
 
 

How to Utilize the MFU 2023 Legislative Scorecards: 

In these scorecards, you will find analysis and information about rural and agricultural issues that 

were debated and presented in the 2023 Legislature.  

You will find information about the issue/bill, a breakdown of what happened to it in the 2023 

Legislature, and on the reverse/next pages, how your legislator voted. There is contact information 

listed so you can reach out to legislators to ask them about their vote on these critically important 

rural issues. MFU positions and analysis are denoted in each page.  

The votes on each issue are on the back/second pages and are divided in 4 different regions, 

grouping them by the regions listed below.  

- Northwest MT  

- Central MT 

- Southwest/Southcentral MT  

- Hi-Line/Eastern MT 

Please read the scorecard that corresponds with the region you reside in to locate your legislators’ 

votes on the issue. The scorecard topics are listed below in the order they appear in the PDF.  

1. Data Harvest (MFU Led priority - Supported) 

2. Food Security (MFU Supported)  

3. Creating New Water Courts (MFU Opposed) 

4. Supporting Telehealth (MFU Supported)  

5. Food Safety Deregulation (MFU Opposed) 

6. Right to Work for Less (MFU Opposed) 

7. Farm to Food Bank (MFU Supported)  

8. Nursing Home Funding (MFU tracked/supported this bill at different stages) 

9. Agricultural Right to Repair (MFU Led priority - Supported)  

10. Country of Origin Labeling (MFU Led priority - Supported)  

11. Community Solar (MFU Supported)  

12. Agritourism. (MFU Supported)  

13. Biofuels tax credits (MFU Supported)  

14. Shelf Space for Montana Food (MFU Led priority - Supported)  

15. Charter Schools (MFU Opposed)  

16. Medicaid Provider Rates (MFU Supported)  

17. Skilled Trades & Microbusiness (MFU Supported) 

If there is a rural or agricultural issue that you have questions about from the 2023 Legislature, 

but is not included in this scorecard set, but you want to learn more, please reach out to 

office@montanafarmersunion.com 



What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, or any of the 
legislators on the back of this card. These 
are the legislators from one region on the 
map.

Tell the legislator your name, where you 
live, and why agriculture is important to 
you. 

If their votes are green, say THANK YOU! 
Tell them why you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them why this 
issue is important to you. Ask them to 
keep the needs of farmers, ranchers and 
rural communities in mind for future 
votes. Offer to help them understand what 
is important to you. 

Representative Katie Sullivan (D- Missoula) brought 
HB 966 to the House Ag committee, where it had a 
great hearing. HB 966 was voted down by that 
committee with Rep Josh Kassmier (R- Ft. Benton) 
casting the tie-breaking No vote. Notably, Reps 
Anderson , Bergstrom and Green voted yes. 
Committee members were excited to have the issue 
studied in greater detail during the interim, so that 
next session we would all know more about how Ag 
data harvest affects Montanans.  

Rep Sullivan drafted and carried HJ 27, to study the 
issue, but the legislature adjourned before it got 
through the entire process. There is still opportunity to 
lobby interim committee members to study the issue 
even without the bill being passed.  

We at MFU feel that the data should be released to the 
public as it is harvested so no one has special access 
to the data.  This will prevent commodity traders and 
corporations from using the data to take advantage of 
producers. Understanding this new system of 
commercializing our data is important for Montana. 
We should have a plan in place to ensure that our 
interests, and fair commodity prices are protected.

Data Harvest 
HJ 27 and HB 966

HJ 27 -Agricultural data collection study - Rep Katie Sullivan 
    HB 966 Agricultural data collection - Rep Katie Sullivan
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SJ 27- Study of food security and agricultural prosperity - Senator Andrea Olsen 
     HB 463 - Establish reporting requirement for food procurement - Rep Katie Sullivan 

Promoting resilient regional food systems and diverse markets 
is a key reason that Montana Farmers Union exists. Our 
organization took root as homesteaders arrived and farmers 
and ranchers discovered the necessity of getting together in 
one common cause. We believed that the desire for a 
profitable market for the products of the farm or ranch could 
best be accomplished by real cooperation.


HB 463 provides an opportunity for the state and agricultural 
producers to cooperate in both developing markets for our 
goods, and providing fresh, nutritious food to schools and 
other institutions that the state procures food for. 


HB 463 is an investment - seed money, if you will -  into local 
economies. Even if the original fiscal note, which was not 
calculated according to the amended version of this bill were 
correct, it would be a sound investment. We’re gratified to 
know about the lower cost, which will make HB 463 and even 
more sound investment.


In order to make this collaboration work, we need to know 
how much local food is being procured by the state. While 
we’d love to start providing more local foods for the state 
today, we are also excited to learn from the reporting called 
for in HB 463 about how we can be more effective 
collaborators with the state.
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Creating New Water 
Courts- SB 72

This bill would move the appointment of water court judges from 
the nonpartisan Supreme Court into the Governor’s office. 
Following ratification of the state Constitution in 1972 that 
recognized existing water rights, the Legislature passed the 
Montana Water Use Act of 1973. That tasked district courts with 
issuing final decrees on nearly 220,000 pre-1973 water rights to 
determine the entirety of priorities in each of Montana’s basins.


By 1979 lawmakers realized the enormity of the workload on 
district courts and created the Water Court. The Water Court 
has slowly adjudicated rights in an effort to reach final basin 
decrees for the state by 2028, at which time the court is 
currently scheduled to expire and dissolve.


We opposed this bill because it politicizes water court judges 
and injects a great deal of uncertainty into our water courts and 
water rights disputes moving forward. It would create a new 
unnecessary bureaucracy.  When the adjudication process is 
completed any water disputes can be handled locally by the 
district court and can be appealed to the supreme court which 
is how disputes are handled now.  There are few disputes being 
handled by the court system.  It makes no sense to create a 
whole new bureaucracy to handle a few water disputes each 
year. 


Carried by Sen Steve Fitzpatrick (R. Great Falls), SB 72 passed 
easily through Senate Natural Resources committee, and 
passed easily through the Senate. It was then referred to the 
House Judiciary committee, which tabled it on a bipartisan vote 

SB 72-Revise judicial administration of water rights- Sen Steve Fitzpatrick 
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easily through Senate Natural Resources committee, and 
passed easily through the Senate. It was then referred to the 
House Judiciary committee, which tabled it on a bipartisan vote 
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Supporting Telehealth 
SB 196

SB 196- Require payment parity in insurance of telehealth- Sen Walt Sales

During the COVID-19 pandemic, Medicaid and private insurers 
loosened payment restrictions for telehealth services, and in 
2021, Montana enacted a law making it mandatory for insurers 
to offer telehealth coverage. But with no policy to govern 
reimbursement rates, providers were often underpaid.  SB 196 
would make it mandatory for insurers to reimburse telehealth 
and in-person services at an equal rate.  The bill was tabled in 
Senate Public Health Committee on a party-line vote, with all 
Republicans voting against it and all Democrats voting for it. 

Increasing telehealth access is important to Montana’s family 
farmers, ranchers and rural communities. Telehealth has 
provided a breakthrough in access to mental health services 
which is particularly important today. This bill would have 
incentivized providers to practice in rural areas. 

Recent studies have estimated that up to 20% of Montana 
farmers and ranchers are experiencing mental health 
challenges. Mental health delivery to our rural population has 
been made a priority by the MT Dep of Ag. SB 196 will level the 
playing field for providers offering online services, and make 
more mental health services available to regular Montanans.
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SB 202- Generally revise the Montana Local Food Choice Act - Sen. Greg Hertz

Food Deregulation 
SB 202

MFU stood in reluctant opposition to SB 202. While our members 
want their farm products to be sold in local markets and to support 
community food systems, we also have policy in support of food 
safety and local control. This law will prohibit local markets from 
regulating the safety of the products their vendors sell. 

The Cottage Food law went into effect in 2015 and was a boon to 
small producers. It allowed all forms of in-person sales within the 
state. SB 199, the MT Local Food Choice  Act was passed in 2021 and it 
removed almost all restrictions from selling homemade food, and it 
prevents government agencies from regulating a producer. There was 
a lot of confusion around  its implementation. That confusion has not 
been a benefit to the cottage food industry.

 SB 202 muddies the waters further, by not allowing farmers markets 
to adopt food safety rules. We think local markets should have the 
freedom to stay with rules that have been working for them,  and we 
support the Department of Agriculture and the DPHHS in their efforts 
to monitor standardized state programs for food safety at farmers 
markets and within the cottage food industry.

The bill passed through Senate Public Health, Welfare and Safety 
committee, the  House Agriculture and and the Senate floor with all 
Republicans voting for it and all Democrats voting against it. On the 
House floor, four democrats voted for the bill. It was enacted into law.
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Right to Work 
for less 

HB 216 and HB 448

HB 216- public employees and labor unions - Rep Bill Mercer 
HB 448- Revise Laws related to right to work - Rep James Bergstrom

Our members spend long hours each year discerning legislative policy 
positions that will benefit family farmers, ranchers and rural communities. 
The preamble of our policy statement begins: “The needs and aspirations 
of farmers are those of humanity at large. MFU advocates a program that 
is beneficial for farmers, laborers and consumers alike.” Our members go 
on to say that we oppose “right-to-work” legislation.

HB 448, sponsored by Rep James Bergstrom (R, Buffalo) would prohibit 
private sector union contracts that require employees to join a union. The 
bill’s language originated with well-funded conservative advocacy groups 
like ALEC, and first appeared in Montana in HB 251. This bill was tabled 
in House Business and Labor by a 12-7 vote. Rep Ed Buttrey (R- Great 
Falls) was the only Republican on the committee to vote with the 
Democrats to table the bill.

HB 216, sponsored by Rep Bill Mercer (R. Billings), was also tabled in its 
first committee, House State Administration, by a vote of 17-1. This bill 
would have required government employers to have their workers sign a 
form with language informing them of their “right not to associate” with a 
union. That requirement would be unconstitutional, by allowing 
government interference in private contracts. As it is, public employees 
are not required to join a union. 

HB 448 and HB 216 both deny workers the right to self-organization by 
imposing a slew of burdensome regulations. These would make it hard or 
nearly impossible for employees to exercise their right to join together to 
demand reasonable wages and working conditions. That right is essential 
for rural families and communities to earn a living. Indeed, it is essential 
for humanity at large.
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Right to Work 
for less 

HB 216 and HB 448

HB 216- public employees and labor unions - Rep Bill Mercer 
HB 448- Revise Laws related to right to work - Rep James Bergstrom

Our members spend long hours each year discerning legislative policy 
positions that will benefit family farmers, ranchers and rural communities. 
The preamble of our policy statement begins: “The needs and aspirations 
of farmers are those of humanity at large. MFU advocates a program that 
is beneficial for farmers, laborers and consumers alike.” Our members go 
on to say that we oppose “right-to-work” legislation.

HB 448, sponsored by Rep James Bergstrom (R, Buffalo) would prohibit 
private sector union contracts that require employees to join a union. The 
bill’s language originated with well-funded conservative advocacy groups 
like ALEC, and first appeared in Montana in HB 251. This bill was tabled 
in House Business and Labor by a 12-7 vote. Rep Ed Buttrey (R- Great 
Falls) was the only Republican on the committee to vote with the 
Democrats to table the bill.

HB 216, sponsored by Rep Bill Mercer (R. Billings), was also tabled in its 
first committee, House State Administration, by a vote of 17-1. This bill 
would have required government employers to have their workers sign a 
form with language informing them of their “right not to associate” with a 
union. That requirement would be unconstitutional, by allowing 
government interference in private contracts. As it is, public employees 
are not required to join a union. 

HB 448 and HB 216 both deny workers the right to self-organization by 
imposing a slew of burdensome regulations. These would make it hard or 
nearly impossible for employees to exercise their right to join together to 
demand reasonable wages and working conditions. That right is essential 
for rural families and communities to earn a living. Indeed, it is essential 
for humanity at large.
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Farm to Food Bank 
HB 276

MFU stood in support of HB 276. Our policy statement on food security begins by 
stating that access to affordable, quality food is a basic human right. No person 
should go hungry or experience food insecurity. Full and equitable access to safe, 
affordable, nutritious food and clean water is essential to both rural and urban 
communities. It is a priority of the members of MFU to promote  resilient regional 
food systems and diverse markets in order to achieve these goals.

This program would have provided funding to local food pantries to purchase and 
distribute fresh, local products. It would build both resilient regional food systems 
and it diversify the market. So its a two-fer! Montana farmers and ranchers need to 
get their products to market, and when that market is close to home, its easier, more 
efficient and more resilient.

The pandemic showed us all how reliant we are on big, corporate-driven markets, 
and how they failed us in an emergency. The Farm to Food Bank program  could 
have helped to build a new, local, more reliable market for our goods, direct local 
money into rural communities and  enable regular Montanans to get fresh, locally 
grown food.

Unfortunately, after the bill was passed in the House and Senate Agriculture 
committees, the House Appropriations committee, and the House and Senate Floors, 
it was finally killed on a 12-7 vote in Senate Finance and Claims. The bill asked for 
$1million over two years, considerably less than the $X million that has been put 
aside for defending unconstitutional bills in court. Sens. Mike Lang (R-Malta)  and 
Carl Glimm (R-Kila) spoke out against the bill because of the cost, saying that 
farmers would give food to people in need if they just asked. Sen Forrest Mandeville  
(R- Columbus) also spoke out against the bill, say he wasn’t “a big fan of the 
concept”. Other legislators, such as Rep Greg Kmetz (R - Miles City) and Sen Dan 
Bartel (R- Lewistown) were unable to make up their minds, both initially voting for 
the bill, then switching sides on a later vote.

HB 276 Establish a farm to food bank grant program- Rep Marty Malone 
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Nursing Home 
Funding 
SB 296

Rural Montana has an enormous problem with getting appropriate, skilled nursing 
support for our senior friends, neighbors and family members who want to continue to 
live near where they spent their lives. Medicaid reimbursement rates that don’t cover the 
cost of care have resulted in the closure of 11 nursing homes and loss of 857 skilled 
nursing facility beds in the state.

The members of MFU have written  policy to “incentivize providers to practice in rural 
areas, improving access to and quality of care .”  The best way to incentivize providers is 
to compensate them fairly for their work.

Rural Montana hospitals and care facilities rely heavily on Medicaid and Medicare 
payments, and nearly half of Montanans covered by Medicaid are from small towns, 
where many businesses can’t afford to pay for health insurance for their employees.

If the Governor had not vetoed this bill, sponsored by Sen Becky Beard (R-Elliston), it 
would have provided that rates for nursing homes be increased annually in line with 
inflation up to 3% starting in 2025. It would also require an analysis every four years to 
determine if a new base level for the Medicaid reimbursement rates is needed. The bill 
had broad bipartisan support in the House and Senate committees and floor votes. It was 
heavily amended, but its final version still would have saved the state money by allowing 
for more federal matching funds.  An analysis by Gianforte’s own budget office said the 
bill would have saved the state $1 million during its first two years by using more federal 
money.Nevertheless, stating that implementing the changes would be “too cumbersome” 
and objected to the fact that seniors who qualify for Medicaid are “entitled” to being 
included in the Community First Choice program, the Governor vetoed SB 296.

Sen Beard told the Montana Free Press that “while she shares the concerns of her fellow 
conservatives about the state budget, paying for more assisted living slots is both fiscally 
sound and the right thing to do, and that she’ll pursue it again in the 2025 legislature.”

SB 296 - Revise nursing home and/or assisted living funding- Sen Becky Beard

https://leg.mt.gov/bills/2023/FNPDF/SB0296_3.pdf
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areas, improving access to and quality of care .”  The best way to incentivize providers is 
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where many businesses can’t afford to pay for health insurance for their employees.
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and objected to the fact that seniors who qualify for Medicaid are “entitled” to being 
included in the Community First Choice program, the Governor vetoed SB 296.

Sen Beard told the Montana Free Press that “while she shares the concerns of her fellow 
conservatives about the state budget, paying for more assisted living slots is both fiscally 
sound and the right thing to do, and that she’ll pursue it again in the 2025 legislature.”
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where many businesses can’t afford to pay for health insurance for their employees.

If the Governor had not vetoed this bill, sponsored by Sen Becky Beard (R-Elliston), it 
would have provided that rates for nursing homes be increased annually in line with 
inflation up to 3% starting in 2025. It would also require an analysis every four years to 
determine if a new base level for the Medicaid reimbursement rates is needed. The bill 
had broad bipartisan support in the House and Senate committees and floor votes. It was 
heavily amended, but its final version still would have saved the state money by allowing 
for more federal matching funds.  An analysis by Gianforte’s own budget office said the 
bill would have saved the state $1 million during its first two years by using more federal 
money.Nevertheless, stating that implementing the changes would be “too cumbersome” 
and objected to the fact that seniors who qualify for Medicaid are “entitled” to being 
included in the Community First Choice program, the Governor vetoed SB 296.

Sen Beard told the Montana Free Press that “while she shares the concerns of her fellow 
conservatives about the state budget, paying for more assisted living slots is both fiscally 
sound and the right thing to do, and that she’ll pursue it again in the 2025 legislature.”

SB 296 - Revise nursing home and/or assisted living funding- Sen Becky Beard

https://leg.mt.gov/bills/2023/FNPDF/SB0296_3.pdf
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SB 347- Right to Repair - Sen Willis Curdy 
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Right to Repair 
SB 347 and HB 475

Montana farmers and ranchers don’t have access to the software and tools to 
repair their own tractors. When a tractor breaks down, it isn’t a matter of 
unscrewing one part and screwing on another one. Nowadays to fix the problem, 
you need special equipment to program new parts to communicate with the 
onboard computers.
 
Manufacturers claim to sell the tools needed to repair our equipment, but it has 
been proven to be a lie.  Famers union believes that this is a deceptive trade 
practice, and they should be held accountable.  By refusing to provide these tools 
it keeps their monopoly on the parts and repair market. That monopoly excludes 
service competition, boosts service prices and  unlawfully forces farmers to use 
only their technicians. Farmers and ranchers have always relied on local 
dealerships for help, but manufacturers have pushed many dealerships to 
consolidate and exclusively sell and service one brand of equipment.
That means less choice for Montana farmers. During the busy season they might 
have to wait for days or weeks for a certified technician to show up while their 
crops rot and their tractor is idle.
 
These two bills, sponsored by Sen Willis Curdy (D- Missoula) Rep Tom France 
(D-Bozeman) were about fair access to software tools and updates that enable 
farmers and independent mechanics to diagnose and repair equipment. Both bills 
were tabled in the Senate and House Ag committees on party line votes, with the 
notable exception of Rep James Bergstrom (R-Buffalo), the only Republican to 
vote for farmers and ranchers. We are grateful to him as well as Senators Susan 
Webber (D-Browning), Ellie Boldman (D- Missoula) Shane Morigeau (D- 
Missoula) and Shannon O’Brien (D- Missoula) and to Reprepresentives Dave 
Fern Dave Fern (D-Whitefish), Bob Carter (D-Missoula),  Melissa Romano (D-
Helena),  Frank Smith (D-Poplar),  Katie Sullivan (D-Missoula) and Marvin 
Weatherwax (D-Browning) for their support!
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Country of Origin 
Labeling 
HB 350

Consumers have the right to know the origin of their beef purchases, and 
ranchers have the right to a fair and competitive market. This is a reasonable 
expectation. However, since 2015 Congress specifically exempted beef and pork 
from labeling laws. Consumers do not know where their beef comes from, and 
ranchers do not get fair prices for their products.

Many consumers may be fine buying imported beef, and that should be their 
right. However, what is not right is buying Brazilian beef while being led to 
believe it was born, raised and processed in the USA.  You might think it would 
be a no-brainer to pass a MT COOL bill in the Legislature of Montana, where 
cattle is the most important industry, but it is not. Its hard to explain why 
individual legislators don’t want consumers to know the origin of their beef, but 
this is in fact what happened.

The House Agriculture committee considered HB 350, for Country of Origin 
Labeling, sponsored by Rep Frank Smith (D- Poplar). A bill similar to this bill 
was sponsored by Senator Tester and passed in 2005.  When Tester was elected 
to the US Senate he was able to use this bill to help encourage the USDA to 
implement COOL at the Federal level. The process of executive action begins 
with discussion about the bill by the committee members. Rep Katie Sullivan 
opened the discussion by strongly supporting passing the bill. She mentioned 
how important it is to family farmers and ranchers to have truth in labeling. Rep 
Casey Knudsen then spoke against the bill. The committee  then voted to table 
the bill. The following members voted FOR COOL, and we thank them heartily!

Rep Dave Fern (D- Whitefish), Rep Marvin Weatherwax (D- Browning),  Rep 
Bob Carter (D- Missoula) ,Rep Katie Sullivan (D-Missoula), Rep Paul Green (R- 
Hardin),  Rep James Bergstrom (R- Buffalo) and  Sponsor, Rep Frank Smith (D- 
Poplar).

HB 350- Country of Origin Labeling - Rep Frank Smith



KEY TO READING THIS 
TABLE: 

Bills have votes in 
committees, and on the 

House and Senate Floors. 

Green means the 
legislator’s vote agreed 
with MFU’s position.

Red means the legislator’s 
vote did not agree with 

MFU’s position.

The darker the color, the 
more times they voted for 

or against our position.

Sometimes a bill can 
change during its journey 

through the legislature, and 
that may be why the 

legislator changed their 
vote. Ask them! 

Votes on HB 350- Country of Origin Labeling



Type to enter textWhat you can 
do:
What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, or 
any of the legislators on the back 
of this card. These are the 
legislators from one region on the 
map.

Tell the legislator your name, 
where you live, and why 
agriculture is important to you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them why you 
support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them 
why this issue is important to 
you. Ask them to keep the needs 
of farmers, ranchers and rural 
communities in mind for future 
votes. Offer to help them 
understand what is important to 
you. 

Country of Origin 
Labeling 
HB 350

Consumers have the right to know the origin of their beef purchases, and 
ranchers have the right to a fair and competitive market. This is a reasonable 
expectation. However, since 2015 Congress specifically exempted beef and pork 
from labeling laws. Consumers do not know where their beef comes from, and 
ranchers do not get fair prices for their products.

Many consumers may be fine buying imported beef, and that should be their 
right. However, what is not right is buying Brazilian beef while being led to 
believe it was born, raised and processed in the USA.  You might think it would 
be a no-brainer to pass a MT COOL bill in the Legislature of Montana, where 
cattle is the most important industry, but it is not. Its hard to explain why 
individual legislators don’t want consumers to know the origin of their beef, but 
this is in fact what happened.

The House Agriculture committee considered HB 350, for Country of Origin 
Labeling, sponsored by Rep Frank Smith (D- Poplar). A bill similar to this bill 
was sponsored by Senator Tester and passed in 2005.  When Tester was elected 
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 SB 399 - Revising Community Solar Laws - Sen Chris Pope	 
 HB 524 - Revise Energy Laws related to solar panels - Rep Josh Kassmier

Community Solar 
SB 399 and  

HB 524

 SB 399, sponsored by Sen Chris Pope, (D - Bozeman) would allow everyone – businesses, 
homeowners, and renters – to enjoy the benefits of solar technology.  Community solar is 
a way for people to purchase solar energy without having to install solar panels on their 
home or business. This bill would have established a framework for developers to build 
community solar projects. Despite strong support from developers, climate groups and 
Montana residents, the bill was tabled in Senate Energy and Telecommunications 
committee, with all Republicans voting against it, and Democrats voting for it. 

Everyone deserves the freedom to choose low-cost energy, and enabling community solar 
gives Montanans that freedom. It would support our rural communities, and provide 
more options for Montanans to utilize community solar. MFU members have identified 
that partnering with rural communities and utilities to increase use of renewable energy 
is important.

Montana Farmers Union supports programs to reduce our dependence on petroleum-
based energy through the development of alternative sources such as biofuels, 
geothermal, solar and wind energy technologies - among others - to provide affordable 
energy. We have policy stating the goal to obtain 25% of energy from renewable sources 
by 2025.

HB 524, sponsored by Rep Josh Kassmier (R -Ft Benton) worked against these aims by 
requiring solar installers to provide customers with needless, very specific information 
about the manufacturing origins of solar panels. Requiring solar installers to provide 
detailed manufacturing information that they might not even have access to, and 
requiring a calculation of a carbon footprint is simply a lot of red tape. HB 524 would 
undermine Montanans’ freedom to generate their own clean, affordable energy. The bill 
passed in the House, but was killed in the Senate, on a 25-25 vote.

As consumers we aren’t given information about the manufacturing carbon footprint of 
any other type of energy source. If we were, we might choose more solar. Montana’s 
family farmers and ranchers are simply trying to make a living, and to pass their heritage 
down to their children who want to stay on the land.



KEY TO READING THIS 
TABLE: 

Bills have votes in 
committees, and on the 

House and Senate Floors. 

Green means the 
legislator’s vote agreed 
with MFU’s position.

Red means the legislator’s 
vote did not agree with 

MFU’s position.

The darker the color, the 
more times they voted for 

or against our position.

Sometimes a bill can 
change during its journey 

through the legislature, and 
that may be why the 

legislator changed their 
vote. Ask them! 

Votes on SB 399 and HB 524- 
Community solar



do:
What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, 
or any of the legislators on 
the back of this card. These 
are the legislators from one 
region on the map.

Tell the legislator your 
name, where you live, and 
why agriculture is important 
to you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them 
why you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell 
them why this issue is 
important to you. Ask them 
to keep the needs of farmers, 
ranchers and rural 
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future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

 SB 399 - Revising Community Solar Laws - Sen Chris Pope	 
 HB 524 - Revise Energy Laws related to solar panels - Rep Josh Kassmier

Community Solar 
SB 399 and  

HB 524

 SB 399, sponsored by Sen Chris Pope, (D - Bozeman) would allow everyone – businesses, 
homeowners, and renters – to enjoy the benefits of solar technology.  Community solar is 
a way for people to purchase solar energy without having to install solar panels on their 
home or business. This bill would have established a framework for developers to build 
community solar projects. Despite strong support from developers, climate groups and 
Montana residents, the bill was tabled in Senate Energy and Telecommunications 
committee, with all Republicans voting against it, and Democrats voting for it. 

Everyone deserves the freedom to choose low-cost energy, and enabling community solar 
gives Montanans that freedom. It would support our rural communities, and provide 
more options for Montanans to utilize community solar. MFU members have identified 
that partnering with rural communities and utilities to increase use of renewable energy 
is important.

Montana Farmers Union supports programs to reduce our dependence on petroleum-
based energy through the development of alternative sources such as biofuels, 
geothermal, solar and wind energy technologies - among others - to provide affordable 
energy. We have policy stating the goal to obtain 25% of energy from renewable sources 
by 2025.

HB 524, sponsored by Rep Josh Kassmier (R -Ft Benton) worked against these aims by 
requiring solar installers to provide customers with needless, very specific information 
about the manufacturing origins of solar panels. Requiring solar installers to provide 
detailed manufacturing information that they might not even have access to, and 
requiring a calculation of a carbon footprint is simply a lot of red tape. HB 524 would 
undermine Montanans’ freedom to generate their own clean, affordable energy. The bill 
passed in the House, but was killed in the Senate, on a 25-25 vote.

As consumers we aren’t given information about the manufacturing carbon footprint of 
any other type of energy source. If we were, we might choose more solar. Montana’s 
family farmers and ranchers are simply trying to make a living, and to pass their heritage 
down to their children who want to stay on the land.
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 SB 399, sponsored by Sen Chris Pope, (D - Bozeman) would allow everyone – businesses, 
homeowners, and renters – to enjoy the benefits of solar technology.  Community solar is 
a way for people to purchase solar energy without having to install solar panels on their 
home or business. This bill would have established a framework for developers to build 
community solar projects. Despite strong support from developers, climate groups and 
Montana residents, the bill was tabled in Senate Energy and Telecommunications 
committee, with all Republicans voting against it, and Democrats voting for it. 

Everyone deserves the freedom to choose low-cost energy, and enabling community solar 
gives Montanans that freedom. It would support our rural communities, and provide 
more options for Montanans to utilize community solar. MFU members have identified 
that partnering with rural communities and utilities to increase use of renewable energy 
is important.

Montana Farmers Union supports programs to reduce our dependence on petroleum-
based energy through the development of alternative sources such as biofuels, 
geothermal, solar and wind energy technologies - among others - to provide affordable 
energy. We have policy stating the goal to obtain 25% of energy from renewable sources 
by 2025.

HB 524, sponsored by Rep Josh Kassmier (R -Ft Benton) worked against these aims by 
requiring solar installers to provide customers with needless, very specific information 
about the manufacturing origins of solar panels. Requiring solar installers to provide 
detailed manufacturing information that they might not even have access to, and 
requiring a calculation of a carbon footprint is simply a lot of red tape. HB 524 would 
undermine Montanans’ freedom to generate their own clean, affordable energy. The bill 
passed in the House, but was killed in the Senate, on a 25-25 vote.

As consumers we aren’t given information about the manufacturing carbon footprint of 
any other type of energy source. If we were, we might choose more solar. Montana’s 
family farmers and ranchers are simply trying to make a living, and to pass their heritage 
down to their children who want to stay on the land.
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 SB 399, sponsored by Sen Chris Pope, (D - Bozeman) would allow everyone – businesses, 
homeowners, and renters – to enjoy the benefits of solar technology.  Community solar is 
a way for people to purchase solar energy without having to install solar panels on their 
home or business. This bill would have established a framework for developers to build 
community solar projects. Despite strong support from developers, climate groups and 
Montana residents, the bill was tabled in Senate Energy and Telecommunications 
committee, with all Republicans voting against it, and Democrats voting for it. 

Everyone deserves the freedom to choose low-cost energy, and enabling community solar 
gives Montanans that freedom. It would support our rural communities, and provide 
more options for Montanans to utilize community solar. MFU members have identified 
that partnering with rural communities and utilities to increase use of renewable energy 
is important.

Montana Farmers Union supports programs to reduce our dependence on petroleum-
based energy through the development of alternative sources such as biofuels, 
geothermal, solar and wind energy technologies - among others - to provide affordable 
energy. We have policy stating the goal to obtain 25% of energy from renewable sources 
by 2025.

HB 524, sponsored by Rep Josh Kassmier (R -Ft Benton) worked against these aims by 
requiring solar installers to provide customers with needless, very specific information 
about the manufacturing origins of solar panels. Requiring solar installers to provide 
detailed manufacturing information that they might not even have access to, and 
requiring a calculation of a carbon footprint is simply a lot of red tape. HB 524 would 
undermine Montanans’ freedom to generate their own clean, affordable energy. The bill 
passed in the House, but was killed in the Senate, on a 25-25 vote.

As consumers we aren’t given information about the manufacturing carbon footprint of 
any other type of energy source. If we were, we might choose more solar. Montana’s 
family farmers and ranchers are simply trying to make a living, and to pass their heritage 
down to their children who want to stay on the land.
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Reach out to your legislator, or any 
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one region on the map.
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you live, and why agriculture is 
important to you. 
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If their votes are red, tell them why 
this issue is important to you. Ask 
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mind for future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is important 
to you. 

SB 447 - Revising Agritourism Laws - Sen Butch Gillespie 

Agritourism 
SB 447

MFU supports the expansion of agritourism 
opportunities. Family Farmers and Ranchers are facing 
unprecedented challenges to our way of life. Trying to 
compete with the economics of corporate scale means that 
our members have to be more and more creative in 
finding ways to augment low prices, and to  defray ever-
increasing costs.

 SB 447, sponsored by Butch Gillespie (R- Ethridge) would 
have broadened the definition of agritourism to include 
U-Pick operations, and clarifying the definition of 
inherent risk, to protect farmers and ranchers from being 
sued by tourists unnecessarily. The bill passed in the 
Senate, but failed in the House Agriculture Committee 
unanimously, as concerns were raised about the balance of 
rights between businesses and consumers. 
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unprecedented challenges to our way of life. Trying to 
compete with the economics of corporate scale means that 
our members have to be more and more creative in 
finding ways to augment low prices, and to  defray ever-
increasing costs.

 SB 447, sponsored by Butch Gillespie (R- Ethridge) would 
have broadened the definition of agritourism to include 
U-Pick operations, and clarifying the definition of 
inherent risk, to protect farmers and ranchers from being 
sued by tourists unnecessarily. The bill passed in the 
Senate, but failed in the House Agriculture Committee 
unanimously, as concerns were raised about the balance of 
rights between businesses and consumers. 
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unprecedented challenges to our way of life. Trying to 
compete with the economics of corporate scale means that 
our members have to be more and more creative in 
finding ways to augment low prices, and to  defray ever-
increasing costs.

 SB 447, sponsored by Butch Gillespie (R- Ethridge) would 
have broadened the definition of agritourism to include 
U-Pick operations, and clarifying the definition of 
inherent risk, to protect farmers and ranchers from being 
sued by tourists unnecessarily. The bill passed in the 
Senate, but failed in the House Agriculture Committee 
unanimously, as concerns were raised about the balance of 
rights between businesses and consumers. 



KEY TO READING THIS 
TABLE: 

Bills have votes in 
committees, and on the 

House and Senate Floors. 

Green means the 
legislator’s vote agreed 
with MFU’s position.

Red means the legislator’s 
vote did not agree with 

MFU’s position.

The darker the color, the 
more times they voted for 

or against our position.

Sometimes a bill can 
change during its journey 

through the legislature, and 
that may be why the 

legislator changed their 
vote. Ask them! 

Votes on SB 447 - Agritourism



Type to enter textWhat you can do:
What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, or any 
of the legislators on the back of this 
card. These are the legislators from 
one region on the map.

Tell the legislator your name, where 
you live, and why agriculture is 
important to you. 

If their votes are green, say THANK 
YOU! Tell them why you support 
their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them why 
this issue is important to you. Ask 
them to keep the needs of farmers, 
ranchers and rural communities in 
mind for future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is important 
to you. 
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SB 447

MFU supports the expansion of agritourism 
opportunities. Family Farmers and Ranchers are facing 
unprecedented challenges to our way of life. Trying to 
compete with the economics of corporate scale means that 
our members have to be more and more creative in 
finding ways to augment low prices, and to  defray ever-
increasing costs.

 SB 447, sponsored by Butch Gillespie (R- Ethridge) would 
have broadened the definition of agritourism to include 
U-Pick operations, and clarifying the definition of 
inherent risk, to protect farmers and ranchers from being 
sued by tourists unnecessarily. The bill passed in the 
Senate, but failed in the House Agriculture Committee 
unanimously, as concerns were raised about the balance of 
rights between businesses and consumers. 
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What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, or 
any of the legislators on the 
back of this card. These are the 
legislators from one region on 
the map.

Tell the legislator your name, 
where you live, and why 
agriculture is important to 
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If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them why 
you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them 
why this issue is important to 
you. Ask them to keep the 
needs of farmers, ranchers and 
rural communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Biofuels tax credits 
SB 510,  

SB 541, SB 508

SB 510 - Provide property tax incentives for alternative fuel production - Sen Steve Fitzpatrick 
SB 541 - Establish tax credit for biofuels made and sold in Montana - Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 
SB 508 - Encourage consumer use of biofuels- Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 

A Refinery in Great Falls has converted half of its capacity to renewable diesel.  It will require 
2 million acres of oil seed for feedstock. Canola will be a good rotational crop for Mt farmers. 
About 185 thousand acres of spring canola is currently grown here, and MSU is doing some 
research into winter canola, which has a higher yield and can lead to a more lucrative harvest 
for farmers. Most varieties of winter canola are suited to farms in Kansas and points south, 
but with a little work on winter varieties and an easily accessible market, Montana farmers 
will have a new tool in their tool box to survive economically.

In addition to being great for farmers, The EPA concluded that the life-cycle greenhouse gas 
emissions from biodiesel made with canola oil are half of the petroleum-based diesel fuel. 
Montana Farmers Union has strongly advocated increasing biofuels and getting canola as an 
approved feedstock for renewable diesel. 

Montana refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Montana 
refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market for biofuels 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Growing 
our fuel helps us to be less dependent on foreign oil and increases our national security.

SB 510, sponsored by Sen Steve Fitzpatrick (R- Great Falls) passed with broad bipartisan 
support in both the Senate and the House.

SB 508 and SB 541, sponsored by Sen Mary Ann Dunwell (D- East Helena),  encouraged 
everyone to use more biofuels by creating a biofuel usage tax credit, and a Montana-made 
biofuel tax credit, and making Cooperative Associations eligible for the credit.  Agricultural 
coops are innovators in biofuels, and are uniquely positioned to expand both biofuel use and 
production.

SB 510, SB 541 and SB 508 together would have created a policy framework for a complete 
market - from growing canola, to processing it into fuel, and selling it, all in Montana. 
Unfortunately SB 508 and SB 541 were both killed in Senate Taxation committee, on party-
line votes with all Democrats voting for the bills and all Republicans voting against them.
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SB 510 - Provide property tax incentives for alternative fuel production - Sen Steve Fitzpatrick 
SB 541 - Establish tax credit for biofuels made and sold in Montana - Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 
SB 508 - Encourage consumer use of biofuels- Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 

A Refinery in Great Falls has converted half of its capacity to renewable diesel.  It will require 
2 million acres of oil seed for feedstock. Canola will be a good rotational crop for Mt farmers. 
About 185 thousand acres of spring canola is currently grown here, and MSU is doing some 
research into winter canola, which has a higher yield and can lead to a more lucrative harvest 
for farmers. Most varieties of winter canola are suited to farms in Kansas and points south, 
but with a little work on winter varieties and an easily accessible market, Montana farmers 
will have a new tool in their tool box to survive economically.

In addition to being great for farmers, The EPA concluded that the life-cycle greenhouse gas 
emissions from biodiesel made with canola oil are half of the petroleum-based diesel fuel. 
Montana Farmers Union has strongly advocated increasing biofuels and getting canola as an 
approved feedstock for renewable diesel. 

Montana refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Montana 
refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market for biofuels 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Growing 
our fuel helps us to be less dependent on foreign oil and increases our national security.

SB 510, sponsored by Sen Steve Fitzpatrick (R- Great Falls) passed with broad bipartisan 
support in both the Senate and the House.

SB 508 and SB 541, sponsored by Sen Mary Ann Dunwell (D- East Helena),  encouraged 
everyone to use more biofuels by creating a biofuel usage tax credit, and a Montana-made 
biofuel tax credit, and making Cooperative Associations eligible for the credit.  Agricultural 
coops are innovators in biofuels, and are uniquely positioned to expand both biofuel use and 
production.

SB 510, SB 541 and SB 508 together would have created a policy framework for a complete 
market - from growing canola, to processing it into fuel, and selling it, all in Montana. 
Unfortunately SB 508 and SB 541 were both killed in Senate Taxation committee, on party-
line votes with all Democrats voting for the bills and all Republicans voting against them.
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SB 510 - Provide property tax incentives for alternative fuel production - Sen Steve Fitzpatrick 
SB 541 - Establish tax credit for biofuels made and sold in Montana - Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 
SB 508 - Encourage consumer use of biofuels- Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 

A Refinery in Great Falls has converted half of its capacity to renewable diesel.  It will require 
2 million acres of oil seed for feedstock. Canola will be a good rotational crop for Mt farmers. 
About 185 thousand acres of spring canola is currently grown here, and MSU is doing some 
research into winter canola, which has a higher yield and can lead to a more lucrative harvest 
for farmers. Most varieties of winter canola are suited to farms in Kansas and points south, 
but with a little work on winter varieties and an easily accessible market, Montana farmers 
will have a new tool in their tool box to survive economically.

In addition to being great for farmers, The EPA concluded that the life-cycle greenhouse gas 
emissions from biodiesel made with canola oil are half of the petroleum-based diesel fuel. 
Montana Farmers Union has strongly advocated increasing biofuels and getting canola as an 
approved feedstock for renewable diesel. 

Montana refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Montana 
refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market for biofuels 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Growing 
our fuel helps us to be less dependent on foreign oil and increases our national security.

SB 510, sponsored by Sen Steve Fitzpatrick (R- Great Falls) passed with broad bipartisan 
support in both the Senate and the House.

SB 508 and SB 541, sponsored by Sen Mary Ann Dunwell (D- East Helena),  encouraged 
everyone to use more biofuels by creating a biofuel usage tax credit, and a Montana-made 
biofuel tax credit, and making Cooperative Associations eligible for the credit.  Agricultural 
coops are innovators in biofuels, and are uniquely positioned to expand both biofuel use and 
production.

SB 510, SB 541 and SB 508 together would have created a policy framework for a complete 
market - from growing canola, to processing it into fuel, and selling it, all in Montana. 
Unfortunately SB 508 and SB 541 were both killed in Senate Taxation committee, on party-
line votes with all Democrats voting for the bills and all Republicans voting against them.
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any of the legislators on the 
back of this card. These are the 
legislators from one region on 
the map.

Tell the legislator your name, 
where you live, and why 
agriculture is important to 
you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them why 
you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them 
why this issue is important to 
you. Ask them to keep the 
needs of farmers, ranchers and 
rural communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Biofuels tax credits 
SB 510,  

SB 541, SB 508

SB 510 - Provide property tax incentives for alternative fuel production - Sen Steve Fitzpatrick 
SB 541 - Establish tax credit for biofuels made and sold in Montana - Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 
SB 508 - Encourage consumer use of biofuels- Sen MaryAnn Dunwell 

A Refinery in Great Falls has converted half of its capacity to renewable diesel.  It will require 
2 million acres of oil seed for feedstock. Canola will be a good rotational crop for Mt farmers. 
About 185 thousand acres of spring canola is currently grown here, and MSU is doing some 
research into winter canola, which has a higher yield and can lead to a more lucrative harvest 
for farmers. Most varieties of winter canola are suited to farms in Kansas and points south, 
but with a little work on winter varieties and an easily accessible market, Montana farmers 
will have a new tool in their tool box to survive economically.

In addition to being great for farmers, The EPA concluded that the life-cycle greenhouse gas 
emissions from biodiesel made with canola oil are half of the petroleum-based diesel fuel. 
Montana Farmers Union has strongly advocated increasing biofuels and getting canola as an 
approved feedstock for renewable diesel. 

Montana refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Montana 
refineries and producers should be encouraged to utilize and expand the market for biofuels 
using Montana-grown canola instead of shipping in soybean oil from out of state. Growing 
our fuel helps us to be less dependent on foreign oil and increases our national security.

SB 510, sponsored by Sen Steve Fitzpatrick (R- Great Falls) passed with broad bipartisan 
support in both the Senate and the House.

SB 508 and SB 541, sponsored by Sen Mary Ann Dunwell (D- East Helena),  encouraged 
everyone to use more biofuels by creating a biofuel usage tax credit, and a Montana-made 
biofuel tax credit, and making Cooperative Associations eligible for the credit.  Agricultural 
coops are innovators in biofuels, and are uniquely positioned to expand both biofuel use and 
production.

SB 510, SB 541 and SB 508 together would have created a policy framework for a complete 
market - from growing canola, to processing it into fuel, and selling it, all in Montana. 
Unfortunately SB 508 and SB 541 were both killed in Senate Taxation committee, on party-
line votes with all Democrats voting for the bills and all Republicans voting against them.
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Reach out to your legislator, or any 
of the legislators on the back of this 
card. These are the legislators from 
one region on the map.

Tell the legislator your name, where 
you live, and why agriculture is 
important to you. 

If their votes are green, say THANK 
YOU! Tell them why you support 
their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them why 
this issue is important to you. Ask 
them to keep the needs of farmers, 
ranchers and rural communities in 
mind for future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is important 
to you. 

Shelf space for 
Montana Food 

SB 537

SB 537 - Provide tax incentives for sale of Montana produced food-  
Sen Jason Small 

This Montana Food Promotion bill would have 
provided an incentive for retailers to provide shelf 
space to Montana Producers. It would allow retailers 
to deduct the cost of Montana made foods at the time 
of purchase instead of at the time of sale - which 
means they can afford to keep Montana products on 
the shelves which is why we also call it the Shelf Space 
Bill. The bill allows retailers to deduct the sales of 
Montana foods from their tax liability. 

SB 537, carried by Sen Jason Small (R-Busby) had a 
great hearing in Senate Business and Labor, raising 
awareness of the issue, on the record. It was tabled in 
committee, because legislators found the idea 
intriguing, but felt they needed more information 
before enacting it into law.
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mind for future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is important 
to you. 

Shelf space for 
Montana Food 

SB 537

SB 537 - Provide tax incentives for sale of Montana produced food-  
Sen Jason Small 

This Montana Food Promotion bill would have 
provided an incentive for retailers to provide shelf 
space to Montana Producers. It would allow retailers 
to deduct the cost of Montana made foods at the time 
of purchase instead of at the time of sale - which 
means they can afford to keep Montana products on 
the shelves which is why we also call it the Shelf Space 
Bill. The bill allows retailers to deduct the sales of 
Montana foods from their tax liability. 

SB 537, carried by Sen Jason Small (R-Busby) had a 
great hearing in Senate Business and Labor, raising 
awareness of the issue, on the record. It was tabled in 
committee, because legislators found the idea 
intriguing, but felt they needed more information 
before enacting it into law.
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them to keep the needs of farmers, 
ranchers and rural communities in 
mind for future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is important 
to you. 

Shelf space for 
Montana Food 

SB 537

SB 537 - Provide tax incentives for sale of Montana produced food-  
Sen Jason Small 

This Montana Food Promotion bill would have 
provided an incentive for retailers to provide shelf 
space to Montana Producers. It would allow retailers 
to deduct the cost of Montana made foods at the time 
of purchase instead of at the time of sale - which 
means they can afford to keep Montana products on 
the shelves which is why we also call it the Shelf Space 
Bill. The bill allows retailers to deduct the sales of 
Montana foods from their tax liability. 

SB 537, carried by Sen Jason Small (R-Busby) had a 
great hearing in Senate Business and Labor, raising 
awareness of the issue, on the record. It was tabled in 
committee, because legislators found the idea 
intriguing, but felt they needed more information 
before enacting it into law.
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Reach out to your legislator, or any 
of the legislators on the back of this 
card. These are the legislators from 
one region on the map.

Tell the legislator your name, where 
you live, and why agriculture is 
important to you. 

If their votes are green, say THANK 
YOU! Tell them why you support 
their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them why 
this issue is important to you. Ask 
them to keep the needs of farmers, 
ranchers and rural communities in 
mind for future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is important 
to you. 

Shelf space for 
Montana Food 

SB 537

SB 537 - Provide tax incentives for sale of Montana produced food-  
Sen Jason Small 

This Montana Food Promotion bill would have 
provided an incentive for retailers to provide shelf 
space to Montana Producers. It would allow retailers 
to deduct the cost of Montana made foods at the time 
of purchase instead of at the time of sale - which 
means they can afford to keep Montana products on 
the shelves which is why we also call it the Shelf Space 
Bill. The bill allows retailers to deduct the sales of 
Montana foods from their tax liability. 

SB 537, carried by Sen Jason Small (R-Busby) had a 
great hearing in Senate Business and Labor, raising 
awareness of the issue, on the record. It was tabled in 
committee, because legislators found the idea 
intriguing, but felt they needed more information 
before enacting it into law.
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What you can do:
What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, 
or any of the legislators on 
the back of this card. These 
are the legislators from one 
region on the map.

Tell the legislator your 
name, where you live, and 
why agriculture is 
important to you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them 
why you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell 
them why this issue is 
important to you. Ask them 
to keep the needs of 
farmers, ranchers and rural 
communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Charter Schools 
HB 549 and  

HB 562

HB 549- Authorizing establishment of public charter schools - Rep Fred Anderson 
HB 562 - Authorizing establishment of community choice schools - Rep Sue Vinton 

Establishing a charter school system will have a negative impact on funding for 
rural public schools. Charter schools or “community choice” schools do not serve 
urban and rural students equally, and have been shown to underserve students with 
disabilities and special needs. Both of these bills will undermine and underfund our 
public schools. Certainly some private schools are great schools.

In rural areas charter schools face some real challenges. Montana’s farm and ranch 
communities simply have too few K-12 students to sustain an additional school, and 
the additional schools can and do affect the enrollment of local school districts and 
their budgets

MFU has policy to instead work toward providing the funding that will go to 
charter schools, for public schools. Its the only way to guarantee educational 
opportunity for rural public schools.

Both HB 549, sponsored by Rep Fred Anderson (R- Great Falls) and HB 562, 
sponsored by Rep Sue Vinton (R- Billings ) were signed into law, though there is 
confusion about if the two bills will conflict with each other. HB 549 was supported 
by the bulk of Montana’s public education organizations, while HB 562 was 
supported by charter school advocates and Republican legislators. 

Both bills had a bumpy trip through the legislative process, passing through the 
House, and then being voted down in the Senate. On the urging of Governor 
Gianforte, both bills were resurrected and passed through the Senate, with 20 of the 
Senate’s 34  Republicans changing their votes. Each of these new laws could result in 
the creation of governing entities outside existing school boards, which could be in 
contravention to the Constitution’s requirement for elected school governance. 
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to keep the needs of 
farmers, ranchers and rural 
communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Charter Schools 
HB 549 and  

HB 562

HB 549- Authorizing establishment of public charter schools - Rep Fred Anderson 
HB 562 - Authorizing establishment of community choice schools - Rep Sue Vinton 

Establishing a charter school system will have a negative impact on funding for 
rural public schools. Charter schools or “community choice” schools do not serve 
urban and rural students equally, and have been shown to underserve students with 
disabilities and special needs. Both of these bills will undermine and underfund our 
public schools. Certainly some private schools are great schools.

In rural areas charter schools face some real challenges. Montana’s farm and ranch 
communities simply have too few K-12 students to sustain an additional school, and 
the additional schools can and do affect the enrollment of local school districts and 
their budgets

MFU has policy to instead work toward providing the funding that will go to 
charter schools, for public schools. Its the only way to guarantee educational 
opportunity for rural public schools.

Both HB 549, sponsored by Rep Fred Anderson (R- Great Falls) and HB 562, 
sponsored by Rep Sue Vinton (R- Billings ) were signed into law, though there is 
confusion about if the two bills will conflict with each other. HB 549 was supported 
by the bulk of Montana’s public education organizations, while HB 562 was 
supported by charter school advocates and Republican legislators. 

Both bills had a bumpy trip through the legislative process, passing through the 
House, and then being voted down in the Senate. On the urging of Governor 
Gianforte, both bills were resurrected and passed through the Senate, with 20 of the 
Senate’s 34  Republicans changing their votes. Each of these new laws could result in 
the creation of governing entities outside existing school boards, which could be in 
contravention to the Constitution’s requirement for elected school governance. 
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Charter Schools 
HB 549 and  

HB 562

HB 549- Authorizing establishment of public charter schools - Rep Fred Anderson 
HB 562 - Authorizing establishment of community choice schools - Rep Sue Vinton 

Establishing a charter school system will have a negative impact on funding for 
rural public schools. Charter schools or “community choice” schools do not serve 
urban and rural students equally, and have been shown to underserve students with 
disabilities and special needs. Both of these bills will undermine and underfund our 
public schools. Certainly some private schools are great schools.

In rural areas charter schools face some real challenges. Montana’s farm and ranch 
communities simply have too few K-12 students to sustain an additional school, and 
the additional schools can and do affect the enrollment of local school districts and 
their budgets

MFU has policy to instead work toward providing the funding that will go to 
charter schools, for public schools. Its the only way to guarantee educational 
opportunity for rural public schools.

Both HB 549, sponsored by Rep Fred Anderson (R- Great Falls) and HB 562, 
sponsored by Rep Sue Vinton (R- Billings ) were signed into law, though there is 
confusion about if the two bills will conflict with each other. HB 549 was supported 
by the bulk of Montana’s public education organizations, while HB 562 was 
supported by charter school advocates and Republican legislators. 

Both bills had a bumpy trip through the legislative process, passing through the 
House, and then being voted down in the Senate. On the urging of Governor 
Gianforte, both bills were resurrected and passed through the Senate, with 20 of the 
Senate’s 34  Republicans changing their votes. Each of these new laws could result in 
the creation of governing entities outside existing school boards, which could be in 
contravention to the Constitution’s requirement for elected school governance. 
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to keep the needs of 
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future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
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Charter Schools 
HB 549 and  

HB 562

HB 549- Authorizing establishment of public charter schools - Rep Fred Anderson 
HB 562 - Authorizing establishment of community choice schools - Rep Sue Vinton 

Establishing a charter school system will have a negative impact on funding for 
rural public schools. Charter schools or “community choice” schools do not serve 
urban and rural students equally, and have been shown to underserve students with 
disabilities and special needs. Both of these bills will undermine and underfund our 
public schools. Certainly some private schools are great schools.

In rural areas charter schools face some real challenges. Montana’s farm and ranch 
communities simply have too few K-12 students to sustain an additional school, and 
the additional schools can and do affect the enrollment of local school districts and 
their budgets

MFU has policy to instead work toward providing the funding that will go to 
charter schools, for public schools. Its the only way to guarantee educational 
opportunity for rural public schools.

Both HB 549, sponsored by Rep Fred Anderson (R- Great Falls) and HB 562, 
sponsored by Rep Sue Vinton (R- Billings ) were signed into law, though there is 
confusion about if the two bills will conflict with each other. HB 549 was supported 
by the bulk of Montana’s public education organizations, while HB 562 was 
supported by charter school advocates and Republican legislators. 

Both bills had a bumpy trip through the legislative process, passing through the 
House, and then being voted down in the Senate. On the urging of Governor 
Gianforte, both bills were resurrected and passed through the Senate, with 20 of the 
Senate’s 34  Republicans changing their votes. Each of these new laws could result in 
the creation of governing entities outside existing school boards, which could be in 
contravention to the Constitution’s requirement for elected school governance. 
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What you can do:
What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, or 
any of the legislators on the 
back of this card. These are the 
legislators from one region on 
the map.

Tell the legislator your name, 
where you live, and why 
agriculture is important to 
you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them why 
you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell them 
why this issue is important to 
you. Ask them to keep the 
needs of farmers, ranchers and 
rural communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Medicaid 
Provider Rates 

HB 649

HB 649- Implement rates from provider rate study - Rep Mary Caferro

Rural Montana has an enormous problem with getting access to appropriate health 
care. Rural hospitals and care facilities rely heavily on Medicaid and Medicare 
payments, and nearly half of Montanans covered by Medicaid are from small towns, 
where many businesses can’t afford to pay for health insurance for their employees.

The members of MFU have written  policy to “incentivize providers to practice in 
rural areas, improving access to and quality of care.”  The best way to incentivize 
providers is to compensate them fairly for their work. 

HB 649, sponsored by Rep Mary Caferro (D- Helena), would have increased Medicaid 
provider rates up to the rates recommended by an independent report commissioned 
by the 2021 Legislature. The 186 page report found that Montana’s Medicaid provider 
rates are nearly 22% below the actual cost of care. The Governor’s budget did not 
raise provider rates enough, so this bill aimed to make up for the shortfall. 

The bill passed in the House, and then was significantly amended to reduce how 
much money would be allocated to bridge the difference in the House 
Appropriations Committee. It was then killed in the Senate Finance and claims 
committee, on a party-line vote: all Republicans voted against it, and all Democrats 
voted for it. 

The $12m per year in the final version of the bill would have been multiplied by a 
factor of at least 3 and in some cases 9, in Federal matching funds. Leveraging our 
money this way, to invest in our rural communities, is necessary to keep families on 
the land, carrying forward the traditional Montana farming and ranching way of life. 
Instead, the Legislature chose to pass a billion-dollar -plus spending and tax cut 
package that will reduce state tax collections by roughly $150m per year on a 
permanent basis, which will further hamstring efforts to reimburse Medicaid 
providers adequately. 
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What you can do:
What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, 
or any of the legislators on 
the back of this card. These 
are the legislators from one 
region on the map.

Tell the legislator your 
name, where you live, and 
why agriculture is 
important to you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them 
why you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell 
them why this issue is 
important to you. Ask them 
to keep the needs of 
farmers, ranchers and rural 
communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Charter Schools 
HB 549 and  

HB 562

HB 549- Authorizing establishment of public charter schools - Rep Fred Anderson 
HB 562 - Authorizing establishment of community choice schools - Rep Sue Vinton 

Establishing a charter school system will have a negative impact on funding for 
rural public schools. Charter schools or “community choice” schools do not serve 
urban and rural students equally, and have been shown to underserve students with 
disabilities and special needs. Both of these bills will undermine and underfund our 
public schools. Certainly some private schools are great schools.

In rural areas charter schools face some real challenges. Montana’s farm and ranch 
communities simply have too few K-12 students to sustain an additional school, and 
the additional schools can and do affect the enrollment of local school districts and 
their budgets

MFU has policy to instead work toward providing the funding that will go to 
charter schools, for public schools. Its the only way to guarantee educational 
opportunity for rural public schools.

Both HB 549, sponsored by Rep Fred Anderson (R- Great Falls) and HB 562, 
sponsored by Rep Sue Vinton (R- Billings ) were signed into law, though there is 
confusion about if the two bills will conflict with each other. HB 549 was supported 
by the bulk of Montana’s public education organizations, while HB 562 was 
supported by charter school advocates and Republican legislators. 

Both bills had a bumpy trip through the legislative process, passing through the 
House, and then being voted down in the Senate. On the urging of Governor 
Gianforte, both bills were resurrected and passed through the Senate, with 20 of the 
Senate’s 34  Republicans changing their votes. Each of these new laws could result in 
the creation of governing entities outside existing school boards, which could be in 
contravention to the Constitution’s requirement for elected school governance. 
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What you can do: 

Reach out to your legislator, 
or any of the legislators on 
the back of this card. These 
are the legislators from one 
region on the map.

Tell the legislator your 
name, where you live, and 
why agriculture is 
important to you. 

If their votes are green, say 
THANK YOU! Tell them 
why you support their vote.

If their votes are red, tell 
them why this issue is 
important to you. Ask them 
to keep the needs of 
farmers, ranchers and rural 
communities in mind for 
future votes. Offer to help 
them understand what is 
important to you. 

Charter Schools 
HB 549 and  

HB 562

HB 549- Authorizing establishment of public charter schools - Rep Fred Anderson 
HB 562 - Authorizing establishment of community choice schools - Rep Sue Vinton 

Establishing a charter school system will have a negative impact on funding for 
rural public schools. Charter schools or “community choice” schools do not serve 
urban and rural students equally, and have been shown to underserve students with 
disabilities and special needs. Both of these bills will undermine and underfund our 
public schools. Certainly some private schools are great schools.

In rural areas charter schools face some real challenges. Montana’s farm and ranch 
communities simply have too few K-12 students to sustain an additional school, and 
the additional schools can and do affect the enrollment of local school districts and 
their budgets

MFU has policy to instead work toward providing the funding that will go to 
charter schools, for public schools. Its the only way to guarantee educational 
opportunity for rural public schools.

Both HB 549, sponsored by Rep Fred Anderson (R- Great Falls) and HB 562, 
sponsored by Rep Sue Vinton (R- Billings ) were signed into law, though there is 
confusion about if the two bills will conflict with each other. HB 549 was supported 
by the bulk of Montana’s public education organizations, while HB 562 was 
supported by charter school advocates and Republican legislators. 

Both bills had a bumpy trip through the legislative process, passing through the 
House, and then being voted down in the Senate. On the urging of Governor 
Gianforte, both bills were resurrected and passed through the Senate, with 20 of the 
Senate’s 34  Republicans changing their votes. Each of these new laws could result in 
the creation of governing entities outside existing school boards, which could be in 
contravention to the Constitution’s requirement for elected school governance. 
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future votes. Offer to help 
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Skilled Trades & 
Microbusiness 

HB 944 and HB 898

HB 944 - Establish the Mt in-demand skilled trades investment pilot program - Rep Paul Tuss  
HB 898- Revise the Montana Microbusiness Development Act - Rep Paul Tuss 

When it comes to discussing a budget, people say: “Don’t tell me what your values 
are, show me your budget and I’ll know what you value.” The members of Montana 
Farmers Union have a written policy calling for adequate funding for vocational and 
technical education. We, along with most Montanans, value keeping our kids on the 
land, building functional communities for their kids to thrive in. 

To do that we have to have qualified agricultural equipment operators, inspectors, 
farm and ranch workers and laborers. The elements of the pilot program outlined in 
HB 944, sponsored by Rep Paul Tuss (D - Havre) were based on research and the 
recommendations of a 2 Year Commission studying the issue. The bill provides one-
time grants for school districts to develop a Montana in-demand skilled trades 
investment.  Students the program would be encouraged to stay in Montana. This 
would help youth from agricultural families to find and participate in career and 
technical education, and stay on the land.
 
The Microbusiness Development Act established a program to assist in the creation, 
development and financing of businesses with fewer than 10 employees and gross 
receipts of less than $1m. HB 898 sponsored by Rep Paul Tuss (D - Havre), would have 
changed the definition of Microbusiness to include somewhat larger businesses, and 
raised the maximum amount for their guaranteed loans.

These investments in the next generation would have supported rural communities. It 
would have been  a smart way to use our budget surplus, because the value generated 
by keeping our kids in Montana, and keeping our rural communities functional will 
provide ample return on investment.

Both of the bills passed through the House and Senate, but were killed in Senate 
Finance and Claims committee. Republican Senators Esp (R- Big Timber) and Lang (R-
Malta)  joined the democrats in voting to approve HB 898. Republican Senator Esp (R- 
Big Timber) joined the Democrats in supporting HB 944 in Senate Finance and Claims
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