
MINUTES 

MONTANA SENATE 
53rd LEGISLATURE - REGULAR SESSION 

COKKITTEE ON BUSINESS , INDUSTRY 

Call to Order: By J.D. Lynch, Chair, on January 28, 1993, at 
10:00 a.m. 

ROLL CALL 

Members Present: 
Sen. J.D. Lynch, Chair (D) 
Sen. Chris christiaens, Vice Chair (D) 
Sen. Betty Bruski-Maus (D) 
Sen. Delwyn Gage (R) 
Sen. Tom Hager (R) 
Sen. Ed Kennedy (D) 
Sen. Terry Klampe (D) 
Sen. Francis Koehnke (D) 
Sen. Kenneth Mesaros (R) 
Sen. Doc Rea (D) 
Sen. Daryl Toews (R) 
Sen. Bill Wilson (D) 

Members Excused: Senator Harding 

Members Absent: None. 

staff Present: Bart Campbell, Legislative Council 
Kristie Wolter, Committee Secretary 

Please Note: These are summary minutes. Testimony and 
discussion are paraphrased and condensed. 

Committee Business Summary: 
Hearing: SB 190, SB 197 

Executive Action: None. 

HEARING ON SB 190 

opening Statement by Sponsor: 

Senator Steve Doherty, Senate District 20 stated the purpose of 
SB 190 is to recover "lost funds" from the Abandoned Property 
Fund. SB 190 will give cooperative's the opportunity to use 
funds from the Abandoned Property Fund for financial investments 
in schools and educational programs. As it stands now, the state 
takes the abandoned property and funds and puts them into an 
account and the counties receive the interest from the funds as 
an allotment for investment into their communities. SB 190 
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allows the counties to take all of the money and use it for 
educational purposes in the communities. 

Proponents' Testimony: 

Jay Downen, Manager Association of Electrical and Telephone 
Cooperative, stated his support of SB 190. Mr. Downen felt a 
strong duty to return to the communities the bonuses which have 
been extracted from them. Mr. Downen stated he felt the 
cooperative's could do a better job as trustee for the unclaimed 
funds than the state Department of Revenue. Mr. Downen stated 
the cooperatives will pay back any member any amount at any time. 
He said the cooperatives would like to put some money into the 
educational system. 

Jim Nelson, Attorney for the Glacier Electric Cooperative, and 
Glacier County Attorney spoke in favor of SB 190. Mr. Nelson 
stated the cooperatives look at SB 190 as a chance to give 
something back to the communities and the educational systems. 
He stated SB 190 would allow the cooperatives the ability to 
donate several thousands of dollars to the educational programs 
in their rural counties. Mr. Nelson said despite their best 
efforts, the counties are forced to escheat several thousand of 
dollars to the state, and only a very small portion gets returned 
to the community. 

Greg Groepper, Office of Public Instruction, stated he supported 
SB 190. 

Reiny Jabs, cooperative Board Member, stated his support of SB 
190. Mr. Jabs stated cooperatives were formed because of 
sparsity of population and since the cooperatives raised money 
locally through non-profit organizations, the money should stay 
in the communities. Mr. Jabs said the local cooperatives have a 
better chance of finding the families and owners of lost funds 
than the state does. 

Clarence Beede, Missoula Electrical Cooperative, offered 
examples of what the funds have done for the rural districts in 
his cooperative. 

Butch Light, Counselor, cut Bank Schools, stated his support of 
SB 190. He stated rural education systems have a difficult time 
finding financial means for their schools and unclaimed capital 
credits are a means for funding. 

Joel May Barker, Director of Media and Consumer Relations, 
Montana Electric Cooperatives Association'and Montana Telephone 
Association asked for the Committee's support of SB 190. Ms. 
Barker stated SB 190 would benefit the rural communities and 
rural schools. She supplied handouts with figures and 
information for the Committee (Exhibit #1) . 
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Jeff Miller, Administrator, Income and Miscellaneous Tax 
Department of Revenue, stated his opposition to SB 190. Mr. 
Miller stated one of his responsibilities is the administration 
of Montana's abandoned property. He said Montana is a custodial 
state which means any abandoned property goes to the state. The 
state controlling all abandoned property centralizes the 
administration of such. He defined abandoned property as 
anything which has become idle or abandoned because the owner of 
the funds cannot be found for greater than 5 years. The 
Department of Revenue then establishes an account in the name of 
the owner which is maintained in perpetuity in the event the 
owner or an heir comes forward. In the meantime, the Department 
searches for the rightful owner through legal advertising. In a 
typical year, the Department receives around 1.5 million dollars 
in abandoned funds and returns approximately $500,000. The 
interest on what is left is what is being made available to the 
cooperatives and the educational system in Montana. Mr. Miller 
stated the Department's problem with SB 190 is it violates 
broadly accepted uniform principals of the custodial function of 
the state. There is never a permanent escheatment of the estate, 
it is held in trust forever, the benefit of which is the interest 
earned is distributed throughout the state. Under SB 190, the 
property would escheat to the cooperative and the funds "may" be 
used for educational purposes. Mr. Miller stated the funds could 
be used for any number of things and SB 190 wasn't precise as to 
the distribution of the funds. Mr. Miller supplied a brochure on 
the unclaimed property program in Montana (Exhibit #2). 

Questions From committee Members and Responses: 

Senator Klampe asked Senator Doherty where in SB 190 it says the 
money will be used for educational purposes in local areas. 
Senator Doherty referred to page 2 and 3. Senator Doherty added 
the "may" in the language could be made stronger by changing it 
to a "must". Senator Doherty stated the cooperatives serve a 
specified service area and that is where the funds will be 
distributed. Senator Klampe asked Senator Doherty where in SB 
190 it states the local cooperative gets the money. Senator 
Doherty directed Senator Klampe to page 8, sUbsection 2 and to 
page 2 sUbsection 2. 

Senator Kennedy asked Senator Doherty who would decide and how it 
would be decided where the money would be spent. Senator Doherty 
answered the cooperatives would be in charge of those areas. 

Senator Kennedy asked Mr. Miller how much money is in the 
account. Mr. Miller stated he didn't know the balance in the 
account, but that an annual estimate is between 1 and 1.5 million 
dollars per year. 
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Senator Mesaros asked Mr. Downen if any of the funds from these 
accounts may be distributed to local volunteer fire departments. 
Mr. Downen stated he didn't believe any of the funds went to fire 
departments. 

Senator Gage asked Mr. Downen if there was any problem with the 
cooperatives refunding the amounts if a party came in after 5 
years. Mr. Downen answered there would be no opposition if that 
provision was included. 

Closing by Sponsor: 

Senator Doherty closed stating the cooperatives will use the 
funds for educational purposes and would act in their member 
interests. He stated SB 190 only touched capital credits and no 
other kinds of property. He stated capital credits are donations 
by the members of the cooperatives given to get the cooperatives 
going. He added Montana is one of the few states who don't allow 
the cooperatives in their states to use their capital credits for 
use in their counties. 

HEARING ON SD 197 

Opening statement by sponsor: 

Senator Greg Jergeson, Senate District 8, opened on SB 197 by 
talking about legislation which was passed in 1989. The 
legislation required smoke detectors in all rental, residential 
property in the state of Montana. The legislation was passed on 
the grounds there be no effective enforcement requiring landlords 
to make sure the smoke detectors are installed in rental 
property. SB 197 provides for a means for enforcement on the 
previous legislation. 

Proponents' Testimony: 

David Wymore, resident of Havre, lost his son in a fire in a 
rental unit without a smoke detector. He supplied several 
letters in support of SB 197 (Exhibits #3 - #11) and also 
supported SB 197. 

Dan Shea, Low Income Coalition, read from prepared testimony in 
support of SB 197 (Exhibit #12). 

Michael Briggs, Missoula, lost his brother in a rental unit fire 
which did not have a smoke detector. He stated his support of SB 
197. 

Kelly Dodson, Havre, stated her support of SB 197. She had been 
involved in a fire in her rental unit. She stated SB 197 would 
not only protect the renters, but would also protect the landlord. 
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Greg VanHorssen, representing the Income Property Managers 
Association (IPMA) and the Montana Landlords Association (MLA) 
stated the IPMA's and the MLA's opposition of SB 197. The 
organizations realize the intent of SB 197 is to create an 
incentive to make a rental unit safe. IPMA and MLA feel that SB 
197 creates more questions than answers. The amendments to 
subsection 5, page 4, lines 2 and 3 don't establish how the 
landlord would verify the "good working order" of a smoke 
detector. Referring to page 4, line 7, Mr. VanHorssen stated SB 
197 creates criminal liability for injury and feels it is vague. 
Mr. VanHorssen stated SB 197 amends the provisions of title 70, 
chapter 4 which encourages landlords and tenants to maintain and 
improve the quality of the residence. Mr. VanHorssen stated IPMA 
and MLA submit that criminal liability should go both ways. 

Tom Hopgood, Montana Association of Realtors, stated his 
opposition to SB 197. Mr. Hopgood said it is not good public 
policy to make criminals out of our citizens and the current 
civil consequences and civil suit for damages are adequate. 

Steve Mandeville, Montana Association of Realtors, stated he 
opposed SB 197 and the statute on the books is adequate. 

Ron T~ompson, Owner of Thompson Real Estate, Landlord, stated the 
tenants have all the rights and the landlords have none. He felt 
that SB 197 would drive the cost of insurance up and drive a lot 
of people out of the landlord business. 

Questions from committee Members and Responses: 

Senator Wilson addressed Senator Jergeson and stated he felt. SB 
197 doesn't go far enough. He feels the fire departments need to 
enforce the law more and would like to see the enforcement in a 
statute form. Senator Jergeson said the responsibility of the 
landlord ends with the installation and verification of the smoke 
detector. Senator Jergeson stated the law is designed to be a 
deterrent. Senator Wilson stated he feels the law won't do 
anything until after the tragedy. Senator Jergeson stated the 
problem with the law as it stands is the tenant would have to go 
to court to sue for civil liability and punitive damages, which 
occurs after a death or injury. SB 197 would make it possible 
for a tenant to get the problem rectified before a tragedy 
occurs. 

Senator Lynch asked Senator Jergeson if there was anyway SB 197 
could be amended to say, "if there is not a working, verified, 
smoke detector in a rental, then the tenant may provide one and 
upon showing receipt to the landlord, deduct the amount from the 
first months rent". Senator Jergeson answered the idea may bring 
up the same opposition as SB 197 which is tenants have all the 
power. Senator Lynch stated he would rather provide a preventive 
measure rather than repercussions after a tragedy has occurred. 
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Senator Jergeson stated prevention would be inherent in 
installing the kinds of penalties in the statutes. Senator Lynch 
stated he felt the tenant should be partially responsible. 
Senator Jergeson stated it was the tenants responsibility to 
maintain the smoke detector. 

Senator Mesaros stated SB 197 was putting all the liability on 
the landlord for verification of working order. He asked what 
would be the penalty if the tenant removed the batteries. 
Senator Jergeson stated it is the responsibility of the landlord 
at the point of installation and at the point of rental. 

Senator Bruski-Maus asked Tom Hopgood if the Board of Realty 
demands the realtors go through a checklist with the tenants and, 
if so, could the smoke detector be included somehow. Mr. Hopgood 
stated there wa.s not a "standard list" and it could not become a 
thing which would be conformable. 

Referring to page 4, lines 2 and 3, Senator Wilson asked Greg 
VanHorssen where his liability would end. Mr. VanHorssen stated 
he was not clear on that point. 

Senator Kennedy stated he was concerned about the language on 
page 4, lines 2 and 3 also, and wanted to know if, upon 
verification of a smoke detector, the landlord could make the 
tenant sign a form. Mr. VanHorssen stated that would clear up 
some of the problems, but the language in sUbsection 5 was still 
vague and created an ongoing duty for the landlord. Senator 
Kennedy then asked if there was inspection by the fire 
department. Senator Jergeson said no. 

Senator Gage asked Tom Hopgood if the landlord-tenant act had any 
kind of violation provision in it. Mr. Hopgood answered the 
tenant has the right to go into court and sue the landlord for 
damages. Senator Gage asked Mr. Hopgood how effective the 
landlord-tenant act was at;: "scaring" the landlord into supplying 
the rental unit with a smoke detector. Mr. Hopgood answered 
there was some weight covered by the statute in that breach of 
the statute would be negligence and punishable by civil damages. 

Senator Wilson asked Greg VanHorssen about page 4 line 9 and the 
terms of imprisonment in the county jail. Mr. VanHorssen 
couldn't answer. 

Senator Rea asked Senator Jergeson where the statute on penalties 
was drawn from. Senator Jergeson redirected the question to Bart 
Campbell who stated the penalty was standard and the terms of 
imprisonment were because any sentence of a year or less would be 
served in the county jail rather than the state penitentiary. 

Senator Rea stated an agreement should be reached between the 
landlord and the tenant at the time of rental. 
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Senator Gage asked Mr. Hopgood if there was anyway there could be 
an incentive for the tenant. Mr. Hopgood stated the landlord­
tenant act has a provision for other types of problems such as 
plumbing and heat and could be applied to smoke detectors. 

David Wilson stated tenants would support the idea of making it 
the tenants responsibility to buy a smoke detector with 
reimbursement from the landlord. 

Closing by Sponsor: 

Senator Jergeson closed by reiterating the statement that the law 
as it stands is inadequate. He supplied the Committee with a 
petition signed by the people in Chinook and Havre in support of 
finding a way to solve the problem (Exhibit #13). He asked the 
Committee address the problem and stated he would work with the 
members of the Committee in solving the differences. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Adjournment: 11:45 a.m. 

Chair 

Secretary 

JDL/klw 
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SB 190, CAPITAL CREDITS RETENTION 
BY ELECTRIC AND TELEPHONE COOPERATIVES 

• SB 190 amends the Montana Uniform Unclaimed Property Act to 
allow electric and telephone cooperatives, instead of the 
State, to act as the trustee of unclaimed capital credits. 

• The 35 electric and telephone cooperatives serving Montana 
already aggressively try to locate former cooperative 
members to return unclaimed capital credits. Our 
cooperatives can do a better job of locating those members 
entitled to their cooperative credits, than can a State 
agency headquartered in Helena. The State will only return 
capital credits large than $10.00. Our cooperatives will 
return any amount to a member. 

• Currently, the State is the trustee for the unclaimed 
capital credits fund and uses 95% of the interest from the 
fund for educational purposes. 

o From fiscal years 1985 through 1990, the total amount 
of unclaimed property capital remitted to the state was 
$127,174 .. Using the state's current short-term 
interest rate of 5.0% (average), the interest from this 
fund totals $6,040.76. 

o If the cooperatives were the trustees of this fund, the 
total amount of $127,174 plus any interest would be 
available for education in Montana. 

• The impact on the school trust would be negligible. Given 
the commitment to use these funds for educational purposes, 
the Office of Public Instruction is not opposing the 
legislation. 

• Capital credits are a unique form of property. They 
represent each member's Share of equity in a not-for-profit 
cooperative. They are unlike other items subject to the 
Montana Uniform Unclaimed Property Act and therefore, the 
communities where our members live should benefit from these 
unclaimed capital credits. 

• Only members' capital credits· would be affected by this 
bill. All other forms of properties, such as deposits, 
membership fees, overpayments, safety deposit box contents, 
would remain subject to the Act. 

SENATE BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

EXHIBIT ~O. _..L'-----
TE 

I}., 1 iF! {]q1 D'A - ,It. -

( 'sF! ,q,'"' BILL NO. _~._IJ._:.J.... I..!..-;..----
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COOPERATIVE CAPITAL CREDITS 

FACT SHEET 

Capital Credits are a Unique Form of Property 
They are unlike other items subject to the Act. They 
were generated as members' share of equity in not-for­
profit cooperatives and the cooperative membership, as 
a whole, should benefit from them until the individual 
owners are located. 

The cooperative is required to distribute all equity to 
members with the exception of equity used for 
operations, loan payments and capital expenditures. 
Credits frequently go unclaimed because a member's 
death or a member's move out of the area, without 
leaving a forwarding address with the cooperative, 
results in the inability to contact that member. 

Local Businesses Best Serve Local Community 

The 35 electric and telephone cooperatives serving 
Montana can do a better job of locating former members 
than a State agency headquartered in Helena. 

Fiscal Impact 

The bill actually creates a positive fiscal impact for 
education. Currently, the Office of Public Instruction 
may use only 95% of the annual interest earnings on 
unclaimed capital credits. Under this legislation, 
100% of the principal, plus interest, can be used for 
educational purposes. 

Limited Application 

Only members' capital credits would be affected. All 
other forms of properties, such as deposits, membership 
fees, overpayments, safety deposit box contents, etc. 
would remain subject to the Act. 

* Work Load Reduction 

The administrative burden on both cooperatives, the 
Departments of Revenue, OPI would be reduced. 

* SB 190 

This would allow cooperative capital credits to remain 
being used for their original purpose until the 
rightful owners are located. 
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liill County liealth and Plannin~ 

Hill County Courthouse 
Havre, MT 59501 

January 22, 1993 

To Nhom it may Concern, 

Phone: 406-265-5481 
Ext. 66 

It has been brought to .Illy office's attention that there is 
currently a bill before the Hontana Legislature that requires a 
smoke alarm be installed and working in all rented apartments. 

As the Sanitarian of Hill County, I would like to show my support 
for this bill. 

I am involved in many complaints that directly involve landlord­
renter si tuations and I feel that a smoke detector is a very 
minor item that could easily save someone's life. 

I am unsure as to how this legislation would be enforced, but a 
simple misdemeanor charge would get most people's attention. 

Once again, I am in support of legislation that would require a 
smoke detector in all rental units. 

Clay Vincent 
Sanitarian, Hill County 

CV/1cbb ~~~ 

SENATE BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

EXHIBIT NO. _...3:f~2_--­
DATE {}cit12Q ICy '7 '2 

i c:. 0 lun 
BILL NO. VlQ (! 



St. Jude's Church 
1 - 22 - 93 

TO WHOH IT MAY CONCERY 

624 Fourth Street 
P.O. Box 407 

Havre, Montana 59501 

Phone (406) 265-4261 

Because of the danger of fire in residential facilities, 

it has been recommended that owners provide smoke alarms. 

That this requirement should be enforced by law, 

seems to be important. I am in favor of such legislation. 

Sincerely, 

John S. HarrL~gton, S. J. 

BILL NO. --"(...J,..:.-"----



Mr. David Wymore 
1227 4th st. North 
Havre, MT 59501 

David: 

Daniel A. Boucher 
P.o. Box 268 
Havre, MT 59501 

January 20, 1993 

As w~ have discussed, I feel you may wish to consider some 
amendments to the proposed legislation. The current statute 
pertaining to a landlord's obligation to provide smoke detection 
devices is toothless. As there is no penalty for a violation, the 
landlord had little incenti ve to comply with the laws. The 
proposed legislation ( as it is currently stated) provides very 
sUbstantial criminal sanctions, however, the applicable 
circumstances are limited to truly tragic circumstances. 

I believe the landlords obligation is better enforced by 
penalties which apply in any case where the statute is violated. 
These penalties would be effective in every instance, hot only 
after the tragedy has occurred. I suggest there be civil or 
criminal penalties for each day the landlord is in violation of his 
or her requirement to provide a smoke detection device. For 
example, the statute could include a $10.00 per day fine for each 
day of noncompliance. Perhaps the amount could be capped as to 
each residence and/or tenant. Maybe a tenant could receive all or 
a portion of the penalized amount. Again, this could be limited by 
having notice requirements and caps on the amounts involved. 

Obviously, these 
legislative language. 
upon appropriately. 

DAB/cIs 

ideas are not presented in completed 
I do hope they can be considered and acted 

YourS: truly./ 
-" / //'. /': / .... 
/~- ) /' . /" 

c ,/c£!' 
,/~ ------------

DANIEL A. BOUCHER 

SENI!.Tt BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

C'\\8IT NO. _,.0.c:.... L-,---

L •• :: _ ,~JL:..!J.;£jJ:.J7 i:....J! (1L.:J.1_--
< M L(1't --.- -.-

Bkl 'iJ --"'-:.1-

I 



David Wymore 
1227 4th St N 
Havre, Mt. 59501 

Re: Landlord's I iabi I ity to provide smoke alarms/penalty for fai lure 

Dear David, 

Pursuant to several conversations with you, please be advised that I am 
in complete agreement regarding the lack of enforcement regarding a 
landlord's I iabi I ity to provide smoke alarms for his tenants. 

In regard to what kind of penalty I think would be fair, please see the 
fo II ow i ng: 

If a tenant finds out that he/she have rented a dwel I ing without 
a smoke alarm, or discovers the existing smoke alarm unworkable, 
and if upon written notice the landlord fai Is to comply by re­
pairing or providing a new smoke alarm, the tenant would be able, 
under the law, at the owners expense, repair or replace the smoke 
a I arm. 

In addition, the tenant would not be I iable for rent during the period 
of non-compl iance. 

In addition, if the owner fails to comply the tenant could report the 
violation to the local fire departmen, and upon inspection and proof 
of non-compl iance a fine could be imposed on the owner up to $500.00. 
AI I fines collected should be used to offset the cost of inspection 
and other costs of the local fire department. 

David, I'm really glad to see you pursuing this matter. It is truly sad that 
it often times ta~es a tragedy to get t~ings changed. Everyone who is 
saved from injury or death in the future due to your efforts can be truly 
thankful I to you. 

Si"fr' 
Kev in Loftus 

Landlord 

SENATE BUSHiESS & \NDUSiR'l 

EXHISli NO. - If -
II_~Q 111 -

{}Mi't. - : ! 

_~·~D0~1[~i'~I--------BILL NO. -"' . 



To The Montana Legislature: 

I hereby endorse s:ena t.eBilll.9 7. which would make a landlord I s 
failure to provide working smoke detector if that failure caused 
injury or death to an inhabitant of his rental unit. 

Sincerely, 

Q rjoJyvy0WM 
Roxanne Rogers a 
611 17th st. 
Havre, MT 59501 

SENATE BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 

EXHIBIT NO. _,_1.1------
/} <I J.'? 

CATE ~ , ,: L,-" , r ,. { /' .'. 
BILL NO. ;; de 1 I, 



FIRE DEPARTMENT ~01 HAVRE, MONTANA 
520 FOURTH STREET TELEPHONES: 

BUSINESS CALLS 
EMERGENCY CALLS 

26S-65 I I 
911 

January .,., ...... 1993 
&. \NDUSnv 

SEN"TE BUS\NESS Michael F. Badgley 
Havre Fire Dept. 
520 - 4th. St. 
Havre. itT 595'31 

EXHIBlI NO. ~ 
TE I , . 

OAI - ( 1 c:.fJ )q' 
8\LLNO.~ 

David Hymore -
Dear Hr. \'lymo re. 

I am writing this letter because I believe strongly in the use 
of smoke detectors. I believe fire deaths could be greatly reduced 
if ALL locations used for sleeping purposes had at Lt:AST one 
working smoke detector on every level of the building. 

Even though there has been a law (70-24-3003(g) M.C.A.) since 
1987. compliance is real slack. 

I have had people who rent ask me about smoke de~ectors in 
rentals, but would not give me their name or their landlords name 
for fear of being evicted. 

Host of the locations I have been to while on home inspections 
or where there was a fire. and did not have smoke detectors were 
not owned by the occupant. 

I have talked about smoke detectors and the law for many years 
to different groups. at the schools. on the radio and to 
individuals. I have had articles in the paper • \vhen I become 
aware of rental units without smoke detectors, I write the owner a 
letter informing them compliance is needed in all of their 
properties • and still there are locations that don't have this 
basic inexpensive protection. 

I believe most landlords are aware of the law. for the above 
reasons • plus association meetings / articles. insurance companys. 
and talking with their peers. So as I see it. the problem isn't 
being aware. the problem is just not complying. 

I believe the law came into being because some landlords were 
not on their own providing this basic protection by installing 
smoke detectors. 

The law has stimulated some to act. but there are thoughs who 
still put off compliance. These are the people He must focus on 
and have it more cost effective to comply before more lives are 
lost. Misdemeanor penalties apparently do not worry these people. 
I believe the penalty is to weak and must be made stronger. This 
will motivate some more to comply and will have some teeth for 
thoughs who still do not comply. 

The law could say something like: 

1 ' - ) 

2 ) 

If discovered that there are no working smoke detectors 
installed in a property used for sleeping purposes other than 
the area used by the owner and there is no fire involved in the 
discovery. than the owner is to comply with notification. 
If after notification, there is no compliance than the maximum 
misdemeanor penalty shall be inacted . 

• we 



3) If there is any injury or death to the occupant(s) of the 
property, or to the responding Emergency Personnel, of a rental 
proporty which fails to have installed a working smoke 
detector, the offence shall be considered a Felony. 

I believe making this law stronger will be beneficial to the 
great number of people who do not own property and must rely on 
some landlords who do not want to spend any money or just aren't 
concerned; it will also be very beneficial to Emergency Personnel 
who make an attempt to rescue people who because of no early 
warning are trapped. 

I have been with this Department for about 24 years, I have 
been the Asst. Chief/Ci ty F ire Marshal for i years. Having a 
working Smoke Detector saves lives. 

Respectfully, 
(I ,"- n i;j~ 

nl'-C,~.::t i ~~7 

Michael F. Badgley 
Asst. Fire Chief 



HILL COUNTY SHERIFF#S DEPARTllENT 
TIll C. SOLOJlON,SHERIFF 

P.O.Box 169 (406) 265-2512 
Havre, llon~ana 59501 

January 21, 1993 

Dear Legislative Committee Members, 

In regards to Senate Bill .197, requiring landlords to install 
and maintain smoke detectors in all rentals. 

I feel this bill is very important to the welfare and safety 
to everyone in Montana. 

Such a small cost to landlords can make a large differ_nee to 
everyone involved. 

I advocate the implementation of SB #~97. 

Respectfully, 

~ 
/~c::. ,~~~ 

Tim C. Solomon 
Hill County Sheriff 

SENATE BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 
EXHIBIT NO. _C,...l...I ____ _ 

DATE ____ ~I~!~19~/~~;_~ ______ __ 
/' J; '7 BILL NO. _';';"i':'" ' ____ _ 



City of Havre, Montana 59501 

POLICB DBPARTMBNT 
Michael F. Shortell, Chief of Police 

406/265-4362 

January 2:::,. 1993 

Dear Legislator; 

Please add my name to those who suooort aaalng penalties to the 
orooosed bill imooslng civil and criminal oenalties on a landlord 
who fails to install and verify the good working order of a smoke 
detector. 

The potential for loss of life in a dwelling not so eau ~ped is 
much too hiah in the event of a fire not to comoel land ords to 
ensure they are present in their prooerties. 

Sincerely~ 

~~F. Shortell 
Chief of Police 

HFS/jmo 

DATE ;! 

BILL NO. Sri /'i1 



January 22. 1993 

Members of the Leqislator 
Helena. Montana 

RE: Sena~e Bill 197 

Dear Members: 

I wish to endorse Senate Bill 197. regarding the penalty for landlo~ds who fail 
to provide an adequate fire alarm system which results in the injury/death of 
a tenant. 

The majority of the children in my school come from low income families. They 
cannot afford many of the "niceties" others take for granted. Most of their 
parents would prefer to be a home owner rather than a renter. But whatever 
their conditions and preferences. they deserve to be safe. 

The law already provides for the installation of a fire alarm but if landlords 
still do not furnish them and/or do not receive any penalty for injury or 
death of a tenant. the law is relatively useless. Only those "good landlords" 
will adhere to it and they would probably provide fire alarms regardless of 
the -law. 

In reality. the renter has the expense. The cost of a fire alarm ranges from 
approximately $7.00 to $15.00 and they last for a period of years. The renter 
must furnish the batteries and. to be self assured, should change them every 
6 months. The cost of the batteries over a period of time would be the 
expense. 

Whatever the cost. we cannot afford to overlook the safety aspect for all 
persons. If that safety cannot be provided by the present law, then 
unfortunately, some form of punishment/penalty must be made mandatory. 

Re",ectiv~1 , . 

~~7c . 
Patricia Henley. ri nci pal 
Lincoln McKinley School 
Box 7791 
Havre. Montana 59501 

SENATE 8US:N~SS & INDUSTRY 

EXHIBIT NO. -liLLi_, ---­
,/"0/" ., DATE !'.~' '71 

BILL NO. 



WHY WE SUPPORT SENATE BILL 197. 

"WE SUPPORT IT BECAUSE IT IS FAIR AND Rl(~HT." 

----THE SENATE BILL SIMPLY AMENDS THE PRESENT STATUTE ON 
FIRE ALARMS (SMOKE ALARMS) TO PROVIDE CONSEQUENCES FOR A 
VIOLATION. 

---THE PRESENT STATUTE) AS IT NOW READS) HAS NO 
ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS. AN EFFECTIVE LAW MUST PRO­
VIDE CONSEQUENCES. 

----THE AMENDMENT PROVIDES A METHOD FOR ASSURING THAT WHEN 
A RENTAL UNIT IS FIRST RENTED) THE TENANT IS ASSURED THAT 
THE FIRE ALARM SYSTEM IS INSTALLED AND PROPERLY FUNCTIONING. 

'. 

--A PROPERLY FUNCTIONING FIRE ALARM SYSTEM (SMCKE 
ALARM) CAN BE THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SAFETY AND INJURY) 
DETYlEEN LI FE AND DEA TIl. 

--IT CAN SPELL IDHE DIFFERENCE BETHEEN SAFETY AND 
ABSOLUTE DISASTER. 

" 

----WE URGE THIS COMMITTEE TO SAY YES TO THIS MUCH NEEDED 
AMENDMENT. 

THE MONTANA LOW INCOME COALITIOd 

SENATE BUSN~SS & INDUSTRY 
EX~IBIT NO. ~L;<-,---__ 

DATE l};; rl.::($'. (c)0;; 

BILL NO. . ~tl Ie? 7 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETI.TION THE MONTANA STATE LEGISLATU:RE TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLORDS TO COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS". 

ADDRESS: 

1)~~~~~~~~=-__________ ~~~q~~~?~ __ ~~~~~ __ ~~ 
2)~~~~~~~~ ________ ~ __ ~~~~~ __ ~~~~~~~~~ 

3)~~~ ____ ~~~~ ______________ ~ ___ ~ _________ ~~~~~ ___ ~~~~ 

7) ~ 

8)~~~~~~~~~~~ ________ L£~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

9)~~~~~~~~~~~~ __________ ~~~~~~~~~~ ___ ~~~~_ 

16)~~~~~~~~~ __ ~~ ______________ ~~~~ __ ~~~ ______ +-__ __ 

17)~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ______ -=~44~~~~~~~ ___ ~~~ __ __ 

18)~~r-~~~~~~~ ______________ ~~~~~~~~~+=~~~~ __ __ 

19)~~~;4~~~~~~ __________ ~~~~~~~-L~~~ __ ___ 

SENATE BUSINESS & INDUSTRY 
EXHIBIT NO. _'-,,'---_______ _ 

DATE (Jan ~(' 1443 
-BILL NO.

1 .s,l >i 7 

( 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETI.TION THE MONTANA STATE LEGISLATURE TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLORDS TO COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS". 

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS: 

,.. 'Q- "\-
{'(,:l:., 'J' !sl 't- ) 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETI,TION THE MONTANA STATE LEGISLATURE TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLORDS TO COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS". 

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS: 

'S?n 0 of- I 
f{ f/: 13 

1/'J.~lI3 
513 197 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETI.TION THE MONTANA STATE LEGISLATURE TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLORDS TO COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS". 

14)~~~~~~~~ ______________ ~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~ __ ~ 

15)_'~~~~~~~~~~~+-____ ~~~~~~~~~~~-L~~~ 

16)~~~~~ __ ~~~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~-+~~ 

29) __ ~~~~~~~~~ __________ ~ __ ~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~ 

30) __ ~~~~~~~~ ______________ ~p.~o.~t~~r~7~c~.)~?~.~:~~,',~.h~~M+~~. ____ ___ 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETITION THE MONT ~TATE LEGISLATURB TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLO~AT~ COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS". 

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS: 

4)~~~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~~LL __ ~~~~~~~~~~~_ 

5)~~~?+~~ __ ~~ww~~~~~=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
6) __ ~~~~~ __ ~~~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
7)~~~~~ __ ~ __ ~~~~ ____ ~~~ __ ~~~ __ ~ __ ~~~ ____ ~ __ ~_ 

10) ___ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ww~~~~ 

11)-n~~~~~~~~~~~~ ______ ~~~~~ ____ ~~ __________ ~ 

12)~~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~r-__ 
13)~~~~~~~~+-____ ~ ____ ~~ ______ ~ __ ~ __________________ __ 

18)~~~~~~~~~~~ ______ ~ __ ~~ __ ~~ __ ~~~~~~~~~~ 

19)~~~~~~~~~~~ ____ ~~~~~~~~ __ ~~~~~~~~~~~ 

20) ________________________________ ~----------------------~-----
21) ________________________________ ~ __________________ ~ ________ __ 

22) ______________________________________________________________ __ 

23) ______ ~ ______________________________________________________ __ 

24) ____________________________________________________________ __ 

25) ______________________________________________________________ __ 
26) ____________________________________ ~ ________________________ __ 

27) ___________________________________________ ----------------____ __ 

28) ________________________________________________ ----------------

29) ______________________________________________________________ __ 
30) ______________________________________________________________ ~ 

5:' f\ \3 '+- J}. 
Ej.h # 13 

1/;Y6/f3 
50 197 

.n S 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETITION THE MONTANA STATE LEGISLATURE TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLORDS TO COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS'·. 

SIGNATURE: ADDRESS: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

18) 

19) 

20) 

21) 

22) 

23) 

24) 

25) 

26) 

27) 

28) 

29) 

30) 



WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY PETITION THE MONTANA STATE LEGISLATURE TO ENACT 
CRIMINAL PENALTIES FOR THE FAILURE OF LANDLORDS TO COMPLY WITH THE REGULATIONS 
IN THE RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977, SPECIFICALLY 70-24-303 (g) 
HAVING TO DO WITH THE INSTALLATION OF "APPROVED SMOKE DETECTORS'·. 

ADDRESS: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) ~~~ .• j 

8) ~~'t\.-<-~J. 
9) G\N,\M~ 

~;:. 1," 
18)~/_·_. __ ~~~ ________ ~r ______________ .;_' __________________________ __ 

19) __ ~~~~~~~~ ______ ~~~~~~ __ W-__________ ~~ ______ __ 

27) ______________________________________________________________ __ 

28) ________________________________________________ ----------------
29) ________________________________ ~ ____________________________ __ 

30) ______________________________________________________________ ___ 

Sell' 54---9 
E'i #- 13 
1/ d, ~/Cf3 
50 \97 

" 

'(7 i 



Name Representing 

.l)()K 

VISITOR REGISTER 

Bill 
No. 

Check One 

Support Oppose 

x 

PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEMENT WITH COMMITTEE SECRETARY 

Flo 



DATE __________ _ 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON ---------------------------
BILLS BEING HEARD TODAY: S='b' ('f 7 

--~~~--~----~------~ 

Name Representing 

2/.c-v --<-- /h dn/:v, It- /11; 4)\ !'fe t£ (~.~ 

VISITOR REGISTER 

Bill 
No. 

lC/7 

Check One 

Support Oppose 

.( 

PLEASE LEA VE PREPARED STATEMENT WITH COMMITTEE SECRETARY 

FiG 




