
MINUTES OF THE HEETING 
EDUCATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

MONTANA STATE SENATE 

April 12, 1985 

The 27th meeting of the Senate Education and Cultural Resources 
Committee was called to order by the Chairman, Senator Chet 
Blaylock, at 12:45 p.m. in Room 325, Capitol Building. 

ROLL CALL: All committee members were present with the 
exception of Senator McCallum. 

CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE BILL 211: 

REPRESENTATIVE EUDAILY, District 60, sponsor, said the bill 
provides for a 4% increase in the foundation program for each 
year of the coming biennium. HB 212, the companion bill which 
is in the Finance and Claims Committee, appropriates $53,983,000 
which covers the cost of the schedules covered in HB 211. He 
urged the to act on the bill as soon as possible so schools 
across the state can get on with their elections. He noted 
before the session began five groups, Office of Public 
Instruction, Montana Education Association, Montana Federation 
of Teachers, Montana School Boards Association, and School 
Administrators of Montana, met and agreed that funding at a 
7% and 7% level was essential to maintain current level 
educational services and to keep levies from increasing. 

The House Education Committee agreed, but on second reading 
the House dropped the funding to 4% and 4% on a 72-27 vote. 
He said the 4 and 4 level has held through all the budget 
negotiations. 

PROPONENTS: 

BILL ANDERSON, representing the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, said the 7 and 7 figures represent full funding 
of the state's 65% share of the foundation program. He 
warned the lower figure will mean either a cut in services 
or higher taxes. At present it would take approximately 
$155 million or new or rearranged equalization of taxes to 
deal with the foundation program. It would take over $3 million 
to fund the transportation costs at one-third which is the 
state's share. Local costs are currently $25 million - debt 
service, $50 million - retirement, $6.5 million - insurance, 
and $3 million - adult education. He said those figures need 
to be considered when setting the foundation program levels. 
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Both schools and local property taxpayers need need help. 
Twenty-two percent of the schools in the state haven't 
run their levies while over $35 million in levies have 
been turned down. He pleaded with the committee for full 
funding of the foundation program. 

ERIC FEAVER, President, Montana Education Association, 
thanked Representative Eudaily for his patience, tolerance, 
and perseverance in sponsoring the foundation program bills. 
He said the 7 and 7 figures are what he had hoped for, 
however, if it is to be 4 and 4, so be it, but they don't 
like it. He noted 42 levies had failed which represents 
30,000 students. Another 25,000 students go to schools 
that are waiting to have their levy elections. Mr. Feaver 
said it can be graphically demonstrated that foundation 
funding at the 4 and 4 level will cause taxes to go up and 
local programs to be cut. 

OWEN NELSON, Director of Research, Montana Education Asso­
ciation, presented his testimony in support of the bill 
(Exhibits # 1, 2, and 3). 

CHIRP ERDMAN, Montana School Boards Association, thanked 
Representative Eudaily and said the MSBA has supported the 
7 and 7 level funding all the way but now will reluctantly 
support the 4 and 4. He said the remainder will simply 
be shifted to local levies and increased taxes. Although 
the justification is there, the funding isn't. He urged 
the committee not to make any further cuts and to quickly 
pass the bill as the local areas are waiting to get 
their levy elections passed. 

JESS LONG, School Administrators of Montana, said adequate 
funding of the foundation program is most necessary_ They 
still support 7 and 7 but will live with 4 and 4 as it is 
all they can get. He noted many of the levies that failed 
were set at 4 and 4 or less. Programs are being cut such 
as special education and vocational training. School Night 
for Excellence feedback underscored Montanan's desire for 
good quality education for their children. 
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TERRY LYNN MINOW, Montana Federation of Teachers, said they 
reluctantly support the bill but don't feel 4 and 4 will avoid 
a significant local tax increase. School districts will be 
forced to make cuts in staff and educational programs. The 
eroding tax base amendment should be placed on HB 212. Special 
provisions will be made for school districts in counties whose 
taxable valuation has dropped by 25% or more in the last five 
years. In the affected school districts, the ANB will be 
averaged together for the previous three years. A percentage 
of this average will be used to determine an additional amount 
of school foundation money appropriated to the affected 
districts. Without the amendment, school districts with a 
declining enrollment are caught between a loss in foundation 
funding and a decline in value of each mill. The 4 and 4 level 
of HB 211 will only further hurt those districts. Anaconda 
and a few other very small districts are the only ones expected 
to be affected by the amendment. Anaconda expects to close 
two schools and layoff 31 teachers and 19 support staff. 
Although cuts in staff are to be expected with declining enroll­
ments, cuts in program for the remaining students should not 
happen. The amendment will give those districts time to assess 
their programs and funding and come to conclusions tbat will 
be least harmful to student programs. She urged support of 
the eroding tax base amendment as well as the highest possible 
support of the foundation program. 

DON WALDRON, representing the Superintendent of Hellgate Schools, 
Missoula, and Legislative Chairman, School Administrators of 
Montana, urged the committee to consider carefully the funding 
and disbursement of that funding to schools. 

CARL McCALLUM, Superintendent of Schools, Phillipsburg, said 
his elementary levy increased 31% and the high school levy 
9.8% this year. He noted this is the largest levy ever voted 
in Granite County. His taxpayers sent to this meeting with 
a message - "HELP!" 

HELEN VOLDEN, Legislative Co-ordinator for the Montana Congress 
of Parents and Teachers Associations, presented her written 
testimony in support of the bill (Exhibit #4). 
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There being no further proponents and no opponents to the bill, 
the hearing was opened for discussion. 

DISCUSSION: 

SENATOR BROWN asked Owen Nelson, MEA, to explain the equalization 
funding situation and the inequities that are causing the pending 
lawsuit. 

OWEN NELSON, MEA, said the general fund budget is divided 
into three parts: the foundation program, the permissive levy, 
and the voted levy. The foundation program is equalized because 
every taxpayer in the state pays the same number of mills. The 
permissive levy is partially equalized, i.e. some districts 
don't have to levy the full 6 mills for elementary and 4 mills 
for high school, however, most do, so for the most part the 
permissive is equalized. The voted portion is absolutely not 
equalized because 1) the amount of money needed in the districts 
varies, and 2) the number of mills needed to get that money 
varies considerably because of the taxable valuation of the 
property within the school district. The voted portion is 
nearly 35% of the budget and is not equalized. And that is 
where the problem exists. 

There being no further discussion, Representative Eudaily 
closed by saying over 13 states will be raising taxes to 
fund education this year. Montana has not chosen to do so 
at this point, but be warned the time is coming when it will 
have to be done. He urged a speedy passage of the bill. 

ADJOURN: 

There being no further business to come before the committee, 
the meeting was adjourned. 

lock, Chairman 

jdr 
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The information for 1974-75 through 1984-85 shown above the double horizontal line is factual information obtained 
from the Office of Public Instruction, ~1ontana Taxpayers Association, U. S. Department of Labor, National 
Education Association, and the Hontana Education Association. 

The information for 1985-R7 shown below the double horizontal line is projected information. The enrollment (ANB) 
figures in column 9 were proiected by the Office of Public Instruction. The general fund budget amounts in 
column 5 were 'l')rojecte(~ hy the Of-Fice \)-F TJublic Instruction and were concurred in by MEA as being realistic 
proj ections . 

Projections for 1085-Rfi and l0P.f,-Fi7 

Based on the ANB projections in column 9 and the general fund budget projections in column 5, the remaining in­
formation was calculated for four levels of budget schedule adjustments. 

7% and 7% - hold the line - status quo - maintain present level of equalization 

The projections show that a 7% increase in the budget schedules for each of the next two years would keep the 
funding burden proportionately the same as it is for 1984-85. 

The foundation program (column 2), permissive (column 3), and voted levy (column 4) would increase at approxi­
mately the same rate as the total general fund budget (column 5). The increase is distributed evenly between 
state funding and property taxes. The percent of the general fund budget obtained from voted property taxes 
(column 8) would remain at 34.9% for the biennium. 

4% and 4% - lose ground - shift heavier burden to property taxes - reduce level of equalization 

The projections show that a 4% increase in the budget schedules for each of the next two years would decrease 
state support and increase the reliance on property taxes. The annual rate of increase in the state supported 
foundation program and permissive portions would be 4.5% to 4.9% while the voted portion would have to increase 
at a 13.2% rate. The percent of the general fund budget obtained from voted property taxes would increase to 
38.5%. 

2.4% and 3% - same as the 4% and 4% - only more so 

The projections show that a 2.4% increase the first year would cause a lesser increase in state funding at 2.9% 
and a greater increase in the voted levy at 16.2%. This would increase the portion of voted property taxes 
from 34.9% to 37.7% of the total general fund amount. 

A 3% increase the next year would provide a 3.9% increase in state funding and a 14.6% increase in the voted 
levy amount. The voted property tax amount would increase to 40% of the total general fund budget. 

0% and 0% - disaster - incite a taxpayer rebellion - drastic reduction in level of equalization 

Practically the entire burden would be shifted to 20.7% and 19.0% increases in the voted property taxes. 
The voted portion of the total general fund budget would increase to 39.1% and 43.1%. The share of equaliza­
tion would be drastically reduced. 

,.~t 1/85 
\ \0. 
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WASHINGTON (AP) - The Na­
tional Education Associated Tues­
day released a study show~ng Mon­
tana ranks 11th in the nation for the 
amount it spends to educate each 
child, but is slightly below average 
in teacher salaries. 

The study also found that, nation­
wide, public schools enroll almost 6 

. million fewer students today than a 
decade ago,' but employ almost the 
same number of teachers and school 
administrators.' . 

The NEA noted that there are 2.1 
million classroom teachers earning 
an average of $23,546. . 

The NEAis resea'rch department; ~ 
in a report based on an annual sur-- t~ 
vey of state education agencies, also (At 
reported the schools are spending an 
average of $3,429 to educate each 
public school student. 

That is ~.8 percent more than the 
$3,182 it cost last year. The per pupil 
costs ranged from a high of $6,867 in 
Alaska to a low of $2,182 in Utah . 

Montana just missed the top ten 
witha:n average of $3,968 per pupil, 
well above average and above all its 
neighboring states except Wyoming. 

Average teacher salaries ranged 
from a high of $39,751 in Alaska - a 

. state with a high cost-of-living - to 
The study said the enrollment a low of $15,971 in MiSSissippi, 

drop allow~d schools to lower their . where thousands of teachers re­
student-teacher ratios and to hire cently staged wildcat strikes to pro­
additional teachers for handicapped test their pay. Montana finished 27th 
students and other special needs. with a salary average Of. $21,705. 

'. 



C-15. PERCENT INCREASE IN AVERAGE 
SALARIES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS, 
1973-74 TO 1983-84 

1 . WYOt-ll NG 160.06 
2. KENTUCKY 138.28 
3. ALASKA 133.38 
4. OREGON 130.01 
5. COLORADO 129.75 
6. NEW MEXICO 128.73 
7. NORTH DAKOTA 127.35 
8. TEXAS 126.14 
9. OKLAHOMA 125.64 

10. KANSAS 120.33 
11. MINNESOTA 120.30 
12. MONTANA 119.45 
13. WASHINGTON 119.39 
14. HAWAII 119.16 
15. UTAH 118.87 
16. IDAHO 117.74 
17. D I ST. OF COL. 117.22 
18. ARKANSAS 116.48 
19. RHODE ISLAND 116.02 
20. MICHIGAN 114.38 
21. ARIZONA 111.83 
22. OHIO 110.77 
23. WISCONSIN 110.63 
24. WEST VIRGINIA 110.38 
25. PENNSYLVANIA 108.77 
26. LOUISIANA 108.38 
27. MISSISSIPPI 107.93 
28. MASSACHUSETTS 106.69 
29. INDIANA 105.75 
30. MARYLAND 105.22 
31 . CONNECTICUT 104.99 
32. NEBRASKA 104.90 
33. NEW YORK 104.54 

UNITED STATES 104.39 

34. IOWA 104.38 
35. SOUTH DAKOTA 103.23 
36. MISSOURI 102.60 
37. TENNESSEE 102.47 
38. SOUTH CAROLINA 101 .54 
39. CALIFORNIA 101.46 
40. VERMONT 100.64 
41 . VIRGINIA 100.29 
42. GEORGIA 98.94 
43. FLORIDA 95.18 
44. ALABAt-1A 95.08 
45. I LLI NO IS 94.80 
46. NEW JERSEY 93.70 
47. NEVADA 93.16 
48. MAINE 87.57 
49. DELAWARE 85.21 
50. NEW HAMPSHIRE 80.79 
51 . NORTH CAROLINA 79.99 

Computed from NEA Research, Estimates 
data bank. 



State 

1983-84 

.. Alabama 

Alaska 

i. Arizona 

Arkansas 

.. Cali fornia 

Colorado 

lit Connecticut 

Delaware 

Dist. of Columbia 
lit 

Florida 

Georgia 

lilt Hawaii 

: .daho 

.. Illinois 

Indiana 

ill Iowa. 

Kansas 

~ Kentucky 

Louisiana 

.. Maine -Maryland 

11assachusetts 

-Michigan 

Minnesota 

.. Mississippi 

Missouri 

-.Montana 

Nebraska 

~evada ..... 
New Hampshire 

i NeT"; Jersey .. 

Avg. Salary 
All Teachers 

1983-84 

17,682 

37,807 

21,642 

16,929 

24,843 

23,276 

22,267 

20,934 

27,659 

19,497 

18,631 

24,357 

17,985 

24,191 

21,538 

20,149 

19,368 

19,660 

18,400 

17,328 

24,095 

22,964 

27,049 

24,350 

15,812 

19,310 

20,690 

18,785 

22,360 

17,376 

23,264 

Estimated 
Avg. Salary 
All Teachers 

1984-85 

20,209 

39,751 

23,380 

18,933 

26,300 

24,456 

24,520 

23,300 

28,621 

21,057 

20,494 

24,628 

19,700 

25,829 

23,089 

20,934 

21,208 

20,100 

19,690 

18,329 

25,861 

24,110 

28,401 

25,920 

15,971 

20,452 

21,705 

20,153 

22,520 

18,577 

25,125 

Gain 
in 

Dollars 

2,527 

1,944 

1,338 

2,004 

1,457 

1,180 

1,893 

2,364 

962 

1,560 

1,863 

271 

1,715 

.1,638 

1,451 

785 

1,840 

440 

1,290 

1,001 

1,766 

1,146 

1,052 

1,570 

159 

1,142 

1,115 

1,368 

160 

1,201 

1,861 

Gai:l 
in 

Percent 

14.2 

5.1 

7.6 

11. 8 

5.8 

5.1 

8.4 

11.3 

3.5 

8.0 

10.0 

1.1 

9.5 

6 • 8 

7.2 

3.9 

9.5 

2.2 

7.0 

5.8 

7.3 

5.0 

5.0 

6 .4 

1.0 

5 .9 

4.9 

7.3 

• 7 
~ 

6 .9 

8.0 



State 

1983-84 

.. New Mexico 

New York 

- North Carolina 

North Dakota 

iii. Ohio 

Oklahoma 

... Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

... Tennessee 

Texas 

iIIr U.S. and D.C. 

.. VeJ;mont 

Virginia 

... ~'iashington 

West Virginia 

Hisconsin 

.. 
-

Wyoming 

u. s. 

Avg. Salary 
All Teachers 

1983-84 

20,571 

27,319 

18,311 

19,260 

21,290 

18,580 

23,155 

22,703 

25,337 

17,384 

16,480 

17,910 

20,170 

21,935 

20,007 

17,606 

19,676 

24,365 

17,489 

22,811 

25,197 

Estimated 
Avg. Salary 
All Teachers 

1984-85 

22,064 

29,000 

20,691 

19,900 

22,737 

18,930 

24,889 

24,435 

27,384 

19,800 

17,356 

20,080 

22,600 

23,546 

21,307 

19,014 

21,536 

25,610 

19,563 

24,780 

26,709 

Gain 
in 

Dollars 

1,493 

1,689 

2,380 

680 

1,447 

450 

1,734 

1,732 

2,047 

2,416 

896 

2,170 

2,430 

1,611 

1,300 

1,408 

1,860 

1,245 

2,074 

1,969 

1,692 

Gain 
in 

Percent 

7.3 

6.2 

13.0 

3.3 

6.8 

1.9 

7.5 

7.6 

8.1 

18.9 

5.3' 

16.1 

12.0 

7.3 

6.5 

8.0 

9.5 

5.1 

11.9 

8.6 

6.0 

7.3 
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STATE ISSUES FORUM: WHO WE ARE 

The State Issues Forum is a national organization of 
civic, public interest and labor organizations seeking to 
assist state governments in meeting their widening respon­
sibilities. 

The Forum believes that state governments are playing an 
increasingly important and expanding role in public decision 
making, and want to assure that all relevant points of view 
are heard in the forums of state governments. 

The State Issues Forum has a close working relationship 
with the National Conference of State Legislatures. 

The members of the State Issues Forum Sponsors are: 
American Nurses Association, American Public Health Association, 
Common Cause, Conference on Alternative State and Local Policies, 
Corporation for Enterprise Development, National Education 
Association, People for the American Way, Planned Parenthood, 
and United Auto Workers. 

State Issues Forum 
2000 Florida Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20009 
(202) 387-6030 
Farley Peters, Coordinator 

1 , 



SPECIAL REPORT 

States Treated Schools Well In '84 Budgets 

With the recession of the early 1980's behind them, many states this year 
comfortably increased elementary and secondary education aid. Where money 
remained tight, governors crusaded for tax hikes to buoy school budgets. 

The biggest spending increases for this school year came in Arkansas, South 
Carolina, Tennessee and Texas, where lawmakers raised taxes for education 
improvements. The smallest gains occurred in states that haven't yet re­
bounded from the economic recession, and in states that set biennial budgets 
last year. 

Schools made healthy spending gains in California, Michigan and Ohio--states 
that in 1983 dug their schools out of deep funding slumps. 

Massachusetts, Maryland, New York, Virginia, Alabama, Kansas, Rhode Island, 
Florida, Idaho and Connecticut also boosted school aid by at least 10 percent 
over last year. 

"Schools got good increases, but it was a strong year for [state] spending in 
general," said Steven Gold, a senior fellow at the National Conference of 
State Legislatures. On the average, education spending in the states this 
year increased at about the same rate as other spending, according to Gold, 
who is now analyzing data from a nationwide survey of 1984 state budget 
actions. 

Exceptional Steps Several states, however, took exceptional steps to 
enrich their education coffers. 

Arkansas Gov. Bill Clinton late in 1983 won a one-cent sales tax hike to raise 
this year's state appropriation for elementary and secondary education to $663 
million, nearly 21 percent above last year's $550 million. 

After being blocked in 1983 by his state's teachers union, Tennessee Gov. 
Lamar Alexander this March convinced legislators to erect the nation's most 
comprehensive teacher career ladder, which links salaries and bonuses to job 
performance. 

As in Arkansas, Tennessee legislators approved a one-cent sales tax increase, 
catapulting this year's elementary and secondary school appropriation to $974 
million, 22 percent more than in 1983-84. 

South Carolina Gov. Dick Riley in June emerged victorious in a two-year battle 
with his legislature for school improvements funded with a one-cent sales tax 
hike. South Carolina this year will spend $1.07 billion on its schools, or 
32 percent more than the $807 million it laid out in 1983-84. 
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Texas Gov. Mark White this year called a long-promised special session on 
school reform, and his legislature responded by raising sales, gasoline and 
other taxes for $2.7 billion in education improvements over the next three 
years. Texas this year will spend $4.65 billion on elementary schools for a 
24 percent increase over last year's $3.75 billion. 

California schools this year got a 12 percent state spending increase to 
continue on a massive school reform plan enacted in the 1983 legislative 
session. They'll receive $9.2 billion in 1984-85. 

Michigan's state school aid budget this year is set at $1.63 billion, 12 
percent more than in 1983-84, with extra aid for districts that offer at least 
300 minutes of instruction a day and a state-prescribed range of courses. 
Massachusetts made a 13 percent gain, raising aid this school year to $1.26 
billion. 

Ten Percent More Spending gains ranging from 10 percent to 11 percent 
were made in Florida, where a $2.76 billion school aid budget was set; Rhode 
Island, with a $231 million appropriation for schools; New York, where a 
record funding boost brought school aid to $5.35 billion; New Jersey, where 
school aid will total $2.37 billion; and in Connecticut, with $684 million for 
schools. 

More modest but solid strides were made in Pennsylvania, where this year's $3 
billion school aid appropriation is 7 percent above last year's, and in 
Illinois, which boosted its education budget 5 percent to $2.26 billion. 

The Pennsylvania legislature rejected Gov. Dick Thornburgh's proposal to 
establish a $10 million awards program for outstanding teachers, and Illinois 
lawmakers let die a year-old $637,000 program of grants for the best teachers. 

Maine schools, which got close to an 8 percent increase in state funding this 
year at $257 million, stand to win up to $50 million more this week in a 
special legislative session on education. 

Regionally, the biggest education spending gains this year came in the South. 
Mark Musick, state services officer for the Southern Regional Education Board, 
said southern states have boosted budgets to raise relatively low teacher 
salaries. And, Musick noted, the pay hikes "are not a one-shot deal" but 
often are part of several-year plans to raise salaries to national averages. 

Virginia, for example, this year set its 1984-86 biennial budget with 
back-to-back, 10 percent teacher pay raises for each year of the biennium. 
State aid for Virginia elementary and secondary schools this year will rise to 
$1.33 billion, or 13 percent more than last year. 

South Carolina teacher salaries this year will jump to an average $20,000, up 
from $16,000 last year. Texas's reform package boosts beginning teacher 
salaries from a minimum of $11,110 to $15,200 and the top of the scale from 
$20,000 to $26,600. 

In addition to setting up a $50 million career ladder, Tennessee this year 
will grant teachers a 10 percent across-the-board pay hike at a cost of $69 
million. 

-26-
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The Georgia legislature this year set a $1.6 billion school budget with a 10 
percent teacher pay hike. Alabama lawmakers approved a $932 million education 
appropriation, representing a 21 percent increase over last year's and 
carrying a 15 percent salary increase for teachers. 

Alabama expects a big surplus at the end of its current fiscal year Sept. 30, 
and legislators in 1985 are almost certain to order up a second round of pay 
hikes, said Richard McBride, legislative services director for the state 
education department. A strong revenue situation makes budget setting easy, 
because "it's always easy when you've got money to give folks." 

A $600 million surplus allowed North Carolina legislators this year to enact a 
$255 million package of school reforms, raising the state education budget to 
$1.89 billion for 1984-85, or about 16 percent above last year. An $86 
million state lottery surplus was divvied up among schools in Ohio, where the 
legislature in biennial budget-setting in 1983 put the 1984-85 school budget 
at $2.46 billion, or 7 percent above last year's. 

Not a Sure Thing "A favorable fiscal environment makes it more likely 
education will get a big appropriation, but is doesn't guarantee it," said 
Gold, citing as an example Minnesota, where a large surplus exists. Ac­
cording to state education department officials, this year's appropriation 
will hold steady at last year's $1.06 billion level, with an additional $355 
million in state-paid property tax credits turned back to local districts. 

Minnesota, North Dakota, Wyoming, New Hampshire and Nevada, which set biennial 
budgets in 1983, tended to have smaller increases in school spending this year 
than did other states, according to Gold. 

And not all states have joined in the general economic recovery of the past 22 
months. 

With an economy strongly tied to flagging energy prices, Oklahoma lawmakers 
this year approved a temporary sales tax hike to restore funds that were cut 
from last year's education budget; this year's school aid appropriation totals 
$695 million, only about 1 percent over last year. 

Temporary revenue measures allowed Kansas to raise its 1984-85 school budget 
to $674 million, 10 percent higher than last year's. But when the measures 
expire next year, "There are going to be some pressures here monetarily," said 
Gary Stotts, chief analyst in the state budget division. 

The New Mexico legislature, which this year turned down Gov. Toney Anaya's bid 
to raise sales taxes for $177 million in school reforms, granted an 8 percent 
spending increase for an education appropriation of $610 million. The state 
is now going into debt and will have to raise taxes or cut services, said 
Luciano Baca, state education office director. 

In Idaho, which is still facing revenue shortfalls after prolonged bouts with 
the national recession, lawmakers this year made permanent a sales tax hike to 
help increase school aid by 15 percent. This year's budget is $289 million, 
reflecting a first-time incorporation of social security costs in the total. 
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A different kind of fiscal uncertainty stalks Oregon, where a November ballot 
issue would limit local property tax collections and gouge millions of dollars 
from the revenue source Oregon schools are most dependent on. This year the 
state is paying only 31 percent of the school bill, with a $448 million 
appropriation that is about 4 percent higher than last year's. 

In addition to boosting budget totals, several states this year scrutinized 
the way they hand out school money. Maryland adopted a $616 million five-year 
plan to equalize spending among districts, pumping up this year's school aid 
budget to $951 million, or 17 percent above 1983-84. 

Texas also enacted a new school finance system, throwing out one that based 
state aid on each district's number of teachers in favor of a formula that 
takes into account the varying costs of educating different kinds of students. 

In Delaware, where this year's $266 million school aid budget is 7 percent 
above last year's, a new school aid system will more accurately measure 
district wealth and tax efforts. Minnesota lawmakers last year approved a new 
finance system, and schools this year embarked on the plan. 

Maine this week is expected to revise its school aid system, and Illinois 
lawmakers next year will face a proposal to massively revamp theirs. 
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April 12, 1985 

I am Helen J Volden, Legislative Co-ordinator for the Montana Congress 
of Parents and Teachers Association. Perhaps more commonly referred to as 
the Montana PTA. I am representing 7,700 plus members across Hontana. 

We urge your support for at least a 4% increase each yr of the bi­
ennium for the Foundation Program. 

It is unfortunate that school districts had to set their budsets for 
the next fiscal yr without the necessary financial information on state 
aid to our public schools. The result being several local voted levies 
across Montana failed due to the projected smaller amount in state aid. 

We share your CO:lcern that i-lontana's economy is said to be lagging 

behind its neighbors -- and that if school expenditures were increased 
according to the state's education groups recom~endations, the state oud­
get could not be balanced. 

However, anything less than a 4~ increase will mean an even greater 
reliance on local voted levies in the future in order to maintain requir­
ed school progra~s. 

Thank you for your attention. 

JJ t ~(e/(, <..--, 

:~elen J Volden 
~ontana PTA Legislative Co-ordinator 




