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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1465

Page 1, line 1, remove ". 57-02-08.9,"

Page 1, line 2, remove ", property tax credits,"

Page 1, line 3, remove "to amend and reenact sections 57-02-27 and 57-39.2-26.1 of the"

Page 1, remove line 4

Page 1, line 5, remove "revenue to the state aid distribution fund"

Page 1, line 6, remove "to provide an appropriation;"

Page 1, remove lines 16 through 24

Page 2, remove lines 1 through 31.

Page 3, remove lines 1 through 30

Page 4, remove lines 1 through 30

Page 5, remove lines 1 through 31

Page 6, remove lines 1 through 31

Page 7, remove lines 1 through 6

Page 7, line 9, replace "Cap" with "Limit"

Page 7, line 9, after "district" insert "without voter approval"

Page 7, line 15, replace "all purposes" with "for its consolidated tax levv"

Page 7, line 15, after "exceed" insert "by more than three percent"

Page 7, line 16, replace "all purposes" with "its consolidated tax levy"

Page 7, line 17, remove "adjusted by a percentage equal to"

Page 7, remove lines 18 and 19

Page 7, line 20, remove "ended calendar year"

Page 7, line 23, replace "the additional taxable valuation attributable to the improvement or
additional property is taxable and not subject to the limitation under this subsection"
with "the amount of property taxes in dollars levied by the taxing district in the previous
taxable ear for ur oses of this section must be increased b an amount e ual to the
sum determined by the application of the previous year's calculated mill rate for that
taxing district to the taxable valuation of that property"

Page 7, line 26, remove "the portion of the taxable valuation of the"

Page 7, line 27, replace "property which is no longer exempt is taxable and not subject to the
limitation in this subsection" with "the amount of property taxes in dollars levied by the
taxing district in the previous taxable year for purposes of this section must be
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increased by an amount equal to the sum determined by the application of the previous
year's calculated mill rate for that taxing district to the taxable valuation of that property"

Page 7, line 31, after "district" insert "in the previous year for purposes of this section"

Page 8, line 2, remove "before the increase allowable under this"

Page 8, line 3, remove "subsection is applied"

Page 8, after line 10, insert:

~ A taxing district may consolidate any general or special fund mill levy
authority to which it is entitled under any other provision of law if its
consolidated tax levy remains within the limitations provided by this
section."

Page 8, line 23, after "newspaper" insert "or website, or both,"

Page 9, after line 10, insert:

~ The limitation under this section does not apply to the county human
services levy under chapter 50-03 if the board of county commissioners
makes the finding that any excess human services levy is attributable to an
expenditure mandated by state or federal law."

Page 9, remove lines 11 through 31

Page 10, remove lines 1 through 31

Page 11, remove lines 1 through 3

Page 11, remove lines 5 through 9

Page 11, line 10, replace "Sections 2,3,4, and 6" with "Sections 2 and 3"

Page 11, line 11, remove "Section 5 of this Act is effective for taxable events"

Page 11, remove line 12

Renumber accordingly
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1465

Page 1, line 24, replace "preceding" with "previous"

Page 2, line 6, after "the" insert "increase in"

Page 2, line 11, after "the" insert "increase in"

Page 2, line 17, after "the" insert "reduction in the"

Page 3, line 14, after "district" insert "and the consolidated levy increased by a percentage
stated on the ballot"

Page 3, line 17, after the first "in" insert "consolidated"

Page 3, line 21, replace "base" with "previous"

Page 3, line 21, after "year" insert "for purposes of this section"

Page 3, line 22, replace "base" with "previous"

Page 3, line 24, replace "budget" with "current"

Page 3, line 25, replace "base" with "previous"

Page 3, line 25, after "year" insert "for purposes of this section"

Page 3, line 26, replace "budget" with "current"

Page 3, line 28, replace "base" with "previous"

Page 4, line 1, after "an" insert "increase in the"

Renumber accordingly
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Testimony to the
Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
Prepared March 19, 2013 by
Roger Chinn, McKenzie County Commission
President - North Dakota Association of Counties

Regarding: Reengrossed HB1465 & Engrossed HB1290

Mr. Chairman and Committee Members, I am Roger Chinn a McKenzie County
Commissioner and the current President of the North Dakota Association of Counties.
wish first to thank you, and indicate support for, the efforts by the Legislature to reduce
the taxes our citizens pay, particularly property taxes.

We appreciate the challenges you face in constructing a mechanism that is easily
understood, easily administered, and effective for the long-term. We however don't
believe that property tax limitations make these efforts more effective or more
permanent but may make increased state funding - particularly in emergencies - much
more necessary. For these reasons I wish to state our opposition to both HB1465 and
HB 1290.

County commissioners are extremely cost conscious and they spend hours, days,
weeks putting together the most reasonable and most conservative budgets possible,
while still meeting the spending mandates of state law and the directives of our citizens.

Despite ever increasing efforts to involve citizens, the participation in budget meetings is
almost always little to none. If there was truly a problem - wouldn't they attend?

Even with the recent "perfect storm" of events - high commodity prices driving
agricultural land values up, many counties racing to implement valuation by soil type,
and unprecedented demand for local services - public meetings for county budgets are
not attended. I can only conclude that most citizens understand and agree with the
decisions made by their local leaders.

Ultimately, county commissioners are elected by the people and serve at their pleasure
_ therefore the decisive tax limitation is the ballot box. Interestingly, out of 109 county
commission seats on the fall ballot, only 12 incumbents were unseated - in my
estimation, county budgets are not a problem.

Following my testimony, we have just a few of the many, many county officials that have
sent in data, spreadsheets, comments, and suggestions to present what I believe are
compelling reasons to give both these bills a Do Not Pass recommendation.



Testimony to the
Senate Finance and Taxation Committee

Prepared March 19, 2013 by
Doug Graupe, Divide County Commissioner

President - North Dakota County Commissioners Association

Regarding: Reengrossed HB1465 & HB1290

Mr. Chairman and Committee Members, I am Doug Graupe, a Divide County
Commissioner and the current President of the North Dakota County Commissioners
Association. It is our position that creating an artificial limit to the property tax
component of local budgets is poor public policy; therefore I am here to urge a Do Not
Pass recommendation for both HB 1465 and HB 1290.

For my part oftoday's testimony, I would like to address the numerous requirements of
state law that conflict with a limitation on property tax collections, making such
limitations extremely problematic and quite possibly forcing violations of voter intent.

The staff at the Association of Counties has put together the attached report which I will
only summarize, so I hope you will have the time to review it more thoroughly and I am
sure they will make themselves available to answer any questions.

The first part of this report identifies the statutory provisions that encourage county
commissioners to adjust certain levies in "lock-step" with valuation changes. There are
at least eight situations in current and proposed law where significant state funds are only
available to counties if they levy and collect a certain levy amount IN MILLS. Clearly, if
a county's valuation increases by more than an overall statutory "cap" (as has been
common in recent years), all other levies must be adjusted by significantly less than the
limit - and possibly must be DECREASED - to meet an overall limitation.

The second part of the report begins a list of voter approved county levies that are largely
beyond the control of the county board. You will see numerous examples of levies that
only the voters can put on and (as currently interpreted) only the voters can take off. If
the voters say you will levy 5 mills for a community hospital- you will levy 5 mills. If
valuation goes up, the mills stay the same. Again, if20-30 mills of voter approved levies
are fixed - and valuations go up an average of 6 percent - the math requires that 20-30
mills for other programs go to zero to meet a 3% overall cap. The alternative is 40-60
mills (generally the rest of the budget) would be limited to 1Yz%.

The provision allowing counties to "consolidate" funds in HB 1465 (page 2, subsection e)
although possibly intended to mitigate this concern, clearly creates others. It suggests a
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legislative desire that county boards be allowed to overturn voter intent in the interest of
preserving other essential services, in order to stay within an overall cap.

The final part of the attached report addresses by far the largest contradiction between
these limitation measures and other Legislative action. Government is a service provider
and like the entire service sector, its major costs are staff related. While county boards
can "generally" set salaries, there are at least two areas they cannot - only the legislature
can. Social service and county agent salary increases are established by state policy and
legislative authorization.

In the social service arena, counties can wiggle within salary ranges, but when those
ranges go up 4% due to legislative action, counties are generally forced to go up 4%.
Most disconcerting was the impact of the recent Hay Study implementation that forced
some counties to increase certain salaries by 10% to 15%. When you are granting salary
increases to 20% to 30% of your county employees due to state directive, how can you
DECREASE everyone else's salary to keep within a 3% growth limit? I recognize that
HB 1465 does provide an exception for this cost center, but HB 1290 does not.

County agent salaries are even more interesting - these are state employees paid (usually
50%) by special county property tax levies. Again, these individuals share the
courthouse coffee pot, and when their salaries go up 4% annually, everyone is well aware
that those funds are coming out of the same property taxes as their salaries.

The report goes on to discuss other county costs over which the Legislature has much
greater control than county boards, but the point is made. County Commissioners are
annually attempting to balance the statutory and election-created demands to increase
spending, with their overriding desire to limit property tax growth. I believe that county
boards have been extreinely successful at doing that balancing.

Until recently in the oil patch, we have seen shrinking employee counts, consolidation of
offices, the elimination of 85 elected officials statewide, joint powers agreements among
counties and other taxing districts, equipment sharing, staff sharing, and a host of other
efficiency measures to meet this goal of the lowest property tax possible. Property tax
caps will not help in this ongoing effort - it will only make it harder to juggle these
priorities and likely bring us before this and other legislative committees seeking
additional state support.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Committee members, for the opportunity to discuss these
issues. We urge you to give HBl465 and HBl290 Do No Pass recommendations.



•PRELIMINARY REPORT ON PROPERTY TAX INCREASE MANDATES

Prepared by the North Dakota Association of Counties - March 19,2013

1. State law includes a number of funding provisions, which mandate that
counties (and other taxing districts) maintain a particular levy amount (in
mills) in order to receive state funds. Obviously, this encourages (and
virtually requires) a jurisdiction to increase (or decrease) these levies by
exactly the percentage of the district-wide valuation change. They are:

c.

d.
e.• f.

g.

h.

a. County road levy - 10 mills to receive GPT funds (57-51-15)
b. Township road levy - 10 mills (unorganized townships affect

counties) (HB1358)
Library levy - 4 mills to receive matching state library grants (54-

24.2-02.2)
Weed control levy - 3 mills to for matching state funds (4.1-47-16)
Senior Mill Levy - 1 mill to receive mill levy match funds (57-15-56)
County road levy -7 mills to receive bridge reconstruction funds

(SB2012)
County road levy - 7 mills to receive "roads to lakes" grants
(SB2221)
Historical Levy - 3/4 mill to maximize state grant funding (SB2203)

Clearly, if countywide valuation increases by more than an overall statutory
"cap", all other levies must be adjusted by significantly less than the limit -
and possibly DECREASED - to meet the overall limitation.

•

2. State law also affords the voters with a considerable number of opportunities
to establish by election very specific mill levy requirements for very specific
purposes. Unless "cap" legislation is interpreted to supersede the voters'
intent, these levies must also increase to the same degree as valuations.
Some examples include:

a. County Hospital "the board of county commissioners shall make an
annual levy at the mill rate approved at the election .." (23-18-03)



b. Extension Service Additional Levy - "If the question submitted is
approved by a majority of the electors voting thereon, the board shall
proceed to make the levy." (4-08-15.1)

c. Programs for Older Persons - "The levy authorized by this section
may be imposed or removed only by a vote of a majority of the
qualified electors .."

d. Emergency Medical Services - "board of county commissioners of
each county shall levy .." (57-15-50)

e. Law Enforcement Facilities - "..shall annually levy the mills setforth
in the resolution .." (57-15-59)

f. Farm-to-Market Roads - "submit the program to the electors of the
county with the question of levying .." (57-15-06.4)

g. Historical Work - "If sixty percent of the qualified electors voting on
the question approve, a tax must be levied .." (11-11-53)

h. Weed Control- " ..electors voting thereon approve, a tax must be
levied" (57-15-54)

1. State Medical Center -" ..shall be annually levied ...one mill upon all •
of the taxable property .." (North Dakota Constitution Art. X, Sec. 10)

Again, it is clear that if countywide valuation increases by more than an
overall statutory "cap", all other levies must be adjusted by significantly less
than the limit - and possibly decreased - to meet the overall limitation.

•

3. State law and legislative action also drives a considerable portion of the
county budget in other ways - to a degree in recent years that has been
beyond most limitations considered. The table on the final page of this
report outlines where county property tax funds are uses. Examples with
strong state influence include:

a. Social service salaries - because of federal mandates counties must
conform to state salary adjustments for social service employees. In
recent biennia, this has generally been about 4% annually, however,
the recent implementation of the Hay Group study recommendations
increased some positions in some counties by as much as 17%. While •



•

this is only 20-30% of county salary costs, it is clearly the standard by
which all county salary adjustments are measured, and therefore has a
profound effect on the largest cost of county government - staff.

b. County Agent Salaries - although these are state employees, counties
pay approximately half of all salaries (plus some operating costs),
therefore state action on the Extension Service budget is a direct and
uncontrollable increase to the special levies for this service. It also
has an indirect impact on the salary negotiations within the entire

courthouse.
c. PERS/LE retirement - in 2011 the Legislature increased the

employer's retirement contribution by 1% the first fiscal year (~25%
increase) and 1% the second (~20% increase) - clearly beyond the 3%
limit. It is anticipated that this Session will see another 1%11%
adjustment, which would calculate to a 16% and 14% cost increase for
a fairly significant portion of county budgets. One might suggest
pulling out of the PERS retirement program, but the immediate costs
of that action are so incredibly huge that it is unrealistic .

d. PERS health - The cost of health care is increasing and that is
certainly not controlled by the State Legislature, however close to
two-thirds of county employees are covered by the PERS health plan
and the average biennial increase in excess of 7% would be difficult to
absorb with a 3% tax limitation.

e. Civil Indigent Defense - Defense costs incurred by the counties,
particularly for the civil commitments of sex offenders continue to
rise at an alarming rate. While the state does not control these
attorney costs, they do set the reimbursement of "criminal" indigent
defense, which creates the standard by which county contracts are

measured.
Although this is list not exhaustive, it is obvious that by responding to the
salary, benefit, and contract increases dictated and/or directly influenced by
Legislative action, counties would see a good share of their budget exceed
the mill levy limitations proposed .

•

•



2011 County Property Tax Revenue
(Statewide Total - $214 Million) •Avg. % of Co. Prop.

Use of Revenue by Category Total Dollars Mills Tax

Social Services $ 43,346,672 18.94 20.1%

Sheriff & County Corrections $ 41,419,507 18.09 19.2%

Roads (Including Emerg. Levy & Unorg.Twp.Rd.] $ 38,178,896 16.68 17.7%

Central Services (Bldg, Uti!. HR,Admin, Other) $ 13,026,598 5.69 6.1%

Water Resource Districts $ 8,350,360 3.65 3.9%

State's Attorney/Prosecution $ 6,493,840 2.84 3.0%

Auditor/Finance/Elections $ 6,404,146 2.80 3.0%

Information Technology (all Dept.) $ 5,869,368 2.56 2.7%

Recorder/Clerk $ 4,807,594 2.10 2.2%

Public Health $ 4,685,651 2.05 2.2%

Treasurer (Tax/revenue collection, invest) $ 4,287,369 1.87 2.0%

Weed Control $ 4,216,629 1.84 2.0%

County Commission $ 3,950,960 1.73 1.8%

Extension Service $ 3,570,996 1.56 1.7%

Tax Director (Assessment) $ 3,067,532 1.34 1.4%

Indigent Representation * $ 2,720,249 1.19 1.3%

Senior Services (Transit, Meals, etc.) $ 2,702,345 1.18 1.3% •County Library $ 2,623,625 1.15 1.2%

Job Development & Planning $ 2,476,058 1.08 1.2%

Emergency Management $ 2,343,170 1.02 1.1%

Emerg. Medical Services $ 2,116,777 0.92 1.0%

County/Multi-County Fairs $ 1,418,676 0.62 0.7%

Veteran's Services $ 1,370,386 0.60 0.6%

County Parks $ 1,315,828 0.57 0.6%

County Superintendent of Schools $ 1,219,837 0.53 0.6%

Historical Society $ 402,651 0.18 0.2%

Public Notice/Publication $ 314,424 0.14 0.1%

Abandoned Cemetery $ 15,424 0.01 0.0%

Levies not as widely used
County Airport (23 Counties) $ 1,110,480 0.5%

Vector Control (5 Counties) $ 588,575 0.3%

Weather Modification (5 Counties) $ 456,923 0.2%

Specials Paid to Cities (7 Counties) $ 174,372 0.1%

County Hospitals (2 Counties) $ 131,005 0.1%

* Indigent Representation includes civil indigent defense for mental health and sexually dangerous •individual commitments, guardian ad litems in private civil cases, and public administrators assigned

by state district court.



Maybe that is accomplished by simply realigning who pays for certain mandated services.

I urge a do not pass for HB 1465. Just as importantly, I urge the legislature to trust me and other

local elected officials to do the jobs local voters entrust us to do. Further, I urge the legislature to look at

first what is an acceptable tax rate and then look at how we, as a team, accomplish getting there.



Cass County, North Dakota

Mill levy changes from 2008 (base year) to 2012
Fargo Property, Fargo PSD

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

County 61.00 61.00 64.00 65.75 63.60

Vector 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Soil Conservation 0.45 0.45 0.90 0.83 0.68

Water Resource 4.40 5.00 6.00 6.00 6.00

Garrisson Diversion 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

State Medical 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Fargo City 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25 58.25

Fargo Park 31.56 31.45 31.39 31.34 31.25

Fargo School 296.77 221.77 221.59 221.59 219.28

Total Mills 455.43 380.92 385.13 386.76 382.06

Annual Change (74.51) 4.21 1.63 (4.70)

Changes:
County Debt Service 2.00 (0.25) (0.15)

County flood expenses 1.00 2.00

County other (2.00)

Soil Conservation 0.45 (0.07) (0.15)

WRD other 0.60

WRD Increased for Red River Basin work 1.00

City Changes
Park Changes (0.11) (0.06) (0.05) (0.09)

Fargo Schhol District
Legislative Tax Relief (75.00)

Debt Service
Other Changes (0.18) (2.31)

Annual Changes (74.51) 4.21 1.63 (4.70)

Cumulative Changes (74.51) (70.30) (68.67) (73.37)

Net Effective Tax Rate
Residential 2.05% 1.71% 1.73% 1.74% 1.72%

Commerical 2.28% 1.90% 1.93% 1.93% 1.91%

Agricultural 2.28% 1.90% 1.93% 1.93% 1.91%

(p



Mr. Chairman & Members of the Senate Finance and Taxation Committee:

My name is Brad Rinas, and I'm the superintendent of the Washburn School District. I am speaking

in opposition to HB 1465, and subsequently HB 1290, regarding further limiting the allowable increase of

the general fund mill levy.
I represent a school district with a low general fund mill levy. Currently Washburn levies 61.7 mills

in the General Fund. Since 2009-10, the first year of the mill levy buy-down, the taxable valuation in my

school district has increased 37%. As a result of the mill levy buy-down, the actual dollars levied for both

the general fund and building fund dropped from a total of $990,000 to $600,000 and has remained

constant at $600,000 for the past three years.
During this time we have not been pinching pennies. Over the past four years, the Washburn School

Board approved a total of three additional FTE's in teaching staff, made nearly $1,000,000 dollars in

improvements and repairs to the facility, and added $100,000 in technology hardware and

infrastructure. Clearly the taxpayers of the Washburn School District have benefitted from three things:

from the increase in money available through the buy-down, from responsible fiscal decision-making by

the school board, and from efficiencies created by an ideal student-teacher ratio.
The education funding proposals presented so far during this legislative session will have a much

smaller impact proportionately for Washburn than for most other school districts in the state. I am not

here to cry "Foul" because of that. I know that a number of circumstances have created a situation that

has allowed my district's taxpayers to benefit significantly for the past four years.

However, as the energy industry has evolved, Washburn has become a growing school district.

We're gaining students and adding more staff. The additional teachers and ancillary staff, combined

with cost increases for wages and salaries, TFFR and PERS,health insurance benefits, utilities, supplies,

technology and other equipment, hot lunch programs, and all of the things associated with a growing

district in the energy corridor will immediately eat up any increases Washburn will see from the versions

of the education funding legislation presented thus far. The latest funding estimates from the

Department of Public Instruction assume a 70 mill general fund levy in my school district. The reality for

Washburn is that we cannot get to a 70 mill levy because it's beyond the 12% we are currently allowed

to increase the dollars levied in the general fund.
It is absolutely essential for my school district, and others like mine, that no further limits to the

general fund levy increase be. put in place. We must be able to recapture a higher proportion of local

revenue than these two bills allow. School boards are elected to make these kinds of decisions .and

mine has consistently demonstratecf the ability to do so. Local control of this revenue should not be

eroded further.
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I thank you for the opportunity to testify today. If you

have any questions, I'll try to answer them.

Tuesday, March 19, 2013
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Testimony in Opposed to
HB 1290

ND Senate
Finance and Taxation Committee

March 19,2013
By: Mike Bitz
(701) 751-6500

Chairman Cook and Members ofthe Senate Finance & Taxation Committee,

My name is Mike Bitz and I am the superintendent of the Mandan School District. I appreciate the

opportunity to appear before you this morning to speak in opposition to HB 1290. I will be brief.

I have been employed in the Mandan School District since July of 2010 and have had a part in building

and administering three school district budgets over that time. Had the revenue caps contained by

HB1290 been in effect during the past three years, they would NOT have had any impact on the mill levy

requests that the Mandan School District has made since 2010. That being said, I have trouble

understanding why the Legislature, which meets every other year in Bismarck, is trying to take local

control away from cities, counties, and school districts whose elected representatives meet on a regular

basis. I believe that the best decisions are made locally in response to the situations that political

subdivisions are facing.

I actually believe that HB1290, if passed, has the potential to increase property taxes in 2014. Let me

explain. The printouts for HB1319, the Governor's school funding bill, show the Mandan School District

receiving an 8% increase in state funding next year. In addition, school districts will have the ability to

levy an additional 25 mills without a vote of the people. Because of the 8% increase in funding, it is
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possible that the Mandan School District will not need to levy many, if any, additional mills next year.

However, if the Mandan School Board makes the decision to have a lower mill levy next year, and

HB1290 is passed, the school district will lose flexibility to raise additional revenue during the 2
nd

year of

the biennium.

This is a real concern, because the Mandan School District will be opening a new elementary school in

August of 2014. Undoubtedly, there will be expenses that accompany opening a new building, including

staff, supplies, utilities, and insurance. If, for example, the Mandan School District levies the minimum

70 mills next year and HB1290 passes, the District would be limited to a 3% increase on the revenue

raised from a 70 mill levy. On the other hand, if the Board levies the maximum of 95 mills next year,

they would have the added flexibility of a 3% increase on an additional 25 mills. If the Mandan School

District does not levy the maximum number of mills in the first year, they will forever lose the ability to

levy these mills because of the revenue caps in place. As superintendent, when I advise the Board on

where they should set the mill levy next year, if the revenue caps in HB1290 are in place, I will

recommend the maximum levy to ensure that the Board has the flexibility to levy the mills that are

allowed in HB1319.

The voters in Mandan are informed and intelligent, as evidenced by the fact that they continue to re-

elect Dwight Cook to represent them in the NO Senate. I trust these same voters will make changes on

the Mandan School Board if they believe the Board is not being good stewards oftheir tax dollars.

I strongly encourage you to give HB1290 a DO NOT PASSrecommendation. Thank you for the

opportunity to appear before you today. If you have any questions, I'd be happy to try to answer them.



Testimony to Senate Finance and Tax Committee
Chairman Dwight Cook
Prepared by Fire Chief C.J.Craven
City of Minot

Chairman Cook, Senate Finance and Taxation Committee members, my name is CJCraven and I am the
Fire Chief of the City of Minot. I urge a Do Not Pass on House Bill 1465.

It is extremely important that control of the City of Minot's budget remains in the hands of our elected
officials. A one size fits all approach of limiting property tax increases in a rapidly changing environment
will be detrimental to the entire city but most of all to the police and fire departments that are funded
primarily from the general fund (property taxes).

The Minot Fire Department and the City of Minot have struggled to meet the demands of our citizens
during the most challenging period in our history. We have worked to retain our employees and to add
additional staff in the face of unprecedented economic activity and to meet the needs of a rapidly

expanding community.

The Minot City Council has had to make many difficult decisions regarding staffing and pay in order to
maintain a viable police and fire department. Without these actions by the council we would be in a
difficult position and could be unable to provide the necessary services to our citizens.

If HB 1465 had been in effect it would have severely limited our elected official's ability to quickly
respond to these challenges and to take the action necessary to maintain the fire and police
departments and provide for the public safety.

We are still in a rapidly changing situation and cannot predict what the future will bring. Our local
elected officials must have the ability to meet the needs of our citizens who expect and deserve quality

fire and police protection at all times.



North Dakota Fire Chiefs Association

Legislative Testimony on HB 1290

Senate Finance and Taxation Committee

March 19,2013

Chairman Cook and members of the Senate Finance and Taxation Committee:

The following testimony is being presented on behalf of the North Dakota Fire Chiefs
Association.

We urge a do not pass vote on HB 1290. Upon examination of this bill we feel that passage will
significantly inhibit a community's ability to provide for public safety. We understand that this is

not the intention of the legislation but it will be one of the un intended consequences. Fire,

police, and Emergency Medical Services make up a significant portion of communities General
Fund Budgets. Across the state these divisions encompass from 37% to 50% of a community's
general fund expenditures.

Generally Fire Departments do not have a revenue stream that will help to fund those services.

As our State's population and business activities increase so do the calls for fire department
services. Last year saw an increase of 9% in calls for service in Minot (would have been higher if
dispatch changes were not implemented to a 39% increase in calls for service at the Williston
Fire Department.

---- - -- -- - - - -- - - - - -- --------- - --------,

Percentage Increase in Calls for Service from
2011 to 2012 for North Dakota Fire Departments

40.00%

1



Our communities continue to plan for expansion. Grand Forks, Minot, and Williston are

planning to add fire stations and personnel in the next 1 to 3 years. Bismarck, Dickinson, Fargo,

and Mandan continue to assess their situations and if current conditions continue they will
require the addition of stations and staffing within the next 5 years.

While a fire station can be budgeted for in the capital process, it is a onetime expenditure. The
real costs are in the staffing, maintenance, utilities, trucks, fuel, supplies, etc.

The calls for service also are impacting other services provided by fire departments. Fire

departments respond to fires (structural, vehicle, wildland, etc.), emergency medical calls,

technical rescues, hazardous materials releases, carbon monoxide investigations, smoke/odor
investigations, and other service type calls. Fire departments provide may other services to the

communities such as; pre-fire planning, fire code enforcement, public education, sprinkler tests

and review, fire plan reviews, hydrant flow testing, maintenance, training and certifications,
continuity of operations training, disaster mitigation, and many more.

Fire departments and cities have seen significant reductions in Federal Grants in the last 2 years
and it is expected to continue. These federal grants have assisted in purchasing new equipment,

adding personnel, and training employees for specialty responses. The costs to maintain the
equipment and train personnel are now being shifted to local communities.

Fire Departments have seen increases of 5 to 10 percent annually for many items it purchases

each year. Major fire department purchases include fire apparatus, protective clothing (coats,
pants, helmets, and boots), self-contained breathing apparatus (SCBA),and fuel. All of these
items have a relatively short useful life span. These items are generally replaced after 7 years
for protective clothing and up to 15 to 17 years for apparatus and SCBA's.

Finally, fire departments playa major role in controlling insurance costs for their respective

communities. The Insurance Services Office provides a Public Protection Classification rating for
insurance companies to use in determining rates for customers. By classifying communities'
ability to suppress fires, ISOhelps the communities evaluate their public fire-protection services.
The program provides an objective, countrywide standard that helps fire departments in
planning and budgeting for facilities, equipment, and training. And by securing lower fire
insurance premiums for communities with better public protection, the PPCprogram provides
incentives and rewards for communities that choose to improve their firefighting services.
(www.isomitigtaion.com)

We urge a do not pass vote on HB 1290. Thank you for your time.
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Testimony on House Bill 1465 by Bruce Strinden

Morton County Commissioner, March 19, 2013

Chairman Cook, and members of the Senate Finance and Tax Committee. My name is Bruce

Strinden, and I am Chairman of the Morton County Commission. Many times over the years, I

have heard legislators use the expression "This is a bill whose time has come." I am appearing

today in opposition to what have been termed "cap" bills, and I respectfully submit to you that

these are bills whose time has not come .....especially not during this time of extraordinary

economic and population growth in North Dakota. Since the 2010 census, North Dakota has

grown by the equivalent of Morton County's entire population of over 27,000 people.

Cost containment is without question the most important role of the Board of County

Commissioners. We do the job well, and take that responsibility seriously. This past year in

Morton County, we found it necessary to send out notifications to many rural residents of large

increases in their land valuations. I have provided you with an actual 2012 combined statement

on a property West of Mandan whose owner received a notification that his valuation was

increasing by 24%. You will note on the statement that every entity category showed a slight

decrease except for the State tax portion, and the Mandan School District, which went up by

about 10.8%. County commissioners have no control over either of those categories. In

Morton County for 2013, we again budgeted carefully, lowered our mills by 17.5, and increased
our county budget by only 0.27%. (+ $48,675.94 over 2012)

As our remarkable growth continues, we expect that spending increases will be necessary to

keep up with the services mandated by law, and demanded by the public. In making these

budget decisions, we are doing the job citizens elected us to do, and as competent, responsible

officials, we will never budget more than we actually need. As our growth increases, so does

the tax base, making it likely that individual taxes will decrease, rather than increase, even
though we may need to spend more to accommodate that growth.

Passage of a "cap" bill would dictate to responsible county commissioners elected to do a job,
that "You can do your jobs", but only up to this certain point, regardless of extraordinary

circumstances. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I urge you not to pass this bill,

and particularly not in an era when commissioners in many counties will, without question,

need the financial flexibility to deal with these extraordinary times.
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/ Legal Description ~

(
'- SECT-13 TWP-139 RANG-082

N 1/2 NE 1/4 (LESS 1.11A RD & 1.04A RD &
23.94A ST HIWAY) & SE 1/4 NE 1/4
93.91 ACRES

2012 Tax Statement
MORTON COUNTY TREASURER

VICKI LIPPERT
210 2ND AVE NW
MANDAN ND 58554-3158

Receipt # 17835

Parcel Number
Taxpayer #
MP#

ACRES: 93.91

True And Full Value
Taxable Value
Net Taxable Value

2010 2011 2012 IEntity 2010
131,800 139,900 150,900 IState 6.01

6,010 6,380 6,896 ICounty 643.73
6,010 6,380 6,896 ICity/Twp

ISchool 1 935.70
318.000 310.740 297.280 Ico WIDE 266.55

IFIRE DIST 4 35.16
IWATER RES 1 24.04
I
I
I
I
I
Consolidated Tax

Mill Levy

2011
6.39

670.47

972 .63
270.13
37.39
25.52

2012 I
6.901

669.051
I

1,077.431
236.051
36.481
24.131

I
I
I
I

Penalty on 1st Installment & Specials
March 2 _.,. .. .... %

1 6%
1 9%

tober 15 9%
IPenalty on 2nd Installment
[oct.cber 16.................... 6%
I

Specials
Special Int.
Total Tax and Specials

Discount
Net Tax due By Feb 15

(IF PAID IN TWO INSTALLMENTS)
1st Half Due MAR 1,2013
2nd Half Due OCT 15,2013

1,982.53

1,982.53

2,050.04

.00

.00
2,050.04

102.50
1,947.54

1,025.02
1,025.02

Please Return Bottom Portion With Payment to the County Treasurer's Office-Retain Top Portion For Your Records

2012 Tax Statement Parcel Number: 42-0087500
Receipt # 17835

Please Send Payment To:MORTON COUNTY TREASURER
VICKI LIPPERT
210 2ND AVE NW
MANDAN ND 58554-3158 Total Tax and SpecialsDiscountNET TAX DUE BY FEB 15TH

(IF PAID IN TWO INSTALLMENTS)
1st Half Due MAR 1,2013
2nd Half Due OCT 15,2013

Taxp #60403
MP # 60403

AMOUNT PAID, _

CHECK HERB TO REQUEST RECEIPT. _

Please Indicate Address Change, if Any

2,050.0~l02.5C
1,947 . 5~

1,025.02
1,025.02



Testimony of Jim Larson, Director of Finance & Human Resources
Fargo Park District
To Finance and Taxation Committee
In Opposition to HB 1465 & HB 1290
Tuesday, March 19, 2013

Chairman Cook and Members of the Committee, my name is Jim Larson,

and I am director offinance and human resources for the Fargo Park District.

We are opposed to House Bills 1465 and 1290.

House Bill 1465 caps the tax dollars to a maximum increase of 3% from

year to year that a taxing district can levy. It does allow for an increase double,

or 6%, of the 3% maximum with proper publication of notice of the public

hearing to be held to hear and consider protests of the increase. House Bill

1290 caps the tax dollars to a maximum increase of 3% from year to year that

a taxing district can levy.
Park Districts already have maximum mill levies for operations, capital

and special funds. The proposed caps in HB 1465 and 1290 are not necessary

with the current mill levy limitations as passed in the 2001 Legislative

Assembly. These maximum mill levy caps protect the property taxpayer from

excessive levying by Park Districts. We understand the call for property tax

relief, but do not believe this is the best approach.

The current mill levy system and mill levy caps work. As our various

communities experience economic recession or growth, the current mill levy

system allows the resources for Park Districts to respond accordingly.

For a community or region of our state experiencing rapid growth, the

3% annual maximum increase in tax dollars will severely cause distress for a

Park District as they work to develop Park and Recreation amenities and

programming. In the past 13 years, Fargo has experienced rapid growth,

adding 19 parks between 3 to 22 acres each, 30 plus miles of recreation trail,

and arena, pool and golf facilities because of increased demand for
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recreational activities. Along with the new facilities, we have renovated or

upgraded many other facilities and added many new recreational programs.

These new and existing facilities and programs are heavily utilized today.

If park and recreational facilities are not constructed at the time of the

growth, many times they never happen. While it might not seem significant at

the time, we can identify negative impact in our community as a neighborhood

or development area matures without adequate recreational facilities and

programs. We have several areas today in the Fargo community where we are

trying to develop recreational facilities and programs now where they were

not included when the area was initially developed. It is very difficult.

If the proposed 3% cap had been passed as part of the 2001 Legislative

Assembly, many of these new facilities would not have been possible. The 3%

cap, if passed in 2001, would have reduced the cumulative property tax

revenues for the Fargo Park District approximately $19 million. Our total

general operating budget would be reduced from what is today by 20%, or

$2.5 million. The Fargo Park District has a mission to provide quality

recreational and leisure services at an affordable price to improve the quality

of life for all residents of Fargo. This would not be achievable today if the 3%

cap was implemented by the 2001 Legislative Assembly. Our youth program

fees are currently set below direct program costs, usually at 50% of direct

cost. Adult program fees are set equal 01' above direct program costs. We

must provide youth programs at an affordable level to not limit access to

programs based on ability to pay. Today, our fees could be substantially

higher or the programs for youth and adults might not be offered with caps in

place.
I share this information as a view to the impact of HB 1465 and HB

1290. We have many parts of our state that are experiencing rapid growth.

While most is in the western part of the state, there is growth throughout the

great state of North Dakota. The 3% tax dollar cap that is proposed will cause

communities to not be able to develop parks, recreation facilities and
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programs that must happen as developments are created in various

communities. Today, the impact of the 3% cap might appear minimal, but the

long term negative impact for our future generations in North Dakota is

substantial.

The Fargo Park District is opposed to HB 1465 and HB 1290 and urges

the committee to recommend a do not pass on these bills. I would be happy to

answer any questions. Thank you.
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Senate Finance and Taxation Committee
House Bills 1290 and 1465

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,

I am Ed McConnell and I represent the people of Casselton. We oppose HBs 1290 and 1465 for the
following reasons:

1) As in a lot of cities the school levy is so large we have to keep the city's share small- our total
mill levy is 310.02 mills, of which the city levies 78.36 mills with the rest of the levy by the
county and the school. A mill generates $5,576.00 in Casselton or $436,935.36 for the city.
Under the formula in House bills 1290 and 1465, if we were to have an emergency or sudden
growth, we could generate an additional $13,108.00 in tax revenue without an election, which
would not go very far for infrastructure or repairs.

2) All cities shouldn't be restricted in their taxable authority just because a few cities took
advantage of the school buy down last time. Every city has unique problems and city officials do
what they think is best for their people. No city that I know of taxes more than what is
necessary to provide the services their residents expect. Annual elections for excess taxable
authority would put a burden on small cities who have limited staff.

3) Home Rule was created and voted on to give our city local control over our operations. In the
last election the people of North Dakota voted over 70% in favor of local control, a strong voice
that they desire to keep it local; HBs 1290 and 1465 do not keep it local. The best plan for tax
relief is the Governors plan where the money goes to the schools for a property tax buy down.

Mr. Chairman and committee members, thank you for your time and consideration. We
recommend a vote of "Do not pass" on both bills.

Thank you,

Ed McConnell
Mayor, City of Casselton
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HOUSE BILLS 1290 & 1465

CITY OF WEST FARGO TESTIMONY

Mr. Chairman and members ofthe committee my name is Tina Gustafson and I am the Finance

Director for the City of West Fargo. I am here today in opposition to House Bills 1290 and 1465.
The restriction on the amount of property tax dollars a city may increase in a year will severely

hamper the level of service the City of West Fargo can provide its citizens.

The City of West Fargo has been very fortunate to have had great growth over the last decade.
The population has gone from 14,900 in 2000 Census to over 29,000 today. Along with increase

in population, the size of the city has also increased. In 2000 the size of the City was 4,733
acres and today we have 9,756 acres. The growth of the City has also increased the amount of

roads that we have to maintain. In 2000 we had 130 lane miles of roads, and today we have
over 310. To handle this added maintenance we have increased the public works staff from 27

employees to 48 employees. We have also increased the number of police officers from 19 in

2000 to 40 today. Along with personnel increases, the city has also had to increase the city's

budget for such operating expenses as street lighting, fuel, retirement contributions and

support staff.

Another example of an event that has caused a city budget increase is the NDDOT
reconstructed Main Avenue in 2012. This was a wonderful project and the City is extremely

grateful for the federal and state funding that made this possible. However, at the end of the

construction, the maintenance of the road was turned over to the City, and the City needed to

increase budgetary expenses for staff and equipment to accomplish this.

In addition, the growth of the City has caused the need for more space, and the City has

undertaken the construction of a new police building. When the construction is completed the

City will see a considerable increase in the budgeted dollars in the following year to pay for

operation and maintenance of the facility.

The above listed items show a fast growing city such as West Fargo has seen its property tax

budget increase from a low of 5% to a high of 18% over the last 10 years to cover the increased

services. Each budget year has different needs and different demands for services for the

citizens.

Local city boards are in the position to address the needs and demands from the citizens of

their cities. Each city has different needs, and a restriction in increase of property tax dollars

may be ok for some years and extremely short in others. House bills 1290 and 1465 have no

allowances for the unique circumstances of fast growing cities. I encourage the committee to

make a do not pass recommendation.



Testimony To The
THE SENATE FINANCE & TAXATION COMMITTEE
Prepared March 19, 2013 by
Casey Bradley, Auditor/COO Stutsman County

REGARDING HOUSE BILL No. 1465

I would like to thank Chairman Cook and committee members for the opportunity to address
House Bill 1465. I understand the intent of this proposed bill is to "reform" the property tax

system. In my opinion simply placing a cap on property taxes is not an effective tool and will
lead to grave consequences that will ultimately lessen the quality of life for North Dakota

citizens and the economic viability of our local governments. This bill causes a great deal of
concern for me because of the financial uncertainty it will create for local units of government.

Stutsman County has not seen the drastic increases in economic activity nor the devastation to
our road systems that many of the western counties have, we have however seen major increases
in our demand for services as a result of this activity. In 2012, the Stutsman County Sheriffs
Office had a 21.32% increase in their calls for services. Countywide we witnessed an increase of
all calls for service of 11.44%. Already this year, 2013, we have seen a 35% increase in our

County inmate population. This bed space is traditionally utilized for paying inmates from other
organizations, which has served as a direct supplement to the local tax dollars. This increase will
mean a decrease in revenues and a sharp increase in our costs. The caps imposed by House Bill
1290 would prohibit Stutsman County from affording the costs of housing our inmates as well as
for providing the law enforcement services needed to accommodate these dramatic increases.

Between 2009 and 2011 Stutsman County had 1,978 sites declared disasters by FEMA as well as
another 15 Federal Highway Disaster sites. Had House Bill 1465 been in place we would not
have had the capacity to address these disasters in the method by which we did. We would have
been forced to incur debt because of the limitation wasting valuable tax dollars on interest and
fees to simply avoid these limits. Furthermore, these limits would have eliminated our ability to
provide assistance to our local townships that rely on the county for both maintenance and
technical support. At the height of the flooding, we extending nearly $2 million worth of credit

to our townships so they could keep their road systems viable. This was done despite the County
seeing nearly triple digit increase in aggregate prices and major damage to our road systems.
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In the third quarter of2012 the Federal Bureau of Economic Analysis ranked North Dakota as

the number one state in the nation for personal wage growth. The massive labor shortages in
North Dakota are well known and have become a major issue in many parts of the state. The

implementation of House Bill 1465 would effectively eliminate local governments' ability to be
competitive with wages and retain qualified staff. The drastic increases imposed by the

legislature for retirement contributions as well as the 13% increase in health insurance we have
experienced would certainly lead to further cuts of services because they both exceeded the

allowable limits imposed by House Bill 1465.

The first handout is an illustration of what the impact of House Bill 1465 would have had on
Stutsman County had it been imposed at the beginning of 2007. As you can see we would have
$3,638,598.88 over this period. In just fiscal year 2012 this lost revenue was enough to have
eliminated nearly our entire General Fund budget at $1,206,840.53 for the entire year. For us
that would have meant no Sheriffs Office, State's Attorney, Auditor, Treasurer, nor Recorder.
The next page is projected at 6% increase. The following two pages ofthe handout illustrate the
impact our levy has had on a $100,000 property from 2008 until 2012 in the City of Jamestown
and in a rural township. As you can see the Net Effective Tax Rate has decreased in every

instance.

In closing, I would like to thank the committee for allowing me to voice my concerns on this bill.

I highly recommend a do not pass recommendation because of this bill's crippling effect on local
government. Capping our ability to provide critical public services at a time when we are seeing

historic demand will undoubtedly have disastrous effects on our communities.
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Taxable Valuation with New Growth

Net New Properties included in valuation

Actual" Growth in Valuation

Mill Rate
G@neral

Human Servke

Highway

Corrections

Health Insurance

SociatSecurity

Senior Citizens
Veteran Service

Emergency Fund
Total County Levies

Actull Oollirs levied
Gen@ral

Human Service

Highway
Corrections

Hellth Insurance

Social Security

Senior Citizens
Veteran Service

Emergency Fund

Total County levies

Annual (loss)

Cumulative (loss)

Adjustment for Added Properties

Adjusted Base levy

MalCimum allowed levy @ 3%

Individual Allowed levies @ 3% Increase

'I,
it.

1\
I,I
I

iJ
Ii

"

General
Human Service

Highway

Corrections

Health Insurance

Social Security

Senior Citizens

veteran service
Emerg@ncy Fund
Total County levies

lost Dollars levied

Actual levy Increase

Actual 3% Increase

57,089,306

687,227

'000 2009 Z010

Actual 3% Increase

66,743,031

544,666

2011 2<)12'006
Actuat

53,706,579

Actual 3% Increase

55,005,509

436,917

22.26
26.80

9.12

10.00

5.40
12.01
1.46

1.17

1.00

2.42%

22.33

25.21
8.95

10.00

6.12
12.72

1.44

1.18
1.00

22.33

25.21
8.95

10.00

5.47

12.18

1.44

1.18

1.00

3.79%

19.41

25.21
8.69

10.00

6.12

15.62

1.40

1.18
1.00

Actual 3% Increase

60,386,351
749,835

19.41

25.21
8.69

10.00

5.50
12.23
1.40

1.18

1.00

5.78%

20.57
26.00

8.29

10.00

8.00
15.62

1.37

1.15

2.00

Actual 3% Increase

63,329,007

544,666

19.15
24.87

8.29

9.87
5.43

12.07
1.37

1.15

0.99

4.87%

19.04
25.84

10.58
10.00

8.00

15.62
1.32
1.26

2.00

18.98
24.65

8.22

9.78

5.38

11.96

1.32
1.14

0.98

5.39%

18.76
24.64

12.09

10.00

5.96

15.72

1.26

1.20
4.00

Actual 3%lncruse

72,676,207

663,862

18.71
24.30

8.10
9.64

5.30

11.79
1.26

1.12

0.96

8.89%

18.76
21.64

11.78
10.00

4.00

18.88

1.26
1.20

4.00

17.87
21.64
7.74

9.21
4.00

11.26
1.20

1.07

0.92

82.39 93.63 81.18 91.52 74.91

1,195,508.45

1,439,336.32
489,804.00

537,065.79

290,015.53

645,016.01
78,411.61

62,836.70
53,706.58

89.22

1,228,273.02

1,386,688.88

492,299.31
550,055.09

336,633.72

699,670.07

79,207.93
64,906.50

55,005.51

88.95

1,228,273.02

1,386,688.88
492,299.31

550,055.09

301,146.12

669,771.29

79,207.93

64,906.50
55,005.51

87.76

1,108,103.4]

1,439,221.40

496,106.07

570,893.06

349,386.55

891,734.96

79,925.03

67,365.38
57,089.31

88.63

1,108,103.43

1,439,221.40

496,106.07
570,893.06

314,055.84

698,483.45

79,925.03

67,365.38
57,089.31

84.63

1,242,147.24

1,570,045.13

500,602.85
603,863.51

483,090.81

943,234.80

82,729.30
69,444.30

120,772.70

93.00

1,156,337.46

1,501,868.49

500,602.85
595,743.15

327,726.20

728,887.35

82,729.30
69,444.30

59,574.32

83.18

1,205,784.29

1,636,421.54

670,020.89
633,290.07

506,632.06

989,199.09

83,594.29

79,794.55

126,658.01

93.66

1,201,770.28

1,560,877.32
520,271.67

619,150.07

340,602.66

757,525.54

83,594.29

72,172.79

61,915.01

1,252,099.26

1,644,548.28
806,923.24

667,430.31

397,788.46

1,049,200.45

84,096.22
80,091.64

266,972.12

1,248,469.38

1,621,530.82
540,488.70

643,209.37

353,838.00

786,961.91

84,096.22

74,977.32

64,320.94

1,363,405.64

1,572,713.12
856,125.72

726,762.07

290,704.83

1,372,126.79

91,572.02
87,211.45

290,704.83

1,298,713.95

1,572,713.12
562,240.63
669,095.29

290,704.83

818,633.14

87,480.67
77,994.78

66,909.53

6,249,149.99 5,417,892.65 6,651,326.46 5,444,485.93
4,791,700.98 4,892,740.03

38,981.73

4,830,682.71

4,975,603.19

1,241,391.25
1,494,577.06

508,602.34

557,678.01

301,146.12

669,771.29

81,420.99
65,248.33

55,767.80
4,975,603.19

(82,863.17)

2.11%

4,827,353.65

(65,386.38)

(65,386.38)

5,059,825.19

60,311.92
4,887,665.57

5,034,295.53

1,280,927.36
1,446,134.29

513,403.49

573,635.18

314,055.84

698,483.45

82,603.47

67,688.95

57,363.52
5,034,295.53

25,529.66

4,831,242.96
(228,582.23)

(293,968.61)

3.41%

5,615,930.64

63,455.58

4,894,698.54
5,041,539.50

1,156,337.46
1,501,868.49

517,700.80

595,743.15

327,726.20

728,887.35
83,404.04

70,297.69
59,574.32

5,041,539.50

574,391.15

10.99%

5,022,913.42

(593,017.22)

(886,985.83)

5,931,394.80

45,305.11
5,068,218.53

5,220,265.08

1,201,770.28

1,560,877.32
520,271.67

619,150.07

340,602.66
757,525.54

85,979.76

72,172.79

61,915.01
5,220,265.08

711,129,71

5.62%

5,217,879.61
(713,515.18)

(1,600,501.01)

44,876.78

5,262,756.39

5,420,639.08

1,248,469.38

1,621,530.82
540,488.70

643,209.37

353,838.00
786,961.91

86,842.65

74,977.32
64,320.94

5,420,639.08

828,510.91

(831,257.34)

(2,431,758.35)

5.36%

53,889.27
5,471,781.92

5,635,935.38

1,298,713.95
1,686,789.21

562,240.63
669,095.29

368,078.18

818,633.14

87,480.67
77,994.78

66,909.53

5,635,935.38

1,015,391.09

(1,206,840.53)

(3,638,598.88)

6.44%
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Stutsman County

Taxable Valuation with New Growth
Net New Properties included in valuation

Actual % Growth in Valuation

Mill Rate
General
Human Service
Highway
Corrections

Health Insurance
Social Security

Senior Citizens
Veteran Service
Emergency Fund
Total County Levies

Actual Dollars levied
General
Human Service
Highw.y
Corrections
Health Insurance
Social Security

Senior Citizens
Veteran Service
Emergency Fund
Total County Levies

Annual (loss)
Cumulative (loss)

11 .•

II I':Adjustment for Added Properties
I' :1 Adjusted Base levy
It 1 ' Maximum allowed Levy @ 6%

II i Individual Allowed levies @ 6% Increase
,I,

General
I Human ServiceIII Highway
~ICorrections
I! Health Insurance

,I, 1,1 Socral Security
Ii Senior Citizensl Veteran Service
I Emergency Fund

Total County levies

j ! lost Dollars Levied

II
1,'1

1
"I ,'I Actual tevv increase

I I

2006

Actual
53,706,579

22.26
26.80
9.12

10.00
5.40

12.01
1.46
1.17
1.00

Actual
55,005,509

436,917

2007

2.42%

22.33

25.21
8.95

10.00

6.12
12.72
1.44
1.18

1.00

6% Increase

22.33

25.21
8.95

10.00
5.63

12.53
1.44
1.18
1.00

Actual
57,089,306

687,227

2008

3.79%

19.41

25.21
8.69

10.00
6.12

15.62
1.40
1.18
1.00

2009 2010 2011

60,386,351

749,835

72,676,207

663,862

19.41

25.21
8.69

10.00
5.83

12.96
1.40
1.18
1.00

5.78%

20.57

26.00
8.29

10.00
8.00
15.62
1.37
1.15

2.00

6% Increase

19.71

25.60
8.29

10.00
5.92

13.16
1.37
1.15
1.02

Actual
63,329,007

544,666

4.87%

19.04

25.84
10.58
10.00
8.00

15.62
1.32
1.26

2.00

6% Increase

19.04

25.84
8.45
10.00
6.03

13.42
1.32
1.17
1.04

Actual
66,743,031

544,666

5.39%

18.76
24.64
12.09
10.00
5.96

15.72
1.26
1.20

4.00

6% Increase

8.89%

U~
MM
U8
moo
~%

13M
1~
1."
1.~

18.76
21.64
11.78
10.00
4.00

18.88
1.26
1.20

4.00

18.44

21.64
8.43

9.83
4.00

13.38
1.24

1.17
1.03

86.31 93.63 85.05 . 91.52 79.17

1,195,508.45

1,439,336.32
489,804.00
537,065.79
290,015.53
645,016.01
78,411.61

62,836.70
53,706.58

89.22

1,228,273.02
1,386,688.88
492,299.31
550,055.09
336,633.72
699,670.07
79,207.93
64,906.50
55,005.51

88.95

1,228,273.02

1,386,688.88
492,299.31
550,055.09
309,917.37
689,279.19
79,207.93
64,906.50
55,005.51

88.28

1,108,103.43

1,439,221.40
496,106.07
570,893.06
349,386.55
891,734.96
79,925.03
67,365.38
57,089.31

88.63

1,108,103.43
1,439,221.40

496,106.07
570,893.06
332,616.78
739,764.35
79,925.03
67,365.38

57,089.31

85.67

1,242,147.24
1,570,045.13
500,602.85
603,863.51
483,090.81
943,234.80
82,729.30
69,444.30

120,772.70

93.00

1,190,017.19
1,545,612.23
500,602.85
603,863.51
357,204.64
794,449.57

82,729.30
69,444.30
61,309.49

86.20

1,205,784.29
1,636,421.54
670,020.89
633,290.07
506,632.06
989,199.09
83,594.29
79,794.55

l26,658.01

93.66

1,205,784.29
1,636,421.54

535,425.22
633,290.07
382,052.10
849,712.17
83,594.29

74,274.91
65,574.23

1,252,099.26
1,644,548.28
806,923.24
667,430.31
397,788.46

1,049,200.45
84,096.22
80,091.64

266,972.12

1,252,099.26
1,644,548.28
572,432.00
667,430.31
397,788.46

908,441.40
84,096.22
79,408.54

70,106.50

1,363,405.64

1,572,713.12
856,125.72
726,762.07
290,704.83

1,372,126.79
91,572.02
87,211.45

290,704.83

1,340,426.51
1,572,713.12
612,813.25
714,513.07
290,704.83
972,525.88
90,028.65
85,010.28
75,052.05

5,931,394.80 5,466,128.83 6,249,149.99 5,676,350.97 6,651,326.46 5,753,787.63
4,791,700.98 4,892,740.03

38,981.73

4,830,682.71
5,120,523.68

1,277,548.27
1,538,108.43
523,416.00
573,921.06

309,917.37
689,279.19
83,792.47

67,148.76
57,392.11

5,120,523.68

(227,783.65)

2.11%

4,855,632.80
(37,107.23)

(37,107.23)

5,059,825.19

60,665.23
4,916,298.03
5,211,275.91

1,318,235.92
1,488,254.71

528,356.99
590,343.00
332,616.78
739,764.35

85,009.39
69,660.47

59,034.30
5,211,275.91

(151,450.72)

3.41%

4,891,084.81

(168,740.39)
(205,847.61)

5,615,930.64

64,241.57

4,955,326.37
5,252,645.96

1,190,017.19
1,545,612.23
532,779.46

613,094.89
357,204.64
794,449.57
85,833.29
72,345.20
61,309.49

5,252,645.96

363,284.69

10.99%

5,205,233.08
(410,697.56)
(616,545.18)

46,949.57
5,252,182.65
5,567,313.61

1,272,795.82
1,653,126.36
535,425.22
645,868.78
382,052.10

849,712.17
88,484.02

74,274.91
65,574.23

5,567,313.61

364,081.18

5.62%

(465,265.97)
(1,081,811.15)

47,011.86

5,513,140.69
5,843,929.13

1,289,l24.02
1,749,525.45
572,432.00
677,060.93
408,458.25

908,441.40

89,372.04
79,408.54
70,106.50

5,843,929.13

405,220.86

5.36%

(572,799.02)

(1,654,610.17)

56,460.03
5,732,811.01

6,076,779.67

1,340,426.51
1,760,560.19
612,813.25
714,513.07
425,849.79
972,525.88

90,028.65
85,010.28
75,052.05

6,076,779.67

574,546.80

(897,538.83)
(2,552,149.00)

6.44%

~



Stutsman County, North Dakota

Mill levy changes from 2008 (base year) to 2012
City of Jamestown, ND

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

County 100.10 104.40 105.01 104.88 102.69

Vector 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50

Garrisson Diversion 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

State Medical 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Jamestown City 126.49 134.63 131.17 131.11 123.37

Jamestown Park 42.96 43.43 44.21 44.25 43.48

Jamestown School 236.48 161.39 161.46 161.40 155.40

Total Mills 511.53 449.35 447.35 447.14 430.44

Annual Change (62.18) (2.00) (0.21) (16.70)

Net Effective Tax Rate
Residential
Commerical
Agricultural

2.30%
2.56%
2.56%

2.02%
2.25%
2.25%

2.01%
2.24%
2.24%

2.01%
2.24%
2.24%

1.94%
2.15%
2.15%



Stutsman County, North Dakota

Mill levy changes from 2008 (base year) to 2012
Alexander Township, NO

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

County 105.10 109.40 110.01 109.88 107.69
Vector 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
Garrisson Diversion 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

State Medical 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Alexander Township 12.87 14.00 27.00 36.00 18.00
Streeter School 158.30 107.46 102.97 96.08 83.93
Gackle Fire 5.72 5.70 5.65 5.61 12.10

Total Mills 287.49 242.06 251.13 253.07 227.22

Annual Change (45.43) 9.07 1.94 (25.85)

Net Effective Tax Rate
Residential
Commerical
Agricultural

1.29%
1.44%
1.44%

1.09%
1.21%
1.21%

1.13%

1.26%
1.26%

1.14%
1.27%
1.27%

1.02%
1.14%

1.14%
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Testimony to Senate Finance & Taxation Committee
Chairman Dwight Cook
Prepared by: David Waind, City Manager
City of Minot

House Bill 1290 and 1465

Chairman Cook, Senate Finance & Taxation Committee members, my name is
David Waind and I am City Manager of the City of Minot. I urge a Do Not Pass
on House Bill 1290 and on House Bill 1465.

There are two bills scheduled before your committee today and my comments
will be the same on both this bill and HB 1465. Both of these bills adversely affect
Local Governments ability to operate and respond to local issues.

I believe that the issueof local control is an important issue here. Minot has 15
locally elected City Council members who have to answer to Minot voters.
Terms of office are 4 years each and members are elected on a staggered basis
which allow for half of the members to stand for election every two years. If our
Council vote to support a budget with a property tax impact that citizens do not
support, the Council members can be replaced by citizens at the next regular
election. Local control of local government.

At a time when our City is dealing with both unprecedented growth and
recovery from a major disaster, our needs are significantly different than those of
communities in the State which are not growing as rapidly or have not suffered
from a major disaster. While I understand the overarching concern for control of
property tax in our State, I believe that taking control away from locally elected
boards will only create more significant problems for communities and citizens.
Local government elected boards are the ones who deal with the specifics of
issuesin each community. They see where the needs are and must make the
critical decisions of what to do to solve those local problems. It ismy observation
that these boards are accountable to their citizens on a daily basis. And, again,
if the local government boards do not get it right their constituents will let them
know on election day.

One other note of interest on this topic, the amount the City of Minot levied in
property tax this past year comes close, but does not cover the amount of the
cost to provide only the police and fire services in our community. Property tax is
a critical part of our funding annually and is best controlled by the local
government elected boards who can respond best to local needs.

Thank you for the opportunity to give you my comments on this bill.
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House Bill 1465

Senate Finance and Tax Committee
March 19,2013

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Finance and Tax Committee. My name is

Bill Wocken. I am the City Administrator for the City of Bismarck. I am appearing this

morning in opposition to House Bill 1465 with the approval of my City Commission.

House Bill 1465 seeks to convert property tax references in the NO Century Code to

dollar decimal references and to limit annual increases in municipal budgets. I do not

object to Section 1 of the bill but I do have issues with the remainder of it. The limitation

on the increase in budget from one year to another is, in my opinion, unhealthy and

unnecessary.

City and county budgets are subject to many pressures that come with the delivery of

services to local citizens. In areas that are growing rapidly, a restriction in the increase

of a budget may well translate into a service reduction. I am sure the budgets of

Williston and other cities and counties in the oil patch have tremendous year-to-year

variations. While increasing in population is a problem, going down or staying level is

another concern. People still need to feel safe and to have their roads and community

facilities maintained. Water and sewer service costs are not dramatically decreased as

population falls so a restriction in budget can very easily translate into loss of services.

This bill ignores the fact that local elected officials are responsible for the annual budget

and must answer to the voters for their actions. The bill imposes an expensive way to

get around the levy limitation; a vote with a 55% super majority. Budgets are normally



done in August and September because the local jurisdictions need to report their levy

needs to their respective counties by early October. It is logical to assume, then, that if

the budget needs an increase it might be detected in September. Elections need to be

scheduled in advance in order to provide adequate notice to citizens. That puts an

election into the November to December timeframe. Tax statements need to go out in

early to mid-December. What amount would they reflect if an election was pending?

This bill also obliterates home rule charters with respect to budgets. Most charters have

budget provisions in them. With this bill those budget decisions, made by the voters, are

ignored and a new state-imposed standard is employed. This bill disenfranchises the

voters who voted on adoption of a home rule charter.

Local government is a partner with the state in delivery of services at the most

reasonable cost. At times, the cost of service delivery will rise. My power bill and my

insurance costs do too. The local voters are very effective in telling local officials when

they are proposing too much in taxes for the services delivered. No one will ever say

thank you for a property tax bill. We all know that. But we also know that very seldom do

people say they are getting too much service from local government. Let the local

elected officials deal with those issues and please give this bill a Do Not Pass

recommendation.



The people across the state have spoken loud and clear, they believe something is wrong with the

property tax system.
After debate vote on Measure two,
They understand that it is local;
They understand that they can vote out the current commissioners and city council members;
But they believe the replacements will continue the same process is their concern;
They want property tax relief and the system reformed.

The system we have today is the result of a NO Supreme Court ruling from 1980
This system has been changed over time since 1980 to what we have today.

It will time to adjust all of these historical changes and it must be done in a measured manner.
This bill addresses just four change to begin with.

HB 1465 seeks to begin the reform process of property tax and assessment across the state.

Section 1. Eliminates the reference to Mills throughout the century code changing to a percentage of

dollars instead.

Section 2. Establishes greater control of local Direct Voter taxing authority by the voters with a three

level protocol taxing system.

Levell - Allows for a specific increase in tax rates taking in consideration certain exempts.

Level 2 - Allows for an increase to the specific increase of tax rates with in Levell upon meeting

all the requirements of current notification of the tax base to allow for public input, discussion, and

participation.

Level 3 - Allows for increase of any amount provided a direct vote of approval is received from

the public.

These levels recognizes certain requirements of the political subdivisions that require a greater

flexible and is therefore listed as a exception to these levels.

New property improvements, annexed property, expired exem ptions, temporary levies,

social services levies, new levies, or bonded indebtedness levied under Art 10 of the constitution.

Tax Authority may consolidate their taxing authority within the current limits. Providing all

political subdivisions the ability to do their primary job, that of managing the budget and providing

services. No longer will funds be "stove piped" with various account inaccessible for use during critical

periods for temporary areas of needed funds.

Section 3. Repeal of 57-15-01.1 a relic of the 79-81 oil boom/bust era and whose time has long sense

past.

Section 4. Effective Date for Section 2 and 3 for taxable years after Dec 31,2012.



Now, you may hear today that section 1 will not work as long as we use taxable value rather than
True and Full.

Mills mean nothing to the average property owner and to change to a percentage of dollars is a
simple movement of the decimal point 3 places to the left.
Additionally, other states have realized that referencinw mills is problematic and thus reference
dollars as well, totaling 33. We would become the 34t1 state to do.

You will hear that CAPS are included in the bill and this is outside the legislature's
understanding of local property tax and is against all of those that voted against Measure 2.

Webster's define CAPS as:

5: to prevent from growing or spreading: set an upper limit on something
6: an upper limit (as on expenditures): ceiling

Ceiling
5: an upper usually prescribed limit <a ceiling on prices, rents, and wages>

In truth there are no CAPS at all in 1465.

There does exists within the bill a three level protocol system as explained earlier for tax increase
that includes asking those you wish to tax for approval at one level.

You may hear that the repeal of code within Section 3 will greatly restrict the local subdivision
to the limits established by this body within each mill authority.

Taken individually, it would return them to the limits that the legislature established for them,
however taken with Section 2 and the rules establishing the previous year for levied funds and

\

the three protocol tax authority system. This establishes the current level oflevied taxes that
would include the current level of taxes thus replacing the need for section 3 law.

You may hear that a 12% annual increase in spending is not enough, what industry is guaranteed
a 12% annual return?

Finally,

You may hear today about mandated and voter approved levies and how they are not included.
If these are currently levied and they should already be so, then they are already covered under
the current levy and would be part of the previous year's levy thereby becoming the baseline for
the three level protocol tax authority.

Thank you.




