
MINUTES OF THE MEETING 
SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 

February 19 ,  1977  

The meeting was c a l l e d  t o  o r d e r  by Sena tor  Towe, Chairman, a t  8:00 a.m. 
i n  t h e  Governor ' s  Reception Room i n  t h e  C a p i t o l  Bui ld ing .  Committee 
members p r e s e n t  w e r e  S e n a t o r s  Towe, Brown, Rasmussen, J e rgeson ,  Blaylock 
and Sena to r s  Roskie,  Devine and S t o r y  a t t e n d i n g  l a t e .  

The fo l lowing  b i l l s  were d i scussed :  SB 228 
SJK 35 
SB 336  
SB 2 5 3  
SB 429 
SJR 3 4  

SENATE BILL 228 

Sena to r  Towe r e f e r r e d  t o  a let ter from Morr i s  B r u s e t t ,  L e g i s l a t i v e  
Audi tor  ( a t t a c h e d  #1) and s t a t e d  s e v e r a l  department heads had been 
c o n t a c t e d  and asked t o  appear  and t e s t i f y  r ega rd ing  a l l e g e d  d e s t r u c t i o n  
of r e c o r d s  du r ing  a u d i t  procedures .  H e  t h e n - a s k e d  f o r  s t a t e m e n t s  
from t h o s e  people .  

D Jack  Crosse r ,  D i r e c t o r  of  t h e  Department of Adminis t ra t ion ,  submit ted 
a w r i t t e n  s t a t emen t  t o  t h e  committee ( a t t a c h e d  # 2 ) .  

Sena td r  Towe asked M r .  Crosser  i f  t h e  Department of  Adminis t ra t ion  
could handle  a t o t a l  r eco rd  r e t e n t i o n  program under t h e  e x i s t i n g  
r e g u l a t i o n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  having t o  p a s s  and implement SB 2 2 8 .  

M r .  C ros se r  r e p l i e d  t h e y  have t h e  r u l e s  t o  do eve ry th ing  a t  p r e s e n t  
b u t  enforcement i s  a problem u n l e s s  it i s  s t a t u t o r y .  

Sena to r  Blaylock noted t h e  l e t te r  from M r .  B r u s e t t  s t a t e d  t h a t  r e c o r d s  
w e r e  s e n t  t o  be s t o r e d  du r ing  an a u d i t  i n  t h e  Department of 
Admin i s t r a t i on  and t h a t  t h e  a u d i t o r  had t o  pay $1  a box t o  r e t r e i v e  
t h o s e  recox:&for t h e  a u d i t  and asked why t h a t  had happened. 

M r .  C ros se r  s t a t e d  he f r a n k l y  d i d n ' t  know bu t  assumed space  w a s  a 
problem and it w a s  neces sa ry  t o  s t o r e  t h e  r eco rds  s o  t h e y  wouldn ' t  
be  des t royed .  

Sena to r  Blaylock asked i f  anyoneeasked t h e  a u d i t o r s  i f  t k y n e e d e d  
t h e  r e c o r d s .  I t  d i d n ' t  seem l i k e  such a problem j u s t  t o  ask .  

M r .  Crosser  r e p l i e d ,  no, t h e y  should have come t o  him and asked ,  
b u t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  would d e f i n i t e l y  n o t  happen again .  

B Ron Brown, Admin i s t r a to r  o f  t h e  C e n t r a l i z e d  S e r v i c e s  D iv i s ion  of 
S o c i a l  and R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  S e r v i c e s ,  responded on beha l f  of  P a t r i c k  
Melby, D i r e c t o r  of SRS, who had been r eques t ed  t o  appear  b e f o r e  t h e  
Appropr i a t i ons  Committee. H e  s t a t e d  t h e  r e c o r d s  were n o t  a v a i l a b l e  
because t h e  l i f e  o f  the t a p e  t h e y  w e r e  s t o r e d  on i s  f i v e  y e a r s  and 
because of  t h a t  t h e y  +re immediately spun o f f  i n t o  hard Zaka. The 
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destroyed. The present policy is to store tapes for the full life of 
the tape and no further problem is anticipated. 

Senator Towe inquired if the Department now anticipates being able to 
work with the auditor. 

Mr. Brown replied yes, the record retention system is at present 
very cumbersome and it takes a great deal of time and effort to cope 
with it due to the large amount of material needed to be stored. He 
felt the bill would help in this respect and supported it. 

Fred Barrett, Administrator, Employment Security Di-vision, stated 
his Division had disposed of bank statements for a six month period 
from July 1, 1974, to December 31, 1974, after they had been reconciled 
to the Division records and stated they were not current year records 
(see attached # 3 ) .  He stated there are 23 offices involved in their 
record retention system and as a result they have an immense amount 
to cope with. The present system is cumbersome and they feel the bill 
is a way out. 

Senator Towe asked if the Division forsees any problem in working 
with the auditor in the future. 

Mr. Barrett replied, "No, sir". 

Norman Grosfield, - Administrator of the Division of Worker's Compensation 
stated that during the January 1, 1970 - July 1, 1973 audit the 
auditors gave him a list of 14 files they were unable to locate out 
of 80,000 they audited for that period. Seven of those files were 
located in the Attorney General's office and seven have not been 
located. Mr. Grosfield stated he felt sure they were not destroyed and 
were in storage somewhere. 

Senator Towe asked him how he felt about SB 228. 

Mr. Grosfield stated he feels current procedures are adequate and there 
is really no need for the bill. 

Sonny Omholt, State Auditor, presented written testimony to the 
committee (see attached # 4 ) .  

Senator Towe asked him how he felt about the bill. 

Mr. Ontholt stated he had no feeling one way or the other. 

John Northey, staff attorney for the Legislative Auditor, made a 
statement in which he said the letter from Mr. Brusett was not intended 
to be a criticism but rather served only to point out some problems 
that have been encountered. He feels the bill is necessary to handle 
some of the details involved with record retention during auditing. He 
further stated the computer tapes are most necessary to retain until 
paper audit procedures are complete. He noted that page 3, line 8, of 
the bill is the most critical portion of the bill. This is where 
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I problems exist and with a retention schedule this situation would 
be corrected as well as the problem of storage of excess records. 
He further stated that subpoena power as it now exists is unclear 

I as to who can subpoena whom and this bill would clarify that situation 
also. He felt the bill was not a major change but a very necessary 
one. 

I Ellen Feaver, from the Legislative Auditor's office, said the bank 
statements in question in the Employment Security Division were 

I 
current year bank statements, not the previous year as Mr. Barrett 
had indicated. 

Senator Towe asked Mr. Northey if record retention can't be handled 

I by regulation and if the bill is really necessary. 

Mr. Northey replied he feels it is necessary and the affirmative 

I action in the bill is necessary. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 35 

b Senator Graham, District 29, sponsor of the resolution, stated the 
resolution was signed by 34 members of the Senate and if he had had 

I more time more would have signed it. The resolution is a product 
of Montanans Opposed to Discrimination. The stated he is not a member 
of that group as he represents both Indians and whites. He stated 

I he feels there is nothing against Indians in the bill and he was going 
to be referring to the Crow Reservation as he had lived there for fifty 
years. The resolution is only intended to retain the federal and state 

I 
jurisdiction over non-Indians on the reservation so they would not 
be included under the Indian law and order code. 

He further stated the constitutional rights of non-Indians on the 

I reservations are being violated by the Indian law and order code 
and noted that the constitution of the United States was established 
long before any treaty. He stated he stands on his record as a long 

I time supporter of Indians in the legislature. He again stated the 
resolution changes nothing, just retains things the way they currently 
are. He asked Helen Peterson, Co-Chairman of the Indian Task Force 

I 
to explain briefly to the committee the status of that group. 

11 Helen Peterson, Co-Chairman of the Indian Task Forcg explained the 
make up of the task force. She said there were meetings with various 

I tribal task forces and suddenly one of the groups withdrew and then 
several more. The reason given for the withdrawals was there were 

t 
certain subjects which the groups did not want to discuss which were 
mandated in the resolution establishing the task force. At the fourth 
meeting held in January of 1976, seven members were present, two by 
proxy, and after a day long discussion they voted to dissolve the 
task force on a 5-2 vote. 

I 
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PROPONENTS - 

Mr. Doug Freeman, attorney from Hardin and attorney for the Northern 
Cheyenne and Crow Tribes, stated he had'been the tribal attorney for 
several years and an assistant counlyattorney and had worked with 
tribal jurisdiction for several years. He presented the committee 
with a copy of the Crow Law and Order Code (see attached # 5 )  which 
goes into all civil and criminal matters on the reservation. He stated 
there was no input to the code by any non-Indian. He further stated 
there was no right to bail or jury, no warrant and search and 
seizure procedures for any non-Indians in their law and order code and 
that the Indians specifically claim sovereign immunity for themselves. 
He noted that one reservation is split 50/50 in land ownership and 
40/60 in population Indian/non-Indian. This law and order code would 
affect all the people and all the land. Under the implied consent 
section, anyone even traveling through the reservation would come under 
Indian jurisdiction by implied consent. He presented copies of petitions 
against the Crow Law and Order Code to the committee (see attached #6). 

Lester Johnson from Browning stated he was not present to oppose the 
Indians in any way noting his grandsons are enrolled in Indian schools, 
but he wants his rights as a non-Indian retained. 

F. L. Ingraham, attorney faom Ronan and representing Montanans Opposed 
to Discrimination stated he is the city attorney for Ronan and special 
city attorney for Polson. He read an article from the Daily Missoulian 
(see attached # 8 ) ,  summer of 1975, which noted Indians have the power 
to tax land on the reservations and always have had that power. He 
stated there are 25,000 non-Indians and 20,000 Indians on reservations 
in Montana. The whites bought the land from the United States originally 
and the government then reimbursed the Indians. He stated if the Law 
and Order Code is allowed, non-Indians will be victims of the biggest 
land fraud ever perpetrated. 

Bill Big Spring, Sr., stated he is a proud Indian and owns 56,000 
acres of deeded land. The deed says he is white and he supports 
the bill as he is protecting his own land. 

Senator Towe allowed all those who support the resolution to stand 
and state their names. He also reminded them to sign the visitor 
sheet if they rose in support of the resolution (see attached visitor 
sheet) . 

1 Urban Bear Don't Walk, representing the Montana Inter-Tribal Policy 
Board presented a written) statement to the Committee on behalf of 
that group (see attached # 7). He responded to previous testimony 
stating he felt it was ridiculous to state that non-Indians are 
denied their rights to counsel, bail and jury, not to incriminate, 
etc., in the Law and Order Code. He noted the Law and Order Code 
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was basically patterned after the Bill of Rights. 

He further commented on the Indian Task Force by stating that although 
some tribes did withdraw, others stayed and tried to establish a 
dialogue but had trouble keeping the County Commissioners with them. 
He noted it is hard to give input to the tribal councils if you are 
not a member of the tribe. 

Earl Old Person, Chairman of the Blackfoot Tribe, thanked the committee 
for the opportunity to appear before the committee on behalf of himself 
and all the other Indians from other tribes and reservations who were 
in attendance at the hearing. He stated the Indians are a people who 
have a designated area known as a reservation which they are trying to 
develop by protecting and preserving their lands and rights and 
developing their resources. Perhaps they have not done it perfectly 
but they feel that many many times they are the victims. They are 
just as aware of being off the reservation as the non-Indians are 
when they are on the reservation. 

He stated there are other areas where non-Indians and Indians can 
meet and discuss their problems and this should happen. Jumping to 
conclusions as is the case with the resolution causes problems. He 
stated he concurs with the Statement presented by Mr. Bear Don't Walk 
which is an united statement by all the tribes of the state. 

James Canan, Area Director of the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Billings, 
stated he endorsed the previous statements and opposes SJR 35. He 
noted he was speaking only for the Billings Office of the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs as there had not been time to get the new Administration 
to state a policy on it. 

He stated the Indians are looking for mutual understanding and 
reconciliation in the area of relationships between Indians and non- 
Indians. He felt the resolution is the wrong answer to the wrong 
problem at the wrong time. The fault is that of the federal government 
and to some extent the state as they have not been prosecuting lesser 
crimes as they should re non-Indians on the reservations. There are 
many many instances of non-Indians committing crimes against Indians 
and/or their lands that have gone unpunished. 

He felt there were several solutions to the problems: 1. the state 
of Montana should ask the United States government to beef up the 
United States Magistrates on the reservations and hire more Deputy 
U.S. Attorneys to cover the situations; 2. inquire if the Highway 
Patrol and local law enforcement people are doing their jobs as well 
as they should; and 3. reopen the dialogue between the Indians and 
the people of the state of Montana. 
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Philip Roy, attorney for the Blackfoot Tribe, stated the proponents - 
did not cite even one case in support of the accusations against the 
law and order code and Congress has done nothing. He felt many agencies 
can be beefed up to help alleviate problems. This resolution is a 
rash move and the Indians will not stand by and watch it happen. They 
are trying very hard to develop their resouces and reservations and 
shouldn't be blocked at every turn in that effort. 

Frank Lame Bull, attorney representing the Fort Belknap Indian 
Community, staFed non-Indians purchased Indian land in full awareness 
of the laws that existed. It is therefore in the interest of the 
tribes to protect their tribe's assests and rights. Non-Indians 
are protected by the 1968 Indian Civil Rights Act which was passed 
by Congress. 

Senator Towe asked all further opponents of the resolution to stand 
and state their names, reminding them to sign the visitors sheet if 
they did so (see attached visitor sheets). 

Senator Graham closed by saying this resolution does not change anything - 
that exists today. There were many implied things in the testimony 
that was given. There are problems existent but the jurisdiction 
over non-Indians should remain with their own laws and courts and 
Indians can retain their own jurisdiction and laws over themselves. 
He stated he would be the first to support a new task force both at 
home and in the legislature. 

There being no further time for prop0nen.t~ or opponents, Senator Towe 
called for questions from the committee. 

Senator Towe asked Bill Nozigeau aboutfinancjal conditions on the 
Flathead Reservation. Mr. ~origeau stated there are now five banks 
on the reservation. The tribe operates a credit program and it has 
invested over $7 million for them at present. There are also 14 
real estate offices on the reservation. 

Senator Brown asked Mr. Roy and Mr. Ingraham to respond to the 1968 
Indian Civil Rights Act. Mr. Roy stated it was enacted for the 
protection of the Indians and non-Indians alike against arbitrary 
action. It does protect rights in criminal cases of non-Indians 
on reservations. 

Mr. Ingraham commented that the Act has not yet been litigated and 
is in the same category as all other Indian laws. 

Senator Roskie asked if any non-Indian could be represented in any 
way on an Indian Council. (response from several, no) He further 
asked that if the tribal juries, judges, etc., are all composed of 
tribal members is it really fair that non-Indians have to go before 
any of these judges or juries without any representation on them. 

Phil Roy said Mr. Ingraham had missed the mark by about 180°. He 
stated that discrimination is a two-edged sword; there is definitely 
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discrimination against Indians. The codes are the Indians best 
protection. The Indian tribes are embryonic and are trying to 
develop their own potentials. 

Mr. Ingraham responded by saying Congress has plenary control over 
reservations and this is reason enough to pass the resolution right 
now. Any law with ambiguity must be decided in favor of the Indian 
at present. 

Senator Roskie asked if you appear before an Indian court do you 
have to have Indian counsel. 

Senator Graham responded the counsel must be fluent in the Crow 
Indian language. 

Senator Towe asked Mr. Bear Don't Walk to respond to the question. 

Mr. Bear Don't Walk responded by saying it is not true. In fact, 
it is totally incorrect. You are entitled to your own counsel. 
Being a member of the Montana State Bar is the only necessary quali- 
fication. 

Senator Towe read from the Crow Law and Order Code in which it 
is stated you will be assigned a tribal defender if you do not have 
any other counsel (that counsel you are entitled to). 

Senator Roskie stated he fails to see where the resolution affects 
many of the things talked about in the hearing. He stated Mr. Canan's 
remarks, although valuable, were not those of the agency (Bureau of 
Indian Affairs) but rather were his own. Senator Roskie stated 
he made that statement in order to protect Mr. Canan. 

Senator Towe stated he felt continuing dialogue between Indians and 
non-Indians should be incorporated into the resolution. He asked if 
continuing dialogue at the local level wouldn't be helpful in 
solving some of the jurisdictional problems. 

Senator Graham stated he didn't know if it could be put in due to 
the scope of the title of the resolution but he would very much like 
for it to happen again. 

Phil Roy stated he felt the resolution is unconstitutional. and should 
be killed. 

Earl Old Person stated that Indians are the minority of minorities. 
We should come together and talk over issues int.elligently, he stated. 
If that doesn't work, then maybe resolutions such as these should be 
tried. Let's find out what is right, what is legal first, and then 
try to work things out together. 

Senator Towe asked if the U.S. Magistrate and court system on the 
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It is working badly, he stated. 

I Senator Graham responded that Senator Towe has a point but doesn't 
feel it is as bad as it has been painted. 

I Senator Towe asked Mr. Ingraham the same question. 

Mr. Ingraham responded that dialogue to eliminate abrasiveness would 

C he most helpful if all parties fully cooperated. The state could not 
help in court and enforcement because it all has to be done in 
Washington D.C. by the Secretary of the Interior. The federal 

I government doesn't enter into Flathead as the state took jurisdiction 
there in 1968 and also in Fort Belknap. The state has the powers 
and duties but has not assumed them. 

I Caleb Shields, representing the Fort Peck Tribes, stated the overall 
dialogue should be initiated before the passage of SJR 35. The tribe 
has the right to terminate leases and this probably would happen 

I if the state forces jurisdiction, he stated. 

Senator Towe explained that a House Joint Resolution is nothing 

b more than a glorified letter to Congress which makes the intent 
of the legislature known to Congress but does not have the force 
of law. 

I Richard Reid, Poplar, stated the Pledge of Allegiance refers to 
one nation under God, indivisible. He said he is satisfied with that 
and doesn't want to divide the nation. 

I Phil Roy, representing the Blackfoot Tribe, stated the Indians are 
not separatists but rather are just using the attributes of sovereignty. 

I They only want to retain federal Indian jurisdiction and not have the 
state interfere. 

being no further discussion and due to the time element, the hearing 
was closed and the hearing on Senate Bill 336 was opened. 

SENATE BILL 336 

Tom Harrison, representing the Police Protective Association, 
presented the bill for Senator Turnage, sponsor. He stated the 

I 
bill will do the same thing for the metropolitan police law as 
the Sheriff's Retirment Act. He stated the attached amendments 
(attachmenk # 9 )  take care of any fiscal problem. He reviewed the 
amendments with the committee. 

I Larry Nachtsheim, Public Employees Retirement System, appeared 

t 
just as an information person. He stated the bill had been 
redrafted because there was too much in the bill and it was 
reworked to make it easier to handle and modeled it on SB 204. 
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I There being no questions or further discussion, the hearing was closed. 
The comitte then met in Executive Session. 

) SENATE BILL 336. 
Senator Story moved to adopt t.he amendments presented by Mr. Harrison 

I on behalf of Senator Turnage (see attached committee report). THE 
MOTION CARRIED WITH SENATORS TOWE, BROWN, STORY, AND RASMU~EN PRESENT. 
Senator Towe stated he would inform the other committee members of the 

I action on the bill for their concurrance. 

Senator Story moved Senate Bill 336 Do Pass As Amended. THE MOTION 

I 
CARRIED WITH SENATORS TOWE, BROWN, STORY AND RASMUSSEN PRESENT. 
Senator Towe stated he would inform the other committee members of the 
action on the bill for their concurrance. 

I SENATE BILL 253 - 
Senator Story moved Senate Bill 253 Do Not Pass. THE MOTION CARRIED 

b 
WITH SENATORS TOWE, BROWN, STORY, AND RASMUSSEN PR.ESENT. Senator 
Towe stated he would inform the other committee members of the 
action on the bill for their concurrance. 

Senator Story moved Senate Bill 429 Do Not Pass. THE MOTION CARRIED 

r WITH SENATORS TOWE, BROWN, STORY, AND RASMUSSEN PRESENT. Senator 
Towe stated he would inform the other committee members of the action 
on the bill fox their concurrance. 

Senator Rasmussen moved Senate Joint Resolution 34 Do Pass. THE 

I MOTION CARRIED WITH SENATORS TOWE, BROWN, STORY, AND RASMUSSEN 
PRESENT. Senator Towe stated he would inform the other committee 
members of the action on the bill for their concurrance. 

(There being no further business, the meeting adjourned to reconvene Monday, 
February 21, 1977, at 11:OO a.m. in Room 410 of the Capitol Building. 

Chairman 
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Senator  Thomas Towe, Chairman 
S t a t e  Adminis t ra t ion  Committee 
S t a t e  Senate  
Helena, Montana 59601 

Dear Senator  Towe: 

Pursuant  t o  your r e q u e s t ,  w e  a r e  providing information concerning records  
r e t e n t i o n  problems we have encountered dur ing  our r o u t i n e  a u d i t s  of 
v a r i o u s  s t a t e  agencies .  

1. During our  f i s c a l  year  1975-76 a u d i t  of t h e  Department of 
Adminis t ra t ion ,  we were i n  t h e  process  of performing our  
d e t a i l e d  a u d i t  t e s t s  when t h e  department t r a n s f e r r e d  a l l  c la im 
documents f o r  f i s c a l  yea r  1975-76 t o  t h e  r eco rds  r e t e n t i o n  
c e n t e r .  We then  had t o  r eques t  t h a t  t h e s e  r eco rds  b e  r e t r i e v e d  
from s to rage ,  which c o s t  t h e  agency $1 f o r  each box. 

In  our  c u r r e n t  a u d i t  of t h e  Department of S o c i a l  and Rehabi l i -  
t a t i o n  Se rv i ces ,  we found t h a t  computer t apes  used t o  gene ra t e  
t h e  monthly payments t o  r e c i p i e n t s  of Aid t o  Famil ies  with 
Dependent Children and payments t o  f o s t e r  homes were n o t  
r e t a i n e d  f o r  an  adequate  per iod  of t ime. Because of t h i s ,  
t h e s e  b a s i c  accounting r eco rds ,  which supported approximately 
$13 m i l l i o n  i n  disbursements ,  were not  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  our  
a u d i t .  We were r equ i r ed  t o  spend many a u d i t  hours performing 
manually a u d i t  t e s t s  which should have been performed us ing  
t h e  computer. 

3 .  During our  l a s t  f i n a n c i a l  a u d i t  of t h e  Employment S e c u r i t y  
Divis ion,  we found t h a t  t h e  agency had destroyed c u r r e n t  year  
bank s ta tements .  We wasted many hours  t r y i n g  t o  r econs t ruc t  
t h e s e  s t a t emen t s  o r  o b t a i n  cop ie s  of them from t h e  bank involved .  

4 .  I n  our  c u r r e n t  a u d i t  of t h e  S t a t e  T reasu re r ' s  o f f i c e  we found 
t h a t  t h e  agency was des t roy ing  c u r r e n t  gene ra l  l edge r s .  We 
found i t  d i f f i c u l t  and time consuming t o  o b t a i n  cop ie s  of 
t h e s e  e s s e n t i a l  r e p o r t s .  



NAME : DATE : - -,.J //i/ // ;/ 
< / 

ADDRESS: ', 

REPRESENTING WHOM? 

..- 
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 

Pr.anSv T.RAVI? ANY PRRPARen STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY 



J NAME: - DATE : 

ADDRESS : -4 .> ,a 4 / / , 4  1 /) c 

C) 
/' 

REPRESENTING WIIOPI? - 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: .St? ??f 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 



NAME : -- 

1 / 

rJ ,/'- ADDRESS : l ,  bow- ,#. A. / -dl A- ,?.I 
/ 

KEl'RESENT ING WHO143 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 

n r z r n c w  T n n r r r ?  nntv D Q P V l l R R n  S'FAT'I;IM'I;IN'l'S WTTH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY 



NAME : -- y&*z,y 7 7 ' 4 9  

ADDRESS : / i ) I .Q ,...QeA ... 

REPRESENTING WHOM? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: ?& 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 



I:k; I) HE;!;E NT i NG WHOM? ----- 

n p p ~ n ~ j ~ c ;  ON WIICH PROPOSAL: *&a4d - - -- _l-l_l_-___l 

Y O l l  : SUPPORT? --- AMEND? . -- OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 

I'!,L:A>ii.; LEAVE: ANY PREPARE[) STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY. 



I;F;~J III.;SF,NTINC WIIOM? -- -- ---- ---. --- 

nprvnlcmc ON WtircH PROPOSAL: 51& ---.---- -- -- -------. 

i)(  1 YoCJ : SUPPORT? ------ AMEND? - 
*- OP P'OSI:: '? ---- 

I'! ,CASL: L,EAVE: ANY Y HEPAREI) STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECREIL'ARy. 



NAME: DATE : - 

ADDRESS : -- ,p r 8 .,, 
j'" , I  

R E P R E S E N T I N G  WIIOM? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PitOPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? / AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 



, ... 

, .I DATE: 
' #  ' /- .- - ,  . 

ADDRESS: 
\, r - .  / / / u  

I 

REPRESENTING WHOJI? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

,,..lM 
DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 



1t13p Hk;SENTIN( ;  WHOM? -- -------- 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: ,g/"? - 3,cj --------- - .---, 

!,(.I Y O U  : SUPPORT? ---- AMEND? - OPPOSE? 

.- -- - ----- -- 

I '! ,L;AS~~; LEAVE ANY PIIGPARED STATEMENTS WITH THE COF'IMTTTEE SECRETARY. 



NAME : - f -  I && 6 ) d  - DATE : - 

, -- -- 2 -- 
ADDRESS : 2 ,l 

- 

REPRESENTING W110141 c 

A P P E A R I N G  ON WHICH PROPOSAL:  - 

DO YOU: S U P P O R T ?  (AM A m N D ?  O P P O S E ?  

COMMENTS : a 



I FINAL D W T  

CROW UW AND ORDER CODE I ~~PII.IZYA'EE 

PREAKBLE 
II. 

mr ns XNEREW POWER l i ~  A S O V E R E I ~  NATION, BY m R I ~ S  RESERVED IN n l ~  
TREATIES OF FT. LARAXIE OF 1851 LSD 1868 AiiD PIIRSUtLYT TO ITS FURTilER C0XSTITUTIOSA.L 
A ~ O R I ' i Y  Ai\i DVIY TO PROTECT lLtD PRONOTE nlE PmLiC HLUbI, . S A T E T I ,  MORALS rLUD 
GENERAL WELFARE OF ITS PEOPLE, TIE CXOW T U B E  OF LvDIAXS HEREBY ADOPTS ?W CROW LAW 
AD O D E R  CODE FOR IHE CROW INDUN RESERVATION TO PXOVIDE THE NACliINERY OF TAN 
ENFORCEX'W A?? ADXmTSTRATION OF JUSTICE FOR THE CROW T n B E  OF L!W:S. 

n IN SECZION, C Y A P ~ P ~  OR TITLE OF nlrs CODE OR ITS uarwrox TO ANY  PEPS^ 
OR CIRCVYiTtLYCZ IS HELD LWALID, MZ PSNAil?)ER OF 'EIIS CODE OR ME A?PLIC\TIO?I OF 
2~ SECTION, -R 03 TITLE m OXHER PESOSS OR CIRCLYATANCES IS AOT AFFECTED. 

ANY PROVISIONS OF AY LAWS, O ~ Z N A N C E S  OR RESOLLTTTOW OF THE CROW TRIBE OF 
INDIlLUS XOT 1XCOXSiSTE:Ti W I T H  MIS CODZ, 'U01TEIED 32FOR.E OR AFTER TIiE APCPTIOH OF 
TiiIS CODE SHALL KCIT aE AFZCTED OX IWALIDATED BY T i E  CODE AW A.RE TO BE EhTORCED 
PURSUAUT TO T Z  PROVISIONS 3F T H f S  COD2 A!3 AEPROPRWE x\m L A W .  



i l  ( ,  
-.&/ 

E a ~ e l :  JtLrisdiction - I,-,zzr?s e1.d 1 ~ d i . o ~  ! : o , ~ t r y  . - 
- I' ' l tn k n u ~ 1  1 ; ~ i r L w e s t  Tritel Judges Conference 

Rivertoz, ;i:;crr-ia~ - Oatobez 25, 
7- ----- 

1. ::Indim Tribd .  C-ts ext rc ise  jurlsd2.etFoz over W,(YX) t o  5m,053 
enrolled 1 C X ~ i i u l s  in rrr t ters  e r i s w  on Iz&a.n R e s c ~ z t i o n s .  

2. The =ees1=c of t h e  Trlbd Court's jurisdiction is vzriously covered i n :  

(a) 25 C.F.R. Secs. U.1 t o  ll.306; or 

(b) T r i b d  Law ard Wer Codes; an& 

(c) R e z t i e s ;  e .g., Cherokee R e r t y  c i t r d  i n  Tslton v. Hayes, -- 163 
U.S. 376; 

(d) S t s z u t o r ~  l . i r i t i t t ~ i n s ;  e.g. Ten Mafor Crires Act, 18 U.S.C. 
Uj3; See G l w e r  v. - U.S. ,  219 F .  Susp. 19. 

3 .  The L:CS~ trou"alescr=e a_r;estio~s or' jurisiiietior; =e:  

(a) k%zt _persons =e covered by the L.&O. C o k ?  

(1) Jur i sd ic t ion  bver ncjaenrolled Idisrns  3J.vj.c~ on re sen-et icz 
~ a y  be &l'ected by l i- i tztions ia T r i b d  C o n s t i t u t l o ~ s ;  . 

(2) non-Indi21.is: 

(a) ucz_fI"ected by crL5.rEFL jWis~Action;  bu t  

(b) m y  be r e c _ d r e d  t o  use Trii;G. C o c t  where c i v i l  
t re - ,szz t ios  =ose or: I d i e z  3ese:-;atioz. s i l L ~ - . s  v.  
~ e e ,  - 358 U . S .  a 7 .  

(b) Are Tribal CD&S l i d t e d  to actio- set out i n  L.P-0. Codes? - - 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  .:. 1 ' .  - .  ...'.,. .... . . . . . . .  .. . . . . .  - .  - . . . . . . .  . . . .  ..' 2, . . . - .  . . . . . . . .  . - 

(I) '&. -6-s; wit. ofexecutio&; t e A i i a t i o n  of p i e n t d  
rights? 

(5) Tr iba l  Co:~=ts  -ay iave i z i ;e ren t  ri.+ts. 13. I ~ G D  C r w  V. 

O g l d e  sfo-0. ~ r i - c -  :' 231 F.23 89, 55,  Vxe COL-t s d d ,  
cc;=<s nave izkerent Jur isdict ioa over ell ~ i t t e l - s  

nat take2 over by feCerel g o v e r r ~ ? ~ t ; ' ~  

(3) aut BL% texds to viev thzt the L.%O. C d e  z ~ 5 - L  s-pcify tl-.e 
ac t ioxs  v:-_id T r F 3 d  Court t9Ae; o tkern ise  t5e 
co..irt c m o t  t&e  t5e zction. T3is is corsc~:;~3 with 

. . . . . . . . . .  . . k'i.ll1ar.s -J.  Lee, 358 U . S .  217, 222, wkich irdicates 
where a Tribzl L.?tO. C d e  offer& a forur: f o r  keservztion 
trase:t io=ls,  t s s  for=  8&. t o  kz used; tSe  k s l i c a t L c r :  

. . . . .  : .  . _  _ _ .  . . .being tha', if  t h e  L.tO. code did xt specify relief, it 
- 

w a s  not e~idb-ble a d  recourse cu2d be h d  t o  t h e  State 
ccrxt. 



I r r  I 

I t I!: Nr;\I:i?Ll';:!\JCr), being iq te res ted  in the  enforcement of law,  tmth 

(*:vii ,111~1 c. l ir11i11ij  I ,  o n  the  Crow Indian Reservation,  having knowledge o f  the 

I ,  - 0  ' 1 ,!\I' L ~ r , ( l  orr ic :  (Jodc,  acinpterl by the  Crow Trih? or1 Janudry 31,  1 3 7 6 ,  

(lo 1;ereisy c,;jrx,se t h e  proposed code in  i t s  present  form for t h e  followiriy r e a s o n s :  

I )  The  proposed code purports to cornpletely a s s e r t  judicial  
de ierminat ion  of a l l  ma t t e r s ,  both c i v i l  and cr iminal ,  o n  the  
Crow Tndian Reservation,  and a p p l i e s  to both Indians  and nun-Indians.  

2 )  T h e  proposed c o d e  was not  enacted through a representa t ive  
p r o c e s s  of a l l  r e s i d e n t s  within the  jurisdict ional  a r e a .  

3 )  T h e  proposed c o d e  d o e s  not  provide const i tu t ional  guaran tees  
a s  to t h e  right of trial by jury, the right to ba i l ,  representa t ive  
s e l e c t i o n  of judges ,  protect ion a g a i n s t  unlawful search  and s e i z u r e ,  
protect ion a q a i n s t  unlawful a r res t  and o the r  cons t i tu t ional  r ights  
a s  to t h e  judicial p r o c e s s .  

4 )  The proposed c o d e  does not  r ecogn ize  and prclvide adequate  
protect ion for t h e  red1 and personal property ric~ht :i ( ~ f  nun-Indians.  

5 )  The adoption o f  t h e  proposed code  will totally i s o l ~ t e  'and 
elimfnat e the  right o f  the  non-Indian to par t ic ipa te  in a govcrnrnent 
which purports to r egu la te  h i s  person and  property. 

L.. . / - I-' :JL cL.22 a*,- - : , 2 2 - & ? - 2 x  - 
4,' 

f I 
' (  l f .  

-_ .- I--. -.-.-..-C-. .-- -I.- - -.I -.__. __ .. . 



THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in  the enforcement of law,  both 

civil and criminal, on  the  Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order Code,  adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976,  

do herreby oppose:the proposed code in i t e  ) ,  present form foy the following reasons:  
i 

1) The'proposed code p u r p r t s  to completely a s s e r t  judicial 
determination of all:rnatters, bdh clvll 'and ~ r i r n i n a l ,  o n  the 
Crow Indian ~ e s e r v a t i o n ,  end'applies to both Indlans and non-Indians. 

"% I , L 
8 - r * , .  fl 

I * ' 4 . J L \ .  , 1 .  
' 7  

, f i ' i  

2)   he proposed code was'giof enacted through ,a r$presentatlve 
process  of all resident8 wtthin the j&risdfctlbnqllarea. 

1 

e ' , y  * '.$ " 

C' , 

3) The proposed cod6 ddee pot bpvlde constitutional guarantees 
a s  to t hb i igh t  of trial by jury, tbe right to bai l i l representat ive 
select ibh of judges,  protection against  unlawful search and se izure ,  
protection against  unlawfularrest  and other constitutional rlghts 
a s  to the judicial procegs,  

a ' A  

4) The proposed code does  qot recognize and provide adequate 
protection for the  real  and personal property rights of non-Indians .' 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate  .and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government 
which purports to regulate h i s  person and property?. 

, ?' i' :A i 1  . , * , - - 1 ; 7 ;  , 



, , .  a s  to the judicial process. 





. . P_E_LT,I,o!N 

. < 

' 

TJ3E TJNDERSIGNED, being interested 'in the enforcement of law,  both 
. 8 ,  

6 i 
1 

criminal, on the Crow Indian ~ e s e r v a t b n ,  havlng knowledge of the I 
I 

1 ' 1. 

Law and Order 'Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 1 
l 

t , '  4 

the proposed p d e  i p  it; present f o r 6  for the following reaaons: 
, ;" 

,* i . '  
"I ' 4 '  . 1 >s, 

! 
proposedrcode purports lo ,&mplet@ly pssert judicial ..-., . . 

determination of all matters,  bpth %#+Y and priminal, on the I 
P c g c ~ a t l o n ~  ~ n r l  appllss lo wth indlgns and non-Indlons. I 

$ f ,"J* \,i'$$ ' " >, 

A S  i#<, a 1% $ 
i '  

e n a c t 4  thrdugh a rcp'iesentatlve 
thp ' juf~ptj lct l~pbl  a r e a .  ' 

d < *  

9' 1 .  - .  

I 
'1% ' ' 

, i - ,  - :. i : r i > ?  3) The proposed code does  not provide constitutional guarantees 
4 , ;  as to the  right of trial by jury, the right to bail ,  representative I '  

f I .  
I 

I .. s;lect!on of judges, protection agalnst  unlawful search and seizure ,  I 
. protection aga ins t  unlawful arres t  and other constitutional rlghts 

,. 
' : as  to the  judicial process .  

'I , . 
'I " b , 4 )  The proposed code  does  not recognize and provide adequate  

. protection for the rea l  and personal property rights of non-Indians.' 

i - 
# 

' : 5) The adoption of the proposed code wlll totally isolate  and 



THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

civil and criminal, a n  the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 
1 

do hereby oppose the proposed cpde l n # t s  present form for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed co'de purpohs to.completely assert judicial 
. ' determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the 

i . .. -th ' &ow Indian ~ e s e r y a t f ~ n , '  hnd,,pppl~es to' k ~ t h  Indians and non-Indians . ., 
, c , '  6 

, , .  ' .2)' The proposed code was not enacted through a representative 
process of al l  residents within the Jurisdictional area. 

\ ,  

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, thp rtght to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 

': protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 
Z pmtectton for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians . ' 
! 5) The adoption of the proposed code d l 1  totally isolate and 

eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government 
which purports to regulate his person and property. 

NAME , 

' I  t- 

' o \ k c - ,  ~ - ( u ; & q ,  & w i i  

I 
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P_E_LTI,o-N 

TIIE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the I 
proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976 

Ido herqbyoppole the proposed code in i ts  present form for the following reasons; 

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert  judicial 
determination of a l l  matters. both civil and crimlnal, on the 
Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians. , 

I -  I 

2) The proposed code was not enacted through s representative 
orocess of a l l  residents within the jurisdictional area. 

' 4 

. , 3) The pmposed code does not constitutional guarantees , 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 

I '  ' selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizms, 
. protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights . . 

a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 
protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians.' 

I 5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 

eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government 

' ,  
which purports to regulate his  person and property. 

, . . 



THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested Ln the enforcement of law, both 

civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Resqrvation, having knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order code ,  adopted by thb Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 
i 

/ .  

do hereby oppo.se the proposed code in i t s  geqent  form . for the following reasons: - , 'J" 9 .  J. I 

,ti 
,<$" & f$i ;i; 1) The proposed code purpoxb to completely assee judicial 

%,'# a 

determination of a l l  ma'tters, both gpil;and criminal, on the 

f - $  ,; 
Crow Indian Reservation, and applies x , .  , ) ,  , t ~ , ; ~ p t h  B 4 '  , . . .  Indlans t i  

and non-Indians. 
, 8 I <  . , * I  

2) The proposed code was"not enadtpd thrbvgh a representative 
process of al l  residents within the jvrlgplcMona1 area. 

I * 
. A 

, ' . -  - .  
' + , '  , 

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, tha rigfit m bail, representative 
sef ectlon of judges, protectbn against unlawful search and seizure, 
omtection against unlawful arrest and other m n s t i t u t i o ~ l  rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not reoognhe and provide adequate 
protection tor the real and personal property rights q of non-Indians ,' 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian tg participate in a government 
which purports to regulate his  pereon and , ,  .property. 4 C' . 

f 



b 
I 

TN@ UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the snforcernant ~f law, b t h  

civil and criminal, on the Crow Indtan Reservation, havlng knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Jaw and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code in  i t s  pSerant form for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed oodb purports 'to &nplets ly  assert judicial 
determination of all matterg, both civil and criminal, on the 
Crow Indian Reservation. and spplids to both Indians and non-Indians . 

I :  > '  ; C ' \ .  
'( . 

2) The proposed cbdd was not s d b t e d  through a representative 
process of a l l  residents within thg jmadictional area. 

, ' f  * 

3) The proposed code doea not provide constitutional guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, theSright to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does pot recognize and provide adequate 
protection for the real and personq1 property rights of non-Indians.* 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the righf of the non-fndian to participate in  a government. 
which purports to regplate his Wrson and property. 

L .  . 
-. ! , \ I , . t  t L  . I '  - - * 

NAME + . * ! .  . - 
-, -. . h .  ' 

ADDRESS 
,? ' *  

< "r:;2 / - / ,  " 't 

, fJp&e /y, ,q,+ A .  > . I  
</ 1- -. L ' L Z '  - 1 ? f  / / L?,,;-*/- 4,;7 7 

I 
Z *. 

I I ' r) , 1-1 ??.? i / '  J T 1  - 7 ;  61- 
,?, ,/,Pd ,, , < - , , L.! / , > A ( ? / )  , ; ;>-,,ffi/ ,. p,,.3, ., ,, f , f1A- L t  ! 7 4 ,  / t 

/ ;I ,  P 7 
t + . . *  

, 
">? ,' /'f .Atr --- --- 

+- - - 

! 
r ? 

i'. ,l 
/ ~ f L i ,  



P I:T r T I (2 IV -- - - ---.- 

THE UNDERSIGNXI, being interested It1 the  enforcement of law, both 

civil  and criminal, on  the Crow Indian  Reservation, having kriowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe a n  January 31, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code i n  i t s  present form for the  following reasons:  

1) The proposed code purports to completely a s se r t  judicial 
determination of a l l  matters,  both c ivi l  and crimipal, on  the 
Crow Indian Reservation, and appl ies  to both Indlans and non-Indians . 
2) T h e  proposed code was not enacted through a representative 
process of a l l  res idents  within the jurisdictional area.  

3) The proposed code do;s not provide conntitutional guarantees 
a s  to the  right of tr ial  by jury, the right to ba i l ,  representative 
select ion of judges, protection against  unlawful search and se izure ,  
protection aga ins t  unlawful arres t  and other  consti tutional r ights 
a s  to the judicial process.  

4)  The proposed code does  not recognize and provide adequate  
protection for the real  and personal property rights of non71ndians.' 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally i so la te  and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in  a government 
which purports to regulate h i s  person and property. 

NAME ADDRESS 



. THE TJNDERSIGNED, being i n t e r e ~ t p d  Ln the  enforcement of law,  both 
i r  

civil  and criminal, r>n t h e  Croy  Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

proposed Crow -&aw qnd Order , , c u d g ,  adopted by%the lk row Tribe on January 31, 1976,  
' . 

' 3  ? .  ' ? I  

do h'ereby oppose t he  proposed bode in its, predent form for the  following reasons:  
I , ' i .  

t ,  
I( / <  . 

I 

' 1) The proposed bode p u r b r t s  t6',&ornplltely'aascrt judicial 
, determiriation of ;l,l:matters, bdth ciyl l  and &$rpinal. on the  

Crow Isdiap , ~ e s e d e t ~ o n ,  . + and appl!es' to hoth!fndians and non-Indians . 
9 .  1. 

. & .  

I '  , & h ,  " , 
, >  , r! , a ;; - f a *  ? , , I  : 

2) The  proposed"iade w&s*hot eha&t$d' thrbugh a representative 
prockss of al l  res idents  within"ih~'lurisdidt16eal area. 

r :  , .  . * , f ; t . l  

3 )  The proposed code does no t  prpvide dossti lutional guarantees 
a s  to the right of tr ial  by jury, the right to bail, representative 
select ion of judges, protection against  unlawful search and se izure ,  
protection against  unlawful arrest and other constitutional r ights 
a s  to the judicial process.  



NAME -- ADDRESS 



P E T I T I O N  

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, 

both civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having 

knowledge of the proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the 

Crow Tribe on January 31., 1976, do hereby oppose the proposed code 

in its present form for the following reasonst 

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert 
judicial determination of all matters, both civil 
and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation. 

2 )  The proposed code was not enacted through a 
representative proaess of all residents within 
the jurisdict2onal area. 

< 

, 3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional 
guarantees as to the right of trial by jury, the 
right to bail, representative selection of judges, 
protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other 
constitutional rights as to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide 
adequate protection for the real and personal 
property rights of non-Indians. 

5)  The adoption of the proposed code will totally 
isolate and eliminate the right of the non-Indian 
to participate in a government which purports to 
regulate his person and property. 

,.' - ) 
,/' ,' ADDRESS 

/-, , - 
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D LE,T,LTJ,OC? 

, THC UNDERSIGNED, being intereptpd 8x1 t he  enforcement of law, both 
Y : r  , &  ,i 

1 . "#' 

civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian ~ ~ s e r ~ ~ t & ~ ,  , G H. , ,,!.;, ~ a v i n g  , ... rvv knowledge of the 
? "  * :.b;9'~' . p , .  .$ , , '  1 ':: 

proposed crow ~ a w  and Order code, , . adopt4d,$~,'the , ,. , , , , Cmw I '$'rlb~ I qn Fnuary 31, 1976 
I ' . a +.,, L ,  ? t ,  .i + , S f $ a * :  ",, .r , ? : :  + ; . a  + .  

( " %, . '  
do heraby oppos i the  I proposed , , I  cqde'ln h v .  i t i ;&t&pnt $QT@ f D r , f i ~  f~llowing reasons: 

' 7. % ?",(:~ * 5 , .  4 , ; ,a+f '  ' 9  

:* < l i *  , , . . 
I )  The proposed code ig oDr?plifcly d ~ ~ k t ~ ~ d i c i a l  . L 

' 

both &vi14and h&yfihll on tea ; determination of a l l  matters,. 
$ 

I 

. crow Indian I ~eserv~tlon):_8nd,'~~~li~~:~ta . %  .' t t p  x , , , .  , .  . , .: i bpth !Ipd,l?p@, "+-3+t  a ,7 *  9nd f?~n-IndianS .( 

h i  - , * , ,  
I I , ' ,<? ,c  *a' .*. .;4 1: ,! \*" ;, ,\ <*v ; ; ? 

I .  

, ,  - 2) The proposed code w i s  not qndcted thraug~.h*reprpsentflive 
' ", 8" ',, 

. , process of a l l  residents withi6 thb:lurisdidh9&l % . ,,&,a 2~~ hies 4* ,$ ' I  

> ,  < 3.P - , . 
, . . C c  , ,  8. . . t ; $ .,-;q. , * ,, .,,I" 2,' ..*. 

3) The proposed coda does not p r q v l d ~ ' ~ a g s ~ ~ ~ u t l o n a ~  guarantees 
i a s  to the right of trial by fury, fxe' right to 'ball :*. 

selection of judges, protection eg&nst unlawfui 'search and seizure, 
' I protection against unlawful srrbst and - .  &her mnstltutional rights ' 

+ f A '  .., . 
as to the judicial process. ' .), . s , 

) *  b 

b ' 4) The proposed code does not rembniza and provide adequate 
protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians .' 



THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, havlng knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow ?;ibe on 1anuar-y 31, 1976, 
.% 

do hereby oppose the  pmposed cope i n  i t s  present 'form for the following reasons: 
I I .  r 

1) The proposed code purports tb oornplptely assert judicial 
determination of a l l  h a t t e r s ,  both civil and criminal, on the 

.' Crow lhdian peservationl and applies to both Indians and non-Indians. 
f j. I 

, , '' - 2) The proposed code was pot engcted through 9 representative 
I 

,. process of a l l  residents within the j u r i s d i c ~ i o n ~ ~  aiea . 
, "  * X' & A '  t ' , . .  

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

b 4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 

protection for the real and personal pmperty rights of non-Indians .' 



F,ET,I,T,r,o-~T 

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

I civil end nl rnha l .  on the Crow Indian : , ,  ~eserva t ion ,  having kmwledga of the 

propoe~d Crow Law and Order Code ,  , . adbpted'by the Crow Ribp  on January 31, 1976, 

I P S  -:, u'.'., ,, 2 
I 

C . Y , >  % " ' 
1 

do hereby oppose the proposed code In i t s  preeent3fo+rmmfo ,. the r , following reasons: 
, ', . ' A I '  6. 

1) The proposed code p u r p b ~ s  to brnplbtcly absert judicial 
determination' of a l l  matters, both civil and crlmlnal, on the ,  
Crow Indian Reservation, and eppllee to both lndipns and non-Ipdians. 

I . L 

4 '  

2) The proposed code b a s  not enacted through a irpresantative 

I process of a l l  residents within ,the j u r i s d i c t ~ ~ ~ a l  , area. . A . , 

" +:, 1, ' * I  ', I ,  

. h .  

3) ~ h c  proposed code does not providb oopstitdtional guarantees 

I as  to the right of trial by jury, the right to  bail, representative 
selectlon of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other mnstltutional rights 

D a g  to the judicial process. 



.-,, 
1 . : > ; , ' < I .  

i * I '  , 
* 1 1 ,  ' , J I *  

li r . ' t i -  
> . .  , i . ,  ; : 7 , J " c  +, 

1 C' 

i s  , : , )  
%" .: I * :  & , 
I , c  1, 

:% ~E~QJ,O-N I "  
'8 a : r rC- 8 ,  

) .I . " : ! . I I g b V  ? $ " 1  * 
THE UNDERSIGNED, "&a.lRtelp~tq.l 6 the enforcement of law, both 

\ i , 4  . I,A>,$"tC:s . . 
< k +> !$., * $f '* 

civil and crimina 1. on the C p W  ~ ~ d i a r r  *~eosrvatlon, k~sying knowledge of the 
', : , "T$*i;-*:--,";4( :;,$! 

3 

4,!' . % . < $  .!J ; *{$T4: , ,&"*->,  >.  
proposed Crow Law and ~ r ~ i ~ d *  by me ~ m w  Tribe on January 31, 1976, . , ,% ,f.,, - 3  Ji v -4  ,. 

. t 'd; . @ r&!:yq ,i6!itbr)"4 .' 1:" 
do hereby oppose the proposa~QQps - ? *  VP J I &, ,/ I ,. a .g+ ,hps&at .,* g it:# fdrm for the following reasons: 

, #'  . .,tc. 1 q . i  :,.%!t 4;:s :,' .. . 0. 

.?, J 1 
1) The p o b s a d m d i  gyrpf lspo 'qmpls te ly  awert judicial 
determination of $lj$dttprs$wt$ ;c'{v11' and criminal, on the 
Crow Indian ~es$$@~( in~$n$,~ ,p~1 . !b$  I - >  + 6F .bath Indians and non-Indians . 

r:j "%J1L4' ? ,,b 1 ,  < 3 . .  2 .  4 k <  , ". ? a  , , . - .  '"c. $g  . . I . : , ; ,  , #  I .I 
k B . Z ' i  \ , , r ; + * ~ j ,  

2) The pro&§dlf, @dpiM<,@?,1:i$n6~f$ through a representative 
pmces s of e l l  r,a.es$d +\,,++JAs I '~$s~w@in #:,, o:+ 31-,,*+e.* f ib .juyisdl=wal area. .: - t ,.?., Q. , * $;, @,,:,y,* ,. ,; f" , * '1 t h 4  ~ ~ ~ * 1  1 r 

.."%*<6 A .  ,, ;< * %F .* , k  J:. , + ,& ' \ 

3) h e  pmposd +. kx$d&@~$'wtj~9vic~ .  "'. opnstltutlonal guarantees 
a s  to the right df . & i @ 1 : P y ,  right $o bail, representative 
selection of jidGes',: p+tect Jn .unlawful search and seizure. 
protection again& uslavy#hl avert end other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judiclal pTpa&.:-s: 

I I _  . . - rl 

4) The proposed cod9 does p ~ t  rewgnlze and provide adequate 
protection for the real and personal property rights of nan-Indians .' 
5)  The adoption of the proposed code will totally lesolata end 
eliminate the right of {he non-Jndian b participate in a government. 
which purports to ramlate his  person and pmparty. 

I ;  t l  

'. 1 L 

NAME ? , , ' . ,  - i '.' , :* * 
A D D R S .  

f - < * .  ,LC i kt \ ,p/ $ 2  ,- e + I*, * $ * a  

7 + ; ,  ; ; t i !  * , / ,& & ,4;2? . (,  /:, 6 



P,KTLT,I,O,oN 

THE UNDERSIGNED. being interes ted in the  enforcement of law. both 

civil and crimlnal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the I 
proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976. 

I do hereby oppose the prop&ed code in !ts present form for the following reasons: 

' 1) The proposed code purports to completely assert  judicial I determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the 
Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians . 

i 

2) The proposed cod= not e n a c t k  through e representative 
process of al l  residents within the jurisdictional area. 

I 3) The proposed code does not provide con$tltutional guarantees 

a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 

I selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure. 
orotection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 
orotection for the real and persona) property rights of non-Indians .' 
5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government 
which purports to regulate his person and property. 





I 
THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

clvfl and criminal, on  the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

lprowsed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

I 
do hereby oppose the pmposed code in i t s  present form for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial 

I 
determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the 
Claw Indlan Resen~attan. and spplles to both Indians and non-Indians. 

k 

I 
2) The proposed code w a s  not enacted through a representative 
process of a l l  residents within the jurlsdktlonal area.  

I 
3) The proposed code does not provide const i tutbnal  guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 

b 
protection against unlawful arrest and other mnstitutional rights 
as  to the judicial process. 

I 4) The pmposed code does not recognize and provlde adequate 
protection for the real  and personal property rights of non-Indians . ' 

I 5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government 
whlch purports to regulate his  person and property. 

I . - 7  - . ,  r .  -. + . - .*,>*,,*, 
N A M  E ? - m F ' . c  . . ... ----_--- - 



- 

r P,E,TLTJ,o-M 

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interest& in the enforcement of law, both 

Iclvfl and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, havbg Lmwlcdge of the 

I 
proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code in i t s  present form for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed code purports to completely a s e ~ r t  judbial 
determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the 
crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians. 

I 
2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative 
process of a l l  residents within the jurisdictional ! area. , I 

I 
3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees 

I a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
omtection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
F 

b a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 
I protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians.' 
I 

5) The adoption of the proposed code wlll totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indlan to participate in a government I which purports to regulate his  perion -I and property. 



- 

t LLTLTJ9-N 

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

iga of the 

owing reasons: 

I civil and criminal, on the Cmw Indian RasprvqtDn, having knowlet 

I 
proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adoptedt :", , by ,the Crow Tribe on Janua 

, ' 
, ' 2 ' 1 :  

do hereby oppose the proposed code in it$ present form for the toll 
s * , / ' t. 

I 
/ ( I *  

; 1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial 
determination of a l l  matters, both'civll and crlminal, on the 

I ' 
Crow Indian Reservatiop. apd $ppl@s to<+Pth  Indians and non-Indlans. 

8 * # ;  ( , fa '  ; ,v.*,l .. 
..L 2 :< +, t' 

1 I 

2) The proposed code & noteinact@ through o representative 
process of a l l  residents withlr), r r*l a+$' the st .jMri$dictionbl , . area. 

I I ,  

. I >  ,'; '.: ' 

3) The proposed code does no; provide coostitutlonal guarantees 

I a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against &lawful search and seizure, 
orotection against unlawful arrest and other mnsti tutbnal  rights 



;;!-ow ~l.i',t. tin ; l r : ~ a ~ . y  31, I k ~ 7 6 ,  : I  *;.?rciy Oppc:,-:r; ! , i , ~ v . :  ; ~ o i i :  

i l l  i t s  p!.ct:;ent, :.orin f o r  thc; f o Llowinf>. :,?ason:; : 

1 ) The pr.oposed codc: p l i> .pa r t  s t o c ornp.I c ' '  f >  i y a:;:;i7~.t 
J u d i i : i a l .  de te rmi l l a t  t)n of  a l l  matt. r. . ; .  :*+h . . ; v ; l  
and criminal, on t h e  Grow T n 1 - r  iar? k i  .,t>r'v:i t i  or,. 

2 )  Tne ~.~;o;)of;ed code wa:, r o t '  e:i3: t c l  I td.oucl_!; a 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  proces:-: of a1 1 , .  j I a i  Lhin  
t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  a r e a ,  

j ) The proposed c o d e  does  r i o  -, pr-ovi dra - o r ~ s t  i t  u t i o r i a  1 
g u a r a n t e e s  as t o  t h e  rig!:: of '  t r i ; r  by , ;ur.g,  t i l e  
r i g h t  t o  bail, r e p r e s e n t i ~ ' : i v r  s e l c t .  t i on 01' , j i i d { l c ~ ; ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  unlawl'i . searcr .  a n d  s e i  i:1 

protection a g a i n s t  unlaw: r arre:;+ ::rid o t i l e r  
.on;;ti t u t i o r l a l  r i g h t s  a;; t~ t h e  ,i , I !  ( : i ; t i  1)l-t t . P , < : j .  

) The proposed code d o e s  n o t  rt:,:og3n . : I  *:?id p r u v i c l e  
a d e q u a t e  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  t11b :.ea. j :  , ( I  p t s t 7 s C ~ ~ ~ l i i ~  

p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  o f  nor,-Ind i : q : ~ :  . 
The a d o p t i o n  01 ' h e  propc': t l o le will t o t n l i y  
i s o l a t e  and e l i m i n a t e  thc  r + ~t t he  nnn-111diar i  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a gover r TG?::;; w v i i c h  pu t  1 ~ 0 1  t.; t o  
r e g u l a t e  h i s  p e r s o n  and F , i ~ . ~  t , i .  



TMT: UW9CRSXGFTC3, being tntcrested irr tho tinfarcctrtlant of la :L, both 

proposed Crow 7sw and ~ l r d e r  Code, sdootnd by the Crow I'rlhe on hnuary 31, 1P76, 

do hereby opgautse the pri3pusc4 rude in it8 prosent furrr; far the fo\l.ovvfng reasone: 

1) The prowsad rode r n ~ r ~ o r t e  to so~plt;ttt>ly asgsrt judlclsl 
detcrrrination of 811 vatters, boLh civll anc? cr.imirrrl, GI?. t he  
Cmw Indlan 2eeervatlon. 

21 The proposed code wag not enacted through a rsprssrlntatlve 
procerrs of 319. r ~ s l d e n t ~  ~r1tAin the furls?bctluna! s r m  . 
3) The p r ~ p o s s r ~  code does not prr3.t~lEe constLtuti:.~nl nuaranteerj 
as to the rloht of trial lsy jury, the rlqht t;, bakl, r+?pr?rcntat!*re! 
selection of fuclqes , psottcticrti ansinst unla rvful ~ e n r c h  and salzure, 
protecttan sgalnst  unlawful arrest end other c;c,nstitut!~r\,ai riqhts 
ss to the fudicjal pmrcss. 

4)  The proposed rode 4oes not raruqnize ~ n d  nro*rirjit n4equatc 
protect1011 f . ~ r  the real and personal pwuetty r i ~ h t s  of  n o c I n d i a n s . '  

S t  The adoption of the propose& code will t ~ t a l i y  Leolate 3 r d  

eliminate the right of the non-Indlar! ta nsrttrlpste ! t l  a noyrern.nent 
h hick purports to regulate h i s  person &nr4 pmperty. 



i n  i t s  p re : ; e~ l t  f  or.,^, f o r  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  reasons: 

1 )  The p:.r-posed code  p~l rpor t : ;  t o  complt?tc+ly ~ ~ ~ ; t : f t r ' t  
i u d i c . i x L  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of a l l  rna t l :e~-s ,  b o t h  1:ivil 
and cr. i inina1, on t h e  Crow Indian R e s e r v a t  i o:~. 

2) The 11 jposed code  w a s  n o t  ena2 ted tn rough  a 
r e p r e s + ? n t a t i v e  p r o c e s s  of a.11 re:;i d e n t s  w i t l l i n  
t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  a r e a .  

3 )  The prdposed code  does  no t  provide  ?on:; t i tut ionaL 
gual"arit,ees as t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t r i a :  by j u r y ,  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  b a i l ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  se l t?c . t ion  of judges ,  
protel : t  ion aga in s t  unlawfcl search  and  seizure, 
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  unlawf'u! a r r e s t  arid o t h e r  
c o n : : t i t u S i  o n a l  r i g h t s  as to t h e  j u d i  c i a 1  p roces s .  

4 )  The proposed code does  n o t  r ecogn; it-! and p r o v i d e  
, a d e q u a t e  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  r e a l  and per.sona1 

p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  o f  non-Indiar is  . 
5) The adop t io r ,  of  t h e  proposed c o d e  w i l l  t o t a l l y  

i s o l a t e  and e l i m i n a t e  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  non- Ind ian  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a government  which p u r p o r t s  t o  
r e g u l a t e  h i s  p e r s o n  and p r o p e r t y .  

NAME - ADDRESS 
I * ' )  t 

+'\ '1. .. . , f ..*? ; t. , , , r  7;. c . c ,  -- 
l' c r  I' 



I 

171 1 *- ' ;,la UNpi;5  ' ! ':NL 9, L t- I.: : t .  ;; . J J i + l y , :  6 - q  I , 1, t I I . , Y :  r, (J [ L ,, . 
', . . .  - 1~0th , : iv l - l  a.,!d thv* ; j j? j r ! j . ,  J I  t:,d C : ~ . I . - #  l l - ~ l ; E ! l  * ) t  . . ,  : - i i - , : . . '  . : f ! : ~ ~ d : ~ l ;  

* 1 
8 ? 

j.n~wlt?.dge of tk::: ~i- .oi \~: icd 1 ;  Q ~ , d c i  C ( - ~ ( i l - * ,  .,(:L . ! (1 ke!f t f , . :  
tT: >; <** : * ,-+. 

o p p o . , ~  tli(+ ~ O . ~ I I ;  o.,e:d r u d e  Crow T T - i  be Jr t r~~lacj /  31, tt . .{ab 
I :: : I t. ,,, '9'3 

in it:; y,.e;;cnl forin f o r  tt;e 'f p l & u ~ i n g  re,ar;or,s i 
b , -  f . '  I (  

;: 3 ' , ,  " 

1) The proposed c o d e  t;u;fipr$b t b  cprnylr, te l l  i l : - : ~ f ? l ' ~  
j u d  ; c ; i a :  de tern; lnai t /of i*of :+al l  mattar:-:, bo t;h # . i v i i  
anci criminal, on t h s  $$?ow , .  .( .. Iqdjar, f*.e:;f?rva t i  or\. 

i . ? ; ;  * ' 1  I . I 

2 )  The p~.oposed code w a b  notSenactdd t h r o u g h  a 
r e p - e s e n t a t i v e  process* qf;'lall r a a i a ~ ~ t  b:; w i  t!.i n 
t hs  j u r * i s d i c t i o n a l  areis, :# , , 

3 )  The proposed code  does n o t  provide c o n c t i t u t i o n r :  
g u a r a n t e e s  as t o  The r i g h t  o f  trial by j u r y ,  tnc 
r i g h t  t o  bail, I-epresentat ive sel .ect  i o n  o l  j ~ d g t ?  * ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  unlawful search and s o i z u ~ ' c + ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  u n l a w f u l  a r r e s t  a n d  other* 
c o r . a t i t t : t i o n a l  r i g h t s  as t o  t h e  j l d i c i b :  p l ' c ) ~ i ' : i S .  

L )  The prcj iosed c o d e  d o e s  not r e c o g i i a e  3r.d pr.ovide 
a d e q u a t e  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  r ea l  and p e r s o n a l  
p r o p e r t y  1.ig.h 5 :  c ' f  non-Indians .  

5) The a d o p t i o l .  J r  *.k.e proposed code wili t o t a i l : /  
i s o l a t e  and e l i rn ,nate  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  n o n - l r l l j i o ~ ~  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i r  a governmefit which plirl'(lr.T.c: to 
r e g u l a t e  h i s  p e r s o n  and p rope r ty .  

NAME A -- DDP,F:!;S 
I-... 

. . ./- ,. . . !.- $7 4 
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THE ITNDEKSIGNED , being interested in the enforcement of law,  both 

civil  and criminal, o n  the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order Code,  adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code in i t s  present form for the following reasons:  

1) The proposed code purports to completely a s s e r t  judicial 
determination of a l l  matters,  both c ivi l  and criminal, on the 
Crow Indian Reservation, and appl ies  to both Indians and non-Indians. 

2)  The proposed code was  not enacted through a representative 
process of a l l  res idents  within the jurisdictional a rea .  

3 )  The proposed code does  not provide constitutional guarantees 
a s  to the  right of tr ial  by jury, the right to bai l ,  representative 
select ion of judges, protection against  unlawful search and se izure ,  
protection against  unlawful arres t  and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judicial process .  

4)  The proposed code does  not recognize and provide adequate 
protection for the real  and personal property rights of non-Indians. ' 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate  and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in  a government 
which purports to regulate h i s  person and property. 

NAME ADDRESS 



i n  it:: prnesenf t or!n :'or t h e  f o l l o w i n g  r'fiasonS r 

1 ) The pr 'dpoced code  p:arpor'ts tu  corn^: I e t  c-  1;; :I:; :,?I t, . , 
,iud ic i~ 1 d e t e r n i  nat f on o f  31.1 matter  :; , t o  1 1 .  - . i v ~ .  
and r>!,imina_l., UII tht '  C r o w  Tnd ian  H~::ervat '  o r .  

2 )  T h e  1-t  posed code  was n o t  enal:ted t h r o l ~ g h  civ 

repre; ,ei l~t: i t ive p r o c e s s  of  all re:;ideri ts w i t . r \ i n  
t h e  J s l r ,  i : ; d i c t i o n a l  a r e a ,  

3 )  The proposed code  does n o t  p r o v i d e  s o n s t i t u t i o ~ i a i  
guarani ,aes  as t o  t h e  r i g h t  of  t r i a l  by j u r y ,  t i142  

r i g h t  t o  b a i l ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s e i e c t i o n  of j u d < e s ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  u n l a w f u l  s e a r c h  and s e i ~ u r u ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  un lawfu i  arrest and o t h e r  
connti?utional r i g h t s  as t o  t h e  j u d i c i a l  prppcsc. 

! )  The pro1;o:;ed code does  n o t  recog~: l i j~ , r )  and p r o v i d e  
. a d e q i l a t e  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  r e a l  and  persor~: l l  

p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  of non- Ind ians .  

5) The a d o p t i o n  o f  t h e  proposed c o d e  will t o t a l l y  
i s o l a t e  and e l i m i n a t e  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  nun-Iridian 
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a govel-nment w h i c h  p u ~ ~ p o l ' t . ?  t o  
r e g u l a t e  h i s  p e r s o n  and p r o p e r t y .  

ADDRESS NAME ! I 
.' ! 1 -.. 
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T H E  TINDERSIGNED, being interest& fn t he  enforcen~ent of law, both 

civil and crirnfnal, o n  the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

p ~ ; n s e d  Cmw Iaw and Order Code, adopted by the Cmw Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

do hareby oppose the proposed code in i t s  present form for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed code purports to completely asser t  judicial 
determination of all matters, b t h  civfl end criminal, on the 
C*W Indian Resewation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indiana, 

2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative 
process of a l l  residents within the jurisdictbnal area. 

3) The proposed code does not provide ccanstitutlonal guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other mnstitutfonal rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 
protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians.' 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
elirnfnate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government 
which purports to regulate h is  person end property. 

NAME ADDRESS 
1 , I /  -.- -l .A- 

I --,e\- ,* L:L,;/ 
/ 2 ~ .  .RAA/LLLY -, *3 ~~LUL~LC* \ .  

7 0  7 4l , iG&kt  



r P_E_T_I,o-y 

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interi?st@ Ln the enforcement of law, both 

(civil and criminal, on  the Crow Indian ~ e t k r v a t i o n ,  havhg knowledge of the 
I ' t  , , 

I proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by (ha Crow Tribe on January 3 1, 19 76, 
I * \ ' !  

d~ hereby oppoae the proposed code In i t s  present form'for the following reasons: 

I 'r I ' 

1 ) The proposed code purports tb mmpletely asse r t  judicial 
determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the 

I Crow Indian Reservation, and gpplLqs to' both Indians and non-Indians. 
1 

% I , /  

,! , 

2) The proposed code was pot enacted tfimugh a representative 
process of a l l  residents within ~ '. the j&tsdhtional a , area. 

3) The proposed code does not provfdb oonstitutfonal guarantees 

I a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bafl, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 

b aa to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 

I protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians.' 

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to p a r t i c i ~ t s  in a government 
which purports to regulate h is  person and property. 

NAME ADDRESS 



TE-fE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both 

civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code in i t s  present form for the following reasons: 

I )  The proposed code purports to completely asser t  judicial 
determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the 
Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians. 

2)  The proposed code was not enacted through a representative 
process of a l l  residents within the jurisdictional area. 

3) The proposed code does not provide mnstitutional guarantees 
a s  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 
protection for the real and personal property rights of non71ndians .' 
5 )  The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indlan to participate in a gdvemment 
which purports to regulate h i s  person and property. 

, NAME ADDRESS 





P_E,TLTJ,O?N 

THE UNDERSIGNED, belng interested in the enforcement of law, both 
i I civil & criminal, on the CNW Indian Reservation, havhg knowledge of the 

C 

I 
proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 3 1, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code in i ts  present form for the following reasons: 

I 1) The proposed code purpsrts to completely assert judiclal 
dt:teqmination of a l l  matters, both civil and cr i rni~al ,  on the 

I 
Crow Indian Reservation. and applies to both Indians and non-Indians . 
2) The propsed  code was not enacted through a representative 

I process of all residents within the jurisdictional area. 

3) $'he proposed m d e  does not provide constitutional guarantees 

I as to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative ' 

selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
pro tection agalns t unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 
a s  to the  judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not reoognizeaand provide adequate 

I protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians.' 

5) Thq adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 

I eliminate the right of the nowIndian to participate i n  a government 
which purports to regulate his person and property. 

' 
NAME 

A 

ACDRESS 

rn", 
L 



r P_E_I,TJ,O-N 

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interestad in the enforcement of law, both 

(civil end criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the 

I proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, 

do hereby oppose the proposed code in i t s  present form for the following reasons: 

I 1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial 
determination of a l l  matters, both civil and criminal, on the  

I Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians. 

2)  The proposed code was not enacted through a representative 

I process of a l l  residents within the jurisdictional area. 

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees 

I as  to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative 
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure, 
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights 

b a s  to the judicial process. 

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate 

I protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians .' 
5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and 
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a goveknment 
which purports to regulate his person and property. 



TliE UNDERSZC;Nl!:D, ~ t : - :  - i l t  r I I 1 i 11 t ; h ~  en t or. ,clrnc:rlC of 1 r4w, 

both c i v i l  and c r in i ina l ,  e C ( , 1 ~ l j ; ; ~ n  r ~ e u ~ ~ * i j a  t l  o n ,  having 

knowiedge of' t h e  propose(; ',':.ow Law al~?d Or-der. Code, br~onted by the  

Crow T r i b e  on \Tanua.ry jl-, -07'6,  do herseby oppose t h e  p~:oposed code I 
i n  i t s  p r e s e n t  form l o r  t h e  fol;owing reasons:  1 

1) '?he proposed coda ~ u r p o r t s  t o  c$ornyletrly ; ~ s s a r l :  
j u d i c i a l  d e t e r n i n a t  i ?n of aJ l m a t t e r s ,  both c i v i l  
and c r i m i n a l ,  cn t h e  Crow Ind ian  Reservat ion.  

2 )  The proposed code  wa:.; n o t  enacted through a 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  process  o f  ali r e s i d e n t s  w i t h i n  
t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  a r e a .  

3 )  The proposed code does n o t  provide c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  
g u a r a n t e e s  as t o  t h e  r i g l i t  of t r i a l  by j u r y ,  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  b a i l ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s e l e c t i o n  of judges,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  unlawful.  s ea rch  and s e i z u r e ,  
p r o t e c t i o n  a g a i n s t  unlawful a r r e s t  and o t h e r  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  r i + ; n t s  as t o  t h e  j u d i c i a l  p roces s .  

) The proposed code does n o t  recognize  and provide 
adequate  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  r e a l  and pe r sona l  
p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  3 f  non-Indians.  

5) The adopt ion 01 'k,e proposed code will t o t a l l y  
i s o l a t e  and eliminate t h e  r i g h t  o f  ,the non-Indian 
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a  goverrment phicn p u r p o r t s  t o  
r e g u l a t e  h i s  person and p r o p e r t y ,  

NAME - 
' I  

ADDRESS 
,' 

- 



) ldAMI3: DATE : - 
J ' 

/ 
.+!{ 

ADDRESS : - . --. f _ '1 ~ ? ~ ~ ~ - ~ - L L / L ~ , . ~ ~ /  , -  

REPRESENTING WIIOM? 
u I" . 

-- 

APPEARING ON FIHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? k/ AMEND? OPPOSE? 
I 

COMMENTS : d. '7335 >', .-- 
I // 



0 
NAME : ,&: / u- DATE: t / / 3 y f j 7  

r P 

ADDRESS: -- - = ~ ) 9 n l  

PIIONE: -- A/l -  ,!~G:QO 

REPRESENTING WNOII? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: sc;O /ti//;& $&8$ ‘ J U F  ;& 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? gF AMEND? OPPOSE? 



DATE : - 

ADUHESS: , 
L' 

- 4' 
REPRESENTING WNORI? ,&?!~!/4?t"(f 

c , ?T/? 35- 
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? ;v,G7 AMEND? OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : -- 



NAME : - DATE: 2 / //4/7 I 7 

ADDRESS: / 1 39 A ve e - 

PHONE: - z . S ~ - S S Q ~  

REPRESENT ING WIIOP!? 

APPEARING ON F4HICH PROPOSAL: - 0 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? K 
COMMENTS : 





4 

NAME : - 5 * Cctrr~d DATE : 

ADDRESS : 

REPRESENTING WHOM? 

&-- 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? , AMEYD? C/ OPPOSE? LI/ 

COMMENTS : 



NAME : dfr. DATE : 
C 

ADDRESS : B h o  ~ / ~ / M c J  MT-P 
PHONE : $?-24/4/ 

' REPRESENTING WHOM? 

APPEARING ON WIIICH PROPOSAL: & , 3 5/ 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? '4 \ OPPOSE? 



)NAME: J K : H ~ C [ J  ,A////:- DATE: /& 
- - - --. 

3 , g ' ~  & -  
--- - 

ADDRESS: / 3 8  - ,3~-/6&,q/' /k(/-/L @ y 
6 -- 

# & / ; s / t A  , / t i - ~ / ~ ? . .  . ~ - C S - - ~ C  ' 

REPRESENTING WHOPI? ~ / c / / ~ / P  9 _71c&/,W' z k ,/& ~{/i , /v/  /\ L - 
,' 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? L--+ 

- 
COMMENTS : / [t/lv-d'k-<. /<A- 6&1(c& &<hi9 4 ad- 



REPRESENTING WHOM? my .Je'e ,! F 
r- 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSq: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? 
L- -. 

COMMENTS : 



' NAME : 

ADDRESS : - T3 1, POP L* e. h - t  

PiIONE : 7 ~ 1 ~ .  3L543 

REPRESENTING WHOM? l"Rbr\ 
' sh 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL$ . ~ ~ . . R  . 
.,:* - 4 . 

3 X 
, , in 

* .  , . 
- .: .> 

. \ 
DO YOU: SUPPORT? .Ww? .-- OPPOSE? 

9 '  *: t.j . 
, ill p i  - ",+,,' 

COMMENTS : " b  I 

I I 
I . . .  



APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? w 



v 

ADDRESS 

PHONE : 

REPRESENTING WHOM 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? W N D ?  OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 



c -9 . 
)NAME: -//&,fCf . DATE: -- - /:> -- /..-. /,,-- 

REPRESENT ING WHOM? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 3-5 - 
DO YOU: SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? I/-  
COMMENTS : 



I 
)NAME: r ,#'L i <c-+. #- &., /y DATE : - 

ADDRESS 

REPRESENTING WHOM? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: & / f ~  f sd-- 
DO YOU: SUPPORT? W N D ?  OPPOSE? 

COMMENTS : 



, 

)NAME: - -; i 0 DATE : 

ADDRESS : 187 AL 
- 

PHONE: 

f l 2 '  
- 

REPRESENTING WHOM? I flm 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 

I 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? & ? p D ?  . OPPOSE? 

, > 
I I 

I ,  

COMMENTS : . . 
3 



NAME : 6 L  5" &'6&4$L/@r "TR, f,)I,/777 

ADDRESS : 

PHONE : 

REPHESENT ZNG WHOM? 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPDS#$,; R T a r  
DO YOU: SUPPORT? J/. A + 5 N J l ~  '- OPPOSE? 

- .  

COMMENTS : 



SEWlZ STATE ADMINISTRATION 

Bill No. ,'33 I, Tine 
2 

S e n a t o r  Tom Towe, Chairman 

S e n a t o r  Bob Brown 

XI 
S e n a t o r  P e t e  S t o r y ,  Vice Chairman 

S e n a t o r  Tom Rasmussen I kI 

X 

S e n a t o r  George Roskie 

I I 

S e n a t o r  John Devine 

S e n a t o r  Greg J e r g e s o n  

S e n a t o r  Che t  B lay lock  
1 I 
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Suggested Amendments - S.B. ,  $36 . 
I ,< 

Page 1  , i I n e  12 - Delete S i c t i  oh $1 

Ad d 

Sect ion I .  ~t scantiriued-*service :as a pol  i c e  o f f i c e r  w i  t t ldrawal of 
con t r i bu t i ons .  I I i 

(1  ) I f  a pol ice affjt@;;4,;'$~did~d$ued from se rv i ce  f o r  reasons o the r  than 
temporary suspension due ' t B  atlc!' fe t ia~$i :h t t lon,  death, d i s a b i l  i t y  o r  r e t i  r m e n t ,  g he may withdraw h i s  member t o n t r i  u t i o h s  upon f i l  i n s  w r i t t e n  appl i c a t i o n  w i  t h  the  
board. 

1 i 

3 ' )  

' :< " . ,,) 

Page 1, 1 i n c  23 t ~ l e k  ~ & c t i , o 6  '2,; bubsect ion (1 ) 
* 1 " , 

< -  , I  ' I " )  

Add . . , 6,:; . 4 .  

I .  : , I' I .  , &.v 

Sect ion 2. ~e~hstdtl@eht .ljf k ~ ? $ 7 6 ~  ' iedcposl t o f  c o n t r l  bu t ions .  ( 1  ) A 
pol i c e  o f f i c e r  may relnsttit4?.gv(lrdf$f f$r; $&Vice prev ious l y  refunded under 
sec t i on  (1)  by app ly lng  k l ~ f k i ~ , l ~ ~ : y d $ f % f t 9 i .  h i s  Peturn t o  h i s  Former s ta t1 .1~ as 
a  p o l i c e  o f f l c e r .  . .' ,," ,?. ; ' J C  I .  , . , I ,  . . < I ,  ; ,  . 

*,,;&,>;. < t * ' *  :. '2. 

;! 86 ! 
Page 2, I j n e  15 tJat&i stct&.eti;dh'i3) i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y  

Page 2, ifne 19 A bCldte snb31ttiin , (  (4 )  
f 

Add I 1  

( 3 )  The amount t o  de 'pal8 by, t h e  $01 i c e  o f f i c e r  s h a l l  c o n s i s t  o f  t he  
amount  refunded p lus  the  fntepest t h a t  muI'd have accunul a ted  i n  the account 
had the  re fund n o t  taken.$lhek,. 

--- -- 

Page 3 ,  1 i n e  5 - Renqpber s u ~ $ & @ $ $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ) , ) j ' . b ~ l ? ( 4 ) " .  , 
, .' ..5 :, .,s * * >  

, ,  ' 
8 -  - . *  ,. F ,  ' 

, = ' . ',(' +-:" , c ,r . ,? y a . ;  '. ' pl  > > y 4 l  4 . ._ r . ' I4 . - , " '*+~..+y*'...' 

Page 3, 1  i n e  7 " -  ~ e l e t e ,  aft?? the, ~ p r d ' " 1 n t k i i s i "  " a t  the r a t e  the  fund 
' I  , I s  c u r r e n t l y  earn ing"  t" j 

' i 

Page 3, l i n e  10 - Delete ~ i c t l o n  3 i n i t s  e n t i r e t y  
* ,  

Add the fo l lew ipg:  , 

"Sect ion 3. E l e c t i o n  t o  qual i f y  prev ious m i l i t a r y  serv ice .  (1 ) A member 
w i t h  15 years o r  more of se rv i ce  may a t  any t ime p r i o r  t o  h i s  re t i r emen t  make a 
w r i t t e n  e l e c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  board t o  qual i f y .  a l l  o r  any p o r t i o n  of h i s  a c t i v e  se rv i ce  
i n  t h e  armed fo rces  of t he  Un i ted  States f o r  t h e  purpose of c a l c u l a t i n g  re t i r emen t  
bene f i t s ,  up t o  a maximum of 5 years i f  he Is no t  otherwise e l i q i b l e  t o  rece ive  
c r e d i t  . To q u a l i f y  t h i s  serv ice  he r u s t  con- 
t r i b u t e  t o  the  account t f ~ e  a c t u a r i a l  cos t  o f  g r a n t l n q  the  serv ice  t o  he determined 
by the  board based on h i s  compensation and normal c o n t r i b u t i o r l  r a t e  a s  o f  h i s  1 6 t h  
year and as many succeeding years as are  requ i red  t o  n u a l i f y  t h i s  serv ice  x i t h  
i n t e r e s t  from the  date he becomes e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h i s  ben f? f i t  t o  t h e  ddte he c o n t r i -  
butes. We may no t  q u a l i f y  more o f  h i s  m i l i t a r y  se rv i cc  t l lar;  be has se rv i ce  i n  .excess 
of 15 years. 

( 2 )  If a  member has r e t i r e d  from a c t i v e  du ty  i n  the arrled forccs o f  the  
Uni ted States w i t h  a  normal se rv i ce  re t i r emen t  b e n e f i t s ,  he riJy n o t  q u a l i f y  h i s  r n i l i -  
t a r y  se rv i ce  under subsect ion (1  ) .  However, a rrre~:b~t- i ~ h o  i s  set-vinc o r  has ser-ved 
i n  the  n l i l  i t a r y  reserves w i t h  t h e  expects t ion  o f  t -ec fs~v inc j  a rlil itary se rv i ce  
pension may qua1 i f y  h i s  a c t i v e  n1i1 i t a r y  se rv i ce  urider subs r t c t i cn  (1  ) if h i s  a c t i v e  
d u t y  i n  the  armed forces o f  t he  Unf ted Sta tes  4s not  llinrp than 25' o f  t he  t o t a l  
of a l l  h i s  years o f  m i l i t a r y  serv ice , ' inc lud ing  rcser*ve (1r.d a c t i v e  du ty  t l n ~ e . "  

Paqe 3, 1  i n e  21 - De le te  Sect ion 4 i n  i t s  entlr i2t.y 
, . 



SEMITE STATE ADMINISTRATION 

Bill No. 3'3~ T i m  

S e n a t o r  Tom Towe, Chairman 4---- 
S e n a t o r  P e t e  Story, V i c e  Chairman 

S e n a t o r  Tom Rasmussen 
1 I 

X 
S e n a t o r  Bob Brown 

S e n a t o r  George Rosk ie  

S e n a t o r  John Devine 

k 

S e n a t o r  Greg J e r g e s o n  

S e n a t o r  Che t  Blaylock I I 



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

.............. 

Bill No. 

Respectfully report as follo 
fntroduaed b i l l ,  

1. mrakl@cp& pwra 3, 
F a l l w i n g ;  &has ,Z 
Sl;xiJm: sreetdoa tL 
Irusartr *Sere@&p ces - withdrawal 
of s6rxWiWt&ode frcm earvice 
he$ ~~aiporls . 
darn ,  tsrm;, 
utpcm l!ifiag 

2 .  ~lirend p a p  1, mect4.y It hrs 9 on page 2 .  
FslEwing ; o6at~&~Wiwam.* 
st;rikec i fner'  24 -gh' 1 patirrctty 
fuse%%&, a (1) IS p l i d t 3  qff  @ for aervicc pxcvfousl: 
r&f rm&d under ssautbn 2. )3Y f..r aftar his roturn to h i s  
f-ar seataa ar g of 

," 
4 ' 

STATE PUB. CO.  
Helena, Mow. 



3. Amend p.9. 2,  sect ion 2, ~ G P - > M ~  $!&*$& +in@ 5 on page 3. 
Fcallowftrgc line 1 4  

3 .  . P " S ) i p l  > 

struter l i n e s  13 throogh ih* ,$':*iib 4: &P e&ig m.+itety 
Inrltrtr (3 )  The a ~ o b w t  t o  'b. ,p#U .&f"z4m #+@%baa oig$a@r r h r l f  cronslst 
sf the amount refun&b p3us *@+'$a ;m !Mm%(IZ have aoauSnulatcd in 

I 2  Uxe 4afount had tho ro$wd a@$ t&& @ ~$p,*'  '' * 
"' 5 ,  > , Ranurzbsrr: titSereyuafit 16;1ubrc#t@?$q$ > . . . ?  q l q i , ,  . , + %  " 

, \ L H , . . l l  

5 .  ~ m a r u i  yag. 3, .eatAon2 j, $k's$p,.!~* 'gbdr 10. 
FsiXwingr ILnb 9 * ,  " ' i  $ 

l*' . 1 , . . # P i 3  " 
1 

bv ' ' ;"< ,, ,, 
Striker ssctioa 3 in it# ~t.&&': .;,!.-: .: 

Xneert:: " 6 0 c t f ~ n  3,  Elacst;;%an ,$biA#&a$6&~y ~p$hw#mu# miEidary setvf ce. (1) 
A n&sr with 115 ysara or ~~sm.i&',h@jtm ~)1'y @% 433y time grhr to h i s  
retitr-nt rrtaka a w r i t t e n  ~ & + W Q $ & ~ V $ ~ ~ $ ~ W ! @ & &  ta qualigy a l l  or any 
prcion of bir mtim ~enrici~nr itr %3m48 ~f +he Un-itmcl Stratem 
for the puqalre ~f calau3@tln$ t;8&b=p1.% b ~ e i L * # ~  up trO a maxi-1 of 
5 y e u a  i f  he is not othsrwibs lp&k~&,X6i ~s rttcosbwt ccrxmlit;. quclslffy 
this atlrrvfos ha m u ~ t  cmmjbut;, jt:o;Wm PQ&QUR* +ha aut=VIariaP coat: of 
grrmting the aoswice to &e I;kWnain& #y &ha bawd Lased on h i #  
ctxqmnrzltiorr and no-P oont=a!$luut&m g4Wa a8 eb hSr 16th y e w  and aa 
m n y  srucceeding y e a m  aar rzu roc;lr?;k?'H &a qgmfi&y *&a ~ e r v i a ~ i  w i t h  interest 
tmm the data hc b w x w s  albgAplZ?g 8(w, $&in b f i t  to date b 
contribucae. Ua m y  not qulrlify 6 of - h%a mblitrrry raxvicm than he 
has L Q I ~ M ~ C Q  fr, lit~a~aas at  3.9 y(lramJ,' , 

(7)  If a member ha8 ntlred ffaa pztike &uty Ln %ha amd forces 
sf the Un9tmd Gt;wtes  w5.m rnmtaf'~~~tl$r~rb mb&wimmnl; Ibernfitrr hae. may not 
quBLify h i 8  mi litenry asareirrr ~ $ @ r ' . . ~ ~ & a n  ( Hawever, a plenlbar 
w91u i s  serving or iws sawwS Sn 1W;S;rrg mmatsr with ?he w % c t a t f o n  
of zacaivlng e militaxy o e w & ~ a  ' ~%ak~grrry'qm$ify PI# native military 
ssrvics unbtr subsection (1) li , ~ ~ ~ w a  &$y L, th, rrnd forces of 
tila united ~+atcs i s  wt PM th@m#$Cc..@f .& tatl.I Oi #11 bia  yaaxs 
OD military ~er~?Lce,  iacSud5szg I x-iaCTJrt: ll .  p .  , I  

v ,raa%&Va duty tw-" 
A .  ? 2 %  

6 .  m n d  page 3, .action 4, $$+am 'PL ' 
% % . . h Xtna 7 on p g a  4. 

F ~ f l . ~ ~ i w g ~  Ifm 20 ' 3  i #  ., 3 .  8tr~;er motion 4 i n  mat~im-* . . ' 

4 
* ' J  : 

*> .< ' 



Sena to r  George Rosk ie  . 
l l / .  

Senator  John Devine 

Sena to r  Greg Je rgeson  

Sena to r  Chet Blaylock 

(include tmough irrfarmpUar\ gal 
-ttee neplat.) I ( 

t ~ t t r W = T ? Y M  



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

Prsoridant MR. .............................................................. 

we, your committee on ........... !?M.!Y!...~.W?!.W@$&.~Q ................................................................................. 

........ having had under consideration ........... 8 . w W  .............................. ................................................. Bill No. 253 

Respectfully report as follows: That .............. diBXld,h ........................................................................ Hil l  No. ..a53 ....... 

STATE PUB. CO. 
Helena, Mont. 

.................................................................................................... 
Chairman. 



STATE ADMINISTRATION 

Datcxl/,?,/;i7 &je., B i l l  No. J ~ J ?  T h  

NAME WS NO 
I 

I 
S e n a t o r  Tom Towe, Chairman I 

I 

S e n a t o r  P e t e  S t o r y ,  V i c e  Chairman 
I 1 1 

S e n a t o r  Tom Rasmussen 

S e n a t o r  Bob Brown 

S e n a t o r  George Roskie  

Y 

S e n a t o r  John Devine 
I I 

S e n a t o r  Greg J e r y e s o n  

S e n a t o r  Che t  B lay lock  

(incl* @noW infannation on motion--put with yellow of 
amnittee report.) 



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

............. a.ttbx~an3?...X2 ......................... 19 77 ..... 

M R ........ p &errp&Gi$rP(.b.. ........................... 

state ~ ~ ~ L s t r a t i o n  ............................................................................................................................................... We, your committee on 

4 2 9  
having had under consideration .......... s.wa~?f .................................................................................. Bill NO. ................. 

4 29 ................... ............... ........................................................................... Respectfully report as follows: That S R A B C . ~ ~  PIII NO 

DO PASS 
_C_-- 

STATE PUB. CO. 

........................... .................................................................. 
Chairman. 



STATE ADMINISTRATION 

S e n a t o r  Tom Towe, Chairman T I  
S e n a t o r  P e t e  S t o r y ,  V i c e  Chairman 

S e n a t o r  Tom Rasmussen I 

x 
S e n a t o r  Bob Brown 

S e n a t o r  George Rosk ie  

I 

S e n a t o r  John Devi.ne 

S e n a t o r  Greg J e r g e s o n  

S e n a t o r  Che t  B lay lock  

(include emugh inf-tim an nvtian--put w i t h  yellow capy of 
amnittee report.) 



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

Fpbruqy 19 77 .......... ...........,.. .............................................. 19. 

M R ...... .~x#$~&(J .GR.~ . .  ............................. 

We, your committee on ........ S . ~ % I D . . . ~ . ~ ~ ~ K . C ~ . ~ O ~  ...................................................................................... 

................................... having had under consideration .............. a ~ 0 . k * ~ . . d ~ h % . , . M ~ k ~ % k 8 ~ i r  Bill NO, 34 ............ 

................................. .......... ......... Respectfully report as follows: That S ~ . . 3 0 b t . . ~ 8 & U t h  Rill No ..... 34 

S T A T E  PUB. CO. 
Helena. Mont. 

.................................................................................................... 
Chairman. 



STATE ADMINISTRATION 

L 

I 
Bill Time 

NAME YFS NO 
1 i 

S e n a t o r  P e t e  S t o r y ,  Vice Chairman 

S e n a t o r  Tom Towe, Chairman 4-- 
S e n a t o r  Tom Rasmussen 

I 

S e n a t o r  Bob Brown 

S e n a t o r  George Rosk ie  

I/ 

S e n a t o r  John Devine 
I 1 

S e n a t o r  Greg J e r g e s o n  

S e n a t o r  Che t  B lay lock  

(include enough infcxmtiorr on motion--put w i t h  yellw c q y  of 
amnittee report.) 



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

Fsbmaxy 99 ... ............................ .............................. 1 !I?.?.. 

MR. ..... .Px~;~ni.aXernk .............................. 

........................................................................................ we, your committee on ........ firnkf~...Mbnl~A;!E%~.~p!%;F.Q.~ 

................................... having had under consideration .............. a0a(t,1;* 4..il.~bt..t8ermba.1;j,ea Bill No. 34 ............ 

Respectfully report as follows: That .......... & m A k ~ . . 3 0 h k . . ~ ~ h % .  ................................. Bill No. .... 34 ......... 

S-TAT€. PUB. CO. 
Helena. Mont. 

, ,.. ................................................................................................... 
Chairman. 




