MINUTES OF THE MEETING
SENATE STATE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE
February 19, 1977

The meeting was called to order by Senator Towe, Chairman, at 8:00 a.m,
in the Governor's Reception Room in the Capitol Building. Committee
members present were Senators Towe, Brown, Rasmussen, Jergeson, Blaylock
and Senators Roskie, Devine and Story attending late.

The following bills were discussed: SB 228
SJR 35
SB 336
SB 253
SB 429
SJR 34

SENATE BILL 228

Senator Towe referred to a letter from Morris Brusett, Legislative
Auditor (attached #1) and stated several department heads had been
contacted and asked to appear and testify regarding alleged destruction
of records during audit procedures. He then -asked for statements

from those people.

Jack Crosser, Director of the Department of Administration, submitted
a written statement to the committee (attached #2).

Senator Towe asked Mr. Crosser if the Department of Administration
could handle a total record retention program under the existing
regulations rather than having to pass and implement SB 228.

Mr. Crosser replied they have the rules to do everything at present
but enforcement is a problem unless it is statutory.

Senator Blaylock noted the letter from Mr. Brusett stated that records
were sent to be stored during an audit in the Department of
Administration and that the auditor had to pay $1 a box to retreive
those records for the audit and asked why that had happened.

Mr. Crosser stated he frankly didn't know but assumed space was a
problem and it was necessary to store the records so they wouldn't
be destroyed.

Senator Blaylock asked if anyone .asked the auditors if theyneeded
the records. It didn't seem like such a problem just to ask.

Mr. Crosser replied, no, they should have come to him and asked,
but the situation would definitely not happen again.

Ron Brown, Administrator of the Centralized Services Division of

Social and Rehabilitation Services, responded on behalf of Patrick
Melby, Director of SRS, who had been requested to appear before the
Appropriations Committee. He stated the records were not available
because the life of the tape they were stored on is five years and

because of that they are lmmediateiy spun off into hard data. The
e L a LA had heon
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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 inguired 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 Division, 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. Omholt 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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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

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.

Ellen Feaver, from the Legislative Auditor's office, said the bank
statements in question in the Employment Security Division were
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
by regulation and if the bill is really necessary.

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

JOINT RESOLUTION 35

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

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
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
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
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

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

Helen Peterson, Co-Chairman of the Indian Task Force explained the
make up of the task force. She said there were meetings with various
tribal task forces and suddenly one of the groups withdrew and then
several more. The reason given for the withdrawals was there were
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.
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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 county attorney 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 fvam 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 visitqr_
sheet if they rose in support of the resolution (see attached visitor
sheet).

OPPONENTS

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 0l1d 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, stated 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 proponents or opponents, Senator Towe
called for questions from the committee.

Senator Towe asked Bill Morigeau aboutfinancial conditions on the
Flathead Reservation. Mr. Morigeau 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°._ ge
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 0ld Person stated that Indians are the minority of minorities.

We should come together and talk over issues intelligently, 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.

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

Senator Towe asked Mr. Ingraham the same question.

Mr. Ingraham responded that dialogue to eliminate abrasiveness would
be 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
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.

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

if the state forces jurisdiction, he stated.

Senator Towe explained that a House Joint Resolution is nothing

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.

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.

Phil Roy, representing the Blackfoot Tribe, stated the Indians are
not separatists but rather are just using the attributes of sovereignty.
They only want to retain federal Indian jurisdiction and not have the
state interfere.

‘here 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

!
I
I
P
!

Tom Harrison, representing the Police Protective Association,
presented the bill for Senator Turnage, sponsor. He stated the
bill will do the same thing for the metropolitan police law as
the Sheriff's Retirment Act. He stated the attached amendments
(attachment #9) take care of any fiscal problem. He reviewed the

amendments with the committee.

Larry Nachtsheim, Public Employees Retirement System, appeared
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.



Page 9
Minutes of the Meeting
February 19, 1977

III‘.DIIII [

There being no questions or further discussion, the hearing was closed.

The committe then met in Executive Session.

SENATE BILL 336.

Senator Story moved to adopt the amendments presented by Mr. Harrison
on behalf of Senator Turnage (see attached committee report). THE
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.

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

SENATE BILL 253

Senator Story moved Senate Bill 253 Do Not Pass. THE 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.

‘I’l

SENATE BILL 429

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

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 34

Senator Rasmussen moved Senate Joint Resolution 34 Do Pass. THE
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 11:00 a.m. in Room 410 of the Capitol Building.

Chairman

[ Il‘l' n e
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1ORRIS L. BRUSETT
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR

STATE OF MONTANA

Office of the Leyislative Auditor

STATE CAPITOL.
HELENA, MONTANA 59601

406/449-3122
DEPUTY LEGISLATIVE AUDITORS:
JOSEPH J. CALNAN

ADMINISTRATION AND
) PROGRAM AUDITS
) ELLEN FEAVER

FINANCIAL.COMPLIANCE AND
CONTRACGTED AUDITS

STAFF LEGAL COUNSEL
February 17, 1977 JOHN W. NORTHEY

Senator Thomas Towe, Chairman
State Administration Committee
State Senate

Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Senator Towe:

Pursuant to your request, we are providing information concerning records
retention problems we have encountered during our routine audits of
various state agencies.

l'

During our fiscal year 1975-76 audit of the Department of
Administration, we were in the process of performing our
detailed audit tests when the department transferred all claim
documents for fiscal year 1975-76 to the records retention
center. We then had to request that these records be retrieved
from storage, which cost the agency $1 for each box.

In our current audit of the Department of Social and Rehabili-
tation Services, we found that computer tapes used to generate
the monthly payments to recipients of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children and payments to foster homes were not
retained for an adequate period of time. Because of this,
these basic accounting records, which supported approximately
$13 million in disbursements, were not available for our
audit. We were required to spend many audit hours performing
manually audit tests which should have been performed using
the computer.

During our last financial audit of the Employment Security
Division, we found that the agency had destroyed current year
bank statements. We wasted many hours trying to reconstruct
these statements or obtain copies of them from the bank involved.

In our current audit of the State Treasurer's office we found
that the agency was destroying current general ledgers. We
found it difficult and time consuming to obtain copies of
these essential reports.
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. FINAL DRAFT
BY

)

CROW 1AW AND ORDER CODE - COMMITIEE

S e——

PREAMBLE

BY ITS INHERENT POWER AS A SOVEREIGN NATION, BY ITS RIGHTS RESERVED IN THE
TREATIES OF FT. LARAMIE OF 1851 AND 1868 AND PURSUANT TO ITS FURTHER CONSTITUTIONAL
AUTHORITY AND DUTY TO PROTECT AND PROMOTE THE PUBLIC HEALTH, .SAFETY, MORALS AND
GENERAL WELFARE OF ITS PEOPLE, THE CROW TRIBE OF INDIANS HEREBY ADOPTS THE CROW LAW
AND ORDER CODE FOR THE CROW INDIAN RESERVATION TO PROVIDE THE MACKINERY OF LAW
ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE FOR THE CROW TRIBE OF INDIANS,

_ IF /NY SECTION, CHAPTER OR TITLE OF THIS CODE OR ITS APPLICATION TO ANY PERSON
OR CIRCUMSTANCE IS HELD INVALID, THE RQMAINDER OF THIS CODE OR THE APPLICATION OF
THE SECTION, CHAPTER OR TITLE TO OTHER PERSONS OR CIRCUMSTANCES IS NOT AFFECTED.

ANY PROVISIONS OF ANY LAWS, ORDINANCES OR RESOLUTIONS OF THE CROW TRIBE OF
INDTANS NOT INCONSISTENT WITH THIS CODEZ, ADOPTED BEFORE OR AFTER THE ADCPTION OF
TdIS CODE SHALL NOT BE AFFECTIED OR INVALIDATED BY THE CODE AND ARE TOQ BE ENFORCED
PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CODE AS AFPROPRIATE AND LAWFUL.
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Parel: Jurisdiction - Irxdians end Indian Couuntry

© " Tth Apnuel Nortuwesi T-ibal Judges Conference

Rivarton, wycming - October 25, 1607
1. [ Indian Tribal Courts exsrcise jurisdictioz over 400,000 to 500,000
enrolled Indians in matters erising on I-diasn Reservations.
2. The rpeesure of t~e Tribal Court?!s Jurisdiction is veriocusly covered in
(a) 25 C.F.R. Secs. 1l.1 to 11.30%; or
(b) Tribel Law ard Order Codes; and
(c) Treaties; e.g., Cherokee Treaty cited in Talton v. Mayes, 163
U.S. 376;
(d) stztutory lizitstions; e. g Ten Major Crirces Act, 18 U.S.C.
1153; See Glaver v. U.S., 219 F. Surp. 19.
3. Toe mest troublescce guestions of Jurisdiction ere:

(2) What persons ere covered by the L.&0. Code?

(1) Jurisdiction over nonsmrolled Irdians livirg on reservaticn
ey be aiffected by limitations in Trivsl Constitutions; .

(2) non-Indians: .
(2) unaffected by criminel jJurisdiction; but

(v) ray be reguired to use Trital Court where civi
transaction arcse on Izdien Reservation. Will
Lee, 338 U.s5. 217. -

(v) Are Tribal Courts lirmited to actions set out in L.%20. Codes?

Sl e e e e e

R T TR U T S . B
(1) e.g. mandermus; writs of executions; termination of parental

rights?

(2) Tribal Courts ey have innerent rights. In Iron Crow v.
Ozilala Sioux Tritre, 231 F.2d 83, 65, the court szig,
"Tribal courts nave inzerent Jurisdicitioa over a_l catters
not texen over by federel goverr=ent."

(3) But BIA tezds to view that the L.%0. Code —usi specify the
actions which the Tritsl Court =2y ta2Xxe; otzerwise ithe
court carnot taxe thze action. This is cozscrmant with
Williars v. Lee, 358 U.S. 217, 222, wrich indicates that
where a Tribal L.%0. Code offered a forum for reservation
transactions, this foruz 22d to te used; tae icpliczilcn

~. .. .being tha%t if the L.%0. code did znct specify relief, it
was not evailable ard recourse could be had to the State
Court.

-
.
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DLTITION
THE UNDIRSICNED, belng interested in the enforcement of law, both
awvii and criminal, on the Crow Indian Res,erva‘t‘ion, having knowledge of the
nioposad T oow Law and Order Code, aciépte'dvby the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976,
do hereby Cppse the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons:

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

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

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, hoth
civil apd criminal'hon the Crow Indian Reservétton having knowledge of the
prOposed Crow Law and Order Qode adopted by the Crow Tribe on Ianuary 31, 1976

’ ~do hereby oppose the proposed code in 1ts present form for the following reasons'

1) The proposed code purports Lto completely assert judicial _

determination of all.matters, both civil and criminal, on the

Crow Indian Reservation, and applles to both Indlans and nonwlndians

; ,”B‘,{v,

2) The proposed code was not enacted througb a representative
process of all residents withln the jurisdictional area. &

‘3) The proposed code does not provide constitutlonal guarantees

as to the rtight 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 ]udicial process. . -

ahety e

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
e ,, which purports to regulate his person and property. K
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THE UNDERSIGNED being 1nterested in the enforcement of law both

f‘clvn and criminal on the C‘row Indian Beservation having knowledge of the ",
,;-proposed Crow Law and Order Code adopted by the Crow Tribe on Ianuary 31 1976," |

f'y"do hereby oppose the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons.'

";'-1) The proposed code purports to oompletely assert judicial
;determmation of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the
:"Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indlans and non- Indians.

2)" The proposed code was not enacted through a representatlve
process of all residents within the jurisdictional area.

3) 'I'he proposed code does not provlde oonstltutlonal 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 oonstltutional rights
- as to the judicial process.

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

5) The adoption of the proposed code will totally isolate and
.y  eliminate ‘the right of the non-Indian to participate in a goveérnment
"~ which purports to regulate his person and property.
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THE UNDERSIGNFD being lnterested ln the enforcement of law, both

,;determmatlo,n of all matters , b‘oth“: ivt} "ahd crim,lnal.‘ on the
4 ,.nw Indian Pesemation, and apnlles to hoth Indtans and non- Indians. -

v'2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative
pmcess of all residents withln the jur;sdicuonal erea. i

."

. ;’3) The proposed code does not provide constitutlonal guarantees
.as to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative
. selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure,
et . protection against unlawful arrest and other oonstitutlonal rights
Co wj.'“‘as to the judlcial process. :

'4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate
"-{".vprotectlon for the real and personal pmperty rlqhts 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 govemment
‘ “whjch purports to regulate his person and vproperty. g
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PETITIO N
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THE UNDBRSIGNBD being interested in the enforcement of law, both
civil and crlminal on'the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the

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

k

~do hereby Oppose the pmposed code 1n 1ts present form for the followlng reasons:

SR 1) The proposed code purports to- oompletely assert judiclal

" . determination of all matters both civil and criminal, on the A
g t dmw Indian Reservation, and appljes to- hrth Indians and non—Indlans. :
S e ,,2)’ The proposed code was not enacted through a representatlve
. process of all residents within the jurisdiotiopal,are_a.

E 3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees
as to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative
 gelection 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 ¥
: ﬁw 247 /;auw(/w PN Tor
/(’ T Rasden  TherTa,
Box 1xt _ Hurdin Moat
ﬂﬁg [0 Haedin Yoot~
‘RO (40 ® e | HﬂVo\in,N\* -

f/3e>,< 309 /—/A.ea.d MonsT

_NAME
| )amw 7/ Mtf/é/ i
%é/} IO \wTﬁ/MK‘(_/

' < I
aw’m/ 77&/;1,64 oy nJQ,')?/j ‘
S |
Y %m&

/30)( ,Zl //apr/m /‘7de/“
_éﬂ( M//,of/ ‘W«t— //{44
hen? 2E5CT WWII




P PETITION
o THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both
[civi! and criminal on the Crow Indian Reservation, havlng knowledge of the
proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on Ianuary 31 1976,
do hereby oppose the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons.
... 1) The proposed code purports to completely assert )udicial
v f determination of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the

' Crow Indilan Reservation, and applles to both Indians and non-Indlans.

o 2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representauve
. process of all residents within the jurisdlcttonal area. -

— 3) The proposed code does not provide oonstitutional guarantees
" as to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative
- selectfon of judges, protection against unlawful search and selzure,
. protection against unlawful arrest and other oonstltutional rights
- as to the judicial process.

e -

P_ : j".,'ﬁ . 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 govemment
s . whlch purports to regulate his person and property.
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THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both
civil and criminal on the me Indian Reseniation, havlng knowledge of the

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

do hereby oppos e the proposed code in 1ts present form for the followinq reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to oompletely assert judlcial
determination of all matters, bothfctvu and criminal on the
Crow Indian Reservation. and ap ' to

2) ‘The proposed code was not enacted thmugh a representative
process of all resldents Mthln the jurlsdlctlonal area. .

' 3) The proposed code does not provlde constitutional guarantees
as to the right of trial by jury, the right to ball, representative
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and selzure,
protection against unlawful arrest and other oonstitutlonal rlghts
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 wﬂl totally isolate and
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government
which purports to regulate his person and property.
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PETITION
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THE UNDERSIGNED, being intereeted in the enforcement of law, both

civil and criminal, on the Crow _Indlan ‘Reservatlion, hevlngknowledge of the

proposed Crow Law and Crder Code adopted by the Crow Tribe on Ianuary 31, 1976,

do hereby oppose the proposed code ln its preeent form for the following reasons:

1) The proposed code purporte to completely assert judicial

determination of all matterg, both c!vﬂ and criminal, on the

Crow Indian Reservation, end applles to both Indians and non-Indians.
f A \

2) The proposed code was not enected thmugh a representative

process of all resldents withln the jm‘isdictionel area.

3) The proposed oode does not pmvide 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 prbperty 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.
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PETITION
THE UNDERSIGNED, being 1nterested in the enforcement of law, both
civil and criminal, on the Crow Indlan 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 reasons:
1) The proboéed code purports to completely a;.assert judicial
determination of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the

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

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

'3) The proposed code doés 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 selzure, :
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

Lo TN

eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government. byl
- which purports to regulate his person and property.
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'T‘HE UNDERSI(JNED being interestod 1n the enforcement of law, both

e ”

3 civil and criminal on the Crow Indran Reservatlon, having knowledge of the

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert Judicial

’ 4~~determination of all matters both civil and "cﬁriminal on the

| Crow Indian Resverv t:lon, and applies to_both ndians and nop-Indtans.

2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative
- process of all resldents within t ‘,jurisdict onal area.

RN

‘r‘».

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees

as to the right of trial by jury, the right to hail, representative
selection of judges, protection agalnst unlawful search and selzure,
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights
as to the judicial process. : :

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate
proteotion 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
whlch purports to regulate his person and property.
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THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested
both civil and criminal,
knowledge of the proposed Crow Law and Order Code, adopted by the

Crow Tribe on January 31,

PETITTION

in its present form for the following reasons:

1)

2)

L)

5)

e

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

The proposed code was not enacted through a
representative.proaess of all re31dents within
the Jurlsdlct1ona1 area..

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.

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

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.
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| : THE UNDERDIGNF being’ 1Vnte,regtecl'; 1n the»‘enfogcement of law, both

L ‘ 3) The proposed codo vide :
R as to the right of trial by jury, fhe right to bail;: representative
A selection of judges, protection ggainst unlawful search and seizure,
i protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights

as to the judicial process. :

‘\; E

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate
protection for the real and personal property rlghts of non—Indlans. .

i 5) The adoptlon of the pmposed code will totally 1solate and
' " eliminate -the right of the non-—Indlan to particlpate m a government
which purports to regulate his pepsoq, and property . o

xJ 1)
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) - | PETITION
THE UNDERSIGNED being interested in the enforcement of law, both
civil and criminal on the Crow Indian Reservatlon, 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 1n 1ts present form for the following reasons:
\ _;»1) The proposed code purports to oompletely assert judicial
‘ determination of all matters ‘both civil and criminal, on the
”me Indian Reservation, and appues to both Indlans and non-Indians.

L it g) The proposed code was pot enacted through a representative
iprocess of all residents within the jurisdictionp) area .

3) The proposed oode does not provide constitutlonal 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 oonstitutional 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.’

'§) 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 pmperty. :
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THE UNDERSIGNED being interested 1n the enforcement of law, both
civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, havlng knowledge of the

propoeed Crow Law and Order Code adopted by the- ("mw Tribe on Ianuary 31 1976

'
,fu N

do hereby oppose the pmposed code in 1ts preaent form for the following reasons-

‘?'11) The proposed code purports to- completely assert judicial
o determination of all matters both civil and cr!minal onthe = | :
] ;. Crow Indian Reservation. and applies to. both Indlans and non—Indians.

L ’ 1;\. »

2) The proposed code was not enacted thmugh a ;epresentatlve .
process of all residents within the ,turlsd’,ct).onalt~ area, : -

3) The proposed code does not provide constltutlonal 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. ' T

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 govemment
which purports to regulate hls person and pmperty R
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selection of jud:;es, prptectton agaiﬁst unlawful search and seizure,
protection against unlawtul an'ast and other constitutional rights
as to the judiclal p ,gags.

4) The proposed code does pot rocogniza and provide adequate
protection for the real and personal pmperty rights of non-Indians.”

5) The adoption of the proposed code wﬂl totally isolate and
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a8 government.
which purports to ragulate h!s person and property.

ADDRESS
e /. ) .
/ » , /“b' v \, . "t' e f“

9\/ Owﬁ Y \D/(/J/{//MJI? gj b 47/’ 7/,
Y TR “‘W it Bt

Lo JL‘LK(“-/ /“f f?/tLL/ //4/1?/’ ?
/@:’_4)/"14 1/1/'«{/1’..- /<——=1 L{é-ﬂ—‘&-ﬂ' o ; 7/”{ ({ o ’/1"75,1

~ 1

’L_ /f\ {/ /4,( . :t{\i,:. i : we v!-fv'r,-'-’. N
W

ﬁ 7/»/ . //a[/,/é

D (-




I -

PETITION
r ‘ THE UNDERSIGNED, pelng interested in the enforcement of law, both
[ civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservatlon having knowledge of the |
propoaed Crow Law and Order Code adopted by the Crow Trlbe on January 31, 1976,
[ do hereby oppose the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons:

- 1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial
~ determination of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the
Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians.
- 2) The proposed codé‘i@gé not.exiactéd throhgh a representative
- process of all residents within the jurisdictional 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 selzure,
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 propoéed code will totally isolate and

eliminate ‘the right of the non-Indian to participate in a govemment
which purports to regulate his person and property.
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THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both

Iclvﬁ and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having‘kpowledge of the

Iproposed Crow Law and Qrder Code, adopted by the Crow Trlbe on January 31, 1976,
do hereby oppose the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons:

I 1) The proposed code purports to oompletely assert judicial
determination of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the
‘Crow Indian Reservation, and applies to both Indians gnd non-Indians.

" +2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative
‘process of all residents within the jurisdictional 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 setfzure,
protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights

b 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 {solate and
I : - eliminate the right of the non-Indian to participate in a government

which purports to regulate his person and property.
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P | ~ PETITION
‘ THE UNDERSIGNED, being int\erested in the onforcement 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 Jariuary 31, 1976}
do hereby oppose the proposed code {n its ppesent form for}«tlie folloWing reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial

determination of all matters, both civil and criminal on the
Crow Indian Reservauon, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians..

‘2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative
process of all residents within tho jurisdictional area.

3) The proposed code does not provide oonstitutional guarantees

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

as to the judiclal process.

4) The proposed code does not recognize and provide adequate
protection for the real and personal pmperty 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 govemment
which purports to regulate his person and property. ~
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P . | ~ RETITION
. ' 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 lts present form t'or the following reasons

1) The proposed. code purports to oompletely assert judicial
' determination of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the
Crow Indian Reservation, apd p I{esg fto a_both Indians and non-Indians. -

2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative
N process of all residents wlthin" e mrisdictional area.

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

. 4) The proposed code does nolt\ recognize and provide adequate v
- protection for the real and personal propertv 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 govemment
x which purports to regu ate ;person and property. , .
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— Toir TINDEROSLGNED, 0. o Dhve nt ol i the entorcement ol o,
both wivit and criminal, ». tae Grooo Dayian Reosr ption, hoving
knowlerdge of the proposed . -cw Law,‘xr.;j Order Lode, aacobtaa by the
row Tribe on Januucy 31, }976,vd0'nercby opp@nn the proposed codeo
in its present rorm for the following rrasons:

1) The proposed code purports 1o comple*taay assort
judicial determination of all matters, both civil
and criminal, on the Crow Tndian Keservation,

2) Tne proposed code wae rot enacted through a
representative process of all residents within
the jurisdictional area,

3) The proposed code does no- provide ~onstitutional
guarantees as to the rigns of tria. by jury, the
right to bail, representunive selection ot judges,
protection against unlawi:i. search and selzuare,
protection against unlaw! i: arrest wnd other
constitutional rights as to the jvd. clal process,

4) The proposed code does not recopn..c and provide
adequate protection for the rea. ard persoras
property rights of non-Indianc,

5)  The adoption of the propcoed oi1e will totally
isolate and eliminate the rignt ot the non-Indian
to participate in a goverrrent wnich purports to
regulate his person and pr .oerty,
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) PUTITION
THY UNDERSIGNTD, belng interested in the gnforcement of lawv, both
civil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having knuwledge of the
proposad Crow Taw and Order Cada, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976,
do hsreby oppuse the propuse? code In ita present form for the following reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to ompletely assert judicial
determination of all matters, both aivil and criminal, on the
Crow Indlan “eservation.

2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative
process of all residents within the jurisiictional aras.

3) The proposad code does nout provide constitutioral qguarantees

as to the richt of trial by jury, the right to ball, reprasantative
gselection of judqges, protection analnst ualawful search and selzure,
protection acgalnst unlawful arrest and other cunstitutional rights

a8 to the judicial process.

4) The proposed code “does not recuonize and provide adeqguate
protection for the real and personal property rights of non-Indians.!

5% The acdoption of the propused code will totally lsolate and
eliminate the right of the non-Indian to rarticipate tn a oovernment
which purports to regulate his person and property.
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UNDERSTGNED, wooe o e v o I Lo enroreement of

civil and criminal, < tae Cros Indian oo rvation, having

JHW .,

knowledge of the proposed Lrow Law and Urder <ode, adopted 1y the

Crow Tribe

in 1

on Januar~y 31, 1976, do nereby oppose the proposcd code

ts present form Jor the following reasons:

i)

| N

. | LR A
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The proposed code purportis to completely assert
judicial determination of all matters, both ~civil
and c¢riminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation.

The 11oposed code was not enaxted through a
represantative process of all residents within
the jurisdictional area. -

The proposed code does not provide constitutional
guarantees as to the right of tria. by jury, the
right to bail, representative selection of judges,
protection against unlawful search and selzure,
protection against unlawful arrest and other
constitutional rights as to the judiclal process,

The proposed code does not recognive and provide
adequate protection for the real and personal
property rights of non-Indians,

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.
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gl 1 the entorcomemt o of sov.

THE UNDERSIONTD, Cear o

poth civil and ceimina., 91 the O f 1(1J“ CNervatho L having

knowledge of tho propoucd Code, odoctod by tnu

Crow Tribe on Junuary 31, the proposed code

in its present form for thev

1) The pI‘OpO“ed codex.,purpovys‘fo ce ’H?’eﬁly yssert
‘judicial determinat ion of.all’ mattpv“, both ~ivil

and rlmlnai, on- thn Frow Ind:qn Keservat,on.

2) The preposed code was notrenacted through a
representative process; of@lll residents within
the Jurlsdlctlonal area. . :

1) The proposed code dops not provlde constitutional

guarantees as to the right of trial by jury, the
rlpht to bail, rcpreuentatlve gelection o1 judge.,
protection against unlawful search and seizure,
protection against unlawful arrest and other
constitutional rights as to the judicial prucess,

i}  The proposed oode does not recognize and pvov1de
adequate protection for the real and personal
property rightw of non-Indians.

5)  The adoptiorn or +he proposed code will totally
isolate and eliminate the right of the non-Indian
to participate ir. a government which purports to-
reguiate his person and property.
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PETITION

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 reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial
determination of all 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 all residents within the jurisdictional area.

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional gquarantees

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.
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THID UNDERG CaNBL, e o ooy x dps thr wmrToy oot 0
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both civii and oramivas, oo e Droa oot e ua o, heor g

knowledge of the pronoued (row bLaw wrd Jdrder Code, adousbed g he

Crow Trive on Januatry 31, 1976, do azreby opposs itne proposed code
in its present torm or the following reasonsst

1) The propoced code purports to completely asoert
judicial determination of all mattery, roth civii
and criminal, on the Crow Indian Regervation.

?2) The pruposed code was not enacted through &
repreventative process of all residents within
the jurisdictional area,

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutionadl
guarantees as to the right of triai by jury, th=
right to bail, representative selection of jud.es,
protection against unlawful search and selzure,
protection against unlawful arrest and other
constitutional rights as to the judiclal process.

2}  The proposed code does not recognize and provide
adequate protection for the real and personasl
property rights of non-Indians.

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

- g

THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both
¢ivdl 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 reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial
determination of all 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 all residents within the jurisdictional area.

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees

as to the right of trial by jury, the right to bail, representative
gelection 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 adobtlon 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. .
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lcivﬂ and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservetlon, havlng knowledge of the

e e e e S e g

THE UNDERSIGNED being interested in the enforcement of law, both

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

. i'}‘- Lo N

do hereby oppose the pmposed code in !ts present form for the following reasons:

|
|
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|
|
|
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|
|
|
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|

N

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial

determination of all matters, both civil and criminal, on the
Crow Indian Reservation, and eppliea to both Indlans and non-Indians.

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

3) The proposed code does not provide gonstltutlonal 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.
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/"J < " . ;’; .
(/f e SZN(\ 179&4/(/6&' ‘




PETITION

i e ‘e s e it e
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 hereby oppose the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial
determination of all 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 all residents within the jurisdictional 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-Indlans.*

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. :
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THE UNDERGLOGNSL, oL e TS AT OY RN D B A 00 A L
Leth oivil oand criminal, iR Lo Indion Eooorvabion, haviig
knowledge of the preposed O cow Law nd Ogdor Coan, adephted py o Uik
“row Tribe on January 3. L7, Jdoe hereby cppose the proposed code
in its present form Jor the following reasons:

1) The proposed uode pubports to completely cosert

judicial determina-ion of all matters, both Livid
and ¢1riminal, orn the Crow Indian Reservation.

[a]

The proposed code was not enacted through a
representative procesns of all residents within
the jurisdictional area.

3) The propoced code does not provide constitutional
guarantees as to the right of trial by jury, ine
right to ball, representative selection of judge,
protection agains unlawful search and seluure,
protection agalnst unlawiul arrest and other
constit.tional rights as to the judicial process.

4)  The projesead code does not recognice and provide
adequate protection for the real! and personal
property r.gn.e of non-Indians.,

5) The adoptlor 1 tTue proposed code will totally
isolate and eiiminate the right ol the nort-Ind il
to participate in a government which purports -.
regulate hls person and property.

. NAME ADDREED

o ;o : / P2 Y -
41.%!’,@{'{& tx \) ALY / f/ : v bl s /)‘] Na /

,/iéﬂﬂma4,/%1){74£2101;v< | WJ/?/?ikfﬂmﬁ /4221?24%?\6-mmm"

L o

v . o : R _ -
/5;;”77%7Z%>7g>ﬂﬂffi;k7>7714z/ifZ;x' (T edr) PFirs

?@i@//269/522¢%34n¢};4g

Ay 2?7 74
Hardl, Hons

‘{ %%&éiAﬂ_ L (QAJ{/é ug77éh/{” )

7 " : . — ‘ 2 ‘ - : 4 2
pat7y. £y P 7_/4..{ L _ Cly -';[,g = /// /e 2o f .

3

e 7 . ) PRI ; ) a ey Y4
L ‘Q—c*/é gl )Z{ R AP e P d % gl 2 j « yo b

_ ' _ - Jd , \
ﬂJxﬂdﬁb’jﬁﬁx%bvwﬂé _e ﬂﬂﬂ»ﬂ; 2 7

’a

N

/% oy ’)%{M.Z/AM »

/ﬁgéﬁ”{ <ﬁzﬁﬁ;fi

i . o

i7é%53411¢;4595£_,f/"’”"7,;
! N - o o kR




o

PETITION

o s s iy s s, g

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

l civil E‘hd 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 herébfr oppose the proposed code in its present form for the following reasons:

I
|
|
l
b

1) The proposed code purports to completely assert judicial
determination of all matters, both civil and crimiaal, on the

- Crow India_n Reservation, and applies to both Indians and non-Indians. |

. 2) The proposed code was not enacted through a representative

process of all residents within the jurisdictional area.

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarantees
as to the right of trial by jury, the right to ball, 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.
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r PETITION
: ‘ THE UNDERSIGNED, being interested in the enforcement of law, both

Icivil and criminal, on the Crow Indian Reservation, having knowledge of the
lproposed Crow lLaw and Order Code, adopted by the Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976,
do hereby oppose the proposed code in {ts present form for the following reasons:

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

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

3) The proposed code does not provide constitutional guarant‘ees

as to the right of trial by jury, the right to ball, representative
selection of judges, protection against unlawful search and seizure,

protection against unlawful arrest and other constitutional rights

b 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 goveinment
which purports to regulate his person and property.
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THE UNDERSIGNED, be.:yg intersoted In the entorcement of law,
both civil and criminal, on the Cro. Indian kegervation, having
knowledge of the proposed “:ow Law and Order Code, adopted by the
Crow Tribe on January 31, 1976, do hereby oppose the proposed code
in its present form Ifor the folLow1ng reasons:

1) The proposed code purports to a%mpletely asgsert
judicial determination of all matters, hoth civil
and criminal, cn the Crow Indian Reservatlon.

2) The proposed code was not enacted through a
representative process of all residents within
the jurisdictional 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 judiclial process

L) The proposed code does not recognize and provide
. adequate protection for the real and personal
property righte »>f non-Indians,

5) The adoption ui *he 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.
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) NAME :

/7/} N DATE:

‘ YA

LA / 7.

L4

!/ (Vg / s
ADDRESS: 77 1/2 /) VUL 2z ) / 5TSI
PHONE: R /l/ 2 )
y ;0
REPRESENTING WHOM? </ /747/4//4/
4 ;o N
J
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 5 T//) J 57/
/
DO YOU:  SUPPORT? ) AMEND? OPPOSE?
1
7 7 7 ' S s
COMMENTS : “"';*’;.’é.—,-—t.q,-{f.’féz/é,mz of )Py f{/fw lts A Sl et v
7 7
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0
NME: P S fogd TuboANRr  DATE:_2f1 977

ADDRESS : ’/KuanMaﬂ‘f,

PHONE : £76-Déoo

REPRESENTING WHOM? /{ 0. )

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: ?[25 ofutson pﬁ; Sthele \Tgr (<
DO YOU:  SUPPORT? X AMEND? OPPOSE?

COMMENTS : &( o // fu#oklc
N / C/i&’{/sm/

7 4 @ﬂ&aﬂ(/ Ao 2

7

e cy Cocdinne  badhen cidii S,

PLEASE LEAVE ANY PREPARED STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY



i NAME : 5// / litnn /[ /jff 62’ D / ;/ DATE :

ADDRESS: /dc ?/ / ﬂ"{«cﬁ/ﬁ(’% 77&/7%‘

PHONE: . 2,5 - </2~ &7/

. -/
REPRESENTING WHOM? g2 5//\?(//

’ A
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 5 T

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? “Z/¢ AMEND? OPPOSE?
7

COMMENTS :




NAME : ?AAA%Z_LBM ,L)rw:? W% DATE: 2’//9’/’77
aopress: 1 ]13¢%  Ave C.

PHONE: 2.54-R50 3

REPRESENTING wiOM? /N gt _W 7‘% /:q [S P
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: __M, # =5

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? M\

A J

COMMENTS :
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REPRESENTING WHOM?

APPEARING ON WHICH .PROPOSAL

by,
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NAME: JﬁM ("5 fL_ (A?\fﬁf/ DATE: 7/‘ / '7

aopress: 1o Ziﬂ 1 5 C/?'ﬁifwi W/Lc /R

puone: (S 7 -6 31 3 o  T52-Ygs0

REPRESENTING WHOM? ()7./ LAy o //up .y AFF/;..,,? M

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: S-J, K., 3

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? . AMEND? y - OPPOSE?__ &~

COMMENTS:




— o & fBy oare: L /7, /907
woomsss:__ /By YT Do wrinG) T S
ewone:__ 338 -245/

- wepresmrin o JSL A € A FEL T

/
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: { A TS

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? AMEND? - OPPOSEN

COMMENTS : WMM

A A
; 7




WAME: o pnces N Lurik Bikd oatE: /9 Zl 9y

ADDRESS: /0. (). By gy 38 FORT AR KOAP Nhs oy
MAC) fevt | jleorl . SES.xC

PHONE: 2.3 - 239/

REPRESENTING WHOM? Lo EUAA NP ] LD (CC s ipog 2 L

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: _ S 4sA A7 Joiul LESOLUZ (N ’d{; S~

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? AMEND? " OPPOSE? L—"

COMMENTS: ___ A (18 7 545 &L /(A‘S A C Skousd R
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NAME fﬁfd./&LV/) LIl0x) cEAY
' T

ADDRESS: £, SHire 51 fon g

DATE: —~ ~ 77 =777

R

PHONE: & &7 —~ 2 ¢7p

REPRESENTING WHOM? _Z27Y (/[ F

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL:

OPPOSE?

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? : AMEND?

COMMENTS::
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NAME: QLQ)\MA ~ QM , DATE: « J.), 20,

ADDRESS: @.01 597 \ \)QVLHQ\ e

PHONE: LY A L:S lg |

REPRESENTING WHOM? f'Y\Q Q. ;‘ \JQ‘ | L_Rg‘\

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 5

- OPPOSE?

Y .

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? _— i aweNp?

P b
S )

COMMENTS :




IAME: /

HONE:

XEPRESENTING W

\PPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: ,2 ;14 ,S s '

0 YOU:  SUPPORT? AMEND? OPPOSE? _L~"

"OMMENTS : 0&4‘
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‘ g FsT
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: [JAl/g RS <
DO YOU:  SUPPORT? _ AMEND? opposE?_ X

COMMENTS :




) NAME: AL % £ /”3@“5/ A&~y S pate: 2 — /-
aoDRESS: /D o4 /NT /3/{)/) (/0717//"/'/5.) i Sl . /4’
pioNE: | D IS D

REPRESENTING WHOM? %%;%’M 7/;%&\

. —
APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: CTH £S
DO YOU:  SUPPORT? 'AMEND? _ OPPOSE? //” ’"

COMMENTS:




v A s A /
JNAME: LY/ /71-‘- - WA{ Pl 4 DATE .2//:/ S
- " y, v
ADDRESS: 7/ ) (S & [ ta p L5 2 caman
PHONE: S & Lond

REPRESENTING WHOM? / V/ 5 AT A | /64 roa & ca sy

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: _ S A7 £ S\J

DO YQU: SUPPORT? L AMEND? . OPPOSE?

COMMENTS ¢




NAME: "”‘”'" L‘/W/é/ DATE:

ADDRESS : f/v)v{f/ ﬂﬂ/ //7/L %QMW/M /7’

PHONE: ’W‘b é/f” ';‘3 ; ‘i) |
REPRESENT ING WHOM.?‘ ﬂﬂ ﬁ’wc/lx/m

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: NM‘M y/ W W[

DO YOU:  SUPPORT?_ __ e Awsaw? | OPPOSE?

COMMENTS :
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RO RN

NAME : -241,5' < /(—‘JAL (_/ﬂE' DATE: 77/},7',/?7

ADDRES“:S: ﬁl (v $H /L.LLO{; jY:I 7.

PHONE:

REPRESENTING WHOM? %rm C‘fq (Qmm S - Mﬂw

APPEARING ON WHICH PRosogzg,,: . STJ l’€ A

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? AMEND? N OPPOSE?

COMMENTS :

.

2 -~ PPRQ"T sry TrHessE AJD \‘IIWE‘”

s

Cpua g res  om Aes—Toy a0
n3es o»g /?e}e?a/m:«/ LandDS




SENATE COMMITTEE STATE ADMINISTRATION

pate_/4/77 J;maz . BillNo._334  Time

Senator Tom Towe, Chairman

Senator Pete Story, Vice Chairman =

Senator Bob Brown

Senator Tom Rasmussen

x Pk

Senator George Roskie

Senator John Devine

Senator Greg Jergeson

Senator Chet Blaylock

nﬁuzwzﬁzol /,“; 27240 W Jmmf
1?1// 436

(1nchxkaenomﬁ1Lnﬁmmatuxxonlunncn—1x¢:wtﬂ1yelhmwcxmy'of
camittee report.)
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Suggested Amendments - S B 336
Page 1, 1ine 1? - De!ete Section 1

Add

Section 1. vD1$contihuéd?seréjﬁé;q§-a police officer withdrawal of
contributions. . _ o

e

(V) If a p011Cé 6f; téfais diéCOHiinued from service for reasons other than
temporary suspension due 't disciplenary action, death, disability or retirement,
he may withdraw his member contri utions upon f111nq written application with the

board.

Page 1, 1ine 23 - Delete Séctfor 'z, tubsection (1)

Add

Section 2. . R61hst&témeﬁf df %éfvﬂée'¢ FEdepos1t of contribut1ons (1) A
f?ﬂ%p%\fbv se¥yice previously refunded under

police officer may. refnstite t
section (1) by applying wiﬁhih éar“after his return to his former status as

a police officer.

1”
e

Page 2, 11ne 15 “ DETEfe SH‘ ectfohﬁIS) in its entirety

Page 2, line 19 « De1éte subséction (4)
Add | ;  | v  '  3

(3) The amount . to be pafd by the pﬁ11ce officer shall consist of the

amount refunded plus the, 1nter95t that would have acrumu1ated in the account
had the refund not taken v18€é.

Page 3, 1ihe sl_jRéqub?fQ5Qﬁ§ j”'*

P ",

?égéjé 411ne 7 - De]ete after't e w rd "1n B
s currently carning’ T h p teﬂ,st at the rate the fund

Page 3, line 10 - De1ete Sect10n 3 1n 1ts ent1rety
Add the following: | |

"Section 3. Election to qua]ify‘prevfous m111tary service. (1) A member
with 15 years or more of service may at any time prior to his retirement make a
written election with the board to qualify. all or any portion of his active service
in the armed forces of the United States for the purpose of calculating retirement
benefits, up to a maximum of 5 years 1f he is not otherwise eligible to receive
cr¢d1t . To qualify this service he must con-
tribute to the account tue actuartal cost of granting the service to be determined
by the board based on his compensation and normal contribution rate as of his 16th
year and as many succeeding years as are required to aualify this service with
interest from the date he becomes eligible for this benefit to the date he contri-
g$t$g yege may not qualify more of his m1]1tary service than he has service in excess

rs. '

' (2) If a member has retired from active duty in the armed forces of the
United Stqtes with a normal service retirement benefits, he may not qualify his mili-
tary service under subsection (1). However, a member who is serving or has served
in the military reserves with the expectation of receiving a military service
pension may qualify his active military service under subsecticn (1) 1f his active
duty in the armed forces of the United States is not more than 25% of the total
of all his years-of military service, including reserve and active duty time."

Page 3, line 21 - Delete Section 4 in its entirety

B 4 L
L




SENATE COMMITTEE STATE ADMINISTRATION

Date 47/// g,,/77 meﬂj} . Bill No. 234  Time

Senator Tom Towe, Chairman

Senator Pete Story, Vice Chalrman

‘Senator Bob Brown

< b Ik

Senator Tom Rasmussen

Senator George Roskie

Senator John Devine

Senator Greg Jergeson

Senator Chet Blaylock

(include enough information on mot:.m——put with yellm copy of
comnittee report. ) \




STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

Q......gobxm.;.zz ............................. 19.27.....

MR, .. Bxestdent ...
We, your committee on.,.

having had under consideration

Respsctfully report as follows: That...,..c.es.. .Sbmt.‘ eolipbtoininaish cssnrensnrs Bill NO..3384.....

introduced bill, be mndnd as ﬁpr

1. Amepd page 1, aecg;im 1, 1m,,:m 1
Fallwing., line 11 ~ RN JF v

Insert: -";sactim: 1, pimanumml Mm*’ . ;youm officer - withdrawal
_ ﬂitmttnuad from service
1 naion Aus to disciplinary action,
death, disab{{ity or rerirement, he ma wiﬁh&!‘aw ;:u mnber contributicns

of contributions. (1) If a poiine olifd
for reasons other than tempoXaty s

upon til.‘mq w:i::tan appmmu ,wi‘th”: bm

2. Amend pa ga 1, secti&m 3, 1M g‘ mm M.na % on page 2.
Following: “eontributiovpae,® /.17
strike: lines 24 thagagh line 9 on page 2 4 thefr entirety
Insexrtd "(1) A police officer mm‘._

refunded under section 1 by applyin
former status as a mlice oitim S T

AYXRESS

L e SIS AIRA

STATE PUB. CO. e Chairman.
Helena, Mont, RN N

rpingtata gredits for service previousl:
‘within 1 yeadr after his return to his




Pave 2
Hedate Dil) 336

3. Amend page 2, aactiun 2: 11&#! #hraugh 11no 5 on page 3,
Fellowing: 1line 1¢ :

8trike: linaa 15 through ling Sfoﬁ ?‘5’ 3 &n kh.ix entirety

Ingert: "(3) The azount to bhe paid b!?*hi polios officer shall consist
of the amount refunded plus the intersd t,wvuld hnva acculmulated in
the account had the refund not tak @*' :

Renumber: subSeguent ﬂubsuctiﬁn‘

4. Amend page 3, section 2, 1Ln
Followings “intereat”
gtrike: “at the rate the iund

5. amand page 3, section’ 3, angﬁ $¥ ”‘3“ ,w&na 20,
Following: line 9 : : ,JT
Strike: section 3 in its qntixﬁtv.w‘ ‘
Insert: "Section 3. Election kthkalit.<9tnwxous military service, (1)
B member with 15 yeesrs or more Sf’ soryice. Bay st any time prior to his
retirement make a written eledtion with' the' board to quaiify all or any
portion of his active sexvice the i forces of the United States
for the purpose of calculating retirenant benefits, up to a maximum of
5 years if he is not otherwise oltgibla t@ regeive credit. To qualify
this service he wust contxibute to the account the actuarial cost of
granting the service to be determined by the board based on his
compensation and normal contribution xate as of his l6th year and as
many succeading years aes are requirsd to qualify this service with interest
from the dato he becawes eligibls for this benafit to the date he
contributes. He may not gualify mntn ct his u&litary pervice than he
has service in exaess of 15 vears,

(2) I1f a member has retired from nctivu duty in the armmed forxces
of the United Gtates with normal sarvice xmtiaannnt benefits, he may not
qualify his military service undar. guhcocttan {1). However, a member
who i8 serving or has served in tha military reserves with the expectation
of receiving a milicary service pens ‘may sualify bis active military
service under subsection (1) 4if hip ;ng&wa Guty in the armed forces of
the United States is not more than 258 of the total of all hia years

€4

of military service, including :aaczvm,padinctivu duty time."

6. Amend page 3, secticn 4, liann 21 ' moh line 7 on pege 4.
Following: line 20 L W

Btrike: section 4 in ite onti:atyé

£4D A& B0 AMENDED, DO PABE
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SENATE COMMITTEE STATE ADMINIS'I‘RATION

'..Nr

Time

Date c?//q/7j7
‘ 7 7

Senator Tom Towe, Chalrman

‘Senator Pete Story, Viae Chai

Senator Bob Brown'

Senator Tom Rasmussen:

Senator George Roskie

Senator John Deviné

Senator Greg Jergeson

Senator Chet Blaylock

YW VP YW W

Bat se 253 Lo

Motion:

N S o

(mcludem:ghinfomtimmmt;m-—putwithyeuowcopyof
camittee report.) i




STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

—..rebruary 19 19,97
R, ... EPresident ..

We, your committee an........... Btate Adminfstration .
having had under conSideration ......... @IS et st s er e Bill No.253.......
Respectfully report as follows: That.............. BORBLD ...t Bill No...253.......

HAEBADX DO NOT PASS !
. j -
........................................................................... G

STATE PUB. CO.
Helena, Mont.



SENATE COMMITTEE STATE ADMINISTRATION

g

Date ,92//‘7//77 <>//4/Aa7‘£;,» Bill No. YR fz Time

NAME YES NO
Senator Tom Towe, Chairman v

. i

Senator Pete Story, Vice Chairman V

Senator Bob Brown X

Senator Tom Rasmussen /X

Senator

George Roskie

Senator

John Devine

Senator

Greg Jergeson

Senator

Chet Blaylock
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(include enough informmation on motion~-put with yellow copy of
canmnittee report.)



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

............. Fehruary 2. . .....1917 .
MR. ....... Bresident e
We, your committee on .......... Statea.dninistration ........................................................................... e
having had under consideration e BERATE s Bill NOéZS} ..........
)
Respectfully report as follows: That............... SenatR......cooeene evertates st tettebebeter et s st et ran s s Rill No... 429
s
DO PASS | L] k03
.......................................................................... G e

STATE PUB. CO.



SENATE COMMITTEE STATE ADMINISTRATION
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pate .2/ /g /77 /% Bill No. 5%/ Time
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NAME YES
Senator Tom Towe, Chairman )(
‘Senator Pete Story; Vice Chairman Y
Senator Bob Brown ;
Senator Tom Rasmussen }
Senator George Roskie
Senator John Devine
Senator Greg Jergeson
Senator Chet Blaylock

L o XY, I Arampn 27 /ZL;/,{/*

tary Chairman ;éézj

Motion: ‘225% 74?441?)4;44 242542§Z224¢424ﬁééw , </j§{tjfn
T 3 Y ug

(include enough information on motion—-put with yellow copy of
conmittee report.)



STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT

............ February 19 .~ 1977

MR.... Brasldent. ..o
We, your committee on........ Bhate AR B Om e
having had under consideration .............. Sanate Joint Reselution .. ... Bill No.34..........
Respectfully report as follows: That.......... Senate.Joint. Reaoclution ... Bill No....34.......

PRLAESX  BE ADOPTED

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

STATE PUB. CO. Chairman.
Helena, Mont.



SENATE COMMITTEE STATE ADMINISTRATION

vate_2//9/77

./

YES

Time

Senator

Tom Towe, Chairman
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MR. ... BResident ...,
We, your committee on........ Bhate AR Bt Rt On e
having had under consideration .............. Sanate. Joink Resolution . . ... ... Bill No. 34...... .
Respectfully report as follows: That.......... Senate.Joint Resolution.............ee. Bill No....34..... .

RELREStx  BE ADOPTED

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

STATE PUB. CO. ‘ Chairman.
Hejena, Mont. Lo





