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MINUTES OF THE MEETING
BUSINESS AND LABOR COMMITTEE
MONTANA STATE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

January 29, 1985

The meeting of the Business and Labor Committee was called to
order by Chairman Bob Pavlovich on January 29, 1985 at 8:00
a.m. in Room 312-2 of the State Capitol.

ROLL CALL: All members were present.

HOUSE BILL NO. 284: Hearing commenced on House Bill 284. Repre-
sentative Hal Harper, District #44, sponsor of the bill, stated
that the purpose of House Bill 284 is to make the unemployment
trust ‘fund solvent. This is a very sensitive issue and a compro-
mise was reached between the employment security advisory council
members. The bill is intended to remove the specter of bankruptc
from the states' unemployment trust fund by increasing the tax on
employers, changing the method of computing the experience rating,
changing benefit amounts, providing for disqualification if an
employee leaves work without good cause attributable to his employ-
ment. A surtax of up to .3% of total wages would be applicable for
two years only.

Proponent Dave Wanzenried, Commissioner of the Department of Labor
and Industry explained that House Bill 284 is not perfect, but
rather a compromise package. Mr. Wanzenried distributed to commit-
tee members Exhibits 1 through 6. The state is currently in debt
to the federal government the sum of 8.5 million dollars. Last
year 15 million was owed, which resulted in an interest payment of
$840,000. An estimate of 1.8 million dollars will be the interest
payment for this year if nothing is done. If the 8.5 million is
not paid back to the federal government by November 20, 1985, the
federal government will reduce the tax credit to the state by .3%.
There are currently seven rate classes for eligible employers.
House Bill 284 would raise the number of classes to ten. We are
running at a deficit and are using the Highest tax schedule, ex-
plained Mr. Wanzenried. By increasing the taxable wage base, more
responsibility will be placed upon deficit employers. If House
Bill 284 is passed as is, the fund will have a positive balance

by January of 1986. If no action is taken, we will continue to
borrow money from the federal government, continue to make interest
payments and we will lose a portion of our federal tax credit,
stressed Mr. Wanzenried.

Proponent Jim Hughes, representing Mountain Bell, served as a
member of the governor's advisory council. Mr. Hughes distributed
to committee members Exhibit 7, which is attached hereto. Mr.
Hughes explained that House Bill 284 is a fair compromise and that
it does not solve all the problems concerning the unemployment
fund, but this is a start.
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Proponent Forrest Boles, representing the Montana Chamber of
Commerce, served as a member of the governor's advisory council.
Mr. Boles supplied written testimony which is attached hereto as
Exhibit 8.

Proponent Phil Strope, representing the Montana Tavern Association
and the Montana Innkeepers Association, stated that House Bill 284
is worthy of passing as is. Mr. Strope is opposed to the amend-
ments as. proposed by Mr. Boles. Exhibit 9 was distributed to
committee members by Mr. Strope. A deficit employer receives more
benefits than have been paid in. It is the mainstream businesses
that support and subsidize those deficit employers who create un-
employment. By passing House Bill 284 in whole, these deficit
employers contributions will be more equal to their benefits drawn,
added ‘Mxr. Strope.

Proponent George Allen, representing the Montana Retail Association,
submitted written testimony which is attached hereto as Exhibit 10.

Proponent Roland Pratt, representing the Montana Restaurant Associa-
tion, offered his support of House Bill 284. Mr. Pratt explained
that in passing House Bill 284, all are giving up a little, but also
receiving something in return.

-
Proponent H. S. Hanson, representing the Montana Technical Council,
stated that a surcharge is squitable. Mr. Hanson agrees with the
percentages shown, but does not agree with the base salary. He
suggested the lowest salary group be used and that the percentages
be raised to those that are causing the deficit.

Proponent Riley Johnson, representing the National Federation of
Independent Businesses, presented testimony as outlined on the
Witness Statement attached.

Proponent Jim Murray, representing the Montana AFL-CIO, does not
support the bill with great enthusiasm. Mr. Murray suggested to
the committee that they defer action on all other employment insur-
ance bills that may be received, until House Bill 284 is in to play.
Mr. Murray did not agree with the revision of the disqualification
portion of the law. He feels that this will be discriminating
against women. The taxable wage base should be kept at the lowest
possible figure, explained Mr. Murray.

Proponent Gene Phillips, representing the Bozeman Committee on
Legislative Affairs, stressed his concern regarding the 56 million-
dollar reserve that will be created by passing House Bill 284. Mr.
Phillips feels that this amount is excessive.

Proponent Roger Young, representing the Great Falls Chamber of
Commerce, agrees with the Montana Chamber of Commerce amendments
that were presented by Mr. Forrest Boles.
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Proponent Casey Emerson, a small manufacturer from Bozeman, stated
that the difference between the amount collected and the amount
paid out, is due to invalid claims. Claims are being paid and
paid for long periocds of time which is overburdening the resources.
Mr. Emerson suggested that an amendment to regulate invalid claims
be studied.

Proponent Anne Brodsky, representing the Women's Lobbyist Fund,
supplied written testimony which is attached hereto as Exhibit 11. -

Opponent Chad Smith, representing the Unemployment Compensation
Advisorss does agree to the need for tax adjustment. The two

major problems he has with House Bill 284 is that it over finances
the current deficit. This is unnecessary and serious consideration
should be given to Mr. Boles' amendment regarding the ratio fund to
wages. The other problem is that House Bill 284 places the burden
on Montana seasonal industries. Mr. Smith explained that it is
better to underestimate than to overestimate. The state can always
borrow money from the federal government at 10% interest per vear.
We should collect only the amount that is needed and not over tax
the employer. Mr. Smith suggested that the committee defer action
on House Bill 284 until House Bill 418 is heard. A combined in-
crease of 101% will be assessed to some employers, which will make
these employers uncompetitive. Mr. Smith asked the committee toc
delete Sections 2 and 5 and on page 1 to change the word total to
taxable.

Opponent Keith Olsen Executive Director of the Montana Logging
Association, submitted written testimony which is attached hereto
as Exhibit 12.

In closing, Representative Harper explained that this is a very
complicated issue and an argument could be raised for and against
every section in the bill. The time and effort that has gone into
House Bill 284 should be considered. The taxable wage base must

not be lowered, the main problem is that this is too low. The
federal government recommends that the reserve in each trust account
be 1 1/2 times the benefits paid out each year. The 56 million
equals one year of benefits paid out. Representative Harper pleaded
with the committee to pass House Bill 284 with no amendments.

Representative Schultz asked Mr. Phil Strope and Mr. Roland Pratt,

if the $11,800 taxable wage base would meet many of the employvees
that they represent. Both answered that it would reach approximately
70-80 percent.

Representative Brandewie suggested to Mr. Jim Hughes that this in
not an ordinary insurance plan. Individuals are not required to
present show of need before collecting unemployment benefits and
that only a segment of the community benefits from unemployment
insurance.
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Representative Kadas asked Mr. George Allen if his main concern is
that mainstream employers are subsidizing seasonal employers. Mr.
Allen explained that the subsidy is excessive. By enacting House
Bill 284, the subsidy will still exist, but this will help to
narrow the gap.

Chairman Pavlovich explained to the committee that House Bill 254
would be placed in a subcommittee. Representative Driscoll will
chair the committee with Representatives Brown, Nisbet, Wallin,
Schultz and Jones serving.

ADJOURN: There being no further business before the committee,
the meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m.
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Exhibit 1
House Bill 284
January 29, 1985

January Spbmagded by: .
Dave Wanzenried

BILL 284
HOUSE BILL 28 -

AN ACT MAKING THE UNEMPLOYMENT TRUST FUND SOLVENT

i

Section 1. This section authorizes a surtax to pay off principal on
Toans from the federal government. The rate of the surtax may not

exceed .3%. This surtax will enable the Department of Labor and Industry
to pay off all monies owed the federal government by January 1986. The
authority for the surtax expires on June 30, 1987.

Section 2. Section 2 changes the taxable wage base from 75% to 80%
of the annual wage and eliminates the $200 per year ceiling on tax
increases.

Sections 3 and 4. An employer's "experience factor" determines the
rate at which unemployment insurance taxes will be paid. The factor is
computed based on benefits drawn from and contributions paid into the
employer's account. Currently, only figures for the last three years are
used to calculate the experience factor. Sections 3 and 4 make benefit
charges and contributions payments accumulative in the experience factor
calculation throughout the life of the business. This will cause the
rates to drop for stable employers that have had a small amount of
benefits charged against their accounts.

Section 5. Section 5 modifies the unemployment insurance tax rate -
structure. It provides for 10 rate classes replacing the 7 existing

rate classes. Rate classes for deficit employers would be increased

from 6 to 10 classes. The maximum average tax rate is increased from

3.0% to 3.2%. See Attachment 1. (The Job Service assessment (39-51-

404(4)) of .1% is in addition to the actual tax paid.) The reserve

ratio has been changed to require a greater balance before triggering to

a lower rate schedule.

Section 6. Section 6 requires a claimant with a transitional claim
(cTaim spanning two benefit years) to wait a week between benefit years.
Benefits would not be paid during the waiting week. See Attachment 2.
Montana is the only state in the country which does not provide for a
waiting week between benefit years.

Section 7. Section 7 reduces the maximum of an individual's weekly
benefit amount from 50% to 49% of his/her average weekly wage. This
change would reduce benefit expenditures by approximately $1.3 million
in fiscal year 1986. In addition, the maximum weekly benefit amount is
proposed to be frozen at the 1984 level through January 3, 1987.

Section 8. An employee may currently receive unemployment insurance

benefits if he/she can show "good personal cause" for leaving his/her

employment. Section 8 would require a claimant to demonstrate that the

cause of separation from employment is attributable to employment in

order to qualify for benefits. This change would reduce benefit ex- -
penditures by approximately $2.5 million in fiscal year 1986.

Attachments



Section 9. This section permits the department to make rules for this
act 1ike it does for other laws it implements.

Section 10. This section puts this act in the law which applies to the
rest of unemployment insurance.

Section 11. This section would make the temporary surtax and the new
contribution rate schedules effective this calendar year.

Section 12. Because the year for determining benefit rates begins July

1 of every year, this section makes the benefit changes proposed by this
act effective July 1, 1985. This section also provides for the termination
of the surtax on June 30, 1987 and makes the tax sections effective upon
passage.
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Attachment 2

TRANSITIONAL CLAIMS

/954

%/my
Claimant files a SMTWTF S
claim effective 1 23 456 7
1-8-84. 8 9 1011 1213 14 The week ending 1-14-84 is claimant's
1516 17 18 19 20 21 waiting week.
22 23 24 25 26 27 28
29 30 31
@(‘(‘/ﬂ%/
SMTWTF S
1
Claimant receives benefits through March when he returns to 2345678
work. He is laid off, reopens his claim effective 12-9-84, 9 1011121314 15
and continues to receive benefits through the week ending 1617 18 19 20 21 22
1-5-85 when his benefit year expires. 2324 2526 27 28 29
30 31

/055

He fi]es a new s M“'#N\L,JVA?-YF s
claim effective 12345
1-6-85. 6 7 8 9101112 This claim is termed a "transitional claim".
13141516 17 18 19 The claimant is in a compensable status,
2021222324 2526 ) that is, being paid benefits, at the end of
27 28 29 30 31 his prior benefit year and may continue to
receive benefits without interruption to

serve a waiting week at the beginning of
his second benefit year.

Should he be required to serve a waiting week at the beginning of his second benefit
year, the week ending 1-12-85 would become his waiting week. This requirement would
not reduce the maximum number of weeks to which he is entitled in the new benefit year,

but would only delay the receipt of benefits for one week as was the case in his 1984
benefit year. \
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1985

Submitted by:
Dave Wanzenried

Trust Fund Balance in Millions of Dollars

30

20

JUNE, 83
JuLy, 83
AUGUST, 83
Septenber, 83
Actual Balance through June 84 OCTOBER, 83
NOVENBER, 83
DECEMBER. 83
0 : JANUARY, 84
: D 7,84 | FEBRUARY, 84
MARCH, 84
:::g; fpril, 84
fAY, 84
.10 F JUNE, 84
NLY, 84
, AUCUST, 84
SEPTENDBER, 84
OCTOBER, 84
20 NOVEMBER, 84
DECEMBER, 84
JANUARY, 85
FEBRUARY, 85
NARCH, 85
_ | APRIL, 85
30 HAY, 85
June, 85

10

1-80 1-81 1-82 1-83 1-84 1-85 1-86

state Fiscal Year Qtrs.

Updsted Projection July 1984

(6 4.0n)
($ 1.61)
$ 0.9
(6 2.m)
($ 0.o4)
$ 0.6
{$3.m)
($ 6.0)
(8 9.3)
($14.60)
($12.1n)
($ 4.4)
($ 6.m)
($ a.3)
($ 0.54)
($ 4.0m)
($ 2.50)
$0.1m
($ 5.m)
($ 8.6M)
($11.41)
($19.0m)
($13.6m)
(8 6.0n)
($10.4n)

PROJECTED TRUST FUND BALANCE
(Actusl through June 84)

Projection
with

Poor
Econony

($ 4.8m)
($ 3.51)
($1.m)
(8 7.m)
($10.9m)
($15.3)
(824.m)
($21.0m)
($13.m)
(s18.@0)



TRUST FUND STATUS
(In Millions of Dollars)

ACTUAL ESTIMATED*
SFY 84 SFY 85 SFY 86 SFY 87
Beginning Balance 174.0) (6.7) {10.77 {15.5)
Contributions 57.2 59.0 62.2 65.1
Benefits 59.9 63.0 67.0 73.0
Ending Balance ( 6.7) (10.7) (15.5) (23.4)
Minimum Annual Shortfall 2.7 4.0 4.8 7.9
Add for Variables --- _ 8.0 _8.0 _ 8.0
Maximum Annual Shortfall -—- 12.0 12.8 15.9

Average Annual Shortfall '85 - '87:

Minumum 5.6

Maximum 13.6

*Based on 8/84 projections Revised 8/84



FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS OF
THE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY ADVISORY COUNCIL
APPROVED ON NOVEMBER 15, 1984

The following summarizes the final recommendations of the Employment
Security Advisory Council approved at its November 15, 1984 meeting.

TAX TABLE RATIOS - TRUST FUND BALANCE

Currently the tax table ratio at Schedule V requires a trust fund
balance of $33.6 million (based on 1983 total wages).

The Council recommends increasing the ratio at Schedule V to require
@ balance of $56.0 million.

TAX TABLE RATE CLASSES

Currently the tax table contains 7 rate classes for "eligible
.employers” and 6 rate classes for "deficit employers".

The Council proposes to increase the rate classes to 10 in each
category.

EXPERIENCE RATING PERIOD

Currently the law specifies a 3 year experience rating period.

The Council recommends changing the experience rating period to be
continuous.

SURTAX

The Council recommends a surtax to pay off outstanding federal
loans. The tax would be set by the Department of Labor and Industry
based on need to repay loans, however, it would be limited to a
maximum of .3% of total wages. The authority to impose the surtax,
to be paid in total by employers, will remain in effect until June
30, 1987.

TAXABLE WAGE BASE (TWB)

Currently at 75% of the average annual wage with a maximum increase
of $200 per year. Under current law the estimated TWB for 1985
would be $8,600.

The Council recommends increasing the TWB to 80% of the average
annual wage. The estimated TWB for 1985 would be $11,800.

AVERAGE TAX RATE (ATR)

Currently at 3.1% under Schedule X.

The Council recommends increasing the ATR to 3.3% under Schedule X.



MAXIMUM TAX RATE FOR DEFICIT EMPLOYERS *_ i gie’ﬁl

Currently at 4.4%. /ﬂ“s
The Council recommends increasing the maXimum tax rate to 6.5%.

DISQUALIFICATION - QUIT WITH GOOD CAUSE

Currently state law provides benefits for employees who quit their
job with good personal cause.

The Council recommends requiring that the cause of separation from
~ employment be attributable to the claimant's employment in order to
" qualify for benefits.

MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

- Currently the law provides that the maximum weekly benefit amount
may not exceed 60% of the state's average weekly wage. The amount
is calculated each July 1. Under current law the estimated maximum
for SFY'86 would be $178 and for SFY'87 $190.

The Council recommends imposing a "freeze" on the maximum for the
period between July 1, 1985 and December 31, 1986. This change
would freeze the maximum at $170 per week during the period.

WAITING WEEK BETWEEN TRANSITIONAL YEARS

Currently state law does not require a waiting week between transi-
tional years.

The Council recommends requiring a waiting week. During any year
in which "extended benefits" trigger on for the normal 13 week
period, the estimated savings to the Trust Fund is $.5 million.

WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

Currently state law provides for benefits equal to 50% of the
claimant's average weekly wage during his/her base period (with a
minimum and maximum provision).

The Council recommends reducing the weekly benefit amount to 497%.



TRUST FUND WORKSHEET

(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

REFERENCE OPTION SFY SFY SFY
ITEM DOCUMENT | SELECTED '85 186 'g7
] AV
BEGINNING BALANCE v \\\\\ -6.7 _ % ¢l 21
CONTRIBUTIONS-CURRENT LAW v \\\\ +59.0 - +62.2- |+65.1
N
INCREASE foA}aLB WAGE BASE ut-a | o/, T4 2.0+ 134
@
INCREASE AVERAGE TAX RATE III-C 29 46 + 421+ ¢
BENEFITS-CURRENT LAW v N -63.0 67.0 | -73.0
DiSQUALIFICATION-QUIT WITH GOOD CAUSE I1I-J YES ) +2.5 |+2.8
- : ,
1 FRELEZE AT )
FREEZE OR REDUCE MAXIMUM BENEFITS ITI-Xx |FY85 max. 8 +2.] |+ 1.5
: Yos turu Vot
]
ELIMINATE 15% PROVISION FOR MIN. BENEFITS III-1L NO g + +
REQUIRE WAITING WEEK-TRANSITIONAL CLAIMS III-M YES p P 2
| REDUCE WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT III-P 4q % P +/.3|+15
1 ’ ™0 CoVER
ADD SURTAX ON EMPLOYERS AND/OR EMPLOYEES III-N Loans + +£.5 ]+
@ Inciupes PRovISion TO Ta/CREASE
PEFic/T EmPLoyers 0 6.5% MaAx.
1 BASED ON GOOD ECONOMY -— .
ENDING BALANCE Y6 | 21.3| 3e.t
(must be calculated) BASED ON POOR ECONOMY 53 |
(Deduct $8M Per Year) ~/2.6 . 1 2.4
T CURRENT LAW ESTIMATED BALANCE BASED ON GOOD ECONOMY -10.7 -15.5 | -23.4
BASED ON POOR ECONOMY
(Deduct $8M Per Year) -18.7 -31.5 -47.4




- PRESENT SCHEDULE Exhibit 3

L ¢

UNEHPLOYIENT INSURANCE. CONTRIBUTION RATES January 29, 1.
HB 284 /
AS OF JANUARY 1, 1980 Submitted by:
SCHED. SGHED. SOED. SOHED. SOHED. SOED. SUHED. SOED. SHED.C digpzenried
I I I w v VI wII VIII XX X
um Ratic Fund to Total wages (,0150) €.0145) (.0140) (.0130) (.0120) (.0110) (,0096) (.0O75) (.005) (.....)
fverace Tax Rete 1.2 14 16 1.8 2 2.2 2.4 26 2.8 3
Rate Class CONTRIEUTION RATES FOR ELIGIBLE EMPLOVERS
1 a 2 4 6 .8 1 1.2 1.4 16 1.8
2 3 5 7 9 11 1.3 15 1.7 18 2.1
3 & .8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 2.2 2.4
4 9 11 13 15 17 1.9 21 23 25 2.7
1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3
3 1% 1.7 19 21 23 25 27 2.9 3.1 33
7 1.8 2 22 2.4 26 2.8 3 3.2 3.4 3.6
Rates for Unrated Enployers 2 22 24 26 2.8 3 3.2 34 36 3.8
CONTRIBUTION FATES FOR DEFICIT EMPLOYERS
1 21 23 25 27 2% 31 33 35 37 3.9
2 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39 41
3 25 27 29 31 33 35 3.7 3.9 41 4.3
4 2.7 2.9 31 33 35 37 3.9 41 43 4.3
s 29 31 33 35 37 39 41 &3 43 4.3
5 3.1 33 35 37 39 41 43 &3 43 4.3 '
-
7 PROPOSED
“~SOHEDLE OF
LNEIPLOVIENT INSURANCE CONTRIETION RATES
1 n v v Vi vII ViDL Ix X
~ minimam Ratio Fum to Total (.0270) (.0260) (. tms) (.0225) (.200) (.0170) (.0135) (.00%) (. oos)
Averse Yax Rate 1.4 1.6 18 2 22 2.4 26 2.8 3.2
Rate Class CONTRIBUTIOQN RATES FOR ELIGIBLE SFLOVERS
1 0 .1 3 5 7 S 11 13 15 r
2 .1 3 5 7 S 11 13 ws u7 19
3 3 5 7 S 13 L3 15 17 L% 21
4 5 7 4 1 13 15 1?2 19 2a 2.3
b3 R J 9 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.5
6 S 11 13 1% 17 19 21 23 25 2.7
7 .4 13 L5 1.7 19 231 23 25 27 23
-8 13 15 17 1% 231 23 25 27 29 3.3
9 - 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33
10 .7 A9 231 23 25 27 2% 31 33 35
2.8 3 3.2 34 36 38

Rates for Unrated Enployers 2 22 24 26

CONTRIBUTION RATES FOR DEFICIT EMPLOVERS

3.2 34 36 3.8 4 42 4.4 &6 4.8 5
34 36 3.8 N &2 44 46 4.8 5 5.2
36, 3.8 N 42 44 45 4.8 s 5.2 5.4
3.8 4 42 44 46 4.8 5 52 54 58

. 42 4.4 86 4.8 5 5.2 5.4 56 5.8
42 44 46 48 5 S2 54 56 5.8 6
44 46 4B 5 52 54 S6 58 3 6.2
46 48 5 52 5.4 56 5.8 6 6.2 6.4
4.8 5 52 54 56 58 3 62 6.4 6.4
64 64 64 64 64 64 6.4 6.8 6.4 6.4

S\DGH@WbMN)‘

TRUST FLND MINDMUM BALANCE
REQUIRED TO BE IN SCHEDWLE

(IN MILLIONS):

PRESENT LAW:
FOR CY 85 $43.508 62.05 $ 40.60 $ 37.70 $ 34.80 $ 31.90 $ 27.55 $ 21.75 § 14.50 (.....)
FOR C¥ 86 $49.50 $ 47.85 $ 46.20 $ 42.90 $ 39.60 $ 36.30 $ 31.35 $ 24.75 § 16.50 (..... )
FOR Cy 87 $ 54.00 $ 52.20 $ 50.40 $ 46.80 $ 43.20 $ 39.60 $ 34.20 § 27.00 § 18.00 (..... )

PROPOSED LAW:
FOR Cv &5 $78.30S 75.40 % 71.05 $ 65.25 $58.00 $ 45.30 8 39.15 § 27.55 $ 14.50 (..... )
FOR C¥ 86 $89.10 $ 85.80 $ 80.85 § 74.25 $ 66.00 §56.10 $ 44.55 $ 31.35 8 16.50 (..... )
FCR CY 87 $97.20$92.60 $88.20 $ 81.00$ 72.00 $61.20 3 48.60 $ 34.20$18.00 (..... 3}
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The counc:l, comprised of

17 members, representing

<iness, labor, and both

es of the legisiature has
osed:

—the charging of a surtax
te pay off outstanding
federal loans. The tax would
be set by the Department of
Labor and Industry based on
need to repay loans, but
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- Becoming Solvent

By Evelyn Pyburn

The Employment Security
Advisory Council has sub-
mitted recommendations to
the governor as to how the
state can put its Unemploy-
ment Compensation Fund
back into the black.

Governor Ted Schwind

tion of a surtax, the raising
of the taxable wage base,
raising the “deficit” tax rate

The recommendations do
represent a concensus of the
Council according to a coun-
cil member, James Hughes,
Director of Government
Relations for M N

and some curbing of
benefits.
Governor Schwinden has

sent a letter to all Montana
legislators endorsing the
s

appointed the councii last
April, following aborted at-
termpts in the 1981 and 1983
Legislatures to deal with the
ever-growing gap and
mounting deficit of the fund.

The Council's recommen-

.UTi_émrrTﬁlvd‘i/ment*F und
Filling the Gap

limited to a maximum of .3
percent of total wages. The
surtax would be sunsetted in
1987.

—the raising of the tax-
able wage base, currently at
75 percent of the average
annual wage with a max-
imum increase of $200 per
year. The r dati

Council's

according to David E.
Wanzenried, Commissioner
of the Montana Department
of Labor and Industry.

“The package represents
significant concessions that
were absent before,” com-

Bell,
but other aspects of the issue
that were not addressed by
the council because of their
“divided interests,” such as
strikers’ benefits, are also
likely to be presented to the
Legislature from other
quarters, predicied Hughes.

The Council was reluctant
to tamper with the over-all
structure of the Unemploy-

Means Paying More

gram, according to Hughes,
saying that the deficit has
been growing due, in large
part, to the “extraordinary
circumstances encountered
by the state’s economy dur-
ing the past few years.”
“We tried to deal with the
paying back of the federal
loans as a problem separate
from that of making the
fund solvent on an on-going
basis,” he said. "We felt that
it didn’t make sense to mess
with what has otherwise
been essentially a workable

mented Wanzenried. ment Ci

benefit amount to 49 percent
iof the claimant's average
weekly wage during their
base period. Currently
benefits equal 50 percent.

The surtax and rate in-
creases will hit hardest the
“higher paying employers,”
rent taxable wage base is pointed out Hughes, who
$8,400, which would become ;dded, “This acts as a sort of
$8,600 in 1985, under cur- pajance to other inequities,”
rent law. The proposed, referring to the fact that
change would elevate that i ;any of these are the
figure to $11,800, retroac- Iemployers whose empioyees
tively to Jan. 1, 1985, and gccqunt for the largest drain
indexing  would be i benefits.

eliminated.) However, among those

would increase that limit to
B0 percent of the average
annual wage base. (The cur-

ing the average paying the higher rates are
tax rate, currently at 3.1 gl56 new businesses, who
percent to 3.3 percent and 15t do so for the first three
i ing the m M yearsinb until they
tax rtate for deficit guen an experience rating.”
employers from 4.4 percent  Cagh flow problems with
to 6.5 percent. the unemployment compen-
The package of recommen-  gation fund is nothing new,
dations also includes some gecording to Wanzenried.
curbs to benefits, which in-  The state has frequently had
clude among others: ' to make temporary ioans
—a “freeze” on the Max- from the federal government
imum weekly benefit for the 1 1meet benefit demands,
period between July 1, 1985 4,,ring periods when the
and December 31, 1986.. gomunds exceeded
Currently the law provides ; payments into the fund.
that the maximum weekly ' * Thoge periods are usually
benefit amount may not ex- | guring winter months when
ceed 60 percent of the state’s | ¢inpjoyment und payments
average weekly wage. That {16 the fund drop and the
amount is projected to in- bers of ployed and
crease Lo $178 for fiseal yeur  4heir subsequent demand for
1986 and to $190 for fiscal penefits increase.
year 1987. The freeze would ‘Augmenting the situation,
hold the figure at the cur- y,ywaver, during the past
rent $170. few years has been the
d 1 d ds placed on
. the fund as a result of poor
economic conditions in the
state and major cutbacks in
employment due to business
(ailures.

—the lification as
being eligible for benefits
those employees who quit

“with good personal cause."
Currently under state law
such employees may still
draw benefits. The new Underscoring the problem
recommendations require goficits, is a change in
that the cause of separation | fojoral policy which now re-
f"."" employment _be “,'" quires states to pay interest
tributable to tl_le claimant’s ;' he money borrowed for

employment in order t0 ypemployment insurance.
qualify fo_r benefits. The interest rate charged
—reducing the weekly gually hovers around 10
percent, according te

- Wanzenried.

In 1983 Montana had to
borrow $7.8 million from the
federa! government Lo meet
demands on the fund. [n
1984 the state had to borrow
an additionai $7.2 million,
making a grand total of $15
million.

The state hus since paid
$680,000 in interest incur-
red on Lhe 1983 loun and has
repaid the principle of the
1984 loan, the interest on
which the federal govern-
ment forgave.

The state’s ability to repay
the 1984 loan is due to the
Nuke of an open winter last
year, which resulted in
higher-than-usual
employment—a situatien
not to be counted on in the
future, pointed out Hughes.

Looking ominously before
the state, however, is the
repayment of the 1983 prin-

pro-

on Page 6)

cipal of $7.8 million. Accor-
ding to Wanzenried, federal
law requires the repayment
of the principle within two
years, making it due in
1985,

If the state fails to do
something to rectify the cur-
rent situation, according to
Wanzenried, the federal
government will reduce the
Montana FUTA tax credit
by .3 percent per year, ap-
plying the $4 million
generated to the principle of
the loan.

The .3 percent reduction
would reduce the states 2.7
percent rating, to 2.4 per-
cent. Montana employers
“save" $36 million annual-
ly as a result of the current
rating, according to
Wanzenried.

But repaying the principle
of the 1983 loan is not all
that will be confronting the
atate.

The fund will probably
have to borrow additional

money from the federal
government before the end
of the 1985 fiscal year.

In fact, if the state does
nothing to chanye the cur.
rent situation, the Council’s
projections are that the
state’s unemployment com-
pensation fund could be in
debt from $10.7 million to
$18.7 million by the end of
{iscal year ‘85, depending on
economic conditions—and by
the end of 1987's fiscal year
from $23.4 million to $47.4
million.

However, under the pro-
pased recommendations, the
fund is projected to be out of

* the red by 1986—minus bet-
ween $4.6 million and $12.6
million. again depending on
economic conditions by the
end of fiscal year '85.

By the end of fiscal year
1987 the fund is projected to
be operating in the black
between $12.4 million and
$36.4 million, under the pro-
posed recommendatiouns.
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BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
Duration in
52-week period
Qualifying Size of
wage or Computation Proportion | Benefit firm (1 1985
employment | Wait- of wba Wba for Earnings | of base- for worker in Taxable
State (number X ing (fraction of total unem- disre-~ period total un- specified wage
wba or as week?2 hqw or as ployment4 garded5 wages omployment7 time and/ base
indicat- indicated) or gize of
ed)l 1/3/ Min. Max. Min,8 Max. payroll)15
Ala 1-1/2-x 0 1/24 $22 $120 $15 1/3 11+ 26 20 wks, $ 8,000
hqw; not
less than
$774.01
Alaska | $1,000; 1 3.8-0.95% of | 38-62 188- 3/4 Weighted 716 726 any time 21,800
wages in annual 260 wages schedule
2 gtrs.” wages, + $24 over $50 | of bpw in
per dep., up relation
to $72 to hgw
Ariz. 1-1/2 x 1 1725 40 115 $15 1/3 12+ 26 20 wks 7,000
hgw;
$1,000 in
HQ.
Ark., 35 x wha; 1 1/52 of 2 40 154 2/5 1/3 12 26 10 days 7,500
wages in highest gtrs
2 qtrs. up to
86-2/3% of
State awwl?
calif 8 wks, 1 1/24-1/33 30 166 Lesser 1/2 712+ 726 over $100 7,000
employment of $25 in any qtr.
at $20 & and 25%
BP wages of wages
of $900 or
total BP
wages of
31,200
Colo. 40 1 60% of 1/26 25 206 1/4 wba 1/3 7+-13 26 13 wks or 8,000
of claim- $500 in €Q
ant's 2
highest gqtrs
up to 50% of
State aww
conn. 40 0 1/26, up to 15-22 180- 2/3 uniform 726 726 20 wks. 7,100
60% of State 230 wages
aww + $10
per dep, up
to 1/2 wba
or 5 deps.
Del. 36 0 1/78 of 3 20 165 Greater 1/2 18 26 20 wks,. 8,000
highest gtrs of $10 '
of BP, up to or 30%
66-2/3% of of wba
State
awwl3,17
D.C. 1-1/2 x 1 1/23 + $5 26 2064 1/5 172 17 26 Any time 8,000
hgw; not per dep. up wages
less %han to $2017
$900; $300
in 1 gtr.
Fla, 20 wks, 1 1/2 claim- 10 150 $5 1/2 wks. 10 26 20 wks. 7,000
employment ant's aww employment
at average
of $20 or
mote

i
d
[
1
i
d
- 3
3
]
]
i
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BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
Duration in
52-week period
Qualifying Size of
wage or Computation Proportion Benefit - firm (1 1985
employment wait- of wba Wba for Earnings of base- weeks for worker in Taxable
State (number X ing (fraction of total unem- disre- period total un- specified vage
wba or as week? hqw or as ployment4 garded5 wages6 employment7 time and/ base
indicat-~ indicated) or size of
edq)t 173/ Min. Max. Min.8 Max. payroll)l5
Ga. 1-1/2 x 12 1/25 $27 $125 $8 1/4 4 26 20 wks $ 7,000
hgw
Hawaii 30; 14 wks 1 1/25 up to 5 194 $2 Uniform 726 726 Any time 15,100
employment 66-2/3% of
b State aww
Idaho 1-1/2 x 1 1/26 up to 45 173 1/2 wba Weighted 10 26 20 wks, or 15,000
hqw; not 60% of State schedule $300 in any
less than aww of bpw in quarter
$1,144.01 relation
in 1 qtr.; to hgw
wages in 27
qtrs,
Itt. $1,600; 1 48% of 51 161~ 1/2 wba Uniform 26 26 20 wks. 8,500
$440 out- claimant aww 209
side HQ in 2 highest
gtrs. up to
48% of State
awwl2
Ind. 1-1/4 x 1 4.3% of high 40 84-141 Greater 1/4 9+ 26 20 wks., 7,000
hgw; not gtr. wage of $3 or
less than cregits3 20% of
$1,500; wba from
$900 in other
last 2 than BP
qtrs. employer
Iowa 1-1/4 x 0 3/12/ 22-27 143- 1/4 wba 1/3 11+ 26 20 wks. 11,200
hqw; 3.5 176
of State
aww in HQ:
1.75% of
State aww .
outside HQ
Kans, 30; wages 1 4.25% of hgw 43 175 $8 1/3 10 26 20 wks, 8,000
in 2 qtrs. up to 60% of
State aww
Ky. 1-1/2 x 0 1.185% of BP 22 140 1/5 1/3 15 26 20 wks. 8,000
hqw; 8 x wages up to wages
wba in 55% of State - |
last 2 aww i
qtrs; $750 H
in 1 g*r. !
and $750
in other
qtrs.
La. 1-1/2 x 1 1/20- 10 205 Lesser 2/5 12 26 20 wks, 7,000
hqw 1/2513.17 of 1/2
wba or
$50
Maine 2 x annual 1 1/22 up o 22-27 139- $10 1/3 T+-22 26 20 wks. 7,000
aww in 52% of 208
each of 2 State aww
qtrs. & 6 +$5 per
X annual dep. %o 1/2
aww in BP wba




BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
N buration in
¥ 52-week period
Qualifying Size of
N wage or Computation Proportion | Benefit firm (1 1985
N employment | Wait- of wba wba for Earnings | of base- weeks for worker in Taxable
State (number X ing (fraction of total unem- disre~ period total un- specified wage
wba or as week2 hgw or as ployment4 gardpd5 wages6 emploympnt7 time and/ base
indicat-~ indicated) or size of
- ed)! 3/ Min, Max. Min.8 Max. payroll)!s
Md. 1-1/2 x 0 1/24 + $3 25-28 4175 $35 Uniform 26 26 Any time $ 7,000
hqw: per dep. up
$576.01 in to $12
1 qtr;
wages in 2
qtrs.
Mass. 30; not 1 1/21~1/26 up | 14-21 196- 40% not 364 9+-30 30 13 wks. 7,000
less than to 57.5% of 294 less
$1,200 State aww, than $10
a + $6 per nor more
dep, up to than $30
172 wba3
Mich. 20 wks. 0 65% of 54 197 Up to 3/4 wks. 15 26 20 wks. or 9,000
employment claimant's 1/2 employment $1,000 in
at 30 x after tax wha’ cY
state min. earnings
hourly (ATE) up to
wagell a maximum of
58% of State
aww,17
Minn. 15 wks. %1 12/ 52 198 $25 7/10 wks. 11 26 20 wks. 10,300 -
employment employment
at 30% of
State aww
Miss. 40; $780 1 1/26 30 115 $5 1/3 13+ 26 20 wks. 7,000
in 1 gq%r.
wages in 2
¢ qtrs.
Mo. 1-1/2 «x 91 4.5% 14 120 $10 1/3 10 26 20 wks. 8,000
hgw; $300
in 1 g*rc;
wages in
2 qtrs,
Mont., 20 wks. 1 1/2 claim- 42 171 172 Weighted 8 26 Over $500 8,600
employment ant's aww up wages in schegdule in current
at $50 or to 60% of excess of bpw in or preced-
more State aww of 1/4 relation ing year
wba to hgw
Neb, $600; $200 1 1/17-1/24 12 120 1/2 wba 1/3 17 26 20 wks. 7,000
in each of
2 qtrs.,
Nev, 1-1/2 x 0 1/25, up to 16 162 1/4 1/3 12+ 26 $225 in any 11,100
hgw 50% of State wages qtr,
aww
N.H. $1,700; 0 1.8-1.2% of 26 141 1/5 wba Uniform 26 26 20 wks. 7,000
$8930 in annual wages
each of 2
qtrs,
N.J. 20 wks. % 60% of clai- 20 4203 Greater 3/4 wks. 15 26 $1,000 in 10,100
employment mant's aww of $5 or employment any year
at 15% of + d.a. up to 1/5 wba
aww; or 56-2/3% of \
12 x aww State aww



* BENEPITS - COVERAGE TAXES
‘V Duration in
, 52-week period
- Qualifying Size of .
wage or | Computation Proportion Benefit firm (1 1985
employment | wWait- of wba wba for Earnings { of base- weeks for worker in Taxable
State (number X ing (fraction of total unem- disre- period total un- specified wage
wba or as week2 hqw or as ployment4 garded5 wages§ employment7 time and/ base
indicat- indicated) or size of
ed)l vy Min. | Max. Min.8 Max. | payroil)ls
: N.Mex 1-1/4 x 1 1/26; not $30 $150 1/5 wba 3/5 19 26 20 wks. or $106,000
-~ hgw less than $450 in any
108 nor more gtr.
than 50% of
: State aww
. N-Y. 20 wks. 11, 67-50% of 40 180 11/ Uniform 26 26 $300 in any 7,000
employment claimant's qtr.
at minimum aww
1 average of
f’ $80 or
- more 10 »
N.C. 1-1/2 x 1 1/52 of 2 15 167 10% aww Weighted 13~26 26 20 wks. 8,700
hqw not highest qtrs in 2 schedule
less than up to highest of bpw in
6 x State 66-2/3% of qtrs. relation
aww State . to hgw
awwl?2
N.Dak 1-1/2 x 1 1/52 of the 60 185 1/2 wba Weighted 12 26 20 wks. 10,700
hgw 2 highest schedule
qtrs; up to of bpw in
65% of the relation
state aww to hqw
g
B ohio 20 wks, 91 1/2 claim- 10 147~ 1/5 wba 20 x wba; 20 26 20 wks. 8,000
employment ant's aww + 233 wba for
) at 37 x d.a. of $1- each
{ min. hour- $86 based on credit wk.
. 1y wage claimant’s in excess
o aww and of 20
number of
dep.3:15r17
Jkla. 1-1/2 x 1 1/25 up to 16 197 87 508 of 20+14 2614 20 wks. 7,000
hgw; not 66-2/3% of 18/ taxable
less than State aww wage
$3,000 in 18/
BP; $7,000
Jreg. 18 wks; 1 1.25% of bpw 47 204 1/3 wba 1/3 747 267 18 wks. or 13,000
not less up to 64% of $225 in any
than State aww ’ qtr.
$1,000 in
i BP
Pa. 37 + - 40; 1 1/23-1/25 up $35- 224~ Greater At least 16 26 Any time 8,000
2 $800 in HQ to 66-2/3% 40 232 of $6 or 16 credit
. and $1,320 of State aww 18/ 408 wba wks, for
- in BP; at + 85 for 1 min., 18
least 20% dep; $3 fqr for max.
of bpw 2d :
. outside HQ
& PoR. 40 x wba 1 1/11-1/26; 7 95 wba Uniform 720 720 Any time All Wages
not less up to 50% of
than $280; State aww
$75 in 1
qtr.;
wages in 2
qtrs.
*



BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
purdtion in
52-week period
Qualifying Size of
wage or Computation Proportion Benefit firm (1 1985
employment | Wait- of wba Wba for Earnings of base- weeks for worker in Taxable
State {number X ing (fraction of total unem- disre- period total un-~ specified wage
wba or as week?2 hgw or as ployment4 garded® wagesb employment? time and/ base
indicat- indicated) or size of
ed)l 173/ Min. Max. Min.B Max. payroll)l5
R.I. 20 wks, 1 55% of 37-42 | $174- $5 3/5 wks. 12 26 Any time $10,600
employment claimant's 194 employment
at $67 or aww up to
more; or 60% of State
$4,020 aww, + $5
per dep. up
to $20
S.C. 1-1/2 x 1 1/26 up to 21 125 1/4 wba 1/3 14 26 20 wks. 7,000
hgqw; not 66-2/3% of
less than State aww
$900; $540 -
in 1 qtr.
S.pak, $728 in 1 1/26 up to 28 129 1/4 1/3 18+ 26 20 wks. 7,000
HQ:; 30 x 62% of State wages up
wba out- awwl? to wba
side HQ
Tenn, 40; 1 1/25-1/31 30 120 $30 1/4 12 26 20 wks. 7,000
$754.01 in of average 2 ‘
highest 2 highest qtrs
gqtrs.
Tex. 1-1/2 x 91 1/2516 29 189 Greater 27% 12+ 26 20 wks. 7,000
hgw not of $5 or
less than 1/4 wba
$500 or
2/3 PICA
tax base
Utah 1-1/2 x 1 1/26 up to 46 186 3/10 wba 27% 10 26 $140 in CQ 12,100
hqw; bpw 60% of State in current
of 8 x aww or preced-
State ing cY
aaw
Vol 26+-30; 1 1/23-1/2513 15 110 1/4 Uniform 26 26 Any time 8,000
not less wages in
than $99 excess
in 1 qtr. of $5
and wages
in 2 qtrs,
Ve, 20 wks. 1 1/2 claim- 18 146 $15 +483 Uniform 26 26 20 wks. 8,000
employment ant's aww for each
at $35 or for high- dep. up
more est 20 wks to 5
up to 60% of
state awwl?
Va. 50; wages 0 1/50 of the 54 150 $25 1/3 12 26 20 wks. 7,000
in 2 qtrs. 2 highest
qtrs,




BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
buration in
52-week period
Qualifying Size of
wage or Computation Proportion Benefit firm (1 1985
employment wWait-~ of wba Wba for Earnings of base- weeks for worker in Taxable
State (numbet X ing (fraction of total ynem- disre- period total un- specified wage
wba or as week? hqw or as ployment4 gardedd | wagesb employment” time and/ base
indicat- indicated) or size of
ed)l 1/3/ Min, Max. Min,B Max. payroll)1s
wash. 680 hours 1 1/25 of $51 $185 1/4 1/3 16+~ 30 Any time $10,000
average of 2 wages in 30
highest qtrs. excess
wages up to of $5
55% of State
aww 17
W.va. $1,150 and 1 1.5-1.0% of 18 225 $25 Uniform 28 28 20 wks, 8,000
wages in 2 annual wages
qtrs. up to 70% of
State aww
Wwisc. 18 weeks 0 50% of 37 196 67% 8/10 wks. 1-14+ 26 20 wks., 9,500
employment claimant's wages employment
at 30% of aww up to over
State aww 66-2/3% of $20°
State
awwl?
Wyo. 5% of 1 4% of hgw up 34 183 Greater 3/10 12-26 26 $500 in 9,500
State aaw to 55% of of $15 current or
in HQ and State aww or 1/2 preceding
8% of 18/ wba cyY
State aaw
in BP




lwpekly benefit amount abbreviated in columns
and footnotes as wba; base period, BP;
base-period wages, bpw; high quarter, HQ;
high-quarter wages, hqw; average annual wage,
aaw; average weekly wage, aww; benefit year, BY;
calendar quarter, CQ; calendar year, CY;
dependent, dep.; dependents allowances, da.;
minimum, min.; maximum, max.; quarter, gtr.;
week, wk.

25nless otherwise noted, waiting period same
for total or partial unemployment. In Ga. no
waiting week if claimant unemployed not through
own fault.

3When States use weighted high-quarter,
annual-wage, or average weekly-wage formula,
approximate fractions or precentages figured at
midpoint of lowest and highest normal wage
brackets. When da provided, fraction applies to
basic wba.: In States noted variable amounts
above max. basic benefits limited to claimants
with specified number of dep. and earnings in
excess of amounts applicable to max. basic

wba.. In Ind. da. paid only to claimants with
earnings in excess of that needed to qualify for
basic wba and who have 1-4 deps.. In lowa, and
Nhio claimaits may be eligible for augmented
amount at all benefit levels but benefit amounts
above basic max. available only to claimants in
dependency classes whose hgw or aww are higher
than that required for max. basic benefit. 1In
Mass. for claimant with aww in excess of $66 wha
computed at 1/52 of 2 highest quarters of
earnings or 1/26 of highest quarter if claimant
has no more than 2 quarters work,

4when 2 amounts given, higher includes da..
Higher for min. wba includes max. allowance for
one dep.,. In D.C., Md., and N.J., same max.
with or without dep.

5In computing wba for partial unemployment, in
States noted full wba paid if earnings are less
than 1/2 wba; 1/2 wba if earnings are 1/2 wba
but less than wba,

6states noted have weighted schedule with
percent of benefits based on bottom of lowest
and highest wage brackets.

Tpenefits extended under State program when
unemployment in State reaches specified levels;
Alaska, Calif., by 50%; Conn. by 13 weeks,
Oreg. (until June 29, 1985), by 25%. 1In Hawaii
benefits extended by 13 weeks when a manmade or
disaster causes damage to either the State as a
whole or any of its counties and creates an
unemployment problem involving a substantial
number of persons and families. In P.R.
benefits extended by 32 weeks in certain
industries, occupations or establishments when
special unemployment situation exists. Benefits
also may be extended during periods of high
unemployment by 50%, up to 13 weeks, under
Federal-State Extended Compensation Program.

8For claimants with min, qualifying wages and
min. whba, When two amounts shown, range of
duration applies to claimants with min,
qualifying wages in BP; longer duration applies
with min, wba; shorter duration applies with
max. possible concentration of wages in HQ;
therefore highest wba possible for such BP
earnings, Wisc., determines entitlement
separately for each employer. TLower end of
range applies to claimants with only 1 week of
work at qualifying wage; upper end to claimants
with 18 weeks or more of such wages.

9wai‘:ing period compensable if claimant
unemployed after 9 consecutive weeks, Mo.; when
benefits are payable for third week following
waiting period, N.J.; after benefits paid
equaling 3 x wba, Tex.; after any 4 weeks in BY,
Minn.; after 3d week of total unemployment, (for
CY's 1984 and 1985 no benefits will be paid for
the waiting week) Ohio.

100y 15 weeks in last year and 40 weeks in
last 2 years of aww of $80 or more, N.Y.; 14
weeks of employment and BP wages equal to 20 x
the State aww, Mich.

llpor N.Y., waiting period is 4 effective days
accumulated in 1-4 weeks; partial benefits 1/4
wba for each 1 to 3 effective days. Effective
days: fourth and each subsequent day of total
unemployment in week for which not more than
$180 is paid, ’

1270 554 state aww if claimant has nonworking
spouse; 62.4% if he has dep. child, Ill.;
1/19-1/23 up to 65% of State aww for claimants
with dep., Iowa; 60% of first $85, 40% of next
$85, 50% of balance of individual's aww; max.
set at 66-2/3%, Minn., 60% of aww if fund ratio
is less than 5.5%; however, the max. wba may not
be less than the max., in effect for the previous
year, N.C.

13Up to 66-2/3% of State aww, La.; up to 50%
of State aww, V.I.; 63% until July 1985, Del..

l4pyration can be as low as 10 wks. for
individuals with only one BP ER, Okla..

1541,500 in any cQ in current or preceding CY.
unless otherwise specified.

164ax, amount adjusted annually: by same
percentage increase as occurs in State aww
(ohio) by $7 for each $10 increase in average
weekly wage of manufacturing production workers
(Texas).

17Reginning July 1, 1985, the max. will be
computed at 60 percent of the 1984 State aww;
beginning January 1, 1986, 66-2/3 percent of the
1984 State aww and beginning July 1, 1986,
66-2/3 .percent of the State aww for the
preceding CY, Artk.. The min. and max. wba's are
frozen indefinitely, La. and Wisc.. The max.
wba is frozen until July 1985, Del., and Wash:
until January 1986, D.C. and Ohio; until June
1986, Vt.; until January 1987, Mich.; and
indefinitely, S.pak..

18The wba may be reduced by 5% depending on

the solvency of the fund, Pa.; wba's over $90
will be reduced to 85% of the computed amount
when revenues in the fund are inadequate to pay
benefits, Wyo.; the greater of $197 or 60%,
57.5%, 55%, 52.5% or 50% of State aww of the
second preceding CY depending on the condition
of the fund, Okla.
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UNEMPLOYMENT TAX AND BENEFIT POLICIES
PERTINENT CALCULATIONS UNDER CURRENT LAW

AVERAGE WAGES

1. Average annual wage = total wages covered by unemployment insurance
total employees covered by unemployment insurance

$14,888.71 (for CY 1983)

2. Average weekly wage = Average annual wage
52

$286.32 (for CY 1983)

TAXES

Taxable wage base = 75% of average annual wage but T1imited to

grow by no more than $200 per year under current law.

1]

$8,600 (for CY 1985)
= $11,200 (without $200 1imitation)

BENEFITS

1. Maximum weekly benefit amount = Average weekly wage X .60

$171.00 (for FY 1985)

2. Average weekly benefit amount (calendar year) = Total benefits paid
52

$124.00 (for CY 1984)

3. Minimum weekly benefit amount = Average weekly wage X .15

$42.00 (for FY 1985)

January 29, 1985
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Submitted by:
Jim Hughes
STATE OF MONTANA

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 5-84

EXECUTIVE ORDER CREATING THE
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY ADVISORY COUNCIL

I, Ted Schwinden, Governor of the State of Montana, by virtue of the
authority vested in me in accordance with section 2-15-122, MCA, do hereiby
create the Employment Security Advisory Council. This council shall replace
the Employment Security Division Advisory Council established in 1981 by
the Commissioner of the Department of Labor and Industry.

I. PURPOSE

The Council shall advise the Department of Labor and [ndustry in the
formulation of unemployment insurance and job service policies and led'{slation.

Specifically, the council shall review the unemployment insurance h
benefit and tax system, its current deficit, and recommend a legislative
solution to the Governor prior to the 1985 Legislature .

1. COMPOSITION

The council shall consist of 17 members who shall serve at the pleasure

of the Governor. The name and addresses of the appointed members are:

Business
Forrest H. Boles James R. Hughes
P.O. Box 1730 560 N. Park, Rm 401
Helena, MT 59624 Helena, MT 59601
George E. Allen Robert A. Durkee
P.O. Box 440 P.O. Box 851
Helena, MT 59624 Helena, MT 539624
Dennis C. Elder John S. Romasko
Drawer 7 P.O. Box B
Bonner, MT 59823 East Helena, MT 59635

Labor

Frea Sides Mariyrin A, Kuder
Box 1642 P.O. Box 144
Gt. Falls, MT 59401 Kalispell, MT 59901
Jerry L. Driscoll Howard Rosenleaf
4344 Stone P.O. Box 1297

Billings, MT 59101 Anaconda, MT 59711



g

Don Judge Jim Roberts
Box 1176 Box 3745
Helena, MT 59624 Butte, MT 58701

Public/Legislative

Rep. Hal Harper Rep. Gene Donaldson
#9 Comstock Rd. 3890 Heiberg Dr.
Helena, MT 59601 Helena, MT 59601
Sen. David Fuller Sen. Gary C. Aklestad
1030 Sierra Rd. West Box 32

Helena, MT 59601 Galata, MT 59444

Gordon E. Bollinger
1705 Butte Avenue
Helena, MT 59601
Mr. Bollinger shall serve as Chairman.
1. COMPENSATION
Council members shall be compensated by the Department of Labor and

Industry as provided by section 2-15-122(5), MCA.

IV. STAFF ASSISTANCE

The Council shall be staffed by the Department of Labor and iIndustry
askdirected by the Commissioner of the Department.
V. DURATION
“ This Council shall exist for a period of two years from the effective
date of this order unless extended by executive order. This order is

effective immediately.

GIVEN under my hand and the GREAT

SEA e State of Montana, this
day of April, in the year of

our Lord, One Thousand Nine Hundred

I A TEO-SCHWINDEN, Governor

/ \
ATTEST: y

.
o (bt
@LTERMIR‘E, Secretary of State

-2-
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HB 284

Submitted by:
F.H. Boles

MONTANA CHAMBER CF COMMERCE

P. 0. BOX 1730 . HELENA, MONTANA 59624 . PHONE 442-2405

Testimony
in support of
HB 284 with minor changes
by
F. H. Boles, President
Montana Chamber of Commerce
January 29, 1985

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am Forrest H.
Boles, President of the Montana Chamber of Commerce. The Montana
Chamber of Commerce generally supports HB 284. It is important,
though, to review the impacts of the changes in the UC system
contained in this legislation and consider a relatively minor
amendment to insure that excessive UC taxes are not collected
-from Montana employers once our current deficit situation is
taken care of.

As you know, this legislation would impose a nearly 40% increase
in taxes on those employers who pay thier employees more than
$11,800 a year regardless of their employment record or demands
on the trust fund. In addition, employers paying the maximum
tax rate (currently 4.%%) would have their tax rate increased

by very nearly 50%. These are dramatic, significant changes and
generate additional income to the fund that will, if the economy
continues as projected, restore the fund to a high degree of
solvency in two short years. In addition, employers will be
asked to pay a surtax on total wages to meet the requirements of
interest and principle payments on an annual basis for any out-
standing loans the state may have with the federal government.

As an employer representative on the Employment Security Advisory
Council that developed the recommendations largely contained in
this legislation and as a representative of business interests
across the state I have participated in dozens and dozens of
meetings on this issue over the last two years. Employers recog-
nize the need for additional revenues for the UC trust fund. They
are strong in their position, however, that excessively high
balances not be generated. The new schedule of ratio of fund

to total wages raises significantly the balances required in the
fund to "trigger down" from schedule to schedule to give em-
ployers the benefit of lower tax rates. Retaining the current
fund ratio percentages would have little impact on the program

as a whole but would help alleviate employers concerns regarding
excessive fund balances. I suggest that the committee consider
on Page 6, Lines 19 and 20 and on Page 8, Lines 17 and 18 that
the ratio of fund to total wages in existing law, that is .0150
in Schedule 1, .0145 in Schedule 2 and so on through Schedule 9
at .0050 be retained and the suggested new ratio percentages,



Testimony

F. H. Boles

HB 284

January 29, 1985
Page 2

" that is .0270 in Schedule 1 and .0260 in Schedule 2 and so forth
through . 0095 in Schedule 8, not be adopted.

I feel it important to bring the concerns of employers regarding
excessive trust fund balances to the Committee. Certainly you
have the option of changing the taxation levels to deal with
that concern. The proposed changes I outlined are one way of
doing it.

Thank you for your attention.

/889
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UNEMPLOYMENT THSURANCE HBHESZY 29 198§'
Submitted by:
Phil Strope

OCTOBER 1980 = SEPTEMBER 1983

PERCENT BY INDUSTRY

ANALYSIS OF CONTRIBUTIONS

OCT."80 - SFEPT'83

"n '
Manutadturing

Construction........ 12.7%
Mining.............. -8.0%
TOTAQ‘ 35.3%

ANALYSIS OF BENEFITS PAID
OCT'80 - SEPT'83

Construction........ 25.7%
Manufacturing....... 21.9%
Mining.............. 17.5%

TOTAL 65.1%

L P h

Figures supplied by the State of Montana, Department of Labor & Industry.

Reprinted from report prepared by the Montana Innkeepers Association
attorney, Philip W. Strope.
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4-T FOREST PRCDUCTS INCORPCRATED
- SLETTEN CONSTRUICTION COMPANY .
"'BEYERS GENERAL CONSTRUCTORS ImTED

=~ HJTTIG SASH & DOOR G}PMN '

~ DANA CORFCRATION
~ PETER KIEWIT SONS (II‘PPNY
"UNION BOILER COMPANY °

~ WICK BUILDING SYSTEMS .
-~ CLARK BROTHERS CONTRACTORS e

- "CROW TRIEBE CONTRACTS & ADMINISTRATION

NATIO\N. CENTER FOR APWRIATE TED-NJ..(I;Y
'SUNRISE CONSTRUCTION OOMPANY IwamATm
! COMBUSTION ENGINEER INCORPCRATED

RAKES CECRGE INCORPORATED
1014




Exhibit 10
January 29, 1985

Executive Office

HB 2§4 P.O. Box 440
Submitted by: 34 West Sixth
George Allen Helena, MT 59624

Phone (406) 442-338w

TESTIMONY
HB 284

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is George Allen. I am a registered lobbyist for
the Montana Retail Association and I am here today in
support of HB 284.

As you know, our trust fund balance is in trouble. It is
imperative that we do something this year to correct the
problems we have with the unemployment insurance fund.

Our present law is very unfair and inequitable. I'd 1like
to call your attention to the attached graph which shows
three industries contribute about one-third of the total
fund and make <claims against that fund in excess of
two~-thirds. At the same time vyou <can see the amount
contributed by the retail industry and the small «claims )
that we make against the fund. .

I guess 1if you wanted to build a totally fair
contributions schedule you would tax total salaries and
reduce the percentage. At the present time there is a
large group of employers 1in the state who are paying
unemployment insurance tax on 100% of their payroll, while

we see others paying on 30% or 40% of their payroll. The
political reality of taxing total wages 1is Jjust not
possible.

After having hundreds of hours of debate, traveling
thousands of miles and holding many, many meetings, the

bill you have before you today 1is a good compromise.
There are obviously things we would have liked to have had
in the bill that are not there. 1I'm sure there are going
to be some attempts to amend the bill to satisfy the
special interest. I sincerely hope you will resist the
attempts to amend this bill with one exception.

The bill calls for a balance in schedule 5 to be in the
neighborhood of $56,000. Our present law regquires an
average balance of $33,000. If the new rate schedule is
adopted, this will generate sufficient funds and move



Page Two
HB 284

quickly enough so there is no need for that large balance sitting
in the state coffers.

The technical part of this bill has been adequately explained by Mr.
Wanzenried. The ane thing that I would like to emphasize 1is, what
we have here is a compromise bill, it's been adequately debated,

we strongly recommend it's passage.

Pespectfully
D e

o /
Cu'"”“\‘ﬂ-\ M (/ /é/ L/(j/’
p (;/
&~'5George Allen
Executive Vice President
Montana Retail Association.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE i
APRIL 1979 — MARCH 1982
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Analysis of Contributions g
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Analysis of Benefits Paid
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Exhibit 11,4
January 29 19§

WOMEN’S LOBBYIST
FUND Foen 1 s

449-7917 i

Januéry 30, 1985

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF HB 284, WITH PROPOSED AMENDMENT

My name is Anne Brodsky and I am here today to speak on behalf of
the Women's Lobbyist Fund (WLF) in support of HB 284 with amend-
ments as I will explain.

The WLF commends the hard work put forth by all those involved in
reaching a balanced proposal to eliminate the unemployment insurance
trust fund's anticipated deficit. However, the WLF must take

objection to Section 8 of the bill because Section 8 places the brunt g
carried by workers on primarily women workers. Section 8 disqualifies
for benefits a person who has left work for good cause not attributable
to his or her employment. The reason for our opposition to this
provision is that most benefits received under the present "good

cause" law that are not attributable to the individual's employment

are received under a "quit to follow" situation. The Department of
Labor has indicated that for calendar year 1984, 1268 individuals \qg

"Mr. Chairman and Members of the House Business and Labor Committee: ?

who qualified for u.i. benefits qualified under a "quit to follow"
circumstance. Although I could not get any hard and fast statistics

on the breakdown by men and women, it is widely known that '"quit to .
follow" situations are most often ones in which a woman quits to %
follow her spouse if he is relocated.

We all know that women enter the work force for the same reasons g
that men do: economic need and advancement. Even where there is

another earner in the household, working wives are the major reason
why many families can stay above the poverty line. Married women
are contributing from 25-40% of their families' income. In husband-
wife families in 1979, 14.8% were poor when the wife did not work
outside the home; 3.8% were poor when she was in the labor force.¥

Women in the workforce should not be penalized by having to bear such
a large burden in the goal of eliminating the deficit in the unem-
ployment insurance trust fund. We understand that everyone must
sacrifice a little in reaching a fair compromise. However, Section 8
of the bill places the brunt carried by workers on primarily women
workers.

For these reasons, the WLF urges you to strike Sectlon 8 of the bill
and pass HB 284 as amended.

¥ These statistics are from the Women's Bureau of the U.S. Department
of Labor.
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January 29, 1985

HB 284
MONTANA LOGGING ASSOCIATION ;-7 f5ed bv:
P.O. Box 1716
Kalispell, Montana 59903-1716
406-755-3185

R 284 - testimonv provided on 1-29-84

Mister Chairman; members of the committee:

i*v name is Keith L. Olson - I am enployed as the executive director
of the Montana Logging Association - I reside in Kalispell.

With all due respect for the orimary sponsor of this bill, we must

rise in oorosition to ID 284 simply because we believe it unjustly p¢na Iizes
éiseriminates—against seasonal employers in basic industries like

looging. which pay decent wagyes.

Mr. Chairman, allow me to dispel a myth. ILoggers do not create two
months of unemployment! What we create is 10 months of very good

naying employment.

Granted, weather conditions create a couple of months of umemmloy—
ment -- and occasionally, hich mortgage rates create additional

meriods of unemployment in the looaing industrv. However, even our
staunchest critics shouldn't hold the logging industry responsible
for inclement weather or the financial persuasions of Paul Volcker.

Therefore, allow me to reassure this committee that, given a
reasonable omportunity, logaing contractors would operate 12 months
a vear and, thus, would no loncer bo deficit employers.

We admit the wnemployment trust fund is in financial trouble.

Yle admit something rust be done to correct that situation.

We admit that logging contractors are, for the most part, deficit
cmoloyers.

Tl question, however, whether this bill is the proper solution.

As proposed, HB-284 will raise the cost of unemployment insurance
for each employee in the logging industry from $378/year to $36%/year.
That is an increase of over 100%. 797



I must ask you, who is going to bear the cost of that increase?

. [Lass
Logging contractors cannot sivplyx raise their logoing costs. 7% consumers.
At the same time you increase our operatino costs, the orice of
lumber may have dropped in Chicago -- or worse yet, we may have
lost that share of our traditional market to Canadian lumber imrorts.

So what are the alternatives for an independent loguing contractor?

Are we to sirmly shut down and lay off our empleoyees? Will that
heln to make the unemployment trust fund solvent?

Are we to cut the wages of our emplovees? Is that what this bill
is all ahout?

Are we to tell an ex-cammloyee who just lost his $11/hour job that
he may need to change careers? Perhaps an ex-logoer may be able

to earn $11/hour in another industry if he and his wife both got

a job.

1B 284 wasn't written for the working man.

“aybe we're looking at this all wrong. Maybe employers in the
logging industry should apologize for vaving top wages and providing
10 months of employment. This bill certainly suggests that.

Or maybe we should be -dust as impracticle and provose that the
easiest solution to the uncmployment trust funds problem is to raise
the minimum wage to $8/hour. Wouldn't that also result in finacial
solvency?

No, raising the minimm wage to $8/il.our wouldn't work either,
because it would force a lot of small businessmen out of business.
And that certainly wouldn't be just.

But neither is it just to nlace the burden of financial solvency
upon the backs of seasonal emmloyers in our bhasic industries.

With all due respect for Rep. Narper and the members of the
Governors Unemplovment Advisory Council, who worked long and
hard to construct this bill, we must urge this committee to amend
HB 284 so that it will not result in a surplus in the wmemployment
trust fund. Surpluses should be built in good economic times, not

in hard economic times.

As proposed, HD 284 will ask the employers least able to afford

it to bail out Montana's unemployment fund, and we fear, may
verv well agagravate the funds problem rather than alleviate its

insolvency.
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