MINUTES

MONTANA SENATE
51st LEGISLATURE - REGULAR SESSION

COMMITTEE ON STATE ADMINISTRATION

Call to Order: By Chairman William E. Farrell, on February
17, 1989, at 10:00 a.m., Room 331, Capitol.

ROLL CALL

Members Present: Senator Hubert Abrams, Senator John
Anderson, Jr., Senator Esther Bengtson,
Senator William E. Farrell, Senator Ethel
Harding, Senator Sam Hofman, Senator Paul
Rapp-Svrcek, Senator Tom Rasmussen,
Senator Eleanor Vaughn

Members Excused: None
Members Absent: None
Staff Present: Eddye McClure

Announcements/Discussion: Chairman Farrell announced that
testimony would be limited to 5 minutes for proponents and 5
minutes for opponents.

HEARING ON SB 185

Presentation and Opening Statement by Sponsor:

Senator Nathe indicated that SB185 is a vehicle to transfer
the mental health functions, and institutions, out of the
Department of Institutions into the Department of Health.

List of Testifying Proponents and What Group they Represent:

Steve Waldron, Executive Director, Mental Health Centers

Donald L. Harr, Medical Director, Region 3 Mental Health
Centers; Montana Medical Association

Frank Lane, Executive Director, Eastern Montana Mental Health
Center

Dick Hruska, Executive Director, Golden Triangle Community
Mental Health Center, Great Falls

John Nesbo, Director, Mental Health Center, Billings
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Testimony:

Mr. Waldron indicated SB185 transfers the mental health
functions from the Department of Institutions to the Depart-
ment of Health and Environmental Sciences, and listed those
facilities that would be affected. He stated there are
several reasons why this transfer makes sense, and indicated,
first, the main focus of the Department of Institutions is on
institutional care, rather than community-based services, that
the mental health functions in the Department of Institutions
are, in fact, health care functions and, consequently, it
would make sense to have the health care activities, such as
mental health care, located in the Department of Health.

Mr. Waldron reported that, in the opinion of the community-
based mental health center providers, the problems of penal
institutions have been emphasized in the Department of
Institutions much more than the health care components of the
department. He stated it is believed that these health care
components, mental health services in particular, would
receive the emphasis they deserve, if they could be under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Health. He noted this bill
proposes that the mental health institutions, such as Warm
Springs, Montana State Hospital, and the Center for the Aged,
be included with the community-based mental health center
contracts, in order to maintain the current mental health care
system intact. Mr. Waldron urged do pass on SB185.

Testimony:

Mr. Harr testified it is their impression that mental health
deserves recognition as a health problem, primarily, rather
than an institutional problem. He indicated the latter goes
back, in Montana, to the 19th century, when it was considered
that all mental health problems needed to be placed in a
sanitorium somewhere, and it was on that basis that Warm
Springs was established, adding that, initially, it was a
private facility, and then moved in to being a state facility.
He stated it is their impression that mental health needs to
be emphasized as being a problem that is just as much health
related as any other kind of health, and, for that reason, it
seems only proper and appropriate that the Department of
Health be responsible for the on-going function, and as the
mental health authority for the State of Montana.

Testimony:

Mr. Lane stated this is not a recent philosophical change for
the mental health centers in Montana, noting his board is on



SENATE COMMITTEE ON STATE ADMINISTRATION
February 17, 1989
Page 3 of 35

record, in its minutes, of advocating this change 6 years ago.
He noted that, about 4 years ago, he had a conversation with
Dr. Drynan, who was then director of the Department of Health,
and he indicated the Department of Health is capable of
assuming those responsibilities. Mr. Lane stated that, prior
to the first part of December, he traveled around eastern
Montana, met with all of their legislators, either individual-
ly or in groups of 2, and there was no major resistance for
this change, noting that, in fact, Senator Nathe consented to
sponsor this bill., He stated they think it makes perfect
sense, that they are a health service, they belong in the
Department of Health, and they are as integral to the health
service provision in the community as the hospitals.

Testimony:

Mr. Hruska's written testimony is attached as Exhibit 2.

Testimony:

Mr. John Nesbo testified that he and his board of directors
support SB185.

List of Testifying Opponents and What Group They Represent:

Curt Chisolm, Director, Department of Institutions
Joy McGrath, Mental Health Association of Montana

Testimony:

Mr. Chisolm indicated this is one of those reactionary
reorganization bills that he would just as soon go away. He
stated that, if there is a need to reorganize the human ser-
vices, he has made commitments to the Institutions Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations, and other legislative bodies, that
the human services directors, being SRS, the Department of
Institutions, Family Services, and Health, will work together
to explore these issues, and bring to closure some of the
loose ends which have been dangling around for years in the
human services area. He stated that can not be done with this
kind of legislation, that this legislation is flawed in the
sense that it does not address all the transfer issues which
need to be addressed in transferring a major portion of one
department to another. He indicated these things are correc-
table, but they are correctable in time, noting that is one
of the reasons that he is saying, wait a minute, hold on,
let's not run with this thing at this point in time, because
of these loose ends.
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Mr. Chisolm added that it does not address thoroughly the
reimbursement issues that stay within the Department of
Institutions, and it puts the Department of Health squarely
in the middle of Western Interstate Compact issues dealing
with the transfer of inmates from one state to the other. He
indicated those are mistakes that were made, but that he
thinks it is testimony as to why they should not react badly
to what has been heard from the proponents, noting that the
proponents are the mental health centers that have been a
little disgruntled with their treatment from the Department
of Institutions over the last 8 years. Mr. Chisolm stated he
is not responsible for that, adding that he met with them
recently, and assured them that they will get equal attention,
as far as he is concerned, relative to the systems that they
operate. He stated they do operate systems, and need to focus
on mental health in a system that represents total continuing
care from institutional to community-based services.

Testimony:

Ms. McGrath testified that the Mental Health Association of
Montana is a non-profit education and advocacy organization,
not a treatment organization, and she is representing con-
sumers, providers, and other interested citizens across the
state in opposition to the bill. She stated their main reason
is that they have had a stand, for many years, to be cautious
in reorganizing mental health services, and to do some careful
planning in making a move like this. She added that, at this
point, they are reiterating the same thing, noting there is
planning going on in the Department of Institutions and that,
under the new administration, they feel there is a positive
tone, with a renewed emphasis on mental health services and
treatment services, and they feel it should remain at this
time.

Questions From Committee Members:

Q. Senator Rasmussen asked Senator Nathe if he feels a lot
of thought has gone into this, noting it is a major
change, and further asked if there has been communication
with the Department of Institutions.

A, Senator Nathe deferred to Mr. Waldron, noting he assumes
there has been quite a bit of thought.

Mr. Waldron responded that the Mental Health Center has
had this under discussion for about 3 years, that he is
aware of, and those discussions have culminated in this
bill. He indicated they have not sat down with the
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department and laid out exactly how it would happen,
although they did talk with them about the bill, and told
them, beforehand, what would be in the bill, as far as
the components of mental health treatment, and how they
thought the transfer could occur. He stated he thinks
it will be fairly easy to do, in that there is a mental
health bureau that covers all of the functions, and they
will move that bureau, noting the one problem is the
veteran's home, which will probably have to be attached
to another division or bureau within the department. He
indicated the one issue he thinks may be a little bit of
a stumbling block, although not a big one, has to do with
the computer. He noted there is a system 38 computer at
the Department of Institutions which handles billing and
fiscal items, and they would have to make some arrange-
ments with the Department of Health to continue to use
that system 38. He indicated he does not see that as a
big problem because the same situation occurs at the
Department of Family Services, with their institutions.

Closing by Sponsor:

Senator Nathe indicated the bill lays before the committee an
issue generated out of the past 8 years, and is a result of
frustration with regard to the mental health centers. He
added there was some movement made to correct that situation,
and this is before the committee in the form of this bill.

Chairman Farrell announced the hearing on SB185 as closed.

DISPOSITION OF SB 185

Discussion:

Chairman Farrell stated this bill was received in committee
on January 27 and, at that time, he was asked not to hold a
hearing on the bill. He indicated they met, and decided to
have a hearing, adding that he agreed to have a 15 minute
hearing on the bill today. Chairman Farrell stated that both
sides know there is a lot that has to be worked out on this
bill. He indicated there was testimony regarding transferring
of employees and services that go along with this.

Senator Rasmussen offered a motion that SB185 be gently and
lovingly placed on the table.
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Recommendation and Vote:

Motion passed by the committee that SB185 be tabled, with
Senator Harding opposed.

HEARING ON SB441

Presentation and Opening Statement by Sponsor:

Senator Del Gage indicated SB441 is a constitutional amendment
which provides a limitation on state expenditures based on the
personal income growth of the population of the State of
Montana, noting this will be voted on in November of 1990.
Senator Gage indicated Mr. Nordtvedt, Director of the Depart-
ment of Revenue, will give the committee the details of what
is envisioned, and what the effect will be, upon approval by
the people in the November, 1990 election.

List of Testifying Proponents and What Group they Represent:

Ken Nordtvedt, Director, Department of Revenue

Dennis Burr, Montana Taxpayers Association

Valerie Larson, Farm Bureau

Riley Johnson, National Federation of Business

Carol Mosher, Montana Cattle Women, Montana Stockgrowers
Buck Boles, President, Montana Chamber of Commerce

Testimony:

Mr. Nordtvedt distributed a letter from the Governor to each
of the committee members, a copy of which is attached as
Exhibit 3.

He stated that most governments, including the federal
government, are having trouble controlling the growth of
expenditures. He indicated it has something to do with the
modern political process, and he thinks it is a bipartisan
problem; that it happens under Republican and Democratic
governments. He indicated that just about any sector of
government in society today has a difficult problem, in the
normal political process, keeping the growth of government in
line with the growth of the ability of the people to pay
taxes. Mr. Nordtvedt stated one of the best measures of the
people's ability to pay taxes is their personal income, that
the personal income of the state changes with inflation,
inflation is directly converted into personal income levels,
that personal income of a state changes with population, and
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that, hopefully, personal income grows in a state where there
is real economic progress and people are earning higher real
wages. He indicated that, to enhance the ability of the State
of Montana to keep its public expenditures, and therefore its
taxes, under control and in line with the people's ability to
pay, as measured by their personal income, the administration
feels very strongly that the people of Montana should have an
opportunity to vote on a constitutional spending limitation
amendment to our state constitution. He indicated the
administration feels they should have this opportunity, by
either the referendum process, which this bill talks about,
or the initiative process, in the failure of the referendum
process, noting that, if the committee chooses not to refer
this to the people for their vote, they will try the initia-
tive process. He further indicated they would like to make
this a non-partisan recognition, by all who work in the
executive or legislative branch of government, and that more
muscle is needed in the constitution to control the growth of
spending. He stated they want to approach the committee on
that non-partisan basis, and hope that this can be sent, by
the legislature, to the people for their vote, through the
referendum process.

Mr. Nordtvedt reported there have been tax revolt and tax
limitation bills, of all kinds, that never got to the ballot.
He noted that some have gotten to the ballot, but that they
probably could have been written in a better manner. He
indicated they feel this is a moderate approach to limiting
spending growth in the state, and that it does not try to
micro-manage or get involved in the political process of how
to distribute that total spending level of the state among all
the different claims and requests for portions of that
appropriation. He stated this only deals with putting a 1lid
on the growth rate of the total expenditures, and indicated
that two of the last 3 1legislative sessions violated a
statutory spending limitation law that is on the books, noting
that the statutory spending limitation law can be ignored by
a simply majority vote. Mr. Nordtvedt reported that the 1983
legislative session increased state spending 28.7%, in a 2
year period where personal income only grew 21.9%, and that
the 1985 session increased state spending 22.2%, during a 2
year period when state personal income only grew 14.1%. He
indicated repeated spending increases, which exceed the
personal income increases in the state, end up creating a
higher tax burden on the people of Montana.

Mr. Nordtvedt stated this amendment would provide that state
spending can grow as fast as personal income in the state
grows. He noted that state spending, if necessary due to
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emergency reasons, can grow faster than personal income, but
would require a 2/3 vote of the legislature to do so, indicat-
ing that is the muscle, the fiscal tool to discipline oursel-
ves. He added that he is not saying it is a partisan issue,
that this discipline is needed for Republicans, Democrats and
Independents.

Mr. Nordtvedt indicated it would go into effect, if approved
by the voters in November, 1990, after the school funding
problem is solved, so that would be behind us and would not
have to be accomplished under this constraint. He indicated
he thinks this is a timely point to put this constitutional
provision in to protect the people of Montana. Mr. Nordtvedt
pointed out that we are going through the most major fiscal
reorganization this state has ever experienced, and that we
have to find a new way, based more heavily on the state, to
fund K through 12 schools, which represents over half of all
the public expenditures in this state. He indicated that,
during this time of transition and turmoil in the state's
public finances, the people of Montana would probably take the
settlement of that issue a little more kindly if they had the
constitutional assurances that such a spending 1limitation
provision would give them for the future years.

He urged the committee's support, adding that the Governor
urges their support from both sides of the aisle of this
constitutional amendment to be sent to the people for their
ratification.

Testimony:

Mr. Burr stated they support SB441 to set a limit on state
expenditures, and indicated there are a couple of places in
the bill that they would like to suggest amendments to make
the bill a little more generic than it is now. He referred
the committee to page 2, line 11, which deals with establish-
ing total expenditures for the next fiscal period, and
provides that any remaining general fund balances must be
refunded, pro rata, on personal income taxes. He indicated
they think that might be a little restrictive, that there may
be other ways to distribute surplus money. He suggested
taking out the word "general" on 1line 11, to read "any
remaining fund balances". He also suggested taking out "pro
rata on the annual personal income returns", and inserting "in
a manner provided by law." He indicated they think that would
make the bill a little more generic.

Mr. Burr referred the committee to Section 18, regarding
emergencies, which states the limitation can be exceeded, upon
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the declaration of an emergency by the Governor and a 2/3 vote
of all members elected to the legislature. He indicated that
might be a little restrictive, and stated it would appear to
him that, if the Governor does not declare an emergency, the
legislature can not exceed the limits with a 2/3 vote. He
suggested taking out "the Governor" on lines 15 and 16,
indicating the Governor could then suggest there is an
emergency, to which the legislature would respond, but that
it would also allow the legislature to respond independently,
if the Governor did not declare an emergency.

Mr. Burr then referred the committee to page 3, the definition
of emergency, starting on line 10, which states emergency
means "an extraordinary event or occurrence that could not
have been reasonably foreseen or prevented and that requires
immediate expenditure", and indicated he would take out the
words "or prevented", noting it seems like it would provide
an area of contention as to whether the emergency could not
only have been foreseen, but also could have been prevented,
and he does not think it adds anything to the constitutional
amendment. He indicated he is not suggesting they would not
support this concept without those changes, but he thinks
those changes might improve the amendment slightly.

Testimony:

Ms. Larson's written testimony is attached as Exhibit 4.

Testimony:

Mr. Johnson reported that, of their 6,000 small and indepen-
dent business operators in the State of Montana, 87% are in
favor of tieing limitations to some sort of income control.

Testimony:

Ms. Mosher testified that they like this sign of fiscal
responsibility in state government, and they urge the commit-
tee's support of this bill.

Testimony:

Mr. Boles stated he does not have anything to add to what has
been said, and that the Montana Chamber wishes to be on record
in support of this legislation.
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List of Testifying Opponents and What Group They Represent:

Nadiean Jensen,, Executive Director, Montana State Council,
AFSCME; AFL-CIO

Chuck Stearns, Finance Director and City Clerk, City of
Missoula

Phil Brooks, Director, Institutional Research, Montana
University System

Testimony:

Ms. Jensen stated that it seems strange to them that, if it
is tied into the income of Montana, with the outgoing popula-
tion of Montana, we will soon be down to nothing, we will have
no state government, we will have no citizens. She stated
that she does not see how it can tie down the expenditures,
when state government at this time does not even believe in
a cost of living increase to its own employees, and she urged
a do not pass on 441,

Testimony:

Mr. Stearns stated that, judging from the comments today, the
City of Missoula should not be up here today, because most
people think this applies only to state government. He
pointed out to the committee that, on page 3, lines 14 and 15,
local governments are included, and indicated they are
perplexed as to why. He referred to Mr. Nordtvedt's testimony
about the connection between income taxes and personal income,
and state government, and indicated they agree that connection
is there, stating that, if that were the only limitation in
this bill, that is their business, not his. He then indicated
that including local government in the bill has a big effect
on them because the title is, therefore, misleading, only the
title and the ballot language on the last page get printed.
He reiterated that most of those testifying think it is for
state government and state agencies, and they may be willing
to vote that way, but this will be affecting their 1local
governments. He asked the committee to make sure the language
and the title that gets printed on the ballot is clear, and
indicated, if this will include schools and local government,
that should also be in the title.

Mr. Stearns stated they do not feel it belongs in this bill,
because they don't have the same connection between personal
income and income taxes that support state agencies, as exists
with property taxes, which support the local governments. He
indicated they would prefer to see local governments left out
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of this bill because they do not see the same connection, and
that many people in here do not see it, either.

Testimony:

Mr. Brooks indicated that he was previously a state economist
with the Department of Commerce, but is appearing today in
his capacity with the University System. He stated he has
several technical issues to raise in terms of the bill in its
present form, as well as philosophical issues, some of which
he indicated he is sure the committee is already aware of.

Mr. Brooks stated his understanding of the bill is that a
formula, based on changes in state personal income, is being
substituted for the discretion of the legislature in terms of
setting expenditures. He indicated that, because of this, the
committee must look at the measure of personal income, how
accurate that is, and what it consists of. He reported that,
in his previous position, one of the main things he dealt with
was an analysis of the state economy, that the only entity
that publishes personal income for states and counties is the
U.S. Department of Commerce, and personal income is really a
shifting sea of sand.

Mr. Brooks stated that, as an example, total personal income
for 1986, first reported by the U.S. Department of Commerce
in September of 1987, was estimated at $10.7 billion for this
state. He noted the U.S. Department of Commerce revises these
estimates as they get additional information and, a year
later, in September of 1988, it was estimated at $10 billion,
$9.7 to $10 billion. Mr. Brooks indicated he may have
misspoke in terms of the original estimate, and went on to
state that is a 3% change in personal income. He reported
that some of the apparent actual changes in personal income
for prior years, in the 80's, that they now have more accurate
data for, did not change more than 3% or 4%, adding that this
gives the committee an idea of the inaccuracy of the data.
He indicated that, over time, they can close in on what really
happened, and an economist or a statistician can say fairly
clearly what happened 4 or 5 years ago, in terms of personal
income. He noted this bill would require using the most
recent estimates of personal income, and he sees that as
causing a problem.

Mr. Brooks reported that Section 16 requires an estimate of
general fund balances, which is the difference between
revenues and expenditures, and the current system of appro-
priating also requires that, so this would not change. He
indicated that, in terms of a biennial budgeting cycle, the
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legislature is required to make a guess on revenues 2 1/2
years from now. He noted that revenues are essentially a
function of the state's economy, and the state's economy, in
the 1980's, has been extremely volatile, going up and down,
and pointed out that, in terms of being able to predict that,
it is very shaky. Mr. Brooks stated that, because we tax oil
income, coal receipts, metals, etc., it is also a function of
those prices, and those prices also are extremely volatile.
He indicated that, although it may be attractive to simplify
things, and set total expenditures as a function more related
to a very simple measure like total personal income, he does
not see that as very feasible.

Mr. Brooks then indicated that this essentially takes the
power away from the legislative bodies to set total expendi-
tures. He noted we have a democratic system in this country,
where we have various legislative bodies at the national,
state and local levels who have that power, and stated that
he thinks that would be a very substantial shift, and would
urge reflection on that before voting for a do pass on this.
He reiterated that, in its present form, he can not recommend
this particular bill.

Questions From Committee Members:

Q. Senator Rapp-Svrcek asked Mr. Brooks if it is possible
that the population of a state could increase, and the
personal income of the state not increase reflective to
that population increase.

A. Mr. Brooks responded it is possible, indicating that the
main component of personal income is the earnings of
workers and, if there is a decrease in average earnings
and an increase in population at the same time, those two
things might cancel out. He stated another component of
personal income is property income, dividends, interest
and rental income, which could offset that, and also
transfer payments, which are primarily Social Security,
Medicare and Medicaid payments.

Q. Senator Rapp-Svrcek indicated it is his understanding
that the legislative fiscal analyst has found total non-
farm income to be a much better indication of the state's
income health than total personal income, and asked Mr.
Brooks to speak to that, briefly.

A. Mr. Brooks responded that non-farm income is the earnings
of workers, outside of agriculture, and is generally a
more stable source, both in terms of what is real, and
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what the estimates say. He indicated that agricultural
income goes up and down every year, and they use non-
agricultural income for revenue forecasting purposes
because it is a more stable measure of the economy,
adding it is the consensus economic variable that is used
to analyze the state's economy, and the Bureau of
Business and Economic Research at the university
emphasizes that, rather than personal income.

Senator Bengtson indicated that Mr Nordtvedt mentioned
real income of the state's people, and he also mentioned
a percentage of change in the state's personal income,
and asked Mr. Nordtvedt if his reference to real income
is something different than the state's personal income.

Mr. Nordtvedt responded that is a preamble to the clause
which spells out that the legislature, by statute, shall
pass the laws to implement the constitutional spending
limitation. He indicated this is supposed to be a
generic constitutional guide and that, for instance, the
base period of personal income would be determined by
legislation. He stated the statutory spending limitation
uses an average of the 3 previous years, so that the one-
year up and down spikes are taken out, and that most of
the technical problems the economist from the university
system referred to were addressed in the implementation
of a statutory limitation.

Mr. Nordtvedt stated the personal income figure generally
incorporates inflation because, when inflation gets
higher, it goes back into higher wages, noting it does
not necessarily mean higher real wages, but is just the
effects of inflation. He indicated real income growth
was thrown in the preamble to point out that personal
income grows because of growth in real income, but
personal income also grows simply because of inflation,
and they wanted to point out in the preamble that the
spending limitation does take inflation into account as
part of the personal income, and finally, that it is
thoroughly affected by population. He indicated that,
if there are more or less people, there will generally
be proportionally more or less personal income because
of the population change. Mr. Nordtvedt stated the one
quantity that sums it all up, the ability of the people
to sustain tax burdens, is total personal income.

Senator Bengtson asked Mr. Nordtvedt, regarding govern-
ment spending, whether it be local, school or state
government spending, does he think we can devise a system



SENATE COMMITTEE ON STATE ADMINISTRATION
February 17, 1989
Page 14 of 35

flexible enough to reflect the peaks and valleys of
personal income.

Mr. Nordtvedt responded that, for instance, the statutory
approach uses a 3 year average to do that very thing.
He stated that, because of the revolution in school
funding, and the Supreme Court decision, the state is
going to have essential control over school spending in
the future, to a much greater extent than in the past.
He indicated that is why they are included, and the base
that is allowed to grow with personal income is, there-
fore, greater, too, as it includes the school spending.
He noted that, whether you put local governments in the
base that is going to be subject to this limit or not,
it can go both ways. He indicated that some 20 states
have these kinds of spending limitations, that half of
them are constitutional, and the other half statutory,
pointing out this is not new ground they are embarking
on, that it has been used, and has had an effect in a
number of states.

Mr. Nordtvedt indicated that, if the committee wants to
strike local governments from this, he has the prepared
amendments to do so, but indicated he does not think it
makes that much difference, and he believes the taxpayer
would feel more comfortable that local governments were
in this base which is being constitutionally constrained.
He reported that local governments have been the most
fiscally responsible division of the public sector, and
are the ones he would be least concerned about excluding,
noting they have managed their affairs well, during the
past era, and indicated this is in great part because of
restrictions on their budgets here in Helena. He further
indicated that it is state and school spending that has
been growing faster than the people's ability to pay,
noting that the state is going to be responsible for 85%
of the school spending, starting in a year or so, and
this is essentially part of the state spending level.

Mr. Nordtvedt noted that the amendment he prepared to
exclude 1local governments has a net effect that, if
transfers of responsibility are made to local govern-
ments, the base will be changed accordingly, adding that
those kinds of inter-governmental clauses are not needed
if they use the entire state spending, including these
local units. He indicated this language was taken from
the successful spending limitation constitutional provi-
sions in other states.
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Mr. Nordtvedt indicated that, regarding Mr. Burr's
testimony, he would support the concept, on line 12, page
2, of using the language "in a manner provided by law",
which further makes this generic, and leaves it up to the
legislature how to return surpluses to the people. He
then stated he would not change general fund, because he
thinks the general fund is the one fund they do not want
to build up excess surpluses. He noted that in other
funds, such as educational funds, etc., they build up
surpluses for explicit purposes, such as to earn interest
income, etc. for purposes of funding schools. Mr.
Nordtvedt stated he thinks general fund should remain on
line 11, adding that the other amendments suggested by
Mr. Burr would be fine.

Mr. Nordtvedt stated they are attempting to keep this
generic, as part of the constitution to provide the
people with protection from an excessive growth rate of
total spending, and it is not intended to tinker with how
that total spending is allocated.

Senator Harding asked Mr. Burr and Mr. Nordtvedt,
regarding line 16, page 2, if instead of the Governor
"and" 2/3, if "or" would be agreeable.

Mr., Burr responded he would prefer to have it 2/3 of the
legislature rather than the Governor, by himself.

Mr. Nordtvedt stated they think 2/3 of the legislature
is sufficient assurance, by itself, and concurrence by
the Governor is not necessary. He added they feel
letting the Governor exceed the spending limitation by
himself would weaken it substantially, but they would
accept the notion of simply making it a choice of 2/3 of
the legislature.

Senator Harding commented that this was just for declara-
tion of an emergency, which is the reason she asked for
that.

Senator Hofman indicated to Ms. Jensen that he did not
quite understand her testimony, noting she testified as
an opponent, but said that, if we taxed more, people
would leave.

Ms. Jensen responded that she also had her mind on SB422,
which is coming up shortly, but that there are more
people leaving the state. She indicated that, if we are
losing people, we are losing income and, by 1losing
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income, there will be nothing to fund state government.
She stated she thinks we need to find a way to fund state
government, and she does not feel this bill will do that.

Q. Senator Hofman asked Ms. Jensen if she is saying they
will leave both ways.

A. Ms. Jensen responded she did not mean that.

Closing by Sponsor:

Senator Gage noted that fewer people means less government,
but it that does not seem to happen, adding that at least this
would point us in that direction. He indicated that con-
straints of the legislature have been placed on local govern-
ment, but that we do not see fit to do that to ourselves, and
this will allow the people to do that for us. Senator Gage
noted that, as a legislature, we are probably guiltier than
anyone else because we are the fastest growing branch of state
government, and should learn a little bit from the kinds of
restraints put on local government. He asked the committee
to let the people do the same thing for us that we don't have
guts enough to do for ourselves.

Chairman Farrell announced the hearing on SB441 as closed.

DISPOSITION OF SB 441

Amendments and Vote:

Senator Rasmussen offered a motion that the amendments
suggested by Mr. Nordtvedt to exclude local governments from
the bill be adopted. Ms. McClure read the amendments, a copy
of which is attached as Exhibit 16. There was discussion
regarding the amendments, and the shifting of costs.

Motion passed by the committee to adopt the amendments to
SB441 to exclude local governments and inserting a section
regarding shifting costs.

Senator Bengtson offered a motion to amend page 2, line 12,
striking "pro rata", and inserting "in a manner provided by
law", a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 16.

Motion passed by the committee to adopt the amendment to SB441
to strike "pro rata" and insert "in a manner provided by law."
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Senator Harding offered a motion to amend out "the Governor
and". Senator Hofman stated he has a problem with that
because he thinks the Governor has to have the latitude to be
able to declare an emergency. He indicated that someone has
to be able to declare an emergency and, generally, that is the
Governor's responsibility, adding that, if something drastic
happens somewhere in the state, he has to be able to have that
latitude, in some cases, in order to qualify for federal aid.

Senator Bengtson stated the Governor still has that power,
pointing out that this is as it affects expenditures, that he
isn't the one who can appropriate, anyway. She added that he
can declare an emergency. A copy of the amendment is attached
as Exhibit 16.

Motion passed by the committee to adopt the amendment to SB441
to strike "the governor and", with Senator Hofman opposed.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek offered a motion to amend page 3, lines
11 and 12, to delete the words "or prevented". A copy of the
amendment is attached as Exhibit 16.

Motion passed by the committee to adopt the amendment to SB441
to strike the words "or prevented" on page 3, lines 11 and 12.

Ms. McClure stated there was a disagreement regarding taking
the word "general" out line 11, so that it would read "fund
balances", and indicated Mr. Nordtvedt said he would prefer
to leave it. Senator Hofman indicated there is a big dif-
ference, that there are funds that stay over and are used, as
needed. He added that, at the end of the fiscal period, those
funds do not go into the general fund, like most of the others
do. Senator Bengtson stated the word "general" is needed in
there.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek suggested the committee needs to talk
about the issues Mr. Brooks brought up, especially regarding
using total personal income, or non-farm income as a gauge.
He stated that, sitting in on the Revenue Estimating Com-
mittee, it has become clear to him that a more reliable gauge
is needed for income growth in the state, that the legislative
fiscal analyst and, as Mr. Brooks pointed out, the Bureau of
Business and Economic Research use total non-farm income,
because of the volatility of farm income, and in deleting farm
income out, we have a better gauge of where the state's
overall personal income is.

Senator Bengtson indicated she agrees with Senator Rapp-
Svrcek, adding that Mr. Brooks' testimony raised a lot of
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questions as to whether any of this is feasible, noting there
is a lot of ifiness regarding how to determine the state's
personal income. She stated she thought "a shifting sea of
sand" was very thought-provoking, regarding trying to gauge
our expenditures by a figure that we can't get a hold of.
Senator Hofman asked if that information would be available
from the state income tax division, if we could get that out
of their computer. He indicated he thinks agriculture should
be included in the state's personal income, that agriculture
is a big part of the state's economy, and all of it together
will tell you where your state's personal income level is at.
Senator Bengtson stated she thinks the whole thing is very
difficult.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek stated he has asked that same question,
and the answer he has gotten from the people who do this
figuring is that there are a lot of times that, on paper, a
farmer loses money but, in reality, he really hasn't, noting
that is why total non-farm income is a better harbinger of the
state's overall income health, because of the deductions and
the way a farmer's income taxes are figured. Senator Hofman
indicated this is a reflection of the farmer's financial
health, that he has these options but, somewhere along the
line, he has to pay the taxes. He stated that, if a farmer
makes the money, eventually he will have to pay the tax, and
indicated he may be able to offset that some but, in the end,
he has to pay it, noting that is not a mechanism to make him
avoid paying it.

Senator Vaughn stated that makes it uncertain from year to
year. Senator Bengtson indicated they will take a 3 year
average. Senator Harding stated so many things are based on
personal income that we certainly must have a handle on it;
a pretty good figure of personal income, if it is averaged out
over 3 years, and that should be a surer figure than most
anything that they could offer.

The committee discussed the issue of personal income among
themselves. Senator Rapp-Svrcek stated he does not know if
it needs to be nailed down in the bill, or not, but that the
revenue estimating committee does use figures from over a 3
year period to determine the numbers they put into the revenue
resolution that comes out on the 45th legislative day. He
stated they go through the previous 3 years, and come up with
an average figure, and that maybe, although it is certainly
not clear in here, that is what they are planning. Chairman
Farrell indicated this is a constitutional amendment, and it
still has to go through the process. Senator Rapp-Svrcek
agreed, indicating there is no motion on the bill yet.
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Senator Hofman offered a motion that SB441 do pass as amended.

Recommendation and Vote:

Motion passed by the committee that SB441 do pass as amended,
with Senators Bengtson, Rapp-Svrcek, Vaughn and Abrams
opposed.

HEARING ON SB 422

Chairman Farrell turned the meeting over the Vice Chairman
Hofman.

Presentation and Opening Statement by Sponsor:

Senator Bill Farrell stated that SB422 is an act that would
allow a commission to be set up and established to review
state government. He indicated they would like to establish
a commission to review the activities and operations of state
government, and advise the Governor and those agencies of the
programs that may be handled better by private organizations.

List of Testifying Proponents and What Group they Represent:

Wayne Phillips, Legislative Liaison, Governor Stephens

Riley Johnson, National Federation of Independent Business

Ken Dunham, Associated Printers and Publishers

Mike Welsh, representing himself

Valerie Larson, Montana Farm Bureau Federation

Paula Lindsey, President, Private Employment Agencies of
Montana

John Semple, M.A.T.A.

H. S. Hanson, Montana Technical Council

Don Ingels, Montana Chamber of Commerce

James W. Williams, representing himself

Testimony:

Mr. Phillips indicated the effort to look at state government
in a reasonable way, and to look for means by which they can
privatize program functions, is a key part of Governor
Stephens' program and plan for making government more ef-
ficient, and for stimulating the economy in Montana. He
stated the primary focus of this bill is to identify govern-
mental functions that can be provided more efficiently or
economically by private enterprise. He indicated they want
to assure the committee this is not a wholesale abandonment
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of government functions, but is a responsible look at what
government does, and whether it should be done by others.

Mr. Phillips stated the analytical balance is cost and service
efficiency. He noted that, when this commission looks at a
service provided by government, if there is not a cost
savings, or if it can not be done more efficiently by private
enterprise, they will not remove it from the government
sphere. He indicated the committee should note that this
program was adopted from the State of Ohio, which has operated
very effectively for a number of years, adding this is not
unique, but is a practical step being taken by state govern-
ment to try to get a handle on their costs, and make their
efforts more efficient.

Mr. Phillips indicated they have heard some comment, and
stated they will not accept any amendments that will extend
this to local government, at this time, adding they do not
believe that is the intent of the bill, and this 1looks
specifically only at state government. He stated they would
ask the committee to join the Governor in this effort, noting
we are all cost-conscious in this 1legislature, and this
process, promoted by this bill, offers a potential for cost
savings, and the potential can be realized only if we have a
commission to take a look at the various functions of state
government, and determine those that might be more appro-
priately provided by others. Mr. Phillips stated they pledge
a reasonable and thoughtful application of its principles, and
asked the committee's support of the program in terms of
reducing government that might be more appropriately provided
by private enterprise.

Testimony:

Mr. Johnson's written testimony is attached as Exhibit 6. He
stated this is not a new issue to NFIB, that they have come
before the legislature in the past and urged support of this
type legislation. Mr. Johnson distributed copies of testimony
from Sue Weingartner, Montana Solid Waste Contractors, Inc.,
a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 7, indicating she had
to appear in another hearing and could not attend this
meeting.

Mr. Johnson stated they would never support a witch hunt, and
are not looking to eliminate jobs. He stated they are looking
to create jobs, and national studies have shown, consistently,
that up to 35% can be saved by going into the private sector
on certain items. He distributed copies of a news article to
the committee, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 9,
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noting that South Carolina is anticipating a $1.4 million
savings by eliminating the inter-agency, not the in-house, but
the outside, to the public, type of printing. He added that
Colorado just passed this law last year, Arizona has had it
for about 5 years, and Ohio and a number of others. Mr.
Johnson distributed copies of a political cartoon to the
committee, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 8.

Mr., Johnson reiterated that SB422 is not, in their estimation,
a witch hunt, that they want it legitimate, bi-partisan, and
honest, and they would support any forms of trying to privati-
ze to the market. He stated that, in the State of Montana,
small business is the biggest market in the state, noting that
we are losing it drastically, and asked that the committee
very seriously consider SB422, and the passage of SB422, to
give them, and small business, the opportunity. Mr. Johnson
pointed out there is a complaint clause, indicating this is
very important to them because there are some industries, or
businesses, that would like to have a court of last resort to
come in, air their case, make their case, and prove that they
can do, and be responsible, and do it for less than what is
being done in the state. He stated that is all they ask, that
they are not looking for guarantees, or guaranteed paychecks.
He indicated what they are looking for is the opportunity;
they presently don't have that opportunity, and this bill
would provide that opportunity for a court of last resort.
He urged the committee's support of SB422,

Testimony:

Mr. Dunham reported that the Associated Printers and Publish-
ers is a trade association representing the people in the
graphics arts business in the state. He stated they do
support this bill, and are very concerned about the issues of
efficiency and appropriateness of the state performing many
activities, including printing. He indicated this is a major
concern to the state's printing industry at this time, noting
they have contended, over the years, that much state printing
is neither efficient nor is appropriate to be done in-house.

Mr. Dunham stated that, as the committee is aware, a number
of bills in the past 2 sessions have tried to address the
problems specifically from the printing industry, and indi-
cated they would support this bill as an additional means of
getting done what they have been trying to get done for,
probably, 10 years, or more.
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Testimony:

Mr. Welch stated the testimony that preceded him is the
testimony he would give, and urged the committee to do pass
SB422,

Testimony:

Ms. Larson's written testimony is attached as Exhibit 10.

Testimony:

Ms., Lindsey reported she also speaks for a loosely-knit group
of temporary services across the state. She indicated she
would urge that the committee unanimously approve SB422,
noting they are a private employment agency providing services
to employers in the state, and they would appreciate the
committee respectfully considering this bill. Ms. Lindsey
distributed copies of testimony from one agency, a copy of
which is attached as Exhibit 11.

Testimony:
Mr. Semple stated they support passage of SB422,

Testimony:

Mr. Hanson stated they go on record as supporting this bill,
and indicated he would like to give the committee a specific
example, in state government, so they will understand the kind
of numbers they are talking about, and the kind of ineffi-
ciencies that exist. He reported that, a few years back,
there was a $700,000 project at Giant Springs in Great Falls.
He stated it was divided into a $300,000 increment and a
$400,000 increment; $300,000 being for the approach roads.
He stated the Department of Highways felt they were entitled
to that, because they had the design people, and they were a
little short of work, so they wanted to do that portion. He
noted one of their firms did the $400,000 project, and entered
into a fixed fee of $30,000 for that $400,000 project. Mr.
Hanson indicated the $300,000 that the Department of Highways
did had no fixed fee involved, and this was controlled by the
architectural engineering division of the Department of
Administration. He stated that, after the Department of
Highways had started the project, and were about half way
through, they sent a bill for $51,000 as part of their fee
cost. He noted the AE division thought it was a little high,
but were willing to accept it, but it turned out to be only
half the fee. BHe indicated that, when the project finished,
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they received another bill for $51,000, for a total price of
$102,000 for a $300,000 project. Mr. Hanson indicated that
AE objected, and they finally negotiated it to $75,000, and
that the rationale and reason for that high fee was that their
overhead was quite expensive, and they had to cover it.

Testimony:

Mr. Ingels stated a review committee could only serve well the
state and the people of Montana.

Testimony:

Mr. Williams stated he agrees with all that was said before
him, and indicated he would like to point out that there are
many interests from different directions, where government
may or may not belong. He indicated this establishes a
mechanism for an independent review to go look.

List of Testifying Opponents and What Group They Represent:

Gene Fenderson, Montana State Building and Construction Trades
Council

Terry Minow, Montana Federation of Teachers; Montana
Federation of State Employees

Dennis Sullivan, Citizens Advocacy for Social Justice

Bob Heiser, United Food and Commercial Workers

Nadiean Jensen, Executive Director, Montana State Council #9,
American Federation of State County and Municipal
Employees

Testimony:

Mr. Fenderson distributed to the committee members copies of
written testimony from Mr. Murray, State AFL-CIO, a copy of
which is attached as Exhibit 13.

Mr. Fenderson reported he has lobbied for 5 or 6 sessions, 10
or 15 years, and stated that, of all the legislation he has
dealt with, this is absolutely the worst he has ever seen,
bar none. He indicated they should be called dictators rather
than commissioners, and that we might as well turn the Capitol
building of this great state over to 5 very powerful people,
noting that those 5 have more than the power to review. He
stated they have the power to do a great deal, that they have
the power to subpoena records, and their whole function is to
reduce or eliminate state government, adding that is on page
3. He indicated that is one of the orders of this directive,
and he does not think that the citizens of this state elected
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the legislators to turn the power that they have, that they
were elected to do, over to a 5 member, powerful commission
that could basically dismantle state government, as we know
it today, and take that responsibility away from the legisla-
tors. Mr. Fenderson indicated that, if we have to review
privatization, if that is the great drive, noting he totally
disagrees with it, that is the responsibility of elected
people like yourselves, and not a commission set up by the
private enterprise that has no other force but to make money
for themselves or their corporations. He stated that govern-
ment has a responsibility, not only to the private enterprise
system of this country, but it also has a responsibility to
the citizens that live here, and it is the responsibility of
the legislators to make those decisions, not a commission that
is given untold authority in a bill that goes on forever about
that.

Mr. Fenderson then stated the other things he notes in the
bill are that it has absolutely no worker protection for the
people that may be laid off through privatization, there are
no policies on reduction of the work force, attrition, there
is nothing to require contractors to offer the right of first
refusal to affected government employees, there is no protec-
tion of transfer of employees from one agency to the other,
there is nothing in there that says that, if this is a
savings, a percent of the savings for contracting out services
goes for job training, retraining workers, there is no offer
of early retirement for employees that are affected, there is
nothing in there that reserves all in-house jobs that would
be left for the displaced workers, there is nothing in there
to say that collective bargaining agreements should be
recognized if these agencies are shut down or changed, and
added that he could go on and on and on. Mr. Fenderson stated
they feel very strongly that it is a very bad piece of
legislation, that it gives untold powers to a commission
appointed by the government that does not even have to have
their appointments reviewed, by the Senate, who should be
doing that. With that, Mr. Fenderson stated, he would urge
the committee do not pass.

Testimony:

Ms. Minow stated they rise in strong opposition to SB422, She
indicated the underlying assumption contained in this bill is
found in the third clause in the title, "Prohibiting state
agencies from performing certain activities;". She stated
this committee should be aware that this state has had several
failed attempts to save money through privatization, indica-
ting she would like to point to 2 of those. Ms. Minow
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referred to the privatization of the pharmaceutical services
in the Department of Institutions, which has resulted in
balloon costs, indicating the same is true of the children's
center in Billings, which is the result of the privatization
of mental health services for children; once again, costs have
gone up, rather than down.

Ms. Minow stated this committee should be aware that a
positive vehicle for looking at the question of privatization
is contained in another bill, that is HB719, adding they do
not suggest that privatization should never occur. She
indicated that, instead, they ask for a positive vehicle for
looking at this issue, which would include protection of
workers, their jobs and pay, and protection of vital state
services. She added this bill is definitely not that vehicle,
and they ask that the committee give it a do not pass recom-
mendation.

Ms. Minow referred to written testimony from Tom Schneider,
of the Public Employees Association, a copy of which is
attached as Exhibit 14.

Testimony:

Mr. Sullivan stated he agrees with the lady about prohibiting,
because it is a regulatory agency, in that sense, and it talks
about our state governmental activities that are in competi-
tion with private enterprise, as though it is a dirty word to
be in competition, adding he thought that was the whole gist
of what private enterprise is all about. He indicated he has
seen some bills, too, and this is a real beauty. He stated
he is part of about 80% of the people in this state in that
he has a 12th grade education, noting he thinks that most of
the people in Montana are relatively simple folk, but they are
certainly not simpletons, and this is asking them to be one,
that this is what this amounts to. He reported he has worked
both in the private sector and in the public sector, in
alcohol treatment programs, etc., and one of the problems with
privatizing some of these, noting this is certainly what is
going to happen on down the road from this bill, is that the
people that these agencies care for are the people who can
not afford to go to private corporations. He stated another
good example of privatization as against government inter-
vention is disabled workers, indicating he knows quite a bit
about that, too. Mr. Sullivan stated, if you want to get in
trouble, go to a private rehab corporation, and if you don't
go to them, that is too bad, because they will get you anyway,
they are part of the system. He indicated he could only ask
that the committee really be careful with this, noting that
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they know better than he does that statistics don't lie, that
they are hearing a lot of statistics, but have to remember
that liars produce statistics, and that sometimes where we are
coming from in life is how we end up with statistics, that
they are easy to use. Mr. Sullivan asked the committee to
shelve this as far back as they can, send it into the abyss,
if necessary, indicating this is not an appropriate bill, and
we can come up with something better than this, adding we are
going under the idea that this is a review commission when,
in actuality, it is a regulatory commission.

Testimony:

Mr. Heiser stated they want to go on record as being very much
opposed to this bill, as stated by several of the other
opponents of this bill., He added this is a terrible, terrible
bill, and urged the committee to give this bill a do not pass
recommendation.

Testimony:

Ms. Jensen stated they are opposed to SB422, that not only
does it not have their concerns in it, that Mr. Fenderson
mentioned, but she would like to go beyond, and asked, once
something is privatized, what are the checks and balances.
She asked what are your obligations, as legislators, to the
citizens of this state, indicating that, if we were to
privatize the prison, are the legislators no longer concerned
with the care and the appropriateness of how they are treated.
Ms. Jensen went on to ask, if we privatize Montana Develop-
mental Center, Warm Springs State Hospital, those sorts of
things, where does the legislators' responsibility end, or how
are you able to turn around and be able to check on who you
sell that out to. She indicated she does not believe that is
covered here, nor is there anything in the intent to take a
look at that. Ms. Jensen strongly urged the committee to do
not pass.

Questions From Committee Members:

Q. Senator Rapp-Svrcek asked Mr. Phillips if a fiscal note
has been issued, and if he has any idea what kind of
costs are behind it.

A. Mr. Phillips responded that there is a provision in the
bill to allow for fund raising to pay any costs to the
commission, and they would attempt to do it that way.



SENATE COMMITTEE ON STATE ADMINISTRATION
February 17, 1989
Page 27 of 35

Senator Rapp-Svrcek asked Mr. Phillips what if they are
not successful in raising what they consider to be an
adequate amount to fund this commission.

Mr. Phillips responded that he guesses it won't be there.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek asked Mr. Phillips if they would shut
it down.

Mr. Phillips responded it would never begin operation,
if they did not have the money.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek pointed out that page 6, line 23,
talks about the commission being able to administer
oaths, issue subpoenas, and compel the attendance and
testimony of witnesses, but that it does not say whether
that particular subsection pertains to just the govern-
mental agencies that we are dealing with, or to private
business, and indicated the way he reads that, it gives
the commission carte blanche to subpoena anyone they want
to.

Mr. Phillips responded that is a fair concern, and they
would embrace an amendment that they felt was important
to have in there.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek noted that a number of places in the
bill talks about efficiency being one of the measures of
whether or not state government is doing a better job
than private enterprise, pointing out there is no
definition of efficiency in there, and asked what does
efficiency mean.

Mr. Phillips stated that efficiency is that notion of
where is the cost effectiveness, indicating that, if a
service is being provided by government, now, and can be
provided more cost-effectively by a private service, that
would be efficient but, if it is not, it will stay in the
government sector. He indicated that is a fairly clear
dividing line, and stated he does not think there is a
lot of difficulty with that notion.

Senator Rasmussen noted that Mr. Tom Schneider of the
Public Employees Association wanted to enter into the
record his testimony in opposition, and distributed
copies to the members of the committee, a copy of which
is attached as Exhibit 14.
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Senator Rasmussen then asked Senator Farrell if there was
intention to have legislative review, noting he did not
see that in there, and asked what was the intention.

Chairman Farrell responded not necessarily legislative
review, but that the bill states there has to be imple-
mentation plans before any of these programs are imple-
mented, adding that he would assume it would fall under
the administrative rules procedure, and that, once those
rules are implemented, they are eligible for legislative
review.

Senator Hofman referred Senator Rasmussen to Section 16,
on page 12, which talks about the biennial report to the
Governor and the Legislative Finance Committee, and lists
all the criteria. Senator Rasmussen commented it is just
a report.

Senator Vaughn indicated there seems to be concern about
privatizing, and having a system so that people who
really need the care, who can now get it from the state
agencies and could not afford to get it through the
private sector, and asked Senator Farrell to address how
those people might be taken care of.

Senator Farrell responded that not only would cost be
part of the efficiency, and indicated that cost, avail-
ability and the need for the program will also be part
of the commission's charge. He stated there are programs
that private agencies can not provide as cost-effective
as state government, and the state has to provide those.

Senator Farrell stated that, in the implementation and
review, the advisory letter, advise and consent part,
there is a provision that state agencies have a chance
to state whether they can implement these, or not
implement these, that it is up for review, and that they
send a letter back to the review commission stating why
they can not implement what the commission has asked them
to privatize, noting there is an exchange between the
agency and the commission before this can be implemented,
or is final. Senator Farrell stated that he would
assume, knowing time frames, that the Legislature, or the
Finance Committee, will be meeting.

Senator Bengtson asked Senator Farrell about the growth
of contract work that has taken place throughout state
government in the last 4 to 6 years, indicating she knows
there has been quite a growth in contract work, referring
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to Terry Minow's testimony regarding the pharmaceutical
and corrections medical system in the Department of
Institutions, and further asked Senator Farrell if he has
a summary of how contracting has been used with the
private sector, more and more, throughout our operations.

Senator Farrell responded he does not have a summary,
indicating that Senator Bengtson serves on the Finance
and Claims Committee this session, and stated he would
assume she would have a better knowledge of that than he
would.

Senator Bengtson indicated she thinks it is important to
note that an interface has taken place throughout state
government where we are privatizing in a lot of areas,
and asked Ms. Minow to review what she meant by her
indication that we have been losing money with contract-
ing of corrections medical programs, and also with the
youth treatment center in Billings, and how our costs
have risen since.

Ms. Minow responded she does not have the figures in
front of her, but can get those for the committee this
afternoon. She stated the figure that comes to mind is
in terms of the pharmaceutical services, stating that she
can get that for the committee this afternoon.

Senator Bengtson stated she is confused about that
because, although she can not remember exactly what the
testimony was, that move was made 2 or 3 years ago
because of its cost-effectiveness.

Ms. Minow responded that it has not turned out to be that
way, that this was the intent of the subcommittee, but
it has turned out to cost more, and that, actually, more
drugs are being dispensed, noting that nobody has quite
figured out why it not only costs more for the pharma-
cists, but we're actually increasing the amount of drugs
under that.

Senator Bengtson noted that Ms. Minow mentioned the costs
of services with the youth treatment center in Billings.

Ms. Minow responded that she can get that, and would be
glad to present that to the committee this afternoon,
indicating she does not have the figures with her.

Senator Hofman indicated the committee would appreciate
receiving those figures.
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Closing by Sponsor:

Senator Farrell reported that privatization was discussed all
through the campaign, that even the Senators and Representa-
tives discussed privatizing, and that it does the best they
can to reduce the cost of state government to the taxpayers.
He stated he thinks this is an avenue, that he personally
thinks this is simply a review commission and that, if it
doesn't turn out to be that way, he is sure the next Legisla-
ture will be advise them that they are a review commission.
He indicated it is simply a way to look at ourselves, and look
at state government, and that, when you serve 90 days every
2 years, many of us do not have the opportunity to look into
the programs, and know exactly what is going on in each
department, unless we work in those areas. With that, Senator
Farrell recommended that the committee give a do pass on
SB422, '

Vice Chairman Hofman announced the hearing on SB422 as closed.

DISPOSITION OF SB 422

Discussion:

Senator Bengtson stated this bill has a lot of language that
is hard to deal with. Senator Hofman offered a motion that
SB422 do pass. Senator Bengtson referred to page 6, sub-
section (c), line 23, which is the powers and duties of the
commission, indicating that language is hard to take, noting
that includes subsection (d). She offered a motion that sub-
sections (c) and (d) be deleted.

Senator Harding stated it says the commission may do these
things, that this is investigative power and they need to have
some authority to act. She indicated she understands what
Senator Bengtson is referring to, but thinks they need some
kind of authority. Senator Vaughn asked if this is just state
agencies, and should they add state agencies to (c). Senator
Harding indicated she thinks that this refers to state govern-
mental activities. Senator Vaughn indicated it does not say
so, and Senator Harding pointed out that (a) does. Senator
Rapp-Svrcek pointed out that it does not say so in (c) and
(d). Senator Bengtson indicated this should not be in the
form of a law that the committee has not had time to review,
and she can not imagine it.
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Senator Rasmussen stated this bill is not drafted very well
and, although he supports the concept, it gives dictatorial
powers without legislative review. He indicated it provides
that the legislature is notified, but you are talking about
legislative action changing whole departments, changing
functions, without the legislature being involved, actually
running it through the process. Senator Bengtson suggested
a resolution may be a little more acceptable regarding the
privatization issue but, to put in a statute something with
this extreme language, she can not support it, adding she does
not think something like this can be put out on the floor.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek indicated there was some mention about a
better vehicle, being HB719, and asked if anyone knows what
that is. Ms. McClure responded she knows about the bill, that
it provides for a contract review board, it lines out criteria
and that, before a state agency can contract out, they must
show this. Senator Bengtson noted that, not too many years
ago, the Governor had a council, and maybe we should dig that
out again. She indicated they spent a lot of time with the
private sector, coming in and working with the agencies, and
there were a lot of recommendations that were accepted, and
some that were not. She reiterated maybe we need to review
that again.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek offered a substitute motion that SB422 be
placed on the table.

Recommendation and Vote:

Motion passed by the committee that SB422 be tabled, with
Senators Anderson, Harding, Hofman and Farrell opposed.

HEARING ON SB 439

Presentation and Opening Statement by Sponsor:

Senator Farrell stated that he is presenting SB439 at the
request of the Senate State Administration Committee, and that
it is an act revising the Centennial Commission's rule-making
authority. He noted the Lt. Governor's office asked for a
committee bill on this, stating this is a problem that needs
to be addressed because, last year, there were some problems
with being able to deal with logos, exclusivity, and audits
on people who have gotten grants from the Centennial Com-
mission, and this has to do with the Centennial Celebration.
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List of Testifying Proponents and What Group they Represent:

John Kinna, Lt. Governor's Office:; Centennial Commission

Testimony:

Mr. Kinna testified that, when he first came into the office,
someone said there is a lot of money in the Centennial budget
and that, being in the school business for 30 years, he
immediately became paranoid, and his ulcers began to act up
terribly. He reported that, after the budget meeting the
other day, a young man indicated he was a member of the
legislative fiscal analysts team, an auditor, and Mr. Kinna
stated that he knew that they would have to account for
Centennial money, and the things they do.

Mr. Kinna stated this is a bill that would help them do that,
noting there are some people who have been given exclusivity
with regard to products, and it has been stipulated,
generally, as to how that will proceed, but that they are not
excited about having anyone look at their books in terms of
if they pay the royalties that they agreed to, and those kinds
of things. He indicated that, quite frankly, there is nothing
in the agreement they sign that says they will have to do
that. He indicated this an attempt to fix that, and enable
the Centennial Committee and Commission to be able to provide
an audit, saying these are the funds that came through here,
and have a good paper trail, and be able to account for them.
He noted it also has a penalty, that he learned in school you
can make all the rules you want to, but somebody is immediate-
ly going to say what if I don't, that there has to be a what
if I don't, and that is in here.

Mr. Kinna asked for the committee's support of this, and
indicated he appreciates the opportunity to address it.

List of Testifying Opponents and What Group They Represent:

None.

Questions From Committee Members:

Q. Senator Vaughn asked if those people who have already
signed contracts, and it was not in there, have to be
this responsive.

A. Mr. Kinna responded this is not retroactive, and they
will have to rely upon the good will of the people. He
stated that, at this point, he thinks there are only 2
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who, in his opinion, look like they may want to do a
number on us.

Closing by Sponsor:

Senator Farrell indicated he was involved in the discussions
when there was argument regarding the authority of the Lt.
Governor's office, and the Administrative Code Committee
advised they did not have the authority to do that. He noted
this gives them the authority, that there were contracts
signed with the impression they had the authority to impose
the rules, but they did not.

DISPOSITION OF SB 439

Discussion:

Senator Bengtson offered a motion that SB439 do pass.

Recommendation and Vote:

Motion passed by the committee that SB439 do pass.

OTHER BUSINESS
Discussion: S® 39 S8 397

Ms. McClure announced there are amendments to SB396 and SB397,
and indicated there is one correction to the amendments on
SB397. Chairman Farrell asked Ms. McClure to explain the
amendments. Ms. McClure explained the amendments to SB396,
a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 17.

Senator Harding offered a motion that the amendments to SB396
be adopted.

Senator Harding offered a motion that SB396 do pass, as
amended. She indicated that, in local government, they have
seen the problems involved with administrative rules, noting
they are cumbersome, and have presented lots of problems to
local government. She noted that, in dealing with adminis-
trative codes, it is another 1level of 1law, and that the
hearings are always in Helena and are not always accessible.

Senator Rasmussen asked Chairman Farrell if another commission
is needed and can't the Governor do this. Senator Vaughn
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stated she thinks it could be accomplished with the Secretary
of State's office. Senator Rasmussen noted we are creating
another bureau, and more bureaucracy. Senator Bengtson stated
there are too many loose ends, and too much power in this
commission, that there is no salary, no limit on their power,
and indicated she thought some of the testimony in opposition
to this bill was so on target, and so frightening, that they
are all saying this is not going to happen, but she thinks it
is extreme to invest power to a commission, and there is
nothing there to guide it. She indicated that she thinks,
over the years, when we have our legislative oversight on much
of this, and the Governor wants to do this, he can still do
it.

Senator Vaughn stated she agrees with Senator Bengtson, that
the power is with the Governor to work with the Secretary of
State's office to get this cleared up, indicating she agrees
with Senator Harding on the problem with the administrative
codes, noting she thinks the power is already there to get it
cleared up.

Recommendation and Vote:

Motion passed by the committee that the amendments to SB396
be adopted.

Motion failed, by roll call vote, that SB396 do pass, as
amended.

Discussion:

Ms. McClure explained the amendments to SB397, a copy of which
is attached as Exhibit 18.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek offered a motion that the amendments to
SB397 be adopted.

Senator Hofman offered a motion that SB397 do pass as amended.

Recommendation and Vote:

Motion passed by the committee that the amendments to SB397
be adopted.

Motion passed by the committee that SB397 do pass as amended,
with Senator Rapp-Svrcek opposed.

Discussion:




SENATE COMMITTEE ON STATE ADMINISTRATION
February 17, 1989
Page 35 of 35

Senator Anderson requested that the committee reconsider their
action on SB396.

Motion passed by the committee to reconsider the committee's
action on SB396.

Senator Rapp-Svrcek offered a motion that SB396, as amended,
do not pass.

Recommendation and Vote:

Motion failed by the committee that SB396, as amended, do not
pass. Chairman Farrell announced that the committee will
report SB396 do pass as amended.

ADJOURNMENT

Adjournment At: 12:45 p.m.

%M

WILLIAM E. FARRELL, Chairman

WEF/mhu
SB422,217
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SERATE STARDING COMMITTEE REPOHRT
February 17, 1484

HE. PRESIDENT:

He, vyour committee on State Administration, having had under
consideration SB 441 (first reading copy -- white), respectfully
report that SB 441 be amended and as r£o amended do paso:

1. Title, line 6.
Following: “STATE"
Insert: "AND FPUBLIC SCHOOL"

2. Page 2, line 12.

Fellowing: "refunded”

Strike: "pro rata”

Ingert: ", in a manner provided by law,”

3. Page 2, lineeg 1% and 16.
Foellowing: “bhy”"
Strike: "the governor and”

4. Voue 3, lines 131 and 12.
Following: "foreseen”
Stiike: "or prevepnted”

%. Pzazge 23, line 15.
Following: "state”
Strike: ", local governwente,”

6. Pagye 4.

Yollowing: line 9 :

Incert: "Section 22, Shiftting costa. The stable may not impuose
upon any local unit ¢f goverpment any pait of the costy of npew
programs oy soyviecs, o1 invreares in eXxipting prograns o1
rervicey, uwulesr s gpoecific sppiropirtation i wmode thal o
sutficient to pay the local unit of government for that
purpoge, 1§ coste are transferred frow one unit of governuwent
to ahother unit of government, either hy Jaw or by <ourt
crder, the limitation tmpoged by gection 15 must be adipusted
accordingly.”

AHD RS AHMENDED DO PASS

Sdgneds L. e

William E. Faf?éi}, Chairman



SENATE STANRDIRNRG COHMIYTEE REPORY
February 17, 19289

HR. PRESIDENT:

We, your committee on State Administration, having had under
consideration SB 439 (first reading copy -~ white), respectfully
report that SB 439 do pass.

DO FASS
a
Signed:

¥illiawm E. Farrxell, Chairman

SCRSB43D., 217
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SENATE STYARDIRGC COMMIYTEE REPORT
Yebruary 17,

having bhad underx
respectiully

HR. FRESIDERY.
We, your committee on State Administration,

consideration SB 396 (first reading copy ~-- white),

report that 3B 396 be amended and asg g0 amended do pass:

{%), the"

1. Page 1, line 14.
Strike: "The"
Insert: "Except as provided in subgection
2. Fage 2, line 3.
Strike: "The"”
ag provided in subsection (%), the”

Inseri: "Except

line 24,
suboection (5), ths"

Fage 2,
in

K
Strike: "The” »
Insert: "Ewcept as provided
4. Ptage 3, line 2.
“Th(‘l’"
ag provided in subsection (%), the"

Strike:
Insert: "Except
ot apply to the attaorney general,

pub:lia

department of
of pubkl)ic durtructiog.”

S, Page 3.
Fellowing: line 12
Ingert: "(%) 'This section dose

gtate auditor, secretary of slate,
corvice 1egalation, or surerinlendod

AMENDED DO PASS

Signed:

ARD AS

Williaw F. Farrell, Chairman
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SERATE STANDING COHMITTEE REPORT
February 17, 1989

HMR. PRESIDENRYT.

HWe, your coumittee on State Adwministration, having had under
cengideration 8B 397 (first reading copy -~ white), respectfully
repoxt that SB 397 be amended and as go amended do pass:

1. Page 1, line 24.
Following: "of state,”
Insert: "department of public service regulation”

2. Page 4, line 1%,

Following: "(3)"

Strike: "The"

Ingert: "Except for the attorney general, state auditor, sgccretary
of state, departwent of public service regulation, or
svperintendent of public instruction, the”

ARD AS AMENDED DO PASS

Signed: - e

Williaﬁ E.‘Fafrell, Chairman

SCRSER2T 217

i

i%
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To be filled out by a person testifying or a person who would not like to stand up
and speak but wants their testimony entered into the record.

NAME: DATE:

Donald L. tarr 2/17 /59

hadress: g N2 PO B 217
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Phone: RER~ S L5 K

Representing whom? |

> \ /4 S S 2

Appearing on which proposal?

SB ) FST
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MONTANA'S MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM

The citizens of Montana recognized that they had an obligation to care for

the mentally i1t while Montana was still a territory. The Federal government,
in 1877, contracted with two doctors to provide care for the "insane" of the
Territory and they started a hospital at Warm Springs. 1initially there were 13
patients cared for at a cost of $1.00 per day. This contract was continued
after Montana became a2 state and unti! 1912, when the hospital became a state

institution. At this time there were 854 patients and the hospital had an annual
budget of $200,000.

In the 1940's the public became aware that a serious problem existed
nationally after 14% of draft eligible males were rejected as being unfit for
military duty due to psychiatric reasons. By 1945 the census at Montana State
Hospital had reached 1,864 patients and the institution was in large part a
warehousing facility with very little treatment available. The first steps
toward community based services occurred in 1947 with the establishment of three
Mental Hygiene Outpatient Clinics to care for those patients in the community
who had been released from the hospital. The 1950's saw the introduction of
psychotropic medications, the utilization of which controlled "bizarre" behaviors
and allowed for much more humane treatment and fewer patient restraints.

The 1960's saw the passage of Federal legislation establishing Regional
Community Mental Health Centers mandated +to provide community based,
comprehensive mental healfth services including: inpatient, outpetient, partial

hospitalization, emergency, and consultation and education services. Montana
did not participate in the establishment of Community Mental Health Centers until
1967 when the legistature established the five Mental Health Regional Centers
governed by boards comprised of County Commissioners or designees and empowered

parfticiopating cocunties to levy up to one mill to support the Centers. In
actuality, even though the counties were so empowered, all five Centers were not
in place until 1974.

In Montana, the movement to deinstitutionalize Warm Springs patients began
in 1975, after a major employee strike there revealed that 1,129 patients were
receiving services judged to be woefully inadequate due to insufficient funding,
their large number, deteriorating physical! facilities, inadequate staff wages,
and lack of a sufficient number of qualified professional and supportive service
personnel.

COUNTIES SERVED

BLAINE GLACIER LIBERTY TETON
CABCADE HiLL PONDERA TOOLE
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The 1975 Montana Legislature responded in the following manner:

1. I+ mandated +that the mentally ill be +treated in the least
restrictive manner, and those patients inappropriately hospitalized
in Montana State Hospital be returned to a community based program.

2. I+ updated the commitment act; greatly changing the way in which the
mentally {11 and mentally handicapped were to be cared for and
confined for freatment.

3. bt created +the Mental Health Centers as private nonprofit
corporations and mandated that six basic mental health services that
constitute "comprehensive" mental health be provided. In addition

to the five basic services mandated under Federal Law they added
"precare and aftercare" services.

4. !t provided for some funding to follow the deinstitutionalized Warm
Springs patients into community programs thus allowing the Centers to
develop programs for their care.

The Montana Legisliature's intent to deinstitutionalize eppropriate patients into
the care of the Community Mental Health Centers has been largely accomplished. The
current census at Montana State Hospital is 288 mental patients and 170 patients at
the Galen facility for substance abusers. A further substantial reduction would be
possible if funds were made available for community based services. The General Fund
commitment to community based services has risen only $59,8B15 since 1980 (from
$3,766,991 +o $3,826,806). During this same period Montana State Hospital's General
Fund commitment has increased by $5,978,511 (from 313,848,825 to $19,826,836). During
the above mentioned period, the developmentally disabled community based program had
an increase in State funds from $7,572,498 to $18,699,867 with an increase in clients
served in the community from 1,604 to 2,289.

The Department of Institutions' Montana Mental Health Plan for fisces! years 1988-
1989 revealed that in Fiscal year 1987 Montana State Hospital had an average census
of 457 patients, including those at the Galen facility. The +total budget was
$20,517,298 of which 91.6% or $18,789,940 was made up of General Fund monies. This
represents an average annual cost to the General Fund of $41,116 per patient. DJuring
this same period, the 32&; Mental Healith Centers had an average caseload of 7,227, of

which a minimum of 3 are diagnosed as being seriously mentalily 11tl. These
mentally i1l cltients would be seriousiy at risk of inpatient hospitalization a2t Warm
Springs without community intervention. The total budget for all five Mental Health

Centers is 311,667,323 of which 33.6% or §3,919,542 was made up of General Fund

monies.

The Community Mental Health Center delivery system is a complex one. By law, the
Centers must serve atl Montansa citizens in need of service without regard to race,
color, creed, religion, or the ability to pay. The Centers must provide the complete
spectrum of psychiatric services, from fthe most restrictive such as local inpatient
hospitalization, to the least restrictive such as outpatient group and individual
therapy. 24-hour emergency services are available throughout the State as well as
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twelve 24-hour residential care facilities and fourteen partial hospitalization
programs, including two new ones for adolescents. These services are funded from a

number of scurces:

Client and Insurance Fees 19.51%
Medicaid/Medicare 20.02%
County monies 8.30%
Agency contracts 3.49%
Federal Block grant 10.59%
State General funds 33.59%
Other 4.50%

Fifty-two of Montana's fifty-six counties currently contribute and participate in the
Community Mental! Health system.

The Montana Counci! of Community Mental Health Centers, of which our Center is a
member, is advocating legislative action to address some of the client needs and
funding recommendations which are contained in the Legislative Agenda attached. i f
adopted by the upcoming Legislature it is our belief that a significent number of
citizens now hospitalized at Montana State Hospital couid be treated in a community
program in a less restrictive, more cost effective manner. A portion of the funds now
being spent at Montana State Hospital would follow the patient fto the community
program where they could provide the match necessary for expanded Medicaid services

such as case management and supported employment. In addition, it is important that
disability 1insurance coverage for mental illness be increased so that mental
disabilities are paid for on the same basis as physical disabilities. I+ is my hope
+that the next Legislative session witl reaffirm the 1975 Legisiature's commitment to
community based services for the mentally il!, provide the necessary resources, and
prevent the fragmentation of a2 well functioning, caring Community Menta! Health

delivery system.

Deek Prieoda

(ffx caetris @L-}—UJL_,

P2/%.doc
12/8/88
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SENATE STATE ADMIN.

State of Montana EXHIBIT NO.__2
’ ®ffice of the Gouernor oate._2/)7/8
#Helena, Montana 53620 L No_ &4 YY/
406-444-3111 -
STAN STEPHENS
GOVERNOR

February 17, 1989

Dear Senator Farrell:

I urge you to refer the proposed constitutional amendment
which would impose limitations on the growth of total state
expenditures to the people for their consideration.

Both you and I know the difficulty of keeping the growth of
public spending within the abilities of our taxpayers to support.
This constitutional amendment would aid us in that fiscal
management task, vet it is a moderate approach to that end.

It permits growth of public spending to accommodate inflation,
population growth and real income growth of our state's people.
The amendment does not attempt to micro-manage our governmental
affairs; it only limits the sum total of all spending in the
state, leaving the allocations within the total to the normal
political processes. The amendment provides exceptions during
emergency conditions in the state.

Because of the recent Supreme Court ruling on equalization of
school funding, we are, perhaps, now going through the most far-
reaching fiscal reorganization that Montana's public sector has
ever experienced. Taxpayers need assurance during this
transition period and the years beyond that their total tax
burden will not grow at an unreasonable rate. This
constitutional amendment can help provide them that protection.

Join with me in supporting this constitutional amendment. Let us
make this a non-partisan matter. I believe that this is an
important enough reform of our fiscal procedures that the people
should receive this amendment for their consideration by either
the referendum or initiative process. However, the added weight
of the legislature's endorsement would be most welcome to these
endeavors.

STAN STEPHENS
Governor
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)  VoNTANA FaRM BUREAU FEDERATIBN No_S 844/

502 South 19th e Bozeman, Montana 59715
Phone: (406) 587-3153

s TESTIMONY BY: Valerie Larson

2/17/89 s SUPPORT Yes s OPPOSE

’

Mr., Chairman, members of the Committee, for the record, my name is
Valerie Larson, here representing over 3500 Farm Bureau members from

throughout Montana.

Mr. Chairman, Farm Bureau is already on record as strongly recommending
that Montana state, local, county and school district spending be
significantly reduced.

The passage of this Constitutional Amendment would go a long way toward
helping in the budgeting process. Our agencies have to recognize that
while it is nice to get a raise every year, the money tree does not
produce a BUMPER CROP every year.

State government should spend only that amount that allows them to

do their mandated duties.

This Amendment willgo a long way toward reaching the goal of "living

within our means".
Mr. Chairman, Farm Bureau urges passage of SB 441,

Thank you.

SIGNED: Zzgéé{%227;§Z§;Z(7/§ﬁh///

—=== FARMERS AND RANCHERS UNITED ==
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s N0 SE&YY/
TESTIMONY
SB. 441

February 17, 1989

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,

For the record, I am Charles Brooks, representing the
Montana Retail Association. I appear before you today in
SUPPORT of SB. 441. ‘

We feel that state government expenditures and activities
continue to grow beyond our abilities to finance them.
Prudent management demands that we 1limit the growth of
state government and bring expenditures in 1line with
revenue capabilities. It appears that we as a society
continue to look for regulations and legislation to remove
all risk of doing business and living.

History indicates that in order to have the freedom that we
cherish, we must rely less upon government and assume more
responsibility for our own activities and lives.

We urge your support of SB 441 and ask the committee to
give a "due pass" recommendation of this bill.



FEBRUARY 17, 1989

by THE NATIONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS

J. Riley Johnson
State Director, NFIB/Montana

SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

MONTANA LEGISLATURE

Chairman Farrell and ladies and gentlemen of the committee,
I am J. Riley Johnson, State Director for the National Federation
of Independent Business. Our association here in Montana
represents over 6,000 small and independent business owners and
we come before you today to urge your support of SBtﬁégj

Before I begin, I should note that the question of
government competition with private enterprise was put to our
membership in our recent NFIB statewide ballot and over 73
percent of the respondents stated that their buéiness was
affected by competition from the public sector. I might add, the

same ballot guestion was put to legislators in 1986 and over 68%

agreed that government competition should be reviewed.



NFIB bases its support for government competition
legislation on two fundamental beliefs: 1) Contracting out is
simply a good business practice. This has been proven time and
again by national university studies and by governmental studies
sponsored by the SBA. It affords the most effective and
efficient method of providing state government the needed goods
and services. It also forces state government to plan and budget
for the highest priority among its services and not merely do
things...spend money on projects...because the people and
equipment are already there and need to be used. 2) The
government’s legitimate sphere of operation is to govern...not to
engage in commercial or industrial enterprise and compete with
its citizens through in-house production of any goods and
services which are readily available at reasonable prices in the

"for-profit" community.

In-house production of goods and services translates into
lost income for small business; lost taxes on income, equipment
and property and lost opportunity for Montana to develop its
economic base. The State of Montana is the largest
customer...the biggest market...for Montana’s small businesses.
We need this market to keep small businesses on main street all

across Montana.
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Certainly, there are some functions that state government

can should be providing for its citizens. To a large degree,
these have already been designated by legislation...designated by
you the legislators of our state. But, there are many other
functions that being delivered to our citizens that have not been
designated by the elected representatives. They are and have
been designated by agency administrators who are building budgets

that are crippling our state’s economy.

SBlégékis not intended as a "witch hunt". NFIB/Montana
would not support any such holocaust of state services that would
damage the true and needed function of our state government. We
are asking for a "REVIEW" of state functions. We are asking for
a business-like, bi-partisan approach to making sure what we do
in the state of Montana is the best for the State of Montana.
NFIB/Montana believes that such a review panel would provide you
the legislators the opportunity to keep a sharp fiscal eye on
expenses and an on-going review of agency activity as it relates
to cost effeciency.

SB-Z;g/is not entirely new. The states of Arizona and
Colorado have both passed similar legislation and both are
finding it works well. They have not found the review panels to
be witch hunts...nor have they found that their review boards
have eliminated good, working and meaningful activities within

their state governments’.



It is not our intention to merely cut out state jobs. ©On
the contrary, we know SB:Qé;/Qill create jobs...but in the
private sector. Nor is it our intention to raise costs of
delivering goods and services of state government by the
so—called "paying more outside" theory. If the true costs of
these goods and services were revealed, we know that the costs
savings on some things would be real.

Gz~

In summary, we ask your support of SB-##2 and support of the
dwindling private enterprise sector of small business in
Montana. We ask thatkyou give small business owners the vehicle

for review of the delivery of goods and services and let us show

you what we can do.

After all, it is you the elected officials of our state that

have the FINAL WORD through the legislative process.

If you strike one blow for the survival_of small business in

2
our state...let it be SBlﬁﬁéE
Thank you for your time.

-30~-
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Senator Bill Farrell and Members

of the State Administration Committee
State Capitol

Helena, MT 59601

RE: Senate Bill 422
Dear Senator Farrell and Committee Members:

Senate Bill 422 is about reducing government spending by
allowing private enterprise to provide some services
currently provided by government., This is a good bill and a
timely bill, We applaud and support its concept.

Privatization makes sense and can assist our state with the
problems we face due to shrinking budgets, growing demands,
and fewer resources. Government funds are not a bottomless
pit. If a service can be provided by the private sector
effectively, with either service improvement or cost savings,
then it should be considered.

Critics of the "privatization concept" maintain the status
quo, but we should not be intimidated from taking a look at
"the bottom line: performing necessary services for our
citizens at the least possible costs."

We urge your support of SB 422,

Sincerely,

THE MONTANA SOLID WASTE CONTRACTORS, INC.

By

"ONI ‘SHOLOVHINOD ILSVYM AIT0S YNVLNOW

Sue A, Weingartner
Executive Director

36 South Last Chance Gulch
Suite A
Helena, MT 59601
Phone 406-443-1160




Yoo A

e

07

AETIN .,,

N 4 Z. .l\.\ﬁn.,.;’./ﬁ
A \ ’-

. AR~ %\\l l"‘l‘l\‘fo.\ﬂﬂh s

W) 2 >~ \‘lunuwxﬂ.\wl . R

i) LS

N P Y o

B\ A
NN S BRI
’ 3 \- e
e - n\\w%. dy

=
=< i
AL nw \\\\\\.\

le\ i} g

E'STATE ADMIN.,

4 3ZIs NMO
&3 dYnoA INOIWOS
2\ HUM 3L3dW0D 09

2\ NOA L.NOA AHM /




‘pres
s[entyjo ‘saniqisuodsal 1aY)o 0] saakodwa
Sunjiys pue sjjofe] wntuuw Yim pazieal
aq pinod sfuiaes ajqissod jsafise] ay) pue *auo
1saysiy ayy 01 4asop sy ayy ysnd pjnom
saakojdwa ajels jo uonie [einjeN ‘pies
semdyjo ‘suopisod 13410 0} pajjiys [puuosiad
Sunsixa Jo pajeuiuld) sqol ou aiam aay)
J1 UBA3 Jnsal pjnom AanB) 1Samo] 3y |, spiq
3AlRdwod ¥23s 0] pImoj[e lam U
-ut padpnf sannjioe) Bunund g ay) ji pazieal
aq pjnod £jjenuue uokiw ' 1§ 01 000'011$
woyy SuiBues sBuiaes 3sod [enuatod vy

) ‘afed 1ad 12)uad om)
jo aBelaae ue je Ajje1diawnnod auop Sunuud
198 0] 3ajqe alam S|eIDIJJO [RIAPI] PAMOYS
1eyy uodar adYyjQ Bunuiugd UBWULIIA0Y
‘S() & J9)3woueq e se pasn [pued Apnys 3y,

‘spsau Sunuud
asnoy-ut xay) Joj paseydund juawdinba ayy
Jo 1502 Juawdinba ay) Jo 150D jjesaa0 Y AJ1
-snf 0} 2wnjoa ySnoua BunesauaB jou som
sapuafe yuapyjaul aYj yeyf} punoj osje jpued
ay] -Ajjenuue saBed woynw g, Bupnpoid
‘afed Jad sjuad g-¢ Inoqe yuads g1 13410 3y
“yoea sjuad Z'Z Jo 1502 e e Ljjenuue safed
uojjiut 1z 1noge adnpoid juaije paspn(
sdoys Bunuud 9| ayy 1ey) punoj Apnis ay |

-afed Jad sjuad 9z jo
afelaAe ue ‘sjuawmdop Jo safed uoyjiw ¢z
Supnpoud £jjenuue uoljjiw ¢'2 ¢ Wwads suol
-eJodo 3sOYy] ‘S|OOYIS UOHEONP3 [edjuYd3y}
pue sonsiaAlun pue ‘safajjod ‘sauafe
sy Suowe peasds sayije} Suyuud ¢ pey
JuBWUIAACE aiels *Apnis ayj Jo 3w ayl Iy

‘paaiasqo ay ‘ssuy
-A®RS JS0D pue sjnsal ajqifue) pasnpoid sey
Hojja payiun e ui aanjesifio] ayl 03 Sulof pue
NO WY} HuRoM NG *SIDIJUOD pue SIDUIII)
-JIp 3ARY [JuS 3, "P3AID3|Ja1 jedyyjo auo ‘onb
snjejs ayy jo nsad ajqeidipasd Anaud e yum
‘A[a1esedas anjejsiBa] 3yl 0] Juam apis yoea
‘pauLInj sem BNIUWOD £pn)s 3y} 310jag.,

. “aInjesifan
3yl 0} SuolepUSWILIODdAI patjiun s3adnpoid
Mmou aye) pue aalf aanesadood jo asaydsow
-je ue ‘paysunol Apswio)  diysuonejds
SHISOY SIWIAUWIOS PUR JeISIdAPR UR I3UM

sdoyg juL] eurore) yj

ENATE STATE ADMIN,

5

s LI

i

Apnys ai} Jo pnpoad auo
u33q sey ydiym s10103s ajealid pue dyqnd sy
uaamieq diysuotiejad pasoaduyy ayy paziseyd
-3 SPANNDAX JUAWULIBA08 3Y) pue teo(]

‘pes 3qdwe) *3po) juaw
-2INd0l4 ers ayj Japun spPenuod Junuud
Ije BultidAof fenuew ay) aw0d3q [jIm ‘si0)
-2as ajeaud pue diqnd sy} woij ndut apnp
Ul (M UDIYm JUSWNdOp Ayl ‘1 PO noge
a|qejteae aq 0 Jenuew Sunuud mau e Jpoqe
dnoif ay) pjoi ‘Juawafeuepy sjeuaje| JoO uols
-1A1Q “10paaip Juegsisse ‘jjaqduse) pieyory
‘dnoa8 BujoBuo ay) 4q possas
-ppe aq Os[e ued PI[Juod Jo seale J3YI0 pue
Afojouydady Suiueyd jey) nq ‘feos Lsewnd
3Y) 3g 0] ANUNUOD []IM SSBUIANIBS ISOD pies
‘“Juawafieuely sadAN0OSAY uolewrIoju] Jo UOIS
4AlQ ‘401d341p Juelsisse ‘ageydony Aute]
‘uonedpiied Ansnpur wnwxew
ainsse jim aunpadosd 3y} SIAIlRq juel)
"31B1S 31} punoJe SUOLed0] snotdea ul J3yenb
€ 20U0 JO WNWIUIW B 33W [[imM 33)WI0)
L10s1Apy Y] "3dels 3y noysnoiy) swiy
Sunuud jo sad4) pue sazis snotrea Juasaidal
oym staquiaw asnrurIO) K10s1apy Julodde
s ‘uoisaprey) ‘Auedwo) Bunuiy Buopng
JO Quel) dnuiag ueuurey) pieog vId
‘Ansnpur Bunuud ay) Ul SPIYLUOD pue swd|q

X —_

10 6130y SAL-512)1d PP |0 PURY U} U] J0M JuUauil1aA08 20w sadeld pug.
s4010s eaud pue ajqnd py) usamjaq diysuopiejes. spojuouLIey € saj0wadd YayMm *anss|
-BujoB-uo 31 Uy PRAJOAU] A]PANIDE UAq dARY SJaqUIALL Y)d "Aj{enuueUOHII p’[§ Se Yo

" se sadedxe) Buiaes A1qu)aau ‘MOjIo] 0} PRIAAXD IR SIBYIQ BAUWILIOD JIEIS € JO SUO

“RPUWIWIOI3] YY) BuimO[j0} sdoys yud :vﬁ‘gow Butsop aze m.o_ucuwm E} TR KN 1 ACTE NI

.17 9Bed

-0xd 13yjo ssaippe pue ‘Apoq Buinunuod e
3W003q ‘siaquiaul 3ioul ppe o) paaife aaey
adNNWWO) Aiosiapy Aresodwas; e uo Sul
-A43s saAljeluasaidal 10103s Jjeatad pue Juaw
-LI3A0N) 'S[eO8  $SAUDAINAR)Ja 1502 Sunsaws
0} uoyppe ur }nsal aanisod nq pajedioin
-ueun ue paonpodd sel] Apnjs Jeak-om] ay |
‘uonejuawajdu 10§ Jqeawn)
ou 13s [odaa ay] -adueidadde winwixew ured
0] sofieys Ul pajuswadull SUOREPUIWLI0IL
Apnis ayl pue paysiqeisa 3q pinod piodal
)}oea B 0§ SaUIFR A5 10 USAIS UO pajex)
-UaduU0d sey Ijep 0] afoad ay) pies sseg
: -$onsifo] au
-uosiad ay) pue adueyd 0] adue)sISL jenjeu
jo asnedaq Jofuo| ayel |pm uonejuauwsid
-wi 913|dwod aJjow ey} pauonned dH ‘suot)
-e13do Bunuud sy 1no Buiseyd aq o pasay
91 U3A3 aJe speay AduaBe awog ‘safueyd
ay} 0} Apanisod pajoeas asey sapuabe ajers
‘lleisa0 jeyy pies ‘iafeuew sdiydeifioidaa
pieog j04ju0) pue afpng ‘sseq 43qoY
“Blquinjo)
159 *Auedwio) Suuud Ylaomuap Jo Jeoq
1 sawef Jaquiawl pleoq y)ld £q patieyd
‘3dWWI0) aAngsida] 'S vOId Ayl Yum
Sunaaw juadal e i Pafoisd uonezepaud Sui
<uud ay) Jo uodai ssaifioad e aaef pieog joa

‘02282 "J'N "snopey)
‘g2 {1} Xog 'O’d O Wayj puag 'suolnquuod pue
SJUBWILLOD IN0A SIWOD[IM JIUUDIS VI]d Y[
"000p ‘uonEendNY (')
9820-tc2 (008) 20 (O'N) 2129-2pt (008) 334) 110L
"2ehL-L2S (bOL) "01Z8Z "IN “2NOpRY) ‘0g] ung
‘8AuQ Nded aopey) [S9F ‘seulole) Iy jo
£nsnpuj Bunuirg 3y £q spusyj pue siaquiaus s)t
10§ Apyluows paysiqnd st LBUUDDS VOId YL
SEWOY | Iy
ueuualg woy
s1aydeadojoyy

sewoy ] 14dag
d00p31

Aemepeal} g ‘
Juapysaag

-3u) “dnosn Sunuig L1040 a4
339y "M sewoy |
W2PISIAY uopepunog

*0)) Bunuug Buojany '
e y pleusag
pieog 3y Jo ueuLINYD)

-uQ) pue 1a8png aieIS 9 JO S[BIdIO 33t |
PAPNPIUOD
s10)es1B8a) ‘eak sad uoypw $°1¢ 0} dn s1aded
-Xe] BUIjOIR)) JINOG 3ABS Jiim Uodaa 3] jo
uonejuawajdui) “10103s ajeawsd ay) 0 1o pig
HI0M 34} pue UMOP INYS 3q sande) Sunuud
S, 2jels Y} Jjey Uey) 310w ey} SPUSLWILLINDII
ek SIY) adied  |quidssy  jesausny ay)
Aq paydope ‘podal aapuuwod Apnis ayj
JUILILIBA0Y) 3IRIS JO SPIIN
Bunuug ay Apmg 01 aanIwwo) aanejsiian
‘)’S ay) Jo suohepuawiIedal 3y} sjuawajd
-l JUAWIUISA0B 3lels Se syjuow  ainin)
ul peaj Jiayl mojjo} 0] paradxa aie OW
‘stajund [eruswwod o) sqof
Bunuud nay) jo 150w 1No piq jim pue sdoys
juud umop Suisop Aepunjoa Apease ae
sapuade ajels euljoie)) YInog afie] [esaaag

(Aquiassy [paauany ¢ aiy
W Vod Siasasdas oym ‘ajjaya ‘(g Jjassny
Aq uayum som apu4p SNy ajou s1oppy)

nog guIsol) suIsag 9ieis

9861 ‘tequididag/JauuedsyOld

Z aBey



SENATE STATE ADMIN.
ExHiBIT o /O

| DATE_ 07// 7/ 7
MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATIOQIILL NO-—é_—ia-&-—

502 South 19th ¢ Bozeman, Montana 59715
Phone: (406) 587-3153

BILL # SB 422 ;s TESTIMONY BY: Valerie Larson

DATE _ 2/17/89 s SUPPORT _yes s OPPOSE

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, for the record, my name is
Valerie Larson, representing over 3500 Farm Bureau members from

throughout Montana.

Farm Bureau has long been on record as endorsing, encouraging and
in every way we can, promoting the concept and practice of private

enterprise.

Our form of Government is the best in the long history of mankind.
But, somewhere along the line, we seem to have forgotten the
definition of the word "Government'". When those we elect to
represent us stop "governing" and start "managing", we are in

Big Trouble. Representative Government is fair, equitable, and
successful. Representative managment is counter-productive, costly,
and almost always, inefficient. All we have to do to see this proved,

is to look at the Federal Post Office versus the UPS system.

We all know that there are some things that Government has to do,
but by passing this bill, we will be able to have the mechanism and
the means to sort out those things that should and could be done
better in the private sector.

Mr. Chairman, Farm Bureau supports passage of SB 422,

Thank You.

SIGNED: //,/@//’
L+

—== FARMERS AND RANCHERS UNITED ==
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2304 West Main St
Bozeman, Montana 59715
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Cm 5860235
- February 17, 1989

Nr, Chairman & Committee Members:
L
I have operated & private employment agency in Bozeman for nine years now.
« Together with my four employees, we are responsible for placing over 300 people
- annually io permanent Jobs and es such, see ourselves as an integral part of the
w local econony,

In 2 siniler vay, the approximately 25 other private employment services
functioning in this state play & unique and importsnt role in the growth of our
economy statewide. It s therefore & peculiar anomoly that the same state government
that expresses such concern over our economic well-being end the future employment of
cur youth, would advagce policles that are gradually destroying the private employment
= agency industry, This is especially {ronic when you consider the various proposals

now belng debated before this legislature that would spend thousands of taxpayer
w dollars to allegedly "create" and fill jobs. Our industry costs state government
sbsolutely nothing

The private employment agencies of this state are being squeezed to the limit o-
not by natursl market conditions and fair competition, but by an unbelievable arrey
" of competitive entities and predatory practices funded by our own tax dollare and

directed by our own government, More and move each day, we ave finding our services
= forced out by government subsidies and locked out by exclusive hiring sgreenents in
restraint of trade. The plethora of state programs, agencles and state-funded
. contractors" that offer what is advertiled " "free job placement services would

Y L & T VO & Y Y I T Y. N



boggle the mind, These sctivities are, at bast, wasterviiy oupiicatave vit'Sindeg,Fese

private sector already offers - or would offer if not pre-empted by government, At
vorst, they represent a direct assault om s vital ares of private enterprise that
¥ontata desperately needs {n the years ahesd,
Yz

It {s for this reason that I enthus{estically support SB3@, Private Enterprise
Review, This bill will take o glant step forward in establishing procedutes to
{dent{fy harmful government competition with the private sector and ultimately,
the proper avenues for their relief, This i{s a well-concieved and carefully-drafted
plece of legialation, and I respectfully urge the committee's unanimous approval,

Yours truly,

Rof€r £, Kodpean
Owvner / General Manager
Caresr Concepts & Personnel Leaning

copys Riley Johnson, NFIE
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Executive Office

318 N. Last Chance Gulch
P.O. Box 440

Helena, MT 59624

Phone (406) 442-3388
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February 17, 1989

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,

For the record, I am Charles Brooks, Executive Vice
President of the Montana Retail Association. I am here
today in strong SUPPORT of SB 442.

We support the concept that 1local, state, and federal
governments should not be engaged in merchandising,
commercial, and service activities that the private sector
has the ability- to perform. In many cases we see
governmental bodies engaged in enterprises that should be
the function of the private sector. Free enterprise system
has proven time and time again its ability to be
responsible in delivering cost effective commercial
activities.

We urge your support of SB 432 and ask that the committee
give a "due pass" recommendation.



JAMES W. MURRY 110 WEST 13TH STREET
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY P.O. BOX 1176

406) 442-
HELENA, MONTANA 59624 (406) 4421708
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BiL
The Honorable William Farrell, Chairman t NO\W

State Administration Committee
Montana State Senate

Capitol Station

Helena, Montana 59620

February 17, 1989

Dear Bill:

Unfortunately, during the rush of business before transmittal, there seem
to be several conflicting hearings on bills of interest to the Montana
State AFL-CIO. Because of these conflicts, I am unable to attend the
hearing on Senate Bill 422 before the Senate State Administration Committee
today, and would like to submit our comments on this legislation via this
letter.

The Montana State AFL-CIO strongly opposes Senate Bill 422 for numerous
reasons. This bill would establish a private enterprise review commission
to review and investigate governmental activities and prohibit state agen-
cies from performing certain activities.

There is no doubt that governmental activities can be done by the private
sector. We believe that a very good case might be made for eliminating the
budget office through this bill's efficiency clause. However, you should
remember the fundamental differences motivating governmental actions as
opposed to private sector initiatives. Governmental activities are in
response to the public good; private enterprise promotes an individual's
personal gain. While these two factors are not always in conflict, there
is an inherent variance between the two.

Senate Bill 422 does not recognize this difference either in its applica-
tion or in its process. When looking at the mammoth powers of this new
state agency, one has to wonder where the campaign promises of smaller,
less-intrusive government have gone. The powers of this monolith extend to
every department, office, commission, board or institution in the executive
branch of state government. We should point out that there are no exemp-
tions for other elected officials and that this creature of the governor
could be used for political purposes as well.

In this administration’'s headlong rush toward privatization, its advocates
seem to forget that the lay-offs which massive dislocation of governmental
functions will obviously entail are men and women who have served the
public in good stead. These working peopie have long and valiant records
of public service. What is their reward?

msovmonwsns AVERIGA WORNS BEST WHEN WE SAY, uwiON,
sy
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Senate Bill 422 makes no provisions for these people -- no retraining or
placement, no guarantees for comparable state employment in another service
area, no full compensation for accumulated benefits, no incentives for
placement in comparable private sector jobs, no early retirement benefits,
no protection for existing collective bargaining agreements, no severance
pay. They are not even considered in this legislation.

Such humane provisions have been successful in other areas of the country
when government services have been privatized. In fact, this legislation
and its advocates seem to have no concern for public employees at all, and
this attitude is incomprehensible considering that their jobs are at stake.

Senate Bill 422 is a bad bill that will create a monster which could easily
be used for political mechanizations. It is a bad bill which totally
disregards public employees. It is a bad bill which ignores the legitimate
differepces-hetween government and the private sector. For these reasons,
this~Bil1l ought to be buried as far as possible.

incerely yours,

cc: Members of the Senate State Administration Committee



MONT A N a 1426 Cedar Street o P.O. Box 5600
' Helena, Montana 59601 Telephone (406) 4424600

SENATE STATE ADMIN,  February 17, 1989
PUBLIC D

EMPLOYEES m%
BIlL N ]
ASSOCIATION

TO: The Honorable Senate State Administration Cammittee

FR(M: Thomas E. Schneider, Executive Director
SUBJECT: Senate Bill 422

The 7000 member Montana Public Employees Association is strongly
opposed to Senate Bill 422. While there may be areas in govern-

- ment that could be looked at for privatizing, this bill is cert-
ainly not the method to be used.

All programs of state goverrment were established either by the
legislature or the pecple of Montana. Every legislative session
has the opportunity to review the programs but also must approp-
‘riate the money necessary to continue the programs. A key part of
that process is to provide the public access so that they may be
a part of those decisions.

With those thoughts in mind let us look at SB 422.

1. The Governar will appoint a commission of five members of which
four must be fraom the private sector. There's nothing to say that
the fifth one can't also represent the private sector. There is
no qualification provision. (Section 4)

2. The commission, of which only 3 members need to be present to con-
duct business, shall have total power to determine what govermnmental
activities are in competition with private enterprise, which they, of
course,represent. They, alone, will determine what govermmental act-
ivities are prohibited and will have court powers to administer oaths,
issue subpoenas and compel attendance of anyone, not limited to state
employees. (Section 8 )

3. Section 10 gives the cammission sole authority to determine what the
state agencies can do.

4. Section 14 allows the commission, appointed by the governar,and the
agency, headed by a governor appointee,to privatize without even a
public hearing, let alone, approval by the legislature.

In a nutshell, Senate Bill 422 allows a five member commission, with no
requirement for expertise in government operation or budgeting, to det-
ermine what activities goverrment agencies cammot do and then put those
activities into the private sector based on their own assessment of costs,
savings,necessity or any of the other factors used by the legislature,
WITHOUT SO MUCH AS A SINGLE PUBLIC HEARING.

Please vote NO on SB 422
MPEA

(Continued)



There is nothing in the bill which spells out how an agency can
camply. I presume that the activity would be bid to the private
sector but the bill doesn't say that. The bill doesn't provide
for any type of budget shift. The bill is totally silent in the
area of employee protection.

Taken at face value this bill sets up the fifth branch of govern-
ment. If you feel that there are govermment activities that should
not be operated by the goverrment should you not at the least, pre-
sent your case to the legislature. Congress has passed a plant
closing act to protect employees, please consider the same for your

employees.
Again, please vote NO on SB 422
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To be filled out by a person testifying or a person who would not like to stand up
and speak but wants their testimony entered into the record.

NAME: DATE:

ppais Suflvesar 2~/2~%%
Address: 2 (;/ é} @ 7-7-—3 I

U te a7, S529/
Phone: 7T~ ‘Z 7 ‘?g

Representing whom?
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Appearing on which proposal?
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Do you: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE?/< -
Comments: g
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SENATE STATE ADMIN.

EXHIBIT NO
DATE__ X

Amendments to Senate Bill No. 441 S ‘/
First Reading Copy suluo.____ié__iﬂl__.

For the Committee on Senate State Administration

Prepared by Eddye McClure
February 16, 1989

1. Title, line 6.
Following: "STATE"
Insert: "AND PUBLIC SCHOOL"

2. Page 2, line 12,

Following: "refunded"

Strike: "pro rata"

Insert: ", in a manner provided by law,"

3. Page 2, lines 15 and 16.
Following: "by"
Strike: "the governor and"

4. Page 3, lines 11 and 12.
Following: "foreseen"
Strike: "or prevented"

5. Page 3, line 15.
Following: "state"
Strike: ", local governments,"

6. Page 4.

Following: line 9

Insert: "Section 22, Shifting costs. The state may not impose
upon any local unit of government any part of the costs of
new programs Or services, or increases in existing programs
or services, unless a specific appropriation is made that is
sufficient to pay the local unit of government for that
purpose. If costs are transferred from one unit of
government to another unit of government, either by law or
by court order, the limitation imposed by section 15 must be
adjusted accordingly."”

1 SB044101.AEM



Amendments to Senate Bill No.
First Reading Copy

Requested by the Governor
For the Committee on Senate State Administration

Prepared by Eddye McClure
February 16, 1989

1. Page 1, line 14.
Strike: "The"
Insert: "Except as provided

2, Page 2, line 3.
Strike: "The"
Insert: "Except as provided

3. Page 2, line 24.
Strike: "The"
Insert: "Except as provided

4. Page 3, line 2.
Strike: "The"
Insert: "Except as provided

5. Page 3.
Following: line 12

in subsection

in subsection

in subsection

in subsection

(5)

(5),

(5),

(5),

396

the"

the"

the"

the"

SENATE STATE ADMIN.
EXHIBIT No__/ 7

oATE__ o/ 7/ 89

BILL NO. / S4376 -

Insert: "(5) This section does not apply to the attorney
general, state auditor, secretary of state, department of
public service regulation, or superintendent of public

instruction."

SB039601.AEM



SENATE STATE ADMIN,
Exwien no._ /&

Amendments to Senate Bill No. 397
First Reading Copy

Requested by the Governor
For the Committee on Senate State Administratiocn

Prepared by Eddye McClure
February 16, 1989

l. Page 1, line 24.
Following: "state," ‘
Insert: "department of public service regulation"

2. Page 4, line 15.

Following: "(3)"

Strike: "The"

Insert: "Except for the attorney general, state auditor,
secretary of state, department of public service regulation,
or superintendent of public instruction, the"

1 SB039701.AEM
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SENATE STATE ADMIN,

ROLL CALL VOTE DATE. o, 5,7 ‘.ﬁ ‘

STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE BILL NO_ >
51ST LEGISLATIVE SESSION

DATE: 5’//7/97 BILL NO.%5839( TIME: JQ!35 AMm
7 [ 4

NAME YES NO

HUBERT ABRAMS —

JOHN ANDERSON, JR. o

ESTHER BENGTSON —

WILLIAM E. FARRELL v

ETHEL HARDING v

SAM HOFMAN %

PAUL RAPP-SVRCEK o

TOM RASMUSSEN v

ELEANOR VAUGHN ' v
s Lopedbvict Lsllhase & ogertt

Secretary / Chairman

Motion: 7]@‘ 5&3%»40 Ww 22 Zarnencte,
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