions, 75% supported exemptions, with food -
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and drugs most frequently named as the items that should 
be exempt. On how a sales tax should be implemented, 
81% said it should be implemented by the legislature 
and 19% said it should be implemented by a vote of the 
people. We feel this bill answers many of the concerns 
of our membership. 

Richard Llewellyn, Montana Manufactured Housing, gave 
testimony in support of this bill. Like the Board of 
Realtors, they are also proponents of this bill, and 
agree with all of the comments of the proponents that 
are at the hearing. He agrees that substantive property 
tax relief and major reform of the method of generating 
revenue for the governmental operations in the state of 
Montana is needed nov! and not two years from now at a 
vote of the people. All he would request is 
that they be treated similarly to the stick built housing 
industry. This bill does do that and they are satisfied 
with the bill in its present form. 

Tom Harrison, Montana Cable TV Association, gave testimony 
in support of this bill. They are ~n support of this bill 
and the tax relief that is outlined in the bill. The 
tax revolt is in place and failing to address it at this 
time will cause convulsive reaction within the state of 
Montana, which they believe will have devastating, long 
term effects. They would request one amendment on page 9, 
lines 13-16, which specifically adds cable TV services as 
an exemption. Under Montana law and federal law a franchise 
tax is paid, can be charged, by local units of government. 
For instance, Billings charges a 4% of gross franchise fee 
in order to operate a cable TV system. With this additional 
4%, the cable TV operator would be facing an 8% of gross 
receipts tax. In the neighboring states, Idaho and 
Washington, those services are exempt. Wyoming has deter­
mined, by court case, that they could have either the 
franchise fee or the sales tax and the legislature in 
that state opted for the franchise fee. 

Don Waldron, School Administrators of Montana, gave testimony 
in support of this bill. In October of 1985 and October 
of 1986, the school administrators went on record supporting 
a number of measures to change the tax structure and the 
sales tax was one of those measures. We felt you need to 
recycle the dollar in order to get the revenue. The 
reason we are in trouble today with the property tax is 
because the legislature has exempted too many things over 
the years and we no longer have the revenue coming in. 
If you do the same thing with a sales tax, you will find 
yourself in the same predicament. He would urge that the 
committee be very careful with the exemptions. 
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Lorna Frank, representing the Montana Farm Bureau, 
gave testimony in support of this bill. She said 
they support a sales tax if it is to replace a property 
tax. They feel HB 377 does this. She would urge the 
committee to take a look at the amendments presented by 
Fred Johnston of the Stockgrowers Assn. She also 
believes this should be enacted by the legislature and 
not by a vote of the people of Montana. 

Jim Van Arsdale, Mayor of the City of Billings, said 
the City Council supports this bill. He would encourage 
the committee to take a look at the exemptions and perhaps 
whittle away at some of the exemptions to make the bill 
more simple and easier to enforce. 

Gordon Morris, representing the Montana Association of 
Counties, gave testimony in support of this bill. He 
said there are probably very few people that have spent 
more time looking at the property tax side of this 
particular bill than he has and he would be happy to 
answer any questions. If the committee does take a 
look at the property tax relief aff@Tded in this bill, 
for every $100 that would be proposed to be relieved 
by way of the property tax burden, that would have to 
be made up by sales equal to $2500 to be taxed at 4% 
to be balanced. In his own case, he would realize 
about $600 of property tax relief and would have to 
spent in excess of $13,000 on taxable items to equal 
the full dollar that he would save. 

Alec Hansen, Montana League of Cities and Towns, gave 
testimony in support of this bill. He said our organiza­
tion has never taken an official stand on the issue of 
a sales tax in Montana. We are very concerned about 
property tax in this state and some of the things that 
are happening in the legislature. Since January there 
has been an endless succession of bills that will reduce 
or eliminate property taxes in the various classes. 
These bills pose a threat to the continuation of the 
basic, necessary community services in the cities and 
towns across the state. Each of these bills reduced the 
amount of revenue to the local level and did not provide 
fair replacement revenue. This bill will reduce property 
taxes and at the same time will provide fair and adequate 
replacement. It provides the revenues back home to continue 
the services that the cities in this state provide. This 
bill should also cancel I-l05, which would be impossible 
to operate under. 
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OPPONENTS: John LaFaver, Department of Revenue, gave 
testimony in opposition to this bill on behalf of the 
Administration. He said he did not think he had 
heard as many proponents for a piece of legislation say 
its a great piece of legislation for everybody except 
them. He referred to the exemptions requested for the 
newspapers, farm residences, and cable TV; that the 1% 
fee is not enough for administration by the merchants, that 
it should be 3%; and Mr. Morris, MACO, has indicated 
that essentially he will not have to pay it. The average 
household in Montana will pay a sales tax and the average 
household in Montana will pay in increased tax, not tax 
relief, of $230 annually. This administration has favored 
a referendum on the sales tax. They would advocate the 
referendum being reinstated in the bill as Representative 
Ramirez proposed the bill. HB 377 takes one of the worst 
sales taxes in the nation, the sales tax of the state of 
Minnesota, and as far as he can see, makes it worse. The 
bill itself would raise about $15 million more revenue 
per year. The amendments proposed here would more than 
offset that. The exemptions are hard to understand in 
the bill. This bill, after looking at all the exemptions 
and subtracting them out, will raise $39.2 million per 
percent. In comparison Senator Crippen's bill will raise 
$64.9 million per percent and Senator Hirsch's bill will 
raise $51.7 million. He thinks it is very important that 
the committee try to enact as broad based a sales tax 
as they possibly can and for the very simple notion that 
the broader the tax base the lower the tax rate. This 
bill lowers the tax on personal property but does not 
repeal it. As a result administrative costs on this 
bill are about $2 million higher per year than under 
Senator Hirsch's bill. Most sales tax experts would 
agree that adjustments need to be made to any sales tax 
to make it less regressive. Some advocate a credit and 
some prefer the exemption of food and medicine. No one 
would advocate a sales tax that would exempt food, medicine 
and fuel, plus on top of that provide an income tax credit. 
With a tax such as that, we spend administrative money to 
collect the tax and then we have to spend more money to 
give the tax revenue back. This bill has a three year 
statute of limitation. It should be a 5 year statute, 
certainly if you look at the size of the proposed audit 
staff that will need to be employed to administer a sales 
tax. He would hope the committee would substantially 
rewrite the bill to take into consideration some of his 
comments, specifically with regard to the referendum. 

Sam Ryan, of the Montana Senior Citizens Assn., gave 
testimony in opposition to this bill. He said we are 
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opposed to a sales tax in any way, shape or form. Pro­
viding property tax relief with a sales tax is pure myth. 

Terry Murphy, Montana Farmers Union, gave testimony in 
opposition to this bill. He said our members have taken 
a stand in firm opposition to any general sales tax for 
any purpose. In the event a sales tax is passed out, 
he would think that every effort should be made to treat 
the various segments of the population as equitable as 
possible both in the sales tax portion and the property 
tax relief portion. The way the bill is set up now it 
certainly does not do that. There are too many exemptions 
in the bill and are not equitably distributed between 
groups. He does believe that if this sales tax is passed 
that it will go before the people and if so, he would hope 
it would go as a straight forward proposition. 

Representative Keenan, House District 66, gave testimony 
in opposition to this bill. She was a member of the sub­
committee in the House on this bill. The bill is really 
two bills. There is a part of the bill that is purely 
dedicated to the sales tax issue and a part of the bill 
that is total property tax reform. When the bill came in 
some months ago, things that were taxed under the sales 
tax were farm machinery, construction equipment, mining .., 
equipment, tools, and logging equipment and as we went 
through the process those things were exempted. Today, 
again, you have people standing up saying they want more 
exemptions. Things that are not included are food, clothing 
and a $15 credit per individual to offset the other things 
we buy. The average home owner will be paying the sales 
tax and getting a $15.00 credit to cover the cost of 
everything else. There is no income level, so that whether 
you make $10,000 a year or $100,000 a year, the fact is you 
will be treated the same. There is some inequity there. 
Representative Ramirez alluded to a cap but that did not 
get amended into the bill. Once we got the bill in form, 
it brought in about $150 million. If you figure that the 
tourist industry in the state is about 6-7%, you can pretty 
well assume that they will be paying $9 million and businesses 
for some of the things that they purchase, about 14% or 
$21 million. That left $120 million left to be paid by 
consumers in this state. We gave them back a $12 million 
credit, so that leaves $108 million. Tax per household, 
$393. When you take a look at property tax relief, lets 
see who gets that, Union Market $490, Albertson's $26,000 
and Kaiser Cement $257,000. The homeowner, the person pay-
ing this, is not getting the relief, in fact they are get-
ting a tax increase of $227 per household. We reclassified 
all of the property in this state. We left net and gross 
proceeds the same, agricultural land the same, we combined -. 
residential, which we called nonproductive property with 
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productive property, and then we took those properties 
that were in 16%, 11% and 13% and with an amendment on 
the House floor, dropped those properties to 5%. That 
is a big part of this property tax relief and you need 
to know who gets it. These are the property in that 
5% category -mining machinery, oil field equipment, 
repair tools, manufacturing machinery, trucks over 
1-1/2 ton, buses, coal and ore haulers - and the ones 
who will get the largest relief. Who pays -- the consumer. 
You have heard the argument, this is new dollars, expanding 
the base. You have not expanded the base because you have 
excluded those things like taxing services. What kind of 
services are you going to tax. We are not going to tax 
lawyers, not going to tax accountants, but would tax dry­
cleaning services. There are no new dollars for schools, 
when we are taxing things like textbooks. When you talk 
about fairness and equity this is not the bill that does 
that. This bill has taken away the right of the people to 
vote. We have not allowed· the people to know, even 
though they are being told they will get property tax 
relief, that they will get a tax increase. When all of 
this is through and all of the exemptions corne in, will 
you indeed have more money or will you merely have shifted 
the burden from major property to consumers. 

Barbara Archer, representing the Women's Lobbyist Fund, 
gave testimony in opposition to this bill. Our research 
indicates that a sales tax, no matter how it is designed, 
is likely to place an unfair share of the obligation to 
generate revenue upon women and children. Most women are 
in middle and low income brackets and are constantly 
shifting into even lower brackets. In addition, women 
and children are the poorest of the poor. A sales tax, 
even with exemptions, requires those with lower income 
to pay a larger percent of their income in sales tax, 
in other words, it is a regressive tax. A sales tax is 
a tax on consumer goods. A middle or low income woman 
usually spends everything she makes on the necessities 
of day to day living. All of her money is spent as a 
consumer. She will not be using any part of her income 
on personal services or to purchase stocks and bonds or 
in generating new revenue for herself. A sales tax is a 
tax on those least able to afford it and it falls more 
heavily on individuals than on business. A proposal to 
use a sales tax as full or partial replacement for property 
tax on business is a shift from taxing production to taxing 
consumption. In some cases householders do need property 
tax relief. Residential property tax should be reduced. 
Household property is not income producing property. 
However, shifting property tax to a sales tax will not 
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benefit most homeowners. Benefiters are those who own 
enough property to get a break greater than the sales 
tax they will pay. Property tax replacement does not 
help out renters, who are most likely lower income people. 
The Women's Lobbyist Fund supports closing loopholes. 
There are alternatives to a sales tax 

Don Judge, representing the Montana State AFL-CIO, 
gave testimony in opposition to this bill. A copy of 
his written statement is attached as Exhibit 7. 

Mrs. Mary Doubeck, wife, mother of 7, grandmother of 12, 
teacher and rancher, gave testimony in opposition to this 
bill. A copy of her written statement is attached as 
Exhibit 8. 

Gail Stoltz, representing the Montana Democratic Party, 
gave testimony in opposition to this bill. The party 
adamently opposes a sales tax. The party's philosophy 
is based on fairness and equity. We try to apply that 
philosophy to every issue. A tax policy that does not 
meet that criteria cannot be supported by the Democratic 
Party. A sales tax is inherently regressive. This 
particular bill has been through many hours of work to 
make it less so. It places a disproportionate burden 
upon the average citizen and makes it unfair. The 
Democratic Party can support taxes that are equitable 
and progressive. Equity requires that similar taxpayers 
pay similar taxes. Progressivity requires that tax rates 
are increased as the ability to pay increases. The sales 
tax fails on both of those counts. A sales tax is a major 
shift in Montana's policy. The polls show there is an over­
whelming and continuing desire by the voters to vote on 
this issue. The other thing that seems only fair, is 
that you present it to the voters at the time when the 
most people participate in the election process. Not 
when very few participate, not when it is a short time 
between the enactment of a referendum or putting it on 
the ballot and people have little time to understand what 
the issue is. The party supports having a referendum on 
this issue in the 1988 general election ballot. This 
committee heard a pledge from the Vice Chairman of the 
Democratic Party, Donna Small, that we will get the 
necessary petitions to place a sales tax on the ballot 
if you do not. She renews that pledge and they have 
not changed their position since March 12th, nor will 
they. 

Representative COhen, House District 3, gave testimony 
in opposition to this bill. The property reclassification 
scheme in this bill, on page 88 through page 109, is a 
total comprehensive reclassification of all property in 
this state. In some ways it is similar to HB 48, which 
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was heard last session, with the exception that commercial 
and residential property are combined. As Representative 
Ramirez worked through his planned sales tax, he had 
Gordon Morris take the existing 19 property classes and 
determine how to reduce the assessment rate to try to 
provide tax relief. At the same time, Representative 
Cohen was working on a bill, HB 892, that was a total 
reclassification program and it was based specifically on 
the proposition that productive and non-productive property 
should be in separate classes for the purposes of property 
tax classification, that the only justification for putting 
property in separate classes was that they had different 
productive value. One of the trial runs was presented by 
Representative Keenan to Representative Ramirez in a 
subcommittee meeting. A couple days later we suddenly 
discovered that our tentative reclassification plans 
had been grabbed up, and two of our categories, one 
involving productive land and one involving non-productive 
land, were tossed together in a single category, which in 
HB 377 is called class 4. In his bill he was trying to 
come up with a revenue neutral bill. That was not done 
in HB 377. Some classes show a 22% drop, some show a 50% 
drop and in some cases as much as a 75% drop in the tax 
break. There are some real problems in the language in 
the bill. For instance airlines occur in two places in 
our property tax code. He never repeals class 14, 
although class 14 appears in the class 4 property. 
Centrally assessed property is not mentioned in this 
bill. We have with this bill, very clearly, a consumer 
sales tax and on the other hand we have a property reclass­
ification scheme that results in a tremendous loss in 
property taxes to cities, counties and state government. 
There is nothing in this bill for making up for the lost 
property tax. We are told there is a bill in the House 
that has a formula for adjusting for this. Nobody knows 
for sure what the tax loss will be from county to county. 
Where is the sales tax going to be collected and then 
where will it be redistributed. This bill doesn't direct 
how that will be done. 

Patricia Ries, representing herself and family, gave 
testimony in opposition to this bill. A copy of her 
statement is attached as Exhibit 9. 

Glen Gormely, representing his household, gave testimony 
in opposition to this bill. The majority of the pro­
ponents to this bill felt that their group should be 
excluded, as has happened since the drafting of the bill. 
We have income tax and property tax and we will need another 
vehicle to collect the sales tax and that is an additional 
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expense that he does not think is necessary. There are 
numerous opponents of this measure and if it is passed, 
there will be disputes for years to come trying to get 
it voted out. 

Earl Riley, representing the Montana Senior Citizens 
Assn., gave testimony in opposition to this bill. 
This bill is a product of a well planned strategy, which 
began with the loopholes in 1981. We were told it was 
necessary to create loopholes for out of state finance 
people or they wouldn't invest in Montana. These loop­
holes were necessary, we were told, to create jobs through 
increased investment and new business that would be coming 
in to the state. Where are the jobs and the investment 
that was supposed to come in. Instead we have higher 
unemployment, we have seen the budget surplus disappear 
and in its place we have a huge deficit. This action 
could be called Act I of the financial planner and now 
comes Act II, we will now have a sales tax. Act III 
will raise the percentage of the tax when they discover 
they don't have enough money and Act IIII will eliminate 
the exemptions. Our neighboring states have already 
done this. This bill will reduce property tax by 30% 
and with a 4% sales tax, it has been shown the average 
family will see taxes increase $250-$300, depending on • 
how many kids he has. A 30% tax deduction will be a 
savings to Shell Petroleum in the neighborhood of 
$2-1/2 to $3 million and Decker Coal will get $2-1/2 
million. Can these people call this tax equality, can 
they really be serious. He would hope that this bill 
will be voted on as to whether the people want it or not. 

Tom Ryan, a senior citizen, gave testimony in opposition 
to this bill. He has appean=d,or sent messages in, to 
oppose tax bills that would hurt senior citizens, 
SB 307, HB 842, HB 904, are some of the bills. We have 
put in the pharmacy bill that would possibly help cut 
costs to senior citizens and that was turned down in 
committee. He would ask consideration for the people 
in the state on fixed incomes. This is a sales tax 
bill and he opposes it because it is regressive. He 
does not believe there is such a thing as a tax on goods 
that is not regressive. He would go toward the ability 
to pay method. Regardless of whether this bill is 
passed out the way it came into this body or whether 
it is amended, the senior citizens will oppose this bill. 
You can't make it nice. 

Phil Strope, representing the Mt. Tavern Assn., presented 
the committee with a technical amendment he would like 
to offer for this bill. See attached Exhibit 10. 
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QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE: Senator Crippen said 
Representative Keenan brought up a good point when she 
referred to that portion of the bill that would provide 
property tax relief to the larger corporations in the 
form of personal property tax relief. He asked John 
LaFaver if in the Governor's bill there was a provision 
that would eliminate all property taxes. 

John LaFaver said on machinery. 

Senator Crippen asked if that would include some of the 
areas Representative Keenan was referring to. 

John LaLaFaver said yes, it would. Every sales tax vehicle 
that is alive gives the preponderance of tax relief to 
owners of mining and manufacturing machiner. Of the 
sales tax proposals, the basic proposition is that we 
will provide some relief to the homeowners but the bulk 
of the relief will be pro~ided in those areas where we 
have the highest effective property taxes. 

Senator Crippen said you opposed this bill and supported 
SB 333. Is the difference because of the broad base 
of the tax. 

John LaFaver said certainly the issue of the referendumi 
the Administration will not be in favor of anything that 
does not provide for a referendum. Beyond that, HB 377 
is so poorly written that you can't tell what is exempted 
and what isn't. To administer this tax we would essentially 
have to rewrite the tax in rules, making the types of 
decisions that should be made by the legislature. Also, 
this is a very narrow tax base. If we are going to put 
out a sales tax for the people to decide on, it should 
be as broad based a sales tax as we can in order to keep the 
rates low. 

Senator Halligan asked George Anderson if his group could 
provide specific information about various property tax­
payers, individuals who don't pay property tax at the low 
income level, high income people, as to who potentially 
will pay the overall tax burden. 

George Anderson could not provide that information. 

Senator Halligan asked John LaFaver if it was possible 
to break out an individual who is low income, elderly 
and not a homeowner, who will be paying a sales taxi then 
an individual who is a homeowneri then a family of four 
who owns a home: an industrYiand a business; and under 
the existing tax structure what they would pay, with a 
sales tax what they would pay and with property tax 
relief what they will pay. 
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John LaFaver said we have worked up some of that now, 
although not with the detail requested. He could provide 
that information within a week. 

Senator Halligan said his preference, if he had to look 
at a sales tax at all, would be to eliminate all of the 
exemptions completely and do the rebate for credit aspect. 
Do other states do that. 

John LaFaver said when you say no exemptions he assumes 
he means no exemptions from a retail sales tax and that 
is essentially the structure that New Mexico uses. 

Senator Halligan asked if the administrative costs were 
much different. 

John LaFaver said the expense of a credit that is applied 
back on the income tax is primarly an expense paid for 
by the state. The cost of. administering a number of 
exemptions, for certain kinds of retail sales being 
exempt, the bulk of that expense is paid for by the 
retailer. , 

Senator Halligan said with regard to the collection and 
disbursement of the tax, where potentially the Billings '-
area people will pay and the Deer Lodge people will benefit, 
can you deal with that aspect of this, not just in Rep. 
Ramirez's bill, but in a sales tax scheme. 

John LaFaver said he didn't think you could deal with that 
in the sales tax scheme. There is another House bill 
that lays out a formula for passing the replacement 
revenue back to the local level. That is a whole topic 
of debate by itself. 

Senator Brown asked Tom Ryan if the senior citizens plan 
to participate in a petition drive to place this issue 
on the ballot if it were enacted without being referred 
to the people. 

Tom Ryan said we would join the AFL-CIO in that effort. 

Senator Brown asked Don Judge if the AFL-CIO would attempt, 
by virtue of the 15% provision in the constitution, to 
make a referendum out of the sales tax if it were passed 
by the legislature without being referred to the people. 

Don Judge said yes, we would. 

Senator Brown commented that the Governor indicated he 
might veto a sales tax passed directly by the legislature. 

Senator Mazurek said we are told we are becoming a service 
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oriented society. If we are going to adopt a sales tax, 
why not impose a tax on services. He asked Representative 
Ramirez to respond. 

Representative Ramirez said you can apply this if you wish 
to services. He has no strong objections to that. He 
thinks you have to be very careful and rem~ the philosophy 
of a sales tax and that is to tax the product or the service 
at the ultimate retail consumer. It is a consumption tax 
and you have to be very careful in your selection of ser­
vices to make sure that it doesn't fall too heavily on 
small business. 

Senator Mazurek said a number of people have come in 
today advocating expansion of the exemptions. Those 
include newspapers, cable TV, liquor and advertising. 
He would like to know Representative Ramirez's position 
on those requests. 

Representative Ramirez said as far as the newspapers are 
concerned, he would just as soon tax them, but he realizes 
there is a problem from the standpoint of the price of the 
item and the difficulty in collecting. As far as 
advertising, he thinks there is a legitimate concern 
there because that is not a tax on the ultimate consumer 
but is part of the product cost. The liquor, he thinks 
there is a double taxation there for the person who has 
the bar, and there is a legitimate argument there. 

Senator Severson said the most important part of this is 
property tax relief. It puzzles him as to how this will 
be handled county by county when you get into that area. 

Representative Ramirez said there is a bill that will be 
coming over that will have a dollar for dollar return for 
the counties. The reason it is in a separate bill is 
because it contains an appropriation and there was some 
concern HB 377 could not go on the ballot with an appro­
priation in it. He does not believe it provides a com­
plicated formula and that it will be very easy to administer. 

Senator Severson said when you say dollar for dollar, you 
are freezing mill levies at the present level. 

Representative Ramirez said you determine what they would 
have received under the prior property tax system, what 
they are going to receive under the new property tax 
system, and you return the dollar difference. If you 
are talking about freezing the dollar amount, that is 
the way it starts out. 

Senator Severson asked John LaFaver to respond. 
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John LaFaver said he thought that Representative Ramirez 
fairly explained the proposal. He does not see a particular 
logic in locking into place in permanent law a dollar for 
dollar replacement. He cannot see how that would be 
structured in a way that would avoid the incentive of a 
school, county or city from raising its mill levy and 
letting someone else pay. With a sales tax the major 
cities are going to feel that they are paying more 
in a sales tax than they are receiving. It will be a major 
issue once we have a sales tax in place. 

Senator Eck said if the railroad taxes are really tied to 
the taxes on other classifications, are we likely to see 
some major changes there as well. She asked John LaFaver 
to respond. 

John LaFaver said the tax on the railroads and the airlines 
is the average tax rate of other commercial and industrial 
property. That weighted average falls to 11.3 under the 
provisions of HB 377. If no other change happens in the 
tax rate or proportionate value, the tax rate on the rail­
roads would stay at 11.3%. 

Senator Eck said a number of people have suggested that 
we use SB 395. She asked John LaFaver how close that was 
to the New Mexico language. 

John LaFaver said it is essentially the New Mexico law. 
We exclude food and drugs, other than that it is the 
same. 

Senator Eck asked what the total value is of the $20,000 
exemption from residences. 

Representative Ramirez said that is worth about $45 million 
in tax relief. 

Senator Eck said you have indicated you wanted to provide 
at least 1/4 of the revenue for the general fund and what 
would he suggest to increase the revenue or decrease the 
property tax relief. 

Representative Ramirez said there are three things you can 
do -- 1) eliminate some of the exemptions to increase 
revenue; 2) you could expand to some services, such as 
Senator Crippen's services; and 3) this is very heavily 
weighted to the residential real property relief and you 
might trim that back slightly. 

Senator Eck said if we try to balance,who pays and who 
benefits, it seems like we still come up short on the ~ 
renters. She wondered how he would feel about a credit 
or rebate such as Senator Crippen had in his bill. 
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Representative Ramirez said if that is a balance that 
you feel should be looked at, then by all means do that. 
If you give renters credit, tailor it to about the 
level of property tax relief that you are givingto 
residences. 

Senator Eck said there is no mention that this does 
meet the provisions of I-IDS. 

Representative Ramirez said it certainly will meet the 
requirements of I-IDS and if we are going to use this 
as the vehicle fo~ that, then we can put that in. 

Senator Crippen said to Gail Stoltz, one of the main 
objections to the sales tax, other than the historical 
objections, is that it would place a burden on the low 
income family. Is that essentially correct. 

Gail Stoltz said that is one consideration, on the basis 
of regressivity there is no ability to pay. 

Senator Crippen asked at what point~in time does that 
individual fallout of the low income bracket, what 
level of income are you looking at. 

Gail Stoltz said there are national standards for what 
is considered the poverty level. What is very telling 
to me, is that 50% of the households in Montana are 
under $16,000. In today's economy a lot of us would 
feel that raising a family or four on $16,000, whether 
declared poverty, is tight. 

Senator Crippen said if we could design a piece of 
legislation, whereby either a reduction in property taxes, 
a renters credit, and an income tax rebate or a rebate 
in lieu thereof, a set amount, where the low income people 
of $16,000 or less, would not pay any additional tax and 
may even benefit. What then would the position of the 
Democratic Party be. 

Gail Stoltz said at this point we do not see that in this 
bill. The position of the party is that we can't change 
our platform until next July. If this were on the ballot 
in 1988 we would have the opportunity to do that. 

Senator Bishop asked Representative Ramirez what his 
best guess would be if this is placed on the ballot as 
to what would happen. 

Representative Ramirez said he thought that it would lose. 
The reason the legislature needs to make this decision is 
because it is our responsibility to balance the interests 
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of society. The legislature sees every interest 
represented and the legislature has to balance those 
interests. If you take one issue out and put it on the 
ballot, then you have lost the complete context in which 
the sales tax decision should be made. He thinks the 
risk is too great. We all know the only way to provide 
property tax relief and property tax reform is with 
a sales tax. He would rather kill it now than put it 
on the ballot and have it killed and put on the shelf 
for another ten years. 

Representative Ramirez furnished information to the 
committee, attached as Exhibit 11. He closed by stating 
this does bring balance to the property tax system and 
is progressive. By the exemptions, credits and the 
property tax or renters credit that you give, you can 
eliminate the regressivity. This has balanced property 
tax relief that is fair. We have put our system back 
into a mode where we can attract businesses. We put 
all personal property at 5% and have given property tax 
relief to agriculture in exempting their livestock and 
goods in storage. We didn't put farmsteads into the 
exemptions of $20,000 because we were giving them other 
relief and they already have a break on their homestead 
which includes not only their residence, but one acre 
and the improvements on that one acre. We have exempted 
some items that are difficult to tax and exempted aircraft 
and put them on a fee system, as well as motor boats. 
The critical issue is whether you are going to gamble 
on a vote. 

Hearing closed. 

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 11:07 A.M. 

ah 
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Here's another epistle on the sales tax. I know you're inter­
ested in the issue, on one side or the other. 

I have come to the conclusion that a sales tax is essential 
to the future of Montana, not only in terms of taxation but 
also because of economic and governmental policy. We are 
mired in an economic depression, and overburdensome property 
taxes are hindering any possible recovery. We are unable to 
raise enough money via a regressive income tax to support the 
social service programs a civilized society needs, including 
education. If we do not change, we are doomed to become a 
marginal ,,,,,asteland, an American Siberia. 

Sales taxes are paid in 45 states, by 97.65% of the American 
people. Why are Montanans so reluctant to avail themselves 
of a revenue machine that generates 31.9% of the state/local 
tax take in its jurisdictions? Why do we penalize businesses 
and homeowners and let the wealthy off the hook? 

I think it is because of our long antagonism, going back a 
hundred years, to the dominance of the Anaconda Company. Any 
alteration in the existing system was opposed by the progres­
sive left - which has supported sales taxation in other states -
because it looked likea-tax break for "The Company." One of 
the two main arguments against a sales tax/property tax relief 
bill today, even though it would result in a more equitable tax 
system, is that it robs from the poor to give to BN. However, 
Anaconda is gone, and the corporate world is far more disparate, 
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and small businesses are feeling the pinch far more than the 
giants - but the old class ideology is tenacious. 

Montana's economy has changed considerably in the last twenty 
years. A natural resource economy has gone into steep decline, 
and probably will not recover appreciably in the foreseeable 
future. People are still moving to Montana, however, for its 
high environmental standards, its quality of life, its cultural, 
recreational, and educational opportunities. We are becoming, 
like it or not, a service society, with a future in high and 
midtech, small businesses, outfitting, travel and tourism. A 
sales tax makes sense in this context. It is a modern tax for 
a modern economy. 

We need, too, a balanced system of taxation, extracting 20-30% 
from each of the three main sources - sales, income, and proper­
ty - with the rest from excise and mineral taxes. At present, 
we get 50% from property, 20% from personal and corporate income, 
and none from sales taxes. We're out of whack, and here comes a 
property tax revolt which would devastate local government and 
education and turn Montana into a good place to be from. 

The other traditional Democratic argument against a sales tax 
is that it is regressive. It strikes hardest those least able 
to pay - poor people, those on small fixed incomes, the unemploy­
ed. On its face, this argument is totally illogical. The sales 
tax is a consumers' tax, a spenders' tax. Poor people aren't 
spenders. They don't have any money. What little they have, 
they spend on food, shelter, utilities, health care - and these 
items are exempt from the sales tax. If low-income people 
spend proportionately more of their income on the necessities 
of life, it is axiomatic that they spend proportionately less 
on taxable consumer items. How then can they bear the greatest 
sales tax burden? 

Montana already has one of the most regressive tax systems in 
America. The current income tax, excise taxes on gasoline, 
tobacco, alcohol, and insurance premiums, and automobile license 
fees all fall indiscriminately on the population. Yet, no 
class-oriented democrats are clamoring to remove these. On the 
contrary, these taxes are being increased. The most regressive 
tax of them all is the homeowners' residential property tax. 
It is levied on shelter, a basic necessity of life, without 
regard for ability to pay. The elderly, especially retired and 
living in their own homes, face rising and punitive residential 
property taxes. My bill would cut these taxes in half state­
wide, but it would award the relief progressively. Modest homes 
would get a bigger break than mansions. Depending on the local, 
mill levy, a $30,000 home could receive a 75% reduction, and the 
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average relief would be 50%. 

Most Montana families would benefit financially from a sales 
tax with property tax relief. A typical family of four now 
pays $772 per year in real property tax. Its reduction amounts 
to $412, but it would pay only $280 in a 4% sales tax - a net 
benefit of $132. 

Our income tax system will be rendered more progressive simply by 
accepting the passthrough, or "loophole recapture", which accrues 
to the state by virtue of new federal tax laws. An effort to 
truly reform the income tax laws in the interests of progressivity 
has so far failed, but even so it will be better than it has 
been. This is an important consideration, because a sales tax 
makes sense in the context of a progressive income tax. Exempt­
ions can make the tax less regressive, but a credit or rebate 
(which HB 377 contains) can make the entire tax structure more 
equitable. A sales tax must be seen in the context of total 
income and property tax' reform. It is not an added tax. 

So we return to the bottom line: Who pays? Not the poor, 
because they have no money. It is the well-to-do. "Expenditures, 
not income, appropriately measure economic well-being and thus 
taxpaying ability." A sales tax hits spenders, consumers, 
high rollers, tourists, businesses, clothes horses, DINKS 
(double income, no kids), status seekers, the conspicuous and 
ostentatious show-offs of the leisure class, coupon clippers, 
inherited wealth, yuppies. It is well known that upper income 
earners are able to shield their money from taxation; but when 
they spend it, we'll nail them. A sales tax is the only way to 
really soak the rich. 

So far, my arguments haven't persuaded any die-hard anti-sales 
taxer. But I'll keep trying. 

HF/je 

Sincerely, 

Harry Fritz 
Representative 
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TESTIMONY 
HB 377 

Executive Office 
318 N. Last Chance Gulch 
P.O. Box 440 
Helena, MT 59624 
Phone (406) 442-3388 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 

For the record, I am George Allen, representing the 
Montana Retail Association. I am here today in support of 
HB 377. However, to make this bill workable, there are 
several Amendments that need to be made. Attache,d to my 
testimony please find two recommended Amendments. 

The first Amendment deals with sales tax being applied 
to advertising. The attached Amendment is being suggested 
by a large group of businesses, and their names appear on 
the bottom of the attached page that includes the proposed 
Amendments. We are in strong opposition to this taxing 
philosophy. Advertising to a retailer could be related to 
fertilizer and a farmers crop. A farmer could probably 
raise a crop without fertilizer, but he will get a better 
crop with it. Likewise, a businessman can do some business 
without advertising, but with advertising, he will do more 
business. A sales tax should not be applied to fertilizer, 
nor should a sales tax be applied to advertising. Our 
Amendment excludes sales tax on all forms of advertising 
and production of advertising. There are many more valid 
reasons for excluding sales tax on all advertising, as 
shows in our attached testimony. 

The second Amendment that MRA would like to propose 
deals with the vendors allowance. It would give a 3% 
vendors allowance for the first $5,000 in tax collected, 
and 1% for everything above that. This Amendment would 
help to compensate the small retailer for his expense in 
collecting, doing the bookkeeping, and reporting the sales 
tax, and yet it would not give a windfall to the large 
retailer who has the sophisticated, computerized equipment 
for collecting the tax. With the retailer being your tax 
collector, there will be less expense to the state in this 
form of taxation, than any tax they collect. 

In closing, let me emphasize that MRA generally 
supports a sales tax, but feel HB 377 needs a lot of work. 

Respectfully, 

~ 
G~Z~ 
Executive Vice President 
Montana Retail Association 

SEN.'JE TAXIW\ON 

EXHIBIT NO. 2 t7 
DATE 3 ... 3/-
tJlll NO jff3 377 , 



Executive Office 
318 N. Last Chance Gul~ 
P.O. Box 440 ... 
Helena, MT 59624 
Phone (406) 442·3388 

SENATE TAXATION 
EXHIBIT NO. Z-. ... 

A. Arguments Against Sales Tax on Advertising DATE. 3 -.j/-i7 

Bill NO. f/. /3 . .3 
1. A sales tax on advertising would be an additional tax on retail 
and service outlets, because the tax would have to be passed along to 
the advertiser in the form of higher rates. All advertisers, 
including mom-and-pop operations, candidates for office, etc., would 
feel the impact of the higher rates. 

... 
2. A sales tax on advertising would (1) increase the cost of doing 
business in Montana, (2) force a cutback in advertising and other 
marketing activities, and/or (3) raise the price of goods and services .... 
at the consumer level, if a sales tax on advertising were passed 
along. 

3. Montana businesses today cannot afford an increase in the cost of 
doing business; a cutback in marketing activities would lead to a drop ... 
in the sale of goods aQd services, which, in turn, would reduce tax 
revenue from those saies; Montana consumers cannot afford higher 
prices for goods and services. 

4. A sales tax on advertising would have to apply to all forms of .... 
advertising, including consumer cla~sified advertising for the sale of 
everything from used furniture to cars. 

5'. A sales tax on advertising would have to apply to all sellers 0 ............ 

advertising, lest it be discriminatory. Thus, every school that sell~ 
~dvertising in its play programs ... every civic club that sells 
advertising in its weekly bulletins ... every chamber of commerce and 
trade organization that runs ads in its magazines ... all would have to 
be signed up as tax collectors. Everyone who sells advertising for 
restaurant placemats, park benches, taxicabs, etc., also would be 
covered. Result: The state would have to spend a great deal of time 
and money keeping track of all such small advertising sellers ... more 
time and money than it's worth. 

6. A sales tax on advertsing would have to apply to broadcasting ... 
and Montana broadcasters would be hard-pressed to know how to handle a 
state sales tax on network ads sold back in New York or Chicago. 
Taxing such sales is an extremely complicated procedure, because it 
involves interstate COMnerce and audiences and court rulings from 
state to state. 

7. National advertisers spend millions of dollars in Montana each 
year. If a sales tax were imposed on this advertising, they would 
redirect at least some of their advertising dollars into other, larger 
markets where no sales tax on advertising exists. The fallout for 
Montana could be staggering: Out-of-state advertising dollars would 
be lost, jobs in advertising-dependent media would be lost, in-state 
agencies that service out-of-state advertising clients would suffer ... 
and the sale of goods and services offered by those national 
adve'rtisers would drop. 

8. A sales tax on advertising would be in direct conflict with other 
measures being pursued at the present time to enhance the business 
climate of Montana. 

to be 

" .... 

J 
J 

9. A sales tax on the advertising of necessities would tend 
regressive, because the advertising costs probably would be 
along in the form of higher prices for those necessities 
clothing, medicines, etc.) 

J n 

passed 

(fooe' J' .,: 
Twenty-eight states this year have attempted to put a sales tax 
o[!.ldvertising. They have all failed. 

v. 

11. The courts have ruled that advertising is a form of information. J.Y 
Therefore, it cannot be controlled. 
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AMENDl1ENT TO HOUSE BILL 377 

Amend Second Reading (Yellow) copy of House Bill 377 as 
follows: 

l. Page 43, line 11 
Following: "premises." 
Add a new subsection: 
"(wI Gross receipts from sale of production and 
advertising including, but not limited to, 
production and advertising in newspapers, inserts, 
periodicals, on bill boards and through the 
electronic media (including radio, television 
and cable television)." 

The above amendment is supported by most advertisers in the 
state and specifically endorsed by the following: 

Montana Retail Association 
Montana Food Distributors Association 
Montana Auto Dea1ers·Asso6iation . 
Montana Chamber of Commerce 
Great Falls Chamber of Commerce 
Helena Chamber of Commerce 
Bozeman Chamber of Commerce 
Montana Press Association 
Montana Broadcasters Association 
Lee Newspaper of Montana 
Dunham Advertising 
Great Falls Advertising Federation 
Myhre Advertising 
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Executive Office 
318 N. Last Chance Gulch 
P.O. Box 440 ... 
Helena. MT 59624 
Phone (406) 442-3388 

March 30, 1987 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 

I would like to propose to Amend HB 377 as 
follows: 

Page 27, line 12, after less. add, 3%of the first 

$5,000 in tax collected, and 1% thereafter, which may 

be retained by the corporation or retailer to cover 

the cost of collection, 

Respectfll.U:.:LSubmi tted, 

~--~-~ ~Allen .-
Executive Vice President 
Montana Retail Association 

GA/ch 

J 
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April 1, 1987 

Testimony given by Bruce K. Smith, Publisher, Bozeman Daily Chronicle on 
House Bill 377. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Bruce K. Smith. I 
am publisher of the Bozeman Daily Chronicle and am speaking on behalf of 
the 10 other daily newspapers in the state as well as the Montana Press 
Association which represents all the dailies and 76 weekly newspapers in 
Montana. 

I have a number of concerns about House Bill 377 and the tax that would 
apply to the sale of newspapers in the state of Montana. I have given the 
chairman of the committee a suggested ammendment to the bill that would 
exempt newspaper sales from the proposed tax. I urge your support of this 
ammendment. 

All of my concerns are listed on the attached fact sheet, but I would like 
totake just a moment to talk about a major problem the state will face in 
collecting the tax. 

" 
Newspaper carriers are independent contractors who purchase their papers 
from the newspaper at a wholesale rate, and in turn sell them to their customers 
at a retail subscription price. Approximately 85% of ~ll newspapers sold 
by the daily newspapers in the state are sold through independent contractors. 
There are about 3,000 newspaper carriers in the state. Consider the enormous 
task the state will have in training and collecting the tax from these young 
people. The problem is compounded by the fact that there is a very high 
turnover rate in the carrier force of the newspapers each year. 

In those states that have a general sales tax, 33 specifically exempt newspaper 
circulation sales, and and additional five states do not have a sales tax 
that would apply to the sale of newspapers to the public. Most states have 
been through this debate on sales tax on newspapers and decided to exempt 
these sales for the same reasons we cite. 

I ask that you support an ammendm~nt to exempt newspaper sales. 
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AMENDMENT TO HOUSE BILL 377 

Amend Second Reading (Yellow) copy of House Bill 377 as 
follows: 

1. Page 9, lines 22-25 
Strike: lines 22-25 in their entirety 

2. Page 10, lines 1-5 
Strike: lines 1-5 1n their entirety 

3. Page 43, line 11 
Following: "premises." 
Add a new subsection: 
"(w) Gross receipts from sales of newspapers and 
advertising supplements and any other printed 
matter ultimately distributed with or as a part 
of such newspapers." 

" 
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BILLINGS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

My name is Kay Foster. I appear on behalf of the Billings 

Area Chamber of Commerce in support of HB377. During the initial 

presentation of this bill before the House Taxation Committee 

four busloads of Billings residents, over 200 people, packed 

the SRS Auditorium in support. 

The Billings Chamber has had a long-standing position that 

Montana1s heavy dependence upon property tax to fund education 

and local governments must be ended. We feel that property taxes 

can be reduced through the creation of a more balanced tax system 

which must include the enactment of a statewide general sales 

tax. 

Montana is in need of objective and rational tax reform 

and this cannot be achieved through a IIcut and paste ll approach 

to restructuring our tax system. An income tax surcharge may 

become an inevitable part of a temporary revenue package until 

a sales tax will begin to generate monies but Montana1s revenue 

shortfall situation is not short-term and a quick fix will not 

make it disappear. 

This committee has the opportunity to give Montanans a 

tax structure that is balanced, broadly based, simple and 

equitable. To keep Montana competetive with other states at 

all levels a commitment must be made to adequately fund our 

University system and provide real incentives to keep our 

talented faculty and bright students in the state. Education 
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and local governments must be provided with a stable and 

expanding source of revenue to supplant the begging process 

that now occurs every other year in Helena. 

The passage of HB377 will help to create a balanced state 

tax system to answer the concerns of the backers of 1-105. A 

well structured sales tax can protect low income Montanans and 

at the same time provide the impetus for business development 

and expansion and newly created jobs. We urge this committee's 

approval. 
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Proposed amendments of Stockgrowers 
HB 377 

1. On page 37, line 11, delete "Machinery" and in lieu thereof 

insert IIAnimals and plants and their products, machinery" 

2. On page 107, line 10, after "15-6-134" insert "or class 

fourteen property under 15-6-144" 

3. On page 108, after line 8, add "(C) The term "owner-occupied 

residence"inc1udes a residence owned by a small business corporation 

as defined in 15-31-123(2) if such residence is occupied by a 

person owning at least ten percent (10%) of the stock of such 

corporation. II 

SENATE TAXATION 
EXHIBIT NO.--==S~ ___ _ 

DATE 3 -3/ -1'7 
'BILL NO. dg· 3 7 7 



SENATE TAXATfON 
EXHlBIT NO.,--=~:.-__ 

DATE.. 3-3/-fl 
1llll NO. fI6 .!3 77 

./J//?/e/f SW~~ ---.6efr-(! S~ne TdYd7/o~' 
e.o~~/d-e /0/6' s?l 5d·kf~cl4'.k Rx 

,/ 

PI/, ~d//#!dh »1~ &-e-f .::7/ ~ Ct:/~~/~~ 
/ / 

J~ 6r?# ~~d~ ~ 4/~J~~~j' 4 ~~~a( 
~.tJ~/' ~oI~4~f A..r.rdc/cif/V>4·.

f
" I ~h?o/? 4.)(!/~/d ~e~ 

;6)0 o~ p-eCGJ"d ?~. 5~~~~// ~ "L/4..?7 7/ 

d).r~JS-/M' ~ 4?% ~ kJ ch..t ct~k ~x o::l ~ ~ 
/Yt'J/1d'lhr?- S4'~f-/~7'lcll /:If'.:!Jr:'C'!;/) By /G!~~~ 

~o~ P't?6J/ /.ri'~ ~c/ /e,-J~cI/ ~~~0, .-" 

~ 7!-rt7,ev 5u/v~d A, >c/eJ tid7' ;4e­

L~f/f~/-&R't' ~~~~/CI ,.c'~clc/ /# 577 ~o/ ~d/ 

/-r s4CJ~/ RPt:J7 ,6~ /o/~U dJ ~ 7eHe..rd/ 

~;h~ /.?~Gvc-· ~ c/ec.:'~ 4,j- /~~/~7~c£' 
~/!l'y /Jf~, dJe o1.Y"e ~~06q~h~ 4 
1.;/J dun -1 4 c,J r~./ ;-£. ~~c/if~ /JJ4'RJ/ 4a4l~'~ 

4j'e/ -401/ ?J4~ //'7~;/d/ 5/~J~/~ ~/ A 
/j'e/ ~ /M~~c//de .Icy P-~~~ /J cI clec~//~' 

,4d I 5P!CJ4// 6(' ~~~ 6/ ~ &//J/d~,e cJJ 

~//ef~ /a.;//veJ ~/ fo ~k /~~ .74 J~/y~. 
~I./ ~// /f C~/~y ~d d/T/~/7 ~~~/;e -

I~//J'~~/-/ /0;/~.r /~ ~qV" tY/~~,/ 41///6-< 
r 

~cI' //t7ffecl ~ r/tf c?qo/_f~d d /;/..3 

/dje "f/ ~!;v // al~ /J- N<Y 3?? 



SENATE TAXATION 
EXHIBIT NO.--.::b~_ 
DATE. .3 -3 1- &" 7 ... 

Bltl NO_ 11·8. '?-7 
W· 

/~~/;J/l~ 5~/,4~;,-I.F ~ /~C~f.r//7Cc?T'/~· 
f frL£?&J ~ frd'//~'f p_ $k9.JJ /CJ 
~~~ e'u//~~ ~ dff~JJ-t:/ cl-f /~ GJt6 ~ 

.... 

~/C/h!J/cJ.lecI L;(df..r ~ ~ktc/a- ~.:J7? ~ ..... 

de cJ..rJ~f~ / 0/.--1" sn/o~ 4r/~r e~~/'c ... 

.5/4dtf.~ f A. 03'0/- ~e- ydac/ ~~c:~ ... 
/~ckJlr'7 /J c;k.z7 ~/~f 6~ /.t:JJ/*",e. /:?/~C!-7T 
ye ~)fleqJlve de--~!'J, ;i J4?<'/ ~'¥/~re 
.e='~0 14 h RJY/~ ~,;:f~t j~ ~f/de..- t2c/ 

/~S-JCY~ 1 ,4 ~eJejJ ~-e./ ~~ /~~tZJ1J<: 
~' #/3/ J~ ~d /df:/k~d ~n~ b /4-~~/~." .. 

//;"b ~ r~C.tK.f~d 7'P6I/'~fAe-7~/~ 4 ~y r~7(!, A .l~ 
~ -iDlfdl' iJ -, ;jf __ 

p~. ~/~W b~c7 clffeff(?cl' ~~ /d///glo/dJ,ab&; CY~ 
d4c-74i: rJr~, J 

J M cJl'~ ~.!lC-Jere . .r/ ~C'&h(/;2.~ ~(t'ip a; l~' 4//~ "". 
~f I~yqd;: 1 ~d'e,..r f~c0C: ,;4r"Y/S/~J /~ ill 
Ai-53}) d./ ~ /u,H'e ~ /h"~ ~,.tW-s I 
~cI ~e P"d///d~J ~d d~/d~t!"./. "" 

I 
/J.;- .7 /#~7/n-1~ 0/ 4 ~/~ .-v~C'tV ~~~7J 11 

i)'c.J <711 !J/ucef ~:/7~/~f ~ ~~~ "h J<'A i 
~d tY£kfel~ 'k q'fJ4 /;?/'e 6'M /?~ ~;V~C-cC..f -~ 

l" / -/ ~ltdO""I(UJe<f.."~~ ~/ev" ~/d", // 

~ /~d//~p--.f/l /e /ZcJ~r Cdr,I'/~,. /ZJ///.YZ7 J 



~! tJ~~ 1/ b-e Ia XR cI d- r 
Lf% lJitC,H veJo/cI dJ 4fec! egulio-

( 14t"-v/. 

SENATE TAXATION 
EXHIBIT NO, __ (,___ '0/ 
DATE 3-31-f7 
a:L;_ :;f}~f/.Ii. 317 

Sft;C? ~e'CMf~ A/J e6u~ l' /:r ,d~eo/ 
c9.f cl t7Pl~ ~;!/;6v //~/C;C. /~.; ...Je6T7~ J 

~~e /..2 54.--~.Jec,;//vi, ~.), ~tVetY~ ~ 
/df(? ~<j ~L.t ~ G~oC/ -e)/~~/~'''' 
~~ dfp 5~0//d.r~:7rdft74 (7) ~c/ 
(Is) ~ /""/VJ".P'<?C'e 0-';1 7~ ;/2t..,- ~;f ~ 
4jy~ FO$~ J:mG'/C. ~d A, ;5/D..rJ 

/6C'etj:i7f PVh? Jd/e/ 7' /"f.r4'7 '}fC<//:-'"H0 
61 dl),~~ e~~/~./ /f eY~/:7' ~~-
5d/~ ~~ ~P' ~/~f d./&4 /ci ,;;?,~~"v ;n5 6~ 
/~q//d ;t c::t;wP'1 ~ ~tf>-L&-- ;By h~<Y"~ 

Y I~q cJ~/~t!-/ ~ /2 >~ 

4$'tJ £)P? ~dje o/~ L.u4c/e.t/ Je?7/u.; dd/ ~ &iY 
fldl~ R e>JfJ~JJ ~ ~ y ~ ~~~~ ~d'/p'/..ei--? 
.ePf)dfeci /~./ /..t?7'avJ~/fZ pj~_~/re/----~J/~p ~//~ 

.1;7 /n-tf)7'f;y t/~/c/~ ~ -7'd~?/ -"k. ~<Z-P-J'~o/ / 
/lro/:?e,r1 /Jye5~u--1cJ~4 4vfr-~ 6& Ccht//~ ~~~D' 
~ dYe:; Ve,PI/<- / 
l/te /~.;J~ CJ!owY/~ ro//J;I(!V'..r/~q/<9.p fq.?t5 ~~ 

ddv;? IP cI ~I( /e/ ';7 A- /Je:'":/ ~ j? /e-t/fhNq, ok r 
J ~jj..~ M"~ (!>cVvY/B-1' dd<ZJ Jo / // QCJ~ dv' ~ 

d)J~ /J"d/ ;i C'chr//~ wCJCC U .n~ ~ /'1/t1Rhd 

... ~ /,d-J 4 ;&)7_ /-l)d/# .~/J Fe-~u//'e~~ 1"; 

/Z/!/1 ~dde dI' ~ rd/u ~cV" d~Y~~€!J v~ 
3/ . 



~h-1 ;4& ~<" J'eC-//~i C1h pd7e.:? / 

4Jfd~ ~.6 5&-h~· ('e) 4/&74- // d//d4/ 
;i ~ ~ /W .ez1~l'hh-?<%if ~d /-""'" zf &./~ 
~7 d mahv' /~ /c 7-< t!'~~~ C!Cfh--;r/e; 

~.6.e ~:y~/ c/~ ~ ~ A;: &4t"Pt!&Eeu'/'c 4;/ d 

/gp-~~6;t~ 1f"'~/ ~ ~ »?/k-/ ;4c/7CbJ.r,ae; 

/~HS /~ ~h?~d. fe/ d// ~/7r qsgd" 

/1; 4 mo/l'#/fh-?cIMl'!~ -1' rd)~5<£//-"h'z':::""'_1"' oJ 

obtc/ oJ/,-)-~ t25Ul'p~ ",lr~ e j/a.-.,~ /' 
/#/ A ~/ //, Pe;? ~ <1>'/7/':"",; 4-)-4, ~a?/ 
/.f dif~? ~~~~ 
~~~~~ €7~~vc 
~~--5tEPZ:;;= ~"z7""7 p;l~~--:f 

?Ie ~Ud-f-e /~i ~~/~. £J,:J CJ ~ 
,odfe ~7 ~//dZtl/nj ~~#1~ CcYvV?-t!?0 h~ 

/J/LJftJ/ t/'a-4 /c /(.. ~ r e <' /./ A:.,. d::r' /a- /B/4"':J 
/' a-Ltd W~ 11.(~-ftvz, t·-f..s .17~"J4UI '. 

ttJtde- k I/q/eJ/ /J ~~~.J/~'f'.. h/JT 

/evcl;/-t; tJ/ h r,r2J//Ij/~7cW"e ;4., /~/""n~J/: 
/1 ~ /~/cp?dec/ft dp~1 -4 ~ /h;7~p'r­
dt7~ d// ~~/f/('.' ~tZprf~~ / ~;d~~ry 



SENATE TAXATION 
EXHIBIT NO.,---,G.~ __ 

D~.TE_ .5 -3/-R 7 

:;1[L NfL U.S . .3 77 

/~C~~~ ~aJ-T ~J~d/ ~h!J/:?~ 
hdatid 6'1 .4 ~t7~h£#/ C'~e; <YJ C!~5o~ 
7J;cI/ /p;-/eV'~~''"//v;,/ Ij CJppd7~~ h.d"/ d -

t:/:;J'Fa(// ~~> .(;tt,/ ~ ~fqd?{" /j Y~qe 
dlnc/ t:J~~J/nj ~d // ~#/~// P ~ 
{)Jtd/ /.1 /~~c/&:/ ~e ...)/?:7d// ".oc!:J/~/./ 

f2 f1t~Jf; I/~/c/.f 
kI1.~ f/(b ~McVt/cJPq ,&.J '1c"~.h.?P?7 P~ 

~ ~J'/~ /.5 t/e.Z C/lyi.:/ ~ Pndfi-? Ji;/~ oJ euH~ 
Jnlied;f ~eCdYci 8f s?ec/peC/ 6~ ~ 
4 /u5Mc C~//1~c.-e ~'?-~/ff/~. 7 d 
~?J/ K P?~ I ~~ /:17/ ~(? re6C/VcI ~~e/re -
/r;~ 6c; J~ C 11 OJ /~a7fJy t/e?//c'-fk 

C::r::/n1~~ Cdr)''/~p.. JCC 1'e-/UI'~J d /epd/t- cTZt 

yevel1t(e /:ltvl ft~7 ~bYt' ~ ~/~~ P'~/J ~t'~. 
/j I!Pld! /-Jo/~"r cJJ ~ B 7.? p-~ //.t/cJ h 

;6t? r -4/ re Poh?.s-,,?'N ,?i//~ " . 77/r #<7 r 

d/~; /.tj flu /ch,)Lfdi~ 11 ;%. h// .£./j~~ 
h ~~I ~ JcI~J~c/4'k ~Y 0'cJ4-'// ~~/7 
;t ~/.74/ /oH"e../ hi dJJC1.Tec/ 6f C'chr/e-F / 

/~ /,/f(/rl /l /)/J~.r~/~ (?O~ht.e4U. 

fl /"J OClJf/ aJ1c!~s~cI/~ -4~ ft/4f)7/; 

;i c::k~/~ ~/ij~eJd/d /d4.J o,,£w ~d / 
/te,:-j'h/ t::!4o/rpv /~ ~ .J;~71' dr.e .e~/?.,L 



~J 

SENATE TAXATION " .... I 
EXHIBIT NO~~ __ 

DATE.. 3 - 3 J - ? I III 

BILL NO. /I, B . ';"1 

/r~ A." .s;;t-/c/ ~c/ 4'JI'?<6-r 6 7 ~a;4' &?7~'~ 
M /tJ~// fi75.,.v~tY~~ :s-~ /JrP.// oJ .5;;;?C?c:-y/c'4 
qthP;/;/h~ 6-e 07fi?~cd /# -;t} ~ 377 

" 



----------- Box 1176, Helena, Montana __________ _ 
JAMES W. MURRY 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
ZIP CODE 59624 

406/442·1708 

TESTIMONY OF DON JUDGE ON HOUSE BILL 377 BEFORE THE SENATE TAXATION COMMITTEE, 
MARCH 31, 1987 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Don Judge and I'm appearing 
here today on behalf of the Montana State AFL-CIO in opposition to House 
Bill 377. I suppose that comes as no surprise to you. If there is one 
thing that we have been consistent on, it is our opposition to a sales tax. 

In some circles opposing change, in this case imposition of a state sales 
tax, would be called conservative. But we've rarely been called conservative. 
More often that not, our opponents- call us obstructionists! We seem to 
always get credit for being in the way. 

Our union scale wages are blamed for the high cost of doing business in 
Montana. Our contractual work rule clatis~s are accused of causing management 
difficulties on moving workers around on their jobs or, said another way, 
from using workers to management's best advantage. Our desire for a safe 
and healthful working place is credited with driving employees from our 
state. And now, our quest for tax justice is being given top honors for 
creating a "bad business cl imate:" 

Well, if fighting for tax fairness for working people, senior citizens, 
people of low income and those on a fixed income is being obstructionist, 
then so be it! We will make no apologies for representing the interests 
of these Montanans. 

And now to House Bill 377: 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, one of the easiest ways to measure 
tax fairness is to measure who benefits against who pays. The formula for 
comparison is very simple: HB 377 currently provides for approximately 
$125 million in property tax relief. Of that relief, approximately $48 
million, or 38%, would go to residential homeowners; $77 million, or 62%, 
would go to business and agriculture. 

Depending on how you would calculate it, HB 377 currently provides for approxi­
mately $143 million in sales and use taxes. Of that tax increase, approximately 
$10 million, or 7%, would be paid by tourists; approximately $28.6 million, 
or 20%, would be paid by business;- and approximately $104.3 million, or 
73%, would be paid by working people, seniors, those on fixed incomes and 
the poor. 

And so, on the basis of this simple formula, residential taxpayers would 
get $48 million in property tax relief and pay $104.3 million in sales taxes. 
I ask you, who pays? 
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HB 377 -2- March 31, 1987 .. 
The second measure of tax fairness with regard to HB 377 is what is included • 
and what is excluded from taxation. Excluded are things like mining and 
manufacturing equipment, railroad. equipment, logging equipment, agricultural 
equipment and operational products, sale of stocks and bonds, professional 
and legal services. Included are things like paper products, shoes, clothes, 
toiletries, candies, appliances, books, miscellaneous hardware, and automobiles. 
And while the bill provides for a $15 per individual deduction, think of 
how fast such a deduction could be eaten up providing for one five-year-old 
child! Additionally, no tax relief is afforded the renter. Approximately 
32% of all Montana resi dences are occupied by renters. Where is the fairness 
for them? 

And how long will the currently proposed exemptions last? Take a look before 
you today. Some suggest broadening the tax to include everything. Others, 
like the newspapers and cable TV companies, are suggesting new exemptions. 
What does the future hold for exemptions/inclusions in this legislative 
body? We need only to look at Wyoming, Idaho, North Dakota and South Dakota 
for examples. 

.l ~ 

Mr. Chairman, the Montana State AFL-CIO believes firmly that what the legislature 
should do is close loopholes in our present tax structure rather than imposing 
a new tax on the citizens of Montana and reducing the purchasing power of 
Montana citizens by approximately 4%. 

That choice is yours. However, should you choose to adopt a state sales 
tax we would urge you to place this issue before the voters in November 
1988 for their consideration. 

The proponents of this. measure appear to be threatening this body with the 
resurgance of another 1-105 if you don't act now to adopt a sales tax. 
I would simply like to remind you of another, much more radical measure, 
which was almost accepted by the voters last fall. CI-27 -- which would 
have requi red a vote of the· pub 1 i c pri or to enactment of any sales tax -­
received the approval of 45% of the voters last November. 

Additionally, recent newspaper polls. show that more than 80% of all Montana 
voters want to vote on any decision made on this matter. You are the 
representatives of the people, and they are asking that you represent their 
interests by referring this issue back to them for their consideration. 
If, as the proponents would argue, the voters would welcome the imposition 
of a new tax, then this issue would pass. If, as we suggest, the voters 
see this measure as a simple tax burden shift from the rich to the poor, 
then the measure would be rejected. 

We would prefer that you simply reject HB 377 and move to close existing 
tax loopholes. Thank you. 
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Taxes 
Tax the farmer, tax his fowl, 
Tax the dog, and tax his howl, 
Tax his hen and tax her egg, 
Let the bloomin' mudsil beg. 
Tax his pig and tax his squeal, 
Tax his boots, run down at heel; 
Tax his plow, and tax his clothes, 
Tax his rags that wipe his nose; 
Tax his house and tax his bed, 
Tax the bald spot on his head; 
Tax the ox, and tax the ass, 
Tax his "Henry," tax his gas; 
Tax the road that he must pass 
And make him travel o'er the grass. 
Tax his cow, and tax his calf, 
Tax him if he dares to laugh; 
He is but a common man, . 
So tax the cuss just all you can, 
Tax the lab'er, but be discreet, 
Tax him for walking on the street, 
Tax his bread, tax his meat, -
Tax his shoes clear off his feet. 
Tax the payroll, t5!X the ~, 
Tax all his hard-earned paper kale; 
Tax his pipe and tax his smoke, 
Teach him government is no joke. 
Tax the coffins, tax the shrouds, 
Tax the souls beyond the clouds, 
Tax all business, tax the stocks; 
Tax the living, tax the dead, 
Tax the unborn, before they're fed. 
Tax the water, tax the air, 
Tax the sunlight, if you dare. 
Tax them all and tax them well, 
And do your best to make life hell. 

Author unknown 
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March 31, 1987 

Mr. Chairman & Members of the Committeel 

I'm here representing myself as anaverage housewife and also 
my family, relatives and friends that couldn't make it. 

You really are between the devil and the deep blue sea; but 
inaugurating a sales tax would be a government cop out! 

Because of necessity, our family has to live within it's means 
and I don't believe you should think worse of me for expecting less 
from the government. 

You probably have asked yourselves many times what alternative is 
there other than a sales tax to raise revenue? Well there is an 
alternative to what is being proposed today. In lieu of a sales tax, 
cut a % of the paper work at all levels of government and you will 
save. Ahd as my mother has said "Let's be a little old fashioned and 
have the money before we spend it". 

I know as you 
government of 
honestly tell 
And trying to 
a-jiitch fork! 
it. 

know that bureaucracy has a stronghold on the 
Montana. Can any membef of this Senate Committee 
me they haven't dealt with red tape bureaucracy? 
cut it is like shoveling sand against the tide with 
But with courage and stick to itness, you could cut .. 

We have been in the black before so we know it is possible. We 
hear so much about the heritage of Montana; why can't we get back 
to that heritage? 

So, I'm advocating government going on a diet. 

Is it just conceivable that once in your political career's that 
the common ordinary man and woman will not be subjected to a tax 
this sessionl 

I suggest cutting bureaucracy but don't cut the working man's 
jugular. 

Pleasevote no against HB 377 and any and all sales tax. 

Thank-you. 

Respectfully, 

:~/ ~~u,~c~)a2:~ 
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STATE OF MONTANA 

<Dff;.CE. of the ..LE.gufatiuE. 9ucaf cIInafy~t 
STATE CAPITOL 

HELENA. MONTANA 59620 
406/444-2986 

JUDY RIPPINGALE 
LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ANALYST 

March 30, 1987 

TO: Representative Ramirez 

FROM: Curt Nichols ,/0 I 
Deputy Fiscal Analyst~ 

SUBJECT: HB377 Effects on Taxpayers 

The calculations in this memo are based upon the following 

relationships. 

Family 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

" 

Table 1 '" 
Income - Home Value Relations 

(Census Data) 

Income of 
Family 

$15,000 
35,000 
50,000 
85,000 

Value of 
Residence 

$ 50,000 
70,000 
85,000 

100,000 

These figures ar~ derived from 1980 census data projected forward to 

fiscal 1989. The value of the home in census data is as reported by the 

occupant. The income includes most forms of money income. 

Table 2 shows the property tax relief and sales tax each family would 

experience. I have assumed a family of 4. The percentage changes in 

taxes range from a 28 percent reduction for family I to a 12 percent 

increase for family IV. 

SENATE TAXAT10N 
EXHIBIT NO, I { 
DATFE---lI .. .l.l-=-.-l3rL.J/t--~i_7-
BILl. NO. __ .Lf/~-:.lLo.6'-A·--J--t7 
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Table 2 
Sales Tax and Property Relief in HB377 

- Property Tax Relief - Net 
Sales Income $20,000* Rate* Increase 

Family Tax Tax Credit Exemption Adjustment (Decrease) 

I $235 $(60) $(271) $(91) $(187) 
II 379 (60) (271) (151) (103) 

III 479 (60) (271) (196) (48) 
IV 739 (60) (271) (241) 167 

*Based on tax rate of 351 mills. 

Because the census data on value of homes appears high at the low 

income level and low at the high income level Table 4 on the following page 
" 

is presented which compares' the same families using the income to housing 

ratios applied in the original fiscal note to HB37J. 

following income and home values. 

Family 

I 
II 

III 
IV 

Table 3 
Income - Home Value Relations 

(HB377 Fiscal Note) 

Income of 
Family 

$15,000 
35,000 
50,000 
85,000 

This results in the 

Value of 
Residence 

$ 41,250 
91,700 

131,000 
222,700 

Using the values in Table 3 the net tax reduction ranges from a 29 

percent reduction for Family I to a 7 percent reduction for Family IV. 

.. ",W' 
SENATE TAXAnON:~ 

EXHIBIT NO_-lI....!.I----

DATE. ~. -31-K 7 i 
BILL NO. y. B . a 77,._ 



Table 4 
Sales Tax and Property Tax Relief in HB377 

Income - Property Tax Relief - Net 
Tax $20,000* Rate* Increase 

Family Tax Credit Exemption Adjustment (Decrease) 

1 $235 $(60) $(271) $(64) $(160) 
2 379 (60) (271) (216) (168) 
3 479 (60) (271) (335) (187) 
4 739 (60) (271) (612) (204) 

*Based on a tax rate of 351 mills. 

If I can be of further assistance please contact me again. 

CNla:kj: rr3-29. 
SENATE TAXATION 
EXHIBIT NO. __ .-;.I...;.f __ _ 

DATE .:J -.3 I-~? 7 
81LL NO JI.,(j, .,8 1 Z 




