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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

A BILL for an Act to provide an appropriation for defraying the expenses of the various 

divisions under the supervision of the director of the office of management and budget; 
 

Minutes:                                              Testimony Attached # 1 - 7 

Legislative Council: Adam Mathiak  
OMB: Becky Deichert  
 
Chairman Holmberg called to order the hearing on SB 2015 concerning the Office of Budget 
and Management.  The subcommittee will be: Senators Holmberg, Bekkedahl and 
Robinson.  
 
Joe Morrissette, Director, Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
Testimony Attached # 1 – Office of Management and Budget Testimony on SB 2015. 
 
I’ll talk first about each division and then some of the accomplishments from this current 
biennium, and then the budget as well as some of the sections that were included in the OMB 
draft that was submitted.  Speaking from Attached # 1.  
 
(8:28) Senator Robinson: The risk management/cyber security – Does that include Higher 
Education? 
 
Joe Morrissette:  That includes all of Higher Ed, and it includes everything except of Bank 
of North Dakota which has their own policy.   
 
Senator Robinson: We’re part of our education in terms of our foundation. Legally, would 
we fall in or outside that coverage? 
 
Tag Anderson, Risk Management Division, OMB: Yes, the Foundation is part of Valley 
City State University. It’s not a separate legal entity like NDSU or UND’s foundations.   
 
Continuing on page 12 -   
 
(24:13) Section 3 – transfer from SIIF to the Budget Stabilization Fund $315M.   This would 
be based on the existing balance in the fund, the executive forecast for revenues for the 
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remainder of this biennium.  This would be the remaining amount that would be needed to 
maximize that fund or bring it to its maximum balance of 15% of appropriations. 
 
(24:50) Chairman Holmberg: Would the proposal be to take one billion out of oil income and 
put it into the general fund.  That would increase the requirement then for the budget 
stabilization, I’m guessing….  
 
Joe Morrissette:  It’s based on the appropriations, not the revenues. Since they have to be 
in balance, it would have an impact.  If there were less general fund appropriations, the 15% 
threshold would be less. It’s based on what was proposed in the executive budget.   
 
(28:11) Chairman Holmberg: Was there any discussion of having that as a pool in the 
Attorney General’s office or was that not part of the discussion? 
 
Joe Morrissette:  We did not discuss that with the Attorney General.  I would see no reason 
why that wouldn’t be workable. I know in the past there have been a variety of different 
funding pools for different purposes that have been included in OMB, so we would be able 
to administer it, but it would work fine to be administered that way too.   The idea that that 
there could be some efficiencies by having a central pool.   
 
Senator Wanzek:  That $4M fund – does that stay in the SIIF fund until it’s possibly needed 
– or is it transferred into your budget?  
 
Joe Morrissette:  It would be an appropriation. It’s not transferring SIIF monies into a 
separate fund, so it would be an appropriation directly from SIIF if needed.  As I think about 
it on the fly, the monies would just stay in SIIF until needed.   

Continuing on Section 11. 

(30:28) Chairman Holmberg:  There are a couple bills circulating, one in the Senate and 
one in the House, having to do with directions – alternative plans.   
 
Chairman Holmberg: At the present time, we just spent $110,000 more out, so what are we 
ending up with now in the contingency?  About $300 and something? 
 
Joe Morrissette:  I think we had spent about 60 before that, so a little over 200 maybe..  
 
(39:34) Joe Morrissette:  closing and asking the committee for their support. 
 
Chairman Holmberg: There are a number of items that are of interest and we’ll have 
legislative opportunities for discussion.  Most of them are clearly in the purview of the 
budget, but I’m wondering if you had any consideration or discussion about section 18 
which is the whole area of the health plan.  Wouldn’t that be a section that should be put in 
a separate bill to go through policy committee first?  We have policy committees that work 
on that particular issue.  Had you considered that it was something that should be in an 
agency bill, or shifting it out and putting it in as a bill so that it goes through the policy 
committee?   
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Joe Morrissette:  I don’t object at all, but we ran out of time in our bill drafting.  I wouldn’t 
object to having that pulled out and put into a policy bill.   
 
Senator Mathern: Related to section 2 & section 19 – Section 2 has the health savings 
account incentive of $800,000 and section 19 is evidently the method.   At this point, how do 
you anticipate comparison?  If we’re giving incentive in one plan, how do we compare the 
cost of that plan to the cost of a grandfathered plan?   
 
Joe Morrissette: Section 19 deals with the monthly contribution the state would make to that 
health savings account. That would be based on the difference in premium between the high 
deductible plan and the new proposed non-grandfathered plan offering. That’s the difference.  
That section just relates to how that difference should be calculated.  The appropriation that 
is referenced in Section 2 in Section 1 of the bill, the total of $1.5M, would be the proposed 
$500/year/employee incentive.  It’s hard to quantify exactly what the long term savings would 
be to the state by having additional participants in that high deductible plan but we think that 
it could help change the curve somewhat by having people in a plan where there are higher 
deductibles, higher co-pays and more engagement in what their health care costs are, but 
the actual difference in premium is what determines the monthly contribution that would also 
be made.    
 
Senator Mathern: My question is more related to making sure that we keep track of the 
incentive so when we compare plan A, plan B, plan C in terms of the state costs, that that 
incentive is in there too.  All of the insurance data that we have in the past is, when you have 
a health savings account, you drive well people to that account because they get a benefit.  
Then the other plans eventually go bankrupt because only the sick people stay in the fully 
benefitted plan. If we actually create this new plan and bankrupt the old one, somebody has 
to pay that difference.  Is that demonstrated here in the comparisons of the plans? 
 
Joe Morrissette: We’d have to wait and see and look at what participation there was. At this 
point, with only a little over 300 participants, even though the plans been in place for eight 
years, there’s been no actuarial impact that could be quantified, in terms of impact to the 
main plan.  Those would be questions that we would have to work through with PERS and 
their actuary. It would probably take a significant movement of people before there would be 
an impact that you could quantify. 
 
Senator Grabinger: I’m struggling with increasing the amount in the employee bonus 
program and eliminating the other one. Because as a former state employee, I had bosses 
that would have never given me a raise or bonus no matter what I did.  So I look at that and 
I’m wondering how many times this is just going to become a pad for department heads to 
treat the friends and things like that.  I’ve seen it before, whereas in the plan we have, with 
the suggestion incentive program, that’s being quantified.  If they come up with an idea or 
did something good, it’s asked to be quantified so they can make a determination of that.  
Here, you’re getting away from that and I’m afraid we’re opening up something that could be 
a lot bigger.  
 
Joe Morrissette: That’s a good point.  The measure of performance is more subjective with 
a performance bonus program.  It would still be limited to $2500 so it’s not like it would be 
totally open ended.  I could certainly get you statistics on the suggestion incentive program.  
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If you look at it by and large, there’s a lot of work that goes into measuring and quantifying 
those things that really don’t add up to much in the end.  That’s really the reason, not because 
there isn’t some value in theory in that program but in practice, it really hasn’t come through.   
 
Senator Grabinger: In the state employee performance bonus program – is there 
documentation of why they are getting this bonus?  Is somebody overseeing this other than 
just one person saying I’m going to give my department heads this.  
 
Joe Morrissette:  It does require documented performance and it is reported to legislative 
committees as well so there is oversight in that way.   
  
Chairman Holmberg: I think that section needs to be pulled out because we’d probably get 
some flack from the Employee Benefits committee.    
 
Senator Dever: I’d suggest that as well as well as the high deductible because I think there 
are some implications that Senator Mathern is correct with adverse selection.  I’d be happy 
to be a primary sponsor and introduce that by Monday because next Tuesday there is an 
Employee Benefits committee and I know the director of PERS is prepared to discuss the 
implications of all this.  One of the implications is that if we lose our grandfathered status, 
there’s a 3.5% ACA fee.   
 
Joe Morrissette:  This executive proposal would continue the grandfathered plan. That’s the 
plan that if state employees wanted to continue in, they would pay $28/month which is only 
about 2% of premiums. It’s well below the 5% limit to continue as that grandfathered status.   
 
Senator Dever: I’m not quite clear.  It says under the executive recommendation for state 
employee health insurance, the plan with the premium fully paid by the state would become 
a new non-grandfathered plan and employees continuing in enrollment in the current 
grandfathered plan would pay the difference of $28/month.  So we’re going to have two 
plans?  Or two offshoots of the same plan? 
 
Joe Morrissette:  It would be two separate plans. Maybe I misunderstood your question.   
 
Chairman Holmberg: So there would be high deductible, grandfathered and non-
grandfathered – three total?  
 
Joe Morrissette:  Yes. Two plans in addition to the high deductible plan, so three total.  
 
Senator Mathern: There are also ACA requirements about how many plans you can have 
and how different they can be. That also is a policy issue. You can actually lose your 
grandfatherness if you have other plans put together that create some other deficiencies.  
 
Chairman Holmberg: That’s why I think you’d support sending this to a policy committee 
first.  We can’t throw all this on Joe because there were some changes in how these bills 
were going to be put together.  We can introduce the bill and Senator Dever said he would 
prime the bill.  Then we can get it in so it can be part of the discussion in Employee Benefits 
which meets next Tuesday afternoon.   
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Senator Dever:  The PERS board decided to renew the contract last October, but they don’t 
sign the contract.  That establishes what the premium is until the legislature has had an 
opportunity to decide how to pay for that.  One of the ways we pay for it is by covering the 
cost of the premiums.  Another way is we may take it out of the Reserve Fund which we did 
last time.  Another way is adjusting the plan design which we did last time in which this 
basically is considering what we do, so the decision ends up being the legislature’s. 
 
(53:50) John Harris, President & CEO of Prairie Public Broadcasting 
Testimony Attached # 2 – written testimony.  
Testimony Attached # 3 – Prairie Public Broadcasting, Inc. Annual Report 2017 
Testimony Attached # 4 – Prairie Public Cue – Winter 2018 
 
Chairman Holmberg: Within the last year, there has been some publicity about concerns 
about your connectivity to the world because of various buildings being built.  Did you get it 
all worked out?  
 
John Harris:  We met with the developers of the Block 9 project, which you’re referring to, 
yesterday afternoon.  They are coming with us in the next couple of days with their final offer 
of support, but we feel like we are in a good place with the developers of that project.   
 
(58:56) Aaron Birst, Legal Counsel, ND Association of Counties (NDACo)  
Testimony Attached # 5 – OMB Budget/Public Guardianship Funding 
Testimony Attached # 6 – Funding of Public Guardianships 
Supporting SB 2015 (the guardianship service part of the bill)  
 
Senator Grabinger: You show a projected rate – In Jamestown, the Human Service 
Department is going to close. We’re going to put more people into this guardianship program 
and out into the community.  Is that just going to be dumped on top of this?  They’re already 
in a situation where the money is not there.  
 
Aaron Birst:  In particular, that is why we’ve advocated for state funding as opposed to 
county based funding for these services because in large part, counties like Stutsman County 
that have the state hospital, get stuck with the largest costs. When you look at the number of 
people that we have, EKK is one of the largest providers because the state hospital is there.   
They’re way above what caseloads should be to do the job adequately. But again, you triage 
and try to get through. 
 
Senator Dever:  I’m asking about the public administrators and I’m curious about county 
indigent burial fees and the time frame that public administrators have go through the process 
to establish that.  
 
Aaron Birst:  Yes, that is a problem.  Not only do the public guardians help people make 
decisions, they also get tasked with helping to find burial plots for them and fix the end of 
their life kind of issues.  What we’ve decided is just randomly come up with a three day or 5-
day and pay them for those services – which is a couple dollars a day to do those.  It’s all 
part of the same package whether we’re talking indigent burial or guardianships.  It’s all 
working with a clientele that has no one there or no capability to help them through so that’s 
when we ask for those private service providers.  
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Senator Dever: So each county establishes the amount of the burial fees – in Burleigh 
County it’s $2100, but there’s a process that it has to be reported in 30 days and financial 
information has to be obtained in an additional 10 days.  If you don’t meet the deadline, you 
lose the $2100. 
 
Aaron Birst:  Yes, that’s correct. The counties are still picking up the tab for the burials which 
is the $2100.  The guardianship program that this group has funded pays for the services for 
those folks to do the paperwork.  And yes, it is a quick turnaround.    
 
Senator Dever: The concern expressed to me is that Burleigh County will deny the $2100 if 
it’s not in that timeframe. It’s difficult because somebody dies and has no relatives and the 
public administrator has trouble getting the information from the banks because they’re not 
the relative.   
 
Aaron Birst:  I will look into that.  I’m not aware of the counties denying because of the 
turnaround, but it might be possible.  It’s a difficult business.  We’re talking about the folks 
that have nothing.    
 
Senator Dever: So if the burial fee is established differently in each county, is that timeframe 
established differently? 
 
Aaron Birst:  I thought we established last session the rate for the indigent burial, but I’ll 
have to look to make sure. I am not aware of specific county based policies.  I’ll find out.  
 
(1:09:50) Audrey Uhrich, Program Director, Guardian and Protective Service (GaPS) 
Testimony Attached # 7 
 
Senator Grabinger:  Last session we set aside money in the supreme court to oversee the 
guardianship program and provide guidelines for the providers.  Have you received any 
training or guidelines from the judiciary dept. or supreme court? 
 
Audrey Uhrich: Yes. The money that was set aside for state court, there has now been 
online training set up for any guardians, public and family guardians.  There’s also been new 
requirements and new background checks for any guardian and then for public guardians, 
those serving more than three individuals, we have to do a national certification requirement 
or our business has to do an accreditation.  Those requirements are very important and has 
actually put a burden on our already tight budget because there’s no money going to the 
providers to take care of us getting our requirements.    
 
Sally Holewa, State Court Administrator, North Dakota State Supreme Court 
No written testimony.   
I want to reiterate the court support for the PASS program and to urge that you consider the 
funding increase that Aaron Birst has requested.  
 
 
Chairman Holmberg: Closed the hearing on SB 2015.  
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