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Minutes:

Chairman Belter: We will open the hearing on HB1304

Representative Skarphol: | am going to address 1304 as amended (Attachment 1).
HB1304 as drafted did not accomplish what | wanted to accomplish. We ended up amending it

and | still don’t think it is all the way where | want to be. 1304 would take the caps off oil and

. gas tax allocations to cities, counties and schools. It would completely remove the caps. |
tried to get an accurate fiscal note on this and | believe the Tax Department is still working on
it. However, they cannot produce a fiscal note for a bill with an amendment unless the
amendment has been adopted by a committee. So they will be producing a memo for me on
the fiscal effect of this bill. Based on what has happened in the oil industry over the last couple
of years, | think it is imperative we remove these caps. The money flowing to the counties is
insufficient to cover the infrastructure needs out there. Mountrail County is an example and is
getting pounded by today’s environment. | believe when you begin to look at my handouts
(Attachment 2) that you will see what | see happening. 1304 as amended would also change
that distribution formula, primarily with regard to Stark and Williams County. If you look at the
first page of the handout, from a comparison standpoint, Williams County is the last county

. reflected here. This is through May of 2008. If you look at the dollars that flow through the
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cities, there is a substantial difference in Williams County compared to McKenzie and

. Mountrail. It is not because of the total dollars flowing to the counties; it is because of the fact
that Williston is in the boundary of Williams County and the dollars are distributed on
population. It has had an inordinate effect on the smaller cities of Williams County. They are
vastly underfunded by comparison to the cities in Mountrail or McKenzie County with the same
amount of dollars flowing to those counties. | would submit to you that that can be fixed.
Whether or not that mechanism is even in the amended bill to fully correct that problem
remains to be seen. | think there is further work that needs to be done onit. When you look at
cities like Parshall, New Town, Stanley in Mountrail County with $4.1 million at that point in
time, they all had in excess of $200,000 and two of them had over a quarter of a million.
During that same timeframe, the city of Tioga (nearly equal size if not larger than), only
received $76,000. If you look at McKenzie County during that timeframe, Watford City got

. $800,000, Alexander got $121,000, Arnegard got $56,000, and Tioga got $77,000. The city of
Tioga and other communities in both Stark and Williams County deserve more than what they
are receiving from this formula. We have a difficult time in my community taking care of our
infrastructure. We are getting pounded. Water is getting hauled up and down our streets and
the streets are in terrible shape. If, in fact, we could create a formula that would treat them
more equitably, | believe it would be appropriate. Williston also does not get enough money.
When you look at information provided by Job Service and Workforce Development folks, and 1
guess | didn’t incorporate that in here, the number of jobs in Williston directly related to the oil
industry is 22%%. The number of jobs in Dickinson directly related is 4%, the number of jobs
in Minot is less than 1%. | would submit to you that in a fluctuating oil economy, when things
go down, Williston is much more adversely affected than anywhere else in this state. The city

.of Williston in its last fiscal cycle, had to increase their salary line for state and city employees
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by more than $1% million in order to insure they had sufficient money to compete with the oil

. industry and to hire a couple of needed individuals. Williston, if you look at this chart, gets
about the same amount of money as Watford City (about $800,000 during this timeframe). |
think it would be appropriate to find a way and to put in place a mechanism to insure that small
towns in Williams and Stark County are treated fairly as compared to the other cities. | am not
saying they need to be richly rewarded, but more adequately rewarded. At the same time, we
need to address the needs of the city of Williston and the city of Dickinson. Minot is coming
into the picture because of increased oil activity in that area; but at this point in time, the
number of jobs in that community directly related to the oil industry is fairly small. Their
infrastructure needs could be addressed with oil impact funds in the city of Minot if need be.
Again, there are a couple of other handouts in your packet. More interesting among the things
| have handed out is the second page with a big rectangle around a group of numbers. | asked

. Kathy Strombeck in the Tax Department to do a little reverse mathematics for me. What she
has done with that particular document is use the October 2008 production level and work
through it backwards to determine what the price of oil would need to be for those particular
counties you see listed on the left side to reach the cap under the current mechanism. As you
see, in Billings county it would take $78.06 to reach the cap, Williams County would take
$77.85, Mountrail County would take $15.99. There is a very substantial difference in each
county to reach the cap. If we are ever going to remove the cap in ND, there is no time like the
present. | would submit to you that with today’s oil prices, the effect on the state general fund
of the permanent oil trust fund will be very minimal in this environment. | did ask the Tax
Department and Legislative Council to put together some memos in regard to the effect, but
they did not get it ready for me. If they do, | will be happy to share it with the committee, but |

.believe very strongly in removing the caps. | only will support a bill which will address what |
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believe it is a very unfair situation with regard to small towns in Williams and Stark Counties.
. With that, Mr. Chairman, | will try to answer any questions.

Chairman Belter: You made the comment that you were not completely satisfied with the
methods we see here. Are you working on a new set of amendments to rectify some of the
concerns you have?

Representative Skarphol: As soon as | get the memos from the Tax Department that |
referred to, it will give me a much better ability to analyze what the net fisca! effect will be. |
understand Williston has some concerns about the current mechanism. | agree with their
concerns to some extent. When | got the first fiscal note on this, | thought it was working and
that this is the way we need it; but the bill wasn’t as it needed to be to begin with. Once you
change one piece of the mechanism, it has an effect all the way down through the process.

Mr. Chairman, | would be amenable to working to get this bill fixed. | believe what it is going to

.take is a combination of things and the combination of things, | believe, is that Williston would
be given some set payment, as would Dickinson and still be included in some portion of the
distribution from the formula in order to insure that their revenue would escalate and not be
set. The current situation is that, as drafted right now with this amendment, Williston would
receive $1% million, Dickinson would receive $625 000 and they are concerned that that not
change, that it would be set in statute and it would take a change by the legislature to affect
that. What | would probably attempt to do for the committee’s sake is to try to get them to
produce a document that would reflect the amendment in the language and make it much
easier to read. | neglected one thing that quite a few people in this room feel strongly about.
Any new revenue generated by taking the caps off would not flow to the current formula. In the

current formula, some of the money flows to the schools. This would give additional revenue

.that would typically flow to the schools to the townships. Under the current scenario, there are
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some counties that treat the townships very well and some treat them very poorly. Again, |
. am not adverse to having some amendment with regard to that issue. | have talked to the
school officials. There are some schools that are not adversely affected by the imputation type
included in the education formula and there are some that are substantially affected. Some of
us oil country legislators have talked about whether or not it is worthwhile to continue giving oil
revenues to the schools based on that imputation factor. Some of the schools feel very
strongly that they want to continue to get that money. | am certainly amenable to an
amendment that would address that issue and | will continue to work with them in that regard.
Chairman Belter: Any other questions? Further testimony in support of this bill? | would ask
that those who testify try not to duplicate a lot of the testimony presented.

Vicky Steiner, Executive Director for ND Association of Qil and Gas Producing

Counties: (Testimony 3).

. Reinhard Hauck, Dunn County Auditor: {Testimony 4) Presented testimony on how difficult
it is for the county to meet infrastructure costs.
Senator Andrist: | just wanted to say that the principal county | am concerned with in our
district is Mountrail. This is where the action is and this is where the state is getting its oil tax
revenue now. If there are 50 more wells drilled in Mountrail County next year, that's 45,000 big
trucks going over the township and county roads. Mountrail County would get nothing
because of the cap. My quarrel is the assumption that the impact stops once you reach the
cap. Itis just the money that stops; the impact goes on and on. We don't know how many
wells they will be drilling in Mountrail County. There is evidence at today’s prices that they
may not be drilling any place else. They may only be drilling where the structure is most
positive for producing lucrative wells. | appreciate your acting favorably on this bill. It is my

.understanding, Mr. Chairman, that if today’s prices don't improve, Mountrail County may be the
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only county affected. it is the ideal time to get rid of the cap because it won't really cost the

state much money.

Christy Larsen, Dunn County Recorder/ Clerk of Court: (Testimony 5).

Representative Froseth: Can you only recover $.25 per copy or can you charge more? Can

you charge the land men?

Christy Larsen: We can charge up to $1. We don’t charge the land men for use of office

space of any use of equipment; we treat them like the public.

Deb Harsch: (Testimony 6). Rural resident of Dunn County.

Cliff Ferebee, Dunn County Commissioner: | have had a chance to testify before this group

before. | would just like to reiterate what Recorder Larsen and Reinhard Hauck said. We need

the cap removed; we need the money now to get our infrastructure fixed up. We are going to

have oil people leaving and farmers and ranchers having a tough time getting around on these
. roads. We have to find a way to get money to these oil producing counties and we have to do

it now.

Brad Bekkedahl, Finance Commissioner for Williston and Past President of the ND

Assoc. of Oil and Gas Producing Counties: (Testimony 7).
Ward Koeser, Mayor of Williston: (Testimony 8).

Dan Klewin, Chairman of Williams County: We have become training grounds for the oll
fields. As soon as they learn the skills, they go out to the oil fields, whether it is county,
highway, registrar of deeds, treasurer's office, auditor's office, all of those employees are
valuable to the oil industry. It is difficult for us to retain employees in this climate. Secondly,

the intensity of the impact and the number of loads being hauled are huge. There is one road

west of Williston right now on its third fracture. There have been 800 loads of water hauled
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into that well. County Road 4 was brand new; it has totally been destroyed. The intensity of
. the impact cannot be overstated. How fortunate that we can gather to discuss this problem.
Williams County appreciates your support. We are in favor of this and we desperately need it.
Lynn Brackel, Bowman County Commissioner: (Testimony 9). He highlighted people
moving to Bowman, shortage of gravel, the need to build roads wider and stronger to withstand
heavy loads.

Lyn James, President of Bowman City County: (Testimony 10).

David Hynek, Chairman of Mountrail: (Testimony 11).

Fred Kershisnik, Oil Field Worker in Dunn County: | have worked 24-30 years in oil field.

| had a lot more testimony, but many things have been covered. | want to stress the impact of
the oil business. For every well drilled, there are 500-700 heavy loads going in and out of that

well. When rules were written up before the cap was put on, there were probabiy 150-200

. loads involved in that process so it has tripled at least and maybe more. Also in the 70's and
80's, there were five mile by five mile fields; a big field was maybe 20 by 15 miles. Generally
one or two county roads were affected by the field; but if you look at a map, they were just tiny
specs across the Williston Basin where this traffic was being impacted. Now if you look at the
Bakken, there is very little of Dunn County that is not invoived. Nearly every road in Dunn
County is being affected heavily by this oil traffic—not just from time to time. It is there all the
time. Highway 22 north of Dickinson all the way to New Town is affected. | left my house this
morning by the Lost Bridge and there was traffic all the way to Dickinson. You couldn’t pass
anyone. The county roads are almost the same. You just can't pass because of the amount of
traffic everywhere. The caps need to be lifted so that there can be some help. The other thing

is that the oil industry is blading roads for the county. We are not officially doing it, but we

.have to because the county cannot keep up. We push snow. Sometimes we are out there on
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Saturday and Sunday and we have to push the county roads and the lease roads all the way in
. because there isn’t any way they can keep up with it. That is now. In the spring when this

snow melts, it is going to be a bigger mess and there will still be all the traffic to deal with.

Ken Halvorson, Mountrail County Sheriff: (Testimony 12).

Joan Hollekim, Mountrail County Auditor {(Testimony 13).

LaRae lwen, Recorder, Mountrail County: {Testimony 14).

Jack Olson, Assistant Director, ND Department of Transportation: (Testimony 15).

Chairman Belter: Any further testimony in favor or 1304?

Kelly Schmidt, State Treasurer: |just want to make the committee aware that our office has

changed the distribution from a quarterly to a monthly distribution. We were able to do that

working with the Tax Department. Now when we get those certified numbers, within 21-30

days, the dollars have been turned around and are in the accounts of the counties. The first

. distribution system that we worked on when you gave the dollars to rewrite our tax distribution

system is the oil and gas distribution. It is up and running and ready to make any changes that

are necessary. If there are any questions, | would be happy to answer.

Chairman Belter: Any opposition to 13047 Any neutral testimony.

Michael Ziesch, Research Analyst, Job Service North Dakota: (Testimony 16).

Chairman Belter: | suggest you work with Representative Skarpohl to get amendments

drafted for us.

Representative Grande: | would like clarification when you talk about taking out schools and

government entities. | am just thinking of Williston. If you take out Williston State College,

there are a lot of people directly related to the oil fields. If you take that out of the mix, it could

skew Williston's labor force percentages. | would think that there are some of the government
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entity people in the impact cities and counties that have oil and gas as part of their job so you

. might skew your numbers if you pull all of them out.
Michael Ziesch: Thatis true. We are actually trying to get to the other side of that by
proposing the amendment that we ailow just the mining industry. | can appreciate very much
that the original language was labor force directly related to oil extraction. That is a little bit too
vague for us to develop statistics for. If we were to determine all oil activity related to the labor
force, we would almost have to conduct a cluster study because it would have to be self-
declared. By dropping back and using a specific industry term from the employment and wage
program, we have the ability to do something that is repeatable and already available. The
reason for excluding the government entities was to lower the denominator to make each cities
percentage total private cover employment larger. We didn’t remove government entities to
hurt any municipalities. We did it to benefit them; it reduces the denominator.

. Chairman Belter: Any other testimony on 13047
Representative Drovdal: Can | ask Vicky a question? We have heard from four or five
counties today. There are a lot of other counties out there. Are there any counties with
reserves?
Vicky Steiner: Can | go back and get them to you?
Chairman Belter: If there is no further testimony on 1304, we will close the hearing. | just
want to say that we as representatives certainly understand the problems you face in oil
country, but the big challenge will be for you as oil producing counties that you are involved
with this legislation so you are all happy with the outcome of whatever the legislature does.
Each and every county has individual problems so it is important you stay involved with the

process so we can come up with a bill that treats all impacted counties equitably. We will

.close the hearing on 1304.
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Vice Chairman Drovdal: The first amendment's number is .0205. The intent of that
amendment is to take the cap off the oil production 5% tax with revenue going back to
counties, cities and schools. The first 1% is divided up. This removes the caps; and if a
county is producing oil, they will get impact money back according to the amount of production
. they have in their county. This bill will go to appropriations. The Governor in his bill did allow
some money to go to these people, but he did not remove the caps. The caps, if removed, at
$35 would be $32 million and at $40, it would be $39 million. This bill will go from here to
appropriations and they will look at it. At $42.46 a barrel with 206,826 barrels per day, the
estimated impact at removing the cap would be $39 million. At $20.35 per barrel, the
estimated impact at the same production would be $32 million at the current price of crude oll
which is about $30. North Dakota crude oil would be a little less.
Representative Froelich: Representative Weiler's bill that we passed moved the cap from $6
million to $9 million on impact grant funds.
Vice Chairman Drovdal: This money cap is at $6 miilion per county, depending on the county
size. This moves the cap off. Moving the cap off affects two counties for sure—McKenzie and

. Mountrail. | don’t know if it is going to affect Dunn or not. Mainly it affects Bowman and
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Mountrail County. Mountrail is the largest as far as production goes. It affects those two

. counties. | have been told that this will be reviewed by appropriations because a lot of people
want to leave some cap on it. Right now we are setting policy saying we agree it needs to be
looked at—that the cap is too much. That is really all we are saying—take the cap off. It
doesn’t have anything to do with the grant money we acted on earlier. Even though it is listed
in the bill, it doesn’t affect it. Any questions on the first amendment .02057 What are the
committee’s wishes? Representative Froseth moves the amendments and Representative
Brandenburg seconds. Any more discussion? A voice vote on amendments .0205 passed.
Skarphol's amendments.0206 address a concern in Williams and Stark County because the
way the formula comes out, they end up getting most of the money that goes to cities. You
have towns like Tioga and Ray that get “squat” in the formula. He did put in the original bill
1304 some wordage changes so the other cities would get some additional impact. He wasn't

. totally satisfied with the formula so he offered this amendment to go in place of that. We have
two choices. We can adopt this amendment, which | can't explain; or since it is already
mentioned in the subject in the bill, he could do it in appropriations. We could agree that those
towns are not being treated fairly and he could amend in appropriations.
Representative Grande: | would like to see him take care of that himself.
Representative Weiler: Second.
Vice Chairman Drovdal: Okay, we will put those amendments aside. | have a motion for a
“do pass as amended” from Representative Froseth and a second from Representative
Brandenburg. Any discussion on HB 1304 as amended? A roll call vote resulted in 9 ayes,
4 nays, 0 absent/not voting. Representative Drovdal will carry the bill. HB 1304 should

be rereferred to appropriations.




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
04/28/2009

Amendment to: Reengrossed
HB 1304

1A State fiscal effect: /dentify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
General |Other Funds| General |OtherFunds| General |OtherFunds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues ($28,000,000
Expenditures
Appropriations
1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.
2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts
- $25.000,0000  $3,000,000

2A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the
provisions having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

HB 1304 Second Engrossment with Conference Committee Amendments changes the allocation of Oil and Gas
Gross Production tax revenues.

B. Fiscal impact sections: /dentify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which
have fiscal impact, Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

HB 1304 Second Engrossment with Conference Committee Amendments allocates $500,000 annually to cities in
oil-producing counties that have a population greater than 7,500. This allocation is doubled for cities with a significant
oil-related employment base. These city allocation provisions are estimated to total $1.5 million per year, or $3 million
for the 2009-11 biennium. Dickinson is expected to receive $1 million and Williston is expected to receive $2 million
in the 2009-11 biennium.

The county distribution is changed in the bill. The lowest tier from which the counties receive 100% of the revenue
was increased from the first $1 million to the first $2 million. The current top tier of 25% counties/75% state was
expanded to $14 million, and a new top tier was added from which counties producing more than $18 million per year
would receive 10% and the state 90%. The population-based caps are removed in the bill, extending the new top tier
of 10%/90% indefinitely. The formula changes and cap removal provisions are expected increase total county
revenues by an estimated $25 million for the 2009-11 biennium. The bill also changes the distribution among the
counties, cities, and infrastructure funds; only the total increase is shown in 1B above,

The bill also increases the revenue to the impact grant fund from $6 miflion to $8 million per biennium. Both of these
changes are to "other funds" and are canceled out, and not shown in 1A above.

The provisions of this bill are expected to reduce permanent cil tax trust fund revenues by an estimated $30 million in
the 2008-11 biennium. These estimates are consistent with the February 2009 Legislative Council revised forecast.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and
fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line
ftem, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.




C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency
. and fund affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and
appropriations. Indicate whether the appropriation is also included in the executive budget or relates fo a
continuing appropriation.

Name: Kathryn L. Strombeck iAgency: Office of Tax Commissioner

Phone Number: 328-3402 Date Prepared: 04/28/2009




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
04/08/2009

Amendment to: Reengrossed
HB 1304

1A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
General |Other Funds| General |Other Funds{ General |OtherFunds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues ($28,000,000
Expenditures
Appropriations
1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.
2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts
$25,000,0000  $3,000,000

2A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the
provisions having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

HB 1304 Second Engrossment with Senate Amendments (90260.0600) changes the altocation of Oil and Gas Gross
Production tax revenues.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which
have fiscal impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant fo the analysis.

HB 1304 Second Engrossment with Senate Amendments allocates $500,000 annually to cities in oil-producing
counties that have a population greater than 7,500, This allocation is doubled for cities with a significant oil-related
employment base. These city allocation provisions are estimated to total $1.5 million per year, or $3 million for the
2009-11 biennium. Dickinson is expected to receive $1 million and Williston is expected to receive $2 million in the
2009-11 biennium.

The county distribution is changed in the bill. The lowest tier from which the counties receive 100% of the revenue
was increased from the first $1 million to the first $2 million. The current top tier of 25% counties/75% state was
expanded to $14 million, and a new top tier was added from which counties producing more than $18 million per year
would receive 10% and the state 90%. The population-based caps are removed in the bill, extending the new top tier
of 10%/90% indefinitely. The formula changes and cap removal provisions are expected increase total county
revenues by an estimated $25 million for the 2009-11 biennium. The bill also changes the distribution among the
counties, cities, and infrastructure funds; only the total increase is shown in 1A above.

The provisions of this bill are expected to reduce permanent oil tax trust fund revenues by an estimated $28 million in
the 2008-11 biennium. These estimates are consistent with the February 2009 Legislative Council revised forecast.

3. State fiscal effect detait: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and
fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Expfain the expenditure amounts. Provide detall, when appropriate, for each agency, line
item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.



C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency
and fund affected. Expfain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and
appropriations. Indicate whether the appropriation is also included in the executive budget or relates fo a
continuing appropriation.

Name: Kathryn L. Strombeck Agency: Office of Tax Commissioner

Phone Number: 328-3402 Date Prepared: 04/08/2009




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
03/19/2009

. Amendment to: Reengrossed
HB 1304

1A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared fo
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
General |Other Funds| General |OtherFunds; General |Other Funds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues ($26.,800,000
Expenditures
Appropriations
1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.
2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts
$23,800,0000  $3,000,000

2A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the
provisions having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

HB 1304 Second Engrossment with Senate Amendments changes the allocation of QOil and Gas Gross Preduction tax
revenues.

B. Fiscal impact sections: /dentify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which
have fiscal impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

HB 1304 Second Engrossment with Senate Amendments allocates $500,000 annually to cities in oil-producing
counties that have a population greater than 7,500. This allocation is doubled for cities with a significant cil-related
employment base. These city allocation provisions are estimated to total $1.5 millicn per year, or $3 million for the
2009-11 biennium. Dickinson is expected to receive $1 million and Williston is expected to receive $2 million in the
2009-11 biennium.

The county population-based caps are also removed in the bill. The cap removal provisions are expected increase
total county revenues by an estimated $23.8 million for the 2008-11 biennium. The bill changes the distribution
among the counties, cities, and infrastructure funds; only the total increase is shown in 1A above.

The provisions of this hill are expected to reduce permanent oil tax trust fund revenues by an estimated $26.8 million
in the 2009-11 biennium. These estimates are consistent with the February 2009 Legislative Council revised forecast.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and
fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line
item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

. C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency
—~ and fund affected. Explain the relationship between the amounis shown for expenditures and
appropriations. indicate whether the appropriation is also included in the executive budget or refates to a



continuing appropriation.

Name:

Kathryn L. Strombeck

Agency:

Office of Tax Commissioner

Phone Number:

328-3402

Date Prepared:

03/20/2008




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
02/17/2009

Amendment to; Engrossed
HB 1304

1A. State fiscal effect: /dentify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
General |Other Funds| General |[Other Funds| General ([Other Funds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues ($35,450,000
Expenditures
Appropriations
1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: /dentify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.
2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts
$33,200,0000  $2,250,000

2A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the
provisions having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

HB 1304 Second Engrossment autherizes the allocation of Oil and Gas Gross Production Tax revenues to certain
cities. The bill also removes the population-based caps relative to the total amount of Oil and Gas Gross Production
Tax revenue counties are allowed to receive.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which
have fiscal impact. include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 of HB 1304 Second Engrossment allocates $375,000 annually to cities with a population greater than 7,500,
This allocation is doubled for cities with a significant cil-related employment base. The impact of these city allocation
provisions is estimated to be +$1.125 million per year, or +$2.250 million for the 2009-11 biennium. Dickinson is
expected to receive two $375,000 allocations and Williston is expected to receive two $750,000 allocations in the
2009-11 biennium.

The county population-based caps are also removed in Section 1 of the bill. The cap removal provisions are expected
increase total county revenues by an estimated $33.2 million for the 2009-11 biennium. The bill changes the
distribution among the counties, cities, and infrastructure funds; only the total increase is shown in 1A above.

The provisions of this bill are expected to reduce permanent oil tax trust fund revenues by an estimated $35.450
million in the 2009-11 biennium.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please.
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Frovide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and
fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line
item, and fund affacted and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency
and fund affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and
appropriations. Indicate whether the appropriation is also included in the executive budget or refates to a




continuing appropriation.

Name:

Kathryn L. Strombeck

IAgency:

Office of Tax Commissioner

Phone Number:

328-3402

Date Prepared:

02/17/2009




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
02/06/2009

Amendment to; HB 1304

1A, State fiscal effect: Identify the stale fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
General |Other Funds| General |OtherFunds| General |Other Funds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues {$33,200,000
Expenditures
Appropriations
1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: /dentify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.
2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts
$30,288,0000  $2,912,000)

2A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the
provisions having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

Engrossed HB 1304 changes the allocation of Qil and Gas Gross Production Tax revenues. The bill also removes the
population-based caps relative to the total amount of Oil and Gas Gross Production Tax revenue counties are allowed
to receive.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which
have fiscal impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 of Engrossed HB 1304 creates a city allocation of $208,000 after each $1 million annual distributional tier, to
be allocated to cities with a population greater than 7,500. This allocation is doubled for cities with a significant
oil-related employment base. The impact of these city allocation provisions is estimated to be +$1.456 million per
year, or $2.812 million for the 2008-11 biennium. Dickinson is expected to receive one $208,000 allocation each year,
and Williston is expected to receive three $416,000 allocations each year.

The county population-based caps are also removed in Section 1 of the bill. The cap removal provisions are expected
increase total local revenues by an estimated net amount of $30.288 million($33.2 million total, less $2.912 million
directed to cities with a population over 7500) for the 2009-11 biennium. These increased local revenues are
required to be distributed to the county infrastructure fund, and further distributed as set forth in the bill.

These distributional provisions in the bill result in shifts among cities and among county general funds, infrastructure
funds, and others. Only those impacts that cause a net change in total local revenue are estimated here. The two
provisions that result in a net gain in local revenues - the special city allocation and the removal of the
population-based caps - result in a corresponding decrease in permanent oil tax trust fund revenues totaling $33.2
million for the 2009-11 biennium,

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please.
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounis. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and
fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line
item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.




C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency
and fund affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and
appropriations. Indicate whether the appropriation is also included in the executive budget or relates to a
continuing appropriation.

Name: Kathryn L. Strombeck gency: Office of Tax Commissioner

Phone Number: 328-3402 Date Prepared: 02/11/2009




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
01/13/2009

Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1304

1A. State fiscal effect: /dentify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to
funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
General |Other Funds| General |[OtherFunds| General |OtherFunds
Fund Fund Fund
Revenues ($8,712,000
Expenditures
Appropriations
1B. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political subdivision.
2007-2009 Biennium 2009-2011 Biennium 2011-2013 Biennium
School School School
Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts | Counties Cities Districts
$5,800,0000  $2,912,000

2A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the
provisions having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

HB 1304 changes the allocation of cil and gas gross production tax revenues. The bill also increases the maximum
amount the counties are allowed to recieve (increases the county caps).

B. Fiscal impact sections: /dentify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which
have fiscal impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

The bill creates a city allocation of $208,000 after each $1 million annual distributional tier, to be allocated to cities with
a population greater than 7,500. This allocation is doubled for cities with a significant cil-related employment base.
The impact of the city allocation provisions is esimated to equal +$1.456 million per year, or $2.912 million for the
2009-11 biennium. Dickinson is expected to receive one $208,000 allocation each year, and Wiiliston is expected to
receive three $416,000 allocations each year.

The county population-based caps are also increased in this bill. The cap provisions are expected increase total
county revenues by an estimated $5.8 million for the 2009-11 biennium. These increased county revenues are
expected to be allocated primarily to McKenzie, Mountrail, and Bowman Counties,

There are numerous other distributional provisions in this bill that result in shifts among cities and among county
general funds, infrastructure funds, and others. Only those impacts that cause a net change in total revenue are
estimated here. The two provisions that result in a net gain in city and county revenues - the special city allocation
and the increase in the county caps - result in a corresponding decrease in permanent oil tax trust fund revenues
totaling $8.712 million for the 2009-11 biennium.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and
fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line
item, and fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency




and fund affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and
appropriations. Indicate whether the appropriation is also included in the executive budget or rejates to a
continuing appropriation.

. Name: Kathryn L. Strombeck Agency: Office of Tax Commissioner

Phone Number: 328-3402 Date Prepared: 01/26/2009




90260.0205 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for\[
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¢
Title.0300 Representative Drovdal 2 ) Y } O

January 30, 2009

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Page 2, line 29, overstrike "limited based upon the population of” and insert immediately
thereafter "allocated within" and overstrike "according to the fast”

Page 2, line 30, overstrike "officiat decennial federal census”

Page 3, line 1, overstrike "no more"

Page 3, line 2, overstrike "than”, after "dollars” insert "for allocation under subsection 4", and
overstrike the semicolon

Page 3, line 3, overstrike "however, a county may receive up to", remove "five", overstrike
"million", remove "eight", and overstrike "hundred"

Page 3, overstrike lines 4 and 5

Page 3, line 6, overstrike "county road and bridge, farm-to-market and", remove "federal aid",
and overstrike "road, and"”

Page 3, line 7, overstrike "county road purposes”
Page 3, line 12, overstrike "no more than"

Page 3, line 13, after "dollars” insert "for allocation under subsection 4", overstrike "; however, a
county may receive up to", and remove "“six"

Page 3, line 14, overstrike "million one hundred”, remove "fifty", and overstrike "thousand
dollars under this subdivision for each fiscal”

Page 3, overstrike line 15
Page 3, line 16, overstrike "combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and"
Page 3, line 17, remove "federal aid" and overstrike "road, and county road purposes”

Page 3, line 21, overstrike "no more”

Page 3, line 22, overstrike "than”, after "dollars” insert "for allocation under subsection 4", and
overstrike "; however, a"

Page 3, line 23, overstrike "county may receive up to", remove "six", overstrike "million",
remove "nine", and overstrike "hundred thousand dollars”

Page 3, overstrike lines 24 and 25

Page 3, line 26, overstrike "bridge, farm-to-market and”, remove "federal aid", and overstrike
"road, and county road"

Page 3, line 27, overstrike "purposes”

Page No. 1 90260.0205
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Page 4, overstrike lines 1 through 3

Page 4, line 5, after "hereundes” insert “for allocation®, after "under” insert "this”, and remove
Ilgl

Page 4, line 7, after "county” insert "for allocation”, after "under” insert "this", and remove "3"
Page 4, line 30, after "hereundes” insert "for allocation” and after "under” insert "this"
Page 4, line 31, remove "3"

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 2 90260.0205
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Date: 2/ feca
Roll Call Vote #: __|
2009 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. _1304
House _ FINANCE AND TAXATION Committee

[C] Check here for Conference Committee

Legislative Council Amendment Number

Action Taken [)Do Pass

9o02L0. 0205

[[JDo Not Pass

[[] Amended

Motion Made By 'F,—c S ed b

Seconded By % Tord en ooy —

Q
Representatives Yes | No Representatives Yes | No
Chairman Wesley R. Belter Representative Froelich
Vice Chairman David Drovdal Representative Kelsh
Representative Brandenburg Representative Pinkerton
Representative Froseth _~ | Represéntative Schmidt
Representative Grande 1 Représentative Winrich
Representative Headiand / J/
Representative Weiler \ T
Representative Wrangham | [} ° ]
N e
AN
C
Total (Yes) No
Absent
Floor Assignment

if the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:

mee,.\cl M‘,_Ni—_s C_curr—') -




90260.0206 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for
Title. Representative Skarphol
February 3, 2009
. PRCPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Page 1, replace lines 8 through 14 with:

"1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall sredit;

a,

(34

C.

Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million
doliars per biennium, including any amounts otherwise appropriated
for oll and gas impact grants for the biennium by the legislative
assembly;-and-whe-ehall-orodit;

Allocate three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars per fiscal year to

each city In an oil-producing county which has a population of seven
thousand flve hundred or more and more than two percent of its
private covered employment engaged in the mining industry,
according to data compiled by job service North Dakota. The
allocation under this subdivision must be doubled if the city has more
than seven and one-half percent of its private covered employment
engaged in the mining industry, according to data compiled by job

gervice Narth Dakota: and

Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.”

Page 1, remove lines 21 through 24

Page 2, remove lines 1 and 2

Page 2, line 3, replace "¢." with "b.”

Page 2, remove lines 7 through 12

Page 2, line 13, replace "e." with "¢."

Page 2, remove lines 17 through 22

Page 2, line 23, replace "g." with "d."

Page 2, line 25, replace "f" with "¢”

Page 3, line 2, overstrike the semicolon

Page 3, replace line 3 with "hewever-a. A county may receive up-te-feur an additional one
million nine hundred fifty"

Page 3, line 4, overstrike "under this subdivision”

Page No. 1 90260.0208



Page 3, line 13, overstrike "; however, a" and insert immediately thereafter ", A", overstrike "up
to", and replace "six" with "an additional two"

Page 3, line 14, overstrike "under this subdivision”
Page 3, line 22, overstrike "; however, a" and insert immediately thereafter *. A"

Page 3, line 23, overstrike "up to", replace "six” with "an additional two", and replace "nine" with
"three”

Page 3, line 24, overstrike "under this subdivision®

Page 5, line 1, replace "that did not receive any” with "._An incorporated city may not receive
more than five hundred thousand dollars during a fiscal year under this subsection and
subsection 5."

Page 5, line 2, remove "allocation under subdivision b of subsection 2,

Page 6, line 11, replace "that did not receive any" with ",_An incorporated city may not receive
more than five hundred thousand dollars during a fiscal year under this subsection and
subsection 4."

Page 6, line 12, remove "allocation under subdivision b of subsection 2."

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 2 90260.02086
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Date:

d/d [o9

Roll Call Vote #: 2-

2009 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES

BILL/RESOLUTION NO. 1304
House FINANCE AND TAXATION Committee
[[] Check here for Conference Committee
Legislative Council Amendment Number G0 26L0.02° (2
Action Taken [(lboPass  [1Do Not Pass [[] Amended
Motion Made By S?CQ:Ied By
i e
Representatives Yes | No Representatives Yes | No
Chairman Wesley R. Belter / Representative Froeligh
Vice Chairman David Drovdal / Representative Kelsh
Representative Brandexburg / Representative Pinkerton
Representative Froseth \ / Rebresentative Schmidt
Representative Grande \ / Represengédtive Winrich
Representative Headland \ /
Representative Weiler | /
Representative Wrangham | /
| /
| /
\ /
| /
| /
|
Total  (Yes) \/ No
Absent
Floor Assignment
if the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:
Aterd manks set asi



Date: 2/4fe9

Roll Call Vote #: 5

2009 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. _

House FINANCE AND TAXATION Committee

[] Check here for Conference Committee

Legislative Councii Amendment Number

Action Taken Epo Pass [ |Do Not Pass [X Amended
Motion Made By  Frose i~ Seconded By Rrund mr buvq
]
Representatives Yes | No Representatives Yes | No
Chairman Wesley R. Belter 7 Representative Froelich -
Vice Chairman David Drovdal 7 Representative Kelsh ~
Representative Brandenburg _— Representative Pinketon |
Representative Froseth " Representative Schmidt /
Representative Grande _— | Representative Winrich e
Representative Headland "
Representative Weiler -
Representative Wrangham -

Total  (Yes) - No Y

¥

Absent &
Q é.j) Fe-5 -Gbr\-"'--*'-'U'L :Dr"*u-d Cl.._'

Floor Assignment

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:
D-:— < L—c- v ﬁ—"“\" _"-6
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: HR-23-1740
February 5, 2009 10:22 a.m. Carrier: Drovdal
Insert LC: 80260.0205 Titte: .0300

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB 1304: Finance and Taxation Committee (Rep. Belter, Chairman) recommends
AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO PASS and
BE REREFERRED to the Appropriations Committee (9 YEAS, 4 NAYS, 0 ABSENT
AND NOT VOTING). HB 1304 was placed on the Sixth order on the calendar.

Page 2, line 29, overstrike "limited based upon the population of" and insert immediately
thereafter "allocated within" and overstrike "according to the last"

Page 2, line 30, overstrike "official decennial federal census”
Page 3, line 1, overstrike "no more”

Page 3, line 2, overstrike "than", after "doliars" insert "for allocation under subsection 4", and
overstrike the semicolon

Page 3, line 3, overstrike "however, a county may receive up to", remove "five", overstrike
"million”, remove "eight”, and overstrike "hundred"

Page 3, overstrike lines 4 and 5

Page 3, line 6, overstrike "county road and bridge, farm-to-market and”, remove "federal aid”,
and overstrike "road, and"

Page 3, line 7, overstrike "county road purposes”
Page 3, line 12, overstrike "no more than"

Page 3, line 13, after "dollars” insert "for allocation under subsection 4", overstrike "; however,
a county may receive up to", and remove "six"

Page 3, line 14, overstrike "million one hundred”, remove "fifty", and overstrike "thousand
dollars under this subdivision for each fiscal”

Page 3, overstrike line 15

Page 3, line 16, overstrike "combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and”
Page 3, line 17, remove "federal aid" and overstrike "road, and county road purposes”

Page 3, line 21, overstrike "no more"

Page 3, line 22, overstrike "than", after "dollars" insert “for allocation under subsection 4", and
overstrike "; however, a"

Page 3, line 23, overstrike "county may receive up to", remove "six", overstrike "million”,
remove "ning”, and overstrike "hundred thousand dollars”

Page 3, overstrike lines 24 and 25

Page 3, line 26, overstrike "bridge, farm-to-market and”, remove "federal aid", and overstrike
"road, and county road”

Page 3, line 27, overstrike "purposes”

Page 4, overstrike lines 1 through 3

(2) DESK, {3) COMM Page No. 1 HR-23-1740



REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: HR-23-1740
February 5, 2009 10:22 a.m. Carrier: Drovdal
Insert LC: 90260.0205 Title: .0300

Page 4, line 5, after "herednder” insert "for allocation”, after "under” insert "this", and remove
ll3ll

. Page 4, line 7, after "county” insert "for allocation”, after "under” insert "this", and remove "3"
Page 4, line 30, after "hereunder” insert "for allocation” and after "under” insert "this"
Page 4, line 31, remove "3"

Renumber accordingly

{2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 2 HR-23-1740
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2009 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
House Appropriations Committee
[[] Check here for Conference Committee
Hearing Date: 2/12/09

Recorder Job Number: 9334
/14

Committee Clerk Signature/%M .

Minutes:

Ch. Svedjan: We will open the hearing on HB 1304.

Rep. Dave Drovdal: | am the carrier of HB 1304. HB 1304 and 1225 are related. We will try
and match them up later. HB 1304 was brought in to raise the dollars going back in oil impact
grants to the counties, cities, and schools. In listening to testimony, and the Governor does
have $14 million dollars into the oil impact grant and $6 or $7 million into this particular part of
the formula in his budget. The Finance and Tax Committee listened to testimony and realized
that there are a couple of areas in the oil field where we are having a little bit of a problem. In
the two I'm going to address first have to do with counties that have a large city in them and
the money going back to that county for the city’s share is being all sent to that one community
and the other little outlying communities, I'm going to pick Williams County, because | am
familiar with it. Ray and Tioga were receiving a very small portion of the funding compared to
the impact cost to them. There is some additional language in the bottom of page 1, on page
2, that we hope will address that particular situation, so that we can distribute the money a little
fairer in those counties that have such big towns. In the other counties, the formula has been
working very well. The committee did come to the conclusion that they feel this formula is the
best way to address the long term needs of the impact caused by oil and gas companies. We

actually reduced the money in the oil impact grant fund in HB 1225, and wanted to discuss why



Page 2

House Appropriations Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
Hearing Date: 2/12/09

we felt that the money should be in this grant. This particular bill has got the cap completely
off. The reason that the cap is completely off is because | told the committee that
Appropriation deals with the money and our committee deals with the policy; and the policy
was that we feel that this is the best method to get the money back to the counties. The
committee was under the gun trying to get bills out of committee and we had a number of
amendments and the way the bill was supposed to come out, was that the money would go
back to the counties, cities, and schools as it has in the past. Actually the bill came out that it
goes to the county, townships and cities. It left the schbols out. That was not the way it was
told to the committee; it was too late to take it down and redo it because it was scheduled in
Appropriations and the other thing that got overlooked is this bill, last session, Finance and Tax
on this committee put in a 10 mil requirement for the counties in order to qualify for any more
money above their original $5 million cap. That got somehow deleted out of here, that was not
the intent. | do have an amendment that takes care of both of those changes and | apologize
that they were left out (amendment .0303 - Attachment A). We were having a hard time coming
up with a fiscal note.

Ch. Svedjan: We have a fiscal note dated 2/6/09, and | believe that is the most recent.

Rep. Drovdal: | had not seen that. | did get some figures. If crude oil was $35/barrel, ND
sweet crude oil is $35/barrel. The fiscal note would be about $32 million dollars. I'm not sure
what they figured it off. If it were $42/barrel, the fiscal note would be $39 million dollars.

Crude oil right now, ND sweet, is right around $30/barrel or less, right in that area. We're
hoping it goes up.

Ch. Svedjan: Does everyone have a copy of the amendment.

Rep. Williams: The amendment is just fixing the oversight in the bill.



Page 3

House Appropriations Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
Hearing Date: 2/12/09

Ch. Svedjan: We're going to cover that in just a minute. As soon as everybody gets the copy
of the amendment.

Rep. Drovdal: There are three counties that | know of that have hit the cap. The problem
counties are mainly Mountrail and Bowman County, who produce the most.

Ch. Svedjan: Please explain the amendment.

Rep. Drovdal: The first part of the amendment basically replaces line 1-31, page 1, with the
language putting the $10 mil back in all three divisions so that it applies in all areas; that they
are required to have a $10 mil levy for their share of road funds before they qualify for any
additional dollars above the old $5 million dollar cap. They are currently all doing that. The
second part of the amendment, section a, b, ¢ all put the $10 mil in different portions of the
formula. . Putting the schools back in is on the back page, page 6, remove lines 1-17. That
takes this language out and puts the old language back in again, which is the old formula, that
school is in there, it removes this part of the bill, the part that put in townships instead of
schools. It just takes it out.

Rep. Wald: Would roustabout companies and welders, who originally worked exclusively in oil
patch be counted in that labor force, would that be the legisiative intent here.

Rep. Drovdal: Thank you for bringing that up. | did miss that. That language is part of the
new formula that we put in to try to address these communities that are highly impacted. The
language came from Rep. Skarphol and the definition wasn’t taken up during our Finance and
Tax committee meeting. We're not positive about how this is going to work since it is new
language. We will be revisiting this next session to see how this works.

Rep. Wald: | would hope that they would, because there are a lot of people, as you well know,
in the oil patch, who are not directly on a derrick trying to discover oil. Those service

companies, | would hope, would be included in that count.
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House Appropriations Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
Hearing Date: 2/12/09

Rep. Drovdal: | would think if they are servicing the oil company, they are directly involved,
whether they are driving crude oil truck or whether driving service/work rig, or working on the
rig. | think we can pretty well define which are directly involved. Their paycheck comes out of
the oil field activity. | don’t know if that is going to be the biggest challenge or not.

Rep. Skarphol: There is a needed language change in there. | do have amendments to do
that with the understanding of the committee and the committee chairman, to make it reflect
what Job Service desired with regard to language.

Ch. Svedjan: We haven't moved these amendments yet. Would anyone like to do that.

Rep. Skarphol: | do have amendments to this bill and | think it would be appropriate that |
hand them out so that the committee can compare the amendment for purposes of discussion.
It does several of the same things that Rep. Drovdal referred to, but there is a philosophical
difference between these amendments and Rep. Drovdal's amendments in only one way that |
am aware of.

Rep. Drovdal: The committee did hear testimony that the townships are greatly affected and
the reason on HB 1225, we haven't gotten into it yet, the language put in there when we
originally wanted to take the complete cap off to direct that money into the road projects which
would be townships. We did not carry that over in the shuffle and include it, but we did
recognize that the townships are certainly impacted and that there isn't any direct funding
going into them. We do acknowledge the need for that.

Ch. Svedjan: Theée are .0304.

Rep. Skarphol: | do have some additional handouts just so that the committee can try and
understand what it is that we are trying to address, quite frankly. As Rep. Drovdal stated, the
first section of the bill, on pages 1 and 2, have to do with Williams and Stark County. If you

look at the handout, it has a spreadsheet on it, quite honestly, and Finance & Tax is aware of
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House Appropriations Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
Hearing Date: 2/12/09

this, | tried to make this as readable as possible. This is based on the first 11 months of 2008,
and | am going to point out certain counties and I'm not saying that each of those counties has
exactly the same amount of money that has flowed to them, but this demonstrates what |
believe is inequity which is inherent in the formula in regard to Stark and Williams counties. If
you start on the right side, where | have these cities starred, and you look across the top of the
first page, is Bowman. The city of Bowman received $620,000. I'm not trying to submit that
the city of Bowman doesn't deserve that, what I'm saying is that for comparison purposes |
would like you to follow aiong. In Burke County, the city of Bowbells, about 400 people got
$106,000. The city of Powers Lake, probably about the same size, gets around $80,000,
Divide County, Crosby gets $257,000; Dunn County, Killdeer gets $329,000 and if you look at
Mountrail county, there are three cities there about the same size as Tioga in Williams County,
| all of -which gets close to $200,000 or more. The city of Tioga gets $78,000. Alexander in
McKenzie County gets $121,000. Watford City gets $800,000. What I'm saying is that there is
something inherently inequitable about this formula because of the two large cities involved in
those two couhties. On pages 1 and 2, we tried to address that problem. It's not an easy
situation to try to address and Mr. Walstad has worked very hard at doing this, and | would
hope that when the time comes we would have him explain the amendment. Ever since this
formula has been put in place, the small communities in Stark and Williams County have been
shortchanged by comparison to other cities. That's the first issue in this bill that | believe
sincerely needs to be addressed. My community, and I'm not trying to be selfish in this, |
believe that every community needs this. My community, when you get $77,000 as compared
to $250,000, you have even less of an ability to take care of your infrastructure. The last grant
round on the impact dollars, Tioga applied for $250,000 to fix the street that’s in dire need of

repair. The Impact Office said fine, we'll give you $5,000. When you are shortchanged by a
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$200,000 to begin with, that's quite insulting. | would hope that the committee will recognize
the need to do this and I'm in full agreement with Rep. Drovdal, that we are probably going to
have to revisit how this is done during the next session, because Mr. Walstad has worked very
diligently at trying to accomplish this, and I'm not sure that we will have a finished product yet
in this session because the fiscal note is probably fairly close to what the cost would be for the
changes that are recommended on .0304 but i'm not going to tell you that it's exact.

Ch. Svedjan: We will have Mr. Walstad explain the two amendments so that we fully
understand them.

John Walstad, Legislative Council: Neutral capacity. Explain the amendments that Rep.
Skarphol distributed (Attachment B). | have written numerous bills relating to oil taxes and oil
tax allocations and the various amendments to those bills and discussions of fiscal effect, etc.
That result is I'm extremely confused and I'm here to share my confusion with you.

Rep. Meyer: Referring to .0304, asked for clarification regarding the allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than 7.5 of its private covered employment by
the mining industry. Then on the other side, it says it may not receive a combined total of
more than $500,000 during a fiscal year. If it must be doubled that's $750,000 and then you
are capping in the other section at $500,000 or am | reading that incorrectly.

Mr. Walstad: There is a little trick to this.

Chm. Svedjan: | would like Mr. Walstad to explain both amendments.

Rep. Skarphol: This issue is in both amendments. This is an attempt in .0304 to more
adequately do what | fully intended to accompiish. In .0303 the language is such that the city
of Williston gets limited in their ability to get any increased money. | am hopeful that Mr.
Walstad has accomplished that, based on his explanation, that Williston would get a certain

amount of money, Dickinson would get a certain amount of money, and then they would share
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in any additional increase that may become available to the county or to the cities in that
formula. ¥'m not trying to limit the city of Williston and the first run of this did limit the city of
Williston to a certain amount of money. This issue is in both amendments. This is an attempt
to more adequately ensure that the small cities in my county do not get compensated unfairly
as compared to Williston.

Chm. Svedjan: The reason for my request, is that I'm getting the sense that we don’t quite
understand the details of this and that's going to be necessary for us to act on this bill. So I'm
not looking for a detailed explanation of each of these, but | think the committee would benefit
knowing what each of them does, do we need them both, or what is needed.

Mr. Walstad: Let's look at 10303 amendment presented by Rep. Drovdal. The a, b, ¢,
language being inserted, clears up a potential misunderstanding from the HB 1304 as
introduced. Making it clear that these caps for counties based on population that limit how
much money they can receive from the production tax, come off completely if the county levies
at least 10 mills for road purposes. The other thing that happens here, that Rep. Skarphol's
amendment does not do, is this amendment takes out the change that is on the last page of
the bill. Current law has one aliocation formula within the county. When the oil tax money
flows to the county, there is one allocation formula which says 45% goes to county, 35% goes
to school districts and 20% goes to cities in the county on a population basis.

Rep. Skarphol: Under current law, no money flows to townships in the current formuia.

Mr. Walstad: Absolutely, current law not one nickel flows directly to townships. The tast page
of the bill sets up a separate allocation and for money up to the existing statutory cap for the
counties, the existing formula would govern that ailocation. The cap comes off, the money
above that cap get allocated according to this last page allocation, which is 45% to the county,

35% to schools with the current formula would instead go to townships but not directly to
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townships. it goes to the county for the benefit of townships, townships would have to make a
case to the county commission for allocation of funds. But all Qf the money would be for
townships, it would be that the county would have to make some decisions on where it goes
according to the need demonstrated. Then 20% to the cities in the county, which is the same
way that it is now. So the only difference in this second allocation formula is that townships
take the place of the schools, and that money instead goes to townships.

Rep. Meyer: When that additional tier is hit, who allocates that? Now according to this

language, the county will have to allocate that differently than how the original formula is done.

Mr. Walstad: Under current law, the allocation to school districts is done at the county level.
All the other allocations are made through the treasurer’s office. That would stay in place for
the money to the county, the money to the cities, but the school district allocation is done at the
county level and this township allocation would also be done at the county level, and this
township allocation would also be done at the county level, the money would go to the county
commission and then townships would have to make application to the board of county
commissioners and present their case for whatever the project is that they want funding for.
Rep. Meyer: So these additicnal monies, after we have hit our cap, they would be given back
to the counties in a lump sum for the county commission to allocate.

Mr. Walstad: Except for the city part, the treasurer would send that directly, and then there
would be a payment directly from the treasurer to the county of the county share and the part
that would be allocated among townships.

Rep. Skarphol: Could we incorporate an amendment that that money could be allocated by the
State Treasurer at the request of counties.

Mr. Walstad: We couid certainly do it that way.
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Rep. Skarphol: [ discussed this with the State Treasurer’s office this morning and she sees no
reason why this couldn’'t happen because they have a new distribution system within their
office. | think if the counties were to give direction to the State Treasurer's office as to how
they wanted that distributed, | believe we could amend this to ensure that there was no
expense at the county level with regard to the distribution.

Mr. Walstad: | didn’'t have a discussion with the treasurer's office so | don’t know.

Rep. Skarphol: But if we wanted to put that mechanism in place, there shouldn’t be an
additional expense to the county.

Mr. Walstad: | would think that if the county prolvides the treasurer's office a list of the
townships and how much money goes out to them, that could be plugged into the payment
system without a lot of trouble, yet. |

Rep. Onstad: Some counties have unorganized townships, how would that deal with them?
Mr. Walstad: You're correct. In the western part of the state there are a lot of unorganized
townships, that is dealt with on the last page of the bill, beginning on Line 8.

Rep. Kempenich: But 0303 takes out that back section.

Mr. Walstad: Right, | explained that last section just so that | could point out that .0303 takes
that out and all of the money would go out under the current formula and no direct allocation to
townships, schootl district wouid receive the 35% that they get under the current formula, but
now of a significantly larger pot of money. The significant differences of .0304, in the first part
there, page 1, replaces 1-14, that is going into a different subsection of law and carves out a
portion, of the state general fund share of production tax revenue and for cities of 7500 or
more in producing counties the allocation is $375,000 per year — a flat amount. That amount is
doubled if private covered employment in mining is more than 7.5% of the employment for the

city. (see Attachment B). As Rep. Skarphol indicated, that is the language suggested by Job
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Service North Dakota; that's the tracking category that they use. | can't tell you exactly what
the mining industry all includes but | know it's more than the people who are out on the rigs.
Rep. Skarphol: In an analysis that was done for the Association of Qil and Gas Counties, the
president of that group asked for the information from Job Service with regard to jobs directly
related to the oil industry in Williston and Dickinson. The numbers he received were that
Williston was at 22.5% of their jobs directly related to the oil industry; Dickinson was at 4%;
Minot was at less than 1%. Obviously, while we think in terms of the distribution of money
across all the counties for oil related damage, a more significant portion of it probably lies in
the largest cities. | say that because on any given day, on an oil location, | would say that 90%
of the people on that location probably originated out of Dickinson or Williston. So | am trying
to recognize the fact that those cities have a significant amount of impact even though they are
not large land mass areas. This is an attempt, quite honestly, to ensure that they get some
additional compensation. The city of Williston had to increase their budget by $1.25 million
dollars to cover additional wage increases to sustain their current employees and add two
additional employees to do the work that's .necessary within the city. They only had a Iiﬁited
amount of resources to work with as a typical city. But in this case, they were directly
competing with the oil sector because of the ratio | ju;st talked about. Whether or not this
adequately does what needs to be done, if we adopt this amendment, we can actually get a
fiscal note for the effects of it and make whatever changes are necessary on the other side.
Rep. Meyer: One of the problems, we need to change the section of the code for oil and gas
producing counties. That's always been my intent so that we can get more money. | just have
a little problem with this because under this scenario, Dickinson is going to get $208,000 and

Williston is going to get $1.2 million per fiscal year. Here we have two towns, of approx. the
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same size, and we are both impacted quite heavily, and | don't know how this can be fixed, but
this is creating a huge discrepancy between these two cities.

Rep. Skarphol: If you would look at the handout | gave you, you would see that ratio is
somewhat appropriate since Dickinson received $335,000 in this time frame, as opposed to
Williston receiving $800,000. | wasn't trying to disadvantage Dickinson in any way, but |
thought there was a relationship between the amount of money that should flow to a city, and
the number of jobs directly related to the oil industry and quite frankly you have to seta
threshold somewhere. | thought it appropriate that Williston should receive more money than
Dickinson. We can discuss that.

Rep. Wald: What happens is if you were to look going west on 194 at about 6:30 am or
Highway 22N, this is when people who work in the patch are leaving Dickinson, and 'm sure
that the same thing happens in Williston. They work in Billings or Dunn counties during the
day, but at night they are back in Dickinson. We get the school kids. We get the social impact,
the police impact, and those kinds of things, but we don’t get the revenue because Stark
County’s oil production is probably at an all-time low in the last 20 years. This tends to correct
that inequity and | agree with the amendments, so that we are finally addressing this. | don't
know whether legitimately Williston should get $875,000 and Dickinson $335,000 but it's much
of an improvement to Dickinson, where there is a lot of impact, like | said we get the social
impact but the production where these people work is in other counties.

Rep. Kaldor: The allocation is $375,000 is like a base amount for those communities and then
the rest of it follows that formula based on employment. How did you arrive at the base
amount.

Rep. Skarphol. [ did not arrive at the base amount, | relied on Mr. Walstad for that base

amount. You're absolutely correct, the $375,000 does flow to each city, and the doubling of it
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based on the number of jobs directly related to the oil industry or mining industry, which is what
Job Service prefers; in order to try to ensure that a city that has a larger population in the
mining industry gets compensated more.

Rep. Delzer: This is over and above the money from removing the cap.

Rep. Skarphol: Yes because 1 didn’t want to take away from the other areas. That was a
philosophical decision | made in having the bill drafted.

Chm. Svedjan: We have here a set of amendments proposed by Finance & Tax to take care
of a couple of oversights that occurred when the bill was in their community, and then
additionally we .0304 before us which is the set of amendments provided by Rep. Skarphol.
I'm still wondering of the compatibility of those two sets of amendments.

Mr. Walstad: They are similar in some respects, but significantly different in others. | haven't
discussing .0304 yet. That first part of the .0304, subdivision b underécored language, Rep.
Skarphol touched on this, $375,000 for a city of 7500 or more, with 2% or more employment in
mining. Any city could qualify, as it happens, only Dickinson and Williston qualify. The city of
Minot would not receive this sort of allocation, even though Ward County has some oil
production now; then that amount is doubled at more than 7.5%, and as Rep. Skarphol
indicated, currently that applies only to the city of Williston. They will get $750,000 per year
under this provision. That is not the limit of how much money the city of Williston can get and
$375,000 is not the limit of how much the city of Dickinson can get. This is a separate
allocation, to kind of pull out a part of the funding for those cities so that it does not impact the
allocations going on within the county. On page 2 of .0304, Rep. Meyer asked about the
$500,000 language being inserted (toward bottom of page). This goes into that excess
allocation among cities in two places, so what the cities are gefting from the existing

distribution formula if you will, if the city would otherwise receive more $500,000, that's
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. capped. For the city of Williston, $750,000 under subsection 1, and the significance here is
this referenced the $500,000. That refers to subsection 4 and 5. There is a $500,000 limit
under 4 and 3, $750,000 for Wiiliston under subsection 1. The two amounts can be added
together. Williston then, capping out would be at $1.25 million dollars per year. The city of
Dickinson, capping out wouid be at $875,000 totai per fiscal year. Now Stark County is not
one of the counties that is at that cap number. I'm not exactly sure what the math says that
Dickinson would receive. The fiscal note relates to the bill as submitted and it had that three
steps of $208,000. All of that would be gone with the .0304 amendments. With the .0303
amendments that would still be there.
Rep. Wald: The amendment, .0304 under subsection b, where it says engaged in the mining
industry, that is construed by Job Service to mean oil and gas production, correct.
Mr. Wals_tad: My understanding is it includes oil, gas and coal too.
. Rep. Wald: That's where I'm going. If the South Heart plant should become a reality, would
that revenue then be included under this definition.
Mr. Walstad: | believe that empioyment related to the South Heart facility would be counted as
“mining industry” by Job Service's numbers. One other significant change to the .0304,
bottom of page 2 of the amendments, where you see the page 8, line 6, after townships insert
“or school districts”. That is retaining this last page of the bill draft where we have a separate
allocation, and as | explained, as the bill draft stands, the school districts are left out of this
above the cap allocation money. Townships take their place. This amendment plugs school
districts back in but on the same basis that townships are, which is the township or the school
district would go to the board of county commissioners and demonstrate a need for funding
and the county could award the funding to a combination of townships and school districts; but

. it's alt need based, it's not just a formula driven check that gets delivered.
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Rep. Wald: Mercer County has oil production now. Could all their mining production be
included in the question | alluded to earlier.

Mr. Walstad: There is that possibility, but | don’t think there is a 7500 population city in Mercer.
The threshold would not be met. |

Rep. Wald: The population would take care of that.

Mr. Walstad: The population part is one of the thresholds. Actually it's the first threshold. If
the population is not 7500, then there is no separate treatment for that city.

Rep. Skarphol: | spent a great deal of time thinking about this whole thing overnight last night,
and | had some consternation about adding school districts back in simply because | don’t
believe that we intended, in considering that we needed to do some additional funding for
counties to take care of the infrastructure that we intended to increase school funding in those
counties but rather that we intended to increase funding to take care of infrastructure. Now the
schools do have an issue with regard to the bad infrastructure, in that is that their school buses
get pounded to death driving on these roads. | don't argue that point. | would ask that if we
adopt .0304 to say “school district repairs due to the infrastructure damage. That way it would
limit it to, for example, buying a new bus, but it would not allow grants to school for purposes of
funding the school, just to fund the schools. | also believe that strictly deleting the last page (6)
of this, and putting the money straight into the existing formula, would not accomplish what
was intended. It would resuit in schools getting more money, townships getting no money, and
| don't think that's what any of us really envisioned as to what we wanted to try and accomplish
with oil taxes, changes in the oil tax law. If Rep. Drovdal would like to respond to that |
wouldn’t have a problem. We did not envision just funding the schools.

Rep. Meyer: All of that would be on a grant basis from the County Commissioners, that's how

it would be allocated.
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Rep Skarphol: Absolutely, but as i stated earlier, | am certain that we could put in place an
amendment that would make the State Treasurer's office distribute that at the request of the
county commissioners, so that we would not incur any costs.

Rep. Drovdal: The Finance and Tax Committee understands the damage out there is mostly
on infrastructure and that's where they have not been able to keep up on that, so | would
assume that would be a friendly amendment and go in the direction that the Finance & Tax
Committee wanted it to go in. | should also add, like | mentioned earlier, there's no cap on
this, and this is directly related to the funding, if you should end up putting a cap on this again,
which we hope you don't, last session when we added that $1 million dollars into the $5 million
dollar cap making it $6 million dollars, we sent that just to the county. Now under this formula,
we didn’t want any more formulas in there so we took that out. So if you don’t put over a $2
million doliar higher cap on it, the counties will actually get less money, because they will only
get 45% of that first million, and 45% of that second million. So they would take a $100,000 hit
with the $8 million dollar cap. We feel this is a longer term solution in this formula than in the
impact grant money which will come up in HB 1225, because this is based on the production in
that county, and that is where the damage is related to the production costs. That's one of the
reasons we had this as our policy.

Rep. Kempenich: On page 2, what are you talking about . If we take the cap off, we shouldn't
have to have any language in there, should we.

Rep. Drovdal: If we take the cap off, the counties are going to get additional money. Only
about 2 counties will get above the cap. If you do restrict it, and putting caps back on,
remember please that specification that we did last time in order to get the money out to the
counties, so that they got 100% of it, so they go the whole million. If you put the cap back on,

and put the formula back in, of the first million, they are only to get 45% of it, and the same on
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. the second million. They are going to be 10% short of getting what they got the time before if
they got the cap.
Rep. Skarphol: I'm not sure | understand what you are saying about 0303 and .0304 are not
intended to affect the cap that you are referring to.
Rep. Drovdal: Right. We don't want to send out less money to the counties.
Rep. Skarphol: In listening to the discussion on .0304, if we were to amend 0304, to say that
school district repairs due to infrastructure damage, would your committee be open to that.
Rep. Drovdal: Yes. | think that would address the concerns.
Rep. Skarphol: | would move amendment .0304 with two additional amendments. On page
6, we include the language as reflected on the amendment of the "school district repairs due to
infrastructure damage" on lines 6, 7, and 8. | believe that is the only place necessary but if not,
. LC will accomplish that. Secondly, that we would include language that the State Treasurer's
office would distribute the money as requested by the county commission. Therefore it would
alleviate any angst that the county auditors have with regard to the substantial dollars that they
would have to invest in a new computer program to distribute that money.
Rep. Wald: Might you consider language, “school district transportation issues” to make it
clear.
Rep. Skarphol: Whatever the committee wishes in that regard, just so it's not simply
distributed to the schools for school aid purposes; but rather to rectify any issues that they
have because of that infrastructure.
Ch. Svedjan: We will have LC work up that language for us but | think we can move on that

amendment. Is there a second to the motion.

. Rep. Wald: Second.
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Rep. Delzer: The language you want to put in there for the State Treasurer to do that. Should
we include language that the county has to communicate to the State Treasurer annually so
that they don't change that every month.

Rep. Skarphol: That would be fine if we were to make that stipulation. | would so move that it
be included in the amendment.

Rep. Delzer: | don't know if they would do that or not, | don’t know if annual is the right
reporting time period, but that could certainly be put in now and it could be dealt with, this bili is
not done yet. It could be dealt with.

Ch. Svedjan: We would include language on the frequency of distribution changes.

Mr. Walstad: In that language about the direction being given to the State Treasurer, | think it
would be good to include some language about “in a format prescribed by the Treasurer” so
that everybody is not submitting reports that the Treasurer's office doesn't get or uﬁderstand.
Chm. Svedjan: That is also inherent in the motion?

Rep. Skarphol: Yes.

Ch. Svedjan: This is a complicated issue, but an important issue. It takes a great deal of time
to get people up to the level of understanding that they need. We have before us a motion for
the adoption of .0304 with the three noted changes: 1) limiting the school district's use of
request for funds for damage that results from transportation issues, damaged infrastructure;
2) include language that the State Treasurer would distribute the money at the request of the
county commissioners in a format prescribed by the State Treasurer; and 3) language that
relates to the frequency of distribution changes. That's the best | can summarize that.
Additional discussion. Hearing none, voice vote. Motion carried.

Rep. Skarphol: | move a Do Pass as amended on SB 1304.

Rep. Wald: Second.



Page 18

House Appropriations Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
Hearing Date: 2/12/09

Rep. Meyer: Then i have one question, if we don't adopt .0303, what happens to the 10 mills.
Is it in the second version.

Ch. Svedjan: Yes, itis.

Rep. Glassheim: Could you explain about the removal of all caps. One effect clearly is that
$30 million dollars is removed from our oil revenues. What prevents this from being $40
million, $50 million, or $200 million dollars going forward. I'm not sure how the caps work.
Rep. Skarphol: Mr. Walstad could address this better. But the distribution to cities and
counties is based on a percentage of the production tax that is in place; a reiatively small
percentage of it, you might say, and as oil revenues increase, certainly the amount flowing to
the counties will increase as well. The state will be realizing increased revenue to a much
larger extent than what the dollars amount would increase flowing to cities and counties. |
guess if we need to revisit the issue in the future, we can certainly do that. At this point in time,
| believe this to be a iong-term desirable solution.

Rep. Glassheim: So there is a cap still in the sense that they only get a certain percentage of
the‘ total tax.

Mr. Walstad:. That's a good point. Obviously changes occur in the industry. It's hard to create
a formula at the state level that addresses or anticipates all those things. Five years ago, the
cap on allocations didn’'t mean a thing in Mountrail county. But it does now. It means a
significant change in what they might otherwise be able to receive. | understand that oil
production areas in the state are going to continue to change in the level of production, drilling,
exploration, will move as things change. It's going to be necessary for the iegislature to keep
an eye on this allocation formula as time goes on. The way it is structured here is, | think,
intended to deal with the situation we are in now and the foreseeabie future. Five years is a

huge time gap in the oil industry in this state.
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Rep. Glassheim: Does 20% of the 5% gross production tax go into the oil impact fund? And
raising the 6 million cap on the oil impact fund and allowing all of the 20% of the 5% togoto
the three or four entities, do | understand that correctly?

Mr. Walstad: The way the law sits now, the first 1% of production tax, 1/3 of that amount
would go to the impact fund, but for the $6 million cap that's there now; 2/3 goes directly into
the general fund. The .0304 amendment would change that and take from the part that flows
directly to the general fund now, an amount that would probably total $750,000 plus $375,000,
approx., over a million dollars.

Rep. Nelson: It appears that Minot will enter the fray at some time. When they do, by
removing the caps, they will be plugged into the system as | understand it. if Minot met the
requirements of the 1% or 2%, whatever the employment is, and they will at some point in
time, will they just come into the system. It won't detract from the other cities and counties in
the state at that point.

Mr. Walstad: That is exactly right. As you indicated, Minot is kept out for two reasons. They
have less than 2% of the mining employment, the 7500 population is obviously there, and
Ward county doesn't have that great of a level of oil production now, but they probably will, and
when that happens this would address that situation, if Minot has 2% or more in mining
employment, and a significant amount of oil production. Then Minot will begin to be eligible for
the $375,000 directly, plus $500,000 in the other part of the ailocation formula and at 7.5%
directly related mining empioyment, would be eligible for $750,000 plus $500,000. Minot could
work its way into this, if Ward County production rises significantly.

Rep. Onstad: Every county has a cap and that's based on the production of oil. If oil
production goes down, your national drivers go up. But if that production goes up, those

revenues will increase. But because the oil production goes up, the significant impact still
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increases. That's the purpose of changing the formulas to adequately address what the
increased oil activity does to any particular county. Really, every county is kind of held
separately in this situation. The cap is the production of oil and that's how it currently goes.
Ch. Svedjan: We have a Do Pass as amended motion. We adopted .0304 with three
additional amendments. Further discussion.

Rep. Dosch: That's my question. I'm just trying to quantify what this means to these
counties. This has a fiscal note of $33 million dollars. | understand that they have been
impacted by the oil revenue but what I'm trying to get at, is do they $5 million dollars more to
fix their roads, do they need $10 million, do they need this $30 million one time and then they'll
be in pretty good shape?

Rep. Skarphol: We had a presentation in Williston, by DOT, | think there are a few statistics in
here that might be enlightening for the committee. In the oil producing counties, there is about
2500 miles of state highway. There are about 34,000 miles of county and local roads. The
number of trucks annually, related to oil and gas activity, is 1,855,450, that compares
statewide to agriculture’s 1.3 million and manufacturing's 820,000. Out of 3.975 million trucks
annually in the state of North Dakota, nearly half of them are in western North Dakota. One
semi at 105,500 Ibs. does the same amount of damage to the road as 25,000 cars. That's a
tremendous change. When you look at what's required of a drilling operation and the number
of trucks involved, it takes between 150 and 230 truckloads to go into a location, come out of a
location, to drill a well, per well. Our local gravel roads are getting the damage. That’s what
we're trying to solve here. Obviously it's a lot of money, but it also generates a substantial

amount of money for the state’s general fund.
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. Chm. Svedjan: Rep. Dosch’s question went a little further. 1 think what you were trying to
connect was based on the amount of funds this formula would send to a county, what they
need of that amount for road improvements.

Rep. Skarphol: | would submit that virtually every dime would go to road repairs, not to build
new ones. To fix the roads that have been pounded to death by that kind of traffic.
Ch. Svedjan: Further discussion on the motion. We will take a roll call vote on HB 1304.

21 YES 0 NO 4 ABSENT DO PASS AS AMENDED CARRIER: Rep. Skarphol



VLY,
WM
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Title. Representative Skarphol
February 11, 2009

. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Page 1, replace lines 8 through 14 with:

"1. First the tax revenue coilected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oll and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit;

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six miliion
dollars per biennium, including any amounts otherwise appropriated
for oil and gas impact grants for the biennium by the legislative
assemblyand-whe-shall-eredit;

Allocate three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars per fiscal year to
each city in an oil-preducing county which has a population of seven
thousand five hundred or more and mare than two percent of its
private covered employment engaged in the mining industry,
according to data compiled by job service North Dakota. The
allocation under this subdivision must be doubled if the city has more
than seven and gne-half percent of its private covered employment

engaged in_the mining industry, according to data compiled by job

service North Dakota; and

(=

c. Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.”
. Page 1, remove lines 21 through 24

Page 2, remove lines 1 and 2

Page 2, line 3, replace "¢." with "b."

Page 2, remove lines 7 through 12

Page 2, line 13, replace "g." with "¢."

Page 2, remove lines 17 through 22

Page 2, line 23, replace "g.” with "d."

Page 2, line 25, replace "f" with "¢”

Page 3, line 4, after "subdivisien” insert ",_A county may receive the full amount to which it is

entrtled under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "for-eash-fiscal”

Page 3, remove the overstrike over lines 5 and 6

. Page 3, line 7, remove the overstrike over Fead—and-eeuﬂty—readﬁeﬂaeees

Page No. 1 90260.0304



Page 3, line 15, after "subdivision" insert *._A county may receive the full amount to which itis
entitled under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "fer-each-fiseal-yearit

during-that-fiseal-year tho-eeuntyeviesa

Page 3, remove the overstrike over line 16

Page 3, line 17, remove the overstrike over "farr-to-markotand-federal-aidroadand-county
read-purpeses”

Page 3, line 25, after "subdivisien” insert "._A county may receive the full amount to which it is
entitied under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "fer-cash-fiseal-yoar"

Page 3, remove the overstrike over lines 26 and 27

Page 3, ling 28, remove the overstrike over "read-and-eeunty-road-purpeses”

Page 4, remove the overstrike over lines 1 through 3

Page 5, line 3, replace "that did" with ",_An incorporated city may not receive a combined total
of more than five hundred thousand dollars during a fiscal year under this subsection

and subsection 5." :

Page 5, remove line 4

Page 6, line 6, after "townships” insert "or school districts”

Page 6, line 7, after "townships" insert "or school districts’

Page 6, line 8, after "roads" Insert "or to school districts”

Page 6, line 14, replace "that did not receive any” with "._An incorporated city may not receive
a combined total of more than five hundred thousand dollars during a fiscal year under
this subsection and subsection 4."

Page 6, line 15, remove "allocation under subdivision b of subsection 2.

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 2 90260.0304
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Page 1, replace lines 8 through 14 with:

1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit:

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million
dollars per biennium, including any amounts otherwise appropriated
for oil and gas impact grants for the biennium by the legisiative
assembly-and-whe-shall-eredi;

Allocate three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars per fiscal year to
each city in an oil-producing county which has a population of seven
thousand five hundred or more and more than two percent of ils
private covered employment engaged in the mining industry,
according to data compiled by job service North Dakota. The
aitocation under this subdivision must be doubled if the city has more
than seven and oneg-half percent of its private covered employment
engaged in_the mining industry, according to data compiled by job
service North Dakota: and

[

¢c. Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.”

Page 1, remove lines 21 through 24

Page 2, remove lines 1 and 2

Page 2, line 3, replace "¢.” with "b."
Page 2, remove lines 7 through 12
Page 2, line 13, replace "e." with "¢."
Page 2, remove lines 17 through 22
Page 2, line 23, replace "g." with "d."

Page 2, line 25, replace "{" with "¢"

Page 3, line 4, after "subdivisior” insert ", _A county may receive the full amount to which it is
entmed under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "fereaeh-fiseat”

Page 3, remove the overstrike over lines 5 and 6

Page 3, line 7, remove the overstrike over "roagand-county-road-purposes”

Page No. 1 90260.0305
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Page 3, line 15, after "subdiwvision” insert ", _A county may receive the full amount to which itis
entitled under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "fereach-fisealyearit

daring-thatfisealyoarthe-ceunby-lovies-a”

Page 3, remove the overstrike over line 16

Page 3, line 17, remove the overstrike over "farm-te-market-and-fedeoral-aid-road-and-county
road-purpeses”

Page 3, line 25, after "subdivisien” insert ". A county may receive the full amount to which it is
entltled under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "for-each-fiscat-year"

Page 3, remove the overstrike over lines 26 and 27

Page 3, line 28, remove the overstrike over "read-and-eeunty-read-purpeses”

Page 4, remove the overstrike over lines 1 through 3

Page 5, line 3, replace "that did" with "._An incorporated city may not receive a combined total

of more than five hundred thousand dollars during a fiscal year under this subsection
and subsection 5."

Page 5, remove line 4

Page 6, line 6, after "townships” insert "or school districts”

Page 6, line 8, after "roads" insert "or applications by school districts for repair or replacement
of school district vehicles necessitated by damage or deterioration attributable to trave!

on oil and gas development-impacted roads”

Page 6, line 11, after the underscored period insert "The state treasurer annually shall make

payments to townships and school districts, and to the county on behalf of unorg_anized

townships, within the county upon receipt of a schedule of recipients and allocation
amounts submitted by the board of county commissioners in a format prescribed by the

stale treasurer.”

Page 6, line 14, replace "that did not receive any” with "._An incorporated city may not receive
a combined total of more than five hundred thousand doilars during a fiscal year under

this subsection and subsection 4."

Page 6, line 15, remove "allocation under subdivision b of subsection 2."

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 2 90260.0305
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: HR-28-3016
February 16, 2009 7:21 p.m. Carrier: Skarphol
Insert LC: 90260.0305 Title: .0400

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB 1304, as engrossed: Appropriations Committee (Rep. Svedjan, Chairman)
recommends AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends
DO PASS (21 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 4 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). Engrossed HB 1304
was placed on the Sixth order on the calendar.

Page 1, replace lines 8 through 14 with;

"1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oif and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eresdi;

a. Credit thiy-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million
dollars per biennium, including any amounts otherwise appropriated
for oil and gas impact grants for the biennium by the legisiative
assembly;-and-whe-shall-eredit;

a4

Allocate three hundred seventy-five thousand dollars per fiscal year

to each_city in_an oil-producing_county which has a population of
seven _thousand five hundred or more and more than two percent of
its private covered empioyment engaged in the mining_industry,
according to data compiled by job_service North Dakota. The
allocation under this subdivision must be doubled if the city has more

than seven and one-half percent of its private covered employment
engaged in the mining industry, according to data compiled by job

service North Dakota: and

c. Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.”

Page 1, remove lines 21 through 24
Page 2, remove lines 1 and 2

Page 2, line 3, replace "¢." with "b."
Page 2, remove lines 7 through 12
Page 2, line 13, replace "e."” with "¢."
Page 2, remove lines 17 through 22
Page 2, line 23, replace "g." with "d."
Page 2, line 25, replace "{" with "¢"

Page 3, line 4, after "subsdivisien” insert ". A _county may receive the full amount to which it is
entitled under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "for-each-fiseal’

Page 3, remove the overstrike over lines 5 and 6

Page 3, line 7, remove the overstrike over "read-and-eeunty-road-purpeses”

Page 3, line 15, after "subdivisien” insert "._A county may receive the full amount to which it is
entitled und_er subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "fer-caeh—fiseal—yearif

{2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 HR-28-3016
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: HR-28-3016
February 16, 2008 7:21 p.m. Carrier: Skarphol
Insert LC: 90260.0305 Title: .0400

Page 3, remove the overstrike over line 16

Page 3, line 17, remove the overstrike over "farm-te-market-and-federal-aidroad—and-county
road-purpeses”

Page 3, line 25, after "subdivisien” insert "._A county may receive the full amount to which it is
entltled under subsection 2" and remove the overstrike over "fereach-fisealyrear"

Page 3, remove the overstrike over lines 26 and 27

Page 3, line 28, remove the overstrike over "read-and-eountyread-purpeses’

Page 4, remove the overstrike over lines 1 through 3

Page 5, line 3, replace "that did" with ". _An incorporated city may not receive a combined total
of more than five hundred thousand dolliars during a fiscal year under this subsection

and subsection 5."
Page 5, remove line 4

Page 6, line 6, after "townships"” insert "or school districts”
Page 6, line 8, after "roads"” insert "or applications by school districts for repair or replacement

of school district vehicles necessitated by damage or deterioration_attributable to travel
on oil and gas development-impacted roads"

Page 6, line 11, after the underscored period insert "The state treasurer annually shall make
payments to townships and school districts, and to the county on behalf of unorganized
townships, within the county upon receipt of a schedule of recipients and allecation

amounts submitted by the board of county commissioners in a format prescribed by the

Page 6, line 14, replace "that did not receive any" with ". _An incorporated city may not receive
a combined total of more than five hundred thousand dollars during a fiscal year under
this subsection and subsection 4."

Page 6, line 15, remove "allocation under subdivision b of subsection 2."

Renumber accordingly

(2) DESK, {3) COMM Page No. 2 HR-28.3016
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2009 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304
Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
[ ] Check here for Conference Committee
Hearing Date: 03/10/2009

Recorder Job Number: 1058%)
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Committee Clerk Signature ( m/uj(){ )W/V\}é;)

Minutes:

Chairman Cook: Opened hearing on HB 1304.

Representative Bob Skarphol, District 2: Testified as sponsor and in support of the bill.

(Explained the bill.) See Attachments #1 for charts and #2 for proposed amendment as part of
. testimony. Proceeds to go through chart and compares amounts given to starred cities.

19.15 Chairman Cook: You mentioned you are replacing schools with townships, so schools

would get none of this money?

Representative Skarphol: None of the additional money. They will not lose anything from

where they are currently funded, but by taking the caps off, if you don’t make that change

obviously the schools get more money and | didn't think that was appropriate. | think it is

imperative that we improve the infrastructure and be doing that | would submit to you that the

schools will benefit dramatically because there is less county money needed to do that repair

and more that can be used for other things.

Senator Triplett: On your handout, the 2009 production numbers from the office of the state

treasurer, what did you mean exactly by the 9 months in 2009 production? The fiscal year
. starts in July of 08’, that would get us to the end of March and we are not there yet. What did

you mean exactly?
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Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
HB 1304

Hearing Date: 03/10/2009

. Representative Skarphol: He had the latest numbers, and | believe you are correct that they
are through February.
21.15 Representative David Drovdahl, District 39: Testified in support of the bill. in the
House Finance and Tax committee we looked at both HB 1225 and HB 1304. HB 1225 deals
with the impact grant funds, but money that is given out by the land department to entities such
as ambulances, fire departments, and townships and counties that are not oil producing
counties but have the impact. We determined that HB 1304 is the long term solution for the oil
and gas counties. We did have difficulty because of time restraints and fiscal notes with the
amendments. We sent our intent to the appropriation committee knowing that there was a flaw
in the amendments and they re-amended it got to the floor and we realized there were other
flaws. That is why you have the amendments because flaws were discovered after it was on

. the floor of the House and we want to get them corrected. We found that we did not address
the impact problems with the oil companies. Production tax on oil is nothing more than
property tax. It is the only way that the local counties and cities and schools can recover the
cost that the service has provided to those industries. We have always acknowledged that the
people getting the services should be paying the bill. When we have that cap on of $6 million,
for instance Montrail and Bowman County both hit that cap within 2 to 3 months. But their
expenses went on for the other nine months. |t is a fairness issue. We are now back to correct
this. The main impact is on the roads and buildings. We thought administrated by the counties,
but it was still by the State Treasurer's Office — it was our intent the whole time. Please amend
the bill.
27.40 David Hynek, Chairman, Mountrail County Board of Commissioners: See

— .Attachment #3 for testimony in support of the bill. Also brings chart that was not passed out
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. showing the parts of Mountrail County that are affected by the Qil Industry (Shows 284 active,
27 drilling, 199 confidential, 57 LOC- new, total of 567 locations).
40.45 Vice Chairman Miller: In regards to dust, do you see production loss due to dust in
crops and/or livestock?
David Hynek: | have a quarter of land that lies along a major county road that is used daily by
the oil industry. | farm on one side of that road and | had durum wheat seeded on that land
last year and at harvest that field, 300 yards in, the production was 2/3 less than the rest of the
field. Those plants could not breathe.
42.14 Sandy Clark, North Dakota Farm Bureau: Testified in support of the bill. Reads policy
on supporting increased funding from the oif and gas gross production tax for the impacted
counties, cities, and schools; also supporting putting townships in the formula and raising the
. cap as well.
43.07 Les Snavely, Commissioner of the City of Bowman: See Attachment #4 for
testimony in support of the bill.

45.35 Ron Ness, North Dakota Petroleum Council: See Attachment #5 for testimony in

support of the bill.
46.38 Lowell Cutshaw, City Administrator, Watford City: Testified in support of the bill.
Granted we do get a good portion of the money currently. We have put that money to good
use in infrastructure. We have increased our police and fire service, our fire and ambulance
calls have nearly doubled. Last year the city participated in a $7 million reconstruction of Main
Street, which upgraded the street, water, and the sewer infrastructure. In order to fund it, we
issued general obligation bonds, water and sewer bonds, and oil and gas revenue bonds. It is
,\. our hope to put the oil and gas money to work to retire those bonds. In the last two years we

increased our water and sewer rates by over 40% to help fund infrastructure improvements in
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. order to serve the needs of industry. About 30% of Watford City’s water sales are to the oil
industry and we are anticipating another project to upgrade that portion of the system.
Currently when the trucks are filling there are other areas of the town that barely have any
water pressure. Last year our water department saw a $100,000 surplus mainly due to bulk
water sales. The down side to that is even a modest project is about $500,000 so we would
have to bank for five years in order to fund a project. We have paving of gravel roads in the
subdivision where the majority of the oil workers are located on tap for this year. The city relies
on the oil and gas revenues to support the city.

49.00 Kenneth Steiner, Chairman, Bowman County Commission: See Attachment #6 for
testimony in support of the bill.
50.45 Chairman Cook: Bowman County, does it all have organized townships?

. Kenneth Steiner: No.
Chairman Cook: How many organized townships do you have?
Kenneth Steiner: | don't know the number, but a little over 1/3 of the western half is not
organized. So we have to take care of them.
51.40 Senator Dotzenrod: What is the county mill levy for roads?
Kenneth Steiner: We have 10 mills; we put about $5.5 million in road budget per year. We
reach the cap in about 2 months.
52.15 Lynn Brackel, County Commissioner, Bowman County and Resident of Bowman
Township: See Attachment #7 for testimony that he represented.
Chairman Cook: Are you at your cap?
Lynn Brackel: We are about there.

. 53.35 Vicky Steiner, North Dakota Association of Oil & Gas Producing Counties: See

Attachment #8 for testimony in support of the bill as amended.
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. 57.30 Chairman Cook: Can you get us a list of the trust funds that the royalties from the state
owned wells go to?
Vicky Steiner: Yes.
Chairman Cook: You made a comment earlier in you testimony about the treasure not issuing
the check and auditor is what checks are you referencing?
Vicky Steiner: The state collects the money and it distributes gives 45% to the counties by the
State Treasurer and then 35% are also going to go to the counties so they can allocate to the
townships.
Chairman Cook: If the state treasurer sends the money to the counties, the checks you are
talking about are the checks that go to individual cities and townships?
Vicky Steiner: It is just this new township and school districts that get the checks from the

. county.
Senator Dotzenrod: You were taking us through some of the amendments. The last two lines
of the amendments fit in right at the very end of the bill, and if you look at the last sentence of
the bill, it says apportionment among cities under this subsection must be based on population
of each incorporated city. Then this amendment adds another sentence, determining the
population of any city that receives a direct allocation under subsection one that city’'s
population for purposes of this subdivision must be reduced by 40%. So when it refers to this
subdivision, they are talking about the subdivision we are in right at the end of the bill, and
when they refer to subsection 1 they are going up to the front part of the bill where they are
talking about on lines 16 and 17 where it says $500,000 each city which has a population
7,500, so that 40% reduction is that supposed to be a reduction of the popuiation that is

.referred to in lines 16 and 177

Vicky Steiner: | will have a new chart this afternoon with the amendments applied for you.
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Senator Dotzenrod: That is consistent with Representative Skarphoi?

Vicky Steiner: 1 agree that line was difficult to follow.

1.02.20 Jeff Engleson, Director, Energy Development Impact Office: See Attachment #9
for testimony in support of the bill.

1.03.42 Corey Bristol, Chief Deputy, Mountrail County Sheriff’'s Department: See
Attachment #10 for testimony in support of the bill.

1.05.45 Chairman Cook: Any further testimony? (no) Closed hearing.
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Minutes:
Chairman Cook: Reopened discussion.
Senator Triplett: We do have some amendments in our information acted on.
Senator Oehlke: Reviewed the amendments. Not sure what it does to the fiscal note.
Senator Hogue: It kicks it up.
4.10 Senator Anderson: What does it mean that in determining the population of any city?
Senator Oehlke: It is self explanatory.
Senator Triplett: | think the idea is to decrease the funds to Williston and Dickenson and
therefore give more money to the smaller cities and counties.
Chairman Cook: | have some questions regarding the impact fees on all of the different bills
that are out there. Is anyone on the tax department keeping track of all of them? SB 2229 was
amended, so where is the fiscal note now?
Kathy Strombeck, Tax Department: Now it is a cap removal and the fiscal impact is $23
million.
Chairman Cook: What was the fiscal note of the Governor's bill?
Kathy Strombeck: $7.7 million.

Chairman Cook: The impact fees in the Governor’s bill, that was what bill number?
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. Kathy Strombeck: That may have been in SB 2229 as well.

Chairman Cook: Was that SB 20887 Maybe not. What was the impact fee in SB 22297 Or
way that included in that $23 million dollar fiscal note?

Kathy Strombeck: No, there was also a $4 million increase in the impact fund.

Chairman Cook: So it went to $10 million?

Kathy Strombeck: Yes.

Chairman Cook: Was that $4 million part of the $23 million fiscal note?

Kathy Strombeck: Yes. The $23 million was just the cap removal.

Chairman Cook: What other bills are out there besides 13047

Kathy Strombeck: The distributions, HB 1225, Vicky Steiner probably knows all of these.
Chairman Cook: Asks Vicky Steiner if she has a handout for the committee.

. 7.58 Vicky Steiner, North Dakota Association of Oil and Gas Producing Counties: See
Attachment #1 for charts showing impact of the bills that is out there. Dickenson and Williston
are the cities that are affected by the change between the large and the small cities. As you
discussed Dickenson would get $500,000 per year and $1 for Williston.

Chairman Cook: Do you know what the fiscal note would be with these amendments?

Kathy Strombeck: The capital was overstated in 1304.

Chairman Cook: Is there a new fiscal note for 13047

Kathy Strombeck: $35 million is the most recent but that is inaccurate because it still has $33
for the cap removal provisions and the legislative council wrote down the OMB forecast at the
end of February and based on that forecast which has been adopted by both appropriations
committees, that forecast would change the $33.2 million fiscal impact on cap removal to $23.8

. million.

Chairman Cook: Without caps the fiscal note will vary with the oil prices.
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. Kathy Strombeck: Yes.

13.45 Senator Dotzenrod: On the chart that we have, is this additional money something that

would require us to have an appropriation on this bill? It looks to me like we are spending

general fund money.

Chairman Cook: It will have a fisca! impact and will go to appropriations.

Senator Dotzenrod: Are these dollars general fund dollars?

Kathy Strombeck: It will come out of the general fund, | believe they are even coming out of

the 1% of gross production tax that doesn't go to the counties; the 1% that impacts that first

20% of gross production tax.

Senator Triplett: On the fiscal note dated Feb. 17", you have explained that the county fees

will go down because of the change in oil price and production estimates, but the cities are
. listed at $2.25 million, but on the chart that Vicky Steiner gave me says $4.6 million, what is

the difference?

Kathy Strombeck: That is a good question. | am not sure what that difference is.

Chairman Cook: Where are you seeing that?

Senator Triplett: On Vicky Steiner’s copy. The difference must be the price of this

amendment.

Vicky Steiner: Those are the existing caps.

Senator Triplett: Can you find out what the effects of the amendments will be?

Kathy Strombeck: Yes.

17.55 Senator Triplett: Maybe what the Skarphol amendments do is not increase money to

the cities at all but rather just redistributes the money between the cities?

. Vicky Steiner: No, he is increasing the amount by twice what is there.
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. 19.14 Senator Hogue: Do you think that we lose any flexibility if we do not pass this bill and
work on SB 22297
Chairman Cook: SB 2229 removed the caps. | hate to go home with the caps removed. |
am not against finding a place to put these caps. We are having problems with these bills
being separated and sooner or later they will all end up in conference committee. They are
going to have to get balanced and the question is how we get there. | would be like to go back
to this bill with caps on it. There is merit in having caps at some point. We all know that when
we go home there is need for more money into the oil impact counties.
22.00 Chairman Cook: See Attachment #2 for copy of SB 2229 for the committee to refer to.
Senator Oehlke: Reads legislatives council of SB 2229.
23.30 Discussion: The committee discussed what was stated in that summary.

. Chairman Cook: Brings up SB 2229 fiscal note and reads from it.
24.35 Senator Oehlke: This must reflect with the caps removed.
Chairman Cook: What are your wishes on the caps?
Senator Dotzenrod: | don't have a lot of trouble with that. It really benefits two counties.
| don't know if we are at a point now that the impact grants are balanced. | think the impact
grant needs to get back up some.
Chairman Cook: That is my point. | don’t think we can do both that and have no caps.
Senator Dotzenrod: | think that we are going through the same argument that happened in
appropriations. | think they made that trade there. They said they would take this down to $10
million and then take the caps off. The only thing | see lacking right now is that those impact
grants are probably low from where they should be. If we need to find the money from

. someplace, we probably would have to put caps back on to get that.

Chairman Cook: Refers back to Governor's bill. Asks Vicky Steiner what the impact would be.
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. It would be $4 million total by the two counties that would be impacted per biennium. Where
do you want the caps at?
Senator Dotzenrod: With the caps off, what levels are we up to in those two counties that are
affected the most?
Chairman Cook: Gives some figures on the counties if you add $1 million cap.
Senator Dotzenrod: The way the Governor had it in his proposal no one county would go over
$2 million?
Chairman Cook: If you read SB 2229, the caps for the counties based on population, it shows
the increase that they would get on the chart.
31.50 Senator Hogue: | support the caps.
Chairman Cook: Do you have an idea where you think we should be?

. Senator Hogue: That is the hard question.
Senator Dotzenrod: | think so. We need money for the grants.
Chairman Cook: Is there anyone who wants them removed?
Senator Triplett: | do. The consensus on the ground was the preference to remove them over
the other. They are both good programs. We have numbers in these different bills varying
from $6 to $16 million. It may be in a sense of not making promises to pecple that we can’t
keep over the long run, that what we did in Natural Resources in HB 1225 where we approved
capping the oil impact fund at cap at 8 million and then give an $8 million onetime amount
while we have it. | like that.
Chairman Cook: That bill is still alive?
Senator Triplett: | believe it is.

. 34.58 Senator Dotzenrod: Question on chart Chairman Cook handed out. If you compare one

million in the chart that is per year and the cap removal is $6.8 per year, then if you compare
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. the $1 million in this column, that is consistent with what is in the bill. Is that cap removal more
than what is in the bill?

Chairman Cook: What if you raised it to $3 million instead of $1 million?

Discussion: A discussion followed on what would happen if the caps were left on, what to
cap it at or to leave them off.

Chairman Cook: Suspended the discussion.

Job 11059 starts here

Chairman Cook: Reopened the discussion.
Jeff Engleson: Gives figures.

Chairman Cook: Committee your wishes?

. Senator Dotzenrod: It looks like the cap that was on the bill that was introduced in SB 2229
had a cap of $1 million of increase for each town. If you change to $3 million instead of
$1million, you still allow for a pretty big increase but you would really cut off the no cap
scenario from those two counties. Itis about $9.5 million dollars.

Chairman Cook: If you had a $3 million dollar increase? So you say remove the caps, but in
effect cap the amount of the increase, and then how often would you cap the increase?
Senator Dotzenrod: Instead of going up 1 million for each, | would go up 3 million.

Chairman Cook: That is not incremental.

Discussion: A discussion occurred between Chairman Cook and Senator Dotzenrod in
regards to what the idea would do.

6.10 Senator Oehlke: One question keeps nagging at me, | understand caps in certain areas,

. but the incredible need that is out there when you see and look at some of this. | don’t know
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. that taking the caps off completely would be the inappropriate thing to do. There is a lot of
good testimony to do that.
Senator Dotzenrod: The argument that we got on the floor is that there was a bargain made.
If we take the grant number down and take the caps off. Is that really going to get that money
distributed properly to the right places? What about what goes on in the counties that need the
money?
Vice Chairman Miller: My concern is Dunn County. | think they have been doing a lot of band
aid work there. They have to make a serious investment. | don’t know if they can do what they
need to under just removing caps.
Chairman Cook: If you take the caps off, you will have two counties that will really benefit.
The amount of money they get is based on oil production. Do you think that maybe there is
. there a point that they will get all caught up with repairing their roads?
Senator Oehlke: Are they now?
Chairman Cook: No.
Senator Oehlke: We could put a sunset on it.
Senator Triplett: We could just kill the bill and be done for the day. SB 2229 is still out there.
Senator Triplett: Moved the Skarphol amendments .0402.
Senator Dotzenrod: Seconded.
Chairman Cook: Discussion?
Senator Dotzenrod: Clarifies the amendment.
11.48 Senator Triplett: Since he is the prime sponsor | think that we should do what he
requested as far as the amendments.
.Chairman Cook: Any further discussion? (no)

A Roll Call vote was taken: Yea 5, Nay 1, Absent 1 (Senator Hogue).
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. Motion passed.

Senator Triplett: Moved a Do Not Pass As Amended.

Senator Dotzenrod: Seconded.

Chairman Cook: Discussion?

Senator Dotzenrod: | would say that Representative Skarphol did a really good job presenting

this and did a lot of research on this as well. | wish | could figure out a way to get at the

problem and not do it in such a way that is almost impossible to read. This bill is difficult to

read.

Chairman Cook: | think that the interim committee could have looked at this ahead of time.

Senator Triplett: It does seem to me that with oil development moving around like it does in

the state in ways that are rather unpredictable. It really is hard to write a county by county, city
. by city sort of formula. It may just be that we have to give this road problem over to the state

department of transportation. | don't think this formula is working.

A Roll Call Vote Was Taken: Yea 6, Nay 0, Absent 1 {Senator Hogue).

Senator Triplett will carry the bill.
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Chairman Cook: Reopened discussion on HB 1304. See Attachment #1 for a proposed

amendment. (Overview of amendments 90260.0405 was given and the Oil & Gas Production

Chart was referred to as well)

4.30 John Walstad, Legislative Council: Appeared to explain the amendments section by
. section.

*Every county can meet the ten mill requirement (section 4 of the bill, top of page 3 on

amendment) only about four townships probably would not.

*Subsection 5 is the breakdown of the new allocation.

16.45 Senator Triplett: Have you crunched the numbers on this at all in terms of how different

counties would have been impacted in the past couple of years?

John Walstad: | know those numbers were being worked on.

Chairman Cook: | have been trying to get those numbers this morning. | will get them to you

if | can.

Senator Triplett: It would help.

Vice Chairman Miller: .Do we have any idea how townships are levying taxes?

. Chairman Cook: | think every township out there is at least at 10 mills except 3 or 4.
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. Vice Chairman Miller: Our Township levies 1 mill and that is plenty of money. We do get
money from other things and they had a reserve they had built up.
Chairman Cook: If they have road problems, my guess is they are levying more than one
mill.
Chairman Cook: As far as what 1304 or 2229 looks like over in the House, this is very similar
to those except the changes we make in the distribution to the counties and state and then the
removal of the five milis. Those are the two big changes you see.
Senator Triplett: Are any of the bills still alive that increase the oil impact fund on the House
side? |s that the topic that will come in for a conference committee?
Chairman Cook: | would think the whole issue of the impact funds is going to be a major
conference committee issue. My thought is that as we start throwing a lot of increasing of
‘ dollars that are going to the counties and the formula, | would think the need for impact dollars
would go down. The Governor's approach is just the opposite. They increased the money to
the county.
Senator Triplett: | understand the counties prefer money into the distribution formuia, but !
think the impact formula is important too. | think we need to find the right balance between
them. The reason | think it is important is because we have heard some testimony about
counties that get left behind in terms of their infrastructure because they don’t have a lot of oil
development but they are counties that get driven through between the oil is produced to
where it is delivered. Or they are in the early stages of development. | think there is an
argument for increasing the impact funds too.
Chairman Cook: | think once you see one of the printouts you might change your mind.
.Senator Triplett: | might change my mind relative to these counties that are getting this, but |

don’t think | will change my mind relative to the counties that don't benefit from this. That is my
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. concern is the counties that are not benefiting. | will wait to see the printouts before | offer any
particular numbers. | do think we need to do something with the impact fund as far as an
increase.

21.08 Senator Dotzenrod: | have questions on page 4, subsection C, the 20% of all the
revenues allocated to the county plus be allocated by the treasurer to the city. Is this the only
section in the bill that deals with revenues to the cities other than that first subsection that has
the money to Williston and Dickenson?

Chairman Cook: No, there is the requirement on monies to Dickenson and Williston where
some of that goes to cities also. Correct John?

John Walstad: 4C and 5C are city allocations, 4C is the allocations to the cities below the 4.6
million, and 5C is the allocation to the cities above the 4.6 million per county. They are virtually

. identical.

Senator Dotzenrod: Do | understand that you would qualify as a city under either one of
those, but not both?

John Walstad: No, it is cumulative. | worked with the interim committee that was locking at
this issue and the impact funding issue. During last year's impact grant round 85% of the
impact awards went to townships. Townships under current law don't receive any direct
aliocation and this bill would change that above the 4.6 million. Townships would have sort of
a locally driven impact fund through the county commission and application. It might take a bit
of the load off of the impact need.

Senator Dotzenrod: On page 2, where E. has been pretty well covered, there are some words
left there and that is where the 4.6 million which is current law is left there — where did that

. come from, is that a number that has been around for a while?
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. John Walstad: It is the number that currently the highest number cap for county allocations
and the 4.6 million now serves a different purpose, but the number is retained from where that
cap was.

Chairman Cook: By using that number as a cap for that transition line where schools basically
get cut off and townships replace, before a smaller populated county that cap was lower so
school districts in those particular counties might get a small amount of new doliars.

John Walstad: True enough, and because it was the cap number, it won't result really in any
loss of revenue to school districts because they were hitting the cap and that is all they were
getting.

Chairman Cook: That will be basically the same as SB 2229, or are they using all the three
different caps yet?

. John Walstad: | am not sure; it has been a while since | have looked at that bill.

Senator Dotzenrod: In the original 1304 any city that wanted — we had a provision in the
original 1304 that said if your mining popuiation percentage was at a certain point, then you
would qualify for a certain amount of distribution, but then if you went to a higher level within
that city, that amount that went to that city doubled. Is all that kind of thinking abandoned?
John Walstad: Thatis in 1B.

Senator Dotzenrod: As | understand it that would be only for the cities that have these big
populations.

Chairman Cook: (inaudible)

Senator Triplett: Wasn't there some conversation when we discussed the bill earlier that there
was at least some possibility that Minot could join that popuiation at some point in the future?

. John Walstad: That is correct. Minot has the population number, but they do not have the

mining industry employment at this point. At some point that could change.



Page 5

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
HB 1304

Hearing Date: 04/7/2009

. Chairman Cook: With either bill.
John Walstad: Yes,
Senator Dotzenrod: There is a line in that section B, in the middle of page 1, the allocation
under this subdivision must be doubled if the city is more than 7.5%. Does that apply to all
cities in the oil producing counties? Or is it just to these large over 7,500?
John Walstad: The latter. The first sentence has that 7,500 population and 2% of private
covered employment, that by itself limits this subdivision to Dickinson and Williston and then
the second sentence 7.5% of employment in mining, Williston only meets that requirement.
Senator Dotzenrod: So those two tiers, the 2% and 7.5%, are only relevant and meaningful in
the discussion of the two larger cities. They don't apply to Tioga, Alexander, and these other
towns?

‘ John Walstad: They do not apply however those cities would benefit from the existence of
this provision.
Senator Dotzenrod: Because there is some revenue that is left over.
John Walstad: It is a two part provision. This is one part of it, $500,000 to Dickenson, $1
million to Williston, and then the language that we saw later on in subsections 4 and 5, for the
cities receiving a direct allocation under subsection one, they only get 60% of the money they
would otherwise get under the formula and the amount above that would get reallocated
among the other cities.
Chairman Cook: Let me explain. If you look at the chart, you have the 1/5 and the 4/5; the
4/5 is what goes to the counties. The 1/5 goes to where the money for the impact fee comes
from and ultimately it goes to the state. If all of the sudden we were to get another city like

. Minot that met this requirement in subsection 1B it would not affect in any way the money that
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. goes to the counties. It would be another $500,000 that would have to come out of the state's

share for Minot, am | correct?

John Walstad: Absolutely.

Chairman Cook: Then if you go to the other part where there is a city allocation that comes
now out of this 4/5, you will see a requirement there that will reduce a city's amount of dollars
they would get from that requirement because they got this up here that came out of the state.
The fact that that reduces it allows more cities in the oil producing counties to get that money
that would have gone to Dickenson and Williston. Did | explain that right?

30.30 John Walstad: Yes, but only within their counties. And the reason for that is that they
are so dominant in population within their counties that they take almost all of the money and
the other small cities in the county get a very small portion.

. Senator Triplett: So, this responds to Representative Skarphol's suggestion that the small
towns in those counties were being treated unfairly relative to the similar sized towns. This
eliminates that problem more or less completely?

John Walstad: In Representative Skarphol's opinion it does.

Senator Triplett: What is the next largest population town in oil producing country and how
close is the population to 7,5007

John Walstad: | think there is a pretty big gap to the next one.

Chairman Cook: Maybe Bottineau.

Senator Oehlke: Belcourt is technically bigger than Bottineau, but it is a reservation
community and | don't know if that applies anyhow.

Chairman Cook: As far as | am concerned if we want to sit here and find a policy that

. determines the winners and losers in the cities out there, you would thing the oil producing
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. counties would treat them all. It looks like as far as what they get per resident, | am sure there
is quite a range as to how much oil activity they have in their townships.
Senator Dotzenrod: These dollars amounts are per year not biennial numbers, correct?
Chairman Cook: Fiscal year.
Senator Dotzenrod: At the top of page 2 it says the next $14 million must be allocated 25% to
that county, | didn’t think when we had these numbers in here earlier that we had any counties
that were up in that region. | thought our highest distribution was to Montrail County and that
was about $8 million, am | mistaken about that?
John Walstad: | think there are some in that range.
35.38 Chairman Cook: Changing that second million from 75% to 100% has to have a quick
impact on a lot of counties.

. Senator Dotzenrod: The fourteen million dollar number, is that the number for that particular
county — the production for that county?
Chairman Cook: Yes. How did we come up with 14 million? | wanted a bigger fiscal note
than the one we had in front of us.
Senator Dotzenrod: Page 4, section D, if | read that right these townships that want to get
revenue, they have to make that request to the board of county commissioners. Currently the
way it works now if | understand it right, we have the oil impact fund at the state level. Am |
wrong about that, that townships come to the state oil impact fund and request the money.
Under the version that we are changing here, this amendment, we are not going to be coming
to the...

Chairman Cook: They can do both.
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. Senator Dotzenrod: So they will be able to come to this state oil impact fund and ask for a
grant and go to their counties and the county commissioners are going to be completely fair in
the way they distribute the money?
John Walstad: Absolutely.
Senator Triplett: County commissioners are very responsive to their voters.
Senator Dotzenrod: | have seen some cases where we have had certain revenues that are
available and the commissioners were not always fair. The only alternative is to trust them.
38.30 Chairman Cook: See Attachment #2 for additional charts handed out.
40.55 Chairman Cook: What do you want to do with it?
Senator Triplett: Can we come back this afternoon.
Senator Oehlke: Moved amendment 90260.0405.

. Senator Dotzenrod: Seconded.
Chairman Cook: Discussion?
Senator Dotzenrod: | think the amendments appear pretty reasonable.
Chairman Cook: We removed the caps, but when we changed the formula we have a
mechanism there that would change the dollars that a county could get if you had oil at a high
price.
Senator Triplett: | don't have any particular objections to the amendments themselves. |
would prefer to have a little time to look back at my notes and look at the impact fund and
whether we should put a different number in regarding that piece. That is my only concern. |
can’t say right off the top of my head how much pressure will be taken off. | would like to have
a sense of that before voting on the bill.

. Chairman Cook: We will take a short break for you to look at the numbers.

44.30 Chairman Cook: See Attachment #3 for additional information- reviews.
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47.00 As we move forward with this issue, they have to go hand in hand somehow. We heard
that 85% of the impact fee money went to townships; we now are sending money directly to
townships where they got both impact fees and money that is coming out of the 4/5 available
for them. | also look at where all of the impact dollars have gone in the last biennium, and you
look at what we are doing here with 1304 that quite frankly, Williams County for example,
would there even be a need for them to have impact fees? | am wondering if in the past how
much money actually went to some of these counties that should have an impact. As we move
forward in time here in the last few weeks, | think we will identify that.

Senator Triplett: | was not able to find my notes, so | talked to Jeff from the land department
who does the oil impact aid and we talked about the future rather than the past. He said he is
just starting on the next round of requests. He has $33 million dollars in requests for the
upcoming year that is against the $2.9 million dollar budget that he has. | described in general
terms the outlines of the amendment and | asked him if he would assume for ease of
calculatibn, he said that the larger counties were completely taken care of in terms of their
township need, and so he just subtracted off the requests that he has for Bowman, Montrail,
and McKenzie Counties and we he took away those, he said he still has $28 million in requests
in the end. Because he put a lot of focus on townships last year there are a lot of other sub
groups that are expressing more need. He thinks there is still an enormous need out there for
some of the public services etc. It still will be leaving people very short in meeting their
infrastructure needs.

Chairman Cook: 1 think we are both saying the same thing almost except | am wondering — |
am thinking the counties that will still need impact fees are going to be the larger counties. |
guess | am tending to think that the need for some of these smaller counties for impact fees is

going to go down. | might be wrong. You ask the right question and we need to ask some
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. more of those questions. Bottom line is as this whole thing moves forward to Senate
appropriations and a conference committee and we start working out the final details of how
we might send a whole lot of money into these counties where their needs that they have, we
need to eventually work that answer out.

50.53 Senator Dotzenrod: (referring to attachment #3) this first set of 3 columns, it says
current law distribution formula, now we are not under current law distributing $3.6 million and
$4 million to Billings County are we with a biennium...?

Chairman Cook: That is what they are getting now. They are not reaching the cap.

Senator Dotzenrod: If the cap is one million and you get 3.6 available you are at the cap
before, you have 2.6 million that is over the cap, right?

Chairman Cook: That one million dollars is an increase in the existing cap. If you look at

. Bowman County, their cap right now at $5.1 million dollars per year and they are reaching that
cap, so they are getting $10,200,000. That is current law.

Senator Dotzenrod: These are current distributions going out?

Chairman Cook: That is what they would get if their production stays up.

Senator Dotzenrod: | misunderstood the word cap. What does the $1 million cap mean?
Chairman Cook: It is an increase in the cap. Are we talking nickels and dimes here?

Senator Dotzenrod: What kind of numbers would they have?

Chairman Cook: They would get the same amount of money except for the five that are hitting
the cap right now. Bowman, Dunn, Mckenzie, Montrail, Williams.

Senator Oehlke: comments on attachment #3

Chairman Cook: Clarifies

. 54.49 Vice Chairman Miller: Have we heard much from Montrail County hearing their need?
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Chairman Cook: Montrail and Bowman both have been here. Montrail probably would be the
one with the biggest needs.

Senator Dotzenrod: The three columns on the right hand side, would that be the affect of this
bill?

Chairman Cook: Yes.

Senator Dotzenrod: It looks like they shouid be able to get some roadwork done.

Senator Triplett: | am assured that there is at least one bill in each of our chambers that still
has a good increase of the impact aid numbers in it. So as long as those are still alive and
kicking elsewhere ! guess | will leave it go here. |just don’t want the thought to get lost.
Chairman Cook: With you around | am sure it will not.

Vice Chairman Miller: Moved a Do Pass As Amended and Re-Referred to
Appropriations.

Senator Dotzenrod: Seconded.

Chairman Cook: Any further discussion?

A Roll Call vote was taken: Yea 7, Nay 0, Absent 0.

Senator Cook will carry the bill.
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Chairman Cook: Reopened discussion on HB 1304. See Attachment #1 for revised
amendments brought before the committee for reconsideration before the bill would be sent to
the floor.
Senator Triplett: Before we reconsider our motion | would like to read an e-mail from Jim
Fuglie regarding the impact of the amendments to Medora. (See Attachment #2)
1.30 Chairman Cook: We have always had a $500 per person cap for cities. Mr. Fuglie ts
talking about that he was capped at $325,000. He was not capped at that amount; he was
capped at the $500 per capita as was every city. Representative Drovdahl removed that cap
in the conference committee last session and no one knew it was removed but him. | didn't
realize this until last week when | was in the tax department and working on the cities portion.
Removing that cap, | was told took Medora to $750,000. Randy Hudsonbuehler (SP?) from
the foundation told me it was $600,000. Whatever it is it is relative to oil production and the
price of oil. When we had these amendments explained, if you go to the bottom of page 3,
subsection A and subsection B of the amendments, that all deals with seasonal employees

and he explained that language was unworkable. The treasurer's office could not get the

information they needed so we went to work out for Medora to make sure that the
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. consequence of any change was the same that is how we came up with the 600%. That is
basically the increase they have. So we didn't hurt Medora with the seasonal cap issue. We
worked specifically to keep them the same on the seasonal cap. The only effect they have is
the $750. | think the tax department said that at one time in this last biennium they were
around $1100 to $1200 per capita and again that is relative to production price and how much
oil is in Slope County. Anyway we have a $750 cap for all cities and again this is relative to
production money for impact costs by the oil industry. | think their impact is not caused by the
oil industry. It is caused by tourism. | have always supported Medora and if there is a way that
we can get them money — they have a bigger problem than this right now. It will have to be
addressed. If we start treating one differently then they all will want it. We need to have some
integrity in the formula.

. 4.46 Senator Triplett: If there is an exception already, first of all we are making a specific deal
hear for Dickenson and Williston which is going to benefit all of the small towns, so we are
being pretty specific here. We also have the language in here already on page 4 that you were
just quoting the part determining the population of any city in which total employment increases
by more than 200% seasonally due to tourism the population of that city for purposes of this
subdivision must be increased by 600%, so we already are making a specific provision for
Medora.

Chairman Cook: We thought of other cities out there too.
Senator Triplett: That more than doubles their population?
Chairman Cook: There is Pick City and a few other cities along there that get a lot of people.
Senator Triplett: Do they more than double?
.Chairman Cook: No one probably gets as high as Medora.

Senator Triplett: Does anyone meet the first provision?
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. Senator Oehlke: Coal Harbor does | believe.
Chairman Cook: We are at 600 though.
Senator Triplett: But the beginning part of the sentence where it says in determining the
population, but you have to start from the base of the sentence to determine if there is any
other city out there that increases its employment by 200% so that it falls into this sentence.
Chairman Cook: That is the question we had and again we looked at a few other cities and
no one really knew for sure, but we talked about it.
Senator Triplett: My point is that we are already considering them more or less uniquely
depending on if anyone else fits into that formula so it seems to me we could adjust the 600%
to some other number if we wanted to keep them whole relative to what they had. Maybe we
could increase them to 800%. | think it is just not fair to decrease them without a hearing.
. Chairman Cook: Again, the other change happened without a hearing too.
Senator Triplett: Two wrongs don’t make a right.
Chairman Cook: No but we still have a wrong that needs to be corrected and we do that all
the time and there are plenty of opportunities yet for Medora to make their argument. Quite
frankly if we are going to have integrity in this bill in my mind where we are going to use oil
revenue from the production tax to meet an oil impact need, Medora doesn't fit into that period.
Senator Dotzenrod: It looks like the current language caps Medora at about $450,000. Is that
right? Where were they before?
Senator Triplett: Jim said that they had been capped at $325,000 and then last session they
were bumped to about $600,000, and he says these amendments will put them back to
$450,000. So your calculations are correct according to him.

.Chairman Cook: | think they were capped at $500 per person and that equaled $325,000.



Page 4

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
HB 1304

Hearing Date: 04/07/2009

. 8.48 Senator Oehlke: let's pretend we didn’t change it at all and we go to conference
committee and everyone agreed to leave it just this way, would Medora be able to go to the
county and appeal to them for some of the additional funds that the county would have?
Chairman Cook: The County certainly could give some of the money.

Senator Oehlke: That could be a reality.

Senator Triplett: The rest of the formula is all about oil impact dollars, so this new formula we
are setting up, the county infrastructure grant program for townships is also based pretty
specifically on oil infrastructure so | wouldn't know how they could qualify under that.
Chairman Cook: We are going to put an accountability measure on. | wouldn't scream if
Medora did.

Vice Chairman Miller: 1t seems the problem with Medora is that they have too much of a good

. thing going on.

Senator Dotzenrod: | am just wondering when Mr. Fuglie is using these numbers and he
comes up with a prior $300,000 and he has $600,000, is that all from just the result of this
section of the code or is he including in that some oil impact grant money or some other funds
that they got because of the oil activity that he is adding them up and coming up with they
received total.

Chairman Cook: | would say that it is all because of this.

Vice Chairman Miller: | move that we reconsider our action on 1304.

Senator Triplett: Seconded.

A Voice Vote was taken: Yea 7, Nay 0, Absent 0.

Chairman Cook: This will end up in conference committee so we can look at Medora at that

. point.
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. Senator Triplett: | will probably try and make a motion to change the six to an eight and see
where it goes.
Vice Chairman Miller: Moved the amendments to add subsection 6, the accountability
language.
Senator Hogue: Seconded.
Chairman Cook: Discussion?
A Voice Vote was taken: Yea 7, Nay 0, Absent 0.
Motion carried.
Senator Triplett: Moved to further amend 1304 by changing on page 4, nine lines down,
the word six to eight.
Senator Anderson: Seconded.
. Chairman Cook: Discussion?
Senator Anderson: The reason | seconded is because it is the same as what it was. Medora
is North Dakota and | know with a hundred people they are not going to get much done.
Senator Triplett: | think there must be some oil development that moves through Medora at
some point. | think there is at least a thread of a nexus here.
Chairman Cook: | guarantee you that considering the price of motels in Medora in the
summer time, maybe not. My only concern, and | love Medora, is the integrity of this formula
for production impact fees and | am a little disappointed that we did it in the dark of the night
last session without anyone know, that disturbs me more than anything and my friend from
Medora tell me they did not know about it either. It is amazing what legislators can do to try
and gain favor with certain people and say see what | can do for you. | think | will probably
. reject the amendment, but not because | don't like Medora.

A Roli Call Vote was taken: Yea 6, Nay 1, Absent 0.
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| Motion Carried.

Senator Triplett: Moved a Do Pass As Further Amended and Re-Refer to Appropriations.
Vice Chairman Miller: Seconded.

Chairman Cook: Discussion?

A Roll Call Vote was taken: Yea 7, Nay 0, Absent 0.

Senator Cook will carry the bill.
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Page 1, line 186, replace "three" with "five" and remove "seventy-five"

Page 4, line 27, remove "An"

Page 4, remove lines 28 and 28

Page 5, line 4, after "In" insert "determining the population of any city that receives a direct
allocation under subsection 1, that city's population for purposes of this subdivision
must be reduced by forty percent. In"

Page 5, line 7, overstrike "section” and insert immediately thereafter "subdivision"

Page 6, line 7, replace "The state treasurer annually shall make payments to" with "Allocations

to organized townships or to school districts under this subdivision may be made only

for reimbursement of qualifying expenditures previously made by the applicant township
or school district. The amount deposited during each calendar vear in the county

infrastructure fund which is designated for allocation under this subdivision and which is
unexpended and unobligated at the end of the calendar year must be transferred by the

county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund for use on county road and bridge
projects.”

Page 8, remove lines 8 through 11

Page 6, line 14, remove "An incorporated city may"

Page 86, remove line 15

Page 6, line 16, remove "during a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4."

Page 6, line 18, after the underscored period insert "In determining the population of any city
that receives a direct allocation under subsection 1, that city's population for purposes
of this subdivision must be reduced by forty percent.”

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 1 90260.0402
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: SR-48-5030
March 17, 2009 9:07 a.m. Carrier: Triplett
Insert LC: 90260.0402 Title: .0500

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB 1304, as reengrossed: Finance and Taxation Committee (Sen. Cook, Chalrman)
recommends AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends
DO NOT PASS (6 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 1 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). Reengrossed
HB 1304 was placed on the Sixth order on the calendar.

Page 1, line 186, replace "threg" with "five" and remove "seventy-five"

Page 4, line 27, remove "An"

Page 4, remove lines 28 and 29

Page 5, line 4, after "In" insert "determining the population of any city that receives a direct

allocation under subsection 1, that city's population for purposes of this subdivision
must be reduced by forty percent. In"

Page 5, line 7, overstrike "section" and insert immediately thereafter "subdivision"

Page B, line 7, replace "The state treasurer annually shali make payments to" with "Allocations
to organized townships or to school districts under this subdivision may be made only
for reimbursement of qualifying expenditures previously made by the applicant
township or school district. The amount deposited during each calendar year in the
county infrastructure fund which is designated for allocation under this subdivision and
which _is_unexpended and unocbligated at the end of the calendar year must be
transferred by the county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund for use on
county road and bridge projects.”

Page 6, remove lings 8 through 11

Page 6, line 14, remove "An incorporated city may"

Page 8, remove line 15

Page 6, line 16, remove "during a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4."

Page 6, line 18, after the underscored period insert "In_determining the population of any city

that receives a direct allocation under subsection 1, that city's population for purposes
of this subdivision must be reduced by forty percent.”

Renumber accordingly

{2) DESK, {3) COMM Page No. 1 SR-48-5030
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April 8, 2009

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

In lieu of the amendments adopted by the Senate as printed on page 810 of the Senate
Journal, Reengrossed House Bill No. 1304 is amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eresli:

a.

=

c.

Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million
doilars per bienn ineluding-any-ametnta-otherwise-appreprie

- - » - CoreeTes

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five
hundred or more and more than two percent of its private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data

compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this

subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and

one-half percent of its private covered employment enqaged in the

mining Industry, according to data compiled by job service North

Dakota; and

Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue
collected under this chapter from oil and gas produced in each county must

be allocated as follows:

a.

=

[

The first ere two million dollars si-annual-rovonue-after- the-dedustien

= SRaos = T oerero e

ary-eeunty must be allocated to that the county.

-

The seeand next one million d‘ollars - \ _

Ot v iwie - Ly

must be allocated seventy-five percent to that
the county and twenty-five percent to the state generat fund.

The thi_Fd next one million doll_ars et—mmua#—revenue—a#er—@he
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e#edueed—ha—any—eeanty must be allocated fifty percent to that the
county an ttfty percent to the state general fund All—aneual—r-e-venae

The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.

All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d must

be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state
general fund.

The amount to which each county Is entitled pursuantie-this under
subsection 2 must be lirited-based-upen-the-pepulatien-of allocated within
the county aeceerding-te-the-tast-efficial-deeenniat-tederal-¢ oHows:

a.

me&e—than so the flrst four mlllion six hundred thousand dollars |s
allocated under suosectlon for each fiscal year-hewever-a-sounty

nd any amount recelved by a county exceedmg four
mnlllon snx hundred thousand dollars under—thte-sebdmm is pet
----- : gtie must-be credited by the
county treasurer to the county geeef&l mfrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.

Forty-five percent of all revenues
be allocated to any county kereunder for allocation under this
subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
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general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subssction must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multipiied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitied as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subssction. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance” means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county hereureer for
allocation under this subsection must be peid apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county, Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
altocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitied except
for this limitation must be deposited instead in that county’s general
fund. Rrevided-heweverthatir In determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonaily due to tourism, the population of that city for

purposes of detesmmmg—ﬂae—per—eapﬁﬁmteﬁen—m this sestien
subdnvusnon must be mcreased by eddmg—te—the—pepﬁah&a—e#—the—ei%y
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2} Feurhundredtwenty six hundred percent. If a city receives a

direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city
under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount
otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among the

other cities in the county.

Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure

134

o

fund under subsection 3 must be credited by the county treasurer to

the county general fund. However, the allocation 1o a county under
this subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during
that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal aid road. and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county
infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be aliocated by the board
of county commissionars to or for the benefit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to offset
oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs. An organized township is not eligible for an
allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that fiscal year
that township levies at least ten mills for township purposes. For
unorganized townships within the county, the board of county
commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of revenues under
this subdivision to offset ojl and gas development impact to township
roads or other infrastructure needs in those townships. The amount
deposited during each calendar year in the county infrastructure fund
which is designated for allocation under this subdivision and which is
unexpended and unobligated at the end of the calendar year must be

transferred by the county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund

for use on county road and bridge projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer no
less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the county.
Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be based
upon the population of each incorporated city according to the last
official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an allocation
for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which a city would
otherwise be entitled must be deposited instead in that county's
general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities in the county.

Page No. 4 90260.0405
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SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
occurring after June 30, 2009."

) Renumber accordingly

.\__.
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. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

In lieu of the amendments adopted by the Senate as printed on page 810 of the Senate
Journal, Reengrossed House Bill No. 1304 is amended as foliows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall ereelit;

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million

dollars per blennlum-*ﬂeludmgﬂny-eme&nte-emefmee—eﬁpfepﬂated

o

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five
hundred or more and more than two percent of jts private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data
compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and
one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the
mining industry, according to data compiled by job service North
Dakota; and

¢. Credit the remaining revenuss to the state general fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1. annual revenue
coilected under this chapter from cil and gas produced in each county must
be allocated as follows:

a. The furst ene two m||||on dotlars ef-aﬂee&l—#eveﬂue-a-tm-the—dedeetteﬂ

must be allocated to thet the county

b. The eeeend next one mllllon dolIars ef-annuel-ﬁeveﬂue-aﬂef-the
predueed—m—enfeeunty must be allocated seventy-nve percent to that
! . the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.
~
c.

The th+rd next one mllllon dollars ef-ennua#—reveme—aﬂet—the
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must be aliocated fifty percent to that the

d. The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.
e. All annual revenue remaining after the allocation jn subdivision d must

be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state
general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitled pursuantie-this under
subsection 2 must bs mﬂfteel-bassd—upsﬁ-the-psoulahsﬂ—ef allooatsd W|th|n

mere—than so thefrrst lour malllon six hundred thousand dollars IS
allocated under subsectlon 4 for each frscal year—hswevsr—a—eemty

nli

nd any amount rscelved by a county exceeding four
mrllron s|x hundred thousand dollars under—thls-sttbdmslem is rot
mugt-be credited by the
county trsasursr to ths county general mfrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.

a. Forty-five percent of all revenues
be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation under this

subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
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general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of ail revenues allocated to any county for
altocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. Howsver,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance” means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county hereunder for
allocation under this subsection must be paid apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not recsive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled except
for this limitation must be deposited instead in that county's generai
fund. Previded-hewever-thatin In determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonally due to tourism, the population of that city for
purposes of detemnmg-the—weapﬁa—#m&a&m this sesten

subduwsuon must be mcreased by add&ng—te—%heﬁepmaheﬁ-e#—th&eiw
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&) Feurhupdredtwenty six hundred percent. If a city receives a

direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation o that city
under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount

otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among the

other cities in the county.

Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure

(3

&

fund under subsection 3 must be credited by the county treasurer to

the county general fund. However, the allocation to a county under
this subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during
that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge. farm-to-market and
federal aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county
infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the board
of county commissioners to or for the benefit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to offset
oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs. An organized township is not eligible for an
allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that fiscal year
that township levies at least ten milis for township purposes. For
unorganized townships within the county, the board of county
commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of revenues under
this subdivision to offset oil and gas development impact to township
reads or other infrastructure needs in those townships. The amount
deposited during each calendar year in the county infrastructure fund
which is designated for allocation under this subdivision and which is
unexpended and unobligated at the end of the calendar year must be
transferred by the county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund
for use on county road and bridge projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer ne
less than quarterly to the Incorporated cities of the county.
Apportionment among clties under this subsection must be based
upon the popuiation of each incorporated city according to the last
official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an allocation
for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation_has been reached, all excess funds to which a city would
otherwise be entitled must be depaosited instead in that county's
general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the ailocation to that city under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount ctherwise determined for that city under this
subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities in the county.
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Within ninety days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county

commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this

section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the energy development

impact office, in a format prescribed by the energy development impact

office, showing:

a.

The amount received by the county in its own behalf, the amount of
those funds expended for each purpose to which funds wers devoted,
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of
those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation o

or for the benefit of townships, the amount allocated to each
organized township and the amount expended from each such
allocation by that township, the amount expended by the board of
county commissioners on behalf of each unorganized township for
which an expgnditure was made, and the amount available for

allocation to or for the benefit of townships which remained
unexpended at the end of the fiscal year.

By the end of the calendar year when reports under this subsection were

received, the energy development impact office shall provide a report to the

legislative council compiling the information from reports received under

this subsection and information on oil and gas impact grants awarded
during the fiscal year for which the reports were received.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events

Renumber accordingly

occurring after June 30, 2009."

Page No. 5 90260.0406



@

.
—_

Date: 04/07/07
Roll Call Vote #: 9/

2009 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES

BILLURESOLUTION NO. : /507/

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
] Check here for Conference Committee ﬂ ﬂ’)M ﬂm
Legislative Council Amendment Number @09{00 1P, 5/0(

Action Taken [ IDo Pass [TDo NotPass [ JAmended

Motion Made By W&h\/ ) [}y Seconded By §mqh/ %24/06/

Senators Yes | No Senators Yes | No
Sen. Dwight Cook - Chairman Sen. Arden Anderson
Sen. Joe Miller — Vice Chairman Sen. Jim Dotzenrod
Sen. David Hogue Sen. Constance Triplett

Sen. Dave QOehlke

) /

1/\'_/ A

/ A YV

Va0 %t i\

Totai: Yes /7 No D

A2

Absent

Fioor Assignment

If the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:



. 5
'

Date: OA{ é o1 09

Roll Call Vote

2009 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ROLL CALL VOTES
BILL/RESOLUTION NO. : ]507,1

Senate Finance and Taxation " Committee

[] Check here for Conference Committee Hw G L ’{D%
Legislative Council Amendment Number D[/L (‘Mz?)/ '(MO\, 4 M dm,
- 0

¥ g

Action Taken [ Do Pass [ ]1Do Not Pass [ ]Amended

Motion Made By %W /T/'_ 0[@4«\“ Seconded By éf n iblﬁ {&!/_\é’éﬁ@,\
1

Senators Yes No Senators Yes | No
Sen. Dwight Cook - Chairman | Sen. Arden Anderson ]
Sen. Joe Miller - Vice Chairman v’ Sen. Jim Dotzenrod v
Sen. David Hogue % Sen. Constance Triplett -~
Sen. Dave Oehlke v

Total: Yes (.,Q No !

Absent

Floor Assignment

if the vote is on an amendment, briefly indicate intent:



90260.0407
Title. 0600

Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for
Senator Cook
April 7, 2009

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

In lieu of the amendments adopted by the Senate as printed on page 810 of the Senate
Journal, Reengrossed House Bill No, 1304 is amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall ereehit.

a.

(o3

C.

Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million

dollars per blennlum—rﬁekrdmg-eﬁy-ameun&ahefwree—aeﬁreeﬁa’éed

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five

hundred or more and more_than two percent of its private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data
compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and

one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the

mining industry, according to data compiled by job service North
Dakota; and

Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue

coliected under this chapter from oil and gas_preduced in each county must

be allocated as follows:

a.

=

[©

The ﬂrst ene two million dol|ars ef—anﬁuel—reveﬁu&eﬁef-the-deéuehen

e-n-y—eeuﬁ%y must be allocated to thei the county

The eeeenel next one m|II|on dollars ef—aeauai—revenue—eﬂef—the

must be allocated seventy-ﬂve percent to thet
the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.

The ﬂ“H'Fé next one mllllon dollars en‘-ea-nuaHevenue-eﬂer—t-he
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produeedHr-ary-esunty must be allocated fifty percent to that the
county and flfty percent to the state general fund AH—ennual-Feveﬂee

The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.
Hewever—the

All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d must
be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state

general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitled prrsvantte-this under
subsection 2 must be hmt-ed—beeed—upen—the—eepubt—ten—ef a!located W|th|n

merewtheﬂ SO the flrst four mllllon Six hundred thousand doltars is
allocated under subsectlon 4 for each fi scal year—heweveﬁa-eetmty

purpeses—Aﬂy nd any amount recelved by a county exceedlng four
million six hundred thousand dollars wrderthis-oubdivisien is aet

credited by the
county treasurer to the county gererat infrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.

Forty-five percent of all revenues
be allocated to any county kerewnrder for allocation under this

subsection must be credited by the county treasurer 1o the county
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general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the schoo! census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, alt excess funds to which the school district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each cil-producing county shali certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance” means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county kereander for
allocation under this subsection must be paid apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled except
for this limitation must be deposited instead in that county's general
fund. Previded-hewever—thatin [n determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonally due to tourism, the population of that city for

purposes of determiningthe-pereapitatimitation—n this seetier
subd:vnsnon musi be mcreased by addmg—te—t-he—pepeﬂaﬂeﬁ-e#—the—e'rty
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&  Fourhundred-twenty eight hundred percent. If a city receives a

direct allocation under subsection 1, the ailocation to that city
under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount
otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this_ limitation_ must be reallocated among the
other cities in the county.

Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure

I

o

fund under subsection 3 must be credited by the county treasurer to
the county general fund. However, the allocation to a county under
this subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during
that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road_and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county
infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the board
of county commissioners to or for the benefit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to offset
oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs. An organized township is not eligible for an
allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that fiscal year
that township levies at least ten mills for township purposes._For
unorganized townships within the county, the board of county
commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of revenues under
this subdivision to offset oil and gas development impact to township
roads or other infrastructure needs in those townships. The amount
deposited during each calendar year in the county infrastructure fund
which is designated for allocation under this subdivision and which is
unexpended and unobligated at the end of the calendar year must be
transferred by the county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund
for use on county road and bridge projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer no
less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the county.
Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be based

upon_the population of each incorporated city according to the |ast
official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an allocation

for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which a city would
otherwise be entitied must be deposited instead in that county's
general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities in the county.
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Within ninety days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county
commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this
section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the energy development

impact office, in a format prescribed by the energy development impact

. office, showing:
a. The amount received by the county in its own _behalf, the amount of

those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted,
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of
those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

=g

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation to
or for the benefit of townships, the amount allocated to each
organized township and the amount expended from each such
allocation by that township. the amount expended by the board of
county commissioners on behalf of each unorganized township for
which an expenditure was made, and the amount available for
allocation to or for the benefit of townships which remained
unexpended at the end of the fiscal_year.

By the end of the calendar year when reports under this subsection were
received, the energy development impact office shall provide a report to the
legislative council compiling the information from reports received under
this subsection and information on oil and gas impact grants awarded
during the fiscal year for which the reports were received.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
eccurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly

. Page No. 5 90260.0407
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REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE (410) Module No: SR-59-6464
April 7, 2009 5:17 p.m. Carrier: Cook
Insert 1.C: 90260.0407 Title: .0600

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB 1304, as reengrossed and amended: Finance and Taxation Committee (Sen. Cook,
Chairman) recommends AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended,
recommends DO PASS and BE REREFERRED to the Appropriations Committee
{7 YEAS, 0 NAYS, 0ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HReengrossed HB 1304, as
amended, was placed on the Sixth order on the calendar.

In lieu of the amendments adopted by the Senate as printed on page 810 of the Senate
Journal, Reengrossed House Bill No. 1304 is amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the cil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall sredit;

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million

doilars per buennmm—meludmg—any—amew&s—eiheﬂwseuapempna%eé

(=4

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an_oil-producing_county which has a population of seven thousand
five hundred or more and more than two percent of its private
covered employment engaged in the mining_industry, according to
data compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and
one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the
mining_industry, according to data compiled by job service North
Dakota; and

¢. Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue
collected under this chapter from oil and gas produced in each county
must be allocated as follows:

a. The ﬂrst ene two m|il|on dollars ef—ameaJ—;even&e—aﬂer—t-he-dedﬂeHen

adoad ata

any—eeenty must be aIIocated to Jtha% the ¢ ounty

(3

The eeeeed next one mulhon dollars 9f—aﬁﬁee4—fteveﬂue—aﬁer—the

must be allocated seventy flve percent to
that the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.

(2) DESK, (3) COMM Page No. 1 SR-53 6464
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The thrrd next one m1II|on dollars ef—annuai—mvenae—a#eHhe

pmdueed—m—any—eeun&y must be allocated fifty percent to that the
county and ftfty percent to the state general fund AH—aﬁﬂua-l-Feveﬁue

The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five
percent to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state
general fund. Heweverthe

All_annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d
must be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the
state general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitled pursuartte—this under

subsection 2 must be limited-based-upen-the-pepulatien-ef allocated within

(2) DESK, {3) COMM

mI”IOI'l sux hundred thousand dollars upnder-this—subdivision is Aot
credited by the

county treasurer to the county gemerat infrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.

Page No. 2 SR-50-6464
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Forty-five percent of all revenues as-may-by-thetegisiative-assembly
be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation_under this

subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county
on the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the schoal census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitted as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance" means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county kerewnder for
allocation under this subsection must be paig apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city_ may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection &
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled
except for this limitation must be deposited instead in that county's
general fund. Previded—heowever—that—r In determining the
population of any city in which total employment increases by more
than two hundred percent seasonally due to tourism, the population
of that city for purposes of de{errmmﬁg—t-he-pe#eaart-a—m-taﬂ-&n—m this

seetior subdivision must be increased by adding-te-the-pepuiatien—ef

Page No. 3 SR-50-6464
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2y Feurhundredwenty eight hundred percent. if a city receives a

direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city
under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount
otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among
the other cities in the county.

. 5. a Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be credited by the county treasurer to
the county general fund. However, the allocation to a county under
this subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during
that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal aid road, and county road purposes.

o

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county
infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the board
of county commissioners to or for the benefit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding_to offset
oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs. An organized township is not eligible for an
allocation of funds under_this subdivision unless during that fiscal
year that township levies at least ten mills for township purposes. For
unorganized townships within _the county, the board of county
commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of revenues under
this subdivision to offset oil and gas development impact to township
roads or other infrastructure needs in those townships. The amount
deposited during each calendar year in the county infrastructure fund
which is designated for allocation under this subdivision and which is
unexpended and unobligated at the end of the calendar year must be
transferred by the county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund
for use gn county road and bridge projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer no
less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the county.

|©
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Apportionment among cities under this_subsection must be based
upon the population of each incorporated city according to the last
official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an allocation
for a tiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which a city would
otherwise be entitled must be deposited instead in that county's
general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the allocation to that city_under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities in the county.

Within ninety days_after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county

commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this

section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the energy development

impact office, in a format prescribed by the energy development impact

office, showing:

a.

<

The amount received by the county in its own behalf, the amount of
those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted,
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of
those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation
to or for the benefit of townships, the amount allocated to each
organized township and the amount expended from each such
allocation by that township, the amount expended by the board of
county commissioners on_behalf of each unorganized township for
which an expenditure was made, and the amount available_for
allocation to or for the benefit of townships which remained
unexpended at the end of the fiscal vear.

By the end of the calendar year when reports under this subsection were

received, the energy development impact office shall provide a report to

the legislative council compiling the information from reports received

under this subsection and information on oil and gas impact grants

awarded during the fiscal year for which the reports were received.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
occurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly

(2) DESK, (3) COMM
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2009 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

. Bill/Resolution No. 1304

Senate Appropriations Committee
[ ] Check here for Conference Committee
Hearing Date: 04-09-09

Recorder Job Number: 11797

ya Y
Committee Clerk Signature /2 w/ W/

Minutes:
Chairman Holmberg: Opened the hearing on HB 1304 regarding oil and gas production tax.
Dwight Cook: Senator District 34 introduced and testified in support of HB 1304 as amended.
| explained the bill yesterday to all of you. This bill has taken a major step. | am content with
the direction we are going.

. John Walstad: Code Reviser with Legislative Council did the amendments.
Kathy Strombeck, Tax Department: was also present.
V. Chair Bowman: It looked to me like the two losers in this bill are Bowman and Mountrail
Country. Everybody else it is good for. Why do you want to penalize the counties that are
putting the most money in the general fund?
Dwight Cook: | don’t think the amendments were put on to penalize any county. We put
substantially more money in to it. If you look at the fiscal note, | could see where you would
think Bowman and Mountrail counties would get less, but | think if you look ahead and if the
price of oil would go up you would see a tremendous amount of money coming into those
counties.
V. Chair Bowman: | appreciate your attempt. But | am concerned about the situation that

. leaves us and what we have to do about it.



Page 2
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Senator Seymour: In your leadership role in the tax area and you start looking at new policy
in North Dakota, and then look at this bill, you could say in the future, for example in Fargo, we
have higher sales tax, we should target more money back to Fargo. Is that the kind of thing we
are now heading towards?

Dwight Cook: We aren’t really going down a new tax proposal road. The oil comes with the
tremendous burdens for those counties. We are trying to find the fair road to get this money
down there. You mentioned sales tax, the right example to use, take a look at coal severance
tax, we have a coal severance form that sends impact dollars back down. It is not a new road.
Senator Wardner: | would like to weigh in on that answer. 1n the oil patch, this is in lieu of
property tax, so you can’t compare it with sales tax.

Senator Warner: When this property first seen as a taxable entity, it became centrally
evaluated, in my opinion 100% of the money should go back to those counties, but the state in
their wisdom wants to steal 75% of it and allow 25% of it to flow back.

Senator Fischer: | am from the Cass County, Fargo area, and to me, the repairs to the roads
is a cost of getting oil out and those road and whatever infrastructure.

Chairman Holmberg: we have Kathy and John here. Otherwise Vicky will testify.

Vicky Steiner: NDA of Oil and Gas Producing Counties testified in favor of HB 1304 and
provided written testimony # 1. If you would prefer | can go through this.

Chairman Holmberg: By all means and provide this for the Finance and Tax people. Is this
you are using the re-engrossed house bill with senate amendments.

Vicky Steiner: yes. She continued her testimony. The school money was included last session
for the first time in SB 2200 and the agreement was made that 70% of the oil tax revenue
would be left with the school district and there would be some money withheld on the state

side because they received that oil money and because of that as we move forward schools
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were limited to, in the original HB 1304, to school transportation which of course, you heard
testimony about buses, sometimes the buses break down because of the roads, and also
infrastructure, because there was a feeling what if a school, 20 years from now, needs a roof
and these county commissioners are so tightly bound by this law that they can’t help them. Do
we want to completely just push schools out of this funding completely because of what 2200
did last session? So there was a feeling to give some small flexibility here to allow, it's on page
6, line 7 what it is the county commissioners might be able to give a bus, a roof, if they wanted
to and the funds were there. We are working on a law that usually doesn't get touched for 20 r
30 years so | really think it is important consider it not getting it so tight. You won't want to deal
with it every session. The last idea, a fairly new idea, the Report Requirement that you'll find
on page 7 line 22, that Report Requirement is kind of coming out of the culture of this session
that legislators really need to know exactly where every penny goes and there is this feeling
that maybe local government isn’t doing what you would like them to do. We discussed that
and we absolutely will do reports for you as long as you want reports. Our concern was that
when you have one or two legislators that say “| want a report” and then when they're gone
how long do you do that report, 20,30,40 years you do a report no one is reading. So | would
ask if, we don't have a problem with doing this report and if you don't want ot have the sunset
that is fine but | would like you to think about not requiring things that nobody's reading. So
that was the reason for the suggestion on the sunset. I'd like to thank Senator Cook for all the
work he has done on this. (18.16)

Chairman Holmberg: So you are saying we are definitely through 1304 moving in the right
direction. | do find it interesting, your final comment about the reports and those that go to the
budget section, after awhile no one really looks at these reports. No one remembers why

except we wrote it in the law.
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Senator Krauter: The fiscal impact on 1, 2, and 3; can you comment on that? My question is
concerning this fiscal note, some of these issues, what is the fiscal impact for2 and 3. Itis a
negative to the state that goes to city and counties. What is the fiscal impact?

Vicky Steiner: | don’t know where they got the 28.

Senator Krauter: By taking the caps off and limiting the near caps and the caps of the cities,
do you have any idea what the fiscal impact will be?

Vicky Steiner: In the bill it will say if Medora caps at 800% of their population, anything over
that would go to The Billings County Commission.

Senator Krauter: So they would get this money, anything over that goes to the county.
Senator Christmann: Just on that point, that would be the answer for number 3, but number 2
would have a fiscal effect, wouldn't it?

Vicky Steiner: | don't have that number, but it would be between 10 and 25%.

Senator Seymour: On the second page you have a list of all the counties, and last night you
had a phone call and talked about this; was that just your executive committee that came up
with this information?

Vicky Steiner: Yes, it was my executive committee who are listed on the side of testimony.
Early in the session it was wondered if the counties are united. Actually, | have one county out,
Bottineau didn't sign on because they felt we were going to waste a iot of the time on the caps
issue and they wanted the first $2M, 100% to go to the first $2M. We had a disagreement on
that. Everybody else did sign. (23.30)

Chairman Holmberg: Characterized by everyone it is a bill that has moved in the right
direction.

Dwight Cook: | would say pass as is and get into the conference committee. We did make

one major change we increased 100% the second $1M, which is a major fiscal impact. You'll
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want to discuss the caps again and you'll want to discuss taking that out again. If | may explain
how the fiscal note got to 28, we are taking it out of the side stream the 1/5" that is not
reflected in the amount that goes to the counties based on a formula change, that will show up
on the fiscal note. | hope that answers that question.

Senator Mathern: | am just wondering, if we do this, we should be looking at this other part.
Look at the whole picture.

Dwight Cook: The rational to that would be the same rational it comes down to a policy
decision.

Senator Mathern: Why not address that issue too in here; and earlier you stated we should
put this in conference committee.

Dwight Cook: that other issue is the 100% in the second million. It was addressed in Finance
and Tax. We went to 100% to the counties. | would suggest if you look at these amendments
that you have to also bring in the fiscal impact of that feature of the bill and have a discussion.
Chairman Holmberg: Closed the hearing on HB 1304

SENATOR CHRISTMANN MOVED A DO PASS. SECONDED BY SENATOR WARDNER.
V. Chair Bowman: | like about 95% of this bill it does help the counties that are not producing
as much oil, and that is a very good thing. The problem with it is the counties that produce a lot
of oil is the last feature in the bill and that's the 10% that went from 25% down to 10%. That is
where Mountrail, Bowman, and any other County that comes on line with a lot of production is
going to lose money over what SB 2229 would have given. | don't have a problem with the
Dickinson/Williston issue, | don't have a problem with helping the smaller cities but | do have a
problem with the total amount of dollars that will go to the biggest oil producing counties
because of the drop on the bottom 10%. That has an effect and if we split the difference at

17%, it would be close.
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. A ROLL CALL VOTE WAS TAKEN RESULTING IN 13 YEAS, 1 NAY, 0 ABSENT.
SENATOR COOK WILL CARRY THE BILL.

Chairman Holmberg closed the hearing on HB 1304.
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Minutes:
Chairman Skarphol: | call the conference committee on HB 1304 to order. Senator Cook, do
you want to give us your summation and then we will have Mr. Waistad walk through the
specifics.
Senator Cook: First off, the issue here, of course, is how we divide up the production tax, not
.only how much more we put into it, but how it is divided up amongst the various political
subdivisions. That is how it came over to us. We didn't make many changes at all to the issue
of how it is divided up amongst the political subdivisions. We made some changes in the
amount of the money; but basically if you recall, there is a 10 mill requirement that used to be
there for getting that extra 1 mill. You will see that this bill now requires a county and a
township to levy at least 10 mills for roads to get any of the dollars that flow into these political
subdivisions. If | recall, all the counties would meet that requirement except | think there are
three townships that would not at this time. But with the way townships levy their mill levy, it
would be easy to accomplish. You had a condition in there where you had a line where the
money no longer went to schools; it went to townships. It was based at the old three caps that
were there. Now we have it so it is just at the one cap of $4.6 million. That is the transition

.ine for all counties when the money no longer goes to schools; it starts to go to the townships.
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There is a $750 per capita cap for cities getting money. | think that came up in a discussion
when they realized some things that had happened last session in the conference committee.
| think there used to be a $500 per capita cap that was somehow removed so we bring that
issue back to the table. | think those are the only real substantive changes to how the money
is divided up. The other issue regarding the caps—what we did is we left the caps off. We did
go into the formula that distributes the money. In the past, it was 100% of the first million; we
went to 100% of the first $2 million, which sent some dollars to some of the other counties that
would not reach the caps in the past. We go 75% in the third million, 50% in the fourth, 25% in
the next $14 million, and then it is 10% to the counties after $18 million. | think that basically
describes the amendments. It made the fiscal note go up by about a million dollars, | believe.
| do have a handout here if you would like (Attachment 1) that reflects what 1304 does now,

.what they would get if we did nothing, just like current law. In the middle, you will see the three
columns that have the Governor's budget. If we did nothing, they would get $82 million
through the distribution. Then, of course, you can add to that $6 million for impact fees for a
total of $82.8 million that would go out into these 14 oil producing counties. The Governor's
budget added another $1 million cap, which brought in $6.3 million and | think you got $14
million for impact fees so he basically was increasing that $88 million by $20 million. In the last
three columns, you will see the fiscal effect of 1304 as you see it right now. It is an additional
$24 million. Then you have the $3 million more for the side streaming that goes to the two
major cities out there for a total of $27.8 million. (That $3 million side stream | don’t have on
there.) | think that is basically it. Maybe Mr. Walstad would want to walk you through the bill to
make sure | didn't miss anything. (5:07)

.lohn Walstad, Legislative Council: What | am looking at is the Second Engrossment with

Senate Amendments .0800. | will just walk through this and point out what the House had in
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and what the Senate did. On lines 13, 14 and 15, there are some oversfrikes there that were
added by the Senate. It relates to the impact fund. It is overstriking some language. Right
now current law says $6 million gets set aside for impact grants. Then the language says
“including anything that the legislative assembly might appropriate”. That was taken out. The
legislature was looking at making a separate appropriation for impact grants and with this
language, the separate appropriation would get subtracted from the $6 million. To me that
language was kind of a trap for future legislatures. A separate appropriation wouldn't really be
a separate appropriation. It would get subtracted out of the statutory allocations so the
language is removed. The underscored paragraph beginning on line 6 is unchanged. That is
what the House approved. On the second page, | will just point out where the changes are.
On line 4, that first cut, current law says $1 million. You can see the change is now that it is $2
.million entirely allocated to the county. Then the next three steps are basically unchanged.
On line 19, as Senator Cook point out, the 10%-90% cut above $18 million at the county level.
There is where that language is.
Chairman Skarphol: Before you continue, in addition that additional million in subsection 8,
there was no change to how that distribution was made, but it will be made under the existing
formula to where 45% goes to the county, 35% to the school, and 20% to the city. Is that
correct? There were no provisions made to give that school portion to anyone other than the
schools. [s that correct?
John Walstad: That is correct, Mr. Chairman. Beginning there on line 25 of page 2, you see
a lot of overstruck language. Senator Cook pointed out that as this came from the House,
there was a separate cut in counties depending on population. That is all being overstruck so
.that those population levels for counties would be eliminated from consideration. On page 3,

beginning at line 20, any amount exceeding $4.6 million would go to the county infrastructure



Page 4

House Finance and Taxation Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304

Hearing Date: April 22, 2009

fund and allocated under subsection 5. That is that separate allocation that omits school
districts and provides the funds instead for townships. Another addition beginning on the
bottom of page 3, starting on line 30, the underscored language if any county does not levy at
least 10 mills for those three road funds, the county gets none of the allocation.
Chairman Skarphol: Ten for each?
John Walstad: No, ten combined in those three categories of levies. There are no more
changes on page 4 in what the Senate did.
Chairman Skarphol: Senator Cook stated that it also applies to townships.
John Walstad: That is later on in the bili. On page 5, the underscored language there
beginning on iine 2, there is a per capita limit applied for cities, $750 per capita was added by
the Senate. Let's briefly touch on that; let's use an example Watford or Bowman as they are
.probabty the most likely. If they reach a cap, what happens to any revenue that normally
would have flowed without the cap? In other words, say they would have gotten $1,200 per
capita without the cap, what happens to the $450 in excess of the $750. Does it go to the
county or what happens to the money?
John Walstad: County general fund. That is covered in the next sentence following the
underscore there: that is not underscored. That is current law. Once the level has been hit, it
goes to the county general fund. Actually that language was left in the law last session and it
probably shouldn’t have been. There used to be a $500 per capita cap that came out and that
sentence about hitting that cap was left in. Now it would come back into play again. Then
there is a special provision relating to the City of Medora that has been in the law for many
years. That language is being overstruck. There was a complicated method of determining
how to figure out what the population is for Medora. The Treasurer’s Office said it was virtually
@

impossible to actually get that information. Every employer had to be contacted and
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employment statistics gathered so instead of that formula, down on line 24, you see 800%.
The city population would be increased 800% for Medora. That is based on where they were
last time that formula actually got worked through.
Representative Drovdal: Let's take a city with a population of 100; does that take 800 more
s0 you have a new figure of 9007
John Walstad: Correct. (12:37) Now | think this language was in the House version.
Beginning on line 24, the cities that receive a direct allocation under subsection 1 are Williston
and Dickinson; they are the direct allocation cities. Then the allocation under the regular
formula for those cities is 60% of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
section. | think as it came from the House, it said the population shail be reduced by 40%.
Actually, it sounds like that would be kind of a horse apiece, but 40% reduction in population
.did not result in a 40% reduction in their allocation and this language does. The Treasurer's
Office pointed out that this works. The other language didn’t really work to accomplish what
was intended. At the bottom of page 5, we get to subsection 5, this was in the House version,
but there are some changes. First of all, beginning on page 6, line 1, requires the county 10
mill levy to get any of this part of the funding available for the county. Then in the House
version, subdivision b there starting on line 5, the House version allocated these grants that
would be through the Board of County Commissioners for townships and for school
transportation based on damage from impacted roads. The school transportation part was
removed so now it is townships entirely. The Senate added beginning on line 9 the sentence,
“an organized township is not eligible for allocation unless that township levies at least 10 mills
for township purposes”. It does not specify in the case of townships that it is for road levies
.-because townships really don't have specific road levies. They have an 18 mill general fund

evy limit and basically most of that goes for roads anyway. The language beginning on line
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15, the House had language requiring the county to certify to the Treasurer’s Office for

payment the list of township and school districts eligible for payment from this infrastructure

fund and the Treasurer's Office would send those payments out. The Treasurer's Office didn't

feel that was necessary. Therefore, the money gets delivered to the county; the allocation is

handled within the county; the County Treasurer will make the payments to the townships that

apply and receive a grant, and anything that gets left over at the end of the year would go to

the county road and bridge fund.

Chairman Skarphol: You are talking calendar year there?

John Walstad: That is calendar, yes.

Chairman Skarphol: So December 31, if the townships hadn't utilized ali the dollars or they

hadn’t been allocated, they would go to the county. Can they conceivably allocate those

dollars to the townships even though they are not utilized? For example, the snow removal
.issue, how do we want to deal with that? Are you satisfied that this addresses it? (16:36)

On December 31, the county could take all the money; there would be no money available to
the townships for the balance of that calendar year. is that what we want? | am just asking?
Have we thought that through far enough so that the townships are going to be adequately
taken care of? This is just something to think about as we move forward here. If that calendar
year is really the place we want it, we need to.

Senator Cook: You are right. We should think about that. The other question is do we have a
reporting mechanism so that we know how much money actually went to the townships?
John Walstad: Yes, that is included at the end of the draft. The only remaining change on
page 6, about line 26 is that $750 per capita limit for city allocations under the infrastructure
fund that would be the same as under the first part of the allocation formula. On page 7, lines

.3-22, Senator Cook just referenced this, this is the reporting requirement that the Board of
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County Commissioners would within 90 days the end of the fiscal year file a report with the
Energy Development Impact Office laying out the amount of funds that the county used, the
amount of funds that was allocated to townships, how much of those funds were spent, and
those kinds of things. Then the bottom paragraph, the Energy Development Impact Office,
after receiving all that information, would compile it and make it available to the Legislative
Council by the end of the calendar year.
Chairman Skarphol: Senator Cook, we might think about a report to the budget section on
that particular information sometime in the biennium, near the end of the biennium so that is
something to keep in the back of our mind potentially. Questions from the committee? But in
discussing this with some county commissioners, | asked about whether we should require that
the townships spend the money and ask for reimbursement from the counties. | was assured
by the county commissioners | talked to that that was the way they do it anyway rather than
.give the money to the townships. They have to ask for reimbursement to insure the work gets
done rather than at the end of money. That we aren't just giving away money, that we are
actually getting the infrastructure repaired. That is not in here anywhere?
John Walstad: That requirement that the project be completed before the?
Chairman Skarphol: The part that the townships report to the county? That would be
incorporated into that report that we are going to ask for; there has been no requirement of that
anywhere at this point in time?
John Walstad: No.
Senator Cook: But also the county has the flexibility to make that a requirement if they want.
Chairman Skarphol: But | am wondering if we want that. If that is something we need to
keep in mind too—if we want this to be a reimbursement type situation to insure that if more

.Nork doesn't get done, then there isn’'t money available. Follow my logic? They could say that
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Bl is all we have for this biennia or this year, just to insure that there is some degree of continuity
that we don’t spend all the money in the first half and have nothing available in the second half
and all the pressure gets put on the impact office again. State agencies are required by law to
follow some degree of spending half of their appropriation in the first half of the biennium and
the other half in the second half. it is something we might want to consider some degree of
that here. | mean obviously a county that is in tough shape right now may want to spend a lot
of it up front, but | do think we should have a reimbursement requirement of some kind just so
that townships don’t do $5 million of work when they have only $3 million available. Seems
logical?

Senator Cook: On the other hand, we could let it go as it is right now and see how it works

out two years from now. We will certainly be watching it. If it doesn't look right, there is a little

bit of job security there.

.Representative Drovdal: | would like to hear the reason and the thought process behind on
page 7, number 6, reporting forms. What do you hope to accomplish by doing this?
Senator Cook: This is a change in policy as we send money to townships. Townships before
basically went after impact fees. There is another group that makes that decision so | think
basically to help them make the decisions they have to make regarding impact fees. It is nice
to know how much money is going into these townships. | don’t think the information is going
to continue.
Representative Drovdal: So the idea behind that was in order to help the Land Department
determine there is money available for the same causes through the regular (inaudible) of the

counties?
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B Senator Cook: Yes, that is certainly one of them and | think we need to know also as we put
policy together. The last issue the Chairman brought up about making sure we monitor it and
that it is working when we come back next session.

Senator Miller: There was a lot of concern about the rural impact grant process and how that
is going to play in and how much money we have in there. We need to know how much is
needed. If they are reporting, then we know what is working and what is not. In two years a
familiar story might arise.
Chairman Skarphol: In essence, this reporting requirement will result in one report in the
next biennium by the Energy Development Impact Office based on how it is laid out if | am not
incorrect. There would be due one at the end of this calendar year so there would be one in
December of this year or January and then one.
' John Walstad: Mr. Chairman, there would not be one this year. It is within 80 days after the
.end of a fiscal year for counties receiving an allocation under this section.
Chairman Skarphol: So it would not trigger at the end of this fiscal year?
John Walstad: This would start July 1 of this year. So the first full fiscal year of this kind of
allocation would end July 1 or June 30 of 2010.
Chairman Skarphol: So the first report would be 2011.
John Walstad: Either just prior to the next legislative session or at the start of the next
legislative session.
Representative Drovdal: On page 2, under e, you came up with the annual revenue
allocation of 90-10. What was the thought process behind those percentages that would
amount to over $18 million? Where did the numbers come from?
Senator Cook: What was the thought process? Maybe it came by guess and by golly. We

.ran a lot of formulas and we were looking for the distribution. That is the one that finally
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worked is increasing that second one to 100% and then after $14 million. | think what we
looked at more than anything when we looked at the formula 90-10 was how many millions to
send out at 25%. That is probably the number we played with the most as we tried to find out
a fair way to distribute this. (25:51)
Chairman Skarphol: Just a comment on that to think about possibly and it is based on
personal observation, but development is much more difficult for a county than production. In
other words, the damage to a county happens during the development phase; the severe
impact is during the development phase. Once the development has happened and they are
in a production mode, there is much less damage, much less real hard needs. | am wondering
if there is any potential movement on the concept of potentially allowing for a higher level
during development, which would drop back after a given period of time. Once you reach that
production phase, the amount you receive would drop back. | am not asking you to make a
.decision today, just to think about it because Mountrail County is an example, and Bowman
earlier just got pounded during the development phase. If a new county comes into that
development mode, they would probably have the same thing happen. They will get pounded
to death during that development phase. Once that development is over and you get the
pipelines in place, then the truck traffic is reduced. Just for a thought process, | would ask that
you think about the potential to have a county that is getting impacted have that 90-10 figure
be adjusted through some mechanism. We could do it through rig counts; we could do it
various ways potentially, but to run that number a little higher than that 10% if the development
is severe enough. Now how we accomplish that, | am not certain. Whether or not we
accomplish that in this session, | don’t know but it is just something to think about. Anything

else?
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Senator Cook: | agree with what you are saying. | thought we moved in that direction a little
bit by increasing that second million, a million dollars on the second category there, the second
million dollars to 100%. | thought we were doing that, but | don’t know the solution to that.
Maybe that is where the impact piece comes in.

Chairman Skarphol: That may very well be right that that has to be where we have.

Senator Cook: | think a lot of rocket scientists have tried to figure that out already and haven't
come up with a solution.

Representative Drovdal: On page 6, under b, when the House sent the version out, that
second 35% on the additional dollars there going above the formula; you limited it to benefit of
townships only. When we sent it out, we had townships and schools in there. Was there a

particular reason why you took schools out of consideration of applying for grants from the

county?

.Senator Cook: What we had included was schools due to damage from infrastructure. Dunn
County, for example, had a bus where the frame broke from pounding down the roads. Our
intention was that the county could conceivably give a grant to a school to pay for that bus. In
a way, we increased what schools get in some counties, well in all counties by 100% on the
second million. We have also raised the bar for some of these counties. We went to a 4.6 flat
bar for all counties so | think there was some more money going to schools there. There are
townships out there that certainly have needs also. It is a balancing act.

Chairman Skarphol: Just one thing from council if we could, could we get numbers on what
effect to schools that change to that second million amounts to for schools?
Senator Cook: Somebody looked at that number when we were doing this. | didn'’t see the

.numbers, but | was told it was miniscule.
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Chairman Skarphol: | think it has to be a couple million at least. The 35% that goes to

schools out of that second million has to amount to some amount of dollars going to schools.

Kathy Strombeck, Tax Department: We looked at it and according to my notes, it was

$87,000 and we talked to Jerry Coleman from DPI.

Chairman Skarphol: But the total amount is what | am interested in.

Kathy Strombeck: The total amount? | can get you that.

Chairman Strombeck: And what effect it might have on the school funding formula, if any, if

there are any implications of a negative nature. Obviously most schools are going to benefit

from it and enjoy it.

Senator Miller: Anything can be negative.

Chairman Skarphol: $2.9 million. It is on there.

Senator Dotzenrod: What you are talking about here on the question Representative Drovdal
.has I3as to do with the money that would go to schools by application because the money that

goes to schools otherwise is based on student count, | think, is the same formula in both the

House and Senate version. There is that $2 million - $1 miliion difference, but as far as

Representative Drovdal's question about why weren't the schools included in that grant

application, | think that is a good question. There might be some reasons why they would want

to have the schools. Itisn’'t a formula distribution; it is a by application basis. There may be

some school districts that wouldn’t have any applications. We could see a situation where that

might be important.

Chairman Skarphol: Thank you. We are going to adjourn for today.

/’_‘_-I.
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Chairman Skarphol: | call the conference committee on HB 1304 to order. We have had

some time to contemplate the discussion we had yesterday. | guess the first issue that the

House has some level of discomfort with is the additional money going to schools as a result of

that million dollar increase. If we could find a way to put that in the infrastructure, we would be
.more comfortable with that particular aspect of it. It is $2.9 million. The intent, | believe, on the

House side was to fix infrastructure with this action as much we could. There was really no

desire to increase funding to schools. Senator Cook, would you respond to that please. | just

want to get a feel for where we are at here.

Senator Cook: How would you propose to do it?

Chairman Skarphol: | believe quite honestly Legislative Council could figure out how to word

that to where it would go to the counties primarily as opposed to the townships. That is what |

would be most interested in in this instance. | think the township distribution is probably

sufficient for purposes of where we are at here, but the counties could probably use the

additional dollars in lieu of the schools in this instance. | would also like to include in that,

Senator Cook, the provision that with these dollars, the counties could compensate the schools

‘.for damage due to infrastructure. For example, that instance where a bus was severely
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.damaged. The counties would have the option of using those dollars to pay for a school bus,
but to simply give it to the schools doesn’'t seem to be an acceptable alternative on our side
quite frankiy.

Senator Cook: | will speak only for myself on that issue. | have not a lot of heartburn over
how we distribute this money among the counties, the schools and the townships out there.
Those of you who live in those areas are certainly more aware of how this money should be
distributed and probably have more insight over that | do. | think that the issue that maybe we
need to be careful of is to agree that money goes to schools that are outside of normal county
measures for school money. | think that is the one area. 1 am certainly open to look at any
amendments you might have for the bill that would try to address that issue and could certainly
speak more to the issue once | see how you are going to do it.

.Senator Miller: 1 think having some sort of ability for the school districts to get some money
for an impact-type thing like when a school bus breaks down, that’s great.

Senator Dotzenrod: On the distribution for the schools, in this version .0600 on page 4, b on
line 4 sets up the distribution. That is the 35% to the schools. Within that paragraph b, there is
a cap for those schools. So the money goes to the schools up to a certain level. Once they hit
that level, they don’t get any more money. Anything beyond that goes to the county general
fund. If there is too much money flowing into the schools in this section, it is going to hit the
cap and the schools will stop getting money. The cap is on line 10 and for fewer than 400, it is
on line 15 and 16.

Chairman Skarphol: You have raised a valid point. | don’t know that anybody has done an
analysis to see whether or not any school would cap out. | guess we could have that analysis

.done. In the event that they do cap out and, in fact, the money does go to the county, then it

becomes a moot point to make that change. | would agree with that.
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.Senator Dotzenrod: | don’t know what the numbers would tell us there, but if it does appear
that it is quite a large amount beyond what we think is reasonable, we could change the cap
that is in this section. But on line 21, it does say that anything above those levels then goes to
the county general fund.

Representative Skarphol: | agree with that. | do know that on the conference committee on
1400, they are pausing because of the ramifications of this. There is an issue out there we
need to be cognizant of. Maybe what we need to do is ask council to prepare an analysis of
this section b on page 4 for us to see whether or not anybody does cap out as you suggest
and what it would take for someone to cap out. We would ask.

Representative Drovdal: To continue the discussion on the printout we got from the State
Treasurer (Attachment 1), it does show some pretty good sizeable numbers going into Billings

.and Bottineau Counties. One question | would have is if the Treasurer's Department locked
into the cap requirements when they presented this document to us.

Chairman Skarphol: | would suggest we would ask the Treasurer’s Office to try to do an
analysis, if they can, of whether or not that cap is reached in conjunction with council. Mr.
Walstad is sitting back here so we can get that information. We certainly don't want to put
something in here that would complicate the distribution of the student financial aid in K-12. |
think we are kind of on the same page. We just need to get some information as to the
ramifications of this so we will ask for that information.

Senator Cook: s this the number you referenced when you opened up your comments, $2.9
million? Do you think that is mainly on going to 100% on the second million dollars?
Chairman Skarphol: Yes. Correct. | think it could be resolved in some language

.adjustments, but let's get that analysis. We will get you copies of Attachment 1. That aspect
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.of it, I think we will just have to wait to get some more information on that before we decide
anything. Any other topics from the committee?
Representative Drovdal: | have been asked by some of my friends in the Senate to address
an issue concerning the beginning of the bill, which the chairman could probably rule as not
germane to it, but in section 1, subsection a, is the $6 million per biennium that goes into the
impact grant fund. | was told by my friends that they are sitting on HB 1225 which also
addresses this. The feeling is that if we can address it in this bill, if it is allowed to be
addressed in this bill, that they are going to agree on 1225 and get that out of the hornet’s nest
there so we can move forward. (8:48) With that, | did prepare an amendment if it is allowed,
that would address the impact grant fund. Let me first of all acknowledge the Senate Finance
and Tax Committee for the work that they did on 1304. It is quite apparent that you did listen
o the testimony that was received on 2229, 1225 and 1304 and all the other bills that
addressed the oil impact grant money and the impact to the oil and gas counties. As you
probably will remember, the $6 million oil impact grant fund is money that goes to entities,
subdivisions that do not get oil impact grant money in most cases such as ambulances, fire
departments, townships that are (inaudible), also townships that are in surrounding counties
that are not part of the oil and gas counties that have impact from oil, also counties in low-
producing, townships in low-producing areas that even under the new formula will not receive
much money. That is who gets the $6 million. It is a unique part of the....it fits a niche in the
impact grant, as you are well aware. | have an amendment here. It has been a number of
years, the amount of money has only been increased once that | know of. Of course, $6
million is $3 million a year and it doesn’t go extremely far.

.Chairman Skarphol: Representative Drovdal, why don’t we have the discussion a little bit?
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.Representative Drovdal: Before passing it out? What | have done in 1225, | will refresh your
memory, increases the oil impact from $6 million to $10 million and it also has $8 million in
one-time grants. What this proposal does, and I think this will get 1225 off the table, if we
agree to put this in and if we agree not to revisit this again from further consideration, is it
raises the oil impact grant money from $6 to $8 million, a $2 million increase, $1 million per
year to go into that fund to help them out. Itis not a lot of money; it is enough money that
hopefully we don’t have to increase our half part-time employee to distribute that additional
money. | will acknowledge also that because of the way you work the formula, you are taking
some pressure off the oil impact grant fund because some of these townships that are applying
for it are going to get some grant money. They do look at what money is available to the
township when they go in, but they were giving out, | don’t know the exact money, Jeff isn't

.here, | believe they were getting applications for $30 million or something, but way above what
they had to give out. There is still a high demand and | think $2 million is a pretty reasonable
figure. So with that, | will listen to your comments.

Senator Cook: You are correct. When we looked at changing the funding, we certainly did so
with the hope or goal that we would greatly reduce the amount of demand for impact monies.
Your statement there is right on the money. That was a large part of the justification for our
doing what we did. | am well aware that probably this impact fund is the most important thing
we need to discuss as we come to some agreement here on 1304. How we go about doing it
is something we just need to put on the table at some point when we get the rest of the issues
resolved and figure out the best way to do it. This is certainly one option.

Chairman Skarphol: Any comments? Are there suggestions? Do you have a different idea

.that you think warrants consideration or do you want us to take a vote on these amendments?
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Senator Cook: | would just as soon we get all the amendments on the table so we know what
all the issues are and then we can start trying to speak to the big picture, but you know you
brought up the schools. One of the things you could do to solve your school problems, of
course, is take them out as possible recipients of impact funds. That is another option there |
never thought of until | see the figure is $2.9 million extra they would be getting. Maybe that
would greatly reduce any need they have for impact funds. | have got a printout of all the
impact funds, the requests that are in there right now. | have looked through them and a lot of
them are townships and, of course, we are putting money into the townships. | recognize the
ambulances and some fire departments; | also recognize some things in there, well let’s face it,
if there is a chance to grant some money, you are going to apply for anything and everything. |
think this is an issue we need to visit more on and | am certainly willing to do that.
.Representative Drovdal: | agree with your statements. It was my hope to bring this up last,
but as | communicated, but it was through a request that they wanted to try to get 1225
moving, | guess is why | brought it up. | understand where you are coming from.
Senator Cook: | have communicated with friends in the Senate too, but | understand what
1225 does and my statement is we need to resolve that here with 1304. The sooner we get it
done, the better.
Chairman Skarphol: | just had a thought as you did during Representative Drovdal’s
discussion here and that is maybe part of the answer would be to give the money that would
go to schools here to the impact fund. That would give them a varying level based on the price
of oil so if the price of oil did skyrocket, that 35% that would be in that category would increase
and give them a little more capability. Rather than give it to the counties, maybe we should

.give that to the impact office. It is an option. That way they wouldn't have a stagnant number
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always and if oil went to where it was at $140 a barrel, | would submit to you that that number
would increase somewhat substantially.
Senator Miller: That is probably a very prudent and (inaudible).
Chairman Skarphol: Addressing both issues. Representative Drovdal, will you at least think
about that alternative? 1 think | suggested yesterday on a different matter, Senator Cook, |
asked you to consider whether or not you would think about the possibility of that 90-10 split
being bumped for two years and then falling back. |s that an alternative you are willing to
consider because of the fact that in my opinion, and it is my opinion, that we have some
counties out there are severely impacted, that even though there are a lot of dollars in here for
them, | am not sure that it actually covers their needs at this time. But | am willing to go back
off the 25 but | do really think that especially Mountrail County (when you look at the list of their
rojects they need to try to recover from) has been severely impacted. | appreciate your work.
.:)really do. Is that something that you have given any thought to?
Senator Cook: That is something we gave a lot of thought to as we tried to come up with.
There are two issues we are dealing with in 1304. One is how much more money do we send
to the 16 counties? The second issue is how is it divided up amongst them? When we take a
look at the first question, how many more dollars on top of what they are already getting do we
sent to meet the needs that they have? If you look back from the beginning, we had an
executive budget that came in with $20 million more than what they were dealing with. We took
this and made a major leap all at once with one change where we increased that $20 million to
$28 million. That is a lot of money and it was tough to swallow. | think on the issue of how
much more money, which is what you are talking about when you do that, | don't know if there

.is a whole lot of wiggle room. | don't think there is any wiggle room at all. I think we need to



Page 8

House Finance and Taxation Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304

Hearing Date: April 23, 2009

.deal with trying to sell this back into the Senate so | can sell it and make my case. That would
be my answer.
Chairman Skarphol: In your analysis at the 90-10, did you have a figure; do you have the
data that at 85-15 would amount to? Did you have various alternatives prepared so you know?
Senator Cook: We looked at a lot of analysis. | mean | had paper all over the place. | didn't
save any. We got to the one that we wanted.
Chairman Skarphol: You don't recall what the 5% gap or change would have meant in
dollars?
Senator Cook: No, | don't.
Representative Drovdal: | had one other thing | would like to have discussed. That happens
to be the reporting mechanism. | believe in simplification, a word that is not utilized very often
.around here. Anyway, the reporting process that is required in there. It is not a big issue, but |
think it is extra paperwork, extra cost and | think it is duplication. | did some research. As
indicated earlier, part of the reason for it was that the impact office, the Land Department,
could know whether they were giving duplicate money of impact grant money to areas that are
already receiving impact grants. | did some research. What | found out is that first of all, they
are quite concerned with it being put into their office. They don't feel it is their job to be
between the legislature and the counties. That is not currently where they are at. There was
one recommendation that it would probably be handled by the State Treasurer. | visited with
the State Treasurer and if you feel hot breathing on the back of your necks, ! can tell you
where it is coming from because | was told in no uncertain terms by a young lady that that is
not their category and they do not want it either. | was also given the impression that these
.reports are already available through the Tax Department. | did not get an opportunity to

check that, but | did find out that under current rules and laws that they are already required by
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.Iaw to consider all revenue. The Land Department, when they put these grants out, is required
by law to consider all revenue of the political subdivision in making a grant. That is required so
they are already getting reports that they need. If that was the reason behind it, at the present
time, they do get budget documents submitted when the applications come in, that is also
required by law from each township in the county. They also, if they were going to do this, |
was told they would need additional funding. It would be additional cost to them to comply with
all these reports and if we didn't get it in the budget, it would have to come out of the
permanent trust oil fund, which (inaudible) doesn't want to see that particular thing happen.
(21:52) If it is already being done, if they are already requiring it, | have two questions. One is
if we feel this is necessary, maybe we should sunset it at a coupie of years only. On the other
hand, if it is already being done and is available to us through the Tax Department, if they feel
comfortable finding out where these people applying for grants are getting their money, maybe

.we don’'t need it at all. If it is just bureaucracy and we don't need it at all, maybe we can
eliminate that particular section. | would like to hear your comments on that subject.

Senator Cook: You say it is already required by law that they get this information. | think the
question is how do they get it?

Representative Drovdal: | did not ask him. | certainly could follow up. | got this information
from Jeff Engleson and | certainly could follow up to find out how they get it. | imagine they
request it, but that’'s my guess.

Senator Cook: | would imagine too that they would have to somehow request it that would
eliminate that need because they are automatically going to get it. | don't see where this is
going to create a financial burden on them if they simply receive a report. They have to
prescribe the format in which they want the report. That certainly shouldn’t be difficult to do. |

.really am having a hard time understanding how we are placing a financial burden on them or



Page 10

House Finance and Taxation Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304

Hearing Date: April 23, 2009

. workload burden on them. | would think this would make it easy. If they are required to get it
by law, they are going to get it if they are going to meet the requirements of what I think you
said there.

Representative Drovdal: It is hard to answer for a department when | am only quoting what
they responded to me when | asked some questions. | would assume this report probably is
more comprehensive, would be filed in more places, duplicate if it is already being filed in the
Tax Department, it would be duplicated. But if they have to spend more time justifying what
they are doing, of course, it costs more money. | think that would be best handled by asking
Jeff for specific details.

Senator Cook: | have one other comment, Mr. Chairman. Transparency is something that
everybody likes. We have other issues with transparency; this is nothing but transparency.

.We send out a whole lot of money and this simple little report that says this is where it went.
Just so we get the information. If that effort is being done out there already and this
information is coming in and this makes it. | don’t think we are saying you have to get it twice.
Chairman Skarphol: | agree with you, Senator Cook. | think we just need to try to find the
right mechanism and the right location to have the report filed so that we get it in a form that is
of value to us and readily available. | think that is something | would like to see us continue to
work on and perfect that particular aspect and have a discussion with the powers that be that
we can think of. Maybe a county organization should accumulate it and forward it to us. The
Legislative Council may report something so that we get the information and if somebody else
wants to get access to it, that is public record.

Senator Cook: | agree. Itis the counties that are going to provide the information. It started

.with the counties giving it to a committee of the council. 1 just thought it was important the
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Land Department sees this also. They testify before us all the time in the interim so they just
come with the report.
Chairman Skarphol: We just need to work through a mechanism that is acceptable and the
least onerous for everyone so find out what is being done currently and how we get it to all
come together in a readable format.
Representative Drovdal: We are not trying to cover up. | agree totally in transparency. We
are just trying to make sure we don’t have duplication is the concern.
Chairman Skarphol: Other things from the committee? The only other comment | have is |
think both of us, | am assuming both of us, in my mind if a county benefits substantially from
the changes we make in 1304, | would hope it would be logical that the impact office would
give preferential treatment to those counties benefitting least from this change in their
distribution of funds. | am not saying they would be eliminated, but they get less preferential
.treatment because quite frankly in discussions | have had with Mountrail County and their
commissions, | have told them, “If you get a lot of additional revenue, | anticipate that you will
take care of your ambulance service and you will take care of those needs as a county as
opposed to increased grants from the Impact Office.” They were amenable to that. | am not
saying that in every case, but | would assume that the counties will act responsibly and |
assume that is also what you thought in your deliberations.
Senator Cook: Mr. Chairman, that is right on the money.
Chairman Skarphol: | don't if there is language in here, | will have to read through it again; |
don't know if there is language, but maybe it would be appropriate to have a section of
legislative intent stating that if we so desire.

Senator Cook: | agree 100%. That goes back to the impact fee question and that is where

.e address that issue.
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. Chairman Skarphol: We will adjourn for today and meet again at the call of the chatr.
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Chairman Skarphol: | call the conference committee to order on HB 1304 and have the clerk

note that everyone is present. Committee members, Senator Cook and | had a discussion and

Representative Drovdal and we have come to some kind of agreement on what we think we

can do. We would like to share it with the rest of you and see if you are amenable to it.
.(Passed out amendments). Mr. Walstad, would you walk us through this so everybody hears

the specifics.

John Walstad: | busted out my color crayons this morning and marked in yellow what is

different. This document is the Senate amendments and what is marked in yellow is what is

different.

Senator Cook: What we are doing then is we are going to be adding this to the .0400 version

of 1304. The amendments | want to compare these .0417 amendments to are the .0405

amendments we put on the .0400 version.

John Walstad: | believe it was .0407; | think that was the final one the Senate adopted.

Senator Cook: So then your yellow highlights are going to be the difference between .0417

and .04077
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John Walstad: Correct. On the first page, the impact grant fund, the current law amount is $6
million a biennium; the changed amount here would be $8. There was also a question about
whether this amount would necessitate a change in the Land Department’s budget bill to
appropriate the money or whether an additional $2 million appropriation authority would have
to be added here. The fiscal staff assures me no additional changes are necessary, that the
Land Department’s budget bill...oh, | see Jeff is giving me a discouraging look.
Jeff Engleson, Director, Energy Development Impact Office, Land Department: The last
| heard they took that line item out of our budget; at the 2013 last conference committee
meeting, that is what they told us.
John Walstad: Last night they told me it said $10 million.
Jeff Engleson: That was in there and because they weren’t sure what was going to happen
here, they said they were going to take it out. | did not see the final version.

.John Walistad: Apparently | will have to recheck this.

. Chairman Skarphol: But if they took it out, then they have got to put it back in.

Senator Cook: But if they are done, they can't.
Chairman Skarphol: But we are talking about the money.
Jeff Engleson: The line item for the appropriation, they were expecting it to end up in this bill.
At the last meeting they had, that is what they decided.
John Walstad: That is very strange, but we will get to the bottom of this. | thought that issue
was resolved, but not yet. On page 4 is the next change. This is in the impact fund at the
county level and in the impact fund at the county level, there is no direct allocation to school
districts. There is instead the 35% share provided to the county; the county can make grants
upon application by townships. This would add also grants for school districts; the language

.ﬂere is the same as we have had in a previous version of...actually | think it was a different bill.
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it is applications by districts for repair or replacement of vehicles necessitated by damage from
travelling on impacted roads. (05:00) On page 5 the other changes relate to the reporting
requirement. Rather than the Energy Development Impact Office, the reports are to be filed
with the Tax Commissioner. In subdivision b, “school districts” was added in four places
because school districts are now eligible for grants for vehicles. Then a paragraph added at
the bottom that in developing the format for reporting under this section, the Tax Commissioner
is to consult the Energy Development Impact Office and at least two county auditors from oii-
producing counties. That was a suggestion from Mountrail County that if you are going to have
this report, get a couple county auditors involved so that both ends of the equation are invoived
in setting up this process. Now to confess my failure, it was also suggested that some
adjustments need to be made because of what can be perceived as a windfall for some school
districts occurs because of a couple of things that are being changed in the formula here. One
.of those things is the three-tier county cap based on population is eliminated. At $4.6 million, it
is no longer a cap, but it is at that point where the regular distribution under current law ends
and then the amount above that cap would get distributed omitting school districts and putting
in the grant program. That increase from $3.1 million or $3.9 million to $4.6 million provides
some additional money for some school districts, not all counties, but in some counties. The
other thing is the first tier of the allocation cut is increased from the $1 million that goes 100%
to the county to $2 million. That provides some additional funds to some districts which they
would not receive under current law. We were working on how to back that out so that school
districts don’t get that windfall and after working on it for quite awhile, Kathy Strombeck and !
and Mr. Herman went our separate ways because we couldn't figure it out. It is complicated.
However, we can slay this dragon; we just need a little bit more time to figure out how to do it.

. need to see and Mr. Herman put together a spreadsheet last night that | haven’'t had time to
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study this morning. | think once 1 look at that and figure out which schools are getting what
money, we can figure out how to do that. It looks to me that we have got to bring those three
tiers based on county population back. That takes care of part of the problem. | was hoping to
avoid that; | don't like allocations based on population because of a couple of things. We have
got a census coming up. In addition, having a lower population doesn’t necessarily mean you
need less help; sometimes it means you need more help in maintaining roads if you have got
fewer people to pay for them. If you can give us a bit more indulgence, | think we can figure
out how to fix that. Kathy nods her head.
Chairman Skarphol: That is the only aspect of this?
Representative Drovdal: We have the funding allocations we still have to figure out,
whether they have to put the funding in.
Chairman Skarphol: Whether the appropriation is needed here or in the Land Department's
.Dudget. The other thing we discussed and | don’t see it in the amendment is the timing of the
report.
John Walstad: | took a look at 2012; there is a reporting requirement there, that Senator
Stenehjem amendment. That requires a report on transportation funding; the report goes to
DOT and it is on a calendar year basis. This is set up on a fiscal year basis. | don’t know how
to coordinate those. To me, it makes more sense to do this on a fiscal year basis because that
is how the allocations are made.
Chairman Skarphol: But | think the Senate Majority Leader wanted the most recent numbers
available at the start of the legislative session so that he would like to have it on a calendar
year and give them 60 days to get it in. That way we would have it approximately at
crossover, we would have the most recent calendar year numbers available for the legislative

.ession. Wasn't that your perception, Senator Cook? So we would like the report to be that
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way. The DOT thing is | think you just set it on a calendar year so that should coordinate. |
think the format is something that is in here so that is not the issue; it is merely the timing but
we do need a requirement of that report at that time. As far as what is in the DOT budget, |
don't recall the specifics of that as far as timing, if that was an annual or biennial report.
John Walstad: It is an annual report on a calendar year basis.
Chairman Skarphol: So it should be the same timing. Does that one have a provision for 30
days after the end of the calendar year?
John Walstad: That one only allows 30 days.
Chairman Skarphol: If the Tax Commissioner’s office is going to contact auditors about the
capabilities and their formatting questions, then | would suspect maybe they should discuss
the timing issue. If 30 days is achievable, so much the better; if 60 days is necessary, then
Senator Cook, you are amenable to that?

.Senator Cook: | am sitting here thinking and | know what Senator Stenehjem would like, but
that doesn’t mean he needs to be right.
Chairman Skarphol: | know he would like to have the money segregated and | agree with
him.
Senator Cook: But | am still thinking as we look at what we would do with this information and
maybe | need to think about this a little bit more, but to me it make more sense for us to get the
information we need here based on a fiscal year.
Chairman Skarphol: | am amenable to either, but | don’t want the counties to have to furnish
reports at two different times also so if one requires a calendar year, it would be logical to me
that they do one report that really does accomplish both purposes simultaneously. With the
report we can look at and see what has been funded through the DOT formula and see what

.was been funded through this formula. The type of decisions we would make based on this
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information, the way fiscal notes and everything lie, and | still think that if we just sit down and
have a real good conversation about this, to me, | think there is more value to have the fiscal
year.

Senator Cook: Let me visit with Senator Stenehjem about it.

Chairman Skarphol: | don't disagree with you logically. 1t would meld better with our budget
so | can understand that we wouldn't have to split it from the calendar year to the fiscal year to
see how it follows. | don’t disagree. | just know that the Majority Leader felt the calendar year
was important. As long as we are going to have to fix the other issues, we might as well get
that timing issue resolved as well.

Representative Drovdal: John, you had said that there were currently reports being filed for
transportation. Did you say DOT or Department of Public Instruction (DP1)?

John Walstad: DOT. ltis all about transportation.

.Chairman Skarphol: Section 16, if | am not incorrect, in 2012 you can read the language.
Senator Cook: John, what is our time frame here for slaying this dragon? Can you have it
Monday? Can you have it this afternoon? 4:007?

John Walstad: This afternoon.

Chairman Skarphol: | could do 1:00. | have a 3:00-3:30 s0 anything prior to that other than
other than in the forenoon. | am pretty full in the forenoon. In the early afterncon, mid
afternoon.

Senator Cook: Can we make this decision on the run? Can you have a firm idea by 11:00
whether or not we could have this resolved by 1:007?

John Walstad: By 11:00 we will know.

Chairman Skarphol: Does anyone on the committee have a 1:00?

‘enator Miller: This is the only reason | am here.



Page 7

House Finance and Taxation Committee
Bill/Resolution No. HB 1304

Hearing Date: April 25, 2009

(Discussion on whether to meet or wait until Monday. Will decide by 11:00 today).
Chairman Skarphol: As long as we have a good understanding, if the amendment becomes
available, 1 would appreciate you getting it to Senator Cook and me at least and whoever else

is here.
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Chairman Skarphol: | call the conference committee on HB 1304 to order.
We will have the clerk note that everyone is present including Mr. Walstad. (Senator Arden
Anderson substituted for Senator Dotzenrod.)
John Walstad, Legislative Council: The amendments that you have are the same as you
.saw this morning so | won't run through the whole thing. Let's flip over to page 3. About the
bottom one third of the page is underscored. That is all added. The reason is that two
different factors combine to provide what could be viewed as a windfall to school districts in oll
country. What you see before you is not elegant. It is what happens when you convert a
spreadsheet into words. There are various allocation tiers and there were limits based on
population at 3.9 and 4.1 and 4.6 million. There is an additional $1 million allocated now to the
county level 100%. So 35% of that additional $1 million will go to school districts in the county
that would not have received that share of that money before. But it is just not in that tier
where that is an impact. It impacts the three tiers above it as well. The first $350,000 in this
amendment is entirely aliocated to the school districts. No change. That is the first million
current law allocates to them so there would be no reason to change. On the next $350,000,

5%, instead of going to school districts, would now go to the county infrastructure fund. That
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is the fund that is allocated omitting school districts and substituting the grant program for
townships and schools for buses. The next $262,500, two thirds goes to the school districts,
one third goes to the infrastructure fund. The next $175,000 is a 50-50 split. Then in the final
category of the tier allocations, that is when that lifting of the caps comes into play which would
give more money to some schools. They way to avoid that is we have to reintroduce
consideration of population. At the top of page 4, if the county’s poputation is 3,000 or less,
that limit for schools is $490,000. Anything more than that would go to the infrastructure fund.
From 3,000-6,000, that number is $560,000; anything more than that would go to the
infrastructure fund. Then in the higher population counties, that limit is $735,000 for schools;
anything over that would go instead to the infrastructure fund.
Chairman Skarphol: From your perspective at this time, there will be nobody adversely
affected by doing this from the current funding number?

.John Walstad: There would be no adverse effect for a school.
Senator Cook: What we are doing is transferring $2.9 million that would have gone to schools
in the previous amendments that is staying with the counties now.
John Walstad: In the infrastructure fund, whic_h is allocated city, county, grant.
Senator Miller: What is the explanation as to what we talked about doesn't work? Why is that
problematic?
John Walstad: As to just cap what a school district receives?
Senator Miller: Yes.
John Walstad: There are a couple of problems with that. Probably the biggest one is that for
a county, for example, as the county begins to get into development and production, they

would start basically at zero and you can't lock them in at zero forever. That wouldn’t be right.
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Senator Miller: But the school district makes its budget, submits its budget to the Treasurer’s
Office, DPI or whoever, then they are going to distribute this oil money to them. We say, “Here
is your school budget. You are entitled to 5-10% beyond your budget. After that, your school
is into the normal distribution pattern.” | guess | was thinking maybe that would be a way of
dealing with the windfall. Every year they have to submit a budget.
John Walstad: It seems to me that would complicate things greatly. It would also encourage
budget inflation. You could do a budget which is limited based on the milfls you can levy for
property taxes; but if you have basically an unlimited source of money other places, you can
blow up your budget as much as you want to to suck up as much money as might be available.
So we have to start building in budget caps for what could be included in a district's budget.
Senator Cook: Senator Miller, | think you are making an assumption that all schools out there
right now are probably getting a fair amount of money from this. You could have a county that
.doesn’t have the amount of oil production in it that would suddenly get oil production. This
formula then is to somehow send money from that oil production in that county, this new
production, to a school district in that county that may now be getting zero, but all of a sudden
has some infrastructure needs because of increased oil activity where all of a sudden they
would need to get some. So | think that what's communicated (08:13). If | can, Mr. Chairman,
| have one more question | want to clarify. When you talked about the infrastructure grants,
you mentioned counties, schools, cities. Townships are in there too, are they not?
John Walstad: Yes, and if | didn't mentioned that, | didn't mean to leave them out. They are
very important to that infrastructure existence.
Representative Drovdal: Going back to the question asked by Senator Cook, we have

looked at $2.8 million going to the new schools. Each one of those schools is a different size,
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different location, different size county, different production. We are not sure that that $2.9
million is going to be moved over. Just the ones that go over these limits, is that correct?
John Walstad: We don't have a lock on every single school district, but this puts limits on
countywide allocations to school districts that would keep that $2.9 million from being allocated
among those districts and, therefore, deposited in the infrastructure fund. Am | exaggerating?
Kevin Schatz, Tax Department: No that would be correct. You changed the distribution
formula allowing it and what it does is it prevents that extra distribution from flowing to schools
and shifts it over to the infrastructure fund. (09:35) Schools will still get the same allocations
that they had under current law up to the cap amounts $394,016. (09:46)
Representative Drovdal: They are not hitting their cap amount? Outside the cap amount
those schools are currently at?
Kevin Schatz: Not all entities are getting a cap amount. | think we have four counties out of
.the 16 currently producing that are getting the cap amount. The problem with restricting is that
you have some that are already there so if you restrict, you pull money away. All those
balances you try to do, you can bring it up and down to balance without the two-tiered structure
that came into play.
John Walstad: | might add to that that that is a reason that this works better than trying to put
a cap on based on what the district got last year. Those counties that are not at the cap for
whatever reason, if production increases greatly, those districts would be able to receive more
revenue until they hit the same kind of limits that exist here for counties that are at the cap.
Senator Cook: That is pretty much what | was going to say. | think if | am correct, the only
way a school district could get more money than what it did before is if they were below the
cap before and they had increased production.

.John Walstad: Mr. Chairman, | think that is exactly right.
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Chairman Skarphol: Committee members, are you satisfied with that aspect because we do
have the reporting thing you also added, the more specific language, did you not?

John Walstad: | don't remember if that is the same as the earlier version. No, | don't believe
| changed anything there, but | have a change the committee might want to think about.
(11:23) | also wanted to point that on the bottom of page 4, where we put in that thing about
subsection 3 and 4, | didn't read far enough because the same thing exists over at the
beginning of subdivision b and ¢, it only refers to subsection 3 so what needs to be added is
“and 4".

Chairman Skarphol: To subsections b and ¢. Even though subsection 4 is reflected further
down in c? A third of the way down in ¢, it says....

John Walstad: Oh yes, that is correct.

Chairman Skarphol: You still need 3 and 4 further up in ¢?

.John Walstad: Farther up in ¢, where it says subsection 3, it should say “and 4°, but that
subsection 4 down below, that is fine because that is the per capita limit for cities and you look
at the combined amount they have in the direct amount and then the infrastructure amount.
Down at the bottom of page 5 in subsection 6, this is a reporting provision, it starts out within
90 days after the end of fiscal year. Senator Cook suggested that could be reduced to 60 days
Then over on page 6, the first full paragraph there, you have the calendar year and it was
suggested that that could be reduced to within 60 days after the time when the reports were
due from the counties. Let's back up and do it again here. You are saying that the 90 days on
subsection 6 is changed to 60 and then on page 6 in the first full paragraph that starts with the
words "by the end of the calendar year”, strike those words through and substitute “within 60
days after the time when reports under this subsection and it says “were received”. | believe it

.«ould be better to say “when they were due” so if they came in late, you don't get to count 60
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days from the last one that showed up. What that would do is make these reports available by

the first of November instead of January 1.

Senator Cook: For the fiscal year.

John Walstad: For the year ending June 30, the reports would be delivered to the Legislative

Council by the end of October.

Chairman Skarphol: And Senator Stenehjem was amenable to that | am assuming?

Senator Cook: The way we look at this, | think, is that the report that we get here is based on

the fiscal year and will reflect the year in which they received their income. When they receive

their income might be different than the year spend it. 1 think the benefit of having it calendar

year is that would reflect how they spent the money, but somehow we have got to mesh both

together. This one would give us how they receive it and then if they have large ending

balance somewhere, then you have to start asking the questions about why this is here. They
.might say, we are going to spend it here before the year is over.

Chairman Skarphol: And it would help alleviate that confusion caused by vendor transfer

information to the fiscal year from the calendar year and getting it all rearranged. So we wouid

need to pencil in changes on pages 5 and 6. Is that correct? Those are the only places where

we would to pencil in something that was overlooked so that we will probably end up with

.0419 rather than .04187

John Waistad: That is correct.

Chairman Skarphol: Committee members, are you willing to move on this without the final

draft accepting that the final draft was what has been agreed to, not by another meeting of the

committee, but if there is a concern, we will call another meeting. Do we have a motion?

Senator Cook: Mr. Chairman, | will move the amendments .0418 that will soon become .0419

.once we make the changes, changing “90” to “60” and on subsection 6 at the bottom of page
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5, replacing the words “by the end of the calendar year” with “within 60 days after the time” and
replacing the word “received” with “due”.

Representative Drovdal: Amen and add “4".

Chairman Skarphol: We have to add 4 too?

Senator Cook: Up there on b and ¢, we have to add 3 “and 4"

Chairman Skarphol: Justonc.

John Walstad: On b and c on the second line.

Chairman Skarphol: We have a motion. Do we have a second?

Representative Drovdal: Second.

Chairman Skarphol: Seconded by Representative Drovdal. Any discussion? If not, we will

call the roll. (A roll call vote resulted in 6-0-0.) Thank you, committee members. Thank you,

.Mr. Walstad. We are done.
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

That the Senate recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1178-1182 of the Senate
Journal and pages 1348-1352 of the House Journa! and that Reengrossed House Bill No. 1304

be amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to aliocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1.

First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit:

a.

i34

c.

Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding 9ix eight

m:lllon dollars per blennlum—lnelu-dlng-eny-emeuﬁle-elhelwee

legielaﬁve-aeeemel-y,—anel-whe—ehell-efedli;
Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in

an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five
hundred or more and more than two percent of its private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data
compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and
one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the
mining industry, according to data compiled by job service North
Dakota; and

Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue
collected under this chapter from cil and gas produced in each county must
be allocated as follows:

a.

isd

The first ene two mlllion dollars e#—eﬂeual-ﬁeveﬁue-&ﬂeHhe-eedueﬂeﬂ

any-eeuoty must be allocated to thel m_ county
The eeeenel _xt one mlll|on dollars e%eﬂfwal-feveme-aﬂer—the

must be allocated seventy -five percent to %hal
the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.
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134

The thlnd one mtllion dollars ot-aanaal—tevanuo—aﬂor—tho

&

The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.

¢. All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d must

be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state
general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitied pursuant-te-this un

subsection 2 must be llmrteel-baood—upon—tho—pepulatlon—ot allo ga od within

more—than so the first four ml"an six hundrod thousand dollars is
allocated under subsectlon 4 for each fiscal year—howewar—a-eeuﬂty

punpeeoe—Any d gny amount recelved by a county exceedlng four
mtllion slx hundred thousand dollars uﬂder—thlo-eubdmoten is pot

t-to-g aHe but-mustbe credited by the
county treasurer to the county genesal lnfrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.
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34 a.
®
b.
®
C.
&

Forty-five percent of all revenues istat

be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation under this
subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no iess than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. Howaever,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost muitiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certity to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance™ means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county hereunder for
allocation under this subsection must be paid apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorperated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled except
for thig iimitation must be deposited instead in that county's general
fund. Rrevided-hewever-thatin In determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonally due to tourism, the population of that city for
purposes of de%efmng—&h&per—eapﬁe—hn#aﬂe&m this seatier

mwlsuo must be rncreased by addhg—%e—the—pepeﬂaﬂen—ei—ihe—e#y
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{8) Feurhundred-wenty eight hundred percent. If a city receives a

direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city

under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount
otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among the

Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure

fund under subsection 3 must be cradited by the county treasurer t
the county general fund. However, the allocation to a county under
this subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during
that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten milis for

combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and

Thirty-five percent of ail revenues allocated to the county
infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the board
of county commissioners to or for the benefit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to offset
oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs. An organized township is not eligible for an
ailocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that fiscal year
that township levies at ieast ten mills for township purposes. For
unorganized townships within the county, the board of county
commigsioners may expend an appropriate portion of revenues under
this subdivision to offset oil and gas development impact to township
roads or other infrastructure needs in those townships. The amount
deposited during each calendar year in the county infrastructure fund
which is designated for aillocation under this subdivision and which is

unexpended ang unaobligated at the end of the calendar year must be

trangferred by the county treasurer to the county road and bridge fund

e:
other cities in_the county.
a.
federal aid road, and county road purmposes.
b.
for use on county road and bridge projects.
c.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer no

less than quarteriy to the incormorated cities of the county.
Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be based
upon the population of each incorporated city according to the last
official decennial federat census. A city may not receive an allocation
for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty doilars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which a city wouid
otherwise be entitled must be deposited instead in that county's
general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
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subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities in the county.

Within ninety days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county

commissioners of each_county that has received an allocation under this
section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the energy development

impact office, in a format prescribed by the energy development impact

office, showing:

a

(=)

The amount received by the county in its own behalf, the amount of
those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted,
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of

those purposes. and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation to
or for the benefit of townships, the amount allocated to each
organized township and the amount expended from each such
allocation by that township, the amount expended by the board of

county commissioners on behalf of each unorganized township for
which an expenditure was made, and the amount available for

allocation to or for the banefit of townships which remained
unexpended at the end of the fiscal year.

By the end of the calendar year when reports under this subsection were
received, the energy development impact office shall provide a report to th
legislative council compiling the information from reports received under

this subsection and information on oil and gas impact grants awarded

during the fiscal vear for which the reports were received.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
occurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly

Page No. § 90260.0413
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

That the Senate recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1348-1352 of the House
Journal and pages 1178-1182 of the Senate Journal and that Reengrossed House Bill
No. 1304 be amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1.

First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas mustbe
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit:

a.

(=3

C.

Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six gight

mllllon dollars per blennlum—lneludl-ng-eny-ameuﬂ-ls-eﬂae-mee

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five

hundred or more and more than two percent of its private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry. according to data
compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and
one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the
mining industry, according to data compiled by job service North
Dakota: and

Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annyal revenue

collected under this chapter from oil and gas produced in each ¢ounty must

be allocated as follows:

a.

[

The first eﬂe 1w_ mllllon dollars e#-anmal-revenu&aﬂer—%he—dedueﬂea

&ny-eaunty must be allocated to the% 1__@ county
The seeeﬂd J one mllllon dollars ef—anm:al—revenue—e#er—lhe

. must be allocated seventy-flve percent to th&t
the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.
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c. The thrre eg one mrlllon dollars et—enneet»reveme-eﬁer-the
predeeed—re—any—eeeety must be atlocated flfty percent to that h
county and frfty percent to the state general fund Atl—annuat-revenue

d. The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.

8. All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d must

be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state
general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitled pursuantte-this under

subsection 2 must be hmrted—kmeed—ueen—t-he-pepeﬂehen—e# allocated W|th|n

the county aeee

mere-than so the first four million six hundred thousand dollars Is
allocated under subsection 4 for each fiscal year-hewovor—a-county

pufpeses—Any ng any amount received by a county exceeding four
mlllion stx hundred thousand doIIars ender—thle—eeberweree is rot

8 : must-be credited by the
county treasurer to the county generel mfrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.
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Forty-five percent of all revenues

be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation under this
subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined ievies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the schooli district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average dally attendance” means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

Twenty percent of all revenues aliocated to any county hereunder for
allocation under this subsection must be paig apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among ¢ities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled except
for this limitation must be deposited Instead in that county's general
fund. Previded-however-that-in In determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonally due to tourism, the population of that city for
purposes of de%ewnlalng—the—per—eapka—lkmaﬁen—in this ecetien
subdivision must be increased by adding-te-the-pepulation-of-tho-oity
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8) Feurhundred-twenty eight hundred percent. If a city receives a

direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city
under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount

otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among the

other citigs in the county.

Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be credited by the county treasurer to
the county general fund. However, the allocation to a county under
this subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during
that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and

federat ald road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county

infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the board
of county commissioners to or for the benefit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to offset

oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs or applications by school districts for repair or
replacement of school district vehicles necessitated by damage or
deterioration attributable to travel on oit and gas
development-impacted roads. An organized township is not eligible
for an allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that

fiscal year that township levies at least ten mills for township
purposes. For uncrganized townships within the county, the board of

county commissloners may expend an appropriate portion of
revenues under this subdivision to offset oil and gas development
impact to township roads or other infrastructure needs in those
townships. The amount deposited during each calendar year in the
county infrastructure fund which is designated for allocation under this

subdivision and which is unexpended_and unobligated at the end of

the calendar year must be transferred by the county treasurer to the

county road and bridge fund for use on county road and bridge
rojects.

Twenty percent of all revenugs_allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer no
less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the county.
Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be based
upon the population of each incorporated city according to the last
official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an allocation
for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which a city would
otherwise be entitied must be deposited instead in that county's
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general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities_in the county.

Within ninety days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county

commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this
section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the tax commigsioner, in a

format prescribed by the tax commissioner, showing:

a.

i3

The amount received by the county in its own behalf, the amount of
those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted.
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of

those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation to
or for the bensfit of townships or school districts, the amount allocated

to each organized township or school district and the amount

expended from each such allocation by that township or school

district, the amount expended by the board of county commissioners

on behalf of each unorganized township for which_an expenditure was
made, and the amount available for allocation to or for the benefit of

townships or school districts which remained unexpended at the end

of the fiscal year.

By the end of the calendar year when reports under this subsection

were received, the tax commissioner shall provide a report to the legislative

council compiling the information from reports received under this

subsection.

in developing the format for reports under this subsection, the tax

commissioner shall consult the energy development impact office and at
least two county auditors from oil-producing counties.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
occurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly
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90260.0418 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for
Title. Conference Committee
April 25, 2009

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

That the Senate recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1348-1352 of the House
Journal and pages 1178-1182 of the Senate Journal and that Reengrossed House Bill
No. 1304 be amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to ailocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51- 15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1.  First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and cne-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposuted with the state treasurer who shall efeelﬁ

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and .
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding st eight

million dollars per blenmum—meludrng-aey-ameemts-ethemse

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five
hundred or more and more than two percent of its private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data
compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and
one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the

mining industry, according to data compiled by job service North

Dakota; and

(=3

c. Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue

collected under this chapter from oil and gas produced in each county must
be aliocated as follows:

a. The flrst ene two mlllton dollars et—eeneel—reveeee-aﬁer—t-he—dedueﬂeﬁ
enykeeunty must be allocated to that the county
The seeend next one m:llaon dollars et-amwel—reveeee—aﬂer—the

(o4

i ‘ must be allocated seventy-frve percent to that
the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.
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The th+re g_;g one mlllron dollars et-annuel-reveeue-atteethe

predueee\-m-any-eeunty must be allocated fifty percent to he -
county and frfty percent to the state generat fund Ait—enm.»al—reveﬂue

(=

The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.

All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d must

be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state
general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitled pursuant-te-this under
subsection 2 must be Hm+ied-baee&uper+the—pepetahen—ef allocated wrthln

the county aeee

i

mere—than so the flrst four mrltron six hundred thousand dollars is
atlocated under subsectron 4 for each ftscal year—hewever—a—eeunty

pur:peeee—Any nd any amount recerved by a county exceedmg four
mrtlton srx hundred thousand doIIars ender—th+e—eebdmeren is pot

ptia Fuetbe credited by the
county treasurer to the county generat mtrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.
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Forty-five percent of all revenues iotal
be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation under this
subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county

general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost muttiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
schoot age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichaver is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance” means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schoois required by this subsection.

The countywide allocation to school districts under this
subdivision is subject to the following:

(1) The first three hundred fifty thousand dollars is apportioned
entirely among school districts in the county.

(2) The next three hundred fifty thousand dollars is apportioned

seventy-five percent among school districts in the county and
twenty-five percent to the county infrastructure fund.

{3) The next two hundred sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars is
apportioned two-thirds among school districts in the county and -

one-third to the county infrastructure fund.

(4} The next one hundred seventy-five thousand dollars is

apportioned fifty percent among school districts in the county

and fifty percent to the county infrastructure fund.

(5) Any remaining amount is apportioned to the county
infrastructure fund except from that remaining amount the
following amounts are apportioned among school districts in the
county:
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(a) Four hundred ninety thousand dollars. for counties having
a population of three thousand or fewer,

{b) Five hundred sixty thousand dollars, for counties having a
population of more than three thousand and fewer than
six thousand.

{c) Seven hundred thirty-five thousand dollars, for counties
having a population of six thousand or more.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county hereunder for
allocation under this subsection must be paig apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled except
for this limitation must be deposited instead in that county's general
fund. Rrewvidod-however-thatin In determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonally due to tourism, the population of that city for
purposes of dete%mmmg—the—pe«-eaa-ta—lm&a&en—m this seetier

subdlwsmn must be mcreased by addmg—te—the—pep&#&ken—e#—#he—e#y

2 Feurhundredtwenty eight hundred percent. If a city receives a
direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city

under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount
otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the
amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among the
other cities in the county.

Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure

fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be credited by the county

treasurer to the county general fund. However, the allocation to a

county under this subdivision must be credited to the state general
fund if during that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at
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least ten mills for combined levies for county road and bridge,
farm-to-market and federal aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-tive percent of all revenues allocated to the county

infrastructure fund under subsection 3 must be aliocated by the board
of county commissioners to or for the bensfit of townships in the
county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to offset
oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs or applications by school districts for repair or
replacement of school district vehicles necessitated by damage or
deterioration attributable to travel on oil and gas
development-impacted roads. An organized township is not eligible
for an allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during_ tha
fiscal year that township levies at least ten mills for township
purposes. For unorganized townships within the county, the board of
county commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of
revenues under this subdivision to offset oil and gas development
impact to township roads or other infrastructure needs in those
townghips. The amount deposited during each calendar year in the
county infrastructure fund which is designated for allocation under this
subdivision and which is unexpended and unobligated at the end of
the calendar year must be transferred by the county treasurer to the
county road and bridge fund for use on county road and bridge

projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsection 3 must be allocated by the county treasurer no
less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the county.
Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be based
upon the population_of each incorporated city according to the last
official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an allocation
for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4 which totals
more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once this per capita
limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which a city would
otherwise be entitled must be deposited instead in that county's
general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under subsection 1,
the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited to sixty
percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under this
subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be

reallocated among the other cities in the county.

Within ninety days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county
commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this

section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the tax commissioner, in a
format prescribed by the tax commissioner, -showing:

a.

=

The amount received by the county in its own behalf, the amount of

those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted,
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of
those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the

end of the fiscal year; and

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for aflocation to
or for the benefit of townships or school districts, the amount allocated
to each organized township or school district and the amount
expended from each such allocation by that township or school
district, the amount expended by the board of county commissioners
on behalf of each unorganized township for which an expenditure was
made, and the amount available for allocation to or for the benefit of
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townships or school districts which remained unexpended at the end
of the fiscal year.

By the end of the calendar year when reports under this subsection ( T

were received, the tax commissioner shall provide a report to the legisiative
council compiling the information from reports received under this

subsection.

In developing the format for reports under this subsection, the tax

commissioner shall consult the energy development impact office and at

least two county auditors from oil-producing counties.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
occurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO REENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

That the Senate recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1348-1352 of the House
Journal and pages 1178-1182 of the Senate Journal and that Reengrossed House Bii}
No. 1304 be amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportlonment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1.  First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit:

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding s gight

m||||on dollars per blennlum—meMdmg—anybametms-e%he{mse

WM

Allocate five hundred thousand dollars per fiscal year to each city in
an oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand five
hundred or more and more than two percent of its private covered
employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data

compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and

one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the
mining industry, according to data compiled by job service North

Dakota; and

(3

c. Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue
collected under this chapter from oil and gas produced in each county must
be allocated as follows:

a. The first ene two mllllon dollars e#-aan&el—sevenue—aﬁer—the-dedueﬂeﬁ

any—eeuMy must be allocated to that the county
The seeeﬂé next one mllhon dollars ef—anﬁuakfevem*e—aﬂer—the

(o4

must be allocated seventy-fuve percent to that
the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.
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The t-hrsd next one mrllron dollars ef—aeeual—revenue—aﬂer—the 2 .6

c.
eredeeed—m—aey—eeunty must be allocated fifty percent to thet the
county and frfty percent to the state general fund All—anm:ral—reveeue

‘ d. The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five percent
to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state general fund.
e. All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d must

be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the state
general fund.

The amount to which each county is entitled pursuantte-this un
subsection 2 must be Hrmted—beeed—upen—the—pepuletree—ef allocated wrthm

the county aeee

e

mere—than so the frrst four mlllron six hundred thousand dollars 1s
allocated under subsectlon 4 for each frscal year—hewever—e—ee&mty

pur-pesee—Aey and any amount receaved by a county exceedrng four
mllllon 31x hundred thousand dollars ender—t-hls-eubdmeren is Aot

: g credited by the
county treasurer to the county general mfrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.
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Forty-five percent of all revenues istati

be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation under this
subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this

subdivision must be credited to the state general fund_if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for

combined lavies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county on
the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance” means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

The countywide allocation to school districts under this
subdivision is subject to the following:

(1) The first three hundred fifty thousand dollars is apportioned
entirely among school districts in the county.

{2) The next three hundred fifty thousand dollars is apportioned
seventy-five percent among school districts in the county and

twenty-five percent to the county infrastructure fund.

(3) The next two hundred sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars is

apportioned two-thirds among school districts in the county and

one-third to the county infrastructure fund.

(4} The next one hundred seventy-five thousand dollars is
apportioned fifty percent among school districts in the county
and fi ercent to the county infrastructure fund.

{5) Anyremaining amount is apportioned to the county
infrastructure fund except from that remaining amount the
following amounts are apportioned among school districts in the

county:
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(a) Four hundred ninety thousand dollars, for counties having
a population of three thousand or fewer.

(b} Five hundred sixty thousand dollars, for counties having a

population of more than three thousand and fewer than
six thousand.

(¢} Seven hundred thirty-five thousand dollars, for counties
having a population of six thousand or more.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county hereunder for
allocation under this subsection must be paid apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county, Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection §
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled except
for this hmltatlon must be deposited instead in that county's general
fund. Previded-hewever-thatin [n determining the population of any
city in which total employment increases by more than two hundred
percent seasonally due to tourism, the population of that city for

purposes of GW this sesctien
subdlwsmn must be mcreased by addmg—te—the—pea&ﬂa%m—ei—%he—e#y

&) Feurhundredtwenty eight hundred percent. If a city receives a
direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city
under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount

otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the

amount exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among the
other cities in the county.

Forty-five percent of all revenues aliocated to a county infrastructure
fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be credited by the county

treasurer to the county general fund. However, the allocation to a
county under this subdivision must be credited to the state general

fund if during that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at
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least ten mills for combined levies for county road and bridge.
farm-to-market and federal aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county

infrastructure fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be allocated by
the board of county commissionars to or for the benefit of townships in

the county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to
offset oil and gas development impact to township roads or other

infrastructure needs or applications by school districts for repair or
replacement of school district vehicles necessitated by damage or
deterioration attributable to travel on oil and gas
development-impacted roads. An organized township is not eligible
for an allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that
fiscal year that township levies at least ten mills for township
purposes. For unorganized townships within_the county, the board of
county commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of
revenues under this subdivision to offset oil and gas development
impact to township roads or other infrastructure needs in those

townships. The amount deposited during each calendar year in the
county infrastructure fund which is designated for allocation under this

subdivision and which is unexpended and unobligated at the end of
the calendar year must be transferred by the county treasurer to the

county road and bridge fund for use on county road and bridge
projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be allocated by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decegnnial federal census. A city may not receive an
aliocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this per capita limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which
a city would otherwise be entitled must be deposited instead in that
county's general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under
subsection_1, the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited
to sixty percent of the amount otherwise determined for that city under
this subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation must be
reallocated among the other cities in the county.

Within sixty days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county
commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this

section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the tax commissioner, in 8

format prescribed by the tax commissioner, showing:

a.

(o

The amount received by the county in its own behalf, the amount of
those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted,

and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of
those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation to
or for the benefit of townships or school districts, the amount allocated

to each organized township or school district and the amount
expended from each such allocation by that township or school

district, the amount expended by the board of county commissioners

on behalf of each unorganized township for which an expenditure was
made, and the amount available for allocation to or for the benefit of
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townships or school districts which remained unexpended at the end
of the fiscal year.

Within sixty days after the time when reports under this subsection
were due, the tax commissioner shall provide a report to the legislative
council compiling the information from reports received under this
subsection.

In developing the format for reports under this subsection, the tax
commissioner shall consult the energy development impact office and at
least two county auditors from oil-broducing counties.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events
occurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 6 80260.0419
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REPORT OF CONFERENCE COMMITTEE
HB 1304, as reengrossed: Your conference committee (Sens. Cook, Miller, Anderson and
Reps. Skarphol, Drovdal, Williams) recommends that the SENATE RECEDE from the
Senate amendments on HJ pages 1348-1352 and place HB 1304 on the Seventh
order.

That the Senate recede from its amendments as printed on pages 1348-1352 of the House
Journal and pages 1178-1182 of the Senate Journal and that Reengrossed House Bill
No. 1304 be amended as follows:

Page 1, line 1, after "A BILL" replace the remainder of the bill with "for an Act to amend and
reenact section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to allocation of oil
and gas gross production taxes; and to provide an effective date.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51-15 of the North Dakota Century
Code is amended and reenacted as follows:

57-51-15. Apportionment and use of proceeds of tax. The gross production
tax provided for in this chapter must be apportioned as follows:

1.  First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit;

a. Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six eight

million dol|ars per blennnum—metuemg—&ey—ameuets—ethemse

(=

Allocate five hundred thousand doltars per fiscal year to each city in
an_oil-producing county which has a population of seven thousand
five hundred or more and more than two percent of its private
covered employment engaged in_the mining industry, according to
data compiled by job service North Dakota. The allocation under this
subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than seven and
one-half percent of its private covered employment engaged in the
mining_industry, according to data compiled by job service North
Dakota: and

¢c. Credit the remaining revenues to the state generai fund.

2. After deduction of the amount provided in subsection 1, annual revenue
collected under this chapter from oil and gas produced in each county
must be allocated as follows:

The flrst ene two mllllon dollars et—aﬁnuat—ﬁeveeue-aﬂe{—the-dedeehee

|

gae—pfedueed—m—aﬁy—eeuﬁty must be allocated seventy fnve percent to
that the county and twenty-five percent to the state general fund.

(2) DESK, (2) COMM Page No. 1 HR-74-8625
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c. The thwel next one mllhon doltars of—annual—nﬂovenue-—-a_ﬂer——the

must be arlocated f:fty percent to that the

pmelueed—m—any—eeunty
county and fn‘ty percent to the state general fund Alt—amuat-fevenue

d. The next fourteen million dollars must be allocated twenty-five
percent to that the county and seventy-five percent to the state
general fund. Heweverthe

e. All annual revenue remaining after the allocation in subdivision d

must be allocated ten percent to the county and ninety percent to the
state general fund.

|&o

The amount to which each county is entitled putsuart—te—this under

subsection 2 must be m»teé-based-uaen—the-pephﬂaﬂon—ot allocated within

purpeses—ARY a nd any amount received by a county exceedmg four
million six hundred thousand doliars urder—this—subdivisiern is Aot

credited by the
county treasurer to the county general infrastructure fund and
allocated under subsection 5.

(2) DESK, {2) COMM Page No. 2 HR-74-8625
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(o

Forty-five percent of all revenues as—+ray-by-the-tegistative-assembly
be allocated to any county hereunder for allocation under this

subsection must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund. However, the allocation to a county under this
subdivision must be credited to the state_general fund if during that
fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and
federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to any county for
allocation under this subsection must be apportioned by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to school districts within the county
on the average daily attendance distribution basis, as certified to the
county treasurer by the county superintendent of schools. However,
no school district may receive in any single academic year an amount
under this subsection greater than the county average per student
cost multiplied by seventy percent, then multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Provided, however, that in any county in which the average daily
attendance or the school census, whichever is greater, is fewer than
four hundred, the county is entitled to one hundred twenty percent of
the county average per student cost multiplied by the number of
students in average daily attendance or the number of children of
school age in the school census for the county, whichever is greater.
Once this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which the school district would be
entitled as part of its thirty-five percent share must be deposited
instead in the county general fund. The county superintendent of
schools of each oil-producing county shall certify to the county
treasurer by July first of each year the amount to which each school
district is limited pursuant to this subsection. As used in this
subsection, "average daily attendance" means the average daily
attendance for the school year immediately preceding the certification
by the county superintendent of schools required by this subsection.

The countywide allocation to school districts under this
subdivision is subject to the following:

(1) The first three hundred fifty thousand dollars is apportioned
entirely among school districts in the county.

(2) The next three hundred fifty thousand dollars is apportioned
seventy-five percent among school districts in the county and
twenty-five percent to the county infrastructure fund.

{(3) The next two hundred sixty-two thousand five hundred dollars
is apportioned two-thirds among school districts in the county
and one-third to the county infrastructure fund.

(4} The next one hundred seventy-five thousand dollars is
apportioned fifty percent among school districts in the county
and fifty percent to the county infrastructure fund.

Page No. 3 HA-74-8625
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(5) Any remaining amount is apportioned to the county
infrastructure fund except from that remaining_amount the
following amounts are apportioned among schootl districts in

the county:

{a) Four hundred ninety thousand dollars, for counties
having a population of three thousand or fewer.

{b) Five hundred sixty thousand dollars, for counties having
a population of more than three thousand and fewer than
six thousand.

{c) Seven hundred thirty-five thousand dollars, for counties
having a population of six thousand or more.

|©

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county kereunder for
allocation under this subsection must be pai¢ apportioned no less
than quarterly by the state treasurer to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upecn the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 5
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this level has been reached through distributions under this
subsection, all excess funds to which any city would be entitled
except for this limitation must be deposited instead in that county's
. general fund. Previded—hewever—that—in In determining the

population of any city in which total employment increases by more
than two hundred percent seasonally due to tourism, the population
of that city for purposes of detesmining-the-percapitatimitationin this
seehen SUdeVISIOI‘I must be mcreased by W&M&n—e@

&

b-

&
8 Feurhundrec-iwenty eight hundred percent. If a city receives a
direct allocation under subsection 1, the allocation to that city

under this subsection is limited to sixty percent of the amount
otherwise determined for that city under this subsection and the

{2) DESK, (2) COMM Page No. 4 HR-74-8625
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amount_exceeding this limitation must be reallocated among
the other cities in the county.

5. a. Forty-five percent of all revenues allocated to a county infrastructure
fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be credited by the county
treasurer to the county general fund. However, the allocation_to a
county under this subdivision must be credited to the state general
fund if during that fiscal year the county does not levy a total of at
least ten mills for combined levies for county road and bridge,
farm-to-market and federal aid road, and county road purposes.

c

Thirty-five percent of all revenues allocated to the county
infrastructure fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be allocated by
the board of county commissioners to or for the benefit of townships
in the county on the basis of applications by townships for funding to
offset oil and gas development impact to township roads or other
infrastructure needs or_applications by school districts for repair or
replacement of school district vehicles necessitated by damage or
deterioration attributable to  travel on Qil and gas
development-impacted roads. An organized township is not eligible
for an allocation of funds under this subdivision unless during that
fiscal year that township levies at least ten mills for township
purposes. For unorganized townships within the county, the board of
county commissioners may expend an appropriate portion of
revenues under this subdivision to offset ¢il and gas development
impact to township roads or other infrastructure needs in those
townships. The amount deposited during each calendar year in the
county infrastructure fund which is designated for allocation under
this subdivision and which is unexpended and unobligated at the end
of the calendar year must be transferred by the county treasurer to
the county road and bridge fund for use on county road and bridge

projects.

Twenty percent of all revenues allocated to any county infrastructure
fund under subsections 3 and 4 must be allocated by the county
treasurer no less than quarterly to the incorporated cities of the
county. Apportionment among cities under this subsection must be
based upon the population of each incorporated city according to the
last official decennial federal census. A city may not receive an
allocation for a fiscal year under this subsection and subsection 4
which totals more than seven hundred fifty dollars per capita. Once
this per capita limitation has been reached, all excess funds to which
a city would otherwise be entitled must be deposited instead in that
county's general fund. If a city receives a direct allocation under
subsection 1, the allocation to that city under this subsection is limited
to sixty percent of the amount otherwise determined_for that city
under this subsection and the amount exceeding this limitation_must
be reallocated among the other cities in the county.

[®

1o

Within sixty days after the end of each fiscal year, the board of county
commissioners of each county that has received an allocation under this

section shall file a report for the fiscal year with the tax commissioner. in a
format prescribed by the tax commissioner, showing:

a. The amount received by the county in its own behalf. the amount of
those funds expended for each purpose to which funds were devoted,
and the share of county property tax revenue expended for each of

(2) DESK, (2} COMM Page No. 5 HR-74-8825
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those purposes, and the amount of those funds unexpended at the
end of the fiscal year; and

(o8

The amount available in the county infrastructure fund for allocation
to or for the benefit of townships or school districts, the amount
allocated to each organized township or school district and the
amount expended from each such allocation by that township or
school district, the amount expended by the board of county
commissioners on behalf of each unorganized township for which an
expenditure was made, and the amount available for allocation to or
for the benefit of townships or school districts which remained
unexpended at the end of the fiscal year.

Within sixty days after the time when reports under this subsection
were due, the tax commissioner shall provide a report to the legislative
council _compiling_ the information from reporis received under this
subsection.

in developing the format for reports under this subsection, the tax
commissioner shall consult the energy development impact office and at
least two county auditors from oil-producing counties.

SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act is effective for taxable events

occurring after June 30, 2009."

Renumber accordingly

. Reengrossed HB 1304 was placed on the Seventh order of business on the calendar.

(2) DESK, (2) GOMM
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AtHachaant

90260.0202 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for
Title. Representative Skarphol
January 24, 2009
.' PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1304
\
N

Page 1, replace lines 8 through 14 with:-

"1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of
the gross value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be
deposited with the state treasurer who shall eredit:

a.

g

C.

Credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the revenues to the oil and
gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six million
dollars per biennium, including any amounts otherwise appropriated
for oil and gas impact grants for the biennium by the Ieglslatlve
assembly-ard-wheo-shall-erodit;

Allocate six hundred twenty-five thousand doilars per fiscal year to
each city in an oil-producing county which has a population of seven
thousand five hundred or more and more than two percent of its
private covered employment engaged in the mining industry,
according to data compiled by job service North Dakota. The
allocation under this subdivision must be doubled if the city has more
than seven and one-half percent of its private covered employment
engaged in the mining industry, according to data compiled by job

service North Dakota; and

Credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund."

Page 1, remove lines 21 through 24

Page 2, remove lines 1 and 2

Page 2, line 3, replace "¢.

." with "b."

Page 2, remove lines 7 through 12

Page 2, line 13, replace "e." with "¢."

Page 2, remove lines 17 through 22

Page 2, line 23, replace "g." with "d."

Page 2, line 25, replace "f" with "¢"

Page 3, line 3, overstrike "up to", remove "five", overstrike "miilion", remove "eight", and
overstrike "hundred”

Page 3, line 4, overstrike "thousand dollars under this subdivision" and insert immediately
thereafter "the full amount of its allocation under subsection 2"

Page 3, line 13, overstrike "up to" and remove "six"

Page No. 1 90280.0202
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Page 3, line 14, overstrike "million cne hundred”, remove "fifty", and overstrike "thousand
dollars under this subdivision" and insert immediately thereafter "the full amount of its
aliocation under subsection 2"

Page 3, line 23, overstrike "up to", remove "six", overstrike "million”, remove "ning", and
overstrike "hundred thousand dollars" . ( s
N

Page 3, line 24, overstrike "under this subdivision™ and insert immediately thereafter "the full
amount of its allocation under subsection 2"

Page 5, line 2, remove "subdivision b of" and replace "2" with "1"

Page 6, line 12, remove "subdivision b of" and replace "2" with "1"

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 2 90260.0202



J
\
B

-

®
.

BWlings County
Medora
Biflings County Tots

Bottineau County
Antier

Sotiinesy
Gardens

Kramar

tands

Lanstord
Maxbase
Newbury

Ovarly

Sours

Wasthope
Wilkaw Clty
Bottineau County Tatel

Rewanan Coucty
Bowman County
Bowmaen
Guecoyne
Rheme
Scranton
Bowman County Total

Rurts County
Surks County
Sowballs
Columbus
Flaxten
Lignits
Portsl
Powers Lake
Burke County Toted

Burlaigh County
Witton
Surieigh County Totst

Divie Courdy
Divide County
Ambrots
Croaby
fortune
Noonan
Ohvida County Totl

Bunn Courty
Dunn County
Dodge
Dunn Center
Halidey
Kilidear
Cunn County Tots

Eckbv County

~
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OIL AND GAS TAX AND MINERAL ROYALTY ALLOCATIONS TO CITIES AND COUNTIES
PAYMENTS MADE DURING FISCAL YEARS 2004 THROUGH 2007, AND 2008 (THROUGH MAY 31, 2008)
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355,000.01 0.00 35500001 _ 35500000 .00 355,000.00 355,000.00 0.00 355,000.00 354.990.99 0.00 354,999.99 713,250.9% 0.00 733,250.95
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231359 0.00 223698 3,267.27 .00 3161.27 363618 0.0 163620 4207.36 .00 420738 5,439.24 0.00 5439.24
104,916.04 o.00 108, 915.04 184,698.41 o.00 154,690 41 172,470.10 0.00 172,170.10 199,231.30 0.0 199,233.30 257,535.5 .00 15753551 e
3,015.04 0.00 3015.04 4403712 .00 4,401.72 450008 0.00 450108 367149 ©.00 567149 133115 0.00 733018
IAPTL04 0.0 14,975.04 21, 878.55 0.00 L7653 20.347.29 0.00 2434728 2817402 o 2417442 3641934 0.00 36,419.14
$630,730.54 552.00  $630,783.57 $921.23%.73 $66.58  $971.196.31  §1.025.273.80 $37.08  S1006.31166  S1186435.22 $1,777.40  $1.190,211.72 $1.533,625.18 $3.714.50  $1.337,339.78
S——-=1 -2 LIRS a0, SV SLOBLE  SLs6das v
$642,675.60 STLETDM  $71434651 $764,047.04 $TATAES SRI.TAT2 $913.825.43 $123,060.56 SLOS66459%  $1186882.43 $329,649.45 5151633188 42,193, 75990 SAL313.1%  SLIT6TI0N
1591955 000 16,919.63 0.167.63 [T 01563 5T [ 1] 4,570 3L245.50 [ L] 11,246 30 ST, 754.84 0.00 $7,754.84
16,513.57 0.00 16,512.57 1960358 000 19,683.851 3.899.53 oo 21,9953 30,496.57 c.o0 30,49%.97 56,364.72 .00 56.368.72
30,726.08 0o 30,726.08 5.524.40 0.00 3662040 #4,536.26 0.00 LTRT3 ] 56,744.32 000 $6,744.38 104,802.79 0.00 104,882.79
9630961 o.00 96,508 51 11803612 0.00 115,036.12 140,20115 16020115 178,332.34 0.00 170,232.34 329.431.63 £.00 32943369
$803 M4 51 $7L670 ST 5957 550.80 §74,7A0E8  $103130748  $1167,03181 $123,080.56  $1.290.002.37 _ $1.433603.02 $129,649.45  $1,813,352 47 $2.742,199.00 531,513.19  $1.814,713.07
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At What Noy ¥

Computation assurmes Octaber 2008 production Jevels held constant for a full year

County/State Tiers {County Share Shown}

5%

1,250,000 $
1,000,000
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,600
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
758,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
750,000

1,250,000
1,000,000

County
Population 100%
Class

Smallest GPT Collections 1,250,000 $
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

Mid-sized  GPT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

Largest GPT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000
Additional $1 Million from SB 2178 (2007 Session}

Smallest GFT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

Mid-sized GPT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

Largest GPT Coflections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000
Additional $1 Million groposed in Governor's Budget

Smallest GPT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

Mid-sized  GPT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

Largest GPT Collections 1,250,000
80% Allocation 1,000,000
County Share 1,000,000

750,000

S50%

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

1,250,000
1,000,000
500,000

15%

$ 8,250,000 $
6,600,000
1,650,000

9,250,000
7,400,000
1,850,000

11,750,000
9,400,000
2,350,000

13,250,000
16,600,000
2,650,000

14,250,000
11,400,000
2,850,000

16,750,000
13,400,000
3,350,000

18,250,000
14,600,000
3,650,000

19,250,000
15,400,000
3,850,000

21,750,000
17,400,000
4,350,000

Bold = county maximusm under current law, with $8 2178, and under Gov's budget proposal

Prepared by: Office of Tax €

beck [ ¥

, Kathryn §

2008

Annual
Total

12,000,000
9,600,000
3,500,000

13,000,000
10,400,000
4,100,000

15,500,000
12,400,000
4,600,000

17,000,000
13,600,000
4,900,000

18,000,000
14,400,000
5,100,000

20,500,000
16,400,000
5,600,000

22,000,000
17,600,000
5,900,000

23,000,000
18,400,000
6,100,000

25,500,000
20,400,000
£,600,000

-

kota Oil Price will Major Producing Counties Reach their Gross Production Tax Caps?

Smalk

Mid

Large

Mid

Large

Small

Mid

Large

Major Producing
Counties at
each Pop Class

Oct 2008

Assumed

Oil Production Annual #rod.

Billings: 362,965 4,355,580
Bowman: 1,312,315 15,747,780
Dunn: 633,018 7,596,216
McKenzie: 729,989 8,759,868
Mountrail: 2,136,413 25,636,956
Williams: 438,881 5,266,572
Billings: 362,965 4,355,580
Bowman: 1,312,315 15,747,780
Gunn: 633,018 7,596,216
McKenzie: 729,989 8,759,868
Mountrail: 2,136,413 25,636,956
Williams: 438,881 5,266,572
Billings: 362,965 4,355,580
Bowman: 1,312,315 15,747,780
Dunn: 633,018 7,596,216
McKenzie: 725,989 8,759,868
Mountrail: 2,136413 25,636,956
Williams: 438,881 5,266,572

Average ND
il Price at
Which County
Hits cap
$ 55.10
$ 16.51
$ 34,23
$ 25.68
5 12.09
5 58.86
s 78.06
$ 22.86
5 47.39
$ 41.10
$ 15.99
s 77.85
5 101.02
$ 29.21
$ 60.56
5 52.51
S 19.89
$ 96.84
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Oil & Gas Producing Counties

)

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Supt. Anthony Duletski
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Bowrnan County PSD

Brad Bakkedahl
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Williston

Jim Arthaud
Billings County

Grag Boschee
Mountrail County

Dan Brosz
Bowman City

Steve Holen
McKenzie County PSD

Gary Meloy
bowbells City

)Verdean Kveum
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Supt. Steve Cascaden
Parshal PSD

Reinhard Hauck
Secretary/Treasurer
Manning

January 27, 2009

HB 1304
In support of removal of the caps
House Finance and Taxation Committee
Vicky Steiner
Executive Director

ND Association of Oil and Gas Producing Counties

1. Impacts tabulated

e NDSU study completed January 2008- $36.9- $46.2 million a year or
$73.8-592.4 million in damage for biennium

e 1983 caps based on population, not correlation to damage on the ground
$1.2 billion surplus, $800 million was generated from oil activity

2. Lifting caps

e Fiscal note at today’s oil prices to take the caps off is my fiscal note
estimate of $24 million/biennium

e Governor’s bill 2013/2229 contains up to 524 miltion but the fisca! note is
less given today’s projections for dropping oil production

e State takes 3 dollars, the top oil producing county takes 1

» If the county production falls off, the state and county share at the lower
50/50

¢ Intent of the 5% gross production tax isn’t being met today with the caps

on

VICKY STEINER - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
859 Senior Ave, ~ Dickinson, ND 585021333 - Pheone: (701) 483-TEAM (8326} ~ Fax: {701) 483-8328 - Callular: (701} 260-1339
E-mail: vsteiner @ndsuparnet.com - Web: www.ndollgas govolfice.com

Linda Svihovec - Permit Operator
P.O. Box 504 ~ Watford City, ND 58854 ~ Phone:; 701-444-3457 (work) - Phone; 701-444-4061 (home) ~ Fax: 701-444-4113 ~ Email; Isvihovec@co.mekenzie.nd.us



3. What works

e TWO state funding sources - assure success of the oil industry with viable
long term county infrastructure

e 1- Energy impact funding- HB 1225 and HB 1275 take off the cap-
estimated $27 million biennium fiscal note at $57 oil, the Governor’s
proposal $14 million new money, current law $6 million biennium

e 2- lift the caps and allow the top oil producing counties 25% at the
bottom of the formula which was law prior to 1981- the caps are not
working given increases to road construction and the pace of the oil
development

e Fatalities, road safety, bridge repair, school bus breakdowns, loss of
property values for local citizens, increased law enforcement, counties
compete for resources with the industry, water infrastructure needs are

part of why the oil counties need that 25% at the bottom of the formuia,
not zero as is current law.

The North Dakota Association of Qil and Gas Producing Counties

supports an amendment to remove the caps in HB 1304.
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Dunn County Fast Facts

County Taxable Valuation 2008 (2009 Budget based on this Valuation) ---$13,573,191

County Wide Mill Levy 2008 (Taxes payable 2009) ------mmmm-romemcmnee - 101.61 Mills
Road and Bridge Mills 2008 (Available for 2009 Budget) - --39.19 Mills
Property Taxes for roads 2009 -----+---=szcmmsmmmmucmnun $ 502,000

Other Revenue for Roads 2009 (Estimated) ------------~ $ 748,432

5% Gross Production Tax 2009 (Estimated) ------------- $ 2,845,000

Total Available for 2009 Roads --~--====-===~=-mmoumecoeen $4,095,432

Road and Bridge Budget for 2007 ---------eameammmremann $2,000,000
Expenditures for 2007 ---------c-mmmmmme oo $2,280,890

Road and Bridge Budget for 2008 ----------=-mrommomenm-- $2,600,000
Expenditures for 2008------m-mmmmmmuom e $3,881,750

5% Gross Production Tax County Share 2008 ----------—-eeum-- $ 2,815,086
Other Road and Bridge Revenue for 2008 --------------mm-mcu--- $ 1,409,256
Taxes for Roads (2007 pd in 2008) -----------=m-=oommmmmmmmcaa—- $ 323,268
Total Revenues for roads (Using all of the 5% production Tax--$ 4,547 610
2008 Ending Balance in Road Funds---------=---emmmemreumeeee- $ 665,860
Road and Bridge Budget for 2009 ———- $3,600.000
Road Materials used per year (Gravel/Scoria) ------------ 200,000 yards
Road materials prices have tripled since 2004 (Pre-Boom)

Cost for royalties and crushing 300,000 yard @$4.64 ------------ $1,392,000
Cost of road material royalties (Gravel/Scoria) 2005 -------r-----=- $.65/CY
Cost of road material royalties (Gravel/Scoria) 2007 ------------~-- $1.00/¢cY
Cost of road material royalties (6ravel/Scoria) 2008 ---------~----- $2.00/¢cY

Other costs related to the Oil Impact:

Additional Sheriff's Deputy Hired ------=-r-e-comcemmommmm e e $83,000
(Salary, Benefits, Fixed Costs, Vehicle, Uniforms, Vehicle Maintenance)
Additional Road Employees: Five part time and three full time:----- $169,776

Additional Administrative Staffing ~ Auditors Office, Recorders Office
(Three full time, two Part time) ----==-==mmmcm e $ 87,280

Energy Impacts Identified in March of 2008 --------eecceemmee - $4,250,000



Energy Impacts Funded in June of 2008 ------------------conoromeee $ 400,000

Impacts Identified since March of 2008 ------------m-ommmmmmeemaee $7,350,000
Total rebuild of 20 Miles Federal Aid Roads - heavily impacted oil roads - back to
Federal Aid Standards at $200,000 per Mile ------==--rrr-cmeeommme $4,000,000
100 miles of dust control @ $6,000 per mile -=----=-s=v-smmemmuuanan $ 600,000

150 miles of roads need to have the shoulders pulled and resurfaced
At $15,000 per mile ------=sem---- m o oo $2,250,000

Courthouse needs to add space for sheriff department and
Record retention/storage ---------==----ssemm=mosoomooooecoooomnmnas $ 500,000

Dunn County's Road Budget needs to be doubled to begin to play catch up with the
impacts. This cannot be done since the funding is not available.

Prepared by:

Reinhard Hauck

Dunn County Auditor, Manning ND
701-573-4448
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To: Chairman Belter
Members of the Finance and Taxation Committee

From: Christy L. Larsen
Dunn County Recorder/Clerk of Court

RE: HBI1304

For the record, my name is Christy Larsen. Iam currently the Dunn County Recorder &
Clerk of Court. I am here to support House Bill 1304,

As the county recorder/clerk of court I have seen a steady increase in the use of our
public records and the system in which we preserve these records.

When one hears oil impact in western North Dakota, you often hear of the quality of the
roads traveled. As a county recorder I would like to stress the effects that this impact is
having in my office.

Dunn County currently averages between 20 to 25 land men daily. This number was at
60 during the peak of the leasing process. In 2006 our records working area was set up to
hold 12 people and contained 2 public terminals. As of today, we have added three more
public terminals along with seating and tables down the hall, in the commissioners room
and the lunch room.

In 2006 the recorder/clerk of court offices consisted of 3 staff, the recorder/clerk of court
and then a deputy for both arcas, As of today we have added a clerk and indexing
position so we are currently at five staff.

Competing with the oil field to keep staff has been a large burden. Since 2006 the
recorder/clerk of court, deputy recorder, and 2 indexing positions have left our office and

are currently working in the oil business. Dunn County can not compete with the wages



that the oil field is able to pay not to mention the time and extra costs that are incurred to
train the new staft that are hired.

Along with the influx of land men comes wear and tear of our computers, copy machines,
printers, faxes, furniture and mostly the priceless records we keep in our office.

The recorders office has added a copy machine, printer, three computers and is in the
process of bidding out a copier/fax machine. We have also added numerous tables and
have replaced seating throughout the courthouse.

As the keeper of the records, 1 feel they have seen the biggest effect of this influx. Pages
are being ripped out of books, pages are going missing, books are being put back out of
sequence along with the damage that is occurring to the bindings of the books.

I recently had Tri State Binders review our needs for maintaining our books, he looked
through 66 of our books and quoted $13,800.00 to make the needed fixes. He also
suggested 10 hold off on much of the fixing until our usage is down as they are being
broken from being pulled from the shelves and they will continue to break until this is
changed. To replace one of the books in the pictures, the average cost is between
$600.00 to $900.00 dollars.

Dunn County is in the process of dealing with the wear and tear of the books by
digitizing the records and making them available in other manners. This in turn comes
with a hefty price monetarily, in man power and time.

1 support HB 1304, lifting the cap will help us care for our roads but it would also
provide support in our county to help us guarantee the preservation of the records for our
public in the future.

[ thank you for this time and would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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My name is Deb Harsche and [ am a rural resident of Dunn County. I am in favor of 'bzu,b
House Bill 1304. N

I have lived in Dunn and McKenzie Counties most of my life and have seen the oil field ;F
come and go. It seems to me that removing the caps would only affect oil producing

counties during high oil prices. When impact and drilling is increased so would the

money to the counties, When prices are down and drilling slows or stops-the removal of

the caps would not be noticed. From what I understand some counties such as a3y M  ka.wz (¢
county, By, reached their cap in 2008. Unless o1l prices go up these counties will

probably not reach the cap in 2009.

I don’t see a great risk in removing the caps. When activity is high and lets hope that
improves, the affected counties will have help with roads, policing ,school busing and
other county issues. When prices are down it would be business as usual.

The counties like Dunn and Mountrail who are “newer” to this oil business don’t have the
reserves yet to deal with great impact,

While all the impact is not bad-it’s the bad roads and dangerous traffic that tend to be the
most noticeable and affect nearly everyone. Combined with the winter we are having,
it’s pretty scary driving these country roads. We ranch in Dunn County and pulling a
trailer or getting around feeding cows is much more complicated with the increased truck
traffic.

'yy\ no* l’\b'u. 40 ¢ plar ~ b £ 'H.Q ackosi ke v 5?_(\'&? ,
We are fortunate to have the good jobs and traffic for our local busihesses. However 9
many of these jobs are temporary and the money and people will leave. When they go
we are left with a mess to clean up and without some reserves that won’t be possible.
The burden will be left with the counties. I would like to see more of the tax revenue
coming back to the counties where it can from in the first place,

Thank you for your time.
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Bill: HB1304
Hearing: House Finance and Tax Committee
Date: January 27, 2009

Honorable Chairman Belter and Members of the Committee;

My name is Brad Bekkedahl and I am the elected Finance Commissioner for Williston and
the Past President of the North Dakota Association of Oil and Gas Producing Counties. [ stand
before you today in support of FIB1304, as amended by its author, Representative Skarphol.

HB 1304 is a legislative attempt to improve on the current system of allocation of funds to the
oil producing counties. Its most important component is the removal of caps as they now exist.
These caps have placed an unfair burden on our local taxpayers to fund the costs of development
when there has not been sufficient funds allocated by the State. It is important to note that our
impacts and expenses for these development issues do not “cap” when they accelerate with the
activity. When there is not adequate funding for our impacts during and after these boom cycles,
then these costs are borne exclusively by our local taxpayers. This is a negative impact to our
constituents, and it is unwarranted at a time when the State has and is accruing the financial
resources from the Gross Production Tax to do more.

I wish to bring up two instances where the Legislature has responded to local government
funding areas and responded with systems that made them partners in their mission of delivery of
services to the citizens of North Dakota. The first example is the State Aid Distribution Fund to
Cities. This fund used to be appropriated at a steady amount by the Legislature in budgets every
session. The allocations did not keep up with cost increases, and the League of Cities worked
with the Legislature to develop a funding system that allowed for increases in funding when the
state was prospering, and also shared the risk of declines in the economy on an equal basis. The
funding was tied to a 0.4% share of the sales and use tax revenues for the State, and it has been a
very successful system for both the State and cities. The second example just occurred in the
2007 Legislative Session when deliberations brought forward a funding formula that addressed
equity for local school districts in North Dakota. This has led to a successful partnership
between schools and the State and is another example of correcting a system of funding that
provides “equity” between the Staie and its local government entities. I am here today to ask that
you now support “equity” between the State and the 17 Oil and Gas Producing Counties by
removing the caps on the 5% Gross Production Tax so that we may have adequate funding to
address our impacts and needs, and the State may retain its ability to do the same for all its
Citizens. Removing caps will not return enough money to address the level of needs as
documented by a study of impacts completed this past summer for submission to the Interim Tax
Committee, but it will make us partners with the State in funding during good times and bad, and
that is the equity we seek with the passage of HB1304.

Thank you for your kind attention today, and I hope you give HB1304 a DO PASS vote and
recommendation for further consideration. ¥ am happy to answer any questions you may have.

Brad Bekkedahl drbekk@wil.midco.net 701-570-1879
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Bill No: HB1304

Hearing Committee: HB-FINTAX

Date: Tuesday, January 27, 2009

Honorable Chairman Belter and Committee Members,

My name is Ward Koeser, and [ am President of the Williston City Commission, a
position also referred to as Mayor. [ stand here today in support of HB 1304 and ask for your
support as well.

House Bill 1304, with the amendments offered here today by its sponsor,
Representative Skarphol, offers the opportunity to our city, county, townships, and schools to
begin to fully address the impacts related to oil and gas development in North Dakota. Prior
to the institution of the current caps on the gross production tax receipts in 1983, there were
not a lot of problems in keeping pace with the infrastructure development and maintenance
required by the industry to produce this resource, a resource that has benefitted the State
tremendously with its production and extraction taxes since then.

The City of Williston is a perfect example of how caps have detrimentally affected
our residents while the state benefitted. In the late 1970's and the early 1980's boom and bust
cycle, Williston was encouraged by the State to provide housing and industry infrastructure
to support the development of the resource that was benefitting the State at the time. You
must remember that, at the time, Williston had huge numbers of people actually living in
tents and temporary quarters, as well as businesses doing the same due to the rapid nature of
the boom. We responded with an aggressive infrastructure plan that led to almost $30 million
of debt remaining when the bust happened overnight.

In response, we were forced to tax our local property owners to pay this debt over the

next 20 years. Until our citizens approved a limited home rule charter and a local 1% sales



tax, we were spending almost 40% of our city budget on special assessment deficiency
payments. While we did receive some State impact funds and a State loan to help with this
debt load, the majority of the debt became the responsibility of our local citizens. Understand
that functionally the city suffered also with high property tax levies, no infrastructure
improvements, and minimal maintenance of our physical plant. Not having caps on
production taxes returning to the local entities may have provided us sufficient income to not
have to use large debt accumulation during the high cash flow periods to the State, and it
would certainly help us now to address another boom and bust cycle. We are not asking for it
all: remember that by removing the caps, we only get 25% of the tax after production income
exceeds $4 million in our county. The State still receives 75% of the income above this limit.
It just gives us the ability to move up and down as partners with the state in this revenue
stream. We understand we will always have to pay part of the burden.

Our example as a city is but one of many. Tioga, Ray, Stanley, Parshall, New Town,
Crosby, Dickinson, Belfield, Bowman, and Watford City are others that have struggled and
continue to bear an unfair burden to benefit others in the state. It is our belief that when the
State removed our ability to property tax this development, they also assumed the
responsibility to pay for its impacts. I ask you to now offer some relief by voting a “Do Pass”
recommendation to HB1304 and its amendments. [ would be happy to answer any questions

you may have, and appreciate your considering my testimony today.
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. TESTIMONY FOR HOUSE BILL 1304

AMEND SECTION 57-51-15
PREPARED FOR:

HOUSE FINANCE AND TAXATION COMMITTEE

REP. WESLEY R. BELTER, CHAIRMAN

PREPARED BY:

. BOWMAN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS



COUNTY OF BOWMAN
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

104 First Street NW Bowman, ND 58623
Suite One Phone: 701-523-3130

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
Rep. Wesley R. Belter, Chairman

The Bowman County Commission would like to thank you for this opportunity to provide some
information as to the importance of oil and gas production taxes to Bowman County. Tax
revenues that come to the County have been of great assistance to the citizens of Bowman
County, especially the past few years.

The demands on Bowman County have remained the same from drilling to production. The
difficulties are still with Bowman County

The demands at the Auditor’s Office have increased with the invoice processing with accounts
payable system from the Social Services Dept., Sheriff’s Dept. and Road Dept.

With the production of oil and gas comes transportation and storage of the products. The hazard
that comes with production requires additional training and equipment for our local emergency
responders.

The Bowman County Social Services has seen an increase of 8-10% in the last 10 years and
remains steady. With the initial oil activity most workers did not bring their families to Bowman
County., Now that we are in a production phase more families have moved to the area to make
Bowman County their home, causing an increase use of their programs.

The court system for the county has stayed the same with their case loads, averaging 120 to 140
cases filed with the Clerk of Courts. The number of recordings in the records office has remained
steady. In 1995 was a high of 4,419 to an average of 1,500 yearly from 1999 to 2008.

The number of deputies has risen from 1987-1994 with a sheriff and one part-time deputy to the
present sheriff, two full-time deputies and on part-time deputy. The criminal and civil case load
has gone from 156 cases in 1995 to 258 cases in 2008. The number of execution of judgments
prior to 1995 was approximately 6 to a high of 24 in 2004 and present at 17 executions of
judgments. Bowman County has seen a large increase in the housing of prisoners at the
Southwest Multi-Correction Center. In the past housing expenses averaged 300-400 dollars an
month to a present cost of 3,000-4,000 dollars a month to house prisoners. The sheriff’s office
has not slowed down from drilling to production phase. Number of civil process, criminal
process, crime and the need for additional patrolling has steadily increases.

Kenneth Steiner, Chairman Pine Abrahamson Rill Bowman
Rick Braaten Lynn Brackel



As for roads in Bowman County, we are seeing the need to resurface roads that were new 5 to 6
years ago. The county is running out of local gravel to continue to rebuild roads heavy enough to
handle the heavy loads that are traveling on the roads. This shortage of gravel increases the cost
of repairing and building of roads. The overload permits have remained steady with an average
of 150 permits issued a month. Which does not include oil. water, gravel and scoria loads. The
oil companies are now blending the oil from the Bakken formation with the oil in Bowman
County. With this phase of production we are seeing trucks come into Bowman County loaded
and leaving the county loaded.

As a result of the needs of permanent employees who work at or on these facilities or sites
continue to impact the communities. The needs for housing, daycare, healthcare, schools
recreation, culture, and roads are still placing demands on the county and communities of
Bowman County.

Bowman County supports House Bill 1304 with the removal of the caps. The legistation is
needed to maintain and provide additional needs for the residents of Bowman County. Your
support is urgently needed.

Thank you for your time and favorable consideration.
Lynn Brackel, Commissioner

Bowman County Commission
[brackel@ndsupernet.com
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COUNTY ROAD INVENTORY N COUNTY
item S AT TOTAL MILES e S8OWMAN
No. : T L W4 ., . |ASPHALT [GRAVEL [ S :
1[COUNTY COLLECTORS (Federal Aid and others that serve as major collectors) 34 0
2IMINOR COUNTY COLLECTORS {Most roads leading to the County and State Collectors) 31 50
3|0THER COUNTY ROADS { Secmdamroads that are Irke townshlp roads) 0 5 -
e T e TR TR AT Yo
MAINTENANCE COSTS and FREQUENCY 1LES OF NEED
S e R sl R A AR B s COST FREQUENCY NEXT 3 YEARS
5 ASPHALT OVERLAY (1- 1/2‘ or IBSS will be consrdered malntenance) N/Atper mile  |every years
8|ASPHALT CHIP SEAL ( Include oil, chips, equipment and labor tc complete) $14,000|per mile  |every 7|years 25
7|ASPHALT REPAIR (include cold mix, paiching and crack sealing) $500)per mile  |every 1]years 195
8|BLADING GRAVEL ROADS (Include equipment, labor, fuel and repairs) $65|per mile 1|per month 990
9|GRAVEL SURFACING REPAIRS (spot graveling, 2" lift or less for maintlenance) £600]per mile _|every|  7|years 25
10IGRAVEL CRUSHING (Include equipment, fuel, labor, testing and royalty} $3.25|per ton/CY |<-Circle ton or CY
11]GRAVEL HAULING AND LAYING (Based on average haul miles in County) B o -
j_clude Ioadulg haui ing, Iayrng and aIF other costs) $5.75|per ton/CY [<-CircletonorCY |
RECONSTRUCTION COSTS and FREQUENCY MILES OF NEED
COST FREQUENCY NEXT 3 YEARS
12IMINE AND BLEND REHAB. (Inc[udes Milling, 0" tp 2" Grave _g_and Chip Sear) 572,500 |per mife  [every 25|years 8
13{ASPHALT SURFACE TREATMENT (Includes 3"or Thicker Graveling and Chip Seal) $103,500|per mile  |every| N/Alyears
14{ASPHALT OVERLAY (Includes milling and 2" to 3" overlay) N/A|per mile every N/A|years
15|NEW HOT BIT. PAVING (Includes 3" fo §" for new pavement)( Specify thickness in notes) N/A|per mile  Jevery| N/Alyears
16|GRAVEL RESURFACING (3" to 4"){Based on average haul miles in County}
(Include loading, hauling, laying and all other costs) $24,000|per mile  levery 15 years 12
17|NEW GRAVEL SURFACING (4" to 6" -Specify)(Based on average haul miles in County)
{include loading, hauling, laying and all other costs) $58,500|per mile  [every |[N/A ears
18|ROAD RECONSTRUCTION(Needed to improve safety/widening to accommodate surfacing) S, NI "
(Cost for Dlrt Work Culverts Erosion Control, etc., do not include surfacing)]  $90,000|per mile
. R T Ly R Rt B e I T Tt
NOTES (Enter item no. and comments below)
B[ 22 wide = 12,800 sy @ $1.10 = $14,000
7|15 days patching @ $1600/day = $24,000 and 100 ton cold mix @ $80/ton = $8,000 Total $32,000/65 miles = $500/mile
8|Blade cost of $750/day - blade 12 miles/day = $65/mile
9150 ton per mile @ $2.00 =3450 - 2 Hr. blade @ $75/Hr.= $150 for Total of $600/mile
10}Ave. price for 2007
11|Average haul in Bowman County is 10 miles
12|Recyle surface @ $7,500/ mile - 2" gravel is 2200 ton @ $8.00 = $20,000 - Double Chip Seal = $45,000/ mile - Total $72,500
13|6500 ton gravel @ $9.00 = $58,500 - double chip seal @ $45,000/ mile Total $103,500
161(3" compacted) 2700 ton/ mile @ $9.00 = $24,000/ mile
171(8" compacted) 6500 ton/ mite @ $9.00 = $58,500/ mile
18{Average per mile cost 2007




OIL AND GAS IMPACTED COUQVHD COST SURVEY

]

Y

N TR e UL FU T VT e
COUNTY ROAD INVENTORY COUNTY
ltern " v LA e TOTAL MILES BOWMAN
No. s S v 2o _ |ASPRALT [GRAVEL ) e et T
1|COUNTY COLLECTORS (Federal Ald and others that serve as major collectors) 68 21 <7 i :
2IMINOR COUNTY COLLECTQRS (Most roads leading to the County and State Collectors) 0 51 s
3|OTHER COUNTY ROADS { Secondary roads that are tlke townshlp roads) 0 §
MAINTENANCE COSTS and FREQUENCY MILES OF NEED
. COST FREQUENCY NEXT 3 YEARS
5|ASPHALT OVERLAY (1-1/2" or less wil be cons:dered maintenance) N/A per mile every years
6|ASPHALT CHIP SEAL ( Include oil, chips, equipment and labor to complete) $20,000|per mile every 3lyears 68
7|ASPHALT REPAIR (include cold mix, patching and crack sealing) $1.300|per mife  levery 1{years 204
8|BLADING GRAVEL ROADS (include equipment, labor, fuel and repairs) $75|per mile 2 |per month 2808
9|GRAVEL SURFACING REPAIRS (spot graveling, 2" lift or less for maintenance) 3600|per mile every| 3|years 68
10IGRAVEL CRUSHING (Inciude equipment, fuel, labor, testing and royalty) $3.25{per ton/CY [<-Circle ton or CY
11{GRAVEL HAULING AND LAYING (Based on average haul miles in County) P )
(Include Ioadmg haullng layl_g_and all other costs) $5 75 per tonICY <-Circle ton or CY |
RECONSTRUCTION COSTS and FREQUENCY MILES OF NEED
e B A T e PR TR R s s D e COST FREQUENCY NEXT 3 YEARS
12{MINE AND BLEND REHAB (Includes Mllhng 0"to 2" Gravelmg and Chrp Seal) $72,500|per mile  |avery 15|years 15
13{ASPHALT SURFACE TREATMENT (includes 3"or Thicker Graveling and Chip Seal) $103,500|per mile  |every| N/Alyears 29
14|ASPHALT OVERLAY (Includes milling and 2" to 3" overlay} N/Alper mile  |every| N/Alyears
15[NEW HOT BIT. PAVING (Includes 3" to 5" for new pavement){ Specify thickness in notes) N/A|per mile  levery| N/Alyears
186|GRAVEL RESURFACING (3" to 4")(Based on average haul miles in County)
{Include loading, hauling, laying and all other costs) $24,000{per mile  levery S\years 35
17INEW GRAVEL SURFACING (4" to 68" -Specify)(Based on average haul miles in County) $58,500|per mile every Slyears 12
18|ROAD RECONSTRUCTION({Needed to improve safety/widening to accommodate surfacing) SIEL e, ER
(Cost for D|rt Work Culverts Eroslon Control etc do not mclude surfaclng) $105 OOO er mlle 28
NOTES (Enter ltem no. and comments below)
6| 31 wide = 18,100 sy @ $1.10 = $20,000
7130 days patching @ $1800/day = $54,000 (includes flagging) and 500 ton cold mix @ $80/ton = $40,000 Total $94,000/68 miles = $1,300/mile
81Blade cost of $750/day - blade 10 miles/day = $75/mile Note: Total miles in three years is 78 mile x 12 per year x 3 years
9(50 ton per mile @ $9.00 =$450 - 2 Hr. blade @ $75/Hr = $150 for Total of $600/mite
10]|Ave. price for 2007
11]Average haul in Bowman County is 10 miles
12|Recyle surface @ $7,500/ mile - 2" gravel is 2200 ton @ $9.00 = $20,000 - Doubie Chip Seal = $45,000/ mile - Total $72,500
1316500 ton gravel @ $8.00 = $58,500 - double chip seal @ $45,000/ mile Total $103,500
16)57 Miles of minor and secondary (3" compacted) 2700 ton/ mile @ $9.00 = $24,000/ mile
17121 miles of collector (8" compacted) 6500 ton/ mile @ $9.00 = $58,500/ mile
18|Average per mile cost 2007




Bowman County
Non-impacted verses Oil and Gas Impacted

Non-impacted Roads

ltem No. Cost/mile
6 $14,000
7 $500
8 $65
g $600
12 $72,500
16 $24,000
TOTAL

Oit and Gas Impacted Roads

ltem No. Cost/mile
6 $20,000
7 $1,300
8 $75
9 $600
12 $72,500
13 $103,500
16 $24,000
17 $58,500
18 $105,000
TOTAL

miles Total

25 $350,000

195 $97,500

990 $64,350

25 $15,000

8 $580,000

12 $288,000
$1,394,850

miles Total

68 $1,360,000

204 $265,200
2808 $210,600
68 $40,800
15 $1,087,500
29 $3,001,500
35 $840,000
12 $702,000
29 $3,045,000

$10,552,600
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The City of TR

|0

Bowwan

January 20, 2009

Mr. Chairman and Committee Members:

My name is Lyn James, President of the Bowman City Commission. I am here to
testify in support of HB 1304.

You have heard Bowman County, and the other oil producing counties, present
effective and informative testimonies clearly explaining their needs for the oil-
extraction taxes as the oil industry impacts their roads, bridges and other
infrastructure,

I ask you to remember that the impact extends into our towns and cities as well.

The City of Bowman receives a portion of the oil gross production taxes, to the
maximum available for our population. Those funds are a God-send as we
struggle to provide essential services. The City needs to assist in all areas of
services, and also maintain infrastructure put in place during the exploration
phase, as well as the production phase. For example, the City has to replace one
major street that is being pounded by oil trucks. The 6-7 block construction costs
will be at least $1,000,000. We have also needed additional road enhancement on
the outer limits of our city.

Each year since 2005, the City of Bowman has reached the maximum funding
allowed by the formula put in place in 1983. Because of continued demands over
the years, funding is tight. Our tax base is limited, and consequently, the City
Commission has taken the unpopular step to increase our general fund mill levy
for 2009 by, and I'll tell you that the Commission has taken a lot of heat over this
decision.

Bowman has maintained a stable population, thanks in most part, to the oil
industry. With that in mind, we have seen a burden on our police department. The
additional staffing and equipment equates to approximately $98,000.00 annually.
There is need for additional and more specialized fire equipment, as well the space

PO Box 12 = 101 First Street NE « Bowman, ND 58623 * 701-523-3309 » Fax 701-523-5716 = bowmanauditor@ndsupernet.com
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. and related expenses to house this equipment. Enhanced ambulance services and
equipment has been essential. Training requirements in each of the areas I have
spoken of has been an issue as well. In order to keep quality employees in place,
the City has also seen the need to be competitive with the oil industry in the area
of salaries and benefits.

The City strives to enhance “quality of place” issues, in order to encourage
families who are drawing oil-related salaries to select Bowman as their home
community. Some of those essential services are public safety, transportation
enhancement and healthcare, as well as cultural and recreational facilities and
services.

These “quality of place” issues are very difficult to quantify from a dollar and cent
perspective, but have continued to be a significant public need.

In regard to the Energy Impact Grants, the City of Bowman encourages you to

expand that fund in order to meet more energy impact funding needs. I have

included information regarding grant requests and receipts from our City, Fire
. Department and Healthcare Services for the past six years.

= We support House Bill 1304: Such legislation will allow additional energy dollars
to come back to the Bowman area, as well as our neighbors in the North Dakota
oil country.

Thank you for your time.

Respectfully submitted,

Lyn James
President, City Commission



ENERGY IMPAC™GRANT REQUESTS .j

.‘ . 12008

SW HEAL THCARE:

03 04 05 06
Request: $200,000 Salaries $135,000 Phys. Salary 335,000 Port X-Ray $20,000 Ambulance
Receive: $40,000 $10,000 $10,000 $5,000
Request: $14,600 Pharm. Supplies $12,000 Drug Testing | $7,450 Pharm. Supplies
Receipt: $5,000 $5,000 $2,000
Request: $100,000 X-Ray Equip $20,000 Ambulance $22,000 Phys. Recruit
Receipt: -0- $5,000 $5,000
Request: $5,000 Training Supplies $3,853 Pharm. Supplies $30,000 Remodel
Receipt; $4,000 $1,000 -0-

Request: $20,000 Ambulance
Receipt: $5,000

Request: $13,000 Bathrooms

Receipt:  -0-
07 08
Request: $30,500 Ambulance/ $20,000 Ambulance
Receipt: $5,000 _ $5,000
Request: $13,266 Pharm. Supplies
Receipt: -0-
FIRE DEPT:
03 04 05 08
Request $70,000 Rescue Unit $40,000 Rescue Unit $5,000 Foam Truck Rep.$400,000 New Fire Hall

Receipt: $10,000 35,00 $2,500 $20,000



CIT*" OF BOWMAN
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uest: $25,000 Solar Bee $10,000 Police $40,000 Chip Seal $50,000 New Shop

Receipt: $5,000 $4.000 £10,000 -0-
Public Safety A
Request: $10,000 Vehicle $82,000 Chip Seal $150,000 Water Main $15,000 11 Ave No.
Receipt: -0- $10,000 -0- : $5,000
Request: $200,000 Reservoir Cover
Receipt: -0- '
07
Request: $20,000 Cemetery Road
Receipt: $2,000
*tl*t*tit#*#*tt***t*t*t##*#1**l*#********t**#**********l***##**#*#*t**t***t*#l*#*i*#t*l#l***#**#****l*t*t****t**t*******##**t**#t
City of Bowman: 2003 thru 2008 SW Healthcare: 2003 thru 2008
Requests: $492.000 ; _ Requests: $701,669
Receipts: $36,000 Receipts: $107,000

Fire Dept: 2003 thru 2008

Requests: $480,000
Receipts: $32,500
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- Honorable Members of the Finance & Taxation Committee:

. I am David J. Hynek, Chairman of the Board of the Mountrail County
Commissioners. I have been in office since January of 1997. My testimony is in
support of removing the cap amendment to House Bill 1304.

Mountrail County has adopted and maintains the attitude that we will do
everything we can to help the oil industry succeed in our County. The impact on
our infrastructure and our citizens has been enormous, in spite of this you will
rarely find anyone speaking ill of the oil industry.

The economic engine of the State depends upon maintaining and improving
infrastructure state-wide. The tax dollars generated by the oil industry needs to be
and should be shared state-wide, from flood control and adequate fresh water in the
Red River Valley to water, road and crude oil and natural gas pipelines in the
western part of the State and points in between.

The continued success of the oil and gas industry in North Dakota and its ability to
generate tax revenue depends on a number of factors including: fair and stable tax

rates, reasonable per barrel price for oil and adequate infrastructure within the
oil and gas producing counties.

Mountrail County is the top oil producing county in North Dakota. Our
infrastructure is being stressed beyond reason and in some instances crumbling.
Our entire county is affected. We have in excess of 700 oil wells producing in 49
of our 55 townships. We receive six or more new permits every permit list.

The current amount of revenue we receive from the gross production tax is not
adequate. Despite our best efforts including use of our property tax dollars we are
losing ground trying to just maintain our infrastructure let alone improve it. Some
specific costs we have incurred are:

$452,912 — Contractors for road maintenance and repair
89,800 — Crushing of gravel
500,000 — 2009 Budget for Township Assistance
94,600 — Grind-up pavement and turn to aggregate
58,360 — Dust control on 11 miles of road
185,799 — Maintenance of EOG haul road

\. These are just a few annual maintenance items associated with oil impact.



F
. Current and future road re-building and re-surfacing needs include but are not ;
limited to:

$ 3,690,000 — Overlay 9 miles of ground-up payment

$12,000,000 — Overlay 24 miles of pavement that may have to be ground up if not
taken care of

$ 7,400,000 — Rebuild 37 miles of county gravel road

$ 9,200,000 — Assist townships in rebuilding 46 miles of gravel road

$ 184,000 - Dust control on 46 miles of county and township road,
annual expenses

Part of the above costs will be covered by our 10 mill ballot money leveraging
state and federal money.

Near the beginning of my testimony I state that Mountrail County was and is
displaying a cooperative mentality toward the oil industry. An example of this is
the number of requests by the oil industry to re-zone property to address their
needs. We received and acted on 71 requests in 2007-2008. Every request was

approved.

Mountrail County is not only willing but wants to share oil tax revenue with the
entire state of North Dakota. All we ask is to be treated right. There is no doubt in
my mind that the committee and this legislative session know what is right. The
decision is yours. Please remove the cap. Thank you for your time and attention.

Respectfully,

David J. Hynek, Chairman
Mountrail County Commissioners
9148 59" St NW

Ross, ND 58776

(701) 755-3372
joanh@co.mountrail.ns.us
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Testimony to the

House Finance and Taxation Committee
Prepared January 27", 2009 by

Mountrail County Sheriff Ken G. Halvorson

CONCERNING HOUSE BILL 1304

¢ Chairman Representative Belter and members of the committee; I am
Mountrail County Sheriff Ken Halvorson. I have been with the Mountrail
County Sheriff’s Department for approximately 35 years, the last 31 of
which I have served as the county’s sheriff.

* lam here today to testify, as an elected Mountrail County official, in support
of removing the cap on the oil and gas extraction tax.

* Mountrail County was established in 1909, making this year the counties
one hundredth anniversary.

* Mountrail County is made up of 55 townships, which cover approximately
1,933 square miles. With in its boundaries are approximately 1,800 miles of
established roads which are maintained by the state, county, & townships.

¢ Every new oil well that is drilled is causing an increase in the miles of
established roadways that the county has. This also increases the number of
personnel needed to maintain & patrol these roads.

¢ During my time with the Mountrail County Sheriff’s Department, I have
never seen such an increase of activity within the county, as I have in the last
2 years. This increase is solely due to the production of oil and is occurring
in every corner of Mountrail County.

The county sheriff’s office is not only responsible for patrolling the rural
areas of the county, but is also responsible for providing law enforcement
services for the cities of New Town and Parshall. Both of these communities
are located in the area impacted by the oil boom.

e With this dramatic increase in oil activity, comes a substantial increase in the
work load that the Mountrail County Sheriff’s Office has seen.

With more people, there is more crime. In 2008, I did add an additional two
deputies to help off set the increase in the work load. But considering the
size of the increase in the amount of traffic our county has seen, I really need
an additional two or three more deputies, because of the hundreds or trucks
and oil related workers we see coming into the county every day. During
2008, I lost 4 deputies and 1 dispatcher. Some left to go to work in the oil
fields, and some left because of problems that related back to the oil field.



With the additional traffic and people, new problems are added to the
workload that my office is already called upon to handle. Some of these new
calls that my office is summoned to include fires at oil rig sites, semi roll
over’s, gas plant burn offs, drilling rig accidents, etc. This is only a small
sample of the new calls we have received and responded to. While we are
busy with the additional calls, we are still handling all of the normal day to
day operations of the County Sheriff’s Office. _ '

In 2007, my office issued 303 traffic citations, during the 2008 year my
office issued 1,351 citations. This amounts to an over 400% increase.

In 2007 my department investigated 132 traffic crashes, while during 2008
we investigated 164. Of these crashes, 29 were directly related to oil field
activity.

The monetary value of the losses seen due to the crashes in 2007 was.
$572,265.00. While in 2008, this value increased to $6,431,100.00.

In 2008 we investigated 5 oil field related fatalities. 1 of which occurred on a
drilling rig, while the other 4 occurred in oil field related traffic crashes.

All of this activity has a cost attached to it. More officers (if you can find
them) mean more salaries, and higher salaries are required to compete with
the large salaries that the oil field workers are being paid.

In a three year period my annual budget has risen by nearly 40%; from a
budget of $647,673.00 in 2006 to my current budget for 2009 which is
$1,015,596.00.

In closing, Mr. Chairman and Committee Members, the increase in oil
production is a benefit to all of North Dakota. I am respectfully requesting
that the oil extraction tax cap be removed so that my county, and other oil
producing counties, can better serve the residence of our counties and deal
with the increase expenditures that the oil production has caused. Thank You
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a Good morning ladies and gentlemen.

. I am Joan Hollekim. I took office as Mountrail County Auditor on April 1, 2007,
although I am not a newcomer to Mountrail County as I have worked in the
auditor’s office since 1984. I don’t recollect in the past 25 years, being as busy in
the Courthouse as it has been in the last few years.

I stand before you in favor of removing the caps on the 5% oil and gas production
tax. Mountrail County receives $3,070,000 annually out of the $5,600,000 cap, the
remaining goes to the schools and cities.

I am here to give testimony on the annual cost Mountrail County has incurred
because of the oil industry. The added personnel over the last couple of years is
overwhelming. A full-time rover position to help throughout the Courthouse
offices, a full-time temporary position to help in the Recorder’s Office, two full-
time officers and a full-time dispatcher in the Sheriff’s Office, a full-time planner
position and four full-time road positions. This is ten new positions at an ongoing
annual cost to Mountrail County of $547,832. This figure only includes salary and
benefits. The ongoing operating expenses to equip new personnel have
compounded budgets, such as maintainers, patrol vehicles, computers, fuel, repairs,
and the list goes on.

Supporting evidence of personnel cost:

Salary Benefits Total

Rover position $31,200 $16,700 $ 47,900
Temporary position $27,456 $ 2,100 $ 29,556
Dispatcher $35,856 $17,600 $ 53,456
2 — Officers $39,060 ea $18,000 ea $114,120
4 - Roadworkers $37,500 ea $17,800 ea $221,200
Planner $60,000 $21,600 $ 81,600

Total $547,832

Now some of you mught be thinking does Mountrail County need all this extra
help? 1 for one have no doubt that every position hired was warranted. I work
directly with the Planning Commission, we conducted 51 public hearings this past
year and the year before was just as busy. Nearly every one of these hearings was
due to the o1l industry. The need for a qualified planner was well over due.



One great concern of mine personally, is bumn-out of the staff. Mountrail County
needs more funding to hire contractors and additional help. Our overtime budget
alone has gone from $36,700 in 2006, to 45,517 in 2007, and $58,195 in 2008. You
see the pattern. Very little of this overtime was worked by the new positions
created. At times, officials and employees have to work Monday through Saturday
and sadly to say even Sundays to keep up with the work load.

In closing let me make a small comparison of the oil and gas revenues Mountrail
County received to our last road project. The last 8.3 mile road project completed
in the year 2005 cost $1,332,722 which included construction, engineering and
related expenses. This equals $159,359 per mile. Mountrail County alone has 365
miles of gravel and paved roads and 1,217 miles of township roads; many of the
township miles are maintained by the County at a very minimal cost. Divide the oil
and gas revenues of $3,070,000 by the 1,582 miles of county and township road in
Mountrail County; $1,940 per mile. I do not need to say more.

Now I could go on and on with increased figures resulting from the oil activity. I
only hope you realize how much Mountrail County and other oil affected counties
need additional funding to help maintain their infrastructure and the continual
added cost counties have to bear because of the oil impact.

I know as senators and representatives your job is not easy with the many decisions
you have to make. Well imagine being a county commissioner in an impacted oil
county making decisions on how to allocate the County’s money. The difference,
our funding is limited. Again, I respectfully asked for your support in removing the
caps on the oil and gas production tax.

Thank you.

Joan Hollekim

Mountrail County Auditor
PO Box 69

Stanley, ND 58784

(701) 628-2145
joanh@co.mountrail.ns,us

T
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HELLO......... 1 AM LARAE IWEN THE RECORDER AT MOUNTRAIL
COUNTY. 1 TOOK OVER THE RECORDERS OFFICE NOV. 17" OF 2008, BUT |
HAVE BEEN EMPLOYED THERE FOR ALMOST 4 YEARS. IT WAS A VERY
BUSY OFFICE WHEN 1 STARTED BUT NEVER DID | FATHOM HOW BUSY WE
WERE YET TO GET.

[ COME TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF REMOVING THE CAPS ON THE 5%
OIL & GAS PRODUCTION TAX.

THE RECORDERS OFFICE HAS BEEN DRASTICALLY AFFECTED BY
THE OIL PLAY. THE NUMBER OF LANDPEOPLE AND GENERAL PUBLIC HAS
CALLED FOR DEMANDS TO UPGRADE TO KEEP UP WITH THE INFLUX., OUR
DOCUMENTS THAT COME IN FOR RECORDING HAS INCREASED FROM 5929
DOCUMENTS IN 2005 TO 15,038 IN 2008, JUST THIS PAST YEAR OF 2008 WE
HAVE INCREASED THE NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS FOR RECORDING BY
ALMOST 6000.

WE HAVE DIGITIZED OUR DOCUMENTS FOR EFFICIENCY AND DUE
TO LACK OF SPACE. WE NO LONGER HAVE SPACE IN OUR VAULT TO
STORE ANY MORE DOCUMENTS. OUR OFFICE AVERAGES ANYWHLERE
FROM 30-80+ LANDPEOPLE IN OUR OFFICE AT ANY GIVEN TIME.

WE HAVE CONVERTED WHAT WAS A LAW LIBRARY TO ROOM FOR
LANDPEOPLE TO USE. THEY NOW HAVE A COPIER, PRINTER, AND FOUR
COMPUTER TERMINALS IN THAT ROOM TO USE FOR THEIR RESEARCH. WE
ALSO HAVE ADDED TWO COPIERS IN OUR OFFICE AND 4 OTHER PUBLIC
COMPUTER TERMINALS. THIS WAS A NECESSITY FOR THE VOLUME OF
LANDPEOQOPLE UTILIZING OUR OFFICE AND EXTRA STAFF.

THERE IS MUCH EXPENSE TO ADDING PUBLIC COMPUTER
TERMINALS. THERE IS SOFTWARE, LISENCING, TONER, PAPER, &
MAINTENANCE, WIRELESS INTERNET, AND A TAX WEBSITE. THE

EXPENSES HAVE OBVIOUSLY INCREASED FOR EMPLOYEE PURPOSES ALSO.

WE HAVE PURCHASED TWO SCANNERS TO SCAN OUR IMAGES, AND
LABELS WHICH GO ON EVERY PAGE OF EVERY DOCUMENT WHICH IS
VERY EXPENSIVE.

ALL OF THE TRAFFIC IN OUR OFFICE HAS ALSO LEAD TO EXPENSIVE
COSTS IN BOOK REPAIRS. WE BUDGETED $9,000 FOR 09 JUST FOR BOOK
REPAIRS. THEY ARE LIKE THE YELLOW PAGES, THEY GET USED. THE
DOCUMENTS WE MAINTAIN ARE VITAL TO SO MANY PEOPLE FOR SO
MANY REASONS ESPECIALLY FOR THE RECENT DEMAND OF
DETERMINING MINERAL OWNERSHIP. WE HAVE TO SAFEGUARD OUR
DOCUMENTS.

:_-“T"z_bﬂg



WE HAVE EXTRA COST IN DIGITIZING THE DOCUMENTS AND OFF
SITE STORAGE FOR OUR DOCUMENTS. THE RECORDERS OFFICE 15
SPECULATING IT WILL COST AROUND $243,574.00 TO KEEP THE OFFICE
FUNCTIONAL FOR 2009 .

AND LASTLY NOT TO BE FORGOTTEN ARE THE EMPLOYEES OF THE
RECORDERS OFFICE. WE HAVE PUT IN SEVERAL HOURS OF OVERTIME
OVER THE LAST FEW YEARS. WE HAVE HAD TO ADD A FULL TIME
TEMPORARY POSITION, AND A PART TIME POSITION ALSO ADDING
EXPENSE TO THE OPERATION OF THE RECORDERS OFFICE.

IN CLOSING OUR OFFICE HAS ENCURRED PHENOMINAL EXPENSES IN
ORDER TO MAINTAIN AN EFFECTIVE EFFICIENT OFFICE. THE RECORDERS
OFFICE IS OBVIOUSLY AN INSTRUMENTAL PART OF THE OIL INDUSTRY IN
NORTH DAKOTA., SO 1 ASK YOU TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN
DECIDING ON THIS BILL THE HARD WORK, LONG HOURS AND EXPENSES
INCURRED TO ACCOMADATE OIL PRODUCTION IN OUR COUNTY AND
OTHER OIL-PRODUCING COUNTIES IN NORTH DAKOTA.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.

L.aRae Iwen

Mountrail County Recorder
PO BOX 69

STANLEY, ND 58784
(701)628-2145
liwen(@co.mountrail.nd.us
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Oil & Gas Development — Road and Bridge Impacts

Jack L. Olson, Assistant Director
Planning & Programming Division
North Dakota Department of Transportation

State Capitol Building, Fort Totten Room
9:00 AM Tuesday
January 27, 2009
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. O/W & 0/D and G/D Only Permits (No WOR) (Williston, Minot, Dickinson Districts) 2006 & 2007
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2007 $2,155,835 # Permits 38,792 -
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Ol and Gas Activity in Bowman County (November 2008}
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North Dakota Qil Fields and Railroad Oil Loading Facilities — Dacember 2008
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North Dakota Oil Fields — August 08
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Salt Water Disposal Sites — Sept 08
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Salt Water Disposal Site Truck Trafflc for September 2008
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Estimated Oil & Gas Related Truck Volumes - September 2008 %= =y

Loaded Truck Movament Type Truckloads
New Wells Drilled Non-Bakken {150) 60,000

_ New Wells Drilled Bakken (750) 600,000
WorkQver Rig Movements

New Wells {900) 3,150

Existing Wells (4193) 839

N Acid 2-3 Truckloads Per New Wall 2,250

Crude Qil Truckloads Existing 105,348
Crude Qil Truckloads (New Bakken) 375,722
Crude Qil Truckloads (New Non-Bakken) 23,966

#4 Freshwater (Bakken) 117,186

Freshwater (Non- Bakken) 1,674
Sand (Bakken Only} 27,000
w Saltwater (Existing) 202,428

' Saltwater (New-Bakken) _ 158,959
l Saltwater (New Non-Bakken) 162,228

Abandonment 100-150 Wells Annually 3,750
Gas Plant Truck Movements 10,950
Total Truckloads (Annually) 1,855,450
Total Truckloads (Dally)

Saskatchewan Manitoba
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® s
Current Annual Estimated
Truckloads by Economic Activity

Oil & Gas Development 1,855,450

Agriculture 1,300,000
Manufacturing 820,000*
Total 3,975,450

* Figures do not include fertilizer, gas and diesel deliveries, other inputs, multiple

agricultural movements, or raw material Inputs for manufacturing
19
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,351
HB 12335-House Finance & Taxation Committee, Tuesday, January 27, 2009, Fort Totten Room, State Capitol Building
Qil & Gas Development —~ Road and Bridge Impacts (Notes}

Jack L. Olsan, Assistant Director, Planning & Programming Division, Narth Dakota Department of Transportation

.Iide 1 -In August 2008, North Dakata had 4,193 active oil wells which produced over five and a half million barrels of oil and
additional wells are being drilled every day.

Slide 2 - Between 2003 and 2007, 1637 oil wells were drilled in 23 counties,

Slide 3 - Many different pieces of equipment are necessary to bring an oil well into production. Several loads involve oversize
and overweight movements. Of the 40 to 50 loads necessary to mave a drilling rig, almost half require permits since they
exceed legal weights, and 3 out of every 4 loads are also oversized.

Slide 4 - The size and weight of oil related traffic has increased steadily over time. For example, in the early 1990's, work over
rigs had gross weights of approximately 90,000 pounds. By 2007, the weight of a work cver rig was approaching 110,000
pounds, Initially, many wells are worked over 3 to 4 times a year.

The total number of loads involved with bringing a well into production is dependent on its depth, whether the well is drilled
vertically or horizontally, and the efficiency of the company moving the equipment.

Slide 5 — This slide shows a comparison between the number of overweight and over-dimensional permit tallies between 2006
and 2007 in the Williston, Minot and Dickinson NDDOT Districts. About 1/3 of the permit tallies were for travel in more than
one district,

We do not know the amount of overweight and over-dimension fees generated in 17 oil producing counties, however )
statewide in 2007, a little more than 2.1 million dollars of self-issued permits and identification supplements were sold; enough
o build about two miles of two-lane highway.

e 6 - This slide shows that 95% of all oil and gas development sites are more than a quarter mile from a state highway. Qil
and gas development impacts the road systems of all levels of government.

Slide 7 - This slide shows the location of cil and gas wells and other oil related sites in Bowman County. The red lines are the
county boundaries, the black lines are state highways and the lighter gray lines are county or township roads. In Bowman
County 99.8% of the county's active wells and oil related sites are more than a quarter mile off a state highway.

Slide 8 - This slide shows the method of crude oil transport from wells in Bowman County. The oil from fields shown in red is
transparted to tank farms or pipeline collection points by truck; the oil from fields shown in green is transported by pipelines;
and oil from the fields shown in blue is transported by either truck or pipelines. Similar patterns exist in the other oi! producing
counties.

Slide 9 - This slide shows the location of all of North Dakota's oil fields and the method of crude oil transportation. It also
shows the location of railroad oil loading facilities.

Slide 10 - in Dﬁmzr of 2008, there were 386 distinct oilfields in North Dakota. The oil from 328 or 85% of the fields was
transported by truck. Oil from 20 or 5% of the fields was transported 100% by pipeline. The oil from the remaining 38 or 10%
of the fields was transported by trucks or pipeline.

Oil from 35 percent of the state’s wells is transported by pipelines and oil from the remaining 65 percent is trucked.

Slide 11 - The shallow natural gas wells between Bowman and Baker, MT; and the oil wells of the Bakken Formation and those
( ‘wen Staniey, Killdeer and Dickinson generally require stimulation to enhance their production. This is done by fracturing



equipment which injects the gas or oil bearing formation with sand suspended by polymers in freshwater under great amounts
of pressure.

bring an oil well on line in the Bakken Formation requires between 20,000 to 30,000 barrets of water which is the equivalent

220 %o 233 truckloads, and 1,000,000 to 2,000,000 pounds of sand which is the equivalent of 24 to 48 truckloads. Al sand
or fracturing is currently transported through Williston.

Slide 12 - In September of 2008, the oil extraction process produced over 5.5 million barrels of ail. Over nine million barrels of
saltwater was also produced. Of the total amount of saltwater almost 2.2 million barrels, or 24% of the saltwater, was
transported by truck to permitted disposal sites. This is the equivalent of 16,869 truckloads.

Slide 13 - This slide shows the location of salt water disposal sites and associated truck traffic as of September 2008.

Slide 14 - There are 2509 miles, or 33% of all state highways; and 33,729 miles, or 35% of the state’s local roads in the 17 oil
and gas producing counties. At this time we do not know how many of these road miles are directly impacted by oil and gas
development.

slide 15 - In addition to impacting roads, oil development significantly impacts bridges and other structures. This slide shows
that 3% of the structures on state highways and 29% of the structures on county roads in the oil producing counties are either
functional obsolete or structurally deficient as of December 2008. The cost of replacing a typical structure averages about
$450,000.

slide 16 - Another cost of maintaining safe roads in oil preducing counties occurs at highway/railroad grade crossings. Due to
higher volumes of oil-related traffic, energy companies have approached the BNSF Railway seeking the installation of signals at
rural crossings.

Currently, it costs about $165,000 to instail signals at a highway/rail crossing. NDDOT's current budget allows for between 8
.1 10 signal upgrades per year. Each signal annually costs the railroad approximately 55,000 to maintain. it costs about
000 to 48,000 dollars to replace the crossing surfaces on a single track line.

slide 17 - Between March and September of 2008 the projected annual truck volume associated with oil and gas development
increased approximately 11% from 1.6 million truckloads to 1.8 million truckloads.

slide 18 - Between 1996 and 2006, truck traffic at 20 randomly selected sites in the state’s 17 oil producing counties was up
41.3%. We do not know how much of this increase is solely attributable to oil and gas development since growth was also
experienced in agriculture and manufacturing. During the same period, truck traffic on all state highways was up 20.2%.

stide 19 - This slide shows a relative comparison of primary truck transport generated by major segments of our economy. |t
should be noted that the figures for agriculture and manufacturing are incomplete as noted. These figures also do not include
wholesale and retail trade, service industries, the construction sector, or trucks passing through our state.

To give some perspective to the magnitude of these numbers, if the nearly 4 million truckloads were placed end to end they
would circle the earth more than two times.

Slide 20 & 21 - These slides show the relative distribution of truck traffic and all traffic and have been included to give you
some perspective of how traffic compares across the entire state.

.



-’T—;TJW‘-—O'—*( 1o

House Bill 1304
Testimony of Michael Ziesch
Job Service North Dakota
Before the
House Committee On
Finance and Tax
Representative Belter, Chair
January 27, 2009

Qil and Gas Production Tax

Chairman Belter and members of the committee, | am Michael Ziesch a Research
Analyst with Job Service North Dakota. | am here today offering amended language to

three sections of House Bill 1304.

Qur concerns lie with the draft wording of 57-51-15.2 (b) (d) & (f). In these sections Job
Service would be asked to determine the percentage of a city’s |abor force that is

directly related to oil extraction. The difficulty is that these are fairly strict Labor Market

Information terms that come from two separate Bureau of Labor Statistic (BLS)

programs, one of which is not produced for all geographies, specifically smaller cities.

For example, a labor force statistic comes from the program that produces the
unemployment rate for the state. Besides for statewide and the counties, BLS
methodology requires that we only produce that statistic for the 4 largest cities in the
state (Fargo, Bismarck, Minot, and Grand Forks). It would not be possible to make a

reliable estimate of it for cities of smaller population.

Our suggestion is to make the comparison to a city’s “Private Covered Employment”

level. This would allow all computations to use one series, the Quarterly Census of




Employment and Wages (QCEW), also known as covered employment. We could have
made the comparisons to a city’'s TOTAL covered employment, but that would have
made for a very large denominator in the computation due to inclusion of Federal, State
and Local entities {schools & colleges, park districts, etc). These differences can be

viewed in Table 1 found at the back of my testimony.

The term oil extraction is also pretty specific, encompassing a very narrow set of
industry codes from our QCEW program. As mentioned, our data are compiled following
strict BLS definitions and methodology. So, using the term oil extraction would certainly
hinder the employment percentage of any city. This will be highlighted in a following

section (Table 2).

Our suggestion would be to use the term Mining, which is the generic major industry
term for al! related activity (Oil & Gas Extraction, Mining (such as coal & gravel), and
Support Activities). As can be seen from the tables, most cities in the state have very

little employment activity related to mining, with the exception of Williston & Dickinson.

| recommend the following language be amended to allow for more consistent and

reliable computations and better meet the intended resuits. From 57-51-15.2 (b), (d) and

{f) change the wording as follows:

The next two hundred eight thousand dollars must be allocated to any city in the county

with a population of more than seven thousand five hundred. The allocation under this



subdivision must be doubled if the city has more than two and one-half percent of its
private covered employment engaged in the mining industry, according to data compiled

by Job Service North Dakota.

in the above change, | have replaced the second sentence of the referenced sections.

And the percentage threshold can be set at any level that meets legislative intent.

This wording can be summarized as:

¢ Changing the percentage threshold from seven and one-half to two and one-half (or
whatever level is desired)

* Changing “labor force” comparisons to Private Covered Employment

» Changing “directly related to oil extraction” to the mining industry as a whole

| have attached two tables that may highlight how these proposed changes would affect
the larger cities in the state. | have included data for the 10 largest cities and also
statewide data for comparison. It can be seen that the seven and one-half percent
threshold in the current language would only aillow one city to qualify (Williston), under
either scenario. As well, using the percentage of “private” employment leaves more
wiggle room between the cities and the threshold. For example, a threshold of two and
one-half percent would open eligibility a bit allowing Dickinson through too. No other city

great than 7,500 population is even close.



Table 1 would be using industry data related to “Mining” table 2 related to “Oll

Extraction” as defined by BLS.

Chairman Belter, this concludes my testimony. ! would be happy to answer any

questions at this time.




All Data are year 2007

Table 1: Private
. Total Sector Yo %o
AreaName  Population ) Empl. Mining Total  Prvt.

STATEWIDE 639,715 341,705 277,658 5,099 1.5% 1.8%
Williston 12,393 10,075 8,796 1,885 18.7% 21.4%
Dickinson 15,916 11,129 9,299 298 2.7% 3.2%
Minot 35,281 26,325 21,853 185 0.7%  0.8%
Bismarck/Mandan 59,503 56,494 45 731 122 0.2% 0.3%
Fargo/WestFgo 92,660 93,420 85,201 i N/A N/A
Grand Forks 51,740 36,565 28,951 e N/A N/A
Jamestown 14,680 10,022 8,131 bl N/A N/A
Wahpeton 7,703 5787 4,663 lllal N/A N/A
Devils LaRe 6,675 5,336 4,031 i N/A N/A
Valley City 6,300 4,213 3,445 laa N/A N/A
Table 2: Private NAICS 211 & .

. Totai Sector 213 (Oil and Yo %
AreaName  Population ., Empl. Gas) Total  Prvt.

STATEWIDE 639,715 341,705 277,658 3,535 1.0% 1.3%
Williston 12,393 10,075 8,796 1,850 18.4% 21.0%
Dickinson 15,916 11,429 9,299 175 1.6% 1.9%
Minot 35,281 26,325 21,853 bl N/A N/A
Bismarck/Mandan 59,503 56,494 45,731 bk N/A N/A

Population: UUS Census Bureau

Employment: Quarterly Census of Employment & Wages

*** Non Disclosable due to confidentiality—negligible employment
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House Bills 1304 & 1275
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January 27, 2009

Chairman Belter and members of the Committee, My name is Ron Ness. 1 am the President of the North
Dakota Petroleumn Council. The North Dakota Petroleum Council represents 160 companies involved in all
aspects of the oil and gas industry and has been representing the industry since 1952.

As you know the level of oil and gas activity over the past two years has increased substantially.
Maintaining a quality road infrastructure in these areas is critical to the ability to develop the state’s oil

resources. We strongly support additional funding for oil and gas producing counties. Qur industry is paying

the tax is a portion of which is intended for impacts to these areas and a sufficient portion should be returned

these counties.

The oil tax distribution formula is broken and needs repair. The current lag between drilling activity
and actual oil production resulting in tax revenues flowing to the state and ultimately to the counties must
be addressed. The biggest impacts occur early in an o1l play prior to the majority of the tax revenues
returning to the counties. Counties with new production do not have the budgets/resources to maintain
their roads when the impacts hit. There is no reason, with the tremendous amount of wealth that oil
production has brought to our state, that counties where the wealth is generated are begging the state to
have more of the revenue flowing back to their counties to assist with significant road impacts. Our

member companies paid over $400 million in oil production taxes to North Dakota is fiscal year 2008 and
yet several of them have recognized the dire straits of budgets in certain counties and have made

contributions to counties for vehicles, fire trucks, and bridges. ND companies should not be put in that

ation when our state is experiencing historic economic times. This bill will likely see much debate but

ope that you can find the right level of funding to address the counties funding issues.
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90260.0303 Prepared by the Legislative Council staff for ;//}7/

Title. Representative Drovdal
February 10, 2009

. PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Page 2, line 29, overstrike "must be", remove "allocated within", and overstrike "the county”

Page 2, line 30, after "sensus” insert "is subject to limitation"

Page 3, replace lines 1 through 31 with:

a. Counties having a population of three thousand or less shall receive
no more than three million nine hundred thousand dollars for each
frscal year however a county may recerve

isien the full amount of its
allocatron under subsectron 2 for each ﬂscal year if during that fiscal
year the county levies a total of at least ten mills for combined levies
for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and federal-aid road, and

county road purposes Any—ameunt—reeenvedby—aeeuﬂty-exeeedmg

b. Counties having a population of over three thousand but less than six
thousand shall receive no more than four million one hundred
thousand dollars for each fiscat year- however a county may receive

the Ul amount or rts allogatlon under subsectron 2 for each fiscal year
if during that fiscal year the county levies a total of at least ten mills for
combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and

federaI ard road and county road purpcses A-ny-ameunt—reeewed—by

¢. Counties having a populatron of six thousand or more shall receive no
more than four million six hundred  thousand dollars for each fiscal

year; however, a county may recerve
the full amount of its allocation

under subsection 2 for each fiscal year if during that fiscal year the
county levies a total of ten mills or more for combined levies for county
road and bridge, farm to- market and federal ard road and county road

purposes AR

Page 4, line 5, remove "for allocation under this subsection”

Page 4, line 7, remove "for allocation under"

. Page 4, line 8, remove "this subsection”

Page No. 1 90260.0303



Page 5, line 1, remove "for"

Page 5, line 2, remove "allocation under this subsection”

Page 6, remove lines 1 through 17

Renumber accordingly

Page No. 2 90260.0303
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Theodore Roosevelt Quote of the Week:

"It is true of the Nation, as of the individual, that the greatest doer must also be a great dreamer.”

.erkley, California, 1911

From: Triplett, Constance T. [mailto:ctriplett@nd.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2009 1:47 PM

To: Jim Fuglie

Subject: RE: Problem with 1304

Good timing, Jim.

Dwight intends to call us back to committee to reconsider the action we took this morning because he wants to add
some accountability language to the new County-Township infrastructure program. | will bring your issue up for
discussion. Dwight did not acknowledge that the change in wording made any difference in the dollars. Thanks for the
heads-up!

Connie

From: Jim Fuglie [mailto:jimf@medora.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2009 2:42 PM

To: Triplett, Constance T.

Subject: Problem with 1304

| just learned of amendments to HB 1304 that really cut into the city of Medora’s revenue from the oil production tax. Prior
to last session we hade been capped at about $325,000. Last session we got bumped to about $600,000. Sen. Cook now
amendments to bump us back to $450,000, which | think your committee adopted today. Medora’ allocation is abased

an old formula from the 1970's, that recognized we are a tourist town with a lot of guests. That formula is now

tdated. Our little town with a census population of 100 is often a town of five or six thousand people, and we have to
provide the infrastructure for a town that size. Streets, curb and gutter, water, sewer, storm sewers. That formula was
based on us having a 90 day season. We now have a six month season, and will be going to 12 months. We have huge
future needs such as a new sewage treatment system, a new water treatment plant, and housing for year-around
employees. If those amendments pass it will create extreme hardship for our little town.

Connie, | hate to call attention to this on the floor when out hotel grant is hanging by a thread in the Commerce Dept.
Appropriations bill. Would you be able to just have a discussion with Dwight about this? Randy is over there now trying to
talk to him. I'll alert our Mayor, Doug Ellison, and try to get him over here tomorrow. If worst comes to worst, we'll deal with
it in conference. | just want you to be aware of this.

Thanks, Connie,

Jim

Jim Fuglie

Development Director

Theodore Roosevelt Medora Foundation
P.O. Box 198

Medora, ND 58645

(701) 623-4444
(701) 220-3492 (cell)

Theodore Roosevelt Quote of the Week:

‘ true of the Nation, as of the individual, that the greatest doer must also be a great dreamer."

2
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Est FY10 Est FY10 Est FY11 Est FY11
FY 08 FY08 Avy/ Est FY10 Avg/ Excess to Est FY11 AvgPer Excessto
County City Population  Allocation Resident Allocation Resident County Atlocation Resident County

Renville Glenburn 374 $67,029.34 $179.22 $64,02044 $171.18 $0.00 $74,038.13 $197.96 $0.00
Renville Grano 9 $1,613.00 $179.22 $1,54060 5171.18 $0.00 $1,78167 $197.96 $0.00
Renville Loraine 19 $3,405.23 $179.22 $3,252.38 $171.18 $0.00 $3,761.30 $197.96 $0.00
Renville Mohal} 812 $145,528.93 $178.22 $138,896.25 $171.18 $0.00 $160,74538 $197.56 $0.00
Renville Sherwood 255 $45,701.82 $179.22 $43,650.30 $171.18 $0.00 $50,480.54 $197.96 $0.00
Renvilie Tolley 63 $11,291,.04 $179.22 $10.784.19 §171.18 $0.00 $12.471.66  $197.96 $0.00
1,532 $274,569.36 $179.22 $262.244.16 $171.18 $0.00 $303,279.18 $197.96 $0.00
Siope Amidon 26 $31,079.53 $1,195.37 $15,500.00 375000 {$10,025.55) $19,500.00 $750.00 ($14,687 .49}
Slope Marmarth 140 $167,351.32  $1,195.37 $105,000.00 $750.00 {$53,883.75) $105,000.00  $750.00 ($79,086.45)
166 $198,430.85 $1,195.37 $124,500.00 §750.00 ($64,009,30) $124,500.00 $750.00 ($93,773.94)

Stark Belfield 866 $19,799.55 $22.86 $196,688.67 $227.12 $0.00 $216,809.95 $250.36 $0.00
Stark Dickinson 16,010 $366,040.24 $22.86 $736,618.35 $76 68 $0.00 $765,999.15 $79.74 $0.00
Stark Gladstone 248 $5,670.08 $22.85 $56,326.55 $227.12 $0.00 $62,088.76 $250.36 $0.00
Stark Richarton 619 $14,152.34 $22.86 $140,589.24 $227.12 $0.00 $154,971.55 $250.36 $0.00
Stark South Heart 307 $7.019.01 $22.86 $69,726.81 $227.12 $0.00 $76,859.88 $250.36 $0.00
Stark Taylor 150 $3,429.48 $22.86 $34,068.47 $227.12 $0.00 $37,553.68 $250.35 $0.00
18,200 $416,110.70 $22.86 $1.234,019.09 $67.80 $0.00 $1 ,314.282.9-7. $72.21 $0.00

Ward Berthold 466 $301.45 $0.65 $232.83 $0.50 $0.00 $269.27 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Burlington 1,096 $708.89 $0.65 $547.81 $0.50 $0.00 $633.29 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Carmpio 148 $95.74 $0.65 $73.95 $0.50 $0.00 $85.52 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Des Lacs 209 $135.20 $0.65 $104.43 $0.50 $0.00 $120.77 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Oonnybrook 90 $58.22 $0.65 $44 97 $0.50 $0.00 $52.00 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Douglas 64 $41.40 $0.65 $31.98 $0.50 $0.00 $36.98 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Kenmare 1,081 $699.28 $0.65 $540.11 $0.50 $0.00 $624.63 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Makoti 145 $93.80 $0.65 $72.45 $0.50 $0.00 $83.78 %0.58 $0.00
Ward Minot 36,567 $23,654.70 $0.65 $18,270.40 $0.50 $0.00 $21,129.27 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Ryder 92 $59.51 $0.65 $45.97 $0.50 $0.00 $53.16 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Sawyer 377 $243.88 $0.65 $188.36 $0.50 $0.00 $217.84 $0.58 $0.00
Ward Surrey 817 $583.20 $0.65 $458.17 $0.50 $0.00 $529.86 $0.58 $0.00
41,252 $26,685.37 $0.65 $20,611.23 $0.50 $0.00 $23,836.37 $0.58 $0.00

Williams Alamo 51 $3,200.98 $62.76 $13,836.52 $271.30 $0.00 $15,18524 $297.75 $0.00
Williams Epping 79 $4,958.39 $62.76 $21,433.03 $271.30 $0.00 $23,522.23 $297.75 $0.00
Williams Grenora 202 $12,678.40 $62.76 $54,803.45 $271.30 $0.00 $60,14546 $297.75 $0.00
Williams Ray 534 $33,516.17 $62.76 $144,876.44 $271.30 $0.00 $158,998.42 $297.75 $0.00
Williams Spring Brook 26 $1,631.88 $62.76 $7,053.92 $271.30 $0.00 $7.741.50 §$297.75 $0.00
Williams Tioga 1,125 $70,609.91 $62.76 $305,217.23 $271.30 $0.00 $334,968.58 $297.75 $0.00
Wiltiams Wildrose 129 $8,086.60 $62.76 $34,998.24 $271.30 $0.00 $38,409.72 §297.75 $0.00
Williams Willisten 12,512 $785,307 .69 $62.76 $1611,236.95 $128.78 $0.00 $1670817.86 $133.54 $0.00
14658  $920,000.02 $62.76 $2,193,455.78 $149.64 $0.00 $2309,788.01 $157.58 $0.00

(1) Medora population before adjustment is 100 - old adjustment gave them 710 - new adjustment gives them 700

NOTE: These schedules are for discussion purposes only. The data in these schedules are based on rough assumptions relating to revenue collections from the political
subdivisions and are not official fiscal estimates, Drops in allocation dollars, not limited by caps, are due to price and production fluctuation, not distribution changes.
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Est FY10 Est FY10 Est FY11 Est FY11
Fr o8 FY08 Avg/ Est FY10 Avygl Excess to Est FY11 Avg Per  Excess to
County City Population _ Aliocation Resident Allocation _ Resident County Allocation _ Resident County
McHenry Anamoose 282 $1,212.21 $4.30 $1,200.71 $4.26 $0.00 $1,388.58 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Baifour 20 $85.97 $4.30 $85.16 $4.26 $0.00 $98.48 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Bantry 19 $81.67 $4.30 $80.90 $4.26 $0.00 $93.56 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Bergen 11 $47.28 $4.30 $46.84 $4.26 $0.00 $54.16 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Deering 118 $507.24 $4.30 $502.42 $4.26 $0.00 $581.04 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Drake 322 $1,384.16 $4.30 $1,371.02 $4.26 $0.00 $1,585.54 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Granville 286 $1,229.41 $4.30 $1,217.74 $4.26 $0.00 $1,408.27 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Karlsruhe 119 $511.54 $4.30 $506.68 $4.26 $0.00 $585.96 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Kief 13 $55.88 $4.30 $55.35 $4.26 $0.00 $64.01 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Towner 574 $2,467 41 $4.30 $2,444.00 $4.26 $0.00 $2,826.40 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Upham 155 $666.29 $4.30 $659.96 $4.26 $0.00 $763.23 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Velva 1,049 $4,509.26 $4.30 $4,466.47 $4.26 $0.00 $5,165.32 $4.92 $0.00
McHenry Voltaire 51 $219.23 $4.30 $217.15 $4.26 $0.00 $251.13 $4.92 $0.00
3,019 $12,977.55 $4.30 $12,854.40 $4.26 $0.00 $14,865.68 $4.92 $0.00
McKenzie Alexander 217 $101,274.90 $466.70 $162,750.00 $750.00 ($5,423.67) $162,750.00 $750.00 ($12,606.37}
McKenzia Arnegard 105 $49,003.99 $466.70 $78,750.00 $750.00 {$2,624.36) $78,750.00 $750.00 ($6,099.86)
McKenzie Watford Ci 1,435 $669,721.12 $466.70 $1,076,250.00 $750.00 $35,866.19 $1,076,250,00 $750.00 $83,364 .67
3 1,787 $820,000.01 $466.70 $1,317.750.00 $750.00 (343,914 22) $1,317.750.00 $750.00 ($102,070.90)
MclLean Benedict 53 $85.81 31.62 $81.52 $1.54 $0.00 $94.39 $1.78 $0.00
Mclean Butte 92 $148.85 $1.62 $141.51 $1.54 $0.00 $163.85 $1.78 $0.00
MclLean Caleharbor 106 $171.62 $1.62 $163.04 $1.54 $0.00 $188.78 $1.78 $0.00
McLean Garrison 1,318 $2,13392 $1.62 $2,02722 $1.54 $0.00 $2,347 .31 $1.78 $0.00
Mclean Max 278 $450.10 $1.62 $427.59 $1.54 $0.00 $495.11 $1.78 $0.00
MclLean Mercer a6 $139.24 $1.62 $132.28 $1.54 $0.00 $153.16 $1.78 $0.00
Mclean Riverdale 273 $442.00 $1.62 $419.90 $1.54 $0.00 $486.20 $1.78 $0.00
MclLean Ruso 6 $9.71 $1.62 $9.23 $1.54 $0.00 $10.69 $1.78 $06.00
Mclean Turtie Lake 580 $9359.05 $1.62 $892.10 $1.54 $0.00 $1,032.96 $1.78 $0.00
Mclean Underwood 812 $1,314.68 $1.62 $1,248.94 $1.54 $0.00 $1,446.14 $1.78 $0.00
McLean Washburn 1,389 $2,248.87 $1.62 $2,136.43 $1.54 $0.00 $2.473.76 $1.78 $0.00
MclLean Wilton 565 $914.77 $1.62 $869.03 $1.54 $0.00 $1,006.24 $1.78 $0.00
5,558 $8,998.72 $1.62 $3,548.79 $1.54 $0.00 $9,898.59 $1.78 $0.00
Mountrail New Town 1,367 $315,831.24 $231.04 $629,246.17  $480.31 $0.00 $674,527.96 $493.44 $0.00
Mauntrail Palermo 77 $17.790.06 $231.04 $35,444.01 $460.31 $0.00 $37,99463 $493.44 $0.00
Mountrail Parshali 981 $226,649.92 $231.04 $451,565.82 $460.31 $0.00 $484,061.39 $483.44 $0.00
Mountrail Plaza 167 $38,583.62 $231.04 $76,872.05 $460.31 $0.00 $82,403.92 3493.44 $0.00
Mountraif Ross 48 $11,088.90 $231.04 $2209495 $460.31 $0.00 $23,664.95 $493.44 $0.00
Mountrail Stanley 1,279 $295,499.75 $231.04 $588,738.73  $460.31 $0.00 $631,105.53 $493.44 $0.00
Mountrail White Earth 63 $14,5565.50 $231.04 $28,899.65 §460.31 $0.00 $31,086.52 $493.44 $0.00
3,982 $919,989.99 $231.04 $1,832,961.39 $460.31 $0.00 $1,954,864.90 $493.44 $0.00
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City Year 2000 Population FY 07-08 GPT Revenue Re:velmf:/pe:rsanp
Beach 1,116 $238,368.45 $214
Bowman 1,600 $620,037.81 $388
Crosby 1,089 $270,793.37 $249
NewTown 1,367 $340,443.34 $249
Parshall 981 $244,312.33 $249
Stanley 1,279 $318,527.46 $249
Watford City 1,435 $801,216.62 $558

If you add up the revenue per person for all the cities here, and then divide by the number of
cities (7) the average revenue per person for cities in this population category is: $308/person.

Using the number of $308/person times Tioga population of 1,125: you get an allocation to
Tioga of: $346,500. The calculation for 60% of the twenty percent share to small cities based
upon the FY 07-08 numbers for Tioga is $347,805. Just some math to look at from all the

figures.
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. Formula change trial calculations for HB 1304 (February 21, 2009) W

City Pop. 07-08 75% 67% 60% 50%
Alamo 51 3,847 19,709 17,607 15,767 13,139
Epping 79 5,959 30,530 27,273 24,424 20,353
Grenora 202 15,237 78,063 69,736 62,450 52,041
Ray 534 40,280 206,364 184,453 165,091 137,574
Springbrook 26 1,961 10,048 8,976 8,038 6,698
Tioga 1,125 84, 859 434,756 388,384 347,805 289,834
Wildrose 129 9,824 49,852 44,535 39,882 33,234
(. Williston 12,512 943,786 276,438 364,899 442,301 552,877
\ (Add the above number to the $1,000,000 direct allocation)

Total Williston: 1,276,438 1,364,899 1,442,301 1,552,877

These figures were taken from a compilation of the revenues shown on the ND Treasurer’s
Office website for Oil and Gas Gross Production tax allocations from July t, 2007-June 30, 2008

Williams County allocation FY 2007-08 $4.5 19,548.81
All Cities in Williams County allocation 07-08 $1,105,753.16

Total population incorporated cities outside of Williston................... 2,146
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Formula change trial calculations for HB 1304 (February 22, 2009) > 0-”/

Stark County calculations

City Pop. 07-08 75% 67% 60% 50%
Belfield 866 19,323 120,374 107,384 96,126 80,538
Gladstone 248 5,534 34,472 30,752 27,528 23,064
Richardton 619 13,812 86,041 76,756 68,709 57,567
South Heart 307 6,850 42,673 38,068 34,077 28,551
Taylor 150 3,347 20,850 18,600 16,650 13,950
Dickinson 16,010 357,227 101,523 134,010 162,437 203,046

(Add the above number to the $500,000 direct allocation)

Total Dickinson: 601,523 634,010 662,437 703,046

These figures were taken from a compilation of the revenues shown on the ND Treasurer’s

Office website for Oil and Gas Gross Production tax allocations from July 1, 2007-June 30, 2008

Stark County allocation FY 2007-08 $1,624,369.50

All Cities in Stark County allocation 07-08  $ 406,092.00

Total population incorporated cities outside of Dickinson.................. 2,190
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Oniy 6 of the 16 Counties wili see an impact due to HB 1304

2008 Production

2008 Production

Billings Billings Old Billings New Change
County 2,621,751 2,487 900 (133.851)
Schools & Townships 1,365,000 1,935,000 570,000
Cities 780,000 1,105,700 325,700
Over all Totals 4,766,751 5,528,600 761,849
2008 Production 2008 Production
Bowman Bowman Qld Bowman New Change
County 2,845,000 7,292,300 4,447,300
Schools & Townships 1,435,000 5,671,800 4,236,800
Cities 820,000 3,241,000 2,421,000
Over all Totals 5,100,000 16,205,100 11,105,100
2008 Production 2008 Production
McKenzie McKenzie Oid McKenzie New Change
County 2,845,000 3,508.400 663,400
Schools & Townships 1,435,000 2,728,700 1,293,700
. Cities 820,000 1,568,300 739,300
Over all Totals 5,100,000 7,796,400 2,696,400
2008 Production 2008 Production
Mountrail Mountrail Old Mountrail New Change
County 3,070,000 3,521,100 451,100
Schools & Townships 1,610,000 2,738,700 1,128,700
Cities 920,000 1,564,900 644 900
Qver all Totals 5,600,000 7,824,700 2,224,700
2008 Production 2008 Production
Stark Stark Old Stark New Change
County 1,273,788 1,273,788 -
Schools & Townships 990,724 990,724 -
Cities 566,128 1,066,128 500,000
Over all Totals 2,830,638 3,330,640 500,000
2008 Production 2008 Production
Witliam Williams Old Williams New Change
County 3,070,000 2,976,300 {93,700)
Schools & Townships 1,610,000 2,314,900 704,500
Cities 920,000 2,322,819 1,402,819
Over all Totals 5,600,000 7,614,019 2014019

The other 10 Counties would see no change due to the current proposed language

of HB1304

o
o
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Only 6 of the 18 Counties will see an impact due to HB 1304

2009 Production 2009 Production
Dunn Dunn Oid Dunn New Change
County 2,845,000 2,376,400 (468,600)
Schools & Townships 1,435,000 1,848,300 413,300
Cities 820,000 1,058,200 238,200
Over all Totals 5,100,000 5,280,900 180,900
2009 Production 2009 Production
Bowman Bowman Oid Bowman New Change
County 2,845,000 4,292,300 1,447,300
Schools & Townships 1,435,000 3,338,400 1,903,400
Cities 820,000 1,907,700 1,087,700
Over all Totals 5,100,000 8,538,400 4,438,400
2009 Production 2009 Production
McKenzie McKenzie Old McKenzie New Change
County 2,845,000 2,783,400 (81,800)
Schools & Townships 1,435,000 2,164,800 728,900
. Cities 820,000 1,237,100 417,100
Over all Totals 5,100,000 6,185,400 1,085,400
2009 Production 2009 Production
Mountrall Mountrail Old Mountrall New Change
County 3,070,000 5,444,000 2,374,000
Schools & Townships 1,610,000 4,234,200 2,624,200
Cities 920,000 2,419,500 1,489,500
Over all Totals 5,600,000 12,097,700 6,497,700
2009 Production 2009 Production
Stark Stark Old Stark New Change
County 871,162 871,162 (0}
Schools & Townships 677,570 677,570 {0)
Citles 387,183 887,183 500,000
Over all Totals 1,935,915 2,435,915 500,000
2009 Production 2009 Production
William Willlams Old Willilams New Change
County 2,544,551 2,283,500 {261,051)
Schools & Townships 1,610,000 1,776,100 166,100
Cities 920,000 2,014,910 1.094,910
Over all Totals 5,074,551 8,074,510 999,959
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All Data are from year 2007

Prlvate Sector

Dome

All Data are from year 2007 JrD

Area Name Population T otal Empl """ ‘Empi Mining % T ot al % Prvt. Area Name Population
STATEWIDE 639, 715 341,705 27’7 658 5,099 1 5%__,‘ 1. 8% STATEWIDE 639,715
Williston 12,393 10,075 "8 796* : 1,885 18.7% [ 214% Williston 12,393
Dickinson 15,916 11,129 -~ ° 9,209 .. 298 27% _3.2%_  Dickinson 15,916
Minot 35,281 26325 -, 21 353 ‘ 185 07% . .0.8% . Minot 35,281
Bismarck/Mandan 59,503 .56,494 - 45731 .. 122 - 0.2% --0.3%-  Bismarck/Mandan 59,503
Fargo/West Fargo 92,660 93;420 -85,201" - b ONIA JUONIA Fargo/West Fargo 92,660
Grand Forks 51,740 . -36,565 - IR 28 951 i NIA .-'“'-NIA ) Grand Forks 51,740
Jamestown 14,680 .f10 022 8 131 - e N/A ™ - &IA' Jamestown 14,680
Wahpeton 7,703 . 5,787 4663, bl " N/A j NIA ] Wahpeton 7,703
Devils Lake 6,675 .5336 0 ¢ 4031 ¢ o N/A - NIA “* Devils Lake 6,675
Valley City 6,300 4213 - 3445 . wex -NIA-: N/A.  Valley City 6,300
“Private Sector NAICS 211 & 213
Area Name Population Total Empl. Empl. (Oil and Gas) % Total % Prvt. Area Name Population
STATEWIDE 639,715 341,705 277_{658 3,53f5 1.0% 1.3% STATEWIDE 639,715
Williston 12,393 10,075 8,796 1,850 18.4% 21.0% Williston 12,393
Dickinson 15,916 11,129 9,299 175 1.6% 1.9% Dickinson 15916
Minot 35,281 26,325 21,853 e N/A N/A Minot 35,281
Bismarck/Mandan 59,503 56,494 45 731 wak NIA N/A Bismarck/Mandan 59,503

Population: US Census Bureau
Employment, Quarterly Census of Employment & Wages
“** Non Disclosable due to confidentiality--negligible employment




‘Private Sector Mining &

Total Empl. Empl. - TransWare % Total % Prvt.

341,705 277,658 14,282 4.2% - 51%
10,075 8,796 2,221 220%  -25.3% .
11,129 9,299 : 550 - 49% . 5.9%
26,325 21,853 - 721 2.7% . 33%
56,494 45731 1,486 26% . :3.2%
93,420 85,201 O UNIA- . NIA
36,565 28,951 _NIA . N
10,022 . 8,131 - NIA" . . NA_ -
5,787. - 4,663 . N/A, . NA
5,336 4,031 e N/A- ;. © N/A
4,213 3,445 ~ o TNIA; T L NIA

Private Sector  NAICS 48-49

Total Empl. Empl. {Trans/Ware) % Total % Prvt,
341,705 277,658 9,183 2.7% 3.3%
10,075 5,796 336 3.3% 3.5%
11,129 9,299 252 2.3% 2.7%
26,325 21,853 536 2.0% 2.5%

56,494 45,731 1,364 2.4% 3.0%
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Sixty-first
Legtslative Assembly SENATE BILL NO. 2229
of North Dakota

Introduced by
Senators Stenehjem, G'Connell
Representatives Boucher, Carlson

{At the request of the Governor)

A BILL for an Act to amend and reenact subsections 1 and 2 of section 57-51-15 and section
57-51.1-07.3 of the North Dakota Century Code, relating to the apportionment of oil and gas

gross production taxes and oil and gas research fund deposits.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT. Subsections 1 and 2 of section 57-51-15 of the North
Dakota Century Code are amended and reenacted as follows:

1. First the tax revenue collected under this chapter equal to one percent of the gross
value at the well of the oil and one-fifth of the tax on gas must be deposited with
the state treasurer who shall credit thirty-three and one-third percent of the
revenues o the oil and gas impact grant fund, but not in an amount exceeding six
twenty million dollars per biennium, inciuding any amounts otherwise appropriated
for oil and gas impact grants for the biennium by the legislative assembly, and who
shall credit the remaining revenues to the state general fund.

2. The first one million dollars of annual revenue after the deduction of the amount
provided for in subsection 1 from oil or gas produced in any county must be
allocated to that county. The second one million dollars of annual revenue after
the deduction for the amount provided for in subsection 1 from oil and gas
produced in any county must be allocated seventy-five percent to that county and
twenty-five percent to the state general fund. The third one million dollars of
annual revenue after the deduction of the amount provided for in subsection 1 from
oil or gas produced in any county must be allocated fifty percent to that county and
fifty percent to the state general fund. All annual revenue after the deduction of the
amount provided for in subsection 1 above three million dollars from oil or gas

produced in any county must be allocated twenty-five percent to that county and

Page No. 1 90808.0100
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Sixty-first

Legislative Assembly

seventy-five percent to the state general fund. However, the amount to which each

county is entitled pursuant to this subsection must be limited based upon the

population of the county according to the last official decennial federal census as

follows:

a.

Counties having a population of three thousand or less shall receive no more
than tkree four million nine hundred thousand doilars for each fiscal year,
however, a county may receive up to feuf five million nine hundred thousand
dollars under this subdivision for each fiscal year if during that fiscal year the
county levies a total of at least ten miils for combined levies for county road
and bridge, farm-to-market and federal-aid road, and county road purposes.
Any amount received by a county exceeding kree four million nine hundred
thousand dollars under this subdivision is not subject to allocation under
subsection 3 but must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund.

Counties having a population of over three thousand but less than six
thousand shall receive no more than fear five million one hundred thousand
doltars for each fiscal year; however, a county may receive up to five six
miilion one hundred thousand dollars under this subdivision for each fiscal
year if during that fiscal year the county levies a total of at least ten mills for

combined levies for county road and bridge, farm-to-market and federal-aid

road, and county road purposes. Any amount received by a county exceeding

teur five million one hundred thousand dollars under this subdivision is not
subject to allocation under subsection 3 but must be credited by the county
treasurer to the county general fund.

Counties having a population of six thousand or more shall receive no more
than fewr five million six hundred thousand dollars for each fiscal year;
however, a county may receive up to five six million six hundred thousand
dollars under this subdivision for each fiscal year if during that fiscal year the
county levies a total of ten mills or more for combined levies for county road
and bridge, farm-to-market and federal-aid road, and county road purposes.

Any amount received by a county exceeding feur five million six hundred

Page No. 2 90808.0100
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Sixty-first
Legislative Assembly

thousand dollars under this subdivision is not subject to allocation under
subsection 3 but must be credited by the county treasurer to the county
general fund.
Any allocations for any county pursuant to this subsection which exceed the
applicable limitation for that county as provided in subdivisions a through ¢ must be
deposited instead in the state's general fund.
SECTION 2. AMENDMENT. Section 57-51.1-07.3 of the North Dakota Century Code
is amended and reenacted as follows:
57-51.1-07.3. Oil and gas research fund - Deposits - Continuing appropriation.
There is established a special fund in the state treasury to be known as the oil and gas
research fund. Two percent of the state's share of the oil and gas gross production tax and oit
extraction tax revenues, up to three five million dollars per bienniurm, must he deposited into the
oil and gas research fund. The state treasurer shall transfer into the oil and gas research fund
two percent of the state's share of the oil and gas production tax and the oil extraction tax
revenues for the previous three months. All moneys deposited in the oil and gas research fund
and interest on all such moneys are appropriated as a continuing appropriation to the council to

be used for purposes stated in chapter 54-17.6.
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¢ i e ————

o ——



/‘\\ /\\- r\%‘

i L

Oil and Gas aross Production Tax
Estimated County Revenue Distribution - Under Current Law, Executive, and legislative Proposals
Based on Legislative Council February 2009 Revenue Forecast and Actual January 2009 Distribution of Oil Production

County Distribution of Feb Leg Fcst County Distribution of Proposed County Distribution of Proposed

Based on Jan 2009 Production and $1 million Increase in County Caps Removal of County Caps

Current Law Distribution Formula Contained in Executive Budget (Incls $1 M from Exec Budget}

FY 10 Fr11 Biennium FY 10 FY 11 8iennium FY 10 FY 11 Biennium
Billings 5 3,677,118 § 4,017,785 § 7,694,903
Bottineau 2,536,777 2,699,009 5,235,786
Bowman 5,100,000 5,100,000 10,200,000 S 1,000,000 § 1,000,000 5 2,000,000 s 2,646,875 S 3,113,308 5 5,766,183
Burke 1,980,147 2,172,636 4,152,783
Divide 1,364,984 1,539,452 2,904,436
ounn 4,709,804 5,100,000 9,809,804 112,062 112,062 112,062 112,062
Golden Valley 1,128,983 1,266,523 2,395,506
McHenry 64,272 74,328 138,600
McKenzie 5,100,000 5,100,000 10,260,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 1,094,304 2,063,681 3,158,085
Mountraill 5,600,000 5,600,000 11,200,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 6,437,017 8,085,811 14,522,828
Renville 1,233,416 1,387,297 2,620,713
Slope 78,251 90,495 168,746
Stark 2,030,913 2,231,346 4,262,258
Ward 103,056 119,182 222,238
Williams 5,217,279 5,600,000 10,817,279 198,945 198,945 198,945 158,945
s 39,925,000 $ 42,098,053 $ 82,023,053 s 3,000,000 $ 3,311,007 5 6,311,007 $ 10,178,296 S 13,579,808 § 23,758,103

Prepared by: Office of Tax Commisisoner
K. strombeck
7-Mar-09




Honorable Chairman Dwight Cook & Members of the Finance & Taxation
Committee:

My name is David Hynek, I am Chairman of the Mountrail County Board of
Commissioners. I have been a Mountrail County Commissioner since 1997. My
testimony 1s in support of House Bill #1304.

Mountrail County is at the heart of the Bakken oil play in North Dakota. We have
gone from a small oil producing county to the top producing county in 2 years. In
spite of recent price drop in a barrel of oil our County is still experiencing
significant oil exploratton. We have 27 rigs drilling as of March 9. We receive an
average of 6 new drilling permits on every two week permit list. The impact on our
infrastructure, our budget and our citizens has been and continues to be enormous.

In an attempt to ease the impact of the oil industry we have added the following
personnel, a full-time rover position to help throughout the Courthouse offices, a
full-time temporary position to the Recorder’s Office, two full-time deputy
sheriffs, a full-time dispatcher in the Sheriftf’s Office, a full-time planner position
and six full-time road positions. The annual cost to Mountrail County for these 12
positions is $658.432 for salary and benefits.

The cost of maintainers, patrol vehicles, computers, fuel, repairs and other
materials necessary to support these positions is approximately $424.450 annually.

Our total annual cost for our county funds in 2007 was $6.915.340. In 2009 we
budgeted $15,355,516 to support our General Fund and special revenue funds; an
increase of $8.440.176. The County Road & Bridge Fund budget alone went from
$1,055,929 in 2007 to $5,513,941 in 2009.

The following are some of the current and future needs for road re-building and re-
surfacing; these amounts are not reflected in our current budget:

1. $3,690,000 — Overlay 9 miles of ground up pavement destroyed by oil
industry in 2008 — 2010-2011 if money is available.

2. $12,000,000 - Overlay 24 miles of pavement that may be ground up 1f not
taken care of — 2010-2012 if money is available.

3. $9,200,000 — Assist townships in re-building 46 miles of gravel road — 2009-
2013 if money is available.

4. $150,000 — Additional dust control on an annual basis.



Let me focus on the revenue side. Mountrail County received the following
revenue from the 5% gross production tax and oil impact fund in 2008 under
current law:

2008
5% G.P.T. $3,070,000
Oil Impact Grants -0-
**Mineral Royalty $221,301 (of $11,688,263 to counties)

The State of North Dakota received the following revenue from oil and gas
production tax in Mountrail County:

5% G.P.T. MILLIONS!
$134,512,356 — 2007 Year
2008 thru May - $89,861,090

Oil Extraction Tax MILLIONS!!
$97.871,420 — 2007 YEAR
2008 thru May - $81,006,604

**Mineral Royalty $28,325,265 - $11,688,263 to counties
=$16,637,002 State Share

School Lands $88,075,044 = State Share ($17,254,584

(Royalty & leases) collected in Mountrail County)

( 20- dollars to counties — all state)

Based on these figures, [ am guessing the State of North Dakota pulls in a half
billion dollars or more each year from the o1l industry.

The continued success of the oil and gas industry in North Dakota and its ability to
generate tax revenue depends on a number of factors including: Fair and stable tax
rates, reasonable price for o1l and adequate infrastructure within the oil and gas
producing counties.

Mountrail County has adopted and is trying to maintain the attitude that “we will
do everything we can to help the oil and gas industry succeed in our County”.

We also believe that the revenues generated by this industry must be shared state
wide, whether it be flood control and fresh water supplies in the Red River Valley
or for roads and pipeline and water projects in western North Dakota and points in
between.



Additionally, and I cannot emphasize this strongly enough, we believe that the
amount of the 5% gross production tax revenue going back to oil and gas
producing counties must be sufficient to keep county infrastructure in a safe and
functional manner; a manner that allows our local citizens to go about their daily
lives as they are accustomed to.

We hit the cap on the 5% gross production tax in November of 2008. We will not
receive one more penny of this revenue until September of 2009. If the current rig
count holds we will be adding about 25 new Bakken wells per month. In 9 months
that’s 225 new wells of impact.

The revenue stops but the impact continues. Please remove the caps!

Respectfully,

David J. Hynek, Chairman
Mountrail County Commissioners
9148 59" St NW

Ross, ND 58776

(701) 755-3372



Ongoing Annual Expenses - Mountrail County

Positions - 12 new positions

Total per year - 1,082,882

Operating expenses include fuel, repairs, uniforms, travel, training, office supplies
and insurance. Equipment includes pickups ($30,000 each every 2 years), motor
graders ($225,000 each every 8 years), computers and office equipment.

Supporting evidence of yearly personnel costs:

Salary Benefits Total
Rover position $31,200 $16,700 $ 47,900
Temporary position $27,456 $ 2,100 $ 29,556
Dispatcher $35,856 $17,600 $ 53,456
. 2 — Officers $39,060 ca $18,000 ea $114,120
6 - Roadworkers $37,500 ea $17,800 ea $331,800
Planner $60,000 $21,600 $ 81,600
Total $658,432

Supporting evidence of yearly equipment & operating costs:

Equip/Vehicles  Operating Total
Rover position $ 600 $ 200 § 800
Temp position $ 600 $ 200 $ 800
Dispatcher $ 600 $ 500 $ 1,100
2 — Officers $15,000 ea $11,000 ea $ 52,000
6 — Roadworkers $28,125 ea $33,000 ea $366,750
Planner $ 1,000 $ 2,000 $ 3.000
Total $424,450



Clerk of Court - Caseload Statistics for Mountrail County

CIVIL
PROBATE
RESTRICTED
CRIMINAL
TRAFFIC

149
50
35

264

1378

183
53
30

360

889

221
111

26
287
866

236
276
39
372
2001

%

58%
452%
11%
41%
45%



Mr. Chairman and Committee Members;
My Name is Les Snavely, Commissioner of the City of Bowman. | rise to support HB 1304, as amended.

You have heard Bowman County, and the other oil producing counties, present their expert testimonies
clearly explaining their need for the removal of the “Caps” on oil and gas gross production taxes returned
to the counties. They have shown how the oil industry impacits their roads, bridges, and other
infrastructure.

HB1304 specifically addresses the removal of the “Caps” off the county production funds, and the City of
Bowman supports that action.

We ask you to remember that the impact extends into our towns and cities as well. The City of Bowman
receives a portion of the oil and gas production taxes that come back to our county. These funds are a
God-send as we struggle to provide essential services.

The City needs to assist in all areas of services, and also needs (o maintain infrastructure put in place
during the exploration phasec as well as the production phase. For example, the City has 1o replace one
major street that is being pounded by oil traffic, The 6-7 block construction costs will be at least
$1,000,000. We also nced additional road enhancements on the outer limits of our city.

Each year since 2005, the City of Bowman has reached the maximum funding allowed by the formula
limits put in place in 1983. Because of continued demands on the City over the years, funding is tight.
Our tax base is limited; the City Commission has taken the unpopular step to increase our general
fund mill levy by about 46% for 2009, and I’li tell you that the Commission has taken a lot of heat
over this decision. Additional “Oil Production Funds” will help our town,

Bowman has maintained a stable population, thanks in most part, to the oil industry. With that in mind,
we have seen a burden on our Police Department. The additional staffing and equipment equates to
approximately $98,000 annually. There is need for additional and more specialized fire equipment, as
well as expenses to house this equipment. Enhanced ambulance services and equipment has been
essential. Training requirements in these areas has been required. [n order to keep quality employees in
place, the City has also seen the need to be competitive with the oil industry in the areas of salaries and
benefits. This equates to $100,000 annually.

And last, but certainly not least, the City strives to enhance “Quality Of Place” services, in order to
cncourage families who are drawing oil-related salaries to select Bowman as their home community.
Some of these expected essential services are public safety, transportation enhancement, healthcare, as
well as the cultural and recreational facilities. These “Quality Of Place™ issues are very difficult to
quantify from a dollar and cent perspective, but these services have continued to be a significant public
need.

The demand for services continues. We support HB 1304, as amended. This legislation will allow
additional energy dollars to come back to the Bowman area, as well as to our neighbors in the other North
Dakota oil and gas producing counties.

The citizens of Bowman thank you for your time.



Ron Ness
president 120 N. 3td Street = Suite 200 » P.OD. Box 1395 « Bismarck, NO 585062-1395
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House Bill 1304
Senate Finance & Taxation

March 10, 2009

Chairman Cook and members of the Committee, my name is Ron Ness. 1 am the President of the North
Dakota Petroleum Council. The Petroleum Council stands in support of HB 1304. As you know the level of
oil and gas activity over the past two years has increased substantially. Maintaining a quality road

infrastructure in these areas is critical to develop the state’s oil resources. We strongly support additional

funding for oil and gas producing counties. Our industry is paying the tax, which a portion is intended for

impacts to these areas, and a sufficient portion should be returned to these counties.

The oil tax distribution formula is broken and needs repair. The current lag between drilling activity
and actual oil production resulting in tax revenues flowing to the state and ultimately to the counties must
be addressed. The biggest impacts occur early in an oil play prior to the majority of the tax revenues
returning to the counties. Counties with new production do not have the budgets/resources to maintain
their roads when the impacts hit. There is no reason why, with the treméndous amount of wealth that oil
production has brought to our state, counties where the wealth is generated are begging the state to have
more of the revenue flowing back to their counties to assist with significant road impacts. Our member
companies paid over $400 million in oil production taxes to North Dakota in fiscal year 2008, and yet
several of them have recognized the dire straits of budgets in certain counties and have made contributions

to counties for vehicles, fire trucks, and bridges. North Dakota companies should not be put in that

.ituation when our state is experiencing historic economic times.
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. BOWMAN CO. SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
House Biil 1304

¢ Bowman Co. share of O1l and Gas Production Tax
$2.845 Million

o [ess than 2% of taxes returned to Bowman Co.

e Impacted Oil and Gas Roads cost 10 times that of non-impacted
Roads in Bowman County.

o Steiner Personal Testimonial



COUNTY OF BOWMAN
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

104 First Street NW Bowman, ND 58623
Suite One Phone: 701-523-3130

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
Sen. Dwight Cook, Chairman

The Bowman County Commission would like to thank you for this opportunity to provide some
information as to the importance of oil and gas production to Bowman County, especially the past few
years.

We would like to provide some numbers and figures as to how much financial assistance the $5.1 million
oil and gas production contributes to Bowman County, not including the schools and cities in the county.
After the formula divides up the $5.1 million with the schools and cities, $2.845 million remains for the
county to provide safe roads, sheriff’s protection and other services expected by the citizens of the county.

In fiscal year 2008, less than two percent of the production and extraction taxes taken out of Bowman
County were returned to Bowman County to provide a safe and productive oil business.

Members of the Finance and Taxation Committee as you all know, roads are one of the highest priorities
of a County. Thus we expend a large amount of our resources to building and maintaining a safe and
efficient road system. This is especially true in the o1l field. If the road system is inadequate, oil production
maybe reduced at times, which reduces revenue to all. Maintenance of the system, once it is built, is also a
factor that needs consideration. Our experience is that roads in the oil field need much more maintenance
than in areas outside the production area. We have tracked costs associated with the exploration and
production of oil and gas in our county since 1995. The results of that show that the cost of roads in the oil
production areas of our County are 10 times higher. The attached information completed for the NDSU
study verifies this information.

At my first County Commission meeting in January of 2003, I was asked to approve bids for a road repair
project in the heart of the oil field at a cost of $1.1 million. [ though that was an outlandish amount of
money. Since that time we have spent about $250,000 and will need to invest another $200,000 this spring
to repair damages to that same road. This is just a small portion of the road system in the oil field. We
budget about 4.5 million dollars each year for roads in Bowman County. We have needs for much more
than that but have no more funds.

Bowman County supports House Bill 1304 with the caps removed with amendments. The legislation is
needed to maintain and provide additional needs for the residents of Bowman County. Your support is
urgently needed.

Kenneth Steiner, Chairman of Bowman County Commission

L TERTTTTRSTPEIPTLIYT .......................................................................-..-...........’

Kenneth Steiner, Chairman Pine Abrahamson Bill Bowman
Rick Braaten Lynn Brackel
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House B3il) 1304
March 6. 2009
Senate Finance and Tax
The Honorable Senator Cook

Distinguished Committee Members

As Bowman Township Officers we urge that you give a “do pass™ on House Bill 1304, As
Supervisors we are responsible for the maintenance of 21 miles of roads within our township.
and over the [ast several years our job has been increasing difficult. Qur mill levy generates an
annual budget of $135.000.00 a vear, if it wasn’t for the cooperation and financial assistance of
our County Commissioners maintaining these miles would an impossible task, We are currently
working with the Commisstoners on a $620.000.00 project (see enciosed estimate) which
consist of 3 miles of a township road that has two families living along it. Traffic used to be the
two families. the occasional traveler and farm equipment going from one field to the next. It is
now betng used by oilfield workers as a cut across to oilfield sites. The traffic has increased
dramaticalily, safety and dust control has become a foremost concern. Due to the
Commissioner’s commitment to their county and other townships road and our commitment to
the other 19 miles of roads that can’t be ighored or neglected, the expense of this project will
become a 2 to 3 year project or more at the expense of safety and dust control for our patrons,
Passage of this bill ts essential as a lifeline for County Townships.

Respectfully

Donald Wallman, Chairman

a0 CO aldlymomo

Bruce MclLaughlin

Lynn Peterson
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PROJECT COST OPINION
BOWMAN BOXETH ROAD - 3 MILES
BOWMAN TOWNSHIP
ESTIMATE PREPARED ON MARCH 19, 2008

ITEM DESCRIPTION ESTIMATED COST
Mobilization $10,000.00
Earthwork $135,000.00
Salvage Aggregate and Gravel Surfacing $120,000.00
Prime and Double Chip Seal $135,000.00
Traffic Control $2.,000.00
Seeding $10,000.00
Erosion Control $8,000.00
Culverts $30,000.00
Miscellaneous $40,000.00
SUBTOTAL = $480,000.00
RBox Culvert {actual need to be determined via bridge inspection) = $140,000.00

TOTAL OPINION OF PROBABLE COST = $620,000.00




North Dakota Association of
Oil & Gas Producing Counties

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

&

Supt. Anthony Duletski
Presidant
Bowman County PSD

Brad Bakkadahi
Past President
Williston

Jim Arthaud
Billings County

Greg Boschea
Mountrail County

Dan Brosz
Bowman Clty

Steve Holen
McKenzie County PSD

Gary Melby
Bowballs Gity

Verdean Kveumn

Bottineau County

Supt. Steve Cascaden
Parshal PSD

Reinhard Hauck
Secretary/Treasurer
Manning

Testimony
HB 1304
In Support as Amended
North Dakota Association of Oil and Gas Producing Counties

Mr. Chairman Cook and Members of Senate Finance and Tax. My name is Vicky Steiner and !
represent the North Dakota Association Association of Oil and Gas Producing Counties. We
thank you for your unanimous support of this concept in a Senate bill prior to Crossover, SB 2229.
This bill distributes the additional revenues with a more specific direction. Infrastructure
maintenance of political subdivisions like counties and cities in the oil and gas fields top the list of
priorities that this bill will address.

As you may remember, the 5% oil and gas gross production tax is “in lieu of” property tax in the
counties. If the state doesn’t distribute the money evenly, then taxpayers in Mountrail and
other counties will feel the burden.

We've given testimony on this issue so | won’t repeat it. We have a few peoble who would like to
address some of their pressing issues.

I'Nl finish with some new information on the state’s interest in seeing that the Bakken and other
formations are successfully developed in the coming years.

Oil tax revenues today make their way to all corners of our state. The 5% is a shared tax between
the producing county but the extraction taxes are paid to state funds. The State Land
Department staff reported this session in House Appropriations committee work that for every
10 oil wells in the state, the state owns one of them. That's one in ten. Over 400 wells belong to
the State Land Department.

The royaities on that state interest are exempt from taxation. The road to the state well must be
maintained by someone somehow. During the last two years, the state land department
reported that the state was adding about 6 new state oil wells every month to its portfolio. It's
slowed down but they are still adding wells.

VICKY STEINER - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
859 Senier Ave. - Dickinson, ND 58602-1333 ~ Phone: (707) 483-TEAM {8326) ~ Fax: (701) 483-8328 ~ Cellular: (701) 290-1339
E-malk vsteiner@ndsupernet.com ~ Web: www.ndollgas.govoffice.com

Linda Svihovec - Permit Operator
P.O. Box 504 ~ Watford City, ND 58854 - Phona: 701-444-3457 {work) - Phone: 701-444-4061 (home) ~ Fax: 701-444-4113 - Email: Isvihovec® co.mckenzie.nd.us



The wealth from the state oil wells is invested and interest is paid to 15 trust funds. 13 of those
trust funds are listed in the State Land Department biennial report on their website.

Some of the trust funds are paid to well-known institutions like University of North Dakota, North
Dakota State University, School for the Deaf, School for the Blind but not listed in the report are
two other funds that also see benefit from state oil wells. They are: the state buildings fund and
the Land and Minerals trust fund. The lands and minerals trust fund is used to deposit money
from the trust fund into the general fund at the end of this June for some of the programs being
voted on during this session.

Thank you for your consideration of this complicated bill. 1t takes into account the impacts to the
larger cities and how they affect the small cities in the distribution. It removes the caps from the
targer oil producing counties. This will be good long term tax policy for the oil industry, the
state, and the counties and their political subdivisions.
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TESTIMONY OF JEFF ENGLESON
Director, Energy Development Impact Office
North Dakota State Land Department

IN SUPPORT OF HOUSE BILL NO. 1304

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
March 10, 2009

The mission of the Energy Development Impact Office (EDIQ) is to provide financial assistance to
local units of government that are affected by energy activity in the state. Over the years, the EDIO
has helped counties, cities, schools districts and other local units of government {organized
townships, fire and ambulance districts, etc.) deal with both the booms and the busts associated with
energy development in North Dakota. The EDIO became a part of the Land Department in 1989.

The EDIO believes there is a tremendous need for additional funding to flow back to western North

Dakota to help deal with the impacts of oil and gas development. The changes proposed in this bill

provide much needed increases in revenues to the counties, cities and schools that are most

impacted by oil and gas development. It also provides funds to help townships deal with the impacts
. of this development.

| would like to take this time to make a few of comments about this bill and how the proposed changes
could impact the way that the EDIO oil impact grant program is administered.

¢« The amount of funding needed for the EDIO directly refated to the amount of gross production
taxes that flow to counties, cities and schools under NDCC 57-51-15(2). If the Legislature
provides more funding directly to these political subdivisions under NDCC §7-51-15(2), then there
would be less need for grants for those entities from the oil impact grant fund.

« The EDIO has histarically focused on *filing in the gaps” for those entities that receive either no
funding or inadequate funding under the gross production tax distribution formula. Making more
funds available directly to the most impacted counties, cities and schools will allow the EDIO to
continue to focus on “filling in the gaps” for those entities that receive either no funding or
inadequate funding under the gross production tax distribution formula.



Testimony to the:

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee

Prepared March 7™, 2009 by the Mountrai! County Shenﬁ"s Department
Corey Bristol, Chlef Deputy

Concerning House Bill 1304

Chairman Cook and members of the Committee, I am here today to testify on behalf of
the Mountrail County Sheriff’s Department who is in support of removing the cap on the
oil and gas extraction tax. I am the Chief Deputy of the Mountrail County Sheriff’s
Department and have been working there 14 years.

In the matter of a year and a half, Mountrail County has surpassed all other counties in
the State of North Dakota to become the leading oil producing county in the State. With
this great distinction, Mountrail County is experiencing tremendous growing pains.
Roads were built to accommodate small grain trucks and cars, not the enormous vehicles
associated with oil production. Roads that were seldom used by anyone are now major
thoroughfares of the oil industry. Oil production activity has engulfed every comer of
Mountrail County.

With this dramatic increase of oil activity, the Mountrail County Sheriff’s Office has
experienced a tremendous increase in work load. Many new people have moved into the
area to work in the oilfield. The people that can’t find a place to live here have to
commute from larger communities. Traffic has increased dramatically. Commuters fil}
the roads at all hours of the day, oilfield trucks workmg the area are everywhere. QOur
department has been stretched to the limit trying to provide law enforcement coverage in
places we never dreamed would be necessary. In 2008, we had a 400% increase in the
number of traffic citations that were issued by the department compared to 2007. In 2008
we had 5 oilfield related deaths in Mountrail County (1 rig fatality and 4 oilfield related
traffic deaths).

Every day we start our shifts looking at all of the wonderful positive things that this oil
activity has brought to our area. We work together with the oil companies trying to make
Mountrail County a safe place to work. The solutions to safety seem pretty easy to us,
but try getting a new “stop sign” or “trucks entering ahead” sign placed along a state
highway, this is near impossible.

All of this new activity has a cost attached to it. More officers means more money for
salaries, vehicles, equipment and gas. From 2006 to 2009, the budget of the Mountrail
County Sheriff’s Department has risen more than 40%. We have added officers whose
primary responsibility is patrolling the oilfield to keep it safe.

In conclusion Mr. Chairman and committee members, the money being generated by the
oilfields of Mountrail County is a great benefit to the whole state of North Dakota. We
are not asking for all of this money. We are just asking that the cap be removed from the
extraction tax money returned to the counties. This will allow us to repair and maintain
the roads and to provide safety to these areas.
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Oil and Gas

o0ss Production Tax

Atrdo cha T

Estimated County Revenue Distribution - Under Current Law, Gov's, and New Senate Cap Removal Proposals
Based on Legislative Council February 2009 Revenue Forecast and Actual January 2009 Distribution of Qil Production

County Distribution of Feb Leg Fcst
Based on Jan 2009 Production and
Current Law Distribution Formula

County Distribution of Proposed
$1 million Increase in County Caps
Contained in Executive Budget

County Distribution of Proposed
Removal of County Caps
w/ $2 M 100% and Top Tier 10%

FY 10 FY 11 Biennium FY 10 FY 11 Biennium FY 10 FY 11 Biennium
Billings 3 3,677,118 $ 4,017,785 5 7,694,903 3 750,000 S 750,000 $ 1,500,000
Béttineau 2,536,777 2,699,009 5,235,786 750,000 750,000 1,500,000
Bdwman 5,100,000 5,100,000 10,200,000 $ 1,000,000 S 1000000 $ 2,000,000 2,174,063 2,537,723 4,711,786
Bi;lrke 1,980,147 2,172,636 4,152,783 365,074 461,319 826,393
Divide 1,364,984 1,539,452 2,904,436 121,661 179,818 301,479
Dunn 4,709,804 5,100,000 9,809,804 112,062 112,062 750,000 862,062 1,612,062
Golden Valley 1,128,983 1,266,523 2,395,506 42,994 88,841 131,835
mbHenry 64,272 74,328 138,600 ;
MeKenzie 5,100,000 5,100,000 10,200,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 1,708,321 1,999,104 3,707,425
Melean
Mountrail 5,600,000 5,600,000 11,200,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 2,000,000 3,564,807 4,224,325 7,789,132
Renville 1,233,416 1,387,297 2,620,713 77,805 129,099 266,504
Siope 78,251 90,495 168,746 -
Stark 2,030,913 2,231,346 4,262,259 390,457 490,673 881,130
Ward 103,056 119,182 222,238 N
Williams 5,217,279 5,600,000 10,817,279 198,545 198,945 750,000 948,945 1,698,945
$ 39,925,000 5 42,098,053 S 82,023,053 $ 3000000 $§ 3,311,007 3 6,311,007 $ 11,445,183 § 13,421,909 $ 24,867,092

Prepated by: Office of Tax Commissioner
K. Strombeck
7-Apr-09
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STATE OF NORTH DAKCTA

OFFICE OF STATE TREASURER

STATE CAPITOL, 600 E. BOULEVARD AVE., DEPT 120, BISMARCK,

701-328-2643

CURRENT

Billings
Bottineau
Bowman
Burke
Divide
Dunn
Golden Valtey
McHenry
McKenzie
Mountrail
Renville
Slope
Stark
Ward
Williams

HB 1304
Billings
Bottineau
Bowman
Burke
Divide
Dunn
Golden Valley
McHenry
McKenzie
ountrail
Renville
Slope
Stark
Ward
Williams

DIFFERENCE
Billings
Bottineau
Bowman
Burke
Divide

Dunn
Golden Valley
McHenry
McKenzie
Mountrail
Renville
Slope

Stark

Ward
Williams

FAX 701-328-3002
hitp:fiwww.state.nd.us/ndtreas

NORTH DAKQTA 58505-0600

Total County School City Twp Total
7,694,503 3,462,706 2,693,216 1,538,981 7,694,903
5,235,786 2,356,104 1,832,525 1,047,157 5,235,786
10,200,000 5,690,000 2,870,000 1,640,000 10,200,000
4,152,783 1,868,752 1,453,474 830,557 4,152,783
2,904,436 1,306,956 1,016,553 580,887 2,904,436
9,809,804 5,299,804 2,870,000 1,640,000 9,809,804
2,395,506 1,077,978 838,427 479,101 2,395,506
138,600 62,370 48,510 27,720 138,600
10,200,000 5,690,000 2,870,000 1,640,000 10,200,000
11,200,000 6,140,000 3,220,000 1,840,000 11,200,000
2,620,713 1,179,321 917,250 524,143 2,620,713
168,746 75,936 59,061 33,749 168,746
4,262,259 1,518,017 1,491,791 852,452 4,262,259
222,238 100,007 77,783 44,448 222,238
10,817,279 5,757,279 3,220,000 1,840,000 10,817,279
82,023,053 41,985,270 25,478,590 14,559,194 82,023,053

Total County School City Twp Total
9,194,903 4,137,706 3,218,216 1,838,981 - 9,194,903
6,735,786 3,031,104 2,357,525 1,347,157 - 6,735,786
14,511,786 6,710,304 3,220,000 2,982,357 1,999,125 14,911,786
4,979,176 2,240,629 1,742,712 995,835 - 4,979,176
3,205,915 1,442,662 1,122,070 641,183 - 3,205,915
11,421,866 5,139,840 3,220,000 2,284,373 777,653 11,421,866
2,527,341 1,137,303 884,569 505,468 - 2,527,341
138,600 62,370 48,510 27,720 - 138,600
13,907,425 6,258,341 3,220,000 2,781,485 1,647,599 13,907,425
18,989,132 8,545,109 3,220,000 3,797,826 3,426,186 18,989,132
2,827,617 1,272,428 989,666 565,523 - 2,827.617
168,746 75,936 59,061 33,749 - 168,746
6,143,389 2,314,525 1,800,186 2,028,678 - 6,143,389
222,238 100,007 77,783 44,448 - 222,238
14,516,224 5,632,301 3,220,000 4,503,245 1,160,678 14,516,224
$109,890,144 548,100,565 528,400,299 $24,378,029 $9,011,252 $109,890,144

Total County School City Twp Total
1,500,000 675,000 525,000 300,000 - 1,500,000
1,500,000 875,000 525,000 300,000 - 1,500,000
4,711,786 1,020,304 350,000 1,342,357 1,999,125 4,711,786
826,393 371,877 289,238 165,279 - 826,393
301,479 135,666 105,518 60,296 - 301,479
1,612,062 (159,964) 350,000 644,373 777,653 1.612,062
131,835 59,326 46,142 26,367 - 131,835
3,707,425 568,341 350,000 1,141,485 1,647,599 3,707,425
7,789,132 2,405,109 - 1,957,826 3,426,196 7,789,132
206,904 93,107 72,416 41,381 206,904
1,881,130 396,509 308,396 1,176,226 1,881,130
3,698,545 (124,978} - 2,663,245 1,160,678 3,698,945
27,867,091 6,115,295 2,921,709 9,518,835 9,011,252 27 867,051




Nd&e\éa&.w\ e \30\{

Distril Lf Forecasted Gross Production Tax Revenues to Counties and Schools - HB. 1304 Pihange to allocate $5.35 million:
County Distribution Expected Under Schools Distribution Expected Under
Provisions of HB 1304 Provisions of HB 1304 - FY 2010:
35% of the First 100% of 75% of 67% of 50% of Remaining to
FY 2010 FY 2011 Biennium $5.35 million First $350,000  Next $350,000 Next 5262,500 Next $175,000  Population Cap Total

Billings s 4,427,118 $ 4,767,785 S 9,194,903 S 1,549,491 S 350,000 $ 262,500 S 175,009 5 B7,500 $ 411,991 1,287,000
Bottineau 3,286,777 3,449,009 6,735,786 1,150,372 350,000 262,500 175,098 87,500 12,872 887,970
Bowman 7,274,063 7,637,723 14,911,786 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 560,000 1,435,009
Burke 2,345,221 2,633,955 4,979,176 820,827 350,000 262,500 80,556 693,056
Divide 1,486,645 1,719,270 3,205,915 520,326 350,000 127,744 477,744
Cunn 5,459,804 5,962,062 11,421,866 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 560,000 1,435,009
Goiden Valley 1,171,977 1,355,364 2,527,341 410,192 350,000 45,144 395,144
McHenry 64,272 74328 138,600 22,495 22,455 22,495
McKenzie 6,808,321 7,099,104 13,507,425 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 560,000 1,435,009
MclLean - - - -
Mountrail 9,164,807 9,824,325 18,989,132 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 735,000 1,610,009
Renville 1,311,221 1,516,396 2,827,617 458,927 350,000 81,696 431,656
Slope 78,251 90,495 168,746 27,388 27,388 27,388
Stark 2,421,370 2,722.019 5,143,389 847,480 350,000 262,500 98,325 710,825
Ward 103,056 119,182 222,238 36,070 36,070 36,070
Williams 5,967,279 6,548,945 12,516,224 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 735,000 1,610,009

$ 51,370,182 $ 55,519,962 $ 106,890,144 FY 2010w Fix:- 5 S 12,494,432;

{Same as Above} Schools Distribution Under HB 1304 - FY. 2011:

Billings $ 4,427,118 § 4,767,785 $ 9,194,903 1,668,725 5 350,000 $ 262,500 ] 175009 $ 87,500 S 490,000 1,365,009
Bottineau 3,286,777 3,449,009 6,735,786 1,207,153 350,000 262,500 ' 175,009 87,500 69,653 944,662
Bowman 7,274,063 7,637,723 14,911,786 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 560,000 1,435,009
Burke 2,345,221 2,633,955 4,979,176 921,884 350,000 262,500 147,930 760,430
Divide 1,486,645 1,719,270 3,205,915 601,745 350,000 188,808 538,808
Dunn 5,459,804 5,962,062 11,421,866 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,005 87,500 560,000 1,435,008
Golden Valley 1,171,977 1,355,364 2,527,341 474,377 350,000 93,283 443,283
McHenry 64,272 74,328 133,600 26,015 26,015 26,015
McKenzie 6,808,321 7,099,104 13,907,425 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 560,000 1,435,009
Mclean - - - -
Mountrail 9,164,807 9,824,325 18,989,132 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 735,000 1,610,009
Renville 1,311,221 1,516,356 2,827,617 530,739 350,000 135,554 485,554
Slope 78,251 90,495 168,746 31,673 31,673 31,673
Stark 2,421,370 2,722,019 5,143,389 952,707 350,000 262,500 168,480 780,980
Ward 103,056 115,182 222,238 41,714 41,714 41,714
Williams 5,967,279 6,548,945 12,516,224 1,872,500 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 735,000 1,610,009

$ 51,370,182 § 55,519,962 §$ 106,890,144

CFY2001 Wk, - §°

12,943,173 .



Di‘ion of Forecasted Gross Production Tax Revenues to Cou@ and Schools - Current Law:

Current County Distribution of Feb Leg Fcst
Based on Jan 2009 Production and
Current Law Distribution Formula

Current Law Distribution of

Schools' Share 35%

Upto $3.9M/354.1M /S4.6 M

FY 10 FY 11 Biennium FY 10 Fri1 Biennium

Billings S 3,677,118 § 4,017,785 S 7,694,903 1,286,991 1,365,000 § 2,651,991
Bottineau 2,536,777 2,699,009 5,235,786 887,872 944,653 1,832,525
Bowman 5,100,000 5,100,000 10,200,000 1,435,000 1,435,000 2,870,000
Burke 1,980,147 2,172,636 4,152,783 693,052 760,423 1,453,474
Divide 1,364,984 1,539,452 2,904,436 477,744 538,808 1,016,552
Dunn 4,709,804 5,100,000 9,809,804 1,435,000 1,435,000 2,870,000
Golden Valley 1,128,983 1,266,523 2,355,506 395,144 443,283 838,427
McHenry 64,272 74,328 138,600 22,495 26,015 48,510
McKenzie 5,100,000 5,100,000 10,200,000 1,435,000 1,435,000 2,870,000
McLean - -
Mountrail 5,600,000 5,600,000 11,200,000 1,610,000 1,610,000 3,220,000
Renvilie 1,233,416 1,387,297 2,620,713 431,695 485,554 917,249
Slope 78,251 90,495 168,746 27,388 31,673 59,061
Stark 2,030,913 2,231,346 4,262,259 710,820 780,971 1,491,791
Ward 103,056 119,182 222,238 36,070 41,714 77,783
Williams 5,217,279 5,600,000 10,817,279 1,610,000 1,610,000 3,220,000

S 39,925,000 § 42,098,053 $§ 82,023,053 £12,494,271. S 12,943,094 S - 25,437,365

(Targeted Amounts to be Dist Under HB 1304)



ion of Forecasted Gross Production Tax Revenues to Counties and Schools - HB 1304.@1 with allocation of $4.6 million:

County Distribution Expected Under

Schools Distribution Expected Under

Provisions of HB 1304 Provisions of HB 1304 - FY 2010:
35% of the First 100% of 75% of 657% of 50% of Remaining to
FY 2010 FY 2011 Biennium $4.6 million First $350,000  Next $350,000 Next $262,500 Next$175,000  Population Cap Total

Billings S 4,427,118 § 4767,785 S 9,194,903 S 1,549,491 S 350,000 $ 262,500 $ 175,008 % 87,500 $ 411,991 $ 1,287,000
Bottineau 3,286,777 3,449,009 6,735,786 1,150,372 350,000 262,500 175,093 87,500 12,872 BB7,970
Bowman 7,274,063 7,637,723 14,911,786 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Burke 2,345,221 2,633,955 4,979,176 820,827 350,000 262,500 80,556 693,056
Divide 1,486,645 1,719,270 3,205,915 520,326 350,000 127,744 477,744
Dunn 5,459,804 5,962,062 11,421,866 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Golden Valley 1,171,977 1,355,364 2,527,341 410,192 350,000 45,144 395,144
McHenry 64,272 74,328 138,600 22,495 22,495 22,495
McKenzie 6,808,321 7,099,104 13,907,425 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 £7,500 472,500 1,347,509
McLean . - - -
Mouatrail 9,164,807 9,824,325 18,989,132 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Renville 1,311,221 1,516,396 2,827 617 458,927 350,000 81,696 431,696
Slope 78,251 90,495 168,746 27,388 27,388 27,388
Stark 2,421,370 2,722,019 5,143,389 847,480 350,000 262,500 98,325 710,825
Ward 103,056 119,182 222,238 35,070 36,070 36,070
Williams 5,967,279 6,548,945 12,516,224 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509

$ 51,370,182 $ 55,519,962 S5 106,890,144 FY2010w/o Fb:: S 11,706,932

[Same as Above) Schools Distribution Under HB 1304 - FY 2011:

Billings S 4,427,118 § 4,767,785 §$ 9,194,303 1,610,000 S 350,000 S 262,500 $ 175009 S 87,500 472500 $ 1,347,509
Bottineau 3,286,777 3,449,009 6,735,786 1,207,153 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 €9,653 944,662
Bowman 7,274,063 7.637,723 14,911,786 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Burke 2,345.221 2,633,955 4979176 921,884 350,000 262,500 147,930 760,430
Divide 1,486,645 1,719,270 3,205,915 601,745 350,000 188,308 538,808
Dunn 5,459,804 5,962,062 11,421,866 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Golden Valley 1,171,977 1,355,364 2,527,341 474,377 350,000 93,283 443,283
McHenry 64,272 74,328 138,600 26,015 26,015 26,015
McKenzle 6,808,321 7,099,104 13,907,425 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Mclean - - - -
Mountrail 9,164,307 9,824,325 18,989,132 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,009 87,500 472,500 1,347,509
Renville 1,311,221 1,516,396 2,827,617 530,739 350,000 135,554 485,554
Slope 78,251 90,495 168,746 31,673 31,673 31,673
Stark 2,421,370 2,732,019 5,143,389 952,707 350,000 262,500 168,480 780,980
Ward 103,056 119,182 222,238 41,714 41,714 41,714
Williams 5,967,279 6,543,945 12,516,224 1,610,000 350,000 262,500 175,005 87,500 472,500 1,347,509

$ 51,370,182 $ 55,519,562 S 106,890,144 Fr2011 wfoFix: § 12,138,173



, North Dakota Association of /

. Oil & Gas Producing Counties

EXECUTIVE GOMMITTEE April 9, 2009

Supt. Arshory Dutetsid Testimony in Support of 1304 with suggested changes below
Bowman County PSD

Good morning Senator Holmberg and members of the Senate
Brad Bekkedahi

Past Presdont Appropriations committee
Jim Ahaud My name is Vicky Steiner. | represent the North Dakota Association of Oil
Billings Courvty
- and Gas Producing Counties. Thank you for your time this morning. This is
Gre Boschee important to us as the 5% tax is our “in lieu of” property tax on the oil
Mountrail County
industry.
Dan Brosz
Bowman Clty Qur Association offers the following list for your consideration to HB 1304
Stove Holen as amended yesterday. If the Senate accepts these changes to the bill, we
e County PSD
eenGom will support 1304 and we will work to see that House approves this bill as
(a mgbcvw well.
.Vammum 1. Merge Energy Impact funding in this bill
Bottineau County

Page 1, line 12 exceeding “8” million dollars per biennium, $8 million
Supt. Stovo Casoaden infusion as passed in HB 1225 by your committee recently
Passhal PSO 2. Remove the “near cap” numbers of 10% and 90%, go to 25%-75%.

Reiohard Hauck Page 2, line 17 Remove “14 million” and eliminate part “e” completely.

Secratary/Trexasurer

Manning 3. Remove new cap put on cities

On page 5, remove the new cap on cities. Remove the word “not” on
line 2. Page 5, line 24, remove “eight hundred percent. {(Medora)”

4. Add school bus/transportation back in 1304
On page 6, line 7 “to or for the benefit of townships, school transportation
and infrastructure in the county on the basis of applications by townships
and school districts for funding...”

5. 6 year sunset to the new report requirement
On page 7, line 22. “This report is no longer required after june 30, 2015.”

This concludes my testimony. Thank you.

o
. |

YICKY STEINER - EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
B58 Senior Ave. ~ Dickinson, ND 58802- 1333 - Phone: (701) 483-TEAM {8326) - Fax: (701) 483-8328 ~ Cellular: (701) 280-1339
E-mail: vsteiner@ndsupernat.com ~ Web: www.ndoikgas.gevoffice,com

LInda Svihovec - Permit Operator
P.0. Box 504 - Watford City, ND 58854 - Phona: 701-444-3457 (work) - Phona: 701-444-4061 {home) ~ Fax; 701-444-4113 - Email: Isvinovec @ co. mckenzie.nd.us




North Dakota Association of
0il & Gas Producing Counties
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EXECUTIVE GOMMITTEE
Supt Anthorry Duletski
March 1, 2009
Bowman County PSD
To: Legislators
Brad Bekkedaht o ) . i
Past Pragident From: ND Association of Oil and Gas Producing Counties
Willistont
The County Commissions in the oil producing counties
Jim Arthaud .
Bilings Courtty Dear Legislators,
This Association of county commissions is united in our legislative efforts this fegisiative session. All the
Greg Boschee counties support the removal of the county production caps in the 5% oil and gas gross production tax and
Mountral County a significant increase in the funding for the energy impact office.
Dan Brosz The counties in the oil and gas producing region support those bills that accomplish these goals.
Bowman City
Thank you for the work you do during the legislative session.
Stave Hoten Sincerely,
McKanzie County PSD
( Qary Melby
Bowbells City
5 L«
Verdean Kveum qm ?\ 0@ e /7
Bottineau County - o
Billings County Commission Mountrail County Commtission Stark County Comimission

Supt. Steve Cascaden

Burke (tunty Commission Renvilte County Commission

Parshal PSD
Williams County Commission
Reinhard Hauck
Secretary/Treasurer .
ot y P Y W IS e P ¥

Slopé County Commission Ward County Commission

Lrr bl

Bowman Commission

kil

Divide County Commission

B A A

Mercer County Commission

McLean County Commission

uid  Blute

Golden Valley Commission
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) ] VICKY STEINER - EXECUTIVE DIRECTCA
858 Senior Ave. - Dickinson, ND 53602-1333 ~ Phone: {701) 483-TEAM (8326) ~ Fax: {701) 483-8328 - Celluler: (701) 200-1339
E-mait: vsteiner@ncsupernet.com - Web: www.ndoiigas.gevoffice.conm

) Linda Svihovec - Permit Operator
P.0. Box 504 ~ Watford City, ND 58854 - Phona: 701-444-3457 {work) ~ Phone: 701-444-4061 {home) ~ Fax: 701-444-4113 ~ Emait; Isvibovec @co.mckenzie.nd.us




