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BUSINESS REPORT

MONTANA SENATE
63rd LEGISLATURE - REGULAR SESSION

SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Date: Monday, February 18, 2013 Time: 3:00 PM
Place: Capitol Room: 303

BILLS and RESOLUTIONS HEARD:

SB 258 - Name the justice building after Joe Mazurek - Sen. Art Wittich
SB 266 - Revise sacramental wine license laws - Sen. Matthew Rosendale
SB 273 - Revise cultural and historical preservation laws - Sen. Sharon Stewart-Peregoy

EXECUTIVE ACTION TAKEN:

SB 258 - Do Pass

SB 266 - Do Pass

SB185 - Do Pass

SB 224 - Do Pass As Amended
SB 205 - Tabled

SJ 12 - Tabled

Comments:

SEN. Ron Arthun, Chair




MONTANA STATE SENATE

ROLL CALL

STATE ADMINISTRATION

COMMITTEE
DATE: Felo |2 , 2013
NAME PRESENT |ABSENTY/

EXCUSED |

Chairman Arthun Vl

Vice Chair Brown vl

Senator Blewett L

Senator Jent |

Senator Sales v

Senator Van Dyk v

Senator Webb odered 3

7 Committee Members

0>




SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
February 18,2013
Page 1 of 1

Mr. President:

We, your committee on State Administration recommend that Senate Bill 258 (first reading

Signed: /4’7 %

Senator Ron Arthun, CRair

copy -- white) do pass.

- END -

Committee Vote:
Yes 7, No 0
Fiscal Note Required __

SB0258001SC. swr




Mr. President:

SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
February 18,2013
Page 1 of 1

We, your committee on State Administration recommend that Senate Bill 266 (first reading

copy -- white) do pass.

Committee Vote:
Yes 7, No 0

Senator Ron %rthun Chair

- END -

Fiscal Note Required __

SB0266001SC. swr




SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

February 18,2013
Page 1 of 1

Mr. President:

We, your committee on State Administration recommend that Senate Bill 185 (first reading

copy -- white) do pass.
Signed: ,/@)\ )A

Senator’Ron Aﬁhun,\Shair

- END -

Committee Vote:
Yes 5, No 2
Fiscal Note Required

SB0185002SC. swr




SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

February 18, 2013
Page 1 of 2

MTr. President:

We, your committee on State Administration recommend that Senate Bill 224 (first reading

copy -- white) do pass as amended. /@y
‘ Signed: < / ; )

Senator Rofi Arthfin, Chair

And, that such amendments read:

1. Title, page 1, line 7.

Following: "RULES;"

Insert: "ALLOWING AN ADMINISTRATIVE RULE REVIEW COMMITTEE TO
GRANT AN EXTENSION TO THE DEADLINE;"

2. Title, page 1, line 7.
Following: "2-4-302"
Insert: ","

Strike: "AND"

Following: "2-4-305,"
Insert: "AND 2-4-402,"

3. Page 1, line 109.

Following: "_(b)"

Strike: "If legislation"

Insert: " (i) Except as provided in subsection (1) (b) (ii), if
legislation adopted in the most recent legislative session"

4. Page 1, line 20.
Strike: "120"
Insexrt: "180"

5. Page 1, following line 22.

Insert: " (ii) An agency may request an extension to the deadline
provided in subsection (1) (b) (i) from the appropriate
administrative rule review committee."

Committee Vote:
Yes 4,No 3
Fiscal Note Required ___

SB0224001SC. swr




February 18, 2013
Page 2 of 2

6. Page 7, following line 1.
Insert: "Section 3. Section 2-4-402, MCA, is amended to read:

"2-4-402. Powers of committees -- duty to review rules. (1)
The administrative rule review committees shall review all
proposed rules filed with the secretary of state.

(2) The appropriate administrative rule review committee
may: ‘

(a) request and obtain an agency's rulemaking records for
the purpose of reviewing compliance with 2-4-305;

(b) prepare written recommendations for the adoption,
amendment, or rejection of a rule and submit those
recommendations to the department proposing the rule and submit
oral or written testimony at a rulemaking hearing;

(c) require that a rulemaking hearing be held in accordance
with the provisieons—of 2-4-362 through 2-4-365;
(d) institute, intervene in, or otherwise participate in

proceedings involving this chapter in the state and federal
courts and administrative agencies;

(e) review the incidence and conduct of administrative
proceedings under this chapter;

(f) grant an extension to the deadline provided in 2-4-

302(1) (by).""

Renumber: subsequent sections

- END -

SB0224001SC.swr




COMMITTEE FILE COPY

BILL TABLED NOTICE
SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE
The SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE TABLED
SB 205 - Provide for special election to fill US Senate vacancy - Sen. David Wanzenried

SJ 12 - Study resolution of use of quick response codes at state sites - Sen. Mike Phillips
, by motion, on Monday, February 18, 2013.

"N §W

(For the Committee) e (For the Secretary of the Senate)

08 21§

(Time) (Date)

February 18, 2013 (4:56pm) Nadine Spencer, Secretary Phone: 444-1619




; MONTANA STATE SENATE
‘ Roll Call Vote _
STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

DATE 9’/ | & /WU BILL NOSB 258 MOTION NO. |

MOTION:_ o Pass

—_—

If Proxy Vote, check

RAME AYE |No | brediuicsma

/ ) minutes
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN v
SENATOR BLEWETT v v
SENATOR JENT L L
SENATOR SALES v
SENATOR VAN DYK v
SENATOR WEBB e
CHAIRMAN ARTHUN el

7 Committee Members

S:\Senate Committees' Forms\State Admin\CommRolICallVote.State.2009.wpd




;} MONTANA STATE SENATE
| Roll Call Vote ,
STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

DATE # /14 / 2013 BILLNO £05  MOTION NO.

MOTION: = ©¢p Ppes

NAl\/[E If f.’erox)ifn\c’ollte,e d;ef,l;
AYE NO llif'ox;& Forxln ?vitshg ‘

. minutes

VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN /

SENATOR BLEWETT p e

SENATOR JENT v =

SENATOR SALES L

SENATOR VAN DYK \ / |

SENATOR WEBB e

CHAIRMAN ARTHUN /

7 Committee Members

S:\Senate Committees' Forms\State Admin\CommRolICallVote.State.2009.wpd




- MONTANA STATE SENATE
‘ Roll Call Vote .
STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

DATE. A~/ 8- Z0I3 prrno ZAY MOTION NO.

MOTION: | 4
AD pUSS (C hmgndod
If Proxy Vote, check
NAME AYE [No | bkl
] minutes
VICE CHAIRMAN BROWN \/
SENATOR BLEWETT \/ l/
SENATOR JENT L 4
SENATOR SALES (/
SENATOR VAN DYK ; i/ _
SENATOR WEBB /
CHAIRMAN ARTHUN .

7 Committee Members

S:\Senate Committees' Forms\State Admin\CommRollCallVote.State.2009.wpd




SENATE PROXY

I, Senator Larry Jent, hereby authorize Senator Anders Blewett to vote my ‘

proxy before the Senate State Administration Committee meeting held on |

9//7;/ . 2013.

s/ o0 7/19/)7¢

Senator Slgngx/,l/re/ Dgtf{ 4

Said authorization is as follows: (mark only one)

B/ All votes, including amendments.

| All votes as directed below on the listed bills, and all other votes.

i Votes only as directed below.

Bill No./Amendment No. Aye No
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SENATE PROXY

I, Senator Anders Blewett, hereby authorize Senator Larry Jent to vote my ‘

proxy before the Senate State Administration Committee meeting held on

22//9% , 2013,

[

Senator Svignature Date

JQ//&/;S

Said authorization is as follows: (mark only one)

D( All votes, including amendments.

o All votes as directed below on the listed bills, and all other votes.

O Votes only as directed below.

Bill No./Amendment No. Aye No
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MONTANA STATE SENATE

Visitors Register

SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Monday, February 18, 2013
SB 258 - Name the justice buil
Sponsor: Sen. Art Wittich

PLEASE PRINT

ding after Joe Mazurek

Name

Representing

Support

Oppose

Info
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Please leave prepared testimony with Secretary. Witness Statement forms are available if you care to submit written

testimony.




MONTANA STATE SENATE
Visitors Register
SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Monday, February 18, 2013
SB 273 - Revise cultural and historical preservation laws
Sponsor: Sen. Sharon Stewart-Peregoy

PLEASE PRINT

Name Representing Support | Oppose | Info
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Please leave prepared testimony with Secretary. Witness Statement forms are available if you care to submit written
testimony.



MONTANA STATE SENATE

Visitors Register

SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Monday, February 18, 2013

SB 266 - Revise sacramental wine license laws
Sponsor: Sen. Matthew Rosendale

PLEASE PRINT
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. Representing Support | Oppose | Info
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Please leave prepared testimony with Secretary. Witness Statement forms are available if you care to submit written

testimony.




July 2012 The Interim : 9

The Back Page

An Eye on Ethics: Examining Montana’s Office of the Commissioner of Political Practices

By Megan Moore ;
Legislative Research Analyst
Legislative Services Division

With election season in full swing, newspaper articles about
how candidates are faring in the money race are faitly com-
mon. Allegations of unethical campaign practices also appear

from time to time. In both cases, the Office of the Commis-

sioner of Political Practices is often a key figure in the story.
Many candidates for public office ate familiar with the office
as the collector of campaign finance filings, but few people
may be aware of all of the office’s duties and how other.
states design their campaign and ethics enforcement offices.

The role of the commissioner of political practices has also
been the focus of increased attention, pethaps due to the
recent high rate of turnover for that position. There have
been five commissioners in the last seven years, the same
number that served for the first 29 years of the office’s
existence, from 1975 to 2004. Three commissioners have
served in the relatively short petiod of time since the term of
former Commissioner Dennis Unsworth ended in December
2010. The first commissioner, Jennifer L. Hensley, did not -
teceive a vote in the Senate Judiciary Committee during the
2011 Legislature and thus was not confirmed by the Senate
as required by law. David B. Gallik was appointed on May

13, 2011, after Hensley wasn’t confirmed. He resigned Jan.
18, 2012, amid staff accusations related to time spent on his
private law practice. The current commissioner, Jim Murry,
was appointed Feb. 6, 2012.

About the Commissioner’s Office

The office now known as the Commissioner of Politi-

cal Practices was created in 1975 and originally named the
Commissioner of Campaign Finances and Practices. The
statement of purpose for the bill creating the office cited
the need to “consolidate and clarify the authority to enforce
the election and campaign finance laws.”? The name of the
office changed in 1980 as a result of Initiative 85, which also
changed requirements related to lobbyists.

Originally, the speaker of the House, president of the Senate,
and the minority leaders of both houses appointed the com-
missioner. If they could not agree, the Supreme Court ap-
pointed a fifth member to the selection committee. The 1979

! Chapter 480, Laws of 1975.
? Chapter 483, Laws of 1979.
® Chapter 479, Laws of 2005.

Legislatute changed the appointment of the commissioner by
giving that power to the governor, with confirmation by the
Senate. Legislative leadership retained a role: recommenda-

* tion of names to the governor.? The governor, however, is

not tequired to choose a nominee from the names provided
by leadership.

The commissioner is appointed for a six-year term and is
not eligible for reappointment unless appointed to serve
fewer than three years of an unexpired term resulting from a
vacancy.

There are just three qualifications for the office. The commis-
sioner must be:

* a US. citizen;
* aresident of Montana; and

*  registered to vote in Montana on the date of appoint-
ment.

Restrictions exist, as well. The commissioner may not know-
ingly:

*  hold another position of public trust or engage in an
occupation or business that interferes or is inconsistent
with the execution of the duties of the commissioner’s
office;

*  participate in any political activity ot a political campaign;

*  make conttibutions to a candidate, political committee, ot
for or against a ballot issue;

*  engage in any activity that is primarily intended to sup-
pott or oppose a candidate, political committee, or ballot
issue;

*  attend a fund raiser for a candidate, political committee,
or ballot issue; or

*  participate in 2 matter pertaining to the commissioner’s
office that involves a relative or is a conflict of intetest or
results in the appearance of a conflict of interest be-
tween public duty and private interest.

The qualifications and restrictions are fairly recent additions
to the statutes governing the commissioner’s office, enacted
by the 2005 Legislature.®
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Duties and Responsibilities of the Commissioner

The duties and responsibilities of the office can be grouped
into three general categories: ethics, lobbyists, and campaign
finance and elections.

The role related to ethics includes receiving ethics complaints
and disclosures from public employees, state officers, and
candidates. The types of disclosures filed are for individuals
~with salaries from two separate public employment positions,
business disclosures for state officers and candidates, and
disclosures of private interests that may create conflict with
public duty for public officers and employees. In addition to
disclosures, the office also receives complaints about poten-
tial violations of the code of ethics by state officers, legisla-
tors, state employees, and county attorneys.

The commissioner is also responsible for licensing lobbyists,
collecting reports on payments to lobbyists, and conducting
investigations related to lobbyist disclosure. To fulfill these
duties, the commissioner must make lobbyist information
publicly available, investigate irregularities in lobbyist reports,
and hold informal hearings if reports are not filed in the

© required time frame,

The campaign finance and election duties of the commis-
sioner are the most numerous. Generally, they involve receiv-
ing campaign finance reports from candidates and political
committees and investigating complaints related to campaign
finances and election practices. Some of the specific duties
include:

*  prescribing forms for reports and publishing 2 manual
presctibing a uniform system of accounts;

*  preparing a form for the Code of Fair Campaign Prac-
tices set forth in section 13-35-301, MCA, and providing
the forms to candidates for (voluntary) signature;

*  publishing campaign contribution limits in administrative
rule (adjusted based on the Consumer Price Index);

*  receiving campaign finance reports and constituent ser-
vice account filings and examining them for compliance
and conformity with law;

*  making filed reports available for public inspection;

* The nine states without a statewide ethics commission include, amon

*  investigating alleged violations of election and campaign
‘laws contained in Title 13, chapters 35 and 37; and

*  notifying the secretary of state if a candidate is not in
compliance and is ineligible to appear on the ballot.

Ethics Offices Elsewhere

- Forty-one states* have independent ethics commissions, but

the structure and authortity of the commissions vary con-
siderably from state to state. Differences include the ways in
which they define “ethics” the officials and employees over
whom they have jurisdiction, the extent of their authority,
and the composition of the commission.® The states organize
ethics-related duties in the following ways:

*  Seven states® have ethics commissions that petform
functions similar to those of the Montana commissioner
~ of political practices, including campaign finance, ethics,
financial disclosure, gift restriction, and lobbying duties.

*  Twelve states place at least some of the duties petformed
by the Montana commissioner with an elected office-
holdet rather than 2 commission. Of these, 10 states’
give the secretary of state some of these duties. In two
states, the attorney general regulates ethics laws.?

*  The remaining 22 states split duties among two ot mote
commissions or state agencies, or do not undertake all of
the duties given to the Montana commissioner.”

Montana is the only state with a single commissioner. Seven
states have a commission that petforms fanctions similar

to those of the Montana commissioner; those commissions
have memberships ranging in size from five to 11 members,
The appointing authority for the commissions varies by state.
However in all states except Iowa, the appointment powet is
shared among some combination of the following: the gov-
ernot, the lieutenant governor, the attorney general, legisla-
tive leadership, the secretary of state, and the chief justice of
the state Supreme Court. Most of the states require that the
appointees represent a balance among political parties. The
following table provides information about the commissions
that perform functions similar to those of the Montana com-
missioner of political practices.

g others, all of the states that border Montana: Arizona, Idaho, New

Hampshire, New Mexico, Notth Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, Vitginia, and Wyoming,

® David E. Freel, “Trends and Issues in State Ethics Agencies,” The Book of he States 2005, p. 366.
¢ Arkansas, California, Towa, Kansas, Louisiana, Nebraska, and Oklahoma )
" Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Michigan, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming

® Utah and Vitginia

* “Table 6.9: Ethics Agencies: Jurisdiction Subject Areas,” The Book of the States 2005.
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Comparison of Selected State Ethics Commissions
Commissioners oo : - . - Office-
Office Name # Selection Term | Staff | Est. Budget
Syears | -
Arkansas Ethics Commission 5 | Appointed by G, LG, AG, SP, and HS 9 $680,000
1 term
G appoints the chair and 1 commissioner (of different
California Fair Political Practices party than G); SOS, AG, and State Controller each appoint | 4 Years -
. 5 . - 80 $8.298 million
Commission 1 commissioner (if all officers of same party, state control- 1 term
ler selects member from a list provided by another party)
Towa Ethics and Campaign Dis- ¢ | G 2ppointed, balanced as to political party affiliation and . | 6 years p ‘ $537.000
closure Board gender freem | - ' ?
Chair appointed by G; G, AG, SOS, SC, SP, SML, HS,
Kansas Governmental Bthics o | EML each appoint 1 commissioner; not more than 5 com- | 2 Years 9 $684.000
Commission missionets of same party, the 2 appointed by G must be 11 term ’
of different political parties ‘
7 appointed by G (1 from each congressional district), 2 5 years
. : appointed by Senate, 2 appointed by House; all subject to Hios
el H senate confirmation; all selected from list submitted by 2_’@“’“ 4 VG4 pillin
state’s 8 private universities limit
i o Selected by G. List of names submitted by panel of SP, 6
mmi 2 years
ﬁfic}:{?a C;(: ssipnec el o 1 | SML, HS, and HML but G not requ.lred to choose from 4 §564,214
cat Fractices list; confirmed by senate 1 term
SOS serves as one commissionet; 4 appointed by SOS —
one each from lists submitted by Democratic and Repub-
Nebraska Accountability 2nd lican state chairs and 2 from citizenry at large; 4 appointed | 6 ¥eats
; o : 9 . . : 7 $650,000
Disclosure Commission by G — one each from 2 lists submitted by Legislature and { tefin
2 from citizenty at large; no more than 4 of 8 commission-
ers from same party and at least 1 registered independent
. ' 5 years
. 4 Appointed by G, SP, HS, SC, and AG; no more than 3
Oklahoma Ethics Commission 5 commissioners of same political party 2 testn 6 $647,354
limit
AG=Attorney General G=Governor HS=Speaker of the House - HML=House Minority Leader
LG=Lieutenant Governor SOS=8ecretary of State SP=Senate President SML=Senate Minority Leader
SC=Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
The jurisdiction of these commissions also varies to some local elected officials. Montana’s commissioner does not have
extent. All of the commissions have jurisdiction over execu-  jutisdiction over local appointed officials, local employees,
tive branch employees, state employees, and lobbyists. Most the private sector/vendozs, and state colleges and universi-
also have authority related to state elected officials, state ties. Montana is the only state among the eight without duties

appointed officials, legislators, judicial branch employees, and  related to the state universities.
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Jurisdiction of Selected State Ethics Commissions®
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Questions Surround Ethics Offices

Most of the ethics boards and commissions in.the states are
independent but have jurisdiction ovet the appointing entity
or entities. This may lead to questions about real or petceived
independence. In addition to the attempts to balance appoint-
ment power and political party affiliation discussed above,
other mechanisms for creating an impartial commission
include establishing an odd number of commissioners and
limiting the terms of commissioners.!

State ethics commissions often have control over their bud-
gets and staff, which contributes to theit autonomy. However,
a concern for many ethics commissions is receiving adequate
ﬁmdlng, especially when facing actoss-the-board budget
cuts.”” The Montana commissioner’s office has four staff in
addition to the commissioner and plans to request funding
for a staff attorney in the 2013 legislative session. Currently,
the office contracts with attorneys for legal services.

Campaign finance and ethics enforcement offices in other
states are not without controversy. Following are some
examples of recent news accounts of ethics office issues in
other states.

*  California’s governor appoints the presiding officer of
the California Fait Political Practices Commission and

one commissioner. Current Gov. Jerry Brown formerly
served as attorney general; he appointed one commis-
sioner in that role, as well. Brown’s three appointees
comprise a majority of the five-person commission.”
This situation could continue to occur in the future as it
is fairly common for a governor to serve in another state-
wide office before being elected govetnor. The secretary .
of state and attorney general are the other officeholders
who appoint commissioners in Cakforma.

In 2011, Connecticut combined nine watchdog groups
into one agency called the Office of Governmental Ac-
countability. The merged offices include the Freedom
of Information Commission, responsible for campaign
finance disclosure, and the Office of State Ethics. Other
agencies involved in the consolidation have duties re-
lated to child and victim advocacy, judicial selection and
teview, state contracting, and firearms permits. Critics
of the new office cited concerns that the divisions have
different and even conflicting mandates.™

The Texas Ethics Commission faces considerable criti-
cism from many corners. Critics contend that the com-
mission aggressively enforces and levies fines for minor

~violations, such as filing a report a day late, but is not

** Information adapted from “Table 6.10 Ethics Agencies: Jutisdiction,” The Book of the States 2005 and review of state agency websites.
! David E. Freel, “Trends and Issues in State Ethics Agencies,” The Biok of the States 2005, p. 367.

12 Thid.

** David Siders, “Jerry Brown Assumes Uncommon Influence Over FPPC,” The Sacramento Bee, July 21, 2011.
** Keith M. Phaneuf and Jacqueline Rabe, “Watchdog Panel Gives Malloy Three Choices for New Executive Director,” The Connecticut Mir-

ror, Aug. 1, 2011.
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involved in more serious ethical transgressions. Thete is
no framework or funding for the commission to conduct
mvestigations and no cooperation or coordination with

" county attorneys. The comimission als6 does hot disclose
complaints, who made them, or how a fine is deter-
mined.”

¢+ Complaints about lack of disclosure and ineffective-
ness also plague the Tennessee Ethics Commission.
The commission is relatively new, created in 2006 after
the “Tennessee Waliz” FBI investigation that led to the
conviction of five lawmakers. Records about late filing
ate public, but ethics complaints ate only disclosed if the
commission reviews the complaint in 2 public hearing,
Tennessee law does not allow the commission to investi-
gate or prosecute. The commission forwards complaints
to the attorney general for investigation and to another
agency, such as the Tennessee Bureau of Investigation,
for prosecution.’

* In Georgia last yeat, the then-executive director of the
state ethics commission accused the commission chair-
man of eliminating the deputy director position because
of an investigation into the governor’s campaign spend-
ing. The chairman cited a 40 percent budget cut as the
reason for cutting the deputy position. Other changes to
the office converted the executive director position from
an investigative position to an administrative position.”’

Montana Looks at Legislative Action

Following former Commissioner Gallik’s resignation, the
State Administration and Veterans’ Affairs Interim Commit-

tee requested a study of the Montana office. The commit-
tee received a briefing in April and then voted to request 2
draft study resolution for introduction in the 63zd session

of the Montana Legislature. SAVA recéived the diaft tesolu-—

tion at the June committee meeting and voted to formally
tequest the legislation as a committee bill. The discussion
also touched on whether the committee had enough time this
interim to complete a study and forward substantive recom-
mendations to the next Legislature for changes to the office.
The committee agreed that forwarding the study resolution
would not preclude committee members from working to-
ward a solution for the 631d session.

At the April meeting, SAVA did discuss some ideas fot
teforming the office. Those ideas included expanding from a
single commissioner to a commission with multiple members
and transferring appointment of the commissioner from

the governor to the Judicial Nomination Commission. That
commission recommends to the governor nominees to fill
Supreme Court and District Court vacancies. The nominating
commission also provides the chief justice of the Montana
Supreme Court with a list of candidates for appointment

as chief water judge or associate water judge. The Judicial
Nomination Commission is composed of four lay members
appointed by the governor and who are not attorneys ot
judges, two practicing attorneys who are appointed by the
Supreme Court from different judicial districts, and one dis-
trict judge elected by the other district judges. Some commit-
tee members wondered if the governor would still indirectly
control the nomination, because the governor appoints fout
of the seven Judicial Nomination Commission members.

5 Mark Iishéron, “Toothless’ Sectetive Texas Ethics Commission Fails the Public” Texus Watchdgg, Oct. 27, 2011.
¢ “Bthics Commission Keeps Complaint Numbers Under Wraps,” Missonri News Horigon, Aug. 11, 2011,
17 Aaron Gould Sheinin, “Ethics Commission Deals with Challenges of Change,” The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, Nov. 25, 2011.



