MINUTES

MONTANA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
51st LEGISLATURE - REGULAR SESSION

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

Call to Order: By Chairperson Bob Raney, on January 13,
1989, at 3:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL
Members Present: All
Members Excused: None
Members Absent: None

Staff Present: Claudia Montagne, Secretary; Hugh Zackheim,
Staff Researcher, Environmental Quality Council

Announcements/Discussion: CHAIRPERSON RANEY reminded the
committee and the audience that a resolution has no
force of law. He also announced that the proponents
and the opponents to the resolution would have 1 hour
each, and suggested that the opponents in particular
limit their testimony to 3 minutes to allow as many as
possible to testify. Chairman Raney then suggested
that Bob Decker call opponents in order to testify to
maintain some order and movement of the proceedings,
and to ensure that those who had travelled distances
would be able to testify.

HEARING ON HJR 1

Presentation and Opening Statement by Sponsor:

REP. BERNIE SWIFT, House District 64, Southern Ravalli
County, opened with the announcement that he would
be submitting an amendment to HJR 1, having
received updated Forest Service (USFS) plans
(EXHIBIT 0). These have indicated that there is
no specific acreage for wilderness designation at
this time. There is not one USFS plan for any of
the forests in Montana that is not under at least
one appeal. 1In view of this, he offered an
amendment deleting the number of acres, so that
the resolution would refer to the proposal of the
Northern Region of the USFS.
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SWIFT described the 18 year history of the wilderness
process, and noted that the USFS procedure requires
that the plan be placed into action regardless of the
appeals process. He said this resolution is a signal
to our congressional delegation that it is time to
arrive at some decision so that we can move along in
resource areas.

of Testifying Proponents and What Group They Represent:

List

Jack Bennett, Self
Bob Anderson, Self
Bob Bushnell, Montana Snowmobilers Association
Larry Ellison, self

of Testifying Opponents and What Group They Represent:

Jack Bennett, self, Deer Lodge

Representative Gervais, District 9, and the Blackfeet
Indian Tribal Business Council

Bob Decker, self

Arnold Bolle, self

Roland Cheek, Montana Outfitters and Guides
Association

Robert Kerr, M.D., self

Susan Colvin, self

Bud Moore, self, forest landowner

Dan Boggs, Heart Butte

Lee Fears, self

Tony Schoonen, Montana Wildlife Federation

Robert Schapp, Lone Mountain Ranch

Chris Marchion, Anaconda Sportsman's Club-

Jim Coates, self

Rick Meis

Lorna Frank, Montana Farm Bureau Federation

Gary Steele, self

Stuart Lewin, Boulder Hot Springs

Ed Madej, self and Sierra Club, Upper Missouri Group

Joe Gutkoski, Gallatin Wildlife Association

Janet Ellis, Montana Audubon Legislative Fund

Paul Johnson, self

Charles Mabbot, self

Sherman Janke, Sierra Club

Noel Rosetta, self

Jim Gatchell, Montana Wilderness Association

Ron Erickson, self

Luisita Loveridge, self and Cedar Mountain Supply

George Weurthner, self

Bill Leitch, self

George Holton, self

Jack Schilla, Schilla Outfitters of Montana
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Testimony:

JACK BENNETT spoke in favor of HJR 1 on behalf of
himself, a native of Montana from a family who has
farmed in the Deer Lodge Valley for 105 years. He
noted that we are one of 3 states not having
finalized this issue, and stated that it must be
resolved by Congress so that the land allocations
for wilderness, timber production, motorized
recreation, mineral development, etc., can be
made. He stated that he was employed by the USFS
for 30 years and is familiar with the RARE I
process. He urged the committee to pass the
resolution so that the land allocation issue would
be resolved, with the people of Montana as the
principal participants in the discussion, with a
balance between wilderness and jobs. (EXHIBIT 1)

BOB ANDERSON, Helena, spoke as a proponent with an amendment
to change the acreage, substituting instead Alternative
W, commonly known as the Conservationist Alternative.

In this way we could send the right signal to our
congressional delegation.

REP. GERVAIS spoke representing the Blackfeet Tribe and
the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council as well as
District 9 in opposition to HJR 1 (EXHIBIT 2).

BOB DECKER spoke in opposition to the resolution,
drawing an analogy to yielding to the Department
of Revenue all decision-making power on taxation
and revenue issues. He noted that in other
states, decisions have been made for up to 200% of
the USFS recommendations. He added that if we had
followed the USFS recommendations, we would not
have the Lincoln Scapegoat Wilderness Area nor the
Absarokee-Beartooth in its present form. It would
be in 3 pieces and less than 1/2 its present size.
He closed with the statement that although the
USFS is expert at what they do, USFS
recommendations do not reflect public opinion.

ARNOLD BOLLE, Retired Dean of the School of Forestry at
the University of Montana, spoke in opposition to
the bill, He stated that Max Peterson of the USFS
essentially wrote the bill vetoed by the
President, and endorsed it (EXHIBIT 3).

ROLAND CHEEK from Columbia Falls spoke in opposition on
behalf of Montana Outfitters and Guide (EXHIBIT
4).
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ROBERT (ROCKY) KERR, from Red Lodge, stated that the
will of the people must decide this issue, and
that the majority of the people want the remaining
roadless lands to stay in their pristine state.
The USFS has disregarded these desires (EXHIBIT
5).

SUSAN COLVIN, Great Falls, spoke in opposition, stating
that the Rocky Mountain Front received the highest
rating for wilderness potential from the USFS in
1979, and then the same USFS cut in half the
number of acres recommended for wilderness along
the Front (EXHIBIT 6).

BUD MOORE, a retired USFS employee from the Swan
Valley, and now a forest landowner, logger and saw
mill operator on his property, spoke against the
resolution, stating the wilderness is positive for
the economy and Montanans. He stated that the
resolution ignores 10 years of cooperation between
citizens and Congress.

DAN BOGGS, from Heart Butte, testified that he was a
blood member of the Blackfeet Tribe. He spoke in
opposition to HJR 1, mentioning in particular the
need for protection of the Badger/Two Medicine
area which borders the reservation and Glacier
National Park. The area represents a significant
elk calving and winter range habitat, as well as
habitat for endangered species. He also mentioned
that all of the tributaries of the Missouri River
save one, St. Mary's River, originate in the Rocky
Mountain Front, and that the disturbance of these
areas would disturb the roots of this national
resource, the Missouri River.

LEE FEARS of Red Lodge spoke in opposition to the
resolution, stating that wildlands cannot be
created by technology (EXHIBIT 7).

TONY SCHOONEN, representing the Montana Wildlife Federation,
testified against the resolution (EXHIBIT 8).

BOB SCHAPP of Big Sky, owner of Lone Mountain Ranch,
was an opponent of the resolution, stating that
his business relies on wilderness, and that
wilderness is positive for the economy. He stated
that he is violently opposed to the USFS making
this decision, when they often make their
decisions on their budget (EXHIBIT 9).
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CHRIS MARCHION, Anaconda, testified against the
resolution, and stated that he had done so in
Washington D.C. as well. He stated that this is a
complex and emotional issue, and that to settle it
in this manner was nothing more than a personal
opinion poll.

JIM COATES of Red Lodge spoke against the resolution,
saying that there are so few places one can go
now, and that feelings about wilderness are where
the decision will come from. He urged the
adoption of Conservationist Proposal W for 2.4
million acres of wilderness (EXHIBIT 10).

RICK MEIS of Bozeman testified against the resolution,
passing out photos of examples of USFS management
of forest, stating that they were examples of USFS
mismanagement (EXHIBITS 11,12 and 13).

LORNA FRANK spoke in opposition to the resolution,
stating that the Montana Farm Bureau opposes
further expansion of all wilderness (EXHIBIT 14).

BOB BUSHNELL, Lands' Chairman of the Montana Snowmobile
Association, stated that any further wilderness
designations excludes members of his organization
from using that resource. He is in favor of the
resolution.

GARY STEELE, a contractor from the Mission Valley and
an opponent, said that he chose Montana as a place
to live because of its wilderness (EXHIBIT 15).

STUART LEWIN, owner of Boulder Hot Springs, spoke
against the resolution and for the trees as a
source of oxygen for all of us (EXHIBITS 16, 17
and 18).

ED MADEJ, a small businessman in Helena, referred the
committee to the paintings around the ceiling of
the room, pointing out those that have been
protected mainly due to citizen proposals for
protection. He spoke against HJR 1 (EXHIBIT 19).

JOE GUTKOSKI, President of the Gallatin Wildlife
Association, and USFS employee for 32 years, the
last 20 of which were spent in planning, spoke
against the resolution and in favor of alternative
W (EXHIBIT 20).

JANET ELLIS, representing Audubon, spoke against the
resolution (EXHIBIT 21).
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PAUL JOHNSON, a former USFS employee of 15 years, opposed
the resolution, stating that it was a violation of
the democratic process.

CHARLES MABBIT, of southern Ravalli County, spoke in
opposition to the resolution, saying that we
shared with Idaho the lack of resolution of this
issue and recommended the inclusion of 15 million
acres for Montana and 1daho for wilderness
designation (EXHIBIT 22).

SHERM JANKE of the Sierra Club spoke in opposition to the
resolution, stating that trees are an important
component to our "environment life support system". He
said degradation of this environment life support
system is caused by deforestation, and we contribute to
this degradation by endorsing ill-advised USFS plans.
He quoted an early conservationist, "in wilderness is
the preservation of the world."

NOEL ROSETTA, a retired forester, spoke against the
resolution, noting the impact of timber sales in
inappropriate areas on hunter opportunities and fishing
opportunities (EXHIBIT 23).

JIM GATCHELL, Montana Wilderness Association, spoke
against the resolution, stating that wilderness
designation has no impact on jobs within the
timber industry (EXHIBIT 24).

RON ERICKSON, Missoula, spoke against the resolution,
noting that wilderness is a thing in and of
itself, and that it has its own value without any
utilitarian purpose (EXHIBIT 25).

LUISITA LOVERIDGE, a business woman from south of
Darby, spoke against the resolution (EXHIBIT 26).

GEORGE WEURTHNER of Livingston spoke against the
resolution, stating that no jobs are lost due to
wilderness designation. Timber industry jobs are
lost due to technology and automation. He
reminded the committee that Glacier National Park
was initially opposed by the people of Kalispell.
(EXHIBIT 26 A and B).

BILL LEITCH of Livingston spoke in opposition to the
resolution, stating that long term economic
benefits of wilderness designation will exceed short
term benefits of resource development (EXHIBIT 27).
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LARRY ELLISON of Bozeman spoke in favor of the
resolution, reminding the committee that some
areas have been designated wilderness that should
have been taken out, and that these are never
mentioned; e.g., Slough Creek corridor.

GEORGE HOLTON, a retired fisheries biologist with the
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, spoke
against the resolution, noting the impact of
development of roadless areas in critical
watersheds on native fish species (EXHIBIT 28).

JACK SCHILLA, an outfitter from Deer Lodge, spoke
against the resolution (EXHIBIT 29).

Testimony Submitted in Opposition to HJR 1:

Donald Marble, Attorney, Chester (EXHIBIT 30)

Kim Wilson, Sierra Club, Montana Chapter (EXHIBIT 31)

Gene Munson, Butte (EXHIBIT 32)

Brian Shovers, Butte (EXHIBIT 33)

Bill Maloit, Back Country Horsemen of Montana
(EXHIBIT 34)

Stan Bradshaw, Trout Unlimited, Montana Council
(EXHIBIT 35) ,

George M. Engler, Great Falls (EXHIBIT 36)

Sherry Branger, Red Lodge (EXHIBIT 37)

James A. Haynes, Attorney, Hamilton (EXHIBIT 38)

Susan Near, self (EXHIBIT 39)

Nancy Coates, Red Lodge (EXHIBIT 40)

Margaret Adams, President, Montana Audubon Council
(EXHIBIT 41)

Doris Milner, Montana Wildlife Association
(EXHIBIT 42 and 43)

Charlotte Rice, Red Lodge (EXHIBIT 44)

Additional testimony submitted in opposition to HJR 1 in the
form of Witness Statements and letters received through
the mail is included in the record.

Questions From Committee Members:

REP. ADDY asked Rep. Swift if the resolution as amended
says that we support whatever the USFS recommends,
and Rep. Swift answered yes. Rep. Addy then asked
if this means that the public comment portion of
the process should be stricken. Rep. Swift said
that the people have had their comments and input.
REP. ADDY followed with the question that if the
USFS said one thing, and the people in the
affected area said another, would the USFS
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recommendations be adopted and the public comment
disregarded? Rep. Swift answered that no, there
would be more decision points in the process
before it reached the congressional level and that
the appeal process would allow for their input.

ADDY then asked if the appeal process was then a good
one. Rep. Swift answered that the process provides for
that and respects that. REP. ADDY then followed that
he was reading one thing and hearing another one from
Rep. Swift. Rep. Swift answered that the congressional
mandate does not refer to designated wilderness, but
rather to dedicated further study areas and special
recreation areas. There are at least 5 million acres
now under consideration that are still an option for
Congress. The point is to say to Congress address a
decision point.

GIACOMETTO asked Roland Cheek what his stand was
on the resolution, and Mr. Cheek said that he was
opposed because a number of outfitters would be
affected directly, impacting the location of their
camps and their activity, and indirectly, due to
the impact on the water quality of streams. Also
the outfitting industry would be impacted
adversely by the loss of perception of Montana as
a quality place. REP. GIACOMETTO asked Mr. Cheek
if his association was opposed to more wilderness
designation, and Mr. Cheek said no, and that his
association is on record supporting Alternative W
and testified to that effect during the
Congressional process.

O'KEEFE asked Rep. Swift if by passing this
resolution we would then be supporting timber
harvest recommendations as well as wilderness
recommendations of the USFS. Rep. Swift answered
no. REP. O'KEEFE then asked for the number of
forest plans being appealed by timber industry,
and wondered why this resolution did not deal with
timber harvest instead of wilderness acreage.

Rep. Swift answered that wilderness has been the
focal point, and without the wilderness
designation, nothing would move forward.

MOORE asked Rep. Swift if wilderness was so
important to him, why did he then support a
President who vetoed this bill? Rep. Swift
answered that he did not put any words in any
one's mouth in Washington D.C. He also stated
that he does not disagree with wilderness, and
that he was one of five people who declared almost



REP.

REP.

REP.

REP.

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
January 13, 1989
Page 9 of 10

one million acres to be wilderness, but wants a
decision to be made.

HARPER asked a series of questions of Rep. Swift
relating to the effect this resolution would have
on resolving this issue. He felt it may in fact
delay the process, since it contains a decidedly
different message than the one Congress has been
receiving. Rep. Swift claimed that the resolution
would speed up the process because Congress has
the authority to override the appeal. Also,
Congress still has the option to consider roadless
areas.

GIACOMETTO asked Bob Decker if his organization
had taken part in the public comment process of
the wilderness issue. Mr. Decker replied that his
roots were not that deep with the Montana
Wildlands Coalition. REP. GIACOMETTO then asked a
series of questions regarding the organization's
participation, and when the last hearings were
held. John Gatchell from the Montana Wilderness
Association gave a history of the public input
process and its invalidations because of the lack
of consideration by the USFS. Mr. Gatchell
commented further on the public input process on
the forest plans, and the lack of consideration by
the USFS of the public sentiment. REP. GIACOMETTO
then said that he wanted to know that there was a
public hearing process.

COHEN commented that the town of Lincoln has grown
since the creation of the Lincoln Scapegoat
Wilderness, and does anyone have any information
on this. George Weurthner answered that research
has been done that shows that counties close to
wilderness areas across the United States have
experienced rates of growth 2 - 3 times greater
than other counties. Mr. Weurthner also noted
that the lumber mills in Lincoln have closed down
and that this may be an indicator of a changing
economy in Montana. The research comes from the
University of Idaho Geography Dept. Similar
research is being done at the University of
Montana, Department of Economics.

COHEN then asked if wilderness designation would then
be a positive force for the economy, and Mr. Weurthner
said this was not his area, but cited that in the
research he is doing on a book on Maine, that scenic
value is the highest priority of people choosing to
move to Maine.
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Closing by Sponsor:

REP. SWIFT expressed appreciation for the comments of
the people who testified, and the courtesy of the
committee. He stated that he had made his points
and was sure the committee understood. He did
comment on the testimony that wilderness
allocations and its affect on industry. He stated
that acreage in specific areas does impact certain
communities; e.g., Belgrade, Livingston, Hamilton,
Darby, and spoke of closing sawmills. He stated
that it is not the total acreage that is the
issue.

ADJOURNMENT

Adjournment At: 5:15 p.m.

'REP. BOB RANEi%:Chairman

BR/cm

1112.MIN
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Rep. Robert Clark 4
Rep. Leo Giacometto o K
Rep. Bob Gilbert 4
Rep. Tom Hannah VA
Rep. Lum Owens o
Rep. Rande Roth 4
Rep. Clyde Smith o
i

CS-30



Amendments to House Joint Resolution Bill No. 1

First Reading Copy gfjggﬁk.

Requested by Representative Swift
Prepared by Lee Heiman

0

January 10, 1989 “ArhD

oate L= 1387

Je ]

1. Title, lines 7 and 8. HE
Strike: "THAT" on line 7 through "ACRES" on line 8
Insert: "ACREAGE"

2. Title, line 8..
Following: "“LAND"
Insert: "“TO"

3. Title, line 9.
Strike: "FEDERAL"
Insert: "NATIONAL FOREST"

4. Title, line 10.
Following: "BE"
Insert: “CONGRESSIONALLY"

5. Page 1, lines 15 and 16.

Strike: "recommended" on line 15 through "of" on line 16

Insert: "has recommended in 1987, following completion of the
National Forest planning process as called for by the
National Forest Management Act of 1976, the"

6. Page 1, line 16.
Following: "land"
Insert: "to"

7. Page 2, line 1.
Following: "industry"
Insert: "and other natural resource programs"

8. Page 2, line 9.
Following: "accept the"
Insert: "1987"

9. Page 2, line 10.
Strike: "that less than 600,000 acres"
Insert: "acreage"

10. Page 2, line 11,
Following: "land"
Insert: "to"

11. Page 2, line 12.
Strike: "federal"

Insert: "National Forest"
Following: "be"

Insert: "congressionally"

1 h3j000102.alh



NATIONAL FOREST
Beaverhead
Bitterroot
Custer
Deerlodge
Flathead
Gallatin
Helena
IPNF
Kootenai
Lewis & Clark
Lolo

MT. TOTAL

Bitterroot
Clearwater
IPNF
Nezperce
Kootenai

ID. TOTAL

IPNF
WA. TOTAL

Custer
N.D. TOTAL

Custer
S.D. TOTAL

REGIONAL TOTAL

NATIONAL FOREST ACRES BY CONGRESSTOMAL DISTRICT
Montana - lst Congressional District =
- 2nd Congressional District =
- lst Congressional District = 11,393,321 scres

1"

Idaho

MONTANA

EXISTING RECOM.,
WILDN'S WILDN'S
180887 168606
282838 76800
345589 11812
44175 Hlla
1069933 98080
715315 21941
109259 32870
0 12300
94272 104160
384407 51834
144938 223600
3371613 Qp@l;l
IDAHO
464024 0
259165 198200
0 134382
935893 600
0 340
1659082 333522
WASHINGTON
9440 0
4L40 0

NO. DAKOTA

0 0

0 0

SO. DAKOTA

0 0

0 0
5040135 1139639

ROADLESS
by Rx
366700
213280

hon20
152700
207220
62050
87800

0
293760
397860
177900
1999690

0
168410
227340
153350

29060
598160

L 800
48500

010
H4010

2646660

14,552 277 acres

,231/LI’/"&ﬁ¥f7! ﬁ£56311~
OTHER il
USES N. Fil
1613105 214844
825468 1115548
1060156 11123
1047838 1204 69p

2007737 23530k
1652126 1736140
856052 0767

16196 2844
1797580 21955{8
1393971 184364R
1681350 208288
1399831539 167973
/06(q o0 1
463985 46398t
1448195 18348H
1982185  23439¢
2069567 22235
20084 5034
HOSAOLE (01658
113904 11879
113994 11879
1061779 110578
1061779 1105789
228627 2086
228627 22867
21380895 251671

2.245,109 acres
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Jack 3ennett
Sefore the Watural Resources Committee
lkontana State Legislature

Concerning House Joint Resolution HNO, 1

Lhank you for the opportunity to testify in favor of H. J. R. No. 1

of the lontana State Legislature.

My name is Jack Bennett. Today I am speaking in favor of this resolution
for myself as an interested citizen of lontana., I am a native lontanan.
Iy family have been farmers and landowners in the Deer Lodge Valley

in this state for more than 105 years.

I encourage this session of the MNontana Legislature to send our
Congressional Delegation a strong message that it is the sense of this
Legislature that it is time for lontanans to resolve the allocation
decisions on the 6 plus million acres of unroaded national forest lands

in this state.

Ais we all know, the Wilderness Act became law in 19454, hat was 25
years or a quarter of a century ago. Jloday hontana 1is one of only 3
states that has not passed legislation to help resolve this important
land allocation issue. ihe courts, however, have consistently, and
repeatedly told us that the wilderness issue must be resolved by the
Congress before other important resource programs may be implemented or
carried out on the roadless lands that qualify for inclusion in the

National Wilderness Freservation System.

It is now time, in my opinion, to make these land allocation decisions.
It is time to decide how much N. ¥, wilderness we will have in lontana,

how much wood products we will produce on our National Forests, how much
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land we shall open for mineral exploration, how much motorized recreation

Fage 2

we will provide and how we will balance our wildlife habitat between
areas where man may or may not carry out special programs to maintain

or enhance this habitat.

I have spent over 30 years working for the U, S. Forest Service in a wide
variety of locations and positions. I retired in Missoula in 1983 as
Director of the Timber Management Staff for the Northern Region. Since
1968, a significan%ag§ each job I held was to prepare and analyze data
that dealt with the long term use of all national forest lands. During
this time the Forest Service completed the RARE 1 Study and followed up
with the RARE 11 Study in 1978. For the past 10 years they have been
dealing with the issue of balance in their Forest Flanning efforts.

After 10 years of study, analysisyand review, they have completed the
Forest Plans for the 10 National Forests in kontana. 1In developing these
plans they have talked and listened to the people in kontana and other
interested citizens., 411 this study, analysis, review and public input
regarding not only wilderness but all resources and programs has led

the Forest Service to recommend that 806,117 acres be added to the
National Wilderness FPreservation System and that the other unroaded

areas be allocated to other resource programs that benefit you and me,

as well as all other lontanans.

lLet's review what the addition of 807,117 acres to the wilderness system
would do in the State of Montana. It would increase the acreage of
National Forest #ilderness from 3,371,613 acres to 4,177,730 acres. Ihis
means the percentage of National Forest lands in lMontana in wilderness
would increase from 20 percent to 25 percent. At the same time several
studies show that the non-wilderness lands would continue to be able to

meet the minimum needs of established sawmills and other wood
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manufacturing plants. Conversely, the recently introduced wilderness

bills would decrease timber outputs by 50 million board fee%?%g%%%gizing

several important mills in lontana. That could have meant a loss of up

to 450 woodproducts jobs 1n Kontana.

At the same time the Forest Plans provide that 75 percent of National
Forest lands would remain open for mining development and o0il and gas
exploration., Appropriate selection of lands for wilderness could
minimize the impact on this important use of our public lands. At the
same time opportunities for motorized recreation would remain at a
relatively high level and significant impacts on wildlife populations
can be avoided. Overall this recommended acreage to wilderness

does strike a reasonable balance that does not unduly favor any
preference of view while resulting in only tolerable impacts to others

dependent on federal resources.

And finally, I suggest the following section of H J R - 1 be given
special emphasis. The section is "Ihat KO additional federal (National
Forest) lands in Kontana be designated as special recreation areas

or be proposed for further wilderness study" end of guote.

i'he Forest Service Testimony concerning S 1478 (Baucus 5ill) and

H R 2090 (Williams 31il1l1) explains the rationale for not creating special
recreation areas by legislative action. Their testimony reads, "is a
general principle we (Forest Service) strongly oppose legislative
designation of special management areas that can be satisfactorily
handled as part of the forest planning process. Forest plans provide
the opportunity to reexamine the future management of an area in

response to public expectations and demands through the planning cycle.
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Forest plans are required to be updated and the public will be fully

Page 4

involved in any decision to change management direction.” (End of
Statement). Necessary and desirable changes can be made in the planning
process where the special areas are not designated by legislative

prescriptions.

Legislatively designating areas for further wilderness study simply
prolongs the indecision that has impacted management programs, and those
publics, or if you will those private citizens, dependent on these programs
for the past 25 years. If 25 years of study, analysis, review, and
public debate has not provided the basis for a sound decision, I
seriously doubt further delay in resolving the lissue will be beneficial
to the people of Kontana, We should remember in designating further
planning areas; we do not meet the direction established by the courts,
and we will be forced to repeat this process again in the future in the
Congress of the United States. lLeanwhile the undesirable effect of

the lack of a decision will continue and the unroaded lands may not

contribute their fair share to the economy of this state.

rhank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Rep. Floyd Gervais, Dist. 9

Statement in Opposition to HJR-1

On behalf of the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council (the
governing body within the boundaries of +the Blackfeet Indian

reservation), I wish to express opposition to HJR-1, which asks
the House and Senate of the Montana Legislature to endorse the
Montana wilderness recommendations made by +the U.S. Forest
Service.

On May 10, 1973, the Blackfeet Tribe passed Resolution No.
219-72, which identifies +the area south of the Burlington
Northern Railroad and west of Highway 89 to the Continental
Divide as sacred ground. This sacred ground encompasses much of
a roadless Forest Service area known as the Ceded Strip, or the
Badger-Two Medicine. The Tribal resolution states that "the
Sacred Ground shall not be disturbed in any way without prior
consent of the Blackfeet Tribe." The intent of the Tribal
resolution is to protect the natural habitat of the
aforementioned land, for continued spiritual, religious, and
cultural uses for all tribal members.

More recently, in October of 1988, the Blackfeet Tribe
passed Resolution No. 4-89, which supported S5l {Sen. John
Melcher’s 1988 wilderness bill), which would have released the
reserved rights forest service 1land from consideration from
wilderness during the present forest plan cycle and authorized
the Tribe and the Forest Service to prepare a joint management
plan for the area and impose a three-year moratorium on o0il and
gas development in the area, as well as commercial timber sales.

Because the wishes of the Blackfeet Tribe as stated above
differ from the Forest Service plans for the area, the Blackfeet
Tribe opposes House Joint Resolution No. 1.
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No.  4-89

WHEREAS, The Blackfeet Tribal Business Council is the duly
constituted governing body within the exterior
boundaries of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation,
and

WHEREAS, The Blackfaet Tribal Business Council has been
organized to represent, develop, protect and
advance . the views, interests, education and
resources of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, and

WHEREAS, The Blackfeet Tribal Business Council is empowered
to negotiate with the Pederal Government on behalf
of the Tribe by Article VI, Section ll{a) of the
Constitution for the Blackfeet Tribe, and

WBEEREAS, By Agreenent with the U.5. Goverament in 1856
(28 Stat. 321, 353), the Blackfeet Tribe resgerved
certain rights in the land which is now the Horth
Geographic Unit of Lewis and Clark National
FPorest, and -

WBEREAS, The U.5. Congress is presently considering various
bills to define the wilderness status of the
public lands in Montana, including the reserved
rights area, now

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

The Blackfeet Tribe supports S. 2731 whica would
releage the reserved rights £forest seivice land from
consideration for wilderness during this forest plan cycle,
authorize the Tribe and Forest Service to prepare a joint
managemant plan for the area and impose a three vyear
mozatorium on oil and gas develcopment in the avea, and urges
Congress to incorporate the following amendments:

1., That the moratorium on 0il und gas development
be clearly stated and that It include a morateocium on
commercial timber sales, but not on timber gathering in
exercise of the right reserved in 1896,

2. That the Forest Service bLe divected vathe:
than “urged" to negotiate the management plan with the
Tribe.
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3. That the area covered by the plan and
moratorimm be extended to cover all of the North GeOgraphic
Unit.

C JTam

-

4. That the plan include & review of the report
grepared by the Bureau of Indian  _Affairs . _ entitled —- -~
Freliminary-Report on the Proposedusadra@-canyan~newraﬂé————-~
Resarvoir 1968 with addjtional =study on the costs and
feanibility of <constructing such dam and reservoir,
inecluding its hydropower potential. :

ol it

‘

+

-

-

3

-~ -
.

[l

5. That provisions be made to ensure that the .
Tribe will receive an appropriate level of funding to assure
that ft wiil have available the technical expertise to
negotiate the management plan.

, . 6. That a ' statement be included that the 1895
Agreement rights of  the Blackfeet Tribe will not be
diminighed, prejudiced or otherwise affected by this act.

The Chairman ig directed to lmmédiately provide . .
copies of this Resolution to the Hontana Congressional

! Delegation. . ,,%. |
. ATTEST:  “lig, | THE BLACRFEET TRIBE OF THE
P T BLACKFEET INDIAN RESERVATION
. > "—-'-——._‘- '

TOM WHITFORD,
Chairman .

Secratary = 4"

LI
..

CERIIEIQAIIQN.:
oo

Y hereby .certify that the foregoing Resolutlon was adopted
by the Blackfeet Tribal Business Council in a duly called,

. noticed and convened __Regular Session assembled for
- business the _6th day of _October . = 1988, with
—Six  (B) members present to constitute a UOIUﬂ and bv
a vote of Six (6) members FOR and (@)
members OFPOSED.
Vs
R—c.ﬁ.;)
(SEAL) AARVIN D. WEATHEPWAX

Secretary
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MONTANA House of Representatives A

Committee on Natural Resources
Hearing on Joint Resolution #1

January 13, 1989

My name is Arnold W. Bolle. I 1live in Missoula. 1 am the retired Dean
of the School of Forestry of the University of Montana. I speak in
opposition to House Joint Resolution No. 1.

Tp put this proposal in context, let me mention that this is part of the
national effort to allocate the remaining roadless lands in the National
Forests of the United States. Starting about ten years ago, this has been
accomplished in every state but Montana and Idaho. Montanans have been
working on this for ten years and had last year passed a reasonable bill
through Congress, which was vetoed by the President last fall. This
resolution could totally undo what has taken years to do and set us back
another ten years.

To put things further in perspective, let's consider the proposed
600,000 acre 1imit on Wilderness and Wilderness Study, as well as the claim
that Wilderness designation "would drastically impact the Montana forest
industry by reducing the ...forest base..."

0f the 6 million acres of roadless land in the National Forests in
Montana, the Forest Service, in the recently completed forest plans,
recommend 806,117 acres for Wilderness.* The Forest Service has under study
for suitability for Wilderness, an additional million plus acres for a total
of Wilderness and study about two million acres, not 600,000 as Swift would
have it. But in addition they have recommended about 2 million acres to

remain roadless (about 1 million net, since it includes the areas being
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studied). So, of the 6 million acres, about one-haif or 3 million could
become Wilderness without any effect on the timber supply.

0f the remaining 3 million, the other half, which the Forest Service
identifies as containing timber, they recommend only 1.2 million as "suitable
for timber harvest." (One wonders why this 1imit wasn't also included in the
Resolution.) None of this is considered for Wilderness or study. Some of
the rest of this may some day be included in the timber supply. But there
would have to be a great deal of expansion before there need be any
competition with Wilderness. The simple fact is that we can have both and
should get on with it.

The Wilderness Bill for Montana as it came from our delegation was very
close to the Forest Service figure in total., And, to recognize the Forest
Service influence even further, it was Max Peterson, recently retired chief
of the Forest Service, who helped Senator Melcher pht together the final
Montana Wilderness Bill. He wrote it and supported it.

But the Forest Service does not consider these forest plans from which
all these figures are drawn as being all that exact. In their recent
response denying an Appeal on the Pahhand]e Forest in Idaho, the Forest
Service argued that the forest plan is not the decision-making document, but
only a general statement of plans and goals, which are then revised in the
final plans for actions, which come later. They would not want to hold to
any figure in the Plan by the Montana legislature, even if it used the right
figures. They would consider such action 1imiting to sound management of the
National Forests--no favor at all.

The most important consideration here is one of sound government.

Bernie Swift appears to prove his true loyalty to his old agency and his
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sound endorsement of Bureaucracy as his favorite form of government. I have

deep respect for the expertise of the US Forest Service experté. After all,

I helped educate a Tot of them. But I don't think the experts should be

called on to make such decisions or to be the final arbiters in our

government. I believe in the old adage that, "the expert should be on tap,

not on top." And I believe deeply in our democratic form of government. 1

could hope that Bernie Swift might be converted to such belief too.

The decision about the future of Montana's last good wildlands is far ’
too important to leave to the federal bureaucracy. It must be made by the
people of Montana working with their duly elected Congressional delegation.
This is the American way and has always been the Montana way. Placing Timits
at this time, especially Timits based on pure hallucination, is ridiculous--
an unnecessary roadblock to sound analysis and decision.

Passing this resolution would be no favor to the people of Montana, to
the Montana delegation, or even the Forest Service or the forest industry. A

good question would be to ask to just whom would it be a favor?

* A11 the figures quoted here were obtained from the Regional Office of the
US Forest Service in Missoula on January 9, 1989. A copy of each document is

attached and the important data marked.
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EXISTING AND RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS

BY FOREST
MONTANA
1/5/89
Proposed in
Forest Name of Area Existing Forest Plans
Additions New Areas
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
Beaverhead Lee Metcalf 108,350
Anaconda-Pintler 72,537
North Big Hole
(Hellroaring) 6,571 (AP)
Italian Peaks 25,664
East Pioneer 79,555
West Big Hole 55,087
Storm Lake 1,729 (AP)
Forest Totals 180,387 3,300 160,306
Bitterroot Anaconda-Pintler 41,162
Selway-Bitterroot 241,676 48,300 (SB)
Blue Joint 28,500 (RONR)
Forest Totals 282,838 76,800
Custer Absaroka-Beartooth 345,589 6,000 (AB)
Lost Water Canyon 5,812
Forest Totals 345,589 6,000 5,812
Deerlodge Anaconda-Pintler 44,175
Storm Lake 4,114 (AP)
Forest Totals 4,175 4,114
Flathead Bob Marshall 709,356
Great Bear 286,700 6,295 (GB)
Jewel Basin 31,783
Mission Mountains 73,877
Swan Front 60,002 (BM)
Forest Totals 1,069,933 66,297 31,783
Gallatin Lee Metcalf 140,594
Absaroka-Beartooth 574,721
Republic Mountain 480 (NA)
Lionhead 21,461
Forest Totals 715,315 480 21,461
Helena Gates of the Mtns. 28,562
Scapegoat 80,697
Big Log (GM) 9,970 (GM)
Electric Peak 14,300
Mt. Baldy 8,600
Forest Totals 109,259 9,970 22,900
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Idaho
Panhandle Scotchman Peaks 12,300
Forest Total 12,300
Kootenai Cabinet Mountains gy, 272
Cabinet Face West 8,000 (CM)
Cabinet Face East 20,400 (CM)
McKay Creek 6,700 (CM)
Chippewa Creek : 400 (CM)
Scotchman Peaks 35,860
Ten Lakes 32,800
Forest Totals 94,272 35,500 68,660
Lewis & Clark Bob Marshall 300,000
Scapegoat 84,407
Teton 10,870 (BM)
Silver King 18,190 (SG)
Renshaw 19, 144 (BM)
Benchmark-Elk Cr. 3,630 (BM)
Forest Totals 384,407 51,834
Lolo Rattlesnake 32,844
Scapegoat 74,192
Selway-Bitterroot 9,767 3,990 (SB)
~ Welcome Creek 28,135
Clearwater-Monture 65,560 (BM)
Swan Front : 3,690 (BM)
Hoodoo (Great Burn) ' 89,530
Quigg 60,830
Forest Totals 144,938 73,240 150,360
Totals for Montana 3,371,613 332,535 806 M73,582//g://////
“Total Proposed Wildérness —- S N 06,117
SRl e U R
LEGEND
(AP) = Anaconda-Pintler
(SB) = Selway-Bitterroot
(RONR) = River of No Return
(GB) = Great Bear
(BM) = Bob Marshall
(NA) = North Absaroka
(GM) = Gates of the Mountains
(CM) = Cabinet Mountains
(SG) = Scapegoat



RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS
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BY AREA

AREA ACRES
North Big Hole 6,571
Italian Peaks 25,664
East Pioneer 79,555
West Big Hole 55,087
Storm Lake 5,843
Selway-Bitterroot Adds 52,290
Blue Joint 28,500
Absaroka-Beartooth Adds 6,000
Lost Water Canyon 5,812
Jewel Basin 31,783
Republic Mtn. 480
Lionhead (Earthquake) 21,461

Gates of the Mtn Adds (Big Log) 9,970
Electric Peak 14,300
Mt. Baldy 8,600
Cabinet Mtn Adds 35,500
Scotchman Peaks 48,160
Ten Lakes 32,800
Bob Marshall & Scapegoat Adds
Swan Front 63,692
Rocky Mtn Front 51,834
Clearwater-Monture 65,560
Great Bear Adds 6,295
Hoodoo (Great Burn) 89,530
Quigg —-v— 60,830
TOTAL 806,117 )
: — _
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DOCUMENT HEADER { /I 3/?7
Document name: Wildn's-Exist & FP Rec. Document type: WRD
Drawer: 1920 WILDERNESS Folder: FP RECOMMENDED WILDN'S-MT
Received from: John McCulloch
Last modified on Nov 10,88 12:58 PM by T.DONAHUE
Author: John McCulloch Typist: John McCulloch
Filed on: Sep 18,86 7:27 AM Message attached

Subject: Recommended additions to wilderness in Forest Plans (Montana)

Summary:
This is a list of the existing and proposed additions to the NWPS in
the Forest Plans. The proposed additions are broken out by new areas
and additions to existing Wilderness.

Comments:

Mailed to:
E.Braunberger T.DONAHUE:W01C
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On November 1, 1977, Congress passed the Montana Wildetness Study Act (PL
95-150). The Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to study and make
recommendations to Congress on the wilderness suitability of nine seperate

National Forest areas in Montama. The nine areas are:

Area Gross_Acres  Net Acres Forest

Taylor-Hilgard 389,424 327,351 Gallatin and
Beaverhead

Mount Henry 23,450 23,450 Rootenai

West Pioneer 148,150 147,958 Beaverhead

Ten Lakes 34,200 34,100 Kootenai

Big Snowies 97,885 97,785 Lewis & Clark

Middle Fork Judith 92,000 90,650 Lewis & Clark

Blue Joint 65,370 65,370 Bitterroot

Sapphire 117,030 116,730 Bitterroot and
Deerlodge |

Hyalite-Porcupine~Buffalo Horn 155,000 . 105,700 Gallatin

Total 1,122,509 1,009,093

In February 1980, the Forest Service issued a news release outlining the
process to be followed in the study of these nine areas. A single report and
environmental impact statement was prepared for three of the areas, West
Pioneer, Mount Henry, and Taylor-Hilgard. A review draft of the final report
and EIS for these three areas was submitted to the WO in April 1981,
Wilderness designation was not recommended for either the Mount Henry or West
Pioneer study areas but 157,826 acres of the Taylor-Hilgard study area was

recommended for wilderness designation. The remaining six areas were studied

I-13-2¢
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areas.

Taylor-Hilgard and Mount Henry

On November 2, 1983, Congress enacted the Lee Metcalf Wilderness and
(P.L. 9&-150)
Management Act of 1983'A This act established the Lee Metcalf Wilderness area
and a Special Management area. This act included much of the Taylor-Hilgard
area as a part of the Lee Metcalf Wilderness or the Special Management Area and

released the remaining acres for nonwilderness use. The Act also released the

Mount Henry study area for nonwilderness use.

West Pioneer

Even though this study area was included in the same final report and EIS
as the Taylor-Hilgard and Mount Henry study areas, Congress has not acted on
the recommendation yet. Last years Montana Wilderness Bill (S.2850) proposed
68,000 acres of this area as a Special Management area. However, Congress did

not take action on this bill.

Big Snowies and Middle Fork Judith

The draft report and DEIS was released to the public in July 1982 as part
of the initial draft Forest Plan and DEIS. Public hearings were held in
December 1982. The final report and EIS for these two areas was sent to the
WOin March 1985 for their review and processing. The report does not recommend
either area for wilderness designation. Last years Montana Wilderness Bill
(5.2850) proposed a Special Management area designation for 98,000 acres of the

Big Snowies and 80,800 acres of the Middle Fork Judith.



Ex, #3 /1-13-37
Ten Lakes _ <;%Z)576ii291 }/
‘The draft report and DEIS were released to the public for review asVparf of
the initial draft Forest Plan and DEIS in November 1982, Public-hearings were
held in January 1983. The final report and EIS were sent to the WO in July
1985 for their review and comment. The report vecommends 26,000 acres of the
study area be designated as wilderness. £.2850 essentially made the same

recommendation.

Blue Joint and Sapphire

These two study areas are contained in a single report and EIS. The draft
report and DEIS were released for public review and comment in March 1985 and
April 1985 with the draft Forest Plan and DEIS for the Bitterroot NF and
Deerlodge NF respectfully. None of the Sapphire study area is recommended for
wilderness designation, but 28,500 acres of the Blue Joint study area is
recommended for wilderness designation. In order to avoid any conflict with
public hearings the Montana Congressional delegation may wish to have on any
proposed wilderness legislation, we have not scheduled public hearings on these
areas. 85.2850 did not make any recommendations for these areas but allowed for

the completion of the study in the Forest planning process.

Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn -

The draft report and DEIS for this study area were released for public
review and comment with the Gallatin NF's draft Forest Plan and DEIS in March
1985, None of the study area is recommended for wilderness designation. In
order to avoid any conflict with public hearings the Montana Congressional

delegation may wish to have on any proposed wilderness legislation, we have not
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scheduled public hearings on these areas. §S.2850 recommended 36,600 acres of

the this area for a Special Wildlife Management area and 27,800 acres as a /béiii, 5
L

Scenic Area, which is about the same as what is recommended in the study

report.

The comment periocds for the Gallatin NF, Bitterroot NF, and Deerlodge NF
have closed but the public hearings for the Hyalite-Porcupine~Buffalo Hornm,
Blue Joint, and Sapphire MWSA study areas which are associated with these
Forest Plans and DEIS”s have not been scheduled. An opinion by OGC indicates
that when public hearings are held on these areas, the comments at these
hearings and any ccmments received after the hearings must be incorporated and
consideréd in the FEIS on the Forest Plan. As such, the comment peried on the

DEIS on the Forest Plan should be open at the time of the public hearings.

Furtber delay in scheduling and holding public hearings on Blue Joint,
Sapphire, and Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn study areas could cause
considerable delay in publishing a final Forest Plan and FEIS on the
Bitterroot, Deerlodge, and Gallatin National Forests. Perhaps we should
schedule the public hearings znd then cancel them if they conflict with any
hearings the Congressional delegation may schedule on a 1985 Montana Wilderness
Bill. Another possibility is to go ahead and publish the final Forest Plan and
FEIS and in the Record of Decision defer the decision on these areas until
after public hearings zre held. Then ammend the Record of Decision relative to

the recommendation on these areas.



NATIONAL FOREST
Beaverhead
Bitterroot
Custer
Deerlodge
Flathead
Gallatin
Helena
IPNF
Kootenai
Lewis & Clark
Lolo

MT. TOTAL

Bitterroot
Clearwater
IPNF
Nezperce
Kootenai

ID. TOTAL

IPNF
WA. TOTAL

Custer
N.D. TOTAL

Custer
S.D. TOTAL

REGIONAL TOTAL

@ y ax. # 4
/% 176 /89

MONTANA

EXISTING { RECOM. ROCADLESS OTHER
WILDN'S \WILDN'S by Rx USES

180887 168606 366700 1613105
282838 76800 213280 825468
345589 11812 4ou2o 1060156
B4175 4114 152700 1047838
1069933 98080 207220 2047737
715315 21941 62050 1652126
109259 32870 87800 856052
0 12300 0 16196
gh272 104160 293760 1797580
384407 51834 397860 1393971

144938 223600 177900, 1681350
3371613 (B0B117 ¥(1999690 ) 13991579
MI. TOTAL 013 _

TOTAL

N.F.
2148411
1115548
1112388
1204652
2353037
1736117
976722
28496
2195500
1843665
2082850
16797386

IDAHO

464024 0 0 463985
259165 198200 188410 1448195
0 134382 227340 1982185
935893 600 153350 2069567
0 340 29060 20984
1659082 333522 598160 5984916

WASHINGTON
9440 0 u800 113994
9440 0 4800 113994
NO. DAKOTA
0 0 L4010 1061779
0 0 44010 1061779
SO. DAKOTA
0 0 0 228627
0 0 0 228627

463985
1834805
2343907
2223517

50384
6916598

118794
118794

1105789
1105789

228627
228627

5040135 1139639 2646660 2138Q895 25167194

NATIONAL FOREST ACRES BY CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT

Montana - 1st Congressional District

n

Idaho

- 2nd Congressional District 2,245,109

- 1st Congressional District

n uon

14,552,277 acres

acres

11,393,321 acres

"73-}7
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Rhoda G. Cook

Executive Secretary P.O. Box 631

Hot Springs, MT 59845
Ph. (408) 741-2811

TESTIMONY - HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 1

- Committee on Natural Resources

The Montana Outfitters & Guides Association has a long
history of advocating sound economics for both our Treasure State
and America. Nor are we inconsistent in the least by taking a
positive position supporting those beleaguered members who stand
to lose their businesses, homes and futures through less-than-
adequate protection currently being debated in various Montana
Wilderness proposals.

Montana outfitters do contribute positive economic benefits
to their headquarter communities and to the state. They do serve
a needed public service to both resident Montanans and non-
resident Americans who depend on those very tangible wildland
resources we have in abundance -- but which are in such short
supply elsewhere.

Montana outfitters do not require government subsidies in
order to operate their businesses. And they do not leave
Montana’s great natural resources impaired for tomorrow's

generations.
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All Montanans will be affected by decisions it seems
abundantly clear will be rendered this year in Congress. The

Montana Outfitters & Guides Association implore you to carefully

consider our industry -- one that contributes more than $85
million dollars annually to Montana’s economy. We ask only that
we be allowed to continue serving a growing Montana and National
need.

Montana Outfitters & Guides Association stand four-square
behind Montana’s wildlands, wildlife, and a healthy and vital
recreation/tourism industry. Help us to help ourselves. We urge

you to reject House Joint Resolution no. 1.

Respectfully submitted,

for sG]




Comments to the State House Committe

on Natural Resorces concerning House Joint Resolution #1

Commentor Robert Kerr M. D., Red Lodge

State Represenative Swift now proposes State House Joint Resolution #1. A
resolution proposing that only those lands the Forest Service recommends for
wilderness be added to the national wilderness system. No opportunity for
public input. Just whatever the Forest Services says goes. I'm not knocking
the forest service, there are many fine individuals employed there and 1
count several as my friends, but to allow the dispensation of our public lands
without the input of the public is a disastrous and tyranical policy for several
reasons.
1. It is inherantly obvious that in a free society that the ultimate fate of
these lands must rest with the will of the people not federal bueracrats.
2. The Forest Service often places the concept of multiple use above the
expressed will of the people. Two examples from the Red Lodge area
confirm this.
a. In the 1976 interim management plan for the Beartooth portion of
the Custer National Forest it states that most commentors wanted
remaining roadless areas to be left in a wilderness statel. Again in
the 1986 plan greater than 90% of commentors felt that remaining
roadless areas should be left in their pristine wilderness state "there

are too many roads already'2. Despite this overwhelming public

! Beartooth Plateau Interim Management Plan £1S, Custer National Forest. 1976, p. 27
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response to preserve these areas, the forest service in blatant
disregard of public opinion let oil leases on virtvally all.the non-
’wilderness roadless lands in the Beartooth district and allocated only
11,000 out of 150.000 acres of these lands to wilderness.

b. Recently when Phillips Petroleum proposed to develop oil leases on
the Line Creek Plateau within site of the Beartooth Highway, their
proposal was met with such vehement public opposition that that the
oil company was forced to withdraw its proposal. Despite this massive

outcry consisting of over 600 comments of which 98% were against the

proposal? 4 the forest service was actively proceeding with efforts
to permit the development.

c. Both these incidents point out a Forest Service out of touch with the
populous. Similar examples can be sited for each National Forest in

Montana.

The right to waichdog federal agencies and decide the fate of our public lands
should be sacred to each of us. It is important that this public resolution which
so lightly views the rights of the common man is not allowed to proceed with its
intent to subjugate the voice of the people. For these reasons I ask that this

committee strike down this resolution.

2 Custer National Forest Final Management Plan EIS. 1986, p 186, 208
3 comments on Ruby A Federal APD, Custer National Forest. 1987
4 Transcprit of Custer National Forest public scoping meetings on Ruby A Federal APD, 1987
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My wame 18 nuwmar Codwvan aad L7m Teom Greast Fealdle aod J7d like to tell you
whiy 1 feel House Jeawt Heesolutior 1 does »ot apneak o the best intereste of

Mot ame and why 1t shoula be kel ded,
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Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee:

My name is Lee Fears. 1 am a third generation Moatanan. I am for-
tunate enough to be able to raise my family in Red Lodge, at the foot of
the awesome Beartooth Mountains. Over the years, I have enjoyed many days
of hunting, fishing, hiking, and camping in the many beautiful mountain
ranges of Montana. The highest quality times T have spent afield have been
spent in wilderness areas.

Montana has been blessed with wild areas that are the envy of the entire
nation., Wilderness is the backbone of the outfitter business. Wildlands
are the very important foundation of our growing, non-polluting, tourist
industry. Use demand is increasing from all directions.

If we are indeed to remain the Land of Shining Mountains, we must
show responsibility to the future generations by protecting some of these
fragile jewels. Areas like Burnt Mountain in the Red Lodge Creek Drainage,
the unique Lost Water Canyon in the Pryor Mountains, and the spectacular,
but fragile Line Creek Plateau. Areas such as these and others cannot be
reproduced by technology. Qur wildlands can only be saved from destruction
and short-sighted greed by sensitive and responsible leadership. To pre-
serve our precious watersheds, valuable wildlife habitat, and ‘spectacular
scenery now will show that true leadership.

Please direct our Congressional delegation to show the sensitivity
and responsibility to support the same wilderness bill passed by the 1988

Congress.

Jhank you,

%VU\J Qﬁ@faw\.

Lee Fears

Box 401
Red Lodge, Montana 59068
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MONTANA LEGISLATURE PERTAINING TO HIR-1

by

Robert L. Schaap

JANUARY 13, 1969

AS a surcesstul Montana businessman that employs 40 peopie and inserts one and one half nullion dollars a
year in the Montana economy, | am opposed Lo allowing the Forest Service Lo determine the destiny of
Montana's remaining wild lands. The success of my business, the Lone Mauntain Ranch at Big Sky, and
many other recreation based businesses in Montana Jdepends on unspoiled natur-al landscapes. The Forest
Service, it it 15 allowed to continue its malignant practice of road huilding and logging in Montana's
remaining roadless areas, will severely damage businesses like mine that depend on quality nalural
surroundings for their very survival.

Many Forest Service fand use decisions are based an bureaucratic maximization of their budget with little
regard for how their decisions affect the local economy. it is ironic that the Forest Service justifies
many of their extractive land use decisions on the basis of enhanced community economic stability. In
fact, heavy erphasis on timber produclion or other extractive forest uses may actually destabilize
Montana communities and make them more vulnerable to devastating economic problems while reducing
their capacity for recreation and healthy economic diversification.

To place the future of our state’s economy largely in the hands of the economicaily inept Forest Service
bureaucracy would be like asking a fox to guard the hen house.

To retain my competitive position in the outdoor recreation and tourism industry, | must continuously
analyze and revise my strategic business plans. In fact, any business, to prosper in a highly competitive
world, must develop and use comprehensive business plans. | believe that the State of Montana must also
realize that, If our economy 1s to prosper, we must develop and follow the equivalent of a strategic
business plan. Many economic crises would be minimized, or avoided entirely, if Montana were to
develop, implement and reqularly review strategic plans. if such a plan were developed HJR-1 would not
even be considered because of its obvious adverse effect on Montana's economy.

This document will address some of the fundamental considerations of such a plan and a discussion of the
problems resulting from letting the MForest Service “experts” determine Montana's destiny.

There are several important factors that | believe Montana's legislators should consider in deliberating
the role the Forest Service should play in our economy:

L. Basic Jndustry Diversificalion

The economy of a state, if it's dominated by loo few industries, is positioned for economic disaster.
Stable, healthy state economies, either by plan or by accident, usually are diversified sufficiently to
avoid the catastrophic impact of a single industry closure or decline.

Last year, | drove through the town of Rawlins, Wyoming where | grew up. The town now has about the
same population it had when | left there 30 years ago. In the 1970's the town's population more than



doubled with Lhe explosive expansion of the energy industry. New houses were buill by the hundreds.
New schools, streets, water and sewer systems wers financed by bonds. Many businesses were created
or expanded to support the active econorny. All of this was supporled by a booming energy industry but,
when that declined, the town was devastated. The downtown area now looks like a ghost town, The people
who remain have the burden of paying for roads, schools and other improvements that are no longer
needed. The town has lost its spirit and its viltality. Montana has found itself in a similar position in
recent years and needs Lo plan for stability and diversified growlh,

Because of Lhe extreme sensitivily of housing construction to changing marketl conditions, communities in
Montana that are heavily dependent on the wood products industry are particularly wvulnerable. As a
direcl result of declining housing dernand, many Montana communities that relied heavily on the wood
products industry experienced severe economic stresses in the early 80's. Layoffs and mill closures in
these towns placed very heavy financial and social burdens on our state and these comrmunities.

If HJR-1 passes, too much faith is being placed in a bureaucracy that has historically demonstrated a
lack of economic reality. Regardless of economic conditions, the Forest Service attempts to emphasize
extractive uses of their lands in order to maximize its own budget.

Planning for economic diversity and steady planned growth instead of taking Lhe fast buck would help
Montana assure a stable, prosperous economy.

2. Sustainability

Community and state planners should analyze the sustainability of Monlana's basic industries. If the
community is dependent on the wood products or other extractive industry, can the supplies realistically
be expected Lo sustain that industry into the forseeable future? If not, it is vilal to plan alternalives well
in advance of depletion. We are already experiencing potentially inadequate timber supplies in the greater
Vellowstone ecosystem. Livingston, Montana, for example, is very dependent on the wood products
industry for their economic health. Livingston relies on the nationally important greater Yellowstone
ecosystem to supply their timber resources. The long-term political reality in the greater Yellowstone
area is that logging may be curtailed because of the nationwide importance of this area’s unique natural
values for recreation. Strategic planners in Livingston and similar communities should develop and
implement plans for a more resilient and sustainable economy.

3, Ingustrv Compatibility

Montana should take into consideration the compatibility of the industrial mix they might attract.
Corporale site selection decisions are often made comparing many factors including quality of life,
amenities and recreational opportunities offered by competing alternative sites. Patagonia’s recent choice
of Bozeman for their site was largely influenced by qualily of the environmeni. If our natural resources
are substantially damaged by extractive uses, other indusiries such as light manufacturing, catalog
uperations, research and recrealion will locate elsewhere. Planners cannol afford to ignore the potential
economic importance of quality natural surroundings to a healthy economy.

4, Product Differentiation

Successful businesses develop a viable market share by favorably differentiating their products or
services from those of their competition. In this way, they survive and grow, even in the face of strong
competition. States, like businesses, have unique strengths and weaknesses that must be recognized as
differentiating characteristics. States must, like businesses, develop a market position by fdentifying and
using their unique and positive attributes to attract the desired industry mix.
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Many communities in Montana, localed in areas with high wildlife, fishery and scenic values, are
concerned with the future of the wood products industry. Yet, many overlook the potential economic
importance of untouched recreational land in differentiating their community from others competing for
economic growth,

There is high potential for environmentally sensitive economic development in Montana. Such progress
will occur only if we successfully market our comparative advantages: high quality human capital and a
most attractive environment. With the attributes of an excellent labor force and natural beauty, we have
a lot Lo offer potential investors. Quality of the envirenment may be the most important selling point in
attracting new businesses to a community. For many communities in Montana, quality of life is the single
rmost important drawing card for attracting new industry. The extractive industries that would be
encouraged by tho Forest Service may substantially deplete this value.

5. Retention of Capital

Montana must be concerned with cash flow. Major objectives in optimizing cash flow should be to
aximize value added wilhin our state and to minimize exports of capital generated by local basic
industries from the state. A non-locally owned wood products or mining company benefits the community
primarily in the form of salaries and turrover of salary dollars in the town, The profits and many of the
capital asset acquisition dollars from such mills are exported from the cornmunity. In contrast, a locally
owned business of the same size may retain many more dollars in the local economy, thus improving the
overall business climate.

The wood products industry is becoming much more autometed and less labor intensive causing even more
capital to migrate away from the community, further reducing local cash flow. This trend means fewer
jobs, while increasing demand for natural resources. More often than not, these natural resources are
consumed in Heu of using the same area as a renewable recreation resource that could attract alternative
industries.

An example of increased capacity with a smaller labor force is the Seneca Sawmill Co. of Eugene Oregon.
According to data from Western Wood Products Association, Seneca is installing a $7 million mill designed
Lo produce 10,000 board feet per day per employee instead of 1,433 board feetl per day per employee
with the old mill. This mill will be patented and marketed throughout the U.S. Weyerhouser is considering
inslalling a German mill in Coos Bay that will produce as much with 25 employees as was produced with
200 employeesl‘ The U.S. produced about the same amount of softwood lumber in 1984 as in 1977, but
the associated labor force fell by 25% and the number of sawmills fell by 18%. 2 These are not isolated
examples. Montana is also experiencing increased production with dramatically fewer employees.

{ believe that Montana should consider the U.S. Forest Service practice of money losing timber harvests to
be an economic threat. Below-cost timber sales will likely be reduced or discontinued when our nation
responds seriously to the federal budget deficit. On average, Forest Service timber program
expenditures exceeded receipts for the past five years, by $442.6 million; a ripe target for reform!
Subsidized Limber sales artificially creale a market for underpriced resources and accelerate logging on
federal lands, This practice rapidly depletes the polential for alternative economic activities on impacted
Forest Service lands, while discouraging private land owners from growing and harvesting timber on their
lands. “Timber dumping” by the Forest Service may result in private timber lands being diveried to more
profitable uses such as housing development, thus shrinking the available private timber base,

I Xerr, Andy; Wasting the Wealth; From Sustained Yield to Spend Thrift; Forest Watch;
November 1986; 26 p.

27 S. Department of Agriculture; A Technique and Relationships for Projections of
Employment in the Pacific Coast Forest Products Industry; 1975



The Gallatin National Forest plans Lo double timber production and accelerate road building at the expense of
recreation. The following example will demonstrate the faulty logic of this type of bureaucratic decision.

The 1986 Congressional Research Service Greater Yellowstone report indicates that 499 direct jobs resuit
from timber management while 3221 direct jobs result from recreation.5 The Forest Service estimates
ihal recreation contributes B0% of the income produced by the Gallalin, Three dollars are lost for every
one dollar taken in from timber sales. Yet, the Forest Service plans to spend S9% of their budget on
timber while the recreation budget is only 18%! This kind of fiscally irresponsible behavior results not
from incompetent Forest Service employees, hut from poorly written current laws, which encourage the
Forest Service to set high timber goals regardiess of markel demand or profitability Lo the US. Treasury
even on forests where recreation is far more valuable, If 2 business used this type of financial logic, Lhe
process of natural selection would quickly force it into bankruptcy.

Many decisions made by the Forest Service In favor of extractive economic activities stems from the fact
that recreation 1s not currently considered by the Forest Service to be a valuable economic resource.
The few dollars that are collecled from recrealion activities go directly to the federal treasury without
increasing the Forest Service budget. The Forest Service thus has no economic incentive to enhance
amenity values such as recrealion, wildlife, fisheries or water. We in Montana must recognize the nature
of these economic biases and not entrust our economic future lo a federal agency that is incentivized to
make detrimental land use decisions.

The tourism and recrealion industry is the second largest industry in our state. Many people argue
against the expansion of the tourism industry because they feel it only generates low-paying jobs. Some
of these jobs are low paying, but even these jobs provide seasonal employment when the labor force
swells and employ the underemployed. As tourism and recreation matures the number of highly paid
consultants, advertising specialists, public relations experts, managers and other professionals is
growing dramatically.“l It is important to note that dollars generated by tourism, even if some do resuit
from low paying jobs, have the same benefits as an equal number of dollars from other basic industries.

As tourism comes of age it will become an accepted part of what people consider a quality life style and an
increasingly important soc»al and economic activity. Tourism is forecast Lo be the largest industry in the
world by the year 2000. 9 During the past 25 years, increases in participation in outdoor recreation
activities has consistently been higher than projected. Recent studies indicate that participation in
activities such as nature studies, camping and cross country skiing continues to grow rapidly & The
tourism economy in Montana grew 15% between 1979 and 1984 while extractive Industries such as the

wood products Industry fell precipitously .7

Because the Forest Service 15 such an incredibly large land owner In the western ststes, it can have a
profound influence on the economy of Montana. The Forest Service makes major land-use decisions that
are motivated primarily by the desire to maximize their budget. Decisions based on the age-oid
bureaucratic need for budget maximization are not a good foundation for Montana's economic stability. If
market forces were allowed to piay a more important role in determining the highest and best use of our

3 Economic Database for the Grater Yellowstone Forests; May 1987, Figure 25; 26 p.
4 Hunt, John D.; Tourism Development - A New Industry Comes of Age; Western
Wildlands; Volume 13, Number 2; Summer 1987, 4 p.

5 Hunt, John D.; Tourism Development - A New Industry Comes of Age; Western
Wildlands; Volume 13, Number 2; Summer 1987;2 p.

6 McCool, Stephen; Tourists and Tourism in Montana: The Basics of a Viable Industry;
Western Wildlands; Summer, 1987, 7 p,

7 McCool, Stephen; Tourists and Tourism in Montana: The Basics of a Viable Industry;
Western Wildlands; Summer, 1987; 7 p.
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forests, more of these resources would be managed for recrealion and more natural amenilies would be
preserved than with the recommended 600,000 acres. Only by preserving natural values in key
recreation lands is it possible for Montana to retain the options needed to properly plan for economic
stability.

I encourage the Montana legislature to pass a resolution encouraging the U.S. Congress to authorize the
Forest Service to increase their recreation fees, to remit 25% of the fees to the counlies and to retain
the remainder. If recreation fees were collected and a large portion of these fees retained in the Forest
Service budget, there would be a budgetary incentive for a more rational distribution of scarce Forest
resources. If the Forest Service charged for all recreation on public lands, new markets would develop

for recreation on private lands thus creating new recreation jobs and businesses.8

I respectfully request the House Natural Resources Committee to take a major step toward improving
Montana’s economy by rejecting HIR-1.

Thank you for considering my lestimony.

?0'1_'700116, Randal; Reforming the Forest Service; Forest Watch; Eugene, Oregon; October
987;19 p.
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Comments to House Joint Resolution Number |
Introduced by Swift

Prepared by: Jim Coates
Box 377
Red Lodge, Montana
(406) 446-2493

As 1 sat down to prepare my comments before you, one of my sons, a sixth grader
in the Red Lodge schools, asked what ] was doing. Iexplained the legislative process
and the history of the various Montana wilderness bills. Then we talked about
wilderness itself.

We recalled the many times that we visited several wilderness areas in Montana
and across the west, the camping and hiking trips that we had taken, the magnificent
scenery and wildlife that we'd seen, and the enormous pleasure that we took in
discovering such marvels. We discussed the fact that there are so few areas left on
earth where one can go to enjoy the solitude and beauty of a place yet untamed by
man's eforts to build a better world for his kind. And we spoke of the great loss of
something in ourselves when we have returned to special places that have since been
changed such that they can never again be wild and touched but by the hand of God.

I could speak all day of facts and figures, public comments in praise both of
wilderness and development, digress on economic recoveries and resources that the
country needs. All of these points will be covered well, from both sides of the issue,
by people more knowledgeable than I, so I won't.

But let's face the real facts. An issue such as wilderness is very seldom resolved
based on a bottom line, spread sheets, or resource management priority scales. We all
have a feeling about wilderness, whether we like it or not, that will probably
overshadow any grand rationalizations that we or anyone else can make.

Feelings about wilderness are as primal as the places themselves. Even in our
own Christian tradition, wilderness has played a major role. From the expulsion of
man from Paradise - a wilderness in the best sense - to the places of solace where all
of our great teachers went for their quests, meditations, and spiritual insights,
wilderness has been an important recurring theme. Feelings about wilderness, pro
and con, have made it the conflicting issue that it has become, throughout our
country, and especially in the west, where most of these last bastions of solitude and
personal freedom remain. It is an emotionally charged issue.



Coates - Comments on House Joint Resolution No. | page 2

So let's be truthful with each other, and ourselves, and admit that most of us,
when faced with making a personal or public decision about more or less wilderness,
will take our stands based on our gut, not on all of the arguments that any of us can
muster about the benefits of one economic base over another, or the number of jobs
gained through recreation or resource extraction. It isthe feelings about thingsthat
we want to preserve as important to us, or that we are willing to give up at any cost,
upon which our decisions will hinge.

When you go to consider Joint House Resolution No. 1, consider that the history of
all civilizations is one of change . . . changing economies, cultural values, and
traditions. Examine what you have experienced in your own lifetimes, in your own
state, of the changing pressures on communities and the individuals of which they
are composed. Realize that nothing that we, as humans, have made or developed lasts
forever.

There does remain, though, some areas of our state that people here, across
America, and from all over the world recognize as the last and best of all creation.
Our wilderness lands. And these lands, if ever changed, will never be the same, nor
can they be remade,

Reach down into your gut and make a decision that will give our children, their
children, and all of our great grandchildren, the opportunity to know that they will
always have, whether from near or from afar, or merely in the mind's eye, places
where they, too, can go, as men have forever, to experience that inexplicable
wildness in themselves and the world.

I urge you, gentlemen, to vote against House Resolution No. 1. Instead, support a
proposal, preferrably Conservation Proposal W which maintains 2.4 million acres of
roadless areas as wilderness, to retain as much wilderness as humanly possible in
Montana. Not only for all our sakes as humans in need of such places, but for all
who'll come after us. Once our wilderness is diminished, there will never be another
chance.

Thank you.
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MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION: A/ J%C )

502 South 19th ¢ Bozeman, Montana 59715
Phone: (406) 587-3153

BILL # HJR 1 ; TESTIMONY BY: Lorna Frank

DATE __ Jan, 13, 1988 ; SUPPORT ; OPPOSE Yes

>

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, for the record my name
is Lorna Frank, representing approximately 3600 Farm Bureau members
throughout the state.

We can appreciate what Rep. Swift is trying to do through this
resolution. However Farm Bureau feels that wilderness management
has proven wasteful and detrimental to our natural resources, we
oppose further expansion of wilderness areas.

The Federal government needs to address wilderness water rights,
noxious weed control and in particular its fire management policy
before any more land is added to the present wilderness areas or new
areas are designated as wilderness.

We urge this committee to consider our concerns and the

consequences of adding additional wilderness areas in the state.

SIGNED:XM«v Z//Lm/é

—=== FARMERS AND RANCHERS UNITED =——
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CBoulder CHot Springs

March 10, 1988

Senator J. Bennett Johnston N
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural Resources

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Senator Dale Bumpers

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, National Parks and Forests
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Lol

Re: 1988 Montana Wilderness Bill (S1478 & HR2090)
Dear Senators Johnston and Bumpers:

Please enter these comments and the accompanying map into your Official
Senate Committee Hearing Record for the 1988 Montana Wilderness Bill.

I am the owner/operator of Boulder Hot Springs, a spa in & high mountain
valley surrounded by Montana's Deerlodge National Forest.

Roadless areas are crucial to the drawing of customers to this resort. If you
authorize the destruction of the remaining wilderness around my resort, it will
hurt my business.

Anyone involved in the tourist industry can tell you people do not travel long
distances to view clear cuts, hunt with hundreds of road hunters, and fish in
streams clouded by sedimentation from logging.

Roading and logging these valuable wildlands is particularly galling to me, as a
private businessman, because the United States taxpayers are subsidizing the
destruction. My resort lies east of the Continental Divide of the Rocky
Mountains. There is little rain here, so tree growth is minimal. None of the
forests here are commercially viable timberlands. Yet the Forest Service is
spending millions to subsidize loggers to destroy these forests.

This angers me. The government does not pay my costs to run my resort.
Yet, the federal government pays the bill for the timber corporations, even
when these subsidies directly harm those of us who still operate in the world
of free enterprise.

Boulder, Montana 59632 ® Phone 406/225-3344
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Loggers, for example, recently received a $1.5 million public windfall to
destroy the Haystack/Whitetail Roadless Area, immediately west of my resort.
I don't know of any other businesses in this area subsidized in this fashion. I
do know if I was receiving a fraction of this subsidy, I could employ far more
people over a longer period of time than these loggers.

We Montanans must turn to Congress to protect this priceless resource for all
citizens. Yet I recently found out that, of 6.5 million eligible acres of
national forest roadless lands in Montana, Montana's Congressmen propose to
protect less than one fifth!

Montana's politicians claim developing forest lands creates "jobs". This ignores
the statistics that prove those industries dependent on Montana's roadless areas
are a much larger contributor to our state's economy than its timber industry.
If you want long-term jobs, instead of short-term boom and bust, you must
acknowledge the jobs provided by Montana's tourist industry.

We can not endanger the wildlands which bring people to our state, just to
serve the needs of a handful of timber corporations. Over ninety-three
percent of Montana is roaded and developed. If ninety-three percent is
insufficient, what makes anyone think the situation will be improved by
destroying the little wildlands which remain?

In addition, over ninety (90%) of the people who commented on the draft
forest plan for this area said they did not want any further roads or logging.
MONTANA'S CONGRESSMEN ARE NOT FOLLOWING THE PUBLIC WILL.

Since you, as chairmen of these important committees, are charged with
representing the national interest - I ask you, please, to come to Montana,
hold hearings here and learn that Montanans want their remaining roadless
areas to remain "as is".

Many areas of the world have been deforested by bad policies (Himalayas,
Greece, Ethiopia, the Middle East). In these areas, top soils are gone and the
forests can not grow again. In Pakistan, a USAID policy geared to harvesting
forests rather than conservation has caused a substantial shrinkage of the
forest. PLEASE, DO NOT REPEAT THESE DISASTERS and DESTROY
MONTANA'S REMAINING WILDLANDS by passing the "Wilderness Destruction
bills" promoted by Montana's Congressional delegation.



. F/e
(~13-g7

Senators Johnston and Bumpers
March 10, 1988
Page three

Local Montana ranchers, sportsmen, businesses, and residents are now fighting
for our public lands. But, we need help. You are now deciding the fate of
Montana's forests, the largest remaining wildlands in the lower 48 states.
Think of us. Think of the rest of the citicens of this Nation. Plesse amend
the current bills by the Montanan delegation to incorporate the following four
point plan:

1, Protect all 6.5 million acres of Forest Service roadless lands
in Montana, as specified by the enclosed map. These lands
should remain as God made them - unroaded and undeveloped.
Of particular concern to my resort is #15 on the attached
map, which protects 77,000 acres in the Whitetail/Haystack
Roadless Area; #3, which protects 98,792 acres in the
Tobacco Root Mountains; and #11, which protects 128,700
acres in the Elkhorn Mountains.

2. Logging the eastern slope of the Rocky Mountains and the
remote roadless areas west of the divide is not economically
feasible without massive subsidies from the Forest Service.
The Montana Wilderness Act should outlaw these subsidies.

3. The Forest Service's concept of "multiple use" seems to
mean: Build roads and create a homogenous tree farm that
doubles as a feedlot for cattle. Legislation is needed to
restore the Forest Service's original goal to preserve and
protect forests and wildlife. Included should be specific
provisions for the preservation of remaining old growth
forests and dependent plant and animal species. The
legislation must also emphasize tree planting and reforestation
in areas already overcut by the Forest Service.

4, Since trees are needed, the millions of dollars currently doled
to the timber corporations should be allocated to an
aggressive subsidy program for those wishing to start private
tree farms near publie forest lands. This way, our forests
would grow, people would be employed, and precious wildlands
would not be destroyed.

We in Montana's tourist business provide this state with around $800 million a
vear. This figure increases as shortsightedness causes the destruction of our
Nation's natural beauty., More and more people are appreciating fewer and
fewer wildlands.
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This country has highways and development everywhere. As Congressional
leaders who represent the national interest, you must protect the few
remaining wildlands we have left.

7" Stuart F. Lewin, Owner
BOULDER HOT SPRINGS

Enclosure

SFL/ble

ce: Senators: Wirth, Hatfield, Domenici, Murkowski, Ford, McClure, Evans,
Bradley, Fowler, Weicker, Wallop, Hecht, Conrad, Nickles



ARFRID JIATE ANV
'SMOAVIN ISOOIN
m>>oD<m=>_ SAdY3d

AOd1S3d Ol NVHL

AINOW ANOA 40 SAVTIOA
NOITIIIA G'1 dN3dS OL AVM
31139 V 40 JNIHL NOA NVO

:Sjuspisay Ajuno) uosiayer

< (

/7

DAT /'/3%’?

XHIBIT.

HB

W

i

<a3fpay g
pue npy Pudpaj Aq panguisig -pajeuop (e Sutund pue saded Runus mole; Yiomiy £8-TT

€965 <Z<.H.ZO._2 ‘4310049
v X049 O'd
aNNJd ISNIA3J LSTHOL 3DA0T¥IIA

‘prom ayy peasds djoy ‘sisipy pue sippyduwed azow jsanbay
‘punyg asuaja 153104 38po433q - VMW
: 0} 3|qeded sy23y> axep "3]qeIdINPap Xe) 21E SUOCHINQUIUOY) "$93) [283] pue
‘sliq suoydaay "Suipiew *Suikdoo ‘Bununid Joj papasu ase suonnquuod ‘dnoid
1321un(oa-{le ue a1e am YSnoyi[y *01§ J0 S§ dnqLiIuod asead ‘ued nok jy
*auoje
3331 2q [Im B3I SIY) 19U00S 3Y) '3W0d3q NOK Paao[aUl 2I0W YL .uoa-::_:
suoyd pue ‘ssasppe ‘aweu 1ok ul puag "auop aq 0 510 §,313Y 1L jdT3H '

{euspPH) 1¥25-6%%
{fanng) 1128-222

S1S0C "D°@ ‘uoBuiysepm
21BU2S SN

1aydp3ty uyof "uag

9019-2£€-008-1 “334d TIOL
0150z "O'd 'voiBuiysep
2qeAS SN

snoneq Xepy "Uusg

£4219-2€€-008-1 3944 T10L
S1S0Z D' 'uoBulysem
saanejuasaidsy jo asnoH 'S’
sweliiim ted ‘doy
| "9IUAIASIIP B IYBUW [[IM
113 anox -syuapisal syt pue Ljunoy uosiayjaf diay 1ansq
Tim yotym skem ut Asuow jo junouwre snowtsoua siyy puads o) wayy Ysy ,,'st
Se,, UlBLWIA P[NOYS BaIe SIY) JUiyl nok way) (3], "uewssai8uod anok je) °1

"SINOA s} 92104d ayj st §| Abm oy} uipwal

O} pamojip @q pjnos §i 10 "pabb60] pub papboi
9q pinod o3l 19pP]3 PUD ‘SMOPDaN 9SOON
SMOPDJSIN SAllag SIDBA 931y 0} OM] UIYIM



-ab6pd

sIy} uIn} . 'si SD,, - §9319 19P|3 RPUD ‘SMOPDI

9S00 ‘SMOPDI sAllag - doad o} Jubm noA jj

LoStse,, 1day aq (HOALISIY [1RISUYM, PUE ‘%3210 12P(F 'SmopEIy
asoo(y ‘smopeafy sliaog) RIIY SS{peoy IS Segymonyay, a1 Sunsonb
-4 A[agads ughod v pousits SJuopisas eae 1APNOG tOI  UOIPPE U|
AWLS DY) PRI 2, [ PUL SSO|
POIUEM vt 'JI0W PIURM 64,66 'SIUdWY 601 O - TAITAUAVHSLA
e TOT) AW Gyl pajuRa v, [ puw sy
PADN 4,06 SO PIUEM 1%,0[ SO SO JO - LSAAMYH HASIVIL
*s12a9] 1uasaad 1y 1 spros dady o pasurm 1,0 pun
SSA[ PAJULM w, G DO PITUBM v, T ‘SPROL U0 STUIWWLD ST YY) 1O - SUVOY
suepd yjeap 182104 [ruoney SEpopaag
CR61 AT U0 UL 0f pajatt atam dyqad agy jo s1agues prwasaur iy
-uogirdo agnd souoy ppnoys JudtuuadA08 [eeopag oy
.m..:mmc_ L[HO-2W-IUO PUE UOHINLSUOI PLuld d. :m:m.::.:.:.,r,.
sjuepisar Jjuno) uossaggaf 1oy sqol atow fuew apiaotd prosm pial pauiesns

v 10§ suSeurwt pue Sauunfy ‘Sunueiday spuey pes Sutuiviaa Mg s,150.405

.

Y} Jo uondnasap o) Jurzpisqus arogoq Lpradoad spuey asaggy d8eucu

0} 2suas sayuwu J-judiudojaaop 10j uado pue popeor peasje st )sa104

[euonuy A8po1aa(q ) Jo spua e esgads spue) agnd 1no 10y saqod
19113q apottord 0] 9EE1 JO JDWWNS Y} UL pung aSUIJIC 150 dTpPopad(] AY) pa
-0 SASSIUISNG PIIUILLO-UOHLAIINL PUE ‘UdWSTIOS 'SIAIULL ‘SIUSPISAL (o]

pung4 asusjaq jsaio4 abpojsaq

s{afea
ayi ut umop ajdoad u_:n:o; uo uads aq pnoys
sutgjunowr 3y ut dn s{emaauy pying of Sugpuads
ST juatuI2a03 [esepag 3t} Sief[op Jo suorjjuu
3y jo awos yuryy s -s(iiq Suted pue speos
Suureutewr aw y3noy e Sutaey st Ljunod

u:..r ‘paddess Ajfedueuyy st Kunoy uossagzaf

(£8-9861} siuawnedaq ang
uiseg {91 punj o} ySnoug -
128-9861} {213 ‘satitjin 'peaysaso
uawdinba ‘sagddns ‘saurefes) wajskg
100y 1apinog 211ua 3y} Joj 198pnq ayy -

(28-9861) 198png peoy .
— M\ﬁ*\ Luno) uosiapgaf ayy agdury - .
-l

{28-9861) Liuno) uosiapgaf w_m 0.5 Om |
hL "’ o:o____Em_w S| Yonw Mol ~7¢. LS B

10} punyg [2I2UID). Y} SN} BAL ¢ _mpolooo

v::o_.ma:._mo Y321 13pid
N

proy y231)

..C.Eacuxumn_
[eads syt Suisop jo sfaqaud ayy tog sfed srqnd syt sny g, 1502 JudwidoPAdp 13quly pue
UoHRNISUOD pros dzipisqns o) stefjop 1aledxe) voyuu g 1§ Tuipuads vo suepd da1a10g
1831044 *§* N1 Iy dpdwiexs 1o ‘vosr smopedpy sisdg oy up ‘sease aggeigoidun adojaasp

0} 51083301 10} SIIPISGNS dalssEW FUlpIeMe Ud3q SBY UDWLIIAOT G a1 IAMaMoY ' A[Juday
's1500 Juatudojasap
105 Ked saa0u pnod sanuaaas saquit], 'daals are sadogs ‘100d st saquug, -aanquyosd

1S03 08 SEM }{ asnedaq eaiu ssa[peoy yoeisleH e 3y padfop ou aaery s1a830
imoaf sany ewiSizwqns Sulleasd PUB-ILUDS SI WD Y[, "IPLAL(] [RIUAUIIUN))

A Jo 15 St IsaI0) s, 41981t Jog Led Jou ued ease sty ut Judswdopanap saquugy

.

) D3IV SS3|PDOY HIDJSADH/IIDISHUM,,

@© TIVHILIHM

uawdojaraqg pasodouyd

oyeT sotaQg

HOMIS IBAMUM 2% 3o rerarny

A

S utejunopy yoeisley

djay 1nok padu am ‘moy

. 's1eak 10§ suejd juswdojaadp asay) uo:ozmosc

o>m; I3jem uonediiir ueapd jo moyy Apeals e pue
uondaoid paysiojem Sulpu ydeqasioy ‘Sunyorusd ‘Suniiy
“Surdwes ‘Buiysy ‘Bununy yim pausaduod sjuapisal eale Iapinog
- - -Bur38o[ pue UOHINISUCD peol JAlssew Aq paudiealy) mou st (§331D Iap[7 pue
‘SMOpE3Y 9500}y 'smopealy s{uiag punole} sease [euojea1dds Jegqndod jsows mo jo 3uQ

-



‘abpnd

SIY} uIn} 'l SD,, - )21 JIOP|F PUD ‘SMOPDA

OSSO0 ‘SMOPDIN sAliag - dod)] 0} Jubm NOA §|

Lostse,, day aq (110A1359Y [1RIDNUYM, PUR ‘MDD J2DP]T ‘SMOPRIY
asaofy ‘smopeayy siog) _3:. ssajpeoy yoeisleH/peRnyay ayt Sunsonb
-04 J(eaaads ugnuad v pousis sjuapisas LaleI0pinog +O1 LOWIPPE U]
BWES DY) PAULM 1, PUR $SI]
PIIUEM gLt ‘2I0W PIWEM ¢5C6 ‘SWAWMWDD 601 1O - TAI T TAVHSE
e [01) AWEs al) paIuRS ¢ p pub S5y
PAUDN 2,06 "SIOW paUEM »,(] SIUdWW0D €0} JO - LSAAYVH ¥iIdINIL
spad) uasaxd natp e speol doay o) pasuem o,0c pue
SSO| PAURM w8t Ao PIJUEM g7 'SPROL 4O SJUdRIUOD SO Y 10 - uC, O
rueyd yjeap 1sosug [euote N N AFpopang
€861 AT Lo JUDLLWOD 0 pajiaut d1am agnd oY) Jo S1agL G PPN
~uoturdo sgnd souoy pnoys Judwwttdaol jraopag oug-
‘SuBo] L[uo-atun-au0 pug uodNISULd pros datsuaiut-pepdes iy
sopisar {juno)y uosiaggaf Joj sqof atow uvw aptaoad pnos ppras paunssns
v 10y Surfeurte pue ‘Swuuny ‘Sunuejday sspueg pity Suguiewior Mg s 183104
3t} Jo vorpnsap ayy Suzipisqns a10joq Aprodoad spurey asa afeurw
0} 3suas sdjew J[-judiudojasap 1oy uado pue paproas Apeaje st 15310,
[ruoniey 8POLdI( ) Jo SPI - A|jeoy1dads spue] dqnd ino 10§ satatjod
10113 dotwoad 0] 9861 JO JdUIUNS B} UL pung asuIPdQ 152104 PO Ayl pd
~ULIOJ SOSSIUISI PIIUILIO-UOHEDIDL pur ‘udtusitods 's1oydurl sjuapisas jexr]

pung asuajaq jsei104 abpojiaag

-s{oqrea

ay} ur umop afdoad o:i_u; uo juads aq pinoys
suitjunott 3y} ut dn s{emaayy pying oy Surpuads
S1 JuaLuLIaA0S [RIBPD] 3|} SIB{[OP JO SuOI[[Il
a1 jo awos yuiyl apr sijiq Suided pue speos
Sututejutews awny y8noy e Sutaey st £junod

oy “paddesss Ajjewuewy st fjuno) uosiajyaf n::o?a:_mu ,.P.:U 13p[g

{28-9861) siuawedaq a4

uiseg 191 punj o} ySnoyy -

28-9861} (219 ‘sanjun ‘peay1aao
uawdinba ‘sayddns ‘sagsejes) wiaisdg

[00Y2g 13pnog a1nus ay) 1oj 1P8pnq ay -
{2£8-9861) 198png peoy

Kiuno) uosiajjaf ayy apduy, -

{28-9861) Ajuno) uossagsaf

J0J pung {BI13Ua5) 3Y) SAWMY 4] = i

éuoljiu 67§ st yonw moH

proy Y031 el
ha

.».::mouxug
[eads st Sugsof jo aSapand oy a0j sed srqnd oy *say ] *s1s03 Judtudoppadp saquipn pue
UOLNISUOD prod dzipisqns 0} saejop 1iedxe) voynu g1 ¢ Surpuads uo suejd 33110108
159104 ' Ay afdwiexa oy ‘eale smopeajn sfaadg oyl uj ‘sease dqrigosdun On_o_. AJp

01 §10850] J0j SIUPISQNS DAISSEUL SUIPIEME UG SBY JUDWILIDAOR S D Y1 "aMdMmoy Apuaday
's3500 judwudojanap
10§ Aed 13.3u ppnod sanuaady saquuty, *daois aze sadojs ‘100d st Joquur], .9:_5:_0&

1502 0§ SEM }1 aSnEIdq BIIR SSO[pEoy YOeISARH/IERIM ) voawo_ wu aaey s198307
(Imo1§ 230 peudiwqns Suneasd ‘prie-las St LW AL IPIALY [RIUdULIUCD
A Jo 1s8a St 1sa10j s | #4195t 10) Led jou ued ease spfy ut udawdopPAdp a3ty

-

) ~ «Da1Y $S3]PDOY %ODJSADH/IIDISHUM,,

© TIVHILHM

iuswdojarag pasodoid

ayeT JowRQ

ye2d eIy M

uw“—\n Uunoly yoeisAey . . djay anok PoSu am ‘swoN
. . *s1e34 10§ sueld juatudojanap 53y} vo:o:musv
aaey 1ajem uoneSLur uedd jo moy Apeais e pue

uoipaj03d paysiajesm ‘Sulpu yoeqasioy ‘Furydiuoid Sunily
m:_%:mu *Suysy ‘Sununy yiim pauladU0d SJUSPISAI BATE JAp[Nog
-8ui880] pue uondINISUOD PEOI dAISSEW AQ PIUIIEAIYY MOU ST (331D 19p[T pue
‘smopeajy 2500}y ‘smopealy sluiag punose) seale [eUOHED131 Jejndod jsoul Ino Jo 3UQ



“133po1 rganuM

ENFRRJD d3d1H ANV | T
nmgoa<m2 mmOOE 7£96S <Z<HZOZ:.&MQADO.&
nwgoa<m2 m>~—mmm | AaNN4 aSNI43q LSTHOL mwmwwwwmwm
AQAIS3A Ol NVHL o
AINOW dNOA 40 Sav1iod R e e e

: 03 aqeled $323yd ey *3[qeldNpap Xe) aie suolNqLIUC)) '$39 [23a] pue

. 's{jiq auoydapay ‘Butjiew ‘Suiddos 'Sunuud 10 papasu are suonnquiuod ‘dnoid
ZO—I—I— — 2 m —. O mem O.—- ><; 123jUnjoA-f[2 ue a1 3m Y3noyi[y "01§ 10 G§ ngiluod aseafd ‘ued nok ji
auo[e

1J3] 3Q [[IM B3JE SIY] 19U00S Y} 'JW023q NoA PIAO[AUT I0W YL *JIGUINU
N_m._.._.mm < H_ O v_ Z _ I._. O Z auoyd pue ‘ssaippe ‘dweu 1ok ur puag 3uop 3q 03 $I10{ 5,324 idTIH T

S150Z "D'q 'voidutysem
2euas N
1423 uyof ..:om

. ey

il

9019-2£€-008-1 :3T¥4 TTOL
0150z "0’ 'uoiBuiysem
v-m:Um m:

snoneq xepy .Cum
2219-7€€-008-1 3344 TTOL
SIS0z 'O'Q 'uoidurysem
saAnejuasaiday jo asnoy SN
© swelim g day

_ "2DUIIJIP B W [IM

18> Inox ‘sjuapisal sy pue Kyuno) uosiaypaf diay 1ansq

1M yorgam skem ug L3Uow JO JUNOwe snoutioua sty) puads o) Wayy ¥sy ,,'st

' se,, UlBWal P[ROYS eale Sy} JUIyy nok way [ L ‘uewssasBuod ok ey |

*SINOA S1 921049 3y}l "s1 §| AbDM aY} uipwal

O} POMO}ID aq pinod i ‘10 ‘pabbo} pub pappoi
9q pINoo 931D 19pP|3 PUD ‘SMOPDIN 9SOON
SMOPD3 SAlSgG SIDOA 931U} O} OM} UIYHM




NnOYI WOL

‘Seade ssafpeod Suiuiewal
;9] s, euejuoly ut SuisHo[ aiow ou pue
SpEOI 3JOW OU 3q pnoys aJayy, “aonpoad
03 L)l[1qe Spue] 8y} UIYIIm SAY Isnut 198
-801 ,,’s1 se,, utewaa jsnw spuefppim Sug
-UBWIdJ S, BUBUOY [ON WYY [[3] Isnut
aMm ‘Ing " (sXeak aAlj }se] 3y} Aunseady
[B13p3] 2y} WOJ] paAladal Aay] jeum)
SaIPISQNS Ul UOT[[Iq Z$ JAYIOUE JuEM
Aewr £ay], Jusdtad ¢'¢ Sututeuraa ayy
juem Aew s1588of ay], ‘Seale ssoulap
-[is pue syIed [euoljeu ur pajodjold uaaq
sey juadtad ¢y ‘padofarep pue papeod
udaq sey euejuoly jo judadiad AJBuIN

ispue a1pqnd ano ym

s13880] ay) Sunsnyy pue yoeq Suniis on

-Urjuod am Jt 3Insal ayy suldew] "pajueld
J0j S3S2J0} 2Y) o) J98u0] ou Ued 3

sbuuds
JOH J3pInog J0 JoUMO SI UIM3T LUEMS

-snotaad A1aa Jungiawos
guisof a1e am ‘opisur daap ‘mouy je apm
'S159J0j 2Jom 3J9Y) OFe SIeak (1 aJaym
SIPIS]|IY USIB3-YIOW dY) 39S [[E ap

‘S350

-JOJ 3} dA'Y {[1IS PINOMm aa ‘udyl ;Apded
-1p a1ejjom way} aa1d oy Jadeayd aq 3t

NdAL dNOA

1.uppnoa ‘ajop dqnd ayj Jjo aal o) Suiod
st uotjeIdossy SuidSor] eurjuoly ayy Ji
4uo1jonJsap sty azipisqns difqnd sy
PINOYS Aym ‘puUy ;1J3] JABY am spuelplim
SuuteWal maJ JeyMm A0JISIp 0] Juem
A3y} op Aym (N§Ooeq mod3 seale asay}
[ijun jiem 03 Buljjim uoneidossy Suid
-§0] eurjuON Ay} 3,ust Aypy ;SeaIR PO
-peoJ-Apealie asay) ut 8o} jou Ays ‘pado
-]9A3p Udd(q ApEaIE dABY 3I3Y punoJe
$]59J0] [RUOIJBU 9Y) JO SPIIYI-OM], ;SUIOY
-} 3y} 9YI| SeaJe SSI[PEOI Ul Speol
PIIng 03 pasu am op Aym ‘Supjiom paap
-Ul Sea UOIIB)SII0Jal J1 — J[2sInok ¥Sy

*3p1AIg 3Y) Jo isea spue[Lip Isoy)] ul aje
-13uagar 0] saeak pg1 ueyy azowr , dosd,,
suyy saxe} 3 Jey) Juuipe ) uop Aoy, “dosd
Jay3o Aue ay!| aJe saax Aes s1a830] ayy,
*35UaS SYBUI JOU S30p SEAJIE SSa[peod Sul
-ulewIal o Jo asuadxa ay) 1e , sqor,,

*as14d121U3 331) JO plIOM Y} ul

ajeaado [{13S oy sn Jo asoy} wiaey A[)d31

-Ip SOIPISQNS 3SaY) Ualim U3Ad ‘sta88o]

ay} 10§ {1q ayy sAed ad1AISS 15310, Y}

‘J9A "1,10Sa1 AuW una 0} $1502 Aw Aed-jou
$30p JusWUIAA0F Y], "aw sJadue sy

‘poon
-aa1§ ojut paddoyd a1am fay} ‘xaquiyy J0j
alqen[eA JOU 31am $33J) Y] HIUIS "92IN0S
-a1 oqnd ssapadtad sy Jo uonjonays
-ap ayj azipisqns 0) Lauow stasedxe} jo
uolj[iw ¢ 1§ ueyy alow no Suifjays ojul
1M1 15310, Y] payiel LAYy ‘moyawos
-1aa9.m04 ‘s1a880f ayj dojs jou pip saaq)
3{qEIA OU 3JaMm I3y} 1By} 108} By

‘Tew

-l St Yinoa8 9a43 0s ‘apial(g [ejusul}
-u0) Y} JO 1SEd urel [ S1 AIY], spue|
-J3QWI} [BIDI2WWIOD JOU dJe 3I3Y punoJe
§1$310) 9Y} '3SIN0D JO "3J0S81 AW JO Isam

~pfafTEN

A[a)eIpawIwl ‘BaJe [eJajIyM/HOrISABH.
ay dojaaap o1 pajuem Jo330] swes sy
uayMm JSQUIdWAI [[am ] pue sBuridg 104

Japjrieg Jo Jojelado pue Jaumo 3y} We

1 ()1joUaq aS[d UOAUE S0P JNg ‘AUIOUODS
siy djey Aew Joiaeyaq Jo ad4) sy,

“Auwou0d? s euejuoly dpy [[im ‘skes

9y ‘siyy, ‘IIplim J0] padeuew AUSLIND

‘SUTEJUNOIY UIOYY[ 9Y) Ul SAIDB SP1 191

INO-JBI[D 0} SJUBM UOI3RId0SSY Suld

-807 euejuO]Y 3y} JO S1030aJ1p JO pleOq
3Y1 JO JOQUUAW B 3JaYm p102ay juapuad

-opu] “01 [lady ‘Aepung ay) ui peal |

'S3AY] S UAJpPJIY~pueLd Ino pue aYIraIg

24 J1e Y1 ‘1B3 am pooj 3y} ‘yuup
am Jajem ayl Jo asuadxa ayy Je a1e Buiay
Jo spiepue)s _ pasosdut,, ano

*3SIAIAYIQ "JUBISUOD Sutewr

-3 JUSUIUOIIAUD INO SSIfUN
‘uted [erLd1RW AQ paanseawt

aq jouued ssasdod uewin

- Buibboj o} ou Aps o} awi} s i

SAN1IVId
SS3INISNg

8861 ‘¥Z |4dy ‘ADpung ‘juow ‘Duslaj ‘pIodeY juspuadapu) eyl

d&-<i-1
Nlag .xw



~ could be saved. The choice is yours.

For 60 million years Montana
was wild and free—in only 125 years:

90% of Montana has been developed
4.5% of Montana has been protected
in national parks and wilderness areas.

In the next year, you can help determine
the fate of the remaining 5.5% —

MONTANA’S LAST REMAINING WILD LANDS

L — - _

Congress is now deciding the future of Montana's wildlands.
Nine million acres of wilderness could be destroyed. Or they

Montana’s last wildlands are not commercial timberlands.
They are either located east of the Continental Divide (with
an arid climate and submarginal tree growth) or in remote 24
areas west of the Divide, where steep slopes and difficult ac- & 3
cess make logging cost-prohibitive. :

The United States Forest Service, however, is subsidizing B
the destruction of these wildlands. By paying timber corpo-
rations’ development costs, the Forest Service is endanger-
ing Montana's most important natural resources—her
wildlands. :

Some taxpayers feel instead of paying for the privilege of
destroying these wildlands, the public might better benefit 3%
from their protection. Join us in the fight to keep Montana &

Montana! i

We operate entirely on contributions. Please help cover the |
cost of printing and distribution. Send questions and com- §- -
ments to:

Americans for Wilderness Coalition

P.O. Box 4784 EXHIBIT‘\L@*_M_
Missoula, Montana 59806 .DATE\/f[{ij
HE__/=0¢ !

SaVe To:
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Testimony of the
Sierra Club - Upper Missouri Group
on HJR - 1
before the
Committee on Natural Resources
Montana House of Representatives
January 13, 1989

presented by
Ed Made]j
3ferra Club - Upper Missouri Group
920 Breckenridge
Helena, MT 59601
(406) 443-5271

Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Ed
Madej, and I serve as a volunteer on the executive committee of
the Upper Missouri Group of the Sierra Club here in Helena. There
are 260 Sierra Club members in Helena, and 1,400 Sierra Club
members in Montana.

The Sierra Club opposes HJR-1 for one main reascri. The
question of wilderness designation should be left up to the citizens
of Montana and their congressman, and not left to
recommendations of government bureaucrats. HJKR-1. if passed bv
the legislature, wiill essentially disenfranchise the Montana public
from the decision making process on their public lands.

A g0o0od case in point are the proposed wilderness areas of the
Helena National Forest. There are six proposed areas proposed for
wilderness by conservationists on the Helena National Forest, five of
which are visible from the Capitol Building. If you stand on the
front steps of the Capitol Building, the highest peaks on the skyline
in the Big Belt Mountains on the far right (to the southeast)
comprise the Mt. Baldy and Camas Creek proposed wilderness areas.
Directly to the north are the white cliffs of the proposed addition to
the existing Gates of the Mountains Wilderness. The high peak on
the skyline to the far left (to the northwest) is Nevada Mountain
within the proposed Nevada Mountain Wilderness.
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From the back of the Capitol Building on the right (west) is
Mt. Helena. Following the ridge to the southwest form the summit
of Mt. Helena will show you the Black Mountain proposed
wilderness. The sixth wild area on the Helena Forest, the Blackfoot
Meadows proposed wilderness lies out of sight across the continental
divide, 25 miles southwest of Helena.

All six of these areas have been used for decades by elk
hunters, fishermen, hikers and skiers. The final RARE Il wilderness
recommendations in 1979 included only one of these wild areas as
wilderness.

During Llhe ten years since the RARE Il recommendations were
issued by the Forest Service, the Helena National Forest has had
three different Forest Supervisors and several different district
rangers managing these areas. While Forest Service bureaucrats
come and go, Citizen support for these six proposed wilderness areas
rermains strong.

Today, the Forest Service has changed their 1979
recommendations to include three of these special places as
wilderness, and has closed the other three to further development,
as a result of continued public interest in the Helena area for the
preservation of these wild areas.

HJR-1, if adopted, would dismiss ten years of public
involvement with the Forest Service and Montana's congressional
delegation in pursuit of protecting these local Helena wild areas. |
urge the committee to oppose HJR-1.
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Montana
Audubon Legislative Fund

Testimony on IJR1 L
House NAtural Resources’ EV’?u-;“_jia, -
January 13, 1989 oo Jo13 -8

KBS’/

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,

My name is Janet Ellis and I'm here today representing the Montana
Audubon Legislative Fund. The Audubon Fund is composed of 9 Chapters of the
National Audubon Society and represents 2500 people throughout the state.

The Audubon Fund opposes HJR 1 because we believe that our wilderness
system needs careful study and consideration before completion. We feel that
all Montanan's - and not just the Forest Service - should decide the fate of
Montana's wild lands. °*

Audubon, both locally and nationally, would like to see wilderness
systems considered on the basis of saving biological diversity in the state.
Maintaining biological diversity considers preserving communties which are
important to humans for their aesthetic and biological values. We are
particularly concerned about maintaining rare and unique plants and animals - and
the systems on which they depend.

Montana is fortunate to have two magnificent national - as well as
international - ecosystem treasur2s : The Yellowstone and Bob Marshall-
Glacier Ecosystems. These areas are immense, yet very vulnerable. We also
have other natural systems that deserve protection: old growth forests in
western Montana are priceless because they are critical to so many species of
wildlife., Areas like the BRig Saow.es have alpine scree ridges and extensive
limestone canyons the harbor unique plants and plant communities. The

discussion of wilderness for this state of ours need to consider bieological
systems. :
There is a widely known conservation saying that goes like this: '"We

are not inheriting nature from our parents, we are borrowing it from our children."
What we do today will greatly affect what our children will be able to do

tomorrow. While studying the areas under corsideration for wilderness,

the decision needs to be a Montana made decision. And the decision needs to

be made through discussions among recreationalists, developments interests and
scientists - to ensure that this important decision we are making is the

best decision possible.

Thank you.
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FAvy name is ¥Foel Rosetta. I live in Felen;;B‘i~§2_iﬁzﬁfig§§7§§%ester.

KHJR-1 is talking about wilderness yersus iimrer. It is sayYIng that the timber
in the higher elevations should be logged. However, to do this we will have to obliter-
ate large chunks of wilderness. It's too bad tha® we even have to argue this because
the timber here has little economic value unless accompanied by hefty subsidles for
logging and roading.

On the other hand, wilderness protects pristine watersheds essential for wild
trout fisheries, our elk herds, and many other wild creatures. As a hunter and fisher-
man for more than a few years I am particularly ccncerned about the protection wilderness
gives to these sports.

Cnce many sportsmen accepted as gospel that roads and lcgging created better
access to elk and trout and therefore better hunting and fishing. Now substantial
nunbers of sportsmen, like many cther lMontanan's, believe wilderness is absolutely
essential to preserve the opportunity for good hunting and fishing. Sportsmen fourd
this out the hard way. Observations and research by blologists have added solid
support to the experiences of hunters and fishermen,

Hunting opportunities for elk have diminished as a consequence of logging. Since
1960 hunting seasons have been shortened from two months to about five weeks. Not only
have seasons been shortened, but hunting of either sex elk has decreased. 1In l?éOéBW%
of the elk areas were open to either sex elk; today less than 1% are open. Terry Lonner
(*lontana Tish, Wildlife & Parks) attributes the loss of hunter opportunity not so much
to increased numbers of hunters (504 increase over 20 years), but to the cumulative loss
of‘cover and rgigséigﬂ%gégéigcrease since the 1960's, Forest Service Biologist Jack
Lyons has stated, "The immediate impacts of roads on wildlife are almest all negutive.”

Trout fishing has suffered similarly. A State Water Quality Bureau report noted:
"The State of Montana has identified nonpoint source pollution from national forest
lands as the greatest threat to the State’s water quality. The State's water quality
report to EPA for 1986 states, ‘'Accelerated roadbuilding ard timber harvest on U. S.
Worest Service lands now pose the greatest single threat to aquatic life.' (MT Dept.
of Health & Environmental Sciences, May 1986)."

As 1 said before, Relow Cost Sales are typical of the timber in the upper eleva-
tions where most wilderness is proposed. Recently the Torest Service publicly
announced for the first time that it lost 15.8 million dollars in Montana for the 1987
Tiscal Year. ©Since road costs were charged for only a small part of the costs, a full
accounting would have been nearly twice that figure. Such losses have actually occurred
every year since the early 1960's, but are more pronounced as the Tcrest Service moves
into the higher valersheds where the timber 1s poorer.

Tre damage from logging and roading these rTarticular lards is hard to Justify under
any circumstances, but is particularly unazcceyptable whern the costs have —o come out of
the zurlic pocket.

s .- .
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e uyers s subsidize sales of fimber

..‘

MISSOUL:\??SI") T B‘e/ % ﬁ national for-

ests in Montana last year cost taxpayers $15.6 mil-
lion, losing money on every forest in the state, a re-
port by the U.S. Forest Service shows.

The forests with the largest sales volume — Lolo,
Kootenai and Flathead — were three of the five big-
gest losers.

The report, prepared for Congress to show an ac-
counting of timber sales on federal land during fis-
cal year 1987, said the Lolo National Forest in west-
central Montana had a $4.1 million deficit on 79 mil-
lion board feet — the largest loser in the state.

The Kootenai National Forest in northwest Mon-
tana registered a $2 million loss on 248 million
board feet, while the Flathead National Forest post-
ed $1.6 million in losses on 119 million board feet.

Losses on timber sales are figured by measuring
the costs of preparmg a sale, such as road-building,
against sale income, which is paid by timber firms
to harvest trees on federal forests.

The report showed that the timber-sale program
makes money nationwide, but critics have accused
the Forest Servnce of stackmg fxgures in favor of

e i o i

‘cludes all road-building expenses for the Lolo For-

' road- building in 1987 was 10 times that amount.

23 1

\ .-B‘ C

timber sales. PAT E\l\\ ___/“
For example, the cost of roads is spread over the_M L4 I /5
time it takes to regrow the trees. In the Lolo Na-' =7 ;

tional Forest, that time period is 123 years, says
Fred Stewart, a tlmber official with the Forest

Service.
The report listed $425,000 in the category that in-

est, but records show that the actual outlay for

Loss figures for Montana s other natlonal forests
were:

o Beaverhead, $1.9 million, on 35 million board
feet. .
o Helena, $1.8 million, on 34 million board feet.

e Bitterroot, $1.3 million, on 36 million board
feet.

e Deerlodge, $1 million, on 15 million board feet.

e Lewis and Clark, $744 000, on 20 million board
feet.

e Gallatin, $718,000, on 28 million board feet.

° Custer $467,000, on about 7 million board feet.

‘. SPE. [ S R

Report c a

|ms Forest polmes

A REA TE

MISSOULA (AP) — A report
issued by. two environmental
groups says Forest Service land

use plans in Montana and north-
ern Idaho Pose & serious threat to"

the region’s fxsh and water qual-

) ity resources.

5 week
Federationi ‘and the West Slope

Chapter of Trout Unlimited. : "

According’’ to’ the: report

" “many national forests” are ‘in-
stitutionalizing “a decline in fish

" populations ‘while forests which
purport to maintain fisheries do

_so only through the use of costly:
: and untes mxtxgatxon . tech-~
mques it 3

R T/ES

. report analyzes
all 13 forest é)eans developed in

the Forest. rvxces Nort.hem
Region, based here:, S

"*‘On all forests, excesswe sedx-
menttion from mcreased road

, - building and logging pose a thre-
The* report “was 1ssued tlns
the National Wildlife.

at to water quality and fish habl-
tat,” the'report said: -7~
. The report was written’ by at-
torney.*. Jack ~ * Tuholske :" and
aquatic blOlOngt Chris Kronberg,
They said that six forest plans
project “actual declines ‘in fish-*

populations “even while using op-:-,

timistic’ assumptions ' about the °

_effect.of mitigation measurgs .

bolster fish numbers, e Y
Alsd 2 they sald

daho Panhandle Inatlonalv forests
n Idaho. o
“These forests pro]ect masswe

ncreases ‘in road construcfion -

ind huge increases in the annual
'ut of timber,” Tuholske said.
‘Much of the forest land in Idaho
s on highly erodable soils.

“‘Yet, the Forest Service assu-
nes it can mitigate erosion prob-
ems and that most of the sedi-
nentation won’t affect fish,” he
aid. *“That’s playing roulette
vith some of the finest native
utthroat fisheries in the United
‘tates.”

The report also contended that
roposed sediment monitoring

”7

ing, the forest plans do not re-
quire the agency to modlfy or
halt those activities causing the
problem,” the report said. “Fish
populations' will suffer while ad-
ditional studies are conducted.”
The report also argues that the
Forest Service should employ
models to predict impacts before
timber harvestmg and road
huilding begin in a drainage.
And. the reoort claims, nearly all
of the rog.on's forest plans failed

'*-i n. :
Ti] (’ :
3 cause increases in sedlmentatxon{f_

- won’t trigger action by the For-"
" est Service, only more study.” - . .
“Where sediment problems be-

* come evident through monitor-

Lodge Forest in Montana was the. -
region’s worst, with an antici-}:
pated 20 percent decline in fish.

populations  over the so-yeax‘ ’

planning period.””””

The report clalms that such d& )

clines would be even more %ao-
nounced if the Forest Service

.. been more realistic in its assess-,‘j-
ment of the effect of habxtat im: "

provement efforts.

“Budget constraints mak ‘it-:

highly unlikely that the Forest
Service will be able to adquately‘

fund fish habitat unprovement;t

programs,”’ the report claims.:;

the,yClearwa Nex Ferce an

. .1t is especially critical of pro- :
posed management actiyities ins .

=

from Forest Semce manage-‘

"~ ment activities.

“‘Although estimating the et'-
fects of sedimentation on rivers
outside of national forest bounda-
ries would be difficult,” the re-
port said, the 1mportance of such
rivers as the Salmon, the Bittér-
root, the Madison and the Big
Hole make such an evaluation
imperative.”

Ray Prill, president of the
West Slope Chapter of Trout Un-
limited, said his group and the
National Wildlife Federation de-
veloped the report as a guide to
the regional forester ‘“‘because
he’s the oificial who must ap-

IS H
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January 9th, 1989

Mr., Bobt Raney, Chairman

House Natural Resources Ccmmittee
Capitol

Helena, Mt. 59620

Dear Mr, Raney and Members of the Cormittee,

I write on tehalf of the Montana Wildevrness Association to urgethat the
Committee take a hard lcok 2t HJR# 1, introduced bty Rev. Bernie Swift of
Ravalli County, which urges the Ccngressicnal Delegation to accept the pro-
pcsal of the Northern Region of the USFS that less than 600,000 acres of
Naticnal Forest land receive filderness designation and that nc additional

federal lands in M ntana be designated as specizl recreaticn or #ilderness

study areas.,

I am ouzzled that Rep. Swift would ftake this action as it seers *to indicrte
that thisresoluticn revpresents the wishes of the peconrle in Mon*ara s

9}
-y

sy
as désignating Wilderress is concerned. You are all aware, no deoubt, of
the poll which Rep. Pat Williams had taken to d&ermine for hirself where

Montanars stood on the mat*ter. The results showed:

¥ L2 rercent would set fside as wilderness the maicrity of Monton='s
recrdless lands
¥ 15 nercent would set zside sz wilder-ess all -of iornts~a's ro~d-

less lanrds

[ON

e 2~ wilderrness come ¢f Merntona's road-

[y

¥ 33 percent wonuld set =

9]

less 1ands, bu%t oren the mzjority for d
T

e
or develcorment

%*

7 percent wonld omen all roadless 1nis

*

3 percent had no ovninion

Cle~rly, Rep. Swift is not in tune withe the majocrity of dMontznan's on the
issue or he chooses to ignore them. At any ra*e, he is misrenresen*ing *he
chcice of the meovrle in this rescluticn,

Resolution # 1 also claims: "...these wilderness prcncsals (Cong Del's),

if enacted, would drastically impact theliontana forest industry by reducing
the hasic operating forest land b-~se and would have a critiral, denressing
effect on Montana communities that are economically devendent on the fo est
industry."”

The two attached gravhs (USFS Data) showjust what promortion of the timter
resource wovuld be involved should either the Montana Conservationists' biltl,

Alt. W, of Senator Baucus's bill be passed. Senator Baucus's bill, if rssued



HIR # 1.veves.e.cOnt., =2- ,-/3~27

would have involved 5.1 mm bd. ft.-about one half of one nercne

ncterntial a nual timber sales in M ntana. If the con=ervi*ion’s

heen introduced and nas -d 1%9mm bhd.ft. out of a billicn would

foregone, The graohs speak for themselves an:’ would seem to cast gr-ve

auestion of accuracy c¢cn Rep., Swift's claim.

The most convincing evidence of the unsoundness of Rep. Swift's resolutici}

can be found in the at*ached Draft paper by Professor Tom Power, Cha irmon®
of the Econom®cs Dent. at the U of I, . I have included a cony of Prof.
Power's paper with this letter. I urge that all members cf this “orni++ze

read throuch his analyvsis of the relationship betwren local community

stability and wilderness. He has made guite a study of the matter =nd nis

conclusions in no way parall:zl those of Rep. Swift's,

In summary, HJR # 1 does not apnear to reflect the attitude of +he
of lMontana toward further wilderness designation, ~or dces eviderce indj
cate that Rer, Swift is correct in sayving that further wilderness dezif

nation would severely imrzct loczl communites or the industry.

Trerefcore, MWA urgess the Natural Fesurces Committee to reccrme~d non-

nassace of this resoulution,

-~ .

Sincerely,
Lo . N9 Y .
Sl
Doris Milner, MJiA Revo. /EN
N#4 75 Ricketts 2ond

Hamilton,Mt 50840 g

51
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i-orest Serv:ce, pubhc d:sagree on wnlderness

By GREG LAKES
of the Missoullan

HAMILTON — When Bitterroot National
Forest officials asked for public opinion on whether
to recommend wilderness status for the Sapphire and
Blue Joint roadless areas, more than 80 percent of
the respondents said yes.

But forest planners said Wednesday that al-
though they haven’t made any final decisions, they

doubt they'll recommend all of both areas as wilder-

ness.,

The forest’s draft management plan, released
about a year ago, proposes about 43 percent of the

§60-acre Blue Joint in the southwest corner of
Ra\alh County as wilderness. More than 19,000
acres would remain roadless, and the rest opened to
logging..

None of the 116,530-acre Sapphire area, along

the crest of the Sapphire Rangc in eastern Ravalli
and western Granite counties, would be wilderness,
though 26,700 Ravalli County acres would stay road-
less, as would 55,100 acres on the Qranite County

_side.

Those proposals will likely be similar in ‘the final
forest plan, according to forest planners Bob Bigler

_ and Dick Strong.

Both said the comments recently tallied included
only those given orally in two public hearings in De-
cember, and writien statements submitted afier-
wards. They don't include a spate of comments on
the draft forest plan that objecied to any newly des-
ignated wilderness anywhere on the forest.

“When you consider both packages together,
there’s not an overwhelming change in my mind,"”
Bigler said.

The state’s congressional delegation is now pre-
paring a second bill to set management for Monta-

na’s remaining wild lands. Forest officials don’t
know what areas will be nominated for wilderness,
and Bigler said the act could affect their recommen-
dations.:. .

Both the Blue Jomt and Sapphire were among
nine nstional forest tracts identified as potential wil-
derness in the Montana Wilderness Study Act passed
by Congress in 1977,

12 1980, the Forest Service decided six of the

tracts, jncluding the Blue Joint and Sapphire, would -

be acdressed in forest plans. Bigler said forest per-
sonnil will prepare a final environmental impact
stateraent on the two areas, and include management
reccrrmendations in the final plan.

The comments collected at and after the public
hearing included 493 statements bearing 530 signa-
tures: 304 endorsed wilderness designation for the
Blue JYoint while 81 opted for development, 358
wanied wilderness status for the Sapphire, compared

te

Groups
criticize
Chevron’s
‘asearch

¢ REAT  FALLS (AP) —
V. her Chesron Oil should fund
pavt of an impact study on its
own proposed oil-and-gas  well
near Glacier National Park has
hueen guestioned by two enviran.

to 83 for logging.

the respondents: 157 were Ravalli COumy
residents, 61 from the Anaconda-Butte- Philipsburg
area, 70 from Missoula County, 116 from other

Montana counties, and $6 came from other states.

Those who endorsed wilderness noted the areas
are adjacent to existing wilderness areas, and should

. be protected as complete ecosystems. Many said they

were important wildlife habitat, and the sources of
high-quality water, the headwaters of tributaries of
Rock Creek and the Bitterroot River,

Some argued the areas support litile valuable
timber, and the undeveloped scenery that attracts
tourism was a more valuable asset.

Those who argued for development said the Bit-
terroot already has enough wilderness, undeveloped
land offers little economic benefit, and wilderness is
8 luxury resource enjoyed by an elite few.

EPA OKs plans
| for more study
-~ of Somers dump

"By DON SCHWENKESEN
of the Missoullan

SOMERS — Plans for further
study of the Burlington Northern
Superfund toxic waste site in
Somers have been approved by

informed of field tests and rhe.r
results.

EPA had indicated last fall it
would split 10 1o 15 percent of
the field samples taken by BN
consultants and test them inda.
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Rising Numbers: Economic Growth Along the Coast ¢ 4

Frope CopsSAL GO ISES Ve 4

by Charles Colgan, State Economist, Maine State Planning Ofﬁc.e.;:H.. /jJ\,(’/ N

Two natural resources, the forest
and coast, are the foundation of
Maine's economy. Today, the coast is
both the population and employment
center of the state, and is - in gener-
al - the fastest-growing area of Maine
(in population and employment). This
unprecedented growth is creating
concern about how the coastal econo-
my will grow and how scarce and
threatened coastal resources will
withstand increasing pressures.

With 12 percent of the land, the
coastal region has 58 percent of the
population and 65 percent of
Maine’s jobs.

The coastal economic region, which
comprises the coastal “labor market
areas” chosen by the Department of
Labor, is the population center of
Maine; with 12 percent of the land, it
has 58 percent of the population
(1986). It also holds-65 percent of
Maine's jobs. This figure is not sur-
prising if you consider that Maine's
major urban centers-(i.e., Portland,
Bangor, Augusta, and Biddeford/Saco)

are all in the coastal area (which in-

cludes tidal waters). This high percen-
tage demonstrates that the coastal
economy comprises much more than
fishing, shipbuilding, and tourism.
These traditional coastal industries
remain important, but they are only
part of a diverse and rapidly growing
economic region.

Maine's economic outlook has
changed dramatically over the past
decade: the state has shaken its image
of alagging economy to emerge, in the
second half of the 1980s, as one of the
fastest-growing states in the country.
It is the coastal area that has led the
state in this change. From 1980 to
1986, employment in Maine grew a to-
tal of 14.4 percent. Employment on
the coast grew by 16 percent, whereas
employment inland grew by less than
12 percent. During this period,

MaMs Copasipl Chipice
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19.1%

Employment Growth Population Growth

Mid-Coast
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0.7%
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statewide employment grew more
than three times faster than popula-
tion growth, a pattern that was
repeated along the coast (see chart).

Recent economic change along the
coastal region has not been patterned
in one steady progression of growth
eastward; rather, significant growth
in the southern areas has been mir-
rored by pockets of growth scattered
down the coast in Lincoln County, the
Rockland area, and Ellsworth/Mt.
aDesert Island. Growth rates in the
maJor - coastal cities 'has been steady,
but-itzhas; been: tovershadowed : by

Ceesiaieel

growth in outlymg areas.

The coastal regions that have seen
the largest population or employment
increase share one common denomina-
tor: they ten
beautiful sceneryor other_

that have attracted both tgung&g and

T new resi ~Mug :
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produced, along many parts of the

ployment here can be found in sery-
ice sector work.

In general, Maine's economic
growth has been driven almost exclu-
sively by the trade and service sec-
tors, rather than by manufacturing.
Along the coast, trade and service em-
ployment grew by more than 23 per-

}ut\a_rﬁg manufacturing declined by

more than 10 percent. AW
{ along the coast, however, manufactur-
asing actually grew. Manufacturing em-

ployment increased by more than 10
percent in the Ellsworth region, and
more than doubled in the Kittery/
York region, with an increase of over
1,700 jobs.

The dominance of trade and serv-
ice sector growth throughout the
coast holds certain implications for

the future of coastal resources. The

heavy industrial facilities, like oil

coast, a level of development that
even the most ardent proponents of

refineries and aluminum smelters,
that were proposed for the coast in
the 1960s and 1970s never material-

, Jzed. Instead, the engine of coastal

\ .
economic growth has been many

_small- and medium-sized projects (e.g., *
* retail stores and malls, office build-

ings, restaurants, and condominiums).

The growth that has occurred in the:

trade and service industries has

the 1960’s megaprojects could barely
have envisioned; and, for the mos}
part, the growth has proceeded

without the adverse environmental

consequences that would have accom:
panied heavy industrial development.

?fg,\({:{lw"' SA il

Forecasts for economic growth in
Maine consistently show that growth
in trade and service industries will
continue to lead Maine’s economy
through the next decade.

But the smaller scale growth car-
ries its own consequences for Maine's
coastal resources. This kind of de-
velopment tends to be land-intensive.
That is, retail stores, restaurants,
malls, and office buildings -- the phys-
ical manifestations of trade and serv-
ice growth -- need a greater amount

of land per job created than do manu-

facturing industries, since the cus-
tomers must be brought to the place
of business instead of shipping a good
to a customer.

Thus, roads, parking lots, buffer
zones to enhance landscaping, and de-
mand for scenic building to attract

customers all place additional pres-
sures on land and other coastal
resources. The land right along the
shoreline, which is most scarce and
most fragile, is the land in greatest de-
mand. The conflict over its use and
management is apparent in the grow-
ing number of waterfront moratoria,
such as Portland's, that restrict
waterfronts to water-dependent uses.
Competing demands for Maine's
fragile coastal lands are bound to
continue.

Forecasts for economic growth in
Maine consistently show that growth
in trade and service industries will
continue to lead Maine’s economy
through the next decade. The pace of
growth, though, may be slower than
we have seen recently.

What makes the Maine coast
unique - 1ts scenic character and

productive resources - are the foun-

—dations of the state’s recent econom-
ic growth. And, ironically, it is these
very foundations that are threatened
by growth. The need to “balance
growth and development” has almost
become a cliché, but the need is real,
and nowhere more so than along the
coast. Only if we tend and care for our
coastal resources will they continue to
lead Maine’s economy. O
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Budget Management ( OMR)

In addition, while the FS goes out of its  way to compute
the supposed benefits of its timber program, including predicting
long term future benefits, it does not make a similar effort to
identify or quantify the losses ( especially the long term

consequences and cumulative effects) resulting from timber
harvest, Much is not computed into the Forest Service accounting
procedures. For example, logging can directly compromise scenic

gquality—- scenic quality contributes to tourist related jobs as
well as local quality of life. Yet there is no attempt to compute
the 1long term losses in scenic guality or losses in hunting,
fishing or wildlands into the equations. If the Forest Service
vere more honest about its accounting, timber sales in Region One
would actually have a much larger lass than indicated by the FS
figures.

DISCUSSION: Foints to raise are that while most Rocky Mountain NF
are not particularly good places to harvest timber due tao  high
operating costs and slow growing trees ( relative to good  timber
producing areas like the South and Facific Northwest), these same
forests have some of the best scenery, wildlife habitat,
fisheries, and wildland qualities left in the world. Does it
make any sense to compromise these demonstrated high values in
ANY way to get back what is —— from a commercial and national
perspective-- marginal timber™

QUALITY OF LIFE AS A SOURCE OF ECONOMIC GROWTH

VALUE OF FISHING: Acc-ording to a recent study by the Montana
Dept. of Fish, Wildlife, and Farks the net value of fishing of
Montana’s rivers and lakes is 122 million dollars. Non-residents
anglers spent an average of 360.24 dollars a day for fishing—-
this includes transportaiton, lodging, guides, tackle, food, etc.
Fishing, it should be pointed ocut, is an annually renewable
resource unlike timber which take as much as 100 years to replace
itself once harvested.

It might be pointed ovt that elk hunting is wor th
substantionally more than fishing, but 1 don'™t have the figures
at hand on this subject. But since some of the best elk hunting
and fishing in Montana is on the Gallatin National Forest, it is
safe to say that these activities are worth as much or more  than
the timber program. And there is no doubt that the timber program
hurts the quality and often the guanity of these resources. And
there has been no attempt at assessing how much  these things
contribute to the overall sense of quality of 1life in nearby
communities.

A recent study by the U of Idaho reviewed 277 counties in the
U.S. which had designated wilderness in or adjacent to  them.
Their findings show that these wilderness countries had
population growth rates 3 to 6 times the rates in  other  non-

metropolitan counties. The suggests that these counties became
magnets to business and population because of the environmental
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resources preserved and protected by wilderness. SOURCE-— U of
Idaho Geography Dept.

Even though Montana as a whole has been losing population,
nearly all population gain in the state, 22,400 out 23,00
occurred in seven counties ( Flathead, Gallatin, Lewis and Clark,
Ravailli, Lake, Lincoln, Glacier) with substantial wilderness
acreage. Taken together they had growth rates 3 and a half times
the state average. SOURCE-- UM BRER, 1388.

Fecople moving into these counties but not  dependent  upon

participation in the 1local work force is  substantional.  For
i example, 5S0Z of the perscnal income in the BRitterroot Valley
-onsists of retirement earnings or savings. In 1386 this non-
labor income was 122 million dollars while only 16 million of the
income in the Bitterroot Valley was attributed to timber harvest
from the nearby Bitterroot National Forest. These people are
moving to Montana because of QUALITY OF LIFE FACZTORS. SOURCE~-
Faper prepared by Tom Power, Chair UM Economic Dept.

This seems to be borne out by a recent article in the Dec.
18th, 1988 Rozeman Chronicle. Bozeman is experiencing modest, but
"steady growth”". Unemployment in Bozeman was 3.5 percent. This is
in direct contrast to the state as a whole which is  either
experiencing high unemployment and declining growth in its
e encmy. '

Referring to the general poor condition of Montanals economy,
Faul Folzin, Director of the Bureau of Business Reseach at the U
of Montana, "Gallatin County, along with Flathead County, has
suffered least of any Montana county.”

And data supplied by the Montana Jobs Service for 1387 showed
that counties with the greatest timber harvest in the state --
speci fically Sanders, Mineral and Lincoln—--— alsa had the
distinction, of consistantly having the highest or some of  the
highest unemployment levels in the state. One must question
whether growth in the timber economy is desirable.

The state economist for Maine recently stated that nearly all
growth in his state is attributed to businesses moving or
expanding there attracted by scenic beauty. The unemployment rate
in counties with scenic amendities is as low as 1.4 percent.
However, unemployment in Maine's timber dependent counties is
above 10 percent. During the last decade there has been a 10
percent drop in employment in the Maine timber industry while a
23 percent overall increase has ococcurred in the economy-—  almost
all attributed to growth related to quality of life factors.
SOURCE; Maine State Economist.

DISCUSSION: While the exact dollar value of unroaded landscapes
is difficult to assess, there is no doubt that it has monetary

value. Tourists do not come to see clearcuts. They don't like to
hunt elk in clearcuts. You can raise trout in a hatchery, but
wild trout in wild country is more sastifying., More importantly,
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Montanans don’t like to do these things either. To say the timber
on the Paradise Face is only worth its stumpage value is a gross
misrepresentation of the timber’'s real value. Collectively the
homes in Paradise Valley are worth millions and their value is
derived by their locatiocn in a highly scenic area. UWhy destroy
the scenery by 1ogging the Gallatin Forest when it is  worth
millions and do so while losing taxpayer money?
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OF MONTANA

January 13, 1989
To The Montana House Committee
on Joint Resolution 1.

Honarable Legislators,
As a Licensed Montana OQutfitter it's my perception this bill
should recive your DO NOT PASS recommendation.

The area I guide and outfit in is east of the small town of Deer
Lodge, south of Elliston and Avon Montana, on Deerlodge National
Forest lands. The 2 camps I have are both remote, pack in by horse,
tent camp experiences that represent a fair, Federal multiple use
concept, in what is some unique backcountry. The East Deerlodge area
needs to be considered on its inidividual merit for "Wilderness".

Former Governor Schwinden recommended to Congress, after in depth
Study Committee perception, it should be "WILDERNESS".

What this bill attempts to do, is circumvent the will of local and
non resident, recreational hunting and fishing beneifits, Montanans'
have anguished over for a long time. When U.S. House Represenative,
Pat Williams had his public hearing on the issue, I was frustrated to
learn Granite County Commissioners, miles away from the proposed area,
at Phillipsburg, Montana tesified Cottonwood Lake, in the southern
portion of the proposed "Wilderness" east of Deer Lodge, not be
included. After the hearing, I spoked privately with Granite County
Commissioners, asking them if they had EVER personally SEEN
Cottonwood Lake, or knew of its beauty and tranquility. The answer
was a firm "No", an honest reply which I respect them for. Montana's
Congressional Delegation also received opposition from the State
Snowmobile Association and I later heard the rumor, that Louisiana ]
Srefie Timber éa?z‘,‘ar.’d Jon), prior to Pat Williams wilderness hearings &A% n};",f’g:;
Cottonwood Lake is unique, with a wild black spotted cutthroat trout ’
fishery, is accessible by horse, foot or snowmobile. 1In the long run,
I believe Louisiana Pacific hopes to road and cut the entire area, not
caring that I have a permitted hunting camp at Cottonwood Lake and
another ¥ near Cliff Mountain. The result was Cottonwood Lake was
not included in the new proposed Congressionally recommended
"Wilderness", against the Governors study committee and against U.S.
Forest Service perceptions. A smaller area did receive the
Congressional go ahead for "Wilderness" classification, north of
Cottonwood Lake.
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1989 is my 18th year in the area as a Licensed Guide and
Outfitter, with up to nine employees each hunting season, using two
approved Federal backcountry camps and utilizing up to 21 head of hor-
ses, normally for two months, October and November, annually. I have
another remote Federal campsite I use with empoloyees in September bow
season, in what's known as The Elkhorn Mountain Range, near Boulder,
Montana.

The "Bottom Line" for Montana's future, in my viewpoint, is one
this committee needs to see. Allthough lumbering economics would
benefit Deer Lodge, Phillipsburg and Montana in the short term, in the
long run, an area full of roads and clear cuts would be economically,
a disaster, for generations of Montanan's.

Please, also consider the proven facts that logging and roading
in wild places has proven to be a deficit program, where it costs the
taxpayer more, through subsidies, than he receives in returns.

Respectfully,

Jack Schilla,
Licensed Guide and
Qutfitter
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WATERSHED PROTECTION AND HJR NO. 1 pn e

TO: House Natural Resources Committee -
Rep. Raney, Chairman

FROM: Donald R. Marble, Attorney
P.0. Box 649, Chester, MT 59522

SUBJECT: Passage of HJR 1 May Endanger Watersheds.
INTRODUCTION

One important reason to promote preservation of our unspoiled federal lands
is to protect the watersheds (sources) of our rivers which are in trouble due
to pollution, damaged source lands, over appropriation etc. This is
especially true in northcentral Montana where my family and I live. The
"map" on the back of this statement roughly describes the watersheds of
northcentral Montana. I believe passage of HJR 1 and the message it may send
to others, would endanger the rivers and way of life of all of northcentral
Montana.

FACTS

The watersheds (sources) of the Marias, Milk and Teton rivers are located on
natural federal lands of the north east front. A large part of these source

lands are not protected by wilderness designation. ({See map on reverse
side.)

Drought has ravaged northcentral Montana: the Teton River (lower) was dry
most of the summer of 1988; the Marias River above Tiber Dam almost dried up
in 1988; in every day of August 1988, more water evaporated from the surface
of Tiber Dam than flowed into Tiber Dam (according to USGS records).

Tiber Dam is the main recreational area in northcentral Montana. Outflow is
now about 350 CFS (minimum allowable to preserve the fishery), reservoir
water level is very low with no promise of improvement.

Snowpack on the north East Front is now low. More and more people believe
the "greenhouse effect" may be causing permanent weather changes such as we
are now experiencing. (See Time magazine, "Earth Issue").

The waters flowing from these north East Front lands service the people,
wildlife, fisheries and ‘lands of northcentral Montana (See map for Marias
River areas.) These include towns, ranches, farms and recreational areas.

Citieé dependent on the waters of the Marias and tributaries include Chester,
Conrad, Cut Bank and many other small towns from Joplin to Havre.

COMMENTS

If the Marias and Milk go the way of the Teton, life in northcentral Montana
will come to a halt. Clearly we should be doing everything we can to protect
the sources of our rivers arising on these natural federal lands., The best
protection is "wilderness." Roads, logging, overgrazing, and prescribed
burns all damage the ability of these lands to store snow and moisture. (Of
course, we also need to work to prevent over-appropriation of our rivers, but
this does not lessen in any way the need to protect the sources.)

I believe passage of HJR 1 will give an 1ill advised message to Congress.
Congress soon will be considering whether or not to give our north East Front
watersheds maximum protection. There can be no doubt that "wilderness" is
the best protection we can give our priceless watersheds. Asking Congress
to not consider the best degree of protection would be a serious mistake.

I believe God certainly made the watersheds of the north East Front and their
rivers to bring life and beauty far out into the prairies of northcentral
Montana. We should all be doing what we can to protect this system.

Please vote against ﬁJR 1. Pledse vote for legislation that will protect the
rive and theirfsources.

L
Donald R. Marble
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WATERSHED PROTECTION AND HJR NO. 1

TO: ‘House Natural Resources Committee
Rep. Raney, Chairman

FROM: ponald R. Marble, Attorney
P.O. Box 649, Chester, MT 59522

SUBJECT: Passage of HJR 1 May Endanger Watersheds.
INTRODUCTION

One important reason to promote preservation of our unspoiled federal lands
is to protect the watersheds (sources) of our rivers which are in trouble due
to pollution, damaged source lands, over appropriation etc. This 1is
especially true in northcentral Montana where my family and I live. The
“map"” on the back of this statement roughly describes the watersheds of
northcentral Montana, I believe passage of HJR 1 and the message it may send
to others, would endanger the rivers and way of life of all of northcentral
Montana.

FACTS

The watersheds (sources) of the Marias, Milk and Teton rivers are located on
natural federal lands of the north east front. A large part of these source

lands are not protected by wilderness. designation. {See map on reverse
side.)

Drought has ravaged northcentral Montana: the Teton River (lower) was dry
most of the summer of 1988; the Marias River above Tiber Dam almost dried up
in 1988; in every day of August 1988, more water evaporated from the surface
of Tiber Dam than flowed into Tiber Dam (according to USGS records).

Tiber Dam is the main recreational area in northcentral Montana. Outflow is
now about 350 CFS (minimum allowable to preserve the fishery), reservoir
water level is very low with no promise of improvement.

Snowpack on the north East Front is now low. More and more people believe
the "greenhouse effect" may be causing permanent weather changes such as we
are now experiencing. (See Time magazine, “Earth Issue").

The waters flowing from these north East Front lands service the people,
wildlife, fisheries and ‘lands of northcentral Montana (See map for Marias
River areas.) These include towns, ranches, farms and recreational areas.

Citieé dependent on the waters of the Marias and tributaries include Chester,
Conrad, Cut Bank and many other small towns from Joplin to Havre.

COMMENTS

If the Marias and Milk go the way of the Teton, life in northcentral Montana
will come to a halt. Clearly we should be doing everything we can to protect
the sources of our rivers arising on these natural federal lands. The best
protection is "wilderness." Roads, logging, overgrazing, and prescribed
burns all damage the ability of these lands to store snow and moisture. (Of
course, we also need to work to prevent over-appropriation of our rivers, but
this does not lessen in any way the need to protect the sources.)

I believe passage of HIJR 1 will give an ill advised message to Congress.
Congress soon will be considering whether or not to give our north East Front
watersheds maximum protection. There can be no doubt that “wilderness" is
the best protection we can give our priceless watersheds. Asking Congress
to not consider the best degree of protection would be a serious mistake.

I believe God certainly made the watersheds of the north East Front and their
rivers to bring life and beauty far out into the prairies of northcentral
Montana. We should all be doing what we can to protect this system.

Please vote against HJR 1. Please vote for legislation that will protect the
rivers and their sources.

s,

Doﬁald R. Marble
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SIERRA CLUB TESTIMONY

TO: MEMBERS OF HOUSE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE

FROM: THE MONTANA CHAPTER, SIERRA CLUB, KIM WILSON, LOBBYIST
RE:HJR 1

The Sierra Club opposes Rep. Swift's HJR 1. Wilderness
designation is a critical issue facing Montanans, one that must be
decided as soon as practicable by Congress. This legislative bill,
however, does nothing to further the resolution of the Wilderness
issue, and should be defeated for several reasons:

1. It is inaccurate. The Forest Service's current and most up-to-
date wilderness acreage recommendation is over 800,000. The 600,000
figure in the bill is the figure arrived at in 1979 through the RARE Il
(Roadless Area Review and Evaluation) process. This process and the
low wilderness recommendations it resulted in was found legally
deficient in 1982 by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in California v.
Black. The current Forest Service recommendation in Montana are under

appeal in Forest Plan appeals, for every forest of the state. They may
be found legally deficient as well.

2. The bill essentially delegates decisions on wilderness
designation away from the people of Montana, through their
Congressional delegation, to the Forest Service bureaucracy. Forest
Service recommendations for wilderness nationwide have consistently
been lower than the actual acreage Congress has set aside. That is
because Congress has had the wisdom to recognize intrinsic wilderness
values where the Forest Service has not. This can be seen in Montana
with the Great Bear and Scapegoat, existing wilderness areas which the
Forest Service did not deem worthy of full protection. The legislature
would be making a mistakein asking Congress to endorse Forest Service

recommendations when the deficiencies in those recommendations have
been so apparent.

3. Montanans want more, not less, wilderness. According to Rep.
Pat Williams poll 57% of Montanans wanted all or a majority of
existing roadless land set aside, while only 10% wanted no further
wilderness. While the Sierra Club supports Alternative W (2.8 million
acres), the approximately 1.4 million acres agreed upon by Senators
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Baucus and Melcher and Representative Williams last session more
accurately reflects the wishes of Montanans that HJR-1. By endorsing

HJR-1, the legislature would be going counter to the majority of
Montanans.

In closing, Montana's last remaining roadless lands are a treasure
- to Montanans and Americans alike. The legislature should not endorse
this measure which, if followed by Congress, would both cut the public

out of the process and contradict the wishes of the majority of
Montanans.



3a

1:/'7“‘. [ /__ /3" f?
e HTR

January 13, 1989

Testimony to House Natural Resources Committee on HJR-1:

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Committee:

I am a third generation Montanan from a ranching family. We

value Montana for its abundant resources. The state's vast roadless

areas is one of these important and valuable resources. This resource
provides a quality of 1ife unequaled elsewhere in the Tower 48 states.

The proposed 600,000 acres of wilderness by the U.S. Forest Service is

not sufficient. The 1.3 million acres proposed by congressman Pat Williams
is more reasonable.

The spread of knapweed is a major concern and roads are the main conduit
for the spread of this noxoius weed. This pernicious weed is the greatest
single threat to grazing land and wildlife habitat. Road construction into
roadless areas will only hasten the spread of knapweed and the inevitable
destruction of the habitat.

Thank you for your consideration of my point of view.
Respectfully submitted,
Gene Munson

1002 Yale
Butte, Montana 59701
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January 13, 1989

Testimony to House Natural Resources Committee on HIR-1:

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Committee:

In 1988 the U.S. Congress ended years of divisive debate on Montana wildlands by
passing a wilderness bill. Years of public meetings and wrangling between a variety of
interest groups created a compromise bill designating 1.3 million acres of new wilderness.
The Reagan Administration, with prodding from the sole dissenting voice in the Montana
delegation, killed the bill, ignoring the years of effort that went into its creation.

You now have before you a resolution asking the U.S. Congress to accept the wilderness
proposal advocated by the U.S. Forest Service. The Forest Service has recommended new
wilderness of 600,000 acres, releasing the remaining 5.4 million acres of roadless lands to
development. In voting on this resolution I hope that you condsider the economic values
that would be lost through such an action.

Monies will be lost by businesses reliant on wildlands and healthy watersheds such as
outfitters, guides and ranchers. A case in point is the Upper Big Hole Valley, where
tourism and ranching are important ingredients of the local economy. Of course, you have
to weigh the economic values of fish, wildlife and water against those to be gained from the
local timber industry. Wilderness advocates have been accused of locking up resources
and sacrificing local jobs through their support of increased wilderness acreages. These
charges are unfounded in southwest Montana. According to the Beaverhead National
Forest planner, withdrawing 70,000 acres from the West Pioneers for wilderness additions
and further study will create a loss of 2500 acres of merchantable timber over a 100 year
rotation. That amount of timber cannot sustain mill jobs over the long haul, only careful
planning and use of the resource will maintain the wood products industry. The acres
identified for inclusion in the 1988 Montana Wilderness bill were not productive timber or
mining lands. These lands were selected after years of thorough research and give and take
between conservationists and industry.

The oft-repeated charge that conservationists are taking jobs away from Montanans does
not jive with reality. Jobs in the timber industry have been lost to automation and a
dwindling resource. It seems ironic that industry spokesmen refer to wilderness advocates
as obstructionists, when the release of nearly 4 million acres of Forest Service land was
halted through the political influence of the mining and timber industries, not the
conservation community.

Thank you for your consideration of my point of view.
Re pecgjx submitted,
- Brian Sho

825 Waukesha
Butte, Montana 59701
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TESTIMONY OF BILL MALOIT

BACK COUNTRY HORSEMEN OF MONTANA
JANUARY 13, 1989

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Ladies and Gentlemen:

T am Bill Maloit, vice chairman for the Back Country Horsemen of
Montana.

The Back Country Horsemen of Montana is incorporated under the laws
of the State of Montana as a non-profit educational corporation.
Our members come from all walks of life -- ranchers, farmers,
oilmen, teachers, foresters, doctors, lawyers, loggers, housewives,
carpenters, outfitters, employees of state and federal governments,
corporate landowners and small businessmen -- Montanans who respect
and use these remaining wild lands.

We are a member of the Montana Wildlands Coalition, a group of
concerned Montana citizens supporting wilderness proposals for
Montana's remaining wild lands and designating other areas for
study or release for multiple use.

Originally 6.5 million acres of roadless public land was under
study and consideration for wilderness status. The 600,000 acre
wilderness designation figure in the resolution is outdated. The
Forest Service through the forest planning process has recommended
747,000 acres for wilderness status, In 1979 the Forest Service
also recommended 1,850,000 acres for further study.

The people of Montana, in 1984 through Governor Ted Schwinden
recommended one million acres of RARE II 1lands for wilderness.
This recommendation was a compromise with input from a wide range
of Montana interest after a lengthy review process. This review
did not include the SB 393 congressionally designated Montana
wilderness study areas.

The Montana timber industry has recommended 957,000 acres for
wilderness. The 1988 compromise legislation designated 1,430,000
acres for wilderness and 640,000 acres for national recreation and
study areas. This compromise legislation would have granted
multiple use status to 4 million acres of national forest land in
Montana. According to the Forest Service, this legislation would
have removed from the timber base less than 17 of the available
timber scheduled for harvest in the future. This compromise
legislation was vetoed by President Reagan. During eight years in
office, President Reagan signed every other wilderness bill that
came across his desk. Of these 25 bills, 21 contained wilderness
recommendations exceeding those of the U. S. Forest.

These remaining wild lands are being considered for exploitation
by logging, mining, and oil and gas development. Many of these
lands are valuable recreational and wildlife habitat. Our national
resources and wild lands cannot be replaced, once exploited.
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Tourism is Montana's second largest industry. A clean industry
that generates $850 million to Montana annually. These recreation
dollars provide jobs for Montanans and benefit the state's economy.
They provide resident and nonresident guests with diversified
recreation, a great deal of it in the peace and solitude of
Montana's magnificent back country.

Ladies and gentlemen of the House Natural Resources Committee, we
speak as concerned citizens and users of these wild 1lands. No
industry or agency supports our course and purpose. We urge you
to vote against House Joint Resolution #1.

Bill Maloit
Vice Chairman
Back Country Horsemen of Montana

Thank you for your consideration.



BEFORE THE HOUSE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
OF THE FIFTY-FIRST LEGISLATURE

TESTIMONY OF STAN BRADSHAW ON BEHALF
OF THE MONTANA COUNCIL OF TROUT UNLIMITED
ON HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 1

JANUARY 13, 1985

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, the Montana Council
of Trout Unlimited is an organization dedicated to the protection
and enhancement of cold water fisheries and fishery habitat.
Montana is blessed with the finest trout fisheries in the United
States, if not in the world. 1In Montana, the abundance of
roadless watershed has been an important component in the
maintenance of that fishery.

The key to maintaining a good fishery is the maintenance of
high water quality, The key to high water quality is an
undisturbed watershed, Wilderness is perhaps the most effective
way to maintain an undisturbed watershed.

The Montana Council of Trout Unlimited endorses wilderness
designation for the headwaters of the state's most popular and
productive trout streams, In particular, the watersheds and
tributaries of Rock Creek, the Big Hole, the Gallatin, the
Yellowstone, the North Fork of the Flathead, and the Smith rivers
all have valuable roadless areas that merit wilderness
designation.

Under the proposal embodied by HJR 1, most of the areas
described would be all or partly left without protection. These
fisheries are a resource of national and even international
stature, and as such, deserve far better treatment than they
would receive from the dictates of this bill.

Given the widespread public discussion over this issue in
recent years, it would be irresponsible for the legislature to
simply adopt a resolution which even the Forest Service would
have to concede is obsolete, Worse, it would subvert the
painstaking process of public opinion and citizen involvement
that has existed thus far,.

No doubt you will receive far more detailed criticisms of
HJR 1. From the prospective of the Montana Council of Trout
Unlimited, however, the disregard of HIJR 1 for the protection of
Montana's blue ribbon trout fisheries is sufficient to kill it.
We respectfully urge you to do so.
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Mr. Chairman and Committec Mcmbers:
As a mother with two children, I camnnot help but wonder about their
future here in Montana. 1 was fortunate enough to grow up during the time

wvhen mountains were seldom threatened by unfuturistic attitudes. But those
days are gone. Now protection of these wonderful, wild places is required
or we risk losing them forever.

You have before you a resolution urging our Congressional delegation
in Washington to accept the Forest Service recommendation on the issue of
wilderness. The Forest Service has recommended that less than 600,000 acres
of wild lands be designated. How utterly ridiculous in this state of ap-
proximately 94 million acres.

In January of 1989, Time Magazine named our 'Endangered Earth' as
Planet of the Year. 1In this issue, all environmental issues are addressed
in great length. In December of 1988, National Geographic devoted that
month's issue to the single question, "Can Man Save this Fragile Earth?"
The articles in both of these publications are disturbing and alarming,
and demand our unrelenting and immediate attention,

If we lose our wild places; next we will lose our wild things. We
need places that are left somewhat undisturbed by man's greed. What a
wonderful, environmentally sound thing to do! In these times when we
guestion even our existence in the future, we must do all we can to pro-
tect this planet for generations to come. HMontana would be contributing
greatly if our leaders have the basic common sense to set aside lands
where deforestation, over-grazing, air, and water pollution could never
be a problem.

The responsibility lies squarely with us. Will future generations
praise our foresight, or look back in anger and dismay at what we had, and
what we lose forever?

Please reject the resolution before you, and instead encourage our
Congressional delegation to seek a wilderness bill that does Montana jus-
tice.

7
Ny Bra g
/‘4\
SherryhBranger

Box 1303
Red Lodge, Montana 59068
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TELEPHONE: (406) 363-6431

JAMES A. HAYNES
Attorney ot law
P.0. BOX 344 i 3
e #IR /
January 11, 1989
Tos Montana House of Representatives Committee on Natural
Resources

FROM: Jim Haynes
RE: HJR

Please vote NO on HJR 1, This resolution was not
discussed with Ravalli County voters, and does not reflect the
informed long term economic interests of Ravalll County or the
State of Montana's outdoor resource industry. A resolution
reflecting the federal compromise recommendation of 1,400,000
wilderness acres would make more sense.

cc: Rep. Barnie Swift



January 13, 1989

Susan R. Near
934 8th Avenue
Helena, Montana 59601

To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to express my concern over the proposed House Joint
Resolution 1 which addresses the future of our wil@pess lands in
Montana. o

I am opposed to this resolution; should it become law it would
amemdy adversely affect the quality of the environment of Montana.
The US Forest Service has been responsible for the desecration of
thousands of acres of our irreplaceable wilderness lands. Their
attitude toward timbering and lack of concern over our watershed
is deplorable! The policy of letting timber contracts out at a
loss to the taxpayer is,frankly, obscene.

Please do not condone the attack on our wilderness by passing legislation
such as this.

gﬁi(_\ 77 Dua—
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Comments concerning House Joint Resolution #1
Introduced by Representative Swift

Submitted by Nancy Coates, Red Lodge, Montana

The Wilderness Bill proposed by Senator John Melcher last summer was to add 1.4
million acres of federal land in Montana to the wilderness system - one million acres
short of that requested by the Conservation Proposal - W, Melcher's proposal capped
all the roadless areas with a token amount of wilderness - usually areas of ice and
rock. Representative Swift is now recommending that the Montana Congressional
Delegation accept the U.S. Forest Service's proposal (outlined in the Forest Plans for
each National Forest District) that less than 600,000 acres of Montana's National Forest
undesignated wildlands be set aside as wilderness. I strongly disagree with
Representative's Swift proposal and request that no less than the 2.4 million acres
outlined in Conservation Proposal - W be designated wilderness.

Representative Swift is suggesting that the US. Forest Service decide how much and
which land should be designated wilderness. In theory that may seem logical but
when you take a closer look it does not make sense. The Custer Forest has very
blatantly ignored public response to preserve wilderness lands. In both the 1976 and
1986 Forest Plans most commentors wanted the remaining roadless areas to be
preserved. The Forest Service allocated less than 10% of the 115,000 acres of land to
wilderness. The Forest Service is obviously not listening to what the resideats of
Montana are saying.

Currently there are 6 million acres being scrutinized to determine what type of
designation would be best for each acre. If accepted, Swift's recommendation would
add less than 10% of that undesignated acreage to wilderness! Montanan's should be
directly involved, and their requests granted, in deciding the fate of the federal lands
in their state. A recent poll by Representative Williams showed that nearly 60% of
Montanans preferred all, or 2 majority of, the remaining federal wildlands to be
placed into wilderness. The 10% Swift is recommending is a far cry from what
Montanansare saying they want.
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The wood products indusiry opposed Melcher's Wilderness Bill because they felt too
many acres would be designated wilderness. Yet it is widely known that timber sales
in the northern Rockies are heavily subsidized by the federal government and a
burden on taxpayers. The northern Rockies National Forest land adds only about 1%
to the nations wood supply and if logging were to stop tomorrow on these lands it
would make no difference to that supply. These same lands, if not logged, contain the
best wildlife habitat, fisheries, wildlands, scenery, and water left in all of America.
These are the very qualities that make Montana so outstanding, and that bring an
ever-increasing amount of money to the state each year. If these areas were to be
open to logging or other extractive industry, or granted any designation but
wilderness, it would make a more drastic difference to Montanans, and Americans, in
the amount of wilderness left for them to enjoy.

As for eastern Montana specifically, that sector of Montana has been
under-represented in the previous Wilderness Bills. Specific areas in eastern
Montana that have been left out, and demand wilderness designation, include:

Area Size Location

1.Line Creek Plateau 22,000 acres Beartooth Mountains
2.Timberline Creek and

Burnt Mountain 7,000 acres Beartooth Mountains
3. Lost Water Canyon 40,000 acres Pryor Mountains
4. Snowies 99,000 acres Snowy Mountains
5. Crazy Mountains Crazy Mountains
6. Absaroka Face Absaroka Mountains

Montana's wildlands are one of America's most unique assets. They provide the
materials for a groying economy and a clean industry for Montana. They must be
protecled for the future of Montana and so they can be enjoyed by the many
generations of Montanans and Americans to come. We need a Wilderness Bill that will
stand the test of time - saving Montana'sunique natural character, the true treasure
of the Treasure State. I am in full support of designating no less than 2.4 million
acres wilderness as outlined in the Conservation Proposal - W.
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January 9th,1989

Mr. Bob Raney, Chzirman

House Natural Resources Ccmmittee
Capitol
Helena, Mt. 59620

Dear Mr. Raney and Members of the Committee,

I write on tehalf of the Montana #ilderness Association to urgethat the

Cormittee take a hard look at HJR# 1, introduced by Rev. Bernie Swift of .
Ravalli County, which urges the Ccngressional Delegation to accept the pr ‘
pcsal of the Northern Region of the USFS that less than 600,000 acres of
National Forest land receive Wilderness designation and that no additiona é

federal lands in M ntana be designated as specizl recreation or #ilderness

study areas.,

I am puzzled that Rep. Swift would take this action as it seems to indicste
that thisresolution represents the wishes of the pecnple in Montana sco far %
as désignating Wilderness is concerned., You are all aware, no doubt, of
the poll which Rep. Pat Williams had taken to d@ermine for himself where

I"ontanans stood on the matter. The results showed:

* 42 vercent would set aside as wildevness the majority of Montan=

ro~dless lands

¥ 15 percent would set aside as wilderness_all of bMont@na's ros

less lands
¥ 32 percent wonld set naide s wilderness some of Montsna's road-

less _1ands, but oren the majority for develorment g
¥ 7 nercent wonld open all roadless 1lnds for development

* 3 percent had no ovinion
Cle rly, Rep., Swift is not in tune withe the majority of Montznan's on the

icsue or he chcoses to ignore them. At any ra~e, he is misrepresenting *the

cheice of the peovrle in this resolution.

Resolution # 1 also claims: "...these wilderness proncsals (Cong Del's),
if enacted, would drastically impact thelMontana forest indusiry by reducing
the basic operating forest land tnse and would have a critical, denressing]
effect on Montana communitiez that are economically dependent on the fo-es®
industry."
The two attached gravhs (USFS Data) showiust what pronortion of the timbery
resource would be involved should either the Montana Conservotionists' bill,

Alt. W, of Senzator Baucus's bill be passed. Senator Baucus's bill, if ve seillg
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would have involved 5.1 mm bd. ft.-about one half of one percriet of the
potential a nual timber sales in M ntana. If the conservation’sts' bill h=d
heen introduced and pas <d 19mm bd.ft. out of a billion would hrv:s heen
foregone, The graphs speak for themselves an:’ would seem to cast gr-ve

gquestion of accuracy on Rep. Swift's claim,

The most convincing evidence of the unsoundness of Rep. Swift's resolution
can be found in the attached Draft paper by Professor Tom Power, Cheirman
of the Economics Dept. at the U of M. . I have included a copy of Prof.
Power's paper with this letter. I urge that all members of this “Yormittee
read through his analysis of the relationship betw=en local community
stability and wilderness. He has made quite a study of the matter and his

conclusions in no way parallel those of Rep. Swift's,

In summary, HJR # 1 does not appear to reflect the attitude of the citizens
of Montana toward further wilderness designation, ror does evidence indi-
cate that Rer. Swift is correct in saying that further wilderness desig-

nation would severely impact loczl communites or the industry.

Therefore, MWA urges the Natural Resurces Committee to recommend non-

passage of this resouluvtion,

Sincerely,

i R 4 b b 'y
Slewe e
Doris iilner, MJ4 Rep. /ENF
W 75 Ricketts Rord

Hamilton,Mt 50840
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Thomas Michael Power
Professor and Chair
Economics Department
University of Montana
Missoula, Montana ~
59812

prepared for the 30th Arnual Ccnvention
of the
Montana Wilderness Association
Cecember 3, 1938
Kalispell, Montana
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I. Wilderness and the [ocal c~w(ﬁv A Broad Cvarview

Let me begin my discussion of the impact thaf the protection
of wildlands has on the local economy with the oldest and most
familiar of charges against wilderness: it locks up the
commercial resources that could have fueled the development of
the local economy; - As Bruce Vincent, the Libby coordinator of
the Great Log Haul, put it in his testimony this fall before

Congress:

We are mystified that acts such as NEPA and
NFMA ...have been allowed to be used as
weapons in the crippling battle to 1lock
America out of her resources.

..perceived moderate groups such as the —
Montana Wilderness Association continue
to...successfully suck the blood out of our

. families and_ _communities...(September 28,
1988, Statement before House Subcommittee on -
Forests, Family Farms, and Energy, p.4)

Mr. Vincent was speaking of the alleged impact of Forest
Service appeals on timber supply, but he would be even more
emphatic about proposed expansions of the wilderness system.

The Director of the U.S. Bureau of Mines, T.S. Ary, made the
same point earlier this week when addressing the Northwest Mining
Association in Spokane: Wilderriess designation is objectionable
because it is "single use" legislation that locks away valuable
resources upon which our prosperity depends (Missoulian,
11/30/88, p.9).

The logic here is fairly straight forward and, assumedly,

testable: local economies adjacent to protected wilderness will

be relatively depressed while economies dominated by timber and

Draft Page 2 ' Draft



mining activities that are not restricted by wilderness
protection should be relatively prosperous.

For evidence in support of this hypothesis 1let’s 1look at
wilderness counties across the United States. University of
Idaho geographers have been working on a large project studying
all 277 “wilderness" counties, counties adjacent to cfessified
wilderness, in the U.S. In addition they are taking a closer
look at a dozen of these counties, including Lake County,
Montana. (Overhead #1)

Those counties are almost all 1located in fairly remote,
nonmetropolitan locations well removed from national urban growth

centers. Only a quarter of these counties are within 50 miles of

a metr0bolitan area and most of those are 1in California. But

s - .- -

the overall economic performance of these wilderness countles is
anything but depressed.

Over the last thirty-five years these wilderness counties
have had population growth rates three to six times the growth
rates in other nonmetropolitan counties. During the 1970s, these
wilderness counties grew three times as fast as all metropolitan
counties. During the depressing first half of the 1980s the
wilderness counties grew over twice as fast as metroéolitan
counties and over three times as fast as nonmetropolitan
counties.

These growth rates are impressive'and startling. fWhatever.
wilderness was doing to these 1local economies, it wasn’t

strangling them by locking up resources. Quite the. contrary,

Draft Page 3 _Draft
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thase counties bhecams maanets to kusiness and population because

of the environmental resources preserved and protected by

wilderness.

Alternatively, we could look at timber and mining towns that

have not been constrained by wilderness restrictions and see if
they show signs of superior prosperity. I will spgte you a
statistical review. All of us have had experience with lumber
and mining towns in Maine or Wisconsin or Minnesota or Oregon,
not to mention Mcntana. Our own Butte has not been know for its
prosperity since the turn of the century. Lead and Deadwood,
South Dakota, despite unlimited access to the minerals of the
Black Hills are dying towns. A tour of purely lumbe; towns would
be no more inspirational.
" But let's get'closér to home and look at how Qeli wil&érhess
counties in Western Montana have performed over the last decade.
The eighties have been a difficult decade for Montana. As if
caught in the spell of a rare astrological alignment, Montana
suffered through simultaneocus 1low points in its typically
cyclical industries: agriculture, wood products, energy, metal
mining, and federal spending. State-wide it was depressing. In
particular communities, it was catastrophic. But foé some
counties things did not go all that badly. Interestingly, as
with the nation, among the counties that did the best during
these hard times in Montana were our wilderhess‘ counties.
(Overhead #2)

If one 1looks at the top fifth of Montana’s counties during

Draft Page 4 Draft
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the 19302 iIn ftaovms of pooulation grvawth, one finds that seven of
those twelve counties are adjacent to wilderness areas. Those
seven wilderness counties’ gain in population accounted for

almost all (97%) of the populaticn growth in the State, 22,400 of

the 23,000 net gain in the states population through 1987.
Together they had population growth rates three and a ﬁglf times
the state average. The annual growth rate in these counties was
a modest 1l.4 percent per year or 15 percent per decade. Over a
fifty year period this would lead population to double. This is
not stagnation nor is it a boom. But it might be a rate of
change with which most of us would find we could creatively cope.

It is important to note that some Western Montana
"wilderness" counties are not on this "growth" list. Deer Lodge
;h&”Silvér Eow, homes of Anaconda and Butte are not the;;,.but
the wrenching dislocations in those communities were not tied to
restricted access to resources but to an unbalanced and unhealthy
addiction to one industry, an industry that sinultaneously
destroyed the landscape and the very cities themselves. Sanders,
Beaverhead, and Madison are not there. But they all gained
population (slightly) while 35 other Montana counties 1lost
population in the 1980s. Among those losing population were
Pondera and Mineral, each of which 1lost one or two hundred
people, not catastrophic 1losses given what the State has been
through.

If we look over this list of growing wilderness counties, it

is obvious that they have more going for them than simply that

Draft Page 5 Draft
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Lt . 1980-87
[ S Growth in Some
Hestern Hontana “Nzlderness“ Counties

Popul. %

Gain Bain
6200 12.0%
5900 13.7%
3800 - 8.8%

2700 12.0%

o

19200 10.2%
9th“(t1e) L e 1300 ' | 7.0%
"“' M e e
lath (txe) 14th 600 S.6%
- - +22,400 | 10.3%
ail T ; D !
~4%- Montana - - i +23,000 P2.9%

—_————

Source: UM BBER, Population Estimates, September 1, 1988
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them, the- presence of wildefness would rarely be mentioned in
econonic discussions. Each has one or several cbvious centers of
commercial economic activity 1largely unrelated to adjacent
wildlands. But the important point 1s that whatever wilderness
has done, it has not locked resources away from these communities
in a way that has impoverished themn. They have not been
impoverished here in Montana or nationwide. In fact, as I will
discuss later, one can assert that the wild and scenic landscapes
and the way of 1life they support are one of the important
characteristics that draws people to these communities and holds
them there. In that sense, those wildlands are an important
contributing part of the 1local economic base. Rather than
Eéékiné .up valuable frgéouces to the det;iﬁent of the eéonomy,

wilderness preserves valuable resources so that they can

permanently sustain the local community and eccnomy.

II. Tne Economic Base Vision: Distraction and Distortion

This, of course, is heresy in the context of the official
state economic dogma: the economic base theory. That primitive
theory asserts that it is only the export of goods and the money
they bring in that matter. Wilderness, by restricting the
extraction of exportable goods, can only depress the economy.
Fhen this theory is applied to Western Montana, it is used to
tell us that over fifty-percent of the region’s economic base is

tied to timber harvests when we count both private and Forest

Draft Page 6 Draft
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Figure 1
The Forest Products Industry
in Western Montans's
Economic Base
1980-1984

Other
manutacturing

Nonresident

travel
Ariiroaas
Agriculture
Mining
-
Fodersl
government
Source' US Department of Commerce Bureau of
Economic Anaiysis. Regional Economee information
System
Figure 2
The Forest Products Industry
in Montana's Economic Base
1981-1985
Forest
products
1%
Nonresident
travet
Federal .
Railrosds gover
Agriculture
Mining
Source US Department ot Commerce Bursau of
Economit Aralysis. Regonal Economic inlormation
System
Figure 3
Sales Vaiue of Wood and
Paper Products
Montana, 1979-1986
(Miillions of 1986 Dollars)
1,000 T
—
800 ¢
=~ -
I —
800+ —
400+
200¢
L4 + + + + + +
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Source Uniwversity of Montana. Bureau of Business and
Economic Research, Forest indusines Information
System
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Clearly this 1is a warning: don‘'t fool with that timber
supply; it is the economic 1life blood of our Western Montana
communities. Wilderness, of course, is seen as doing exactly .
this: restricting Forest Service timber supplies.

But is Forest Service timber supply the dominant ﬂ}uel for
Western Montana counties ? Let me use one such wilderness
county, Ravalli County, to answer that question. (Overhead #4)

Timber sales off of the Bitterroot National Forest peaked
in the late 1960's with sale volumes averaging 62 million board
feet per year. Milling capacity 1in the Valley also peaked at

that time. Since then, timber sales from the Bitterroot National

Forest have been cut in half to about 34 mllllon board feet

- -

| during the 1970 s and 30 million board feet in the 1980's.

This was a drastic decline in timber harvests, far larger than
any imaginable decline that could be caused by wilderness
classification. For comparison, the Forest Service has estimated
that adoption of the Montana Conservationist’s HWilderness

Proposal would reduce Forest Service harvests about three

percent.

What was the impact of this 50 percent decline in BRNF
timber harvest 7? Did it, as the more primitive versions of the
economic base model would suggest, decimate the Ravalli County
economy ? Quite the contrary. Rather than this decline in
timber activity causing a decline in over all economic activity,

it coincided with a virtual boom in the Valley. During the

Draft Page 7 Draft




-

1970's 23 Rittorvont Matin-mal Farest timber activity was

r

declining, Ravalli County was the second fastest growing county

in the state. The population growth rate was four times faster

than the state average. During the 1980’'s, when the state’s
economy has been in decline and losing population, Ravalli County
was one of the few counties that has shown substantial gfawth.
Clearly there are economic activities taking place in the
Bitterroot Valley that operate independently of the health of the
timber industry there and which have been the source of the
county’s growth. Those interested in the economic well-being of
the residents of the mountain valleys of Western Montana ought to
be careful to protect these dynamic aspects of our local
economies that are not tied to local timber harvests.
| m‘.ohelmaﬁor source of growth in the Bitterroot ﬁas béén'the
natural beauty of the Valley. This has drawn people both from
the Missoula area as w211 as from around the country. A large
number of retired folks have moved into the Valley bringing their
ra2tirement incomes and savings with them. In fact, income not
associgted with current participation in the work force now
makes up almost fifty percent of the Valley’'s personal income.
In 1986 that non-labor income came to $122 million dollars."This
compares with the $16 million the Bitterroot National Forest

estimated its timber harvest contributed directly to local wages.

The non-labor income flow is almost eight times as large. If we

are worried about the health of the local economy on what should

we focus our attention: on the environmental amenities

Draft Page 8 Draft
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Putting the Timber Industry in Perspective
in the Bitterroot Vallevy

The 1370's
1969 1979 Percent Change
Averace Annual Timber Sales (1964-59) (1970-79)
from the 2BNF 62.1 mmbf 34.1 mmbf -45%
Personal Income (1972%) $43.6mil. $84.0mil. +93%

Non-labor income: retirement,
dividends, interzsi, et:. $17.1mil. $36.Cmil. +110%

Income from wood products
manufacturing employment $3.1mil. &5.0mil. +62%
(in Ravalli County)

Population 14,409 22,493 +56%
Labor Force 5,475 7,870 " +44%
The 1980°'s
.- —e - e . . ae. e . *
1979 19087 Percent Change

Average Annual Timber Sales (1970-79) (1580-87)

from the ERNF 34.1 mmbf 29.4 mmbf ~14%
Emplovment 7221 : 10547 +44%
Azcd Froducts Manufacturing

Emeplorsznt (in Ravalli 7o Slnk 549 +53%

Personal Inccome (current $s) £151.0mill. $247.8mill. +64%

(19856)

HWage and Salary Income $36.1mill. $64.4 mill. +75%
(1986)

Non-labor Income $63.3mill. $122.2mill +93%
(1986)

Hood Preoducts Manufacturing

Wage Income (in Ravalli Co) $6.6mill. $9.5mill +44%

(1986)

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, BEA, REIS
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from public lands that contribute so little while undermining the

environmental goose that is already laying the golden egg?

The economic base model does not only work to exaggerate the ,%

importance of timber flows from public 1lands and, thus,
indirectly to help make an economic case against wilderness
presarvation. It does the same for any potential commodity
development in roadless areas. Consider natural gas development
along the Rocky Mountain Front. (Overhead #5)

According to the economic.base model, o0il and gas activities
made up almost 40 percent of the economic base of the three non-
urban Front counties, Glacier, Pondera, and Teton. (It is

unreasonable to exclude the other Front county, Lewis and Clark,

- .- e ae- . [

beca&sé éhat exaggerages'the' role of o0il and gas on the Fréht.
But that probably is exactly why it was excluded from this data
set.) During the 1980s, these counties saw a collapse of this
mart 2f their economic base even more severa than what the
Bitterrcot went through with the reducticn In the Bitterroot N.F.
cut. During the first half of the 1980s employment fell by a
half and 1income by two-thirds in the o0il and gas industry in
these three counties. Combined with the difficulties of
agriculture, the economic base shrunk by fully 40 percent. That
is a catastrophic decline similar in relative magnitude to the
shut down of the Anaconda operations in the Butte-Anaconda area.
What was the result ? Did, as the economic base model would

suggest, income, employment, and population fall 40 percent or

Draft Page 9 Draft




Tabla 1
Population Changes
Thres Rocky Mountsin Front Counties
1980-1986

+«-- Population ---- - Net Migration -

County 198¢ 1986 Changa  Nuabsr Percent®
Clacler 10,600 11,200 600 -700 .7
Fondera 6,700 6,700  -- -500 .7
Teton ~£.9500 _6.400 -10Q -400 -6
Thres counties 23,800 24,300 500

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bursau of the Census and
University of Montana, Bureau of Business and Economic Ressarch.

4percentage of 1980 population.

-

Table 2
Labor Incoms in Basic and Derivative Industries
Three Rocky Mountain Front Counties
1980 and 1984
(In Millions of 1983 Dollars)

cven Ch‘n‘. seme
1989 1884 Amawnt  Percent

Total labor income §182.4 §151.6 -30.8 -17
Basic industries 78.9 46.7 -32.2 -42
Farn 23.3 5.8 -17.5 -75
Nonfaram 55.6 40.9 ~14.7 -26
Mining 25.4 15.4 -10.0 -39

e .. ..01]1 and gas extraction « 24.5 15.4 -9.1 ~37-
Other aining 0.9 0.0 -0.9 -100

Heavy construction 1.2 1.4 0.2 17
Manufacturing 9.0 4.6 -b.4 -49

Wood products 0.4 0.2 -0.2 -50

Other manufacturing 8.7 4.4 -4.3 -49
Rallroads 3.5 2.5 -1.0 -29
Nonresident travel 4.6 7.3 2.7 59
Federal government 11.9 9.7 -2.2 -18

§s.7 Y04 “NE =26.4%

Derivative indusiriss 103.5 104.9 1.4 1
Privats sector 83.5 82.5 -1.0 -1
State & local governmant 20.0 22.4 2.4 12

Sourcs: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,
unpubl{shed data. Nonres{dent travel estimated by University of Montana,
Bureau of Business and Economic Research.

NOTES: Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

Glacier, Ponderu, and
Teton counties.

Ex. 2 43
113 -89

2
Figure 1
Personal income
‘Three Rocky Mountain Front Counties
1680-1985
(In Millions of 1988 Dollars)
Millions of
Oocllers
00y - —_—
Tolal parsonal income
R .
07T

100 ;__,_.--"""1;3;:5;1;::::::-.

. _—e
1980 191

1982 1583 184 168
Sowrce: U.S. Daps % of C. ce,
Bureau of Economic Anatysls, unpublished
dats, snd University of Montana, Buresy
of Busk and E ic A rch,

NOTE: Glacier, Pondera, and Taton
oounties.
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No. The rast of the econuny expanded slightly during that
period as did the population. If we were to include Lewis and
Clark County, the expansion would be significant rather than
tiny. But the size of the expansion is not what is at issue.
The absence of the predicted catastrophic collapse is” what is
important. Clearly there 1is something more stable, more
enduring, more resilient that the economic base model suggests.
There 1is more substance to our local economies than this
primitive but dominant theory suggests.

That something, I would suggest, is the land and landscape
and the way of life it supports. It draws people to our-mountain
valleys and holds them there through bad times as well as good.
That may 1lead to distressing statistics 1like high unemployment
rates and low per capita incomes, but it also stabiiizes our
communifies and allows them to survive rather severe fluctuations

in our extractive industries. Destroy that land and landscape,

fu

nd geople will flow in and out of the state they way thay do in
Wyoming and 0Oklahoma. Then we will see real economic distress.
This greater substance to our local economies can also be
seen in some recent critical analysis of the application of the
economic base approach to the Flathead and Missoula economies.
The Forest Service was curious about the reliability of Montana's
official economic dogma, the economic base theory, to predict the

impact of changes in 1its policies on the local economy. If the

economic base model were reliable, because it is so simple, it

Draft Page 10 Draft
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is much easier and less costly.

[37]

would make economic impact aralwv:

[71]

The Forest Service analyzed four “timber dependentc”
communities in the Pacific Northwest, including Flathead and
Missoula counties in Montana. It investigated the basic.
underlying causal logic of the economic base model: is it
changes 1in the basic, export-oriented, activities dione that
determine the changes in the rest of the economy °? It is
possible that things go the other way around, that growth of
population and development of a more mature and sophisticated
local economy makes the area a more attractive place for export-
oriented firms to locate. But then 1locally-oriented economic
activities would be 'the driving causal force, not export
activities. Of course, both parts of the economy could be
important driving forces, both local and export. Cauéalit?fcould
be bi-directional. Finally, it is possible that there is little
casual connection Dbetween 1local and export activities. They
could be largely independent activities, neither being the cause
cf the other. (0Overhead #5)

The vresults of the Forest Service analysis lent little
support to the economic base approach. In Flathead County, three
of the tests suggested bi-directional causality: loéally—
oriented activities were driving export activities as well as the
other way around. 1In two other tests, local activity and export
activity appeared to have no impact on one another. In Missoula
County, in five of the six tests, the export sector did not drive

the locally-oriented sector. The primary casual assumption of

Draft Page 11 Draft
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the oconomic base nwod2l waz not empirically confirmed.

I am spending so much time talking about something as
obscure as an economic model because that particular model is
regularly used against any steps to protect the natural
environment. It asserts that only export oriented commodity
development activity contributes to 1local economic welfare. If
that 1is the case, any restriction on extractive industries
obviously amounts to shooting ourselves in the fobt. The point I
have been trying to make is that this particdlar economic model
is anything but a neutral tool of science. Rather its chief
attraction to those who wuse it 1is the way it enthrones
historically important extractive industries and disables all
other economic actors. And I would emphatically insist that

- - .. - . . . “ ee- N v g . . N r .
conservationists and preservationists are vital economic actors.

IIT. Timber Supply, Lumber Production, Employment and Income

Finally let me look at the impact of the flow of logs off of
our forested mountains on 2mployment and income in Western Montana.

To begin with, as we all know, the production of timber
products in Montana set a record in 1987 and, if it were not for
the strike this summer, it would have come close to recbrd high
levels again this year. The strike reduced output about 10
percent. (Overhead #7) In all of our timber counties, there has
_been an upward trend in production throughout this decade. That
has been supported by increased harvest levels.

Yet, throughout this period, we have heard calls for

Draft Page 12 Draft




Timber Produced and Harvested by County
1981 - 1987

County Timber Processed
(millions of bf)
1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

Lincoln 170 135 210 215 215 235 265
Flathead 220 185 260 255 260 280 290
Lake, Mineral,

Sanders 135 95 160 160 140 135 150
Missoula 260 225 270 260 265 280 280
Granite, Ravalli

Powell 55 40 65 75 100 120 130
All others | 135 105 145 165 180 1S90 170
Total Processed 975 785 1110 1130 1160 i240 1285
Total Harvest 937‘ 828 1151 1043 1117 1225 13?6.

+. Source: .C..Keegan, BBER, UM. . .
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arndustion on puhlis lands £o incrsaze. The talk of a log shortage
peaked this year but has been a constant theme of wilderness
opponents for most of the 80s. Contrasting this peak production
and high harvest levels with this shortage talk almost forces one
to shout: "How much do you want ? Are you never satisfied ? If
the 1log flow supports record production 1levels and full mill
utilization, what more can you reasonably ask of the forests?"
(Overhead #8)

The response to such a cry from those pushing for an expansion
of timber harvests on public lands is likely to either point to
future predicted shortages, to which I will turn in a minute, or to
the layoffs of woodproducts workers during the 1980s. (Overhead #9)
Several thousand mill and woods workers lost their jobs during the
" '80s and did not get them back. In some of our sméller’couhtiés
that really hurt. This combined with wage and bDbenefit "take
backs" caused the total payroll flowing from this industry to fall
significantly.

Unemployed workers and reduced incomes w2re real enough and
hurt a 1lot. People in pain often look for a scapegoat and found
one in those who would restrict the flow of logs off of public
lands. The problem, of course, is that this got the casﬁai forces
totally turned around. The source of the problem was not an
inadequate supply 1logs but inadequate demand for logs and for
- workers. One only has to 1look what was happening to production
costs to understand how record production, unemployment, and low

income could go hand in hand. (Overhead #10)

Draft Page 13 Draft
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Figure §
Average Manutacturing Cost
Selected idaho and Montana Milis

1976-1986
1986 Dollars per
Thousand
10T
»
—d

1004
Lumber (SMBF, lumber tally)
Pywood (SMSF, 3/8° basis)

% P ™ el oy, rom S oo o

1976 1978 1980 1982 1584

1988
Source: Derived from U.S. Depantment of Agriculture, Forest Service, Region 1, unpublished
data.

Note: Figures adjusted for inflation using the implicit price deflator for personal consumption
expenditures from the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Figure &
Wage Costs to Produce Lumber and Plywood
Montana Miils
1976-1988

1954 Doltars per
Thousand

_’/\_-/\/_\ Lumier (SMBF. humber taly)

Pywood (SMSF 2/ basis)
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Sources: Derived from dats provided by Univarsity of Momana, Bureau of Business and
Economic Research: Montana Department of Labor and industry, Westermn Wood Products
Association; and American Plywood Association.

Note: Wage costs wers adjusted for inflation using the implicit price deflator for personal
consumption expenditures from the U.S. Department of Commarce.




The iridemuatal-r T2y hids  rav2 net simelv a mistake. Since
Darby cannot sell a twc-by-four for anymore than any other company
can sell a two-by-four in the very competitive national lumber
market, Darby cannot offer to pay more for 1logs than the price.a
two-by-four and Darby‘'s milling costs justify. If those millingl
costs are high and the value of two-by-fours is low, Darby is going
to have to get its logs cheaply or go out of business.

Only two things can save a mill from this fate: rising lumber
prices or declining production and supply costs. Unless there is
an explosive boom in housing construction, it seems unlikely that
lumber prices are about to rise. The rash of investments in
modernization of mills and the "take backs" imposed on mill workers
are part of the mill owners’ strategy to get production costs down.
‘And they are doing an impressive job of that, much to the pain and
suffering of workers.

But where does that leave the older independent mills that
cannot afford the millions of dollars of investments that Champion
and Plum Creek are making? One th.-:g that could save them would be
if hey could obtain their 1logs more cheaply from the Forest
Service. But the cost of obtaining trees frcm Forest Service land
is rising as the Forest Service pokes into more and more.remote,
high, steep sites to obtain lower and lower quality trees. Only
larger and 1larger subsidies from the U.S. Treasury could keep the
costs of supply from rising. But Congress is moving to limit the
subsidy, not expand it.

There is the bind. The large, modern mills can afford to bid

Draft Page 15 Draft
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labor and other production costs. They were successful.

nawest mills had labor cost half those of the older mills. Capital%

was vreplacing labor in the mills’ struggles to keep production
costs low and competitive. It is the mills who are displacing%
workers, not inadequate Forest Service harvests. -
Fear of a timber famine has driven Forest Service policy forév
most of its history. This talk of log "shortages" , in general, is;g
very confusing. There are at least two distinction that have to be
made in making some sense out of these concerns over timber supply. ?
First, supply has to be looked at in economic terms, not physical ’
terms. Second, one has to distinguish the - supply problems of the '
recent past from those of the future.

' The recent discussions have been miéléé&ing in theirvbmphasis

on the threat of a physical disruption in the flow of logs to the .

mills. “Supply” as 1in "supply of lecgs" is not a physical concept "

hut 1n economic one as in "suroly and demand". The distinction
i2re is koth basizs and impcrtanc. Econcmic supply is the supply
available at a given price. As the price mill owners are willing
tc pay rises, the supply available to them rises too. When the
price they are willing to pay is low, so is the supply avéilable.
The problem the Darby Lumber Company has faced has not been that
there were no trees available for it. It bid on lots of trees,
many more than it could have used. But it did not offer to pay a
high &nough price for those logs. As a result, 1ts neighboring

mills won the logs instead and Darby’s log yards were empty.

Draft ‘Page 14 Draft
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a little bit higher Dbecause thair ccste are lower. The
independents cannot. As a result, the indepéndent mills, like
Darby Lumber and the proposed worker-owned mill in Missoula, will
be in increasing difficulty obtaining 1logs cheaply enough to
continue to operate at a profit. The 1logs will be available, but

g

their cost will be beyond the reach of those mills.

Conservationists, it 1is likely, will again take the blame for
this. That would be particularly perverse. One source of the
problem is that the 1large diameter old growth has now been cut
over. Conservationists did not do that cutting. Another source of
the problem 1is that the more easily reached timber lands have
already been roaded and cut. Only lower quality, more costly sites
remain. Preservationists didfl do that cutting either. The final
" source of the problem is the relatively abundant suéply 0f timber
nationwide that keeps the price of lumber products low even during
a period of record consumption. Environmentalists have not usually
been credited with boosting nationwide timber supplies either. So,
if somes chszyvers think that finger pointing is wuseful, they had
better get to work finding a new scapegoat: the wilderness
advocate is increasingly obsolete in this role.

Those who have been emphasizing a physical shortage —6f logs
are likely to respond that whatever has been true of supply in the
past, is going to change dramatically in the future because a major
source of supply in Western Montana, private industrial timber
lands, is going to be cut back severely because of the rapid

liquidation of the o0ld growth on Champion’s and Burlington

Draft Page 16 Draft




These two private companies together recently have been.

producing about the same amount of timber as the U.S5. Forest

Service itself. But they have done so only by cutting far in.
excess of sustained yield. So rapid has been the liquidation of
these private timber inventories that Champion has already had to .

begin reducing its harvests for lack of trees. It 1is expected to o

slash harvests 20 percent now and even further in the future. BN

will soon be doing the same thing. It is these dramatic reductions

in the harvests off of private 1lands that 1s the source of the
concern over inadequate future timber supplies.
If harvest on private 1lands are going to fall, the pressure

will be on the Forest Service to increase the harvest on public

lands to offset the decline. More clearcuts, more below cost .

sales, more roads, etc. on public lands will be called for to
protect 'jobs. Apparently the solution ¢to the overcutting of

private lands at rates that far exceed sustained yield will be to

ot

ovarcu public 1lands too. That would be a truly strange and
bizarre path to economic stability for Western Montana !

Before Western Montanans rise up to urge this destructive path
on the Forest Service, we should 1look closely at this Eurrent
version of the timber famine.

First, it should be recalled that timber is bought and sold in
a commercial market where supply, demand, and price play important

roles. When the large industrial timber companies -‘were rapidly

harvesting their timber, the supplies from their lands depressed

Draft . Page 17 Draft
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Local economic development dces not consist of
simply more of the same. A greater timber supply or
greater reliance on mining a particular mineral or
greatzr investment in o©il and gas development simply
rakes our communities more unstable and vulnerable.
The collapse of mining in Butte or oil and gas on
the Rocky Mountain Front or the dislocation in our
timber communities during the 19805 demonstrates
that.

The supply of commodities from unroaded public lands
is not what will dictate the economic future of
Western Montana. An altogether different future is
already developing in our mountain wvalleys that
depends upon protecting the wild landscape that is
our heritage and treasure.

The overall problem faced by the timber industry is
not one of shortage but of surplus. There is a
surplus supply of raw material and milling capacity
nationwide that has kept woodproduct prices
depressad despite record high levels of consumption.

A major part of the economic.base of Western.Montana
is its wild and scenic besauty, the quality of its
natural landscare. Those who, 1like the Montana
Wilderress Association, invest in protecting that
landscape are engaged in important and productive
economic activities that will be crucial to the
economic future of the region. Your activities may
a lees  {l2rshy than those of Pennis Wacshington, but
the contrihution you are making is just as important

and ay morz r2rmanent.
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POTENTIAL EFFECT OF PROPOSED WILDERNESS
ON TIMBER HARVEST IN MONTANA

(U.S. Forest Service Dato)

Other Montana Timber Harvests
442 Million Board Feet (per year
National Forest Service Harvest
559 Million Board Feet (perye

L

__

(Potential) Annual Timber Sales
Effected by Proposed Wilderness in $-1478
5.1 Million Board Feet
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POST OFFICE BOX 891 « HAMILTON, MT 59840 ¢ TELEPHONE (406] 363-5070

MONTANA-IDAHO RANCH BROKERS
CONSERVATION PROPERTIES
RANCH APPRAISALS

January 11, 1989

Bob Raney, Chairman

Natural Resources Committee
Capitol Station

Helena, MT 59620

Dear Bob:

I just finished reading Bernie Swift's House Joint Resolution #1.
Bernie and I have been friends for a long time but he has
certainly missed the boat with this resolution. Most of Bernie's
political support is from the loggers in Darby. I believe he has
mistakenly assumed that what is good for Darby is good for the
rest of Ravalli County and good for Montana.

This is not true. Most of our economic base is wilderness
oriented: from the outfitters who need quality hunting
territory, to the fishing guides who need clean water, to our
young people who need to learn of their spiritual heritage and,
finally, to our growing retirement industry of which wilderness
is a primary drawing card (as a Realtor most of my income is
focused on the latter. I work daily with people trying to decide
on a retirement location and I can say wholeheartedly that the
wilderness areas in western Montana help me make salesg. Dr. Tom
Powers of the U.M. business school has very convincingly pointed
out the economic values of wilderness for tourism and our
retirement industry. It turns out to be many times more valuable
than our extractive industries. (I1'11 send you a resume of his
material in a few days.)

All three of Bernie's whereas's are misleading:

#1: Along with the 600,000 acres of designated wilderness, the
Northern Region also recommended nearly 2,000,000 acres for
further study as wilderness candidate areas. It should be noted
that this study was completed 10 years ago when the Forest
Service was mostly of a sawlog mentality. Although that agency
would do well to accept more change, it has certainly recognized
an increasing need for more wilderness over the past 10 years.
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i
If the same study were updated, I'm sure they would come up with i

much more than 600,000 acres of wilderness quality land.

#2: Everyone knows that John Melcher's HB 2090 passed both the i
U.S. House and Senate. Then was vetoed by President Reagan as a
political move to unseat Melcher. (Personally, I think John =

unseated himself with all of his foot-dragging on the wilderness %
bill.)

#3: Bernie is a trained forester as I am and I'm sure he knows .
that the 1.4 million acres of wilderness as designated in .
Melcher's bill would have had no affect on the timber base. The

2.4 million acres recommended by some of the more responsible “
land use planning groups would affect this base of timber growing %

land but very little. This is because the individual areas are
located mostly in the high country where there is either rock,
unmerchantable stands, or stands where growth is exceptionally
slow. (Most of the good timber growing sites have already been
roaded and logged.)

In short, it is not fair for our diverse wilderness based economy i
to be jeopardized by one small single interest pressure group.

Your rejection of Bernie's shortsighted resolution will tell the i
world that Montana is more concerned with maintaining a stable, i

clean, growth industry of tourism and quality retirement living-
-- not the further destruction of America's playground and
Montana's heritage as Joint Resolution #1 will do.

Sincerely, i
Bill Bradt
BB/b
cc: Bernie Swift |
Natural Resource Committee Members (16) "
Max Baucus
Pat Williams i
Regional Forester §

Bitterroot National Forest Supervisor

[ sty

[ e
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10 Vole Creek Road, S.W.
Hamilton, Montana 59840
January 9, 1989

Bob,Raney, Chairman

House Natural Resource Committee
The Capitol

Helena, Montana 5?690

Dear Mr. Raney:

We have just learned that H.B. # 1 sponsored by Bernie
Swift of Ravalli County has been submitted to the Legislature.
That bill is entirely consistent with Mr. Swift's background
but it does not represent the sentiment of the majority---even
in this exploitation-oriented-county.

We strongly oppose that bill and urge that the Comittee not
support it.

Sincerely,

) Frdde B

J. Frederick Bell

Catherine 0. Bell

cCs Senator Elmer Severson
Representative Bob Thoft
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January 10, 1989

Bob Raney, Chairman

House Natural Resources Committee
Capitol Station

Helena, Mont. 59620

Dear Chairman Raney:

Please do all in your power to prevent HJR 1 from
passing. This is an atrocious bill that will not serve the
public interest.

HJR 1 would tell our Members of Congress that our
Montana people want less than 600,000 acres of forest
wilderness protected. This would be a lie.

In September, 1988, Representative Pat Williams
commissioned a public opinion survey. Among other things,
this survey disclosed that the majority of Montanans want
most of the 6.3 million acres of forest roadless areas given
wilderness status! »

They know as I do that these roadless areas don't have
a lot of timber that could be cut profitably without big
Forest Service subsidies. (My late husband owned and
operated a small sawmill for many years.) In most of these
roadless areas, the stands of timber are too small and
scattered. Such areas are best kept for fishing and hunting
and wilderness recreation.

I am not a card carrying conservationist. Because of
age and physical limitations, I will never visit a wilderness
area. But I want most of our forest roadless areas protected
as wilderness for the enjoyment of our present and future
Montana people.

Please vote "No" on HJR 1. Thank you!

Yours truly,

P e rredin & Koo

Emmelen E. Gabriel
1433 Meridian Road
Victor, Mont. 59875
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1433 Meridian Road
Vietor, liontazna 59875
January 9, 1989

Rep. Robert Raney, Chairman
House Natural Resources Committee
Capitol Stetion

Helensa, liontana 59620

Dear Mr, Raney:

We disagree completely with House Joint liemorial
No. 1 and ask that you kill it.

This ill-begotten memorial would make it the official
position of the state of Montana thet Congress should set aside
less than 600,000 acres of national forest lands inthe state
for wilderness purposes--and no recreation areas.

We heve four professional foresters in our family.
They have general knowledge of the areas that were in the
three lontana Wilderness Bills before Congress last year.
They have indiceted that none of these bills, involving about
1.4 million acres of wilderness, would have much effect on the
state's timber industry or jobs. That's because the areas
lack significant operable timber.

If we thought muen good sawtimber was involved, you
can be sure that we wouldn't be taking this position to ask
that this memoriel be kiiled.

However, these 1.4 million acres of undeveloped
national forest lands in kiontana that should be set aside as
wiiderness provide importent wildlife and recreation benefits
in their present condition., These benefits will be largely
destroyed if the areas are developed. liontana citizens and
the nation need our wilderness and recreztion areas, as well
es the better timber lands for harvest.

S0 pleese kill House Joint kemorial No., 1.

Sincerely,

s € Pira 1) Phpee

Mr. & Mrs. G. W. Hayes
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746 Sawyer Lane, Hamilton, MT 59840 '_’3'?7
January 7, 1989

Representative Bob Raney, Chairman
Natural Resources Committee
Montana House of Representatives
Capitol Station

Helena, MT 59620

Dear Representative Raney:

This is to let you know that I am totally opposed to House
Joint Resolution # 1 by Bernie Swift and respectfully urge
you to see that this ill-advised resoclution does not pass.

HJR # 1 urges the Montana Congressional Delegation to limit
the national forest lands in Montana that receive a
wilderness designation to less than 600,000 acres, and that
no additional federal lands in the state be designated as
special recreation or wilderness study areas.

Bernie Swift does not represent or speak for me on this
important matter.

Moreover, his statement in the resolution that the three
previous wilderness proposals of the Montana Congressional
Delegation would, if enacted, "drastically impact the Montana
forest industry by reducing the basic operating forest land
base and would have a critical, depressing effect on Montana
communities that are economically dependent on the forest
industry" is a total falsehood and misrepresentation.

While the previous wilderness bills by Representative Pat
Williams, Senator Max Baucus and former Senator John Melcher
would have designated about 1.4 million acres of national
forest roadless areas as wilderness, they would not have
designated "another million acres as special recreation and
wilderness study areas," as the resolution falsely alleges.

Instead, the bills would have designated only about 300,000
acres as wilderness study areas and approximately 395,000
acres as special management and recreation areas.

In addition, U. S. Forest Service officials told the Reagan
Administration the impacts of the congressionally approved
Melcher bill on the timber industry were minimal and urged
him to sign the legislation.

Moreover, Swift's resolution is strangely silent about the
fact that in its 1979 RARE II decision, the Forest Service
recommended 1.85 million acres of national forest roadless
areas in Montana for formal wilderness study.
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Representative Bob Raney, January 7, 1989, Page 2

It should also be noted that all national forests in Montana
are losing money on their timber sales. In other words, it
costs more to build the roads to haul out the timber than the
timber is worth. You and I as taxpayers pay for these huge
Forest Service subsidies to the timber interests. The
subsidies are adding to the nation's $150 billion deficit and
undermining the nation's and Montana's economy.

The timber-producing potential of most of Montana's national
forest roadless areas is very low or non-existent. At the
same time, watershed protection, fisheries, wildlife habitat
and backcountry recreation values of these same areas are
extremely high. The slopes are steep, and the soils are
often highly erodible. As the Forest Service's own soil
scientists and wildlife biologists report, these values can
easily be damaged or destroyed by road building and logging.
Our own state wildlife biologists confirm these facts.

So, for most of Montana's national forest roadless areas, a
protective wilderness or other special management designation
would not only be appropriate but also highly desirable in
the public interest. 1In fact, a professional public opinion
survey conducted last September found that 57% of Montana's
citizens wanted most of their state's six million acres of
national forest roadless areas designated as wilderness.

The Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Department and consulting
university economists determined last year that the economic
value of Montana's elk, deer, antelope and fisheries is $295
million a year. This does not include licenses or the number
of times a fishing or hunting dollar turns over in Montana's
local communities (twice or more). If these are included,
the total value of hunting and fishing to Montana approaches
$1 billion a year. Fishing and hunting are not subsidized.
They are a profitable industry. They depend on high quality
watersheds and wildlife habitat.

Accordingly, I again ask that you kill HJR # 1 as
inappropriate and not in the Montana public's interest.
Please include my letter in the hearing record on this
subject. Thank you.

Sincerely,

£

Clifton R. Merritt



® e

_SNoged

‘D

— _,,Q\S\‘ oS N\ww
MonYewn ‘s
QQves ATV w P

) \N?Q o

VS cowaNev

AMQQ‘Y\X;Y\QN 3

\wms~ | S-ewvewna\
Prveside

MeSova Y

AN\

S R
wi o d L

SN o 35X c.\,

R\~ VSO U .4 ) S
A Q

moN\

.T\“d%eg,

) S\N\‘QV\Q, \’ 5

/~2AQI<DLJ~

320

GN(& .

82 S e —AVA CAN SR A

. W\\&vmss ,,,,,,,,, Yo L\\, .

\‘.'-Q.!\V.S -

Wy R-A

HSR 7
[ -15-37

12| RS

L_,[f.ff{f | o

V\M\‘

s _GOowa

WK -A

A3

o ow Q-,Q,\,MQ\_, U

meisx

,\V\VA\M«,le) AT
S9B%u

i
d

i



HIR |
\=1>-59

et to reject House Joint Resolution No.o 1.

EL Heguest tc L

; "’f the izeue being addressed in thiz proposal is
the Jdists o hetween private interests, that is, business
oublic trust.

&t the f(.”!.""'l"f. int left across th’-"* country
' lobbies reprecenting them, with
e to set aside adeguate

2Ee wint left Fos t

s and vnfor z‘u.thJy sOnIE
orporate, whoge

cornittes,

Thard: you for your considerstion.

B Buch



HIR
TuoMas W. TRIGG | ~ 13'9?

ATTORNEY AT LAW
HIGGINS FIRST FEDERAL BUILDING
210 NORTH HIGGINS AVENUE
MissouLa, MONTANA 590802-4435
(408) 721-6778

January 13, 1989

Mr. Bob Raney

Chair, House Natural Resources Committee
House of Representatives

State Capitol

Helena MT 59601

Re: House Joint Resolution No. 1
Dear Mr. Raney:

I noticed in news reports today that your committee will hold
hearings this afternoon on House Joint Resolution No. 1, a proposal
to endorse the United States Forest Service's designation of
600,000 acres in Montana as wilderness.

While I favor the designation of Montana land as wilderness,
I was troubled by the discrepancy between the acreage proposed by
the Forest Service and the larger amount favored by the majority
of the Montana Congressional delegation last year. 1 believe it
would be appropriate to support the judgment of our elected
officials rather than the recommendations of the dominant Federal
agency in Montana,

Very truly yours,

-
G

THOMAS W. TRIGG
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