
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 
HOUSE AGRICULTURE LIVESTOCK E I R R I G A T I O N  COMYITTEE 

MONTANA HOUSE OF N3PRESEXTATIVES 

January  13 ,  1977 
3 a 3 0  p , m .  
Rm. 4 3 4  
S t a t e  C a p i t o l  Bldg. 

The meet ing was c a l l e d  t o  o r d e r  by Chairman Day, w i th  a l l  mehbess 
p r e s e n t  and accounted f o r .  

Represen ta t ive  Conroy, c h i e f  sponsor  o f  H.B.  134,  135,  and 136, 
opened d i s c u s s i o n  by s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e s e  t h r e e  b i l l s  were t h e  f i r s t  o f  a  
s e r i e s  o f  about  n i n e  b i l l s  t o  be in t roduced  concerning t h e  brand l a w s  
i n  Montana, A s tudy  was made about  onc yea r  ago t o  up d a t e  t h e  brand  
laws i n  Montana. Rep. Conroy exp la ined  HOB. 134, was a  b i l l  t o  i n c r e a s e  
f e e s  f o r  r e c o r d i n g ,  t r a n s f e r r i n g  and r e r e c o r d i n g  marks o r  brands.  
The b i l l  would i n c r e a s e  t h e  f e e  from $ 1 0  t o  $25, which i s  an inc rease  
of  $1.50 p e r  yea r .  The reason  f o r  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i s  t o  g e t  more money 
i n t o  t h e  Department o f  L ives tock ,  f o r  o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s .  Les Graham, 
Admin i s t r a to r ,  Brands Enforcement D iv i s ion  of  t h e  Department of  
L ives tock ,  s t a t e d  t h a t  ove r  40, s t a t e  and county o r g a n i z a t i o n s  had 
been approached wi th  t h e s e  b i l l s ,  wi th  o n l y  one o r g a n i z a t i o n  opposed. 
There are 67 thousand brands  i n  Montana and they  need t o  be r e r eco rded  
every  t e n  y e a r s ,  t h e  nex t  r e r e c o r d i n g  w i l l  be  1981. I n  J u l y  of  1980,  
t hey  w i l l  need two a d d i t i o n a l  employees, t o  work on t h e  r e r e c o r d i n g .  
M r .  Graham exp la ined  t h e  procedure  each employee had t o  go th rough  
and t h e  need f o r  two more employees. A t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t ime ,  a l l  o f  
t h e i r  funding comes from earmarked revenue funds  and t h e s e  f e e s .  
The Department o f  Livestock would l i k e  t o  keep it t h a t  way, so t h e r e  
i s  a  need f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  r a i s e  i n  t h e s e  f e e s .  Represen ta t ive  
Conroy c l o s e d  w i t h  a  recomended, do p a s s ,  f o r  K.B. 1 3 4 .  

Rep resen ta t ive  Conroy opened d i s c u s s i o n  on H.B. 135,  e x p l a i n i n g  t h a t  
t h i s  i s  ano the r  revenue b i l l  d e a l i n g  wi th  f e e s  charged f o r  hand l ing  
brand s e c u r i t y  agreements f i l e d  w i t h  t h e  Department of Livestock.  Les 
Graham, e x p l a i n e z  t h a t  t h e r e  would be  a  l i m i t  of $15, f o r  t h e s e  ser- 
v i c e s .  H e  went on t o  e x p l a i n  how much it a c t u a l l y  c o s t  t o  p r o c e s s  
each one o f  t h e s e  mortgages. I t  amounted t o  $6.92, pe r  mortgage. He 
f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  b i l l  would a t  l e a s t  a l l ow them t o  m e e t  t h e i r  c o s t s .  
Rep. Conroy c l o s e d  wi th  a  do p a s s  recornendation. 

Represen ta t ive  Conroy exp la ined  t h a t  H.B.  136 would make s u r e  t h e  
Department o f  L ives tock  i s  n o t i f i e d  when l i v e s t o c k  i s  imported a c r o s s  
t h e  s ta te  l i n e .  This  n o t i f i c a t i o n  must be made wi th in  48  hours  a f t e r  
t h e  a r r i v a l  o f  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  i n t o  t h e  s t a t e .  This  l i v e s t o c k  can n o t  
be commingled wi th  o t h e r  l i v e s t o c k  a l r e a d y  i n  Montana u n t i l  i n s p e c t e d  
f o r  b rands  and marks by a  s t a t e  s t o c k  i n s p e c t o r  o r  deputy s t a t e  s t o c k  
i n s p e c t o r .  Rep. Conroy then  submi t ted  an amendment t o  t h e  b i l l .  The 
amendment i n s e r t e d  on page 2 ,  s e c t i o n  2 ,  l i n e  19 ,  fo l lowing  t h e  word, 
" i n s p e c t o r . "  t h e  fo l lowing ,  "The f e e s  f o r  t h i s  i n s p e c t i o n  s h a l l  be  
t h e  same a s  t h o s e  imposed f o r  county l i n e  o r  change of  ownership 
i n s p e c t i o n s .  The f e e s  pa id  t o  s t a t e  s t o c k  i n s p e c t o r s  s h a l l  be rem.:.tted 
t o  t h e  depar tment  f o r  d e p o s i t  i n  t h e  earmarked revenue fund f o r  t h e  
use of  t h e  depar tment ."  Conroy c l o s e d  wi th  a  do pas s  a s  amended, re- 
comendation. Mons Teigen,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  Plontana Stockgrowers and t h e  
Montana Wool Growers ~ s s o c i a t i o n s  went on record  a s  being i n  s u p p o r t  
of  H.B.  134,  135,  and 136. 
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~epresentative Staigmiller moved executive action be taken on H.B. 
134, 135, and 136. Representative Johnsf-.on seconded the motion, The 
motion was carried. 

An amendment to H.B. 134, was suggested to change, on Page 2, line 
9, after the word, "name" to strike the work "in" and insert-the 
word, "with". 

Representative Johnston moved the abovg amendment be adopted. It 
was seconded by Rep. Bengston. The motion was carried. 

Representative Johnston noved H.B. 134, do pass as amended. Represent- 
ative Severson seconded the motion. The motion was carried. 

Representative Smith moved H - B .  135, do pass. It was seconded by 
Representative Staigniller, Discussion: Representative Brand 
said he would vote against the bill only because he didn't like 
it being put under the Administrative Procedures Act. Charles Brown, 
attorney for the Department of Livestock, stated the reason for 
this was it gave the public more hold. Representative Conroy stated 
it had been recomended by the Governor's office to 'put it this way. 
Question was called by Representative Gunderson. The motion was 
carried with one opposition, Representative Brand. 

Representative Gunderson moved H.B. 136, do pass. It was seconded by 
Representative Staigmiller. A substitute notion was made by Representative 
Conroy, that the amendment be adoped and as amended do pass. It was 
seconded by Representative Johnston. Discussion: Rep. Dassinger, asked 
if there.was a penalty for not having animals inspected? In reply, yes, 
there already is a law to cover the penalty. The motion was carried 
to, do pass as amended. 

Chairman Day asked if it would be all right with the committee if these 
bills were held back until the fiscal noteon f3.B. 135, came back. The 
committee agreed. 

A Motion was made by Representative Dassinger to adjourn. The motion 
was seconded and carried. 

Adjorned at 4:20 p.m. 




